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FIRST SESSION. 
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SENATE. 
Fray, February &, 1924. 


(Legislative day of Thursday, February 7, 1924.) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Chaffee, 
one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the enrolled bill (H. R. 657) granting the consent 
of Congress to the boards of supervisors of Rankin and Madi- 
son Counties, Miss., to construct a bridge across the Pearl 
River in the State of Mississippi, and it was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore. 


CALL OF THE ROLL. 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follow- 
ing Senators answered to their names: 


Ashurst Ferris La Follette Sheppard 
Ball Fletcher Lenroot Shields 
Bayard Frazier McCormick Shipstead 
Borah George McKellar Shortridge 
Brandegee Gerry McKinley Simmons 
Brookbart Glass McLean Smoot 
Broussard Gooding MecNar Spencer 
Bruce Greene Mayfield Stephens 
Bursum Hale oses Sterling 
Cameron Harreld Neely Swanson 
Capper Harris Norbeck Trammell 
Caraway Harrison Norris Underwood 
Copeland Heflin Oddie Wadsworth 
Couzens Howell Overman Walsh, Mass. 
Cummins Johnson, Calif. Pepper Walsh, Mont. 
Curtis Johnson, Minn. Phipps Warren 
Dale Jones, Wash. Ralston Wheeler 
Dial Kendrick Ransdell Willis 

DiN Keyes Reed, Mo. 

Edge King Reed, Pa, 

Ernst Ladd Robinson 


Mr. DIAL, I desire to announce that my colleague, the 
senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Sir, is detained 
from the Senate to-day on official business. He is paired. I 
ask that this notice may continue throughout the day. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-one Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. The 
unfinished business, Senate Resolution No. 134, is before the 
Senate, and the Senator from Montana [Mr. WatsxH] is en- 
titled to the floor. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


Mr, CURTIS presented a memorial of sundry employees of 
the Atchison, Topeka & Sante Fe Railway System, of Wichita, 
Kans., remonstrating against any substantial change in the 
transportation act of 1920, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. JONES of Washingon presented a petition, numerously 
signed, of sundry citizens of Tacoma, Wash., praying for the 
passage of legislation to reclassify and readjust compensation 
of employees in the Postal Service, which was referred to the 
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota presented the memorial of Carl 
M. Hanson and 105 other citizens of St. Louis County, Minn., 
remonstrating against the passage of legislation extending the 
Superior National Forest, and stating that the territory in 
question is better suited to agriculture than for forestry pur- 
poses, which was referred to the Committee on Public Lands 
and Surveys. 
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He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of St. Paul, 
Minn., praying.for the passage of the so-called game refuge, 
public shooting grounds bill, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Win- 
throp, Minn., remonstrating against the passage of legislation 
creating a department of education, which was referred to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a resolution of the Civic and Commerce 
Association, of Bemidji, Minn., favoring the passage of Senate 
bill 1597, creating a revolving loan of $50,000,000 for the benefit 
of the livestock industry, which was referred to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented a resolution of the Business and Profes- 
sional Men’s Association, of Minneapolis, Minn., favoring the 
making of an appropriation of $25,000,000 for the purchase 
of food and other relief for the suffering poeple of Germany, 
which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by Italo-Americans 
at Buhi, Minn., and the Camillo Cavour Lodge, No. 1185, Order 
of the Sons of Italy, at Syracuse, N. Y., protesting against the 
passage of House bill 101, to limit the immigration of aliens 
into the United States, which were referred to the Committee 
on Immigration. 

SAN CARLOS IRRIGATION PROJECT, ARIZONA. 


Mr. CAMERON, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 966) for the continuance of 
construction work on the San Carlos Federal irrigation project 
in Arizona, and for other purposes, reported it with an amend- 
ment and submitted a report (No. 129) thereon, 


COMMISSION OF GOLD AND SILVER INQUIRY PROGRESS REPORT. 


Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, pursuant to the provisions of 
Senate Resolution 469, Sixty-seventh Congress, fourth session, 
I herewith submit a progress report of the Commission of Gold 
and Silver Inquiry, which I ask may be printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The report will be printed. 


ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED, 


Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that on February 8, 1924, they presented to the Presi- 
dent an enrolled bill and a joint resolution of the following 
titles: 

S. 794. An act to equip the United States penitentiary, 
Leavenworth, Kans., for the manufacture of supplies for the 
use of the Government, for the compensation of prisoners for 
their labor, and for other purposes; and 

S. J. Res. 54. Joint resolution directing the President to insti- 
tute and prosecute suits to cancel certain leases of oil lands and 
incidenal contracts, and for other purposes. 

BILLS INTRODUCED, 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 

A bill (S. 2426) to amend section 202 of the Federal farm 
loan act, as amended; to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

By Mr, DIAL: 

A bill (S. 2427) to authorize the use of certain Federal pris- 
oners on road construction and other public works; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McNARY: 

A bill (S. 2428) for the relief of M. Seller & Co.; to the 
Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. BALL: 

A bill (S. 2429) to amend an act of Congress approved March 
1, 1920, entitled “An act to regulate the height, area, and use 
of buildings in the District of Columbia, and creating a zoning 
commission, and for other purposes“; and 
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A bill (S. 2480) to create a commission to procure a design 
for a flag for the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbla. 

A bill (S. 2431) te authorize the Secretary of War to convey 
to the Commissioners. of Lewes certain land in the county of 
Sussex, State of Delaware; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. EDGE: 

A bill (S. 2432) for the relief of Withelmina D. Holman and 
the estate of M. Samuel; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California: 

A bill (S. 2433) granting a pension to F. T. Bray; to the 
Committee on Pensions. R 8 

By Mr. WILLIS: 

“A bill (S. 2484) for the purchase of the Oldroyd collection 
of Lincaln relies; to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. FLETCHER: 8 

A bill (S. 2485) to benefit American producers and to en- 
courage commerce with foreign countries in times of emer- 
gency; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 

A bill (S. 2436) granting the consent of Congress to the 
Board of Supervisors of Leake County, Miss., to construct a 
bridge across the Pearl River in the State of Mississippi (with 
an accompanying paper) ; and 

A bill (S. 2487) granting the consent of Congress to the 
Board of Supervisors of Leake County, Miss., to construet a 
bridge across the Pearl River in the State of Mississippi; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. CAMERON: 

A bill (S. 2438) for the rellef of Helen M. Peck; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. McCORMICK: 

A bill (S. 2430) granting a pension to John A. Robinson; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HARRIS: 

A bill (S. 2440) for the relief of Bernice Hutcheson; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. NEWLY: 

A bill (S. 2441) for the relief of R. Clyde Bennett; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE: 

A bill (S. 2442) for the purchase of a site and the erection 
of a public building thereon at Oakland, Calif., and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

A bill (S. 2443) for the relief of Nels D. Anderson; to the 
Committee en Claims. 

A bill (S. 2444) to amend section 5 of the act entitled “An 
act supplemental to the national prohibition act,” approved 
November 23, 1921; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

STOCK AND BOND OWNERSHIP BY FEDERAL OFFICERS AND 
EMPLOYEES. ‘ 


Mr. FRAZIER. I introduce a joint resolution and ask that 
the Secretary read it and that it lie on the table. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 74) relating to ownership of 
stocks and bonds of industrial, railroad, mining, banking, 
shipping, oil, and other corporations, firms, and partnerships 
by Members of the Senate and House of Representatives of 
the United States ef America and by employees of the Federal 
Government and their relation to such corporations and firms, 
was read the first time by its title and the second time at 
length and ordered to lie on the table, as follows: 


Whereas the recent revelations regarding leases of naval and other 
oil reserves have shown culpable and probably criminal connections 
of Cabinet officers and other employees of the Federal Government; 
and 

Whereas much of the legislation before Congress, such as that affect- 
ing railroads, taxation, mining, water power, and oil development, and 
marketing of farm products may conflict with the private business 
interests and investments of Members of the House of Representa- 
tives and Senate of the United States and of employees of the Fed- 
eral Government; and 

Whereas it is clearly improper that any Member of either branch 
of Congress or any employee of the Federal Government should be 
swayed or influenced in his attitude toward pending legislation by 
considerations of personal gain; and 

Whereas all Members of the Congress have a right to be protected 
from the suspicion that their attitude or the attitude of any em- 
ployee of the Federal Government on any measure is affected by their 
personal or financial relation to the interest or industry affected by 
such legislation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, etc, That every Member of the Senate and House of 
Representatives, and every employee of the Federal Government re- 
ceiving a salary of $3,000 or over, is hereby directed to file with the 


Federal Trade Commission at its main offices in Washington, D. C., on 
or before March 31, 1924, as a public record, a statement sworn to 
before a notary public or other officer legally empowered to ad- 
minister oaths, setting forth: 

1. The amount of stock, bonds, er other investment he or she owns 
directly or as a trustee, or has owned within the past 10 years, in 
any industrial, railroad, banking, shipping, mining, oil, and all other 
corporations, firms, and partnerships, if any, giving name and address 
of chief office of such concern and names of executive officers and 
when acquired. 

2. The same information for such Member's or employee's wife or 
husband, or immediate family. 

3. The name and address of chief office, and name of executive 
officers of corporations, firms,.and partnerships for which such Member 
or employee has been attorney or in the employ thereof in any 
capacity during the past 10 years. 


AMENDMENT OF INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. FLETCHER submitted an amendment proposing to in- 
crease the appropriation for general support and civilization of 
the Seminole Indians of Florida from $10,000 to $20,000, in- 
tended to be proposed by him to House bill 5078, the Interior 
Department appropriation bill, which was referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 


AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. McNARY submitted an amendment providing an appro- 
priation of $35,000 to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to 
provide for a scientific investigation to advance and improve 
methods of preventing losses from the western pine beetle and 
associated forest insects; and to assist departments of the 
Federal Government, State, and private owners of timber in 
the inspection of insect-infested timber, and the demonstration 
of the. best known methods of control, intended to be proposed 
by him to the agricultural appropriation bill, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 

HEARINGS BEFORE CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE. 

Mr. McNARY (for Mr. Stanrrecp) submitted the following 
resolution (S. Res. 148), which was referred to the Committee 
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Civil Service, or any subcommittee 
thereof, be, and hereby is, authorized during the Sixty-eighth Congress 
to send for persons, books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to 
employ a stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per hundred 
words, to report such hearings as may be had in connection with any 
subject which may be before said committee, the expenses thereof to 
be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate, and that the com- 
mittee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or 
recesses of the Senate. 


FOREIGN OIL CONCESSIONS TO AMERICAN CITIZENS. 


Mr. DILL. I submit a resolution and ask that it may be 
read for the information of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Overman in the chair). 
The Secretary will read the resolution. 

The principal legislative clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 
149), as follows: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State be, and he hereby is, requested 
to furnish the Senate with copies of all diplomatie correspondence, if 
not incompatible with the public interest, in connection with the se- 
curing of oil concessions for American citizens or for corporations 
organized and doing business in the United States, between this Gov- 
ernment and the Government of Great Britain regarding oil conces- 
gions in Burma, Mesopotamia, and Palestine; with the Government of 
Holland regarding oil concessions in the Dutch East Indies; with the 
Government of Portugal regarding ofl concessions in Portuguese East 
Africa; with the Government of Persia regarding oil concessions in 
Persia; with the Government of Costa Rica regarding oil concessions 
in Costa Rica; with the Government of Argentina regarding oil con- 
cessions in Argentina; with the Government of Venezuela regarding oil 
concessions in Venezuela; with the Government of Czechoslovakia re- 
garding oil concessions in Czechoslovakia; with the Government of 
Mexico regarding oil concessions in Mexico; and with the Government 
of Russia or with any other foreign government regarding oil conces- 
sions in Russia since March 4, 1921. 

Mr. DILL. I ask that the resolution lie over for one day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will lie over 
under the rule. 

TREATY WITH COLOMBIA. 
Mr. DILL. I submit another resolution, which I ask to have 


read. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the 
resolution. 


—— 
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The principal legislative clerk read the resolution (S. Res. The other day I noticed before that committee a letter from the 


150), as follows: 


Whereas on April 11, 1921, the first day of the special session of 
the Sixty-seventh Congress, notice was given that on the next day 
the Senate would be asked to take up the treaty with Colombia, 
whereby the Government of the United States paid $25,000,000 to the 
Government of Colombia; and 

Whereas on April 12, 1921, two letters by the then Secretary of the 
Interior, Albert B. Fall, each dated March 21, 1921, were presented to 
the Sennte and used in explanation of reasons why the Senate should 
ratify the said treaty with Colombia; and 

Whereas the said Albert B. Fall's actions in connection with the 
disposal of the naval oil reserves of the United States indicate fraud 
and corruption on the part of Mr. Fall; and 

Whereas the Department of State is in charge of all diplomatic cor- 
respondence with the Government of Colombia: Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State be, and he is hereby, requested 
to furnish the Senate with copies of all diplomatie correspondence, if 
not incompatible with the public interest, in connection with the ratifi- 
eation of said treaty and In connection with the securing of any oll 
concessions fot American citizens or corporations organized and doing 
business In the United States between this Government and the Gov- 
ernment of Colombia since March 4, 1921. 


Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I wish to say merely a word or 
go about the resolution which has just been read. I have ex- 
amined with some care the discussion as reported in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL Recor concerning the ratification of the treaty with 
Colombia. I found that one of the letters by Secretary Fall was 
confined largely to explaining why the Senate should ratify 
the treaty even though ex-President Roosevelt had objected to 
it. I found that the other letter by Secretary Fall cited the 
need of oil by American oil producers as the reason why this 
Government should ratify the treaty. In that letter—and it 
almost might be termed an “ oil” letter—the then Secretary of 
the Interior pointed out that the British Government and the 
Japanese Government were backing the great oil companies that 
were operating throughout the world, and that this Government 
should lend its approval to the treaty then pending in order 
that we might have such relations with Colombia that our in- 
vestors could produce oil for American purposes. I found no- 
where any reference to the matter by the Secretary of State 
at that time; and, in the light of what has since transpired, I 
thought it would be of interest to the Senate and to the coun- 
try, and perhaps of value in the future consideration of this 
oil question if we might have the diplomatic correspondence, if 
there was any, with the Government of Colombia regarding 
these concessions about which the then Secretary of the In- 
terior was So concerned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will lie over 
under the rule, 

INVESTIGATION OF PHILIPPINE AFFAIRS. 

On motion of Mr, Lapp, the resolution (S. Res. 128) for 
appointing a special Senate committee to investigate published 
insinuations and charges reflecting on the integrity of Members 
of the Senate; also to investigate certain stock transactions, 
attempts to exploit the interests and industries of the Philip- 
pine Islands, and for other purposes, was taken from the table 
and referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the Con- 
tingent Expenses of the Senate. 

ALAMO LAND & SUGAR CO., R. B, CREAGER ET AL, 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, on January 28, 1924, I sub- 
mitted Senate Resolution 133, providing for an investigation of 
certain land frauds in the Rio Grande Valley in the State of 
Texas. The Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate has had the resolution since that time. 
I have urged the committee to act favorably upon it, and I 
feel that the committee has had ample time to consider it 
thoroughly. 

I desire to give notice therefore that unless the resolution 
is reported favorably on to-morrow, I shall move to discharge 
the committee from its further consideration. 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on February 8, 
1924, the President had approved and signed the joint resolu- 
tion (S. J. Res. 54) directing the President to institute und 
prosecute suits to cancel certain leases of oil lands and inci- 
dental contracts, and for other purposes, 


AMENDMENT OF COTTON FUTURES CONTRACT Law. 


Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, early in this session 1 introduced 
an amendment to the cotton futures contract law, and it has 
been considered by the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


Secretary of Agriculture in reference to my proposed amend- 
ment. I answered that letter, and I desire to have my answer 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp as follows: 

Unirep STATES Senate, 
id COMMITTEE on Pos? OFFICES AND Post ROADS, 
February 8, 192}. 
Mr. Bunny C, WALLACE, 
Secretary Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D. O; 

MY Dran Mn. SecreTaRY: Your letter of the 24th to Hon. Grorom 
W. Norris, chairman, in reference to my proposed amendment to the 
cotton future contract law, has just been brought to my attention, 
I am trying to get a better price for cotton for the people who produce 
it. In order to do this it is absolutely necessary to get a fair future 
contract, and this we have not. It occurs to me that if you would 
aid me in eorrecting the present law instead of trying to find objec- 
tions to my proposed amendment we could accomplish more for the 
people who deserve it and who are entitled to a better price for what 
they produce. Too much thought is being given as to bow my amend- 
ment would affect the exchanges rather than to the good it would be 
to the farmer. Under the present law only 10 grades of cotton are 
traded in on the exchanges, and all contracts are bought and sold on 
the basis of middling with the right of the seller, however, to deliver 
all of the quantity in any one or all of the 10 grades. If he delivers 
lower grades a discount is given; if he delivers higher grades a 
premium is paid. This ig unsatisfactory to the purchaser because be 
can not get the grade or quality he needs. Probably the contract 
should specify a specific grade, but for the present I am willing to 
accept as a compromise as explained in my classification A, B, and C, 
below. 

You state in your letter “the effect of the amendment would be 
drastic, so each contract must be filled through the delivery of cotton 
of the basic grade and one other grade.” In this you are mistaken. 
My amendment simply divides the 10 tenderable grades into three 
classes, to wit, A, B, and C, with a basic grade in each class, and 
requires all of a contract in a particular class to be filled owe-third 
of the basic grade, and the remainder can be filled in the basic grade 
in that class and other grades therein. Not alone in the basic grade 
and one other grade, as you seem to think. It is true it would be more 
difficult to deliver cotton under this amendment than under the present 
law, and it should be more difficult. If the seller had to specify the 
grade or grades he was selling he would ask a higher price becanse he 
might have to deliver, hence this higher price would enhance the price 
of spot cotton. I am trying to make an amendment that is eiastic 
and broad enongh to be traded in and at the same time definite enough 
to be practical, The reason that the delivery of cotton is not made 
is that the purchaser does not know within 10 grades or qualities of 
what he would receive. Instead of allowing the seller of the contract 
to deliver all thereof in any and all 10 grades, would not it be in 
keeping with common sense and honesty to allow the purchaser to 
select whichever grade suited his use? Would he not pay more for 
such a contract? Then this would bring up tbe price of the whole 
crop. I venture to say there is notbing in the law, custom, practice, 
or habit of any other commedity fo allow the seller to select the 
quality. By giving the wrong party this privilege and by aliowing 
him such latitude to select from, necessarily he sells at a less price 
than he would if he had to specify a particular grade or grades. 
Conversely, the purchaser would not give for the present contract 
anything like the price be would provided he knew what class or giades 
of cotton he could demand under his contract. I am not complajning 
particularly about the purchaser and the seller of contracts, but the 
price of this contract practically fixes the price of spot cotton. In cther 
words, it fixes the price that the owner or grower of the actual cotton has 
to sell at. This being true, the future contract should be an honest, 
mutual, definite contract like any other one. Apply this system, this 
mode, this plan, this method to marketing any other commodity and 
the same result will follow, to wit, a depreciated price. 

You speak of changes made in the United States official cotton stand- 
ards which became effective on August 1. 1923. My bill takes in all 
of the grades of cotton allowed under the law. I have no objection, 
however, to taking in a greater number of grades, but I want similar 
cotton placed in same group. In other words, I want the seller of con- 
tracts to specify the grade or grades he contracts to sell, and then I 
want him to be forced to deliver that specific kind. My amendment 
was prepared by your experts with my help. 

You spoke of exchanges performing two important functions, namely. 
“accurate quotations of the price of cotton.“ Don't you know that 
under the present law the price of every pound of cotton is depressed 
by reason of this unjust law? You also say that “ the future exchanges 
perform hedging facilities." This is true, and is very properly used 
by the cotton factories, the exporters, mills, ete.. but how can the 
farmer hedge when not one in a hundred raises a hundred bales of cot- 
ton, and when not one in ten thousand ever sold or delivered his cotton 
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through exchanges? Furthermore, farmers are hard enough put to it 
now to procure funds to produce cotton, and, of course, it should not be 
expected of them to borrow money to put up on hedges; and then, if 
they were to do so, don't we all know that the wide fluctuations on 
the exchanges would wipe out their margins? In addition to this, do 
we want to make speculators out of farmers, who are not posted and 
prepared in this line of business? The present law does not prevent 
wild fluctuations in price, as you mention. On the contrary, it alds 
and encourages it. The average fluctuation in the price of cotton in 
the 20 years is 8.66. Would this have been the case if we had had R 
more specific contract? Certainly not. I fear you give too much 
thought to how my amendment would affect the factor and exchanges 
and too little consideration to the producer. 

Some one will ask what has the farmer to do with the exchanges. 
The answer is nothing whatever, provided the exchanges are kept off 
of him. As stated many times, the price of the contract fixes the price 
of the farmer's commodity, therefore he is interested in every contract 
to this extent. 

If you will allow me to suggest to you again, if my bill would not 
benefit the actual producer of cotton, let us see it we can’t amend it 
to accomplish that end. We all know something is wrong with the 
present method. I know that as certain as the sun shines that my 
bill would greatly enhance the price of the future contract, and this 
would automatically raise the price of cotton and would inure wonder- 
fully to the benefit of millions of tolling people who dig the commodity 
out of the ground. These are the people I am trying to take care of 
first, and then all other interests can regulate themselves accordingly. 
If you have any suggestions to make along these lines, I would be glad 
to have a conference with you or your experts, as I expect to press 
my bill for early passage, and I hope to be successful. 

Yours very traly, N. B. DIF. 


REPORT OF JOINT COMMISSION ON POSTAL SERVICE (S. DOC. NO. 36). 


Mr. STERLING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, with the kind indulgence of 
the Senator from Montana, I desire to submit the final report 
of the Joint Commission on Postal Service relative to the 
methods and systems of handling, dispatching, transporting, and 
delivering the mails; and in connection with the submission of 
the report I desire to make a brief statement. 

Mr. President, the commission, consisting of the chairman 
and four members of the Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads of the Senate and the chairman and four members of the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads of the House of 
Representatives and a postal expert appointed by the Post- 
master General, was appointed in pursuance of special provi- 
sions found in the Post Office appropriation act approved April 
24, 1920. 

Among other things, the act provides that the commission 
shall investigate present and prospective methods and systems 
of handling, dispatching, transporting, and delivering the mails 
and the facilities therefor, and especially all methods and sys- 
tems which relate to the handling, delivery, and dispatching of 
the mails in the large cities of the United States. 

The commission was empowered and directed by the terms of 
the act to appoint an advisory council of seven persons expe- 
rienced in business or commercial transactions or representing 
business or commercial organizations which make extensive use 
of the Postal Service to aid the commission in its work, such 
advisory council to serve without compensation. It was further 
authorized to employ and fix the compensation of such engineers, 
special experts, clerks, and other employees as it might deem 
necessary. 

The commission, having appointed an advisory council and 
employed engineers and special experts and having secured also 
the services of special experts from the Government Postal 
Service—all as authorized by the act—proceeded with the work 
with which it had been intrusted. The results of the work of 
the commission and of the engineers and experts, both outside 
and within the Government service, have been embodied in 
various partial and special reports prepared and submitted from 
time to time during the progress of the work. 

It will be remembered that the act charged the commission 
with investigating especially “all methods and systems which 
relate to the handling, delivery, and dispatching of the mails 
in the large cities of the United States.” The commission in 
following out the provisions of the act duly appreciated this 
particular feature of the directions given it for the simple 
reason that, taking the country as a whole, the efficiency of 
the mail service depends largely upon the efticlency with which 
the mail is received, handled, and distributed in the large 
cities and commercial centers of the country, and so speciul 


investigation was made by a committee of Postal Service offi- 
cials of the existing and required facilities in the cities of 
New York, Brooklyn, Boston, Philadelphia, Chicago, Buffalo, 
Pittsburgh, Detroit, Kansas City, Omaha, St. Louis, Milwaukee, 
Minneapolis, Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Seattle. These 
reports have covered, with more or less of detail, every phase 
of the Postal Service, including methods of and facilities for 
receiving, handling, and the dispatching of the various classes 
of mail. 

The investigation included, in addition to the central or main 
post office, an investigation of various station post offices in 
the large cities. The report embraces also discussions of the 
motor-vehicle fleets employed in the carrying and distribution 
of mail, the handling of parcel post, the money-order service, 
the various post-office terminals in the cities named, the organi- 
zation of the post-office force, and the need in some cases of 
additional employees, the need of new buildings or additions 
to present buildings, rentals paid for post-office buildings, the 
special-delivery system, the pneumatic-tube service, and whether 
or not the carrier and special-delivery service and the col- 
lections of mail are handled in such a way as to secure the 
prompt dispatch of mails, together with many other questions 
relating to facilities and efficiency in the mail service and 
which are of great importance to the general and business 
public. Among other things, the commission initiated the work 
of cost ascertainment now in progress under the supervision 
of Mr. Joseph Stewart, of the Post Office Department. This 
work will comprehend the careful ascertainment of the cost of 
the handling of the different classes of mail and will probably 
be made the basis of future important legislation. 

The final report now submitted will, I am sure, be of interest 
because of the recommendations made by the commission for 
new buildings or additions to buildings in several of the large 
cities of the country. The commission believes it to be both in 
the interest of efficiency and of economy that a reasonable 
building, program be undertaken rather than that the rental 
system should be continued at such enormous expense. 

The seyeral reports referred to, as well as hearings before 
the joint commission, at which both the special engineers and 
experts employed by the commission and experts and officials 
in the Postal Service appeared and testified, are all available, 
and I am sure will prove of interest to all who realize the tre- 
mendous importance of the Postal Service of the United States 
and its intimate connection with the welfare and prosperity of 
the people. 

The term of the commission expired on July 1 last, and at 
a final mecting of the commission in Chicago on June 15 its 
then chairman was directed to submit this final report at the 
present session. It is not recommended that the commission 
as appointed be continued, but it is believed that every member 
of the commission realizes that its work has been a great in- 
centive to the improvement of the Postal Service and that 
many of its recommendations made from time to time during 
the progress of the work have met not only with the approval 
of the department at Washington but with the hearty approval 
and cooperation of the officials and employees in the service 
and at the various post offices visited. 

Mr. President, I ask that the report may be printed and, 
because of the recommendations made in the report, that it 
be referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to receiy- 
ing the report out of order? The Chair hears none, and without 
objection the report will be printed and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I desire to 
ask the Senator from South Dakota what is the total sum of 
money which was expended by the commission, the final report 
of which he has just submitted? 

Mr. STERLING. I will say to the Senator from Massachu- 
setts that I am unable to answer that question just now. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. But it was a very large sum 
of money. I believe at least $300,000. 

Mr. STERLING. It was a considerable sum. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Now, I should like to ask if 
any bills providing for the enactment into legislation of the 
recommendations liave been drafted by the commission? 

Mr. STERLING. I think not by the commission. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I desire also to ask whether 
the commission has accomplished anything up to date other 
than the making of a survey of postal conditions throughout the 
country and bringing about several reforms in the administra- 
tive departments? 


Mr. STERLING. I think, Mr. President, the principal work 


of the commission has been the making of surveys of con- 
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ditions in the various post offices mentioned in the state- 
ment which I have just made. The commission has from time 
to time made recommendations, which recommendations have, 
as I understand, in large part, been accepted and adopted by 
the Post Office Department and by the authorities of the post 
offices visited. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr, President, all I wish to 
add is this: I have been a member of the commission and 
have been interested in its work. A very large sum of money, 
amounting to hundreds of thousands of dollars, has been spent; 
very valuable information has been gathered, but in my opinion 
nothing will be done. Nothing will be done, because we can 
not get the recommendations of the commission enacted into 
law unless the present Post Office Department and the admin- 
istration gets behind bills for that purpose. I hope, rather 
than have the money which has been expended in this work 
wasted and this investigation go for naught, bills will be intro- 
duced and that some legislation will follow, so that we may 
get the benefits of the money spent and the studies made. 

Many suggestions made by the commission are valuable, 
especially those relating to the necessity of improving postal 
facilities in the large cities, and erecting new buildings; but, 
after the expenditure of hundreds of thousands of dollars, 
practically nothing but a few administrative reforms have thus 
far been brought about, and I make the prediction that we shall 
have no legislative reforms unless the majority party initiates 
a program of legislation which will result in having our Postal 
Service improved, as recommended by the commission. Let us 
watch and see if these recommendations and pressing reforms 
find their way, where other studies of department changes 
have ended, in nothing being done. 

Mr. STERLING. Will the Senator from Montana permit 
me to make a further statement? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I shall not yield for any further 
discussion, 

Mr. STERLING, I appreciate the favor which the Senator 
from Montana has already granted in yielding thus far. 

Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. President, I think we ought to proceed 
with the regular order, and the regular order is for the 
Senator from Montana to proceed with his speech. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under the rules of the Sen- 
ate it is entirely in the hands of the Senator from Montana. 
He may yield or decline to yield, as he may desire. 


EDWIN DENBY, SECRETARY OF THE NAVY. 


The Senate resumed the consideration of Senate Resolution 
134, submitted by Mr. Roswtnson on January 28, 1924, as modi- 
fied by him. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Mr. President—— 

Mr. EDGE. Will the Senator from Montana yield to me for 
a moment? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. For what purpose? 

Mr. EDGE. Will the Senator yield to me to have inserted 
in the Recorp, following the insertion by the Senator from 
Montana yesterday of an editorial from a Philadelphia news- 
paper, an editorial from a Washington paper, written after 
the Doheny testimony had been concluded? I think the record 
should be complete, and as the Senator had read, by unanimous 
consent, the view of a prominent newspaper on the develop- 
ments up to that time, I know he wishes to be fair, and I 
think it would be entirely proper to have printed an editorial 
review which was written after that time. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. What is the Washington paper? 

Mr. EDGE. The Washington Star of February 2, an edi- 
torial which, I think, is very dignified in character and will add 
to the record, I ask that the editorial may be read at the 
desk, if the Senator will yield for that purpose. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from New Jersey? The Chair hears 
none, and the Secretary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

NO PARTISANSHIP, ` 

Testimony given by Edward L. Doheny before the Senate committee 
on naval oil leases yesterday may prove to have a profound effect upon 
the political fortunes of William G. McAdoo and possibly others. Un- 
Uke his former testimony, in which he merely identified the source of 
the funds suddenly obtained by Mr, Fali while Secretary of the Interior, 
his disclosure regarding Mr. McAdoo was wholly unexpected. It brought 
into the limelight of pitiless publicity not only the figure of the former 
Secretary of the Treasury but colleagues in the same administration. 

Whether Mr. Doheny’s testimony that his company pald Mr. McAdoo 
$250,000 for legal services Mr. McAdoo demurs to the amount and says 
that it was only $150,000—affects his political Prospects is now the 


subject of lively discussion. 
aspirant for the Democratic nomination. 
McAdoo dates from after his retirement from office, when he was at 
perfect liberty in all propriety to engage in any connection whatsoever 


Certainly it can not help bim ‘as an 
The employment of Mr. 


with any legitimate interest. 
Lane, and Mr. Garrison. 

But for the use of oil money to relieve the financial distress of Mr. 
Fall while he was Secretary of the Interior, and while be was negotiat- 
ing leases of Government oil lands placed under bis jurisdiction to 
private concerns, the revelation of Mr. McAdoo’s employment by the 
same interests would not be of significance. It might conceivably 
establish Mr. McAdoo as having intimate relation with those creatures 
that are anathema to a certain group of American voters, the corpora- 
tions, but it would not in the least expose him to criticism on the score 
of impropriety of conduct. 

Nevertheless, it is undoubtedly -unfortunate for Mr. McAdoo as a 
potential candidate for the presidency to bave his name involved as one 
of the beneficiaries of oil enterprises and liberality in the matter of the 
engagement of services. It puts him, as it were, on the defensive. In 
a way it robs him of what might be an effective weapon of attack in 
the campaign if he were nominated. He could not effectively de- 
nounce the Republican Party for undue familiarity with oll companies 
with this record of himself and other Democrats, former members of 
the same official family, having upon their retirement from office imme- 
diately joined the staff, so to speak, of the same oll company that aided 
Mr. Fall in his financial stress. 

This incident serves to emphasize the truth of President Coolidge's 
statement the other day that this is not a partisan question which bas 
become a subject of inquiry and correction, 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, on Monday, Janu- 
ary 28, on presenting to the Senate the revolting facts of the 
leasing of the naval oil reserves, I announced my purpose to ask 
appropriate action by the Senate if the Secretary of the Navy 
should not forthwith quit the Cabinet either upon his own 
motion or upon the demand of the President. Disregarding the 
perfectly obvious proprieties of the situation, he still, with the 
approval of the President, we must assume, holds on. I proceed 
accordingly to set out with more detail than was permitted to 
me on the occasion referred to the facts which, to my mind, 
make it perilous to the public interest that Mr. Denby should 
remain longer at the head of the Navy Department. In doing 
so, Mr. President, I shall nothing extenuate nor set down aught 
in malice. I bear no malice toward Mr. Denby born either of 
personal animosity or of political differences. I remind the 
Senate, however, that when the great properties which he 
allowed so lightly and so improvidently to slip out of his hands 
are recovered—and Mr, Doheny is offering to surrender imme- 
diately the whole of naval reserve No. 1 except such portions 
as he holds under his original contract—when these great prop- 
erties are thus recovered they go back under the law into the 
care and custody of Mr. Denby. He administers them; he who 
is committed to the policy of taking the oil out of the ground 
and storing it In tanks at the seaboard, instead of allowing it to 
remain to the limit in the ground, as Congress evidently desired 
that it should; he who has sanctioned and, for aughit anybody 
knows, still sanctions the use for the construction of storage 
tanks of two-thirds of the modicum of oil the Government gets 
under the leasing system; he who made and continues as his 
personal representative in relation to the naval reserves Ad- 
miral Robison, who was tutored in everything he knew upon the 
subject when he took charge of these naval reserves by Edward 
L. Doheny; he who permitted these great properties to ba 
filched from the public, though the leases from their very incep- 
tion became objects of suspicion to a large number of Senators 
and to the wide-awake press. 

I say, I bear no malice toward Mr. Denby. He tells us that 
the wool was pulled over his eyes, and by that infantile excuse 
he hopes to escape the just retribution that is due him for his 
failure faithfully to discharge the great trust that le assumed. 
His testimony discloses that it was not much of a trick: that 
he is one of those who, haying eyes te see, see not, and, having 
ears, hear not the things that concern their temporal, however 
it may be with their spiritual, salvation. 

Mr. President, no one can charge me with having in any 
feature of my work in connection with this investigation ex- 
hibited a desire or a purpose to develop political capital, either 
within or without the lines to which the committee is restricted 
by the resolution of this body under which it acts. It was re- 
served for the chairman of the committee, upon the instigation 
of the Senator from Missouri, to travel outside the lines within 
which the committee is legitimately confined by the resolution 
of the Senate under which it acts to inquire of Mr, Doheny 
about the employment of counsel in matters entirely unrelated 
thereto, for the perfeetly obvious purpose of ruining the pros- 
pects of the leading candidate for the Democratic nomination 
for President, 


The same is true of Mr. Gregory, Mr. 
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And, Mr. President, I am not to be deterred from what I con- 
ceive to be my duty in the premises to the people of the country 
and the good people of the State who sent me here by any 
such banal appeal as that made by Mr. Denby, and echoed upon 
the floor here by the senior Senator from Massachusetts IMr. 
LovGe], the leader upon the Republican side, and repeated here 
in the debates yesterday, to the effect that Mr. Denby is to be 
tried and convicted without a hearing. 

Mr. President, out cf his own mouth is he condemned. It is 
not essential for the purpose of sustaining any charge I shall 
bring against him to go beyond his own testimony, except to 
refer to related evidence that is past disputation. 

Mr. Denby was called before the committee three separate 
times and was given every opportunity to defend, explain, 
excuse, or extenuate his acts or his failure to act. How many 
more opportunities does he want, and how many more oppor- 
tunities in justice should be accorded him? 

Nor, Mr. President, shall I be halted by billingsgate such as 
appears in the article from The Censor, a journal published at 
St. Lonis, which I send to the desk and ask the Secretary to 
reac. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
retary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


[From The Censor of Thursday, January 31, 1924.] 
HYENINE TOM WALSH, 


“ Hyena—A carniverous quadruped. * * The common striped 
or laughing hyena, * * bas long been celebrated for the great 
size of its neck and jaws, its voice, and its propensity for robbing 
graves.” (Century Dictionary.) 

The attack of Senator THOMAS J. WALSH of Montana on the late 
President Harding naturally suggests this definition. Whether WALSH, 
iu playing bis vile political game, does or does not mewn to defend and 
shield his friend Fall and those mixed up with him in the oil scandal, 
he certainly is unscrupulous in his attack on President Harding. In 
this he is truly hyenine. The gusto with which he claws into the 
grave suggests that in his political work nothing is sacred from his 
invasion. 

President Coolidge has shown beyond possibility of dispute that he 
means that Justice shall be done in the matter of the oil leases. He 
has said so, and made it so plain that even WALsi dare not attack 
him. Coolidge is attending strictly to his businers as Chief Executive 
of the Nation. He bas shown his genuine Americanism by calling on 
attorneys of opposite political affiliation to take care of the interests 
of the Government. He showed it when he ordered a representative 
of the Attorney General's office to keep in touch with all developments 
in the congressional investigation. President Coolidge has said that 
the truth shall be brought out, the guilty punished, Government inter- 
ests saferuarded, and all wrongs righted, so far as it is possible to 
right them. He has addressed himself to the situation without either 
fear or favor. That is the kind of an American Calvin Coolidge is. 

On the contrary, Warst of Montana has played dirty politics from 
the very beginning. He evidently has no thought of right or wrong or 
anything else connected with the matter save such things as are possi- 
ble to be tortured into a reflection on the dead President, and through 
him on the Republican Party. Is not that hyenic? Evidently Tou 
Watsu never had to learn in his school days the Latin maxim, De 
mortuis nil nisi bonum.“ Is there a real American who does not agree 
with the sentiment ?-—— 


Without objection, the Sec- 


“I would rather be a dog, and bay the moon, 
Than such a Roman.” 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, a chilling blast 
comes from the Pacific in an editorial from the San Francisco 
Chronicle, which I ask to have also read from the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the Secretary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


{From the San Francisco Chronicle.] 


WHO IS THIS SENATOR WALSH?—RECORD DOES NOT SHOW HS IS NATION- 
ALLY GREAT OR PERSONALLY POWERFUL, 


Aud on what meat has this Montana Senator fed that he has grown 
so great? 

Who is this Tons J. WatsH who the people of the State of 
Montana have elected to represent them in the United States Senate? 

What has he ever done that he should set himself up as judge, jury, 
and prosecutor in the naval oll lease investigation? 

Who ever clothed him with the right to dictate to the President of 
the United States? 

Who ever delegated him to demand the resignation of Secretary of 
the Navy Denby or any other Cabinet officer or any other Government 
official ? 
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By what divine right does he pass judgment of guilt until tho 
evidence is all in, until accused and accuser have been heard and the 
testimony sifted and weighed on its merits? 

The Congressional Directory says that Warsm was born at Two 
Rivers, Wis., so Montana is not wholly responsible for bim. He 
started life as a school-teacher and finally branched out into the 
practice of law in South Dakota. His brother invited him to Helena, 
Mont., in 1890, where they opened a law office. Seventeen years later 
he started running for Congress, but he did not make it until 1913. He 
was reelected in 1918, 

Who’s Who in America gives no more extensive record of this 
Senatorial Cæsar. As the data in both biographies was furnished by 
the subject himself we are bound to take it as correct. 

What is there of greatness in that record? 

What would Senator Watsu say if some one brought charges 
against him in the Senate of the United States; and that some one, 
before he had a chance to be heard—before he was given an opportunity 
to defend himself—demanded he resign his seat before 6 o'clock that 
very day? 

What would he say? 

And, further, what would he do? 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, such are the re- 
wards thut come to any Senator who lays his hand, however 
lamely or feebly, at the task of cleaning the Augean stables. 

I have not seen any Senator rise—and I venture to say no 
Senator will rise—to defend the case of Mr. Denby on the 
merits. Any effort to do so, to endeayor to sustain or support 
him upon the ground of his capacity or his suitableness for the 
place he occupies, would excite only derision. It is said, how- 
eyer, in his behalf that the method we have pursued to oust 
him is wrong; that impeachment is the only proper procedure ; 
that we invade the province of the Executive; and that the 
President in his own good time will act in the premises. 

Admitting, indeed asserting, that Mr. Denby is a misfit, that 
nothing in his political life would so well become him as his 
leaving it, the Springfield Republican, an eminentiy respectable 
and highly influential journal of New England, advances that 
argument in an editorial which I ask leave to insert in full 
in the Recorp as an appendix to my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

{See Appendix.] 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I need not say that the paper is, 
of course, Republican in polities, though not hidebound. I read 
from the editorial as follows: 


Both Secretary Denby and Attorney General Daugherty will be 
obliged to retire because their usefulness is ended, but the time and 
method of their going should be left for the President to determine. It 
is his Cabinet, not the Senate's, The Constitution provides but one 
way for Congress to remove a Cabinet officer, and that is the impeach- 
ment process. 

It Congress will leave the President alone he will reorganize his 
Cabinet in his own geod time, on his own initiative, and with due con- 
sideration for the political as well as the public interests involved. 
Secretary Denby's retirement will be imperative. not because he has 
committed any crime or has been consciously guilty of maladministra- 
tion. He will be obliged to retire for the same reason that numerous 
other Cabinet ministers bave been obliged to retire—a demonstrated 
incompetence, shattering public confidence in his capacity for public 
service. While these reasons are political in the larger sense, they are 
just as compelling as other reasons pointing to fraud or corruption, 
and they do not require a criminal trial and conviction to make them 
effective. Mr. Daugherty will be forced out for these reasons also, 

t * + * * e * 

There are grave political dangers to be encountered in Republican 
insurgency as well as in a militant Democracy in consequence of these 
oll-lease scandals. A third party presidential ticket of sufficient 
strength in the West to ruin Republican chances of success in next 
November's elections will be almost surely the outcome of the present 
situation in case Messrs. Denby and Daugherty are kept at the head 
of their departments for an appreciable time in defiance of public 
sentiment. 


e 


Mr. President, as to impeachment, it is open to the most 
serious doubt as to whether any of the evidence thus far taken 
by the committee will warrant the belief that Mr. Denby can 
be removed by impeachment. Stupidity is not a ground for 
impeachment, so far as I have been able to discover. The Con- 
stitution of the United States provides that 

The President, Vice President, and all civil officers of the United 
States shall be removed from office on impeachment for and conviction 
of treason, bribery, or other high crimes and misdemeanors, 
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I do not believe that Mr. Denby has committed treason. 
That charge was lodged against the former Secretary of the 
Interior in the beautifully eloquent and impressive speech of 
the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CAnAwax] a few days 
ago; but I suppose the term was used figuratively, not in the 
legal sense. 

Neither do I believe that the evidence will justify the im- 
peachment of Secretary Denby upon the ground of bribery or 
of the commission of any other high crime or misdemeanor. 
We were warned on yesterday by the distinguished Senator and 
the eminent lawyer from Pennsylyania [Mr. Perrer] that other 
evidence might be forthcoming that would require the im- 
peachment of other officers of the Cabinet than the former 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Will the Senator pardon me for 
just a moment? Perhaps the Senator from Pennsylvania has 
available some evidence which lie will subsequently present to 
the committee implicating Mr. Denby in the bribery that took 
place in connection with these leases, but up to the present 
time the Senator from Pennsylvania has not submitted any 
evidence to the committee of any character, nor have we had 
assistance in any other respect. I yield now to the Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. BORAH. It seems to me, Mr. President, that if Mr, 
Denby is guilty at all, he must be a part of what was a con- 
spiracy, and it would not make any difference whether he got 
any actual money or not, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Quite right. 

Mr. BORAH. But I can not see, for myself, how it is po ible 
for Mr. Denby to have stood in the place in which he stood, 
with those things going on, if we are correct about the moving 


forces behind this, and have been innocent of it. If he was 
not, he is certainly liable to impeachment. 
Mr. WALSH of Montana. Undoubtedly, if a conspiracy 


could be established to loot the public domain, and Mr, Denby 
was a part of that conspiracy, and in order to carry out that 
conspiracy bribery was.committed, he would be impeachable; 
but I am obliged to say to the Senate that up to this time I 
am not entirely satisfied that that charge, whether the facts 
be thus or otherwise, could be sustained against Mr. Denby. 
So much for the suggestion that we had better defer this 
resolution and impeach Mr. Denby. 

It is suggested in this connection, Mr. President, as I have 
indicated, that we ought to allow the President to handle 
this thing, and that the President will in due time call for the 
resignation of Mr. Denby. What assurance have we of that 
character? How long will the President want to satisfy him- 
self that Mr. Denby ought to leave the Cabinet? 

The other day the Senator from Ohio [Mr. WILIũs ], quoting 
from the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor], the chair- 
man of the committee, advised the Senate that the first 
significant evidence indicating fraud or corruption in con- 
nection with these contracts came before the committee when 
the Roosevelt young men came before us on January 20 
and told their story, and I again refer to the distinguished 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Perper], who said that little, 
if any, progress whatever had been made toward establishing 
the fraud and corruption in these contracts until the young 
men referred to had testified on the 20th of January; and the 
Senator from Ohio claimed great credit for the Department of 
Justice on account of its promptitude in setting the bureau of 
investigation at the task of surveillance of persons impli- 
eated, on the 20th of January, after the Roosevelt story had 
been told. 

Mr, President, from the very beginning, as I have heretofore 
asserted, this whole transaction was a subject of suspicion— 
the secrecy which attended it; the order transferring the 
administration from the Navy Department to the Interior 
Department; the effort to keep information concerning the 
lease from the public; the entire reversal of the policy of 
Congress which was exemplified in the execution of the leases. 
Suspicions were openly voiced upon the floor here by the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. KENDRICK] and by the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. La Fotrerre] within a week after pub- 
licity had been given to the execution of the contract in con- 
nection with the Teapot Dome. Great journals in this 
country, including so eminently respectable a paper as the 
Baltimore Sun, published articles calling the attention of the 
country to the significant facts which attended the execution 
of this contract. 

Then let me remark, Mr. President, that every fact in this 
record upon which we ask this action of the Senate which in- 
volves Mr, Denby, every fact touching the power to execute 
these leases, touching the surrender by Mr. Denby of his au- 


thority over the lands, with a lot of other facts entirely sig- 
nificant of fraud or corruption, were exposed before the Com- 


mittee on Public Lands more than three months ago. I shall 
not read from the record—as I propose to read to-day—one 
syllable or scintilla of evidence upon which I ask this action 
from the Senate that was not taken before the 10th day of 
November last. That is three months ago. 

The President has had possession of all these facts. At 
least, Mr. President, the proceedings as they developed from 
day to day were, of course, given to the public through the 
press. Mr. Denby ought to have been asked to resign imme- 
diately upon the exposition of these facts. Nothing has been 
developed in the sensational testimony which has been taken 
within the last 30 days which to any particular extent involves 
Mr. Denby, but we are told that we are invading the province 
of the Executive. How are we invading the province of the 
Executive? By asking the Executive to do the thing that his 
sense of duty ought to have prompted him to have done at 
least two months ago. What do we ask? We ask that he call 
for the resignation of Mr. Denby. 

What are we doing but exercising the sacred right of petition 
guaranteed to the humblest citizen in this land by the Con- 
stitution itself? The blacksmith at his forge, the farmer fol- 
lowing his plow, the carpenter in his shop may with entire 
propriety sit down and write a letter to the President saying: 
“Mr. President, it is my opinion that Secretary Denby has 
been false to the trust reposed in him, and you ought to call 
for his resignation.” So any number of citizens may, as I 
have said, with entire propriety and in strict accordance with 
their constitutional rights, assemble and join in a petition ad- 
dressed to the President of the United States, asking him to 
eall upon Denby to resign. The legislature of a State would be 
guilty of no impropriety, and would be acting strictly within 
its rights, if it adopted a resolution calling upon the President 
of the United States to ask for the resignation of Mr. Denby. 
A Senator in this body would be entirely within his rights— 
indeed, he would be doing his duty—if he wrote a respectful 
letter to the President of the United States asking that he call 
upon Mr. Denby to resign. 

Any number of Senators might appropriately join in a peti- 
tion to the President or go to see him personally about it. 
Why, then, can not the Senate and the House of Representa- 
tives, representing the whole people of the United States, join 
in a resolution asking the President to request the resignation 
of Mr. Denby? They are simply exercising the sacred right of 
petition. 

When did we grow so squeamish about invading the rights 
and powers of the Executive? I apprehend that if there is one 
power more than any other which is executive in character 
incident to the exercise of the powers of the Commander in 
Chief of the Army and Navy it is to dispose the Army and Navy 
as he pleases throughout the country and throughout the world. 
We had some soldiers in the Rhineland after the war, and on 
the 6th day of January, 1923, my esteemed friend, whom I 
honor so highly and whom I love so well, the senior Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. Reep], offered in the Senate and the Senate 
adopted the following resolution, being Senate Resolution 395: 


That it is the sense of the Senate of the United States that the Presi- 
dent should order the immediate return to the United States of all 
troops of the United States now stationed in Germany. In giving this 
expression of its opinion the Senate disavows any unfriendly or parti- 
san attitude teward any nation or nations of Europe. 


Talk about interference with the Executive power. Of 
course, the explanation is simple. Putting our soldiers upon 
the Rhine and leaving them there after the war for the pur- 
pose of endeavoring to quiet the high passions that unfortu- 
nately prevailed among those contending peoples was a part of 
the policy of Woodrow Wilson. It was continued, indeed, by 
his successor, President Harding, but it was a Wilson policy 
and it was indorsed, I believe, by every American who visited 
the situation and was defended by the distinguished Senator 
from Ilinois [Mr. McKintry], who saw the conditions as they 
existed upon the ground and reported them when he returned 
here. 

It is all right to invade the province of the Executive when 
you are dealing with the policy of a Democratic President, but 
it is all wrong when you undertake to give any directions or 
make any suggestions concerning the policies that ought to be 
observed by a Republican President. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Montana yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from 
Missouri, 


Mr. REED of Missouri. I might have misunderstood the 


Senator. Did I understand the Senator to say that I offered 
the resolution because it was a Wilson policy? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Oh, no, no; not at all. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Will the Senator permit me to say 
that I fully approved of the policy of sending the soldiers 
into that territory. I thought we had arrived at a time, 
however, when they ought to be called out. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator stated his position 
about it, but that is neither here nor there. I believe the 
resolution passed this body without a dissenting vote, and yet 
it is entirely within the power and privilege of the President to 
dispose of the troops as he sees fit. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President, will the Senator permit 
an interruption? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Montana yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. I wish to call the Senator’s attention to 
Senate Resolution 144, which is on the desk of Senators here, 
offered by the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. MCCORMICK], 
which, after the preamble, reads as follows: 


Resolved, That the continuance of such military or martial law, and 
the liability of Haltian citizens throughout the Republic to trial before 
military tribunals of the United States Is undemocratic, unrepublican, 
and contrary to American ideals and the policies of Warren G. Harding, 
late President of the United States, 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Anyone can acquaint himself, by 
reference to the indices and works, with innumerable instances 
where the Senate and the House have expressed their opinion 
concerning a policy that the President ought to pursue with ref- 
erence to matters entirely within the appropriate sphere of his 
action, including even demanding the resignation of officers. 

From Hinds’ Precedents, volume 2, at page 1081, I read as 
follows: 


The House has at times adopted resolutions requesting or advising the 
Executive as to matters within the sphere of his duties. On April 9, 
1818, the House, on the report of a select committee appointed to inves- 
tigate the circumstances of the imprisonment of an American citizen in 
Spain, agreed to this resolution: 

“Resolved, That this House is satisfied that the imprisonment of 
Richard W. Meade is an act of cruel and unjustifiable oppression; that 
it is the right and duty of the Government of the United States to afford 
to Mr. Meade its aid and protection; and that this House will support 
and maintain such measures as the President may hereafter adopt to 
obtain the release of the said R. W. Meade from confinement, should 
such measures be proper and necessary.” 


From the same page I read as follows: 


On April 29, 1872, the House by resolution advised the Executive as to 
the course to be pursued in the case of John Emilio Houard, alleged to 
be a citizen of the United States imprisoned in Cuba. 

From page 1035 of the same volume I read as follows: 


In cases where its investigations have suggested the culpability of 
executive officers the House has by resolution submitted advice or 
request to the Executive. On March 27, 1867, Mr. Calvin T. Hulburd, 
of New York, from the Committee on Public Expenditures, reported the 
following: 

“ Whereas, Congress having determined to adjourn, there is not sum- 
cient time prior thereto for the Committee on Public Expenditures to 
conclude its investigation of the administration of the New York cus- 
tomhouse by Henry A. Smythe, in the manner indicated by the House: 
although the committee having given Mr. Smythe two bearings, he has 
expressed himself content therewith unless the committee desires to 
prosecute the investigation further; and 

“ Whereas in the opinion of the committee there is abundant affirma- 
tive testimony in the possession of the House of Henry A. Smythe's 
unfitness to hold the office of collector: Therefore, 

“ Resolved, That it is the sense of this House that Henry A. Smythe 
should be removed from the office of collector of the port of New 
York, and that a copy of this resolution and the testimony be trans- 
mitted to the President of the United States.” 

When this course of action was proposed on March 21 it caused 
some debate as to the power of the House to proceed in this way. It 
was urged that the House might impeach, but that the appointment 
and removal of subordinate officers was an Executive function. 

The resolution and preamble were agreed to—yeas 68, nays 38. 

On March 24, 1870, Mr. John A. Logan, of Illinois, from the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, reported the following: 

“ Whereas it is in evidence before the Committee on Military Affairs 
of this House, as well as admitted by Commander Jobn H, Upshur, 
of the Navy, that he paid the sum of $1,300 to one M. D. Landon 
with a view of having said money used in procuring the appointment 
of his son to the Naval Academy at Annapolis; Therefore, 
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“ Be tt resolved, That a copy of said evidence be transmitted to the 
Secretary of the Navy, and tbat he be directed to convene a court- 
martial for the purpose of putting said Commander Upshur on trial 
for conduct unbecoming an officer.” 

After debate, and on motion of Mr. Legan, the word “ requested" 
was inserted in the place of “ directed,” as being more appropriate. 


* s > J . . * 


This amendment was not agreed to—yeas 71, nays 119. 

The preamble and resolution were then agreed to as amended. 

On March 24, 1870, Mr. John A. Logan, of Illinois, from the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, reported the following: 

“ Whereas the testimony presented to the House of Representatives 
on the 16th instant, as taken by the Committee on Military Affairs in 
the case of R. R. Butler, clearly shows that Gen. A. Schoepf, one of 
the examiners in the Patent Office, was engaged in lending bimself as 
a medium through which money should pass for corrupt purposes: 
Therefore 

“ Resolved, That the evidence in said case be placed in the hands of 
the Secretary of the Interior, and that he be requested at once to 
remove sald Schoepf from the position of examiner of patents as an 
improper person to have or hold so responsible a position under the 
Government.” 

Mr. Horace Maynard, of Tennessee, proposed an amendment to re- 
— the Secretary to institute an inquiry instead of removing General 

oept. 

The amendment was disagreed to, and the resolution was then 
agreed to. 

On January 6, 1873, the House agreed to a resolution requesting 
the President to cause the employment of two attorneys to prosecute 
suit against the Credit Mobilier. 


I could go on indefinitely, but this will answer the purpose. 
Squeamishness! That is all it is. 
cit REED of Missouri. Mr. President, will the Senator 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Overman in the chair). 
e Senator from Montana yield to the Senator from Mis- 
sour f 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. May I call the Senator’s attention 
to 2 resolution on disarmament that was passed by the 
Senate 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; requesting the President to 
call a conference. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield? 

Mr. ROBINSON. ‘The Senator from Montana and every 
Senator no doubt will recall that after a distinguished Irish- 
man had been convicted of an alleged crime against the British 
Government, the Senate of the United States passed a resolu- 
tion requesting the President of the United States to interpose 
his good offices to secure clemency for that foreigner, who had 
been convicted of an alleged crime against his Government. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The incidents could be multiplied 
indefinitely. 

Mr. ROBINSON. In the same connection may I also suggest 
that the Senate passed, with but a single vote in opposition, a 
resolution relating to the freedom of Ireland, declaring the 
sense of the Senate that the Irish people should become free? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the junior Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I would like to call to the attention of the 
Senator the fact that when the treaty of Versailles was being 
negotiated some Senators now on the floor of the Senate signed 
a round robin .o send to all the countries saying that Mr. Wilson 
did not represent this country, and they are loud now in their 
protests about lynch law. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I thank the Senators for their 
contributions. I want to speak now about lynch law. I was 
just coming to that. 

Mr. President, I was not at all surprised that the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. Ence], who I regret to say is not in the 
Chamber at this time, should have found something in Magna 
Charta that would condemn the procedure before us. The 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bruce] had the same view about 
the matter. I am supposed to be put in a hole because in the 


consideration of a resolution which we passed some days ago 
I referred to that immortal and much revered document. 

The provision of Magna Charta that every man is entitled 
to his day in court is, as I advised the Senate a few days ago, 
expressed in the Constitution of the United States in the fifth 
amendment by the language providing that no man shall be 
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deprived of his “life, liberty, or property without due process 
of law.” 

But public office is not property in any sense of the term. 
In some countries offices are proprietary or even hereditary, 
but not in this country. It has no reference whatever to 
public office, and that it has not is perfectly obvious from the 
entire course of English history. Centuries after this great 
pronouncement was made, as the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
Bruce], a student of the law, must know, Officers of the British 
Government were removed by the simple demand of the execu- 
tive and the executive was regularly moved to act in the 
premises by resolution of the Parliament. 

That is the whole system of Great Britain. All officers, even 
the officers of the cabinet, are appointed and removed by the 
King. They hold under his appointment. That was the original 
idea, but after a time when Parliament gained some power 
and strength and it found objectionable ministers in the cabi- 
net, it would address a respectful petition to His High Majesty 
the King, representing that his ministers were not good, that 
they were not concerned about the desires and the interests 
and the welfare of the people, and prayerfully asked His Ma- 
jesty to dismiss those ministers and take others in their stead 
who would be more amenable to the demands of justice and 
the welfare of the people. So the King in the old days some- 
times responded to the demands of Parliament or to the sugges- 
tion of Parliament, and sometimes the King did not. 

But after one king lost his head and another king was driven 
from the throne, they became very much more amenable and 
now a simple suggestion from the Parliament to the King that 
he take other ministers instead of those he has operates imme- 
diately to get them. They do not eyen have to go that far 
now, but they simply pass a resolution of a want of confidence 
in the ministers, and the ministers immediately take the hint 
and send in their resignations, But what would happen if 
they did not do so? Parliament would then demand of the 
King that he call for their resignations, and, of course, they 
would be forthcoming. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President—— 

Mr. PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I do not desire to interrupt the 
Senator, but I now have the resolution asking for a conference 
with certain nations respecting naval disarmament. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I shall be very glad if the Senator 
from Missouri will read it into the Recorp. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. That resolution, as I recall, was 
passed by a very decided majority, and it was accepted by 
President Harding as the basis for his action which resulted 
in the four-power pact. The resolution was offered on Jan- 
uary 18, 1921, and reads as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the President of the United States is requested, 
if not incompatible with the public interests, to advise the Governments 
of Great Britain and Japan, respectively, that this Government will 
at once take up directly with thelr Governments and Without waiting 
upon the action of any other nation the question of naval disarmament, 
with a view of promptly entering into a treaty by which the naval 
building programs of each of said Governments, to wit, that of Great 
Britain, Japan, and the United States, shall be substantially reduced 
annually during the next five years to such an extent and upon such 
terms as may be agreed upon. 

SEC, 2. That this proposition is suggested by the Congress of the 
United States to accomplish immediately a substantial reduction of the 
naval armaments of the world. 


That is the form in which the resolution was reported back 
by the committee; and if there is any part of the public busi- 
ness that is expressly in the hands of the President, it is the 
initiation of treaties. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. Of course, I do not desire at this time to dis- 
cuss that question in the time of the Senator from Montana, 
but to my mind the two propositions are as wide apart as are 
night and day. I only wish to say that the Senator from Mis- 
souri does me a great injustice when he states that I initiated 
any proceedings for the purpose of having the four-power pact 
considered. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. 
in the four-power pact. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I agree with the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran] that there is a wide distinc- 
tion to be taken between resolutions in which the Senate ex- 
presses its views concerning international matters and the 


No; I said the resolution resulted 


others to which I have invited the attention of the Senate. Of 
course, under the Constitution, treaties are made by the Presi- 
dent, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, and the 
advice of the Senate may be given before the treaty is made as 
well as after the treaty is made. Therefore, we may very prop- 
erly, and entirely within our province, without criticism from 
any source, as I view it, give to the President our views con- 
cerning matters of international moment or negotiations with 
foreign countries. That, however, is aside from the principle 
to which I am inviting your attention. 

Now, I want to go back to the matter upon which so much 
stress has been laid, namely, that Mr. Denby has not been 
brought before a committee of the Senate by some judicial proc- 
ess; that he has not been advised of the nature of the charges 
against him; that a committee has not taken the testimony; 
that a committee has not made a report to the Senate; and, 
therefore, it would be entirely improper for us, even if we had 
the power, to remove him. I have told how officers of the Goy- 
ernment under the English system are removed by the fiat of 
the king. The king dismisses them at his will without giving 
any reason. So the President of the United States has power 
to dismiss any officer of the Government without giving him a 
hearing at all; withont giving him any notification of any kind 
whatever; without taking any testimony against him of any 
character whatever; and yet when we ask the President to re- 
quest the resignation of a Cabinet officer, it is insisted that we 
must go along with all the formalities attendant upon a crimi- 
nal trial or an impeachment proceeding. Mr. President, can 
absurdity climb to any more ridiculous heights? 

The President may remove Mr. Denby without giving him 
a trial. Mr. President, the political heads of Democratic 
officials are going into the basket every day; they have gone 
there by hundreds, and by thousands, I might say, ever since 
this administration came into power, without giving any of 
them a hearing, without filing any charges against them, but 
purely for political reasons. 

We did the same thing when we came into power; we cut off 
the heads of the Republican officials as fast as we could with 
decency and propriety. They got no hearing at all. So the 
President could dismiss Mr. Denby without any hearing, with- 
out giving him any notification, without filing any charges 
aganst him; and yet it is insisted that when we request him 
to do so all these formalities must be observed. 

Mr. President, I can understand well enough how Republican 
Senators concerned more for their party welfare than for the 
welfare of the country—God be thanked there are but few of 
them, even Republican Senators—I can understand how they 
could throw hysterics, how they could talk about lynch law, 
and how they could indulge in mock heroies over the prin- 
ciples of Magna Charta as applied to this case, but why the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bruce] should do so is a riddle 
for the sphinx. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President—— = 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. HARRELD. I should like to have the Senator discuss 
this phase of the question: How far wiil a vote against this 
resolution serve to condone the policy adopted by Mr. Denby 
in handling these reserves? How far would it go toward ap- 
proving his act? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I should interpret the defeat of 
this resolution as an indorsement of Mr. Denby’s official career; 
and I presume that is the interpretation which will be given if 
such action is taken. 

Mr. HARRELD. If, therefore, a man {fs consistent in his 
belief that the policy which the Secretary of the Navy followed 
was all wrong and that the policy which has been the policy of 
this country for years ought to have been carried out in good 
faith—if a man conscientiously feels that way about it, can 
he afford conscientiously to cast a vote which condones it? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I can not think that he can. I 
intend to refer to that before I get through. 

Mr. President, some notion is entertained that this is an ex- 
traordinary procedure; that nothing of the kind was ever 
heard of; that it is an innoyation. When the constitutions of 
some of our thirteen original States were adopted provisions 
were inserted in them guaranteeing to the people that any pub- 
lic officer, even judicial officers, could be removed by a simple 
vote of the legislature of the State. 

Such a provision is found in the constitutions of New Hamp- 
shire, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Pennsylvania, 
and South Carolina. Such officers may be removed by address, 
as it is called, by the body, a majority vote suflicing in Rhode 
Island and Pennsylvania. Mr. President, we do not propose 
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even to do that, but we propose by a majority vote to request 
the President to exercise power which is vested in him by the 
Constitution, 

Having said what I care to say about the technical grounds 
which are urged against the action which we ask the Senate to 
take, I want the Senate to bear with me until I call attention 
from the record to the indubitable evidence that Mr. Denby 
ought not to stay longer in the place which he occupies. It will 
be borne in mind that he has taken upon himself the entire 
responsibility for the order transferring the administration of 
the reserves from the Navy Department to the Interior De- 
partment, which was the initial step that eventuated in the 
leases which the Senate has condemned. I read from page 284 
of the hearings before the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys as follows. Showing the Secretary a paper, I asked this 
question: 

Senator WALSH. That, I assume, was intended for your signature, 
Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary DENBY. Yes, sir. 

Senator WatsH. Do you remember whether you did sign it or not, 
Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary Denny. I think I did, Senator 


The fact about the matter was that it was not signed— 


I would like to make a statement in regard to the origin of this mat- 
ter, if you care to have me. 

Senator Watsn. Directly, Mr. Secretary. I want to read a couple 
of letters. However, I would just as soon have you make it now. 

Secretary DENBY. I am not eager to make it now, if you wish to 
wait. 

Senator Wals. It does not make any difference. 

Secretary Deny. I simply wanted to inform you how this got into 
the Interior Department, It was wholly my initiative. Shortly after 
I came into the department I found the three oil reserves—the two 
California reserves and the Wyoming reserve—and I was convinced, 
after sending for charts and discussing it with those I thought com- 
petent to discuss it, that there was a serious oil drainage from the 
reserves, and 1 thought the Department of the Interior, being fully 
equipped to handie matters of that sort, were fully equipped to han- 
dle this for the Navy. 80 1 went to Secretary Fall and asked bim if 
he would undertake to manage this for the Navy, as we had no ade- 
quate staff or equipment to handle it without delay and further loss 
of oil And thereupon these various letters were drawn and the order 
for the President's signature. 


I now read from page 291. Speaking about this order, I 
asked the following questions: 

Senator Wasn. Well, did you feel quite satisfied to divest yourself 
of those duties that were imposed upon and intrusted to you by Con- 
gress and turn them over to another Cabinet officer? 

Secretary Denxpy. Absolutely, when I thought the other Cabinet 
officer had a far better method of handling them than I bad. 

Senator WaLsu. Yes; but the Congress told you to do it. 

Secretary Denny. We thought it legal to have the control divested 
from us and vested in another department. 

Senator WaLsH. I see by the letter sent you by Secretary Fall, and 
to which your signature was to be appended and sent to the President, 
he gays: 

“Under the authority vested in me by said appropriation act 1 re- 
quest and recommend that you take the necessary steps to impose this 
duty upon the Secretary of the Interior.” 

Did you examine that act? 

Secretary Densy. I do not recall, Senator. 

Senator Wars. Did you know anything abont it? 

Secretary DENBY. In a general way I do; I know what the act. 

Senator WaLsH (interposing). Well, do you recall anything in that 
act which authorizes the President to take these duties away from you 
and impose them upon the Secretary of the Interior? 

Secretary Dexpy. I think there is nothing in the specific naval 
reserve act; no. But I think there is general authority given the 
President to do anything that he deems best. I also know that the 
Secretary of the Navy is charged with the duty of preserving, drilling, 
or if necessary. 

Senator Watsu (interposing). The Secretary of the Navy? 

Secretary Dexey, Yes; the Secretary of the Navy. The Secretary 
of the Navy at that time was not in possession of the implements nor 
the personnel to do it. And the Secretary of the Navy conceived there 
Was a great waste going on at that time, and therefore that it was 
perfectly proper and legal to handle it in this manner. 

Senator Walsh. The memorandum sent you by Secretary Fall says 
that the appropriation act for the year ending June 30, 1921, author- 
izes the Secretary of the Navy to take possession of unappropriated 
lands, etc. 

Secretary Dexsy. I do not recall the details. I am thinking now 
only of the general results and the methods by which they were 
arrived at. 
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Senator Warsn. Well, can you think of any law, Mr. Secretary, 
which authorizes the President to take away from you duties imposed 
upon you by law and impose them upon another Cabinet officer? For 
instance, you are directed to regulate the Navy and its movements. 
Are we to understand it is your view that the President may at any 
time divest those duties from you and vest them in the Secretary of 
Commerce, for instance? 

Secretary DENBY. I would hesitate to say how far the authority of 
the Commander in Chief of the Navy might go. He is the Commander 
in Chief of the Navy. 


Mr, President, with this graye duty before him, Secretary 
Denby tells us that he consulted no one concerning the advisa- 
bility of this transfer order. 

I read from page 287 of the record: 


Senator WaLsH. Have you a copy of the memorandum referred to 
by Admiral Griffin? 

Secretary Duxzy. We do not have it bere, Senator, but will sub- 
mit it if you desire. 

Senator Walsn. We would be glad to have it. 

Secretary DENBY. We will read it into the record at this point. 

Senator WaLsn. Did the memorandum from Admiral Grimn approve 
the transfer? 

Secretary Denny. No; he did not approve. Pardon me, Senator. 
I think he did not approve it at all. He may have qualifiedly approved 
it. I should prefer that his memorandum speak for itself. 


Observe, he did not even know, he was not perfectly certain, 
whether Admiral Griffin approved or disapproved, 


Senator WaLsH. What position did Admiral Griffin occupy in the 
Navy at that time? 

Secretary Denny. Chief of the Bureau ef Steam Engineering. 

Senator WALSH. And by what bureau bad the oil reserves been 
handled up to that time? 

Secretary Denny. By that bureau. 

Senator Wars, And for how long? 

Secretary DENEY. Ever since we bad bad them, so far as I know. 

Senator WaLsH. Now, with what other heads of the burenus did you 
confer about this matter, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary DENEY. I do not know that I can recall. The Judge Ad- 
vocate General, as to the legality. I do not reeall who else I conferred 
with except Commander Stuart and Lieutenant Commander Shafroth. 

Senator WaLsH. I am speaking of the heads of bureaus. 

Secretary DEXUXT. They were not heads of bureaus. 

Senator Warsa. Did you ever submit the matter to the general 
board? 

Secretary Denny. Not to my recollection. 

Senator WaisH. Did you have a coumcil? 

Secretary DENBY. Yes, sir. 

Senator Warst. That consists of—— 

Secretary DENBY (interposing). Of the chiefs of bureaus. 

Senator WaLsH. Did you ever submit the matter to the council? 

Secretary DexBy. Not that I recall. 5 

Senator WaLsu. What officer of the Navy lent his approval to this 
plan of transferring the administration from the Navy Department. to 
the Interior Defartment? 

Secretary DENEY. I don't recall at that time, but I should be very 
bappy to have you call certain officers of the Navy now. 

Senator WaLsn. I am speaking of that time. 

Secretary Denny. I do not remember, Senator. This matter was dis- 
cussed quite generally, but I can not give you now the details. 

Senator WALSH, You can not recall that anyone approved it? 

Secretary DENBY, No. 

Senator WALSH. Except yourself? 

Secretary Denny. No, sir. 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, win the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes. 

Mr. KING. Having read this testimony very carefully, my 
recollection is that the statement just read by the Senator, ema- 
nating from Mr. Denby, is either untrue or he had a lapse of 
memory—the statement wherein he said that he did not know 
whether or not Admiral Griffin had objected. The record 
shows that Admiral Griffin did object, and filed a written 
memorandum, as did Commander Stuart, and that Mr. Denby 
was familiar with those objections which had been filed in the 
department. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Quite right. 

Senator WALSH. Now, leaving out the principal officers of the Navy, 
who were the officers In the Engineering Department who had par- 
ticular care of the naval reserves and who had given special attention 
to it theretofore? 

Secretary DENBY. I think Lieutenant Commander—hbis rank was 
then—Stuart and Lieutenant Shafroth. Lieutenant Commander Stuart 
is bere, 
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Senator Wats. And do you remember what other officers of the 
Navy had theretofore given. special attention to this subject? 

Secretary Denby. No; I do not, 

* . ied e * * * 

Senator Wausu. Did you inquire, when you had this grave matter 
under consideration, of any other officers who had had any connection 
with the naval reserves? 

Secretary DENBY. I think not. 

Page 292: 

Senator Wars, I want to go back, Mr. Secretary: The only officer 
in the Navy, other than Admiral Griffin, who had, so far as you know, 
anything specifically to do with the naval reserves was Commander 
Stuart? 

Secretary Densy. No; Lieutenant Shafroth. 

Senator WatsH. Where is Lieutenant Shafroth? 

Secretary Denby. I do not know. Where is he, Commander Stuart? 

Commander Srvart. He is on the Seattle, on the way around from 
New Tork. 

Senator Warsa. I wish you would have the kindness to tell us when 
these officers were detacbed from this duty. 

Secretary Denny. I will. I can find out about one now. When were 
you detached, Commander Stuart? 

Commander Srvarr. I was detached on the Sth of April, 1922. 


Bear in mind, Mr. President, that the Sinclair lease was 
signed by Secretary Fall on the Tth of April, the day before | 
Commander Stuart was detached. It was signed by Secretary 
Denby on the 12th day of April, and was not given publicity 
until the 14th day of April. It is in evidence here by Com- 
mander Stuart, and not disputed, that some time theretofore 
Secretary Denby had come to him and had told him that 
Secretary Fall had said to him, Denby, that he wanted him, 
Denby, to get Stuart and Shafroth out of town. Denby came 
to these two officers and told them this story and told them 
that he was not going to detach them or send them out of town, 
notwithstanding the demand of Secretary Fall; but Denby 
yielded, of course, to Fall's importunities, and got rid of 
Shafroth and Stuart before these leases were executed. 

Now, Mr. President, I want to show by this record 2 


Secretary Denby does not know as much, or at least when he 
testified before the committee he did not know as much, about | 
these transactions as the ordinary man in the street just | 
gathering his information from the public press knows about | 
them. 

Page 299: 

Senator WALSH. Mr. Secretary, it seems that these two transac- 
tions were going on contewporaneously; that is, the contract with 
the Doheny Co. for the California reserves and the contract with 
Sinclair for the Wyoming reserves? 

Secretary DENBY. They may have been; I do not remember the 
dates. 

Senator WALSH. But do you remember the circumstances? Í 

Secretary Dexsgy. Not at all, sir. I am concerned with the finished 
product. I had nothing to do with negotiating for the leases. It 
was my duty to see that the lease was, in my opinion, for the best 
interests of the United States and the Navy. I was not so directly 
interested in how it was done. 

Senator Wasn. The instrument bears date of April 25, 1922. 
you remember what date the Sinclair lease bears? 

Secretary DENBY. No. 

Senator Warsa. You do not know when it was? ! 

Secretary Dxxnr. I don't remember the date; no. We can easily 
get it here from the instrument itself. [Referring to papers.] This 
is the Sinclair lease—April 7, 1922. 

Senator Wats. This contract bears date of April 25, 1922. The 
specifications, it was recited, bore date March 1, 1922? 

Secretary DENBY. Yes. 

Senator Warsa. So it would appear, would it not, that the two 
transactions were going on together? 

Secretary Denpy. I have absolutely no knowledge of that, Senator. 

Senator WALSH. Are we to understand, Mr. Secretary, that this 
contract was awarded pursuant to the bids which were called for by 
Secretary Daniels? 

Secretary DENBY, I do not know, That contract was submitted to 
me as being fully approved by my department and in the Department 


Do | 


of the Interior, and being held to be for the best interests of the 
United States, and particularly for the future defense of the United 
States, and I signed it. 
thing about. 


Page 386. This testimony deals with certain letters ad- 
dressed to the Secretary of the Navy by Capt. John Hal- 
ligan. I desire to put his name in the Recorp here, Mr. Presi- 


Its antecedent history I do not know any- 


dent, as an officer fearless in criticism of his superior officers, 


as I have no doubt he would be in the face of danger. Three 
separate times he wrote to the Secretary of the Navy, out- 
lining to him all the inignities in these transactions, and 
insisting that they were contrary to public policy and in viola- 
tion of the law. And, Mr. President, if I may not be invidious 
in this matter, I must confess no little surprise that save for 
Admiral Griffin, Commander Stuart, and the other subordl- 
nate officers named, the remaining officers of the Navy have 
been utterly silent upon this great question. 

Mr. President, either the policy which has been pursued with 
reference to this matter is right, either it is for the best inter- 
ests of the Government and ought to be adhered to, or it is 
one of the great crimes of the century. I can not understand 
how officers of the Navy, to whom we have intrusted these 
awful responsibilities, have failed to express themselves on the 
subject either one way or the other. Halligan was perfectly 
willing to do so. 

Mr. President, I wish time would permit me to read these 
letters of Capt. John Halligan. I must hurry along, however. 
Halligan wrote his third letter, a résumé, a history of the whole 
thing, exposing in the most unmistakable manner the iniquity 
of the thing, and finally he got a reply to the third letter; and 
I am interrogating the Secretary about the reply to the third 
letter of Captain Halligan. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, were these letters 
addressed to the Secretary? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. They were addressed to the Sec- 
retary. That is my recollection. They are addressed “To the 
honorable the Secretary of the Navy.” 

I read from page 386: 


Senator WatsH. Where was that letter prepared. Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary DENBY. That letter was prepared in the Bureau of Naval 
Operations, T think. 

Senator Wars, By whom? 

Secretary Dener. I can not tell, The designation here“ Op.” means 
Director of Naval Operations, 

Senator WatsH. Who is the Director of Naval Operations? 

Secretary DENBY. Admiral Eberle. Of course, it was not prepared 
by him personally. 

Senator WatsH. As a matter of fact, it was prepared in the Inte- 
rior Department, wasn’t it? 

Secretary Denny. I have no idea, but I do not think so. 
“Op.” letter. : 

Senator WALSH. Mr. Secretary, Admiral Dberle could tell us about it? 

Secretary Densy. Well, I would not ask Admiral Eberle. If I 
might suggest to the committee, I am very anxious that Admiral Robi- 
son should be called. He is the present Chief of the Bureau of Steam 
Engineering. 


That is the man, Senators will remember, who was tutored 
by Doheny. 


Senator WAtsH. What I want to know is who prepared this letter? 

Secretary DeNey. Probably Admiral Robison will know. 

Senator WaLsm. If it was prepared in the office of the director of 
operations he would not know anything abeut it, would he? 

Secretary Dexsy. Yes; he would. He would know about a letter 
of that kind. However, it is much simpler to wait until you get the 
witnesses here. I can not tell you. 

Senator Walsh. Well, if it came from the Chief of Operations, I 
should naturally think that his clerk would be the man to call to tell 
us who prepared it. 

Secretary Densr. I should think that that letter, whether it comes 
under the operations mark or not, must have been prepared in the 
Bureau of Steam Engineering. 

Senator WALSH. As characterizing the letter, Mr. ‘Secretary, you 
refer to the value of the pipe line as one of the considerations for 
making the contract. You know, Captain Halligan referred to that fact, 
and called your attention to the fact that Mr. Stuart— 


Mr. Stuart is the head of the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana— 


that Mr. Stuart bad said that that pipe line would be constructed 
without any regard to the Teapot Dome? 

Secretary Densy. Yes; there was something of that sort. 

Senator Wals. And instead of answering that, you called attention 
to the fact that the contract provides for the construction of a pipe 
line? 

Secretary Deney. The construction of the pipe line, quite obviously, 
in the opinion of the Interior Department, upon whom we rely very 
largely, of course, was a valuable consideration, 

Senator WatsH. Exactly, and you say so. But he calls attention 
to the fact that the president of the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana, 
interested, owning the Midwest Co., operating in the Salt Creek field, 
says that that pipe line would be constructed without any reference 
to the Teapot Dome. And yet you go on and refer to the fact that 
the contract—— 


It is an 
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Secretary Dexpy. Pardon me. In which letter did he make that 
reference? 

Senator WALSH. I think he made that reference in the last letter. 

Secretary DENBY. In the letter of the 7th of December? 

The CHAIRMAN, It is in reply to that letter. 

Secretary Denny. Well, that letter has not yet been replied to. The 
last letter from Captain Halligan has not been replied to. 

Senator WatsH. But Mr. Stuart had testified on that subject. 

Secretary Dexpy. There has been no reply drafted to Captain Halli- 
gan's letter, 30 I do not know what the department would say in 
regard to the statement of Mr. Stuart. 

Senator WALSH. Reference is made in this letter— 


That is, in the letter which bore the signature of the Secre- 
tary— 


Reference is made in this letter to the “edgewater” wells. What 
do you understand to be edgewater wells? 

Secretary Densy. I do not know, Senator. As I think I told you 
at the beginning, I can not possibly understand all the technicalities 
of the oil business, or of this vast business of the Navy Department. 


He did not even know the meaning of language in the letter 
he signed. Of course, I knew that he did not when I asked 
him. 


Senator Wars. As to that part of that letter which you signed, 
vou do not know what it means? 

Secretary DRNUux. No; I do not know that exact thing. But I know 
what the letter means very clearly. 


I now turn to page 1283, when the Secretary was called back 
the third time; bear in mind, called back the third time—this 
man who is going to be convicted without a hearing. I read: 


Senator WaLsH. Mr. Secretary, do you recall how many leases or 
contracts were made with the Pan American Petroleum Co.? 

Secretary Devry. No, sir; I do not. 

Senator WatsH. Do you remember what was the first one, or whut 
the first one was about? 

Secretary Denny. The first contract or lease? 

Senator WALSH. Yes. 

Secretary Dexny. No; I could not tell you exactly now. 

Senator Wals. Do you recall what the second was about? 

Secretary DENBY. No. 

Senator WALSH. Or the third one, if there was a third one? 


Senators will bear in mind that conveyed away the whole 
naval reserve No. 1, 32,000 acres. 


Secretary DENEY. No. But, Senator Walsh, I can get all that in- 
formation to yon very quickly from the records in the Navy Depart- 
ment. But I am afraid I can not give it to you offhand. 

Senator Warsa. I wanted to know simply what you had on your 
mind about the matter. What part of reserve No. 1 do you under- 
stand has been leased? 

Secretary Denny. I do not know. I could not tell you about that 
offhand. 

Senator WALSH. And do you know to whom it has been leased? 

Secretary Dexsy. No. I would like to state in that connection that, 
of course, there is such a myriad of leases and papers of all kinds, 
involving a very great deal that the Secretary of the Navy can not 
recall or keep in his mind, all the details of them, that he refers to 
the records for information when necessary. 

Senator WAtsH. When you were on the stand before, Mr. Secretary, 
you told us that you understood whatever leases were made were 
made in order to protect the leases against drainage. 

Secretary DENBY. Yes. 

Senator WAtsn. And for no other reason? 

Secretary Dexpy. I think that was the gist of my testimony. 

Senator Warsa. Had your attention been called to the fact that 
considerable portion of reserve No. 1 was leased for some reason other 
than that? 

Secretary Denny. Not to my recollection. 

Senator WAtsH. If that had been done, as a matter of fact, you do 
not know anything about it? A 

Secretary Denny. I am sorry, Senator, but I can not from memory 
testify in detail about the questions you are asking me. The records 
of the Navy Department will show, and I shal) be very happy to 
answer any question you may propound if you will give me an oppor- 
tunity to consult those records, or I will put it in here if you so wish. 

Senator WALSH. No; I wanted to know what you know outside of 
the records, Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary DENBY. All right. 

Senator Watsu. It has been disclosed with reference to reserve No. 
1—this reserve you see pictured on the map here. 

Secretary DENBY. I see it. 

Senator WatsH. That the entire reserve, 87,000 acres, has been 
leased to the Pan American Petroleum Co. If you were interrogated 
about it on the street you would not know anything about it? 


Secretary Denny. I would not be able to answer definitely questions 
Propounded as to whether that is true or not. But I would im- 
mediately consult the records and find out. 

Senator Wars. It is also in evidence that the storage construc- 
tion planned being in progress and not enough royalty oil coming 
from the defensive wells; that is, wells drilled to prevent drainage, 
that this entire reserve was leased with a view to getting royalty 
oil enough out of it to pay for the construction of the tank. Were 
you aware of that fact? 

Secretary DxxRT. I am not aware of the details of it; no, sir. 

Senator Wars. Do you recall that the propriety of that action 
ever came before you? 

Secretary DENBY. I do not. 

Senator WatsH. What have you to say about the propriety of it? 

Secretary Dexpy. I could not have anything to say about the 
propriety of it until I bave an opportunity to consult the records of 
the Navy Department. 

Senator Lenroot. Senator Walsh, do you want your question to 
stand as it has been propounded? 

Senator Wansn. Why not? 

Senator Lenroor. That that whole reserve was leased for the pur- 
pose of securing oil enough to pay for the storage according to the 
evidence. 

Senator Watsu. I will ask the reporter to read my question, 

(The question was read, as follows:) 

“Is it also in evidence that the storage construction Planned being 
in progress and not enough royalty oil coming from the defensive wells; 
that is, wells drilled to preyent drainage, that this entire reserve 
was leased with a view to getting royalty oil enough out of it to 
pay for the construction of the tank. Were you aware of that fact?” 

Senator WALSH. Yes; I want it to stand that way. 

Senator LENROOT. All right. 

Secretary DENEY. If the committee will permit, I would like to say 
that I will have these questions answered when I have had an oppor- 
tunity to consult the records of the Navy Department, and will answer 
them in writing or personally as may be desired. 

The CHAIRMAN, Senator Walsh, do you wish the questions answered 
in writing after the records of the Navy Department have been con- 
sulted? 

Senator WALsH. No; that will not do me any good at all. I wish 
the record to show that the Secretary does not know anything about it. 

Secretary DENBY. That is very well; the record may stand as re- 
corded. 

Senator WALsuH. Of course, the Secretary could go to the records and 
find what the records contain, but I wanted to know what he bad in 
mind about it. 

Secretary DENBY, I might suggest that there are 10,000 other matters 
in the Navy Department of which’ exactly the same thing is true. 
It is utterly impossible for one to charge his memory with the details 
of all the transactions that take place in so vast a department. 


That is the idea the Secretary of the Navy has about what 
a detail of his office is—the leasing of 32,000 acres of public 
land, estimated to contain 250,000,000 barrels, out of which the 
lessee expects to make $100,000,000. That is his idea of what a 
detail of his office is. 

A little more than that, Mr. President. I will read from 
pages 388 and 389 now: 


Now, Mr. Secretary, toward the close of your testimony yesterday, 
in answer to a question addressed to you by one of the other members 
of the committee, you expressed the view that there would be oil 
enough under the existing plan to meet the necessities of the Navy— 
a mere guess on your part, I take it—for a matter of three or four 
months in case 6f war? 

Secretary DENBY. I think I said from four to six months. That is 
a hope and belief. Whether it will be more or whether it will be less 
I do not know. 

Senator WALSH. Well, let us see. According to the reports of the 
geologists employed by the committee there is now in naval reserve 
No. 3 somewhere between 12,000,000 and 26,000,000 barrels of oil, the 
lowest estimate being 12,000,000 and the highest estimate 26,000,000. 
Let us assume that there Is 25,000,000. Of that 25,000,000 the Navy 
gave a royalty running from 124 per cent to 50 per cent, depending 
upon the productiveness of the wells. I understand that the average 
royalty thus far paid is 173 per cent, but let us assume it is 20 per 
cent. That would be one-fifth of the total amount. 

You then get 5,000,000 barrels of oil out of reserve No. 3. Ap- 
parently about one-third of that is used up to pay for the tankage, 
leaving 2.666,000 barrels of oil immediately available under the exist- 
ing system ot reserve No. 3, if it produces 25,000,000 barrels. That 
is, of the 25,000,000 we will get about 10 per cent. In other words, 
we will have fuel oil to the extent of about 10 per cent. 

Now, have you made any similar figures with reference to naval 
reserve No. 1? 

Secretary Denby, Personally I have not. 
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Senator WaLSEH. You do not know? 

Secretary DENBY, I do not know. 

Senator Wans. Have you made any similar figures with reference 
to No. 2? 

Secretary DENBY. Personally I have not. But I have not the slight- 
est doubt that they are in the department, and I will produce them 
at any time you ask for them, 

Senator WALSH. So that you have not any idea whatever, Mr. Sec- 
retary, about how much oil under the existing system, which gives 
you about 10 per cent of the total capacity, you will actually get out 
of these reserves? 

Secretary DENBY. I should be very foolhardy, I think, to venture 
an opinion upon a subject of that character. I have not. That is 
purely a subject for expert testimony, and I have no knowledge of it. 

Senator Warsa. You do not know, then, really, Mr. Secretary, 
about how adequate these reserves are or how far they are from being 
adequate, do you? 

Secretary DENBY. I do not. 

Senator WALSH, And yet you are using up one-third of what you 
do get out ot them to build tanks? 

Secretary DENBY. Yes. 

Senator WatsH. That fs all. 


So this policy is being pursued by the Secretary of the Navy, 
and he has not any kind of an idea as to whether, even if we 
got every drop of the royalty oil, the whole 174 or 20 per cent, 
we would even then have enough to meet the necessities of the 
Nation in case an emergency should arise, to meet which these 
reserves were created. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator state 
whether there has ever been an estimate made of the value of 
these assets to the Government? We have the testimony of 
what these men state they would make in profits, but has any 
estimate ever been made of the actual value of these properties 
to the Government? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. No. Of course the best that can 
be done in that direction is to estimate the amount of oil con- 
tained in them, and then, of course, you would have to compute 
the value on the basis of the current price of the royalty oil. 
But, of course, the idea was to keep these reserves until at some 
time in the more or less remote future, when oil would otherwise 
be so high that we could not possibly afford to get it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Even based upon the valua- 
tions of to-day, the assets would amount to a billion or more 
dollars? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Easily. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So that the Senator was 
inquiring from the Secretary about the Secretary’s knowledge of 
governmental assets reaching into billions in value? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Senators should bear in mind 
that the Secretary justifies the course that has been pursued 
with respect to this because, as he claimed, the reserves were 
being drained. Senators should bear in mind also that he 
subscribed to this policy possibly 30 days after he was in the 
office which he holds. 

I continue reading: 


“ Senator WALSH. I want to go back for a moment, Mr. Secretary. 
You told us that after taking office you ascertained about the drainage 
of the reserves. From whom did you get the information? 

Secretary Danpy. I can not tell you. It was general information. 
Exactly how the matter came before me I do not know. 

Senator WaLSR. Officially it would come, of course, from Admiral 
Griffin? 

~ Secretary Dxxar. Officially it probably would, and did, come from 
Admiral Griffin. I can not now recall the exact details. 

Senator WatsH. You can not recall that any officer in your de- 
partment told you about it? 

Secretary DENEY. No; I am confident that I did, and that I sent 
for the charts and looked it over, and came to my own conclusion 
about it. I am trying to give you now my very best recollection on 
the subjec’. There were one or two outsiders, whose names I have 
no idea of, who came, as people so frequently do, and told me that 
there was a waste of oil and that something ought to be done or there 
would be very serious damage to the country in the loss of oil in the 
naval reserve. 


Some one came and told him, as people sometimes do, that 
there would be serious loss of oil to the Navy unless they were 
leased, and the oil taken out, and he did not even know who it 
was that told him so. Now so much for what the Secretary 
did not know. 

There is another feature of the testimony which I shall can- 
vass and refer to but briefly, because it is to my mind a 


tremendously significant item, namely, the omission upon the 
part of the Secretary of the Navy to transmit to President 
Harding the protest of Admiral Griffin against the transfer 
of the reserves from the Navy Department to the Interior De- 
partment. The Secretary being upon the stand made the fol- 
lowing statement in answer to a question addressed to him: 


Secretary DENBY. As soon as it was agreed that the Secretary of 
the Interior should undertake this duty, and the President had indi- 
cated that he would so direct, all papers in regard to this matter 
were prepared in the Secretary of the Interior's office. 

Senator WatsH. Even the letter for your signature by which you 
requested the President to do that? 

Secretary Dxxnx. I can not remember distinctly about that. I 
have another letter here. I will read this letter, if I may. 

Senator Watsu. I would be glad to hear it. 

Secretary DENBY. This is addressed to the President. [Reading : 


Mark you, May 26! 


My Dran Mr. PRESIDENT: Some time ago I suggested that the De- 
partment of the Interior was the proper department to protect and 
conserye the naval oil reserves of the United States. It seemed to me 
that that department, being charged with the custody of all other 
public lands of the United States and being fully equipped to handle 
the public lands, is the more appropriate department to protect the 
interests of the Navy in oil lands. 

In a brief conversation in your office between yourself, Secretary 
Fall, and myself, it was agreed that you would issue an Executive 
order transferring the custody of the naval oil reserves from the Navy 
Department to the Department of the Interior. In candor and in 
justice to the officials of the Navy Department having charge of this 
particular matter, I must admit that the suggestion met with consid- 
erable resistance from them. I, however, proceed upon the theory, 
which I know to be the policy of the administration, that governmental 
activities properly pertaining to one department and now operated by 
another shall be allocated to the department under which they belong, 
and I can not avoid a conclusion that the custody of oil lands is 
the proper province of the Department of the Interior. That depart- 
ment has already in its keeping such vast interests of the Government 
of an identical character that it seems to me the Navy's interest in 
oll lands could be and should be properly intrusted to it for protection, 

In consultation with the Secretary of the Interior, an Executive 
order has been drawn that is satisfactory to him and to me, copy of 
which I inclose herewith for your consideration. In conversation with 
the Secretary of the Interior, I have been personally assured that he 
approves of this transfer and the form of wording of the Executive 
order inclosed herein, and, further, that he will give his best efforts to 
the conserving under ground as much oil as possible for emergency 
purposes, and that he will also preserve, as far as may be, the Navy's 
proportion of any oil that may be taken out under lease by private 
parties. He also states that in the development of any large policies 
concerning these lands he will not proceed without consultation with 
the Navy Department. 

I submit the matter to you for your consideration, and recommend 
that the inclosed Executive order, or one sinrilar to it in form, be pro- 
mulgated. If you care to hear from the officers of the Navy who are 
directly concerned and who may desire to lay before you their views 
in regard to this transfer, I shall direct them to report to you at your 
convenience. I inclose herein a memorandum upon this subject drafted 
by Rear Admiral Griffin, Chief of the Bureau of Engineering, in which 
the Navy's position heretofore mentioned is set forth. 

I beg that this matter may receive early attention, as bids were re- 
cently called for for the drilling of offset wells. These bids have been 
received but not opened. If this transfer to the Department of the 
Interior shall take place, I shall place them, together with other 
papers, in the hands of the Secretary of the Interior for such disposi- 
tion as he may deem best. If the transfer is not to take place, I must 
at once proceed to open the bids and salvage as much oil as may be 
saved from drainage through private wells outside the naval reserves. 

Very respectfully, 


The PRESIDENT, The White House. 


I am very sure that the Senate will be glad to hear this 
protest from Admiral Griffin, so I will read it. Bear in mind 
that neither the letter which I have just read nor the memo- 
randum of Admiral Griffin, notwithstanding anything stated 
by the Secretary of the Navy, went to the White House at all, 
as I shall prove from the record. I read: 


NAVY DEPARTMENT, 
BUREAU OF ENGINEERING, 
Washington, May 27, 1921. 

Memorandum for the Secretary of the Navy. 

Subject: Naval petroleum reserves. 

The position of the Navy Department with respect to control of the 
naval petroleum reserves bas for the past nine years been that this 
control should rest with the Navy Department, because the Navy De- 
partment is the one most vitally interested in conserving for its ships 


EDWIN DENBY, 
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a supply of oil which will be available when the present sources are 
getting low, and also because the Navy Department alone is responsi- 
ble for the efficiency of its ships and their ability to fulfill the re- 
quirements laid down in their design with respect to speed. These 
requirements are impossible of attainment with coal. 

It was with this idea of conserving in the ground a supply of oil that 
the Secretary of the Navy in 1908 initiated correspondence with the 
Department of the Interior, which resulted, in 1909, in the withdrawal 
from entry by President Taft of certain oil-bearing lands in California. 
These lands were, in 1912, set aside by President Taft as a naval 
petroleum reserve “for the exclusive use and benefit of the United 
States Navy.” Later, in 1915, certain lands in Wyoming which were 
withdrawn in 1909 and 1910 were also set aside as a naval petroleum 
reserve. 

The validity of the first order of withdrawal was contested in the 
courts and finally carried to the Supreme Court, which decided in 
favor of the Government. 

During the past 10 years a number of so-called leasing bills have 
been introduced in Congress all haying as their ultimate purpose the 
opening up to lease of the naval petroleum reserves. Passage of these 
bills was resisted by the Navy Department, supported by the Depart- 
ment of Justice, because the paramount purpose was to retain oil in 
the ground. Oil was then cheap and the quantity used by the Navy 
was small, but as time passed it became increasingly evident that in a 
short while oil would become a comparatively scarce commodity and 
that its price would increase accordingly. This further emphasized the 
importance of retaining the oil in the ground. Recognition of this 
principle was given by the Southern Pacific Co., who owns valuable 
lands in the same locality, and who up to a few years ago drilled only 
off-set wells on their property. 

The various bills that were presented to Congress culminated in the 
passage, February 25, 1920, of what is known as the leasing act which 
authorized the Secretary of the Interior to lease only producing oil wells 
within the naval petroleum reserves and expressly provided that pros- 
pecting permits should not be granted on lands “ reserved for the use of 
the Navy.” 

Following the passage of this act, and presumably because it was 
believed that the leasing act did not clearly enough define the authority 
of the Secretary of the Navy over the naval petroleum reserves, the 
naval appropriation act of June 4, 1920, contained the following provi- 
sions: 

That the Secretary of the Navy is hereby directed to take possession 
of all properties within the naval petroleum reserves on which there are 
no pending claims or applications for permits or leases under the provi- 
sions of an act of Congress approved February 25, 1920, „ or 
pending applications for patent under any law; to conserve, develop, 
use, and operate the same in his discretion, directly or by contract, 
lease, or otherwise,” etc. 

The Secretary of the Navy is here clearly “directed” by Congress 
to— 

Take possession of the naval petroleum reserves, to conserve them, to 
develop them, to ase and operate them, in his discretion. 

And it would seem that this duty can not legally be transferred to 
another, 

The reason why the Navy has always insisted on control of these 
jands is that it has such vital interest in them that it can not be 
imagined that another department, and especially one whose function is 
the development of public lands, could possibly have the same interest 
in safeguarding the Navy's interest and in seeing that these lands were 
reserved—as was directed in President Taft's order of withdrawal 
“ for the exclusive use and benefit of the United States Navy.” 

Oil is vital to the Navy's needs. In two years the entire active fleet will 
be composed exclusively of oil-burning ships. They have been designed 
solely for oil and can not be converted to the use of coal. Even if such 
conversion were possible, the effect would be to make the ships so 
inferior to the ships of a nation that could command an oil supply as to 
amount practically to the loss of millions of money that have been spent 
in their construction. : 

It is submitted that the naval petroleum reserves are not public lands 
such as are usually under the control of the Department of the Interior. 
These lands were in the 1909 order of withdrawal expressly “ with- 
drawn from all forms of location, settlement, selection, filing, entry, or 
disposal under the mineral or nonmineral public land laws.” 

And the orders of 1912 and 1915 assigning certain of them as nayal 
petroleum reserves“ for the exclusive use and benefit of the United 
States Navy would seem to remove them as completely from the domain 
of public lands as any other land under the control of the Navy Depart- 
ment. 

R. 8. GRIFFIN. 


Now, Mr. President, if the Secretary of the Navy had sent 
that letter to President Harding, if he had transmitted the pro- 
test of Admiral Griffin, this nasty mess and the loss of these 
great properties probably never would have occurred. But he 
did not send it, as I shall proceed to show. 


I read the following memorandum appearing in the record 
at page 284: 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington. 
Memorandum for Mr. Brock. 


Supplementing my memorandum of even date with reference to at- 
tached copy of draft of letter to the President, Mr. Ogle, of the Navy 
Department, has since informed me that their records disclose no submis- 
sion of the said letter to the President, neither was it dated or signed. 


That, Mr. President, does not refer to this letter particularly, 
but it refers to the letter which was drafted by tlse Secretary 
of the Interior for the signature of the Secretary of the Navy. 


He further states that a redraft of the letter was made in his depart- 
ment and this, undated and unsigned, taken by Assistant Secretary’ 
Roosevelt, about May 31, 1921, together with their redraft of the 
Executive order, to the White House. This draft of the Executive 
order was signed by the President, but the draft of the letter accom- 
panying it was not signed by the Secretary nor either of his assistants. 


This is signed “ Reichard.” 
Then another memorandum follows, which I read: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, April 15, 1922, 
Memorandum, 

Inquired of the Division of Publications, State Department, if with 
the Executive order of May 81, 1921 (No. 3474), there was a letter, 
signed by the Secretary of the Navy, to the President. Was advised 
that the only paper on file was the Executive order. 

Also made similar inquiry of Mr. Latta at the White House, who 
adyised that a search of their files had been made, but the letter of 
the Secretary of the Navy was not of record. 

I then had Mr. Reichard Inquire of the Navy Department. His 
memorandum of April 15 is herewith. It was not possible to ascertain 
the date of the letter of the Secretary of the Navy to the President 
or if the letter was signed. 

As it may be necessary in the future to produce the original letter 
or a true copy I suggest that the Bureau of Mines, who now have 
charge of all papers pertaining to oil matters, take steps to locate the 
original letter and prepare such copies as are necessary for our records. 

Bnock. 


That is followed by a further memorandum, as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, 
Memorandum for Mr. Brock. 

I have made a considerable effort to ascertain whether the attached 
was signed by the Secretary of the Navy or one of his assistants, and 
the date thereof, but without definite results. I was referred by one 
of the divisions of the Navy Department to a Mr. Ogle (7), who with- 
out much effort produced their file upon the subject. He advised me 
that while they have a copy, it is without evidence of date or signa- 
ture. Furthermore, in comparing their copy with ours I find the 
clause “from the operation of any wells in said reserves,“ in the sixth 
line of the second paragraph, not in their copy. Mr. Ogle (?) could not 
say that his file was complete, as he states a great deal in connection 
with the transaction over there was verbal. He also informs me that 
the officer having the matter in hand at the time was detached from 
the service on the 18th instant, and that his successor was absent yes- 
terday, but would be there this morning; also that he made inquiry 
of the other offices in the department for further evidence of signa- 
ture, but without results; that he would make inquiry of the State 
Department if so desired. I told him I would advise him whether this 
was desired, as I understood you had made inquiry there. 

The copy attached was, I believe, made in the Bureau of Mines. I 
am of the belief that the draft it was made from, in our files, is the 
original, and that it may have been handed to the Secretary by the 
Secretary of the Navy. This draft was, as you know, an inclosure of- 
our letter of May 11, 1921. This letter also covered two other in- 
closures, “a brief memorandum” and a “form of Executive order.” 
Mr. Ogle (7) informs me that their records show that this particular 
draft as submitted was not signed. To substantiate this a comparison 
of the copy in our files with the printed copy from the State Depart- 
ment discloses certain modifications, 

REICHARD. 

APRIL 15, 1922. 

We were not satisfied with that, Mr. President, but we asked 
a search of the files of the White House, and we received the 


following answer: 
DECEMBER 7, 1923. 


Hon. REED SMOOT, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
DEAR BENATOR SMOOT: A careful search of the files of the Executive 
Office since March 4, 1921, shows that there are no copies of corre- 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


2065 


spondence passing between the Executive Office and either the Navy 

Department or the Interior Department relative to leases upon the 

lands of the naval oil reserves or referring to the Executive order 

transferring the jurisdiction of those reserves from the Navy Depart- 

ment to the Interior Department. 
Yours sincerely, 


C. E. IXGLING, 
Chief of Files, White House. 


So, Mr. President, there is not any possibility of dispute 
upon the record that the letter never was sent to the White 
House, and of course the protest of Admiral Griffin never was 
sent, 


That bears a sinister aspect. If Mr. Denby were a man of 
intelligence such as might be expected of the Secretary of 
the Navy, if he exhibited an attention to the duties of his 
office in connection with these tremendous responsibilities, 
such as might be from an ordinary, diligent, attentive 
man holding public office, I should say that he had willfully 
suppressed that letter and the protest of Admiral Griffin. 
I do not, however, say so: I do not believe it. I simply mean 
to say that he did not give enough attention to the business 
of the office to care whether a thing was said or to observe 
whether it was said or not said. 

Mr. President, this is all I care to say about this matter. 
I remark, however, if I may be pardoned for saying so, that, 
in my judgment, this is no time for hair-splitting contentions 
concerning the dividing line that separates the domain of the 
executive branch of the Government from the legislative 
branch. A great crime has been committed. The structure of 
our Government rocks upon its very foundations in conse- 
quence of the revelations which have been made. The only 
way to restore to our Government the confidence of the people, 
so essential, so indispensable to its stability and perpetuity, is 
to follow every man guilty of the crime with the utmost rigor 
of the law and to drive from public office any man who 
either by connivance or supineness permitted and allowed this 
great crime to be committed. 

Senators, are you willing to turn back these great proper- 
ties into the hands of Edwin Denby? I am not. Are you 
content, are you satisfied to let him down easy lest sensibilities 
may not be offended or political prospects affected? I am not. 
I desire to see him driven from public office with all the 
odium and ignominy that the occasion possibly can demand, 
in order that his fate may serve as a warning to anyone who 
may come after him and who might otherwise fail the Re- 
public as he has failed it, 


APPENDIX. 


{From the Springfield Republican of Friday, February 1, 1924.) 
THE CABINET AND CONGRESS, 


The Democrats of the Senate should be satisfied with the unani- 
mous passage of the Walsh resolution which declares that the oil 
leases were entered into in violation of law and directs the Presi- 
dent to sue for their annulment. This is an exceedingly significant 
victory for them. But they may easily overreach themselves in seek- 
ing to force the passage of other resolutions designed to compel 
the President to reconstruct his Cabinet at Senate dictation. 

Both Secretary Denby and Attorney General Daugherty will be 
obliged to retire because their usefulness is ended, but the time and 
method of their going should be left for the President to determine. 
It is his Cabinet, not the Senate’s. The Constitution provides but one 
way for Congress to remove a Cabinet officer, and that is the im- 
peachment process. The Democratic leaders avoid invoking that 
process, but attempt to accomplish much the same end by a reso- 
lution of no confidence. 

In fighting this resolution it is to be hoped that the administration 
party wiil, if necessary to defeat it, raise the broad issue of the Ex- 
ecutive’s responsibility to the legislative branch of the Government. 
Our Government is not like Britain’s, in which ministerial responsibility 
to Parliament is so complete that not one minister only but the min- 
istry as a whole may be forced to resign by the passage of a resolu- 
tion of no confidence by the House of Commons. If Congress may 
force, or seek to force, the resignation of a Cabinet minister by resolu- 
tion, it may some time attempt to force the retirement of the President 
himself and thus establish control of the executive power. 

A dangerous precedent, from this point of view, lurks in the Denby 
resolution pending in the Senate. President Coolidge would be fully 
justified, in the event of its passage, in repudiating congressional con- 
trol of this character and in asserting in a ringing message the un- 
restricted presidential prerogative to determine for himself, without 
congressional interference—unless by the process of impeachment—the 
time and conditions under which his Cabinet officers should retire from 
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office. Passage of the Denby resolution by Congress would create an 
opportunity to raise a broad constitutional issue, which Mr. Coolidge, it 
seems safe to predict, would quickly seize. 

If Congress will leave the President alone he will reorganize his 
Cabinet in his own good time, on his own initiative, and with due con- 
sideration for the political as well as the public interests involved. 
Secretary Denby's retirement will be imperative not because he has 
committed any crime or has been consciously guilty of maladministra- 
tion. He will be obliged to retire for the same reason that numerous 
other Cabinet ministers have been obliged to retire—a demonstrated 
incompetence, shattering public confidence in his capacity for public 
service. While these reasons are political in the larger sense, they are 
just as compelling as other reasons pointing to fraud or corruption, and 
they do not require a criminal trial and conyiction to make them 
effective. Mr. Daugherty will be forced out for these reasons also. 

The Senate Democrats need not be so terribly concerned lest these 
Cabinet officers be retained that they must seek to compel their retire- 
ment by congressional resolution. What they are now in reality seeking 
to accemplish is to demoralize the administration by appearing to force 
it to do things that would naturally come about in good order without 
further pressure from them. Nothing is less likely than that the 
Crolidge administration would go through the winter and spring without 
Cabinet changes. It would be suicidal for it to let spring pass into 
summer with Messrs. Denby and Daugherty still in the Cabinet. 

There are grave political dangers to be encountered in Republican 
insurgency as well as in a militant Democracy in consequence of these 
oil-lease scandals. A third party presidential ticket of sufficient 
strength in the West to ruin Republican chances of success in next 
November's elections will be almost surely the outcome of the present 
situation in case Messrs. Denby and Daugherty are kept at the head of 
their departments for an appreciable time in defiance of public senti- 
ment. This consideration alone will suffice to bring about changes on 
the President's own initiative, and the fact that the La FOLLETTE group 
of Senators, reinforced by Messrs. HIRAM JOHNSON and BORAR, have sup- 
ported the Democratic leadership thus far can leave one in no doubt as 
to this group’s appraisal of the political possibilities. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want to say that the speech 
delivered by the Senator from Montana [Mr. WaALsH] exposing 
this oil-lease scandal is one of the ablest that I have ever 
listened to in this Chamber. It was a fair, powerful, and con- 
vineing argument. I regret that while that great speech was 
being delivered there was such a small number of Republican 
Senators present in the Chamber. There were only about five 
present, I believe, and most of them belong to the progressive 
element of the Republican Party. This great speech was made 
by a member of the committee who has led in this inquiry, 
who has gone into it very carefully, ably, and very earnestly 
from the beginning, and whose questions in the main have 
brought forth the information that we have on which the Sen- 
ate has already acted with regard to these leases made by 
Secretary Denby and Mr. Fall. 

Mr. President, Senators on the other side can not get away 
from the proposition that this has become with some over there 
a partisan fight. This is an effort on the part of some Sena- 
tors to shield and protect a Republican member of the Cabi- 
net. I regret to see this turn taken in affairs here when so 
serious a matter is involved. 

Mr. President, a few days ago in discussing the other reso- 
lution, in replying to the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LEN- 
ROOT], I said: 


Mr. President, I have Hstened to the speech of the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroot], which has consumed about three hours. 
Various impressions have come to me during the delivery of that speech. 
I had the impression come to me that the Senator was undertaking 
in a way to defend the granting of these leases, 


In that speech I ventured the suggestion that that would 
be the ultimate position of the Senators on the other side. I 
am now convinced that that is going to be their policy a little 
later on; and before the two attorneys appointed by the Presi- 
dent to handle this case are confirmed by the Senate, I person- 
ally want to know how they feel on that subject. 

I intended, by the joint resolution that I voted for, that the 
attorneys appointed should go into this thing with a view of 
canceling these leases and obtaining this property for the Gov- 
ernment. I do not intend that anybody shall be appointed by 
the President, get away from the Senate with confirmation back 
of them, and then, sitting in the weeks and months to come, 
finally reach the conclusion that these oil leases were proper. 
They were not proper. They were rotten to the core, and cor- 
rupt from side to side and from end to end. I do not intend 
that such a course as that shall be pursued without saying 
something regarding it to the Senate and to the country. The 
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country is entitled to know what we think of these things. 
It is entitled to know what we are going to do with regard 
to these things. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Enae] voted for the joint 
resolution condemning Secretary Fall and Secretary Denby, 
too—a joint resolution which said that these acts were sur- 
rounded by fraud and corruption, and that when these men 
made these leases they were violating the law of Congress and 
defying the fixed policy of the Government. 

Mr, President, I am unable to understand how we could draw 
a more dreadful indictment against a Cabinet officer than we 
drew when we wrote and voted for that joint resolution. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. HEFLIN, I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. EDGE. I may not have gotten the entire thought the 
Senator is presenting, as I came into the Chamber just as my 
name was mentioned, and I do not know what preceded it, but 
I infer that he is again bringing to the attention of the Senate 
the fact that Senators on this side voted unanimously for a 
joint resolution which recited in its “whereases” that fraud 
had been committed, or words to that effect. 

I have heard that so often, Mr. President, that in justice to 
myself I want to read from the statement I made on the floor 
of the Senate, which I am quite sure the Senator from Ala- 
bama will admit covers the case. 

On January 30, when the joint resolution to which the Sena- 
tor refers was being debated before the Senate, and later was 
voted on, I took the floor and in these words made my Dagtion, 
I think, entirely clear: 


I propose to vote for the passage of the joint resolution because I 
am in entire sympathy with the object of the resolution. Without going 
into a discussion of the question, I wish to make the public statement 
that in voting for the resolution it must not be considered as accepting 
a conclusion such as is expressed by one of the whereases which we 
have just attempted to amend but which motion has failed, I must 
state very positively that I am entirely unable to decide whether the 
leases and contract were entered into with or without authority upon 
the part of the officers purporting to act for the United States in their 
execution or whether or not they were in violation of the laws of 
Congress. 

The whereas clearly recites that the laws were violated and no 
authority existed. As a layman, of course, I would be unable to de- 
cide that legal question. Members of the body with legal knowledge 
haye undoubtedly arrived at individual conclusions. They are better 
equipped to do so; neither am 1 questioning their conclusions; but I 
am opposed, especially In an important matter of this kind, to at- 
tempting to reach an advance verdict by the process of a whereas. 
Perhaps the transactions were illegal; perhaps the officers concerned 
did not have authority. But is that not for the courts to decide? 
I am bringing the matter to the attention of the Senate, so far as 
my viewpoint is concerned, absolutely without prejudice; but in vot- 
ing for the resolution I simply wish it clearly. understood, through 
the statement I am now making, that I am not passing upon the 
question of authority or upon the question of violation of the law. 

T do, however, feel, without hesitation and without question, that 
all the circumstances eurrounding this deplorable happening should 
be handled, as they are apparently being handled, by the President 
of the United States, through resolution or otherwise, if he has the 
authority—and I believe he has—and the country be given the benefit 
of firm judicial decisions. 


After making a statement of that kind, and, further than that, 
after voting, as practically all the Senators on this side voted, 
or a large majority of them, to amend the “ whereas,” other 
Senators likewise stating that the object of the joint resolu- 
tion was so important that they accepted the whereas” under 
protest. I consider it very unsportsmanlike, to say the least, 
for the Senator from Alabama to try time after time to make 
it appear that we convicted a man because the joint resolu- 
tion contained two counts, one the main issue—namely, that 
this matter should be brought into the courts and proceed to 
its finality—and the other count a recital through whereases 
of a number of things that may or may not be the legal 
position. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, that is the trouble with the 
Republican Party here now—this sportsmanlike business. 
Seme Republican officials look on the reserves of the Govern- 
ment as a matter of sport, just like a man owning a game 
preserve. He will give you permission to go in there and shoot 


as muny quail as you want to. When the Republican’ Party 
gets in pewer it thinks it owns these reserves, and big fellows 
like Doheny and Sinclair can go in and sport all they please. 


That is the sporting idea that obtains with many sportsmen on 
the Republican side. 

Mr. President, I know the Senator from New Jersey finds 
himself in a very embarrassing position, as other Senators on 
that side do who have already defended Mr. Denby and who 
are going to defend him; but that does not keep me from re- 
minding them of what they have done. I do not care what 
their idea of my sportsmanship is. I have a distinct and clear 
idea of what my duty to my Government is. I have an idea 
of what I owe to my country. I have an idea as to what I 
should do when men in high place have been found guilty of 
unfaithfulness to the American people. Senators may talk 
about sportsmanship as much as they please, but they are not 
going to get away from the fundamental fact in this case that 
Denby has done a dishonorable act, and an act which they by 
their votes said was born in corruption and fraud. TIl does it 
become a Senator, after he has voted for the cold type which 
recites that thing, to say, “I had a mental reservation.” As 
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. REED] so ably stated yesterday, 
9 1 reservations do not count here, Senators. You are in 
a hole. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President 

Mr, HEFLIN. You voted your protests once against these 
“ whereases ’; and when we voted them down, and you had 
to vote for the joint resolution or vote “nay,” you voted for it. 
You are admitting on the very face of this thing that you voted 
as the Democrats forced you to vote. 

I yield to the Senator just for a question, not to make a 
speech. 

Mr. EDGE. I have no desire to interfere in any way with 
the Senator's oratory, but I do most respectfully submit that he 
should adhere to the facts. It certainly is not a mental reser- 
vation when a Member of this body takes the floor and, as 
distinctly and positively as the English language permits, 
States that he is voting for a resolution with a distinct under- 
standing that he is not passing upon the legality of the case. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is true. 

Mr, EDGE. The Senator from Alabama can not use any lan- 
guage to change the frank, positive intent of that statement. 
He has the floor, so far as I am concerned, for the balance of 
the afternoon, 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator from New Jersey did make that 
statement, and he was looking one way and voting another. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Alabama yieid to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. HEFLIN: I yield. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I would like to ask the Senator from 
New Jersey if he has examined the statutes, which have been 
read here many times, presented very early in this debate by 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. WatsH], which directly place 
the oil reserves under the Secretary of the Navy? Has the 
Senator from New Jersey examined those acts? 

Mr. EDGE. Tf I understood the question correctly, the Sen- 
ator means to ask me what my position would have been on the 
resolution had I understood the legal provisions? That is the 
question. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. No; has the Senator from New 
Jersey even up to this time examined the law with reference 
to where the custody and control of the naval oil lands was 
placed? 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, I would not be convinced, if I 
attempted to examine the law, as to what interpretation the 
court might put upon that law. I do not for one moment at- 
tempt to decide legal problems or legal points. I have taken 
the broad position all through this controversy that in re- 
ferring the matter to the courts, through the joint resolution 
then under discussion, we were satisfied to await a court 
decision. 

So far as the legal points involved are concerned I am per- 
fectly ready to admit that my knowledge of the law, of which 
I claim none whatever, would not sufficiently equip me to decide 
whether these contracts were legal or otherwise. That im- 
possible proposition, that unfair proposition, was put before 
us as a part of the joint resolution, the main purport of which 
was to go to the limit legally in this matter. Of course it 
embarrassed Senators, particularly laymen, who were not 
equipped to form a legal opinion, and I say without hesitation 
I would not have been satisfied that I should have acted on 
any personal opinion, especially when the matter was being 
referred to the court to give a final judicial opinion. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. So far as I can make out 

Mr. EDGE. I think my statement was very clear. 
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Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator's information and 
knowledge on this question are on an exact par with that of 
Edwin Denby. 

Mr. EDGE. The Senator usually tries to make headway by 
sarcasm where he can not use logic, and we are all well 
acquainted with that fact. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Now, Mr. President, I hope I may be per- 
mitted to proceed with my speech. At the time I suggested, 
a week or 10 days ago, that the other side would come to 
the position of defending the oil-land lease and Denby, no- 
body would admit it. The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Lenroor], in a speech of three hours, came right up to it 
and backed off again, and up to it again and off again. I got 
the impression somehow that that would be the position they 
would take ultimately and on yesterday I was astounded to 
see the Senator from Pennsylvania, a learned and an able 
lawyer, take the position he did, and to defend Mr. Denby as 
he did, undertaking to say that we are trying him here with- 
out giving him a hearing, taking snap judgment, acting hastily. 

Mr. President, if there ever was a case in the history of 
the Government in which there has been no particular haste, 
it is this case. These investigations have been going on for 
months and months, and Mr. Denby knew, I suppose, what 
he was doing. This is not the first time he has had experience 
with the disposition of the public domain or Government 
property. I called attention once before to it. I may have 
to do it again and again, because I find that some Republi- 
cans’ memories are very short, and I have to keep bringing 
these things to their attention. I have cited the time when, 
as a Member of Congress from Michigan, Denby was some- 
how picked out in the House to sit in judgment on a case 
where Ballinger, another Republican member of a Republican 
Cabinet, Secretary of the Interior, had squandered the coal 
domain of the great Northwest to Guggenheim, the coal king, 
and Mr. Denby wrote an opinion, or signed one, exonerating 
Mr. Ballinger, finding no fault with him. 

Later in the history of the Republican Party we find Mr. 
Denby, he who whitewashed Ballinger, himself picked out and 
put up in the Cabinet, to have to do with the disposition of 
the oil reserves of the Government, and now he is on trial. 
He needs somebody to exonerate him, somebody to apply the 
whitewash brush, and we are finding several on the other 
side who are undertaking the job. Some of them are dipping 
their brushes in small cans, but they are getting their hands 
in practice. I see a good many signs over there that efforts 
are going to be made to whitewash him. Senators, when you 
are whitewashing him, somebody is going to be operating on 
you at home, and properly so. 

I have a clipping here from the New York World with a 
headline, Longe leads party fight for Secretary of the Navy.” 
Is there anybody here who is competent to sit in this body 
who doubts that? It has already become a partisan political 
fight with some of the leaders on the other side. Suppose 
Denby was a Democrat, and the President was a Democrat; 
where would the senior Senator from Massacliusetts be in 
this line up? : 

Does anybody doubt in the least that he would be leading 
the charge against the breastworks of the Democratic admin- 
istration? Where would the Senator from New Jersey be? 
Does anybody have the slightest doubt of the position he would 
occupy? Where would the Senator from Pennsylvania IMr. 
Pepper] and the Senator from Maine [Mr. Hare] be? Where 
would they be if a resolution had passed through this body, 
supported by every Democrat, saying that a Democrat in the 
office of the Secretary of the Navy had done a thing that 
was born in corruption and fraud, was in violation of the 
law of Congress, and against the fixed policy of the Govern- 
ment? Mr. President, there would be one solid line—there 
would not be a break in it—of the partisans of the old guard 
of the Republican Party. We know that. I believe that the 
people of the country know that. 

Before I pass from the Senator from New Jersey, let me 
recur to the fact that he said we were going to disqualify 
ourselves. I want to show just the attitude the Senator is 
in, together with his comrades who agree with him. Just 
suppose this was a case where a judge was to try the case, 
and Mr. Denby were to be tried, and they were selecting a 
jury, and they were to bring the Senator from New Jersey 
as a prospective juror around and say. Mr. Epar, have you 
said anything derogatory to the character of Mr. Denby?” 
And suppose he should say: 

“Well, I said that he had been guilty of doing something 
that was corrupt and fraudulent.” 

Did you say anything else?” 

“T said he had violated the laws of his country.” 


“Did you say anything else about him?” 

“I said he had done this act in defiance of the fixed policy 
of the Government in which he lives, and in which he is one 
of the highest officers.” 

In all probability they would say, “Stand aside Senator 
Enan; you have disqualified yourself.” 

Now, the Senator and the Senate have already said those 
things about Mr. Denby. But the Senator can not under- 
stand the situation somehow. He says he is not a lawyer. 
I used to practice law. I have not tried a case in 20 years, 
but I believe a layman would understand fairly well what 
was meant when a man voted on his responsibility that 
another had done the things that we set out. We have already 
said the strongest thing that could be said about him and 
against him; and when we come to see what this resolution 
Says, we find it is a mild-mannered statement compared to 
what we have already said about Mr. Denby. Listen to it, 
Mr. President: 


Whereas, in view of the revelations and testimony developed in 
the Teapot Dome investigation, bé it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the United States Senate that the 
President of the United States immediately request the resignation 
of Edwin Denby and all other officials and officers in the Navy 
Department whose connection with the leasing of the oil reserves of 
the Government indicates misfeasance or malfeasance in office. 


Are we justified in taking that stand? I voted for the con- 
firmation of Mr. Denby. How am I going to express my feel- 
ings on his conduct now? He is beyond my reach, so far as 
that vote is concerned. I am a part of the authority of the 
Government which, under the Constitution, acts with the 
President when he names his Cabinet; that is, he has to get 
the consent of the Senate when confirmation is had. He got 
the consent of the Senate. Now, the Cabinet are sitting about 
him, two or three under fire, three now, and I, a Senator in 
this body, say, Mr. President, I am sorry that I voted for 
that man’s confirmation. At the time I voted for him I never 
dreamed that he was the kind of man these facts have revealed 
him to be. I now see him as he is. I can not vote on his 
confirmation now, but as a Member of the body confirming him 
in the outset I ask you, as the Chief Executive of the Nation, 
to request him to resign, in view of the terrible and horrible 
disclosures revealed in the investigation of the naval oil- 
reserve leases.” 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bruce] Jumped the fence 
again. I am afraid he is going to get in the habit of doing 
that. The Senator, strange to say, says we have nothing to do 
with this situation. The Senate of the United States has noth- 
ing to do with it! Representing the sovereign States of this 
Union, confirming the appointment of a President’s Cabinet, 
when that is over we are denied the right of petition! Mr. 
President, the principle of the right of petition was laid down 
in the Declaration of American Independence, written by the 
great founder of the Democratic Party, Thomas Jefferson. 
Has the Senator from Maryland forgotten that? 

The right of petition was mentioned in the Declaration of 
Independence, and the denial of that right was one of the 
things that plunged the Colonies into war with the mother 
country. We recited that our petitions had been denied; that 
they would not hear us; and, finally, we could not reach the 
ear of the British Crown. But a Senator takes his place in 
this body, supposed to be a learned Senator, able—and prob- 
ably the Senator is able as a lawyer. I understand that he 
has made a great success as a great lawyer over in Maryland. 
But when the Senator takes the position that the Senate of the 
United States has no right to request the President in a matter 
of this kind he is mistaken and his position is simply untenable, 

Can you say to a Senator who voted to confirm a member 
of the President’s Cabinet, when he finds that member to be 
a crook, unfit to hold the office he has, when he finds him to 
be an enemy of his Government, holding high position in the 
Government, that he shall fold his arms and sit in silence 
because he might violate some propriety, because the President 
might say to you, It is none of your business,” as the Senator 
from Maryland suggests? 

The President has practically said to the American people it 
is none of their business, but thank God for the judgment day 
that comes at the polling places in this country. Every two 
years and every four years that citizen out yonder, who has 
but few to speak for him on the other side of the aisle, can 
have his voice heard when he approaches the ark of the cove- 
nant in our civic affairs, the ballot box of freedom. He will 
be heard then. 5 

We are confronted here with a situation unparalleled in the 
history of this Government, as far as I know, of a Cabinet offi- 
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cer already indicted by the Senate defying: the Senate and the 
country. The Senate has pronounced against him a judgment 
by unanimous vote that dumns him and dooms him. What does 
he say to this branch of the lawmaking body of the greatest 
Nation in all the world? He says, “I. will not resign.” Not 
only that. “I would do again what you say is. a crime; I would 
do again’ what you charge is a. corrupt act; I would do again 
what you say is in defiance of your law and your Government 
if it were put up to me; and: I am: not going to resign.” And 
we have a President sitting by him it seems, who is sustaining 
him in that position: I read from a newspaper to the Senate 
the other day, when the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Moses]! seemed to want to question me, that the President said 
he would not permit him to resign’ under fire. Under fire! 
Wiint sort of fire? The fire of the righteous. indignation of a 
brave and! patriotic: people. 

Mr. REED) of Missouri Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield. 4 

Mr: REED. of. Missouri. I wish the Senator would ask the 
gentlemen: who liave made the statement that he will not per- 
mit Mr. Denby to resign under fire, if they will arrange with 
him to resign: provided we will declare an: armistice and stop 
firing for a while; and just what kind of resolution of com- 
mendation would.they like to have us pass, and will they tell us 
whether they want to pass one in order to induce this gentle- 
man to resign? 

Mr. HEFLIN. If the Senator from Missouri will permit me; 
I will tell him what. happened in a circuit court once down: in 
my. State, and I think what the defendant said there is what 
they would like to do here. Old Judge Carmichael, a brave, 
one-armed Confederate soldler and a very clever gentleman, was: 
nearing the end of his docket. one week and anxious: to get 
away and go home. He thought the criminal docket. had prac- 
tically been disposed of when he saw a negro. sitting there 
named Sam. He said. Sam, stand up. What were you. con- 
victed of?” Sam said, “I ain't been convicted of nothing: yit, 
Jedge,. but it looks: like accordin' to de evidence dat I am- gwine 
to: be: convicted. as: soon as the jury kin come out.” The judge 
smiled: and said, “ Well, what would you like to do about it?” 
Sam said, Jedge; if it’s: just the same to you, I am willing to: 
drap it right where it is.” 

That is what the Old Guard partisans on the other side of the 
Chamber would like to do. They would like to “drap” this 
thing right! where: it is; but they are not going to“ drap” it 
They are going to bear, and they ought to bear, the responsi- 
bility for their acts. They have: tried to besmirch Democrats. 
I. do not defend any Democrats who are guilty of crooked 
doings. You have my permission to go after them. I know- 
no difference between a crooked Democrat and a crooked Re- 
publican, but E challenge the other side again, and: I: challenge 
the President, to name a Democratic official whose hands are 
tainted with the scandal of Teapot Dome crime. There is 
not one, 

Where was the Teupot Dome and the other oil property? 
Out yonder, kept securely for the Government. When? When 
it was turned over to the Democratic administration. Where 
was it when the Democratie Party went out of power? In- 
tact ;" still kept securely for the Government; no cloud of 
scandal’ hovering anywhere along the horizon of the Demo- 
cratie administration; not a single act of crookedness con- 
nested with it all. The Democratic: Party turned it over to a 
| Republican! administration, and here you are within a few 
months of your convention and with the national: election 
coming on, with one of your: Cabinet officers already driven 
out in shame and another one hanging’ n, defying’ the consti- 
tuted authority of the Government; saying he will not resign, 
and telling the Senate that he would do what the Senate says 
was wrong, corrupt, and unlawful, over again; and the Presi- 
dent seems to be saying to the country, “I will not permit him 
to resign.” 

Mr. President, is it not time and is it not the duty of the 
Senate to act? Why, as I said a moment ago; If these situa- 
tions were reversed, if they were Democrats up there in con- 
trol, the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Loper] would be 


would be with Him. Of course, there are those over there who 
Will vote just as I am going to vote on this resolution. I think 
I can count 10 or 12 of them who will do that. 
tion is going to pass, Senators; Those of you who vote to hold 
this man in office after you haye written this indictment against 
him doom yourselves’ when you now defend him: Then talk 
about politics and saying, like the Senator from Peimsylvania 
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leading the charge and certain other Senators on that side 


This resolu-- 
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[Mr:: Perrer] that men of both parties are being hurt here and 
reputations: of men in both parties are being hurt at the Capitol 
by this talk and this scandal. Who is responsible for it? The 
Republican Party. What party is in power? The Republican 
Party. Who did this:crooked thing? Republican officials. Who 
is responsible, then? Republican officials) and Republican lead - 
ership are responsible to the country. You can not escape that. 
When they say the Democrats: are mixed up in it and Repub- 
licans are, too, it is not so. There is not a Democratic official 
involved in this: national scandal, not one. 

Mr. President, I do not know why Mr. Denby Is not asked to 
resign, and a great many people are wondering why Mr. Daugh- 
erty is not also politely invited to get out. The Senator from 
Pennsylyania said yesterday that we seemed to take the post- 
tion that when Fall falls all fall. [think that this general fall is 
going to drive them out of control of the Government this fall. 
But I can say to the Senator, using a modern expression, 
one most recently heard about the Capitol, and that isiif there: 
had been no Daugherty, there had been no Denby,- aud if there 
had been no Denby there would: be no Fall; and before this 
thing is over great will be the fall: 

I wonder if the fact that Mr. Denby is going to be ‘a delegate? 
to the national convention and that he has already declared for 
Mr. Coolidge and: that he is now sitting under the right wing of 
Mr. Coolidge, close up to his chief, a delegate’ in the national 
convention, has anything to do with this matter; Mr. Daugh- 
erty is to be a delegate from Ohio, we are told. These two: 
Cabinet officers are to be delegates. Oh; Mr. President, that is 
what the editorial from the Philadelphia North- American, ai 
Republican paper, which was read into the Recoxp) yesterday; 
recites—that these two men are to be delegates to the Repub- 
lican National Convention. They are both for Mr: Coolidge; 

Senators, what are we coming to when the President will 
permit a Cabinet officer to remain in his Cabinet who has al- 
ready been indicted by the whole Senate of the United States? 
I do not care how many Senators on the other side of the 
Chamber may go up there:and say, “I voted for that resolution 
under protest.” They voted: for it, nevertheless, The whole 
Senate, so far as the record shows, has indicted’ this man and 
he, instead of showing: repentance and instead of apologizing: 
and saying that this thing: was put over on him says in sub- 
stance, “ I would do it again. That is the sort of man I am. 
I- helped to transfer the oil reserves of the Nation and I have 
no apologies’ to make for it. I, with Fall, put this thing over. 
Thie Senate of the United States has characterized it, but what 
do I care? D am not going to resign. I would do the same 
thing again.” 

The position of some Senators on the other side of the Cham- 
ber in the diseussion is simply ridiculous: Politics has nothing 
to do with it? The fact that Mr. Denby is going to be a dele 
gate and Mr. Daugherty is going to be a delegute has nothing 
to do with it? The time has come for the President to speak: 
out. The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses]. said, 
in effect, the other day that I ought not to say on the 
authority of a: newspaper article that the President had stated: 
he would not permit Mr. Denby to resign. That has been a 
week ago, and nobody lias denied it, and I challenge them now 
to deny it. Tou can not deny it. You are not going to permit 
him to resign. What are we doing? We have provided for 
the appointment of lawyers to do what? To go and get this 
property and cancel these leases. Cancel them? Who is 
going to appoint these men? The President. To do what? 
To undo what Denby’ has done—and he is saying at the same 
time, what? Why, in effect he is saying; “ You keep your’ seat. 
I am not going to let them disturb: you. You are responsible 
for this with: Fall, but I Will attend to that.“ And the Sécre- 
tary of the Navy bas said, “I have no intention or resigning,” 
and he has not resigned. 

Mr. President, I sat here humiliated’ yesterday afternoon: 
when I heard speeches being made bolstering up this thing and 
trying to defend Mr. Denby. When Senators talked about how 
we were trying to deny him a fair trial, I thought of the testi- 
mony and of what occurred when the Government was on trial: 
and needed somebody to: speak: for it and give it a fair deal. 
Here was Admiral Griffin; writing a protest against the oil- 
land leases that rang like a trumpet call around the country; 
it: would have done so if it had been given: tongue. Did Ser- 
retary Denby send it to the President? No. Who kept it from 
going? Secretary Denby: Was he giving the Government: a 
fair trial? What seemed to be in his mind? Putting this deal 
over; stripping it of every obstacle that might come in the 
way? Senators, to say the least for this man Denby, it looks 
as though he just said to himself. I will not do this, but Fall 
will do it, and I will pass it on to him.“ What is the differ- 
ence between them? If one man loads the gun and says to 
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another one, “ You shoot this individual; I have not the heart 
to shoot him, but I have already pulled the hammer back; I 
put the buckshot into the gun; you take aim; I will turn my 
back, but I will stay here with you,” and the load goes into 
the body of the unfortunate victim and he dies, who murdered 
him? Both of them murdered him. Then some one comes up 
later and says, “ This fellow never shot; he was not even look- 
ing at him when the shot was fired.” But he did all the things 
necessary to prepare the shot and was willing for the shooting 
to occur, and he was in sound of the shot when it was fired, 
and he saw the dead man fall.. 

The trail of the serpent is over it all. 

Did he write the President the truth when he wrote to him 
in substance, “I will give you the opinion of the naval authori- 
ties on this oil-lease matter?” No; he did not. The Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Wars] in his wonderful speech here to- 
day showed that he did not do it. I have stated heretofore, 
but I must refer to it again briefly, that Secretary Denby not 
only suppressed the facts, it seems, but that he picked out the 
only admiral in the Navy to handle this thing who really was 
in favor of it. Senators, do you know that is an awful in- 
dictment against Secretary Denby? Do you know that of all 
the admirals in the Navy, the whole Navy which was bristling 
with protests against this squandering of the oil reserves of 
the Nation, this man, Admiral Robison, was the only one who 
was favorable to the scheme? And he was put in charge. 
Who is he? He is the admiral to whose ship Doheny went, 
Doheny’s son being in the service under Admiral Robison. 
There they floated about together, and Admiral Robison was 
impressed with Doheny's appeal. Finally Mr, Denby transmits 
the papers to the President purporting in the letter to show 
that he is transmitting the views of the Navy when he was 
not doing so. What was he doing? Was he trying to hide 
the truth? Was he acting in good faith? Was he acting 
whole-heartedly in this thing? He was acting quickly and 
whole-heartedly, in one sense, Mr. President; there is no doubt 
about that. 

What was involved in this transaction? I never before knew 
exactly how much money this oil reservation was worth to the 
Government. A billion dollars’ worth of property; and yet 
some Senators on the other side of the Chamber are quibbling 
about taking even this mild-mannered action against Secretary 
Denby. I want to say that the social lobby is in action in the 
Capitol. Men, and women, too, are using every power they 
have with Senators to induce them to lie off this thing; ap- 
pealing to them not to do this thing to humiliate Mr. Denby, 
What are you strong men doing in this body? Are you sent 
here to be appealed to by the sickening whim of those who 
want to protect a crook in high place because he happens to 
be close to some of them or theirs or a graduate of one of their 
favorite institutions? 

Mr. President, they may be able to get away with it here but 
they will not be able to do so on the hustings where the people 
will demand “the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the 
truth.” ‘Telegrams were being sent here on yesterday. There 
hardly ever was such a propaganda organized. The University of 
Michigan and other bodies are telegraphing professors here and 
yonder through the country, “ Wire your Senators and ask them 
to lay off Secretary Denby.” “Not to act hastily.” While Sen- 
ators are getting such telegrams, let me remind them of Wash- 
ington’s Farewell Address, wherein he appealed to his fellow 
citizens to “drive crooks from high place in your Government 
as soon as found.” That is the substance of his warning to us. 
I want to remind certain Senators again while these telegrams 
are coming that not one of them lifted his voice in behalf of 
Max Mahoney, an ex-seryice boy who offered to die for his 
country in the great World War, who was driven off the Tea- 
pot Dome, his rights taken from him, and not a 5-cent piece 
paid him by the oll kings befriended by Mr. Denby. 

Some Senators on the other side are now appealing for Sec- 
retary Denby. Why? Because he is a Republican official. 
What else? It will hurt the Republican Party. What else? 
They are saying to the country, in substance, by their action in 
this case, “ You made the President act when he sat supinely 
down and refused to act; the Senate prodded him and urged 
him to act; he would not act without that; and that situation 
you think would hurt him politically.” Is that the concern 
which is uppermost in the minds of certain Senators on the 
other side? What is it, let me ask? If Denby shall be a dele- 
gate to the national Presidential nominating convention it will 
not do to have him going there after having been repudiated 
as a member of the Cabinet. He might get mad and help to 
throw the vote of Michigan against Mr. Coolidge. Is it politics? 
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Politics? If so I appeal from politics of that character to the 
patriotic principles and high purposes of the men and women 
of this Government. 

Oh, Mr. President, telegrams are reaching Members of the 
Senate saying, “Do not do this; you are going to take snap 
judgment on this man.” The Senator from Montana IM. 
Warsa], as some of the Senators on the other side could have 
learned if they had listened to him, said the Secretary of the 
Navy came before the committee three times. He had ample , 
opportunity to tell all he knew, and the Senator from Montana | 
has already cited some of the things he said, but right here 1 
want to remind you in this connection of the rumor that was 
afloat regarding the oil-land lease, and how he acted on it: 


Senator WALSH. I want to go back for a moment, Mr. Secretary. | 
You told us that after taking office you ascertained about the drain- 
age of the reserves. From whom did you get the information? 

Secretary DxxBxr. I can not tell you. 


Senators, think of that! A billion dollars worth of Govern- 
ment property at stake in charge of this man and, an excnse 
being sought to justify its barter to the oil kings, he acted as 
he did on such information. “Who told you, Mr. Denby? 
“I do not know.” Oh, Mr. President, Denby may be smarter , 
than Fall, I do not know, but there are some curious doings in 
connection with this matter. We caught old Fall; he probably 
got half a million dollars or more, but he is now out of the 
Cabinet and he can not hurt the Republican Party, it is 
thought, as Denby can because Denby is in the Cabinet and 
will be a delegate in the national convention. He is high in 
the councils of the party. He helped to whitewash Ballinger; 
he served the Guggenheim interests in the years that have gone. 
I was a Member of the House at that time He is now in- 
volyed for having disposed of the oil lands of the Government, 
and is asked “ Mr. Denby, where did you get your information 
on which you acted?” He replies, “I do not know.” I would 
vote to ask him to resign on account of his incompetency. 
Why not? Is he not incompetent? He is incompetent or 
crooked—I do not know which; he may be both. You have said 
so by your votes, and I said so with you. The difference be- 
tween us is I am willing to stand by what I said and go down 
the line with it. I said when I voted for the resolution passed 
a few days ago that this act was fraudulent, crooked, and cor- 
rupt; that it violated the law. I say that yet, and therefore he 
ought to get out. You said all of those things about him and 
therefore he ought to stay in. Is not that the logie of your 
position? 

In another place Secretary Denby said: 

I am trying to give you now my very best recoliections of the 
subject. There are one or two outsiders whose names I have no idea 
of who called and told me that there was a waste of oil. 


Mr. President, how much credence would a justice of the 
peace in a far-away backwoods precinct of the Nation haye 
given to a statement like that? “Who told you?” “I do not 
know who told me.” If it had been an ordinary case in court 
the lawyer in the case would have said. If your honor please, 
I move to strike that testimony out as being incompetent, and 
so forth.” The judze, of course, would have said, “ Certainly; 
it goes out.” But here is the Secretary of the Navy acting 
on suggestions of that kind in disposing of these oil reserves 
of the Nation, and he does not even know who it was that 
told him. I think I am strongly supported in my position by 
that incident in asking him to resign. 

I have here a clipping from the Washington News concern- 
ing a dispatch from Chicago, saying: 


“The firm of Winston, Strawn & Shaw represents the Texas Oil 
Co. in local collections,” Frank M. Shaw said last night. Silas H. 
Strawn, one of the two attorneys named by President Coolidge ‘to 
prosecute the oll cases, is a member of this firm. 


What are you going to do about that? The President rejected 
Mr. Gregory, and I think properly so, under the circumstances. 
Mr. Gregory ought to have wired here as soon as his name 
was suggested that he would not accept the appointment. I 
am not sure that you did not know of the circumstances before 
you named him, so that you could get special publicity later 
by saying you would not take him. If you did that, what are 
you going to do about Strawn now? He has represented oil 
companies. You have already been named “the Great Oil 
Party.” 

Mr. President, if somebody had risen here the other day and 
said more plainly than I did—I intimated it—that in a week's 
time the other side would be defending Secretary Denby, I 
think some of those who are now defending him would have 
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resented It, just as the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Moses] resented the suggestion that the President would not 
let the Secretary of the Navy resign. 

The Senator from Maryland | Mr. Bruce] said that a good 
sportsman would give a crouching partridge a chance for his 
life, or a fox hemmed in. I should like to knew what chance 
they gave this Government that we love when Denby sat at one 
end of this table and fall at the other, and Doheny on the right 
and Sinclair on the left—what: chance they gave the Govern- 
ment when a billion-dollar stake was upon the table, and these 
two Seeretaries of the Government dealt the curds kindly 
and Sinclair and Doheny went away with the spoils. Who 
gave the Government a chance then? Was anybody pleading 
for the Government? Was anybody standlag there when that 
national crime was being committed pleading for a fair deal 
for the Government that we are supposed to represent and nro- 
tect? Was anybody demanding a standard of common honesty 
then? 

Mr. President, this Government under present control is sick. 
Let us tell the truth about it. There is more rottenness in this 
Government te-day in the various branches than ever before 
in its h'story, in my judgment, and 1 sax it with shame and 
humiliation. Money, mammon, is more pòtenth and powerful 
with the party in power to-day than it ever has been before in 
the history of this Government. 

Why is it that these big interests are demanding that Denby 
shall be retained? I will tell you why. Plain, blunt speech is 
now necessary. In Republican administrations in the past the 
property of the Government has been pillaged and plundered. 
That can not be disputed. Wherever an attack has been made 
upon a crooked Gorerument agent, these crooked interests have 
come to the rescue, Just as they did with Ballinger. You white- 
washed hini; you held him in; but the mighty waves of publie 
opinion beat against the gates of (the administrat on until he 
had to retire under fire from the wrath of the common masses 
of the American people. 

What is the situation now? If, as the Senator from Montana 
sald, We make un example of these men, if we drive them 
irom power branded with the stamp of shame and infamy,” in 
the future when they get an official in one of these places and 
undertahe to tempt him ond to bribe him, he will say: Jo: 
I remember the shameful fate of Fall and the shameful fate of 
Denby, These ure before me. I will not go that way.” 

Why is it that these mighty interests are now making the 
wires hot with their telegrams to sustain Denby, and putting 
up the plea of “fair play“ and a just hearing? If Denby 
Joses. thelr crooked work in the future is seriously cripp'e:l. 
Have we not given him every opportunity to exp’ain his con- 
duet? Three times he has had the oppurtunity to appear and 
has three tines appeared; and whet dees he say? What he 
lLimself has said is enough to condemn him, and on what he 
said and others we have condemned him, As the Senator from 
Montana said in his speech to-day, Denby condemns- himself. 

We are not confronted with a man who says they may have 
imposed on him and that he did not Intend to do wrong. We 
are confronted with a man who is bold, knowing his political 
supporters and backers, is haughtily defiant, saying that he will 


not resign, and he is not sorry for what he did; he would do it 


over again, Mr. President, the more you analyze it, the more 
you go into it, the more horrible and revolting it is, They 
stand up here on the other side and talk about giving the man 
a fair hearing. What are you going to do with your Govern- 
ment, with its whole oil reserve bartered—not a portion of it, 
but all of it—turned over to private parties. Where is the man 
who helped to do it? Still wearing the robes of office, still 
basking in the smiles of the President, still supported by the 
leaders of the Republican Party, while, like Goliath marching 
in front of the armies of Israel, he defies the Senate, the Repre- 
sentatives of the American people, to act, That is the picture 
you have. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. DILL. In the light of the attitude of the Secretary 
of the Navy, what does the Senator think of the President’s 
position in haying appointed counsel to carry out the will of 
the Senate, get back these lands, and annul these leases, when 
one of his own Official family says these acts are so good 
that they ought to be all done over again? Has not the 
President in his own Cabinet somebody who is fighting the 
very things that the Senate has directed to be done? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Absolutely. I discussed that a little while 
ago. The Senator did not happen to be in his seat at that 
time. Yes, Mr. President; I have already touched on that. 


We have directed the President to go after this property. 
Why? Because the Government ought, by its rights in the 


premises, to have it back, and because the way it was dis- 
posed of was crooked and corrupt. That was the reason ; 
and who did it? Here he is—the Secretary of the Navy was 
a party to it. Why, it is plain, Mr. President. 

Another thought on that “crouching quail” and“ hemmed-in 
fox": They used the cunning of a fox in some of this crooked 
work. They used some of his other traits also. The fox. fre- 
quently sneaks up on his prey; they sneaked up on the Govern- 
ment that they were supposed to protect and left off the re- 
ports made on these oil reserves und did not send them to 
the President. They say they were not called to his attention. 
I do not know whether young Roosevelt knew r bout Denhy's 
failure to send them in or not, but he ought to have known 
about it. If he is Assistant Secretary of the Navy and 
capable of holding that important position, he ought to have 
known about that when a grent oil reserve, set aside for the 
Government, was being disposed of. and his department was 
taking part in it. This is a governmental affair, not a partisan 
tir, and, as I said the other day, not for building up politi- 
cal parties, but for serving the Government of the United 
States. It makes no difference whom it hurts, 

If you are going to throw up a smoke sereen on the other 
side to defend certain Republican politicians for use in the 
future, we will operate on that a little later on. You are not 
going to get away with that. No, Mr. President: this is n 
matter that aifects vitally the American people; and how were 
the people treated? Were they taken into the confidence of 
these folks? Not at all. Tow was it put over? It was put 
over quieily. Who said they did not want the details of it 
known until it was through? ball. Secretary of the Interior. a 
Republican member of the Cabinet. Did Denby give it out? 
No. Did be tell of the protests of all the Navy but Admiral 
Robison? No. Who in the Navy was in favor of it? Denby 
and Robison. Who ese? Practically all the others, we chuim, 
were opposed to it; and yet he wrote the President in sub- 
stance: “Tam giv nz you the views of the Navy on it.“ Was 
he? lle was not. Ile was practicing the tactics of the fox 
referred to by he Senator from Maryland when he went back to 
Magna Charta, the Constitution. 1 am for those sacred insti- 
tutions, I am for the institutions that came out of the funda- 
mental principles laid down in these immortal documents. L 
am for the practical application of them to any cfäcial, whether 
he be Democrat or Republican, I admit that it is going to tear 
up the muchirery of the Republican Party, and 1 take the bold 
stand that that party, as controlled to-day, ought to die. It 
deserves to dic. 

Oh, Mr. President, purse-proud plutocrats. flourishing in evil 
doing as never before, dominate, control, inspire every great 
movement of the Republican Party to-day. Merit, principle, 
right, justice are all flung to the four winds. That is a strong 
indictment, but it is true. Why, yeu are so headstrong and 
determined in your mad political play that you put out the 
other day n report that the Senator from California, Mr. 
Hiram JouNsun, was going to retire from the race for the 
Republican nomination, and he had to come out and brand 
that statement as false. Who put that out? Certain predatory 
interests in your party, of course. Why? To keep him from 
making any headway. Why? Because they have already put 
their O. K. on the present President. That is why. These big 
interests do not want him disturbed. They think that they 
have enough to put every bit of it over and hold men like 
Denby, Daugherty, Mellon, and others in the Cabinet. But, 
Senators, we shall see what we shall see. The American people 
are waking up, and thank God they are waking up. 

Why, what haye we got under Republican rule? We have 
eoal thieves and oil thieves and timber thievés and land 
thieves and ship thieves and other kinds of thieves. You can 
enumerate them here until you grow hoarse reciting the list. 
All of these things are in evidence. When? Why, under a Re- 
publican administration. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bruce] referred to the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopex] and practically in- 
dorsed his statement that we were about to lynch Mr. Denby. 
Lynch him! I wish I had had a rope tied to him and to Fall, 
also, about the time they got ready to sign these leases. I 
would have pulled them so that they could not have signed 
away our rights; but there was no one there, it seems, to 
watch out for the Government then, and I have not heard the 
Senator from Maryland or the Senator from Massachusetts 
speak about how badly the Government was treated in that 
awful hour. I have heard this appeal about giving Secretary 
Denby a fair trial. We have already tried him and the Sena- 
tor from Maryland voted for an indictment that dooms and 
damns him, just like the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epsr] 
did; and now he is talking about giving him a fair trial! 
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Why certainly, he has had a fair trial. He is going to get 
some more of it in this resolution: This does not prevent him 
from going to the President and trying to show again that he 
is not guilty. 

I will suggest to the Senators what might occur over there 
if we passed this resolution, as I think we will. The President 
can then refuse to accept it, if he wants to. He can refuse to 
act and take the whole responsibility, but he will have to 
take it. He ought to take it. A man who is big enough to be 
President of these 48 States ought to be willing to say: I will 
act and I will do it gladly. You have already declared how 
these things were done and I have appointed the attorneys. 
Now you say that because of Denby’s connection with it I 
should ask him to resign. I appointed the attorneys. You 
asked me to do that. You ask me now to call on Denby to 
resign. I will do that and show you that I am ready to co- 
operate with you.” 

Is he going to do it? I have no disposition to lynch Mr. 
Denby; even if he and Fall did lynch the Government, hold it 
up; tie it, gag it, suppress the truth, and dispose of the richest 
oil reserves in all the world and barter away our national 
defense. I have no disposition to lynch him What am I 
proceeding on? I am proceeding on the evidence in this case, 
and on whose testimony? Denby’s testimony. On whose state- 
ments? Denby's statements. I am acting on them. Have I 
a right to do that? I think I have. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER] said the people 
are not satisfied with denunciations. All right. He said, You 
Senators stand here and denounce.” I agree with him. They 
are: not satisfied with denunciations? The people want action, 
and that is what we are trying to get. We want to act on 
this resolution. We have already denounced. The Senator 
voted for a denunciation more terrible than anything we say 
in this resolution; so the time has come for action. 

He said again, “We are here to represent the country.” I 
agree with him; net to represent the Republican Party or the 
Democratic Party, but the country. What is to the best in- 
terest of the country? With our hands on our hearts, all of 
us, let me ask what is to the highest and best interest of the 
country—to permit Denby: to remain in or to take him out? 
What should we be concerned in—Denby’s own personal feel- 
ings, or the good of the Government, the welfare of a hundred 
million people outraged and defrauded by him? These are 
the questions which address themselyes to the conscientious 
Senator. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania said, “I want to say before 
I finish that Denby saying he would do it over again was a 
mere trivial saying.” ‘Trivial? I suppose, as the junior Sen- 
ator from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL] suggests, Denby considered 
all of this trivial, just parceling out the oil reserves of the 
Nation, a smail matter. As if Mr. Denby should say: 

“Mr. Denby, who told you these things?” 

“T don’t remember. I am very sorry, but I don’t remember,” 

“Where are the oil lands?” 

Gone. I remember that.” 

Fou are very distinct about that, are you not?” 

“ Certainly; yes, sir.“ 

“You do not know who told you these other things?” 

No, sir.“ 

“But you do know that if you were doing it over you. would 
do this again?” 

“ I do.” 

The Senator from Pennsylvania says his saying that is trivial. 
Then I suppose his defying the Senate and the President of the 
United States saying he would not even let him resign is all 
trivial—very trivial. 

Mr. President, we are getting a record made here out of which 
enough can be culled to get to the people of this country and 
let them see just what the issue is here. Senators are not going 
to get away on a sympathetic appeal that we are taking snap 
judgment on Mr. Denby, It is not so. He has been heard and 
convicted on his own testimony.. 

I know they are willing to kick Fall down the mountain side. 
He is out. He is down and out maybe. But he has his coin, 
and just who else got money in it I do.not know, but there is a 
heap of smoke around this thing. Others may have gotten 
money, Mr. President. There were some curious. doings in this 
thing. I know people are hearing me now roundabout who are 
scared half to death. They do not know what Lam going to say 
next. Mighty curious doings—mighty curious! 

I would like to have some more investigations. I would like 
to have that committee ask a certain broker in this city to- 
morrow, when he testifies, about certain members of the Cabinet 
speculating in oil and steel and other Government officials 
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speculating; and I hope that is notice enough to the committee 
to act. Let the truth come out. Ask who passed notes around 
the table to Doheny, Other little things ought to be looked into. 
I can beat Denby on that; I know who told me these things, 

That is not trivial either, Mr. President. It is one of the 
outcroppings of a corrupt condition that exists at the Capitol 
under Republican rule. Mr: Denby said he did not have. the 
facilities for handling the oil lands. Why did he not come to 
Congress and ask for authority? 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I ask the Senator a question? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; I gladly yield to my friend. 

Mr, CARAWAY. Did he mean facilities or a market? 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator asks whether he meant facili- 
ties or a market. He already has the market provided, and I 
repeat, I think the market was in their minds before the elec- 
tion of 1920. That offended some of the Senators on the other 
side when I said it the other day, but that does not affect my 
belief. I believe, just as I am living and standing here and 
God is in the heavens, that Denby was to be Seeretary of the 
Navy, and Fall was to be Secretary of the Interior. L believe 
that long before the battle of the ballots: was fought out Sinclair 
knew what he was going to get, and Doheny knew what he 
was going to get, and the Government was held up an) its 
property. bartered for: filthy lucre. 2 

I would like for this committee to investigate a little further 
to-morrow and ask what Mr. William Boyce Thompson had to 
do with this deal, and whether or not he is a stockholder in 
Sinclair's company; if he and Sinelair did not borrow money 
from the Chase National Bank, and, as I stated once before; 
let them inquire of William Boyce Thompson, a Sinclair stock- 
holder then, while he was secretary: or treasurer of the Repub- 
lican campaign committee, did not borrow: $3,000,000 during the 
presidential campaign of 1920 on a dummy note from a member 
of the Federal reserve bank in New York? 

Oh, Senators, this whole thing smells to high heaven, and if 
I were just in mind to turn loose and tell you some things about 
the crookedness- of the Republican Party I could do it, but I 
am not going to detain you much longer this evening. ‘That 
sympathetic and sobbing appeal started over there yesterday 
about mistreating Mr. Denby,. holding down the ary of 
the Navy in his fat and easy job, just looking up witli rn at 
the Senate on the hill, the Senate, which has dared to draw 
this indictment, even if some on the other side signed the 
indictment under protest, defying it and saying he has nothing 
to take back. Then Senators stand on the other side and 
appeal for him and say they want to give him a hearing. Let 
him carry his hearing to the President, and then, If he wants to, 
to the judgment bar of the people. We have already condemned 
him in this body. Now, let us say to the President, because of 
that condemnation—and we were convinced that we were 
right—that he ought to get out of the Cabinet. You can not 
get away from that position to save your souls, Senators. 

I said he got this thing through. I do not know whether 
Denby got any money out of it or not. I am frank to say that. 
I do not know, but I am beginning to look with suspicion more 
and more on that phase of it. I am not satisfied about that. 

It is hard for me to believe that a man who voted to white- 
wash Ballinger for his crooked conduct, as Denby did, when 
they bartered the coal domain, and made for Guggenheim mil- 
lions and multiplied millions of dollars, did not go into that 
business in the Navy with knowledge of how to do these things; 
and thinking of what. the result would be in case the thing 
should be found out. Was he disappointed in that? Not a bit. 
The very thing he thought would happen we find happening 
here—they are coming to his rescue. 

I do not want Senators to let any sympathetic appeal drive 
out of their minds the stern fact that this man has already 
been indicted by this body, and found guilty by this body. The 
President appointed attorneys under our instructions. to undo 
what he has done. Senators, this man has got to go. 

I agree with some otber. Senators that politically it would be 
best for us if you kept him in there. I am frank to confess 
that in the face of all that has been proven, if you kept him 
in there it would be best for us from a political standpoint. 
Yet, in spite of that, Mr. President, I am willing to lose all of 
the political gain that we might obtain in order to get him 
out of this responsible position that he holds in the Gov- 
ernment that I love, and in the name of a people who have 
honored me with a seat in this body, which has been my. ambi- 
tion since boyhood, I demand that the President. call on him 
for his resignation. I do not care whether the corrupt official 
is in precinct, county, district, State, or Federal office, he ought 
to be taken out of office just as soon as it is. discovered that he 
is crooked and corrupt. In the name of common honesty in 
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these positions and in the name of common decency and com- 
mon and rigid integrity on the part of public officials, I shall 
give my hand and heart to the support of the resolution to 
request the Secretary of the Navy, in view of all that has 
transpired, to tender his resignation. 


HONOLULU CONSOLIDATED OIL Co, 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, in the heart of naval 
reserve No. 2 there are about 1,900 acres of land that passed 
into the hands and under the control for the time being of 
what is known in this oil history as the Honolulu Consoli- 
dated Oil Co. 

The locations upon which this company claimed rights 
were dummy locations, ascertained by investigation by the 
Government to have been made by employees of the Chicago 
stockyards, who have testified that they signed the location 
papers in the belief that they were signing a petition for an 
election. This company sueceeded in getting into this re- 
serve; it is there now. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the head of the Land Office 
in the Interior Department decided that its claims were with- 
out foundation, reversing an earlier decision which it had 
made on imperfect investigation; notwithstanding the fact 
that the Secretary of the Interior who succeeded Mr. Franklin 
Lane, Mr. Payne, decided in approval of the action of the Land 
Office, and held this company to be a trespasser; notwithstand- 
ing all that history, Mr. President, Albert B. Fall reopened 
that case, let that company in, and it is to-day taking that oil. 

I believe the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys 
should be directed by the Senate to investigate this particular 
claim, and to report to the Senate such action as it finds 
should be taken. I have no doubt what that action will be. 
I think it will result in including with the naval leases that 
bave already been directed to be canceled, and with the sec- 
tions 16 and 36 covered by the resolution passed by the Senate 
yesterday, the lease under which this company is now operat- 
ing, as one that the attorneys will be directed to prosecute 
and expel these invaders from that naval reserve, 

I send to the desk the resolution to which I have referred. 
I would like to have it read, and then I ask unanimous con- 
sent forgits present consideration, I think it will take but 
a mom to pass it, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the Sec- 
retary will read the resolution as requested. 

The reading clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 151) as 
follows: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys make a 
thorongh investigation and report to the Senate its findings and recom- 
mendations regarding the claims of the Honolulu Consolidated Oil Co. 
to oll lands situated within naval reserve No, 2, including the con- 
ditions surrounding the reversal by Secretary of the Interior Albert B. 
Fall of the decision of Secretary of the Interior John Barton Payne 
denying the validity of the claims of the Honolulu Consolidated Oil 
Co., and including also the validity of the alleged lease (serial Visalia 
09208), dated February 11, 1922, signed by E. C. Finney, First Assist- 
ant Secretary of the Interior; and that for the purposes of this inves- 
tigation the committee is hereby empowered to exercise the authority 
conferred upon it by Senate Resolution 147, y 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Wisconsin 
asks unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of the 
resolution. Is there objection? 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and 
agreed to. 


EDWIN DENBY, SECRETARY OF THE NAVY. 


: The Senate resumed the consideration of Senate Resolution 
134, submitted by Mr. Rontxsox on January 28, 1924, as modi- 
fied by him. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, men of great wealth seem to 
have arrived at the conclusion that they can, and that they will, 
shape public policies, control legislation, and direct administra- 
tion through the influence and power of money. On the other 
hand, those men would not likely be here if the condition of 
polities did not invite them to the Capital. This presents a 
question far more vital for our consideration and, if possible, 
for our solution than the preservation of oil for the Navy, 
important as that is. It is perfectly clear that we have here a 
condition which calls for the highest and most efficient service 
which it is possible for this body to render. The Senate has 
been in the past the scene of many notable controversies. Great 
issues have been fought out here and great problems met and 

- solved; but I venture to express the opinion that no situation 
more humiliating, more demoralizing, and to some extent more 
discouraging has eyer been here for our consideration or the 


consideration of those who haye gone before. Vigilant ob- 
servers haye known for a long time how subtle and how pow- 
erful have been selfish and sinister interests in achieving their 


“schemes and in gratifying their sordid ambitions here at the 


Capital, But few, if any, dreamed that they had actually 
placed a price upon the national defense and upon national 
honor itself, N 

It would be a mistake, Mr. President something worse than 
a mistake to treat this as a party matter or to seek to use it 
for party advantage. The corruptionist does not ply his trade 
in that way. He seeks the sources of power, and he is not con- 
cerned about party lines. He knows neither Democrat nor 
Republican except as they stand near the sources of power. 
He thinks only of his own interests, and he organizes members 
of both parties, if he can, to the achievement of his purpose. If 
we are going to meet successfully the enemies of clean govern- 
ment, if we are going to deal in an effective way with those 
who would undermine our institutions and demoralize our 
entire citizenship through the use of money in matters of legis- 
lation and administration, we will take a leaf from their volume 
and meet them in the same united way in which they come 
here. We will meet them as patriots and not as partisans. 

In my opinion, the greatest service that a Republican can 
render his party at this time—likewise a Democrat—is to forget 
his party. 

In saying this I do not wish to be understood for a moment 
as either denying or minimizing the duty or the responsibility 
of the Republican Party in this situation. That party is in 
power. It controls the machinery of government. It can either 
shield or punish to a very large extent. Its duty, in my judg- 
ment, at this time is immediate and commanding. We can not 
escape our obligation to the country, and to undertake to escape 
it or even to shirk it would be to condemn the party for all 
time, and justly so. It would not only result in a sacrifice of 
the party but, what is infinitely more important, it would be a 
betrayal of the public interest and of the country. 

If the party of Lincoln and Garfield, McKinley and Roose- 
velt, is either unwilling or incapable of dealing with this situ- 
ation in a most drastic and thorough fashion, it would be 
apparent to all that it had served its purpose and, discredited 
and dishonored, would be driven permanently from power. 
We should be sure of our facts. We should be just. We want 
no victim. We should employ legal, lawful, and constitutional 
means, but we should be swift, remorseless, and condign. 

The Republican Party will not be held responsible for indi- 
vidual derelictions prior to the time that the revealments were 
made, but it will be held responsible for every hour that suffi- 
cient or efficient action does not follow up the revealment. 
Under our system of government parties are absolutely essen- 
tial for the running and manipulation of the machinery of 
government. A great political party which holds its millions 
of voters together by the power of great policies or through 
the compelling influence of great principles may well arouse 
the enthusiasm of its adherents and command the most un- 
swerving devotion of those who are its members. The Repub- 
lican has been such a party. It can be so now. But in a crisis 
like this, a situation Such as is here presented—which, in my 
judgment, is very little different from a situation where we 
are meeting a common foreign enemy—a party can not afford 
to falter, neither can it be sensitive in the discharge of its duty 
regardless of whom it hits or hurts. 

I say this much, Mr. President, for the reason that inevitably 
in the discussion of these matters the party or political phase 
comes before us and as a member of the party in power 
agree with those who say that while it should not be a party 
matter, yet by reason of the fact that we are in power the duty 
devolves upon us to act. 

Mr. President, I shall be comparatively brief, I trust, in 
stating my position in regard to the pending resolution. I am 
unable to support it. The resolution before us has reference 
to Mr. Denby alone, undoubtedly to be followed by other reso- 
lutions of a similar nature with reference to other public 
officers. I shall not stand in the way by vote of any investiga- 
tion of any public official concerning whom a resolution may be 
introduced if there are any facts to support an investigation. 
But I have some views with reference to the manner in which 
we should deal with this matter, which views are controiling. 
I am perfectly aware that just at this particular time, under 
the dreadful revealments which have been made and a very 
just aroused feeling which obtains throughout the country, the 
view which I entertain will not be regarded, perhaps, as coming 
up to the full measure of duty at this time. But I must be 
controlled by the plain fundamental provisions of our Con- 
stitution and depend upon time to justify my position. Perma- 
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nent good and substantial results are only accomplished in 
matters like these by pursuing lawful and constitutional 
methods. : 

Several views have been taken of Mr. Denby's conduct. The 
view which has been advanced so often that he is incompetent, 
that he actually did not know what was going on, that he is 
practically, when we interpret it in its full logic, non compos 
mentis, does not appeal to me at all. It is indeed not true. 
Any one who knows Mr. Denby knows that he is entirely re- 
sponsible for what he does. He is a most practical business 
man and of large and long public experience. He is entirely 
responsible, 

I do not accept the view, Mr. President, with reference 
to others who were connected with this matter that they did 
not know what they were doing. There are, in my opinion, 
just two rules by which we can gauge Mr. Denby’s conduct. 
First, that the man candidly believed that he had the legal 
power to do what he did, and that he thought it was in the 
public interest, or that he was a part and parcel of an organized 
conspiracy to despoil the Government of its great natural re- 
sources. Mr. Denby could not have occupied the place he 
did with reference to this transaction and not have been 
sufficiently informed to know what was to be the result of this 
action. He might have believed that the statute which he 
construed before the committee in May, 1922, was legally ample 
for all that he was doing; but if we take the view that he did 
not know or did not believe, in other words, that it was legally 
ample, and he was doing his duty, then we must go, in my 
judgment, the full length of associating him with those who 
are claimed to have acted from wholly illegal motives. 

I am going to assume, therefore, for the sake of this argu- 
ment, that Mr. Denby did know what he was doing; and 
I am going to assume, furthermore, for the sake of the argu- 
ment, that he was guilty of the transaction in the fullest sense 
of the term. I do that not because it necessarily expresses my 
view in regard to the matter, one way or the other, but for the 
reason that, even assuming that he is entirely guilty, my vote 
must be fhe same with reference to this resolution, 

There is only one punishment sufficient for Mr. Denby, 
only one measure which will be efficient, and which will fit 
the offense, and that is, not a mere dismissal from office, but 
an arraignment before the proper tribunal, a trial and eject- 
ment from oflice, carrying the stamp which impeachment and 
conviction would place upon him for all time. If guilty at all, 
if he did not believe that he had the absolute right to act, then 
he is guilty of a most heinous offense, one which is thoroughly 
Within the law of impeachment, and one for which impeach- 
ment should be had. There is no other way to mete out the 
punishment justly due. 

In my opinion, Mr. President, if Mr. Denby is guilty as charged 
by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reep], as charged by the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. WAtsH], and by other Senators 
who have spoken upon this matter, if he is in any sense culpable 
as presented here, a mere dismissal from office would be trifling 
with the subject. It would not satisfy the country, and justly 
so; it would not satisfy justice; it would not be at all com- 
mensurate with the performance of our duties here as Senators. 
Ifen man may be guilty as charged here upon the floor of join- 
ing in secrecy and with those who were moved by wrongful 
motives, for the purpose of despoiling the Government of its 
property, and may be permitted to go with nothing more than 
a dismissal from office, to my mind, it would be wholly inade- 
quate and impotent in the way of the performance of our duty. 

But that is not all, Mr. President. In my opinion, impeach- 
ment is the only way by which we can lawfully and constitu- 
tionally proceed in this matter. It is the constitutional way; 
it is the effective way; it is the drastic way; and it is the way 
by which we can mete out the punishment for this offense if it 
has been committed, and in no other. 

It has been suggested by the Senator from Montana that he 
is doubtful as to whether this is an impeachable offense. I do 
not know of any misconduct by a public officer, anything in the 
nature of the acts with which Mr. Denby is charged, which is 
not impeachable. That has been almost wholly, if uot entirely, 
the construction of high crimes and misdemeanors at the hands 
of the Senate, Certainly this offense, as supported by the evi- 
dence presented here to-day by the Senator from Montana, is 
wholly within the law of impeachment. In no other way are 
we, as a Senate, enabled to reach the transgression. 

Suppose Mr. Denby should resign to-night, or suppose that we 
should pass this resolution and the President should accede to 
the resolution, and Mr. Denby passes out of office and goes his 
way, is that a punishment in any sense commensurate with the 
crime or the moral delinquencies with which he stands charged 
here to-day or with the betrayal of the public interest with 


which he stands charged? Is a mere retirement from office suf- 
ficient and efficient to satisfy our moral indignation? I do not 
think so. 

After he shall have passed out of office, while technically it 
is said we may still impeach him, we know that we shall not 
do so. We know that that will end it. If we are unwilling to 
proceed with an impeachment now while he is in office and 
send him out, as he should go. we shall not charge ourselyes 
with his impeachment after he shall have passed out of office. 
A mere dismissal would end it. It would be to trifle with the 
great problem before us. It would be a failure to do our serious 
and most solemn duty in as serious matter as has ever been pre- 
sented to this body. Mr. Fall has retired. No one is discuss- 
ing his impeachment; no one contemplates his impeachment; 
and if Mr. Denby should retire or be dismissed by the Presi- 
dent that would end it. And so the Senate of the United States 
would have done its duty in full measure simply by eliminating 
a man from office whom we charged here with having been 
guilty of one of the great offenses of the morning of the 
twentieth century. 

I quite agree with much that has been said here as to the 
ramifications of corruption, the waste, and the extravagance 
which have preyailed and do prevail in our Government and In 
other governments, It is one of the great problems with which 
all peoples everywhere must deal. 

I took oceasion the other night to go back and look over 
those fearfully venal days in Rome. How relatively small and 
insignificant were the disclosures of those times compared with 
the revealments which bave been made in our own country and 
in other countries during the last 10 or 15 years. It is a very 
serious question with the people of the United States at this 
hour whether they have a Government of representative and 
faithful officers in Washington, serving the interests and re- 
sponding to the wishes of the great mass of the American 
people, or whether they have a Government manipulated in one 
way or another, subtly or openly, through the power of wealth. 
It is just as much our duty to eliminate that evil and dispel 
that suspicion from our political system as it would be to meet 
foreign foe who invades our country. We ought to use the 
most powerful and drastic weapon at our command. Haste 
is not so important as thoroughness. 

I do not to-day pass upon Mr. Denby’s guilt or innocence, 
but I do say that the charges which are made and under which 
he will go out of office, if he goes out, are such that would not 
for a moment justify us in permitting him to go in that way. 

Mr, GLASS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator has reached his conclusion and 
has discussed the reasons for his decision solely upon the 
hypothesis that Mr. Denby is guilty of crime. Let the Senator 
for a moment discuss the matter upon the hypothesis that Mr. 
Denby is not guilty of crime, that he had no participation 
whatsoever in a conspiracy that involved corruption, and say 
to us what ought to be done. 

Mr. BORAH. I am coming to that in a moment, if the Sena- 
tor please. I used the word “crime,” but I ought to say to 
the Senator before passing from the subject. that I con- 
tend, even if there were no actual crime committed, nothing 
more than a betrayal of the public interest, nothing more than 
moral delinquency, still he is subject to impeachment. We may 
impeach for any act or conduct subversive of the public in- 
terests. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 


Mr, BROOKHART. I wish to call the attention of the 


Senator to the fact that under impeachment proceedings we 
can do nothing toward punishing this crime, if it be a crime, 
except to remove the guilty official from office and disqualify 
him from holding office. Then the Constitution provides: 


But the party convicted shall nevertheless be Hable and subject 
to indictment, trial, judgment, and punishment according to law. 


So that impeachment does not wholly cover the criminal 
aspect of the case, but he would be liable to indictment and 
trial and all that if he resigned, just as he would if he were 
impeached. 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; I was aware of that. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. JONES of Washington, I wish to ask the Senator's 
views on this phase of the subject, not in a controversial way, 
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but to get his viewpoint. As I understand, the position of 
the Senator is that we should act only through impeachment. 
As I understand, we can not act by way.of impeachment until 
the House of Representatives prefers charges. If the House 
does not prefer charges of impeachment, are we helpless? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I think the only presumption 
and the only assumption which we are permitted to make here 
is that the House will do its full duty. If it is an impeachable 
offense, but the House of Representatives does not take action, 
then we are, in my judgment, helpless. I think that would be 
admitted, because it is conceded that this resolution has no 
legal effect; it is conceded that we can not remove him from 
office. The only contention is that the adoption of the resolu- 
tion would bring such moral pressure to bear upon the Presi- 
dent that he would accede to it. But if I am asked whether 
we are helpless if we can not impeach, I say that, so far as the 
Senate is concerned, we are helpless. It is the only way the 
Constitution has provided. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Probably I had better put it in 
this way: If the House does not see fit to prefer charges of 
impeachment, must we remain speechless? 

Mr. BORAH. Perhaps not speechless; that is too much to 
ask of the Senate, [Laughter.] 

Of course, we are acting under a Constitution, and I am 
coming in a moment to that proposition, the one which I think 
is in the mind of the Senator from Virginia. We are acting 
under a Constitution, and, to my mind, we can not go outside 
of it, or we will be guilty of exactly what Denby was, and that 
is a disregard of the law. I do not propose, because Denby 
may have violated a statute, that I shall violate the Constitu- 
tion. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. STANLEY. Does the Senator maintain that impeach- 
ment would lie for a simple misfeasance in office resulting from 
a total lack of knowledge of what was going on or attention to 
the ofticer’s duties, free from any character of suspicion of 
moral obliquity? 

Mr. BORAH. I have no doubt at all of that. I think the 
impeachment process will get out of office any man that this 
body thinks ought not to be there. It rests, at least, upon our 
conscience and our judgment as to whether the officer’s conduct 
has been against the public interest. 

Mr. McKELLAR. . Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield te the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. BORAH, I do. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the Senator believe that the first 
. amendment, guaranteeing the right of petition, is not applicable 
to the United States Senate? May we not petition the Presi- 
den on any matter that we think vital? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not think the right of peti- 
tion has anything to do with this situation, and we are not 
petitioning. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think the Senate has the same right of 
petition that any other body or group of citizens would have. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. BORAH. I do. 

Mr. HARRISON. Of course, the Senator can see a good deal 
of difference when 39 Senators on the other side—I do not think 
the Senator was one of them—signed a round robin. The Sen- 
ator will recall that. 

Mr. BORAI!. Oh, I see a vast difference. 

Mr. HARRISON. I thought the Senator would. 

Mr. BORAH. I should count myself almost in the state that 
Senators on the other side think Denby is in if I could not see 
it. That had to do with foreign affairs, which, as the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Warsa} so well stated to-day, constitutes a 
wholly different proposition and under a different provision of 
the Constitution. As has beem decided over and over again, 
with reference to that matter, we may advise the President 
before the negotiation takes place, or during the negotiations, 
or at any time. As to the policy of having signed it, that is a 
thing about which the Senator and T might differ; but as to the 
right to sign it, the right to advise, the precedents are ample, 
from the time of Washington down, as to that proposition. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the Senator, however, will recog- 
nize the distinction. Conceding the right of the Senate to 


advise, the Senator does not contend that the round robin 
referred to was advice by the Senate to the President giyen 
in the constitutional way? : 


Mr. BORAH. No; I do not know that it was not given in 
the constitutional way. It was an individual action upon the 
part of the Senators who signed it, but undoubtedly they had 
a right to present it nevertheless. They could advise col- 
lectively or individually. 

Mr. President, we come now to the mere question of dis- 
missal for said incompetency. I am equally certain upon that 
point, for this reason: The right of dismissal belongs alone to 
the President of the United States. Under the Constitution, 
as has been determined many times, we have nothing to do 
with the appointed officer after he is appointed. We have the 
right to advise and consent with reference to the appointment; 
but, after the appointment is made, whether the President 
shall hold him there or dismiss him is a matter exclusively 
for the President to determine. I think that is far more than 
what has been referred to here to-day as a quibble. I think 
it is an essential principle of constitutional government, an 
essential principle with reference to the division of powers in 
the Government. As Mr. Madison once said, “ It is an essential 
principle for the preservation of liberty under our form of 
government.” 

The President of the United States is made solely responsible 
for the execution of our laws. As Mr. Madison so well said 
in the great debate early in our history, so long as the 
President is eharged with the execution of the laws he should 
be neither hampered nor embarrassed with reference to the 
dismissal or the retention of officers during the time they are 
permitted to hold office under the law, and that is an essential 
principle of our division of powers under the Government. 
When that great debate took place—which Mr. Evarts once 
said, perhaps the greatest debate that was ever held in the 
Congress upon a constitutional question—in which Mr. Madison 
took part, they regarded it as vital. After a long discussion 
it was settled that so far as the Congress or the Senate were 
concerned they had nothing whatever to do with the dismissal 
of a public officer; that that rested alone with the Executive; 
that he should not be embarrassed or hampered in this action 
by an attempt upon the part of the Senate to control him. 

That remained the policy of our Government practically down 
until the passage of the tenure of office act, I think in 1867— 
in my judgment one of the most vicious laws which was ever 
passed by the Congress—in which the Congress undertook to 
control the question of appointment and retention in office 
upon the part of the President. That act was finally modified 
in 1869 so as to give the President the power of suspension 
during a certain length of time until the Congress should 
come in. I have always believed that the act was unconsti- 
tutional, although it was never actually tested in the courts. 
Finally, when Grant came to be President, in his first message 
to Congress he insisted that that act should be repealed; that 
it was an attempt to interfere with the power of the President 
in the faithful discharge of his duties; that the President was 
not responsible to the Congress, not responsible to the Senate 
for the execution of the laws or for the retention of his ofti- 
cers, but was responsible alone to the people, to whom he must 
give an account of his stewardship, the same as must the Con- 
gress. There was opposition, however, to the repeal. Finally, 
when Mr. Cleveland came to be President the matter came up 
for final test and decision. While it is conceded here, I pre- 
sume, that, technically speaking, the power does belong to tha 
President, yet it is claimed that we may pass this resolution in 
the hope that it will accomplish through moral processes that 
which we can not accomplish, and have no right to undertake 
to aecomplish, through legal processes. 

Of course, we are passing this resolution upon the theory 
and in the hope that the President of the United States will 
accede to our resolution and dismiss Mr. Denby from office. 
If that be true, and if that precedent is established, it will be 
in the face of the Constitution, which makes the President the 
sole guardian of the agents upon whom he must depend to 
execute the laws. 

I should regard it as a calamity almost equal to the calamity 
with which we are dealing if, through the power of the Senate, 
we should establish here the precedent of saying to the Presl- 
dent whom he should dismiss from office; and if we have a 
weak President, a President who will yield to the Congress in 
this respect, through public feeling, we will have established 
that which the fathers never intended we should do. It may 
be thought justified in this case, but should it become an 
established practice it would be most unfortunate. I am 
firmly of the opinion that upon the President alone should rest 
the responsibility for retaining or dismissing an officer of this 
nature. It is in the interest of good and efficient government. 

Let me read a few lines from Mr. Cleveland; in my opinion 
it is ae in this situation. His biographer quotes him 
as saying: 
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I am not responsible to the Senate, and I am unwilling to submit 


my actions * * * to them for judgment. 


This question arose in this way: Mr. Cleveland dismissed a 
district attorney in the southern district of Alabama. He then 
appointed a man to succeed him. The Senate passed a resolu- 
tion asking for the papers or the reasons for the dismissal. 
Mr. Cleveland responded to the resolution and sent in the 
papers with reference to the dismissal. They asked in the 
resolution for the papers concerning the appointment of the 
new man, for any recommendations that might have been made, 
It was conceded that the Senate, from the time of the organi- 
vation of the Senate, bad been calling upon the heads of de- 
partments for papers concerning their actions; and Mr. Cleve- 
lind conceded that ordinarily they would kave the right to 
call for papers concerning any act of the head of any depart- 
ment of the Government; but he said in effect: 


The object and purpose of your calling for these papers is to in- 
fringe upon the dignity of the Executive and the Executive right, to 
wit, to discuss and pass under yeur supervision and criticism the 
uction of the President in dismissing a man from office. 


And so he instructed his Attorney General to refuse even to 
fend the papers concerning the matter of the appointment of 
the district attorney. 

With those facts before us, let us read further: 


Ho made it abundantly clear that he disputed, unequivocally, the 
right of the Sennte. by the aid of any document whatever, or in any 
way, “save through the judicial process of trial by impeachment,” to 
revive the acts of the Executive in the suspension of Federal officials. 


Further, he ssid, speaking of the demands which had been 
presented to the departments: 


They assume the right of the Senate to sit in judgment upon 
the exercise of my exclusive discretion and executive function, for 
which I am solely responsible to the people. 

s s * $ $ * 0 

My onth to support and defend the Constitution, my duty to the 
people who have chosen me to execute the powers of their great office 
und not to relinquish them, and my duty to the Chief Magistracy which 
must preserve unimpaired in all its dignity and vigor, compel me to 
refuse compliance. 


Mr. GLASS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho 
Meld ta the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. BORAH. 1 yield. 

Mr. GLASS. Let all that be conceded here. Frankly. for 
wyself, I do concede that. We do not deprive the present 
Executive of the right to give just such an answer to this 
resolution if be cares to. 

Mr, BORAH. No, Mr. President; but when the Senator 
votes for this resolution he undoubtedly votes for it in the con- 
fident hope that the President will uccede to our demand and 
dismiss this official. 

Mr. GLASS. Yes; but not with the belief that we have any 
right to require the President to accede to our demand and 
dismiss this man. 

Mr. BORAH. If that be true, may I say to the Senator that 
we are voting for a resolution which it is conceded we have 
no right under the Constitution to puss. 

Mr, GLASS. No. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no. 

Mr. GLASS. We are voting for a resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate as to what course the Executive should 
pursue but recognizing the right of the Executive to disregard 
and, as Mr. Cleveland did, utterly repudiate the pertinence of 
the Senate’s action. 

Mr. BORAH. Exactly. In other words, then, unless we 
assume that the President of the United States is going to 
yield to our suggestion, we admit that this is wholly an in- 
effective affair. 

Mr. GLASS. Yes. 

Mr. BORAH. Then we must take the other horn of the 
dilemma; and, assuming that he will yield to it, we shall have 
accomplished that which the Constitution vests in him alone 
not by reason of his performance of a constitutional duty but 
by reason of the fact that he has not the courage to stand for 
the dignity and constitutional rights of the President of the 
United States. He would dismiss not because he thought it 
proper but because the Senate thought it proper, and thereby 
surrender his constitutional prerogative. What a dangerous 
precedent—and precedents come to have the force of law. 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I ask the Senator another question? 

Mr. BORAH. Certainly. 


Mr. CARAWAY. Is not the Senator from Idaho the very 
able Senator who introduced n resolution asking the President 
to call a conference on arms Hmitat'on? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; I must in pride admit that. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Was not the argument made that it was 
impertinent to suggest such action to the President; that he 
had the power to call such a conference if be wanted to; and that 
we should not infringe upon his prerogative us Chief Executive? 

Mr. BORAH. I do not remember what the argument was. I 
know what the law is. 

Mr, CARAWAY. [ves not the Senator remember that for 
days that argument was mace over there, that the President 
considered that an embarrassment; that he would uct when he 
thought it was opportune; and that lie thought the Senate was 
not giving proper consideration to his prerogative to initiate 
discussions touching our foreign relutions? 

Mr. BORAH. I think the Senator was not in the Cham’ er 
to-day when the Seantor from Montana [Mr. Wars]. to 
whom I always defer as u legal authority, stated very distinctly 
that there was a broad difference between the two propositions, 
and I agree with him that they were wholly different. They 
are wholly different. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am asking the Senator from Idaho, who 
T think to be a great lawyer, If ke knows any difference. 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; indeed I do. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Will the Senutor tell us the difference? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; I will tel the Senator, if the Senate 
wants to discuss that. One of them is under the treaty-muking 
power, which is a wholly different proposition, a broader propo- 
sition, and the other, if we have any rights at all, is with refer- 
euce to appointments to office. So far as the trentx-making power 
is concerned, we may advise the President with reference to any 
forcign affair. It has been conceded and supported by lyng 
practice that the reiationship of the Senate to the treaty-muk- 
ing pewer gives tle Senate the undoubted right to a voice at 
ull times in foreign matters. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Muy we not advise and consent to the ap- 
pointment of a Cubinct officer? Is there not a constitutional 
provision te that effect? 

Mr. BORAH. Exactly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Then there is no difference. 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; there is. I have the precestents here, if 
the Senator wants to force that discussion. I anticipated that. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I should think so. 

Mr. BORAH. 1 know the ingenuity of mind of the able 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Let me ask the Senator another question. 
Would the Senator bold that the Senate has no right to inquire 
inte the acts of the Executive otherwise than by impeachment? 

Mr. DORAH. It is uccording to what the nets ure. 

Mr. CARAWAY. -Suppose the President should dismiss a 
man from office, would the Senator say we would have no 
right to ask why? 

Mr. BORAH. Absolutely. Cleveland and the Democratic 
Senators settled that and settled it correctly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. None at all? 

Mr. BORAH. Absolutely. The President is not responsible 
to the Senate but the people. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Let me ask the Senator another question. 
Was that the Senator's position 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator forgets that the President of the 
United States is responsible to the people for his conduct, 
not to the Senate. 

Mr. CARAWAY. To whom are we responsible? 

Mr. BORAH. To the same people; and the Senator is mis- 
taken if he does not suppose that the people have as much 
confidence in the President ordinarily as they have in the 
Senate of the United States. I think they would much prefer 
to have the President responsible to them than to the Senate, 

Mr. CARAWAY. I should think they would have a great 
deal more if we followed the suggestion of the Senator from 
Idaho and say that we have no right to inquire, whatever 
may be the attitude of the Executive toward the right of popu- 
lar government or corruption in office. 

Mr. BORAH. That proposition has been settled under the 
precedents of the Government for a hundred years, 

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, no. No mere dictum of any President 
settles a right. Our right is not determined by what Presi- 
dent Cleveland may have thought or what somebody else may 
have asserted. We certainly do not yield to that. 

Mr. BORAH. I have always been inclined to yield to Mr. 
Madison, whom I have always thought was perhaps the keen- 
est constitutional lawyer of the entire convention. He an- 
nounced that doctrine in unmistakable terms over a hundred 
years ago; and here is the document. 
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Mr. WALSH of Montana. Will the Senator tell us to what 
doctrine he refers? 

Mr. BORAH. The fact that we have no right to call in 
question in any way an act of the President in dismissing an 
officer. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. We have not undertaken to 
do so. 

Mr. BORAH. I am answering a specific question of the 
Senator from Arkansas. But this resolution involves the same 
principle presented In a different form. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That was the Cleveland incident. 
The Senate undertook to call in question his dismissal of an 
officer. 

Mr. BORAH. As Mr. Cleveland said, the Senate undertook 
to pass in review his acts as Executive. Whether it was the 
dismissal of an officer or the retention of an officer would 
make no difference whatever. He denied the right of the 
Senate to pass in judgment upon his acts as Executive except 
through impeachment. He took the position that he was re- 
sponsible to the people and the people alone, and he was 
absolutely within his constitutional rights when he said so. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Then, am I to understand the 
Senator to state the broad proposition that no matter what the 
President of the United States may do the Senate has no right 
to express its opinion about it? 

Mr. BORAH. I undertake to say that no matter what the 
President does with reference to keeping an officer in office or 
dismissing him from office, the only way we enn reach the 
President of the United States under the Constitution is by im- 
peachment. 

Mr. CARAWAY rose. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator has given us the 
precedent established by President Cleveland, when he refused 
to send any information as to why he dismissed an officer. I 
shall follow with interest his reference to Mr. Madison, who, 
as I understand, laid down the proposition that the Senate has 
no right to request the dismissal of an officer. 

Mr. BORAH. Did the Senator from Arkansas want to in- 
terrupt? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I was going to ask the Senator another 
question; but let him answer the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BORAH. I am perfectly willing to yield. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, no; I will ask the question later. 

Mr. BORAH. Let us go back to Cleveland for a moment, be- 
cause his discussion is much broader than the technical propo- 
Sition with which he was dealing at that time. 


They (the Senate) assume the right to sit in judgment upon the 
exercise of my exclusive discretion and executive function. 


The President's exclusive discretion and executive function is 
the right to retain Mr. Denby in office if he desires to. It is 
absolutely within his constitutional discretion and his consti- 
tutional power to keep Mr. Denby and Mr. Daugherty and 
every other member of his Cabinet there until he answers to 
the people of the United States and they retire him from 
office, if they see fit to do so. Where we make a mistake is in 
assuming that we are the people; and we are not, and the peo- 
ple do not think so either. 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I interrupt the Senator further? 

Mr. BORAH, Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. It was within the power of the President 
to have ordered the Attorney General to commence suits to 
cancel these oil leases, and if we are not to advise or consult 
with the President, or express any opinion, why did the 
Senator vote for the joint resolution just passed by the Senate? 
Why did he not say that it was the President’s prerogative 
to bring these lawsuits or not to bring them, as he saw fit? 

Mr. BORAH. I think that is a wholly different question, 
Mr. President, and I will undertake to discuss it further 
along. I think that is an entirely different proposition. There 
we were dealing with public property which is under the 
control of Congress. : 

Mr. CARAWAY. Is not each one of them expressing the 
belief of the Senate that the President ought to do something, 
and requesting him to do it? We could not have made him 
employ attorneys. He could have disregarded that resolution 
if he wanted to, and refused to sign it, as I understand he 
is likely to do. 

Mr. BORAH. I think that so far as the body of the resolu- 
tion is concerned it came clearly within our power with 
reference to dealing with the public property of the United 
States, under a wholly different provision of the Constitution. 
We had ample power to deal with that subject matter, and, 
as I stated at the time, so far as the whereases were concerned, 
I looked upon it as merely expressing my opinion as a justi- 


fication for passing the resolution, and it had nothing at an 
to do with the President of the United States, so far as that 
matter is concerned. We were dealing with public property 
and not dismissal from office. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If the leases were valid 

Mr. BORAH. Oh, yes; but we were assuming they were 
not valid, and therefore the property was still the property 
of the United States. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Then why did we not just legislate with 
reference to that? Why was not my resolution the one 
adopted, saying that these properties should be restored to 
the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the Navy, if there was 
no alienation of them at all? 

Mr. BORAH. ‘That involves the question of the difference 
between the legislative act and the judicial act. While the 
contracts might be wholly illegal, it is within the power of the 
judiciary to determine they are illegal, and a judicial act is 
not a legislative act. For that reason it had nothing to do 
with the President at all. But if I am permitted, I will read 
further: p 

My oath to support and defend the Constitution, my duty to the 
people who have chosen me to execute the powers of their great 
office and not to relinquish them. and my duty to the Chief Magis- 
tracy which I must preserve unimpaired in all its dignity and vigor, 
compel me to refuse compliance. 


Mr. President, if we have the right to say to the President 
of the United States that he should retire a man from the 
Cabinet because of his unfitness, certainly we have the right 
to say to the President that he should retain a man because 
of his peculiar fitness for his position. As Mr. Madison says, 
it places the question of the retention of officers or the dis- 
missal of officers under the influence and control of a body 
which the Constitution did not contemplate should have any- 
thing to do with it. Not only that, but it would destroy the 
efficiency of government. You would make the President re- 
sponsible for the execution of the laws but you would give 
to another body authority to control his agents upon whom 
he must rely to execute the laws. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President 

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. GLASS. With all due deference to the legal attain- 
ments of the Senator, my contention is that it is merely a 
question of propriety and not a question of constitutional or 
statutory law. Is there anything in the Constitution which 
precludes the Senate from expressing an opinion to the 
President of the United States? 

Mr. BORAH. No, Mr. President, there is not, but the 
Senator will not contend, I am sure—I do not think he thinks 
it for a moment—that we are passing this resolution in the 
confident belief that it will have no effect upon the President 
at all. 

Mr. GLASS. I am assuming that we are passing the 
resolution, should we pass it, with the hope and expectation 
that the President may accept the view of Congress on the 
point, but with further confident knowledge that the President 
is not obliged by the Constitution to do anything of the kind. 

Mr. BORAH. I understand the Senator's position, then, 
perfectly. The Senator votes for this resolution in the con- 
fident hope and.expectation that the President of the United 
States will accept the views of the Senate and dismiss the 
officer from office. That is the position. 

Mr. GLASS. It is. 

Mr. BORAH. . If that be true, Mr. President, then through 
indireet means we will have accomplished that which the 
framers of the Constitution intended should rest solely with 
the President of the United States, because they lodged with 
him the sole duty of seeing that the laws were enforced, of 
seeing that the laws were executed, and it was their belief 
that that duty should be unhampered and unembarrassed by 
any influence such as the Senate or any other body might 
exercise in persuading the President to yield up that power, 
which is his alone. Why should we ask the President, why 
should we seek to prevail upon the President, wiy should we 
seek to influence the President, to yield up a power which is 
exclusively his? Why should we urge the President to waive 
his. constitutional right? If he wants to dismiss Denby, he 
can do so without the resolution; if he does it, however, be- 
eause of this resolution, then he is surrendering his consti- 
tutional prerogative to the Senate. 

Mr. GLASS. I would say to the Senator, if he asks me 
that question, that I want to do that because I do not know, 
I can not say that I believe, that this Cabinet minister can 
be reached by impeachment proceedings, and if that be true, 
then the only method which the Senate may employ, or which 
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the Congress may employ, to indicate its sense to the President, 
is just by the passage of such a resolution as this, 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the President of the United 
States is responsible to the same constituency to which we are 
responsible, and that is the only constituency to which he is 
responsible. The Senator and I account for our stewardship 
to the people. The President of the United States has had 
lodged with him, as President, the sole duty of executing the 
law, and therefore, as Mr. Madison says, he must have un- 
hampered judgment and discretion in the retention of his 
instruments for the execution of the law. Suppose the Presi- 
dent keeps Mr. Denby in his office. The Senator may want 
him out, and there are others who might agree with him, but 
suppose he keeps him there; according to the Constitution he 
is doing what he has a right to do, but answering to the 
people, as Mr. Cleveland says, for his conduct. 

Mr. GLASS. I apprehend that what Mr. Madison meant was 
that the Executive should be unhampered by any constitutional 
right of Congress to interfere with the exercise of executive 
duty. 

Mr, BORAH. No, Mr. President; Madison was discussing 
this after the adoption of the Constitution. This took place in 
a debate when Madison was in Congress. 

Mr. GLASS. He was simply engaged in an exposition of the 
Constitution. He was laying down the proposition that the 
Congress had no constitutional authority to compel the Presi- 
dent of the United States to dismiss a public official That I 
grant. But there is nothing in the Constitution, and nothing 
in what Mr. Madison has ever said, that precludes the right— 
I do not say the propriety, but the right—of Congress to ex- 
press its opinion to the President of the United States in such 
an important matter as this. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I was just going to ask the 
Senntor from Idaho, if he carries his argument to its logical 
conclusion, why we should not repeal that part of the Consti- 
tution which gives the people the right of petition, because 
certainly it was hoped by the grantors of that right to the 
people that they might be able to persuade the President now 
and then to do right. 

If the President should be absolutely unhampered and no 
influence could reach him, why not say the people have no right 
to petition and deny anybody the right to express an opinion 
to the President? 

Mr. BORAH. I am unable to see the relevancy between the 
right of petition as described in the Constitution for the people 
and a resolution by the Senate of the United States. 

Mr. CARAWAY. But the Senator was saying that the 
President should not be influenced from any source. 

Mr. BORAH. I said by the Senate. Of course, the Presi- 
dent of the United States is accountable to those people who 
under the Constitution have the right of petition and he 
answers to them just the same as we answer to our constitu- 
encies. They are the final judges of this matter and not the 
Senate of the United States. We must respond to them and 
to them alone in this matter. . 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me 
to interrupt him? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. SWANSON. It seems to me the Senator has to some 
extent misstated the situation in the Senate. There is no con- 
tention here between the President and the Senate as to 
authority—as to power of removal or dismissal. The Senate 
has conducted an investigation. It was not conducted in the 
House nor by any department of the Government. In the 
progress of that investigation it has been disclosed that two 
Cabinet ministers haye done something very prejudicial to the 
public interest, one corruptly, who has resigned, the other who 
has done things in defiance of the policy of the Government 
and has destroyed some very valuable assets belonging to the 
Government. 

The Senate having made the investigation now is con- 
fronted with the question, What disposition shall we make of 
the matter? Shall we report it to the President, with a 
recommendation and conclusion as to what the President ought 
to do, or shall we send it to the House of Representatives and 
recommend impeachment, or shall we merely stop? The Sen- 
ate has passed a resolution which, it seems to me, shows con- 
clusiyely the unfitness of the Secretary of the Navy to con- 
tinte longer in office. Where is there any dereliction? It 
seems to me it would be a dereliction of duty on our part not 
to express an opinion following the disclosures made by the 
investigation conducted by the Senate with reference to an 
officer of the Government, 


Suppose it should be disclosed—— 

Mr. BORAH. Is this a question? 

Mr. SWANSON. I am going to ask the Senator to take his 
own view of it. Suppose it had been disclosed that a district 
attorney was guilty of fraud and gross dereliction of duty, and 
so- disclosed by an investigation in the Senate? Does the Senator 
think the Senate would be derelict in its duty or violative of the 
Constitution if it should notify the President of the United 
States of that conclusion, based on the facts disclosed by its 
own investigation? It seems to me it is our duty to take the 
facts and base our conclusion upon our investigation, made by 
the Senate, and call it to the attention of the President. 

Mr. BORAH. Can the Senator point to a single precedent 
for such a resolution on the part of the Senate? 

Mr. SWANSON. If the precedent has not been established, 
it is ample time for a precedent to be established that the Sen- 
ate, when it conducts its own investigation and finds an officer 
of the Government derelict in duty, should not be permitted 
even to request the President to remove him. If there is no 
precedent, it is time we should make one. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the Senator from 
Idaho unfortunately was absent—— 

Picts BORAH. Oh, no; I heard the Senator read the pree- 
edents 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. When I called the attention of the 
Senate to a precedent on all fours with the present situation. 
Precedents are found in Hinds’ Precedents, section 1581. The 
House of Representatives called upon the President to request 
the resignation of the collector of customs, 

Mr. BORAH. What became of the request? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I do not know. I am not inter- 
ested in knowing whether he complied with it or not. 

Mr. BORAH. There is where I differ with the Senator from 
Montana and other Senators. 

295 WALSH of Montana. The Senator asked for a prec- 
edent. 

Mr. BORAH. I heard the precedents the Senator read. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, With the permission of the 
Senator, now that we have an excellent audience, I would like 
to read it again. 

Mr. BORAH. I do not have any better audience than the 
Senator had, but I am willing to share it with the Senator. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Section 1581 of Hinds’ Precedents 
reads as follows: 


In cases Where its investigations have suggested the culpability of 
executive officers the House has, by resolution, submitted advice or 
request to the Executive. On March 27, 1867, Mr. Calvin T, Hulburd, 
of New York, from the committee on public expenditures, reported the 
following: 

“Whereas Congress having determined to adjourn, there is not suffi- 
cient time prior thereto for the committee on public expenditures to 
conclude its investigation of the administration of the New York 
customhouse by Henry A. Smythe in the manner indicated by the 
House, althougl the committee, having given Mr. Smythe two hear- 
ings— 


Mr. Denby has had three hearings— 


he has expressed himself content therewith, unless the committee desires 
to prosecute the investigation further; and 

Whereas in the opinion of the committee there is abundant afirma- 
tive testimony in the possession of the House of Henry A. Smythe's 
unfitness to hold the office of collector: Therefore 

“ Resotred, That it is the sense of this House that Henry A. Smythe 
should be removed from the office of collector of the port of New 
York, and that a copy of this resolution and the tesfimony be trans- 
mitted to the President of the United States.” 

When this course of action was proposed, on March 21, it caused 
some debate as to the power of the House to proceed In that way. It 
was urged thet the House might impeach, but that the appointment 
and removal of subordinate officers was an an Executive function. 

The resolution and preamble were agreed to—yeas 68, nays 38. 


Mr. BORAH. Yes; I heard that read to-day. 

Now, Mr. President, let us look at our situation as it is. We 
have here an officer whom Senators to-day have charged with 
the grossest moral delinquency, to say the least, a perfectly and 
entirely impeachable offense. There is no doubt in my mind 
that the impeaching body has the right to proceed under the 
Constitution to impeach him. We do not do that. We put aside 
that proposition. The method pointed out by the Constitution 
by which we could really deal with a man guilty of this offense 
we put aside, and what do we do? 

We take up, instead of that, a resolution calling for his 
dismissal. Even if we could dismiss, even if it were within our 
constitutional power to dismiss, I would not be in favor of 
dismissal instead of impeachment; but it is conceded upon the 
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floor of the Senate that not only do we take up the resolution 
of dismissal, but we take up a resolution which is perfectly 
futile so far as its legal effect is concerned. 

Mr. Madison, in the debate on this subject in 1789, among 
other things, declared: 


I conceive that if any power whatsoever is in its nature executive, it 
is the power of appointing, overseeing, and controlling those who 
execute the laws. 

There is another maxim which ought to direct us in expounding 
the Constitution and is of great importance. It is lald down in most 
of the constitutions or bills of rights in the Republics of America; it 
is to be found in the political writings of the most celebrated civilians, 
and is everywhere held as essential to the preservation of liberty, that 
the three great departments of government be kept separate and dis- 
tinct; and If in any case they are blended, it is in order to admit a 
partial qualification in order more effectually to guard against an 
entire consolidation, 

Vest this power In the Senate jointly with the President and you 
abolish at once that great principle of unity and responsibility in the 
executive department which was intended for the security of liberty 
and the public good. If the President should possess alone the power 
of removal from office, those who are employed in the execution of the 
Jaw will be in their proper situation and the claim of dependence 
be preserved; the lowest officers, the middle grade, and the highest, 
will depend as they ought on the President, and the President on the 
community. The chaln of dependence therefore terminates in the 
supreme body, namely, in the people, who will possess besides, in aid 
of their original powers, the decisive engine of impeachment. 

But what an aspect will this give to the Executive. Instead of keep- 
ing the departments of Government distinct, you make an executive 
out of one branch of legislature; you make the Executive a two-headed 
monster; you destroy thé great principle of responsibility and perhaps 
have the creature divided in its will, defeating the very purpose for 
which a unity in the Executive was instituted. 

You may set the Senate at the head of the executive department or 
you may require that the officers hold their places during the pleasure 
of this branch of the Legislature, if you can not go so far as to say 
we shall appoint them, and by this means you link together two 
branches of the Government which the preservation of liberty requires 
to be constantly separated, 


Mr. BROOKHART, Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I wish to inquire if in fact we have 
passed by the proceedings of impeachment? Would the pas- 
sage of the resolution in any way interfere with the House 
proceeding to impeach Mr. Denby? 

Mr. BORAH. Oh, no; it would not interfere with the House 
proceeding to impeach, but, as I said a short time ago, if we 
ask that the President of the United States shall yield to this 
direction and dismiss him, we certainly would not take up 
impeachment. On the second proposition, if we pass the reso- 
lution it strikes me that we have in a large measure—not 


legally speaking, but certainly in one sense—unfitted ourselves | 


to pass upon the question. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. 

Mr. BORAH. 
charged under impeachment has been charged here upon the 
floor of the Senate. The record which is made against him 
covers almost every offense of which we could conceive in con- 
nection with this thing, and therefore when the resolution is 
passed we have passed upon the question which we would pass 
upon if he were ever impeached. 

Mr. SWANSON, Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield first to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I want to ask the Senator 
whether he thinks it would be proper for the Senate to pass a 
resolution suggesting to the House preparation or the considera- 
tion of preparation for impeachment? 

Mr. BORAH. T have not looked into that, but I would not 
think it would be improper. I can say to the Senator, however, 
that the matter is being considered. I now yield to the Senator 
from Virginia. 

Mr. SWANSON. I would like to know what affirmative ac- 
tion the Senator recommends, I understood the Senator to say, 
it would be improper to recommend or suggest impeachment, 
improper to recommend dismissal to the President of the 
United States, but here is a wretched state of affairs that 
ought to be corrected, and I would like to know what affirma- 
tive action the Senator would recommend to the Senate to be 
taken to correct that situation. 


Mr. President 


Every offense of which Mr. Denby could be | 


Mr. BORAH. In the first place, the only action which we 
could take properly we have already taken, and that is with refer- 
ence to putting the matter in the courts. We have done that. 
That work has been completed. If the officers who are chosen 
do their duty, the contracts will be declared illegal, the prop- 
erty will be recovered, and the guilty parties will be sent to 
prison. That is the affirmative action which we have taken. 

Now, the other action which we are proposing to take is of 
a wholly different nature, and that is to get rid of the officer, 

Mr. SWANSON rose. 

Mr. BORAH. Let me state my position before I am inter- 
rupted again. I conceive that the résponsibility of holding Mr. 
Denby in office a single hour deyolves exclusively upon the 
President of the United States; and while I am not speaking 
in an unfriendly way, so far as I am concerned I propose 
to leave the responsibility right where the Constitution of 
the United States places it. Let the people and the President 
settle it. It is but a short time until the President of the 
United States will answer to the constituency to which the 
Constitution intends he should answer, and they will judge of 
his conduct. He is responsible to them, and to them alone, 
and I propose, so far as I am concerned, to leave it there. 

It will be remembered that during the war when the Presi- 
dent of the United States had upon his hands the question 
of conducting the Great War as Executive there was a bill 
introduced in the Senate which was regarded as more or less 
of a reflection upon the competency of the President to conduct 
the war as Executive, a bill to create what was called a war 
cabinet. How did the President look upon it? Those of us who 
believed that President Wilson was capable of conducting the 
war with the machinery which he had or calling for other ma- 
chinery which he did not have but needed stood solidly against 
the proposition of undertaking to infringe upon either the 
Executive power or the Executive dignity. Now, as we look 
back upon that bill we see how utterly unfounded it was and 
how unreasonable it was in that hour of excitement when the 
news was going over the country that the war organization 
had broken down. 

So I say to you to-day that just so surely as time passes by 
any effort upon our part to divide the responsibility with the 
President of the United States, in violation of both the letter 
and the spirit of the Constitution, will be regretted by this 
body, It the President of the United States were responsible 
to us, if he had an obligation to the Senate under this proposi- 
tion, it would be a wholly different matter. But, wisely or 
unwisely, the Constitution left his responsibility to the people, 
and to them he must answer and-to no one else, in my 
judgment, except through the power of impeachment. It is not 
very long until that question will be up for consideration. 

Let me read here what a committee composed of five or six 
0 said in regard to that matter in reference to Mr. 

eveland: 


President Cleveland’s promises and pledges are part of the published 
history of the country, and for their faithful performance he denies his 
responsibility to the Senate and stands ready for trial by the people. 
He did make the promise that during the term of a civil officer he 
would not suspend or remove him for the sole reason that he was a 
Republican. Merely being a Republican, if he had been, and was a 
capable, faithful, and efficient officer, the President declared he would 
not regard as sufficient cause. * * The President will never 
avoid a trial by the people for the exercise of any of his powers or the 
discharge of any of his official duties, as he will have a fair tribunal on 
the whole truth. 


For that reason we are not without remedy. Assuming that 
we ourselves are the sole custodians of the public interest, the 
Senator would be quite right; but, after all, there is just one 
tribunal to which under the Constitution we must all appeal, 
and that is the great tribunal to which we shall be called 
upon the ides of next November. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho 
yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Suppose the two lawyers who have been 
selected agree with the two oil companies that those oil lands 
should be restored to the Government. Then they would be 
put back into the hands of Mr. Denby to utilize them in the 
future in exactly the same way he has done in the past, for 
he says that if he had it to do over again he would do again 
what he has done in the past. Suppose President Coolidge 


shall be reelected and his Cabinet members shall remain in 
office, as I believe the rule is where a President is reelected, 
and Mr. Denby should again, carrying out his threat, dispose 
of the property to the same people or to other people. 


Is it 
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possible that the Senate and the House of Representatives 
would be powerless in such an event? 


Mr. BORAH. No; of course not. They would not be power- 
less. What, however, would the Senator do about it? Would 
he have the Senate pass a resolution asking for the dismissal of 
an officer the dismissal of whom he could not effectuate? 
Would he be satisfied with that? 

Mr. McKWLLAR. No; but I think that we might well start 
with that; and I believe that any President would yield to the 
judgment of the Senate under such circumstances and get rid 
of the officer. 

Mr, BORAH. - Then the Senator believes that we can pass 
this resolution and it will effectuate the dismissal of the 
officer? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think it will. I believe that President 
Coolidge might say, under the circumstances and in the light of 
all the facts coming before him and the views of the Senate, 
it is right and proper that Mr. Denby should be dismissed, 
and that he will dismiss him upon the passage of the resolu- 
tion, 


Mr. BORAH, In my humble opinion the adoption of the. 


resolution will retard the dismissal. 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I ask the Senator then if he is trying 
to expedite the dismissal by defeating the resolution? 

Mr. BORAH. No; I will tell the Senator from Arkansas 
what the Senator from Idaho is trying to do. 

Mr, CARAWAY. I thought the Senator said that the passage 
of the resolution would prevent the dismissal. 

Mr. BORAH. I will tell the Senator from Arkansas exactly 
what the Senator from Idaho is trying to do. The Senator from 
Idaho is trying to pursue what he believes to be the constitu- 
tional and effective way to get rid of Mr, Denby or anybody 
else who is guilty of misconduct in office, and I believe the only 
way we can proceed is by the power of im ent. The 
Senator from Arkansas himself conceded that this resolution 
will not dismiss anybody. 

Mr. McKELLAR. ‘The Senate can not proceed under the 
power of impeachment, because under the Constitution we have 
no right to institute impeachment proceedings. 

Mr. BORAH. No; nor can we dismiss an officer, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Therefore we are powerless. 

Mr. BORAH. We have no power to dismiss an officer. We 
can pass a resolution which is wholly ineffective except in so far 
as the President wishes to accede to it. We can impeach. 

Mr. SWANSON and Mr. BROOKHART addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho 
yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator from Idaho will permit me, 
I desire to say that to me the purpose of the resolution seems 
to be very commendable. The Senate through its committee 
has instituted an investigation and the majority of the Senate 
has, I believe, reached the conclusion that this efficer ought to 
be removed from the Cabinet, Having made the investigation 
by the committee, the facts having been ascertained, I feel it is 
my duty, haying heard the debate and read the evidence, to let 
the President, for what they may be worth, have my conclu- 
sions as to what he should do in cennection with one of his 
Cabinet members, 

Mr, BORAH. Mr. President, I feel that the President has 
had placed upon him the responsibility for retaining Mr. Denby 
in office. I know that the responsibility is not upon me. I 
know that the Constitution did not vest and place any part of 
it upon the Senate; and I am perfectly willing, under our con- 
stitutional form of government, to have the Government run 
according to constitutional methods and let those who violate 
the Constitution or violate what the people believe to be the 
right procedure under the Constitution answer to the people 
themselves. I am not afraid, so long as the Constitution is 
obseryed and the people haye an oppertunity to select their 
officers, but what the people will make them responsible for 
whatever they may do in derogation of the public interests; 
but neither now or at any other time, because I think somebody 
has violated a law or because somebody has acted contrary to 
a statute, I am not going under my oath to proceed in a way 
that I think is contrary to the spirit and even to the letter of 
the Constitution; and I am perfectly willing to answer to my 
constituents for my action. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Under that reasoning, then, has not the 
Senate been acting wholly without its power in investigating this 
executive department at all? 


Mr. BORAH. No; I do not think so. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the President alone is responsible, if he 
can not be interfered with, then, why should the Senate under- 
take to make any investigation about the matter at all? 

Mr. BORAH. As I said awhile ago, the property involved in 
this case is public property; it is under the control and direc- 
tion of Congress. If these oll leases are illegal, the property is 
still public property; and it is our solemn duty, as a Congress, 
to deal with the property and get it back; but that is a wholly 
different thing from the subject which we are now discussing. 

Mr. SWANSON. Now, if the Senator will permit me, I desire 
to say that, if I remember correctly, the Senator and myself are 
both on a committee which is considering a resolution intro- 
duced by the Senator which involves a matter which he him- 
self concedes is left absolutely and entirely to the Executive. 

Mr. BORAH. I do not. 

Mr. SWANSON. ‘There is no treaty involved, but the matter 
under consideration relates to the recognition of the Soviet Gov- 
ernment of Russia. 

Mr. BORAH. I beg the Senator’s pardon—— 

Mr. SWANSON. So the Senator from Idaho desires the Sen- 
ate to express an opinion on a matter which is entirely and 
exclusively, under the Constitution, left to the President of the 
United States. 

New, I should like to know the difference; why does the Sen- 
ator invoke the power of the Senate to persuade the judgment 
of the President in the matter of the Soviet Gov- 
ernment of Russia and yet think it is improper to invoke our 
judgment to get rid of an officer who I believe a majority of 
the Senate thinks should be dismissed? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, the two propositions are wholly 
different; they come under different clauses of the Constitu- 
tion. If the Senator from Virginia will turn te a report which 
was filed by the chairman of the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
in the House of Representatives in 1864 he will find the prece- 
dents and the discussions of such men as Henry Clay and 
others who advocated resolutions similar to the one which I 
have submitted relative to the recognition of the Soviet Gov- 
ernment of Russia. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BORAH. Wait a moment. The resolutions which they 
discussed related to the recognition of the South American Re- 
publics. The distinction is there made between the two propo- 
sitions. The Senate is a part of the treaty-making power, and 
it has always been conceded that as a part of the treaty- 
making power it is perfectly within its rights for the Senate 
to pass resolutions concerning foreign affairs. It has been done 
over and over again, and precedents for such action have bee: 
established from the beginning of the Government. ` 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, it would not take a mu 
greater stretch of the imagination, if I may use that expres- 
sion, as we are a part of the appointing power, to assume that 
we might make recommendations in regard to appointments to 
or retentions in office. I consented to the appointment of Mr. 
Denby. Now 1 fear that the President of the United States is 
laboring under the delusion that I continue to consent to that 
appointment. T want to relieve his mind of that delusion. 

Mr. BORAH. The President is not supposed to be a man 
with many delusions, That is one of the exact questions which 
Mr. Madison answered. 

Mr. SWANSON. I hope he certainly will not labor under 
that one. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me 
to interrupt him? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr, BORAH. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. HEFLIN. What would the Senator think of the pro- 
priety of the Senate adopting a resolution suggesting to the 
President, without asking him to take any action at all, that 
they believe the Secretary of the Navy to be unworthy to 
hold his position? Would that be proper? 

Mr. BORAH. That would revert entirely to the question 
which the Senator from Virginia raises, and that is the question 
of propriety; that is all. Of course we can pass any resolution 
here. We could pass a resolution of that kind, but it would 
be utterly futile. Let me state further that the question of 
propriety is in a large measure aside from the view which I take 
of this question. I think that we ought to do the other thing. 
I do not think we are dealing with this matter as drastically 
as we should. I am in favor of giving Mr. Denby a trial; 
i am in favor of giving him a hearing here by a constitutional 
body, and I do not believe that if he is ever tried that there 
will be a particle of doubt about the right, so far as the facts 


are concerned, to try him, The impeaching power under the 
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Constitution is sufficiently wide to cover every feature of this 
situation. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not believe the Senator would vote now 
to confirm Mr. Denby if his name should come in here after 
what has transpired? 

Mr. BORAH. No; of course I would not. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am happy again to agree with 
the Senator from Idaho. I do not think there is the slightest 
doubt about the right to try him; but the question is: Is there 
proof upon which he can be convicted? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, let me say just a word in 
regard to that suggestion. After the discussion which has 
taken place in the Senate Chamber and the indictment which 
has been brought against him by able and responsible Senators 
charging Mr. Denby with every conceivable offense which could 
possibly be perpetrated in regard to this transaction, when 
this resolution shall have passed, he goes to the country 
morally convicted by the Senate of the United States of 
every offense which has been charged against him in the 
debate. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. BORAH. I will ask the Senator to wait for a moment. 
I am utterly opposed to any such proceedings. I do not care 
what it may cost, nor what criticism it may subject me to, 
I will never convict a man in that sense before the whole 
country by passing a resolution of this kind until he is given 
an opportunity to be present with his counsel and his wit- 
nesses and arguments are heard by a judicial tribunal recog- 
nized by the Constitution of the United States. If a man on 
the street pilfers from his neighbor’s pocket, although I see 
him do it, although I witness the crime, and am a judge, I 
can not sentence him, nor can I otherwise punish him. I can 
not call upon him to relieve himself from office or anything 
else. I must give him a hearing; and yet Senators stand 
here and say that Secretary Denby is guilty of this and guilty 
of that, that he has been derelict in his public duty, and ask 
us to pass a resolution to that effect, while technically it is 
not impeachment, morally it is impeachment before the country. 
I will not approve of any such program. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho 
yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator from Idaho is entirely secure in 
his position. He experiences no difficulty whatsoever as to 
his action; but he does not help those of us who occupy a differ- 
ent position. I have listened with reasonable punctuality and 
attention to the speeches that have been made here on the floor 
of the Senate. I listened to every word of the unsurpassed ex- 
position of this question by the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WatsH], and I have not heard a Senator charge the Secretary 
of the Navy with criminal action. I have not heard a Senator 
impute to him fraud or corruption in this transaction. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. GLASS. In just a moment. Therefore I am not as con- 
fident as the Senator from Idaho is that there are grounds of 
impeachment, nor do I believe that the House is going to move 
in that direction. Therefore the only medium through which, 
as a Senator, under my oath, I may indicate to the President 
of the United States my belief in the unfitness of this Cabinet 
minister is, when this resolution comes to a vote—as it surely 
will come to a vote—to vote for the resolution, What else can 
I do? And I do not concede for a moment that it is any viola- 
tion of my constitutional oath to do that. 

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator listened carefully—and I know 
he did, because I watched him—to the Senator from Montana 
to-day, he will recall that he made out a powerful case against 
Mr. Denby. 

Mr. GLASS. Oh, he made out a case. 

Mr. BORAH. And when he wound up his argument he ex- 
pressed exactly what I have in mind. He said, in effect: “ This 
man, guilty of this great crime, should be driven from public 
office, and all the infamy which can be placed upon him should 
be placed there.” 

Mr. GLASS. He chiefly charged him with the crime of crass 
stupidity and neglect of his duty, but not the crime of fraud 


— 


and corruption, as I understood, 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, if the Senator will 
pardon an interruption, the Senator misunderstood me. 

Mr. BORAH. I call for the notes, then, because I noted down 
the Senator’s remarks, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I think I shall be able to repeat 
to the Senator's satisfaction what I said. 

Mr. BORAH. I would not, of course, misstate anything the 
Senator said, but the Senator made about a 5-minute talk there 
which was organized entirely around a great crime. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly. 

Mr. BORAH. And the Senator called it a crime. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly. I said that a great crime 
had been committed. I had previously thereto said that I had 
no evidence whatever which would convict Secretary Denby of 
any crime. I supplemented what I said in that connection with 
the remark that the only way in which we can proceed to re- 
store the confidence of the people in their Government, shat- 
tered as it is by this, is to punish with the extreme rigor of the 
law those who committed the crime and to drive from public 
life those through whose connivance or supineness it was com- 


mitted. That referred to Mr. Denby. 


Mr. BORAH. Exactly. That is what I supposed. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. BORAH. I do, 

Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will permit me, it seems to 
me that the causes given for this action on the part of the 
Senate are definite, and are clearly stated in the preamble. 
They do not include any speeches. They are definitely and 
clearly stated. The causes are given, the conclusion is reached, 
and it would seem to me that they are conclusive, as every 
Senator voted for them. In this resolution the reasons 
given are not any speech. It seems to me the reasons given 
are clear and specific. The Senator voted for the reasons, 
1 70 want him to take the second step to carry them into 
effect. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, just a word, and then I shall 
asked to be excused. I voted for the joint resolution, and the 
Senator will recall that I stated at the time that it was my 
opinion that this contract was illegal; but I also stated that in 
my opinion any layman or lawyer might come to the conclusion 
that it was legal, and, therefore, I was not passing upon the 
guilt of the parties who made it. I simply expressed my view 
as a lawyer concerning an illegal contract, and was careful 
to say that that did not include the action of anyone else. 
In conclusion may I say the President has power to dismiss 
an incompetent, unfit, or corrupt official. That is his responsi- 
bility. For that the people will hold him responsible. Let us 
leave to him his task. Under the peculiar circumstances in 
which it comes to him it is a painful task. But it is his, 
nevertheless. The power of impeachment rests with the Con- 
gress. That is our responsibility. Let us not shun or embarrass 
our responsibility by assuming to advise others. For the per- 
formance of our duty and utilizing of our constitutional powers, 
the people will hold us responsible. And the people will not 
be mistaken, misled, or confused. I favor, therefore, our 
proceeding in the way that we are authorized to proceed and in 
the way we can proceed effectively if we proceed at all. If the 
arguments urged for this resolution be well grounded, then 
impeachment lies, and it is our only effective, lawful, constitu- 
tional way of doing our full duty and meeting our solemn obli- 
gations to those who sent us here. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION, 


Mr. CURTIS. I understand that the Senator from Idaho 
does not give up the floor, but desires to have a recess taken 
until to-morrow morning. Therefore I move that the Senate 
take a recess until 11 o’clock to-morrow morning. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Does not the Senator intend to 
move an executive session? 

Mr. CURTIS. I had intended not to have an executive ses- 
sion to-night. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I ask the Senator if he will not 
bave the kindness to move an executive session. 

Mr. CURTIS. As a short executive session is desired, with 
the understanding that after the executive session a recess 
will be taken until 11 o’clock to-morrow, I move that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After 10 minutes spent in 
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock 
and 48 minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, 
Saturday, February 9, 1924, at 11 o’clock a. m. 
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NOMINATIONS. 


Executive nominations received by the Senate February 8 
(legislative day of February 7), 1924. 


SPECIAL COUNSEL FoR PROSECUTION OF -CERTAIN OIL LEASES, 


Silas H. Strawn, of Illinois, and Atlee Pomerene, of Ohio, to 
be special counsel to have charge and control of the prosecution 
of litigation in connection with certain leases of oil lands and 
incidental contracts as provided in Senate Joint Resolution 54, 
approved February 8, 1924. 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE. 


Surgeons to be surgeons to rank as such from the dates set 
opposite their names. 


Edward ©. Ernst, from January 15, 1924. 
Peter J, Gorman, from January 19, 1924. 
These officers have passed the examination required by law. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE. 


Paul J. McCormick, of California, to be United States dis- 
trict judge, southern district of California, vice Oscar A. 
Trippet, deceased. 


REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE. 


Joseph Dominick Scanlan, of Montana, to be register of the 
land office at Miles City, Mont., vice Elam Hubert McDowell, 
resigned, 

PROMOTIONS IN THE Navy, 


Lieut. Commander John B. Rhodes to be a commander in the 
Navy from the 8th day of June, 1923. 

Lieut. Harry P. Curley to be a lieutenant commander in the 
Navy from the 24th day of August, 1923. 

Lieut. Eric F. Zemke to be a lieutenant commander in the 
Navy from the 1st day of January, 1924. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Mauritz M. Nelson to be a lieutenant 
in the Navy from the 8th day of June, 1923. 

The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu- 
tenants in the Navy from the 16th day of June, 19238: 

Joseph W. McColl, jr. 

Philip H. Taft. 

Ensign Julius A. Burgess to be a lieutenant (Junior grade) 
in the Navy from the Tth day of December, 1922. 

The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade) 
in the Navy from the 4th day of June, 1923: 

Myron F. Eddy. Arley S. Johnson. 

Dolph C. Allen. Joseph G. Pomeroy. 

William B. Gwin. 

Ensign Max I. Black to be a lieutenant (junior grade) in the 
Navy from the 5th day of June, 1923. 

Albert H. Faber, a citizen of New York, to be an assistant 
surgeon in the Navy with the rank of lieutenant (junior grade) 
from the 31st day of January, 1924. 

Lee T. Rector, a citizen of Kentucky, to be an assistant sur- 
geon in the Navy with the rank of lientenant (junior grade) 
from the 3ist day of January, 1924. 

Ensign Joseph C. Molder, United States Navy, to be an 
assistant paymaster in the Navy, with the rank of ensign, 
from the 30th day of January, 1924. 

Boatswain Conrad T. Goertz to be a chief boatswain in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 11th day of 
January, 1919. 

The following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains in 
the Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 24th day of 
September, 1923: 

Fred W. Atherton, 

Louis King. William Murray. 

William Borst. George Witham. 

The following-named boatswains to be chief boatswains in 
the Navy, to rank with but efter ensign, from the 15th Jay of 
November, 1923: 

Carl C. R. Christensen, 

Herbert S. Kennedy. 

Gunner Levi Herr to be a chief gunner in the Navy, to rank 
with but after ensign, from the 2d day of July, 1923. 

The following-named gunners to be chief gunners in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 24th day of 
September, 1923: 

Arthur F. Gerloff. 

Holly C. Boots. 

The following named machinists to be chief machinists in the 
Navy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 24th day of 
September, 1923: 

Frederick P. Scott. 

Joseph A. Sanders, 


John B. Hardy. 
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The following-named pay clerks to be chief pay clerks in the 
Nayy, to rank with but after ensign, from the 24th day of 
September, 1923; 

John R. Edwards. 

Walter W. Housley. 

Pay Clerk Allen Ç. Smith to be a chief pay clerk in the Navy, 
ae with but after ensign, from the 30th day of December, 
1923. 

POSTMASTERS. 
ALABAMA. 


Annie K. Jones to be postmaster at Irondale, Ala. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1924. 
ARKANSAS. 
Julius L. Stephenson to be postmaster at Everton, Ark. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1923. 
Ralph F. Locke to be postmaster at Lockesburg, Ark., in place 
of E. L, Nall. Incumbent’s commission expired January 23, 1924. 
Charles N. Ruffin to be postmaster at De Witt, Ark., in place 
of W. J. Lenehan, Incumbent’s commission expired August 5, 
1923. 
CALIFORNIA, 
Peter Garrick to be postmaster at Camino, Calif. Office be- 
came presidential April 1, 1923. 
Alexander R. Thomas to be postmaster at Ukiah, Calif., in 
place of W. B. Hagans. Incumbent’s commission expired Au- 


gust 15, 1928. 
COLORADO. 
Sherman Bohnet to be postmaster at Somerset, Colo. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1924. 
Charles F. Chapman to be postmaster at Hooper, Colo. Office 


became presidential January 1, 1924. 
` CONNECTICUT., 

William B. Simon to be postmaster at New Canaan, Conn., in 
place of Henry Kelley. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 4, 1924. 

FLORIDA. 

Thomas J. Bulford to be postmaster at Hilliard, Fla. 

became presidential January 1, 1924. 
IDAHO, 
Herbert D. Cheney to be postmaster at Gooding, Idaho, in 


place of H. D. Cheney. Incumbent's commission expired Feb- 
ruary 4, 1924. 


Office 


ILLINOIS. 

John Cahill to be postmaster at Cherry, III. Office became 
presidential January 1, 1924, s 

John D. Allen to be postmaster at Armington, Ill. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1924. 

Fred A. Meskimen to be postmaster at Robinson, III., in place 
of N. J. Highsmith, resigned, 

George OC. Schoenherr to be postmaster at Carlinville, III., in 
place of W. A. Challacombe. Incumbent’s commission expired 
August 29, 1923. 

IOWA. 

Elizabeth O'Reilly to be postmaster at New Albin, Iowa, in 
place of V. B. Petrehn, resigned. 

Clarence C. Stoner to be postmaster at Nora Springs, Iowa, 
in place of C. ©. Stoner, Incumbent's commission expired Au- 
gust 29, 1923. 

Chris Haffner to be postmaster at Donnellson, Iowa, in place 
12 9075 Haffner. Incumbent's commission expired August 5, 
1923. 

KENTUCKY. 

Arta Henderson to be postmaster at Eubank, Ky. Office be- 
came presidential October 1, 1923. 

Deborah ©. Thomas to be postmaster at Dekoyen, Ky. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1923. 

LOUISIANA. 

Otto J. Gutting to be postmaster at Oil City, La., in place of 
L. E. Wilson, removed. 

Robert M. Shilling to be postmaster at Oak Grove, La., in 
place of J. L. Fowler, resigned. 

Joseph A. Gil to be postmaster at Eunice, La., in place of 
M. E. Beaugh, removed. í 

Lavinia A. Parr to be postmaster at Baldwin, La., in place 
of J. B. Sewell, resigned, 

MAINE. 5 

Lysle W. Folsom to be postmaster at Springvale, Me., in 
place of E. HB. Harris. Incumbent's commission expires Febru- 
ary 11, 1924, 
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MARYLAND. 


Charles F. Peters to be postmaster at Western Port, Md., 
in place of J. P. Getty. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 30, 1923. 

MISSOURI. 


Paul Zeller to be postmaster at Hartsburg, Mo. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1924. 

George Thayer to be postmaster at Flemington, Mo, Office 
became presidential January 1, 1924. 

James D. Kochel to be postmaster at Canalou, Mo. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1924. f 

John M. Schermann to be postmaster at Hermann, Mo., in 
place of F. H. Caughell. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu- 
ary 28, 1924. 

Ethel M. Cozean to be postmaster at Elvins, Mo., in place of 
L. E. Reece. Incumbent’s commission expired January 23, 
1924. 

Mary D. Brooks to. be postmaster at Clarkton, Mo., in place 
of B. C. Hubbard. Incumbent's commission expired January 
23, 1924. 

NEBRASKA. 

Charles A. Berry to be postmaster at Wayne, Nebr., in place 
of F. L. Neely, deceased. 

NEW MEXICO. 


Jessie Coffin Brown to be postmaster at Madrid, N. Mex., In 
place of A. W. Lyckman, resigned. 
NEW JERSEY. 


Stephanie J. Piechowicz to be postmaster at Vauxhall, N. J. 
Office became presidential January 1, 1924. 

Henry Eisberg to be postmaster at Cliffside, N. J., in place 
of F. A. Banville. Incumbent’s commission expired January 28, 
1924. 

John G, Stoughton to be postmaster at Bergenfield, N. J., in 
place of Alfred Christie: Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 10, 1923. 

Elmira L. Phillips to be postmaster at Andover, N. J., in 
place of H. G. Miller. Incumbent’s commission expired Jan- 
uary 28, 1924 

NEW YORK. 

Anna E. McHugh to be postmaster at Seaford, N. Y. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1924. 

Franklin D. Allen, jr., to be postmaster at Richville, N. X. 
Office became presidential October 1, 1923. 

Frank C. Percival to be postmaster at Mount Upton, N. Y. 
Office became presidential October 1, 1923. 

John De Frine to be postmaste> at Williamson, N. V., in 
place of Carl Fuller. Incumbent’s commission expired January 
31, 1924. y 

Carlyle S. Hoskins to be postmaster at Stillwater, N. X., in 
place of J. W. Hamilton. Incumbents commission expired 
August 5, 1923. 

Walter P. Crane to be postmaster at Kingston, N. X., in place 
of W. C. DeWitt. Incumbent’s commission expires February 14, 
1924. 

Harold L. Payne to be postmaster at Bambridge, N. T., in 


place of I. B. Cushman. Incumbent’s commission expires Feb- 


ruary 14, 1924. 
: NORTH CAROLINA. 

John K. Brock to be postmaster at Trenton, N. C. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1924. 

Anna W. McMinn to be postmaster at Pinebluff, N. C. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1923. 

Jasper M. Byrd to be postmaster at Calypso, N. ©. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1924. 

Richard J. Pace to be postmaster at East Plat Rock, N. O. 
Office became presidential January 1, 1924. 

Nannie Mel. Moore to be postmaster at Warrenton, N. G., in 
place of N. Mel. Moore. Incumbent's commission expired Jan- 
uary 26, 1924. 


NORTH DAKOTA. 


James Fitzpatrick to be postmaster at Sawyer, N. Dak. 
Office became presidential October 1, 1923. 

Olaf A. Bjella to be postmaster at Epping, N. Dak. Office 
became: presidential October 1, 1923. 

Ivah A, Miller to be postmaster at Nome, N. Dak., in place of 
I. A. Miller. Incumbent's commission expired January 23, 1924. 

Albert E. Gutekuust to be postmaster at Drayton, N. Dak., 
in place of R. J. Moore. Incumbent's commission expired July 
28, 1923. 

William E. Knox to be postmaster at Antler, N. Dak., in 
place of J. J. Davy. Incumbent’s commission expired July 28, 
1923. 


OKLAHOMA. 


James M. D. Clawdus to be postmaster at Wilson, Okla., in 
place of J. L. Rogers. Incumbent’s commission expired Jan- 
tary 28, 1924. 

OREGON. 


Thomas G. Hawley to be postmaster at Multnomah, Oreg. 
Office became presidential July 1, 1923. 


PENNSYLVANIA. 


Beatrice Davidson to be postmaster at Grindstone, Pa. 
Office became presidential July 1, 1923. 

Bugene H. Stahl to be postmaster at Friedens, Pa. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1923. 

William McCandless to be postmaster at Catasauqua, Pa., in 
place of R. O. Heilman, deceased. 

Edmund W. Tomb. to be postmaster at Youngwood, Pa., in 
place of J. L. Hershey. 

Harry A. Miller to be postmaster at Rockwood, Pa., in place 
of R. R. Souser. 8 

Edna E. Snably to be postmaster at Hollsopple, Pa., in place 
of E. E. Snably. 

SOUTH CAROLINA. 


Washington M. Ritter to be postmaster at Cope, S, C. 
Joseph H. Wright to be postmaster at Johnston, S. C., in 
place of M. A. Watson, resigned. 
Sidney ©. Faylor to be postmaster at Ridgeland, S. C., in 
place of Iris Wilburn. 
TENNESSEE. 


Hilary R. Vaughn to be postmaster at Hendersonville, Tenn. 

Thomas E. Richardson, to be postmaster at Tullahoma, Tenn., 
in place of G. W. Steagall. 

Mamie D. Phillips to be postmaster at Brighton, Tenn., in 
place of M. D. Phillips. 

TEXAS, fa 

Luther Bowers to be postmaster at Seagoville, Tex. 

Robert E. Jackson tọ be postmaster at Queen City, Tex. 
Office became presidential January 1, 1924. 

Sam H. French to be postmaster at Purdon, Tex. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1924. 

Mary E. Adams to be postmaster at Powell, Tex. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1924. 

Charles A. Duff to be postmaster at Legion, Tex. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1924. 

Bradley Miller to be postmaster at Cooledge, Tex., in place 
of W. L. Nowlin, resigned. 

J. C. Bohannan to be postmaster at Brownfield, Tex., in place 
of T. G. Price, resigned. 

David A, Young to be postmaster at Commerce, Tex., in place 
2 oe J. Debenport. Incumbent’s commission expired July 28, 

Gertrude N. Merrill to be postmaster at Buffalo, Tex., in 
place of C. W. House. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu- 
ary 31, 1924. 

Ethyl H. Williams to be postmaster at Angleton, Tex., in 
place of E. D. Harris. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu- 
ary 31, 1924. 

VIRGINIA, 

Lucius M. Manry to be postmaster at Courtland, Va., in place 

1 5 M. Joyner. Incumbent's commission expired October 13. 
WASHINGTON. 

J. Frank Hall to be postmaster at Edwall, Wash. Office 

became presidential October 1, 1923. 
WEST VIRGINIA, 


Claude Pepper to be postmaster at Salem, W. Va., in place 
of M. L. Campbell, resigned. 

Charlie F. Baldwin to be postmaster at Madison, W. Va., in 
place of G. E. Berry. Incumbent’s commission expired August 
5, 1923. 


WYOMING. 


Johnson W. Morgareidge to be postmaster at Sheridan, Wyo., 
in place of S. D. Canfield. Incumbent's commission expired 
July 28, 1923. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 


Ewecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 8 
(legislative day of February 7), 1924. 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE. 


Charles N, Pray to be United States district judge, district. of 
Montana, 


FEBRUARY 8, 
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UNITED STATES ATTORNEY. 


Delos G. Smith to be United States attorney, eastern district 
of Michigan. 
UNITED States MARSHALS, 
Douglas Smith to be United States marshal, middle district 
of Alabama. 
Frederick L. Esola to be United States marshal for the north- 
ern district of California. 
POSTMASTERS, 
COLORADO, 
Elias Wenger, Eckert. 
INDIANA. 
Charlie E. Smith, Coal City. 
Harvey E. McNees, Winchester. 
Leroy Dearing, Winslow. 
KANSAS. 
Margaret E. Michael, Cullison. 
James P. Kelley, White Cloud. 
MICHIGAN, 
Ruth A. Atyeo, Belleville. 
William A. Stroebel, East Jordan. 
MINNESOTA. 


Christ Bottge, Correll. 
Maurice P. Zeien, North Branch, 
George Neumann, Osseo. 

NEBRASKA. 
Daniel ©, Leach, Bayard. 

NEW YORK, 
Ciare L. Masten, Athens. 
Jerome M. Slater, Attica. 
Jennie M. Steinhilber, Beaver Falls, 
Charles W. Dunn, Calcium. 
Laurance C. Baker, Comstock. 
Stanley W. Parsons, Copenhagen. 
William L. Fuller, Ellenville, 
Nell S. Barclay, Hillsdale. 
George M. Durey, Johnstown. 
Bernard A. Marzolf, North Java. 
Mernie Daniels, Oswegatchie. 
John H. Quinlan, Pavilion. 
Francesca di M. Spaulding, Piermont. 
Asa C. Rowland, Salamanca. 
Walter W. Tilley, Theresa. 
Wiliam R. Fitch, West Winfield. 
James Richtmyer, Windham. 

NORTH CAROLINA. 


Feter P. W, Plyler, Monroe. 
Nannie Mel. Moore, Warrenton. 
Mary F. Hight, Youngsville. 

NORTH DAKOTA, 


Marie Toenberg, Alexander. 
Ethel M. Anderson, Bowman. 
Henry C. Wiedow, Golva. 
Orna F. Leedy, Goodrich. 
Don E. DeLa, Hettinger. 
OHIO, 
Nathan R. Rothgeb, Cheshire. 
Albert B. DeKay, Defiance. 
Robert B. Birdsall, Hicksville. 
Walter L. Peet, Leetonia. 
Leonard H. Kelly, Mount Vernon, 
E. Victor Geer, Orwell. 
Rodney Barnes, St. Clairsville. 
Margaret A. Brooks, Yorkville. 
SOUTH DAKOTA. 
Ralph L. Hazen, Canistota. 
Mary J. Graves, Interior. 
Florence Holden, Lake Andes, 
Sylvester Eisenman, Marty. 
William Kayser, Parkston. 
Robert Abel, Selby. 
Ola S. Opheim, Sisseton, 
Rose B. Flahart, White Lake. 
Charles G. Kuentzel, White Rock, 
VERMONT. 
Alfred C. Hooker, Hardwick. 
VIRGINIA, 
John W. Morgan, Altavista. 
Noah Markey, Beaverdam. 


Roscoe O, Travis, Bowling Green. 
James A. Riddel, Bridgewater. 
Francis C. Fitzhugh, Cape Charles. 
William F. Walters, Christiansburg. 
Clarence E. Canada, Clover. 
Jessie M. Martin, Concord Depot. 
Pauline H. Richardson, Dinwiddie. 
Hugh T. Arwood, Disputanta. 
James M. Nunn, Bast Radford. 
Thomas J. Crickenberger, Emporia, 
Ludema Sayre, Fairfax. 

Gilmer T. Slusser, Fincastle. 

Mary P. Leftwich, Forest Depot. 
Charles A. Hammer, Harrisonburg. 
William R. Rogers, Hilton Village, 
Susan Lewis, Hopkins. 

Julian T. Doles, Ivor. 

Frank D. Paul, Leesburg. 

Rodney F. Woodward, Marshall. 
Charles P. Smith, jr., Martinsville. ~ 
Elroy Shelor, Meadows of Dan. 
Edward G. Thornton, Milford. 
Oswell H. Hopkins, Narrows. 
Roger G. Dyson, North Emporia. 
James R. Barron, Pennington Gap. 
Hunter T. Ferguson, Prospect. 
Mrs. Mary E. Spratt, Richlands. 
George B, Jones, Ridgeway. 
Joseph W. DeBoe, Rural Retreat. 
Eugene A. Hyde, Saltville, 

Bessie H. Moon, Saxe. 

Bernard W. McGinnis, Shipman. 
Joseph B. Jones, Smithfield. 

John L. Jeffries, Vienna. 

Gilbert L. Stiles, Wachapreague. 
John B. Grayson, Warrenton. 
William M. Chamberlain, Waverly. 
George C. Brothers, Whalexville. 
Hunter N. Kern, Winchester, 
Benjamin A. Dratt, Woodford. 
Grace M. Shafer, Yorktown. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Fripay, February &, 1924, 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


O God, who art the source of all that is and the giver of 
all things that make life useful, hopeful, and happy, we thank 
Thee that Thy providence continues through all time. This 
day is another witness of Thy love. Be with us, that we may 
walk in Thy favor and in the ways of Thy commandments, and 
comfort us with Thy approval of all that we shall do. We 
bless Thee for the shelter and the hallowed associations of the 
home. The Lord be merciful and gracious toward all our fire- 
sides. We thank Thee for our country, so rich in privilege 
and so broad in opportunity, Bless all institutions that sus- 
tain and support our great national life, and may we never 
fail in our loyalty to the land that honors us, through Christ. 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 
TEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE, 


Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that on to-morrow, immediately after the reading of the 
Journal and the disposition of matters on the Speaker's table, 
I may address the House for 15 minutes, if I desire. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Florida asks unani- 
mous consent to address the House to-morrow for 15 minutes 
after the reading of the Journal and disposition of business on 
the Speaker’s table. Is there objection? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN] I know is 
very anxious to get ahead with the appropriation bill, and 
until I can confer with him 


Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr, Speaker, I withdraw my re- 


quest and make the point that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Florida makes the 
point that no quorum is present. 
rum present. 


Evidently there is no quo- 
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CALL OF THE HOUSE. 
Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of tlie House. 
The motion was agreed to. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


Ayres Frear Lyon Schalt 
Brand, Ohio French McFadden Sears, Nebr. 
Britten Funk McLeod. Smithwick 
Browne. N, J. Gallivan McSweene Sproul, Kans. 
Buckley Geran MacLafferty Swoope 
Byrnes, S. C. Gifford Magee, Pa. Taber 

Clark. Fla Graham, Pa, Major, III. Taylor, Colo. 
Cole, Ohio Graham, III. Michaelson Taylor, Tenn. 
Collins Hastings Miner, III. Thompson 
Corning Hawes Montegue Treadway 
Crowther Hudson Morris Upshaw 
Cullen Hudspeth Nolan are 

Curry Hull, Tenn. O'Brien Vinson, Ga 
Davey Johnson, Tex. O'Connor, La. Ward. à 
Davis, Minn, Johnson, S. Dak. Peavey Ward, N. C, 
Dempsey Jost Peer Watkins 
Dominick Kendall Pral Watson 
Kagan Kent Quayle Wefuld 
Edmonds Kerr Ransley Weller 
Wlliott Kindred Rathbone Winslow 
Fairchild Knutson Reed, Ark. Winter 
Fairfiel Langley Reed, W. Va. Wood 
Favrot Larson, Minn. Robsion, Ky. Wright 
Fenn Leatberwood Rogers, Mass, Wyant 

Fish Lilly Rogers, N. H Yates 
Fitzgerald Logan Romjue 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and twenty-eight Members 
have answered to their names. A quorum is present. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with 
further proceedings under the call. 
The motion was agreed to, and the doers were opened. 
TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of House Joint Reso- 
lution 136, proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. LEHLBACH 
in the chair. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to inquire 
how the time for debate stands. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Arkansas has 2 
hours and 12 minutes remaining, and the gentleman from Iowa 
has 2 hours remaining. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mus]. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committec, 
before discussing this particular preposition, I want to say one 
word in defense of a gentleman who has been of great value to 
the Ways and Means Committee in the preparation of this and 
other legislation. I understand that the gentleman from Wis- 
consin, although I did not hear him, on yesterday, in his re- 
marks reflected on the ability of Mr. Gregg and challenged his 
ability as a lawyer on account of his youth. It is not neces- 
sury to refute the suggestion that the Committee on Ways and 
Meuns in reaching a legal conclusion followed the opinion of 
any one man in deciding that this constitutional amendment 
Was necessary. he committee did not follow Mr. Gregg: it 
followed the opinion of the Supreme Court of the United 
States. As to Mr. Gregg, he may be young, but I have yet to 
See a finer or clearer mind, or one possessed of better judg- 
ment, and as far as I can observe, of sound legal knowledge. 
{Applause.] I want to say this to the gentleman from Wis- 
eonsin—and I hope he is here to bear me—that Mr. Gregg, at 
least, did not cite a Supreme Court decision in favor of his 
side of the case only to have the subcommittee find upon read- 
ing the decision that the court had reached exactly the oppo- 
site conclusion. 

I always listen with great respect and attention to what the 
distinguished gentleman from Tennessee has to say. When he 
says that he is troubled for fear that we are trespassing fur- 
ther upon the integrity of eur States, I listen to him with 
peculiar sympathy and interest because I am one of those who 
to-day is absolutely convinced that the great danger to our 
Government is the continual encroachinent by the Federal 
Government upon the sovereiguty of the State. 

He says that under this amendment which we propose we 
may, conceivably, under certain cireumstances—and when I 
say “we” I mean the Federal Government—threaten the credit 
of the States and even destroy that credit. But, how can the 
Federal Government threaten the eredit of the States under a 
constitutional amendment that specifically provides that it 
may not diserimimate against the securities issued by the 
States or thelr municipalities? To injure credit you haye to 


be able to discriminate, and the Federal Government could not 
destroy the credit of a single State unless it were willing at 
the same time to destroy its own by imposing taxes on all 
Government securities so high as to forbid or cripple their 
issuance, 

I also listened with a great deal of interest to my genial and 
enthusiastic friend from Arkansas [Mr. Orb, who for a 
half hour yesterday wrestled with an imaginary danger, with 
an imaginary loss of a 1 per cent advantage, The gentleman 
said that we proposed to restriet the building of schoolhouses, 
the building of roads, the draining of swamps, the building of 
sewers, Let me point out to my friend that long before high 
income taxation gave to tax-exempt securities the advantage 
which they now enjoy, schoolhouses were built in the United 
States, roads were built, sewers were laid, swamps were 
drained. There is not a man in this room who does not know 
that prior to 1916 municipalities and States found no difficulty 
in marketing their securities, and all this amendment does is 
to put them back in the situation which they enjoyed prior to 
income tax rates that ran up to 50, 58, and at one time 65 per 
cent. This is not a matter of opinion. The records are there 
to show it. I put into the Recorp last year, and I shall put into 
the Record again to-day, the facts with respect to the issuance 
of municipal securities and the price which they communded 
for a period of 20 years, as compared with the best public 
utility and railroad securities in so far as price and interest 
rates are concerned. It will be found that from 1904 to 1916 
municipal and State securities enjoyed an advantage over the 
best publie utilities securities sold in the market of from one- 
half to one and a quarter per cent, That is the advantage that 
they enjoyed by reason of their security prior to the day of the 
high income tax, prior to the day when they enjoyed this ad- 
vantage which some gentlemen on the Democratic side are so 
eagerly trying to retain. What does that advantage amount to, 
not expressed in terms of theory but expressed in terms of cold, 
hard figures? Since 1916 the advantage enjoyed over railroad 
honds has been on the average only 0.72 per cent, a pretty small 
increase, and on the average the advantage over the best public 
utilities seenrities has been 1.37 per cent as compared with 1.25 
per cent before 1916—a fraction of 1 per cent, and a fraction 
of 1 per cent that is daily and yearly growing smaller as the 
market becomes saturated with tax exempt securities and 
these in consequence lose their value, But if the benefit to the 
States is expressed in terms of a fraction of 1 per cent, the 
loss to the Federal Government in revenue must be measured 
in millions of dollars. 

I have not the time now to go into this intricate calculation, 
and inasmuch as the results are based on assumptions having 
to do with unknown factors, I do not claim any finality for these 
figures ; but I estimated last year, and I see no reason to change 
that estimate, that the tax-exempt securities were costing the 
United States Government $240,000,000 a year, and that the 
most it could hope to make up in interest rates was approxi- 
mately from $110,000,000 to $120,000,000 a year, leaving a net 
loss of probably $120,000,000 per annum. Why is this? Why 
is it that the Government does not get the full benefit from tax- 
exempt securities in the form of a lower interest rate? It 
wouid if you had a flat, permanent tax. If you did, there is 
not the slightest doubt but that tax-exempt securities would be 
marketed at a price sufficiently high so that the yield would be 
the exact yield of a taxable bond after the payment of the tax. 
But that is not true when you are dealing with a tax imposed 
at a progressive rate, and again, though I hesitate to do so, I 
must refer to an example which I gave Tast year. Take the 
case of a man with an income of $10,000 in 1920. Let us assume 
that he bought a 5 per cent taxable bond which yielded him a 
net return of 4.58. Had he bought at that time a tax-exempt 
bond and paid 105.17 for it, it would have yielded him exactly 
4.58. But assume that the nontaxable security was selling at 
106, then obviously the $10,000 man would be better off if he 
bought a taxable bond and paid the tax. So that the $10,000 
man must drop at 106, and the $20,000 man drops out at a 
price a little higher. In those days the men in the higher 
brackets could have afforded to pay 143.80 for that nontaxable 
security in order to get the same yield as a 5 per cent taxable 
bond at par. They never had to pay 143 or anything like it, 
because long before the securities had reached that point in the 
market the other classes of income-tax payers would drop out, 
and so they bought at a price that gave a benefit out of all 
proportion to that which the Goyernment secured by reason of 
the higher price. 

. Let me illustrate this In a slightly different fashion. Take 
the case of a man with an income of $150,000. He buys $200,- 
000 worth of tax-exempt securities at a 4 per cent rate, where 
he could have bought taxable bonds, let us say, at a 5 per cent 


rate. By accepting $8,000 instead of $10,000 he has paid a tax 
to the Government of $2,000; but had he bought taxable bonds 
at the present income-tax rates, his net return instead of being 
$8,000 would have been $4,200, so that while the Government 
may get $2,000 from that man in reduced interest, it makes a 
net loss of $3,600 in addition by reason of the tax-exempt privi- 
lege. Finally, while the States may benefit in a reduced in- 
terest rate to the extent of a fraction of 1 per cent on securi- 
ties which they issue, the Federal Government gets no benefit 
whatsoever from the tax-exempt privilege granted to the 
States, and on the other hand the States get no benefit whatso- 
ever from the tax-exempt privilege exercised by the Federal 
Government. 

But, important as these considerations are in meeting the 
objections which have been raised against the bill, the} aré not 
the ones that I want to dwell on to-day. Nor am I going to 
take up the time of you gentlemen by pointing out the effect 
which these securities have on the productive industries of 
the country by draining into nonproductive employment active 
eapital, by raising the interest rate on the capital needed by 
agriculture, by railroads, to remedy the housing situation in 
our great cities, and by all of the active industries of the 
eountry, thus necessarily influencing our whole price structure. 

You have heard this argument so often I sometimes feel that 
gentlemen have grown deaf to the plea. 

The point I want to emphasize to-day with all sincerity and 
all the force I have at my command is this: Gentlemen, you 
can not have high surtax rates and tax-exempt securities both. 
They simply can not exist side by side. For what can be more 
fantastic than to have the great United States Government 
declaring its purpose to take 50 or 44 per cent of a man's 
income and in the same breath providing the means whereby 
he need pay no tax at all. 

Under the progressive plan of taxation the rates rise pro- 
gressively with the income, so that in the United States to-day 
the man in the lowest brackets contributes 6 per cent of his 
income, while the man in the higher brackets contributes 58 
per cent of his income. This proportion of contribution is 
based, and I believe rightly based, on their assumed ability to 
contribute to the cost of Government. I am not going to dis- 
cuss the reasonableness of these rates to-day, but I do say 
that the theory on which this plan rests is sound. I do say 
that the plan is consistent, and I do say that the plan aims, 
on the whole, at fairness. But, gentlemen, it becomes a farce, 
it becomes grotesquely unfair, it becomes a wicked fraud upon 
the small-income taxpayer if the law at the same time pro- 
vides that the men with the larger incomes may without 
material loss or inconvenience to themselves entirely avoid the 
taxes. The situation would not be so bad if the tax-exempt 
proposition were open to rich and poor alike, but as a matter 
of fact it is not; as a matter of fact the men of small, even 
of moderate, means can not as a practical matter avail themselves 
of the privilege, because the result would be a net loss to them- 
selves. The truth of the matter is that gentlemen are voting 
to preserye a monopoly of the rich, Again, I do not ask you 
to take my views, but consider the figures. Take a man with 
a capital of $200,000. He invests in taxable bonds at par, His 
income is $10,000. His tax is $600. The net return is $9,400. 
If he invests in 44 per cent tax-exempt securities his net 
income is $8,500, or a loss of $900 by reason of exercising the 
tax-exempt privilege. Take a man with a capital of a half 
million dollars. If he invests in taxable securities at 5 per 
cent his income is $25,000. 

His tax is $2,640 and his net income is $22,360. If he buys 
4} per cent tax-exempt securities, his income is only $21,250. 
We find, then, that a man with an income as large as $25,000 
can not exercise the privilege of buying tax-exempt securities 
without losing money. This is the privilege which you gentle- 
men propose to reserye—a privilege confined to those with an 
income of over $25,000 a year. 

Let me tell you one other thing, because it is worthy of your 
serious thought. When these men with an income of over 
$25,000 exercise the privilege that you grant them of paying no 
taxes at all, who takes up the slack? Why, the men of small 
means. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman kindly extend my time? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. How much time does the gentleman 
desire to finish? There is such a demand for time. 

Mr. MILLS. I will ask the gentleman if he will give me the 
time he originally promised and I will try to reduce it. Ten 
minutes more. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Very well, I will extend the time of 
the gentleman 10 minutes, but I will have to cut out some 
others, 
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Mr. MILLS. If you do not believe that, gentlemen, study the 
returns from 1916 to 1921, and what will you find? Income 
return increase from $6,000,000,000 to $19,000,000,000. The 
income return from every class over $50,000 decreased. What 
is the answer? The men below $50,000 are paying more and 
more under the present system, and the men above $50,000 
less and less. 


You gentlemen can, if you want, retain for your States the 
tax-exempt privilege, but if you do, you have got to make up 
your mind when the tax bill cémes in next week to vote for 
rates no higher than 25 per cent. You can, if you want, next 
week vote for 44 per cent; but if you do, as honest men, you 
have got to vote against tax-exempt securities to-day, For 
as honest men, when you vote for 44 per cent taxes, you must 
mean an effective tax, not a nominal tax, and yet how can it 
be collected if you maintain these isles of safety on which the 
rich may find security from taxation? I know that when the 
tax bill is reported in two weeks, or whenever it is, our ears 
will be delighted by the eloquence of gentlemen pleading the 
cause of the small man and pleading for the retention of high 
rates on the rich. Defeat this amendment, and what a sham 
battle that will be! Defeat this amendment, and you are 
loading the surtax gun with a blank cartridge. There will be 
a loud report, gentlemen—a minority report—but nothing will 
drop; not a swollen income will be punctured. Where are 
these giant killers to-day? Where are these self-appointed 
friends of the plain man—the small man? Why, gentlemen, 
they are digging tax-proof shelters for the rich, so that when 
they get after them two weeks from now they will be sure 
they do not find them. [Laughter and applause.] 

There we are, gentlemen, We must choose. In his pic- 
turesque language my friend from Texas [Mr. Garner] last 
week referred to “Old Man Bonus” on the one hand, and 
“Uncle Andy” on the other. To follow in his footsteps I 
say, “ Here we are, gentlemen; we have Old Man State Rights 
on the one hand and Uncle John’s 44 per cent schedule on 
the other. We have balanced between them long enough. 
You have got to decide. Are you going to stick to Old Man 
State Rights and abandon Uncle John? Or are you going to 
abandon State Rights and join Uncle John when he goes 
gunning for the rich next week? And Uncle John himself 
has got te decide whether he is going to try to bring down 
some game or just fire a salute. [Laughter and applause.] 

To vote for tax-exempt securities, gentlemen, and then to 
vote for a high surtax rate is to write after the income-tax 
schedule the following amendment: “Provided, however, that 
the payment of these taxes is at the option of the taxpayer, 
and if he does not desire to pay them, his declination meets 
with the entire approval of the Congress.“ [Laughter.] 

Mr. ARNOLD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, MILLS. I can not yield just now. 

Let no man vote against this amendment to-day and go 
back and tell his constituents that he is for the Garner rate 
or any other high surtax rate. He is for nothing of the sort. 
He is for no tax at all. [Applause.] 


For my part, gentlemen, I believe in a progressive income 
tax, and I am opposed to tax-exempt securities as utterly 
inconsistent with that form of taxation and eventually bound 
to destroy it. I favor rates fixed at the point where they 
can be collected, and then I want to see the enactment of 
a law that can be enforced and respected. And I denounce 
as wicked, hypocritical, and a fraud a system which pur- 
ports to take 50 per cent of a man's income and at the same 
time by law provides that he may at his option pay no tax 
at all. 

Gentlemen, in the name of truth, in the name of fairness, 
in the name of consistency, in the name of common, every- 
day, ordinary honesty, let us put an end to this evil. [Pro- 
longed applause.] 
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Average annual yield of railroad, public utility, and municipal bonds 
showing aevarities 8 (1) municipal and railroad, 
and (2) public utility and muntcipal—Continued. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York yield 
back his time? 

Mr. MILLS. I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has yielded back the bal- 
ance of his time. 

Mr. ARNOLD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? He has the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. He yields back his time. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minois [Mr. RAINEY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, I listen always with great 


pleasure and always with profit to the discussions of my friend | 


and colleague on the committee, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mrits], who has just taken his seat, and I am particularly 
impressed by the statement he makes this morning and by the 
arguments he so forcibly presents. 

Now, in order properly to reply to the argument of the gentle- 
man from New York, who has just taken his seat, and in order 
to present the matter from the viewpoint, as I see it, of “the 
small man,” I want to read first of all from the biography of 
the gentleman from New York, prepared by himself and inserted 
in the Congressional Directory, to see whether he also is in a 
position to look at this matter from the viewpoint of “ the small 
man.” In qualifying himself to represent in this House the 
small man,” the gentleman from New York himself in his 
biography advises us that he is a director of the Atchison, Topeka 
& Santa Fe Railway system, a director of the Lackawanna Steel 
Co., a director of the Mergenthaler Linotype Co., a director 
of the Shredded Wheat Co., a director of the Crex. Carpet Co., 
and a trustee of the New York Trust Co. He also advises us in 
his biography that in 1911 he became a member of the firm of 
Stetson, Jennings & Russell, and, so far as this biography shows, 
he ts still a member of that firm. I might add that this law 


firm constitutes the personal counsel of J. P. Morgan. I do not) 
trust the Greeks who come bearing gifts. [Applause.] And a 
gentleman who occupies this position in the financial world 
pretends to speak in behalf of the small man” and challenges 
any of us to refute the position he so plausibly takes. 

The argument of the gentleman from New York is not new. 
It is the argument advanced in the propaganda being presented 
throughout the United States in the newspapers to-day. It 
comes from exactly the same source as the propaganda in favor 
of low surtax rates, in favor of the Mellon plan. It proceeds 
upon the theory that to exempt securities issued by States in the 
future is to permit men of large wealth to lock up their wealth, 
to conceal it. It proceeds upon the theory that there is some- 
where an inexhaustible reservoir of tax-exempt securities and 
that all the very rich have to do is to dip down into it and take 
out as much as they want and leave their money in its place, 
and the money thus becomes inactive. This is the theory upon 
which this argument proceeds. That is the argument of the 
gentleman who has just taken his seat. 

Now, in the first place, there is no lack of capital to invest 
in business enterprises. I have here Associated Press articles 
from the gentleman's own city of February 4 calling attention 
to the fact that last week we again exceeded the record, and 
that last week the investments in New York City amounted 
to $100,000,000, bringing the total for that one investment center 
alone for the last month above $400,000,000. Here is a recent 
notice in the press dispatches advising us that the Buick Co. 
is about to spend $11,000,000 in developing its plants. 

Here is an article from the Babson Statistical Co. calling 
attention to the fact that the gold stream into the United 
States is still increasing, and attempting to allay the fears of 
men engaged in business in the United States that there is 
about to be an expansion of currency on account of the fact 
that gold is coming here now, not for the purpose alone of pay- 
ing for our goods, but the gold of the world is coming here to 
be invested in productive enterprises in the United States, 
Here is an article by a New York financial writer, and I will 
just read the heading, “ Trade reports bright and flood of funds 
for loans help Wall Street.” I might continue this indefinitely, 
but there never was as much money for productive enterprise 
as there is at the present time. [Applause.] 

Now, the gentleman stands, first of all, for a reduction of high 
surtax rates, just as low as they can possibly be made, and we 
expect him in his position to stand for that proposition, Then 
the gentleman stands for the proposition embraced in this 
amendment, which makes it possible for the Federal Govern- 
ment to tax securities issued by the States and by subdivisions 
of the States. When we realize what effect that amendment 
would really have we can understand why the gentleman 
stands for it, but he did not state this particular reason. 
What will be the effect upon these tax-exempt securities held 
by his millionaire friends if this amendment is submitted to 
the States? The effect of this at once will be to increase in 
value the tax-exempt securities he says they already have. 
So he stands, first of all, for, a proposition which makes the 
very rich pay less tax to the Government, and then for this 
proposition which, if he is right about the amount of securities 
they hold, will at once increase in value the tax-exempt securi- 
ties they hold at the present time. Of course, we expect him to 
take that position, occupying the position in the financial world 
he does. 

And what effect is this tax going to have if it is imposed In 
the future upon his millionaire friends who make these loans? 
Why, none at all, except to increase the value of the holdings 
they now have. They can still invest in the securities of the 
States if they feel like doing it, but the securities issued by the 
States will in the future bear a higher rate of interest because 
they will be subject to this income tax. His friends who make 
these investments will not pay it. He is not arguing for a 
proposition which means that they will pay something, because 
the interest rate will be larger in order to meet the very 
amendment he champions. Who will pay it? The taxpayers in 
the States will pay it. It will harm the little man whom the 
gentleman pretends to champion because it places him in the 
position of being compelled to contribute more and more to the 
financiers of this country, the money kings of this country, 
who make these loans. 

Now let us see what these tax-exempt securities really amount 
to at the present time in order to determine whether there is 
as much of them as the gentleman thinks there is. The only 
authoritative utterance we have on this subject is contained 
in the testimony of Mr. Mellon before the Ways and Means 
ee on the 16th day of January, 1922, and this is what 

e says: 
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1924. 


The estimated total of all tax-free securities issued in the United 
States, outstanding on January 1, 1922, is $10,660,000,000. Of this 
amount it is probable that, say, $5,660,000,000 is held by corporations, 
such as the insurance companies, surety and bonding companies, banks 
and trust companies, etc, which are required to retain certain reserves. 
Many States require these reserves held by concerns doing business 
therein to be in the form of local, State, and municipal securities. 
Now, you see from that these laws requiring investments in municipal 
securities, etc., seem to account for about half of all the tax-exempt 
securities outstanding. In other words, of the total amount of 
810,880, 00 % which the actuary estimates, $5,660,000,000 are held 
by these corporations, banks, and trust companies. Those are not in 
the hands of the indivyiduals—approximately half of the whole amount 
of those tax-free securities outstanding. 


Now, that was in 1922, but there have been some slight addi- 
tions to it since, and the additions will prebably bring the 
amount up to between $11,000,000,000 and $12,000,000,000. 

It is not true that money invested in these tax-exempt securi- 
ties becomes at once inactive; it is the most active block of 
capital we hare and the most usefully employed block of capi- 
tal we have. What becomes of it? The States get it. What 
do they do with it? They build roads with it, and nearly all 
of it goes to labor. What else becomes of it? Why, cities get 
it, and what do they do with it? They build subways; they 
pave their streets; and most of that goes to labor. What is the 
other channel through which this money pours as investments 
are made in these kinds of securities? Why, it goes to farm- 
ers through farm-lean banks and through joint-stock land 
banks. I do not know how much of it, but a very considerable 
part of it goes out in these directions. It goes toward im- 
proving farms, toward enabling farmers to raise foodstuffs 
and bread grains for the gentleman’s constituents in New York, 
who buy at the reduced prices they are now paying for them. 
It is an active bleck of capital, a block of capital usefully 
employed. 

Now, as to the reciprocal provision providing that States can 
retaliate, if they choose, by taxing securities issued by the 
Federal Government. That looks fair on its face, but it abso- 
lutely amounts to nothing. When do we expect the Government 
of the United States to issue any more bonds? We are paying 
them off now. We have had, according to Mr. Mellon, a tre- 
mendous surplus for the last two years, and he proposes, in- 
stead of paying off bonds, to give some of it back to the tax- 
payers who paid it in last year. The time has come for the 
Federal Government to pay off its obligations, and it must pay 
them off, not increase them, and it is not going to Increase them. 

But the States must issue these securities. During the war 
they were stopped by war regulations from doing it, but the 
States have now commenced to build roads and make improve- 
ments; municipalities are commencing to improve streets and 
build subways, after the period of the war, when they were 
restrained from doing it, and they are going to issue this kind 
of security in the future. It therefore enables the Federal Gov- 
ernment to tax the States without any ability on the part of 
the States at all to retaliate on securities issued by the Fed- 
eral Government, It will enable the Federal Government, if the 
amendment is adopted, to a certain extent, to destroy the 
securities issued by the States and to compel them to raise the 
interest rates on their securities. [Applause.] 

Even if States could retaliate and tax the income on Federal 
banks, this might inaugurate a dangerous period of retaliatory 
taxing measures, and this possibility presents another serious 
objection to this proposed amendment to the Constitution. 

If Mr. Mellon is right, there can only be five or six billion 
dollars of tax exempts in the hands of private owners, and this 
is a negligible amount—even if it is as inactive as they say it 
is—when compared with the great total invested in production 
enterprises in the United States. There is at least thirty times 
this much invested in production business enterprises in the 
United States. 

Under the Constitution as it stands now States can tax the 
income on their own securities if they desire to do so, and the 
Federal Government can tax the income on its own securities as 
much as the Congress may determine. And I am going to vote 
in favor of preserving both these privileges. I am not going to 
vote in favor of an amendment which will mean more taxes 
for the people to pay in the several States. Taxes are high 
enough now. I do not intend to vote for an amendment which 
will make it necessary for the farmers of the country to pay 
higher interest rates for the money they must borrow. I will 
not support a proposition which will make it possible for the 
money kings of the country to levy larger and ever larger 
tribute on the people of the country. [Applause.] 

Under permission to extend my remarks I print herewith the 
following letter addressed to Hon. R. Wauron Moore, of Vir- 


ginia, by a very prominent lawyer of Norfolk, Va., who is only 
actuated by patriotic motives: 
NORFOLK, VA., January 29, 192}. 
Hon. R. WALTON Moors, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dran Sm: Ihave your favor of the 26th, quoting a letter from Doctor 
Shaw, which quotation interests me greatly. I am glad you sent him 
a copy of my communication on tax-exempt bonds. 

As the matter has come up again, I would take the liberty of express- 
ing some further views on the subject. 

Tt seems to me that the proposed amendment in its present form is 
merely a covert attempt to give the Federal Government the power of 
taxing State securities. It is true that it gives the same power to the 
States to tax the Federal Government; but it has always been the 
policy of the Federal Government to pay off its obligations as fast as 
possible, so that in a few years this reciprocal right of the States would 
amount to nothing. It is objectionable also in provoking a war of tax 
reprisals between the State and the National Government, and it is 
absolutely objectionable on the ground that Doctor Shaw gives, that it 
assumes a superior wisdom in the Federal Government and a right to 
supervise and limit the expenditures of the State government. In fact, 
one of the arguments most strenuously urged is that it would check 
extravagant State and municipal expenditures. 

How this argument would sound to Galveston and San Francisco 
just after their disasters I leave to you to say. Local development 
is necessary in the State government, and it is no business of the 
National Government to dictate to them. Excessive issues bring their 
own remedy by destroying the market yalue of the bonds. This amend- 
ment, therefore, is like so much legislation which we have nowadays, 
by which the National Government holds out to the State government 
the bait of a Federal appropriation providing that the government do 
certain requirements laid down by the Federal Government and meet 
it with a like appropriation; and it never seems to occur to anyone 
that the States are being bribed with their own money, 

If the advocates are sincere in objecting to tax-exempt securities, 
the simplest and obvious way to bring it about would be to offer a 
constitutional amendment forbidding the issue of any bonds containing 
a contract ef exemption from taxation, except, of course, original or 
successive renewals of outstanding debts. This wonld not bring about 
a tax war and would operate alike on both. I believe even that would 
be injudicious; but if it is unwise to issue tax-exempt securities, that 
is the straightforward way to prevent it. I think it would be very 
unwise to provide that no State or National Government should be 
allowed to issue securities and exempt them from taxation or not as it 
sees fit, because it is always a question whether intangibles ought to be 
taxed at all, and both the State and National Government should be 
left free. f 

I think the whole trouble now is the distorted, jaundiced theory that 
a purchaser of tax-exempt securities is a tax dodger. He was not so 
considered when we were in the midst of a war and he was being 
solicited to buy the Government bonds. Has it ever occurred -to the 
people who make that remark that we might have another war at any 
time? And bas it ever occurred to them that if we do, they are taking 
a pretty effectual way of preventing the Government from financing 
it by abusing the people who came to its aid when aid was needed? 
The fact is that this Nation, even with its great resources and credit, 
could not have floated a national-bond Issue of about $30,000,000,000 
at 44 per cent if they had not been made tax exempt. And having 
gotten the money of its citizens by an appeal to their patriotism, it 
does not lie In their mouth to abuse the people for responding to that 
appeal. 

The fact is that no amendment is really necessary. There is no law, 
either of the State or National Government, requiriug such bonds to be 
exempt from taxation. Under present conditions they may be made tax 
free or not, according to the necessity of the time; and to put a hide- 
bound provision against it in the Constitution is to tie our hands in a 
time of great emergency, whether it is a State emergency or a national 
emergency. 

Yours sincerely, 
ROBERT M. HUGRES. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from IHinois asks unani- 
mous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the RECORD. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Trncuer]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas is recog- 
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I had hoped 
there would never come a time when there would be a parti- 
san issue as to whether we wanted to get rid of tax-exempt 
securities. The question we are debating to-day is, Are we in 
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favor of continuing a system that enables a man, when he 
reaches a certain height financially, when he gets to be worth 
so much money that he can retire from business, to quit paying 
taxes simply because he has that much money? No poor man 
can avail himself of the tax-exempt securities. No man in 
ordinary circumstances can avail himself of the tax-exempt 
securities, because he not only has to work himself but he 
has to make his capital work; but under the system to-day, 
when a man has attained a certain height in the financial 
world then he can retire. 

It is all right to say we are issuing less and less of tax- 
exempt securities as time goes on, if you just want to say 
that; but the hearings in this case disclose that we are gain- 
ing nearly a billion dollars a year in the issuance of tax- 
exempt securities. The gentleman who just left the floor is 
in favor of the Republican Party curing—I think he said a few 
weeks ago—10,000 errors that exist in this country, and he is 
going to help cure them now by fighting for tax-exempt securi- 
ties and for a high surtax. In other words, he is willing to be 
in the position with his people of being for taxing the rich, 
but he is willing to have the rich understand that he had the 
nerve to stand in the American Congress and leave it optional 
with them as to whether they pay taxes or not. I do not care 
what line of business the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Murs] has pursued, and I do not care how many poor clients 
my good friend, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRA- 
HAM], has that have their capital invested in tax-exempt 
securities. This is a matter that we should approach not in 
a partisan mood or because some one else is for it. Are the 
people who elected us to represent them in Congress in favor 
of our continuing to permit the issuance of $1,000,000,000 a 
year worth of tax-exempt securities for the rich, so that they 
may go into seclusion and pay no taxes in this country? Maybe 
it will be all right to explain it. 

In spite of the fact there are those who are ambitious to 
succeed him, I consider that the real leader of the Democratic 
Party in Congress occupies the position of the real leader, and 
I am always glad to hear him talk. I am always glad to hear 
his speeches, and if there had been anything in this proposi- 
tion it would have been brought out when the real leader of 
the minority spoke yesterday morning; and you can say what 
you please about Fryts GARRETT, he is always frank and 
honest. He had some reasons for being against this amend- 
ment. Let us see now what they were: In the first place, he 
pleads with you not to consider this matter from an economic 
standpoint. That is his language. Well, what other stand- 
point is there? From what other standpoint can we consider it? 

Naturally I thought when he said that the only other stand- 
point was a political standpoint, but he immediately dispelled 
any fear of that from my mind, because he went on and said 
that in the War of 1812 some of the money interests were 
against the war, and it could not have been financed had it not 
been for the permission to issue tax-free securities, He went 
into it further and said that in the Mexican War some of the 
money interests were against the war, and it probably could 
not have been financed with such an amendment as this in the 
Constitution. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman evidently mis- 
understood what I said and evidently has not read what I said 
in the Recorp. I did not state that the money interests were 
opposed to the War of 1812 or the war with Mexico. I stated 
that certain groups of States in which there was large wealth 
were opposed to it. Nor did I state, if the gentleman will per- 
mit me further, that this question must be approached from 
the economic side. Upon the contrary, I stated that I regretted 
to approach it from that side. 

Mr. TINCHER. And that is the way I quoted the gentleman. 
I think the gentleman misunderstood my quoting him. I said 
you did not want it approached from the economic side, and 
that is true. Then, after cautioning the Congress not to ap- 
proach it from the economic side, I understood the gentleman 
to give some reasons, other than the economic propositions, 
for being against it, and my understanding of the gentleman 
was that those reasons were fear that with an amendment like 
this in the Constitution the money interests might prevent the 
suecessful financing of a war some time in the future. 

I appreciate that the gentleman gives careful consideration 
to every utterance that he indulges in upon the floor of this 
House, but I say let us correct this evil, and if we must have 
another war, which I hope to God we never will have, let us 
conscript the capital the same as we take the man, and let 
us not consider the interests of the big financiers at this time 
with reference to the next war. [Applause.] The people of 


this country are against tax-free securities. They believe, and 
rightly so, that it affords the rich an opportunity to avoid their 
equal burdens of government. I do not know whether the exact 
language of this resolution is the exact way to cure it. Under 
our system of government the committees spend their time on 
such matters, but the principle involved is a proper one. Why, 
gentlemen on this side [indicating Democratic side], from a 
political standpoint—and there is a lot of politics in this; I 
know it, because some men, I understand, did not decide which 
side they would speak on until almost this morning, and some 
learned gentlemen, formerly A. B.’s and A. M.’s and lawyers, 
are now, according to their own obituaries written in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, farmers, pure and simple, and nothing 
else. I think a man should be careful what he writes in that 
Recorp about himself. What is your position? Is it possible 
that for political reasons you are going to try to prevent the 
party in power from curing the economic evils of the day? 
Surely you will not stand here and vote down a proposition 
to do away with tax-exempt securities this week, and then vote 
for a surtax of 44 per cent next week—a more inconsistent 
vote no man can picture—and then expect the American people 
to be so ignorant as to think that you did it for patriotic rea- 
sons, for fear you could not get money to carry on the next 
war, or perhaps haye them think that you followed the gentle- 
man who just preceded me, in his delightful picture, that the 
tax-exempt securities were gradually going out of existence, 
anyway, and very few of them were being issued, when, as a 
matter of fact, they have increased to a billion dollars a year. 

It is true the responsibility is on this side to cure some of 
the evils in our present economic system. I am not to blame 
for the fact, and I do not charge any gentleman on that side 
of the House of being to blame for the fact that as a result 
of the Great War great fortunes were amassed in this country. 
But we are to blame for the fact if we continue to permit 
these fortunes to escape taxation. Oh, they say, it will raise 
the price of tax-exempt securities that they already have. 
Perhaps so, but that is an evil that is already accomplished, 
These tax-exempt securities are already in being. That is 
not our fault, but if we continue to issue them and furnish a 
place for the investment of these ill-gotten gains of the war 
profiteers that is our fault. 

But they say to some of us you can not vote for this because 
you farmers are getting the benefit of tax-free securities in 
the form of farm-loan bonds. Why are the Federai farm-loan 
bonds tax free? Because Congress said they should be tax 
free, and the Constitution authorizes the Congress to say it, 
and the Supreme Court upheld the Congress in saying it on 
the ground that the public welfare clause in the Constitution 
says they have a right to encourage agriculture. But they 
say you want to destroy the farm-loan banks. Over cn the 
Republican side of the House we will stand to protect the farm- 
loan banks, but that is a bugaboo. Whenever that condition 
comes that the high-powered loan companies are going to 
destroy the farm-loan banks the Congress will act as it acted 
in creating it. Men know that they are not using that argu- 
ment in good faith but simply to bluff some of us into the 
ridiculous position of standing in Congress to-day and voting 
for tax-exempt securities. I do not believe that any man in 
this House who will regard his conscience and his people at 
home can afford to-day to cast a record vote in favor of con- 
tinuing the issuance of tax-free securities. [Applause.] The 
passage of this amendment would not affect the farm-loan bank 
at all. Congress would have to act then the same as now. 
The Congress now has the power to tax these securities the 
same as it would under this amendment. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. BYRNES]. 

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the committee, it is a remarkable and most cheering 
sight to see the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mtrus], that 
great friend of the farmer, and the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. Trncuer], also a friend of the farmer, occupy the same 
position pleading for the rights of the plain people. One of 
these gentlemen is being fooled, and from the statements of 
the gentleman from Kansas my suspicions are that he is the 
one deceived. Mr. Mars has no doubt about his position. Mr. 
TINCHER apparently has. He stated that many Members did 
not know until this morning how they were going to vote. 
He must have been one of them because he has been voting 
two ways on this subject. In the last Congress he made equally 
as forceful speech against the issuance of tax-exempt securities, 
and then a few weeks later, even while this resolution was 
pending in the Senate, he waltzed up to the roll call and voted 
for the intermediate credit banks bill authorizing the issuance 
of more tax-exempt securities. If he believed the securities 
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essential to the success of these banks, in order to get lower 
rates of interest for the farmer, why does he now seek to de- 
stroy those banks by taking from them the tax-exempt privilege 
he advocated last February? 


And the gentleman from Kansas reiterates the argument of 
the gentleman from New York that those who hold tax-exempt 
Securities pay no taxes upon income derived from such se- 
curities. And that is the only argument made in behalf of the 
resolution. I deny that the statement is accurate. 

To-day the city of Topeka, Kans., if it desires to build a 
schoolhouse, can issue bonds with interest at 5 per cent and 
easily market them. If this amendment should be ratified, the 
Congress can levy a tax upon the income derived from such 
bonds. In addition if the State of Kansas sought to tax income 
upon securities of the Federal Government, in order to comply 
with the provision prohibiting discrimination against such 
securities it would have to levy a tax upon securities issued 
by the State. Opinions differ as to the effect this taxation 
would have upon the interest rate of municipal bonds. [If it 
was found necessary to make the rate upon bonds issued by 
Topeka, Kans., 7 per cent instead of 5 per cent, it would mean 
a difference of 2 per cent upon the $100,000 bonds, or $2,000. 
Clearly the effect of the tax exemption is that in the one case 
where the securities are tax exempt Mr. Rockefeller, who buys 
the bonds, gets for the use of his $100,000 only $5,000. If this 
amendment was ratified and the interest rate was 7 per cent 
he would get for the use of his money $7,000. The $2,000 is a 
tax and the difference is that now the $2,000 is paid in advance 
to the municipality of Topeka. If the bonds were made sub- 
ject to tax the taxpayers of Topeka would pay Mr. Rockefeller 
$7,000 interest, and then the United States Government would 
collect an income tax upon this $7,000. 

Gentlemen who advocate the resolution say it will prevent 
the wealthy evading taxation, and I have yet to hear of one 
wealthy man opposing the resolution. On the contrary, we 
daily receive letters from people of wealth urging its passage. 
Are they fighting to increase their taxes? Did they accumulate 
wealth by opposing their own interests? 

It is argued that the tax-exempt securities are in the hands 
of the very wealthy, but the report of Mr. Mellon shows that 
only 6 per cent of the total amount of tax-exempt securities is 
in the hands of persons with incomes over $300,000. It shows 
that the tax-exempt securities are held by persons of all 
classes. The very wealthy did not accumulate their wealth by 
any 44 per cent investments. That is not enough for them. 

Some gentleman has quoted the falling off in large incomes 
between 1919 and 1921. An examination of the Treasury re- 
turns for the two years shows that most of the decrease is 
due to the falling off in profits derived from sales of lands, 
stocks, and other property, not in interest upon investments. 

But I want to talk about the farm-loan system. By this 
resolution you decree its life or death. The gentleman from 
Kansas believes it can continue to function even if its bonds 
are taxable; but the committee report is frank enough to 
declare it will force an increase in the interest rate on farm 
loans. And the chairman of the committee [Mr. GREEN] stated 
yesterday it would have that result. We all know that the 
only reason the farmers of Kansas can to-day borrow through the 
farm-loan banks at 54 and 6 per cent is because farm-loan bonds 
are not taxable. Take away that privilege and we will go back 
to the old condition. In my State, and I am sure in Kansas, 
too, farmers had to pay 8 per cent, payable semiannually, and 
generally pay 5 per cent commissions in order to secure the 
loan. There are $8,000,000,000 in mortgages upon farms in Amer- 
ica. The farm-loan system now has of this amount $1,200,- 
000,000. It has not only saved the more than 2 per cent upon 
this amount but it has forced the insurance companies and 
money-lending companies to meet competition and reduce their 
interest rates to 6 per cent. No one ever heard of a fight upon 
tax-exempt securities until the farm-loan banks began to put 
the money-lending mortgage companies out of business. I do 
not question the motives of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Murs]. He believes in this theory of taxation. He ts 
not responsible for the propaganda which has brought this 
resolution before the Congress. The farm-mortgage companies 
are responsible. Had it not been for them there would be no 
sentiment for this resolution. I not only charge it but they 
admit it and boast of it. Yesterday the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. OLDFIELD] referred to some evidence along this 
line. Let me quote an additional statement from the secre- 
tary of that association, Mr. Chassel. Reviewing his year’s 
work, he said: 

The high-water mark of our hopes was reached when the resolution 


to amend the Constitution was put- on the Congressional calendar with 
a favorable recommendation. 


Whose hopes? The hopes of the money lenders who had for 
years fattened upon the farmers of the West and the South. 
Then the Secretary boasts: 


Probably at no time in the history of the American Constitution has 
such a remarkable advance been made with an entirely new proposition 
as that of the tax-exemption amendment in the last four years, 


How it was done is told by Mr. F. C. Waples, secretary of 
Iowa Farm Mortgage Association, in an address: 


But we have by persistent work among all of our members, by talk- 
ing, giving public speeches, getting editorials and articles published in 
the home papers, sending of pamphlets and circulars broadcast to 
borrowers, to newspapers, and magazines, and encouraging the reading 
of articles along these lines, together with the fact of a high surtax, 
changed entirely the sentiment of the general public toward tax 


exemption. ` 


Now we know the source of the newspaper articles and edi- 
torials we have been reading. They were inspired by those 
money-lending farm-mortgage companies whose grip upon the 
producers of America had been broken by the farm-loan banks. 
Make no mistake. Upon the farms there is a mortgage debt 
of $8,000,000,000. That debt must be refunded. If as a result 
of this amendment taxes are levied by the Federal Government 
upon the income from farm-loan bonds, taxes can also be 
levied upon such income by the several States. If it increases 
the interest rate 1 per cent, it will cost the farmers of Kansas, 
South Carolina, and other States $80,000,000. If it increases 
the rate 2 per cent, it means a tax upon the farmers of 
$160,000,000. 

There is another group favoring this amendment. Stock 
brokers who sell municipal securities can not get as large com- 
missions as they can get for selling the more speculative indus- 
trial securities. But the credit for bringing this resolution to 
the House belongs to the farm-mortgage sharks. Submit it to 
the States, and in the agricultural States like Kansas, Ne- 
braska, Arkansas, and South Carolina it will be known as the 
loan-shark amendment to the United States Constitution. I 
have no doubt of the result, because the people have come to 
know what it means, and are not going to surrender to the 
Federal Government the power to tax the securities of a State 
and its subdivisions, to interfere with the right of school dis- 
trict to finance the building of a schoolhouse, of a municipality 
to pave its streets, of a State to build its roads. 

Gentlemen may argue, as did the gentleman from Kansas, 
that the Congress now has the right to tax farm-loan bonds 
but has not done it. True. But under this amendment to the 
Constitution, if ratified, if it is to operate at all, Congress must 
tax them. Under the first section the Federal Government is 
granted the power to tax the securities of a State, but it can 
not discriminate against such securities and in favor of securi- 
ties issued under the authority of the Federal Government. 
If the Congress levies a tax upon income from State securities, 
it would be unconstitutional unless it levied a similar tax upon 
farm-loan bonds. So if the amendment is to operate at all, it 
will tax farm-loan bonds. 

Even should Congress fail to exercise the power granted b 
the amendment and levy a tax upon incomes from State securi- 
ties and from farm-loan bonds, any one of the States, after the 
amendment is ratified, may exercise the power granted in sec- 
tion 2 and levy a tax upon income derived from farm-loan bonds 
and other securities of the United States Government. And if 
the United States Government taxes such income the States, 
under section 2, may also tax it, making two levies upon the 
same income. Where are these farm-loan bonds held? In New 
York. I would certainly expect the State of New York, whose 
securities would be taxed by the United States Government, to 
respond by taxing farm-loan bonds. There is another reason 
why it should. This money of citizens of New York is invested 
in farm mortgages upon lands in the West and South, not in 
the State of New York. 

But the State of Kansas and the State of South Carolina, 
whose securities would be taxed by the Federal Government, 
would have little chance to reciprocate upon the securities of 
the Federal Government, because only a small amount of such 
securities are held in the undeveloped States of the West and 
South. I can see selfish reasons why a gentleman representing 
the city of New York might vote for the resolution, but I can 
see no reason why any man from an agricultural district should 
vote for it. [Applause.] 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South 
Carolina has expired. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bese]. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
it requires a keener insight into the reasons actuating men to 
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_ take certain positions than I have, for me to figure out why 
OcbEx Mitts, my good friend from New York, and Jnr FREAR, 
my good friend from Wisconsin, both want the same thing in a 
financial proposition. That does not sway me in the least. I 
have all the respect there is for one man to have for another 
Tor the ability of Mr. Murs as a financier, but I concede him 
absolutely nothing over myself in th. ability to understand a 
man who borrows money. I have had more experience at that 
than he has had. The gentleman from New York [Mr. MrrxsJ, 
referred this year to the same speech that he made a year ago, 
in which he said that the United States was losing $240,000,000 
in taxes alone. In 10 minutes there is not time enough to ex- 
plain away a discrepancy as technical as this, which took three- 
quarters of an hour to tell, but you may lock in the CONGRES- 
sionat Recorp and read the gentleman's speech, and I will show 
you the first fallacy that he makes. His first fallacy is the 
claim that only 35 per cent of these nontaxables are held by 
corporations which this resolution will not reach, when the fact 
is, according to Mr. Mellon—and I believe he knows what he is 
putting in his 1923 Treasury report—6S per cent of all the non- 
taxables held in the United States are held by institutions that 
Will not be reached by this amendment if it passes. What are 
those institutions? They are the life-insurance companies in the 
United States. Who owns the life-insurance companies? 
They are owned by the same millionaires that Mr. Mers wants 
to get after to make them pay taxes. They own the life- 
insurance companies and they own 68 per cent of the securities 
that are now taxable. I do not care whether the issue is 
$30,000,000 or $30,000,000,000, it does not make any difference, 
but if you will take a pencil and figure the average interest 
charge of the political subdivision that pledges its credit, you 
will find that added interest charge on the paying public will 
not be over one-half of 1 per cent, and multiply then simple 
interest ond you will find that the people who are paying for 
these bonds ultimately, who are paying the interest on the bonds, 
pay 25 times as much as the Government loses, because William 
Rockefeller did not pay on $40,000,000 of nontaxables. 

Now do not you mistake this question of juggling figures at 
all. I want to go to another phase of this. My good friend 
from Kansas [Mr. Trycnuer]—and if I conceived this to be a 
partisan question I would not be up here speaking; there is not 
any partisanship on voting on an economic proposition of taxa- 
tion—my good friend [Mr. Trxcuer] said a minute ago 
that if we discover after awhile that the insurance com- 
panies and the money-lending corporations are going to ruin 
the farm banks, why we will correct it by legislation. Well, 
he has been here so long I think 

Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEGG. If I have made a mistake in quoting the gen- 
tleman—— 

Mr. TINCHER. The gentleman has. I said it would take 
action by Congress, if they undertook to destroy the farm-loan 
banks, and 

Mr. BEGG. I beg the gentleman's pardon. I did not get 
his speech. If that is what he said then it is simply another 
calculation of simple mathematics. Mr. Mils, on whom they 
are all leaning on this side that believe in this amendment— 
every last one of them rests on his bosom every hour of the 
day [laughter]—he says it will raise the interest rates one-half 
per cent. Now I am of the opinion that it will raise the in- 
terest rate 1 per cent. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEGG. I would like to finish the statement and then 
I will But I know by actual operation—because I am in- 
terested in a bank and I am not so interested in it that I care 
whether it goes out of business or not—but I know there is 
not a farm-loan organization created by the Congress that can 
continue to operate on a spread of one-half of 1 per cent, 
and if you raise the interest rate from 6 to 61 per cent to 
the farmer, where does the half point come from; and on Mr. 
TrncHERr’s figures of a billion a year issued that is $10,000,000 
a year, and ten millions at a half point is $5,000,000 added 
interest you are going to collect off the farmers on the farm- 
loan bonds alone. How much will the Government lose? Well, 
a billien dollars of farm-loan nontaxable securities and this 
amendment is proposed to tax incomes. Let us see; 5 per cent 
on a billion dollars makes $50,000,000. 

Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEGG. Wait until I get through. Fifty million dollars 
worth of incomes that are tax exempt. Who holds it? Why, the 
Treasury figures show that 16 per cent of those are held by 
men with incomes of more than $50,000. Instead of Mr. Mrxs’s 
figures at 60 and 70 per cent as great income-tax payers, Mr. 
Mellon's 1923 Treasury report shows. that only 16 per cent 
of all the taxables żre held by men of incomes of over $50,000. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEGG. I can not yield at the moment. Now then that 
is the $50,000,000 income. Sixteen per cent of $50,000,000 is 
$8,000,000, if I can multiply. Now, the surtax rate of 50 per 
cent—not all the men who own these bonds have their incomes 
running up over $192,000, they do not have to pay 50 per cent, 
but I am going to be generons, and I ain going to suy that 
every man who comes in this 16 per cent class—that makes a 
total loss to the Government of $4,000,000, and the total charge 
to the farmer is $5,000,000 annually, and in 10 and 20 year 
bonds, and that is the issue, five million times 20 and you have 
the cost to the farmer on the farm-loan bonds alone in a 
year’s operation. Why, men in Congress, come right down to 
cold facts. Hither it was wrong, either it was proven to be 
wrong to create the farm banks credit proposition, or it is 
wrong to kill it, and if it was wrong to create it then it Is 
right to vote for this measure, but if it was right to create 
long-time securities and cheap money for the farmers, then 
it is wrong to vote for this, and there is no other conclusion. 
LIApplause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield one aeons to 
the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LARSEN]. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I believe that fhe 
wealth of this Nation should contribute to the support of the 
Government. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLACK]. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I do not think this question is a 
political one at all, and I am certain it is not a partisan ques- 
tion. In my judgment, a vote in favor of the amendment or a 
vote against it will affect the political fortunes of a Member 
yery little, but I do think it is a question of paramount impor- 
tance from an economic and social standpoint. I think this is 


| the kind of a question which emphasizes the importance of a 


Representative undertaking to carefully study the problem from 
every angle and act in a way which he thinks is for the public 
good. In that way only can he discharge his duty as a Repre- 
sentative. I have done that to my ewn satisfaction on this 
question, and I expect to vote in favor of the submission of the 
‘amendment. 

Since this amendment has been pending I have received, as 
most Members have received, letters, pamphlets, and ‘briefs, 
some of them arguing for and some of them arguing against the 
submission of the amendment. Some of the literature I have 
received in favor of the amendment contains long lists of figures 
showing the amount of money now being invested in tax-exempt 
securities, the amount of money the Government is losing from 
‘taxation in that way, and also seeking to show the amount 
which is being diverted from productive enterprises to so-called 
nonproductive industry. On the other hand, some of the lit- 
erature I have received against the amendment gives long lists 
of figures and makes comparisons seeking to show the amount 
of increase in the interest rate of municipal and State securi- 
ties which will result if this amendment is adopted. I have 
read most all of this literature which has been sent me, and I 
think that a great deal of what has been said on both sides is 
extravagant in statement and more or less speculative in char- 
acter. But I do not need to analyze these long lists of figures 
or seek to reconcile them in order to make up my mind. I can 
state my reason for supporting the submission of this amend- 
ment in one single sentence, and that sentence is: I am opposed 
to granting a special privilege to one taxpayer over that which 
is granted to another, [Applause.] 

There should be no privileged class in these United States. 
No principle of taxation is more generally accepted to-day than 
that taxes should be levied in accordance with ability to pay, and 
all citizens should pay in the same manner in proportion to the 
wealth they possess. That is fair and equitable, and anything 
which violates it is contrary to justice and publie policy. I can 
not conceive, gentlemen of the House, of a more indefensible 
subsidy than to grant the rich of the country a safe tax-exempt 
harbor into which they can anchor the boat of their great for- 
tunes. And another thing I will say in this connection, I 
can not conceive of a more inconsistent attitude than for a 
Member of Congress to argue long and vehemently in favor 
of high surtax rates and then turn away from his delightful 
employment of argufying and act as switchman to turn the 
switch and allow these great fortunes to take a safe siding. 
[Applause.] 

Now, gentlemen, the World War brought a tremendous debt to 
the people of the United States, more than $25,000,000,000, about 
$3,000,000,000 of which has already been paid. Not only was 
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this debt created by the war but it turned back into civilian life 
a large number of wounded and disabled veterans who are en- 
titled to the utmost consideration at the hands of the Govern- 
ment. We must do a just and generous part by these wounded 
and disabled men. It is already costing about $500,000,000 a 
year to discharge our obligations to them, and it is going to cost 
more in the future as their disabilities increase with age. Also 
the Government has adopted the wise policy of providing a sink- 
ing fund to pay off within a limited number of years our national 
debt, and, of course, money must be raised by taxation to pay the 
amount of interest annually on the outstanding public debt. The 
three items which I have just mentioned require a total of about 
$2,000,000,000 a year. I am not willing that we continue to 
allow a situation to prevail which will permit a large part of 
the wealth of the country to escape its payment of a just share 
0: these necessary expenses. In a suit involving the estate of 
the celebrated railroad builder, James J. Hill, Louis W. Hill, one 
of his surviving sons, and former adviser of his mother, Mrs. 
James J. Hill, testified that beginning in 1916 and continuing 
until 1919 he disposed of heavily taxed securities held by the 
estate and substituted therefor tax-exempt securities and in this 
way increased the annual income of the estate from $365,000 to 
$730,000 a year. Here is a concrete example of the working of 
the tax-exempt bond evil anybody can understand at a glance. 
But the money thus lost to the public from this shifting of tax- 
able securities to tax-exempt securities must be found some- 
where, and the burden naturally falls on the shoulders of the 
smaller taxpayer. 

2 ASTOR FAMILY SEEKS SHELTER IN TAX EXEMPTS, 

Astors never sell. This was the metropolitan real estate 
axiom until the World War began to break up their great 
estates. Now the Astors have been heavy sellers, we are told. 
The income from their real estate holdings fell into the higher 
surtax brackets and was therefore subject to a heavy income 
tax. So they chose the course of selling their real estate 
holdings and investing the proceeds in securities which were 
tax exempt. Of course there is nothing illegal about this 
course of procedure as long as tax-exempt securities can be 
legally issued. The way to stop it and the only way to stop 
it is to pass this constitutional amendment and make income 
from whatever source obtained taxable. Every consideration 
of justice and fair play and public policy, it seems to me, 
demands it. 

WILLIAM ROCKEFELLER PROFITED BY OWNING TAX-FREE BONDS. 


The estate of William Rockefeller was probated in 1923. The 
court records in New York City show that Mr. Rockefeller 
owned tax-exempt securities to the amount of $43,643,035. 

Mr. Rockefeller was a brother of John D. Rockefeller. and 
was interested in Standard Oil, but strange as it may seem, 
the probate inventory at his death showed that he had disposed 
of most of his Standard Oil stock and had only retained about 
$3,000,000 worth of such stock. 

Many more such cases could be cited if it were profitable and 
necessary to do so. Many more such cases will arise in the 
future as long as it is legally possible to purchase tax-exempt 
securities. 

TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES ENCOURAGE THE SPIRIT OF TAX EVASION. 


There is nothing which contributes more to the spirit of 
tax evasion than for the taxpayers of the country generally to 
believe there is a large amount of wealth which is escaping 
its just part of the tax burden. There is nobody who enjoys 
paying taxes, at least it is not generally regarded as a pleasant 
pastime, but we pay them a great deal more cheerfully and 
willingly if we know that others are carrying their part of 
the load, and are not shifting it to the already bended back 
of some one else. Nothing will cause more discontent and 
unrest than the conviction that a considerable number of tax- 
payers are not contributing their part to the support of the 
Government and its necessary expenses, 

ILLUSTRATION TO SHOW HOW PRESENT TAX EXEMPTION WORKS, 


With our present evils of tax exemption, which are grow- 
ing in their aggravation every year, in what situation do we 
find ourselves? The Federal Government has adopted as a 
part of its permanent tax machinery, and wisely so I think, 
the graduated income tax. At the present time the surtax 
brackets run as, high as 50 per cent. The Government comes, 
we will say, in the person of its internal-reyenue tax col 
lector, to four of its citizens, Jones and Smith and Dubb and 
Dough. Each of them has an income of $25,000 annually. 
Jones Is a manufacturer; Smith is a business man; Dubb is 
a professional man; and Dough is a retired capitalist, and gets 
his $25,000 income by clipping coupons from municipal and 
State bonds. The Government says, “Come in, Smith and 
Jones and Dubb; I have a word to say to you. I need some 
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money to support the Army and the Navy of the United States; 
I need some money to provide for the national defense; i 
need some money to pay the $500,000,000 required to discharge 
our obligations to the wounded and disabled of the World 
War; I need money to pay the interest on the national debt 
and to take care of the sinking fund; but Dough, you need not 
come in; you can stay on the outside—the Supreme Court 
has said that you do not have to contribute anything out of 
your $25,000 income to these necessary and worthy expen 
because your income is from State and municipal bonds. 
will just throw your part of the tax on the already burdened 
shoulders of Smith and Jones and Dubb.” 

And then I see the State of New York, which has levied 
an income tax for the support of its government, come to 
Smith, Jones, Dubb, and Dough, all citizens of the State. 
Each of them has a $25,000 income; Jones is a manufacturer, 
Smith is a business man, Dubb is a professional man, and 
Dough is a retired capitalist and this time has his money 
invested in United States bonds. 

The State of New York says to Jones and Smith and Dubb, 
“Come in here, I have a word to say to you; I need some 
money to support the public schools of this State; I need some 
money to build the public roads of this State; I need some 
money to care for the blind and the dumb and the insane of 
the State.” “Well,” Jones and Smith and Dubb say, “all 
right; we are willing to come in and contribute our part, but 
why don't you call in Dough? [Applause.] He is a citizen 
of this State just as much as we are. He has an income of 
$25,000 just the same as we have and is under just as much 
obligation to support its public schools, to build its public roads, 
and to help care for its blind and deaf and dumb as we are.” 
Les; I know,” replies the State of New York, “but if I call 
him in, he won't come. His income is from United States 
bonds, and under the decisions of the Supreme Court of the 
United States no State can tax the income from bonds of the 
United States Government.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GREEN] yield me three additional minutes? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will yield the gentleman two 
minutes additional. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for two additional minutes. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I just wanted to complete the illus- 
tration which I was using. Here is what we expect to ac- 
complish by this amendment if it is submitted and the States 
finally adopt it. We will then adopt the graduated income tax 
again with no exemptions to anybody, and the Government of 
the United States will come to Jones and Smith and Dubb and 
Dough, and say: “Come in here, I have a word to say to you; 
and, Dough, you come, too, this time, because I will now give 
you the happy privilege of contributing to the support of the 
Government which affords your wealth its protection and whosa 
privileges you enjoy.” [Applause.] And just as Dough is 
about to go in, I see my good friend, WILLIAM A. OLDFIELD, of 
Arkansas, and my good friend, Mr. Granam, of Pennsylvania, 
and my good friend, Mr. Brea, of Ohio, rush up and say, “ For 
God's sake, don’t take Dough in there; you will destroy the sov- 
ereignty of the States and undermine our dual system of gov- 
ernment.” [Laughter and applause.] Well, I will simply say 
this: If our dual system of government is not founded on a 
firmer foundation than Dough’s shifting shoulders, it will not 
last very long. I have always been led to believe that democ- 
racy means equal opportunity and, just as important, equal 
obligation. It is because I believe this pending amendment will 
compel the fulfillment of equal obligation that I will support it. 

[By unanimous consent, Mr. Brack of Texas was granted 
leave to revise and extend his remarks.] 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. BACHARACH]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

[By unanimous consent, Mr. BACHARACH was granted leave 
to revise and extend his remarks in the Recorp.] 

Mr. BACHARACH. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this 
proposed amendment to the Constitution because I do not be- 
lieve that it will be effectual in bringing about the results 
which it is supposed to accomplish—an increase in revenue 
through the elimination of tax-free securities. 

At the outset let me impress upon you the fact that this 
amendment does not authorize the taxation of any of the securi- 
ties now outstanding, and no one knows what revenue will be 
derived from future issues of this class of securities if they 
are made subject to taxation. 
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This legislation is purely a further encroachment of Federal 
authority upon the rights of the individual States. I was op- 
posed to it when it was before the House In the last session 
of Congress, and certainly, in my opinion, there is far less 
occasion for it now than there was in 1922. 

There has been much said in reference to the amount of tax- 
exempt bonds that are in existence. I think the lowest state- 
ment made yesterday was that the State, municipal, and county 
bonds amounted to at least $12,000,000,000, and the figures ranged 
from that amount up to 820,000,000, 000. I have here a state- 
ment prepared by the Department of Commerce, which was re- 
leased on January 14, 1924, in which the department states 
that they make the following announcement of the total debt 
of the Government, of the 48 States, the District of Columbia, 
all cities, towns, villages, school districts, townships, drainage 
districts, park districts, and all other civil divisions having the 
power to incur debt, and we find, upon examination, that the 
total debt of the State governments amounts to $1,064,008,000; 
that the debt of the counties amounts to $1,165,228,000, and 
that of the cities and all other civil divisions amounts to 
$6,491,905,000, making a grand total of $8,721,141,000 as the 
funded or fixed debt of the States, counties, and cities. 

Secretary Mellon, when he was before the committee in 
January of 1922, stated that about 56 per cent of the tax-free 
securities were held by banks and savings companies. Per- 
sonally, I would estimate myself, without having any direct 
knowledge or information, that probably 20 per cent of these 
bonds are held for sinking fund purposes. I think that would 
probably be a very safe statement to make. This would mean 
that instead of having $8,700,000,000 worth of tax-exempt 
securities on the market, there would probably be about 
$7,000,000,000. 

Then taking the statement of Secretary Mellon that 56 per 
cent of these securities are held by banks and savings institu- 
tions, that would amount to $3,920,000,000, or approximately 
$4,000,000,000 worth of these securities that are out and sub- 
ject to the speculation of the market. Of course, we must ad- 
mit that a great proportion of these securities are held by 
fiduciaries. For instance, if a person should be a guardian or 
a trustee or the executor of an estate, particularly if he had 
charge of taking care of infant children or widows, there is no 
doubt that a great deal of such money would be invested 
in tax-exempt securities, because they are, of course, the best 
security in the world, not because they are tax exempt but be- 
cause they represent the debt either of a city, a county, a State, 
or the Federal Government itself. Of course, when we consider 
this $4,000,000,000 worth of securities, and assuming that the 
whole amount was issued at 5 per cent and was put into active 
business, which, of course, would be pretty nearly a preposter- 
ous proposition, because after all if this money should be taken 
from tax-exempt securities and put into business a great deal 
of it would be lost, it would yield a sum total of $200,000,000. 
That would be all that would be subject to the Government tax, 
in whatever bracket it might fall. 

If the adoption of this amendment would mean that its pro- 
visions would at once become effective and immediately pro- 
hibit the further issuance of tax-free securities there might be 
some merit to it. But if it is adopted it must then be ratified 
by three-fourths of the States in order to give it force and 
effect. I venture to assert that a sufficient number of States 
would not ratify it within 10 years from its adoption. 

Then what happens? The governing authorities of our States, 
counties, and municipalities, realizing that there is a likelihood 
of the amendment going into effect at some future time, immedi- 
ately anticipate the needs of their communities for many years 
to come, and they will have one bond issue after another for 
every imaginable sort of public improvement until they are sad- 
dled with a debt that is staggering. And yet the proponents 
of this measure say that its adoption will discourage waste and 
extravagance on the part of local governing bodies. 

The same interests which to-day purchase tax-exempt bonds 
are certainly going to be in a position to purchase more, and 
as the bonds will no doubt be issued for a long term of years 
nobody but the very wealthy would purchase them, so that we 
would be defeating the very object which we are trying to ac- 
complish by the passage of this amendment. 

Mr. SNYDER. Would the gentleman desire to yield at this 
time? 

Mr. BACHARACH. I will be only too glad to yield. 

Mr. SNYDER. I would like to ask the gentleman if he is 
opposing the measure because of the fact that it can not be 
put into effect for a number of years or whether he would be 
opposed to it if action could be had on it immediately? 

Mr. BACHARACH, If you could pass legislation which 
would go into effect, say, the Ist day of January of next year, 


of course I think practically every Member of this House 
would be for it. 

Mr. SNYDER. I asked the gentleman if he was for it 

Mr. BACHARACH. I am absolutely for it if it could be 
made immediately effective. 

Mr. SNYDER. I knew the gentleman wanted to Say that and 
I did not want him to overlook it. 

Mr. BACHARACH. The apparent purpose of this amend- 
ment, as I view it, is an attempt on the part of the Government 
to compel people to go into business or to remain in business 
against their own wishes. We are continuously cited to the 
case of the late Mr. Rockefeller, a man who died at a very ad- 
vanced age and is reported to have left a very tremendous 
estate, most of which is invested in tax-free securities; the 
assumption being that he did this in order to avoid the pay- 
ment of income taxes. 

To my way of thinking, this is about as poor an argument as 
could be offered in support of this legislation. Let us see what 
the facts really are. Here was a man who had lived far beyond 
155 threescore years and ten which are supposed to be allotted 

us. 

It is reasonable to suppose that he retired from business be- 
cause of his advanced age. I do not believe that there is n Mem- 
ber of this House who would contend that if Mr. Rockefeller 
was worth the same amount of money 30 years ago that he 
would have retired from business then. In other words, the 
mere making of money was not the incentive which kept this 
man in active business, ` 

You could not drive the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SNYDER] out of business, no matter how much tax you put on 
him, because he is a business man; and so it is with many 
other Members of this House. 

There is no way to prevent people from purchasing tax- 
exempt securities as long as they are the most desirable class 
of securities, and I contend that many of the heayy holders 
of tax-free securities do not buy them because of the amount 
which they will save in income taxes, but they buy them be- 
cause they are the best securities on the market. It is esti- 
mated that the difference in yield between a tax-exempt bond 
and one which is not exempt is from one-half of 1 per cent to 
1 per cent. To people of great wealth that difference is of no 
consequence to the difference in the safety of Federal and 
State securities. as compared with industrial issues. To our 
savings banks, our insurance companies, and other institutions, 
which must safeguard the funds intrusted to them by their 
clients, the yield from a security is not of so much importance 
as is the safety of the security. 

The adoption. of this amendment and its ratification by a 
sufficient number of States would simply mean that thereafter 
States, counties, and municipalities would have to sell their 
bonds at a higher rate of interest than they can dispose of 
them to-day. That would mean an increase in taxes for the 
individual. 

If a State, county, or municipality had to pay 6 per cent for 
money for a necessary improvement, it would mean that the 
individual will have to pay increased State, county, or munici- 
pal taxes, and the man who borrows to build his home will not 
only have to pay increased taxes on that home but he will have 
to pay a higher rate for his mortgage money. 

It is well to remember that, after all, the man who pays 
the taxes is the man who pays the rent. Increased taxes and 
higher interest rates to the property owner means increased 
rents to the tenant, 

I believe the responsible heads of our State governments who 
have given this matter consideration are absolutely opposed 
to this legislation. I have consulted with the responsible offi- 
cials of the State of New Jersey, and they are of the opinion 
that it would be very bad for the people of the State to tax 
our State, county, and municipal securities. 

The Governor of New Jersey, as well as the governors of 
practically every other State in the Union, is making every 
effort to cut down local taxes, but they do not believe, nor do 
I, that it is in the interest of economy to create a condition 
whereby every official body would be spurred on to advocate 
every sort of a public improvement calling for enormous ex- 
penditures because they realized that in a few years it would 
not be possible to procure the money so easily. 

I feel perfectly free in stating as my judgment that this 
legislation, if passed by Congress and ever put into effect by 
ratification of the required number of States, would not do the 
thing which it seeks to do—turn loose the money which is 
now being invested in tax-free securities for industrial in- 
vestment and development. 

The surer and quicker way to do this is for Congress to 
quit interfering in private enterprise and to reduce our Federal 
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taxes to a reasonable amount, which will not only invite the 
investing elass to put their money in industry but will offer 
opportunities where individual energy and business ability may 
find a field of usefulness. 

I think what the people want Congress to do at this time 
is to pass the tax reduction bill, pass the appropriation bills, 
and adjourn. [Applause.] I believe in that way you can do 
more to aid the business interests of the country than by pass- 
ing any such legislation as this. [Applause.] 

To the active business man there comes no thrill in the sound 
of the shears clipping coupons. He prefers to watch the smoke 
belich forth from the smokestacks of countless factories and to 
hear the hum and buzz of industry; that to him is life, and he 
has no desire to relinquish it until his years warn him that it 
is time from him to slow down. It is then that he turns to 
the market for those investments which will most safely pro- 
tect him in his declining years and provide for the needs of 
his family after he is gone. Whether the securities are tax 
free or subject to tax matters little to him; he is concerned 
only in their soundness and safety. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Core]. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the time allotted me is so 
brief that I shall ask permission to extend my remarks in the 
Recorp. I was promised 15 minutes, but I gladly divide my 
time with those on the other side of the aisle, so that they may 
have opportunity to express themselves on this important 
national question. 

I am in favor of this resolution, because I believe that all 
property, no matter in what form it exists, whether in lands or 
bonds, should be taxed and taxed alike, with only such reason- 
able variations as may be based on ability to pay. 

We have listened to many able arguments, both for and 
against tax-exempt bonds. Many of these arguments have been 
sustained by elaborate tables of facts and figures, but for me 
the matter is much simpler than showing profit and loss. 

Abraham Lincoln, whose birthday we are about to celebrate, 
Said that this country could not exist half slave and half 
tree, 

Let me paraphrase, and say that this country can not exist 
with property part taxed and part tax free. 

The tax-exempt bonds which this resolution seeks to do away 
with are creating an impossible condition, a condition out of 
which we can expect nothing except increasing discontent. 
The fact that the property that is exempted from taxes exists in 
the form of bonds will add to the discontent, for the income 
from bonds is certain while the income from other forms of 
property is affected by the conditions of pfosperity and 
adversity. 

The discontent will be further multiplied by the fact that the 
bondholders, largely the rich and the well to do, may be most 
able to pay taxes. Nor will the discontented stop to consider 
that the holders of these bonds may pay a portion of their taxes 
in the form of lower interest rates. 

One argument frequently made in favor of these tax-exempt 
bonds is that they are productive of local benefits. We are 
told that without these low interest-bearing bonds many public 
improvements could not or would not be made, 

But may not these local benefits be more apparent than real? 
Is it not possible that what we may save in lower interest rates 
we pay in higher taxes? Does it not follow that if some prop- 
erty is exempted from taxes that all other property must bear 
higher taxes? 

In the end it will be better to pay a little higher interest 
rates on our local public improvements than to create a tax- 
exempt class of bondholders. Let us not deceive ourselves 
that by any such device we can get something for nothing, or 
even something for less. 

There is another way in which we pay for these tax-exempt 
bonds bearing ostensibly a low rate of interest. They are pro- 
ductive of extravagance. The low rate of interest is a tempta- 
tion to spend. We have entered a period of public expenditure 
that is almost appalling. Our publie debts have become public 
menaces. We seem to be unmindful of the fact that bonds 
must be paid some day. We are encouraging an inflation that 
may be followed by painful deflation. 

Nor must the buyers of these bonds think that they are re- 
posing in safety. Their immunity from taxes may also be 
more apparent than real. The discontent over the untaxed is 
already finding expression in many suggested new tax devices, 
There is talk of taxes on gifts and of excessive and discrimina- 
tory taxes on inheritances, especially designed to reach those 
whose estates have escaped what is considered a fair share of 
the burdens of taxation. Those who would evade taxes are not 
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more cleyer or persistent than these who may frame new tax 
Ws. 

If we continue to issue these tax-exempt bonds, we shall 
hardly eseape the enactment of more freakish and distorted 
systems of taxation than that which now encumbers our laws. 

We are contradicting ourselves as lawmakers. One day we 
enact high surtaxes against large incomes, and the next day we 
enact tax-free bonds to provide an escape for those whom we 
would reach with the high surtaxes. While pretending to make 
equitable laws for all the people, if we defeat this resolution, 
we shall vote to continue a process by which we are creating a 
tax-exempt class—and that a class composed of those who hava 
the largest incomes. I shall not cast my vote in favor of con- 
tinuing as a distinct class the rich men and women and large 
estates which now go untaxed. 

To me there is only one course of public safety, and that is 
the way of like and equal taxation for all forms of property. I 
am not in favor of departing from this straight course and will 
not do it under any delusions of local and temporary benefits. 
The issue is larger than such benefits. It is equality before the 
tax laws. 

In closing I repeat that we can not maintain this country and 
its people in either material prosperity or peace of mind with 
property part taxed and part untaxed, no more than we could 
two generations ago have haif slave and half free. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield seven minutes 
to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. LOZIER]. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad indeed that 
this is not a partisan question now before the House for con- 
sideration. I wish to say that no principle of taxation that 
is not economically sound, fair, and just can endure. A system 
of taxation which permits the issue of tax-exempt securities 
lacks these necessary elements and sooner or later will be 
abolished. I am opposed to this system, gentlemen, because it 
is economically unsound; because it is contrary to the genius 
and spirit of our institutions; because it invalidates and de- 
stroys the doctrine of equal rights and equal opportunity; be- 
cause it segregates our citizenship inte different classes, and 
permits the burden of taxation and the expenses incident to 
the administration of our Government to fall upon one class of 
citizens, and enables another class to escape the payment of its 
just proportion of public taxation, I have very decided 
opinions on the questien now being considered. My conscience 
and my best judgment tell me that the principle involved in the 
pending resolution is economically wholesome, eminently just, 
and entirely fair, and, after all, what better guides can the 
Members of this House have than their conscience and judg- 
ment; and so long as I am a Member of this body I shall not 
knowingly vote for any bill or resolution that is morally wrong, 
even though it might be politically expedient. Happily in vot- 
ing for the pending resolution I am not only following my con- 
science and judgment as to what is right and proper, but I am, 
I believe, promoting and conserving the interests of practically 
all of my constituents, Democrats and Republicans alike, be- 
cause whatever will promote the welfare of my Democratic 
constituents will most certainly benefit my Republican con- 
stituents. After all I am trying to represent all of the people 
of my district without regard to their political creeds and 
party affiliations, and in so doing I believe tht I am to-day by 
my voice and vote in like manner serving the people of my 
State and Nation. 

The issue of tax-exempt securities in our Nation, States, and 
subdivisions thereof has reached a point that threatens, if not 
our economie life, at least our economic well-being. 

Let us examine the situation: 

(a) States can not tax Federal securities. 

(b) The United States can not tax State securities, 

(c) Such of the Federal securities as are subject to Federal 
taxation are not taxable by the States. 

(d) Practically all State, county, and municipal securities 
are not now subject to local or Federal taxation. 

I desire to remind this House that we are confronted by a 
very peculiar fiscal and tax system. I wish to call your atten- 
tion to the total indebtedness of the American people and the 
tremendous interest burden under which they stagger, 

Total debt of the 48-States and the District of Colum- 

bia and of all cities, towns, villages, school dis- 

tricts, townships, drainage districts, park districts, 

Tits eRe SAANEET T CEE AAT a tee Dena, 

—.— of Commences bulletin — a 14, 


1924, Wwns 
National debt January 31, 1924, as shown by Treas- 
ury statement issued on that date 


Grand: e 


$10, 260, 942, 000 
21, 842, 612, 128 


32, 108, 554, 128 
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The annual payments on account of interest and sinking fund 
amount, approximately, to $1,800,000,000, or about $16.50 per 
capita. 

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. BACHARACH], who has 
just left the floor, quoted from a bulletin of the Secretary of 
Commerce released January 14, 1924, but he failed to give us 
all the data contained in that document. The document stated 
pat the total indebtedness of all of our States and subdivisions 

ereof—school districts, townships, drainage districts, park 
districts, and other civil divisions—together with our national 
debt, amounted to $32,103,554,128, as I have stated. The gen- 
tleman from New Jersey failed to include in his total special 
assessment bonds and all other debts, he haying mentioned only 
the funded or fixed indebtedness. 

For the purposes of this discussion I am accepting the esti- 
mate of the Department of Commerce as to the total indebted- 
ness of the American people, although I am convinced from a 
careful study of statistics that the amount is much larger than 
the estimate of the Secretary of Commerce would indicate, In 
an article in Public Affairs, published in July, 1923, the total 
public debt—Federal, State, and local—in the United States was 
declared to be between forty-five and forty-six billion dollars. 

As an interesting side light I call your attention to the follow- 
ing table: 

Value of real estate and buildings in the United States, 
Farm lands, farm buildings, urban lands, and urban 


UUN dd... ee ak $160, 111, 086, 200 
1 145, 111, 086, 200 


Tax-exempt real estate 15, 000, 000, 000 


That is, merely 10 per cent of all the real estate in the 
United States and buildings thereon are exempt from taxation. 
This real estate that is nontaxable consists of public buildings, 
churches, colleges, schoolhouses, hospitals, parks, and similar 
public properties. Of course, nontaxable real estate of this 
character will increase rapidly as the Nation advances in 
wealth and the necessities therefor arise. Obviously, no one 
desires to extend our tux system so as to include property of 
the character above mentioned. 

Under our existing tax system grave abuses haye grown up 
which shock the conscience of the Nation, and which in com- 
mon decency and fairness should be remedied. I refer to the 
refuge that tax-exempt securities afford the owners of great 
fortunes to escape taxation and avoid their just contribution 
toward the expense of our governments, State and National. 

In the great centers of wealth the number of those who 
escape taxation by investing their fortunes in tax-exempt secur- 
ities is rapidly increasing, and the magnitude of this “ tax 
evasion” is such as to amount to a national scandal. 

Attention has been called to William Rockefeller, who left 
an estate $43,000,000 of which consisted of tax-exempt securi- 
ties. On this vast fortune he paid only a nominal tax of about 
$129,000. The Government protected him in the possession and 
enjoyment of this fortune. If necessary this Nation would 
hare called out the Army and Navy to protect and preserye this 
great wealth for the use and benefit of Mr. Rockefeller, and yet 
he was not compensating the Government for this protection 
or contributing more than a mere pittance for the support and 
preservation of our institutions. 

Now, if this money had been invested in business it is prob- 
able that it would have yielded a net profit of 10 per cent, or 
$4,800,000. But 58 per cent of this amount would have been 
taken in taxes, $2,494,000, leaving his net income $1,806,000, 
which is only $129,000 less than the income on his tax-exempt 
securities, 

Another New York capitalist, Jacob H. Schiff, left an estate 
consisting largely of tax-exempt securities. It consisted of 
stocks and bonds valued at $25,633,574. The largest single 
holdings were: 


New York 87. bonn l ps ca nde) $9, 164, 952 


United States 32 per cent Victory notes 6, 650, 000 

Other tax-exempt securities (State of Massachusetts, city 
er E E eek 1, 327, 764 
Total nontaxable securities 17, 142, 716 


Or over two-thirds of his holdings were in tax-exempt secur- 
ities. 

If these securities earned annually 4 per cent his income 
therefrom in 1920 would have been $1,025,820, 

If taxable he would have paid the Federal Government 
$681,833; by reason of these securities being tax exempt his 
contribution to the Federal Government thereon was the nomi- 
nal sum of $156,360. 

This forcibly illustrates the injustice of a tax system that 
will permit tax evasion of such flagrant and scandalous char- 
acter, 


I will cite another instance. A year or two ago the heirs of 
James J. Hill, the great railroad magnate, became involved 
in litigation over a trust estate of $12,000,000, and in which 
litigation Louis Hill testified that beginning in 1916 and con- 
tinuing until 1920 he sold taxable bonds belonging to that 
$12,000,000 trust estate, and on which bonds the annual taxes 
amounted to $365,000, and that he invested the funds in tax- 
exempt securities, thereby evading the payment of an annual 
tax of $365,000. 

I have only mentioned a few of the thousand and more in- 
stances where the wealth of this Nation has escaped taxation 
by being invested in tax-exempt securities. 

It would be interesting to know the amount of tax-free se- 
curities owned by Secretary Mellon. On the basis of his tax- 
able income he is comparatively poor, but in actual wealth 
he is rated one of the topmost 10. He is rated richer than the 
Carnegie and Frick estates and his wealth probably rivals 
that of Mr. Rockefeller, In 1919 only one man in Pennsyl- 
vania paid taxes on from two to three million dollars net tax- 
able income, and it is generally understood that Mr. Mellon 
was that man. It is currently reported, and not denied, that 
his wealth is invested largely in tax-exempt securities, 

Senator Couzens admits that the major portion of his vast 
wealth, estimated at $35,000,000, is invested in tax-free se- 
curities. 

The earning capacity of this Nation should not be subjected to 
the strain incident to the ever-increasing issue and sale of tax- 
free bonds. This system that has created an aristocracy of 
wealth is a menacé to the continued prosperity of the Nation. 

May I here call your attention to the productivity and earn- 
ing power and capacity of the American people? In the years 
immediately before the Great War the American people earned 
annually about $34,000,000,000. Living expenses, $24,300,000,- 


000. Expenses of Government—Federal, State, and municipal— 
$2,700,000,000. Saved annually, about $7,000,000,000. Total of 
$34,000,000,000. 


In 1919 the expense of government Federal, State, and 
mnunicipal—was six and one half billions, or nearly three times 
as much as in the pre-war period, while our national income 
is probably not now in excess of thirty-seven and one-half 
billion dollars. Of course, living expenses have increased 
enormously under present conditions, and there is grave doubt 
as to whether or not we are now adding perceptibly to our 
national wealth. 

During the course of this argument something has been said 
in relation to loans by Federal and joint-stock land banks, It 
May not be amiss to call attention to the amount of these 
loans, to wit: 


Total loans closed by Federal and joint-stock land banks, from organi- 
zation to November 30, 1923: 
$860, 028, 704 


411, 951, 954 


1, 271, 980, 658 

This does not necessarily mean that the Federal and joint 
stock land banks loans now aggregate the above amount, as 
doubtless many of these loans have been liquidated. 

We should not overlook the fact that while the Federal and 
joint stock land banks are useful institutions and are perform- 
ing a much needed and valuable service and should be encour- 
aged, nevertheless, these loans represent only a comparatively 
small proportion of the mortgage indebtedness of the Nation. 
From a bulletin issued by the Department of Commerce, I find 
the farm mortgage indebtedness as follows: 


Total farm mortgages January 1, 1920.._-_..--.... $7, 857, 700, 000 
Combined Federal and joint stock 1, 271, 980, G58 
Land ‘bank: Tonis ceran ce sk 6, 585, 719, 342 


That is, of the entire farm mortgage indebtedness in the 
United States only 15 per cent is carried by the Federal aud 
joint stock land banks, 

The mortgages for the other 85 per cent ure taxable. 

While the nontaxable feature may make the interest on the 
Federal and joint stock land bank mortgages a little less, by 
reason of this exemption, the other 85 per cent of our farmers 
are paying a higher rate of interest than would be necessary 
if all wealth were alike taxable. 

And while I hope and trust that the Federal and joint-stock 
land bauks may increase each year their volume of business, 
still in the ordinary course of events the farmers must look to 
other sources of supply for the greater portion of the money 
they borrow on farm mortgages, Even the most optimistic 
partisan of Federal and joint-stock land banks will not con- 
tend that in 30 or 50 years they will control the farm loan 
business of the Nation. The existence of billions of dollars of 
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tax-exempt securities automatically raise the interest rate of 
six-sevenths of the farmers who borrow money. on their land. 

I oppose the further issue of tax-exempt securities because 

First. The system is economically unsound, socially unjust, 
politically inexpedient, and fundamentally wrong. 

Second, The system works a social injustice and creates a 
favored class who escape the burdens of government. 

Third. The system gives an unfair advantage to one form of 
investment and discriminates against all other forms of invest- 
ment, 

Fourth. The system is rapidly absorbing an ever-increasing 
proportion of the liquid wealth of the Nation and withdrawing 
it from the channels of trade, commerce, industry, agriculture, 
and other business activities. 

Fifth. The system deprives the National and State Govern- 
ments of several hundred million dollars of revenue annually, 
which if collected would materially reduce the burdens of taxa- 
tion and enable the United States and the several States. to 
radically revise their tax schedules. downward. 

Sixth, The system segregates a relatively small class of our 
wealthy citizens, retieves them of their just proportion of the 
public burden, thereby automatically increasing the tax load on 
all other classes of citizens. One of the best methods of reduc- 
ing tax burdens and keeping State and Federal taxes com- 
paratively low is to make all properties and forms of investment 
and all kinds of wealth bear their just and proportionate part 
of the expense incident to the maintenance of our institutions. 

Now, with reference to the effect of this amendment on agri- 
culture and as to the attitude of the agricultural classes to- 
ward this pending amendment. I assert that agriculture is a 
victim of the issue of tax-exempt securities and that any little 
saving that may come from loans made by Federal and joint- 
stock land banks is wiped out by added expense resulting from 
an increase in general taxes, and in higher rates of interest on 
farm loans not made by Federal and joint-stock land banks. 

President Howard, of the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
said: 


We ought to do away with all tax-free bonds. 


The agricultural conference in Washington (about one year 
ago) went on record in favor of the constitutional amendment 
prohibiting the issuance of tax-free securities, but added this 
proviso: 


Provided, That inasmuch as agricultural lands and mortgages are 
both taxed, and that agriculture is a fundamental industry upon which 
all industries depend, nothing in these resolutions shall apply to bonds, 
debentures, er certificates of indebtedness issued under authority of 
the Federal farm loan act or any amendment thereto. 


H. C. MeKenzie, tax expert of the American Farm Bureau, 
said: 


Tax-free securities are nothing more or less than havens for the 
rich who wish to invest their money and escape paying their propor- 
tion of the expenses of the Government. People with large incomes 
who formerly lent large sums on farm mortgages have entirely retired 
from this field of investment owing to the fact that a 5 per cent tax- 
free bond will give them as much income as the income from a 10 per 
cent taxable mortgage. 

The annual loss in taxes to the Federal Government is at least $600,- 
000,000 per year, according to Professor Seligman, of Columbia Univer- 
sity. In addition, States having income-tax laws lose a very large 
amount. The net result is to increase the taxes on all other property, 
The last report of the New York State Tax Commission shows that 
while 25 per cent of incomes of the people of the State comes from 
real property, 70 per cent of the taxes are paid from this source, 


The National Grange 1923 platform: 


We are in favor of the submission of a constitutional amendment 
that will make all incomes subject to the income-tax schedule, 

We go on record in favor of an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States forbidding the issuance of tax-exempt securities in 
the United States, 


The net benefits accruing to the farmer are negligible. It 
grants with one hand a little lower interest on a comparatively 
small proportion of our farm loans, but with the other hand it 
. away this little gain by materially increasing the general 

xes. 

So much money is required to defray the expenses of the 
State and Nation. If one kind of property is exempted, the 
loss in revenue must necessarily be made up by increasing the 
crs Po properties. There is no escape from this inex- 
orable law. 


For every dollar the farmer gains by tax-exempt securities 
in the way of reduced interest he pays $2 in the form of 
additional general taxation. 


Like the tariff, the exemption granted the farmer is insig- 
nificant as compared with the billions of dollars of tax-exempt 
securities now outstanding and being very rapidly issued. If 
the farm loans only were exempted from taxation, a different 
question would be presented ; but for every dollar of tax-exempt 
securities issued in behalf of the farmer $10 worth are issued 
for other purposes. 

The farmer is being baited on this question just like he has 
been caught on the tariff hook. The American Farm Bureau 
in January, 1923, published a detailed analysis of the Fordney- 
McCumber Tariff Act and convincingly demonstrated that this 
grossly unjust tariff act cost the American farmers $301,- 
000,000 ; and in my opinion the Farm Bureau did not make the 
cost anything like what it actually was. 

The tariff and the bait that is being held out to farmers 
to induce them to favor the further issue of tax-exempt 
securities are like the apples of Sodom and the bitter waters 
of Marah. 

The farmer is opposed to subsidies for ships, railroads, 
manufacturers, or any other private enterprise. The farmer 
does not demand special privileges. He only asks for equal 
rights. By offering the farmer a few dollars subsidy in so- 
called tax-exempt farm loan securities, they are getting ready 
to fleece him by the grant of subsidies to manufacturers, rail- 
roads, the shipping interests, and other special interests, 
When the farmer consents to and approves the policy of sub- 
sidizing any class of citizens, he opens the door for an un- 
limited use of that pernicious system. If the Government will 
discontinue the grant of subsidies to the special privilege 
TER the farmer will ask no favors, but take care of him- 
self. 

Agriculture is doomed if it ever compromises its opposition 
to subsidies, class legislation, and special privilege. 

By permitting the issue of tax-exempt securities we are 
reducing the amount of money available for ordinary farm 
loans, which automatically increases the interest rate and 
onko it more difficult for the farmer to secura necessary 
oans. 

In my home county hundreds of thousands of dollars that 
formerly were available for farm loans have been withdrawn 
from that field of investment and sent to New York and other 
eastern cities to be invested in tax-exempt securities. This 
wealth was created in my home county and it should, by 
every sound and sensible economic rule, be left in that com- 
munity to serve the people from whom it was earned and to 
carry on the business of that community and region. 

This drain is producing á scarcity of money for local loans 
and has resulted in serious economic inconvenience and dis- 
tress. 

A few years ago the accumulations of the western people 
were kept at home, loaned to the home people on their farms 
and other real estate, and used for the development of the 
West, the productivity of which created this lecal wealth. Now 
hundreds of millions of dollars are flowing from the West 
eastward to be invested in tax-exempt securities. The West is 
being bled white by the purchase of these nontaxable securities. 

The liquid wealth of the Nation is rapidly being invested 
in tax-exempt securities and, unless further issues are pro- 
hibited, it is only a question of a few brief years until prac- 
tically all of the liquid wealth of this Nation will be invested 
in tax-exempt securities, 

Suppose we have in a community four men, each having a net 
worth of $25,000. One man invests his wealth in land, another 
in livestock, another in a factory, and the fourth in so-called 
tax-exempt security. Now, the Government protects each of 
these men in the possession and enjoyment of his wealth, and 
by every rule of fairness, each should contribute to the Govern- 
ment the same amount in the form of taxes. Will it be con- 
tended that three of these men should pay not only their part 
of the expense of maintaining our Government, but also the 
share of the fourth man who has his money invested in tax- 
exempt securities? Reduced to its final analysis, the principle 
is indefensible, inexpedient from an economic standpoint, un- 
ethical, and the inevitable cause of social injustice. 

The system segregates a certain class of our citizens from the 
great mass of our people and gives to this specially favored 
class a tremendous advantage, thereby imposing on the other 
classes additional burdens. 

The issue of tax-exempt securities will, in my opinion, ulti- 
mately and inevitably bring about a condition under which we 
will have, in fact, if not in name, the single-tax system and no 
greater calamity could come to the farmers of America than to 
have the single-tax system directly or indirectly fastened on 
them; and yet by the issue of tax-exempt securities we are 
drifting very rapidly toward a condition under which prac- 
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tically all of the revenue will be collected from land or other 
pliysieal property. 
A few years ago an effort was made to establish the single- 


tax system in Missouri and other States. Single tax was de- 
feated by overwhelming majorities, but those who favored that 
system did not abate their efforts, but went about to cunningly 
secure by indirect means what they could not secure at the 
ballot box, and they began the issue of tax-exempt securities, 
which will ultimately bring about what is in effect, if not in 
name, single tax, and I warn American farmers that they are 
playing with fire when they compromise their traditional op- 
position to subsidies and class legislation, of which they have 
ever been the victim. 

As to cheaper interest rate on State and municipal bonds: 

While in former years the State and local governments sold 
their bonds at a little higher price on account of the exemp- 
tion from State and local taxes, this advantage has been 
gradually dissipated, because all of the other States and 
municipalities did the same thing. If only a few States or 
a few municipalities were issuing tax-exempt securities, no 
doubt those securities, by reason of the tax exemptions, could 
be sold at a little higher price than taxable securities would 
command. But the practice of issuing tax-exempt bonds has 
become so universal and is being resorted to by practically 
every State and every subdivision thereof that this former 
advantage no longer exists, except to a very negligible degree. 

Talk with the brokers and men who deal in securities of this 
character and you will learn from them that this special 
advantage to which the gentlemen refer has practically dis- 
appeared. 

Of course, State and local issues, because of their unques- 
tioned security, have always enjoyed a certain advantage, 
which, measured in terms of interest rates, ranges from one- 
half to 1 per cent, even where the securities are not tax 
exempt, and under present conditions there is a rapidly de- 
creasing difference in the interest rates on tax-exempt and 
taxable securities. 

Twelve States, possibly more, now have State income tax 
laws and as a result, within the last year or two, changes have 
been taking place in the State and local fiscal systems, and 
even the slight advantage in interest rates accruing to non- 
taxable bonds will more than be outweighed by these changes in 
the State taxing system. If the State income taxes are unable 
to reach the holders of Federal, State, or municipal bonds in 
other States, the State will lose far more in the depletion of 
its revenues than the little it will gain by partial capitalization 
of the tax and by the slightly increased cost price at which 
they are able to market their securities. 

Thus each year the situation in the State will become more 
similar to the situation in the Federal Government. The State 
will lose much revenue, and the inequality between the social 
classes will be radically aggravated, 

This is no attack on the sovereignty of the State. It simply 
removes an unjust and originally unintended privilege. And 
when the people of the State come to understand the problem 
they will realize that the issue of tax-exempt securities is a 
gold brick and a delusion. In the language of Professor Selig- 
man: 


Equality between State and Nation, equality between local and Fed- 
eral bonds, equality between economic classes, equality between earned 
and unearned incomes, equality between rich and poor—that is the 
equality which we desire to achieve. The problem of tax exemption fs 
the problem of fiscal equality; it is the problem of social Justice. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri 
his expired. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. LAĢUARDIA ]. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr, Chairman, this resolution has indeed 
brought out a very curious line-up. The distinguished gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Brac] referred to the alliance between the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts] and the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear], and I now find myself in a line-up 
with the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Brae]. 

I agree with what was said a few moments ago, that this is 
not a matter of figures. This resolution goes to the very heart 
of our dual system of government, It is refreshing for me at 
this time not to have to depend upon opinions of some of my 
Progressive associates, but to quote to you from the message of 
a prominent regular and conservative Republican, the present 
Secretary of State and former Goyernor of the State of New 


York, Charles E. Hughes. In his message to the State legisla- 
ture, January 5, 1910, at the time the sixteenth amendment was 
presented to the legislature for ratification, presenting his 
views, the governor stated: 


But the power to tax incomes should not be granted in such terms 
as to subject to Federal taxation the incomes derived from bonds 
issued by the State itself or those issued by municipal governments 
organized under State authority. To place the power and the capacity 
of a State and its municipal agencies at the mercy of the Federal 
taxing power would be an impairment of the essential rights of the 
State, which as officers we are bound to defend. 


Then Mr. Huglies adds: 


I am referring to a proposal to authorize a tax which might be laid 
in fact upon the instrumentalities of State government. In order that 
a market may be provided for State bonds and for municipal bonds, 
and that thus means may be afforded for State and local administra- 
tion, such securities from time to time are excepted from taxation, 
In this way lower rates of interest are paid than otherwise would be 
possible. To permit such securities to be the subject of Federal tax- 
ation is to place such limitations upon the borrowing power of the 
State as to make the performance of the functions of local govern- 
ment a matter of Federal grace. 


And what Governor Hughes feared the sixteenth amendment 
would do this resolution certhinly does. If it was wrong then, 
it is wrong now. The message continues: 


We can not suppose that Congress will not seek to tax incomes de- 
rived from securities issued by the State and its municipalities, It 
has repeatedly endeavored to lay such taxes, and its efforts have been 


defeated only by implied constitutional restriction which this amend- 
ment— 


Governor Hughes was referring to the sixteenth amendment 
at the time— 


threatens to destroy. While we may desire that the Federal Govern- 
ment may be equipped with all necessary national powers in order 
that it may perform its national function, we must be equally solicitous 
to secure the essential bases of State government, 


T can tell you from my experience as one of the commission- 
ers of the sinking fund of the city of New York, at the time I 
was president of the board, that every time the municipal gov- 
ernment declared a policy of assuming a necessary municipal 
function, such as operation of transit lines, terminal markets, 
or the like, we were threatened with this very amendment. 

Reference was made as to how this resolution will affect the 
farmers. Let us consider the residents of the city for a 
moment. Let me tell you, my Democratic associates from New 
York City, that this resolution has the backing of the Inter- 
borough, of the Brooklyn Rapid Transit, of the Consolidated 
Gas, and of every corporation enjoying a monoply and ex- 
ploiting the people of New York. [Applause.] We can not 
pass a State law fixing the rate of gas or electricity but what 
they go to the Federal court to have it set aside as confisca- 
tory, and the only hope of the people of New York is to junk 
every obsolete, antiquated gas plant and establish an up-to- 
date electric power municipal plant to supply the people of the 
city of New York with heat and light and power at fair and 
reasonable rates. In New York City at this very time we have 
under study a project of utilizing the gift of God to the people 
of the State, viz, the water power, through the agency of the 
State, and sending power to the municipalities for distribution 
to the consumers. Of course, if you pass this resolution it will 
become difficult to finance such a gigantic project and the gas 
monopolies and the electric-light trust are going to be able to 
continue their exploitation. They have fought this develop- 
ment and State control with municipal operation at every step. 
Their last hope is now to make the marketing of State and 
municipal bonds more difficult and at higher rates in order to 
continue the monopoly. We have heard a great deal of tommy- 
rot in the debate here in the last two days. If I had made the 
speech against the rich that was made by my distinguished col- 
league from New York City, Mr. Murs, I would have been 
branded as a demagogue. I want to hear what these gentle- 
men are going to say when they come before you on the 50 per 
cent proposition of reduction on incomes over $200,000. 

They want to punish the rich. Why? To-day they say that 
the wicked rich are not paying their taxes, and that, therefore, 
to-morrow we must reduce their taxes. Then they would lead 
you to believe that municipal and Government bonds are the 
only resources in which these people invest. My friends, if you 
want to get after Rockefeller, bring in a constitutional amend- 
ment that will vest in the people of this country what God 
intended they should have vested in them, the control and 
possession of the natural resources of the country. I do not 
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believe that there should be any monopoly of the natural re- 
sources of the land. But you are not going to punish anyone 
by preventing the development of municipalities and States in 
the progress of functions which they must assume. We have in 
progress of construction in New York City a system of ter- 
minal market—and listen to this, you farmers. We will build 
markets in New York City, municipal terminal markets, with 
storage facilities, and we will give you an opportunity to send 
your produce to New York, and we will protect you against the 
middleman. 

How often has it happened that the farmer has received less 
for his goods than the cost of the freight to New York? This 
is because the wholesale trade of farm products is now under 
the control of those who own the terminal facilities. Were it 
not for the beneficial agricultural laws of our State, the farmer 
would not be protected at all against the commission merchant 
or the middleman. With a system of municipal terminal mar- 
kefs the farmer will be able to ship direct to the city, and if 
his products happen to arrive at a time when there is no mar- 
ket, there will be ample facilities to store the shipment, instead 
of letting it go to rot at an entire loss or be sacrificed at less 
than freight cost. But hamper, I repeat, the sale of municipal 
bends for this very purpose, increase the rate of interest, and 
you practically make this great and useful undertaking im- 
possible, = 

We expected this fight at the time I was in the city goy- 
ernment, and we were studying these problems, Some here 
may know of our fight against the traction companies. They 
said, “LaGuanrpra, we are going to get you. You may talk 
about municipal operation of busses, talk about the operation 
of subways, but we will stop all of that by taxing your 
municipal bonds out of existence.” Gentlemen, I want to 
appeal to my friends from New York State and call their 
attention to the fact that we have in the course of construc- 
tion in the next 15 years about $300,000,000 worth of sub- 
ways which must be built, and if you pass this resolution you 
will.do that very thing we have been fighting in New York— 
you will pass on to the people of the city of New York an 
increased fare. I am not afraid to explain this resolution at 
home. Oh, this appeal about getting the rich, all this appeal 
about punishing the rich, is a bait to get the necessary two- 
thirds vote to pass the resolution. But a Member who falls 
for such a slogan either does not understand the resolution 
or does not know the people of his district. I will tell my 
Tammany friends if they vote for this resolution they will be 
compelled to reverse themselves at home and speak against 
ratification, Oh, gentlemen, if you want to get the tax 
dodgers, let these experts on taxes bring in a law with teeth 
in it so we can get the tax dodger and not try to tax the 
municipalities right out of business. Do not destroy our sys- 
tem of dual government, which has made this Government the 
most perfect that imperfect human beings may live under. 

I need not state that I am not speaking for Wall Street. I 
want to tell my friends here we have other streets and 
avenues in New York City besides Wall Street; but on behalf 
of the residents of the great city who are seeking relief from 
exploitation from the gas, electric-light, and transportation 
companies I ask my friends to vote against this resolution 
and to give the municipalities of New York and other centers 
a chance to develop their munici and State functions. 
Yes; and we join in the plea made many times to-day not 
to increase the burden of the farmer by increasing the inter- 
est rates on his loan. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. OLDFIELD, Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Montague]. [Applause.] 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I shall not discuss the 
figures or statistics that have heen submitted to the committee 
by several members—members apt and capable of distilling 
from figures the dew of proof and quality desired. LApplause.] 

I think I sense the significance of the consideration of this 
resolution on this particular day, because we must know that 
no one seriously contemplates that this amendment will ever 
be adopted if submitted to the States within the reasonable 
expectation of its most ardent proponents, Why, therefore, the 
hurry for its consideration before we take up the tax-reduction 
bill? The answer is somewhat obvious, for I am of the opin- 
ion that the great impulse for this hurried consideration is 
the hope of the advocates of the measure to put this House in 
a position of what is called by lawyers “estoppel”; that is, 
those voting for this amendment are withheld to vote other- 
wise than to reduce the excess surtax from 50 to 25 per cent 
as suggested in the Mellon plan, 
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In the able argument of the gentleman from New York Mr, 
Mitts] this position is expressly or by necessary implification 
advanced that by a vote of approval of this resolution we have 
declared an excess of investments in tax-exempt securities, and 
to that extent a diminution of the income derived by the States 
and the Nation. In other words, we wiil be estopped from 
giving an unprejudiced consideration to that item in the Mellon 
bill to reduce the excess surtax from 50 to 25 per cent, or to 
any intermediate percentage, which we must soon consider, be- 
cause by your affirmative judgment to-day on this great item 
you will have expressed yourself in favor of the precise reduc- 
tion carried in the Mellon bill. This seems to me to be the chief 
object of the pending resolution, for it is inconceivable that the 
States of the American Union would deliberately emaseulate 
their own sovereignty, which this amendment would inexorably 
accomplish. 

But, Mr. Chairman, the consideration that controlled my 
vote last year on this measure controls it now, namely, the 
amendment if carried into effect will fundamentally disturb 
the equilibrium of our Federal system. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. MrLts] asseverates his opposition to further en- 
croachment upoen-our constitutional system as it now exists, yet, 
in view of the manifest objects and inevitable results of this 
amendment in striking at the very vitals of our constitutional 
system, we must conclude that he is speaking in rather a Pick- 
wickian sense. It is evident to all thinking people that we can 
not continue to tinker with the Constitution and expect to main- 
tain or preserve our present Federal system of government, 
We have now some 15 or more proposed amendments to the Con- 
stitution pending in the various committees of the House, if my 
recollection is correct, and to-day we have this amendment 
radically to change the fundamental nature of the Constitution 
to meet the demands of investors, 

We have been told that none of the States of Europe issue 
tax-exempt securities. But the answer is that Europe has no 
federal system, no States grouped together in federal compact, 
whose harmony and coordination must be preserved if the 
whole is successfully to endure. When the founders estab- 
lished this Government the States retained and the Nation re- 
ceived certain well-defined sovereign powers, together with 
written authorization for the preservation of these powers. A 
fundamental and elementary evidence of sovereignty is the 
power of a State to borrow money and to secure income by 
taxation for payment of the money so borrowed. I repeat, the 
power to tax is the most elementary and fundamental power 
and evidence of sovereignty. Moreover, the power to tax is 
the power to destroy, and if the power to tax is a power to 
destroy, it is for a stronger reason the power to generate fric- 
tion between dual governments when imposing taxes upon each 
other. The answer to this is the suggestion that the amend- 
ment prevents discriminations of the States against the Na- 
tional Government, or of the latter against the States. But I 
submit that such a provision will not prevent the effort of one 
government to undertax the other, and it will not prevent long 
and tedious litigation to determine what is meant by these 
provisions in the stock brokers’ amendment we are considering 
to-day. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, the debate in favor of this amendment almost 
wholly views it from the standpoint of those who make invest- 
ments. For the people who pay taxes, and therefore the debts 
contracted by the Government, we hear but little. If all taxes 
are passed on to the people, then the smaller the debt the less 
the tax. 

The right of the Nation or the States to issue tax-exempt 
securities is a right that inures to the interests of the people 
because it lessens the debt which they must pay. But we are 
told that the people will be too quick to vote for an assump- 
tion of these burdens, and therefore they must be restrained. 
Indeed, we are advised by the Secretary of the Treasury that 
such an amendment is necessary to restrain and curtail State 
and municipal extravagance. This position is affirmed by the 
President in his message to Congress wherein he animadverts 
upon tax-exempt securities as “a continual stimulant to manici- 
pal extravagance.” Therefore, we have reached a place in the 
development of our great Federal experiment where new powers 
are asked for not only to supervise the States but the financial 
dealings of the municipalities of such States. We live in a 
new country, in a new and invigorating environment, we are 
in a process of continuous development, and we should be slow 
to employ the power of taxation to arrest this development. 
Why should the Federal Government undertake to regulate the 
competitive rates of interests upon State securities, or why should 
the States in reprisal undertake to do the same with respect 
to the national securities, and what is to be the end of this 
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collision of governmental powers? It is plain that the end will 
be the triumph of the Federal Government, for the race of 
one Government to out tax the other is a race that can only 
bring peace when the lion and the lamb He down together, 
but the lamb will be inside the lion. [Applause.] 

The most menacing shadow in our political system is the 
constant enhancement and centralization of the powers and 


activities of government in Washington. Community respon- 
sibility, community opportunity, and community development 
in higher citizenship must thereby reach an effacement. The 
benefits are temporary and unreal, gorgeous fruit upon a tree 
whose roots are dying for the lack of nourishing soil, The 
primary object of America is not the most efficient govern- 
ment but the most efficient citizenship. [Applause.]. This 
amendment and its congerigs of related activities will add 
to this constant absorption of power in Washington. Here we 
enlarge a Government of complex magnitude, of labyrinthine 
ramifications, clumsy and costly in operation, inefficient and 
extraragant in administration, autocratic and tyrannous, with 
bureaucracy run mad. While there are evils attendant upon 
tax-exempt securities, they are not as wide and deep as sug- 
gested in the arguments here: but I submit that we had best 
endure these evils than to apply the destructive remedy pre- 
sented in this amendment. Moreover, the evils that exist can 
not be permanent; they are more or less temporary in char- 
acter, and will work their own destruction or restoration. The 
real remedy is not in the competition between dual govern- 
ments in the issuance of competitive and taxed securities but 
in giving full play to the fundamental law of economics, namely, 
the law of supply and demand. The nature and character of 
the issues—such as amounts, time, interest, and security—will 
determine their real value, whether taxed or untaxed. It would 
be better to permit some municipalities to run into bankruptcy, 
thereby affording an example to avaricious investors, than to 
impair the powers of sovereignty that belong to the States and 
the Nation, respectively—powers so essential to their existence. 

Moreover, is the evil as real and extensive as the advocates 
of the proposed amendment would have us believe? There is 
no satisfactory proof of overinyestment in tax-exempt se- 
eurities, nor is there proof that such investments would with- 
hold further investments that would otherwise go to productive 
enterprises. Indeed, in a new and developing country the pre- 
ponderance of proof shows that the sums realized from tax- 
exempt securities find their way at once into active and pro- 
ductive enterprises, both of a public, semipublic, and eventually 
of a private character. And, as suggested heretefore by me, 
the evidence is wholly unsatisfactory to support the conclu- 
sion that if similar securities are taxed investments therein 
would not be made. ‘The bulk of these investments are not 
maade to. escape taxes but to secure simplicity, certainty, and 
adequate security mnderlying the issues. If these securities 
were taxed, such investments would nevertheless be largely 
made for these reasons, Again, fiduciary funds, fortunes of 
the old business men needins collaterals for borrowing, would 
absorb these securities whether taxed or exempted. 

I have no opportunity in the 10 minutes allotted me to 
dissect or analyze the statistics that have been submitted. 
I may observe, however, that we have no statistics brought 
down to date. We are in the dark as to the very important year 
of 1923, the year in which we have fresh and trustworthy in- 
formation of the most extraordinary investments in productive 
and industrial enterprises, many billions of this character of 
securities as against little over a billion in tax exempts. Indeed, 
the proportion of tax exempts compared to the proportion in 
industrial and productive development in no wise justifies the 
alarm expressed on this floor. 

The Statistics of Income of 1921, published, as I now 
recall, in October, 1923, shows property of decedents to the 
number of 12,203 estates filed during the year 1922 and owning 
property amounting to $2,879,000,000, Of this enormous sum 
only $103,000,000 consisted of wholly tax-exempt bonds and 
$117,000,000 of partially tax-exempt bonds, In the Statistics 
of Income of 1921 the Treasury gives the gross estates of over 
12,000 persons filed in 1922, and only 3.59 per cent of such 
estates embraced tax-exempt securities; 251 of these incomes 
are net estates of $1,000,000 or over and the percentage of 
their tax-exempt securities was 6.82. Secretary Mellon de- 
clares in one of his letters that the percentage of wholly tax- 
exempt securities to gross for all people who had estates of 
$1,000,000 or over filed during the years 1917 to 1922 are— 
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thus demonstrating that the falling off in revenues by reason of 
tax-exempt securities is in no sense formidable. But we are 
told that the condition is changed in 1923, and the Treasury 


has taken 21 returns filed {n 1923 of estates of decedents haying net 
estates of $1,000,000 up. These returns were taken at random. They 
show that the percentage of wholly tax-exempt securities to gross 
estate in 1923 was 28.97 per cent— 


and it is from this list of random selection, in which Mr. Wil- 
liam Rockefeller’s enormous return is found, that we have the 
startling “proof of this progressive diversion of wealth from 
productive to unproductive business.” I submit the basis is 
too narrow, the selections too few and too unidentified to jus- | 
tify such a sweeping conclusion as to the enormous invest- 
ments in tax-exempt securities. I repeat the evidence is in- 
sufficient to show such immense withholding of capital from 
productive business and its investment in tax-exempt securi- 
ties. But statistics when insufficient, and when not dealing 
with items of identical character, afford a very dangerous 
analogy, and we are not justified in concluding that inordinate 
and preponderant investments have been made in tax-exempt 
securities, But we had better endure these unoppressive in- 
juries than to call down upon our heads the immeasurable 
wrongs that this proposed constitutional amendment would be 
certain to bring. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield seven minutes 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for seven minutes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to reyise and extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. Chairman, I make the same request. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp, Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all gentlemen who make speeches on the bill may 
have leave to revise and extend their remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all gentlemen who have made speeches on 
the bill may have leave to revise and extend their remarks. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I have not spoken on the 
bill, but I make the request for myself. 

The CHAIRMAN. The request of the gentleman from Texas 
has been granted. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I have heard with a great deal of interest the remarks 
of my distinguished colleague from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA] 
with reference to the difficulties that might beset the city 
government of New York if this amendment were carried and 
passed by the States. I say this, in answer to the fears of 
my distinguished colleague from New York—which fears in- 
deed are more imaginary than real—that New York in all its 
history has never hadenny difficulty whatsoever to float its 
issues of bonds. And why? Because New York City bonds, 
second to national bonds, offer the greatest degree of security, 
and in reliance upon that good faith of the city of New York 
we have always been enabled to dispose of our bonds most 
rapidly. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman viell? 

Mr. CELLER. I have not got much time. If I can get an 
extension of time, I shall be giad to yield to my colleague. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield. 

Mr. CELLER, In the days of the Roman Empire, and to 
some extent in the Middle Ages, personal taxation was synon- 
ymous with dishonor, a reflection upon one’s person. In those 
days the patrician and upper classes were tax exempt and only 
the subjugated were oppressed with taxes. 

As democracy developed, slowly but surely the principle of 
universality of taxation developed in equal proportion. This 
equality of taxation is considered a mark of intellectual prog- 
ress, and tax exemption, until recently, was a form of privilege 
which modern society has always shunned. 

However, there are exceptions, as in the case of property owned 
by religious, charitable, and educational institutions, The con- 
sideration of moral uplift, spread of literacy, and the allevia- 
tion of social suffering is ample and justifies the exceptions. 
Other exceptions also exist, as in times of calamity and emer- 
gency. Witness the New York and New Jersey tax exempt law, 
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exempting the tax op dwellings so as to encourage the building 
of homes. 

With the progress of republican and parliamentary govern- 
ments taxation has somewhut changed and the pressure of 
taxation began to reverse itself, so that it now is supposed ta 
fall most, as it should fall most, upon the upper classes—those 
best able to bear the burdens—with almost total exemption to 
those lowest in the social scale. 

Upon this system, however, there has been engrafted since 
1919, with the advent ot the case of Evans against Gore, a new 
kind of tax exeniption—tax exemption on Federal, State, and 
municipal securities, These exemptions have grown to such 
proportion as to constitute an absolute menace. 

Permit me to quote at this point Prof. R. A. Seligman, pro- 
fessor of political economy of Columbia University, who states: 


From 1919 to 1920 there will have been outstanding of tax-exempt 
bonda an amount ranging from twenty-five billlons to thirty-five billions 
to be reduced_in 1926, unless the Federal Government issnes more tax- 
exempt bonds, to between eighteen billion and twenty-ono billion. 

Firat aud foremost it Is obvious that if the outstanding bonds—Fed- 
eral, Stele and tocal—bear an interest rate of about 43 per cent it 
would menn that the income of an average of $15,000,000,000 would be 
nbout $675,C00,000. 

The Fedoral @ayernmont alone would have lost up to 1926 not only 
the 8 per cent no/mal tax but also the surtax in so far ns these secor- 
ities are held by the richer individuals. If wo assume that those 
bonils are so held that they ore subject to an average tax of 40 per 
cent, we bayo s loss to the Federal Government of $270,000,000 a year, 
or 40 per cent of $675,000,000, which is the interest of $15,000,000,000. 
This makes no allowance for the 12) per cent on the bonds held by 
corporations, which will bring tho figures to at leart $2300,000,000, 

This loss of revenue far transcends any possiblo gain that might 
aceruc to the Federal Government from the lower rate of interest on 
tax-exempt bods, 


This avalanche of tax-exempt securities has seriously inter- 
rupted the progressive principle of the income tax law which 
is that the more income one has the greater should be his pro- 
portion of taxes. Tnx-exenmpt securities, owever, is the an- 
num escape of the rich man from the burdens of taxation. ‘The 
Goverument expense at best can only remain static, but we 
know, of course, it constantly Increases, and taxes increase 
commeusurntelx. 

Thus the man in more favored circumstances contributes less 
than his proper amount or share of taxes and the man in less 
favored circumstances has to bear the greater burden. Such 
inequality naws at the very roots of our Government. 

The United States is unique in granting these exemptions, 
which were not granted by Canada, England, or France. 

The effect of these exemptions, for example, within the 
scope of my own personal experience is damaging. As n prac- 
ticing attorney In the State of New York, I bear witness to 
the extreme difficulty of procuring bullding loans in New York 
City at the legal rate of 6 per cent interest; we are compelled 
to pay as high as 10 per cent for loans of this character, 
despite usury laws. These exemptions militate against the 
building of homes to relieve the housing shortage. Iurther- 
more, first-mortgage moneys can only be procured at a rate 
not less thon 6 per cent, and often more is paid, whereas prior 
to 1919 the rate wns rarely above 5 per cent. 

There is evidently a danger, my good friends, a great danger, 
in a condition of that sort, which will permit this tremendous 
loss to the Federal Government and which will permit this 
tremendous concentrntion of wealth in the hands of a com- 
paratively few individuals. We know, ns an example, as the 
relic of feudal times, that there arose in England that condi- 
tion where a few people of landed estates controlled almost 
all the land of England, and it was necessary to adopt strenu- 
ous measures of relief, and the statute of mortmain came into 
existence, 

We know that in our own States there was an attenipt to 
concentrate wealth in the early days of the Republic, and 
what happened? In order to relieve the country of that sort 
of n menace the early legisintures of the States adopted 
statutes against perpetuities, statutes with which all who are 
lawyers fre quite familiar. Those statutes were adopted so 
as to prevent the holding of estates and large amounts of 
wealth for long periods of time. And I say, with equal 
strength of argument, that just ns it was necessary to pass the 
statute ot mortmain und just as it was necessary ‘to pass 
statutes Against perpetuities, it is necessary to-day to pass 
this amendment in order to prevent a large concentration of 
wealth in the hands of a comparatively few people in this 
country. 

Furthermore we are not the final arbiters of this proposition. 
It three-fourths of the State want this innovation, they shall 


have lt, We simply let all the States, through their consti- 
tutional conventions or through their legislatures, pass upon 


the question. 
erendum. 

The distinguished Representative from West Virginia [Mr. 
RosENBLOOM] fears the rush of new issues lu this amendiment’s 
passage. That is unfortunate, but can not be avoided. Surely 
West Virginia will have due regard for future generations 
and will not rush to issue bonds unnecessarily and thereby bir- 
den her children and their progeny, I have fuith L- West Vir- 
ginia aud her political subdivisions. They can be trusted not 
to rush issues of bonds for no good purpose. If West Virginia 
can not be trusted and win do otherwise, then, indeed, it is 
time to call a halt und put un end to a policy that will permit 
such an evil, 

My distinguished colleague from Arkansas [II. Orot! 
asks what is more productive than a schoolhouse, the building 
of a rond, or the construction of a drainage. I know of 
nothing more important, but surely, despite the passage of this 
amendment, I hope Arkansas will continue to bulld her school- 
houses, her rouds, and her drainage system. ‘The impression 
I got yesterday was that the passage of this amendment would 
utterly stop such improvements, These improvements were 
Inaugurated long before the advent of tax-exempt securities 
and long before the date of the decision of Evans against Gore, 
He figures that 1 per cent additional must be added to the cost 
because of tlie removal of the exemption. I say that it is well 
worth pressing the amendment and getting rid of the disid- 
vintages springing from the exemptions, He states also that 
the amendment will increase the valne of the old issues, That, 
also, can not be avoided; it is n part of the price that must be 
paid. You always have a disadvantage with an advantage; 
that is what the fellow suid who was handed the bill for his 
mother-in-liw's funeral expense. . 

Nor do I share the fenrs of my leaders, the honorable gentle- 
man from Jeimessee [Mr. Gannerr] with reference to reciprocal 
tax powers provided in the amendment for the Federal Govern- 
ment, as well as Individual States. There is no lessening of 
rights to the States. There fs, Indeed, a grant of additional 
powers alike to the States, ns well as the Nation. There 1s, 
therefore, no inynsion of the doctrine of State rights. The 
State can tax the Federal Government and the Federal Goy- 
ernment can tax the State, provided, however, there is no dis- 
crimination, There should be no eternal war or rivalry of taxit- 
tion between the States and lederal sovereignty. I have faith 
in the integrity of Tennessee. It would not attempt to tax un- 
duly or with any degree of injustice. In fact, it could not do 80 
under the amendment. Tennessee, like all the other States, 
would do nothing rash or improvident in devising tax statutes, 
‘Tennessee, like the other States, would do nothing to bring the 
blush of shame to the Natious’ check. They all play in the 
symphony of the Republic and none would strike a discordant 
note, 

The suggestion of my esteemed friend from Texas [Mr. BLAN- 
TON] that the amendment contiin a clause Limiting the amount 
of exemptions to the sum of $100,000 worth of securities would 
be utter folly. The Constitution prior to the cighteenth and 
nineteenth amendments was akin to a bill of rights, but surely 
the addition of n numerical value like $100,000, a value which 
vuries with euch generation, would be opening the door to mak- 
ing the Constitution a mere potpourri of ordinances, Oue may 
as well insert in the Constitution regulations for children’s 
prayers or choice recipes out of a cook book, 

I heard with great interest the argument of my distin- 
guished colleague from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR], and I think 
+ is well to answer his argument. He seemed to haro some 

ea 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired, 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five udditional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time has been fixed, so that there 
can be no unanimous consent to the extension of time, 

Mr. CELLER, Then will the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GREEN] give me five additional minutes? 4 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, I will yield the gentleman two addi- 
tional minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for two additional minutes, 

Mr. CALLER. Mr. Frear took the position that it was not 
necessary fo pass a constitutional amendment to get at this 
menace, He sald it was sulliclent to puss un enactment in 
this House and in the Senate and bave that signed by the Presi- 
dent in the form of an ordinary Federal enactment. But we 
know this, my good friends, Hiat ever since the very famous 
case of McCullocli against Maryland, that case In which Chief 
Justice Marshall decided that the State government could not 


I shall not set my judgment against this ref- 
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levy a tax upon the shares of the Bank of the United States, 
on the general principle that a State can not levy any tax 
upon the instrumentalities of the Federal Government, a 
statute of this sort would be wnayailing, and a long line of 
cases, ending with the case of Evans against. Gore, have uni- 
formly held that there can be no right in a State or in the 
Federal Government to exercise the power of taxation, which 
is the power to destroy, because the States are sovereign and 
the Federal Government is a sovereign within the limitations 
of the Constitution, And I might say that the States and the 
Federal Government are like unto the moon and the sun; both 
are separate entities, but, unlike the moon ‘and the sun, one 
enn not eclipse the other; they must remain paramount and 
supreme on all ocensions, and for that reason the Federal Gov- 
ernment has no power to levy any tax upon the potentialities 
or Instrumentalities of a State without its consent, and that, 
indeed, hus been the uniform practice in a long line of deci- 
sions. I um borne out in that argument by Elihu Root, wlio, 
in a very Uluminating letter to this body only u few years ago, 
pointed ont that very faet, and he did that in answer to the 
argument which has heen adyerted to by my distinguished 
enlengne from New York with reference te what Governor 
Hughes said to the Legislature of the State of New York. 

The sixteenth amendment gives the right to Congress to lay 
and collect taxes on incomes from whatever sources derived,’ 
The term, however, “from whatever sources derived“ must 
be correlated with the vest of the Constitution and must be 
construed with the necessary implications that arise from the 
various sections and articles thereof. In the case of Dyans v. 
Gore (258 U. S., p. 243), which was the attempt of Judge Evans 
tu resist the payment of income taxes on his salary us a Fed- 
val judge, the court held that the sixteenth amendment to the 

Institution. as shown by its language und history, was not to 

extend the taxing power to new or excepted subjects. It had 
te be construed in connection with article 1, section 1, clause 6. 
of the Constitution, which provides that the compensation of 
judges shall not be diminished during their continuance in 
office, To tax the salary of u judge would be te dimiuish his 
coumpensntion; in other words, the sixteenth amendment can 
not he vead without reference to the other parts of the Con- 
stitution, 

Congress has always had full, plenary power to tax. Hamil- 
ton, In unswer to questions as to how far Congress could go in 
this regard, said that the power of the Federal Government 
to tax was without limit and unqualified” We have this very 
significant Jangnage from the thirty-irst number of the Fed- 
erullst: 


A government onght to contain In itself every powor requisite to 
the full accompHshment of the objects comnil(ted to ite care and to 
the complete execution of the trasts for which it is responsihie. free 
from every other control but a regard to the public good and ta the 
wense of the people. 

An the duties of superintending the national defense and of securing 
the public peace against foreign or domestic violence involve n provi- 
sion for casualties and dangers to which no possible limits can bo 
assigned, the power of making that provision ought to know nò other 
bounds than the exigencies of tho Nation and the resources of the 
community, = 

Ag revenne is the essentinl engine by which the menns of answering 
the national exigcncics must be procured, the power of procuring that 
article in Its full extent must necessarily be comprehended in that of 
providing for those exigencies. 

Aas theory and practice conspire to prove that the power of preenr- 
jog revenue is nmavailing when exercised over the States in their 
collective capacities, the Federal Government must of necessity be 
invested with an unqualified power of taxation in the ordinary modes. 


But prior to the sixteenth amendment and under its plenary 
tax power Congress passed an income tax law, whieli law was 
held unconstitutional in the case of Pollock against the 
Farmers Loan & Trust Co. (157 U. S. 429), The Pollock case 
was a bill by a stoekholder to enjoin the defendant corporation 
from paying an income tax under the act of August 15, 1894 
(28 Stat. 509), It was urged that the act was unconstitutional 
on the grounds (1) that in imposing a tax on the income or 
rents of real and personal property it imposed a direct tax 
upon the property itself, which was yoid because not appor- 
tioned nmong the Stutes; (2) that In imposing Indirect taxes 
it violated the constitutional requirement of uniformity; (8) 
that in imposing a tax upon income received from State and 
municipal bonds it exceeded the constitutional powers of the 
Federal Government. With reference to this third point Chief 
Justice Fuller sald (p. 585): 

It is contended that although the property or revenues of the State 
or their instrumentalities can not be taxed, nevertheless the Income 
derived from State, county, and municipal securities can be taxed. 


But we think the same want of power to tax the property or revenues 
of the States or their instrumentalitics exists in relation to a tax on 
the income from their securities, 


The court said, despite the full, unqualified taxing power of 
Congress, it could not in exercise of that power invade the 
sovereignty. of the States, 

Beeause of the Pollock case the sixteenth amendment pro- 
vides as follows: 


The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes on incomes, 
from whatever source derived, without apportionment among tho 
several States, and without regard ta any cenens or enumeration. 


At the time the sixteenth amendment was being considered 
by the legislatures of several States It was urged by various 
writers and public men that the amendment gave Congress the 
power to tax incomes from State and municipal securities, 
This was the argument that Governor Hughes used In his mes- 
sige to the New York State Legislature in opposition to the 
passage of the amendment by New York State. 

The opinion, however, preyniled that it was never Intended 
that the sixteenth amendment give the power to Congress to 
tax the instrumentalities of State covernment—that Is, income 
derived from State securities, Although Cougress; as Hamtiten 
said, has full power to tax, it can not attack the sovereignty of 
a State by taxing it. The sixteenth amendment simply gave the 
right to the Federal Government to lay an income tax or any 
other tax, from whatever source derived,” without apportion- 
ment. By the Constitution all direct taxes were required to be 
apportioned among the several States according to the popnin- 
tion as determined by a census or ennmeration. The sixteenth 
amendnient simply did away with the apportlonment— did away 
with “ geographical equality.“ The amendment did not enlarge 
the power of Congress to tax, which already was full and cmm- 
plete. Due consideration wonld still have to be given to the 
inhibitions and prohibitions contained in other parts of the 
Constitution so as to protect the States against unwarranted 
invasion of their sovereignty by the Central Government. 

The question at issue has never been squarely tested by the 
United States Supreme court, hut the cuse of Evans against 
Gore is clear enough indication that the amendment now’ pro- 
posed is absolutely necessary in order to permit the taxation by 
the Federal Government of State securities and taxation by the 
State government of Federal securities. 

Justice Holmes and Justice Brandeis strongly dissented from 
the majority opinion in the case of Evans aguinst Gore, whieh 
was decided In 1920, They are still on the bench. But of the 
seven who signed the majority opinion only Justices McKenna, 
Vun Devanter, and MeReynolds remain, It has been urged that 
Congress simply pass a statute embodying the purpose of the 
amendment and allow the statute to be tested by the Supreme 
Court, two of whose members would be likely to vote for its 
constitutionality. Those who suggest this plan seem assured 
that Justices MeKenna, Van Devanter, and McReynolds would 
vote for the uneonstitutionality of the statute and that there 
would be an excellent opportunity to couvert the four new 
members of the court to the constitutionality of the proposal. 
To those who urge this I say the lawyers in Congress have a 
right te express themselyes upon the constitutionality: of any 
measure, and J. for one, would withhold my vote for any mens- 
nre which I deemed unconstitutional, dexpite the fact that there 
might be a bare possibility of the Supreme Court deciding con- 
trary to my opinion, To my mind, therefore, the nmendment to 
the Constitution is the only available remedy for the mennce of 
tax-exempt securities. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has ugain 
expired, 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from: Virginia [Mr. HOOKER]. 

Mr. HOOKER. Mr. Chairman, in the very brief time T have 
to discuss the resolution now pending before the House 1 
can not hope to go as fully into the many reasons that appenr 
in opposition to it as I would like. However, It occurs to me 
that a mere statement of the chief objections: te this resolu- 
tion will be sufficient to call attention to the inndvtsabillty of 
making it a part of the fundamental law of the conntry. 

This resolution, known as House Resolution 136, Introduced 
by Representative Green of Iowa, bas for its apparent object 
the putting an end to the issuance of tax-exempt securities. 
It strikes me as if it would be more properly nimed were It 
enlled an amendment to put an end to the Federn farm lonn 
system. It is a catchy“ proposition and at first blush one 
is Hable to fall for it. When this proposed amendment to our 
Federal Constitution was first offered it struck many of us 
as u proper addition to the Coustitution; but after an ex:mui- 
untlon and consideration of the far-reaching effects of it, and 
after reading the hearings before the committee, we can hut 
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realize the effect it would have upon the development and 


freedom of the individual States, counties, districts, and 
municipalities, and that it would virtually destroy the Fed- 
eral farm loan system and the intermediate credit bank sys- 
tem. I want briefly to call the attention of the House, Mr. 
Chairman, first— 

To the effect on the Federal farm loan system. The sup- 
port of this measure—I mean the outside support, or propa- 
ganda, as it is called here—comes largely from the interests 
that are opposing, and have from the beginning been opposing, 
the Federal farm loan system. It will be recalled that this 
system, which was designed for the benefit of the agricultural 
interest of the country, has been most vigorously fought by 
certain interests. The right of the Federal Government to 
establish the system was fought to the highest courts in the 
land, and although that fight was lost by the opponents of 
the system they have not given up hope yet of destroying it; 
and this proposition before us is but another, but different, 
method adopted to encompass its destruction. It is not 
deemed amiss to call attention to the names and occupations 
of some of the gentlemen who appeared before the committee 
in behalf of the adoption of this resolution. 

(1) Edwin D. Chassell, secretary of the Farm Mortgage 
Bankers’ Association of America. Of course he and ‘his or- 
ganization are for this amendment. Of course they are in- 
terested in the destruction of the farm loan and intermediate 
credit bank systems, because* these banks are their chief and 
most dangerous rivals. They preyent the looting of the farm- 
ers of the country by means of high interest rates and heavy 
commissions. 

(2) Philip H. Gosden, of Philadelphia, vice president of the 
United Gas Improvement Co., who, according to his own 
testimony, represents the American Gas Association, the 
American Electric Railway Association, and the National 
Electrie Light Association. 

(3) Edward P. Doyle, who appeared as a representative of 
the National Association of Real Estate Boards, ‘The mere 
stating the names of these gentlemen, with the interests that 
they represent and which doubtless prompt their advocacy of 
this amendment, is sufficient to put the friends of the azricul- 
tural interests of this country on notice. 

The beneficial effect of the Federal farm loan bank system 
and its great worth to the agricultural interests of the country 
is no longer a question for debate. It has made good, and its 
werth is fully established. We are all familiar with ‘the fact 
that prior to the establishment of the Federal farm loan system 
farmers could not secure mortgage loans upon terms ‘at all 
suited to their requirements—short-time loans, more renewal 
expenses, and commissions were the order of the day. ‘The in- 
terest charge was all the traffic could possibly bear, and mort- 
gage banks, life insurance companies, and similar agencies 
were not offering lonns for longer time than from three to 
five years. The Federal farm loan system, including the in- 
termediate credit bank system, gets the money to loan to the 
farmers of the country by sale of its bonds to the investing 
public. These bonds are tax exempt, and for this reason sell 
at a low rate of interest; they are sold at an interest rute of 
4} to 5 per cent. The money thus secured is loaned to the 
farmers at 1 per cent advance, the rate being limited by law to 
6 per cent. If this amendment is adopted, however, and the 
bonds of the farm loan system and the intermediate credit 
banks are taxed, then these bonds can not be marketed for less 
than 5} and 6 per cent, thus making the interest rate to the 
borrowing farmer not less than 64 and 7 per cent. These are 
the lowest figures that possibly could obtain, and would make 
necessary the repeal of the 6 per cent limitation as to interest 
now fixed by law. 

This statement is borne out by the testimony of the governor 
of the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, Mr. George W. 
Norris, given before the Senate Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency on January 31,1924. He was asked what rate of interest 
Federal farm loan securities would have to bear in order to be 
sold if subject to tax, and he replied, not less than 55 per cent, 
and that he thought the rate would have to be 6 per cent. 
Taking this statement to be true, the farmer would have ‘to 
pay 64 and 7 per cent on his loans from the Federal loan sys- 
tem, The law at present limits the rate that may be charged 
by the Federal farm loan system to 6 per cent. If can not 
exceed that. This limitation on the interest charge was made 
so that the borrowing farmer would get the benefit of the tax- 
free feature in the securities of the system rather than the 
bank itself. If the bonds of the Federal loan system are taxed, 
the result will be that this limitation of 6 per cent interest 
will haye to be repeuled by Congress, the farmer will have to 


pay In excess of 6 per cent interest rate, and the system will 
Soon go out of business, and the farmer will be relegated to the 
old system of borrowing money on short time, with the expense 
and trouble of frequent renewals and high and heavy com- 
missions, 

It is estimated by those favoring this proposed amendment to 
the Constitution that there are outstanding some sixteen billions 
of tax-exempt securities. I think the best and most accurate 
estimates, place these tax-exempt securities that are now ont- 
Standing at about twelve billions three hundred millions. It is 
argued here that this great and enormous sum thus invested in 
tax-exempt securities is escaping its just burden of taxation. 
Suppose that be true, this amendment does not reach tax- 
exempt securities already issued and that may be Issued before 
the ratification of this proposed amendment, This amendment 
will not bring the great outstanding bulk of tax-exempt securi- 
ties in for taxation. It is only proposed by this amendment to 
tax securities issued after the ratifieation of this amendment 
and not the securities now already issued or that may be issued 
hereafter before this amendment is ratified by three-fourths 
of the States. The language of the resolution is, on this point: 


The United States shall have power to lay and collect taxes on 
incomes derived from securities issued after the ratification of this 
article. 


Much of the argument made by those advocating the adop- 
tion and submission of this article for ratification consists in 
calling attention to the large amount of money at this time 
invested in tax-exempt securities, but they do not tell you at 
the same time that this amendment will not reach them. It 
is only securities issued after the ratification of this article 
that can be reached for taxation. We are also admonished 
that the States sill be permitted under this amendment to 
tax the securities of the Government that are issued hereafter 
and that this will be somewhat a compensation for permitting 
the Federal Government to tax the securities of the States. 
The fact is overlooked that the United States Government 
securities outstanding now were issued to raise money to con- 
duct the late World War. The Federal Government is not 
issuing any new securities and will not issue any in any ap- 
preciable amount hereafter unless we should be so unfortunate 
as to get into another war. Consequently, the chance of the 
States having an opportunity to derive any income from an 
income tax levied on Federal securities is very poor, indeed. 
Many of the States have issned and sold large amounts of 
securities to build roads, cities and towns have borrowed to 
build streets, schoothouses, and to purchase or construct publie 
utilities, and these are outstanding now and can not be reached 
by this amendment; but the Federat farm loan system is in its 
infancy. The intermediate credit bank system is not yet a 
year old. These systems, designed to help the agricultural 
interests, huve to sell their bonds hereafter in order to care for 
and finance the farmers of the country. To adopt this amend- 
ment and tax the bonds of the Federal farm loan system and 
the intermediate credit bank system is to place a direct burden 
and tax on the borrowing farmer. The increased interest rate 
that will be required by the purchasers of the bonds will be, of 
course, passed on to the borrower in the shape of an increased 
interest rate. Farmers are becoming more and more alive to 
the advantage and value to them of organization. They are 
uniting and organizing cooperative associations, produce ex- 
changes, and organizations of a like kind for the sale of their 
products, such as cotton, tobaeco, fruits, and so forth. In order 
to handle their produets cooperatively and to market them 
through their associations in an orderly manner they and their 
marketing associations have to have money. 

One of the objects of the establishment of the intermediate 
credit bank system was to have an institution under the con- 
trol of the Federal Farm Loan Board that was prepared to 
advance money to farmers and farm organizations on short- 
time periods, ranging from a few months to three years. In 
the district that I have the honor to represent here, the 
tobacco farmers have become members of the Tobacco Growers’ 
Cooperative Association of Virginia, North Carolina. and South 
Carolina, an organization which has for its purpose the stor- 
ing and marketing their tobacco by the members of the associ- 
ation in an orderly and advantageous manner. This and all 
similar associations frequently need short-time loans. The 
intermediate credit bank system can be very helpful to them 
in this regard. I understand from the daily press that some 
of the farmers who are members of this association are con- 
templating establishing at Danville, Va., an intermediate 
credit bank. The adoption of this resolution would destroy 
this movement at this point, as well as destroy the system in 
the entire country, 
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Mr. Chairman, much is said by the advocates of this measure 
on this floor about the diversion of money from “industry” 
by the issuance of tax-exempt securities. They talk as if they 
fre opposed to money being diverted into the agricultural in- 


dustry. I submit that agriculture is an industry—the very 
basic foundation industry upon which every other industry is 
built and upon which every other industry is dependent, and 
I submit that it is the duty of this body to foster and encour- 
age it in every legal, proper, and fair manner that we may. 
This resolution, if adopted, will divert money from the agri- 
cultural industry by diverting it from the great Federal farm 
loan and intermediate credit bank systems that were etab- 
lished by Congress to aid the farmers of the country. I want 
to see enacted here laws that will divert money to, and not 
from, agriculture. Mr. Chairman, from the foundation of this 
Government unto this good hour, these so-called tax-exempt 
securities have been issued without objection, and in all the 
148 years or more that our Government has existed, there has 
never before been raised the contention that the issning by the 
Government, the States, or counties and municipalities of 
tax-exempt securities diverted money from industry to such 
an extent that it could not secure money to properly function; 
never, Mr. Chairman, until the Federal farm loan system was 
given the authority to sell its bonds free of tax to get money 
to loan to the agricultural industries, limiting the interest 
rate to 6 per cent, and that without commissions and bonuses 
to the lenders, did we hear this hue and cry about the diver- 
sion of money from industries by the sale of tax-exempt secu- 
rities. We are not told here what industries are suffering be- 
cause of an inability to get money, yet almost every day, 
either on this floor or at the other end of this building, some 
Senator or Representative is on his feet telling Congress how 
the agricultural industry, especially in the West and North- 
west, is suffering for lack of money. 

The Government is at this time making an effort to devise 
some means to finance the farmers of the Northwest, and yet 
we have here the advocates of this measure declaring that the 
other industries are suffering because money is being di- 
verted from them into the Federal farm loan system, and 
through it to the agricultural interests of the country. Infor- 
mation is brought. here that tells us in what particular lo- 
ealities there is financial distress among the farmers, but 
I have yet to have anyone attempt to show any other in- 
dustries to which they so feelingly refer as suffering for lack 
of funds. No; this whole effort originated from the enemies 
of the Federal farm loan system. The propaganda that is 
flooding the country demanding the adoption of this amend- 
ment likewise emanates from those sources opposed to the 
Federal farm loan system. But, Mr. Chairman, the farmers 
of this country are becoming alive to what is going on; they 
are not fooled by this clamor. I want to read you a letter 
addressed to Senators and Representatives of Virginia by the 
secretary of the Virginia Farm Bureau, which will show 
that the farmers of Virginia realize the real motive behind 
this proposition, and that they fully realize what the result 
will mean to the Federal farm loan system if it should be 
submitted and ratified. 

ROANOKE, Va., January 26, 192}. 
VIRGINIA SENATORS AND REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: Drawing my information from the reports current 
in the daily papers and frequent conference with those directly inter- 
ested in the welfare of Virginia agriculture, and I mean not only 
farmers, but business men as well, I am prompted to write this let- 
ter, 

No one knows better what value our Federal farm loan system 
with its banks, joint stock land banks, ete., has been, and will be 
to the future welfare of agriculture, not only throughout the State 
of Virginia, but every State in the Union. ‘Those farmers who have 
made even a superficial study of the credit conditions allotted agri- 
culture in the United States, and who remember only too vividly 
the action taken by certain forces throughout the entire United 
States, culminating in the action of the Kansas courts, when this 
whole system was held up, fully realize that any effort to impair this 
system of farm credit is not only a direct stab at agriculture, but 
it is even more. It Is a stab directed at not only present prosperity, 
but the well-being of future farm generations as well as the present 
and future generations of consumers, 

* * . . * . 

Begging that you give this your immediate attention and do all 
within your power to safeguard the interests of our people from the 
exploitation of any special or favored class, I beg to remain, with 
every kind wish and due appreciation, 

Respectfully yours, y 


FRANK NELSON, Secretary-Treasurer. 


The secretary of this farmers’ organization submits along 
with this letter a brief argument against this amendment, 
wherein he presents the farmers’ view so strongly that I will 
likewise read that to you: 


FEDERAL FARM LOAN SYSTEM ENDANGERED BY GREEN RESOLUTION BEFORB 
CONGRESS— FARMERS SHOULD BH VITALLY INTERESTED IN ITS DEFEAT. 


There is now pending before Congress a matter of vital interest to 
the farmers of the country, the real significance of which they have 
not as yet fully realized. On December 5, 1923, Mr. Green of Iowa 
introduced in the House a joint resolution, House Joint Resolution 136, 
known as the Green resolution, proposing an amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States which in effect would subject all future 
issues of State, county, city, and school district bonds to a Federal 
tax, and also permit the States to tax future issues of bonds issued by 
or under the authority of the United States. The ultimate result of 
this resolution, so far as the farmer is concerned, would be to subject 
Federal farm loan bonds to Federal and State taxation and thereby 
increase the interest rate that the farmer will have to pay on his 
farm loans under the Federal farm loan system. In a word, if the 
resolution is passed and ratified as now worded the farmers of the 
country would lose in a large measure the benefits of the legisla- 
tion enacted in their interest under the Federal farm loan system. The 
language of the resolution is as follows: 


ARTICLE —. 


“Section 1. The United States shall have power to lay and collect 
taxes on income derived from securities issued, after the ratification of 
this article, by or under. the authority of any State, but without discrimi- 
nation against income derived from such securities and in favor of in- 
come derived from securities issued, after the ratification of this 
article, by or under the authority of the United States or any other 
State. 

“Src. 2. Each State shall have power to lay and collect taxes on 
income derived by its residents from securities issued, after the ratifi- 
cation of this article, by or under the authority of the United States, 
but without discrimination against income derived from such securtl- 
ties and in favor of income derived from securities issued, after the 
ratification of this article, by or under the authority of such State.” 

The wording of this resolution is innocent enough, but its effect 
would be disastrous to the farmer. Federal farm loan bonds are in- 
strumentalities of the Federal Government and are issued under its 
authority. Under the Green resolution the United States Government 
could not tax the income from bonds issued by any State or political 
subdivision thereof until it had repealed that clause in the farm loan 
act which exempts farm loan bonds from taxation. If the Federal 
Government is to tax the income from the securities of any State, then 
the Federal Government can not issue, or permt to be issued under its 
authority, any securities that are exempt from taxation. This strikes 
directly and fatally at farm loan bonds. Under this proposed amend- 
ment to the Constitution no possible exception could be made to pro- 
tect the farmer or farm loan bonds. Any effort to make such an ex- 
ception would be inconsistent and utterly futile. Exemption of Fed- 
eral farm loan bonds would make the proposed amendment inoperative 
and, in fact, would be unconstitutional. 

It will be noted with interest by the farmers that the farm mortgage 
bankers—that is, those private persons or corporations other than the 
Federal farm loan system who are engaged in lending money on farm 
lands—are advocating this amendment. An official of one of their 
national organizations is one of the chief proponents of this amendment 
and testified in advocacy of it before the Ways and Means Committee of 
the House. It is but natural that the farm mortgage bankers should 
advocate this amendment, as their business has been hit hard by the 
Federal farm loan system. It will not be difficult for the farmer to 
understand why the farm mortgage bankers are in favor of this amend- 
ment, The farmers remember full well the time when, prior to the 
Federal farm loan act, they had to pay high rates of interest and, in 
addition, commissions for farm loans. 

The Federal farm loan system was established in order to enable the 
farmer to obtain long-time farm loans at a low rate of interest and 
without the payment of commissions or renewal charges on these loans. 
It is inconceivable that the farmers of the country will allow the benefits 
of this system to be in a large measure taken away from them by this 
proposed amendment without a vigorous protest. This amendment 
should not be confused with the Mellon plan of tax reduction or any 
other tax-reduction plan. It is a separate and distinct piece of legisla- 
tion and will not be passed and ratified as a part of the Constitution if 
the interests of the farmers of the country are given full and adequate 
consideration. 


In this same connection and to show you that the farmers feel 
that this proposed legislation is aimed at the Federal farm loan 
system I want to read to you an editorial whieh will appear in 
the next issue of the Southern Planter, of Richmond, Va., a farm 
paper of wide circulation among the farmers of that Common- 
wealth: 
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THE TAX-EXEMPTION BOGY. 


Wall Street bankers are putting up a job on the American farmers, 
and the farmers are letting them get away with it. 

These bankers are planning to gouge the farmers for $181,000,000 
annually in added interest charges on borrowed money. By a cunningly 
worded tissue of falsehoods they have built up a bogy man labeled 
“The Menace of Tax Exemption” and are asking the farmers to slay it. 

Some farm leaders and farm organizations have been scared by the 
bogy. They have sounded the alarm and are calling upon farmers 
everywhere to join in the fight against the imaginary monster. 

If the farmers slay the bogy by urging Congress to adopt the Wall 
Street measure they will: 

(1) Kill the farm loan system and add $80,000,000 a year to the 
interest charge on farm mortgages; i 

(2) Add 20 per cent to the cost of every school, every mile of 
road, and every other public improvement In the form of $100,000,000 
a year in added interest on the bonds. 

It is time the farmer woke up. 

Read the following article, 

Then do something. 


[By Samuel M. Bvans.] 


Unless some intelligent opposition Is aroused, and that very quickly, 
the proposal of the farm mortgage bankers’ association to destroy 
the Federal farm loan system and bring back the old days of short 
loans, high interest rates, and commissions will pass the American 
Congress. This proposal is camouflaged as a constitutional amend- 
ment authorizing the Federal Government to tax income derived 
from securities issued by the States and empowering the States to 
tax income derived from securities issued by the Federal Government. 

On its face, the amendment—known as The Green Amendment.”— 
has the appearance of being in the interest of the American taxpayer, 
and the spurious cry of no tax-exempt class for America” has been 
Taised by its supporters to gain a very considerable mistaken following 
throughout the country. 

The facts of the case are as follows: 

1. The amendment proposes a revolutionary change in the basic 
idea underlying the Federal Union of States. 

2. It is put forward upon the theory that a large number of 
wealthy men are now exempt from taxation through ownership of 
tax-exempt securities, and this, together with other arguments for the 
proposals, are nothing more or less than a tissue of falsehoods. 

3. Whatever small evil may result from the issuance of tax-exempt 
securities by States, cities, and other lesser governmental units will 
not be corrected by the proposal, because under the terms of the 
income-tax law the great mutual insurance companies, mutual savings 
banks, and eleemosynary Institutions of Wall Street are already exempt 
from taxation; and to prevent the issuance of more tax-exempt bonds 
would not reach these institutions, which are exempt because of the 
nature of their business, and bonds of any kind are exempt when held 
by them, 

4, Only 6.8 per cent of the whole population and only 2 per cent 
of the farmers of America pay any Federal income tax whatever, and 
any remedy that might lie through the enactment of this revolution- 
ary proposal would be of benefit only to this 6.8 per cent of the popula- 
tion. 

5. Instead of relieving the average taxpayer, the scheme will add at 
least 20 per cent to the real-estate taxes paid by the population of 
the United States in general, and the farmer is the heayiest holder of 
real estate, 

6. The plan originated in the offices of the Farm Mortgage Bankers’ 
Association of America, and has been pushed forward by them and 
other interests whose sole idea is to deprive the farmer, States, and 
municipalities of cheap money. 

This most extraordinary proposal actually passed the last House 
of Representatives by the requisite two-thirds vote, but failed upon 
mature consideration by the Senate Committee on the Judiciary. 
Steam-rolier methods are now being employed in Washington to force 
the resolution through this House. 

From the beginning of the Federal Union, the Supreme Court has 
always held that because “the power to tax is the power to destroy,” 
the Federal Government can not tax the instrumentalities through 
which State or other lesser governmental unit exercises its sover- 
cignty. The corollary to this is that no State can tax the instrue 
mentalities through which the Federal Government exercises its 
sovereignty, So strongly imbedded is this principle in American 
jurisprudence that it has been held to be the very essence of the 
Federal Union, for otherwise there would be no clear lime of de- 
marcation between the sovereign powers of the Federal Government 
and those of the respective States. It was even beld that the sir- 
teenth amendment, which gives Congress the right to tax incomes 
“from whatever source derived,” could not be construed to give 
Congress the right to impair State sovereignty by taxing comes 
derived from securities issued by the States in the extrcise of their 
sovereignty. 


The real crux of the matter Is that the mortgage sharks want to 
get back in control of the farmers’ money market. They want to 
destroy the Federal farm-loan system. Under the terms of the 
present law, Federal farm-loan banks are required to loan money 
to farmers at a rate of interest not greater than 1 per cent more than 
the interest borne by the bonds issued by those banks; and in no case 
at any interest greater than 6 per cent. This has operated to pro- 
vide money for the farmers at an average interest rate of 52 per 
cent. The loan sharks know that if the Fede 1 farm-loan system 
is deprived of the advantages that accrue from the tax-exempt fea- 
tures of its bonds, these bonds will have to be marketed in competi- 
tion with other industrial securities and can not be sold unless they 
bear a rate of from 6 per cent to 7 per cent, and that this will in- 
crease the farmers’ interest rate to from 7 per cent to 8 per cent. 
The added burden on the farmer in interest rates alone will be ap- 
proximately $80,000,000 a year for the whole country, based upon the 
latest statistics issued by the Department of Agriculture as to the 
farm loans now outstanding. 


But, Mr. Chairman, the agricultural industry is not alone 
injured by this resolution. The States, counties, cities, and 
towns will likewise be tremendously burdened by it, and each 
individual taxpayer will feel the effect of an added burden of 
tax should this resolution be submitted and ratified. If the 
city or town needs money for street paving, building school- 
houses, or for the purchase and construction of its own public 
utilities, such as water works, sewerage systems, lighting plants, 
and so forth—utilities that should be owned by the city or 
town, as the ease may be—they issue and sell bonds for the 
purpose of raisinig the money. The bonds being tax exempt 
sell at a low rate of interest. If the bonds are taxed the 
interest rates will have to be higher, and the increased burden 
of the higher rate of interest on their bonds will be passed 
on to the individual taxpayer in the State, town, and county. 

Mr. Chairman, if time permitted, I would be pleased to dis- 
cuss another angle of this proposition. It is, in my view, the 
greatest invasion of the rights of the States that has ever 
been proposed: since the foundation of our Government. The 
principle that this Government is an indissoluble union of 
indestructible States is of equal age with the Government it- 
self. The ratification of this amendment would destroy in the 
most effectual manner the last vestige of the Sovereignty of 
the States. If this article should become a part of our Con- 
stitution, then we would have given to the Federal Govern- 
ment the power to tax the securities of the States, which is 
equivalent to the power to tax the State itself, and that “ the 
power to tax is the power to destroy“ is a principle enunctated 
by one of our gréat American jurists in the early days of our 
national existence. 

I submit, Mr. Chairman, that a careful investigation of this 
proposition will force the Members of this House to the con- 
clusion that. this resolution should not be adopted here and 
submitted for ratification. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield one minute to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. BULWINKLE]. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, North Carolina favors 
the building. of good roads, and I shall introduce, as a part of 
my remarks, the report of the subcommittee of the United 
States Good Roads Association, which was adopted by the 
association at its meeting at Greenville on April 16, 1923, and 
it is in opposition to this amendment. 

The report referred to follows: 

(Submitted December 4, 1923.) 
How THE Pnorosno ELIMINATION oF TAX-EXEMPT BONDS WOULD AF- 
FECT THE ROAV-BUILDING PROGRAM. 

Report of the subcommittee appointed by the resolutions committee 
of the United States Good Roads Association, in convention at Green- 
ville, S. C., April 18-21, 1923: 

To investigate the probable effect upon the good road-building pro- 
gram of the adoption of the constitutional amendment proposed in a 
joint resolution introduced in the Sixty-seventh Congress and passed by 
the House of Representatives January 23, 1923, the effect of which 
would be to abolish tax exemption on securities issued by either the 
Federal, State, or local government units. 

House Joint Resolution 314 of the Sixty-seventh Congress, and reintro- 
duced in the Sixty-eighth Congress as House Joint Resolution 136 
(known as the Green resolution), 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled (two-thirde of each House 
concurring therein), That the following article is proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States, which shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes as part of the Constitution when 
ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several States: 

ARTICLE —. ~ 

SECTION 1. The United States shall have power tọ lay and collect 

taxes on income derived from securities issued, after the ratification of 
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this article, by or under the authority of any State, but without dis- 
crimination against income derived from such securities issued, after 
the ratification of this article, by or under the authority of the United 
States or any other State. 

Sec. 2. Each State shall have power to lay and collect taxes on in- 
come derived by its residents from securities issued, after the ratifica- 
tion of this article, by or under the authority of the United States, but 
without discrimination against income derived from such securities and 
in favor of income derived from securities issued, after the ratification 
of this article, by or under the authority of such State. 

A revolutionary change in our system of taxation is proposed. Be- 
fore examining the specific effects upon road building that would re- 
sult from the abolition of tax-exempt bonds your committee thought 
it desirable to present briefly a few of the more important principles 
involved. We have therefore considered the proposed constitutional 
amendment under the following main headings: 

1. Is it right in principle? 

2. Is it expedient or necessary? 

3. How would it affect public improvements, particularly road 
financing? 

4. Who are urging its adoption? 

For those not interested in the evidence and discussion, a brief 
summary is provided. 

IS THE FEDERAL POWER TO TAX STATE AND LOCAL SECURITIES RIGHT IN 
PRINCIPLE? 


“The power to tax is the power to destroy.” This principle was 
laid down by John Marshall many years ago, and it is peculiarly ap- 
plicable in the present case, since this is a question of granting the 
Federal Government the power to tax instrumentalities issued by the 
States. One of the arguments put forth by the proponents of this 
amendment is to the effect that this taxing power could be used to 
regulate the issuance of bonds by the States, counties, and munici- 
palities, thereby curbing “extravagant expenditures.” 

It seems to your committee that the question of State and local 
expenditures should be of no concern to the Federal Government, and 
that any such power of regulation which might be acquired through 
the taxing privilege is not only a flagrant infringement of States’ 
rights but a dangerous precedent to establish. 


18 THIS PROPOSED MEANS NECESSARY OR EXPEDIENT? 


At times it has been considered necessary, or at least expedient, to 
deviate from well-established principles in order to accomplish some 
extraordinary good. Let us inquire what outstanding good this pro- 
posed measure is expected to bring about. 

The arguments of those who would cut off the tax-exemption 
privilege are, in effect: 

1. It would prevent alleged “tax dodging” by -wealthy men who 
prefer to keep their funds invested in low-yielding tax-exempt securi- 
ties rather than to invest in business enterprises or securities paying 
higher returns, but requiring heayy income tax payments to the 
Federal Government. 

2. By reducing the amounts of capital tied up in bonds more funds 
would be available for business development and expansion. 

3. The rate of interest for private financing would. be reduced. 

No one knows, even approximately, how many bonds are held by 
wealthy owners for the purposes of tax dodging. Secretary A. W. 
Mellon, in his testimony before the House committee considering this 
question, placed the total amount of outstanding fully tax-exempt bonds 
at $10,660,000,000. He added, however, that perhaps half of this 
amount was not held by individuals but by insurance companies, trust 
funds, State funds, endowment funds, and the like, most of which 
would be exempt from taxation regardless of any law, because of the 
nature of the charters under which they operate. 

Of the remaining half of these bonds it seems evident that a consid- 
erable portion, probably at least one-half, are held by men in moderate 
circumstances. It is only the very wealthy man who reaps any mate 
rial benefit from the surtax exemption. A man's total net taxable 
income must amount to $80,000 per year before the taxes he might 
possibly escape would be as much as 50 per cent. If his taxable income 
is only $50,000, his tax rate drops to 30 per cent. 

It appears that the expression “tax exempt” is a misnomer. There 
is, in fact, no such thing as a tax-exempt bond. On the contrary, the 
so-called tax-exempt bonds are the only kind that absolutely guarantee 
the payment of taxes. What happens is that the purchaser pays the 
taxes in advance and at the source, and the Government or the State 
deducts these taxes out of the interest rate. First issue 34 per cent 
Liberty bonds can be purchased, as this is written, to yield 3.43 per cent. 
The other issues, identically like the first, except that the income from 
them is subject to the surtax, are selling to yield 4.40 per cent. The 
difference, amounting to practically 1 per cent, represents the tax col- 
lected in advance. It should be noted that this 1 per cent for taxes is 
22 per cent of the income from this bond—that is, it is the same as 
laying a 22 per cent income tax. On most issues of road bonds this 
would figure even higher, 


As long as the surtax rate is 50 per cent on incomes of $200,000 or 
over there would be a certain tax advantage to the holder of tax- 
exempt securities. As soon as the maximum surtax rate is reduced to 
25 per cent or 80 per cent there would be little opportunity for tax 
dodging through the purchase of tax-exempt bonds. A measure making 
such a reduction in the surtax rate failed of passage in the last Con- 
gress by only a very few votes, and Secretary Mellon has recommended 
that a reduction of this kind be made in the near future. 

If comparison is made between Government bonds and industrial in- 
vestments of various kinds, we find that, according to the testimony 
of Secretary Mellon, investments yielding more than 10.4 per cent 
could pay even the highest income surtaxes and leave a bigger net 
margin than could be secured from tax-exempt Government bonds. 
Great numbers of investments yield in excess of 10.4 per cent. Men 
intent upon tax dodging need not limit themselves to tax-exempt bonds. 
As pointed out by Secretary Mellon, there are many other methods 
which successfully get around the high surtaxes. For instance, there 
is nothing to prevent a man from openly and legally making a gift of 
any part of his income to his wife or children. This splits the return 
up and cuts the tax to a low figure. Then there is the plan of buying 
property for a rise at the end of a long term of years. No income taxes 
are paid until the end of that period. It is sufficient to call attention 
to the fact that wealthy men have not, ordinarily, acquired their 
wealth by investing in Government low-interest bonds. 

It seems evident, therefore, that not only has the amount of “tax 
dodging” through the purchase of tax-exempt bonds been grossly ex- 
aggerated in the public mind by propaganda and otherwise, but that 
the opportunity for such tax dodging will rapidly decrease and even- 
tually disappear as the surtax rate is lowered. 

Of course, no action taken at this time could affect securities al- 
ready issued. If some means is desired to safeguard the tax-exemption 
privilege from abuse during periods of exceedingly high surtaxes, pro- 
vision could be made whereby only partial exemption is granted to 
holders of large amounts of these securities. This principle applies 
to-lay to several of the issues of Liberty bonds, particularly the later 
issues. 

The contention that issuance of these tax-exempt governmental and 
local securities is restricting investment in other lines of business and 
increasing the interest rates seems to fall down, in view of the large 
number of industrial issues of both stocks and bonds that have been 
eagerly absorbed by the investing public in the past two or three years, 
A recent issue of $50,000,000 worth of New York telephone bonds, 
bearing only 6 per cent interest and fully taxable, was oversubscribed 
by 900 per cent. 

It appears, therefore, that the actlon contemplated by this proposed 
constitutional amendment is neither necessary nor expedient. 


HOW WOULD REMOVAL OF THE TAX-EXEMPTION PRIVILEGE AFFECT PUBLIO 
IMPROVEMENTS, PARTICULARLY ROAD BUILDING? 


The first effect of the submission of this proposed amendment to the 
States for vote would be to cause a flood of tax-free bonds to be 
authorized. Each State, county, township, and municipality would 
rush through issues not only to meet their present needs but their 
prospective later needs as well. Already certain financial institutions 
in New York have offered their services in a eertificate-issuing scheme 
which would enable States to anticipate their future financial needs 
and issue the tax-exempt bonds on short notice whenever it became 
evident that the constitutional amendment would be adopted. 

Assuming the final adoption of this amendment, the next effect 
would probably be to raise the value of all tax-exempt bonds outstand- 
ing. This increase would add to the wealth of the very group this 
measure is intended to restrict. 

But the biggest and most noticeable effect in the various States 
would be an immediate increase in the interest rate that the local 
taxpayers would have to pay on new issues of bonds. This increase 
would have to be enough to cover the tax that the purchaser would 
thenceforth be required to pay. The best authorities on this subject 
agree that this increase in the interest rate would probably not be 
less than 1 per cent and possibly as much as 2 per cent. 

This would mean, first, that authorization for these bond issues 
would be harder to secure by popular vote, since the necessary tax 
burden to carry them would be much heayier. A $1,000,000 tax-exempt 
issue which formerly required at 5 per cent an annual interest pay- 
ment of $50,000 would—using the lowest rate of increase, 1 per cent 
require a $60,000 payment on a nontax-exempt basis. On a 20-year 
bond this would mean an added burden to the taxpayer of $200,000 
for the $1,000,000 bond issue. 

Secondly, difficulty might be encountered in selling these bonds even 
at the higher interest rates, due to the uncertainty as to what the 
future tax rate might be. A certain class of investors is principally 
interested in having an absolutely safe, steady, nonfluctuating income. 
The tax liability introduces an element of uncertainty that largely 
overthrows the main objective of this class of investors. For in- 
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stance, a man haying all his money invested in low-yielding Govern- 
ment bonds might have had his income cut in half by the increase 
in taxes during the war had his bonds been subject to taxation. 

Advocates of this change in plan assert that the citizens of any 
given State would get an advantage through lowered taxes (due to 
the new revenue collected on bonds held in that State) which would 
just balance the increased taxes required to pay the higher interest 
rates. 

But things do not work out that way in actual practice. The first 
difficulty arises from the fact that no tax-collecting system is perfect— 
much property always escapes taxation. Then, of course, it costs 
money to collect taxes, Experts of the Treasury Department think 
that they are collecting about 80 per cent of what is due and ought 
to be collected. This estimate is probably high. Then, in addition, 
the actual cost of making these collections must be deducted. If 70 
per cent of the taxes due in any State from taxable bonds—wealth 
easily concealed—ever gets into the Treasury to help pay off the in- 
creased interest charges necessitated, that would be doing extremely 
well. 

Increasing the amount of taxes due increases the temptation to 
conceal the securities. 

But this is not the worst of the proposal. The worst feature from 
the standpoint of the southern, western, and midwestern States— 
the States that have the biggest road-building programs to work out 
—is the fact that these bonds would be taxed in the States in which 
they are held; not by the States in which they are issued. 

That is, the citizens of Mississippi or Iowa, for instance, would pay 
the increased taxes necessary to carry the bonds and the States of 
New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and New England would get 
the benefit of the taxes paid on the majority of these bonds. 

While no one has any reliable data showing just where the various 
bond issues of the country are held, yet it is generally believed that 
more than 50 per cent of them are held in the cities of the north- 
eastern States. More than 50 per cent of the bonds of the various 
Liberty loans were sold in the territory embraced in a circle centering 
at New York and reaching as far west as Pittsburgh. 

It is plain, therefore, that the Southern, Western, and mid-western 
States, particularly those having no large cities, would get a very 
small percentage of any taxes collected from these proposed new 
taxable bonds, yet the citizens of these States would be compelled 
to carry the heavy tax burden needed to pay the 1 to 14 per cent 
higher interest rate required. 

It may be argued, of course, that this fs no different from the 
situation existing at the present time. Road bonds are not exempt 
from State and local property taxes except in the States where issued, 
and therefore the citizens of a Western State pay the taxes to sup- 
port these bonds, while the northeastern States get the benefits of the 
major portion of the taxes collected from the holders of these bonds. 
This is true, but that is no justification for aggravating this situation 
by raising the interest rate and the necessary local taxation still 
higher, 

A survey recently made by W. C. Markham, secretary of the Ameri- 
can Association of State Highway Officials, showed that the total 
county highway bond issues proposed and authorized from January 
1, 1919, to May 1, 1922, including Illinois and Pennsylvania State 
bond issues voted in 1918, amount to approximately $1,092,197,505. 
This does not include township bond issues in States operating under 
the township system. 

It is the opinion of your committee that it would have been impos- 
sible to secure any such support for the good-roads movement—a 
movement subject to the popular vote of the people—were it not for 
the encouragement given by the tax-exemption privilege. Ordinarily 
the first question asked in any community contemplating a bond issue 
is, “How much will it increase the taxes?" Raising the increased 
tax by 25 to 30 per cent, as would be necessary under a nonexempt 
system, would in a large percentage of cases be the deciding factor 
that would materially affect the bond issue, if not eliminate it en- 
tirely. 

In recent months much progress has been made in raising road 
funds through a tax collected on each gallon of gasoline sold. To 
date 29 States have adopted a gasoline tax, we are informed. Usually 
this tax is 2 to 3 cents per gallon. This plan seems to be a very 
just and equitable one for raising substantial funds for road pur- 
poses. It does not appear, however, that this fund will alter the 
necessity for further bond issues for road-building purposes. 

Maryland has had a gasoline tax law in operation for some months, 
and a rough calculation made by a prominent road official indicates 
that a tax of 3 cents per gallon would fall short of meeting the 
State’s need for road maintenance alone. Any tax higher than 8 
cents per gallon not only imposes an undue burden on the tourist, but 
is too direct a tax on local motorists to be practical. 

It seems evident, therefore, that while certain road funds may in 
the future be derived from this new source, yet bonding for new con- 
struction will continue to be as necessary in the future as it has been 
in the past. 


In view of the above observations, which seem to your committee 
to show that there is not only no particular advantage to be gained 
by this fundamental upset in our taxing system, but that great harm 
to the entire program of public improvement would result, it may 
not be out of place to inquire, ‘‘ Who are the backers of this project?” 
Sometimes the source of the support or opposition to a project ig 
enlightening. 

Outside of certain economists representing principally the National 
Tax Association, who oppose the general principle of tax exemption 
on theoretical grounds, and Secretary Mellon, who only “ suggests 
+ * > that it may also be advisable to take action by statute or 
constitutional amendment to restrict issuance of tax-exempt securi- 
ties,” but who definitely recommend as a solution the readjustment 
of the taxes to a maximum combined normal and surtax rate of 33 
per cent, the principal advocates of the measure to appear before the 
congressional committees considering the resolution were: 

1. The secretary of the Farm Mortgage Bankers’ Association. 

2. The vice president of the United Gas Improvement Co., who 
stated that he represented the American Gas Association, the Amerl- 
can Electric Railway Association, and the National Electric Light 
Association. 

8. The chairman of the National Real Estate Board. 

Your committee has no means of ascertaining at first hand the 
motives prompting such advocacy by these large organizations, but 
has been repeatedly told that the Farm Mortgage Bankers’ Associa- 
tion is interested mainly in killing off the Federal farm-loan system, 
which has proved a formidable competitor; that the public utilities 
people object to tax-exempt bonds for the promotion ef municipal 
ownership of gas, electric, and street-rallway facilities; and that the 
National Real Estate Board, being interested largely in holdings in 
the large eastern cities, hopes for a reduction in taxes through a 
curtailment of expenditures of public funds for high-grade schools, 
hospitals, and municipally owned utilities. 

It is at least significant that the secretary of the Farm Mortgage 
Bankers’ Association at their annual meeting held in October, 1922, 
should say in a review of the year’s work: 

“The high-water mark of our hopes was reached when the reso- 
lution to amend the Constitution was put on the congressional cal 
endar with a favorable recommendation,” 

Your committee has no desire to cast any reflections upon any 
group of Interests. No doubt their action is good business from 
their standpoint; but we feel that the special interests of this group 
should not be allowed to take precedence over nor interfere with 
interests of the general public as expressed in its present well- 
conceived and long-considered system of financing road building and 
other public improvements, 

SUMMARY, 


1. The proposed constitutional amendment would give the United 
States Government power to tax the income from all future issues 
of Federal, State, local, and municipal bonds. The States would be 
given a similar privilege with respect to future Federal bonds held 
by residents within their borders. 

2. The arguments of those who urge its adoption are: (a) That 
it will prevent alleged “tax dodging” by wealthy investors; (b) 
that by reducing the amount of capital invested in public improve- 
ments more capital will be available for private business; (c) and 
that the rate of interest for private financing would be reduced. 

8. This proposed measure does not appear to be right in principle, 
The power of the Federal Government to tax the instruments of the 
States would give the power to regulate or control their activities, 
This is a flagrant violation of the principle of State rights. 

4. The proposed measure is neither necessary nor expedient. The 
total amount of tax-exempt bonds outstanding has been grossly exag- 
gerated, and at least one-half of the total outstanding is held by 
institutions and funds that could not be reached by any law, since 
they are tax-exempt by State charter. Since probably one-half the 
remainder of all tax-exempt bonds is held by small investors, ta 
whom the exemption is slight, not more than a quarter of the total 
could possibly be held by wealthy tax dodgers.” 

As soon as the maximum surtax rate is reduced below 25 per cent or 
80 per cent—as will probably be done in another year or two—the 
opportunity for this kind of tax dodging will rapidly vanish. There 
are much better methods of “ legitimate" tax dodging open to the man 
of wealth who really desires to follow this practice. 

If some means is desired to guard against abuse of the tax-exemption 
privilege during periods of high surtaxes, a system of limitation could 
be adopted similar to that used in the later Liberty bond issues, Only 
the holdings of these bonds in modest amounts are allowed full tax 
exemption. 

The contention that issuance of tax-exempt securities Is restricting 
investment and raising interest rates in other Iines falls down in view 
of the large amount of industrial financing now being negotiated at 
modest rates, 

5. The proposed measure would seriously curtail public improve- 
ments, particularly road building. The interest rate on bonds would 
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be raised at least 1 per cent, This would mean a heavy added burden 
to the local taxpayer and proportionately greater difficulty in getting 
popular authorization for new bond issues. Increased difficulty in 
selling the bonds might be encountered because of tax-rate uncer- 
tainties. 

There would be practically no compensating reduction in property 
tax rates in the States of the mid-West, South, and West, since the 
bonds issued by those States are believed to be held largely in the 
eastern cities, The taxes are collected where the bonds are held. 

New sources of revenue for road purposes appear to meet only the 
maintenance needs. Bond issues for new construction will be as im- 
portant in the future as they have been in the past. 

6. The support for this proposed amendment seems to come largely 
from several self-interested groups, who have appealed very success- 
fully to an unthinking public through the use of popular catch 
phrases which will not stand the light of cold analysis, 

O. M. Kits, Chairman of Committee, Maryland, 
Cras. BALLARD, Illinois, 
W. D. CARDWELL, Virginia, 


Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. HARRISON]. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. LINEBERGER). The gentleman from 
Virginia is recognized for two minutes. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. Chairman, it has become a fad to 
propose amendments to the Constitution of the United States 
in these days. If any sore in the body politics appears, we 
have our political doctors, who prescribe as the sole and in- 
fallible cure an amendment to the Constitution. Owing to war 
conditions the Federal Government issued a vast bond issue, 
and following the war the States and municipalities issued 
bonds in large amounts to make necessary improvements. It 
so happens that at present there is an abnormal situation in 
the public security market. A multimillionaire died recently 
and it developed that a portion of his estate was invested in 
tax-exempt securities. It has been made the basis of a great 
propaganda against tax-exempt securities. Nobody stops to 
reflect that if an evil of this character exists, it is one that 
in a short time must correct itself. Federal and State gov- 
ernments are retiring their bonds, and it can not be long before 
the abnormal conditions arising out of such a situation will 
disappear. 

It is, however, wholly incorrect to speak of public bonds as 
tax-exempt securities. States tax State and municipal bonds, 
and the Federal Government taxes Federal bonds. It is a 
mere segregation of tax subjects to State or Federal Govern- 
ment as the case may be. I can see no evil resulting from 
such segregation, and in some States such a policy is pursued 
in matters relating to State and municipal taxation. Why 
should not State securities be segregated to States for local 
taxation for their purposes? There is nothing strange about 
this doctrine of segregation. The Federal Goverment does 
not lay direct taxes on property, and yet it is not claimed 
such property is tax exempt. 

As a matter of fact there are but two classes of tax-exempt 
securities; first, the first issue of Liberty bonds; and second, 
Federal farm loan bonds. Nor can it be said that the investor 
secured these bonds tax free in the true sense. In the Liberty 
bonds referred to the investor accepted the bonds at the low 
rate of 3 per cent interest. He paid his tax in the low rate 
of interest. In the farm loan bonds the farmer reaps the 
benefit by securing a long-time loan at a low rate of interest. 
The investor pays the tax by furnishing easy money to our 
farmers. In each case the public reaps the benefit in the re- 
duced rate for the money it secures for public purposes. 
Where States or municipalities issue money to subserve public 
purposes the local taxpayer secures the benefit of a reduced 
rate of interest and the investor pays the tax to him. The 
farm loan banks have been thus enabled to serve the great 
agricultural interests at greatly reduced rates of interest than 
would be possible if State and Federal Governments could tax 
their bonds. The direct beneficiary is not the wealthy investor 
who pays a greatly increased price, but the farmer for whose 
benefit the bond is issued. 

I may say that these banks have obtained considerable popu- 
larity in the district I have the honor to represent. There 
are numerous farm loan banks scattered throughout the 
several counties of the district. They have enabled the farmer 
to secure money at long maturity and at a low rate of interest, 
with the right to make partial payments, so as to tide him 
over the embarrassing period under which the farming interests 
are now laboring. I can imagine no greater evil than to 
strike down these farm loan banks which are subserving so 
great an interest. In the State of Virginia $22,675,434 is 
loaned to 8,100 borrowers, and in the seventh congressional 


district of Virginia there are $2,446,550 loaned to 610 bor- 
rowers. In addition, the joint-stock bank would bring the 
State total to $25,074,884, and the district total to $3,000,000, 
I read into my remarks a table giving the list of these farm-loan 
banks, which purports to giye the statistics as to these farm- 
loan banks, 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
FEDERAL FARM Loan BUREAU. 


Amount of loans closed in seventh congressional district, State of Vir- 
ginia, segregated by counties from organization to October 31, 1923, 
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It is certain that if this amendment is adopted the farm- 
loan banks are virtually doomed. In addition to this, in sev- 
eral of the counties there are outstanding county obligations 
which have been created for the purpose of constructing im- 
proved highways. It may be said that the amendment does 
not directly affect the securities already issued, but it must be 
remembered that constantly old loans are paid by new loans, 
and when the loan matures in the several counties not infre- 
quently has it been deemed advisable to pay off the old loan 
by the issuance of new bonds, and so it will happen in regard 
to the outstanding indebtedness of the several localities in the 
district with which I am familiar. 

Instead of considering the matter now in the present ab- 
normal condition of public securities, we should go back to the 
time when it became necessary to float these securities. Dur- 
ing the war, when the Liberty bonds were first issued, it was 
thought sound policy to exempt the first issue of these bonds, 
and they were floated at a very low rate of interest. If it had 
not been considered sound policy, I take it that the Secretary of 
the Treasury and Congress at that time would not have author- 
ized the exempt feature. Their exemption was due to the fact 
that at that time the public good demanded the exemption. It 
seems to me an exceedingly unwise proposition to handicap 
either the State or the Federal Government in issuing bonds 
when we can not foresee what emergency the future holds. 

Nor is it fair exactly to say that capital is preyented from 
developing a private enterprise, I take it that the public enter- 
prises are as beneficial to the great majority of the people as 
private enterprises. Bonds are issued by publice authority for 
the public good. Great States issue them for great propositions 
and purposes. A great nation issues them to carry on some 
magnificent enterprise which dwarfs into insignificance any pri- 
vate enterprise. The power should therefore be vested in public 
authority to secure their loans upon the best possible terms. 

So far as I can see, therefore, and so far as my judgment ex- 
tends, the public policy is best subserved by leaving the Federal 
Constitution alone. But beyond the question of mere dollars 
and cents, the commercial view, there is a great principle at 
stake. The founders of this country, who have made a great 
Republic here, for wise reasons denied to the Federal Govern- 
ment the right to tax State securities and the State the right to 
tax national securities. The wisest and best of our statesmen 
haye again and again announced that the right to tax is the 
right to destroy, and the vesting in either the Federal or State 
government the power to tax’ each other’s securities is giving 
to each the power to destroy or hamper in its work the branches 
of our dual government. Why should we resort to an amend- 
ment of the Constitution which effectually ties the hands of 
Congress and the State governments, which is to vest the power 
that is capable of destroying their utility? For my own part, 
I shall vote against the resolution. i 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield one minute to the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. DoveHrron]. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the adop- 
tion of this resolution for the reason that I believe it is an 
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artful and insidious effort on the part of the Bankers’ Associa- 
tion and the farm loan mortgage banks to destroy the farm 


loan act. Not being able to get sufficient time to discuss the 
measure, I ask unanimous consent to print in the Recorp an 
article from the Southern Planter, which is opposed to this 
resolution and which expresses my views more succinctly, per- 
haps, than I could express them myself. 

The CHAIRMAN. Previous permission has been granted to 
Members who speak on this question to revise and extend their 
remarks in the RECORD. 

(The article referred to-is as follows:) 

MORTGAGE SHARKS Arrack THE FARMERS LAND BANKS. 
THE TAX-BXEMPTION BOGEY. 

Wall Street bankers are putting up a job on the American farmers— 
and the farmers are letting them get away with it. 

These bankers are planning to gouge the farmers for $181,000,000 
annually in added interest charges on borrowed money. By a cun- 
ningly worded tissue of falsehoods they have built up a bogey man 
labeled “ The menace of tax exemption,” and are asking the farmers 
to slay it. 

Some farm leaders and farm organizations haye been scared by the 
bogey. They have sounded the alarm and are calling upon farmers 
everywhere to join in the fight against the imaginary monster. 

If the farmers slay the bogey, by urging Congress to adopt the Wall 
Street measure they will: 

(1) Kill the farm Joan system and add $80,000,000 a year to the in- 
terest charge on farm mortgages ; 

(2) Add 20 per cent to the cost of every school, every mile of roads, 
and every other public improvement in the form of a hundred million 
dollars a year in added interest on the bonds. 

It is time the farmer woke up. 

Read the following article, 

Then do something. 


[By Samuel M. Evans.] 

Unless some intelligent opposition is aroused, and that very quickly, 
the proposal of the Farm Mortgage Bankers’ Association to destroy 
the Federal farm loan system and bring back the old days of short 
loans, high interest rates and commissions will pass the American 
Congress, This proposal is camouflaged as a constitutional amend- 
ment authorizing the Federal Government to tax income derived from 
securities issued by the States and empowering the States to tax in- 
come derived from securities issued by the Federal Government. 

On its face, the amendment—known as the Green amendment— 
has the appearance of being in the interest of the American taxpayer 
and the spurious cry oft No tax-exempt class for America" has been 
raised by its supporters to gain a very considerable mistaken following 
throughout the country. 

The facts of the case are as follows: 

1, The amendment proposes a revolutionary change in the basic idea 
underlying the Federal Union of States. 

2. It is put forward upon the theory that a large number of wealthy 
men are now exempt from taxation through ownership of tax-exempt 
securities, and this, together with other arguments for the proposals, 
are nothing more or less than a tissue of falsehoods. 

8. Whatever small evil may result from the issuance of tax-exempt 
securities by States, cities, and other lesser governmental units will 
not be corrected by the proposal because under the terms of the in- 
come tax law the great mutual insurance companies, mutual savings 
banks, and eleemosynary institutions of Wall Street are already ex- 
empt from taxation; and to prevent the issuance of more tax-exempt 
bonds would not reach these Institutions, which are exempt because 
of the nature of their business and bonds of any kind are exempt when 
held by them. 

4. Only 6.8 per cent of the whole population and only 2 per cent of 
the farmers of America pay any Federal income tax whatever and 
any remedy that might Jie through the enactment of this revolutionary 
proposal would be of benefit only to this 6.8 per cent of the popula- 
tion. 

5. Instead of relieving the average taxpayer, the scheme will add 
at least 20 per cent to the real-estate taxes paid by the population 
of the United States in general, and the farmer is the heayiest holder 
of real estate. 

6. The plan originated in the offices of the Farm Mortgage Bankers’ 
Association of America and has been pushed forward by them and other 
interests whose sole idea is to deprive the farmer, States, and munici- 
palities of cheap money. 

This most extraordinary proposal actually passed the last House of 
Representatives by the requisite two-thirds vote, but failed upon ma- 
ture consideration by the Senate Committee on the Judiciary. Steam- 
roller methods are now being employed in Washington to force the 
resolution through this House, 

From the beginning of the Federal Union the Supreme Court has 
always held that because “the power to tax is the power to destroy,“ 
the Federal Government can not tax the instrumentalities through 


which State or other lesser governmental unit exercises its sovereignty. 
The corollary to this is that no State can tax the instrumentalities 
through which the Federal Government exercises its sovereignty. So 
strongly imbedded is this principle in American jurisprudence that it 
has been held to be the very essense of the Federal Union, for other- 
wise there would be no clear line of demarcation between the sovereign 
powers of the Federal Government and those of the respective States, 
It was even held that the sixteenth amendment which gives Congress 
the right to tax incomes “from whatever source derived” could not be 
construed to give Congress the right to impair State sovereignty by 
taxing incomes derived from securities issued by the States in the 
exercise of their sovereignty. 
A TISSUB OF LIES. 


The whole propaganda for this amendment fs based upon a tissue of 
lies so astounding that we can not escape the conclusion that there is 
a deliberate attempt to hoodwink Congress and the American people. 
According to an estimate of Secretary Mellon, the outstanding wholly 
tax-exempt bonds in the United States on January 1, 1924, not held In 
the Treasury or in sinking funds and trust funds of States and cities, 
amounted only to $12,300,000,000. The proponents of this measure 
have been trying to make us believe that the amount of outstanding 
tax-exempt securities is more than $22,000,000,000. The fact is that, 
with the exception of the first Liberty loan and the pre-war issues, 
none of the bonds of the United States are wholly tax exempt, except 
the bonds of the Federal farm loan system. The tax exemption that 
applies to other war issues is specifically limited by the terms of the 
acts authorizing their Issuance so that income from not to exceed 
$55,000 of these issues when held by one person is exempt from surtax 
until July 1, 1926, only after which time the income from $5,000 is 
exempt, and income from all of these securities held by one person in 
excess of this amount must pay the surtax. 

Of the approximately twelve and a half billion wholly tax-exempt 
securities outstanding the best available official data lead to the con- 
clusion that more than two-thirds of these are held by corporations, 
Corporations, you will remember, do not pay a graduated income tax 
but enjoy a flat rate of 123 per cent. 

The report of the Secretary of the Treasury for the year 1920, which 
has Just been published, shows that of the remainder of these tax-ex- 
empt securities less than 18 per cent were held by persons with incomes 
of $300,000 a year, so that the evil alleged is so small as to be negligi- 
ble. 

Why this tissue of lies? 
misrepresent this situation. 

And even should the future issuance of tax-exempt securities be for- 
bidden, this will not destroy tax-exempt classes in America, as is 
claimed by the mortgage sharks, because the huge mutual insurance 
companies, mutual savings banks, and eleemosynary institutions are 
exempt from taxation in the amount equal to their reserve funds ac- 
cording to the income tax Jaw, and these institutions hold most of the 
State and municipal securities. 

The real crux Of the matter is that the mortgage sharks want to get 
back in control of the farmers’ money market. They want to destroy 
the Federal farm loan system. Under the terms of the present law 
Federal farm loan banks are required to loan money to farmers at a 
rate of interest not greater than 1 per cent more than the interest 
borne by the bonds issued by those banks, and in no case at an in- 
terest greater than 6 per cent. This has operated to provide money 
for the farmers at an average interest rate of 57 per cent. The loan 
sharks know that if the Federal farm loan system is deprived of the 
advantages that accrue from the tax-exempt features of its bonds 
these bonds will have to be marketed in competition with other in- 
dustrial securities and ean not be sold unless they bear a rate of from 
6 to 7 per cent, and that this will increase the farmers’ interest rate 
to from 7 to 8 per cent. The added burden on the farmer in interest 
rates alone will be approximately $80,000,000 a year for the whole 
country, based upon the latest statistics issued by the Department of 
Agriculture as to the farm loans now outstanding. 

EVERY TAXPAYER HURT. 

In addition to this every road district, school district, irrigation dis- 
trict, reclamation district, drainage district, State, city, town, or 
township that undertakes to borrow money for roads, schools, or other 
public improvements must pay an additional 1 per cent interest for 
their money. Most of these bonds run for a period of 20 years and 
this means an increase of 20 per cent in the cost of all such public 
improvements. This increase will be borne directly by every owner of 
real estate who pays taxes to retire the bonds issued. 

The proposal was rushed through the last House of Representatives, 
which had a huge Republican majority, after hearings before the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. Practically the only sponsors before the 
committee were representatives of the farm-mortgage sharks and other 
moneyed interests of Wall Street, 

No taxpayer of the United States can afford to permit the interests 
to put this thing over on him. First or last it is a scheme to increase 
his taxes 20 per cent by driving him into the New York money market 
for his credit. 


It must be to the benefit of some one to 
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Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all gentlemen who speak on this question may be permitted 
to revise and extend their remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas asks mani- 
mous consent that all gentlemen who speak on this question 
may be permitted to revise and extend their remarks in the 
Recorp. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN, However, that does not include the in- 
sertion of remarks other than those on the subject before the 
House. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. STHAGALL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I think everybody now recognizes the wisdom and fore- 
sight of the men who, back in the nineties, in the face of great 
criticism and abuse, took up the fight and carried it to success, 
amending the Constitution of the United States, giving the 
people the power to collect taxes on income to support the Goy- 
ernment. I rejoice that during the recent great struggle in 
which our Government was engaged, when our boys were being 
taken from their homes and firesides and sent across the sea 
to die for the flag, our Government was not without power to 
levy .a tax to take over some fair share of the income of the 
wealth of the land with which to back up our boys on the firing 
line. I think those of us who oppose the resolution now under 
consideration are in perfect harmony with the purposes and 
intentions underlying the amendment to the Constitution which 
authorizes the levying of income taxes. That fight was to 
adjust the burdens of Government to be borne in great part by 
those enjoying the largest share of the protection of Govern- 
ment and who are best able to bear those burdens. 

That is the principle guiding those of us to-day who are op- 
posing this resolution. Members may camouflage the issues, 
but that is the principle involved. It is a fight between the 
poorer sections and communities of the country who desire ac- 
cess to the sources of capital in financial centers to obtain 
capital at low interest rates with which to build up and develop 
a modern and successful civilization on the one side, and on the 
other the same old crowd, who, year after year and Congress 
after Congress, besiege us with every sort of specious argument 
and misleading propaganda in the effort to relieve those of vast 
wealth from the share of taxation, which in all good sense and 
good conscience they should be made to bear, and transfer the 
burdens as far as possible to be borne by those of small means. 
Reliable figures show that 98 per cent of the farmers of the 
country pay no income taxes and 94 per cent of the entire 
population pay no income taxes. 

Suppose there is some little injustice now and then because 
of a very few income-tax payers who may hide a trivial part 
of their incomes from taxation? What does that amount to 
when compared to the vast reductions that were giyen to men 
of enormous wealth and to the vast sums sayed to the profiteers 
who were relieved under the present revenue law? We do not 
hear of any distress at this point on the part of those who 
advocate the present measure as a method of reaching the rich. 
J call attention to the fact that almost every man in this House 
who is fighting to reduce the high surtax rates is clamorous 
for the passage of this resolution, which we are asked to 
believe is aimed at the rich. Why do not some of these gentle- 
men undertake to secure the passage of a just inheritance tax 
to get back some of the income the escape of which troubles 
tliem so much? We who are opposed to this resolution stand for 
the right of the States, counties, municipalities, and small com- 
munities who want to build schools, construct roads, drain the 
&wamps, water arid lands, and buld up our waste places, to 
issue tax-exempt securities In order to get cheap money. And, 
my friends, this does not mean that the man who lends the 
money does not pay any taxes. The lender pays in the higher 
price of the bonds and the lower interest rates which they 
bear, because of their tax-free features. We have heard a 
grent deal in this discussion about the rich and poor, and it 
seems that the latter class has many new friends on this floor. 
I notice, too, that the farmer has a number of recruits in the 
ranks of his friends on this floor. I want to say as one deeply 
interested in the legislation which has reduced interest rates 
to our farmers and given them a system of long-term loans at 
low interest rates—as one who has had an humble part in 
framing that legislation—I want to say to you that the scheme 
proposed here to-day, if it becomes law, will nullify and destroy 
all the great work we have done along this line in recent years, 
both as expressed in the Federal farm loan act and in the inter- 
mediate credits act. Under the law now existing—and it is 
not proposed that it shall be changed—no income taxes are 
levied on the savings banks and old-line insurance companies, 


These are the people with whom our farm-loan banks compete, 
and they have been forced to reduce their interest charges 
to the farmers of the country, resulting in great sayings to 


But if we discriminate against the farm loan system by 
taking away the tax-exempt feature of their securities we 
put the farmers of the country again in the hands of the old 
crowd that used to charge them 8, 10, and 12 per cent on their 
loans and that, too, under a system requiring renewals at fre- 
quent intervals with high fees and charges. [Applause.] 

The great farm loan act had for its chief purpose—the gen- 
tral, controlling thought back of the whole plan was to enable 
the farmers to mobolize their credits and by cooperation in 
marketing their securities find access to the surplus wealth of 
the favored and more prosperous sections of the country. That 
was the whole purpose of the law, and to take away from the 
system the tax-exempt feature of their securities means to go 
back where we were before we began that great and helpful ` 
reform. Men may stand here until they drop in their tracks 
voting to create instrumentalities of credit for the benefit of 
agriculture, such as the farm loan system and the intermediate 
credit banks, with the right to issue tax-exempt securities, 
and may sponsor all the new proposals in this House for the 
relief of agriculture, but they can not accomplish anything so 
long as they turn around and attempt to tie the hands of these 
institutions, and they are not going to fool anybody by the 
course they are pursuing in this House. 

I am against this proposition, not alone ọn economic grounds, 
but I am even more strongly against it on àceount of its fla- 
grant violation of the fundamental principles of our great dual 
system of government. I am a State rights Democrat. I de- 
plore the tendency that has grown in such alarming proportions 
to center all government authority and power In the Federal 
Government at Washington and to have the citizen and his 
business superintended by boards and bureaus sitting in the 
Nation's Capital. Some time an aroused and enlightened people 
are going to see to it that this tendency is terminated. If there 
were nothing involved in this resolution but to tie the hands 
of the States, to divest them of their taxing power, thus de- 
stroying the last vestige of complete sovereignty left them after 
the destruction of their rights which has so steadily marked our 
course in recent years, that alone would determine my vote, 
regardless of any economic question that could possibly be 
involved. 

I declare also that if this proposal carried no surrender of 
the dignity or sovereignty of the States, if it embodied no other 
objectionable scheme than the dangerous and far-reaching sur- 
render of the just powers of the Federal Government, I am a 
good enough American to oppose it on that ground alone, Now, 
let us see what it is proposed shall be done. I want to ask if 
it is wise for the Federal Government to permit its securities 
to be taxed? Should such a thing ever be allowed? Why do it? 
Why take out of one pocket and put in another, admitting for 
the sake of argument that the amount is the same in the one 
instance as in the other. The fact is, gentlemen, that can 
never be true. Whenever the Federal Government floats bonds 
that are subject to taxation the men who buy those bonds are 
sure to discount the taxes twofold or more every time, and the 
Government will always lose an amount equal to more than the 
amount returned in taxes. Is it not economically unsound and 
fundamentally wasteful for the Government to float securities 
which are to be taxed, putting in operation all the useless ma- 
chinery to carry out the plan? Why do it, even though it could 
be made to work to a nicety? How much less desirable, how 
much more dangerous, how much more wasteful and expen- 
sive would it be to have the Federal Government issue securi- 
ties subject to taxes in 48 different States the amount of which 
no purchaser could estimate with reasonable certainty! 

Gentlemen, have you ever stopped to think of what would 
have happened if the recent World War in which we were 
engaged had lasted three years longer, as everybody who is 
supposed to know anything about it said it would last? Have 
you ever stopped to think where this Government would have 
been with respect to its credits at the rate we were going? 
How much longer could we have floated our bonds at reason- 
able rates? Have you forgotten the experience of the small 
purchaser of Liberty bonds, who bought in response to the 
appeals to his patriotism and who was not prepared, as is the 
big investor, to hold his bonds indefinitely? Men who suffered 
great losses in those investments on account of the deprecia- 
tion brought about by the restriction of credit and the squeez- 
ing process applied could not be counted on again to invest as 
they did during those eventful days. I am not one of those 
who goes armed every day expecting a difficulty; I am not one 
of those who lives in constant expectation that our country 
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will become involved in any serious conflict in the years of | 
the immediate future, but I will not vote for a scheme that I 
think would hamper our Government in marshaling its great 
resources and credit, as it will be necessary to do should we, 
unhappily, be drawn into conflict with a great power, necessi- 
tating the issuance of bonds to the extent of $25,000,000,000 to 
$50,000,000,000 over a short period of time. s 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. STEAGALL. I believe, Mr. Chairman, I have permis- 
«sion to extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. Dovertrox] asked permission a few moments ago to ex- 
tend his remarks in the Recorp. He desired to include in those 
remarks a newspaper article on this subject. Is there objec- 
tion? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I call attention to the 
rule which was enacted providing that all remarks in general 
debate should be on the bill. 

Mr. LANKFORD. The newspaper article is on the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Les; the article is on the bill. 

Mr. DOUGHTON. The article is from the Southern Planter 
and is directly on the subject of this resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.) 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield seven minutes 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. STENGLE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for seven minutes. 

Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Chairman, since yesterday at noon a 
great battle of brains has been raging upon the floor of this 
House, the one side under the leadership of General GREEN, 
while the other side, in close formation, has been under the 
direction of General OLDFIELD. At times the battle has raged 
exceedingly hot. The smoke has been dense. The cannonading 
has been deafening. The casualties have been innumerable, 
and at this moment, while they are bringing up reinforcements 
from the rear on both sides to complete a finish battle, it might 
be well for me, a raw recruit, to have a few words with you 
before the final shots are fired. 

Mr. Chairman, these are momentous times—times when 
great questions are thrust upon us for honest solution and 
times when men of honest convictions frequently differ, but 
they are times when the Members of this House are deter- 
mined to do only those things which shall eventually bring to 
the people of America the largest amount of peace, happiness, 
and contentment. 

Day by day we are called upon to solve problems the like 
of which have never before attracted the attention or de- 
manded the care of a legislative assembly. Little did our fore- 
fathers dream that any man or set of men, receiving the pro- 
tection of Old Glory and all that it symbolizes, would think sq 
lightly of that splendid heritage as to sneak within the folds 
of honestly provided exemption for Federal, State, county, or 
municipal bonds for the purpose of evading the payment of 
their just share of Government expenses. They lived during 
a period when honor meant more than a mere expression of 
speech; they legislated when every man looked upon his fellow 
man as a brother and was willing to live and let live; they 
wrote our fundamental law when the one and sole aim of all 
was the welfare of our beloved country. But, colleagues, if 
we are to judge the trees by the fruit found upon them, those 
times have changed and to-day, when America should be an 
example for the nations of the world to pattern after, we find 
it necessary to add te our organie law in order to prevent fur- 
ther burdening of the honest citizens by those who would take 
all the freedom which a republic offers without being willing 
to share some of the responsibilities that go with an honestly 
administered government. 

We are discussing to-day ways and means by which all 
citizens shall be expected to sheulder their just share of the 
debts of our country. We are seeking only a fair and square 
method by which all of us shall be responsible for our legiti- 
mate proportion of that which guarantees to all of our people 
the right to life, liberty, and the honest pursuit of happiness. 
While many of us may disagree as to the plan suggested, there 
can be no reasonable division as to our object. You and I are 
striving for the same end. 

You and I want only that which is fair, and when the final 
vote on this proposed amendment shall have been taken both 
you and I will still stand for the greatest good to the greatest 
number and content ourselves with the happy thought that in 
every crisis which has threatened America an albwise Provi- 
dence has never failed to guide us in the right direction. 

The speeches of yesterday, both for and against this pro- 
posal, were sincerely delivered, and I am satisfied that each 
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speaker was thinking only of and for the commanweal. True, 
we differed as to detail, but we did not differ in our de- 
sire to do the right thing. What we did with this matter, 
yesterday I predict we shall likewise do to-day, namely, seck 
the best means te aecomplish the greatest good. 

It so happens that I find myself on the side of this question 
which believes that the proposal should be submitted to the peo- 
ple by means of a legal referendum, and allow them, through 
their State legislatures, to determine what they want to do. 
You have your ideas and I have mine, but, gentlemen, both 
can not be right in our conclusions. We might stay here and 
argue pro and con until doomsday, but when we have reached 
the end of our debate we are forced to admit that this great 
question can be solved only in aceerdance with the Constitu- 
tion, and the Constitution provides that such matters may only 
be determined by a referendum. > 

Who is there among us that is unwilling tọ trust results 
to the people? If it be wrong to provide a way by which 
tax dodgers may be caught and made to disgorge their iH- 
gotten gains, the people ean be trusted to take care of that, 
and if it be right to equalize the responsibilities of govern- 
ment, making every man, whether he be rich or poor, bear his 
just share of the burdens laid upon us, then my faith in the 
American electorate is sufficient to leave the matter in their 
hands for final adjudication. 

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp] gave good advice 
to those who are in doubt on this subject, when, on yesterday, 
he counseled that all such should vote to submit the proposal 
and let the people decide, for they are the burden bearers in 
the final analysis, and they should have a chance to speak on 
so important a subject. 

Mr. Chairman, I favor the submission of the proposed amend- 
ment, and shall so vote. ` 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY]. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 
of the committee, whenever a trapper baits his trap he always 
puts that kind of bait in it which he thinks will be most 
attractive to his victims. Gentlemen who propose this amend- 
ment know that there is an innate aversion among people of 
the United States to permitting anyone to escape taxation, to 
permitting anyone to have any special privilege or benefit, and 
so we find that gentlemen who propose this amendment are 
offering to an unsuspecting public an attractive bait, and that 
is that they propose to make the very rich pay their share 
of the burdens of government and that they do not propose to 
let anyone escape their fair share of taxation. 

That is an attractive thing; that is a specious argument; 
it is beautifully veneered, bnt it will not stand examination, 
it will not bear analysis. If that was what it really meant, 
there would be no opposition to it, except from a few on the 
Republican side, who believe in tariff fayors and special bene- 
fits, [Laughter.] But, gentlemen, this debate has developed 
a number of contradictions. 

Yesterday I heard an able speech by the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. Hunprestron], for whose ability I have great 
admiration, and for him high esteem personally. He was in 
favor of the resolution. This morning I heard another able 
address in behalf of the resolution by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mitts], for whose ability I have high respect. 
On yesterday I heard a speech in favor of the amendment by 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burron], and on the same day 
an argument in behalf of the amendment by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR}. 

Gentlemen, when we contemplate the economic views of the 
gentleman from Alabama on the one side and the gentleman 
from New York on the other, so widely separated, and then 
see them standing side by side in support of the amendment, 
and when I see the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] 
who, though he claims to be a progressive, is in this case pro- 
gressing in the wrong direction—when I see him walking down 
the aisle with the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burson], both 
supporting the same doctrine, I know one or the other is mis- 
taken. [Laughter.] 

I am reminded of the old story about the two cross-eyed 
men driving teams in the public road and coming into col- 
lision. One said to the other, “Why don’t you look where 
you are going?” and the other replied, “ Why in thunder don’t 
you go where you are looking?” ([Laughter.] The gentle 
man from Alabama [Mr. Hvpprestrox] is either not looking 
where he is going, or the gentleman from New Yerk [Mr. 
Mrs] is not going where he is looking. [Laughter.] 

What is the purpose of this amendment? Supposedly, it 1s 
to tax those that are now escaping taxation. There is a tre- 
mendous pscychological appeal in the cry “Away with tax- 
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exempt securities.” Those who oppose it start out with a 
handicap that amounts to a popular prejudice against our at- 
titude. But study and careful examination will change the 
public mind. 

What is the language of the amendment? It is as follows: 

; House Joint Resolution 136. 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House con- 
curring therein), That the following article is proposed as an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States, which shall be valid to 
all intents and purposes as part of the Constitution when ratified by 
the legislatures of three-fourths of the several States: 

i ARTICLE —. 

Section 1. The United States shall have power to levy and collect 
taxes on income derived from securities issued after the ratification of 
this article by or under the authority of any State, but without dis- 
crimination against income derived from such securities and in favor 
of income derived from securities issued after the ratification of this 
article by or under the authority of the United States or any other 
State, 

Sec, 2. Each State shall have power to lay and collect taxes on in- 
come derived by its residents from securities issued after the ratifica- 
tion of this article by or under the authority of the United States, but 
without discrimination against income derived from such securities and 
in favor of income derived from securities issued after the ratification 
of this article by or under the authority of such State. 


Apparently providing for a harmless method by which the 
Federal Government and the States may reciprocally tax income 
from the securities of each other, its real, its actual, its con- 
trolling motives are: 

(a) To empower the Federal Government through taxation 
to control the issue of bonds by States, counties, cities, and tax- 
ing districts and to still further subordinate the States to the 
will and power of the Federal Government. 

(b) To increase the interest rates on public bonds and to 
lower the interest rates paid by private corporations, railroads, 
public utilities, and industrial concerns so that their bonds may 
compete with Government bonds. 

(e) Though it purports to grant the States the reciprocal 
right to tax Federal securities, in practice no such reciprocal 
right can be enjoyed by the States. 

(d) To tax bonds of the Federal farm-loan banks, and 
thereby to increase the interest rates on loans made by such 
system, and by so doing to permit private mortgage companies 
to raise their interest rates on all farm mortgages. 


FARM MORTGAGE BANKERS’ ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA ACTIVE FOR 
AMENDMENT. 


It may be interesting to know what interests appeared be- 
fore the committee and presented arguments in active support 
of the amendment. First and foremost was the Farm Mort- 
gage Bankers’ Association of America. In the address of F. C. 
Waples, secretary of the Iowa Farm Mortgage Association, at 
the annual meeting of the Farm Mortgage Bankers’ Associa- 
tion in 1922, appears the following: 


Let me call your attention to the campaign which Secretary Chassell 
has directed against tax-exempt securities for the past several 
years . 


At the same meeting Mr. Chassell, the secretary of the Farm 
Mortgage Bankers’ Association of America, made the following 
statement: 

The high-water mark of our hopes was reached when the resolu- 
tion to amend the Constitution was put on the congressional calendar 
with a favorable recommendation. 


This same Mr. Chassell appeared before the Ways and Means 
Committee of the House and made the principal argument for 
the resolution. Why is the Farm Mortgage Bankers’ Associa- 
tion so greatly interested? Does its interest lie in the fact 
that the amendment is drawn in such a manner as to require 
the taxation by the Federal Government of farm loan bonds 
if the amendment is to become effective. Why is that true? 
The answer is found in section 1 of the resolution. By its 
terms the United States shall have the power to tax incomes 
derived from securities issued by or under the authority of any 
State, only in the event that the United States levies a similar 
tax on securities issued after the ratification of this article “ by 
or under the authority of the United States.” In other words, 


before the United States may tax the income from State or 
municipal bonds it must first tax incomes from future securi- 
ties issued “by or under the authority of the United States.” 
Any future issue of Federal farm loan bonds will be issued 
“onder the authority of the United States“ and must be taxed 
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or the United States can not tax State securities. What would 
be the result? The present maximum rate of 6 per cent of Fed-, 
eral farm loans would necessarily be increased because all 
taxable bonds, as will hereafter be shown, must bear a higher 
interest rate than a nontaxable bond. Mr. George W. Morris, 
governor of the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, testi- 
fied before the Senate Committee on Banking and Currency, 
on January 81, 1924, and was asked what rate of interest Fed- 
eral loan bank securities would have to bear in order to be 
sold if they were not tax exempt. He said: 7 


I am confident that they could not be sold below 54 per cent. I 
think the rate would have to be 6. 


Mr. Morris had many years experience in the bond business 
before becoming a member of the Federal Farm Loan Board, 
and served on that board from its organization to April, 1920. 
In his opinion the rate on the bonds of the system would be 
increased from 41 and 5 per cent, the rates at which they are 
how selling, to 6 per cent. Though the mortgage companies at- 
tacked in the courts the constitutionality of the Federal farm 
loan system, its yalidity was upheld by the Supreme Court of 
the United States. It has directly accomplished great benefits 
in making direct loans to farmers at a low rate of fnterest, 6 
per cent being the maximum rate permitted by law, and made 
possible by the tax-free character of its bonds. However, it 
has indirectly accomplished immeasurably more by forcing the 
reduction of interest charged by farm mortgage companies on 
an average throughout the United States at least 1 per cent. 
There is outstanding a total of $8,000,000,000 in farm mortgages in 
America, and if this measure should result in raising the inter- 
est rate 1 per cent it would cost American farmers $80,000,000 
annually in interest. With the removal of the competition of 
the Federal land banks or with the taxation of their bonds the 
interest rates of mortgage and loan companies would be ad- 
vanced. Is it hard to see why the mortgage companies are 
active in support of this resolution? 


OTHER SPECIAL INTERESTS. 


Others who appeared before the Ways and Means Committee 
in support of the amendment were representatives of the 
American Gas Association, the American Electric Railway Asso- 
ciation, and the National Electric Light Association. What the 
motive of these organizations is may be found in the following 
statement contained in the report of the Republican Ways and 
Means Committee urging this amendment: 


It also operates as an inducement to every municipality to have all 
kinds of public utilities owned and controlled by the municipality itself. 


In other words, the private corporations owning gas plants, 
electric light plants, and similar public utilities are supporting 
this amendment in the hope that it will, by taxing the bonds 
issued by cities and towns and thereby increasing the interest 
rates on such bonds, discourage cities and towns from acquiring 
municipally owned public utilities. They want to keep that 
field of profit to themselves. 

Though there may exist a division of opinion as to the desir- 
ability of municipally owned light and gas plants, it can not be 
fairly disputed that that is a question to be determined by the 
citizens and taxpayers of the cities and towns of the United 
States, and that it is no proper concern of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. It is also argued that the amendment will have the 
effect of preventing the “ extravagance ” of counties, cities, and 
taxing districts in issuing public improvement bonds. Under 
our system of local self-goyernment is not that the business 
of the local communities? What superior wisdom resides in 
Washington that entitles the Federal Government to supervise 
such communities In their local affairs? 

Another motive may be found in their hope that by raising 
the interest on public bonds the rates on their private securi- 
ties may be lowered. Among others who are advocating the 
amendment are investment bankers who buy and sell industrial 
stocks and bonds. If publie securities are made taxable, they 
will more nearly approach the level of industrial stocks and 
securities. Industrial corporations and investment bankers 
who serve their interest are interested in the proposed amend- 
ment, because they believe it will result in lowering the interest 
rates on industrial securities, such as railroad bonds, the bonds 
of large factories, and similar industries, By taxing public se- 
curities they hope by the single process to raise the interest on 
public securities and lower the interest on industrial securi- 
ties. They are willing to exploit all of the people in order to 
benefit themselves. The report of the majority of the Ways 
and Means Committee accompanying the amendment, though it 
professes to base its main argument upon the injustice of per- 
mitting taxpayers to escape the payment of a part of their sur- 
tax through investment in tax-exempt securities, yet now and 
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then discloses the real purpose. On page 1 of the report the 
following appears: 

It is obvious that this condition of affairs makes it difficult for 
public utilities privately conducted to maintain their financial condition, 
for just In proportion as the money can be obtained cheaper on bonds 
that are tax exempt the rate becomes higher on those which are subject 
to levy. 


And a few lines further along we find the following: 
It is more difficult to obtain money for ordinary private business, 


and that investment with productive business is discouraged. The. 


rate of interest required from private business is raised in proportion 
to the amount invested in tax-exempt securities. 


Here we have avowed, though timidly, the principle that the 
Constitution of the United States is to be amended and the 
bonds of States and municipalities are to be taxed and interest 
on them increased, in order that private corporations engaged 
in business for private gain may borrow money at lower in- 
terest rates. Here we find hiding beneath the plea of equality 
and fairness the same old attempt to exploit the public for 
the benefit of private and selfish interests. Taxpayers in 
States, counties, cities, school districts, road districts, irriga- 
tion districts, drainage districts, and every other taxing dis- 
trict of the States are to be made to pay higher interest rates 
on the securities of such taxing districts, in order that some 
private corporation, some industrial concern engaged in the 
cold-blooded selfish enterprise of making money for its stock- 
holders may enjoy a lower interest rate. Has it come to pass 
that a sovereign State engaged in the high functions of gov- 
ernment, of protecting its citizens, enforcing its law, of pro- 
viding schools for its children, hospitals and asylums for its 
sick and distressed, is of no greater dignity and its privileges 
and powers entitled to no more consideration or respect, than 
the greed of private interests engaged in selfish enterprise? 
AMENDMENT WOULD RAISE INTEREST RATES ON ALL BONDS AXD SECURITIES 

OY STATES AND SUBDIVISIONS, AS WELL AS THOSH OF THE UNITED 

STATES, 

1. The proposed amendment would raise the interest rate on 
all future issues of State, county, district, and municipal bonds 
and securities, including road, school, drainage irrigation, and 
similar improvement bonds throughout the United States. Mr. 
Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury, who strongly favors the 
amendment, in hearings before the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee of the House in January, 1922, on page 15, in reply 
to a question with relation to the effect of this resolution on 
the sale of Federal farm loan bonds, said: 


They would probably have to bear a higher rate of interest in order 
to meet the difference in taxation, or to meet the competition in the 
market from tax-free bonds. 


He further said: 


They would have to pay an increased rate of interest undoubtedly. 
They always would. It might be a lesser or a greater amount of 
rate of interest and might not be higher than the rate now prevailing, 
but it would be somewhat higher if this exemption were not allowed 
than with the exemption naturally, and so would all Government 
issues. 


In a memorandum appearing in the hearings and dated 
January 14, 1922. Joseph S. McCoy, Government Actuary, made 
the following statement: 

There is little doubt that under these conditions the future in- 
vestor in what are now tax-exempt securities would demand that 
they bear a higher rate of interest or be sold at a discount, sufficient 
at least to meet this tax. 


On page 29 of the hearings for 1922. while Mr. Mellon was 
before the committee, the following discussion took place: 

Mr. Frean. Does not this question arise there. Mr. Secretary, that 
there is an assumption that the 33 tax-free securities of the Govern- 
ment can be put out at par? Is that true? 

Secretary MELLON. Probably. 

Mr. Frear. That Is true to-day that the Government can issue 
31 per cent tax-free securities? 

Secretary MELLON. Perhaps. Now to sell a security at par that 
fs not tax free the Government would have to pay a rate of interest 
to-day of more than 4 per cent, of course. 

Mr. Crisy. More than what? 

Secretary MELLON. More than 4 per cent. I suppose it would de- 
pend upon the length of time they would have to ran, but it would be 
somewhere from 43 to perhaps 5 per cent, depending on the length of 
time they would run, 


Further in the hearings, in answer to a question as to whether 
or not nontax-exempt bonds would bear a higher rate of interest, 
Secretary Mellon said: 

Certainly ; higher than if exempt. 


Q 


In the same hearings on page 73, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mitts] in a statement before the committee said: 


Mr. Fordney asked a question in which I believe be state that 
there was 1 per cent difference. ‘he 33 per cent bonds were selling 
at 100.5. or did yesterday, and the Victory 42 per cent, which pay 
taxes, were selling at exactly the same figure. And, of course, the 
Government is getting a full 1 per cent benefit here on the reduction 
in the interest rate. I do not know whether it can be demonstrated 
mathematically that it is losing more in taxes than it is gaining in 
the interest rate, but the probabilities are that It is, 


And again on page 74: 
It has been estimated that the advantage of tax exemption ranges 
between one half per cent and 1 per cent. The present figure of the 4% 


per cent bond and the 32 Victory notes do not indicate that, They indi- 
cate that it amounts to 1 whole per cent. 3 


The gentleman from New Tork [Mr. Murs], who made these 
statements before the committee is the same gentleman who 
to-day made the principal argument in support of the amend- 
ment. These are the admissions of the strongest supporters of 
the amendment. If it is borne in mind that the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mitts] states in his congressional biography 
that he is a director in many large New York corporations, and 
that Mr. Mellon is one of the richest men in the United States, 
their anxiety to prevent the rich from escaping taxation by 
investing in tax-exempt securities is rather significant. 

In the face of these admissions, confirmed and strengthened 
by other evidence, sound and reliable, there can be no question 
that interest rates on all taxable bonds would be materially 
increased. When it is borne in mind that there would be a 
proportionately larger increase of interest in State and munic- 
ipal bonds than in United States bonds, because of the greater 
security of the latter and their greater fayor in the bond 
market, it is believed that a conservative estimate of the 
average increase of interest on all bonds would be at least 
1 per cent more than it otherwise would be. Of course, the 
bond market would still be influenced by the factors of 
demand, availability of supplies of funds for such invest- 
ments, and all other factors that usually affect the market, 
but it is believed that, on the whole, to make subject to 
tax future issues of State, municipal, and United States bonds 
will increase the annual interest rate 1 per cent. What will 
be the direct and inescapable result of such an increase in 
interest rates? As has already been observed there are out- 
standing farm mortgages in the United States amounting to 
$8,000,000,000, of which $1,100,000,000 are represented by Fed- 
eral farm loan bonds or joint-stock land-bank bonds, leaving 
£6,000,000,000 in private mortgages. The Secretary of the 
Treasury estimates that there are outstanding in tax-exempt 
securities $12,300,000,000, The total outstanding mortgage and 
tax-exempt bonds would thus be $19,200,000,000. While the 
amendment will not affect outstanding securities, it may be 
assumed that an amount similar to that sum, or perhaps 
greater, will, in the nature of things, continue to be outstand- 
ing, either through the process of refunding or by the issuance 
of new securities. An increase of 1 per cent interest on 
$19,200,000,000 would aggregate $192,000.000 annually, which 
the people of the United States would have to pay. ` When it 
is remembered that most bond issues run from 20 to 40 years, 
and when it is borne in mind that the annual increase in the 
tax rate would extend over the entire life of the issue, an idea 
of what the total cost te the people would be may be gained. 

If the average maturity of any school, road, paving, lighting, 
drainage, or irrigation bend issue should be 20 years the 
incrense of interest would cost the taxpayers 20 per cent on 
the principal sum of tie issue—on $100,000 the sum of $20,000 
and in the same ratio on larger or smaller issues. Now, as 
against such increase in interest will the people receive back 
into the Treasury in taxes amounts commensurate with the 
outlay? That they will not may be illustrated by the concrete 
experience of the United States with 34 per cent tax free and 
44 per cent partially taxable Liberty bonds. 

LOSS TO UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT IN INTEREST BETWEEN M PER CENT 
EXEMPT AND A PER CENT, ETC., NOT WHOLLY EXEMPT BONDS. 

It is shown by the report of the Secretary of the Treasury 
for 1923, that on June 30, 1923, there were $19,376,722,800 
United States bonds in 4 per cents and 4} per cents, including 
Treasury bonds and Treasury notes, and excluding war say- 
ings certificates, oustanding. Of this sum 819.323.933.530 bore 
42 per cent interest and $52,789,250 bore 4 per cent interest. 

United States Liberty bonds, bearing enly 34 per cent in- 
terest but wholly tax exempt, are now selling in the market for 
practically the same price as the 4s and 44 bonds, and for- 
merly sold for more. On the 4 per cent bonds the United States 
is annually paying one-half of 1 per cent interest more than if 


they bore 34 per cent interest, or $263,946. On the more than 
19 billions of 44 per cent bonds the United States is annually 
paying three-fourths of 1 per cent in interest more than if they 


bore 33 per cent interest, or $144,929,501. If we add the two 
sums we find that the Treasury is annually paying out the sum 
of $145,193,447 more in interest than if the 4 and 4} bonds bore 
interest at 33 per cent. Why is that necessary? Because, 
since the income from the + and 4} bonds is subject to limited 
surtaxes in certain contingencies, and inheritance taxes, bond 
buyers would not pay any more for them than for 3} tax-exempt 
bonds. 

They demand higher interest to cover the risk of the tax. 
In other words the Government pays $145,193,447 in higher 
interest for the chance of getting a part of it back in surtaxes, 
It knows it will get nothing back from persons whose income 
is $5,000 and below, because such bonds are not subject to 
normal income taxes, What does the Federal Government re- 
ceive in taxes on these nontax exempt 4 and 4} per cent securi- 
ties each year? According to the table of statistics on income 
for 1920, issued by the Treasury Department (p. 13), it ap- 
pears that interest on such obligations received by corporations 
for 1920 and included in gross income amounted to $263,099,797. 
The statistics for 1921 income, the latest available, show that 
for 1921 corporations received only $203,095,789 from such 
source. If such corporations paid taxes on the whole of the 
larger sum at 124 per cent, the rate at which corporation in- 
come is taxed, instead of only on the amounts above certain 
exemptions which are allowed, the total tax would be $32,887,474. 
The Treasury’s estimate of incomes of individuals for 1920 
(Treasury Rept. 1923, p. 283), with incomes of $5,000 and over, 
from Government obligations not wholly exempt from tax 
amounted to $60,431,903, and the estimated surtaxes which the 
Government received on that amount was $9,693,112. The 
Treasury statistics on incomes for 1921, the latest avsilable, 
shows only $7,157,857 collected from individuals from income 
on nontax-exempt bonds for 1921. Such estimate did not in- 
clude taxes on 4 and 4} per cent bonds held by persons with in- 
comes under $5,000, because they are exempt in the hands of 
such holders. 

Thus, if the $32,887,474 derived from corporation taxes is 
added to the $9,693,112 estimated as the surtax paid by indi- 
viduals with incomes of over $5,000 we arrive at the total of 
$42,580,586 as the total amount received by the Government in 
taxes from such partially taxable bonds. As against this we 
must balance $145,193,447 annually, the increased interest the 
Government is paying for the privilege of collecting a surtax 
on a part of such securities. 

If the computation is completed, we find that the Govern- 
ment is paying out annually $102,612,861 in increased interest 
more than it is getting back in taxes. If such securities had 
been issued in 84 per cent tax-exempt bonds, the people of the 
United States would be now saving $102,612.861 annually. 
When it is remembered that while outstanding the 4} per cent 
partially taxable bonds bore 1 per cent interest more than the 
31 and 14 more than the 34, it will be seen that the ratio of 
loss to the Government was materially higher than in the case 
of the 4 and 4} bonds. 

In the foregoing comparisons, drawn not from speculation 
and guesswork but from actual experience of the Government, 
we have vividly and strikingly presented the economie error of 
taxing Government bonds. The same economic forces and 
financial laws that create such results as to United States 
securities would operate in a larger degree to produce similar 
results in the case of State, county, and municipal bonds. 

Why does making a bond subject to taxation increase the 
interest rate, even though there may not be a tax in force at 
the time it is issued? Because if a bond buyer knows when 
he buys a bond that he will get all of his principal and all of 
the interest specified when due he is willing to accept a lower 
rate of interest than he would if he is forced to run the risk 
of having a part, perhaps a large part, of it taken back by the 
borrower in the form of a tax. For the uncertainty, for the 
risk, for the hazard, that he must incur in such a case he 
demands higher interest. Alexander Hamilton while Secretary 
of the Treasury clearly enunciated the principle that it is 
unsound for a Government to tax its securities. He pointed 
out that in buying a tax-exempt bond the purchaser paid 
a tax by reducing the interest rate below what he would 
charge for a taxable bond. In foregoing the higher rate, in 


giving up the chance of larger returns, he was paying a tax. 


in advance. 

It is not so much the actual tax that is levied but the “ po- 
tential” tax that may be levied that raises the interest rate. 
It must be remembered that the amendment provides for two 
taxes, one by the United States and one by the State where 
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the owner of the bond resides. The bond buyer would thus 
be subject to two risks, two hazards, two uncertainties, and 
he would charge an increase for each. When our experience 
with Liberty bonds that are subject only to taxation by the 
Federal Government, and that only to a limited extent, is 
remembered, it is not difficult to see, that with another poten- 
tial tax, interest would be materially higher. 

If such securities were taxable, a great many would escape 
taxation, because it is easy to evade and conceal income from 
such securities. On the other hand, the States and subdivisions 
could not avoid the payment of increased interest, because pro- 
vision for such payment would be required at the time of the 
Sale of the securities and would be incorporated in them. The 
States and subdivisions and the United States will thus be 
required to pay enhanced interest rates, though the income 
derived therefrom may not actually pay a tax into the Treasury. 

PROPOSED TAX WOULD NOT PRODUCE PROPORTIONATE REVENUE. 


The present volume of tax-exempt securities is not held by 
individuals who pay surtaxes in the higher brackets, and under 
the present Federal income tax law the revenue to the Treas- 
ury through the taxation of public securities would approxi- 
mate only a fraction of the increased interest charges. 

On January 14, 1922, the Government actuary of the Treas- 
ury Department estimated that on January 1, 1922, there were 
outstanding tax-free securities to the amount of $10,660,000,000, 
He also said that it was probable that $5,660,000,000 of this 
amount was held by corporations, such as insurance, surety 
and bond companies, banks and trust companies, which are 
required to retain certain reserves and who are required by 
State laws to invest such reserves in local, State, and munici- 
pal securities. Such corporations only pay a tax of 123 per 
cent and do not pay surtaxes. Under section 245 of the present 
income tax law life-insurance companies are exempted from 
taxation on earnings on their reserves up to 4 per cent on such 
reserves, and it is estimated that 95 per cent of their assets 
are in such reserves, and it has been estimated that life- 
insurance companies are exempt on at least four-fifths of their 
earnings on 95 per cent of all they own. Section 231 of the 
income tax law specifically exempts mutual savings banks. 
When it is recalled that from such banks no tax will be col- 


lectible under the present amendment and that very little, if. 


any, will be paid on the reserves of life-insurance companies 
and only 124 per cent by other corporations, it is apparent 
that the revenue derived from such sources will be compara- 
tively small. 

The Government actuary on January 14, 1922, on page 21 of 
the hearings, further said: 


Of the remaining $5,000,000,000 in tax-exempt: securities held by 
individuals, partnerships, and abroad, it is safe to say that upon about 
$2,500,000,000 the gain in tax would be nil, and that upon the remain- 
ing $2,500,000,000 about $85,000,000. 


And that the tax on corporation-held securities would not 
be in excess of $35,000,000 per annum, and that if all tax- 
exempt securities outstanding January 1, 1922, were made 
taxable, the gross increase in revenue to the Government would 
be approximately $120,000,000. 

That estimate was made in behalf of taxing such securities 
and is valuable in its admission that from the $5,600,000,000 
of such securities held by corporations the Government would 
only receive $35,000,000 in revenue if they were taxed. It 
is also admitted that from the $2,500,000,000 additional securi- 
ties nothing would be received, because supposedly though 
taxable they are held by individuals whose income is below 
$5,000. It can be casily demonstrated that the estimate that 
$85,000,000 would be received from the $2,500,000,000 remaining 
is entirely too high. It is based on the theory that at 5 per 
cent the income on such securities would be $125,000,000 an- 
nually, and that the whole of such 5125.000,000 would be 
subject to a surtax of 68 per cent, or $85,000,000. The highest 
surtax under the present income tax law is 50 per cent, and 
if all of the $125,000,000 is received by those paying the 
maximum rates, the tax would only amount to $62,500,000. 
When it is remembered that many of such securities are held 
by persons who do not pay the maximum rates, it is easily 
seen that the amount would probably be considerably smaller. 
However, if the United States should receive the $35,000,000 
from corporations and $62,500,600 from the maximum surtaxes, 
or a total of $97,500,000, that amount would not compensate 
the Government for $100,000,000 which it is annually losing 
in increased interest on the 4 and 4} partially taxable Liberty 
bonds. While the Government's net gain would be little, the 
States, counties, and municipalities would still be paying the 
higher rates of interest on their bonds, 
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PROPAGANDA HAS GROSSLY EXAGGERATED WHAT IT CALLS THE EVIL OF 
TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES. 


Those interests who have so diligently and relentlessly waged’ 


this war upon State, county, and municipal bonds have flooded 
the country, have filled the magazines and newspapers with 
propaganda, and have by form letters and circulars sought to 
make the people of the United States believe that the “ tax- 
exempt securities evil” is permitting the “rich” to “escape 
their just share of taxation by putting all of their wealth in 
tax exempts,” that it is “drying up” the sources of taxation 
and “is threatening our institutions.” 

How grossly inaccurate and how designedly exaggerated are 
such statements is easily demonstrated. According to the 
statistics of the Treasury Department on incomes of individuals 
for 1920, the latest available on the subject, the total income 
of individuals with incomes of $5,000 and over from tax-ex- 
empt securities was $105,485,172, while the income of the same 
individuals from other sources was $10,375,561,468.. Only 1 
per cent of such total income was from tax-exempt securities. 
But what about the very rich who “ put all their wealth in tax- 
exempt securities”? The same statistics of Secretary Mellon 
disclose that individuals with incomes from $50,000 to $100,000 
receive only 1.40 per cent of their income from tax-exempt 
securities; those with incomes from $100,000 to $300,000 only 
2.89 per cent from tax exempts, and all the “billionaires” and 
“millionaires” and other “aires” with incomes of $300,000 
and oyer received only 5.52 per cent of their total incomes from 
tax-exempt securities. 

The report of Secretary Mellon for 1923, at page 383, shows 
that for 1920, the last year for which such statistics are avail- 
able, the wholly tax-exempt income of all individuals with net 
incomes of $300,000 and upward was as follows: 

Interest from United States obligations, $10,568,595; and in- 
terest on State securities and salaries, $8,781,088; or a total of 
$19,349,683. When the total tax-exempt income of all indi- 
viduals in the United States with incomes of $300,000 and 
over is only $19,349,683, including salaries, does it appear that 
millionaires have invested “all their wealth” in tax-exempt 
securities? At present maximum surtax rates of 50 per cent 
the above sum would pay less than $10,000,000 in taxes. Does 
that cut much figure in a tax bill of more than $3,000,000,000? 

According to Treasury statistics of income for 1920, 98 indi- 
viduals with incomes from $500,000 to $750,009 had a total in- 
come of $58,890,818 and paid in taxes $32,765,012; 25 persons 
with incomes from $750,000 to $1,000,000 had a total income of 
$21,072,076 and paid $12,875,993 in taxes; 19 persons with in- 
comes from one million to one million and a half had a tota! in- 
come of $21,988,642 and paid $13,753,350 in taxes; three per- 
sons with incomes from one and one-half to two millions had 
a total income of $5,087,594 and paid $3,055,576 in taxes; four 
persons with incomes of two to three millions had a total in- 
come of $10,863,868 and paid $7,552,426 in taxes; three persons 
with incomes of three to four millions had a total income of 
$9,218,058 and paid $6,037,349 in taxes; and four persons with 
incomes of five millions and over had a total income of $29,919,- 
977 and paid $19,186,384 in taxes. In other words, the last 
four taxpayers paid $19,186,354 in taxes, while for the same 
year the total tax-exempt income of all persons having in- 
comes of $300,000 or more was only $19,349,683, on which the 
present maximum tax would be about $10,000,000. 

Does that look like the very rich are escaping taxes by 
placing “all of their wealth in tax-exempt securities“? 

Is it not remarkable that Mr. Mellon and Mr. Mitts, who 
are urging this amendment to prevent the rich from escaping 
the payment of surtaxes, are the same persons who are loudest 
in demanding that the high surtaxes shall be taken off the 
very rich? : 

Tables of Federal estate taxes rendered for 1922, as shown in 
pamphlet entitled “Statistics of Income for 1921,” issued by 
the Treasury, on pages 27 to 30, based on 12,208 returns of 
Federal estate taxes, disclose that out of a gross estate of 
$2,870,371,968 only 3.59 per cent of such gross estate was in- 
vested in tax-exempt securities. When it is remembered that 
persons who in their old age retire from active business are 
most apt to invest in such securities, does only 3.59 per cent of 
all such estates indicate that “all their wealth” is being, or 
has been, so invested? < 

The report of the Treasury for 1923, page 383, shows that 
the total income of all individuals with income of $5,000 or 
over for 1920—and they are the only taxpayers subject to a 
surtax—from tax-exempt securities and salaries was only $105,- 
485,172, or only 32 per cent of all tax-exempt income. The 
other 68 per cent, or $219,976,693, was received by corporations. 
Now, corporations pay only a flat 124 per cent tax and do not 
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pay surtaxes. Therefore a surtax if levied would reach only 
32 per cent. The Treasury’s report for 1923, page 383, dis- 
closes that for 1920 the total income of all individuals with in- 
comes of $5,000 and over from United States Government obli- 
gations not wholly free from tax—4 and 4} per cent Liberty 
bonds, and so forth—was $60,431,903 and the estimated surtax 
was $9,693,112. If we calculate the surtax on the $105,485,172 
income received by individuals with income of $5,000 and up- 
ward at the same ratio, it would amount to about $16,000,000 or 
$17,000,000 actual increased returns to the Treasury instead of 
the $85,000,000 which the actuary estimated, as hereinbefore 
indicated. 
WILL RAISE VALUES OF EXISTING SECURITIES. 


Another immediate and direct result of the adoption of the 
amendment would be to increase the market value of all-out- 
standing tax-exempt bonds, as well as-all Government bond 
issues that are subject only to a surtax. Hundreds of mil- 
lions of dollars’ worth of Liberty bonds were purchased during 
the war at great personal sacrifices and were later sold by the 
people of the United States at a discount. They were pur- 
chased below par by people of wealth. Now, that they are ac- 
cumulated in their hands taxing future issues, while their hold- 
ings continue to enjoy exemptions, will greatly enhance their 
value. They will be in greater demand because no others 
ean be issued. By law hundreds of millions of artificial wealth 
would thus be handed over to their present holders. 


STATES WILL NOT DERIVE RECIPROCAL BENEFITS FROM POWER TO TAX. 


While the amendment pretends to give to the States a recipro- 
cal privilege to tax future Federal bonds, in practice the States 
will in fact derive little advantage. The Federal Government 
now has outstanding approximately $22,000,000,000 in bonds 
and securities. They will not be affected by this amendment. 
It is now and will be the policy of the Government for many 
years to reduce this volume of indebtedness rather than to in- 
crease it. It is our hope that Federal indebtedness will never 
be increased, and at least we may reasonably believe that ex- 
cept for an emergency as of war it will not be materially. 
This amendment is aimed directly at securities issued under 
authority of the States, and there is no bona fide intention that 
the States shall ever realize substantial benefit thereunder. 

On page 72 of the hearings for 1922 the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mres] said: 


Well, I take it that we haye got to consider this proposition as 
Representatives of the National Government. What the States will 
do with it afterwards is a very difficult question, and I think my vote 
in the State legislature might be possibly different from my vote 
in the National Legislature, although I do not want to commit myself 
on that point. We have got to look at this from the national stand- 
point. We are giving to the States the privilege, to be sure, of taxing 
national securities, but in return we are getting the great mass of 
securities that on the whole are going to constitute a much larger tax 
base than the Federal securities are. And what is more, we are 
asking for the benefit—and we are getting the benefit—of taxing them 
at a much higher rate than the States are likely to do. You are only 
giving to the States the privilege of taxing income from these bonds. 

Mr, Garner. That is what I was going to call to your attention. 

Mr. MILLES. And there are only four States in the Union te-day 
that have income taxes. All of the other States, or a great majority 
of the States, tax securities as property, which they generally clas- 
sify as the property tax. 


The amendment does not propose to permit the States to 
tax Federal securities like other personal property. The 
States will only be permitted to tax income from future issues 
of Federal securities. Now, the fact is that there are only 
about half a dozen States having an income tax law. The 
result would be that in order to secure any benefit under the 
amendment—any benefit to compensate the States for the in- 
creased interest which they will be required to pay—the States 
will be required to levy an income tax whether it is otherwise 
desirable or not. That is a species of compulsion by the Fed- 
eral Government of the States, and consequently of destruc- 
tion of their independence, that is not in harmony with our 
dual system of government. 

Let us suppose, however, that the States will enact Income 
tax laws. What States will get the benefits arising therefrom? 
It is well known that State and municipal bonds are principally 
purchased by residents of New York, Boston, Chicago, Phila- 
delphia, and other cities in the Northeastern States. Under 
the amendment income from such bonds may only be taxed by 
the State in which the owner resides. The result would be that 
the Southern, Western, Southwestern, and Middle Western 
States would be required to pay heavily increased interest 
rates and yet would receive little, if any, compensating advan- 
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tage in the matter of taxation. Such income taxes as would be 
levied would in large measure be paid either to the Federal 
Government or to the States of New York, Pennsylvania, Massa- 
chusetts, Illinois, and other commercial and investment centers. 
The people of the other States will pay higher interest because 
of the tax, and the Northeastern States will receive both the 
interest and the taxes. New York State does not tax its own 
bonds, because it knows it will lose more in the increased inter- 
est rate than by taxation she will ever get back. [Appiause.] 

It does tax the bonds of other States, because the tax in the 
form of interest is paid by people who do not live in New York— 
by the people who must pay the bonds. These same North- 
eastern States have in the past received the benefit of tax- 
exempt securities in the erection of schools, the building of 
roads, streets, water systems, sewerage facilities, municipal 
light and traction systems, and other public improvements. 
They are already developed, but the South, the West, the Middle 
West, and the Southwest have not yet developed in these re- 
spects. Is it fair, is it equitable, or is it just to now levy a 
tax on every road bond, every school bond, every courthouse 
bond, every drainage bond, every irrigation bond, every levee- 
district bond, every city bond, and every other character of 
bond issued for public improvements and turn that tax over 
fo the Northeastern States and to the Federal Government 
when stich States have in the past enjoyed similar privileges 
without such a burden? This amendment embodies an effort to 
retard the development of vast sections of the United States 
and to exploit such sections for the benefit of investment bank- 
ers, mortgage bankers, and the great industrial concerns of the 
country who desire to secure cheaper money at public expense, 
It is but another effort to confer another privilege, another ben- 
efit, another bounty, to favored interests who have already fed 
and fattened upon privilege and favor but whose appetite is 
never satisfied and whose greed forever grows. 


PRODUCTIVE BUSINESS. 


But it is said that public securities ought to be taxed in 
order to drive investments out of such securities and into 
“ productive business.” Is not the construction of roads, school- 
houses, drainage and irrigation systems, sewer, lighting, and 
water systems “productive”? Does not the money so ex- 
pended go directly into improvements that contribute to the 
education of the people and to their convenience and health 
and indirectly into wages and materials, and thus into the 
pockets of the people and Into healthy channels of commerce? 
Is the only “ productive” business the sort that goes to make 
dividends and profits for corporate and allied interests? 

If money is driven out of tax-exempt securities, will not an 
equal amount of the money of other people be driven into 
public securities? If the holders sell, they must sell to some- 
body and somebody’s money must pay for them. As long as 
publie securities are issued, whether taxed or untaxed, some- 
body’s money will be invested in them. 


BLOW AT INDEPENDENCE OF THE STATES. 


Far above any economie reasons, more important than any 
consideration of interest rates, more compelling than any argu- 
ment of expediency is the basic and fundamental objection that 
the amendment is directed at the independence of the States. 

It challenges the sovereignty of every State in this Union. 
It asserts an overlordship in the Federal Government over the 
publice credit of each of the 48 States, their subdivisions, and 
municipalities. The States do not owe their sovereignty to 
any grant by the General Government; there were States before 
the Constitution was adopted; they are sovereign within their 
own right, and yet this amendment seeks to forbid each and 
every State from issuing a dollar of credit without paying a 
tax—always a badge of servitude—to the Federal Treasury; 
they must pay a price to do what? To perform their necessary, 
their imperative governmental functions, A State can not 
enforce its laws, it ean not preserve order or protect life and 
property without courthouses and jails, and these it can not 
have without eredit. A State can not educate its children 
without school buildings; it can not eare for its insane and 
unfortunate without buildings that call for public credit. 

A State may not build roads, it may not build dikes to keep 
back the floods, it may not irrigate the desert, nor drain the 
swamp without money and without credit. It can not perform 
its duty to its citizens, it can not protect its own life without 
credit. 

The amendment makes a persuasive, deceptive, and insidious 
attack upon our dual form of government; persuasive and de- 
ceptive because it masquerades behind a plea of fairness and 
equality of taxation, and insidious because of its deception and 
persuasion, 


A cardinal characteristic of the American system of gov- 
ernment, a characteristic that distinguishes it from European 
systems, is that the States are sovereign and independent with- 
in their sphere of power, and the Federal Government is sov- 
ereign and independent within its sphere of power. Neither 
may coerce the other, nor can either invade the domain or 
jurisdiction of the other. That principle lies at the very root 
of our institutions, 

The earliest decision of the Supreme Court upon the question 
of the power of the United States to tax State instrumentali- 
ties is The Collector v. Day (1870) (11 Wall. 113). Under the 
Civil War income tax acts a tax was assessed on the salary 
of Hay, a probate judge in Massachusetts. He paid the tax 
under protest and brought action to recover it. It was held 
by the Supreme Court that Congress had no power to impose 
a tax upon the salary of a State judicial officer. The court 
cited Dobbins v. Commissioners (1842) (16 Pet. 485); McCul- 
loch v. Maryland (1819) (4 Wheat. 316); and Weston v. 
beeping (1829) (2 Pet. 449), as establishing the propo- 
sition— 


that the State governments can not lay a tax upon the constitutional 
means employed by the Government of the Union to execute its con- 
stitutional powers— 


And concluded that, on the same principle, the United States 
can not tax the means and instrumentalities employed by the 
States for carrying on their governmental operations. The 
ease reasoning is indicated in the following passage (pp. 

187): 


It is admitted that there is no express provision in the Constitution 
that prohibits the General Government from taxing the means and in- 
strumentalities of the States, nor is there any prohibiting the States 
from taxing the means and instrumentalities of that Government. In 
both cases the exemption rests upon necessary implication and is up- 
held by the great law of self preservation; as any government, whose 
means are employed in conducting its operations, if subject to the 
control of another and distinct government, can exist only at the 
mercy of that government. 

* > © the means and instrumentalities employed for carrying on 
the operations of their governments, for preserving their existence, 
and fulfilling the high and responsible duties assigned to them in the 
Constitution should be left free and unimpaired, should not be liable 
to be crippled, much less defeated, by the taxing power of another 
government. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield one minute more 
to the gentleman, — 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. When the income tax law of 1894 
was before the Supreme Court of the United States in Pollock v. 
Farmers’ Loan & Trust Co. (157 U. S. 585), in discussing its 
provision proposing to tax income from State and municipal 
bonds, Chief Justice Fuller said: 


It is contended that although the property or revenues of the States 
or their instrumentalities can not be taxed, nevertheless the income 
derived from State, county, and municipal securities can be taxed. 
But we think the same want of power to tax the property or revenues 
of the States or their instrumentalities exists in relation to a tax on 
the Income from their securities, and for the same reason, and that 
reason is given by Chief Justice Marshall in Weston v. Charleston (2 
Pet. 449, 468), where he said: “The right to tax the contract to any 
extent, when made, must operate upon the power to borrow before it 
is exercised, and have a sensible influence on the contract. The extent 
of this Influence depends on the will of a distinct government. To any 
extent, however inconsiderable, it is a burden on the operations of 
government. It may be carried to an extent which shall arrest them 
entirely’ * * è 


By this amendment it ts proposed to abandon that wholesome 
doctrine and to permit the United States to place a burden upon 
the State governments, and to permit the State governments to 
place a burden upon the Federal Government. 

The doctrine of these decisions goes back to the case of McCul- 
loch v. Maryland. When the State of Maryland undertook 
to tax the Baltimore branch of the Bank of the United States, 
John Marshall, who had fought in the armies of the Revolu- 
tion, who had sat in the Virginia Convention that ratified the 
Constitution, in that great opinion declared that “ the power to 
tax is the power to destroy,” and that It was contrary to the 
fundamentals of our systern for a State to tax the agencies or 
instrumentalities of the Federal Government, or, on the other 
hand, for the United States to tax the agencies or instrumentali- 
ties of a State. 
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If that doctrine was good in 1787, when Washington and 
Madison and Franklin and Hamilton wrote the Constitution, if 
that doctrine was good when the States adopted it, if that doc- 
trine was good when John Marshall expounded the Constitution 


it is still good enough for me. Our dual system from the day 
of its formation under the Constitution has attracted the ad- 
miration of statesmen in every age and in every land. I am not 
ready to abandon it. Though John Marshall's bones are sleep- 
ing in mother earth, “the power to tax” is still “ the power to 
destroy,” and to-day I shall neither vote to give to the Federal 
Government the power to destroy the States, nor shall I vote 
to give to the States the power to destroy the Union. [Ap- 
plause, ] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield seven minutes 
to the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. O'CONNOR]. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
man of the House, of course, I impugne no man’s motives. I 
attribute to every Member the sincerity which I hope will be 
accorded to me. Long experience has convinced me that no 
man possesses the infallible touchstone of truth and that men 
equally honest and sincere will differ and come to opposite 
conclusions upon great questions respecting and affecting the 
policies of their country. I sincerely regret that I am out of 
line with the apparently overwhelming majority of my own 
political associates. It is not an agreeable thought to dwell 
upon and I will dismiss it as well and as quickly as I can 
from my mind. Suffice it to say that I see my duty as clearly 
in this instance as I have seen it in all other matters and prob- 
lems that have come to me for judgment in the years that I 
have lived and gone through up to this very minute. At the 
outset of this address or argument let me say that I can not 
concede the correctness of some of the statements and positions 
made and assumed by prominent Members of this House upon 
the floor yesterday and to-day. To assume and then endeavor 
to carry that assumption to the country that there is necessarily 
something wrong with a proposed amendment, that it is politi- 
cally, economically, and fiscally unsound because OGDEN MILLS, 
of New York, and Grorer HUDDLESTON, of Alabama, happen to 
advocate its passage is so fallacious and wanting in logic as 
to justify the dismissal of that assumption without ceremony 
from the minds of those who are endeavoring to meet and 
solye the problems posed by the consideration of this amend- 
ment in accordance with the eternal verities of justice, truth, 
and the welfare of the people of this Republic. Both of these 
gentlemen are of different schools of thought and doubtlessly 
view the grand drama of life from different mountain peaks 
between and through which rolls a chasm as deep as the deepest 
sea. But extremes meet frequently in the great play of human 
existence. I assume that both of these gentlemen unhesitat- 
ingly agree upon the mathematical truth that twice two makes 
four. 

Are we to deny that irrefutable and axiomatic truth and 
brand ourselves as shallow empirics and unworthy of holding 
high place because these two gentlemen agree upon that law of 
mathematics? Because these two gentlemen may agree upon 
an astronomical truth are we to hurl reason to the winds and 
ignore all of the education that we may have acquired in refer- 
ence to the movements of the heavenly bodies? Such a totally 
illogical and fatally unreasonable attitude upon our part would 
mean that we had not only surrendered our common sense but 
in addition had abdicated our powers in this House and made 
both Mmes and Huppieston the all-dominant factors, with 
complete and exclusive control over our parliamentary actions 
and votes. Even if it be assumed that this fallacy be an- 
nounced with no other view than to be facetious it carries with 
it the assumption and the inference that we either can not or 
will not be serious in the consideration of a measure that has 
challenged the financial and intellectual thought of the country 
for several years past, s 

Mr. Speaker, the convictions of a lifetime are grudgingly 
surrendered even when the demand for such a surrender comes 
in thunderous tones from truth and logic speaking with oracu- 
lar tongue. But when those convictions are reenforced and 
fortified by the experiences of everyday life, an adherence to 
them is as natural for me as it is to breathe the air upon which 
I live. Never at any time in my life could I see the correctness 
of what I deem to be a governmental heresy that billions of 
wealth, in whosesoeyer hands it may be, should be privileged 
money and beyond the power of the Government to tax. 

Taxation of wealth, wealth that necessarily means that the 
possessors are best able to bear the expense of supporting the 
Government which protects them in the enjoyment of their 
riches and opulence, has been the song that I have sung early 
and late. It was with me in my early youth and I shall never 
forget the day on which it was first riveted into my under- 


standing in words which will live with me as long as memory 
lasts. One of America’s greatest statesmen, certainly one of 
its greatest orators—William Jennings Bryan—was in New 
Orleans as the guest of the Constitutional Convention of Louis- 
iana, held in 1898. The address he delivered to that historic 
convention in the history of old Louisiana was delivered on 
March 17 of that year, and his subject was The science of 
government.“ 

In my judgment it was the greatest speech he ever delivered. 
Neither all of the members of that convention nor all of the 
invited guests who thronged every foot of space in the conven- 
tion hall were the political friends of the great commoner. 
Many men in Louisiana were opposed to his doctrines, and 
particularly the one known as the 16-to-1 heresy. A distin- 
guished Senator from Louisiana, a gentleman affectionately 
enshrined in the hearts of the people of the great Common- 
wealth which he represented so brilliantly, Donaldson Caffery, 
one of the outstanding figures of the Nation, supported by 
some of the most distinguished men in the life of that great 
State, felt justified in aiding the gold convention and in making 
Senator Caffery its chairman. I mention this political hos- 
tility on the part of some of our people at that time in order 
to emphasize the wonderful triumph he won from those who 
were at first inclined to look upon his presence with a polite 
but not overeordial eye, but who at the end of his address had 
become an enthusiastic multitude whose applause and shouts 
of approval must still be ringing in the ears of the great orator 
to whom that day should be unforgettable as marking an ora- 
torical triumph which has seldom been equaled and never sur- 
passed in the history of our country. I can recall that 
leonine face lighted up with a light that was never on land or 
sea. The light of a holy and lofty patriotism, combined with a 
great and benevolent love for all mankind. I shall never forget 
his reply to his many journalistic and political critics through- 
out the United States who were charging that he was criticizing 
the Supreme Court for its decision in the income-tax case: 


I have not criticized the court. If ever I am tempted to do so I will 
read the dissenting opinion of Justice White, the great Louisiana 
jurist, or any one of the other opinions of the dissenting judges in that 
tremendously important case to the welfare of our conntry. 


I shall always remember the corollary or inference that he 
drew from the effect of that decision which we thought 
would be entirely negatived, offset, and obliterated in its prac- 
tical, fell consequences by the sixteenth amendment. In vibrant 
tones that reached the minds of men and women with pro- 
found conviction and set their hearts to beating in unison with 


the life purpose and hopes and aspirations of the orator, he - 


stated as a result of that decision— 


It is possible for this Government at the sound of war's grim alarm 
to take the husband from the wife, the son from his mother's arms, 
and place them upon the firing line with empty hands to meet the in- 
vader of their country. For under that decision it was impossible to 
tax the wealth of the country and through the funds thus secured 
furnish to its defenders the munitions, arms, and foodstuffs they would 
need while fighting and dying in the mud and slush at the bugle blast 
of their native land. 


Then I and others had the truth brought home to us with the 
great driving force of the gospel truth: “Ye shall know the 
truth and the truth shall make ye free.” Then did I realize 
that men are eternally and everlastingly above money, which 
should be for the use of man, and that it should be the duty of 
government to make money the servant of man, do full service 
to him when he was about to offer his very life at the call of 
his country. No doubt that in all of the generations that have 
fled into eternity the owners of wealth have in a partial meas- 
ure succeeded in making the creature greater than the Creator. 
But the duty of a statesman should and always will be, I 
hope, to make money subordinate to governmental needs and 
human welfare. My great regret, Mr. Chairman, is that this 
proposed amendment does not go far enough; that it does not 
say to the Supreme Court in unmistakable terms that the six- 
teenth amendment, which provides that the Congress shall 
have the power to lay and collect taxes on incomes, from what- 
ever source derived, means exactly what it says. I shall have 
the satisfaction, however, of supporting that dauntless little 
champion of the plain people, wage earners and workers of 
America, GxondE Huppieston, in the effort he will make to 
amend the proposed amendment so that the income from bends 
and securities already in existence shall bear, with the bonds 
and securities that are to be issued, their just share of the 
expense of supporting the Government, which has made for the 
creation of wonderful fortunes and the security of all of the 
wealth that has been amassed by those who have the genius 
to accumulate and pile up immense treasures, 
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I deplore, Mr. Chairman, that certain decisions of the Su- 
preme Court haye apparently in the minds of many legalists 
and law writers made it necessary for the people of this coun- 
try to go to the long and tedious process of proposing and then 
ratifying an amendment, which, if not amended as Mr. HUD- 
DLESTON suggests, will but partially relieve the sixteenth amend- 
ment from the mangling it received through these decisions. 
I have a reverence for the Supreme Court and speak of it in 
most respectful tones as a general proposition, and even in 
this case I speak more in sorrow than anger. But if the 
sixteenth amendment does not mean exactly what its words 
declare“ that Congress shall have power to lay and collect 
taxes, from whatever source derived ”—then the Supreme Court 
understands and speaks a language and tongue totally different 
from that of the people for whom if interprets the laws. 

Why, Mr. Chairman, the language is clear. Every American 
carpenter and bricklayer, every banker and plasterer, every 
structural-iron worker and broker, every barber and book- 
keeper, every laborer and servant, male and female, through- 
out the length and breadth of this country knew what those 
words meant and mean. Those words are of everyday use 
and have no technical meaning. They are a part of and make 
up the familiar everyday language of the street, schoolhouse, 
and market place. Along comes our highest court, the greatest 
and most powerful tribunal in all the world, and says that 
these words do not mean exactly what they express; that they 
mean something else, so much less than what their import 
was to the American people that their entire value is almost 
lost. If those words mean what the court of last resort says 
they mean, then the barbers and bakers and their associates and 
fellows are justified in believing what they thought was sim- 
plicity itself is as mysterious and baffling as the Eleusinian 
mysteries are to the Eskimos or the oracular declarations of 
the Sibylline Books would be to a bolo man. Disraeli says in 
one of his charming novels: 


Learn words and conquer men. 


It might not be a far-fetched corollary to believe that he 
meant another aphorism: 

Learn words and first confuse and confound those whom you wish to 
govern, rule, and subdue. 


My, Mr. Chairman, Charles E. Hughes, who was Governor of 
New York, apd by reason of that high position in a measure re- 
moved from the “madding crowd’s ignoble strife,” and who 
by view of a tranquil, serene, intellectual attitude was some- 
what aloof from his fellows, was not so remote from the people 
that he did not understand their language. He, with them, be- 

“lieved that the words of the sixteenth amendment had a cer- 
tain definite value and meaning which even illiterate people in 
America thoroughly understand. Believing it not to be to New 
York’s financial interest to ratify that amendment he mes- 
saged the general assembly of that great State and invited the 
attention of the membership to the plain, unvarnished language 
of the amendment, and the fact that all incomes without ex- 
ception, from whatever source derived, would be subjected to 
the taxing power of the Congress when that proposed article 
would be ratified. It was Pilate who asked Christ: What is 
truth?” and then turned and walked away as if there was no 
answer. It is true that truth follows the standards and values 
of the day, which change with the times, for it is a world of 
change, though many jurists and legislators, speaking in solemn 
tones of the Constitution, apparently forget that it is a world 
of change and governed by the great law of change. But no 
one expects or desires that words will change their meaning in 
the twinkling of an eye nor do they recognize the judgment of 
any institution as being accurately expressed that gives a 
totally different meaning to words than that which is inscribed 
to them by the unanimous voice of the people. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe that any of the amendments 
that will be proposed to the amendment under consideration 
will be adopted, nor do I believe that the amendment as it came 
from the committee will receive the two-thirds vote which it 
will require to legally put it through the House. The vote on 
the rule, under which this proposed constitutional amendment 
is being considered, clearly demonstrates that the rule will not 
receive the support of two-thirds of the Members who will vote 
on the measure. But I do not despair of what the future will 
bring forth. Perhaps it is just as well that the amendment as 
reported will not pass, though its discussion has been of a 
highly educational value to the country. Some day the peopie 
will arouse themselves from their lethargy and demand that the 
sixteenth amendment be given the full, complete, and vigorous 
expression that its terms indicate and convey. 

Some day the people will demand that the enormous amount 
of wealth invested in presently tax-exempt bonds and securities 


shall bear their just share of the burdens of government with 
all of the other forms of wealth that produce incomes, The 
levying of a tax upon bonds and securities issued prior to the 
ratification of the sixteenth amendment and since its ratifica- 
tion is not an impairment of any obligation to the holders of 
such bonds and securities. Aside from the fact that no govern- 
ment has a right to surrender the taxing power of a country to 
any extent or at any time, a fair and liberal interpretation and 
construction of the sixteenth amendment would not impair the 
value of bonds and securities issued before and since its ratifica- 
tion, for the reason that the taxing power would have a restrie- 
tive influence upon the further issuance of bonds and that 
restriction would more than compensate the owners of pre- 
viously tax-exempt bonds for any tax that they might have to 
pay under a liberal judgment and enforcement of the article. 
Why, Mr. Chairman, it is the ability, the power, and the exercise 
of that power to issue bonds in unlimited quantities tax free 
that will sooner or later cause the impairment of all of the bonds 
heretofore and theretofore issued. The taxing of the income of 
bonds that are presently tax exempt by virtue of the interpreta- 
tions of courts and executives following them would conserve 
and not impair their value, and the obligation is necessarily 
upon us to protect, to defend, and conserve our credit and 
eyidences of our indebtedness to our people and not to impair 
and mutilate that credit and the evidence of it in the way of 
bonds and securities. 

I will close, Mr. Chairman, by saying that it Is inconceivable 
to me to see how any man can vote to maintain the higher rates 
running to 44 per cent in the surtax brackets and vote so as to 
maintain the tax-exempt privilege now accorded and bestowed 
upon billions of dollars of wealth whose income under a just 
arrangement should be subjected to a tax to provide the funds 
to at least partially maintain the institutions of our country and 
the Army and Navy of our native land. 

Privilege must and shall go in this country of ours, and I 
can not but regret that my honest, patriotic, and sincere Demo- 
cratic colleagues appear to be abandoning principles when, in- 
stead of opposing this amendment, they do not join with the 
proponents of the measure under discussion and by properly 
amending it make it a thundering riteration and stentorian 
declaration and announcement that the sixteenth amendment 
conceived by a Democratic mind and given to the country by a 
Democratic Congress means what it says and is another ex- 
pression of the Jeffersonian slogan; “ Equal rights to all and 
special privilege to none.” 

One more word and I will close. It will be a great satis- 
faction to me when I meet my poor constituents with whom I 
sympathize to say when they complain of the high rents and 
the high cost of living that if I could correct that unfortunate 
state of affairs that I would be glad to do so, but that it was 
evidently beyond my control, for it is a condition due to eco- 
nomic pressure and beyond legislative action and relief; and 
to Inform them that as a recognition and evidence of my sym- 
pathy for them that I did try to broaden the base upon which 
taxation is levied by making the fellow who has inherited 
$100,000 in presently tax-exempt bonds pay his share of govern- 
mental expense, and to the extent that legitimate business 
would be relieved in that way lessen the cost of living. For 
remember, my colleagues, that if this favorite of fortune who 
toiled not neither did he spin, like the lillies of the field, and 
who received this great gift from fortune without any other 
effort than to accept it had to pay a tax under the new revenue 
bill, in view of the exemptions given to all taxpayers alike he 
would not have to contribute more than an insignificant sum 
of fifteen or eighteen dollars to the Government which has pro- 
tected him in the privilege of receiving and enjoying the gifts 
of a smiling fortune. Why should he not contribute at least 
upon the same terms as the relatively small man agonizing 
and struggling to raise a family has to pay on the amount he 
earns by burning the midnight oil or through the bloody sweat 
of unremitting toil? Why should the favorites of fortune go 
scot free of the taxing power while its heavy hand is laid upon 
men whose hair whitens not with the years but through the 
unstinted toil that they undergo in behalf of the family which 
they desire to rear as God-fearing American men and women? 
[Applause.] 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield seven minutes to the 
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. STEVENSON]. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, when you come to argue 
a law case, as this is, it is always well to find out what is in 
dispute. There are usually some very extensive issues which 
are conceded and admitted. But let us see what is in dispute 
and what is not in this fight. The first thing that is not in 


dispute—and I want you men who are Democrats and who are 
interested to note that—the first thing that is not disputed is 
that the States can provide for the taxation of every security 
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It issues, not only incomes, but corpus. The State can do that 
now, and it does not need a constitutional amendment to do it. 
The second thing that is not disputed and is conceded is that the 
United States Government can provide for the taxation both of 
the corpus income of every security that it issues or that is 
controlled under its provisions, such as the farm loan bonds. 
Now get these two things in your head. What is the proposi- 


tion here? And you men from Loulsiana—the gentleman who 
appealed just now against letting a fellow off who inherited 
$100,000 of bonds—let me tell the gentleman that this will not 
affect that a particle He has got off now. This will not put 
him on the tax books. You gentlemen from Louisiana—if you 
want your bonds to be taxed, you can make them taxable, either 
corpus or income. The United States Government has shown 
that by its course in regard to the Liberty bonds. These things 
are conceded and they are out of this case. Now what is the 
proposition? The proposition to-day here is to authorize the 
National Government to step over the bounds of State govern- 
ment and set its foot upon the neck of the State sovereignty 
and destroy its right to issue its securities, either taxable or 
nontaxable, as it sees fit, nolens volens—the Issues of the 
State and its municipalities. There is another thing that is 
conceded here, and that is that it will raise the rate of inter- 
est. Gentlemen have used one illustration and another and I 
want to compare United States bonds with United States bonds. 
On the 28th of December, 1923, I dipped from the Washington 
Post, which carries every day the result of the net return upon 
bonds of the United States that are on sale. The 34 per cent 
bonds, ahsolutely nontaxable, were quoted on that day at the 
price which nets an income of 3.65. The 4}'s, taxable on only 
the surtax, were quoted at a price netting an income of 4.42, 
the difference in favor of the taxable bonds being 0.87. That 
is, when a man went to buy a taxable bond it brought him 
money 1 per cent higher return, because he paid a lower price 
for the hond. It brought 87 cents more on the $100. On the 38d 
of January, 1924, we find thè same difference, 87 cents. On 
the 4th of January we find a difference of 88 cents. He got 
nearly 1 per cent more on the taxable than the nontaxable bond. 
You see it is practically adding 1 per cent to the income that 
the man gets if he buys a taxable bond, even taxable on the 
surtax. Well, what is the purpose of this thing? Now the 
President of the United States said, and that is why I say 
this proposal is to let the Government set its foot upon the 
neck of the sovereignty of the States in their rights to do busi- 
ness as they please— 


The existing system not only permits a large amount of the wealth 
of the Nation to escape its just burden, but acts as a continual 
stimulant to municipal extravagance. 


What has the United States Government got to do with the 
extravagance of the city of Columbia or Charleston or Rock 
Hill, in my State or in my district? Absolutely nothing. And 
yet that is the purpose of the whole thing—to put its foot upon 
the enterprise of the subdivisions of the States and destroy 
their right to flont their securities at a rate that will enable 
them to go ahead with other improvements. Yes; and some 
Say we will except farm-loan bonds. How are you going to do 
it? The proposition is that the United States can tax the 
securities of a State, provided it does not discriminate in favor 
of securities issued under its authority. Well, now, farm-loan 
bonds are issued under its authority—and, by the way, it is the 
only one for many years that will be subject to this—and if you 
do not put in and tax farm-loan bonds you are discriminating in 
favor of the furm-loan bond against the State; and by the very 
terins of this proposition you can not impose it, and it will be 
a futile thing. 

Oh, gentlemen, when this thing was up here last year the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KercuHas] offered an amend- 
ment providing that the farm-loan bonds should be excepted 
from the operation of this resolution, and it was overwhelmingly 
defeated, under the leadership of the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Green]. That shows you whether they are after the farm- 
loan bonds or not. 

But they talk about the fading away of the big incomes from 
the surtax, and so on. The gentleman from New York Mr. 
Mitts] talks a heap about that. I suggest to him that he and 
his committee would have the right to stop a lot of that if 
they would put in their tax bill a provision that the undis- 
tributed surplus of corporations should be taxed. Why do I 
Say so? Because the millionaires are organizing their little 
private corporations—organizations like the Hyva Corporation, 
that you heard about the other day in connection with Mr. 
Sinclair, and the Ja Ja Corporation, of Mr. Zevely, in which 
they have their interests incorporated and where they have put 
their money in the stock. They make a profit and do not dis- 


tribute It, and keep their surplus there undistributed, and it 
can not be taxed under any law that has been passed. And 
this committee has brought in a proposition here to put through 
à revision of our taxation in which they have let such stecks 
go free. [Applause.] 

Not only that, but the savings banks and insurance com- 
panies are exempt from paying income taxes, and they buy the 
bonds and mortgages of the big land-mortguge companies und 
thus make them exempt from taxes. Does the Ways and Means 
Committee propose in their bill to tax them? Not on your lifet 
They are not against tax-free securities there, because to tax 
them will embarrass the land-mortgage companies, who are pro- 
posing this amendment to destroy the farm-loan banks, their 
only competitors. 

Again South Carolina, and supposedly other States owing 
debts, accmaulated a sinking fund to retire its debt when it 
matures. It invests this fund in State, county, and municipal 
bonds and collects annually the income on them until such time 
as it uses it to retire its maturing bonds. Under this amend- 
ment the United States Government can stand at the door of 
the State treasurer and levy tribute on the State’s own funds. 
I will never vote to subject the proud State of South Carolina 
to such indignity. [Applause.] 

Now, Mr. Huppreston of Alabama says this is merely to 
carry out the income-tax amendment. Wrong as usual. That 
amendment was passed with a full knowledge that it left the 
rights of the States where they always were, and was so held 
by the Supreme Court, which says: 

The whole purpose of the amendment was to dispense with the rule 
of apportionment amongst the States according to the population. (See 
Brushafer case, 240 U. 8.) 


It did not intend to impose or give power to impose new 
taxes where not competent to impose them before. The pur- 
pose was so clear that those advocating this amendment assert 
it and endeavor to pass this amendment because that one did 
not deal with this question. The gentleman forgot all abont 
another more fundamental principle of the Democratie Party— 
that the State is a sovereign in all internal matters, and te 
destroy that sovereignty destroys the State. I trust that this 
resolution will be defeated. [Applause.] 

The inequitable result to South Carolina will be that she 
and her towns, counties, and schoo) districts will have to pay 
higher rates of interest, and when it comes to taxing the bonds 
they will all be in New York, Boston, Philade'phia, and Ghi- 
cago, The United States can tax them anywhere but South 
Carolina can only tax them within the State, and on tax day 
they are all gone. Again, the farm loan banks are the only 
refuge of many farmers, and this dooms them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South 
Carolina has expired, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield four minutes 
to the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. Youne]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota is 
recognized for four minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, this has been a most in- 
teresting debate. A number of the speakers have made ref- 
erence to the Federal farm loans made by the Federal land 
banks, and haye rather treated that as a settlement of the 
entire problem of the farmers with respect to the borrowing 
of money. 

Now those of us who live in the farm States realize that the 
establishment of the Federal land banks did not dispose of 
this question of producing money needed by the farmers to 
carry on their operations. My best guess is that in North 
Lakota about one-eighth of the loans made upon farms are 
made by the Federal land banks. It may be a slightly higher 
percentage than that, but it is a comparatively smali portion 
of the loans that are made through the Federal land banks. 
I am getting letters every day complaining that these banks do 
not make a larger number of loans. The fact is that the 
great bulk of loans to farmers must be made through pri- 
vate sources, and it happens, so far as North Dakota is con- 
cerned, that there.is only one class of men who can afford 
to invest in North Dakota farm mortgages, and that is those 
who get an income of $14,000 or less per annum. If you get 
above that $14,000 line then it is more profitable for them to 
invest in tax-exempt securities, 

Now, that, you will see, very greatly restricts the field in 
which North Dakota mortgages may be sold. It very greatly 
cuts down the number of people who are interested in buying 
mortgages in that State. The fact is that so few people are 
interested in buying those mortgages that the demand is not 
at all taken care of. There are quite a large number of 
foreclosures now being made. If you will drop into niy of- 


fice I can show you local paper after local paper with from 
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one to two pages of foreclosures, and these foreclosures take 
place simply because there is not money available to borrow 
to take up these loans as they mature. 

Now, to my mind, the important thing for us to do is to do 
something which will make available a larger sum of money 
for inyestment in farm mortgages, for the reason, as I have 
already pointed out, that the great bulk of these loans must 
still be made through private sources and private funds, If 
we pass this concurrent resolution, it will be In the direction 
of making these farm loans just as attractive to all investors 
throughout the country as tax exempts. As I have already 
explained, the man who gets an income of over $14,000 now 
can not afford to buy a North Dakota farm mortgage because 
it will mean a smaller return to him than if he bought the 
tax-exempt securities. To my mind, it is a plain question of 
business, of dollars and cents, and that every citizen shall be 
obliged to pay his share of income taxes. 

Mr. LOZIBR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes. 

Mr. LOZIER. I will state that with reference to the total 
mortgage indebtedness of the State of North Dakota it was 
$267,780,000 on January 1, 1920. That is according to the De- 
partment of Commerce bulletin. And the farm loans made by 
Federal and joint-stock land banks aggregated $41,974,300 on 
November 30, 1923. 

Mr, YOUNG. I thank the gentleman for the statistics. Pre- 
sumably, quite a number of loans through private agencies 
have been made since January 1, 1920. 

I listened to the splendid address of the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. O’Connor] with great interest. It will never 
be possible for Congress to enact a scientific income-tax meas- 
ure until it has power to say just what all taxpayers, rich and 
poor, shall pay. When we attempt under present conditions to 
draft an income tax law with the rates progressively arranged 
we are confronted with the fact that many of them can elect 
whether they shall pay them or not. Congress should be given 
full power by amending the Constitution. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes 
to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM |. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, yesterday the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] and the gentleman from Minne- 
sota [Mr. Newron] in their remarks in the debate expressed 
views which indicated a doubt at least in their minds as to 
whether the law ts settled to the effect that State and munici- 
pal securities are necessarily exempt from taxation, 

Within the few moments which are given me now in which to 
address myself to this subject I shall not attempt to refer even 
to the decisions. I hesitate in setting up my own judgment on a 
question of law against two so distinguished gentlemen and 
able lawyers as these friends, but I believe that a complete 
and exhaustive study of the authorities, the decisions of the 
Supreme Court, will necessarily lead to the conclusion that 
these securities under the present state of the law are, and 
must be, exempt from Federal taxation. The leading case, of 
course, is that of Evans against Gore, which has been repeatedly 
cited here. But prior to that decision the Supreme Court had 
laid down in numerous opinions the two propositions; first, 
that salaries of State and municipal officers were exempt from 
taxation by the Federal Government, and secondly, that securi- 
ties issued by the State and municipal authorities were exempt 
from taxation by the Federal Government. 

Then came the sixteenth amendment, which provided that in- 
comes from whatever source derived might be taxed by the 
Federal Government without regard to apportionment among 
the States. 

The question then comes upon the meaning of the words 
“from whatever source derived,” and that question was deter- 
mined in the case of Evans against Gore beyond any perad- 
venture. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Under the leave already given I will 
insert In my extension of remarks a brief written by myself 
upon this one question. 

In the case of The Collector v. Day (1870), 11 Wall. 113, the 
United States Supreme Court held that Congress was without 
power to impose a tax upon the salary of a State judicial 
officer. 

The court held, upon authorities cited in the opinion, that 
since “the State governments can not lay a tax upon the con- 
stitutional means employed by the Government of the Union to 
execute its constitutional powers,” on the same principle the 
United States can not tax the means and instrumentalities em- 
ployed by the States for carrying on their governmental opera- 
tions. The court said on pages 125 and 187: 
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It is admitted that there is no express provision in the Constitution 
that prohibits the General Government from taxing the means and 
instrumentalities of the States, nor is there any prohibiting the States 
from taxing the means and instrumentalities of that Government. In 
both cases the exemption rests upon necessary implication and is up- 
held by the great law of self-preservation; as any government, whose 
means are employed in conducting its operations, if subject to the 
control of another and distinct government, can exist only at the 
mercy of that government. f 

* * * the means and instrumentalities employed for carrying on 
the operations of their governments, for preserving their existence, 
and fulfilling the high and responsible duties assigned to them in the 
Constitution should be left free and unimpaired, should not be Hable 
to be crippled, much less defeated, by the taxing power of another 
government, * * + 


That case and subsequent cases established the law, prior to 
the sixteenth amendment, that the salaries of State officers 
could not be taxed by the Federal Government nor could the 
salaries of Federal officers be taxed by State governments. 

The question of taxing the income received from State and 
municipal securities was raised, prior to the sixteenth amend- 
ment, in the case of Pollock v. Farmers’ Loan & Trust Co. 
(1895), 157 U. S, 429, where the United States Supreme Court 
said on page 585: . 


It is contended that although the property or revenues of the States 
or their instrumentalities can not be taxed, nevertheless the income de- 
rived from State, county, and municipal securities can be taxed. But 
we think the same want of power to tax the property or reyenues of 
the States or their instrumentalities exists in relation to a tax on the 
income from their securities, and for the same reason, and that reason 
is given by Chief Justice Marshall in Weston v. Charleston, 2 Pet. 449, 
468, where he said: "The right to tax the contract to any extent, 
when made, must operate upon the power to borrow before it is exer- 
cised, and have a sensible influence on the contract, The extent of thia 
influence depends on the will of a distinct government. To any ex- 
tent, however inconsiderable, it is a burden on the operations of gov- 
ernment, It may be carried to an extent which shall arrest them en- 
tirely. * * The tax on Government stock is thought by this 
court to be a tax on the contract, a tax on the power to borrow money 
on the credit of the United States, and consequently to be repugnant 
to the Constitution.” Applying this language to these municipal securt- 
ties, it is obvious that taxation on the interest therefrom would oper- 
ate on the power to borrow before it is exercised, and would haye a 
sensible influence on the contract, and that the tax in question is a 
tax on the power of the States and their instrumentalities to borrow 
money, and consequently repugnant to the Constitution. 


In this case of Pollock v. Farmers’ Loan & Trust Co., the 
court definitely and conclusively held that an income tax is a 
direct tax within the meaning of the Constitution, and that 
therefore under section 2 of Article I of that instrument such 
a tax, like Representatives in Congress, would have to— 


be apportioned among the several States * * è according to their 
respective numbers, 


This decision rendered the luying of income taxes by the 
Federal Government practically impossible, as an apportion- 
ment of such taxes among the States according to enumeration 
would impose taxes without regard to actual income and abil- 
ity to pay on the part of the citizens of the several States, A 
movement therefore immediately began throughout the coyntry 
to give the Congress authority to levy taxes on incomes, directly 
upon the people. 

This movement resulted in the sixteenth amendment, which 
went into force on February 25, 1913, and reads as follows: 


The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes on incoines, 
from whatever source derived, without apportionment among the 
several States, and without regard to any census or enumeration, 


Thore would have been no question about the meaning and 
effec: of this amendment if it had not contained the words 
“from whatever source derived.” No one would have claimed 
that the amendment enlarged or extended the subject matter 
within the jurisdiction of Congress in the matter of taxation 
if these words had not been included in the amendment. 
Whether State and municipal salaries or securities, which could 
not be taxed by the Federal Government prior to the sixteenth 
amendment, may be taxed by Congress subsequent to that 
amendment necessarily depends on the meaning and effect of 
these words, from whatever source derived.” It will be con- 


ceded that these words have the same effect upon both salaries 
and securities, so that if they do not bring State and municipal 
salaries within the jurisdiction of Congress they could not 
bring State and municipal securities within that authority. 
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Both propositions necessarily turn upon the same line of rea- 
soning. It happens that the United States Supreme Court was 
called upon first to pass upon the amendment as it affects the 
salaries of Federal and State officials, The question arose in 
Evans v. Gore (1920), 253 U. S. 245. The controlling issue, 
which it was unavoidably necessary for the court to decide in 
that case, was whether the sixteenth amendment had extended 
the sources of the income upon which taxes might be laid and 
collected. On that point the court said, at page 261: 


Thus the genesis and words of the amendment unite in showing 
that it does not extend the taxing power to new and excepted sub- 
jects, but merely removes all occasion otherwise existing for an ap- 
portionment among the States of taxes laid on income, whether de- 
rived from one source or another. And we baye so held in other 
cases. 


In Evans v. Gore the court cited and reaffirmed the case of 
Brushaber v. Union Pacific R. R. Co. (240 U. S. 1), where it 
was said, on pages 17 and 18: 


Tt is clear on the face of this text that it (the amendment) does not 
purport to confer power to levy income taxes in a generic sense—an 
authority already possessed and never questioned—or to limit and dis- 
tinguish between one kind of income taxes and another, but that the 
whole purpose of the amendment was to relieve all income taxes when 
imposed from apportionment from a consideration of the source whence 
the income was derived. Indeed, in the light of the history which we 
have given and of the decision in the Pollock case, and the ground upon 
which the ruling in that case was based, there is no escape from the 
conclusion that the amendment was drawn for the purpose of doing 
away for the future with the principle upon which the Pollock case 
was decided—that is, of determining whether a tax on income was 
direct, not by a consideration of the burden placed on the taxed income 
upon which it directly operated, but by taking into view the burden 
which resulted on the property from which the income was derived, 
since in express terms the amendment provides that income taxes, from 
whatever source the income may be derived, shall not be subject to the 
regulation of apportionment. 


The court further said: 


The purpose was not to change the existing interpretation except 
to the extent necessary to accomplish the result intended—that is, the 
prevention of the resort to the sources from which a taxed income was 
derived in order to cause a direct tax ou the income to be a direct tax 
on the source itself, and thereby to take an income tax out of the 
class of excises, duties, and imposts and place it in the class of direct 
taxes. 


It seems perfectly clear that the effect of the sixteenth 
amendment was merely to give the Congress authority without 
apportionment, based upon a census or enumeration, to lay and 
collect income taxes from whatever source such income muy be 
derived—such as salaries, investments in securities, real estate, 
and so forth—within the Jurisdiction, as to subject matter, 
which the Congress already bad when the sixteenth amendment 
was adopted. Evans against Gore and other cases cited above 
conclusively show that it was not the intention of Congress in 
the sixteenth amendment to extend the jurisdiction of Con- 
gress over the income from sources, such as State and municipal 
salaries or securities, of which Congress did not have jurisdic- 
tion prior to the sixteenth amendment. The point decided by 
the Supreme Court in Evans against Gore was whether the 
words “from whatever source derived” added new subject 
matter to the jurisdiction of Congress. When the court held 
negatively upon this proposition it excluded from the taxing 
power of Congress not only State and municipal salaries but 
also State and municipal securities. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. LANKFORD]. [Applause.] 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mictee, should there be a constitutional amendment preventing 
the issuance of tax-exempt securities in the future? Yes” 
is the answer that suggests itself to the average man. None 
of us whe are poor are in favor of relieving the multimillion- 
aires of the Nation from taxation. The idle rich have no right 
to avoid paying their share of the expenses of the Government. 
So at first blush it would seem that we can not escape the con- 
clusion that the resolution to do away with tax-exempt securi- 
ties should be passed. I confess the question has given me 
very serious concern, not because I found very great trouble 
deciding what is right to my mind, but because I found many of 
my best friends at variance with my ideas on the question. 

I have spent much time weighing the arguments of my friends 
and viewing the question from every angle, and I find that 
much that appears at first to be argument in favor of the 
resolution falls and will not stand the acid test of close 
analysis, The bitterest pills bear the thickest coats of sugar, 


„ 


The most vicious bills offered here bear the prettiest and most 
attractive titles, and ofttimes appear to be in behalf of the great 
common folk, when, as a matter of fact, they are designed for 
the undoing of the great common people. “All is not gold that 
glitters.” Those of us who are poor and represent the great 
masses of laboring men and farmers may not agree among our- 
selyes as to whether or not this resolution should pass, some 
favoring it and some opposing it, but I find that every million- 
aire in this House is for the resolution. Every Member here 
who votes every time for the big rich and to relieve the big 
ig ae all the taxes possible is for this resolution. I wonder 
why 

The forces which would, if possible, put a sales tax into 
effect, thus saddling millions of dollars of taxes annually on the 
backs of the poorest of the poor and who would gladly relieve 
the big rich of surtaxes, are for this bill. Why, oh why, is this 
true? The men who believe that the big rich are the great 
benefactors of the race and that all legislation should be 
shaped for their special benefit are for this bill. The men who 
believe that the common folks are only good to work and pro- 
duce for the big, rich profiteers of the country are for this bill. 
Those who believe that the common folks should pay the taxes 
and fight the wars are for this bill. Have the big rich and 
their champiens here suddenly had a change of heart? Have 
they decided to legislate for the poor and to make themselves 
pay more taxes? If so, then certainly the millenium is at hand. 

One of my good Democratic friends some time ago in arguing 
for this resolution said he, too, was worried and wondered why 
those who always fight for the big rich now are for this reso- 
tution, and finally said he had decided that this millionaire 
crowd had decided to act this way for patriotic reasons and 
that he was going to vote with them this time. The big rich 
will admit that they are influenced by patriotic motives. 

The only trouble, Mr. Chairman, is that the brand of pa- 
triotism of the big rich means to take care of the big rich, 
while many of us here, thank God, have the brand of patriotism 
which impels us to legislate for the common folks as best we 
can, God being our helper. The Washington Daily News in an 
editorial in its issue of Jannary 16, 1924, so fully expressed my 
apprehensions that I must quote that editorial, which is as 
follows: 

WHY SO HORRIFIED? 


For many days Representative OGDEN L. Imas, millionaire repre- 
sentative of New York's financial aristocracy, has been telling a com- 
mittee of the House all about the horrors of the tax-exempt securities. 
Mr. MILLS is no “voice in the desert crying alone.” No, indeed. He 
is ably seconded by multimillionaire Secretary of the ‘Treasury Andrew 
Mellon, by many of Mr. Mellon's friends and partners, by the Western 
Farm Mortgage Association, another multimillionaire concern; by the 
National City Bank, the Morgan interests, the Kuhn-Loeb interests, 
the Saturday Evening Post, the Wail Street Journal, and a host of 
other tribunes of a downtrodden proletariat.” 

Why all this sudden and tender solicitude for the common peopie? 
Why this sudden hatred of the wealthy by the rich? What has hap- 
pened? 

Well, friends, admitting there are two sides to this question, we 
desire to offer the following facts in extenuation of the principle of 
tax-exempt municipal and State securities—a principle which seems to 
lack press agents just now. 

If there had been no tax-exempt securities, San Francisco would still 
be in the throes of corrupt, inefficient, and nerve-wracking street-car 


monopoly; Los Angeles would be buying water and hydraulic power 


from a private monopoly, as many less-favored cities are doing; Detroit 
would have no municipal street railroad; there would be mighty few 
State or county paved highways; and the electric power of the future 
would be securely held “in trust” by the first friends of Messrs. Orden 
Mills, Mellan, et al. 

These rich lovers of the common folk may be perfectly pure in their 
protestations, but somehow we're suspicious of the whole Greek gift- 
bearing outfit. 


Stampeded by the mighty force of propaganda, many of us, 
I much fear, are making a mad rush and are about to destroy 
all the higher and ‘better things we have ever stood for and are 
about to murder our friends and ourselves. 

Friends, let me beg of you to “ Stop, look, and listen” before 
you hurry your friends in front of a mighty speeding engine of 
destruction. Let us study this bill for a few minutes. It has 
a pretty name. That is the only good thing about it. It is 
sugar-coated with a nice name but is filed with most deadly 
poison. Did you ever see a bill with a bad name? If we voted 
for them by name, we would vote for all of them. 

If we yote for them by contents, we oppose practically all 
of them. [Applause.] Who originated and who are most 
anxiously pushing this bill? I will tell you. The move was 
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begun by the enemies of the Federal rural credit system, and 
by those who want to charge the farmers all the interest they 
can possibly bear and even more. The move was fostered by 
those who would gladly annul every piece of legislation passed 
tor the farmers since the beginning of our Government, and by 
those who would gladly strangle unto death every proposed 
helpful move in the future for the farmers, 

The measure is being anxiously pushed by the enemies of our 
present good-roads system and by those who oppose the easy 
marketing of bonds for better school facilities, better munici- 
pal, county, and State improvements, and for ‘governmental 
assistance in any way to the farmers or to the great producing 
common people. The bill is favored by the loan concerns, who 
want to charge a high rate of interest without Government com- 
petition. It is favored by profiteers of the country, The bill 
is fayored by the present owners of tax-exempt securities be- 
eause they will, if the amendment prevails, immediately reap 
billions of increased value added to bonds owned by them 
which we can not reach by this bill The measure is favored 
by those who are to buy our bonds in the future, for they can 
buy the bonds for less, much less, and save the difference to 
pay their taxes; and if they dodge their taxes, as they will 
every time they can, they can spend in luxurious and riotous 
living the money taken from the pockets of the poor. 

Wall Street favors the measure, for it means more power to 
the big money interests and less power to the community, city, 
county, and State to shake off the financial bondage of the hig 
rich. Wall Street and the henchmen of Wali Street favor the 
measure, for it means to give the National Government a death 
hold on the credit of the States and the States a death hold on 
the credit of the National Government, and Wall Street a 
death hold on the credit of both. The National Government 
will deprive itself of the right to control its credit. The 
States will deprive themselves of the right to control their 
credit, and Wall Street will acquire more fully the power to 
control the credit of the States and the Nation. 

Wall Street and the big moneyed interests favor the measure, 
for it means for the States and the Nation to tie each other 
hand and foot, hog fashion, and make each impotent and unable 
to help the other and force each and all the subdivisions of 
each, and all of the people of each, to go to Wall Street on 
bended knees and beg for money at rates and on terms to be 
dictated by Wall Street. This bill is favored by those who 
would prevent communities, cities, counties, and States from 
issuing bonds for public improvements and would make these 
bonds unsalable if issued. It is favored by those who would 
prevent the issuance of salable bonds by or under authority 
of the National Government for the assistance of the farmers 
of the Nation in any way. The bill is favored by those who. 
oppose the ownership of any public utilities by municipality, 
county, or State. This bill is favored by those who want to 
dodge taxes and yet want to enthrone money as the god of the 
Nation, with the common people bowing down worshiping the 
god of gold, paying all taxes, doing all the ‘producing, bearing 
all the burdens, doing all the fighting of our battles, and sur- 
rendering all rights worth while given them by law and youch- 
safed by the Declarstion of Independence and our Constitution. 
Now, what does the bill propose to do? You may be assured 
it Is designed to do just what its fondest supporters expect it 
to do, and is the instrument to eventually do the very things 
they are so anxious to do. Pass this measure and let it finally 
become part of our Constitution, and there will loom larger and 
larger, clearer and clearer, the awful purposes, now secret 
purposes, of those who are responsible for this measure even 
being presented to Congress. It will more seriously endanger 
the very life of the States, the Nation, and all the people 
than any amendment yet offered to our Federal Constitution. 
It is one of the most dangerous pieces of legislation ever pro- 
posed to an American Congress. When the big rich fight for 
the big rich I am not surprised, but I confess I am sorely dis- 
appointed when propaganda of the big rich stampedes many of 
the best friends of the common people here and cause them to 
turn on and rend those they love. It is an awful tragedy for 
the friends of the farmer to be led into destroying the farmer 
and for the friends of local government and State rights to 
strike this awful blow at the foundation of these identical 
rights. 

Propaganda has stampeded friends of State rights into want- 
ing to deprive the States of the right to control their own 
credit. Swept on by the mighty power of propaganda, those 
who haye heretofore been in favor of local self-government are 
how saying that no community, city, or State should be allowed 
to issue tax-free bonds with the consent of the legislature, 
with the approval of two-thirds of the voters of the people to 
be affected, and even in most instances with the approval of 


a judge of a court of competent jurisdiction, They are saying, 
by their stand here, that they would rather for the bond buyers 
to pay less, much less, for the municipal, county, or State bonds 
their people sell in the future, so the bondholder can have 
the difference for keeps, unless it is taxed out of him later, 
which is hard to do. They have been stampeded into favor- 
ing the loss of large sums of money by the people they repre- 
sent, so that the bond owner can have money to pay his taxes, 
if he pays taxes, and money for keeps if he dodges taxes. 

Many Members here, by their votes on this measure, will fly, 
it seems to me, in the very teeth of their constituents’ best in- 
terest and will be lining up with a crowd, the enemies of their 
folks, whom they have heretofore fought. Many of my best 
friends are for this measure. If there ever were good folks, 
they are good; but just look at the crowd they are with. 
People are judged by the company they keep. Let us see if 
we can find any good reason in favor of this bill. 

Ah, Mr. Chairman, this bill has a good name, but is afflicted 
with secret vices which eyerlastingly condemn it. It is sugar- 
coated; but when the sugar melts away it will be found to be 
a bitter pill. There is a “nigger in the woodpile“ somewhere. 
Many of those parading as the friends of the common folks are 
only “in sheep’s clothing, but inwardly are ravening wolves.” 
Tet us quit calling the bill by its pretty name. Let us see 
what it really is. Let us scrape off the sugar and examine 
the pill and see how bitter it is and decide whether or not we 
want to take it. 

It may be sugar-conted and yet contain too much arsenic or 
strichnine for us. The question is not, Shall the idle rich pay 
taxes? If this resolution passes, there will be just as many 
idle rich as were before its passage. As a general proposition, 
this bill will not hurt the idle rich. They will still be rich and 
still be idle. When they are not idle they are planning and 
scheming to profiteer on and steal either directly or indirectly 
from the great mass of common people. I much prefer an idle 
band of thieves and robbers rather than a busy band. This is 
fast becoming a Nation of profiteers and financial crooks. 
Especially is this true among the big rich. The argument is 
made here that the man who makes $100,000 a year profits, or 
$500,000 a year, or even several million dollars a year profits 
by financial manipulation, profiteering, or plundering the great 
common consuming public should be taxed lightly and should 
receive at our hands the tenderest consideration and care; and 
that the man or woman who does not profiteer, but who loans 
his or her money at 4 or 5 per cent to build schoolhouses, to 
drain wet lands, to reclaim arid lands, to build good roads, to 
pay the expenses of a city, county, or State, should be classed 
as idle rich, and a special amendment to the Constitution 
adopted so as to mulct him or her in taxes, 

It is urged that special congressional consideration should be 
given the speculator who makes unconscionable profits out of 
nitrates which the farmers buy; who makes millions out of the 
coal which a shivering, freezing country of men, women, and 
children need, and who piles up immensely his ill-gained 
profits by inflating the price of calcium arsenate and everything 
which a farmer must buy and use to make a crop, and who, 
still not satisfied, makes a middleman's enormous profits out 
of the farmer’s crop and leaves the farmer nothing but debts 
and an enslaved family. It is urged that this profiteer is a 
great benefactor of the race and deserves the plaudits of a 
thankful populace and that the man of money is a bad man who 
does not profiteer, but who buys farm-loan bonds yielding him 
44 per cent and thus furnishes money at a low rate of interest 
to the farmers of our Nation. Is the profiteer the patriot and 
the man whose money at a liw rate of interest is saving our 
people the financial slacker? I think not. Who was the 
patriotic, good citizen during the recent Great War? 

The man, woman, or child who bought war savings stamps 
and Liberty bonds to the last dollar, until it hurt, or the indi- 
vidual who said, “ No; I will not put my money in Liberty 
bonds; I will use it. I will profiteer and grow rich off of my 
country’s misfortune, I will pile up my millions of money 
while there is grief and anguish everywhere and while the 
children of men are dying by the millions.” Do you think that 
this Government did very wrong when it did not inflict a pen- 
alty in the form of a tax on the people whom the Government 
begged and almost forced to buy Liberty bonds? Do you think 
that the Government ought to go to its citizens and beg for 
funds when we are in the midst of an awful war, and yet say 
to the citizens of this country, “ If you loan your money to the 
Government, the same Government which you help will punish 
you by a tax for doing what the Government so anxiously 
seeks ”? , t 

The Government would say, “Yes; I will punish you for 
helping with your money, and I will let the greedy taxgatherers 
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of New York and other big commercial centers also punish 
you.” The Government would say, “I need money. Loan me 
your money; I promise you 5 per cent interest, but I reserve 
the right to tax your bonds so as to take all or a part of your 
interest. I may charge even a part of your principal as taxes, 
and I will then deliver you to the big commercial centers for 
the infliction of further penalties in the form of taxes.” Many 
people even believed that the Government should have made 
Liberty bonds a form of money and kept them worth their 
face value instead of allowing them to sell for less than par 
for a long time. 

The Government could well have offered to spend a little 
money to keep these bonds stabilized at par, so the people who 
bought them would not lose on them, rather than injure them 
still further by taxation. Alexander Hamilton, the first Treas- 
urer of our Nation, in 1795, speaking of the Government taxing 
its own indebtedness, made a statement, as follows: 


To tax the funds is manifestly either to take or to keep back a 
portion of the principal or interest stipulated to be paid. 

To do this, on whatever pretext, is not to do what is expressly 
promised; it is not to pay that precise principal or that precise inter- 
est which has been engaged to be paid. It is, therefore, to violate the 
promise given to the lender. 

Bot is not the stipulation to the lender with a tacit reservation of 
the general right of the legislature to raise contributions on the 
property of the State? 

This can not be supposed, because it Involves two contradictory 
things—an obligation to do and a right not to do; an obligation to pay 
a certain sum and a right to retain it in the shape of a tax. 

It Is against the rules both of law and reason to admit by implica- 
tion in the construction of a contract a principle which goes in de- 
struction of it. : 

The Government by such a construction will be made to say to the 
lender, “I want a sum of money for a national purpose, which all the 
citizens ought to contribute proportionately, but it will be more con- 
venient to them and to me to borrow the money of you, If you will 
lend it, I promise you faithfully to allow you a certain rate of inter- 
est while I keep the money and to reimburse the principal within a 
fleterminate period, except so much of the one and the other as I may 

think fit to withhold in the shape of a tax.” 

Is such a construction either natural or rational? Does it not, in 
fact, nullify the promise by the reservation of a right not to perform it? 


Speaking further along this same line, Mr. Hamilton, the 
Treasurer during Washington's administration, said: 


Suppose the Government to contract with an individual to convey 
tu him a hundred acres of land upon the condition of paying a hundred 
dollars. When he came to pay the $100 and demand his title, could 
the Government require of him to pay $50 more as a tax upon the land 
before it would consent to give him the title? Who would not pro- 
nounce this to be a breach of contract, a fraud, which nothing could 
disguise? 

This case is parallel with that under examination, with circum- 
stances that fortify the right of the lending creditor. The Govern- 
ment agrees with him that for $100, which he delivers to the Govern- 
ment, it will deliver to him at the end of each year $6. Here the $6 
to be delivered answer to the land to be conveyed, with this stronger 
ground of right; That the consideration for them has actually been 
given and received. Yet when the creditor comes to demand his $6, 
he is told that be can not have them except with the reservation of 
$1 as a tax upon the $6, or that he can not have them except upon tho 
condition of returning $1 as that tax. What is this but to say that 
his title to the money in this case, as to the land in the other, must 
depend upon his paying or allowing a further consideration for it not 
contemplated in the contract? Can there be a doubt that this also 
would be a breach of contract, a fraud? 


Again Mr. Hamilton, in discussing the advisability of the 
Government taxing its own securities, hit the keynote of the 
situation. From his report I quote the following: 

But without undue refinement the lender of money to the public 
may be affirmed to have paid his taxes when he lends his money. 
Relying upon the engagement of the Government, express or implied, 
that he will receive what is promised him without defalcation, he Is 
content with a less interest than he would take if subject to any such 
defaication, and especially if it was to be arbitrary as to its extent. 
In this lower rate of interest he may be truly said to pay his taxes 
or to purchase an exemption from it. Here also we find what is de- 
cisive on the point of expediency. 

If the Government had a right to tax its funds, the exercise of that 
right would cost much more than it was worth. The money lender 
would exact exorbitant premiums, not only as an indemnification for the 
use which the Government might probably make of its right and which 
in practice would be likely to be qualified by some regard to equality 
of contribution but as an equivalent for insurance against the risk of 


possibility of a more extensive use. Hence the Government would be 
likely to pay much more in premiums upon its loans than it would 
draw back lu taxes; and the former being supposed to but equal the 
latter, there would be no advantage in exercising the right. But it 
will be, perhaps, more safe to affirm that there would be no borrowing 
at all upon such terms. The first precedent of a tax upon the funds 
might be expected to comp the Government to an express renuncia- 
tion of the right in every future loan. Solid capitalists would not be 
much inclined to adventure their money upon so precarigus a footing as 
is implied in a power of taxing their credits. 


So it may be safely said that the so-called tax-exempt securi- 
ties are exempt only because the purchaser of them paid his 
tax when he bought them. Because they are exempt, the pur- 
chaser pays more for them. If they were not exempt, he would 
hold back enough money not only to pay all his taxes on the 
bonds but enough to pay for the risk of an increased rate in 
the future. Taxes are hard to collect. When a purchaser of a 
bond pays a bonus when he purchases, there is no doubt about 
that tax or profit being paid. One tax that the Government, the 
State, the municipality, the country gets in full without cost or 
expense of collection is t e extra amount paid by purchasers 
of the so-called exempt bonds. Others may hide their property; 
not so with the purchaser of National, State, county, or munici- 
pal bonds, Others may delay the payment of their taxes; not 
so with the purchaser of these bonds. They are tax free be- 
cause the taxes were paid in full promptly and without question 
at the time they were sold. 

All property is tax free after all taxes have been paid on 
that property. Tax-exempt securities are tax free because all 
taxes have been paid on them. So the so-called idle rich are 
not dodging taxes by buying farm-loan bonds, school bonds, 
drainage or municipal bonds so much as you heard they were, 
are they? Why not let the purchaser of these bonds pay the 
taxes on this sort of bonds when he buys them? If he does 
not pay a premium at the time he buys the bonds and thus 
then and there pay his taxes, he will play safe and hold back 
more than enough to pay all taxes demanded of him on these 
bonds in the future. If there is any way of escape whicb he 
can possibly find he will probably avail himself of ic and 
never pay in as taxes the money he held out to use in payment 
of taxes. Untold millions of notes and securities in hands of 
the very wealthy are concealed and dodged about and no taxes 
whatever paid on them. Here is where the big rich escape 
taxation. They do not escape by buying bonds and paying 
their taxes in advance. All they do is simply get through with 
the tax proposition once and for all. 

Why should he not be allowed to do this? He may pay 
slightly less in some instances. It is at least certain. In many 
cases if he does not pay when he buys ha will never pay. In 
all cases, even if the purchaser of Government bonds pays 
later all he held back at the time of the purchase, the Govern- 
ment in the end gets less, much less, for the Government must 
pay the expense of collecti#g this tax. Again, the Government 
will also lose millions of intes=. for the Government will 
lose the use of the money bereen the time the purchaser of 
the bonds buys the ond and the time the Government collects 
as taxes the money neld back by the purchaser for the purpose 
of paying taxes. A definife amount of taxes collected is worth 
much more than a larger amount which may never be col- 
lected and if collected must be collected later at great cost. 
“A bird in the hand is worth two in the bush.” The United 
States Government can not possibly gain anything by taxing 
its own bonds and by allowing the States in which those bonds 
are owned to tax them. 

The map buying the bond will hold back every cent he has 
to pay the United States as a tax. The Government will lose 
the interest on this money while it is held back and will have 
to pay some one to try to collect it later, and may never get it, 
Then, again, the bond purchase~ will also hold back enough 
of this bond money to pay the taxes in his home State of New 
York, Massachusetts, Illinois, or Pennsylvania, The bond pur- 
chaser will not be hurt. He will play safe. He will pay less 
for his bonds. He will hold back a nice, fat sum and use it. 
The Government may or may not get at great expense less than 
half of what is held back; the other half he keeps unless his 
State gets it. If his State gets it he is still playing safe, for 
it goes to his beloved New York or Massachusetts or other big 
commercial State, and helps to lessen the other taxes he and 
other bondholders must pay. 

Practically all Government bonds are held by citizens of 
New York, Boston, Chicago, Philadelphia, and other great 
northern cities. If this resolution passes these money centers 
will reap a rich harvest, but where will Georgia and other such 
States come in? They will be doing the paying, as they have 
always done. The Goyernment will be trying to sell a few 
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million dollars of farm-loan bonds to get money to loan to 
Georgia farmers, and the buyer will be holding back $5 or $10 
on the hundred dollars, $50 to $100 on the thousand dollars, 
and $50,000 to $100,000 on the million dollars to be used for 
taxes, part to New York State or other wealthy States where 
the bonds are sold. Where do the Southern and Western 
States come in? Where does the farmer come in? I repeat 
he will do the paying. 

The farmers who get money from our present rural-credit 
system, or from any credit system, will pay the taxes by pay- 
ing a higher rate of interest. They must pay a higher rate for 
the Government will be getting less for the bonds and must 
eharge a higher rate. The farmers who borrow from private 
loan companies will also be paying a tax which will never 
zo to the Government, but will be as loan commissions tv 
lawyers and as high interest to big life insurance companies 
and other big concerns which make long-term loans to farmers. 

If we pass legislation which makes the rural-credit system 
of the Government charge higher interest, all other concerns 
will do the same. If we can pull the rate of loans of the 
Government loan system down, others will be forced to come 
down. It is estimated that only one dollar out of every twenty 
now loaned to the farmers on long-term loans are loaned by 
the Government agencies, but that one-twentieth is large enough 
to affect mightily the rate of interest of all loans. [Applause.] 
It controls the rate of interest. For God's sake, let us not do 
anything to run up the interest rate of money the farmers 
must have. For every dollar the Government gets out of farm- 
loan bonds as taxes the buyer will hold back two or more, 
and for every dollar the farmer loses who borrows through 
the rural-credit system 20 other farmers will each lose a dollar 
while borrowing from private long-term loan companies. One 
farmer in borrowing $100 pays $5 interest to the Government 
as taxes and $5 indirectly to the State of New York or Massa- 
chusetts as a tax, and also at the saine time interest rates are 
held up and 20 other farmers who can not yet get a Government 
loan and must get a private loan each pay $10 extra. or $200 
extra. In other words, the Government of the United States 
would get less than $1 out of every $40 lost by the farmers 
of the Nation by this bill. How can anybody who loves the 
man who tills the soil and who sees this bill in its true light 
vote for it? Men here who love the farmers of the Nation 
and favor this resolution are, to my mind, the worst mistaken 
that honest men have ever been on an important issue. [Ap- 
hause.] 

Several folks have asked me why the big rich favor this 
resolution with this pretty name, which provides for the taxa- 
tion of tax-exempt securities and which some say means to tax 
the idie rich. I have demonstrated that the purchasers of 
bonds in the future have all to gain and nothing to lose. Then, 
again, many of these future purchasers are also interested in 
life insurance companies and other wealthy corporations, which 
will be loaning money all the time at a high rate of interest 
to the farmers. Everyone who stops to think knows full well 
why the big loan concerns are so anxious about this resolution. 
‘They are deathly afraid of the Government farm-loan system. 
They are afraid it will take their loans away from them, and 
they are still more alarmed lest the rate of interest which is 
so dear to their hearts will be forced down. 

The wealthy men in Congress, in the President’s Cabinet, 
and in the Nation mean to not only cripple the rural-credit 
system of our Nation but are determined to strangle it to 
death. They are waging a campaign of propaganda which 
has no other purpose than to kill the present rural-credit 
system and prevent any future credit system for the farmers 
which would insure cheaper money for the farmers with less 
red tape and less delay. They mean to strangle to death 
any and all cooperative marketing systems which may now 
or hereafter seek money by the sale of bonds. If they suc- 
ceed in this, the middleman will still reap a rich profit from 
the products of the farm which he did not produce, and the 
producer and consumer will as heretofore still suffer, the 
producer getting too little, the consumer paying too much, 
the middleman getting that which rightfully is not his. This 
resolution, if passed, will hinder very much any and all efforts 
to work out a system of drainage of the low, wet lands of 
my section. of Georgia and other similar sections. I am so 
anxious about this reclamation of the wet lands of my section 
and of all sections. It means so much to my section. Irri- 
gation bonds of the West will sell for less and irrigation 
projects will suffer. 

There is an effort to get a drainage program through now, 
along the same lines as that followed in irrigating the arid lands 
of the West. I look with alarm upon any move which means 


the death knell of that program, which so many of us here 
hope to finish in the near future. Mr. Chairman, the more I 
study the effects of this resolution the more vicious they 
appear. The resolution stripped of its pretty name is un- 
worthy of consideration, and would have no support except 
the big rich, who will profit so much by the measure. Think 
what will happen. The big rich, who already have bonds 
which can not be taxed now even if this resolution passes, 
will be greatly benefited, for it can only apply to future pur- 
chasers of bonds, and present owners know that if this resolu- 
tion passes it can not reach them, and they, owning all of 
the tax-exempt securities which will ever be issued, will reap 
millions and millions of dollars of unearned profits as their 
bonds soar upward on the market. 

Another class of big rich, who favor very much this reso- 
lution, is composed of those who loan money to the farmers and 
want no competition. The profiteering multimillionaires of the 
Nation, who make $100,000 a year profits and up to millions of 
dollars of profits, favor very much this resolution, because they 
hope to get some of the surtaxes off of their ill-gained profits. 
The millionaire crowd, who are so much for this resolution, 
are the ones who are fighting hardest for a reduction of taxes 
on incomes of over $100,000 a year. They are not fighting for 
much of a reduction of income taxes on the fellow who makes 
a few thousand. A man must be getting a hundred thousand 
or more a year income before this crowd begs much for him. 
This resolution, if passed, will not help the man who pays a 
small income tax. It will not help the man who pays no in- 
come tax. It is a move by the big rich for the big rich and 
against the poor man and the common folks. Another class 
of people who favor this bill is composed of large taxpayers 
of the big money centers. All bonds are sold largely in the 
big money centers and will be taxed there. 

The taxes raised In New York and other money centers on 
Government bonds and bonds of other States held and owned 
there will run into millions and will lower tax rates on other 
property in those States. People in my State of Georgia buy 
very few bonds, and thus could raise no considerable amount 
of money from taxes on bonds issued in the future and sold in 
Georgia. It simply means that the people of Georgia are to 
get less for all bonds sold by the State, by her people, by her 
cities, and by her counties, and that her farmers are to suffer 
as the farm-loan bond sells below par, and all this to help the 
big rich, as heretofore. It means that my State and the State 
of yours, my friends from the South and West, are to pay part 
of the taxes of New York, Boston, Chicago, and other money 
centers. 

Did some one say they were puzzled and wondered why the 
big rich were for this bill? I think I know; and I know they 
the big rich—knew. [Applause] O my friends, if we could 
only secretly hear some of the multimillionaire crowd explain 
to the rest of them the features of this bill at some of their 
social functions when no one is near except the big rich, we 
would hear a very different speech from what they put in the 
papers and very different from what their leaders say here in 
Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe I can make here one of the speeches 
one of this rich crowd would make to his fellows. See if I 
miss it much. He would say, “Fellow suffering millionaires, 
draw nigh unto me and listen while I explain a matter of im- 
portance to you. There are many more of the class who are 
not rich than there are of our beloved and muchly favored big 
rich, but we have controlled and we can control, for we have 
the money and money is power. We have lost to a certain ex- 
tent our grip on the situation. We have made our money out 
of the common folks of the South and West—ont of the laboring 
men and the farmers. We have received big interest on our 
money from them. We have made enormous profits out of the 
products of the farm, as we bought them at our own prices and 
sold them at our own prices to a freezing, naked, starving, eon- 
suming people. We have controlled prices. We have manipu- 
lated finance, and the profits have been great, and we are the 
elect. We have made the common people pay, either directly 
or indirectly, nearly all the taxes. We have controlled, ma- 
nipulated, and profited. Why not? We have the money and 
money is power. We let the common folks do the toiling, stav- 
ing, and paying. Why not? They can expect nothing else. 
They have no money. They have no power. Things have gone 
a little wrong, though. 

“The laboring man is demanding more and is getting mere 
than ever before. The farmer is demanding more and getting 
more than ever before. There is a rural-credit system backed 
by the Government which is getting our loan business and 
lowering interest rates on the loans we make. The Govern- 
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meut is selling tax-free bonds in order to help this system, 
The Government is figuring on tax-free bonds to injure us in 
other ways, such as additional credits for farmers, additional 
marketing facilities, and may go to the extent of adopting 
Henry Ford's Muscle Shoals plan or some other similar plan, 
thus insuring cheaper nitrates to the farmers, but at the same 
time injuring yery seriously our friends who make so much 
money out of Chilean nitrates and out of supplying the ferti- 
lizers of the country. Again much of our money is paid to the 
Government as taxes on the honest millions we make and the 
Government is actually letting the States have much of this 
money to build roads, 

“The people of the rural sections of the South and West are 
building schoolhouses, irrigating dry lands, and beginning to 
plan very seriously for further drainage of swamp lands. 
The taxes on our beloved millions of profits is very heavy 
and is out of proportion to what is assessed against people 
who do not serve this country by amassing millions each year. 
In fact, people who make only a few hundred dollars a year 
or only a few thousand dollars a year pay no income tax, 
Then again, the very idea of it, the people with large families 
are generally relieved of all income taxes. But,” says this 
millionaire, talking to his beloved fellow millionaires, ‘a 
better day is coming, unless I am very much mistaken.” 
Says he, We are fighting every inch of the ground and now 
we have in Congress a resolution to prevent the issuance of 
tax-exempt securities and to tax the idle rich. It has a 
pretty name, hasn’t it? Ha! Ha! ‘Aye, springes to catch 
woodcocks.” 

“ But, brother sufferers in the millions, speaking confidentially, 
very confidentially, here is what it is and here is what it does. 
It does not hurt those of us who own now millions of bonds, 
as no law passed in future can affect bonds sold before its 
passage; in fact, these bonds will increase in value and we will, 
in the twinkling of ah eye, make for us many, many millions 
the minute the amendment is ratified.” (Just here is loud 
applause in the Millionaires’ Club). Further speaking, the 
millionaire says: Those of us who buy bonds in the future 
can fully protect ourselves by holding back sufficient funds.” 
(Just here there are many cries in the club of “ You bet.” 
“You bet we can”). Again the speaker says: The measure 
means that when the farmer borrows from the rural-credit 
system of the Government he will pay much more as interest 
and we will hold this extra money and may pay half of it to 
the dear old United States of America, or we may keep it. 
The other half goes to the dear old New York State of ours. 
The poor boobs who sell bonds will not get any tax, for they 
will not have any bonds to tax. They will be paying the tax 
when we buy their bonds. We will be the trustees, We 
will hold the funds, It simply means more interest for us 
in every way,” says the rich speaker. “It means more profit 
and less taxes. We can get the high surtaxes reduced when 
this bill is passed, The measure is simply a monkey wrench 
in the rural-credit system, in the proposed and growing mar- 
keting system, in the good-roads schemes, in the better-schools 
movement, in the irrigation and drainage programs, and in 
every move to make us lose any of our rights. We have all 
to gain and nothing to lose.” (Just here there is prolonged, 
loud, and vociferous applause, with the millionaires all stand- 
ing as the speaker resumes his seat.) [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I venture the assertion that I have not in 
this picture missed very far what has happened and what is 
happening. As I see it, there are so many reasons why this 
bill should not pass. Millions and millions of tax-exempt 
bonds have been issued, and the money arising from them has 
been used to build up the North and East. These bonds can 
never be taxed. It matters not what bills may pass. We can 
only reach the future. Why should we now endeavor to put a 
burden on the money the South and West must use if these sec- 
tions are to develop as we hope for them to develop? 

My district, for instance, will need much money in future to 
be used in rural credits, in marketing, in drainage, and in 
numerous other ways. Why should we now tax the very credit 
by which my people and your people are to live and grow? 
Other sections have developed without this burden, Why start 
now? Why begin on my section? Why begin just when we 
are so anxious for the farming sections to grow and develop? 
They must grow to a large extent on a credit. Why tax our 
credit? Why tax the credit of our cities, the credit of our coun- 
ties, of our State, and of our Nation? Credit is oftentimes 
worth more than money. A city, county, or State may have 
little or no money, but a good credit. Why should the National 
Government be given the right to tax the credit of the State 
or its subdivisions? Why should the States be given the right 
to tux the credit of the United States? Mr. Gannzrr of T'en- 


nessee expressed so forcibly my views on this floor on December 
19, 1923, when he said: 


There is a phase much more fundamental, gentlemen of the House, 
than the economic question. This is a proposition to commingle the 
powers of the State and the Federal Government in a manner which 
no amendment ever yet adopted or ever proposed, so far as I know, has 
attempted to do. It is designed by this amendment, sir, to give to the 
Federal Government a certain power, and it may amount to a power of 
life and death over the credit of the States, [Applause.] On the 
other hand, it is proposed—and herein comes the commingling—to give 
to the States a certain power which it is possible in the development of 
human society may reach the point where the States will possess the 
power of life end death over the credit of the Federal Government. 
Neither of these conditions is desirable from my standpoint. [Ap- 
plause.] 


Chief Justice John Marshall said: 
The right to tax is the right to destroy. 


Why should either branch of the Government be given the 
right to destroy the other? If this resolution passes, the big 
money centers where bonds are sold will have power to abso- 
lutely destroy other sections of the Nation. Why should peo- 
ple of other States of the North and East, who do not know 
my people, who are not familiar with their customs, and who 
do not like them, have the power to destroy my people? Mr. 
GRAHAM of Pennsylvania, in speaking on this resolution, said: 


This right of a sovereign State to control the issue of its securities, 
to regulate its taxes, is a fundamental right and one necessary to its 
very existence. [{Applause.} If you invade that right, you destroy the 
sovereignty of the State. Gentlemen, if we are going to do this, let 
us obliterate all State lines and make of this a strong central Gov- 
ernment. “Oh,” they say, “we want to check these municipal de- 
partments from issuing freely; too freely, perhaps, these securities.” 
What? Transfer to another and a foreign jurisdiction the right to 
say what shall be issued for a local improvement? Who is there that 
can better be trusted than the people in the different localities? Home 
rule there is an essential element of safety and security. 

There is no argument in the statement that this is a refuge for 
the rich. As my friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crago] said, if a rich 
man wants to pay the penalty at the beginning and invest money in 
bonds that are tax free, with a very limited income, let him do it. 
But they say, You are diverting this money from the industries of 
the States.“ The money must come from some source and must be 
used. What for? Why, in maintaining the government, managing and 
developing the institutions, and the developments and improvements of 
the community. And what better use could the money be put to than 
that? 


It is urged that money put into bonds is tied up and its use 
lost to the country. Let us see about that. Several million 
dollars go into farm-loan bonds. The buyer of the bonds gets 
a piece of paper; the money, far from becoming idle, goes into 
the hands of the farmers, on to the merchants, the bankers, the 
laborers, and then on to the wholesale men and the big banks 
and proves a benediction to all. So it is with all money ob- 
tained for bonds. The money does not become idle, It gets 
yery busy helping thousands of people. Yet the great desire 
of those who favor this resolution is not to raise taxes so much 
as to stop the loaning of money at all on any form of municipal, 
public-improvement, county, or farm-loan bond. They are wont 
to tax these bonds so as to stop them. Openly they favor kill 
ing the credit of the United States, the States, and its sub- 
divisions. 

It is urged that money which now is loaned to farmers and 
to communities for school buildings should go into productive 
enterprises. Since when did the farmers cease to be produc- 
ers? They produce more of the real necessities of life than all 
other peoples put together. It occurs to me that the schools 
also are producers. They have given the training which made 
Woodrow Wilson, Warren Gamaliel Harding, and other states- 
men now gone as well as those now living. The schools are 
preparing the boys and girls who shall take the places of all 
of us when we shall have passed off this stage. They must 
save this Nation if it is to be preserved. 

Far be it from me to throw any obstacle in the way of either 
of these enterprises. I haye my whole being in the work of 
helping them. Let us save for them the use of all possible 
credit. Credit it worth sometimes as much as money, for it 
produces money. 

Alexander Hamilton once said: 


But credit is not only one of the main pillars of the public safety, 
it is among the principal engines of useful enterprise and internal 
improvement. As a substitute for capital It is little less useful than 
gold or silver in agriculture, in commerce, In manufacturing, and 
mechanic arts. . 
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Again he said: 


Credit is an entire thing. Every part of it has the nicest sympathy 
with every other part; wound one limb and the whole tree shrinks 
and decays. 


Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes, while Governor of 
New York State, said he opposed the National Government 
assessing an income tax against State and municipal bonds 
and urged that te do so— 


would place such limitations on the borrowing power of the State 
ax to make the performance of the functions of local government a 
mutter of Federal grace, 


Why, oh, why should we let a few States control the credit 
of all other States and the Nation? Why let the National Goy- 
ernment control the credit of the States? Why do this when 
we are to lose so much by the scheme? Why not each control 
its own credit and the credit of each be left perfect by the 
other? There is involved here not only a question of State 
rights; there is involved a question of county rights, of munici- 
pal rights, and of individual rights. What does it profit a 
nation, State, or individual to make a gain if by the gaining 
there is a sacrifice of rights, of privileges, and of life itself, 
worth infinitely more than is gained? 


For what is a man profited if he shall gain the whole world and 
lose his own soul? Or what shall a man give in exchange for his 
soul? 


[Applause.] 

Shall we so far forget our duties here as to sell for a mess 
of pottage the birthright of the people of our Nation, of their 
children, and of their descendants for all time? May God help 
us in this and all matters to see the right and to do the right. 
[Applause] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to tbe 
gentleman from Delaware [Mr. Boyce]. 

Mr. BOYCE. Mr, Chairman, it will be quite impossible 
for me to state to the House what I had intended to say in 
five minutes, and under the privilege already granted I will 
file my remarks in the Recorp. I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Delaware yields back 
four minutes, 

Mr. BOYCE. Mr. Chairman, I shall confine myself almost 
wholly to. the fundamental error involved in the proposal now 
before the House. This question encompasses very much more 
than principles of taxation.. At the time of the recognition by 
Great Britain of the independence of the American States the 
people of the thirteen original States were the repository of the 
sovereign power in each of the States. . 

In the adoption of the Federal Constitution it was not the 
plan or the purpose of the founders to dissolve the States, but 
to secure the union thereof, and at the same time to forever 
preserve the several States as independent sovereignties, except 
only as restrained by the powers delegated to the General Goy- 
ernment and prohibited to the States by the Federal Consti- 
tution. 

In Texas v. White (7 Wall. 725) Chief Justice Chase said: 


The perpetuity and indissolubility of the Union by no means im- 
plies the loss of distinct and individual existence or the right of 
self-government by the States. Under the Articles of Confederation 
each State retained its sovereignty, freedom, and independence, 
and every power, jurisdiction, and right not expressly delegated to 
the United States. Under the Constitution, though the powers of 
the States were much restricted, still sll powers not delegated to the 
United States, nor prohibited to the States, are reserved to the States, 
respectively, or to the people. And we haye already had occasion 
to remark at this term that “the people of each State compose a 
State and its own government and endowed with all the functions 
essential to separate and independent existence,” and that “ without 
the States in union there could be no such political power as the 
United States.” Not only, therefore, can there be no loss of separate 
and independent autonomy of the States through their union under 
the Constitution, but it might be not unreasonably said that the 
Preservation of the States and the maintenance of their government 
are as much within the design and care of the Constitution as the 
preservation of the Union and the maintenance of the National Goy- 
ernment. The Constitution, in all its provisions, looks to an inde- 


structible Union composed of indestructible States. 

Professor Fiske, commenting upon the character of our Gov- 
ernment, said: 

Thus at length was realized the sublime conception of a nation in 
whieh every citizen lives under two complete and well-rounded systems 
of law—the State law and the Federal law—each with its legislature, 
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its executive, and its judiciary, moving one within the other nolselessly 
and without friction. It was one of the longest measures of construc- 
tive statesmanship eyer known in the world. 


Under the Federal character of our Government thus shown 
the Nation within its own sphere is Sovereign, and likewise each 
of the States within its own sphere is sovereign. Concerning 
our system of government Gladstone said: 


The American Constitution is the most wonderful work ever struck 
off at a given time by the brain and purpose of man, 


Bryce regarded our Government as being 
founded on a complete scientific basis— 
And as— 


above every other written constitution for the intrinsic excellence of its 
scheme, its adaptability to the cireumstances of the people, the sim- 
Dlicity, brevity, and precision of its language, its judicious mixture of 
definiteness in principle with elasticity in details. 


Our own Cooley expressed it as his opinion that— 


The establishment of the Federal Constitution, whether we regard it 
in the light of its undoubted bencfits to the people immediately con- 
cerned or consider its more remote influences upon the institutions of 
other countries, was an act of organization and of government with 
which for value and importance no otber in the history of mankind is 
comparable, 

Our Government, dual in its charaeter— 
has stood towering and majestic through the blasts of storm-blown 
strife and benignant and sublime through the sunshine of peace, So 
long as it stands inviolate, that long, if we are to judge the future by 
the past, will human liberty prevail and the Nation endure. (Harris: 
Amer. Law Rev., March-April, 1923.) 


Briefly, so much for the glory of our institutions and enough 
to warrant the American people in not being willing to surrender 
or substitute our present form of government for a new and 
untried centralized government. 

One great reason for the failure of the Articles of Confedera- 
tion, which was the first experiment of National Government 
by our fathers at the close of the Revolution, was due to the 
fact that the Government created thereunder for the purpose of 
the Union of the States was not clothed with the power of 
taxation. When it was fully realized that the experiment of 
confederacy was about to prove a failure, and that it was 
inevitable that the States could not be held together, a conven- 
tion was called for the purpose of making more secure a per- 
manent union of the States, and for the first time in history, 
in the formation of confederation of States, the Constitution of 
our fathers was proposed for the States, investing the new 
experiment with the power of taxation for the maintenance of 
the Federal Government. The provision in the Constitution for 
raising revenues for the needs of the central government 
was found adequate until a few years ago, when it was deemed 
advisable to amend the Constitution so that revenues for the 
National Government might be supplemented by a Federal tax 
on incomes. At the time that the amendment to the Constitu- 
tion was proposed for this purpose it was not understood or 
intended that recourse should be had to taxation on incomes for 
national purposes, except to supplement existing sources of rey- 
enue in case of need and for emergencies, such as war. The 
first revenue bill enacted taxing incomes was confined in the 
main to such a purpose. Subsequently we became involves in 
the great World War and the Federal ineome taxes were greatly 
increased for the purpose of prosecuting the war. After the 
war these taxes were regarded as unnecessarily burdensome. 
President Wilson, while in France, recommended to Congress a 
reduction in the rates of the then income taxes; two Secre- 
taries of the Treasury subsequently recommended a reduction 
in these taxes, but nothing was done by Congress in this direc- 
tion until 1921, when, among other modifications, excess-prefits 
taxes were removed and surtaxes were reduced as at present. 
The present income tax law is not satisfactory to persons of 
large incomes nor, indeed, to persons of small incomes, anf ns 
a result evasion and avoidance have followed, and especially is 
this so in respect to the upper surtaxes. 

It is probably true that legal avoidance has been resorted to 
rather than illegal evasion. Various methods of legal avoid- 
ance have been pursned. I shall not go into the various methods 
of legal avoidance, but they are not a few, and many of them 
could most probably be prevented, or made impossible by legis- 
lation, were it attempted. Avoidances of the kind which I 
have in mind are rarely alluded to, but public attention has 
been directed particularly, and almost exclusively, against tax- 
exempt securities issued by States, counties, and municipalities, 
and this Congress is urged iu certain quarters to support an 
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amendment to the Constitution enabling the Federal Govern- 
ment to tax such securities. 

At the beginning of these remarks I alluded to the character 
and splendor of our Federal system of Goyernment. We can 
not contemplate the great dangers to our people and the coun- 
try surrounding the present tendencies toward enlarging the 
powers and jurisdiction of the General Government—and indeed 
toward centralization of the Government at Washington— 
by enfeebling the sovereignties of the States. As did our 
forefathers, and as most of our distinguished statesmen and 
jurists have done, we should stand firmly for the preservation 
of our system of government, embracing as it does “an in- 
destructible Union composed of indestructible States.” The 
processes of enervating and enfeebling the States by Federal 
subsidies and legislating into existence activities of local con- 
cern, to be administered by the Federal Government from Wash- 
ington, are impairing, indeed sapping, the very existence of 
the sovereignity of the States and leading to centralizaton 
of powers in the National Government. 

The proposed amendment to the Federal Constitution is a 
further long step in this direction. The proposed amendment 
should be overwhelmingly defeated. It is fundamentally wrong, 
regardless of the question of taxation intended to be embraced. 
If the obvious tendencies toward the destruction of the duality 
of our Government are not obstinately frowned upon by those 
charged with the duty of administration at Washington as well 
as by the people generally, our Federal system will be hope- 
lessly destroyed, in substance if not in form and fact. 

None of the advantages possible to obtain by taxing the so- 
called tax-exempt securities issued for general development— 
for schools and school buildings, welfare activities, roads, 
streets, sewers, drainage, and the like within the several States, 
as suggested by the proponents of the amendment—outweighs 
the lurking dangers to the perpetuity of the present system of 
our Government. 

When the wonderful growth and development of our country, 
under the Constitution of our fathers, are considered there 
should not be found among us those so wise or so bold as to 
yield their assent to the substitution of another system of 
government for that which so long has been enjoyed and cher- 
ished by the American people and which commands the admi- 
ration of the civilized world. 

What advantage will it be to the people of the several States 
to pay an average increased interest of $10 on each $1,000 bond 
subsequently issued by the States in order that the Federal 
Government may collect an average of from $4 to $5 on the 
income of such bond if held by a Federal taxpayer? 

Any existing public demand for nontaxable National and 
State securities may be sufficiently satisfied by Congress here- 
after refusing to authorize such securities and by the legisla- 
tures of the several States doing likewise, so that the taxable 
holders of such Securities issued by the National Government 
and by the State governments severally may be taxed for 
National or State purposes within the jurisdiction of each, but 
not as comtemplated by the proposed amendment to the Con- 
stitution. 

Delaware was the first to ratify the Constitution and she will 
be the last to yield it up. 

It is my purpose to vote against the proposed amendment, 

Mr. OLDFIELD, Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. LINTHICUM]. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this 
amendment, which proposes to tax Government, State, munici- 
pal, and county securities. [Applause.] I think we have gone 
sufficiently far, and perhaps too far, m amending that organic 
law of our land framed by the fathers and under which we have 
successfully operated for nearly a century and a half. 

Chief Justice John Marshall said “the right to tax is the 
right to destroy,” and while it may not be the intmtion of this 
amendment to destroy anything, it is certainly the intention of 
many—and not the least of these was the late President of the 
United States, Mr. Harding—to control the issuance of State, 
municipal, and county bonds, or at least to discountenance their 
issuance, 

Mr. Harding said the proposed amendment will place the 
State and Federal Government and all political subdivisions on 
an exact equality and will tend to correct the growing menace 
of public borrowing, which if left unchecked may soon threaten 
the stability of our institutions. 

Our colleague, Mr. Gramam of Pennsylvania, in his address 
before this body in January of last year said: 


The right of a sovereign State to control the issuance of its securi- 
ties, to regulate its taxes, is a fundamental right and one necessary 
to its very existence. If you invade that right, you destroy the sover- 
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eignty of the State. If we are going to do this, let us obliterate all 
State lines and make of this a strong central Government. “Oh,” they 
say, “we want to check these municipal departments from issuing 
freely these securities.” What? Transfer to another and a foreign juris- 
diction the right to say what shail be issued for a local improvement? 
Who is there that can better be trusted than the people in the different 
localities? Home rule there is an essential element of safety and 
security. 


I entirely agree with the gentleman from Pennsylvania that 
the right to control the issue of its securities, to regulate its 
taxes, is necessary to the very existence of a State. 

The man who buys a tax-exempt security investigates the 
guaranty back of it, and is willing to pay a big price for a 
safe security. He has estimated that through the number of 
years this security exists he will not have to pay taxes upon it, 
having calculated that in the purchase price, and that he will 
not have to pay accountants to estimate his income taxes under 
a very difficult law which he perhaps can not accurately inter- 
pret, He knows he can get a larger income from industrial 
bonds, but he is willing to pay the price for the advantages, 
There are those who feel and preach that when money is in- 
vested in tax-exempt securities, perhaps municipal bonds, that 
it is being withdrawn from industry. We all know that to be 
incorrect, though we unconsciously forget the fact that money is 
the most industrious factor in all the world. It never tires and 
always works. The very money which is paid for municipal 
bonds goes perhaps into the building of some modern school- 
house ; it goes to the mechanics who receive good wages; it goes 
to the brick manufacturer who pays it to skilled and unskilled 
laborers, and so on down the line. This money is' therefore 
distributed among men who produce labor or building materials, 
If it goes into some municipal bond for the improvement of a 
great harbor like that of my city, it goes into the building of 
dredges, to the laborers, and the material men, and then to 
the operators of those dredges, or perhaps it may be some State 
bond issued for the purpose of building some great highway for 
transportation and for pleasure purposes. All a necessary part 
of our modern human existence. 

It is contended that too many State and municipal bonds are 
being issued. Shall we, the Federal legislative body, attempt 
to tell the local governmental organizations, who are closer to 
the people and.who express more accurately their desires, what 
they shall do with their property and in the improvement of 
their communities? I think there is no one who will deny that 
if this proposed amendment becomes a part of the Constitu- 
tion it will be impossible to market Federal, State, and munici- 
pal bonds unless we increase the interest payment, because 
purchasers of these bonds will demand a sufficient income so 
that they can meet the Federal and State income tax thereon. 
The investors will no doubt calculate upon the basis of the ex- 
isting income-tax rate and purchase these bonds accordingly. 
When the bond is issued it is for a period of 10, 20, or perhaps 
as much as 50 years. The same stipulated interest is payable 
during the entire life of the security. The investor will no 
doubt take into account the possibility of an increase of taxa- 
tion and will purchase accordingly. Suppose, however, the Gov- 
ernment decides to decrease the Income tax. Suppose in the 
course of 10 years from now, which I believe will be the case, 
ineome taxes are only half what they are to-day; or suppose at 
the end of 20 years they are only one-fourth what they are to- 
day. The investor receives the advantage of this reduction by 
the National Government, but the State or municipality which 
issued the bond must continue to pay the same rate until date 
of maturity. Some persons have strongly advocated a sales tax 
in lieu of the income-tax system. Suppose some future Con- 
gress decides to do this; yet the same old interest payment on 
these bonds would continue, though, perhaps, there would be no 
tax on incomes, 

Again, all the bonds of a certain issue will sell for the same 
price. If they should be purchased by some small investor 
whose entire income does not exceed the exemption, then there 
would be no tax on that particular bond. If, however, it fell 
into the hands of a man with $5,000 income, he would receive a 
very much larger return on his money than the man with 
$10,000 income, and so on up the line. There is one thing 
which can not be obliterated, and that is the fact that whatever 
you do the people will have to pay for it all. 

There is but one place which eventually bears the tax—no 
matter who pays it, it falls upon the producer. You can not 
gather taxes from the air any more than you can get blood 
from a turnip. It is production and the natural resources 
provided by providence which constitute all wealth, Wealth is 
produced by labor with the aid of human elements and nature. 
A large part of the wealth of the country consists of patents 
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and copyrights, the production of mental and physical labor. 
The great buildings, strets, highways, and so forth, consist of 90 
per cent labor and perhaps the other 10 per cent nature. It 
is the producer who must pay the tax. By taxing securities 
of the Federal, State, and municipal Governments you increase 
the interest to be paid on those securities. It is the people who 
must furnish this interest, and this additional interest must 
be reflected in the tax rate, and this tax rate must be borne 
by the man who lives in a modest home in the little street as 
well as the rich man in the mansion. The truth is we are so 
rapidly exempting so many kinds of tangible and intangible 
property that the tax is largely falling upon the home owners. 
In many States, including mine, machinery and business equip- 
ment is not taxed; trust companies pay a very small tax; 
savings banks are relieved, and now there is a preposition not 
to tax merchandise. So when you speak of additional taxes to 
meet additional interest you speak mainly of taxes on real 
estate. [Applause.] Baltimore City is about to build a very 
large city college. If she had begun taxing the people for this 
purpose several years ago, there would have been sufficient 
money in the city treasury to build a school, and the greatest 
tax extremist would not then have contended that the Federal 
Government should tax that school, but it so happens that the 
city college is badly needed; the congested condition will not 
permit the city to await the raising of the necessary building 
fund from taxation. The mayor and city council will there- 
fore be compelled to see Mr. Dough, capitalist, and borrow 
money from him on city stock for the building of this city 
college. If you tax Mr. Dough on this municipal security, 
upon which he has lent the money to build the college, is there 
any difference in taxing the college itself? The same thing 
would apply to streets, dock improvements, city halls, and all 
such public improvements, and besides, if you tax Mr. Dough, 
would he not charge sufficient additional interest and more to 
fully pay this tax? 

It was stated last year by Mr. Garner of Texas that the 
estimator for the Treasury Department would bear him out; 
that for every dollar’s worth of taxes you get in the way of 
taxation by virtue of this amendment the interest paid will 
be four times that tax. Why then should we amend the Con- 
stitution if it is going to cost the people in interest four times 
as much as the Government receives in taxes? It should be 
our purpose to reduce taxes and to eliminate as many kinds of 
taxes as it is possible to do. It certainly should not be our 
privilege at this time to place upon the statute books further 
taxation when the people are crying out for tax reduction. 

Ah, says the man in favor of this resolution, the Govern- 
ment will allow the States and their subdivisions to tax Goy- 
ernment securities, which will give them a revenue they do not 
now receive; but the truth of it is that the amendment pro- 
posed by this resolution will not affect any of the Federal, 
State, or municipal securities already issued, but will affect 
those to be issued after the adoption of the amendment. The 
National Government is paying off its indebtedness; and unless 
some great war takes place, which is not likely, the National 
Government will not issue any additional securities for many 
years to come, if ever. It will retire its present securities as 
they mature, but the States and their subdivisions have vast 
improvements under way for which they must issue securi- 
ties. They must also refinance many of the securities which 
haye already been issued upon maturity, with the result that 
the Government will be collecting large sums as taxation while 
the States and their subdivisions will be collecting scarcely 
anything. Take our city of Baltimore: It has $119,000,000 
bonded indebtedness, with $34,000,000 in the sinking fund for 
their retirement. Much of this will have to be refinanced. 
Then we have authorized and to be authorized some $70,000,000 
additional securities for harbor improvements, school build- 
ings, sewerage system, and highways, all of which securities 
would be taxed by the National Government and therefore must 
bear increased interest if this amendment should be adopted, 
all of which would be a tremendous additional cost in interest. 

In my State some years ago a cry went up that the investors 
in mortgages were paying no tax upon the income and a bill 
was passed taxing the interest from mortgages and compelling 
an affidavit to be made by the mortgagee that he had neither 
charged nor collected this interest from the borrower. What 
was the result? The lender could not be made to lend his 
money. He was unwilling to pay a tax, and the consequence 
was that the borrower had to pay an increased interest for the 
loan and the final result was the law was stricken from the 
statute books. 

Considering all the great questions involved and realizing 
that when an amendment is placed in the Constitution it is 
forever there, one must necessarily hesitate in taking a step 
which is tantamount to a new Constitution. Considering Chief 
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Justice Marshall's statement that “the power to tax is the 
power to destroy“ and realizing the great ability of that Ameri- 
can jurist, I can not refrain from opposing this resolution 
when I know that it is equivalent to the establishment of a 
supergovernment for the purpose of taxation and supervision 
in all the States of our Union, and when it places within the 
power of the National Government the right to so regulate this 
tax that it can restrain the States from pursuing that course 
which they believe affords the greatest good to the greatest 
number, and from pursuing that course which means much to 
the comfort, the education, and the stability of our people. 

The resuits which might arise from such an amendment are 
so tremendous that we should not change the organic law of 
our country without absolute certainty of the result. I can not 
see where the Government or the States and their subdivisions 
ean possibly be benefited by such an amendment, but I can 
readily see how the States can be practically destroyed in 
their self-government and their independence obliterated. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Towa, Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. JACOBSTEIN]. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I regret exceedingly 
that in my maiden speech in this Chamber I am compelled to 
disagree with many of my colleagues, and especially with my 
distinguished leader, Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I am in 
favor of and shall vote for the proposed amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States giving the Federal and 
State governments reciprocal power to tax the income of 
future issues of securities which are now tax free. 

The lesson of fiscal experience teaches us that it is a grave 
mistake to segregate a portion of property or income and 
make them tax free. This unwise policy imposes undue and 
unfair hardship on property and income which are not tax 
free. By law and by judicial decisions we put certain bonds 
in a privileged class. Besides being unfair to industry by 
subjecting it to unfair competition in the borrowing of capital, 
it is indefensible as a fiscal policy. 

As the fiscal needs of our Government increase we shall 
need more and more sources of revenue. It is dangerous to 
restrict our sources at this time. We ought, therefore, to add 
to our sources of public reyenue the ten or fifteen billion dol- 
lars which are now tax free and increasing yearly in amount. 

As a practical question, Who have been advocating and sup- 
porting this proposed constitutional amendment to abolish 
tax-free securities? Let ys call the roll: Tax experts, includ- 
ing the National Tax Association; economists, including the 
American Economie Association; farmers, including the 
American Farm Bureau Federation, which is the most repre- 
sentative of all our agricultural organizations. It is very sig- 
nificant that these indorsements came before the Mellon plin 
was announced. This illustrates the fact that the principle is 
as popular as it is sound. 

It is more than a fiscal question that is involved. It is a 
moral question as well. What can be more dangerous than to 
create in a democracy a special group of privileged bond- 
holders who pay no taxes? Escaping the tax, they put a 
heavier load on the shoulders of the poor. I am opposed to 
special privilege. Taxation without representation is bad 
enough, but worse still is representation without taxation. 

Speaking, therefore, not as a director of corporations, not as 
a stockholder nor a bondholder, but as one who believes in a 
fair system of taxation, I shall vote for the proposed amend- 
ment, with the hope that it will pass the House and later he 
ratified by the State legislatures. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNON]. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, measures, like men, are some- 
times loved because of the enemies they have made, and on 
this account it is not only interesting but highly important to 
consider the character and the personnel of some of the or- 
ganizations which are so implacably opposed to the further is- 
suance of tax-exempt securities. Prominent among them, and 
certainly among the most zealous and active of them all, is 
the Farm Loan Mortgage Association, a national organization 
representing the money lenders of the country who deal in farm 
mortgages and who, prior to the enactment of farm-credit 
legislation, exacted enormous commissions and unconscionable 
rates of interest from the farmers of the country. 

Mr. Chairman, at this particular time, and perhaps to a 
greater extent than at any previous time within the last decade, 
the farmers of the country are entitled to especial considera- 
tion. The President has just transmitted to this House a 
formal message which concerned itself entirely with recommen- 
dations for farm credit legislation in behalf of the farmers. 
The Secretary of the Treasury in December transmitted to 
the President of the United States an official report in which 


he said that practically one in every four farmers in the United 
States to-day would be bankrupt if his creditors closed in on 
him. More farmers borrowed money in December to pay their 
taxes than at any time before im the last 30 years. The farmer 
to-day is receiving less for his product and paying more for 
the necessities which he must buy than since the beginning of 
the war, and the situation has become so acute that a large 
propertion of the farmers and a great many of the merchants, 
bankers, and professional men who do business with them face 
imminent bankruptcy. 

In this erisis, in this hour of the farmers’ need, that Good 
Samaritan, the Farm Mortgage Bankers' Association, comes 
forward to help him with a proposition which will add to his 
interest and taxes at the rate of $80,000,000 a year. [Ap- 
plause.] 

The Farm Mortgage Bankers’ Association is an old friend. 
Buck in 1913, when farm credit legislation was under consid- 
eration, its representatives frequented the corridors of the 
Capitol day and night. They fought the Federal farm loan act 
tooth and nail and used every effort to defeat it. They 
fought it in the House, and they fought it in the Senate and 
in conference. They even forwarded to the President of the 
United States briefs against it when it was submitted to him 
for his approval, And not content with that, after its enact- 
ment they challenged its constitutionality and fought it through 
the court of last resort. It is not surprising, therefore, to find 
them here again trying to cripple the efficiency of the great farm 
loan system by prohibiting the issuance of tax-free securities. 
Applause. 

The benefits of the Federal farm loan act were not confined to 
the furmer, whose interests it was primarily intended to con- 
serve. It enabled him to equip his farm, improve his stock, 
modernize his machinery, and so made possible the production 
of more, better, and cheaper food. It benefited all classes, and 
to permit its enemies to impair its efficiency by piacing in the 
Constitution of the United States a provision which would de- 
stroy its efficiency would be nothing short of a national calamity. 

And lest it be charged that such conclusions are partisan or 
ill considered, I desire to cite in their support one of the most 
eminent authorities in the Nation to-day. Wallace's Farmer has 
been for a generation one of the leading agricultural journals of 
America. It is owned by Mr. Henry Wallace, Secretary of Agri- 
culture in the Cabinets of President Harding and President 
Coolidge, andis published in the State of the distinguished chair- 
man of the committee reporting this measure. I am certain the 
chairman would not charge either Mr. Wallace or his paper with 
untoward political bias. In its issue of January, 1924, Wallace's 
Farmer says editorially: 


We have never agreed with * * the farm-mortgage bankers 
that the farmer had anything to gain from an amendment to the Con- 
stitution doing away with tax-exempt bonds. 

If it were not for the tax-exempt feature of the bonds of the Federal 
land banks and the joint-stock land banks the farmer to-day would be 
paying on his mortgage money at least one-half per cent, and probably 
1 per cent, more interest. It is the tax-exempt feature which has en- 
abled the Federal farm loan system to provide farmers during the past 
two years nearly a billion dollars of money at such a reasonable rate of 
interest. 


And the editorial significantly concludes: 


Fighting for the elimination of tax-exempt bonds is not the farmer's 
battle. 


Nor is this an isolated opinion inadvertently expressed. That 
it is a settled conviction and policy, advisedly considered 
and advocated, is shown by the following editorial appearing 
in February, 1924, the last issue off the press: 


For a time people who looked on the issuance of tax-free securities 
as a great and growing evil estimated the total volume as over 
$30,000,000,000. The United States Treasury now comes forth with 
the statement that the total volume in the hands of the public is 
about $12,000,000,000, and of this a little over $1,000,000,000 repre- 
sents the bonds of Federal land banks and similar money loaned di- 
rect to farmers, At the present rate the time will come within 
another 10 years when nearly half of the tax-exempt securities will 
represent money loaned to farmers, 

The tax-exempt feature probably results in these bonds paying about 
1 per cent less interest than would otherwise be the case. This is 
$120,000,000 saved to taxpayers who pay the interest on schoolhouse 
bonds, bridge bonds, paving bonds, etc, * „ © if there were no 
tax-exempt bonds. Farmland owners would have to pay on the 
average almost 1 per cent more interest on their mortgage money and 
this would amount for the entire country to nearly $100,000,000 
annually, 
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And, again, the editorial concludes: 
The elimination of tax-free securities is not the farmers’ battle. 


That is the alignment. The battle is between the farmers 
and the money lenders. And in that cenflict I enlist with the 
farmers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield eight minutes 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce}, 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Massachusetts is 
recognized for eight minutes. 

Mr. LUCE. I intend to vote for this resolution by reason 
of a consideration that has not, so far as I have heard or read 
in the course of the debate, been emphasized, and if there is 
any gentleman who has not yet thoroughly made up his mind 
in the matter, this consideration may be of some service to 
him. 

I intend to vote for this resolution because it gives power to 
the Congress and to the State legislatures to take such action 
in the premises as they may see fit. My own experience in legis- 
lative bodies has brought me to the conviction that much more 
harm is done by shackling them than by removing their 
shackles. The adoption of this amendment will some time help 
make possible a wiser system of taxation than now prevails. 
Therefore I shall support the amendment. 

There is another consideration, which has not been urged, E 
think, that is of more than immediate importance. Had it 
been borne in mind by the Congress that proposed the six- 
teenth amendment, in all probability we should not be debat- 
ing. this subject to-day, but that which gentlemen propose to 
accomplish under this amendment would have been long ago 
recognized as the law, for when the sixteenth amendment was 
under consideration, apparently no man in either House saw 
fit to put into the Recorp his understanding of what it meant. 
This it was that made possible the conclusion of the Supreme 
Court when it went behind the words of the amendment and 
inquired as to what was its intent. The failure of any Senator 
or any Representative at the time the amendment was pro- 
posed to say that its words meant what they said was the 
cause of our trouble to-day. Therefore it becomes of some im- 
portance to take at least such part of my eight minutes as re- 
mains to make it clear to those who may sit on the bench of the 
Supreme Court 10 or 15 years from now, that we mean what 
we say. 

Mr HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. LUCE. I have but eight minutes and perhaps I will 
meet the gentleman's suggestion anyhow. 

The court appears to have been of the belief that the lan- 
guage of the sixteenth amendment was capable of different 
constructions. In its conclusion as to what construction should 
prevail, I think if went contrary to what would have been 
the expectation of almost any participant in our public life 
facing merely the words of the amendment by themselves. 

There is danger of a like outcome if the words of the 
amendment before us now ever come before the court for 
interpretation. I call this to your attention because whether 
or not you may think modification desirable, at any rate we 
may put upon the Recorp the fact that we do not intend that 
these taxes levied on the income from municipal and State 
bonds must be apportioned in accordance to population. That 
is not set forth in this resolution. It is set forth in the 
sixteenth amendment, but somebody may say that inasmuch 
as, by judicial interpretation, the sixteenth amendment has 
been confined to the income from certain property, therefore, 
when under the new amendment we tax the income from other 
property, we may still be supposed to be restricted by the old 
requirement that such taxes shall be apportioned. So not for 
your ears, but for your eyes that may scrutinize the RECORD 
in the next generation, let us here set it down clearly that we 
do mean that these taxes shall not necessarily be apportioned. 

Again, let us avoid another possibility of legal subtlety and of 
interpretation that wrangles somewhat with common sense. 
The second and third words in this resolution, “ United States,” 
differ from the word used in the sixteenth amendment, “ Con- 
gress.” Every lawyer here knows the reason for this variation ` 
will be asked for by some ingenious and inquiring mind. If 
anybody present knows why the change was made, it would be 
well for him to explain. In the lack of any such. explanation 
let me speak into the future and say that we mean nothing by 
the change. 

Furthermore, I call attention to the third consideration which 
in the future may raise controversy. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUCE. I will, 
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Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman is speaking about the 
words “ United States” and was calling attention to the words 
“United States ” in line 9, 

Mr. LUCE. Yes. 

Mr. RAMSETER. If this becomes a part of the Constitu- 
tion, will it not be the only place in the Constitution where 
there is an undertaking to confer power on the United States? 

Mr. LUCE. I am not informed as to that, but I want to 
anticipate for the benefit of those who may argue before the 
courts in 1930 by saying that we mean nothing by the substitu- 
tion of the words “ United States” for “Congress.” If that is 
not the fact, some one may correct me. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Let me say that the words “ United 
States” were put there as a contrast with the States; it was 
the only way it could be done. 

Mr. LUCH. The record, then, in this particular is complete, 
and we may go on to the latter lines of both the first and the 
second sections. They relate to the question of discrimination. 
Are they not sure to arouse almost endless uncertainty and liti- 
gation unless we make them clear? For my own part I think 
these lines would better be stricken out of the resolution. 
They will only invite trouble. 

To illustrate: In the course of the World War we found it 
advisable to issue bonds under different circumstances. Under 
certain conditions these bonds were taxable. Under other con- 
ditions they were not taxable. Let gentlemen consider the 
difficulty of determining whether or not in relation to State 
bonds such issues would impart discrimination. 

Let me suggest another possibility. We understand that the 
State of New York is opposed to the St. Lawrence canal. 
Suppose in a few years from now we should issue Federal 
bonds in behalf of the St. Lawrence canal 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
more. 

Mr. LUCE. The State of New York under these conditions 
would be able to impose a tax on these bonds at a higher rate 
than it might impose on other United States bonds. Would 
that be or not be a discrimination? You will see by the mere 
Suggestion the importance at this stage of the matter of hay- 
ing this language made clear, in order that the future may not 
bring troubles like those that confront us to-day. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I have only one more 


I yield the gentleman one minute 


speech. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LEA]. 

Mr. LEA of California. Mr. Chairman, I doubt if any se 
eurities issued by the Government for governmental purposes 
should be taxed. What are these securities it is proposed to 
tax? They are simply the promises of the Government to 
repay a sum borrowed. Why should the Government tax its 
own promises to pay? 

The relationship of the Government to the man from whom 
it borrows money is different from its relationship to any 
other citizen. The relation is different in two respects. The 
transaction creates the relation of debtor and creditor and 
applies the money of the individual to a public purpose. 

There are two systems of investment in Government securi- 
ties—the tax system and the tax-exempt system. Under the 
tax system the Government borrows the money of the indi- 
vidual, agrees to repay it, with interest for its use, and reserves 
the right to tax the lender an indefinite amount thereafter. 
This creates the ordinary relation of debtor and creditor and 
requires the lender of the money to pay taxes on the income thus 
devoted to a public purpose, the same as if he had loaned the 
money to an individual. 

It is apparent that under this system the net return to the 
investor is indefinite and uncertain, and the investor must, 
therefore, charge a higher interest rate than if he were assured 
a definite net return. The intelligent borrower is certainly not 
willing to accept the same return on his money invested in a 
security subject to tax as on his investment in a security not 
subject to tax. He must bid not only an amount sufficient 
to secure the net return he desires but such additional amount 
as may be necessary to cover the indefinite tax liability im- 
posed against his security. 

Therefore it is equally plain that when we impose a tax 
against the income of Government securities we create a tax 
credit in favor of the Government, but we also create an 
equally large, if not larger, tax liability against the Treasury. 
We must repay all taxes we thus impose, at least. Therefore, 
taxing Government securities does not decrease the tax burden 


of existing taxpayers. To the extent that we secure increased 
taxes, we create debts against the Government that must be 
paid by such taxes. At best, after imposing such taxes, the 
Government is just as poor as before the tax was levied. We 
put into the pocket with one hand and take out with the other. 
In fact, that is stating the proposition too favorably. By 
taxing the security, and thereby destroying the definite net 
return, and creating only an indefinite net return, we lessen 
the attractiveness of the security to the investor. We compel 
him to charge a higher rate of interest and increase the tax 
burden. In addition to that, we add to the tax burden the 
cost of administering the law for the collection and disburse- 
ment of these additional taxes. 

Under the tax-exempt system of borrowing money the Goy- 
ernment receives the funds of the individual, devotes them to a 
public purpose, and agrees to repay the investor the principal 
and a definite amount of interest without any indefinite tax 
charge against the investor, In that way the investor pays his 
tax, or is released from the payment of it, by the low interest 
rate he accepts. The investor receives a certain net income, 
and the public receives the lowest possible interest rate for the 
use of the money thus devoted to a public purpose. 

What has the Government to gain by imposing this uncertain 
liability on the purchaser of {ts own securities? We do not 
tax the road or school, or any other public property or im- 
provement built by funds thus supplied by the investor for 
public purposes. We do not tax the property devoted to publie 
use; why should we tax the money devoted to public use? As 
the Government does not tax its own public property, neither 
do we permit one division of the Government to tax the public 
property of the other. Why should we permit one division of 
the Government to tax the money the other uses for its public 
purposes? 

The proponents of this amendment try to convince us that 
by some legislative legerdemain we are going to secure this new 
tax income to the Government without a corresponding tax 
liability, and that the man who loaned the money, instead of 
the taxpayer, is going to bear it. This amendment is truly a 
great remedy, if such be the fact, but such a result is too good 
to be true. 

Alexander Hamilton was the first, a very great, and some say, 
the greatest Secretary of the Treasury. Alexander Hamilton 
denounced the contention of those who propose this amendment. 
In substance, he declared that the contention that publie securi- 
ties should be taxed was so without merit that he had been 
loath to discuss the subject. He declared that such a tax was 
“not only unwarranted by principle or usage, but subversive 
of the sound maxims of public credit.” 

However, the question before us to-day is not alone one of 
taxing Government securities. We are asked to amend the 
Constitution of the United States; not to give the Federal Gov- 
ernment power to tax its own securities; not to give the State 
power to tax its own securities, but to confer upon each ie 
power of taxing the other’s securities. Already having the 
power to tax our own securities, a power that we have used 
feebly, or not at all, we seek the privilege of taxing the States’ 
securities. 

For 135 years the line of tax division between the State and 
Nation has remained secure and unimpaired. To-day we pro- 
pose to tear down that line of division established by our 
Constitution and give to the State and Nation the mutual right 
to tax the income from each other’s securities issued after this 
constitutional amendment goes into effect. 

Under the system of taxation this amendment proposes we 
would create a double uncertainty as to the indefinite tax churge 
against the holder of Government securities. It is proposed 
that such a tax charge shall be made by both the State and the 
Federal Government, Though a tax security may not be pay- 
able for 20 years, it would be subject to the right of both the 
Federal and State Governments to tax its income at whatever 
rate desired, and to change the rate at pleasure every year 
during the life of the security. This would deprive the tax- 
payers of all the benefit they now receive from the definite net 
return of Government securities. 

What will be the practical effect of such an amendment? 
Suppose such a policy had been in operation during the war. 
The States would have taxed the war bond issues. Upon our 
war funds they would have levied a toll for the purpose of con- 
structing roads, buildings, and other public improvements in 
the State. Is that a seemly practical, statesmanlike method of 
conducting the affairs of the Federal Government? 

On the other hand, how would this amendment operate so far 
as the State is concerned? Out West we believe in public im- 


provements. We believe in good roads, good schoolhouses, good 
public buildings, sewer and water systems, electric-light plants. 
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We issue public securities for the funds with which to make 
these improvements. If this amendment is adopted, when our 
State improves its highway system, a city improves its streets, 
or builds a sewer system, or a schoolhouse to educate its 
children, the Federal Government will step in to tax the money 
we use for these purposes. To me it would be a pitiable sight 
for the great Federal Government to stand like a toll keeper, 
levying tribute upon the struggling, progressive communities of 
the United States, taking toll, handicapping and making more 
burdensome their progress, development, and welfare. This 
amendment, instead of being called a “tax-exempt security 
amendment” should be called “an amendment to retard the 
progress of the States.” 

It is inconsistent with the independence and dignity of both 
the State and Nation that either should levy tribute, by way 
of taxes, on the other’s financial necessity, or upon its progress 
and development. Such an interference with each other's 
affairs is unwarranted in principle and will be pernicious in 
practice. 

At the present time it is claimed there are approximately 
$14,670,000,000 worth of tax-exempt securities in the United 
States. I believe the claim exaggerated. But, if true, only 24 
per cent of them have been issued by the Federal Government; 
76 per cent were issued by authority of the State or our insular 
possessions. 

If this amendment were in effect the Federal Government 
would collect from the States, counties, and municipalities of 
the country $3 for ever $1 collected by the State from the 
securities of the Federal Government. Have we any reason to 
suppose that this amendment if submitted to the State would 
be accepted, when ratification, at best, would give them only 
the privilege of paying out $3 for the one they would receive in 
return? If the States desire to receive the benefit of taxing 
Government securities, they now have that power to. tax their 
own. If it is wise and beneficial to tax Federal securities, 
why is it not beneficial to tax the securities of one’s own State? 
What greater virtue is there in the State or the Federal Gov- 
ernment taxing the other's securities than in taxing its own? 

There is another very important result that would follow the 
enactment of this amendment. It is the difference in the loca- 
tion of the tax burden and the tax benefit. Under the present 
practice the taxpayers of the county or the city or the State 
receive the benefit of the tax-exemption privilege in the lower 
taxes on their public improvements. 

This amendment would take away that benefit. The tax- 
payers will be required to pay a tax to the lender of the money 
for both the State and Federal Governments. It is the history 
of the country, and particularly of the West, that much of the 
capital for our development is secured from the great financial 
centers. Under this amendment the tax burden will be carried 
by the taxpayers of the community making the improvement. 
The funds from the additional burden thus imposed on the tax- 
payers will be turned over to the man who loans the money, 
who will evade the tax or pay it to the credit of the community 
where he resides. Thus the additional money paid comes from 
the taxpayers of the community that makes the improvement, 
and another community, the residence of the lender of the 
money, receives it. So while the process of taking money out 
of pocket with one hand and putting it in with another seems 
to be a simple one, it is important in its results to the local 
community. 

Some years ago the farm loan system was established. It 
has definitely resulted in more favorable interest rates and long- 
time mortgages to the farmers. The success of the farm loan 
system has not been so much the actual amount loaned to the 
farmer, although that sum is great, but rather the more favor- 
able interest rates that have resulted. To a large extent the 
success of the system has depended upon the tax-exempt priv- 
ilege enjoyed by farm loan bonds. The secretary of the organi- 
zation that has made the most persistent fight against the farm 
loan system has exultantly declared that the high-water mark 
in the fight against the farm loan system was reached when 
this resolution was favorably reported to Congress. He was 
justified in that opinion. 

Farm-loan bonds have no greater right to exemption than 
other Government securities. The tax-exemption privilege is 
logically not as well justified for farm-loan bonds as for 
securities issued by the Government for purely governmental 
purposes. The Government does not issue its securities and 
create public improvements for profit but simply to contribute 
to the needs, comforts, and moral betterment of the community. 
The farm-loan system loans the credit of the Government for 
the benefit of the farmer but not at an actual loss. The 
Government is repaid. The farmer receives no exemption from 
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payment of taxes on his farm; he simply recelves the exemption 
privilege on the bond, by which his borrowed funds are secured. 

In most States, as in California, the mortgage note of a 
farmer is exempt from taxation, so far as the holder of the 
note is concerned. If this proposed amendment carried, the 
farmer’s loan, through the Federal farm-loan system from 
the Government, would be taxed, but his note on a mortgage 
to a private mortgage company would not be taxed. It would 
be useless to try to maintain a Federal farm-loan system 
and thus discriminate against it and the farmer it is intended 
to protect. 

The deplorable condition of the farming industry of the 
United States at the present time makes this one of the most 
inappropriate of all times to suggest passing a further tax bur- 
den to the farmer. The most fatal blow that the enemies of 
the farm loan system can ever hope to administer to it is by 
the passage of this amendment to the Constitution. I shall not 
give my vote to aid that purpose. 

I am not attempting to favor or oppose the municipal or 
State ownership of public utilities as contrasted with private 
ownership. It is the right of the States, counties, and munici- 
palities of this Nation to work out their own utility ownership 
problems. It is the right of the municipality to own a public 
utility if it so desires, The desire of stockholders of private 
corporations to avoid competition or contrast with municipally. 
owned plants or to make dividends out of supplying these nec- 
essary public needs is no reason why the city should not become 
the owner of its own utilities if it so desires. Neither is it 
any reason why its improvements, conducted not for profit but 
to serve its people, should be taxed. The wisdom of taxing 
or not taxing its own securities is its own problem. 

Some proponents of this amendment urge that the imposition 
of these additional taxes will tend to prevent extravagant 
expenditures of public funds for publie improvements. I can 
not believe a Member of Congress after serious thought would 
propose the exercise of the Federal taxing power to hamper 
and obstruct the States and their various subdivisions in mak- 
ing necessary public improvements at their own expense. The 
general attitude of Congress, like any legislative body, should 
be that of helpfulness to the performance of the necessary func- 
tions of government everywhere. 

We are not justified in attempting to exercise guardianship 
control over the States or municipalities of the country. Un- 
doubtedly, the imposition of the new taxes proposed would 
handicap and retard public improvements in the United States. 
But such a remedy is a cure for extravagance only in the sense 
that poverty is a cure for gout. As I would not favor im- 
poverishing a man to protect him against gout, so I would not 
favor burdening the people of the United States to prevent 
them from making improvements they deem necessary for their 
local welfare. ` 

Two principal reasons are given for the adoption of this 
proposed amendment. One is that it will tend to prevent 
evasion of tax burdens by the rich, and the other is that tax- 
exempt securities drive money from the productive to the non- 
productive enterprises of the Nation. 

In response to these criticisms, I would call attention to two 
great facts, an appreciation of which I believe necessary to any 
proper consideration of these questions. The first is that no 
difference how great a man’s investment in tax-exempt securi- 
ties may be, his income from that source will be moderate. At 
the present time his net return by investment in tax-exempt 
securities will range from 34 to 5 per cent interest. 

In 1912 the total wealth of the Nation was estimated at 
$187,000,000,000. Nine years later it was estimated at $300,- 
000,000,000, In nine years the total investment of the Nation, 
representing good, bad, and indifferent investments, had an 
average increase in value per year much in excess of what is 
enjoyed by the richest investor in tax-exempt securities. So, 
ignoring the qnestion of what an investor might or might not 
have made in other investments, he can not secure any extor- 
tionate return from tax-exempt securities. 

The second great fact to which I would call attention is this: 
As a general principle and in the long run the net return to 
the purchaser of tax-exempt securities is fixed by competition, 
The law of supply and demand governs. The motive of invest- 
ment is profit. The net return is the basis of all investment. 
If the returns from tax-exempt securities are profitable, they 
will attract capital. Competition for their purchase drives 
their price to a legitimate basis contrasted with other invest- 
ments, 

The picture of the wealthy of the Nation rushing into tax- 
exempt securities, to the great and extortionate profit of them- 
selves, is a false picture. The active, virile business men of 


2130 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 8, 


the Nation are not creating their wealth by investing in 4 
and 5 per cent tax-exempt bonds. It is now more than five 
years since the war ended. Yet to-day Liberty bonds of all 
denominations, and particularly the Liberty bonds exempt from 


all taxation, are below par. The demand of wealth for tax- 
exempt bonds has not been sufficient to restore Liberty bonds 
to par. 

It is persistently declared the incomes from these securities 
pay no taxes. That statement is technically true but substan- 
tially false. The purchaser of these securities paid his tax 
when he accepted the lower rate of interest, due to the fact 
that he is not required to pay taxes. If required to pay taxes, 
he would raise his interest rates proportionately. There is no 
profit to the Government in his doing so. It is a mere jugglery 
of words to contend you can tax the buyer of these securities 
and that the tax charge will not be passed on to the taxpayers. 
The intelligent business man who invests in Government se- 
curities is under no misapprehension about the value to him of 
the tax-exempt privilege. The low interest rate he accepts is 
due to that knowledge. Alexander Hamilton correctly stated 
the situation when he said, “In this lower rate of interest he 
may be truly said to pay his tax or to purchase an exemption 
from it.” 

As a much larger percentage of the great incomes is taken 
for income taxes than of the smaller incomes, it is argued that 
there is no free competition in the purchase of tax-exempt 
securities. It is claimed this great difference in the progressive 
income-tax rates unduly favor the purchase of tax-exempt 
securities by the rich. Such contention is confusing, bùt not 
convincing. The net return from the tax-exempt securities is 
the same, whether purchased by the man of large or small in- 
come, The effect of the high tax rates against the great in- 
comes is to limit their competition for industrial investments, 
because the high taxes reduce the net return they would receive 
from industrial investments. If, however, they invest in tax- 
exempt securities, they do so in a field of open competition. 
They compete for these securities with every other investor in 
the country, small or great. 

In other words, the limitation in competition by high-tax rates 
is upon industrial investments and not upon public securities. 
The contention is an argument against high income taxes, but 
not an argument against tax exemption of public securities. 

In. some instances the net return from an investment in tax- 
exempt securities may be greater than from an industrial 
security, but in any event it will be no greater percentage. and 
no greater proportionately, than that of the smallest purchaser 
of sueh securities, 

If these tax-free securities were subject to the high rates of 
the progressive income tax it would, of course, mean a less net 
proportionate return to the owner of the large income than to 
the owner of the small income. The net return from these 
securities would thus become so low as to be unattractive to 
investors of large incomes. This would limit the buying field 
of Government securities to the investors in small incomes, 
The tendency of this would, of course, be to increase the interest 
rates on all publie borrowings of money, with a consequent 
inerease in the burden of the taxpayers. 

In recent years the amount of tax-exempt securities has 
greatly increased. The mere fact that these securities are 
exempt. from taxation is not the reason they have increased. 
The securities do not come in response to the demand of in- 
vestors. They come in response to the demand of the people of 
the Nation for public utilities, better streets, better roads, 
better schoolhouses, public buildings, and all those things 
that come with increased population, prosperity, and the prog- 
ress of the human race. These increased improvements, the 
increased amount of Government securities, do not tell a dis- 
couraging story; they tell the story of a progrec-ive, virile, 
and developing Nation. 

The amount of these securities has been abnormal. Large 
issues of the Federal Government on account of the war passed 
into the hands of small holders, inspired not by their desire to 
invest in bonds but to aid the Government. These small holders 
have gradually been transferring their bonds into the hands of 
investors. Two years ago it was estimated that the United 
States was $S8,000,000,000 behind in construction work, due to 
the abnormal conditions of the war period. In recent years the 
Nation has been engaged in this great construction period, 
the greatest in our history. Public construction, like private, 
was needed. 

It is the sign of health and normal progress, not something to 
be handicapped and deplored. The only unfortunate circum- 
stance in this great construction program has been that the 
work has been compelled to be carried at excessively high prices 
which will hang over as a charge against the future. n 


These abnormal conditions, with high taxes imposed, follow- 
ing the war period have undoubtedly led to more or less read- 
Justment of investments and the purchase of publie securities. - 
— ee 85 toward iaw incomes. The fact that we have 

ca 0 e care of these securities has been a f 

reum es ortunate 
what more active productive purposes can money be 
devoted than.public improvements? Such money is not dormant. 
It immediately passes into materials and labor that these publie 
improvements represent. Within the last two weeks one of the 
commercial reviews of a metropolitan daily stated there was so 
much surplus money in the banks of New York that some 
financiers regarded it a menace. All economic writers agree, as 
every reader of the néwspapers is aware, that the year 1923 
holds the record for new financing in the history of our country. 
This record of greatest expansion in industry is the best and a 
complete refutation of the argument that tax-exempt securities 
are injuriously withdrawing money from productive enterprises. 

The theory may be plausible, but the facts are convincing. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from. Virginia [Mr. DEAL]. 

Mr. DEAL, Mr. Chairman, I shall cast my vote against the 
resolution under consideration. Indeed, I would vote against 
any proposed amendment to the Constitution that would in- 
crease and strengthen the power of the central Goyernment at 
the expense of the rights now enjoyed by the States. 

My recollection is that this subject has been approached by 
most of the speakers from the standpoint of economy. There 
is something more involved than the mere question of dollars. 
I would rather see the entire wealth of the Nation sunk inte 
the Atlantic Ocean than to surrender all of the liberties of 
the people, and in the same ratio for the surrender of à part 
of our liberties. I am unwilling to place a noose around the 
necks of your posterity and of my posterity, and place the 
other end of the rope in the hands of a centralized autgcracy 
in Washington. 

In the ratification of the sixteenth amendment to the Federal 
Constitution the States surrendered to the Federal Govern- 
ment the right to tax incomes. [ have not an idea that the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the States would have ratified 
this amendment had they have known that the Federal Govern- 
ment would literally absorb the entire limit that might be 
taken from the incomes of their taxpayers, thus making it 
practically out of the question fer the States to place more 
than a nominal tax upon incomes without, at the same time, 
driving capitat out of business and into seelusion. Had the 
States not ratified this amendment, and had they been 
disposed to tax incomes to the same extent that the 
Federal Government has taxed them, there is scarcely a State 
in the Union that would have found it necessary to issue 
bonds for any purpose whatsoever. These revenues in the 
majority of the States would have been ample for the building 
of our roads, schoolhouses, public buildings, and even for the 
dredging of our rivers and harbors. This is a practical demon- 
stration of the fact that the granting in power of an inch 
means the taking of an ell. 

Having thus absorbed one, if not the largest, source of reve- 
nue from the States, the Federal Government is now demand- 
ing—and it is from this source principally that the demand is 
being made—that the States surrender their credit. Poverty 
means weakness. With our money gone and credit surrendered, 
what use will we have for a State government? We might as 
well turn the whole thing over to the Federal Government and 
be done with it. Let us see what the result will likely be for 
the States in event that this amendment should be submitted 
and ratified. The States and their subdivisions as a whole are 
supposed to have issued something over $10,000,000,000 of securi- 
ties. No one, I take it, will assume that these obligations will 
be paid at maturity. The greater part of them will undoubtedly 
be met by new issues of State securities. By way of illustra- 
tion, let me say that my own State and its subdivisions have 
outstanding one hundred and nineteen millon and a half dollars 
of tax-exempt securities. If new issues to meet these obliga- 
tions were offered on the market subject to the income taxes of 
the Federal Government, by whom would they be purchased? 
Certainly not by the people in the State. Such issues are 
usually absorbed by the large trust companies and financial 
institutions located in a few of our largest cities, which are 
taxed in the highest income bracket, or, under the present law, 
at 58 per cent of their income, Should such bonds be offered on 
a 4 per cent interest-bearing basis, and the purchaser required 
by the Federal Government, under the present law, to pay 58 
per cent of this income, there would be left a net yield of $1.68 
on the hundred dollars. It is highly improbable that any pur- 


chaser would therefore be willing to pay par for these bonds. 
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Money is easily worth 4 per cent net. Capitalized upon this 
basis, such bonds would be worth only $42, and so we would be 
required to issue approximately $275,000,000 of bonds in order 
to fund $119,000,000 now outstanding, the interest upon which 
would be $11,000,000, or $4.78 tax upon each man, woman, and 
child in the State, and a mortgage debt of $119 per capita 
instead of $51 at the present time. If there should be a revision 
of the revenue bill as to incomes, and the ideas of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin should prevail, there would be a maximum of 
50 per cent surtax, plus an excess-profits tax, which would prob- 
ably mean a tax of 75 per cent on the higher brackets of in- 
comes. In that event, the State of Wisconsin, should it be neces- 
sary to fund its debt of $104,522,000, would find it necessary to 
issue $418,000,000 of bonds, upon which the people of Wisconsin 
would be required to pay 4 per cent interest, or the interest 
would be raised correspondingly. 

There are those who contend that there would not be a wide 
discrepancy in the interest on tax-exempt and taxed bonds. 
The gentleman from Ohio gives the range in certain States 
on tax-exempt securities as 3.96 to 5.64 per cent, and it has 
further been stated that certain industrials carry around 53 
per cent interest. It has not been stated, however, the discount 
at which these industrial bonds are sold. It not infrequently 
happens, as I have had occasion to know, that industrials bear- 
ing even 6 per cent have a discount range of from 5 to 25 
cents on the dollar. The figures that I have submitted may 
not be exact. This would probably be an extreme case; the 
most likely result would be an increase in the interest rate of 
2, 3, or 4 per cent, according to the condition of the money 
market and the volume of securities offered. It has been sug- 
gested that there would ouly be an increase of 1 per cent. 
This is merely an opinion. I doubt if any of the leading 
financiers of this country could forecast definitely the loss 
at which State securities would have to be sold if subjected to 
the high surtaxes that are now placed upon incomes, but cer- 
tainly the amount would be enormous. But why 1 per cent; 
why any amount? Why should we, the people, surrender to 
Congress our sovereign power, the power to tax our securities, 
the power to destroy our credit, when Congress has demon- 
strated that its chief capacity as a taxing power has been to 
indulge in a reckless orgie of extravagance, when it has proved 
its propensity for transgressing constitutional limitations in 
taxing one class and giving to another; a reimbursement of the 
sugar speculators for moneys lost in their gambling ventures; 
for loans to Liberia with which to pay securities sold to certain 
bankers at 25 cents on the dollar; for money given to Russia, 
while the Bolshevik Government was sending money into this 
country to be used primarily for the overthrow of our Govern- 
ment by taxing one class of our farmers and giving it to another 
class, all in direct violation of the Constitution; and, further, 
by delegating the sacred trust conveyed by the Constitution to 
make law to the administration, which we call rules and regu- 
lations, but which nevertheless have the binding force of law 
and subject the people to prison penalties, which has demon- 
strated its insane desire to destroy the opportunity to accumu- 
late wealth, the one thing that has made this country greater 
than any other, and that has raised our standard of living to 
a higher level than has been known in all of the history of 
the world. It is apparent to any thinking man that this is 
another means of indirectly taxing the general public. It has 
further been suggested that this resolution is intended to 
check the extravagance of the States. - 

Let me call attention to the fact that State securities are 
issued almost exclusively for the development of essentials for 
the preservation of the health, the comfort, and happiness of 
the people themselves, such as the building of waterworks, 
securing an abundant supply of pure and wholesome water, for 
the building of sewers so essential to the health of the people, 
for the erection of public schools and building of highways, 
from all of which the people derive a direct benefit, and for 
which they are willing to be taxed. On the other hand, there 
is a pronounced demand on the part of the public for a reduc- 
tion of taxes by the Federal Government, from which the aver- 
age person does not directly feel the benefit. 

Should this amendment be submitted and ratified, the ma- 
jority of the States, even though they so attempted, would 
derive but little, if any, revenue by taxing the issues of Federal 
securities. The old and staid argument that it is “ proposed to 
tax those best able to bear the burden“ is a camouflage through 
which the average citizen will in time come to understand as a 
false hypothesis. Taxes derived from the incomes of large 
industrials can be and are passed on to the public. It is the 
smaller business and the estates left to widows and orphans 
that are unable to pass the burden along and upon whom the 
burden falls the heaviest. I do not believe that the States will 


in the future be so hasty in ratifying amendments to the Fed- 
eral Constitution, because the people are beginning to under- 
stand that these amendments mean the concentration of power 
in Washington that sooner or later means oppression and 
tyranny. We have 100 years and more, perhaps, in which to 
submit and ratify this amendment, but once submitted and 
ratified it can never be recalled. As a result of unmatured 
and indiscreet amendments to the Constitution, our Government 
is now being strained and shaken to its very foundations. 
The States’ Representatives in Congress are supposed to pro- 
tect the public rights from aggression by the administration. 
Instead Congress is joining the executive department in over- 
riding these rights. It behooves the State legislatures therefore 
to protect, so far as they may, the liberties and rights purchased 
by the blood of our ancestors. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield the remainder 
of my time to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonaworrTH]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, the bona fides of the 
opposition to this resolution as expressed generally on the 
floor during this debate was well illustrated by the remarks 
of the gentleman from Ilinois [Mr. Ratney] in reply to the 
speech delivered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts], 
in which, without attempting to answer in any respect the ar- 
gument of the gentleman from New York, he sought to dis- 
credit him by reading a list of certain corporations with which 
the gentleman from New York is connected as director—the 
Shredded Wheat Co. and other corporations. He said that no 
man connected with these corporations could properly voice 
the hopes and aspirations of plain people like himself and my- 
self. I entirely agree with the gentleman from Illinois in 
one respect. I decline to be represented by any man who 
makes shredded wheat. [Laughter.] I regard it as one of 
the most obnoxious of foods. Nevertheless, the speech of the 
gentleman from New York was absolutely unanswerable from 
an economic point of view, and you gentlemen are not at- 
tempting to answer it from an economie point of view. Your 
action upon this resolution is based upon what you regard as 
the political necessities of the case. Those who have served 
with me for many years in Congress know that I never at- 
tempt to inject partisanship into any great question debated 
on this floor, and therefore upon this occasion, far from in- 
dulging in partisanship, I desire to congratulate in all good 
fellowship and friendliness the leadership upon the Demo- 
eratie side of the aisle for the victory which they are pretty 
sure to win in defeating this resolution and in perpetuating 
tax-exempt securities for all time fo come. The political neces- 
sity which faces you gentlemen is one due to the approach 
of a great campaign. You will have won the first absolutely 
necessary step in your taxation program, because next week 
you propose to vote for a prohibitive rate upon high incomes. 

Of course when you approach some of those gentlemen from 
whom you desire financial assistance in promoting your cause 
it would be idle to do so if you offered them no alternative to 
a.tax of 44 per cent, but when you have voted to defeat this 
resolution you may very well go to those gentlemen and say, 
“We were legislating for the people when we put a tax of 
44 per cent on your incomes, but we were legislating for you 
when we show you a way to avoid all taxes whatever.” That 
is the whole case in a nutshell. After you have voted for a 
44 per cent rate, you will well be able to go to Mr. Baruch, or 
Mr. Cleveland Dodge, or to Mr. Edward L. Doheny, your three 
great campaign angels, and say to them, Gentlemen, we are 
going to put a tax, a shadow tax, of 44 per cent on your in- 
comes, but do not overlook the fact that we have stood almost 
solidly for making you pay no taxes whatever.” 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. 
guished leader. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Does the gentleman think 
that Mr. Doheny will have any money to spare for campaign 
contributions after buying Republican Cabinet officers? 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I answer the gentleman yes, and I am 
glad the gentleman mentioned it. To my knowledge he will 
have $100,000, because that is the difference between what he 
testified he had given to a certain gentleman, who was, up to 
a few days ago, the favorite candidate for the Presidency of 
many gentlemen upon the other side of the aisle, and what Mr. 
Doheny now says he gave him. Mr. Doheny admits that he 
was mistaken, when he said he gave him $250,000 and says that 
he gave him only $150,000. Therefore, there is $100,000 which 
he can turn over to your campaign chest. [Laughter.] 1 was 


I yield with pleasure to the distin- 
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immensely pleased, I will say, to my friend from Tennessee, 
not only as a citizen but as a man who has great personal 
liking for the gentleman I refer to, to read the statement of 
Mr. Doheny that he was mistaken. Mr. Doheny said that he 
had not given the gentleman $250,000, but that he had given 
him only $150,000, It reminded me of the tale of the aged 
father who was prostrated with grief upon receiving a telegram 
from the conductor of a railroad train which read: 


A terrible accident has occurred. Tour son has had his neck and 
both legs broken. 


The poor old father, bowed in grief, was greatly cheered 
when another telegram was handed to him which read: 


Accident not so bad as at first reported. Neck and only one leg 
broken. 


[Laughter.] 

Now, when I remarked the other day that I could name a 
Democrat, unofficial or otherwise, who was connected more or 
less directly with this scandal which is oppressing the Nation, 
I was criticized, It was said I did not know whereof I spoke 
as to the political allegiance of Mr. Doheny, and in order to 
be perfectly sure of my facts I obtained from the Library this 
morning this volume containing the official proceedings of the 
last Democratic convention. I find on the committee of reso- 
lutions, as representing California, Mr. E. L. Doheny. [Ap- 
plause.] On page 196 of this volume I find the following 
paragraph in the Democratic platform. I do not know whether 
there is any connection with Mr. Doheny in this or not. I 
make no charge but I simply read it: 


PETROLEUM. 


The Democratic Party recognizes the importance of the acquisition 
by Americans of additional sourees of supply of petroleum and other 
minerals, and declares that such acquisition, both at home and abroad, 
should be fostered and encouruged. 


[Applause.] 
We urge such action, legislative and executive, as may secure 
to American citizens the same rights in the acquirements of mining 


rights in foreign countries as are enjoyed by the citizens or subjects 
of any other nation, 


[Applause.] 

It is apparent in the last paragraph that certain oil interests 
in Mexico were not forgotten. Now, in order absolutely to in- 
sure the fact that I am talking by the book—a great book this 
is, gentlemen—I am going to ask the Clerk tb read from it 
I would like to read it myself, but I am suffering somewhat 
from a cold to-day—the closing paragraph in the great speech 
of a Mr. Lorin A. Handley, nominating Mr. Edward L. Doheny 
for Vice President of the United States. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


We not only want to elect the great Governor of the State of Ohio 
the next President of the United States, but we want to elect with 
him a great patriot to stand by his side to make bumanity’s fight. 
And California has a great patriotic son. California agrees with the 
Senator from Montana, and California agrees with the Senator from 
Nevada that you must not overlook nor forget that the great West is 
populated by free-minded and Independent American citizens. [Ap- 
plause.] And with the great progressive Governor of Ohio and with 
a great progressive, patriotic Democrat of the West, the West can be 
brought into line again as it was in 1916. And California, therefore, 
presents her great and distinguished son, born in the State of Wis- 
consin. 


[Applause.] 

In poverty he started, a surveyor over the Southwest, a cowboy in 
Kansas, a prospector over practically every State in the West, a dis- 
coverer of the oil fields in Southern California— 

[{Laughter.] 
and from thence he bullds himself to the pinnacle of success, such as 
every American citizen loves and admires, and California's son. The 
life of this man is a typical romance of American improved oppor- 
tunity, and we take pride, therefore, in presenting to this convention as 
the man out of the West who can reach the hearts and the souls— 


[Laughter.} 
pot only of the Democrats of the West but of the great free-thinking 
people of the West. California, the great golden State, presents 
E:tward L. Doheny for Vice President. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I believe all time has 


expired. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House 
concurring therein), That the following article is proposed as an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States, which shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes as part of the Constitution when 
ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several States: 

“ARTICLE —. 


“ SECTION. 1. The United States shall have power to lay and collect 
taxes on income derived from securities issued after the ratification 
of this article by or under the authority of any State, but without 
discrimination against income derived from such securities and in 
favor of income derived from securities issued after the ratification 
of this article by or under the authority of the United States or any 
other State. 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word in order that I may make a brief 
answer to the doubtfully germane suggestions of the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. LoyawontH]}, I was somewhat curious when 
the gentleman began reading to understand just what the rela- 
tlon could be between the person whose name he mentioned 
and an amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 
I confess I do not quite understand it yet, but in view of what 
the gentleman said I think it is proper that attention might be 
attracted to this. The gentleman referred to the fact that 
Doheny was placed in nomination-for Vice President at the 
Democratic convention. And so he was. How many votes 
he received in that convention I do not know, but he did not 
receive a sufficient number to obtain the nomination. But 
apparently that did not worry Mr. Doheny. It did not affect 
his business program. 

The Demecrats did not nominate him. A Republican adminis- 
tration did appoint the Cabinet minister whom Mr. Doheny 
was able to do business with. [Laughter.] And he did 
surely do business with that Republican Cabinet member. 
There is no suggestion that Mr. Doheny was able at any time 
to reach any Democratic official who was in office. Mr. Doheny 
did employ some Democratic lawyers. He wanted honest 
lawyers, of course. *{Langhter.] 

But when it came to the obtaining of Government favors the 
gentleman who was placed in nomination for Vice President 
was never able to reach a single Democratic official, and in 
order to obtain what he desired he had to wait until the Re- 
publicans came into power and then proceed with his plan of 
keeping what he wanted. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt the 
gentleman? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I suggest to the gentleman that 
while the suggestion is not germane all the gentlemen of the 
House will be interested in reading the very severe arraignment 
of the Navy Department, in connection with the transactions re- 
ferred to, made by the distinguished Senator from Montana 
[Mr. Warsa] this morning in the Senate 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment is withdrawn. 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment to the resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana offers an 
amendment, which. the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Moorzs of Indiana: Page 1, line 6, after 
the word “ ratified,” strike out the words by the legislatures of three- 
fourths of the several States,“ and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“by convention duly called by authority of law in three-fourths of the 
several States, and this article shall be inoperative unless it shall have 
been ratified as an amendment to the Constitution by conventions so 
called in the several States as provided in the Constitution within 
seven years from the submission hereof te the States by the Con- 
gress.” 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, this proposed 
amendment of the resolution calls for two things: It calls for 
a proper referendum under Article V of the Constitution of the 
United States where a clean-cut issue can be presented to the 
people of the States and a vote can be had by the people of 
the States on so important a thing as an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States. It is a form of referendum 
known at the time our Constitution was adopted, and is pro- 
vided for in the Constitution, and is eminently proper. It 
should be pursued. An amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States should not be submitted to legislatures tangled 
up in party politics to be involved and mangled in the machi- 
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nations of members of State legislatures as to whom at the 
time of their election the people knew not how they stood, or 
whether they were for or against the amendment, or even 
whether any such amendment should be proposed or would be 
proposed. This method provides a clean-cut issue for people 
of the States to vote upon, and it is not only right, but right- 
eous. 

I want to say further that it provides a very proper limita- 
tion. I think that in the case of the prohibition amendment a 
limitation of five years would have been better than seven; 
but a seven-year limitation on the action of the States was 
provided in that amendment, and it stands there. I have pro- 
vided in this amendment for a seven years’ limitation because 
we can not have an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States hanging fire in the several States year after 
year for all time to come, when one State would adopt it 
under one condition of circumstances, and another State could 
adopt it under another condition, and a third State under still 
another condition, and so on. There ought to be a time limit 
and there ought to be a vote by the people on the square issue 
presented to them by the proposed amendment. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, wil! the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Who would be called, who 
would constitute these constitutional conventions? 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana. They would be called by a vote 
of the people of the States; the conventions would be called by 
State enactment; or. if the legislatures declined to call for a 
convention, by subsequent legislation of the Congress. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, no one would be more 
pleased than I if this amendment to the Constitution could be 
submitted directly to the people. It would be ratified by one 
of the most overwhelming votes that ever was cast in favor of 
any amendment. 

But the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Moores], who is op- 
posed to the amendment and is seeking to kill it, is proposing 
this method which, although sanctioned by the Constitution, has 
never been used and is universally recognized as absolutely 
impractical and impossible under our present system, because 
we could never make the preparation for it and never carry it 
out. That isthe reason why the gentleman from Indiana offers 
his amendment for submission to conventions instead of the 
legislature. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not care to take even five minutes in 
which to discuss this amendment of the gentleman from In- 
diana, but it ought to be voted down. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Bachanach having 
tuken the Chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the 
Senate by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, announced that the 
Senate had concurred in amendments of the House of Repre- 
sentatives to Senate bills and resolutions of the following titles: 

S. J. Res. 68. Joint resolution authorizing the erection on pub- 
lic gronnds in the city of Washington, D. C., of a memorial to 
the Navy and marine service, to be known as Navy and Marine 
Memorial Dedicated to Americans Lost at Sen: 

S. 1539. An act extending the time for the construction of a 
bridge across Fox River by the city of Aurora, III., and granting 
the consent of Congress to the remoyal of an existing dam and 
to its replacement with a new structure; and 

S. 1540. An act granting the consent of Congress to the city 
of Aurora, Kane County, III., a municipal corporation, to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate certain bridges across Fox River. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with- 
out amendment bills of the following titles: 

II. R. 486. An act to extend the time for the completion of 
the municipal bridge approaches, and extensions or additions 
thereto, by the city of St. Louis, within the States of Illinois 
and Missouri; 

II. R. 4366. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Great Northern Railway Co., a corporation, to maintain and 
operate or reconstruct, Maintain, and operate a bridge across 
the Mississippi River; 

H. R. 4498. An act to authorize the State of Illinois to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge, and approaches there- 
to, across the Fox River, in the county of Kendall and State 
of Tilinois; 

H. R. 4499. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge, 
and approaches thereto, across the Rock River, in the county 
of Winnebago, State of Minois, in section 24, township 46 
north, range 1 east, of the third principal meridian ; 


H. R. 4796. To extend the time of the Hudson River Connect- 
ing Railroad Corporation for the completion of its bridge across 
the Hudson River in the State of New York; and 

H. R.5273. An act granting the consent of Cengress to the 
Chicago, Milwankee & St. Paul Railway Co. to construct a 


bridge over the Mississippi 
Minneapolis, Minn. 
TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES. 

The committee again resumed its session. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike ont in 
the amendment “seven” and insert “ five.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland offers an 
amendment to the amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as foliows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Lantuicum to the amendment offered by 
Mr. Moores of Indiana: Strike out the word “seven” and insert in 
Heu thereof the word “ five.” 


Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, if this amendment should 
be adopted and we should resort to conventions instead of 
legislatures, there is no use providing for seven years. We 
might as well have it over in five years, and if the gentlemen 
say the people will adopt this, why not adopt it within five 
years, if it can be done. 

I think this amendment should be submitted to the people of 
the States acting direcily in their State conventions and not 
to “ legislatures.” 

Many “legislatures ” to whom it would go in its present form 
have been elected on other issues without thought or considera- 
tion of this radical change in our taxing system. They will 
consequently completely lack a mandate from their people to 
make this cession of State power. The eiection of other legisla- 
tures still to be chosen later will be hopelessly confused with 
innumerable other issues. On the other hand, if submitted to 
State conventions in the way the people adopted the original 
Constitution (and this amendment almost amounts to a new 
Constitution) the issue will be direct and certain and the popu- 
lar mandate complete, 

Each delegate to such State conventions would be elected upon 
the direct issue either for or against ratification. Thus in 
erar State there would practically be a referendum of the 
people. s 

Two methods of ratification must have been provided in 
Article V for a purpose. 

The alternative convention system was doubtless intended to 
apply to such amendments as this where the people of the 
States are asked to cede their sovereign rights. It is doubtful 
if mere legislatures were ever intended by the framers to 
have a right to cede the rights of their constituents. 

At any rate, the right thing to do is to submit an amendment 
of this kind directly to the people who made the original 
Constitution. Submission to conventions accomplishes this. 

Gentlemen, the reason I say this, in particular, is because of 
the fact that in our State the legislature adopted the prohibi- 
tion amendment, although that question had never been con- 
sidered in the election and had never been submitted to the 
people at any time; and they did that in face of the fact that 
the very year previous our city of Baltimore went 40,000 against 
prohibition. Therefore I think, in connection with this amend- 
ment, if we are going to make such a radical change, we should 
certainly have a mandate from the people to do it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the 
gentleman from Maryland to the amendment of the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. Moores]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
LintuicuM) there were—ayes 87, noes 128. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Moons]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Moores of Indiana) there were—ayes 93, noes 135. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. McKrown: Page 1, line 9, after the 


word “power,” insert “to limit the ownership of existing tax-exempt 
securities and.” 


Mr. McKEOWN. 


River between St. Paul and 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the chief 


objection that the people of the United States have to tax- 
exempt bonds has grown out of the fact that certain individuals 
in the United States have been able to accumulate large num- 
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bers of these bonds and thereby escape their just portion of 
taxation. If you really want to get at that situation, put in this 
amendment; then the Congress of the United States can by 
proper and just legislation limit the amount of tax-exempt 
securities which any person, firm, or corporation may own in 
the United States. For instance, if you provide that only a 
certain percentage of any man’s fortune may be invested in the 
existing tax-exempt securities, then he can not get out of the 
reach of the internal-revenue tax collector his just measure of 
taxes. What is the use of passing this measure and allowing 
the greatest number of tax-exempt securities in existence to 


escape their just taxation? Under this provision there would | 


he no question but that the Congress of the United States could 
say that no individual can invest to exceed $5,000,000 in tax- 
exempt securities, or you could say that no person in the United 
States could invest to exceed one-fourth of his property in 
tax-exempt securities. 

Where does the ery for this legislation come from? It is 
because of the unusual amount of tax-exempt securities that 
have been issued out of necessity on account of the war. Then, 
if you want to really reach the trouble, you ought to amend this 
resolution so as to provide power in the Congress of the United 
States to regulate the ownership of tax-exempt securities. 

i venture the assertion that if the disclosure had not been 
made that men in this country are investing and collecting 
together enormous amounts of tax-exempt securities there 
would be no demand for this legislation. If the little men that 
bought the tax-exempt securities when you had the great 
drives on during the war were still owning these bonds there 
would be no cry about tax-exempt securities. 

It is going to work out this way: Your municipalities, 
School districts, and the people that issue bonds for the devel- 
opment of the country are going to have to pay an increased 
amount. If you are going to limit this taxation, you ought to 
limit the ones that now exist. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I bave a substitute to offer 
for the gentleman’s amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the substitute, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Substitute of Mr. BLANTON for the amendment offered by Mr. 


McKrown: Page 1, line 9, strike out all of section 1 of the resolution 
and insert in lien thereof the following: 


“Srcerron 1, The United States shall have power to lay and col- | 
lect taxes on income derived from all tax-exempt securities owned by | 
any person or corporation in excess of the maximum amount of such 


securities which Congress by appropriate legislation shall determine 
may be owned by a person or corporation free from taxation. And 
when Congress determines the maximum amount of tax-exempt securi- 
ties which may be owned free from tax on income by a person or 
corporation, the income from all tax-exempt securities in excess of 
such maximum owned by any person or corporation shall respond to 
the same rate of taxation as income derived from all other sources.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of making the | 


rich respond to the Goyernment in taxes just the same as any- 
body else. I am against the rich evading the payment of taxes. 
I am against the present practice of the very wealthy investing 
all of their big fortunes in tax-exempt securities and thus 
avoiding the payment of any tax whatever on their big incomes. 

The amendment I have just offered will stop it. It is proposed 
to be stopped in no other way. The Green resolution now before 
us will not stop it, and all of us know it. If my amendment is 
passed, it would give the Congress the right to limit the amount 
of tax-exempt securities which any person or corporation could 
own and evade the payment of tax on its income to the sum of 
$100,000; while at present, and even after passing the Green 
resolution, the rich of the country may continue to own from 
$40.000,000 to $100,000,000 each in tax-exempt securities and pay 
no tax whatever on their stupendous incomes. I am for stopping 
it. My amendment will stop it. 

POSITION OF PROPONENTS MOST LUDICROUS. 

The chairman, Mr. Green of Iowa, says that the purpose of 
his resolution is to prevent the tax dodgers from evading taxes, 
The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burron] said the same thing. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. Mirzs] said the same 
thing. The majority leader of this House [Mr. Loncworrn] 
said the same thing. But do they mean what they say? Are 
they really after these tax dodgers? Are they trying to prevent 
the very wealthy from evading taxes by stopping them from 
hoarding tax-exempt securities? No; they are not, for their 
Green resolution will have no such effeet, for it will not change 
the present status of a single one of the very wealthy of the 
country. It will not affect them at all. 

There is at least $15,000,000,000 of tax-exempt securities now 
held by the very wealthy, who are not paying any tax on the 


tremendous income from this enormous sum. This is almost the 
value of all the railroads in the whole United States. But Mr. 
GREEN claimed in his speech that there is only $13,000,000,000 
of such tax-exempt securities. And I made him admit that 
the very wealthy have not been able to absorb half of such 
amount. Let me quote the colloquy: 


Mr. Green of Iowa. Of course,.if this amendment were adopted, it 
would not affect the bonds already issued. There must come a time, 
and that very shortly, when these organizations will have issued all 
the bonds that they need. 

Mr. BLantox, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Green of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. Biantox. The gentleman said that big finance did not absorb 
the $13,000,000,000 which already exists in tax-exempt securities, 
How much can it absorb? 

Mr. Green of Towa, Oh, not one-half of it. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman says that it can not absorb one-half of 
that, and that the purpose of this amendment which the gentleman 
says he introduced and which we recognize as the same as our friend 
from New York [Mr. MILLS] introduced 

Mr. Gurnx of Iowa. I do not want the gent enar to make a speech 
in my time. 

Mr. BLANTON. If they can not absorb half of those Which exist, how 
are we going to reach them, when we do not make this amendment 
apply in any way to the income from those which already exist, but 
only to future issues? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. You can not reach them or affect them, nor 
will this amendment materially affect the price of the securities which 
they now own, 

Mr. BLantos. But the gentleman can make his amendment apply to 
existing tax-exempt secnrities. 

Mr. Grren of Iowa. I refuse to yield further to the gentleman. 


CHAIRMAN'S POSITION WOULD NOT STAND QUESTIONING. 


So you see when I pinned the gentleman down on the propo- 
sition he refused to yield further, for I had shown that his 
resolution would not in any way reach the men he said he was 
after. 

If the Rockefellers and the Morgans and the Mellons and 
other multimillionaires in their class have already invested in 
the tax-exempt securities to the tune of from $40,000,000 to 
$60,000,000 each, and on their big incomes pay no taxes now, 
and with all their wealth they have not been able to absorb 
more than half of the present issue of tax-exempt securities 
now outstanding. bow would it affect them for this Green reso- 
lution to be passed, which merely permits the Government to 
collect taxes on the income from any future issue of securities, 
none of which could be acquired by these millionaires, who are 
now already overstocked, especially when Mr. Green and his 
party will not let us make the resolution apply to these $15,000,- 
000,000 now existing, and which these millionaires will hold 
and continue to hold tax free for the next 20 to 50 years, as 
such securities run from 20 to 50 years? 

If my amendment is passed and my position is approved by 
the Congress, these Rockefellers and Morgans and Mellons 
would have to pay income taxes on their income from all of 
their big fortunes over and above the $100,000 to be exempt 
from payment of tax on its income, and they would have to dis- 
pose of all of their present holdings of from $40,000,000 down 
to the $100,000 maximum limit. 

Remember that when I spoke of the amount of tax-exempt 
securities that were already in the hands of rich men, the 
financiers of Wall Street, as compared to ¢he whole amount 
now outstanding, and how much they were able to absorb, 
a Green said, “ Not half of it.” How are you going to reach 
them? 

Mr. BEGG. If the gentleman will yield, the report of Mr. 
Mellon gives it as 16 per cent. 

Mr. BLANTON. How are you going to reach them unless 
you do it by an amendment such as mine? I offer a substitute 
that will reach them. It does what the Government has done 
in reference to its tax-exempt bonds—places a limit on the 
amount any person may own as exempt. This Government up 
until July last year had a limit of $160,000 on the amount of its 
tax-exempt bonds that any individual could own as exempt, 
and since July 1 last it has had a limit of $60,000 as the amount 
one person may own as exempt. Why not put such a limit of 
$100,000 as the amount of all tax-exempt securities one may 
own? That is what you want to reach—the present holdings. 


THE AMERICAN PEOPLE CAN NOT BE THUS FOOLED, 


The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonawortH] will not fool the 
people of the United States by this Green resolution. When 


he tells them that the Republican Party tried to pass legisla- 
tion to step the wealthy from holding tax-exempt securities and 
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thus evading taxes on their incomes: the intelligent people of 
this Nation will say, “No, Mr. LoxdwokrR; you are mistaken, 
The Green resolution did not propose to stop it, for it did not 
propose to take from any one of these very wealthy one single 
dollar of their present holdings of tax-exempt securities, but 
permitted them ull to hold all they now have, and that was all’ 
their fortunes would buy.” And they will further say to Mr. 
LonewortH, When Mr. Branton of Texas offered his sub- 
stitute and tried to limit their holdings of tax-exempt securi- 


ties to $100,000, and thus stop them from evading the payment’ 


of taxes, you and your Republican Party voted down his sub- 
stitute“ And tliey will further say, Mr. LONGWORTH; we 
Un ve analyzed’ the Green resolution, and we know that even if 
you had passed same it would not do what you claim, for it 
would not change the present holdings of millionaires one dollar, 
while; on the other hand, we know that the passage of the 
Green resolution would have enhanced the value of every tax- 
exempt bond now outstanding and would have placed in the 
pockets. of these millionaires overnight a tremendous: profit, 
which was just what they were after in trying to pass tlie 
Green resolution.“ So I may assure Mr. Loneworre and his 
party leaders here on the door that they will reap neither profit 
nor political advantage from their efforts to pass this Green 
resolution. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Texas suys we have had a limit on the amount of Liberty bonds 
that individuals could own: We never had any sucli limit. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
as a substitute by the gentleman from Texas to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. McKeown]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Branvron) there were 46 ayes and 142 noes. 

So the substitute was lost. 

Tlie CHAIRMAN, Tlie question now arises on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. McKrown]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
BAN TON) there were 63 ayes and 123 noes. 

So the amendment of Mr. McKeown was lost. 

Mr, GIFFORD: Mr. Chairmun, I offer the following amend- 
ment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 1, line 10, after the word “on,” insert the words “ securities 
or"; page 1, line 12, after the word against,“ insert the words 
“securities or“; page 1, line 13, after the word“ of“ and before the 
word income,“ insert the words “ securities or“; page 2, line 4, after 
the word “ on,” insert the words securities or.” 


Mr. LONGWORTH. (interrupting the reading). 
man; L suggest that section 2 has not yet been read. 

Mr: GIFFORD. Then, Mr. Chairman, I ask to modify my 
amendment so that it will apply oniy to section 1, giving no- 
tice that when section 2 is taken up, if this amendment should 
be agreed to, I shail offer a similar amendment to: the second 
section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 
be considered as applying only to section 1. 

There was no objection. 

Mr..GIFFORD, Mr. Chairman, this is indeed a very simple 
amendment.. I was unable to get any time in which to explain 
it in general debate, but I think five minutes ought to be 
enough time in which to make it clear. The income tax ap- 
plies to a very few States. We must agree that the Federal 
Government is handing nothing to those: States unless they 
have an income tax. The proposed amendment allows it to tax 
securities direct as well as the income derived therefrom. 
Pennsylvania has a small direct tax of four or five dollars on 
a: thousand, as against Massachusetts with an income tax 
which would amount to about $3 a thousand: There would not 
be very much difference. I offer this amendment in a friendly 
spirit. I have talked with others about it and they say that 
certain States are very much in doubt 

Mr GREEN of Iowa Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr; GIFFORD.. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman: realizes. of course; 
that each State can now levy a tax upon tHe: securities of 
another State or the Income derived therefrom: 

Mr. GIFFORD.. I recognize full: well that it can not place 
a tax on a Federal bond or upon: the income thereof unless 
they change the constitution of the State. The States do not 
want to be driven to the income tax. I can: well be excused 
for believing: this to be the real motive, and many have stated 
that we should beware of the: “Greeks bearing gifts“ If there 
is anything of hidden intent in this at all, it is the idea that 
this would hasten the day when the income tax would be 


Mr, Chair- 


‘adopted by many of the States. How can Michigan, Illinois, 
and Ohio, and many other States that impose the same rute o 
taxes on intangibles as on real estate, vote for a proposed 


amendment like the one under consideration, unless they 
expect soon to adopt the income tax? No one can deny that: 


is the condition: 


Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman kindly tell us what he proposes to strike out? 

Mr. GIFFORD.: I propose to add the words “ securities or“ 
before the word “income.” I believe we could well strike out 
the words “income derived from,” because we already have 


‘the Federal income tax, I believe that would imply we could 
do either under whatever plan we operate in the States. 


Surely you can not expect the States that are powerless to 


take advantage of what you pretend to give them to vote for 


a measure of this sort, as they can not use it after they get it. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 


chusetts has expired. The question is on tle amendment 


offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts. : 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded! by Mr. 


|Gurvorp) there were—ayes-35; noes 78. 


So the amendment was rejected: 

Mr. HUDDLESTON, Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, Which I sendi to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HUDDLESTON: Line 10, page 1, after the 
word securities,“ insert the words “heretofore or hereafter,” Line 
11, page 1, strike out the words- after the ratification of this ar- 
ticle.’ Line 12, page 1, before the words: of any State,” insert the 
words “the United States.“ Line 12, page 1, strike out all of line 


|12, after the word“ State,“ and all of lines 13 and 14, page 1; and 
lines 1 and 2, page 2, insert in lieu of the words stricken out the 


following: and on income derived from salaries or compensation: by 
all public officers and on income derived from all other sources what- 
soever, all without discrimination om account of the source: from: 
which derived.” 


Mr.. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, if my amendment 
should be adopted, section 1 of the resolution. will read as fol- 
lows: 


SECTION 1. The United States shall have the power to lay and collect 
taxes on income derived from. securities heretofore or hereafter issued 
by or under the authority of the United States or of any State, and on 
income derived from salaries or compensation by all public officers, and 
on income derived from all other sources whatsoever, all without dis- 
crimination on account. of the source from which derived. 


The shocking thing about my amendment is that it proposes: 
to tax incomes derived from securities heretofore issued and 
now outstanding: Men have: invested their accumulations in 
public scurities in the expeutation that they. would: not be asked 
to pay any tax upon the income from those securities, and now 
Iam unfeeling enough to propose to rob: them. of their expecta- 
tions and to defeat their well-laid plans to shirk their duty as 
taxpayers by levying a tax upon that income. 

Yet this most dastardly thing was done by the sixteenth 
amendment to the Constitution. That amendment provided in 
plain terms that taxes might be laid upon “incomes. from what- 
even source derived.” There was no exemption of any kind 
given. There was no reference to investments: made before the 
adoption of that amendment. Prior to that amendment m mam 
might have inrested his money in a manufacturing plant or im 
a farm or in bank. stocks. in reliance: upon the law as: it then 
was and. expecting te receive the profits in full without its be- 
ing tolled for Federal taxes. Yet the people of the United 
States without any notice and without any regard to his vested 
rights: passed. the sixteenth amendment, thereby taking away 
from him the right to receive his income upon his Federal and. 
State bonds that he had. bought, upon stocks that he had 
bought, from land that he had ought, all free: from income 
taxes) What a shock that amendment must have given to the 
Greens of that time! 

Of course I know that the Supreme Court derided that the 
sixteenth amendment did not mean: what it said and that. 
although it provided that tases: mighnp be: laid upon “incomes 
from whatever source derived,” if meant no such thing and 
only meant that income taxes: might be collected without ap- 
portionment among States. Congress in: submitting the amend- 
ment never dreamed of such an interpretution. No one ex- 
pected such a decision. However, since tie Supreme Court so 
decided, of course the court was riitit The trouble was that 
Congress just did not have collective sense enough to frume 
the amendment. : 

At the time the sixteenth amendment was passed there were 
many millions of State and Pederal Hents gutstendlug which 


had been purchased In. the expectation that the income would 


. 
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not be taxed. However, these securitles were not excepted—no 
exemption was allowed—all incomes were to be taxed. 

The evils at which the amendment was aimed exist in a 
reatly aggravated form to-day. The rich are dodging taxes by 
nvesting in tax-free bonds. There are outstanding between 
thirteen and fifteen billions of wholly tax-free bonds and about 
eighteen billions of partially tax-free bonds. It is estimated 
that upon this thirty-two billions of public securities a reve- 
nue of over $300,000,000 would be realized by an income tax at 
present rates, 

It is argued that it would be a breach of faith fo adopt an 
amendment taxing the income from these heretofore tax-free 
bonds—that it would be bad morals, As to outstanding State 
bonds the situation is identical with that when the sixteenth 
amendment was adopted. If it is immoral now to tax incomes 
from them, the sixteenth amendment was immoral. This issue 
has been decided by public opinion. In the face of the party’s 
record, no Democrat can question the morality of such an issue. 

The legalistic argument is made that Liberty bonds should 
be tax free because it was so provided in the acts under which 
they were issued. The adoption of the amendment to the Con- 
stitution will, of course, dispose of legal arguments. The ques- 
tion, of course, is a moral one and not a legal question. 

My first answer to the argument that interest from Liberty 
bonds in good faith and morals should be tax free is that no 
nation can ever be morally bound to commit suicide. No Con- 
gress ean possibly have the moral right to jeopardize the Na- 
tion’s future by ehacting an irrepealable law. All acts of Con- 
gress are subject to amendment and repeal by subsequent Con- 
gresses. This Congress has the same right to repeal the tax- 
free provision in the Liberty bond acts as the Sixty-fifth Oon- 
gress had to insert that provision. Those who bonght the 

+ bonds bought with knowledge of this power of Congress. They 
took a chance that the provision would not be repealed by a 
subsequent Congress, There was nothing in the nuture of a 
contract, for there was no one authorized to bind the Govern- 
ment by such a contract. To hold to any other principle is to 
say that an improvident or corrupt Congress may destroy our 
country by contracts exempting wealth from taxation, so that 
operations of Government would become impossible for want 
of revenues. 

But there is another answer, which is that those who bought 
Liberty bonds did so without regard to the tax-exemption 
feature. They bought, not because it was a good trade, hut be- 
cause our country needed the money. Again, the bulk of the 
Liberty bonds are no longer in the hands of the patriotic citi- 
zens who bought them during the war. The bulk is held by 
speculators and greedy financiers, who have collected them 
since the war, who bought them in at a big discount. Who is 
so rash as to say that we owe to greedy investors, who took 
advantage of the panic times of 1919 and 1920 to buy at from 
85 to 90 the bonds which had cost patriotic citizens 100 cents 
on the dollar? 

There is no moral question involved. It is merely one of 
publie policy—what does the public welfare require? Do future 
contingencies require that we respect the purpose of those who 
now hold Liberty bonds to hide away their wealth so as to 
avoid paying taxes? I maintain that it does not. To the con- 
trary, I assert that every consideration of sound public policy 
demands that Congress see to it that the idle wealth of the 
country is not permitted to shirk its share of the burdens of 
taxation. To do otherwise would be to underminé faith in 
our institutions and to destroy the confidence of its people, 
without which no government can be perpetuated. 

Now, my amendment simply enables the people to pursue at 
this time the policy enunciated by the sixteenth amendment, 
And I would suggest that now is a good time to do that very 
thing. [Applause.] While our country was at war and in a 
time of great national peril certain greedy and unpatriotic 
men heaped up bloated fortunes by profiteering upon the people, 
by grinding the faces of labor, by exploiting the poor, and even 
by practicing oppression, extortion, and grafting and dishonesty 
upon their own Goyernment. While the best of our young men 
were at the front fighting, here at home the grafters and 
profiteers were heaping up vast fortunes. As fast as they 

. heaped them up they hastened to salt their loot away in tax- 
free bonds. And men of similar type are going on with such 
practices to-day, and unless we adopt this resolution will 
continue to do so in the future. 

My amendment would stand between these gentlemen and 
their fell purpose. I would like to see the Congress of the 
United States stand up and say: “No; we will apply to the 
profiteers and the war contractors the principle of the six- 
teenth amendment in full. We will tax you upon your in- 
come from public securities.” [Applause,] 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, as far as the proposi- 
tion made by the gentleman to tax bonds of the United States 
which were issued under the express provision and terms of the 
Government that they should not be taxed, that needs no com- 
ment, I shall not attempt, therefore, to speak of that one way 
or the other. It speaks for itself as to what kind of a proposi- 
tion it is, 

As far as the sixteenth amendment is concerned, it proposed 
to violate no agreement. The Federal Government always 
could tax its own securities, had no contracts in relation to 
the securities of the States nor contracts in reference to 
whether the income from them should be taxed. The gentle- 
man proposes that bonds of the United States, which have been 
issued under promise and agreement of this great country 
that they will be free from taxes, shall be taxed hereafter so 
far as incomes are concerned, and also provides that State 
securities that have been issued under the same promise and 
agreement shall also have their incomes taxed. 

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman will permit, I would like to 
point out to the gentleman that it would have this further 
effect, that it would make it perfectly impossible for any of the 
States to avail themselves of the privilege granted to them under 
this amendment. The States and municipalities have issued 
their securities, making a specific contract in many cases that 
the bondholders could not be taxed. Under this constitutional 
amendment they could not tax Federal securities unless they 
tax their own. They can not tax their own because they have 
contracted not to do so, and the effect of the gentleman's 
amendment would be to deprive the States of what this amend- 
ment purports to give them. 

52 CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. WEFALD, Mr. Chairman 

jane CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
rise? 

Mr. WEFALD, I move to strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Chairman, I feel very good just now. 
Before I came to this place I asked a man, who at one time had 
been here, what a man could say from this floor. He said that 
this was the only place in the United States where any fool can 
talk and not be called to account. [Laughter.] As I under- 
stand it, this is the only place In the United States where any 
fool can ask any questions he likes to ask and nobody can take 
offense at it. 

I have seen some of that, but I have not seen as much as I 
thought I would see here. But I do confess that since the dis- 
cussion started on this amendment to the Constitution yester- 
day and until just before the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
HUDDLESTON] spoke I was very much in the dark as to what I 
should do here relative to the matter now before the House. It 
pained me this afternoon to hear in the discussion some of his 
good colleagues on the Democratic side cast aspersions on his 
stand In this connection, but I knew that before the debate was 
over—because I understood that yesterday he said he was going 
to offer an amendment—he would clear it up; and I am im- 
mensely glad that he did, i2cause I can vote for his amend- 
ment; and if his amendment is adopted I can vote for the 
constitutional amendment. It pleases me because he is my 
Democratic candidate for President in this House. [Applause.] 

I have not yet named my regular Republican candidate for 
President. It is not Mr. Coolidge. If I may name one, I will 
name in this House either the distinguished floor leader or some 
other high-minded gentleman. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. How about Jonn Paire Hiort on. the 
Republican ticket? 

Mr. WEFALD. I have not the time to discuss that now, but 
will be glad to do that some other time. I know nothing about 
the Constitution. [Laughter.] I do not know it as the lawyers 
know it. I only know the Constitution as I know the Ten 
Commandments. I know and understand the spirit of it. I 
want to liye within the Constitution. I never have shirked and 
certainly never would shirk any taxes. The little fellows escape 
no taxes. No man should escape taxes in this country, because 
I believe that every dollar's worth of property should carry its 
tax to the support of the Government. But I have been very 
much in the dark as to what to do here. It has seemed to me, 
until just recently, as though most of the men in favor of the 
constitutional amendment did not mean what they said when 
they stood here and pleaded for it. [Laughter and applause.] 

I am conyinced now that the men who are most interested 
in the passage of this constitutional amendment, if the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HUDDLESTON] does 
not carry, I am convinced in my heart that they are not the 
friends of the people. [Applause.] 
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Much has been said here in regard t> the farmers. Ah, I 
never knew the farmers had so many friends in this House as 
I have seen to-day. I have not been here very long, but I haye 
had my eyes open all right. 

I hope the farmers will have as many friends here as they 
have to-day when real farm legislation comes before this body. 

I kor one will not discuss the resolution before the House 
either as a tax expert or statistician nor as a constitutional 
lawyer, because this is all outside of my realm. They say that 
figures will not lie, but liars will figure. I know of nothing 
that in the hands of the expert can be so easily used for either 
side of the proposition under discussion as statistical figures. 
I have listened to the figures used in this debate both pro and 
con, but they have not in any way influenced me as to how I 
shall cast my vote on this proposition. 

Much has been said on both sides in this discussion on the 
law and the Constitution. As a usual thing when a small-town 
lawyer is elected a member of a State legislature he at once 
becomes a constitutional lawyer, and I have a faint idea that 
he undergoes the same transformation upon being elected a 
Meniber of Congress. I think I have also detected a weakness 
in the average man, not a lawyer by profession and not being 
possessed of a legally trained mind, to want to pose as an ex- 
pert in matters involving the Constitution. I have discovered 
that there is a great deal of difference between constitutional 
lawyers. I have heard some of our leading legal minds dissect 
the Constitution like a skilled surgeon performing an opera- 
tion who is able to lay bare to the light of day every artery 
and every nerve and showing how each one of them is inti- 
mately connected with the heart and brain and showing all 
their functions. 

Our dual system of Federal and State Government, in which 
both must function together and yet so that one will not inter- 
fere with the other, to my mind is like the functions of the 
heart and thé brain. The allegiance that we all bear to our 
common country, the patriotism and love of country that makes 
every State as one, is like unto the heart that sends the blood 
coursing through the arteries to every part of the body, the 
basis of our life and activity in the grander sense. Yet this is 
only one function. The other and more mysterious, that makes 
each State function as part of the whole and which yet makes 
each part of the whole subject to the most sensitive touch of 
anything that affects it, that correlates it all and brings into the 
whole harmony of action, is like unto the brain, from which 
the nerves run out into every single part of the body, These 
are some of the pictures that have come to my mind when I 
have listened to the very able discussions and dissections of the 
Constitution upon various matters. Some of us are afraid 
now that in passing the proposed constitutional.amendment we 
will burn our fingers, and we do not want to burn our fingers 
if we can help it. 

I have heard others discuss the Constitution in such a way 
that it reminded me of a person peeling an onion, peeling off 
layer after layer, and in the end finding there was no core at all. 

I want to discuss this matter from my own standpoint, from 
the standpoint of a man of the common people right fresh from 
their ranks, as a man who has honestly tried to play his part 
and bear his part of the public burdens according to the best of 
his ability, who has given to public questions such time and 
such thought as he could spare from his workday. I want to 
discuss it out of the philosophy of the farmer, the laborer, and 
the small business man; to look at it and at the whole proposi- 
tion as it appears to the eye of such a man. 

My prejudices, and I am sure that many of you will think 
that I am prejudiced, are those of the men I spoke of. they are 
those of the people that sent me here, The more study I, in 
my way, have given this proposition the clearer it has become 
to my mind that those who have proposed and who ask for 
the passage of this legislation intend by such legislation to 
stab with a dagger our whole scheme of public ownership: The 
committee report gives the estimated amount of wholly tax- 
exempt securities outstanding January 1, 1924, as $14,670,000,- 
000, out of which $11,036,000,000 are securities issued by States, 
counties, cities, and so forth. If these tax-exempt securities 
have been growing at an alarming pace I take it that publicly 
owned enterprises have been growing in the same alarming 
proportions, and when I think of how these publicly owned 
enterprises have been growing it is no surprise to me at all to 
find what kind of people among us are the most scared over the 
growth of these securities. 

That these tax-exempt securities haye been growing in 
volume means that we have built more highways and other 
general improvements, more schoolhouses, hospitals, and the 
like for the general good of the common people than we have 
been doing heretofore. I also take it that very much of the 


money represented in this growing volume of tax-free securities 
has been put into the establishment or enlargement or better- 
ment of municipally owned public-service corporations of every 
kind. I was very much interested in the speech made by my 
good friend from New York, Mr. LaGuaxpra, in which he calls 
attention to the fact that a good deal of the money raised in 
the city of New York by the issuance of tax-free securities has 
been used to establish municipal terminals, the intention of 
which is to establish free markets where the farmers can send 
their products from the farm to be sold to the consumer, the 
city worker, in a way that will eliminate many of the middle- 
men’s profits that now so materially cut down the price to the 
farmer and that so very materially raises the price to the 
consumer. 

When I think of how public ownership of public necessities 
has been advancing with rapid strides, I can understand why 
people who haye their money invested in private enterprises, 
competing with the publicly owned enterprises, are very anxious 
to see that tax-free securities are done away with, so that in 
the future money obtained by the sale of bonds for the further 
extension of publicly owned public utilities would have to be 
gotten at a higher rate of interest. I can understand why 
railroad and traction company magnates, why gas barons, real 
estate speculators, chambers of commerce, investment bankers, 
farm-mortgage bankers, are now, under the guise of praying for 
tax-reduction, busying themselves so very much with the pas- 
sage of the proposed constitutional amendment. 

This is apparent to anyone who reads the committee report 
of this resolution. The report states that among those who 
have been advising the speedy adoption of this amendment 
are the National Association of Real Estate Boards, the United 
States Chamber of Commerce, the American Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration, the American Investment Bankers’ Association, the 
Farm-Mortgage Baukers’ Association, associations representing 
the public-utilities business, and so on. I think it was stated 
in this debate that the Farm Bureau Federation had not gone 
on record as favoring this amendment; but whether it had or 
not, the voice of the Farm Bureau has not always been the 
voice of the farmers. If the Farm Bureau really has the in- 
terest of the farmers at heart it will admit that the passage of 
this amendment would mean increased taxes for the farmers in 
the shape of increused interest. We people who live in the North- 
west, who observed the great fight fought by the people of North 
Dakota in the establishment of a State-owned bank, the main 
purpose of which was to take over the farm-loan business, know 
something of the assault of the Banking Trust against the State 
of North Dakota, 

The State of Minnesota, in the last session of its legisla- 
ture, created a State rural credits bureau, a State institu- 
tion loaning money on farm lands at the lowest obtaining in- 
terest, loans so far haying been made to the farmers at the 
rate of between 5 and 52 per cent interest, which rate of in- 
terest the farmers haye been able to obtain only because the 
State has pledged its credit and through the sale of its securi- 
ties has been able to obtain its money at a rate of interest 
which enables the State to serve the farmers in the splendid 
Way it now is doing. The farm: bureau or any other organiza- 
tion of farmers, speaking for the farmers, would never want 
to see anything done, I should think, that would be sure to 
raise the interest on farm loans. 

The experience of the farmers with farm loan bankers has 
been that any kind of a tax placed upon farm loans has imme- 
diately been reflected to his detriment in the shape of increased 
interest rates. Every bit of expense connected with the mak- 
ing of a farm loan, even taxes that different States at different 
times have imposed upon farm mortgages, is paid by the 
farmers. 

As I have stated, this proposed legislation is more directly 
aimed against public utilities than against anything else. I 
believe it is the voice of Mr. Mellon, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, speaking for all the interests opposed to public own- 
ership that speaks through the committee in its report. It 
breathes of the same spirit as do the letters received by the 
western Congressmen from the Secretary of the Treasury in 
answer to inquiries why the United States Treasury persisted 
in putting the small banks of the Northwest out of existence 
by the sale of tax-exempt Government Treasury certificates. 
The answer of Mr. Mellon, and his sole justification for carry- 
ing on the noble work of breaking banks in the Northwest, 
was that he intended to instill into the people a spirit of thrift 
and saving. We find Mr, Mellon’s yoice speaking practically 
the same words in the report of this committee where it reads: 

The existence of conditions that enable any municipality or political 
subdivision to issue tax-free securities Is a constant temptation to issue 
such securities in larger amounts than is necessary. 
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There is no mistake about where these words come from. 
That one of the main purposes for the asking of this constitu- 
tional amendment is to cripple the success of public ownership 
of public utilities is very evident by the further reading of the 
committee report: It goes on to say: 

It amounts to a subsidy offered to every such corporation wich re- 
gard to its own direct borrowing, It also operates as an inducement 
to every municipality to have all kinds ot public utilities owned and 
controlled. by itself. 


Can anything be plainer than this? Is there any doubt as to 
what: the people that have asked for this kind of legislation 
had in mind? ‘The report further says: 

In 1921 over $1,000,000,000 was issued of tax-exempt securittes, 
and the amount in existence is constantly increasing: It ls obvious 
that this condition of affairs makes it difficult for publie- utilities 
privately: conducted’ to maintain: their financial condition, for Just In 


proportion as the money can be obtained’ cheaper on bonds that are: 


tax exempt the rate becomes higher: on those which are- subject to 


levy, When so large an amount is Invested in tax-exempt’ securities: 
the inevitable result is that it is more difffenlt to obtain money for’ 
ordinary private: business and that investment in productive business 


is discouraged. The rate of interest required from private business 
is- rnised’ in proportion to the amount invested in tax-exempt se- 
curities, 


This, in other words, means that Mr. Mellon, whose recom- 
mendations.in tax matters the committee endeavors faithfully 
to-carry out, when he speaks. of releasing capital that it might 
flow into private productive business rather means that he 
wants to make it all the more difficult for publicly owned 
business to liold its own and compete with private business. 
This is the conclusion that I have come to by studying this 
matter and hearing the discussion from the floor and these are 
the reasons that motivate my vote upon the proposed consti- 
tutional amendment.. 

T wish to extend public ownership of publie necessities wher- 
ever it is possible to do so. In the large cities experience luis 
shown us that it is imperative that many public necessities 
be owned by the people. But even in the smaller towns, and 
villages I would like to see life made easier, pleasunter, and 
more livable by much of the labor that now is considered a 
drudgery being done easier and cheaper for. the inhabitants 
collectively through municipally owned enterprises. The very 
fast increasing cost of living, which is primarily based upon 
private ownership and. exploitation of our natural resources, 
has driven many people that think seriously upon public ques- 
tions to busy their minds with the working out of methods for 
taking over on behalf of and for the benefit of the people the 
control of such natural resources. The successful operation. 
of any publicly owned enterprise proclaims to the people added 
evidence that such undertakings may be successful on the larger 
and grander scale, and with men, leaders in thought and in 
science; now coming: before the people with visions of a day 
when all the natural and power-producing resources shall be- 
come the heritage of the people, and when heat and power shall 
be sold to the people in every nook and corner of the land at 
cost; at an infinitesimal’ cost, compared to the high tributes 
uow levied upon the people by private ownership, I do not 
wonder at the scheme of the mem interested in privately owned 
public-service corporations that now is the time to begin to 
put publicly owned public necessities in such a position that 
they can not successfully compete with private enterprise. 
Until the time comes that we have our eyes opened sufficiently 
to see that there could be other methods by which to finance 
public-ownership undertakings, chan to borrow the money from 
private sources; until that time comes I for one am in favor of 
shaping our laws so that these enterprises can obtain capital 
at the very iowest rate of interest. 

Since I have begun to study this resolution I have seen it 
clearer than ever before that the interests of the farmers and 
the city workers are identical. They may live miles apart and 
the nature of their work may be entirely different, but one de- 
pends upon the other, and it is being seen clearer and clearer 
that: they are very much dependent upon each other for their 
very existence. We have been told by men speaking for this 
resolution that the passage of it will be a great benefit to the 
farmer, especially because it will bring more money into the 
channels of private productive business, and that it agnin will 
redound to the benefit of the farmer in reduced taxation by 
bringing more money into the United States Treasury from the 
holders of what are now tax-free securities: In the great 
Northwest, where the farmer is now fighting the greatest battle 
he eyer fought for his very existence, the same subtle influences 
that are preaching to us here the gospel of a tax on the now 
tax-exempt securities have been preaching. to the farmer the 


gospel of cooperation—the old kind of cooperation, the coopera- 
tion within each industry in such a manner that it may be able. 
to fight every other industry, the kind of organization that 
would make each industry an army ready to fight every other, 
army. This kind of organization President Coolidge must lave 
had in mind when he delivered his message to Congress when’ 
thinking of agriculture. Ile says about the farmer thut he 
must have organization. His customer with whom he exchanges 
the products of the farm for those of industry is organized. 
labor is organized, business is organized.” The RECORD says} 
that this wus greeted’ with applause. Of course that would be 
greeted by applause here, because only as long as tlie two 
greatest forces in the land—the farmers and the workers ure 
organized in separate armies, always ready to fight euch other, 
the bipartisan political show will continue. 

When Isay Lintend to vote against this resolution one of my 
reasons for doing so is that I want to continue to make it 
possible for the city of New York to continue to build municipal’ 
terminals: I want to make it possible for Chicago and Phila- 
delphia and every other great city in the land to build like 
kinds of terminals, municipaly owned and operated, where 
the farmer can ship his products and dispose of them at such 
a price that they will leave, even him, a living wage for his: 
labors, And until the time comes that we become much more 
experienced than we are now and much more courageous thun 
we ure now, the building of such terminals must be financed! 
by bond issues; and in order that these bonds can be sold at 
the very lowest rate of interest I, for one, do not begrudge { 
them the tax-exempt feature. Only by the farmer and his 
customers, the common people in the cities, organizing for their 
mutual benefit and mutual protection, can any kind of organi- 
zation be successfully put over thut will solve the problems 
of agriculture. 

I have just recently seen the potato growers of Minnesota 
beginning to organize, telling the farmers that they must or- 
gunize, build warehouses in the local towns where the crop can 
be stored, and that they must ruise money so they can build 
terminals in the big cities through which they can handle their 
own product and eventually control the price. I can: easily 
see that if the farmers-take-care of their part of the organiza- 
tion and that if cities join lands with them and build the 
terminals it will lighten the lead immensely for the farmers; > 
in fact; F think it will take the biggest part of the burden off 
from the farmers” shoulders and, to my mind, it will be the only’ 
way in which farmers’ ceoperation can be solved. 

Another reason why I can not support the proposed consti-- 
tutional amendment in its original form is that all the out- 
standing tax-exempt securities that are now jw force, when 
this amendment would be made a law will still be tax exempt, 
und win be absolutely’ preferred securities. The minute this: 
amendment would be adopted into the Constitution they would 
be worth hundreds of millions of dollars more than they are 
to-day. I notice by the table af the estimated amount.of wholly 
tax-exempt securities included in the committee report ‘that there 
ave $2,294,000,000 of United States Government secnrities. 

This- amount; T , iş- principally made up of Liberty 
bonds. When I think of the fact that the common man who 
held Liberty bonds had to sell his bonds at about 80 cents 
on the dollar when deflation struck him, and now when they 
have come inte the hands of rich men it would be unjust to 
pass this amendment aud by law make them worth much more: 
than par. If the constitutional amendment could be amended 
as proposed by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr: Huppreston] 
so as to make it retroactive and to make it what was the 
original intention of the income tax amendment to the Consti- 
tution, then there would be some excuse: to vote for it. If that 
amendment carries I shall vote for the: constitutional amend- 
ment, but Lam afraid that those who are: alarmed at the ex- 
istence and the growth of tax-exempt securities will not vote 
for the gentleman's amendment. 

Liberty: bonds that are not tax exempt if held by individuals 
are now all tax exempt if held by corporations. ‘They, could be 
reached under Mr. Huppnesron’s umendment. Of course, the 
big financial interests would not want that, and this phase of 
the tax-exempt securities bas not entered into this discussion. 

The Secrerary of the Treasury, who is so much worked up 
over tax-exempt securities, who is so solicitous about the reduc- 
tion of taxes, has it within his power to create, and he is cons 
tinually creating, tax-exempt securities. He is also continually 
raising taxes in adding to the tax burden of the people by rais- 
ing interest rutes on the enormous amount of securities of the 
United States over which he has the control of the setting of the 
rate of interest. On our present Government indebtedness of over 
$20,000,000,000 the Secretary: of the Treasury fixes the interest; 
the fixing- of the interest on these securities again- fixes the 
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interest on every other piece of security in the United States. 
The biggest service Mr. Mellon could have rendered this coun- 
try as Secretary of the Treasury would have been to reduce 
interest rates by at least one-half of 1 per cent. Had he done 
so I for one should have been willing to reduce surtaxes on 
- incomes to a lower figure than I now feel that I can stand for. 
He knows well that he has absolute power to fix interest rates 
on Government securities, and were he in doubt, or did he not 
want to take the responsibility for the reduction of the interest 
rate, he could have come to Congress and asked for power and 
permission to do so. He now comes before Congress pleading 
for tax reduction. 

One of the methods by which he intends to reduce taxes is 
by the adoption of the constitutional amendment we are now 
discussing, and for the passage of which, as well as for the 
whole Mellon tax-reduction scheme, one of the most gigantic 
propagandas, through newspapers and otherwise, has been put 
on for the purpose of influencing the Members of Congress in 
their votes upon the proposition. It is no wonder that so 
much money has been spent in this propaganda. Possibly 
$50,000,060 would be a low estimate of the money cost of this 
propaganda. But it is not surprising to me that the great finan- 
ein! interests of the country should be willing to spend un- 
limited amounts of money in this manner, because on the more 
than $100,000,000,000 worth of securities that the American 
people pay interest on during the year, in one form or another, 
Mr. Mellon, by fixing interest rates at, say, one-half of 1 per 
cent higher than necessary, is thereby making the big financial 
interests a present of at least $500,000,000 a year. The whole 
Mellon tax-reduction scheme is a sugar-coated pill, which, be- 
cause it is sugar coated, possibly many people of those whom 
the scheme would hit the most will swallow. 

I have enough of the prejudices of the common herd in me 
so that I look with suspicion when a scheme like the Mellon 
scheme is proposed by the very rich. agitated for by the very 
rich appealing to the rank and file of the people to do certain 
things in order that these same very rich may eventually bear 
a greater vart of the common burden. I, for one, do not believe 
in their sincerity, and I can not understand how by the lighten- 
ing of the tax load of the rich we can lighten the tax load of 
the poor. I can not understand the line-up in the House on the 
pending question. I do not impugn the motives of any man, nor 
do I want to question the ability of any Member to analyze 
the proposition out for himself as clearly as I in my own mind 
analyze it from my viewpoint; but I do fear that a considerable 
number of gentlemen here are to some extent influenced in their 
vote on the question pending bere to-day, as well as on the other 
part of the so-called Mellon tax-reduction scheme, by the terrific 
propaganda carried on by the strongly intrenehed oligarchy 
that has such a strong voice in the determination of our eco- 
nomic policies. 

That propaganda has gone into every hamlet and into every 
farm home in the land, and I am afraid that in many sections 
of the country any Member of Congress who has the courage 
of his convictions to vote against this proposition will even 
hy the poorest laborer and the hardest pressed farmer some- 
times be considered as standing against the best interests of 
the country. 

But I am so thoroughly convinced of the justice of my posi- 
tion that I shall cast my vote against this constitutional amend- 
ment if the amendment of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Hvppreston] is not accepted that I will take a chance on 
being misunderstood and baving to do some explaining. 

As the matter stands there is only one excuse for voting for 
the constitutional amendment, namely, that by doing so we are 
putting it up to the people to decide and that one should always 
be willing to trust the people. No man in this House is more 
willing to trust the people than I, but I feel that I have re- 
sponsibility here, that I should not cast my vote to neediessly 
bring before the people questions that in the best light that I 
have upon the matter at this time should not be brought before 
them, I can easily see that with the present political situation 
it would be a boon to the majority party in the next election 
if there could be some other question to talk about than the 
Teapot Dome scandal and all the other scandals that wiil de- 
velop and come to the light of day and that will agitate the 
minds of the people of this country even before the present 
session of Congress is over. I, for one, do not want to afford 
the majority party that relief by bringing to the next camyaign 
the discussion of a constitutional amendment that like the 
present one, even if it became law, would be of very little 
material value. There will be enough questions injected into 
the next campaign, anyhow, for the purpose of muddying the 
water without this one being brought into it. 


Then I am opposed to amending the Constitution in the way 
that is here proposed. No amendment to our Constitution is 
clearer and more explicit than the sixteenth amendment, which 
reads: “ The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes 
on incomes, from whatever source derived, without apportion- 
ment among the several States, and without regard to any 
census or enumeration.” This amendment when it was drafted 
was made so clear and explicit because it should for all time 
settle the question. An income tax law had been passed by 
Congress and declared constitutional, but one of the judges 
changed his mind and it became unconstitutional. No state- 
ment by statesmen of modern times ever rung through the land 
and reverberated inte every nook and corner of the land in 
clearer tones and more unmistakable terms than the statement 
by William Jennings Bryan that we could never tell when a 
judge of the Supreme Court would change his mind. 

It has cropped out in this discussion among the constitutional 
lawyers in the House that even this constitutional amendment 
if adopted will not all around clear up the situation satisfac- 
torily. As the thing stands to-day in this country, the greatest 
Republie since the beginning of time, we are still in questions 
of the most vital importance ruled by nine kings sitting upon 
the bench of the Supreme Court, haying arrogated to themselves 
powers not granted to them in the Constitution by which they 
set aside at will the mandates of Congress upon questions of the 
greatest importance. The time is near at hand when it will 
have to be seitled whether Congress, elected by the people of 
this country, as the expression of the popular will from time to 
time, as the people of this country live and experience the 
changing conditions, as they discover their mistakes, and as 
they set up the guide stones along the road that they travel, 
shall be the supreme power, whose mandate as the expression 
of the will of the people shall be the law, or whether nine men 
appointed by the President for life, untouched and uninfluenced 
by the changing currents of public sentiment, often without 
basic and fundamental understanding of the needs and the 
aspirations of the toiling people, shall set aside the dictates of 
Congress, and whether they even shall have the right to change 
their minds from day to day. When that time comes—and I 
hope it will come at a time when I am a Member here—I shall 
cast my vote so that the Constitution will not have to be 
amended three or four times to read a certain meaning into a 
certain question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Hup- 
DLESTON]. 

The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. A division, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. A division is demanded. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 96, noes 135. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chairman appointed Mr. GREEN 
of Iowa and Mr. HUDDLESTON to act as tellers, 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported— 
ayes 110, noes 154. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. TAYLOR of West Virginia and Mr. MOORE of Virginla 


SC, 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Before the gentleman from Virginia 
offers his amendment, would it not be possible to agree upon 
closing the debate? It is getting very late; we must close 
to-night. A number of gentlemen will leave the city this 
evening. We have had two days on these various propositions. 
Will the gentleman be willing to withhold? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I have no desire to bring on any 
debate at all. The amendment I intend to offer is the exact 
language of the third clause of the eighteenth amendment, 
which provides that the amendment now proposed shall not 
become operative unless adopted by the legislatures of the 
States within seven years. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Would the gentleman want five minutes? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I would not want five minutes. A 
minute would be enough. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chair- 
man, that the debate on this section and all amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an 
amendment. i 

Mr. LONGWORTH. That would not prevent the offering 
of it. 

Mr. STEAGALL. I do not want much time. Is the gentle- 
man's request limited to the first section? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. To the first section; yes. 
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Mr. STEAGALL. That is all right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio asks unani- 
mous consent that debate on this section and all amendments 
thereto close In 10 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TAYLOR of West Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from West Virginia offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Taxron of West Virginia: Page 1, line 7, 
after the word “ States,” insert “Provided, That such ratification shall 
be by legislatures chosen after the submission of this amendment.” 


Mr. TAYLOR of West Virginia. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the committee, I had hoped the committee would care- 
fully listen to this amendment, because the purpose for which 
I offer it is obvious, and I believe it is one of merit. I intend 
to vote for the submission of this amendment for the ratifica- 
tion of the several States, but I do not want, after this amend- 
ment is submitted to the States, to have anyone say we have 
attempted to take snap judgment on the people of this country, 
and that we have sought to put over this amendment and have 
it ratified by legislatures which have already been elected and 
which might ratify the amendment some time this winter or 
during this session of Congress, This thought comes to me 
heenuse of the fact that a great American jurist, Hon. John W. 
Davis, in a recent speech stated that he believed no amendment 
to the Federal Constitution ought to be adopted until it was 
ratified by legislatures chosen after the submission of the 
amendment. With this purpose in view, I offer my amendment, 
and in all good faith. I hope it will be considered and adopted. 
It might possibly delay the ratification of this amendment for 
two years, but if it does it will certainly give the people of this 
country a good chance to be heard on it and it will give the 
people of the country a chance to instruct their legislatures as 
to what they wish to have them do in the matter, and it will 


in the last Congress—at least those whom overindulgent con- 
stituencies have seen fit to return—to relieve those paying 
higher surtaxes to the extent of nearly one hundred millions of 
dollars, and to grant relief to the profiteers who profited to the 
amount of something like thirty billions of dollars during the 
period of the Nation’s distress on account of the war. I refer, 
of course, to relief granted to payers of excess-profits taxes 
under the present revenue act to the amount of nearly half a 
billion dollars. Some of the gentlemen to whom I refer are 
now so distressed that they lie awake at night for fear some of 
the immensely rich of the country will escape taxes on incomes 
from bonds floated by farmers in the time of the great distress 
which they have experienced in recent years. 

But, Mr. CVirman, if my amendment were adopted it would 
only cure one of the mor [lls involved in the proposition be- 
fore us this afternoon. In fact, the most astounding, the 
most indefensible thing to be observed on the part of the pro- 
ponents of this measure is the disregard of the separate powers 
of the States and the Federal Government and the contempt 
for citizens of the States. This is shown in the avowed pur- 
pose and proposal that the Federal Government establish a 
guardianship over States, counties, and municipalities, that, it 
is avowed, are becoming extravagant and unwise in their ex- 
penditures for public improvements and who need the guidance 
of a superior judgment. Men who think this view is not re- 
sented by the people do not understand them. The people of 
the States have never favored surrendering all their rights to 
the Federal Government. They do not count themselves irre- 
sponsible nor incompetent to manage their own affairs. What 
they desire is that the Federal Government shall take its hand 
off the citizen and out of his pocket. 

Mr. Chairman, we have the greatest Government the brain of 
man has ever devised. Our Constitution has been proclaimed 
throughout the world as the greatest document ever penned. 
Under its guidance we have been the freest, happiest, and most 
prosperous people in all history. The Constitution is the chart 
to which we have looked as a guide during all the storms that 


be a referendum to the people. It seems to me that will be have swept over the Nation since its adoption. Let us not 


eminently fair and proper in every respect. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from West Virginia. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
TAyLor of West Virginia) there were—ayes 96, noes 130. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. x 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Moors of Virginia: Add a new section, as 
follows: 
“SEC 3— 


The CHAIRMAN. This is a new section, to be known as 
section 8. The committee is considering section 1, and it seems 
to the Chair the gentleman should withhold his amendment 
until section 2 has been read. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I thought we had concluded sec- 
tion 2. 7 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the gentleman from 
Virginia withdraws his amendment, and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 2. Each State shall have power to lay and collect taxes on 
income derived by its residents from securities issued after the rati- 
fication of this article by or nnder the authority of the United States, 
but without discrimination against income derived from such securities 
and in favor of income derived from securities issued after the rati- 
fication of this article by or under the authority of such State. 


Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. STEAGALL : After the word“ State“ in line 
9, page 2, strike out the period and insert a comma and add the fol- 
lowing: Provided, That the provisions of this article shall not apply 
to securities issued under authority of the Federal farm loan act or 
of the intermediate credits act.” 


Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, of course I expect to see 
this amendment defeated. I expect to see it defeated by the 
friends of the farmers in this House. I refer to the friends of 
the farmers some of whom were here and voted for the Federal 
farm loan act and by the yotes of many who voted for the pas- 
sage of the intermediate credits act in the last Congress. It will 
be defeated by votes, also, of friends of the farmers who voted 


diseard any of its provisions or seek to change it to meet 
trivial and temporary evils arising from any disturbance that 
will soon pass away. I deplore the growing tendency to seek 
a change in our organic law to deal with every imaginary 
difiiculty that confronts the American people. 

Mr. Chairman, I speak as a friend of property rights. I 
want every citizen protected in the right to accumulate and 
hold property and to hand it down to his children. But it is 
not a wise policy to shield men of wealth against just claims 
of the Government for support, and it is foolish for those who 
believe in stability to accept every suggestion for change in 
our organie law under which we have enjoyed protection for 
life, property, and the pursuit of happiness unequaled among 
any other people on earth. Too many of the American people 
are losing confidence in the justice of their Government as 
it is now administered. They are restless and impatient over 
the exactions made of the common people while profiteers and 
those of immense wealth escape their just share of the bur- 
dens of government. You who are most interested in prop- 
erty rights do not understand the temper of the people if you 
think it wise from your standpoint to start out upon a policy 
of rewriting our Constitution on the question of taxation. 
{Applause. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired on this section and 
all amendments thereto, and the question now recurs on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amend- 
ment again reported? 

The amendment was again reported. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Sreacatt) there were—ayes 128, noes 133. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Tellers, Mr. Chairman. 

Tellers were ordered. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers (Mr. STEAGALL 
and Mr. Green of Iowa) reported that there were—ayes 137, 
noes 161. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes to make the state- 
ment that the Chair was in error when it stated that debate 
en this section and all amendments thereto had closed. That 
action was taken on section 1, and therefore amendmenis to 
this section are still open to debate. [Cries of “ Vote!” “ Vote!” 
“Vote!"] The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moone] offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Moorx of Virginia: Page 2, after Hine 9, 
add a new section, as follows: 
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„Sp. 3. This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been 
ratified as an amendment to the Constitution by the legislatures of 
the several States, as provided in the Constitution, within seven 
years from the date of the submission hereof by Congress.” 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against that amendment, because it has been voted on and 
defeated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment that was defeated con- 
tained also a provision for constitutional conventions, and 
therefore the point of order is not well taken. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. We will accept that amendment. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, the chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee says he will accept this 
amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise and report the joint resolution to the 
House, with the amendment, with the recommendation that 
the amendment be agreed to and the joint resolution as 
amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. LEHLBACH, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that the 
committee having under consideration H. J. Res. 136 had di- 
rected him to report the same back to the House with an amend- 
ment, with the recommendation that the amendment be agreed 
to and that the joint resolution as amended do pass, 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read 
a third time, and was read the third time. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to re- 
commit. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion to re- 
commit, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. STEAGALL moves to recommit the joint resolution to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means with instructions to report the same back 
immediately with the following amendment: “At the end of the resolu- 
tion add the following proyiso: Provided, That the provisions of this 
article shall not apply to securities issued under the authority of the 
Federal farm loan act." 


Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on the motion to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered, 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recommit. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr, Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 167, nays 209, 
not voting 55, as follows: 


Thomas, Okla, Vinson, Ga, White, Kans: Wingo 
Tillman Vinson, Ky, Williams, Mich. Wolff 
Tincher Ward, N. Williams, Tex. Woodruff 
Tucker Watkins Wilson, Ind. Woodrum 
Underwood Weaver Wilson, La. Wright 
Upshaw Wefala Wilson, Miss, 
NAYS—209. 
Aldrich Fairchild Lindsay Sanders, N, T. 
Anderson Faust Lineberger Schafer 
Andrew Fenn Linthicum Scott 
Anthony h Longworth Sears, Nebr. 
Bacon Fisher uce Seger 
Barbour Fitzgerald McKenzie Simmons 
y Fleetwood McLaughlin, Nebr. Sinclair 
Beers Foster M 2 Sinnott 
Berger Fredericks McNulty Smith 
Bixler Free MacGregor Snell 
Black, Tex. Freeman Madden Snyder 
Boies French Magee, Pa. Speaks 
Boyce Frothingham Magee, N. Y. Sproul, III. 
Brand, Ohio Fuller {apes Sproul, Kans. 
Brumm Funk Mead Stephens 
Burdick Gibson Merritt Strong, Pa. 
Burtness Gifford ~ Michaelson Sullivan 
Burton Graham, IL Michener Sweet 
Butler Green, Iowa Miller, Wash. Swing 
Campbell Greene, Mass. Mills Swoope 
Carew Griffin Minahan Taber 
Celler Hadley Mooney ‘Tague 
Chindbiom Hardy Moore, Taylor, Colo. 
Christopherson Haugen Moore, Ohio Temple 
ague Hawley Moores, Ind. Thatcher 
Clarke; N. T. Herse. organ Thompson 
Cole, Iowa Hickey Morin Timberlake 
Colton Hill, Md. Murphy Tinkham 
Conne Hoch Nelson, Me. Tydin 
Connolly, Pa. Holaday Nelson, Wis. Underhill 
ooper, Wis. Huddleston Newton, Minn. Valle 
Cooper, Hudson O'Connell, N. T. Vestal 
Corning Hull. Iowa O'Connell, R. I. ment Mich. 
Crisp Hull. Morton D. O'Connor, La. Voigt 
Crosser Hull, William E. O'Connor, N. L. W. ainwright 
Crowther Humphreys O'Sullivan Wason 
Cullen Jacobstein Parker Watres 
Curry James Patterson Watson 
Dallinger Johnson, Wash. Perkins Welsh 
Darrow Johnson, S. Dak. Perlman Wertz 
Deal Kearns Phillips White, Me. 
Denison Kelly Porter Williams, III. 
Dickinson, Iowa Kiess Purnell Williamson 
Dickstein Knutson Ramseyer Winslow 
Dowell Kopp Winter 
Doyle het Reed, N. Y. Wood 
Driver Roach Wurzbach 
Dupré Facuardig Robinson, Jowa Wyant 
Dyer Larson, Minn. Rogers, 27 Yates 
Eag in Len, Calif. Rogers, N. H. Young 
Edmonds Leatherwood Rosenbloom 
Elliott Leavitt bath 
Evans, Iowa Lehlbach Sanders, Ind. 
NOT VOTING 58. 
Bacharach Goldsborough MacLafte Robsion, Ky. 
tten Graham, Pa. Miller, Il.“ Romine 
Browne, N. J. Griest Morris Schall 
Buckley Hastings Newton, Mo. Shreve 
Casey Hawes olan Stalker t 
Clark, Fla. Hull, Tenn O'Brien Summers, Wash. 
Cole, Ohio Jost Paige Taylor, Tenn, 
1 Kahn Peavey Tilson 
Fairfield Kendall Peery Treadway 
Fayrot Kindred 1 Vare 
Frear Langley sley Ward, N. Y. 
Galliyan ly Rathbone Weller 
Geran Logan Reed, Ark. Zihlman 
Gilbert McFadden Reed, W. Va. 


So the motion to recommit was rejected. 
The following pairs were announced: 


Mr. Treadway 


with Mr. Hastings 
r. McFadden with Mr. Lilly. 
Newton of Missouri wi 


Mr. Hawes. 
Graham of Penn 


bah per with Mr. Geran, 
Jost. 


YEAS—167. 
Abernethy Collins Johnson, W. Va. Morehead 
Ackerman Connally, Tex. Johnson, Tex. Morrow 
Allen Cook 7 Jones Oldfield 
Allgood Cramton Keller Oliver, Ala. 
Almon Croll Kent Oliver, N. Y. 
Arnold Cummings Kerr Parks, Ark. 
Aswell vey tcha Pou 
Ayres Davis, Minn. Kincheloe Prall 
Bankhead Davis, Tenn. i Guia 
Barkley Dickinson, Mo. Kvale agon 
Beck Dominick Lampert Rainey 
Begg Doughton Lanham Raker 
11 Drane Lankford Rankin 

Black, N. Y. wry. rsen, Ga. Rayburn 
Bland Evans, Mont. Reid, III. 
Blanton Fulbright Richards 
Bloom Fulmer Little use 
Bowling rber Lowrey Rubey 

ox Gardner, Ind. on 
Boylan Garner, Tex. on Sanders, Tex. 
Brand, Ga. Garrett, eClintic ndlin 
Bri Garrett, Tex. oe oda Schneider 
Browne, Wis. Gasque McKeo Sears, Fia. 
Browning Glattelter McLaughlin, Mich. Shallenberger 
Buchanan Greenw: MeReynolds Sherwood 
Bulwinkle Hammer McSwain e3 
Busby Harrison McSweeney Smithwick 
Byrnes. S.C Hayden 85 III Steagall 
Byrns, Tenn. Hill, Ala. Major, Mo. Stedman 
Cable Hill, Wash. Manlove tengle 
Canfield Hooker Mansfield Stevenson 
Cannon Howard, Nebr. Martin Strong, Kans. 
Carter Howard, Okla. Milligan Sumners, Tex. 
Clancy Hudspeth Montague Swank 
Cleary Jeffers Moore, Ga. Taylor, W. Va. 
Collier Jobnson, Ky. Moore, Va. Thomas, Ky. 


| Robsion of 1 with Mr. Logan. 
„ Rathbone with Mr. Gilbert 
Mr. Miller of Ilinois with Mr. O'Brien. 


X fert, . with Mr, Casey. 
Kendall th Mr. e 

Mr. Ka A with Mr. Quayle. 

Mr. Griest with Mr. vrot. 

Langley with Mr. Clark of Florida. 
ee with Mr. Huli of Tennessee. 

. Dempsey with ae Browne — 55 New Jersey. 
Mr. Cole of Ohio with Mr. Galllvan. 

Mrs, Nolan with Mr. Morrie 

Mr. Ransley with Mr. Kindred. 


Mr. Ward of New York with Mr. Reed of Arkansas. 


Mr. Taylor of Tennessee with Mr. Romjue. 


The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the joint 


resolution. 


Mr. OLDFIELD. And on that, Mr. Speaker, I demand the 


yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 


The question was taken; and there were—yeas 247, nays 183, 


not voting 51, as follows: 


Aldrich 
Allen 
Almon 
Anderson 
Andrew 


Bixler 
Black, Tex. 
Bloom 

Boles 
Boylan 
Brand, Ohio 
Brand, Ga. 
Browne, Wis. 
Burdick 
Hurtness 
Burton 
Butler 
Byrns, Tenn. 
Campbell 
Canfield 
Carew 
Carter 
Celler 
Chindblom 
Christopherson 
Clague 
Clarke, N. Y. 


Crowther 
Cullen 
Dallinger 
Darrow 

Davis, Minn. 
Denison 
Dickinson, Mo. 
Dickinson, lowa 
Dickstein 
Dowell 

Doyle 

Driver 

Dyer 

Elliott 

Evans, Iowa 
Evans, Mont, 
Faust 


Abernethy 
Ackerman 


Briggs 
Browning 
Brumm 
Buchanan 
Bulwinkle 


Connally, Tex. 
Connolly, Pa. 
Corning 

Croll 

Crosser 
Cummings 
Curry 

Davey 


Bacharach 


Clark, Fla. 
Cole, Ohio 
Dempsey 
Fairfield 
Favrot 
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YEAS—247. 

Fenn Little Seger 

Fish Longworth Shallenberger 
Fisher Lozier Simmons 
Fitzgerald Lace Sinclair 
Fleetwood McKenzie Sinnott 
Foster McLaughlin, Mich. Smith 
Fredericks McLaughlin, Nebr. Snell 

Free Mc Snyder 
Freeman McReynolds Speaks 
French McSweeney Sproul, III. 
Frothingham MacGregor Sproul, Kans. 
Fulbright Madden Stalker 
Fuller Magee, Pa. Sten le 
Funk Magee, N. I. Step ens 
Garber Major, III. Strong, Kans. 
Gibson Major, Mo. Strong, Pa. 
Gifford Manlove Summers, Wash, 
Graham, III. Mapes Swank 
Green, lowa Mead Sweet 
Greene, Mass, Michaelson Swing 
Greenwood Michener Swoope 
Griffin Miller, Wash, Taber 

Hadley Milligan Tague 

Hardy ills Taylor, Colo. 
Haugen Minahan Taylor, W. Va. 
Hawley Moore, Ohio Temple 
Hicke, Morehead Thatcher 
Hill, Wash Morgan Thomas, Ky, 
toch Morin Thompson 
Holada Murphy Tillman 
Howard, Okla. Nelson, Me. Timberlake 
Huddleston Nelson, Wis. ‘Tincher 
Hudson Newton, Minn. Tinkham 
Hull. Iowa O'Connell, N. Y. Underwood 
Hull, Morton D. O'Connell, R. I. Vaile 


Hull, William E. 


O'Connor, La. 


Jacobstein O'Connor, N. Y. 
James O'Sullivan 
Johnson, Wash. Parker 
Johnson, K Parks, Ark. 
Johnson, W. Va. Patterson 
Johnson, 8 k. Perkins 
Kearns Perlman 
Kelly Phillips 
Kerr Porter 
Ketcham Purnell 
iess Ramseyer 
Kincheloe Reece 
Knutson eed, N. Y. 
Kopp Reid, III. 
Kunz Roach 
Kurtz Robinson, Iowa 
Kvale Rogers, Mass. 
Lampert Rogers, N. H. 
Larsen, Ga. Rubey 
Larson, Minn. Sabath 
Leatherwood Salmon 
Leavitt Sanders, Ind. 
Lee, Ga. Sanders, N. Y. 
Lehlbach Schafer 
Lindsay Scott 
Lineberger Scars, Nebr. 
NAYS—133. 
Davis, Tenn, Lanham 
Deal Lankford 
Dominick Lazaro 
Doughton Lea, Calif. 
Drane Linthicum 
Drewry Logan 
Dupré Lowrey 
Eagan ion 
Edmonds McClintic 
Fairchild McDuffie 
Fulmer McKeown 
Gardner, Ind. MeNult 
Garner, Tex. McSwain 
Garrett, Tenn. Mansfield 
Garrett, Tex. Martin 
Gasque Merritt 
Giatfelter Montague 
Hammer Mooney 
Harrison Moore, III. 
Hawes Moore, Ga. 
Hayden Moore, Va. 
Herse Moores, Ind, 
Hill, Ala. Morrow 
Hill, Md. Oldfield 
Hooker Oliver, N. Y. 
Howard. Nebr. Oliver, Ala. 
Hudspeth ou 
Humphreys Prall 
Jeffers uin 
Johnson, Tex. agon 
Jones Rainey 
Keller Raker 
Kent Rankin 
LaGuardia Rayburn 
NOT VOTING—51. 
Frear Kahn 
Gallivan Kendall 
Geran Kindred 
Gilbert King 
Goldsborough Langley 
Graham, Pa. 11 
Griest McFadden 
Hastings MacLafferty 
Hull, Tenn, Miller, III. 
Jost Morris 


Vestal 
Vincent, Mich. 


0 
Wainwright 
W. 


„ e. 
Williams, Mich, 
Williams, III. 
Williamson 
Wilson, Ind. 
Wins! 


Young 
Zihiman 


Richards 
Kosenbloom 
Rouse 
Sanders, Tex. 
Sandlin 
Schneider 
Sears, Fla. 
Sherwood 


Sites 
Smithwick 
Steagall 
Stedman 
Stevenson 
Sullivan 
Sumners, Tex. 
Thomas, Okla, 
Tucker 
Tydings 
Underhill 

ha 


Ups w 
Vinson, Ga, 
Vinson, Ky. 
Ward, N, C. 
Weaver 
Wefnld 
Williams, Tex. 
Wilson, La. 


Reed, Ark, 
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Reed, W. Va. Schall Tilson 
Robsion, Ky. Shreve Treadway 
Romjue Taylor, Tenn. Vare 

So, two-thirds not having voted in favor thereof, the joint 
resolution was rejected. 

The Clerk announced the following pairs: 

On the vote: 

Mr. Paige and Mr. Treadway (for) with Mr. Bacharach 8 

Mr. Gllbert and Mr. Griest (for) with Mr. Geran (against). 
Ray 8 of Ohio and Mr. McFadden (for) with Mrs. 

2 Quayle and Mr. Weller (for) with Mr. Peery (against). 

Mr. earings and Mr, Shreve (for) with Mr. Vare (against). 
‘ at end 1 and Mr, MacLafferty (for) with Mr. Goldsborough 
against). 


r. Ward of New York and Mr, Dempsey (for) with Mr, Favrot 
(against). 


r. Frear and Mr. Newton of Missouri (for) with Mr. Graham of 
Pennsylvania (against). 
The result of the yote was announced as above recorded. 
ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM. The Committee on Enrolled Bills re- 
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills 
of the following titles, when the Speaked signed the same: 

H. R. 4796. An act to extend the time of the Hudson River 
Connecting Railroad Corporation for the completion of its 
bridge across the Hudson River, in the State of New York. 

H. R. 486. An act to extend the time for the completion of the 
municipal bridge approaches, and extensions or additions 


thereto, by the city of St. Louis, within the States of Illinois 
and Missouri, 


Ward, N. X. 
Weller 


Nolan 


LEAVES OF ABSENCE. 
By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to— 
Mr. Jost, at the request of Mr. Rusey, for 10 days, on ac- 
count of important business. 
Mr. MACLAFFERTY, at the request of Mr. LINEBERGER, on AC- 
count of illness, 
Mr. Qua, for three days, on account of sickness. 
1 Browne of New Jersey, for three days, on account of 
ness, 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS, 


Mr. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp on the resolution just con- 
sidered. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I think that consent was 
granted to everyone. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is informed that it applied only 
to those who spoke. Is there objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas, 
request. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES, 


Mr. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, I am voting against Joint 
Resolution 136, providing for an amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States to abolish tax-exempt securities, for 
a number of reasons, which I hope to make clear in the course 
of my remarks. If I yote for it, I will betray the trust the 
people at home have given me when they sent me here to 
represent them. 

I do not question the sincerity of those who are about to 
vote for this resolution. They, no doubt, have the best of in- 
tentions, but they either do not fully understand the conse- 
quences of this piece of vicious legislation or they, too, have 
become the victims of the propaganda let loose over this 
country by Wall Street. 


PROPAGANDA TO MISLEAD THE PUBLIC, 


Propagandists through the use of catch phrases, such as 
“No tax-exempt class for America,” “The rich are escaping 
their taxes,” and by the use of all the facilities that unlimited 
wealth can furnish, have already done much to prejudice the 
public. Many who must inevitably become its victims, should 
such a monstrous proposition as this become a law, are tooting 
for it because they are unaware of the real motives behind it. 
They have been misled and have been the targets of propaganda 
cleverly and well directed by the money lenders and big busi- 
ness that is organized primarily for profit and not service. 

This is no discovery on my part. Not at all. They are 
brazen enough to boast of it themselves. Let me quote the re- 
marks of Mr. Waples, secretary of the Iowa Farm Mortgage 
Association, about Mr. Chassell, which appeared in the proceed- 
ings of the last annual meeting of the Farm Mortgage Bankers’ 


Mr. Speaker, I make the same 


1924. 
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Association, as reported in the United States Investor, issued 
October 14, 1922. He says: 


Let me call your attention to the campaign which Secretary Chassell 
has directed against tax-exempt securities for the past several years. 
A few years ago tax exemption, or the mention of it by a member of 
this association, was thought to have been mentioned from an ex- 
tremely selfish standpoint. But we have by persistent work among all 
our members, by talking, giving public speeches, getting editorials and 
articles published in the home papers, sending of pamphlets and cir- 
cuiars broadcast to farm borrowers, to newspapers and magazines, and 
encouraging the reading of articles along these Iines, together with the 
fact of a high surtax, changed entirely the sentiment of the general 
public toward tax exemption, The general public, as a whole, at the 
present time realizes the menace of tax exemption more than it ever 
‘did. It is largely due to the efforts of this association and of tts 
officers and its very efficient secretary that the public recognizes the 
danger of tax-exempt securities and the continued issuance of the 
same, ~ 


Yes; and who are these gentlemen who are so much con- 
cerned about the interest of the general public and did all of 
this to help them realize, as they say, the menace of tax-exempt 
securities? It may interest you to know that Mr. Chassell, 
who has been so profusely baptized with praise for his propa- 
ganda efforts and accomplishments, appeared before the House 
Ways and Means Committee, not as the representative of the 
people but as the paid agent of the Farm Mortgage Bankers’ 
Association of America. Farmers who were forced to mortgage 
their farms—and very few have escaped this necessity—know 
these gentlemen altogether too well. 

At this time I might tell who else the gentlemen would have 
you belleve came to plead In the interest of the farmers and 
general public because of their stand in favor of the proposal 
before us. One of the gentlemen, as a witness before the com- 
mittee in support cf this resolution, a Mr. William A. Ferger- 
son, of Baltimore, Md., appeared for the National Association 
of Real Estate Boards; another was Mr. Philip H. Gasden, of 
Philadelphia, vice president of the United Gas Improvement Co., 
who stated before the committee that he appeared for the 
American Gas Association, the American Electric Railway Asso- 
ciation, and the National Electric Light Association. Since 
when were the farmers and the laboring men represented by 
these interests? 

They enn not hide their identity by talking in catch phrases 
and high-sounding words. The people will not be stampeded 
into enacting such a law that will be their own doom should 
you force the passage of this resolution, Although hampered 
as we are in getting the truth to the people, it will slowly but 
surely reach them. 

INCONSISTENT RBASONING. 

Much of the reasoning set forth by some of the gentlemen 
in favor of this resolution indeed needs an extraordinarily 
fertile mind or imagination to be understandable. The incon- 
sistencies made by them in their enthusiasm for this resolution 
is not only apparent but their arguments are sadly lacking even 
the semblance of logic. 

In one breath, when in their desire to make a case against 
the rich and privileged few, they set forth figures and state- 
ments to show the continuons stream of money going into tax- 
exempt securities because of this feature that enables them to 
escupe taxes, and, in the next moment, when they are confronted 
with the question, How are the municipalities going to get 
money for their improvements?” and “ Would they not have to 
pay a considerable higher rate of interest?” these same in- 
dividuals assure us that it is not the tax-free feature of the 
bond that induces capital to invest but suggest that it is the 
security and stability of the bond itself and not the interest rates 
that are the controlling factors, If their argument is true, 
that the abolition of tax-free securities will not increase in- 
terest rates, why, gentlemen, does the Federal Government, the 
States, and municipalities continue to issue tax-exempt securi- 
ties? 

ARE TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES A HAVEN FOR THE RICH TO ESCAPE TAXES? 

The proponents of this resolution would, have you believe 
that individuals with immense wealth are constanfly investing 
in tax-free securities to escape paying taxes. They tell us with 
alarm of the increasing tendency in this direction. 

It seems they are making a mountain out of a molehill. Let 
us stop and see what the real facts in the situation are. How 
much of the tax-exempt bonds do the individuals with large 
incomes hold? How does the amount invested in tax-free 


securities compare with the total active capital invested in the 
country? 

Figures compiled from statistics for 1920 in a report of the 
Secretary of the Treasury for 1923 and statistics of incomes 


for 1920 show the amount of outstanding tax-exempt securities 
as $12,300,000,000, Of this only 6 per cent is in the hands of 
persons with incomes over $300,000. Twenty-six per cent is in 
the hands of individuals with smaller incomes, and many of 
these are of small means and pay no income tax. But the 
great bulk of this, or 68 per cent, is in the hands of corpora- 
tions. Under the Federal income tax law corporations only 
pay a flat 123 per cent income tax, and do not pay the gradu- 
ated rate that individuals are obliged to pay. Thus, even if 
you abolish tax-exempt securities, you will not reach these cor- 
porations such as life-Insurance companies, who are the heavy 
investors in these securities. 

From this you readily see that this talk about men of vast 
wealth rushing to invest in tax-free securities to evade taxes is 
a great exaggeration. The wealth of the people of the United 
States is $825,000,000,000. Only $12,300,000,000 of this is in- 
vested in tax-free securities, and of this amount only a very 
small part is actually in the hands of large individual investors, 

Why, the whole thing is preposterous! As a matter of fact, 
there is a good reason why large capital does not buy tax-free 
securities to the extent the proponents of this resolution would 
lead you to believe they do. The interest rates on such securi- 
ties are much Jower than could be made in other investments. 
Xou never saw anyone become a millionaire by investing his 
money at 44 per cent or 5 per cent. This is not the way big 
business does things. s 

INVESTORS IN TAX-EXEMPT BONDS PAY TAXES, 


Strange, is it not, to make such a statement, but it is a fact, 
nevertheless, Let me show you in simple arithmetic. Tax-exempt 
securities, it is admitted by everyone, sell at a lower rate of 
interest. Say a bond sells at 4} per cent. Make the bond 
taxable and you will haye to raise the interest rate before you. 
will be able to sell it. The one accepting a lower rate of in- 
terest for his money actually pays to the farmers and munici- 
palities the difference in interest that nontaxable bonds would 
bear as against the tax-free bonds at 44 per cent. 

To Mustrate more concretely, let us assume that the city of 
Appleton, Wis., is about to float a bond issue of $1,000,000 for 
the building of schools, the paving of streets, the installation 
of a municipal gas plant, or the building of a publicly owned 
street railway, or anything that any growing and pr ‘ous 
cominunity might propose to do. By selling the bonds at 4} 
per cent, which it can do because of the tax-free feature, it 
would have to pay $45,000 annually in interest on the $1,000,000 
bond issue. Take away the tax-free feature and they will have 
a hard time getting the money even at 5} per cent. Five and 
one-half per cent would mean an increase of $10,000 that that 
city would have to pay for the money in the way of increased 
interest rates and which would necessarily have to reflect itself 
in a corresponding increase in local taxes, And you know we 
are paying high enough taxes as It is. 

You can see, then, from this off-hand Mustration that those 
people who buy the bonds at a lower interest rate actually pay 
the difference which otherwise a community would be paying 
for the money they need for local improvements. In the illus- 
tration I gave the people investing in the securities would be 
paying $10,000 by accepting 4} per cent instead of 51 per cent 
for their money. Call it what you may, but it is a saving in 
cold eash to the community that makes tse of the money ob- 
tained through the sale of tax-exempt securities. 

HURTS FARMERS. 


One thing no one dare overlook is its effect on the farmers. 
We hear so much talk about helping the farmers, yet no help 
seems to be in sight. With many already mortgaged to the 
limit and others gone to the wall, the proponents of this reso- 
lution would only hasten their doom and complete destruction. 
We know that the one thing a farmer needs when he is up 
against it is real cash. If he can get it at a reasonable rate 
of interest, he may save his farm from unprincipled and 
grasping money lenders who are threatening him with a fore- 
elosure suit if he does not meet his financial obligations. 
When the Government established the Federal farm loan sys- 
tem, it made it possible for farmers through Federal loan 
banks and joint-stock lands banks to obtain money from these 
banks at a reasonable rate of interest. By law these banks 
are prohibited at any time to charge more than 6 per cent and 
at no time can they make more than 1 per cent profit on their 
money. 

These Federal farm loan banks get their money through the 
sale of bonds secured by farmers’ mortgages, and these bonds 
are absolutely tax free. It is this tax-exempt feature of the 
bond that enables them to obtain money at a low rate of in- 
terest and makes it possible for the farm loan bank to operate 
on the margin of profit limited by law. But should this resoru- 
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tion pass and tax-exempt securities be abolished by an amend- 
ment to the Constitution you will shatter the only basis for 
the existence of the Federal farm loan banks of the country. 
By taking away this means of obtaining money at a low rate 
of interest and forcing them into competition with the money 
loan sharks of Wall Street means that you will drive them 
out of existence. Under no circumstances could they pay a 
higher rate of interest for money than a tax-free security can 
obtain for them and still operate under the margin of profit 
established by law. In passing this resolution you will take 
away the one opportunity the farmers now have to obtain 
money at a reasonable rate of interest. 

It has been estimated that the abolition of tax-exempt securt- 
ties will mean to farmers alone an added burden of at least 
$80,000,000 a year in increased interest rates. 

WOULD BENEFIT SPECULATORS, 

But while this will mean a loss of about $80,000,000 annually 
to the farmers, the speculators in these bonds would be en- 
riched. The bonds would be in great demand and would sell at 
a premium. 

It is estimated that the value of the present outstanding 
bonds would increase between $2,000,000,000 and $3,000,000,000 
almost instantaneously. Is it any wonder, then, why they should 
want to abolish tax-exempt securities? Just think of it! It 
will increase the value of these bonds between $2,000,000,000 
and $8,000,000,000 almost overnight, and at whose expense, I 
ask you? The public's, of course. The farmers, workingmen, 
and common people do not speculate in such securities to benefit 
by this scheme. Let us put a stop to this kind of legislation 
that will enable the profiteers and speculators to get away with 
this loot. 

THE REAL MOTIVE BEHIND IT, 

We have already unmasked a good number of motives why 
the speculators in tax-exempt securities want this legislation— 
why the money lenders crave for it—but another motive still 
more subtle in its design in back of all this is prompted by 
the realization of the leaps and bounds the publicly owned and 
operated enterprises have made. 

The only way to knife this movement is to cut its source of 
power. The thing that has made it possible for communities to 
build roads, schools, streets, sewers, municipal improvements, 
and other public utilities was tax-exempt bonds. Public owner- 
ship is too dangerous a doctrine. It must not spread. They 
might soon want the Government to own the railroads and the 
mines. It might thus take away the personal liberty to engage 
in coal profiteering and extracting excessive railroad rates. 
The farmers might ask the Government to manufacture fer- 
tilizer and sell it to them at cost. 

These, indeed, are dangerous doctrines. Those advocating this 
resolution understand business too well. They know that if 
they make it more difficult for communities to get money or make 
them pay a higher interest rate the people will have less en- 
thusiasm for such ideas. To pay higher interest rates for public 
improvements means an increase in loeal taxes. It has been 
estimated that should tax-free securities be abolished it would 
inerease taxes at least 20 per cent. 

LABOR ES OPPOSED. 

The Wisconsin State Federation of Labor, in a State-wide 
legislative conference held in 1923, decided against such legisla- 
tion. Other organizations, such as the Public Ownership League 
of America, which is generally backed by labor and progres- 
sives, have appeared against it, and have done great work to 
help the people see the light. 

WISCONSIN HAS SPOKEN, 


Another good reason, gentlemen, why I should vote against 
this resolution is because the people of Wisconsin have made 
their view known definitely through the action of their 1922-23 
legislature. The same interests that are to-day exerting their 
influence here were then at work to have the progressive 
Legislature of Wisconsin pass a resolution memorializing Con- 
gress to pass this kind of legislation, but the conspiracy of 
Wall Street failed. 

I have taken considerable of your time setting forth my 
reasons why I am opposed to this resolution. But I assure you, 
gentlemen, it will not be so hard for the people to understand 
when they learn that it originated in the fertile mind that 
gave birth to the now much-discussed and disgusting Mellon 
tax plan, and that it is also the plan of the money lenders of 
Wall Street. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I am strongly in 
favor of the proposed amendment, because the proposition is 
right both in principle and in practice, In my judgment, it in 
no sense abridges the sovereign rights of any State in the 
Union. The question of State rights received yery little or 


no consideration before the adoption of the Constitution. 
the adoption of that immortal instrument the different States 
surrendered and gaye to the General Government all rights 


In 


involved in the proposed amendment. In becoming a part of 
the General Goyernment the States said, among other things, 
that we make this Constitution in order to establish justice, to 
insure domestic tranquillity, and to promote general welfare. 
Every State in subscribing to our Constitution has given to 
the National Government all power necessary to carry out the 
expressed purposes for the establishment of the Constitution of 
the United States, and necessarily all rights involved in the 
operation of this amendment and the laws thereunder. 

If this amendment is for the purpose of taxing the incomes 
from every source whatsoever above certain amounts received 
by the citizens of the different States of the Union, is not such 
a proposition in harmony with the establishing of justice? If 
it brings about a consciousness among the citizens of each 
State that they are being treated exactly as all the citizens of 
every other State are being treated by the General Govern- 
ment, then does not the proposition insure domestic tran- 
quillity? Such a consciousness certainly would produce a satis- 
fied, calm, and peaceful state of mind. So in this regard 
domestic tranquillity will have been insured. 

Can it be said that the requiring of all the citizens of each 
State to contribute to the required revenues of the General 
Government, just the same as the citizens of every other State 
are required to contribute, would not be promoting the general 
welfare? We assert, therefore, that this amendment not only 
does not contravene or in any wise abridge the sovereign rights 
of a State, but its adoption is thoroughly in harmony with the 
ideals and principles of our Goyernment, as set forth in the 
preamble of the Constitution. 

The exemption from taxation of incomes from securities and 
the exemption of Government and municipal bonds from ad 
valorem taxation is wrong, inequitable, and unfair, both in prin- 
ciple and in practice. 

Suppose that within the State of New York there is owned 
$10,000,000 of money, which is bearing interest which is sub- 
ject to income tax and the principal of which is subject to an 
ad valorem tax for the support of the State and National Goy- 
ernment. Suppose then that the said $10,000,000 in New York 
is invested in $10,000,000 worth of nontaxable municipal bonds 
in Kansas. What is the gain, and to whom? Kansas, perhaps, 
gains by saving from 1 to 2 per cent interest, but how about 
New York? Those political divisions which had received the 
income tax and the ad valorem tax have lost. Because of the 
loss other taxpayers were required to pay increased assess- 
ments. The National Government has lost, and, as a result of 
its losing, other taxpayers had to pay more taxes. The prin- 
ciple of justice and right, therefore, has been violated and an 
actual wrong and injury has been inflicted upon the taxpayers, 
both of New York and of the National Government. 

The little town in which I live has recently sold $400,000 
worth of nontaxable 5 per cent bearing bonds. A portion of 
these bonds were purchased by residents of the city, thereby 
removing therefrom an equal amount of taxable property, 
The nontaxable bonds thus sold enabled the taxpayers of the 
municipality to save 1 or 2 per cent in interest. But it re- 
moved a lot of property from the taxable list for local purposes, 
The physical property of the county and State, outside the 
corporation, necessarily had to bear a heavier amount of taxes 
than it would have borne had the bonds referred to not been 
tax exempt. So we find that wherever there may be a gain to 
a municipality which issues the nontaxable bonds, there is more 
than a corresponding loss to other taxpayers. 

Throughout the United States costly hard-surfaced high- 
ways are being built. Their-cost is paid by the owners of the 
taxable property of the country. The farmer, who pays heavily 
toward the building of these splendid highways, conscious of 
his part in the construction of them, observes the owner and 
holder of tax-free securities driving his splendid automobile 
over the highways, to the cost of which he had not contributed. 
Thus we see every day all over the land the practice of ex- 
empting from taxation municipal securities, violating justice 
and right both in principle and practice. I therefore feel 
impelled through a sense of duty to my constituency and to 
the country at large to indorse this amendment, which is in- 
tended to make all property and incomes bear their propor- 
tionate and just share of the burdens of government, 


GENERAL LEAVE TO PRINT. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all Members may have leave to extend their own 
remarks on the resolution just considered for five legislative 
days. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, reserying the 
right to object, it is my impression that permission had al- 
ready been granted. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That .was granted in the committee, 
and 1 do not understand that the committee has any right to 
do anything of that kind. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I think it has not myself. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. And that was only to 
those who had spoken. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa that all Members have five legislative 
days within which to extend their own remarks in the Recorp? 

There was no objection. 


TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES. 


Mr. SWING. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my re- 
marks on House Joint Resolution 136, proposing an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States prohibiting tax-exempt 
securities, I desire to call attention to my statement in the 
CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of January 23, 1923, when the same 
constitutional amendment was before last Congress. 

I um still of the opinion that this constitutional amendment, 
if adopted, will work to the disadvantage of the people in my 
State. However, since I believe in the largest participation 
possible in the decision of all questions in which their interests 
are concerned, I am willing to vote to submit this constitutional 
amendment to the referendum by the States. 

Mr. HAWES, Mr. Speaker, every time some unexpected and 
temporary emergency is created, either by natural conditions or 
as a result of the bad effect of legislative enactment, there 
comes some tinker who proposes to amemd or change our Na- 
tional Constitution. 

With his mind fixed upon the immediate subject before him, 
it is closed to the consideration of the broader effect of the 
nmendment. 

If it accomplishes the specific object appealing to him at that 
particular moment, he is satisfied, although it may tear down 
and destroy some great basic fundamental principle. 

It is quite true that the very rich have invested many millions 
of money in tax-exempt securities, and in this way have to an 
extent escaped their obligations in the matter of income taxes, 
High surtaxes are largely responsible for this. 

The experts of the Treasury Department, supported by the 
trained minds of the country and—with rare exceptions—by 
the editorial comments of our great newspapers, are in agree- 
ment that the preservation of this surtax at its present rate 
will prevent investments of huge sums of capital in farming, 
manufacturing, building, and industrial enterprises; and that 
instead of this high surtax producing revenue for the country it 
is so high that in its practical workings it is nonproductive. 
So that within the next few weeks Congress has the opportunity 
to apply one practical remedy without changing the Constitu- 
tion. 

Between the theories of the tinker and the opinion of the ex- 
pert in matters of finance—which is at best a perplexing prob- 
lem—the safe course is to follow the tinker in the mending of 
pots and pans and to follow the national expert in the matter 
of tax rates. * 

This proposed amendment to the Constitution has an excellent 
objective, for which there would be universal approval, but the 
relief method proposed is one more radical step leading to the 
centralization of all power in Washington. 

Just so fast as this movement toward centralization proceeds 
just that much more quickly are we heading for a monarchy 
and the destruction of our democracy. 3 

As yet the Federal Government has no direct power over the 
States, except that if may demand that the government of States 
shall be republican in form and not violative of any of the pro- 
hibitions contained in the Federal Constitution. 

We must not forget that the power of our people is divided 
into three classes: 

First. The power of the Nation; second, the power of the 
State; and third, the power reserved to the people. 

The power of Congress is not omnipotent like the British 
Parliament, but was specifically limited to 17 subjects, to which 
has been added the eighteenth amendment, making 18 in all. 

The power of the Federal Government is to raise moneys 
by taxes, duties, imposts, and excises, to pay national debts 
and provide for the common defense and general welfare of the 
United States. It may, in addition, call out the State militia to 
execute the laws of the Union and suppress insurrections and 
repel invasions; but this is the only case where under the Con- 
stitution Congress can give orders to a State. 
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This amendment is another attempt to add power to the 
Federal Government by directing the affairs of a State and, 
incidentally, to direct the affairs of municipalities, counties, and 
other subdivisions of a State. 

Of the 17 powers expressly given to the Federal Government 
and placed in the hands of Congress all but 3 concern inter- 
national relations. These 3 are in the matter of bankruptcy, 
the power over post roads and the mains, and over interstate 
commerce, and now—under the eighteenth amendment—oyer 
the sale of intoxicating liquors. 

It is not my intention to enter into an extended discussion 
of the powers of the Federal Government, only to point out 
briefly that this amendment proposes a radical extension of 
power over the States, and as it relates to the raising of rev- 
enues and taxation it gives the National Government the 
power to tax or regulate taxation, and the power to tax con- 
tains within it the power to destroy. 

One of the first great battles for personal liberty occurred 
when the Commons of England took from the power of the 
Crown all matters of taxation and placed it solely within the 
Parliament. This was the first great check upon the power 
of kings and upon the power of monarchies and hereditary 
control. 

An cminent law writer states: The Federal Constitution 
enumerates 65 powers given to the Federal Government, con- 
tained in 57 clauses and the eighteenth amendment. There 
are 69 things in 39 clauses forbidden to the United States 
Government, and 11 more—13 with the last 2 amendments— 
forbidden both to it and the States. These last remain with 
the people, the former with the people or the States. 

Then there are 20 other rights or powers expressly given 
to the States in the Constitution, 12 of which are forbidden 
to the Federal Government, 5 may be shared or exercised by 
both, and 3 left indefinite. 

Under the tenth amendment all rights not expressly dele- 
gated to the United States remain with the States or the 
people; 43 of the 65 powers given to the Federal Govern- 
ment are forbidden to the States; 18 may be also exercised by 
them; at least there is nothing in the Constitution to forbid. 

Congress may, by following the recommendations of the 
United States Treasurers under the Wilson, Harding, and 
Coolidge administrations, reduce the surtax to a point which 
will make tax-exempt securities less attractive and at the same 
time produce a greater revenue and a natural flow of capital 
into many diversified interests of farming, public improve- 
ment, expansion, and welfare. 

The Federal Government now attempts to thrust its hand 
between every man and his neighbor; between every man and 
his property. The old theory of home government, protected 
by home laws and trial of juries by one’s own neighbors of 
the same community, is under assault. 

Now it is proposed to take from the States, the counties, 
and the municipalities their individual judgment in the matter 
of borrowing money. for State, county, and municipal improve- 
ments and to give this control to the Federal Government. 

It is partly for this reason, though sympathizing with the 
objects of this resolution, that I have been forced to oppose it. 


HOW IT WOULD AFFHCT STATES AND MUNICIPALITIES. 


But there is another reason—practiecal, self-evident, and, so 
far as I am concerned, conclusive, 

Congress, exercising its power over post roads, has, by ap- 
propriating over $400,000,000, sought to build up a great high- 
way system in the United States connecting every State, pro- 
moting the benefit of the farmer by moving his crops closer to 
his market, by relieving the burden upon the railroads, and by 
giving a better, cheaper, and quicker form of transportation. 

The National Government has proposed to the States of the 
Union—and the proposal has been enthusiastically accepted 
that for each dollar so advanced under Federal regulation and 
equally matched from the treasuries of the various States a 
great interstate transcontinental system shall be developed. 

To meet this Federal aid for highways the States of the 
Union must raise over $400,000.000, and in nearly every one 
of our 48 States this has been done by borrowing money upon 
tax-exempt securities, 

The Federal Highway Commission estimates that approxi- 
mately $1,000,000,000 a year is now being spent by the joint 
efforts of the National and State Governments for the con- 
struction of highways. 

The passage of this amendment will seriously interfere with, 
if not destroy, the ability of the States to fill their portion of 
the contract. There are many States that have not been as 
progressive as others and whose money has not been raised. 
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This amendment if carried into effect would seriously cripple 
their ability te compete with the more progressive States who 
have finished their projects. 

THE CASE IN MISSOURI, 


In 1917 Missouri awoke to a realization that its farms needed 
a new road system; that commerce required substantial roads; 
and that health and pleasure would be promoted by the build- 
ing of roads; so It developed the idea of a great State high- 
way system connecting the farms and the great cities, bringing 
together the places where things are grown to the places where 
they are consumed; and it ultimately decided upon the issuance 
of $60,000,000 in bonds, 

Only $15,000,000 of this amount have been issued. They are 
all tax-exempt securities. 

If this amendment should pass, it would be difficult to sell the 
other $45,000,000, and, if they were sold at a large discount, it 
would mean an enormous increase in the taxes of the people of 
our State or a cutting down of the road mileage. 

Under the present plan our road mileage is not as extensive 
as it should be, so that the passage of this amendment would 
have one of two effects: It would curtail the road mileage 
necessary in Missouri, or it would add a heavy tax burden upon 
the citizens of Missouri. 

This is but one illustration. The new progressive spirit of 
our State is awakened. The people want water power. They 
want new water systems and bridges. They want new public 
buildings. They desire public parks and public improvements 
which can be made only by the cities or counties, by the joint 
action of the people of these communities: and it is for them, 
not for the Government at Washington, to say how their securi- 
ties shall be issued; in what amounts and of what kind. 


ST. LOUIS, 


Take, for illustration, the city of St. Louis: It has, hy an 
overwhelming majority vote of its people, decided to rejuvenate, 
make more beautiful, healthy, and attractive this great metrop- 
olis of the Central West, and for that purpose It has voted a 
bond issue of $87,000,000, only $3,000,000 of which have been 
issued. It was very naturally proposed that this issue should 
be in tax-exempt securities. So we find that in only two big 
bond issues the State of Missouri will soon have $45,000,000 
for road bonds for sale and the city or St. Louis will have 
$84,000,000 for sale, making a total of about $150,000,000 with 
which this amendment, if carried into effect, would interfere— 
possibly prevent the sale under any circumstances—and if the 
plan of sale was changed would mean a tremendously in- 
crensed tax rate to be borne by the taxpayers of Missouri 
and the city of St. Louis. 

This same condition exists in every State in the Union, in 
some 3,000 counties in the Union, and in tens of thousands of 
progressive cities and towns who want to use their brains in 
their own way. under their own control, for the improvement 
of the health and comfort of their local people. 

St. Louis and Missouri could not proceed with its improve- 
ments now planned and ready for consummation without put- 
ting a vast burden of taxation upon a citizenship bowed down 
with oppressive State and national obligations at the present 
time. s 
Being forced to choose between a tinker's tinkering with the 
Constitution and the right of local determination, I found it 
my duty to oppose this amendment. I did this because, unless 
all the trained experts in the Treasury Department are in 
error, there lies a remedy, or at least a partial remedy, for the 
hoarding of thx-exempt securities directly within the hands of 
Congress, which it may provide for in the tax-reduction 
program coming before this House in this session for its 
consideration, = 

In opposing this amendment I consider that I am voting for 
the benefit of good roads, the new schoolhouse, new streets, 
new sewers, new water works, new bridges, new parks, and new 
public buildings. ; 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, the United States 
is the only country in the world which taxes earned personal 
Incomes and the Incomes of industry and commerce, and at the 
same time permits the incomes from bonds to go tax free. 

Before discussing the pending amendment, permit me to de- 
fine my own position. I represent an agricultural district in 
Iowa, the greatest farming State in the world. I have always 
supported the Federal land banks. That cooperative system 
of land credit ought to be continued permanently. It will be so 
continued if its friends make no miStakes. It was organized to 
give the individual farmer the benefit of the massed credit of 
all other borrowers under the system. The Government made 
no mistake when it loaned nearly $9,000,000 of capital without 
interest and paid the expenses of the Farm Loan Board for sey- 


eral years to enable the System to become fully established. 
It made no mistake when it made the bonds of the Federal 
land banks tax free, because they must compete in the open 
market with tax-free State and municipal bonds. The tax- 
free privilege ought to be continued for them as long as mu- 
nicipal securities are free from taxation. 

EMERGENCY RELIEF CUSTOMARY. 


Farming is America’s greatest industry. All American in- 
dustries must be self-supporting or they can not be permanent. 
In times of emergency it is the duty of the Government to re- 
lieve temporary difficulties. Following the San Francisco fire 
our people furnished relief to that stricken city. When Gal- 
veston was overwhelmed by the tidal wave, help was immedi- 
ately given by the liberal people of this Nation, When famine 
threatened the lives of the children of Europe, food from 
generous Americans sustained them and saved them from death. 
We must be equally liberal with the farmer in time of disaster. 
I favor emergency legislation to relieve temporary calamities. 
There are several bills before Congress now that should be 
passed to aid the farmers of States where unusual conditions 
have suddenly brought them to the verge of ruin, I favor the 
Norbeck-Burtness bill which appropriates money for use where 
money is required and where farmers can not capitalize good 
advice to repair their shattered fortunes. I want to see the 
War Finance Corporation adopt a more liberal policy and loan 
money in the stricken districts without too drastic regulations 
in requirements for collateral. The War Finance Corporation 
is a short-lived institution. Its policies should be liberal. It 
was not created to be a profit maker. 

THE FARMER'S TRUE FRIEND. 


Farming is a permanent industry. The true friend of the 
farmer is the one who looks forward to the future beyond to- 
day and to-morrow and beyond this year’s crop. 

Let us analyze the situation. This is a great country of 
more than 111,000,000 people. Less than half of them are 
farmers. This is a government of the majority. The farmers 
are in the minority. A great wave of sympathy for the farmer 
is now sweeping over this country and special legislation can 
be enacted for his benefit. The farmer has been hit the hardest 
and is entitled to special aid now. Legislation for the farmer 
must be judicious and sensible and in accordance with economie 
law. If otherwise, the wave of sympathy will not be perma- 
nent. It will turn against him, and the majority of the voters 
of the country will secure legislation for their own benefit in- 
stead of for the benefit of the farmer. 

MAJORITIES DICTATE LAWS, 


In a country where laws are dictated by majorities, we must 
be fair to all or tronble will follow. There are more bread 
eaters in the United States than wheat raisers. There are 
more meat eaters than meat producers, The eaters must be 
considered in any plan of permanent legislation. The farmer 
wants what is due to him. I am willing to go the limit to see 
that he gets his just dues, but as a friend of the farmer I know 
that we can not afford to overreach in shaping the permanent 
policies of the country. 

The farmers are outnumbered by the city residents, the mine 
workers, the railroad employees, the factory operatives, and 
the other millions of wage earners in the ranks of labor. We 
must continue to hold their respect and friendship, if laws 
specially favoring the farmer are to remain on our statute 
books. 

If the debt on the farm is te be permanently financed by tax- 
free bonds, the owner of a cottage in town will soon rise in 
hts might at the polls and demand that the mortgage on his 
home shall also be financed by a tax-free bond. No one could 
blame him. A permanent policy of discrimination can not be 
maintained. 

There are over 6,000,000 farms in the United States. The 
Federal Farm Loan Board: report will show that at the begin- 
ning of this year 1924, of the 6,448,343 farmers, 292,741 had 
borrowed money from the Federal land banks, the cooperative 
banks created for the benefit of the farmer. After seven years 
98 per cent of farm owners borrow elsewhere or owe no debts. 
Considerably less than half of the farm owners of the country 
are eligible to borrow from the Federal land banks and have 
their loans financed by tax-exempt bonds. Some of the others 
can be financed by the joint-stock land banks at a higher rate of 
interest. It is not reasonable to expect that the hundreds of 
thousands of furmers who borrow money on second mortgages 
or who are not eligible to borrow from the Federal land banks 
shall always be thus discriminated against. The farmer who 
is obliged to give a second mortgage is the one who most needs 
Government aid. The second-mortgage borrower gets no relief 
under the farm-loan system. 
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The tax exemption of farm-loan bonds and the tax exemption 
of State and municipal and State bonds is, in effect, a direct 
subsidy contributed by the National Government to the owner 
of those bonds and a very small proportion of that benefit goes 
to the borrower. 

The borrower on second mortgage is entitled to considera- 
tion; the owner of a mortgaged village or city home must not 
be overlooked; and the farmer who is not eligible under the 
law to borrow from a Federal land bank ought not to be dis- 
criminated against. These people far outnumber those who 
may ever borrow from the Federal land banks. They will not 
permit an unfair reference to continue. When they rise in their 
might at the polls they will insist that all moneys and credits 
shall be tax free, and that the law of the Nation shall not dis- 
criminate against any debtor. 

That condition will grant still further favors to persons 
who get their income from interest of bonds and mortgages. 
It will at the same time increase the taxes on the farms and 
homes and other real estate of the country. The only safe 
remedy is to collect taxes on income from all bonds, 

The taxes of the farmer and the consumer are too high now 
and the taxes of the money lender are too low. 

AMENDMENT IS FLEXIBLE, 

Let me say further that the credit of the United States and 
the welfare of agriculture will at all times be within the con- 
trol of Congress if this amendment passes. The amendment 
does not levy a tax on bond income. It gives “ power to lay 
‘and collect taxes.” In case of great emergency like war or 
other disaster or in case of unusual emergency to agriculture 
or other industries Congress could repeal such taxes for such 
time as might be deemed wise. The amendment is flexible, 
tfke the rest of the Constitution, and permits latitude in legis- 
lation which may be required in the centuries to come. 

As a friend of the farmer and the consumer and the home 
owner, I favor the Green amendment, and will give some of 
my reasons for supporting it. 

This unfair discrimination against the laborer, the farmer, 
and the business man is a social and economic crime, It can 
be abolished by adopting this amendment. There is no other 
complete remedy. It will benefit labor and agriculture if this 
amendment becomes a part of the Constitution, and all wealth 
is required to pay its share of taxes. 

Objection is made to taxing the income from State and munic- 
ipal bonds on the ground that it would greatly increase the rate 
of interest on such securities. Such might be the case if only a 
few tax-free bonds were in existence. But with the unlimited 
issues now annually thrown on the market, the tax-free priyi- 
lege is of very little benefit to the borrower, and it is constantly 
diminishing. In a very short time it will be of negligible value; 
in fact, the value of tax exemption now nearly all goes to the 
investor. 

I read from a copy of a circular No, 1162, issued by the 
bond department of N. W. Harris & Co., Chicago, New York, 
and Boston. This circular was issued in 1901. It offers for 
sale municipal bonds on which the net rate ranges from 2.55 
on $38,000 State of New York Registered ll-year bonds to 
an income of 3.875 on $20,000 of 3-year bonds of Bexar 
County, Tex. The same company, now known as the Harris 
Trust & Savings Bank of Chicago, Harris, Forbes & Co. of 
New York, and Harris, Forbes & Co. (Inc.), of Boston, re- 
cently issued circular No, 7931-a, advertising municipal bonds 
exempt from Federal income tax. A footnote at the bottom 
of the page of the circular of the latest date says: 

By act of Congress and under the rulings of the Treasury Depart- 
ment the interest from municipal bonds issued in the United States 
is exempt from the Federal income tax and ownership certificates 
are not required 


The list of these bonds fully tax exempt starts with— 


$20.000 Boston, Mass., registered, due November 1, 1927, 
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62,000 Harrodsburg, Ky., waterworks improvement bonds, 


$20,000 3 County, Ark., road district No. 1, 6 per 
cent, due 1928 and 1930, are listed at 6. 25 
When the first circular was issued in 1901, there was no 
Federal income tax. If the benefit to the investor is passed 
on to the borrower, the rates of interest on tax-free bonds 
ought to be lower now because millionaires are required to pay 
an income tax of 58 per cent. The last quotations show that 
the rates of interest are now nearly twice those of 1901. I 
will put these two complete lists in the record for future 
reference. 
There is an old saying that a fact disproves a theory. The 
facts which I present fully disprove the theory that the benefit 
to the investor is passed on to the borrower, 


One of the best authorities in the United States on economia 
subjects is Prof. Edwin R. A. Seligman, professor of politicat 
economy in Columbia University. In discussing this proposi- 
tion, Professor Seligman said that the consideration of market 
conditions proves that the issuing of tax-free bonds is not bene- 
ficial to the issuing authority. He said: 


It is true that if one bond is now exempt from tax its market value 
will rise by the full capitalization of the tax, But in proportion as the 
privilege of tax exemption is accorded to another bond, then to an- 
other, and then to an entire class, the adrantage of the privilege tends 
to diminish. 

In other words, as the market tends to broaden, the conditions will 
change. Tax exemption through capitalization is a scarcity privilege. 
If all securities were exempt, the privilege would disappear and there 
would be no difference in price. With every billion of doliars added to 
the amount of tax-exempt securities the advantage becomes smaller, 
But in proportion as the advantage of exemption diminishes the 
premium on the tax-exempt bonds will fall. Yet the advantage of re- 
mission from taxation remains unimpaired, 

In other words, where the amount of tax-exempt securities is ex- 
panded by billions, as in this country at present, the benefits of tax 
exemption accruing to the wealthy increase. They will have to pay in 
the shape of premium a continually diminishing sum, and yet they will 
enjoy the same remission of tax. The disparity in market price be- 
tween tax-exempt bonds and the taxables tends to efface itself; the dis- 
parity in the tax tends to remain the same, 


Professor Seligman further said: 


While the State and local governments were able at one time to sell 
their bonds at a higher price because of exemption from State and 
local taxes, that advantage was gradually dissipated as the other State 
and local governments did the same. Every bond broker will tell us 
that this special advantage to the State and local bonds gradually dis- 
appeared. The same is true at present. The Siate and local issues 
always enjoy certain advantages due to the security of the principal 
and to other reasons, This advantage, measured in terms of interest 
rates, has ranged in the past from one-half per cent to 1 per cent. 


Competition with tax-free State and municipal bonds takes 
away the benefit which would accrue to farm-loan bonds if 
they were the only tax-free securities in existence. Many Fed- 
eral land-bank bonds have been issued bearing 44 per cent in- 
terest. Competition with the vast amounts of State and munic- 
ipal tax-free bonds has made it necessary for the Federal 
Farm Loan Board to increase the rate on farm-loan bonds to 
4% per cent. As this tax-free privilege is continued and the 
volume of competing State and municipal bonds increases it 
will be necessary to still further increase the rate of interest 
on farm-loan bonds. For this reason I am confident that it 
would be beneficial to agriculture to adopt this amendment and 
require all investors in State and municipal securities to carry 
their share of the general tax burden, 

AN ERROR IN FINANCING, 

In debate yesterday Mr. George W. Norris, the first chairman 
of the Farm Loan Board, was quoted as saying that it would 
increase the rate of Interest on farm-loan bonds 1 per cent if 
the income derived therefrom was made subject to Federal 
taxation. 

The best economic authorities disagree with that statement 
attributed to Mr. Norris. The predictions made by Professor 
Seligman and other economists 5, 10, and 20 years ago have 
proyen correct. But that can not be said of the opinions of 
Mr. Norris. When the Federal land banks were organized the 
policy was inaugurated of loaning money for 84 years, financing 
the loans with 20-year bonds. Attention was called to the fact 
that if interest rates went higher at the end of 20 years holders 
of the bonds would demand payment, but those owing on mort- 
gages would not care to refund their loans before maturity at a 
higher rate, and therefore they would wait until maturity be- 
fore paying them. This ‘would necessarily entail a loss, because 
new bonds would be issued at the then market rates for money 
to carry the mortgages for the remaining 14 years, until they 
became due. It was the theory of many business men in 1916 
and 1917 that interest rates would go lower instead of higher. 
Evidently Mr. Norris, as farm-loan commissioner and a mem- 
ber of the Farm Loan Board, entertained the same opinion. 
He was mistaken in that view then as he is now in the 
opinion that it would increase the interest rate on farm-loan 
bonds 1 per cent if all tax-free bonds were made subject to 
taxation of income, 

SELIGMAN IS RIGHT. 

Permit me to make myself clear on this point. I contend that 
the vast increase in the volume of tax-free bonds is robbing 
them of any special benefit which they once conferred upon the 
borrowing communities. It is only necessary to compare the 
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amounts issued in recent years with those issued 25 years ago | the later date, when the large amounts of such securities were 
to prove the correctness of my statement. In the year 1899 the | issued, the interest rates run from 4 per cent and 41 per cent to 
75 5 ot tax-free State and municipal bonds issued was | more than 6 per cent. 

18.115 Compare that with 1923, when the total issue of The facts prove the statement of Professor Sel hen h 
permanent States and municipal bonds was 3 and | said: 8 gman ae ha 
the issue of temporary tax-free securities by States and muni- 
cipalities was 625,000,000, a total of $1,651,000,000, about fifteen But in proportion as the privilege of tax exemption is accorded to 

5 another bond, then to another, and tben to an entire elnss, the ad- 
times the amount annually issued 25 years earlier. womb CA Aaa DOA sets to- dieatulidy 

As shown by the list of N. W. Harris & Co., the interest rates > 
at the earlier dute were from 2.55 to 3.875 per cent, while at Following is copy of the page of a circular issued in 1901: 


Owned and offered subject io prior sale and advance in prices. 
[Bond Department—Cireular No. 1102. 
FN. W. Harris & Co., bankers, Chicago, 20¢ Dearborn Street (Marquette Building); New York, 31 ays Street (National Bank of Commerce Building); Boston, 67 Milk 


Street (Equitable 
; Price and Net 
Name of security. Amount. Rate. Maturing in— intest ret 
State of New York, registered.......... NRA A sages 330, 000: 3 1 2 
State of 200, 000 3 38 2.83 
City of 5 50,000 29 3.08 
Detroit „ Mich 156,000 2 3. 0 
Milwaukee, V 200,000 it 3.05 
Buffalo, N. 122. 000 19 3.05 
Chicago, III. 106, 000 4 14 3. 10 
vewark, N 50, 000 4 21 3.10 
City ol 50,000 3} 27 4 12 
State of Louisiana, cou: 20, 000. 4 13 3.15 
State of Tennessee, registered 100, 000 3 12 3.20 
City of Allegheny, Pn. 823; 000 Tto 3. 20 
Fort W. „Ind. seh 125, 000 5 to 3. 20 
Greene y, Ohio, 100, 000 4 5 to 2.20) 
Blackhawk County, 45,000 e 10 3.20 
South Bend. Ind 2.2.2.2... 6 20, 000 2 3.2 
W. © 100, 000 3.65 4 to: 20 years.. 3.25 
72,500 4 5 years... 3.25 
50, 000 4 10 x 3.25 
M. 00 4 2» 37 3.25 
42,000 4 9 to] 3.30 
35,000 Dy 3.30 
2,000) J 3.30 
15, 000) 4 8 to 10 3.30 
26, 000 2⁴ 330 
200, 000 1 to 19 3.30 
cia 2% lz F 
Fani district of Chicago x ‘ 
Gallati. opasan 25, 000 4 7 to 10 years... 3.50 
Counci} Binffs, lows, reimding. 23,000 4 14 to 15 years 3.50 
9 of Cascade, Mont 59, 000 4 20 years 3.83 
City of Norfolk, Va., 46, 000 — 28 years 3.70 
Nashville, Tonn., refunding........-..-. 30, 000 4 17 3.70 
City of Memphis, Tenn., sinking ſund 125, 000 4 12 3.90 
Roane County, Tenn., funding... 100, 000 o 2 $ 3.875 
Bexar County, Tex., courthouse. 20, 000 6 3 years... 3.875 


Special cirenlars on request, 


The following is from the recent circular comparing the old | able to offer bonds of this character to yleld as high an interest return 


rates with the new: ay 3 nll, ck 5 y 822 
2 y > $ me o e municipa nis w we have recently purchased 
MUNICIPAL BONDS FOR SAFE g YIELDING FROM 5 TO 6 PER our al careful investigation. are brief d ibed on the opposite 


page. 
For more than 39 years we have specialized in municipal bonds. We own and offer more than 70 different issues and shall be pleased 
There have been very few times during this period when we have been | to send you circulars giving details regarding them. 


United States municipal bonds exempt from Federal income tax. 


f Price and | Yield: 
Name of issue. Amount. Rate. 1 852 N 


8 $20, 000 N ARESE ETE 4.99 

— 500,000 5 | May 1, 101 5.00 

FERE 200, 000 5 | 1951, optional 19881. 3.00 

300, 000 4 | 1922 to mu 8. 40. . 00 

Der 300.000 2 8 3. 12 

125, 000 and 3. 1 

500, 000 5 5.36-5.17 

30, 000 4 5.30 

E S E E AOE E L ES E E S AN E TA 100, 000 6 5. 60-5. 30 

FANS A A E A EEA E A E SNT 25,000 6 5.33 

— 37,000 6 5.40 

175, 000 6 | Aug. I. 19881. 5.40 

A A 150, 000 a 5.50 

47,000 51 1924 to 1935......... 5. 90-5. 60 

ä 70, 000 5 5.60 

. 62, 000 5k 5.75-5.69) 

achive 35, 000 6 6..00-5. 70 

5 22, 000: 5 5.75 

— aa 20, 000 44 515 

g 20,000 5 5. 80-5, 75. 

herman, Tex., waterworks and sew: 65, 000 at 5.87 
Collin County, Tex., road district No. 26. -- 20,000 6.60 
berland County, N. C., road and bridge. - 184, 000 6 | J 60 
Hill County, Tex., road district No. 10. 20, 000 5 to 107 x 6.00 
Kaufman County, Tex., road district No. 3.... 20, 000 5 | 1955, optional 1925.. A $5. 62 6.00 
Mississippi County, Ark., road district No. 1% 20, 000 6 | 1928 to 190 eee k 6.25 


By set cf SE and under the rulings of the Treasury Department the interest from municipal bonds issued in the United States 1 
exempt from the Federal income tax and ownership certificates are not required. 


1924. 


2 Bonds are offered subject to prior sale and change in price. 
Circulars giving more detailed description of any of these issues 
may be had on request. 


(Bond department Harris Trust & Savings Bank. Organized as N. W. 
Harris & Co., 1882. Incorporated, 1907. Harris Trust Building, 
Chicago. Harris, Forbes & Co., New York. Harris, Forbes & Co. 
(Inc.), Boston. Circular No. T931-A.) 


TAXATION OF INCOMES. 


The taxation of income from bonds that are now tax exempt is one 
of the most important questions to be considered by Congress this 
winter, An amendment to the Federal Constitution, introduced by 
Representative GREEN and favorably reported by the Ways and Means 
Committee, is under consideration. The same smendment passed the 
House last January but was not taken up by the Senate. This amend- 
ment provides for taxing the income from future issues of State and 
municipal bonds by the National Government. It also provides that 
the States may tax the income from future issues of Government bonds 
that are owned within their borders. 


FROM WHATEVER SOURCE DERIVED, 


When the sixteenth amendment was adopted and ratified by the 
States about 12 years ago it was thought that it was sufficiently 
broad to cover all Income. The language is specific that Congress may 
tax the income from whatever source derived.” The Supreme Court 
decided that “from whatever source derived” could not be construed 
to refer to incomes from State and municipal bonds. The Green 
amendment is intended to remedy that defect in the sixteenth amend- 
ment. 


THREB PRESIDENTIAL INDORSEMENTS, 


In two messages to Congress President Harding recommended the 
adoption of the amendment. President Coolidge has also recommended 
its adoption and Secretary Mellon has indorsed it. 


NOT A PARTY QUESTION, 


For this reason some people are attempting to make a party question 
out of it. But it can not be so considered, Secretary of the Treasury 
Glass and Secretary of the Treasury Houston, both Democrats, re- 
ferred to the unfairness of the tax exemption of bonds, and the Demo- 
cratie national platform indorsed the sixteenth amendment when it 
was understood that it authorized taxing incomes “from whatever 
source derived.” 

At the close of my remarks I will submit a table showing that Ala- 
bama was the first State to ratify the sixteenth amendment taxing in- 
comes from whatever source derived, and that every Democratic 
southern State quickly followed. Tbe Democratic leaders are making 
a mistake in trying to manufacture a States-rights ghost for temporary 
use to scare their party into Hne. 

Many leading Democratic Congressmen from Arkansas, Georgia, Ala- 
bama, Tennessee, Oklahoma, and other States voted for the Green con- 
stitutional amendment last January, 1923. Judging by the remarks 
heard around the Capitol, the amendment has more friends now than it 
had a year ago. 

In his masterly address last year Congressman Crisp of Georgia 
proved that many of the Democratie leaders comprehend the wisdom 
of the measure and support it. A quotation from that speech will 
follow my remarks in the RECORD. 

Like every other important measure which comes up in Congress, 
objections are urged against it. Some of them seem to be reasonable 
objections. 

TAXES SHOULD BE PAID BY ALL. 


The burdens of taxation ought to be equitably levied on all the 
people according to their ability to pay. It is not Jalr to permit 
privileged individuals to convert their property into tax-exempt se- 
curities and thus evade Federal taxation. When they do so, it makes 
it necessary for others to puy heavier taxes. 

The millionaire who owns tax-free securities ought not to be per- 
mitted to shirk his share of the public burden and throw it upon the 
manufacturer, the merchant, and the farmer. 

SOME OBTECTIONS CONSIDERED. 


Some people say that most of the tax-free securities are owned 
by colleges, charitable institutions, and other associations that pay 
no income tax, and that only about 15 per cent or 20 per cent of 
the tax-free securities are owned by millionaires who evade heavy 
taxes by owning them, and therefore the amendment would be of 
little value, 

While some of the securities are owned by the charitable institu- 
tions, colleges, and others who invest in them because they are Jegal 
investments for trust funds, much more than 15 per cent or 20 
per cent of the tax-free securities are owned by wealthy individuais, 
But if only 20 per cent are owned by wealthy individuals, the Fed- 
eral Government ought not to have a special law to permit those 
wealthy individuals to evade their taxes. 
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INTEREST RATES WOULD NOT BA GREATLY INCREASED. 

It is claimed that if securities now tax free were made taxable 
the interest rates would go up and that borrowing communities 
would be obliged to pay 13 or 2 per cent higher rates on their bonds. 

That statement is erroneous; the increase in interest rate would 
be slight and the benefits which the citizens of every State would 
receive from taxing the income from State and municipal securities 
would be at least five times greater than the extra interest paid. 
In the first place the colleges, charitable institutions, and conserva- 
tive Investors not subject to taxation, who now buy the bonds, would 
continue to do so not because they are free from taxes, but because 
those investors consider safety of principal very important in investing 
trust funds, It would not make any difference to these investors if 
the bonds were made taxable, they would therefore be willing te 
purchase them at the same prices and bearing the same interest rateg 
of their present investments. 

TAX NOT PAID IN ADVANCE. 


So far as the wealthy individuals are concerned, it is alleged that 

they pay the tax in advance by buying their securities at a high price; 
but in fact, they do not do so, 
. Wealthy individuals subject to a Federal income tax of 50 per cent 
to 58 per cent are buying 5 per cent, 51 per cent, and 6 per cent tax- 
free securities now at par, or at a very slight advance. A 5 per cent 
security tax exempt in the possession of a person recelving an income 
of $1,000,000 a year yields him as much net income as a taxable se- 
curity paying an annual interest rate of 11 per cent. To take another 
view of the purchase: The individual receiving an income of $1,000,000 
a year in buying a 5 per cent 20-year bond could afford to pay 
$1,343.08 for a $1,000 bond, but he never pays that amount. If he 
paid $1,343.08 for a $1,000 bond, at the end of 20 years he would 
have recelyed as much interest and principal for the $1,000 tax-free 
bond as he would have received had he paid $1,000 for a taxable bond 
bearing 5 per cent interest for 20 years. The net loss to the taxing 
government is exactly the difference’ between the amount the investor 
pays and $1,343.08. When the investor buys these securities at par, 
the taxing government loses $343.08 on every 81,000 bond issued. 


NOT A MATTER OF GUESSWORK. 


Higher interest rates are not a matter of guesswork. It is only 
necessary to refer to the list of tax-free bonds sold in the month of 
December, 1928, as reported in the Commercial and Financial Chronicle 
for January 12, 1924, to prove the correctness of this statement. 
Five hundred and twenty-two issues of securities were put out in De- 
cember by 355 different municipalities. Akron, N. Y.. sold $10,000 of 
bonds on a 8 per cent basis; Amado school district in Arizona sold 
$10,000 worth of bonds on a 6 per cent basis; Amberst school 
district in Ohio sold $17,729 worth of bonds on a 5.45 per cent basis; 
Beatrice school district, Beatrice, Nebr,, sold $400,000 worth of bonds 
on 2 4.88 per cent basis; Chippewa County. Minn., sold bonds on a 
5.50 per cent basis; Edgemore special school district, in North Da- 
kota, sold $39,000 in bonds on a 6 per cent basis; Eufala, Ala., sold 
$90,000 of bonds on a 5.77 per cent basis; Fayetteville, N. C., sold 
$330,000 worth of bonds on a 5.40 per cent basis; Seattle, Wash., sold 
$378,000 of bonds on a 6 per cent basis; Winter Park, Fla., sold 
$100,000 of bonds on a 5.50 per cent basis; Turtle Lake, N. Dak. 
$8,000 of bonds on a 6.98 per cent basis; Sanford, Fla., $160,000 on a 
5.47 per cent basis. These bonds are all public securities, and all of 
them are free from Federal income tax. Millionaires who buy them 
will get as much net income out of some of them as they would from 
a 12 per cent taxable security. If these bonds were taxable, the 
millionaires would be compelled to pay more than half of the interest 
into the National Treasury, and to that extent they would relieve the 
burdens of other taxpayers. It is clear that the purchasers of these 
securities do not pay the tax in advance. 

TAX EXEMPTION DOES NOT GOVERN RATE. 


Many tax-free securities are sold on a lower interest basis, thus 
proving that tax exemption is not the governing factor in fixing the 
rate of interest. Many are sold on a 4% per cent basis, but very few 
are now sold on a 4 per cent basis, The rate on all municipal se- 
curities is much higher now than It was 10 years or 20 or 30 years ago. 
In 1892, the total tax-free securities issued in that year was 
$83,824,515. In 1923, 31 years later, the total amount of tax-free 
permanent bonds issued was $1,026,105,641, as reported by the Finan- 
cial and Commercial Chronicle. In addition to that, in the year 
1923, temporary municipal loans were negotiated in the United States 
to the amount of $625,708,491, This makes the total amount of tax- 
free securities issued in 1923 a little more than §$1,650,000,000. This 
is about twenty times the amount of tax-free securities that were is- 
sued in the United States 31 years ago. For the last three years the 
amount of tux- free permanent bonds has increased over $1,000,000,000 a 
year. The total amount of tax-free bonds in the United States at the 
present time is approximately $13,000,000,000. This is In addition to 


| about $20,000,000,000 of bonds that are partially tax free, 
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INTEREST RATES INCREASE. 

As the volume of tax-free bonds increases, competition for them 
becomes less strong, and consequently the interest rate goes up, or the 
price of the bond goes down, which is the same thing. 

It is only necessary to compare the rate charged on the bonds Issued 
in 1899 with those issued in 1923 to sce that there is no disputing the 
fact that the interest rates on tax-free bonds are steadily going higher. 
Of the tax-free bonds sold in December, 1899, there were $4,506,910, 
out of 84 issues, 2 were sold on a 3 per cent basis; 11 on a 33 per cent 
basis; and 84 on a 4 per cent basis; while only 9 were sold on a 6 
per cent basis. The average interest rate on the reported sales In 
December, 1899, was 4.046 per cent, taking the average of the differ- 
ent issues, large and small 

Of the bonds sold In December, 1923, there were none sold op a 
3 per cent basis and none on a 83 per cent basis; there was one sold on 
a 4 per cent basis and 4 issues were sold between 4.08 per cent and 
4.20 per cent. There were 93 issues between 4.25 per cent and 4.99 
per cent; there were 84 issues between 5 per cent and 5.99 per cent; 
there were 18 Issues at 6 per cent; there was one issue at 6.98 per cent; 
one at 6.92 per cent; one at 7 per cent and one at 71 per cent. The 
average rate of interest on tax-free State and municipal bonds reported 
and sold in December, 1923, was 5.13 per cent, taking the average of 
the different issues, large and small, 

There ought to be no further dispute over the fact that the interest 
rate on tax-exempt securities goes higher as the supply becomes more 
abundant, 

LOW RATES ON SOME TAXABLE BONDS. 


To proye that freedom from taxation is not the governing 
factor in regulating interest rates, it is only necessary to refer 
to advertisements and market quotations in the Magazine of 
Wall Street, published February 2, 1924. 

Among higher-grade municipals, tax-free Galveston, Tex., 
bonds are quoted to yield 5 per cent; North Dakota State bonds 
to yield 4.90 per cent; Richmond, Va., bonds, due July, 1930, 
4.70 per cent. These bonds are tax free. Seattle, Wash., tax- 
free bonds are offered at 5.50 per cent. The bonds of Ottawa, 
Ontario, subject to Federal income tax, are offered at 5.20 per 
cent, and the bonds of the city of Toronto, Canada, are offered 
at 5.15 per cent, also subject to tax. Chicago Union Station 
Railroad bonds, subject to taxation, are quoted at 5.13 per cent. 
Montreal, Canada, and Winnipeg, Canada, city bonds are 
quoted at 5.20 per cent. These are subject to Federal income 
tax. Bonds of Corpus Christi, Tex., tax free, are quoted at 
5.25 per cent, bonds of the city of Magnolia Park, Tex., are 
quoted at 5.30 per cent, and the bonds of Lake County, Fla., 
are quoted at 5.40 per cent. Bonds of the city of Dothan, Ala., 
are quoted at 5.50 per cent. 

Many taxable bonds are quoted at lower rates. Baltimore & 
Ohio bonds, due in 1948, are quoted to yield 5.25 per cent; New 
York Central Railroad, due in 2013, are quoted at 5.20 per cent; 
Union Pacific bonds, due in 1927, at 5.20 per cent. These rail- 
road bonds are all subject to taxation. 

LAND BANKS OBLIGED TO RAISE RATES. 


Competition with tax-free State and municipal securities has made it 
necessary for the land banks to raise their rate of Interest. The last 
two issues of bonds by the Federal land banks have been 41 per cent 
bonds instead of 41 per cent bonds that were issued last year. There 
are about ten times as many State and municipal bonds in circulation 
as land-bank bonds. 

CANADIAN BOND PRICES. 

As a further evidence that the millionaires who buy tax-free bonds 
are not paying what they are worth to them, and that the American 
taxpayer is getting the worst of the bargain, bond prices in some of 
the leading municipalities of Ontario, Canada, may be cited. In 
Canada the income from municipal bonds is taxed the same as the 
income from other securities. The graduated income tax in Canada 
is practically the same as the tax in the United States. In the month 
of December, 1923, these taxable municipal bonds were sold by 
Canadian municipalities as follows: Erin, Ontario, 5.45 per cent basis; 
Foulthill, Ontario, 5.58 per cent basis; Lanrak County, Ontario, 5.43 
per cent; Medford, Ontario, 5.50 per cent basis; Oahawa, Ontario, 
5.37 per cent basis; Woodstock, Ontario, 5.49 per cent basis. As 
money is not so plentiful in Canada as it is in the United States, 
quite a portion of those bonds have been, or will be, purchased in the 
United States and will be subject to income taxation in the United 
States. The Canadian taxable bonds sold on a better basis than many 
of the American tax-free bonds. An issue of $50,000,000 of Canadian 
railroad bonds which are taxable sold recently on approximately a 
5 per cent basis. This is indisputable evidence that the millionaire 
pays very little for the tax-exempt privilege of 58 per cent immunity 
in the United States. 

NO BENEFIT TO SMALL INVESTOR. 

The tax-free privilege is of no benefit whatever to an investor receiv- 
ing an income of less than $3,000 per year. It is of small benefit to 
the investor whose income is less than $10,000 a year. But when the 


income of the investor goes above $50,000 per year or $100,000 per 
year the tax-free privilege is important. When the investor’s Income 
is $1,000,000 a year the tax-free privilege is worth more than 55 per 
cent. For this reason the tax-free bonds naturally drift into the 
ownership of the wealthy people, because they can afford to pay a 
little more for them than the persons receiving a small income. 

TAX EXEMPTION REVEALED AFTER DEATH. 

We can not tell definitely about the ownership of the tax-free bonds 
while men are living, but after they die the probate courts reveal the 
secrets of the internal revenue department. When Mr. William Rocke- 
feller died and his property was listed In the probate court of New 
York, it was found that he owned $44,000,000 of tax-free securities. 
Mr. Rockefeller was a brother of John D, Rockefeller, and his name has 
always been associated with Standard Oil, of which the stocks are 
supposed to be very profitable. The inventory of the estate of Mr. 
William Rockefeller showed that he only owned $3,000,000 of Standard 
Oil stock. He preferred to tie his money up in tax-free securities and 
let the manufacture the merchant, the farmer, and the consumer carry 
the burden of Federal taxation. Inventory of Rockefeller tax-free 
bonds is printed at close of my remarks. 


WRIGLEY BOUGHT TAX EXEMPTS. 


In the fall of 1923 the Chicago papers stated that Mr. Wiliam Wrig- 
ley, the gum-manufacturing millionaire, sold over $3,000,000 worth of 
profitable stock of the Wrigley Co. to the general public in order to 
invest the money in tax-free securities, on which he could avoid pay- 
ment of Federal income taxes. 


TAX-EXEMPT INTEREST RATES WILL GO HIGHER, 


Expert economists before the Ways and Means Committee stated that 
as the available supply of tax-free securities in the market increased 
the difference in interest rates between taxable and tax-free securities 
will gradually disappear, until the rate on tax-free securities will be 
almost as high as the rate on taxable securities. This would entirely 
destroy the graduated system of income taxes, because men who ought 
to pay 25 per cent or 50 per cent surtax on their incomes would go 
out of any business in which the income is taxable and invest their 
capital in tax-free securities. The market records of tax-free securities 
for the last 25 years demonstrate that interest rates on tax-free se- 
curities go higher as the volume increases, 


DIFFERENCE IN RATE EXPLAINED. 


The difference in interest rates on tax-free securities is very easily 
accounted for. A man or a company with first-class credit, borrowing 
money in large quantities, can always make a better bargain and get 
a loan at a lower rate of interest than an individual borrowing a small 
amount of money, or one who is located a long distance from the resl- 
dence of the investor and not possessed of equally good credit. The 
same principle applies to municipalities. 

BETTER RATE TO BEST SECURITY. 


States and municipalities can usually borrow at a lower rate than 
private individuals, manufacturers, or industrial companies, because 
investors have more confidence in the payment of the obligations of a 
State, a city, or a school district than they do in the obligations of indi- 
viduals or private companies. ‘This same reason would apply if the 
bonds of States and municipalities were made taxable. They wonld 
always be able to borrow cheaper than private individuals or companies, 


NEW STATES SHOULD FAVOR THE AMENDMENT. 


It is claimed by some that the tax-free privilege ought to be con- 
tinued because new States will need to borrow money on State or 
municipal credit for public improvements. That is the very reason 
why the amendment should be supported. New States will borrow 
some money for public improvements, but for every dollar borrowed 
on public credjt for public improvements the new States will require 
$10 or $15 of private capital to be invested in buildings, factories, 
railroads, and for other development purposes. The main sources of 
capital for development of the new States are in the older financial 
centers. People receiving large Incomes accumulate surpluses avail- 
able for investment. To them private enterprise must turn for capital 
to develop new countries. If these wealthy investors are permitted 
to put their money into tax-free securities they will not readily loan 
it for industrial development or for the improvement of new com- 
munities. 

For the last five years great difficulty has been experienced in ob- 
taining capital for railroads, for industrial or development purposes, 
for the reason that the wealthy owners of such capital are laying their 
wealth away in tax-free investments. That condition wiil grow worse 
and worse as the years go by and each year the demand for Govern- 
ment aid will become stronger and stronger as capital is lured away 
into tax-free securities. 

INCREASE IN PRICE NOT PROFITABLE FOR WEALTHY. 

Another objection is urged to the amendment that the tax-free 
securities now in existence will become more valuable and that those 
who own them now will make a profit if this amendment carries. 

There will be some increase in the selling price of tax-free securities 
now in existence if the amendment is adopted. But conditions are 


getting worse and worse every year. The amount of tax-free securities 
is steadily increasing. The longer we postpone the adoption of the 
amendment the worse conditions will become. A large part of the 
bonds will mature within the next 5 or 10 years. They will either 
be paid or new ones will be issued to refund them. Im either case 
the evil will automatically cure itself in a short time, as new issues 
would be subject to taxation. 

As to the profit that might be made by wealthy individuals. At 
first thought that would seem to be an important objection. As an 
example—a man owning a million dollars of tax-free securities draw- 
ing 5 per cent interest. Assume that his bonds go up 10 per cent 
when this amendment is carried and that he then calls them worth 
$1,100,000, It would appear at first that he had made $100,000. But 
he could not realize on that profit. If he keeps the $1,000,000 worth 
of bonds which he calls worth $1,100,000, his annual income at 5 per 
cent will be $50,000 per year; that is exactly the same Income to a 
penny which he received when he called the bonds worth $1,000,000, 
He does not receive any increase In the income. The bond interest is 
paid on the par or face value of the bond, not on the market value. 
Suppose that he keeps those bonds until they mature; he will receive 
$50,000 per year until maturity and when the bonds come due the 
Government will pay him $1,000,000. His $100,000 profit bas van- 
ished. It existed only in his mind. 

Let him handle the bonds in another way: Permit the millionaire to 
sell those bonds and receive $1,100,000 in cash for them. He will 
apparently make a profit of $100,000. But he will be obliged to pay 
$12,500 income tax on the $100,000 profit which he made, provided he 
owned the bonds for two years or more, and a Digger tax if he has 
owned them for a shorter time. Having paid his income tax, he will 
have on hand $1,087,500 in cash. What will the millionaire do with 
that money? If he buys more tax-free securities, he will have $12,500 
Tess money on hand to invest in tax-free securities than he received 
and he will not be able to buy as many securities as he sold. 

If he invests his money in taxable securities, his income will be sub- 
ject to the Federal Income tax. It is therefore clear that the mil- 
Monajre will be unable to realize a profit even if his securities do go 
up in price. 

WILL RELIEVE ALL HONEST TAXPAYERS. 

The income tax is one of the sources of national revenue. We. al) 
support the National Government directly or indirectly. Every dollar 
of tax paid to the National Government at Washington is a relief to 
all people of the United States. It matters not whether the tax is paid 
in New York or Illinois or California or Oklahoma, Alabama, or Texas: 
The money which goes into the National Treasury is utilized for the 
benefit of the whole country, For this reason it is important to the 
citizens of all parts of the country that the citizens of other parts of 
the Nation pay their share of the public taxes. The State taxes paid in 
Pennsylvania do not help the people of Oklahoma, but the national 
taxes paid by the people of Pennsylvania do relieve the tax burdens that 
are imposed on Oklahoma and other States. Wealth must be taxed 
where It is found. It is not a question of geography but a question of 
income, For this reason the new States are particularly interested in 
having the wealthier States pay their share of the public taxes. 


FAVORED BY FARM ORGANIZATIONS AND OTHERS. 


The National Grange, the American Farm Bureau Federation, the 
National Association of Real Estate Boards, the National Farmers” 
Union, and numerous other organizations: interested In agriculture, in 
real estate, and in business favor the adoption of the constitutional 
amendment. Every consumer and every wage earner who does not 
want to help. pay the taxes of the tax-eyading millionaire owners of 
tax-free securities will favor the amendment when he understands it 
fully. 

BILLIONS DIVERTED, 


More than a billion dollars is now diverted every year from agricul- 
ture and business to tax-free bonds. This is a knife that cuts both 
ways. It reduces the sources of revenue and at the same time en- 
larges the tex burden, It deprives industry of the needed capital and 
it shifts heavier taxes upon agriculture and business, If that leak ts 
stopped by the passage of the amendment, agriculture and business will 
thrive as never before. 

Much of the financial embarrassment of banks in the West is due to 
the withdrawal of deposits for investment in tax-free securities. 

So positive and disastrous has this menace and damage become that 
Secretary Mellon has within the last week withdrawn the sale of 
tax-exempt postal- savings certificates and Treasury certificates in 17 
States where many bank failures have occurred because of the drain on 
their deposits. The blighting effect of these tax-free securities upon the 
business of 17 States is now officially recognized. The blighting effect 
of all tax-free securities will soon me recognized in all of the 48 States. 

SPECIAL MEMORANDUM ON TAX-FREE BONDS. . 


The Bond Buyer, published in New York City, issues annually a list: 
of all State and municipal bends issued in the United States. This list 
shows the name of the issuing place, the name of the purchaser, the 
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amount of the issue, the rate of interest shown in the bond, the price 
for which the bonds sold, and the interest-rate basis. The bonds sold 
are classified by States. The Hst for 1923 has not been printed, but 
the list for 1922 is available. The amount of bonds sold and the aver- 


age rate actually paid by the taxpayers in several typical States 
follows: 


Typical bond sales in 1922. 


$84, 411, 850 3.95 

24.144141 4.3 

11,530, 000 5.52 

55, 706, 750 5.61 

9.884, 205 5.05 

459,299, 577 4.54 

300 109 288 
21, 923; 590 5.629 
23, 308, 775 5.163 
JJ Se tie ee gh UN LES 11, 549, 100 5.559 


The average basis rate given is the average of all sales large and 
small not considering the amount of each issue. 

The bonds of all of these States are subject to the same national 
laws. All are equally tax free from Federal income tax. 

It is noted that the heaviest borrowing is done in the older States, 
and that they receive the lower rates. This proves that there is no 
truth in the allegation that the old States have already borrowed all 
they need, and that the tax exemption ought to be continued to 
give the new States a chance to make public improvements. The old 
State of New York borrowed nine times as much as the younger State 
of Texas. The rich old State of Massachusetts borrowed nearly eight 
times as much as the enterprising young State of Alabama. The older 
and richer States will continue to borrow the most. The longer the 
tax-free bonds are continued the worse it will be for the younger 
States. 

The newer States are the heaviest contributors to the pocketbooks 
of the tax-evading millionaires, because their interest rates are higher. 

In Texas in 1922 bonds were sold to the amount of $55,796,750. 
At the average rate of interest the taxpayers would pay to the bond- 
holders annually $2,828,895. If these bonds are held by investors 
in the class of William Rockefeller, who ought to pay 58 per cent 
Federal income tax, the Texas taxpayers contribute annually $1,640,- 
759.10 to millionaires, which money ought to be paid into the 
National Treasury. Business and industry is obliged to pay that tax 
which the millionaires evade because the Texas bonds are tax free 
The same general rule applies to the other States. 

In December, 1899, when there was no Federal income tax, the 
average rate of interest on tax-free bonds was 4.046 per cent, If 
the benefit to the inyestor is passed on to the borrower, the rate 
of interest on tax-free bonds ought to be much lower in 1923 than 
in 1899, because the tax-free privilege is worth 58 per cent in 1923; 
but the record shows that the rate of interest on bonds in December, 
1923, is 5.13 per cent when figured on the same basis as in 1899. 
Instead of being 2 per cent lower, as it ought to be with a 58 per 


cent surtax, it is more than 1 per cent higher, 


APPENDIX. 


Amendment XVI to the Constitution of the United States. Dates 


‘of proposal and ratification, furnished by Legislative Reference Serv- 


ice, Library of Congress. Proposed by Congress July 12, 1909. 
Ratified by the States, as follows: 
1. Alabama, August 17, 1909. 
2. Kentucky, February 8 or 9, 1910. 
8. South Carolina, February 19, 1910. 
4. Illinois, March 1, 1910, 
5. Mississippi, March 7, 1910. 
6. Okiahoma, March 14, 1910. 
7. Maryland, April 8, 1910. 
8. Georgia, August 3, 1910. 
9. Texas, August 17, 1910. 
10. Ohio, January 19, 1911. 
11. Idaho, January 20, 1911. 
12. Oregon, January 23, 1911. 
18. Washington, January 26, 1911, 
14. California, January 31, 1911. 
15. Montana, January 31, 1911. 
16. Indiana, February 6, 1911. 
17. Nevada, February 8, 1911. 
18. Nebraska, February 11, 1911. 
19. North Carolina, February 11, 1911. 
20. Kansas, February 18, 1911. 
21. Colorado, February 20, 1911. 
22. North Dakota, February 21, 1911. 
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23. Michigan, February 23, 1911. 

24. Iowa, February 27, 1911. 

25. Missouri, March 16, 1911. 

26. Maine, March 31, 1911. 

27. Tennessee, April 7, 1911. 

28. Arkansas, April 22, 1911. 

29. Wisconsin, May 26, 1911. 

80. New York, July 12, 1911. 

81. South Dakota, February $, 1912. 

82. Arizona, April 9, 1912. 

33. Minnesota, June 11, 1912. 

84, Louisiana, July 1, 1912. 

85. West Virginia, January 31, 1918. 

86. Delaware, February 3, 1913. 

87. Wyoming, February 3, 1913. 

88. New Jersey, February 5, 1913. 

89. New Mexico, February 5, 1913. 

40. Vermont, February 19, 1913. 

41. Massachusetts, March 4, 1913. 

42. New Hampshire, March 14, 1913. 

(From printed list issued by State Department; slightly different 
dates given in Sixty-third Congress, first session, Senate Doc. No. 12.) 

Became part of the Constitution February 8, 1913, when three- 
fourths (86) of the States had ratified it. Certified by the Secretary 
of State February 25, 1913. (37 Stat. 1785.) The ratification of 
West Virginia was not received until after this announcement. 

WILLIAM ROCKEFELLER ESTATE, SUMMARY. 


{See pages 1 and 6, New York Times, August 10, 1923.] 


Died June 24, 1922. 
Report of transfer tax filed August 9, 1923. 


NT Rips pat genuine meres Si Seo neater 
Inheritance tax, 
ls Le aS SR RN ee ee ae 
BS REA A Ea 
Commissions to executors- 
Hy ani oe eater eles 
Administration expenses 
o ss AAT 67, 649, 660 


Standard oil shares were owned by Mr. Rockefeller slightly in excess 
of the value of $3,000,000; they were listed and valued as follows: 


34,924 Standard OIl of California 


$102, 584, 438 


22,100 Standard Oil of Indiana_ 1, 105, 000 
3.500 Standard Oil of New York + ra 


880 South Penn 0 96, 810 
96 Prairie Oil and Gas- 102, 
2,533 TTT 131, 716 


re ß a 35, 948 

Holdings in Standard Oil are listed in detail to show that the total 
valuation was only $3,000,000. In general discussion it has occasion- 
ally been stated that the amount was 57,000,000. 

(Nore: The debts of Mr. Rockefeller may have been incurred for the 
express purpose of purchasing tax-exempt securities and offsetting the 
interest paid to reduce the income from taxable property.) 

The estate of William Rockefeller was probated in 1923, The court 
records in New York City show that Mr. Rockefeller owned tax- 
exempt securities to the amount of $43,643,035. 

Mr. Rockefeler was a brother of John D. Rockefeller and was inter- 
ested in Standard Oil, but, strange as it may seem, the probate inven- 
tory at his death showed that he had disposed of most of his Stand- 
ard Oil stock and bad only retained about $3,000,000 worth of such 
stock. 

Following is a list of the tax-free bonds published in the New York 
Times in a report listing the property of his estate: 


Posh Sats Be ST ty SOR UR OR ES RR a aS eS ee 75, 400 
City of- Bufalo 5, 000 
City of Oswego „--=-- ae Ba eS ae 85, 000 
CHOL ROCA COT / cocci a tin ms S i ia 00, 

Pederal: Lane Benin x ees gee 3, 000, 000 
Federal Land Bank — ... ͤ——Z—— s „000 
T TTTTTT—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T—T——————————— 416, 655 
Joint 2 ene Bahk a LETS RS spoil 
Clty at NEW TOR aa a a a ea 2; 

City s ee S 8 ARRO — 6, 650, 000 
City o ew Xork — x z 

City OLENE Ak ee eN a AA 350, 000 
CATS OL NOW OR Baier en eed a a i a 8, 

State of New York Canal 1, 784, 000 
State of New York Highway — 539, 000 
State of New York Forest Preserve Park 434, 000 
State of New York Palisades Park 800, 000 
State of New York Canal 1, 545, 000 
State of New York Highway 2, 000, 000 
State of New York Highway * 183, 000 
State of New York Canal 850, 000 
State of New York Canal 4,915, 000 
State of New York Canal 5. 7, 000, 000 
State of New York Barge Canal Terminal 50, 000 
State of New York Barge Canal Terminal 100, 000 
8 > of New York Harpe Canal Terminal 50, 000 
State of New York Highway 50, 000 
State of New York Highway 400, 000 
State of New York Highway . A eae 200, 000 
State of New York Highway „ 50, 000 
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Forest Preserve Park 


State of New York 5% 
Ci lagara Falls Se 


ty of N 


United States First Liberty Loan 150, 

United States Third Liberty Loan 50, 

United States Fourth Liberty 8 
Total, Lee d ns Oe 6, 260, 000 
Total of all tax-free bonds 48, 648, 055 


NOT A PARTY MEASURE. 


The sixteenth amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States originated in the Senate. It was Senate Joint Resolu- 
tion No. 40. It passed the Senate by a vote of 77 to 0. It 
passed the House by a vote of 318 to 14. 

The first resolution to amend the Constitution to permit the 
levying of an income tax was introduced in December, 1895. 
It was indorsed by the national Democratic platform of 1908. 

In his remarks of February 12, 1923, Mr. Crisp, of Georgia, 
summarized the history of the amendment, as follows: 


Mr. Speaker, the sixteenth amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States provided for the taxation of incomes “ from whatever 
source derived.” This was understood to mean the taxation of incomes 
of public officials and also the taxation of the income derived from 
State and municipal bonds. There ts no disputing the fact that this 
was the general belief when the amendment was discussed in Congress 
at the time it was approved and referred to the States. It was also 
the belief of the people of the States when the amendment was ratified 
by the legislatures of the several States. There is no reciprocity clause 
in the sixteenth amendment to permit the State to levy taxes on the 
income from Federal bonds. The sixteenth amendment is one sided in 
that respect. The sixteenth amendment was adopted because the 
American taxpayers believed then, as they believe now, that incomes 
should be taxed and that property should not bear an undue share ot 
the public burdens. This belief is not a matter of party politics. It 
is a matter of common sense and a matter of fair dealing. 

The first resolution providing for an amendment to authorize Con- 
gress to levy income taxes was introduced by Mr. Butler, of North 
Carolina, December 27, 1895. It was not until July 12, 1909, nearly 
14 years later, that the resolution providing for thè sixteenth amend- 
ment permitting Congress to tax “incomes from whatever source de- 
rived” finally passed Congress. During this period of nearly 14 years 
39 resolutions were introduced for this purpose. The record shows 
that 35 of the 89 resolutions were introduced by Congressmen repre- 
senting Democratic States and 4 were introduced by Congressmen repre- 
senting Republican States. The record further shows that the amend- 
ment was ratified by the people of the Democratic States through their 
chosen representatives. 

After the sixteenth amendment was duly ratified it was interpreted 
in an informal way, which nullified a large part of its intended purpose 
by conceding that the incomes of public officials and the income derived 
from State and municipal bonds can not be taxed by Congress. 

The sixteenth amendment was not adopted with the understanding 
that it would afford an avenue of escape from taxation for the wealthy 
holders of State and municipal bonds. Its intent was directly to the 
contrary. 

The Green resolution, which has passed this House and which is now 
pending in the Senate, was presented for the purpose of correcting the 
weakness of the sixteenth amendment. It does not go so far as the six- 
teenth amendment was understood to go, and the pending resolution 
grants to the States important rights which were not granted in the 
sixteenth amendment previously ratified by the States. 

At this time I desire to emphasize the fact that the Democrats who 
voted for the Green resolution have been true to the traditions of their 
party in favoring a square deal in taxation. They have stood by the 
record. As shown by the resolution introduced favoring an income 
tax, 35 to 4—about 10 to 1—the sentiment of the Democratic States is 
shown to be overwhelmingly for the Federal income tax. All parties 
ought to be unanimously for it now. 


Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, before coming to Washingtion, 
and, in fact, for some time after my arrival here, I felt that I 
should support and fully intended to vote for this proposed 
amendment, which proposes to prevent the further issuance of 
tax-exempt securities. In fact, I have written to some of my 
constituents stating that I would no doubt support same. On 
the face of this proposition it looks good, very good, but as 
propaganda began to pour into my oflice and I noted the source 
from which it came, I decided that there was something wrong— 
that there was a “nigger in the woodpile” somewhere—and 
that this proposal was not the innocent creature that it seemed 
to be; that in reality it was not intended to help the little 
fellow out and relieve him of his unjust burden of taxes, as 
its sponsors claimed it would do. And then, gentlemen, when 
it came to the floor of this House 4 I noted the interest in 
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its passage of those gentlemen who represent those districts 
in which the great money power of the country is located and 
heard them express. their solicitude for this amendment, and 
had listened closely to the speeches of the Members of this 
House representing the rural districts in opposition to its pas- 
sage, and had carefully considered the whole matter, I changed 
my mind and decided that I could not vote for the measure 
as it is presented. The several States to-day have power to 
tax their own securities if they wish to do so, and I, for one, 
will not vote for any measure that will hog tie and hamstring 
either a State or the Federal Government should it desire to 
raise funds for an emergency. This amendment, if passed, 
would only increase by millions of dollars the value of those 
tax-exempt securities now held by the very wealthy people 
of the country. It would increase the interest rates to the 
man who has to borrow—the farmer, the laboring man, and 
the small business man—at least 1 and possibly 2 per cent. 
It would add to the burden of the farmers alone in interest 
and taxes at least $80,000,000 a year. In my own State, which 
has recently voted $60,000,000 for roads and has only sold 
about one-quarter of these bonds, it would mean that instead 
of selling the balance at a premium, as the first were sold, that 
they would be sold at a discount, a loss of thousands of dollars 
to Missouri. Even my own splendid little city would lose 
several hundred dollars, as they have but recently voted 
$100,000 for waterworks, the bonds for which have not yet 
been marketed. Furthermore, it is but another step toward 
centralization of government. It is an invasion of State 
rights and unfair to States and cities planning public improve- 
ments, in that their bonds would be taxed, whereas similar 
improvements elsewhere in the past have been made on tax- 
free securities. It is my intention to vote against any propo- 
sition that gives to the Federal Government more power or 
further infringes on State rights. Furthermore, the people 
are demanding lower taxes, and most of the Members of this 
House have pledged themselves to vote for lower taxes, as I 
have done. Consequently, I can not consistently vote for this 
measure, which will result in raising taxes. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, ordinarily I am not in favor 
of the practice of inserting remarks in the Recorp not actually 
delivered on the floor of the House, but due to the time limit 
placed on this debate, which prohibits many Members from 
speaking, I seize this opportunity In the hope that that which I 
do say may serve some purpose in the future when the ques- 
tion is presented to the States, in case it is so proposed by the 
Congress, or if it is defeated here, then when it again comes be 
fore the House, for I firmly believe that the matter will con- 
tinually be before this House and the States until it is acted 
upon favorably. To the end that we might understand the 
proposition more intelligently I insert here the resolution in full 
which is now under consideration: 

House Joint Resolution 136, 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled (tico-thirds of each House con- 
curring therein), That the following article is proposed as an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States, which shall be valid to 
all intents and purposes as part of the Constitution when ratified by 
the legislatures of three-fourths of the several States. 

ARTICLE —. 


Section 1. The United States shall have power to levy and collect | 


taxes on income derived from securities issued after the ratification of 
this article by or under the authority of any State, but without dis- 
crimination against income derived from such securities and in favor of 
income derived from securities issued after the ratification of this article 
by or under the authority of the United States or any other State. 

Sec. 2. Each State shall have power to lay and collect taxes on in- 
come derived by its residents from securities issued after the ratifica- 
tion of this article by or under the authority of the United States, but 
without discrimination against income derived from such securities and 
in favor of income derived from securities issued after the ratification 
of this article by or under the authority of such State. 

Sec. 3. This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been 
ratified as an amendment to the Constitution by the legislatures of 
the several States, as provided in the Constitution, within seven years 
from the date of the submission hereof by Congress, 


The question, when stripped of all its concomitant embellish- 
ments, simply means shall we here and now submit to the 
respective States a proposal to amend the Constitution to the 
end that tax-exempt bonds shall no longer be issued by the 
Government, the States, or anybody else. We propose; the 
States dispose. Our vote is not final. The people can reject 
it, or they can adopt it. If we vote down the resolution, we 
advertise to the world that we are unwilling to permit the 
people of this country to register their convictions, 


As a matter of fact, every Member of this House ean in 
all good conscience vote for the resolution even though he may 
be adverse to the adoption of the amendment; in fact, every 
follower of Jefferson ought to be in favor of the resolution, 
thereby reaffirming his faith in the people. On the contrary 
it may well be argued and no doubt will be assumed that the 
opponents of the resolution look upon the people with fear and 
suspicion. 

The question is not political, but economic. Three Secre- 
taries of the Treasury, Messrs. Glass, Houston, and Mellon, 
have visualized the iniquity of these tax-exempt securities and 
have urged remedial action. The foremost economists, bankers, 
and business men of this country, irrespective of party, advo- 
cate the ending of these tax-exemption privileges; but, be that 
as it may be, I am looking at it from the standpoint of equity 
and not party, at least I think that I am, and therefore I 
propose to submit some observations in the affirmative. 

To appreciate the evils of the existing system, I invite your 
attention to statistics issued by the Treasury Department rela- 
tive to income-tax returns, 


Table showing decline of tawadle incomes over $300,000. 


Number of returns 


The only explanation for the decrease in the number of per- 
sons rendering returns reporting incomes over $300,000 and 
those with incomes over $1,000,000 is that the very wealthy 
have invested in tax-exempt securities, and to that extent have 
withdrawn their wealth from the field of reproductive private 
enterprise, while at the same time and since have and are 
depriving the Government of revenue which must be secured 
from other sources, other property, and other citizens. 

The proof, in fact, of this assertion is afforded us in many, 
many instances, a few of which I cite simply to demonstrate 
beyond the peradventure of a doubt the accuracy of the charge: 
The estate of William Rockefeller disclosed that he owned tax- 
exempt securities in the sum of $43,643,085; the estate of 
Jacob H. Schiff, valued at nearly $35,000,000, was invested 
almost entirely in the tax-exempt securities; the estate of 
James J. Hill was converted into tax-exempt securities so us 
to increase the annual income $365,000. Many other similur 
instances could be cited; and the number will increase in the 
future unless this evil is outlawed. 

The following demonstrate the colossal drone we permit to 
exist here in this country where every dollar should be re- 
quired to bear its share toward the support of the Govern- 
ment, thereby equalizing the burden and distributing the load. 
The evil will increase if the past is any guide as to the future, 
for in 1912 the State and municipal tax-exempt securities 
issued totaled approximately $400,000,000; in 1920, $773,000,- 
000; and in 1923, $1,300,000,000. The total amount outstand- 
ing approximate $20,000,000,000 of United States securities and 
$8,000,000,000 State and municipal tax-exempt securities; in 
other words, a parasite on the industrial and commercial field 
of this country in the sum of nearly $30,000,000,000; more 
wealth, in fact, than is owned by three-fourths of the people 
of the United States, 

The exemption of this amount of wealth from taxation is 
per se wrong, but the most pernicious feature of the whole 
affair is the fact that just so much wealth is withdrawn and 
divested from investment in the financial, shipping, manufac- 
turing, transportation, mercantile, and industrial channels of 
trade. The public service utilities are necessities. In our com- 
plex and diversified civilization capital is always in demand 
by these enterprises, and the higher rate of interest exacted 
of them the greater will be their tariffs, which must be borne 
in the end by the people. To remedy the situation this amend- 
ment ought to pass so as to turn this tax-exempt wealth into 
the open market or put it into industry, thereby lowering 
interest rates, for good security would thereupon find cheaper 
money. 

Furthermore, the tax-exempt security has encouraged ex- 
travagant and needless Government expenditures and has 
prompted the issuance of large quantities of such securities and 
has caused taxes to soar; but which securities have not been 
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sold at an interest rate commensurate with the tax-exempt 
feature, thus depriving the Government of revenue while failing 
to yield to the people the money such bonds should, in com- 
petition with bonds not exempt, actually yield. 

Something is needed to curtail the municipal orgy of spending. 
Perchance the small increase in the rate of interest the munici- 
palities will be required to pay might have a sobering effect. 
Posterity is certainly entitled to some consideration and the 
present generation should be required to pay as it goes instead 
of passing: on to generations yet unborn its bills and burdens. 

The State rights theory has been advanced. So has the 
bugaboo of the power to tax is the power to destroy.“ Neither 
of these deter me, for I feel that the first is in no danger and 
that there is no danger in the second. State rights has been 
advanced in every campaign wherein the Constitution was 
sought to be amended, and yet there is no one who would wipe 
out any of the existing amendments to that immortal document. 
Every argument advanced in this cause was advanced in the 
campaign for the sixteenth amendment; in fact, wlien we adopted 
that amendment everyone thought that we were then accom- 
plishing what we are now attempting to do. And yet does any 
one desire to repeal the sixteenth amendment? Certainly not. 

Now, as to the theory of “the power to tax Is the power to 
destroy,” suffice it to say that whenever the human being can 
get his consent to destroy a member of his own body, or when- 
ever a: member of the human body can control and actually con- 
sent to exercise power sufficient to destroy the whole body, 
including the member itself, then, and not until then, should it 
be destroyed, and so with this great Nation, for it is as an 
individual. 

Every Democrat who. believes In equal riglits to all and special 
privileges. to none should support this resolution—every Re- 
publican who believes that this Nation can not continue half 
taxed and half free should support this resolution, and every 
American. who believes. that every dollar should bear its pro 
rata share of the burdens of this Government should likewise 
rally to the cause and yote in the affirmative. 

Let this House be the last representative body on earth to 
deny the people the right to speak on this vital matter. Let us 
here and now refer this question, to them, for we are but their 
agents, and where an agency. is- not certain and not unanimous 
it should seek counsel and guidance of its principal—the people. 

Mr. FULMER.. Mr.. Speaker, for the last. few months Mem- 
bers have been flooded with propaganda favoring the Mellon 
plan of tax reduction, and as a part of the scheme the: Green 
resolution fo amend the Constitution so as to eliminate tax- 
exempt bonds. I am not a deep student of the Constitution: of 
the United States, but I believe very strongly that the least 
we tamper with the: Constitution will be for the best interests 
of the American people as.a whole: 

This propaganda has been rather confusing because of the 
various stands taken by men. who really represent various in- 
terests. For an instance, it is.a known fact that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mrurs], who is. reputed. to be worth mil- 
lions of dollars, is always standing up in the protection of his 
great interests which in every instance is against the rank and 
file of the great masses. Mr. Mitts inserts in the Congres- 
sional Directory of his own accord the various interests with 
which he is connected, namely: 


Director of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway system, 
director of the Lackawanna Steel Co., director of the Mergenthaler 
Linotype Co:, director: of the Shredded Wheat Co., director of the Crex 
Carpet Co., and a: trustee of the New York Trust Co. 


He is or has been. connected with the firm of Stetson, Jen- 
nings & Russell, a firm that represents one of the great money 
kings of America, J. P. Morgan. Yet Mr. Mitts, who is more 
concerned than anyone else in fighting for the passage of this 
resolution, gives as his reason that we will be able to tax the 
class that he represents—the rich who are placing their money 
in these tax-exempt bonds to evade paying taxes, 

According to figures furnished by Mr. Mellon, Secretary of 
the Treasury, only about 16 per cent of the $12,000,000,000 of 
tax-free securities issued to date are held by men whose wealth 
amounts to more than $50,000, while 68 per cent are held by 
institutions that will not be reached by this amendment in the 
eyent tliat it be passed, namely, life insurance companies. The 
remaining percentage is seattered, no doubt, with small in- 
yestors who do not want to worry with other classes of bonds. 

It is a strange thing to me that we did not receive this kind 
of propaganda or this kind of argument from Mr. Mitres and 
others who are pushing this amendment until about six years 
ago. Why? Because prior to this time the old-line mortgage 
bankers and insurance companies, which were running ram- 
pant, mopping up millions of ill-gotten profits from their mort- 


gages: over the farmérs’ Iands in the agricultural districts of 
the United States: at interest rates of from 8 to 15 per cent, 
with. a raft of commission men and lawyers feasting on the 
hard-earned dollars of the farmer, did not have the farm-land 
banks to go up against. For the past six years the only legis- 
lation. passed by Congress that has worked well in the interest 
of the farmer at a small cost is the farm land bank act: These 
land banks have so operated as to force old-line money sharks 
to rates of interest as low as 6 per cent and to grant terms of 
years: for repayment. The passage of the Green amendment 
simply means the placing of the farmer back into the hands of 
a class who seem to be blind to everything else on the face of 
the earth and above the earth except the desire to pile up 
wealth at the expensive ruin of others at a time when they need 
perhaps to mortgage their lands at rates of interest that will 
enable them to dig out of their present predicament, brought 
about by an unwarranted deflation policy. 

Gentleman, surely you remember that these same old-line 
money lenders on real estate Held up the operations of the 
farm land banks for about 18 months in the courts in their 
efforts to get an order from the courts to destroy them, but in 
which they fafled. This was at a time when the farmers 
needed the land banks most and during the 18 montlis the 
records will show millions Ioaned on farmers’ lands at ex- 
tremely high rates of interest by these old-line money lenders. 
When an amendment was offered by Mr.. STEAGALL to exempt 
farm land bank bonds under the passage of the Green resolu- 
tion, if Mr. Mitts and Mr. Green, along with others who 
wanted to touch up the rich and help the poor, why did not 
they vote for this amendment which would help the farmer by 
‘allowing the land banks to function in the future as they have 
in the past? 

The next argument made by the proponents of the resolution 
was that it would force out money hidden away in these tax 
exempts into Industry where it is so much needed. This is 
absolutely untrue, for as far as money being scarce at this 
time the last statement of the Federal reserve bank issued 
January 30, 1924, will show the ratio of total reserves to de- 
posits and Federal, reserve note liabilities combined stands as 
81.3 per cent—highest,, I believe, since they have been in ex- 
istence. 

Demands on Federal reserve banks by member banks have 
been 80 slack until they have had to: go out into the open 
market in competition with member banks to the tune of about 
$800,000,000. While Federal reserve banks are now charging 
44 per cent on loans, they could well afford to cut rates to be- 
tween 3 and 4 per cent but refuse to do so. To my mind this 
is because by holding their rates as a basis for Wall Street, 
they have an excuse to extract their usual millions with high 
interest rates while money is plentiful. Then, too, it is argued 
that to cut the rates would start inflation. When T say that I 
would like to see Mr. Inflation in the agricultural districts of 
America I know that I am voicing the sentiments of millions 
of broke farmers and banks that were carried down by a de- 
flation policy put on by the Federal Reserve Board of tha 
Federal reserve banks which, to my mind, was no more or less 
than: criminal.. 

About the last, H not the most important, of the reserve rights 
of the State which have not been taken by the Federal Govern- 
ment, or voluntarily given up to it, is this power of the State 
to finance itself in its own way without regard to the will of 
Congress. If this power is to be taken from the State, what is 
left, and why the continuation of State lines and State names? 
I think perhaps the most dangerous tendency during the past 
quarter of a century in our legislation is the tendency to cen- 
tralize all power and all activities in Washington. We are rap- 
idly becoming a bureaucratic government. The Teapot Dome 
oil senndal should be a warning to Members who are willing to 
surrender absolutely all rights and powers into the hands of 
those in authority at Washington. 

T do not care to say more, because those of us who represent 
agricultural districts and who are on the ground floor certainly 
ean not help but see that a selfish motive actuates those who 
do not care a rap for the farmer or anybody else as long as 
they can use arguments that will bring about legislation which 
will mean more dollars for them and those whom they rep- 
resent. 

There were many beautiful speeches made in behalf of the 
farmer in the passage of. the Esch-Cummins railroad bill as to 
how it would assure him fair and just rates. Beautiful lan- 
guage and argument were also used in the passage of the Fordney- 
McCumber tariff portraying it as the only thing that would save 
the farmer. Practically all of you gentlemen representing the 


agricultural sections of the West and. Northwest swallowed it 
| hook, bait, and line by voting for it. Now you are before Con- 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2155 


gress telling your tales of woe for your constituents of the West, 
especially the Northwest, and are actually asking Congress to 
appropriate millions for their relief. Yet I notice you have 
voted for this amendment, which means the destroying of your 
farmers’ land banks—if passed—and would mean millions on 
your farmers in the way of increased interest on bonds that 
you could sell for money to be used in the building of school- 
houses and mortgages on your lands on long terms and low rates 
of interest. 

When members of the Republican Party will forsake their 
farmer friends and yote for a tariff that will increase the prices 
of machinery, farm wagons, binders, and plow tools 50 per cent 
in the interest of the manufacturers who to-day are making 
more money than in the history of their existence, and when 
such Members vote for an amendment to the Constitution that 
will kill these land banks absolutely. I call that loyalty to 
party. I am a Democrat, but when the time comes that I have 
got to follow any party that is absolutely owned and controlled 
by “big business” against the interest of the great masses, 
thousands of whom are to-day suffering for lack of the real 
necessities of life and whose children are growing up in 
ignorance because of a poverty brought about by unjust legisla- 
tion, then I will change my party affiliation: 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, there is no time-honored cus- 
tom or law, however hoary with age or reeking with injustice, 
that can not find advocates eloquent with plausible arguments 
to rise in its defense, In the struggle of mankind to lift itself 
out of barbarism many devices, well intentioned at the time, 
were created to meet the economic problems of the hour. Some 
of these have been abandoned; others continue a protracted ex- 
istence to plague, torment, and confuse, standing as barriers to 
prevent wise legislation. This condition is particularly true 
in the domain of taxation. The old bias of privileged classes 
and the idea of special privileges still linger. They are the 
hardest to conquer of any of the errors of the human mind. 
For whether, at one extreme, the special privilege consists in 
the right to wear a hat in the presence of a king, or, at the other, 
in the more substantial advantage of certain exemptions of tax- 
atien, the long continuance of the privilege soon assumes the 
stature and proportion of a vested right. Those who are 
favored plead custom in its defense and those discriminated 
against stand abashed, thwarted by the fear of disturbing the 
established order. 

Assuming that there was no such thing as a tax-exempt 
security in a land where all property was compelled to bear its 
just burden of taxation, what would be said of a proposal to 
try out such a scheme? It would be laughed out of the forum 
and stigmatized as an artful attempt to undermine the maxim 
of true democracy, “ Equal rights to all, special privileges to 
none.” 

But we have gone beyond that stage. For plausible reasons 
some ingenious economist in the past devised the scheme of 
issuing tax-exempt securities. He reasoned that investors 
would bite at a bait so attractive and it followed that the 
States, counties, and municipalities adopted the plan with 
avidity. 

What is the result? To-day there are of tax-exempt State 
and local bonds upward of $13,000,000,000, and even the Fed- 
eral Government itself was drawn into this maelstrom of 
error, and of Federal bonds there are now outstanding about 
$2.500,000,000, 

So long as no tax was levied on incomes there were no 
complications and no difficulties except such as were naturally 
encountered by industrial securities in finding a market. The 
rivalry of Government tax-exempt bonds might have made the 
financing of industrial undertakings consideratsy more diffi- 
cult. But, as soon as the Federal Government proceeded to 
levy an income tax, the shelter of the tax-exempt Government 
bond was immediately sought, by those who had spare capital, 
as a means of evading and avoiding the just burdens of citizen- 
ship. If they put their money in banks the interest it drew 
would be amenable to taxation. To avoid this they bought 
tax-exempt bonds. 

I do not attach much importance to the argument that only 
the wealthy have taken refuge in tax-exempt securities. I 
think it will be found that they are pretty generally distributed 
among all classes of the thrifty. 

As these holdings are distributed among people whose in- 
comes are in various classes, the receipts from a Federal tax 
on such incomes would bear about the same proportion to the 
total as the present proceeds bear to the present holdings of all 


_ Classes subject to taxation under the laws as they stand. But 


there is no use indulging in guesses as to what we have lost. 
The sum and substance of the matter is these Incomes can not 
be taxed; they are out of reach. They are like water that has 


passed over the wheels. 
for taxation. 

Furthermore, since this bill can not be made retroactive it 
will have no immediate practical value. It can not collect one 
cent upon bonds already issued. Therefore all these tears as 
to wealth escaping taxation is simply crying over spilled milk. 
All that it can do—and that is my sole reason for supporting 
it—is to reestablish a sane system of taxation. 

The ship of state has been driven from the broad ocean of 
sane financing into a narrow estuary where it can not turn 
around, so our only recourse is to back out as safely and as 
gracefully as we can. 

The objection to tax-exempt securities is founded upon a 
deeper philosophy than mere expediency. Nature Is governed 
by certain inexorable laws. These laws not only rule the 
material universe but they also have their counterpart and are 
equally inexorable in the realms of the moral, social, and 
economic activities of mankind. 

You can not get more energy out of a mechanism than you 
put into it. You can not destroy and conserve; eat your cake 
and have it; draw the sword without having another pointed 
at you; injure others without expecting to be injured; seek 
your own selfish interests without awakening similar selfish- 
ness in others. 

Out of these fundamental laws have arisen the moral and 
social bonds of civilized society and nationhood. 

That has been the weakness of the opponents of this meas- 
ure. Their arguments seem to have taken the form that this 
or that State expects to issue large amounts of tax-exempt 
securities for local improvements, and the special pleaders 
opined that the markets for such bonds would be hampered 
by the fact that the usual selling talk of tax exemption could 
not be used to coax investors. 

An argument that has persistently permeated this discussion 
is that the Federal Government, in undertaking the abolition 
of tax-exempt securities, is seeking to control the taxing power 
of the sovereign States. This involves a double error. It is 
not only an error in the assumed premise but likewise in the 
conclusion. The taxation of the income of State securities is 
no more an invasion of State sovereignty than the taxation of 
income from any other source; as, for instance, taxing the in- 
come from highway construction or other business contracts 
with the State. The State, having once assented to the propo- 
Sition that the Federal Government has the right to impose a 
tax on the incomes of its citizens, is thereby estopped from 
drawing hair-line distinctions as to the source of the income. 
Therefore the conclusion built on that false premise that the 
Federal Government, by taxing State securities, seeks to control 
or hamper the taxing power of the States is obviously erroneous 
and will not bear analysis. As a matter of fact, the very 
terms of the amendment, far from restricting, limiting, or 
hampering the taxing power of the States, actually enlarges 
and diversifies that power. For not only can the States in- 
crease their revenue by taxing their own issues of bonds and 
securities, but they may also augment their revenues by taxing 
the bond issues of the Federal Government. 

In short, it is to be regretted that the discussion has run into 
a channel so utterly at variance with the nationalistic spirit of 
our age, 

There can be no real nationhood where the elements that go 
to make it up, whether States or other political units, are in 
perpetual backward drift toward primitive conceptions of local 
self-interest, 

As a legislative body, we can not make wise laws for this 
Nation if we are ever considering and meticulously offsetting 
local interests against the greatest good for the entire Nation. 

Another objection, as expressed by one of the speakers, was— 

It is a proposal to add new taxes to the already enormous burden 
which the people are forced to bear. 


By this, I presume he means that all State, county, or mu- 
nicipal bonds hereafter will not be bought unless they bear a 
higher rate of interest. The interest on such bonds may or may 
not be higher. That is conjectural. The rate of interest de- 
pends upon the competition in the money market, and all secur- 
ities are equally affected. Outside of these factors all securities 
should be on the same level without preferences or exemptions. 
The fact that tax-exempt securities have special privileges in 
this regard is the one objection most strongly urged against 
them. They are taken up as a means of evading the income tax, 
while the holders of other securities are obliged to bear an 
unequal burden. 

If all securities are placed on an equality without special 
governmental subsidies in the nature of exemption from taxa- 
tion, then they will manifest their true worth and comparative 
desirability according to the degree of their safety. State, 


They are gone forever as a subject 
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county, and municipal bonds will not lose their desirability as a 
safe investment because of their being made subject to the 
same burdens as other securities. That circumstance can not 
at all affect their salability. Nor can the removal of the ex- 
emption necessarily have the effect of necessitating a higher 
rate of interest. Such a probability is not at all likely to be 
realized because the competition for safe investment always 
drives interest rates downward instead of upward. 

The rate of interest on tax-exempt securities is due to many 
factors, The existence of these factors may be assumed from 
the great range in interest rates commanded by the securities of 
the various States, of which the following are examples: 


Table showing how interest rate varies. 


There is an illustration of the actual situation better than 
all the conjectures that the ingenious sophist can invent. 
But, aside from this, the question of local interest should not 


be permitted to warp the judgment in passing on a measure of 
nation-wide advantage. 

Furthermore, the extent that tax-exempt bonds are a mate 
rial factor in preventing investment in industrial undertakings 
is very much exaggerated. The promise of returns from indus- 
trial investments, railroads, and other public utilities is so 
great that the capitalist would select them in the ordinary 
course of events in preference even to tax-exempt securities. 
The reason that so much money has been invested in securities 
of this character is that the industrial field under present eco- 
nomic conditions is treacherous and uncertain. If capital goes 
into tax-exempt securities, it takes that course only for security. 
The investment of this capital would still remain in bonds, 
whether taxed or not, and would so remain until the propitious 
moment came for investment in creative or productive enter- 


rises. 
yi Capital of this nature is simply capital in reserve. The 
owner of such capital is wise enough not tọ hold it in reserye 
even in the form of tax-exempt securities drawing at most only 
6 per cent interest when the opportunity presents itself to in- 
vest it in industrial securities drawing from 10 to 15 per cent. 

I have heard it said in this debate that by forbidding the 
issue of tax-exempt securities the country is surrendering a 
right, useful in an emergency to raise funds. That is a fine 
phrase to conceal a fallacy. The country strips itself of no 
right, but rather strips others of a privilege that is morally 
wrong and unpatriotic for them to enjoy. If men must be 
coaxed to lend their money to their Government in times of 
emergency by some special advantage, the exemption of such 
loans from taxation is not the only way to pay them their 
pound of flesh. We can satisfy their cupidity by offering a 
slightly higher rate of interest. And that is perhaps what will 
happen. But something else will also happen; the Govern- 
ment can get back the increase it pays in interest in its secu- 
rities by subjecting their income to the income tax. Thus the 
circle is complete and all are put on an equality, which, after 
all, is the fundamental purpose of democratic government. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Speaker, the question of tax-exempt 
securities has been the center of public interest since the 
World War. Previous to that time but little attention was 
paid to it. Perhaps more money has been expended on propa- 
ganda in behalf of an amendment to the Constitution upon 
this question than upon any other issue that has been before 
the Congress in recent years. 

These so-called tax-exempt securities consist principally of 
United States Liberty and Victory bonds; bonds issued by the 
respective States; by cities and towns, counties, road district, 
school district, and improvement district bonds; and Federai 
farm-loan bonds. 

The Ways and Means Committee two years ago made an 
extensive investigation of this question, but no hearings have 
since been held. According to the statement of Secretary 
Mellon, in the month of January, 1922, based upon the esti- 
mutes prepared by Joseph S. McCoy, actuary of the Treasury, 
the tax-exempt bonds outstanding on January 1, 1922, were as 
follows: 


| TENANG — .. 142, 000, 
United States tax-free bonds (net outstanding) 2 184. 889.803 
farm loan bonds (net outstanding) 284, 000, 000 
Bonds of insular ons (net outstanding) 50, 000, 000 


Total — — 10, 660, 000, 000 


Of the United States tax-free bonds outstanding at that time 
many have since been redeemed, so that it is now less than 
2,000,000,000. The greatest amount of tax-exempt bonds placed 
upon the market in any one year was in 1921, when it amounted 
to a little more than $1,300,000,000, according to the estimates 
of certain financiers who appeared before the Ways and Means 
Committee in behalf of this amendment. 

This great influx was largely due to two causes: First, during 
the war and for a period of reconstruction practically no bonds 
were issued by the States or their subdivisions. Consequently, 
the issues placed upon the market in 1921 were largely due to 
an accumulation of four or five years. Second, the Federal 
farm loan banks placed a very large amount upon the market 
that year under legislation just previously passed by Congress 
to relieve the stressed condition of those engaged in agricul- 
tural pursuits and in stock raising. 

The Federal Government is not now issuing bonds, and in all 
probability will never do so again unless we should unfortu- 
nately be drawn into ahother war. The tax-free bonds now 
being issued consist in the main of Federal farm loan bonds, 
bonds issued by counties and districts for public-road construc- 
tion, and those issued by cities, towns, and districts in the 
cause of public education and other necessary purposes. 

If this proposed amendment to the Constitution should be 
submitted and ratified, the income from all bonds to be there- 
after issued would be subject to a Federal tax and subject to 
a State tax in the State where they are owned, provided such 
State levies an income tax for State purposes. They would 
therefore have to bear a much higher rate of interest than at 
present, but as to how much higher the rate would be even the 
Secretary of the Treasury would not venture an opinion. The 
nearest approach to such an opinion is to be found on page 29 
of the hearings of January 16, 1922, as embraced in the fol- 
lowing colloquy: 

Mr. Freak. That it is true to-day that the Government can issue 33 
per cent tax-free securities? 

Secretary MELLON. Yes, sir. Now, to sell a security at par that Is 
not tax free the Government would have to pay a rate of interest 
to-day of more than 4 per cent, of course. 

Mr. Crisp. More than what? 

Secretary MELLON. More than 4 per cent. I suppose it would de- 
pend upon the length of time they would have to run, but it would be 
somewhere from 41 to, perhaps, 8 per cent, depending on the length of 
time they would run, 


In this statement of Secretary Mellon he concedes that 
United States bonds would have to bear a rate of interest from 
1 to 12 per cent higher if made taxable. At the same time the 
Government would not get back in taxation one-fourth of this 
difference. So, as an economic proposition it would result in 
great loss to the Government if these bonds were taxable. 

If Federal bonds would be-required to pay from 1 to 14 per 
cent higher rate of interest, then such things as road district 
and school district bonds would have to pay an increased rate 
far in excess of those figures. They would not have behind 
them the faith and guaranty of the United States Government, 
neither would they be issued in such large amounts as to 
render them particularly desirable to bond purchasers. 

In official positions heretofore held by me I have been con- 
nected with quite a number of bond issues. I have funded and 
refunded many comparatively small issues of county and other 
bonds, but of the bonds that have been redeemed and refunded 
under my official authority, it can truthfully be said that every 
one of them when outstanding was owned in the city and 
State of New York. In fact, in order to give those bonds a 
market value I had to make them payable in New York. 

New York is the great financial center of this country, if 
not of the world, and it is a safe estimate to say that fully 
80 per cent of the outstanding tax-exempt securities are now 
owned there. New York State now levies an income tax for 
State purposes. Consequently road, school-district, and farm- 
loan bonds issued in Texas, after the adoption of this amend- 
ment, would not only have to pay a tax to the Federal Gov- 
ernment but would also pay a tax to the State of New York, 
where they would be owned. In other words, a road or school 


district in Texas would have to make the bonds bear a rate 
of interest high enough to pay a tax to the Federal Govern- 
ment and a tax to the State of New York in addition to the 
rates of interest heretofore paid. 
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The nontaxable bonds heretofore issued by small communi- 
ties and in small amounts, usually bearing a rate of about 5 
per cent, would, if taxed, probably have to bear a rate of 10 
or 12 per cent to give them the same value in the bond market, 
The bonding communities would be at the mercy of the bond 
buyers, who would demand a “margin of safety.” They would 
claim, and truthfully so, that no one could foresee what rate 
of taxation a future Congress might levy upon the income from 
sneh bonds. 

How the people of my State who believe in publie roads and 
public education can be misled to favor such a proposition can 
be accounted for only by the fraudulent and false propaganda 
that has been distributed throughout the country at such an 
enormous expense by those who hope to profit financially 
through the scheme. 

The propaganda in behalf of this measure has represented 
to the country that multimillionaires have accumulated these 
tax-exempt securities in great quantities, and are therefore 
not being required to pay their just proportion of income taxes 
for the support of the Federal Government, 

“If it were so, it was a grievous fault,” but “ grievously” 
would the people answer it by the adoption of this amendment. 

It may be true to a great extent that such is the case, but 
ne person ean prove or disprove it under existing conditions, 
for the reason that income-tax returns are not permitted to be 
made public. However, Secretary Mellon, reputed to be one 
of the wealthiest of multimillionaires and whose corporations 
are generally supposed to be the largest holders of these se- 
curities, does not bear out this theory in his statements to the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

Of the $10,660,000,000 outstanding on January 1, 1922, the 
estimates of the aetuary presented by Mr. Mellon show that 
approximately 88.660.000, 000 were owned by such corporations 
asthe great life and fire insuranee companies, which are required 
by law. to. keep a certain per cent of their assets invested in 
approved bonds. Therefore if the income from these bonds 
should be made taxable, as proposed in this amendment, it 
would not only increase enormously the interest te be paid by 
the public but it would also have the effect of raising the price 
of life and fire insurance propertionately. 

Before we embark upon such a proposition as this let us first 
make a more thorough investigation and ascertain the facts. 
This can be done only by making tax returns public. When 
this is done, then the country will know just who are the 
owners of these bonds and who are being relieved of taxation 
on account thereof. The Secretary of the Treasury refuses to 
tell the public the amount of his own investments, although he 
has been publicly urged to do so by a certain Senator of the 
United States whose name I am not permitted under the rules 
_of the House to announce in this connection. We are there- 
fore completely in the dark as to the extent to which Mr. 
Mellon and other multimillionaires have been accumulating 
these securities. 

The Senator in question, who had been accused by Mr. Mellon 
of investing in tax-exempt securities, admitted publicly that 
he had purehased a quantity of the bonds of his home city, 
which were tax exempt, but he further stated that he had many 
millions invested in other lines of business which were being 
taxed, for the support of the Government. He also stated that 
he had paid as much as $7,000,000 in income taxes in one year: 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Mrs], who has been 
the chief spokesman for this constitutional amendment both 
in this and in the last Congress, has never been accused of 
being a pauper. In his biography as it appears in the Con- 
gressional Directory of the last Congress he was, according to 
his own statement, among other things— 


Director of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway system, director 
of the Lackawanna Steel Co., director of the Mergenthaler Linotype 
€o., director of the Shredded Wheat Co., director of the Crex Carpet 
Co., and a trustee of the New York Trust Co. 


So the chief spokesmen for this amendment before the Con- 
gress ure Secretary Mellon and the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mitts]. If the propaganda issued in behalf of this amend- 
ment is true, then these gentlemen and their associates in the 
great corporations with which they are connected are the un- 
doubted owners of many dollars’ worth of these outstanding 
tax-exempt securities. Whether or not this is true no one 
knows but themselves, as their tax returns are kept in the 
strictest secrecy, although pertaining to a question of public 
taxation, a thing that should be open to the world. 

This amendment does not propose to tax the bonds hereto- 
fore issued, but to prohibit the issuance of any more tax-exempt 
honds, If those now outstanding have been accumulated by the 
millionaires, as claimed, then to prevent the issuance of any 


more such bonds would have the effect of greatly enhancing the 
value of those already issued. Hence, the “nigger in the wood- 
pile.” It would not require a “ Philadelphia lawyer” to see 
who is attempting to profit by. the scheme. 

When the misleading and false propaganda with which the 
country has been flooded the past few years shall have been 
brought te light and the peeple of this country become aware 
of the faets and the motives behind the propaganda, then a 
different sentiment will prevail. 

Mr. Speaker, there is yet embraced in this proposition a 
danger which, in my judgment, is far more grievous than any 
other which has been referred to. The tendency of the times 
is toward a complete centralization of all power and authority 
in Washington. By the adoption of this amendment we will be 
earrying this centralization to a greater extent than that here- 
tofore dreamed of. 

Not only dees it give the Federal Government power to regu- 
late the affairs of States, cities, counties, and preeincts, and 
prescribe what they shall or shall not do for their loeal needs, 
but it even gives to the Federal Government the power to abso- 
Inutely destroy these necessary subdivisions of our great feder- 
ated country. 

The Supreme Court of the United States has frequently de- 
cided that the power to tax carries with it the power to de- 
stroy. If we are now to be required to give to the Federal 
Government the power to tax local communities for the pur- 
poses embraced in this resolution, then those communities will 
hereafter be completely at the mercy of the Federal Govern- 
ment. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, this resolution proposes an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States whieh 
would take from the States of the Union and their political 
subdivisions the right they have enjoyed since the founding of 
the Republie to issue tax-free bonds, 

Heretofore the States have been able to secure money te 
build roads,. pay a soldiers’ bonus, erect public buildings, and 
finance other needed improvements and enterprises by issuing 
tax-free bonds, In the same manner counties have been able 
to build courthouses, bridges, and roads; municipalities have 
paved streets, built schools and libraries, provided light, water, 
and sewage systems, and otherwise contributed to the health, 
comfort, and prosperity of their citizens. Such bonds, because 
they were tax free, brought a high price, found a ready market, 
and drew a low rate of interest. Through them money has 
always been available for public needs in ample amounts and 
at advantageous terms and low rates of interest. 

And therein lies the explanation of this amazing proposal 
to so amend the Constitution as to prevent their use. Finan- 
ciers who. plot to dry up the public's source of ready money 
public-service corporations which seek to discourage municipal 
ownership of public utilities, and other business interests 
anxious to profit at public expense, are urging this amendment 
and have been engaged in a strenuous campaign to secure its 
adoption for the last four years. 

Their motive is apparent. If the tax-exempt feature of Gov- 
ernment. bonds is destroyed they can not he marketed at the 
high price they now command, and rates of interest will have 
to be increased. As a result the public will receive less money 
for an issue of bonds and the taxpayers will have to pay a 
higher rate of interest. It is estimated by the Treasury De- 
partment that the resulting increase in interest rates would 
be from 4 per cent to 2 per cent, averaging not less than 1 
per cent annually, which on a 20-year bend, the usual term 
for which such bonds are issued, would increase the interest 
charges 20 per cent by the time they were paid or refunded. 

To tax the income from bonds issued by the States, counties, 
and municipalities for roads, drainage districts, levee districts, 
bridges, electric light plants, sewers, streets, water systems, 
schools, libraries, publie buildings, and other public improve- 
ments will materially increase the interest on such bonds and 
at the same time divert needed capital. It would deliver to 
Wall Street the power to fix the rate of interest which our 
cities, counties, and States must pay for money used in publie 
enterprises. 

Such an unusual preposition is just at this time of particular 
interest to the taxpayers of my own State. 

The State of Missouri is just entering upon an extensive road 
program and is expending millions of dollars for permanent 
highways. If this amendment is adopted every $100,000,000 
spent for roads will cost the taxpayers an extra $20,- 
000,000 under the increased rate of interest on 20-year bonds. 
On 30-year bonds it would be $30,000,000. Numérous drain- 
age and levee districts along the Mississippi and Missouri 
Rivers are being incorporated under the laws of Missouri. If 
this amendment is adopted, every $1,000,000 worth of levees, 
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reyetments, or drainage canals will then cost the farmers of 
those districts $1,200,000. Many counties are considering the 
erection of courthouses, and a $100,000 courthouse would under 
the increased rate of interest cost the taxpayers $120,000. 

Various towns are planning additions to water systems or 
sewer lines, every $10,000 addition to which would cost them 
$12,000 In increased interest rates if this proposition of the 
money interests is allowed to become a part of the Consti- 
tution. These tremendous increases must be paid by the 
property owners. If you increase the rate of interest, it must, 
of course, come out of the pockets of the taxpayers. The 
adoption of the proposed amendment would place a tax on 
public health, on education, on permanent roads and trans- 
portation, on municipal utilities and public progress, on com- 
munity comfort and welfare. But most disastrous of all, it 
would place a heavy tax on agriculture, and would impose a 
serious, it not fatal, handicap on the Federal farm-loan sys- 
tem. In fact this seems to be one of the principal objectives 
of this adroit campaign. 

Prior to the establishment of the Federal farm-loan system 
farmers were able to secure loans only on the most exacting 
terms. Exorbitant commissions were charged and excessive 
rates of interest were exacted which cost the farmers from 
8 per cent to 12 per cent and in some cases as high as 16 per 
cent. Loans were refused for periods of longer than three 
to five years, and renewals were uncertain and when granted 
involved additional commissions and other irksome require- 
ments. : 

Under the Federal farm-loan system the farmer is now 
able to secure permanent loans on the amortization plan at 
rates of from 5} to 6 per cent. Not only are those borrow- 
ing directly through the system benefited, but the competition 
of the farm-loan system hus forced the life insurance com- 
panies, farm-mortgage bankers, and local money lenders to 
meet the interest rate charged by the farm-loan banks and has 
altogether abolished commissions. 

To destroy this competition and force interest rates back 
to the old schedule is one of the principal purposes of this 
resolution. 

If the tax-exempt feature of these bonds is wiped out, it 
inevitably follows that the rate of interest will have to be 
increased in order to market them, It will not then be pos- 
sible to put them out at a rate of interest lower than 6 per cent 
at the best. Farmers will then have to pay T per cent in- 
stead of 54 per cent as at present. This will not only mean 
from $80,000,000 to $100,000,000 additional interest charges to 
be paid by the farmers of America, but it meaus the serious 
crippling if not the ultimate withdrawal of farm-loan money. 

The farm-mortgage bankers use tax-free money, They have 
always had it and they would continue to have it even if this 
amendment were adopted. The funds of charitable and edu- 
cational institutions and of mutual insurance companies are 
exempted and should be exempted from taxation by State 
charters, With funds like these available to the farm-mortgage 
bankers, but not ordinarily available to the Federal farm-loan 
banks, it is easy to see how destructive competition could be 
earried on, until the Federal banks were practically eliminated 
and the farm-mortgage people would have the field to them- 
selves again, as they had it before the farm-credits legislation 
was enacted, 

Farm-mortgage bankers, utilizing the funds supplied by tax- 
free life insurance companies and mutual savings banks exempt 
from income taxes, would be allowed to drive the banks of the 
Federal farm-loan system out of business, leaving the farmer to 
he exploited and preyed upon, as he was before the farm-loan 
system was established. 

The consequent increase in taxes would affect not only the 
individual farmer but it would discriminate against the agri- 
cultural States, in, which most of the farm loans are in effect 
and in which practically none of the bonds are returned for 
taxation. Most of these bonds are owned in a few Eastern 
States, to which the wealth of the country naturally gravitates, 
and where the surplus capital of the country available for in- 
vestment is always to be found. While a few bonds stop in 
St. Louis, the great bulk of them ultimately find their way to 
New York, Boston, Chicago, Philadelphia, and other great finan- 
cial centers. These are the great money reservoirs from which 
bond issues are largely financed. If the tax-free privilege was 


withdrawn, any tax imposed would go to these States, and not 
to the States in which the obligations were incurred and in 
which the farms, roads, and improvements were located. Noth- 
ing would be added to taxable values in the States in which the 
tax would be collected, and the agricultural States would to 
that extent pay a heavy tribute to the six or seven States sup- 
plying the cupital and holding the securities, 


These six or seyen creditor States would reap a rich harvest. 
Not only would they draw millions in taxes from the agricul- 
tural States but the discontinuance of tax-free bonds would 
immeasurably enhance the value of those already in force. By 
cutting off the supply of these bonds this scheme would make a 
present of at least $3,000,000,000 to the present owners of tax- 
free securities. It would hand over millions of dollars in un- 
earned increments to a few, and the development of the coun- 
try and the progress of the people would be retarded for genera- 
tions to come. 

Practically the only argument worthy of consideration which 
has been adyanced by the advocates of this amazing proposal 
to eliminate tax-exempt securities is that they enable the rich 
tax dodger to evade his just share of the burden of taxation. 
They claim that the wealthy have invested their money in 
these securities and are now escaping taxation, while the rest 
of the country carries the burden alone. 

At first glance that is a very convincing argument, and I 
must confess that when the proposition was first broached I 
favored it strongly on that ground. But even a cursory inves- 
tigation shows the fallacy of that contention. Except in a few 
notahle but isolated instances of old men nearing the end of 
life and desiring to prepare for administration, the wealthy 
have not invested their holdings in tax-exempt securities. To 
do so would require the dumping on the market of all their 
investments and the consequent relinquishment of valuable 
holdings, the surrender of control of railroads, banks, factories, 
and cherished enterprises. In fact, it would mean their retire- 
ment from business and active life in which they are making 
enormous profits merely to avoid a tax which can be paid out 
of their profits and then leave large annual incomes. Even if 
present conditions warranted such a radical change, it would 
not be justified in the end, as no one believes the present high 
rates of surtaxes are permanent, and the present trend of legis- 
lation in this Congress amply corroborates that conclusion. 
Men of large affairs refuse to invest heavily in securities 
yieldiug a comparative meager return in order to avoid a tax 
which they expect to see cut in half this year and to decrease 
rapidly hereafter and soon vanish. 

Even if tax-free securities are bought up for the purpose of 
avoiding taxation, that defect could be easily remedied by the 
imposition of more adequate inheritance and gift taxes. Such 
meusures would not satisfy the farm-mortgage bankers, the 
railroads, or the public utility companies, but they would meet 
every need of the State and the taxpayer. Certainly to com- 
pletely eliminate tax-free securities, divert the supply of funds 
needed for public improvements, and destroy the farm-loan 
system merely to reach a few cases of abuse would be like 
burning down a splendid building in order to destroy any 
vermin with which it might be infested. 

One other argument may be considered. It is urged that 
the money now invested in tax-free securities should be released 
for the use of “ productive industry.” “Adopt this resolution,” 
pleads the lobbyist for the farm-mortgage bankers, “and the 
billions now invested in tax-exempt bonds will immediately 
move forward into productive industry.” 5 

It is sufficient to point out that it is impossible to sell unless 
some one buys; that no matter how many sales are made, there 
must he a buyer for every sale and the same amount of money 
is still invested in tax-free bonds after each sale. But even 
if this were not true, what industries could be more productive 
than farming? What investments are more profitable than 
schools or are of more importance to the country at large than 
education? What money pays higher dividends than that in- 
vested iùn ronds? The great farm problem to-day is not so 
much a problem of production as it is a problem of 
marketing and distributing, and the road to market is of the 
most vital importance to both the producer and the consumer. 
Surely money invested in roads and transportation is as pro- 
ductive as that invested in stock gambling in Wall Street or 
in phantom wheat on the grain exchange. 

Advocates of this measure would have us believe that it is 
aimed at the rich tax dodger, that it would drive capital from 
hiding, and that it would compel the wealth of the country to 
make a larger contribution to the expense of maintaining the 
Government. It is quite surprising therefore to discover that 
the wealth of the country favors the proposal and that no 
organizations and associations are spending large sums of 
money in disseminating propaganda in favor of it. The same 
people who are urging a reduction of surtaxes and who are 
opposing a resumption of excess-profits taxes are anxious to 
discontinue tax-free securities. Banking interests lending 
money, brokers and exchanges handling industrial securities, 
mortgage companies dealing in farm loans, public service cor- 
porations financing light, water, and transportation, railroads 
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hating motor trucks and flivvers, are all protesting against tax- 
free securities and industriously urging the passage of this 
measure, 

What is the explanation of this united support and this well- 
financed and highly organized campaign? Tere can be but 
one conclusion. It is a scheme concocted by the money sharks 
to tighten their hold upon the money markets of the country. 
From their palatial offices they look out over the land and 
begrudge the schoolboy his little schoolhouse, the farmer his 
road, the borrower his low rate of interest, the cities and 
towns their light and water, and the overflowed districts their 
levees and drainage ditches, and they reach out their long 
arms to levy tribute upon them all. 

Taxing securities will only make money higher and scarcer 
to those who borrow and increase the power and profits of 
those who lend. The cost of every item of material progress 
undertaken by State and county government since the land 
was cleared of virgin forests has been materially reduced by 
tax-free securities. Highways, schools, libraries, light plants, 
drainage systems, streets, and other public utilities financed 
by tax-free bonds have not only contributed to progress, but 
created and accelerated business, even when viewed from the 
strictly business point of view. The denial of the right to 
issue tax-free securities would largely increase the cost of 
every public building, the cost of every mile of road, of every 
acre of land made cultivable by drainage and revetment, and 
the cost of every public improvement made for the benefit 
of the people. 

Adoption of this amendment would restrict the farmers’ 
source of cheap money. It would be a blow to good roads. 
It would seriously interfere with the struggle of counties, cities, 
and towns to provide adequate facilities for public service. 
The amendment should be defeated and the public should 
be protected in one of the most important prerogatives which 
they possess and which they have exercised since establishment 
of representative government. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, when William Rockefeller 
died a few years ago and an inventory of his estate was 
made public it was discovered that of his total property, 
$43,643,055 was in the form of securities which were free from 
taxation, and only $7,000,000 in Standard Oil securities. As- 
suming that these tax-free securities yielded 4 per cent, you 
have an income of approximately $1,745,722 on which no taxes 
were paid to the Federal Government. Tf this income had been 
taxed, the Government would have secured over $1,000,000 
annually in taxes under the Federal income tax law. 

A few years ago Jacob H. Schiff, of New York City, a great 
and wealthy banker, died. When his estate was inventoried a 
similar situation was revealed as in the case of Mr. Rockefeller. 
Collier’s. Weekly contained this statement regarding the Schiff 
estate: 

The banker, Jacob H. Schiff, left an estate valued at nearly $35,- 
000,000. The net taxable income from the whole of it worked out at 
renreely 14 per cent per year. The bulk of his estate was in tax- 
exempt bonds, because the surtaxes on other investments would have 
left him a lower rate of return than did the bonds. Schiff was a 
business man. Tax schedules did not tax him, but only forced his 
money out of business uses into governmental uses. He had to invest 
his money not with those who built up industry but with those who 
spend the proceeds of State, city, and national bond issues. The 
information contained in such wills as that of Jacob H. Schiff is dis- 
quieting to those who want to “ make the rich pay all the taxes.” 


When the great railroad builder, James J. Hill, died he left 
an estate to his widow which yielded $365,000 a year. By con- 
verting these securities into tax-free bonds the widow's net 
income increased to $730,000 a year. The difference represents 

the loss in taxes to the Government. 

This deplorable situation is known to every man of large 
means and to eyery student of taxation. It was this situation 
which led the. Secretary of the Treasury to say in his famous 
letter to Mr. Green, Chairman of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee: 

Productive capital is exhausting itself in tzx-exempt securities, 


In his letter of January 2, 1924, to Senator Couzens, Secre- 
tary Mellon also says: 


The existing tax-exempt securities are the most open and well-known 
invitation to the avoidance of high surtaxes. 

President Coolidge in his message to Congress on December 
6, 1923, said: 


Another reform which is urgent in cur fiscal system is the abolition 
of the right to issue tax-exempt securities, The existing system not 
only permits a large amount of the wealth of the Nation to escape its 
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just burden but acts as a continual stimulant to municipal extrava- 
gance. This should be prohibited by constitutional amendment. AN 
the wealth of the Nation ought to contribute its fair share to the ey- 
penses of the Nation. 


We are confronted with a situation in which we pass laws t3 
tax large incomes and yet leave a door open for them to es- 
cape paying their taxes. We have a situation in which a power- 
ful group in the country have representation in government 
without paying taxes. As Prof. James E. Boyle, of Cornell 
University, has put it: 


Taxation without representation is bad, but representation without 
taxation is worse. 


As I understand it, it is to remedy this indefensible and un- 
American situation that the pending amendment of Mr. Green, 
Chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States is proposed. This amendment, which 
was indorsed by Secretary Mellon in his 1922 annual report, 
reads as follows: 


Sec. 1. The United States shall have power to levy aud collect 
taxes on income derived from securities issued after the ratification of 
this article by or under the authority of any State, but without dis- 
crimination against income derived from such securities and in favor 
of income derived from securities issued after the ratification of this 
article by or under the authority of the United States or any other 
State, 

Sec. 2. Bach State shall have power to lay and collect taxes on 
income derived by its residents from securities issued after the rati- 
fication of this article by or under the authority of the United States, 
but without discrimination against income derived from such securi- 
ties and in favor of income derived from securities issued after the 
ratification of this article by or under the authority of each State. 


I shall support this amendment introduced by the Repub- 
lican chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, which ap- 
parently is to be supported by a large number of his own 
party. I regret exceedingly that in this my first speech ir 
Congress I must express dissenting views and break with m3 
Democratic colleagues by voting with the Republicans. 

This wretched tax situation is daily being aggravated with 
each additional issue of tax tree bonds by States, municipali- 
ties, school districts, and other subdivisions of the State. It 
has been estimated that the issue of such tax-free securities 
is going on at the rate of about. $1,000,000,000 a year. Accord- 
ing to figures given in the Bond-buyer and quoted by Prof. 
E. R. A. Seligman in his New York Times article of December 
81, 1922, the following amounts of bonds were issued by the 
States and localities during a recent 10-year period. 


$591, 496, 000 


7 
1. 220. 289. 000 
1, 487, 751, 000 
2, 020, 393, 000 
1, 250, 544, 000 
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A conservative estimate of the total outstanding issues of 
such tax-free bonds is about $11,000,000,000. Assuming that 
nearly one-half of these are held by corporate institutions, like 
insurance companies, saviugs banks, and trust companies, not 
subject, of course, to the surtax rates under the income tax law, 
there remains still about '$6,000,000,000 in the hands of indi- 
viduals. Of course, some of this six billions is in the hands of 
people of small incomes, who purchase such State and local 
bonds because they are a safe Investment. But if the average 
yield on the $6,000,000,000 is 44 per cent, the total Income 
would be $270,000,000; and if all of this income were subject, 
not to the highest rate, namely, 58 per cent, but to a rate some- 
where in the neighborhood of 40 per cent, the loss of revenue 
to the Federal Government is in the neighborhood of $100,000,- 
000 annually. This is a very conservative estimate. Professor 
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| Seligman, the great tax expert and professor of political econ- 


omy at Columbia University, in an article in the New York 
Times of December 81, 1922, put the loss in revenues at $300,- 


| 000,000 annually. Even if you wish to minimize the loss to 


the Government through these tax-free bonds, as Senator 
‘Couzens seeks to do, no one can deny that the losses in revenue 
to the Government are substantial and indefensible. 

And who is it that profits most by the privilege of purchasing 
tax-free securities? Congressman MILLS, of New York (Re- 
publican), who is regarded in the House by both sides as being 
the principal and ablest spokesman for the Republican Party 
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on tax measures of this character, proved conclusively that the 
benefits are confined to those whose annual incomes are $25,000 
and upward. 

I shall use a few of the illustrations that Mr. Mirxs used so 
effectively in this debate. Take the case of a man with an in- 
come of $10,000 in 1920. Let us assume that he bought a 5 
per cent taxable bond which yielded him a net return of $4.58. 
If lie had bought at that same time a tax-exempt bond and 
paid $105.17 for it, it would have yielded him exactly $4.58. 
But assume that the nontaxable security was selling at $1.06, 
then obviously the man with the $10,000 income would be bet- 
ter off if he bought a taxable bond and paid the tax. So that 
the $10,000 man must drop out at $1.06 and the $20,000 man 
drops out at a price a little higher. In those days men in the 
higher income-tax brackets could have afforded to pay $143.80 
for the nontaxable security in order to get the same yield as 
from a 5 per cent taxable bond at par. They never had to pay 
$143 or anything like it. So they bought at a price that gave 
a benefit out of all proportion to that which the Government 
received by reason of the higher price. 

Again, take the case of the man with an income of $150,000. 
He buys $200,000 worth of tax-exempt bonds at a 4 per cent 
rate where he could have bought taxable bonds at a 5 per cent 
rate, The 4 per cent bond yielded $8,000 and the 5 per cent 
bond $10,000. By taking the tax-free bond at 4 per cent he, 
of course, loses $2,000 in income, but when he comes to pay his 
tax he is ahead on the game by $3,600. 

It is apparent to everyone who has studied this question that 
the real benefits of the tax-exempt privilege are confined very 
largely to persons of large incomes. I repeat, therefore, that 
while we insist on passing laws to tax the rich heavily we in- 
vite him to escape his tax by permitting him to invest his 
money in nontaxable securities issued by Federal, State, and 
local governments. 

It has taken many years to enact legislation embodying the 
principle of the graduated progressive income tax, Those of 
us who believe it is a sound method of taxation are beginning 
to wonder whether or not the whole income-tax structure is 
not going to be destroyed by virtue of the existence of these 
tax-free securities. Prof. T. S. Adams, who by many is given 
the credit for having done more than any other individual 
toward the upbuilding of our present income tax law, espe- 
cially on its administrative side, has expressed grave doubts 
as to whether we can very long maintain our splendid income 
tax law in the face of this dilemma. If this be true, it is a 
very serious matter and should be kept in mind by those who 
may be inclined to yote against the elimination of tax-free 
securities. 

The argument has been presented here in this debate that 
the governments issuing the bonds profit by the arrangement, 
It is claimed that States and municipalities are enabled by 
this situation to sell bonds at a higher figure, or what amounts 
to the same thing, at lower rates of interest, just because they 
are tax free. Of course, such bonds being tax free are more 
attractive and hence can be marketed at a lower rate of in- 
terest. But even those who are opposing this amendment to 
the Constitution to eliminate tax-free bonds assert that the 
government issuing the bonds gains only from one-half to 1 
per cent. That is, instead of paying 4 per cent the State or 
local community might have to pay 44 per cent or even 5 per 
cent if the bonds were taxable, 

ven admitting this to be true, I think it can be shown, as 
indeed it has been shown very conclusively, that for every 
dollar that State aud local governments save by this arrange- 
ment two dollars is lost to the Federal Government through its 
inability to collect taxes on the income of such securities under 
our present income tax law. If this be true, then the Federal 
Government is losing in taxes $100,000,000, whereas the States 
and localities profit only to the extent of $50,000,000. This 
enables the wealthy classes to pocket the difference. Congress- 
mun Mriis stated that the Federal Government was losing 
$240,000,000 annually and the State and local governments 
profiting at most to the extent of $120,000,000. Certainly this 
is a very strange and most unfair situation and ought to be 
wiped out. 

The second argument that has been advanced against this 
amendment is political in character. There are many gentlemen 
here who are in principle opposed to Congress having the power 
to place restrictions upon the taxing power of the State and 
local governments, This argument obviously has its origin in 
the old State rights doctrine. I wish to remind my State 
rights friends, however, that the second section of this proposed 
amendment gives the States the right to tax Federal securities. 
In other words, this proposed amendment to the Constitution is 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 8. 


reciprocal in its character. It confers power upon the States 
in dealing with Federal issues in the same measure and in the 
same manner as it confers power upon Congress to tax State 
and local securities. Certainly this is a very fair and equitable 
arrangement, 

I have observed in this debate that there is a tendency for 
representatives of outlying and agricultural districts to oppose 
the abolition of tax-free securities. I am fully aware that the 
agricultural interests get a slight advantage through the issu- 
ance of these nontaxable bonds, including the bonds issued by 
the farm-loan associations. I contend, however, that the slight 
financial advantage thus gained is entirely wiped out by the 
larger loss and that, furthermore, the gain is likely to be only. 
a temporary one, whereas the loss will be permanent in so far 
as it will probably be impossible and unwise ever to tax bonds 
that once have been issued with a tax-exempt privilege in the 
contract. But eyen if this were not so, it seems to me very 
shortsighted statesmanship that will base its antagonism to 
beneficial legislation on such selfish special interest as this. I 
am pleased, therefore, to learn that the proposed amendment has 
been indorsed by the American Farm Bureau Federation, the 
most representative and inclusive of all agricultural organiza- 
tions in this country. i 

I regret also to observe that some of my colleagues from 
large industrial centers feel it incumbent upon them to oppose 
this proposed amendment. The prospect of New York City 
being called upon to issue securities for large municipal enter- 
prises is, of course, in the background of their minds. I 
realize also that such bonds will have to pay a slightly higher 
rate of interest if they are taxable than they would pay if they 
were nontaxable. I contend in this case, as in the case of the 
agricultural interests, that the gain is slight and temporary as 
compared with the large gain which would inevitably follow 
from the complete elimination of tax-free bonds throughout 
the entire Nation. 


I realize, too, that the enactment of the proposed amendment 
would immediately have the effect of enhancing the market 
value of outstanding bonds that are tax free. This would be 
so because the minute you place a limitation on the amount of 
tax-free bonds that are available you make the outstanding 
issues more attractive and therefore mor2 valuable. I see no 
way of answering this argument. I admit its force, but it 
must be remembered that it can only happen once, whereas the 
evil, effects of the tax-exempt issues go on as long as the 
securities are issued or remain untaxed, 

A favorable action by this Congress does not put the Green 
resolution into our organic law. It merely submits the pro- 
posed amendment to a vote by the State legislatures. In a 
word, it puts it up to the people of the States as to whether 
or not the proposed amendment meets with their approval. 

There are those in this body and there are lawyers of na- 
tional reputation who maintain that the sixteenth amendment 
to the Constitution gives us the right to tax the Income of these 
State and local securities. I shall not enter into a discussion 
of that legal phase of the subject. I do not know whether It 
was intended by that amendment that Congress should have the 
power to tax the income of such securities by virtue of the 
phraseology in the amendment, namely, that “Congress shall 
have the power to lay and collect taxes on incomes, from what- 
ever source derived, without apportionment among the several 
States, and without regard to any census or enumeration.” 
Certainly this is an open and a debatable question. Also it is 
contended that the Supreme Court of the United States has 
porer directly passed upon the constitutionality of this ques- 

on. 

Whether this be so or not, I believe that at this time the 
Constitution should be so amended as to definitely and ex- 
plicitly confer such power upon Congress and the States, Cer-. 
tainly it is a fair proposition to submit it to the vote of the 
people through the legislatures of the States. I shall, there- 
fore, vote for the amendment, = $ 

To my mind the chief argument in favor of the elimination 
of tax-free securities is not a fiscal argument but a social one. 
It is dangerous in the extreme for a democracy te confer 
special privileges upon any class. Tax-free securities grant a 
special privilege to the wealthy. It is a special privilege 
granted to those who are least entitled to it and who are well 
able to do without it. Class prejudice and hatred are engendered 


in a democracy by the existence of such gross inequality of 
opportunity and privilege. The States and the municipalities 
are, to my mind, paying a price too great for the paltry few 
millions that come to them by way of reduced interest rates 
on the securities they issue. 
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REVENUE ACT OF 1924. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas, Mr. Speaker, under the leave 
granted to me to extend my remarks in the Recorp, I insert 
the following: 


Comparative table showing amount of surtaw under the existing lao, 


Mellon plan, Democratic plan, and Longworth compromise plan, 


$50. 00 E AA $15.00 

80. 00 SDN seve 30.00 

110. 00 40. 00 $10. 00 52, 50 

140. 00 60. 00 20. 00 75.00 

180. 00 20.00 40.00 105. 00 

220. 00 120.00 60.00 135.00 

270. 00 160. 00 90. 00 172.50 

320. 00 200. 00 120.00 210. 00 

380. 00 250, 00 160.00 255. 00 

440. 00 300. 00 200. 00 200. 00 

520. 00 360. 00 250. 00 880. 00 

600. 00 420.00 300. 00 420. 00 

690.00 490. 00 360, 00 487. 50 

780. 00 500.00 420.00 855.00 

580.00 640.00 490. 00 630. 00 

980. 00 720.00 550.00 705.00 

$27,000. 1,080.00 810.00 640; 00 757. 50 
$28,000. 1,200. 00 900. 00 720. 00 570. 00 
$29,000. 1,320.00 | 1, 000.00 810. 00 £60. 00 
$30,000. 1,440.00} 1,100.00 900.00} 1,00. 00 
$31,000 1,570.00 | 1,210.00} 1,000.00} 1,137.30 
832000. 1.700. 00 1,320.00 1,100.00} 1. 244.00 
$33,000. 1,850.00 | 1,440.00} 1,210.00] 1,357.50 
$34,000. 2,000.00 | 1,560.00} 1,320.00] 1.470. 0 
$35,000. 2,150.00] 1,690.00 | 1,440.00] 1582.50 
$36,000, 2,300.00} 1,820.00] 1,560.00] 1,720.00 
$37,000... 2,480.00} 1,960.00] 1,690.00] 1,815.00 
$33,000. 2,620.00] 2,100.00} 1,820.00] 1,935.00 
830,000 2750.00 2240.00 1,960.00} 2062.50 
000 2.900. 00 2,380.00] 2,100.00 2190.00 
1,000. 3,140.00 | 2,530.00 | 2,250.00| 2,325.00 
342,000. 3,320.00 | 2,680.00] 2,400.00} 2460.00 
$43,000. 3,510.00 | 2,830.00} 2,560.00] 2.602. 50 
$44,000... 3,700.00 | 2,980.00] 2,720.00 | 2,743.00 
$45,000 3,000. 00 3,130.00} 2,890.00] 2,896.00 
$46,000... 4,100.00] 3,280.00} 3,080.00] 3,045.00 
$17, 00. 4,310.00} 3,440.00 | 3,240.00] 3,202. 50 
000. 4,520.00 3,600.00} 3,420.00 , 300. 00 
$49,000. 4,740.00| 3,700.00 3,610.00 3,523.00 
$50,000.. 4,960.00; 3,920.00] 3,800.00] 3690.00 
881.000 5,180.00 4. 080.00 4.000. 00 3. 852. 50 
$52,000... 5,420.00} 4. 240.00 4,200.00} 4,035.00 
$53,000. 5,660.00} 4, 410. 00 4,410.00] 4,215.00 
$54,000. 5,900.00| 4,580.00} 4,620.00 4,395.00 
$55,000. 6,150.00} 4, 780. 00 4,840. 00 4. 882.50 
$56,000. 6,400.00} 4,920.00 | 5,030.00 4,770.00 
$57,000. 6,660.00} 5,090.00} 5,200.00] 4985, 00 
$58,000. 9,920.00 5,260.00} 5,520.00] 5,160.00 
$59,000... 7,190.00] 5,440.00} 8,760.00] 5,362, 50 
$60,000. 7,450.00] 5,620.00 6,000.00} 5565.00 
$61,000. 7,740.00] 5,800. 00 6,250.00] 5,775.00 
902.000. 8020.00 5,989.00 6,510.00 5, 985.00 
$83,000. 8,310.00 | 6,160.00} 6,780.00) 6, 202.50 
$64,000. &600.00| 6,340.00 7,050.00| 6,420.00 
$55,000. 8,900.00 |- 6,530.00 | 7350.00] 6,645.00 
$66,000. 9,200.00} 6,720.00} 7,850.00] 6,870.00 
$87,000. 9,510.00 6,910.00| 7.90.00 7,102.50 
$68,000. 9,820.00] 7,100.00] 8,270.00 7,335.00 
$69,000. 10,140.00} 7290.00} F. 500.00 7,575.00 
$70,000... 10,460.00! 7,480.00] 8,910.00] 7,815.00 
$71,000. 10, 790. 00 7680.00 9,240.00] 8.062. 50 
$72,000. 14,120.00 | 7880.00) 9, 570.00 8,310.00 
$73,000. 11. 460.00} , 080. 00 9, 910.00 8,565.00 
$74,000. 11,800.00 | F. 280.00 10,250.00! 8820.00 
$75,000. 12,150.00} 8,480.00 | 10,600.00| — 9, 082. 50 
$75,000. . - 12,500. 0% 8,680.00 | 10,950.00} 9, 345.00 
77,000 12, 850. 00 8,890.00] 11,310.00 9,615.00 
78,000. 13,220.00 | 9,100.00 11,670.00] 9885.00 
‘000. 13,590.00} 9,310.00 | 12,040.00 | 10,182. 50 
$50,000. 13,960.00} 9,520.00 | 12. 410.00 10, 440. 00 
$81,000, 14,340.00] 9,730.00 | 12 780.00 10,725.00 
000 14,720.00} J, 040. 00 13,170.00 11,010. 00 
000 15,110.00} 10, 160.00 13,500.00 11.302. 50 
$54,000. 15,500.00 | 10,380.00 | 14. 950.00 11,595.00 
$85,000. 15,900.00 | 10,600.00 14, 350.00 11,895.00 
$35,000. 16,300.00 | 10,820.00 | 14,750.00] 12,195.00 
$87,000. 16,710.00 | 11,040.00 15, 160.00 12,502 50 
$34,000.. 17,120.00} 11,260.00 15,570.00 12. 810.00 
89.000 17,540.00} 11, 400. 00 15,900.00 13, 128. 00 
$90,000. 17,960.00 | 11,720.00] 16,410.00] 13. 440.00 
$91,000. 18,390.00} 11,950.00 1, 840.00 13,762. 50 
$92,000. 18, 820.00 | 12,180.00 | 17,270.00 | 14,085.00 
$03,000. 19,260.00 | 12,410.00 | 17,710.00] 14,415.00 
o 19,700. 00 12.640. 00 18. 150.00 14,745.00 
000. 20,150.00 | 32,880.00] 18,590.00] 15,082.50 
000. 600.00 | 13,120.00 | 19,030.00] 15, 420. 00 
7,000. 21,080.00 | 13,360.00 | 19,470.00| 15,765.00 
$08) 31; 520.00 | 13,600.00 | 19,910.00 | 16,110.00 
$99, 21, 990.00 | 13, $40. 20,350.00 | 16, 452. 50 
$100,000 22) 460, 00 20,790.00 16, 815.00 
$150,000 46, 460. 00 42,790.00 | 84,815, 00 
$200,000." 70, 960. 00 64,790.00 | 53, 190. 00 
$250,000 95, 960. 00 790.00 | 71, 940.00 


POST OFFICE AND TREASURY APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Speaker, I desire to make some obser- 
vations on a subject that is at present agitating the people of 
this country from coast to coast and from the Great Lakes to 
the Gulf. The question is the deplorable and inadequate sal- 
aries paid to employees in the Postal Service. 

Many years ago I served as a post-office clerk in the post 
office at New York City. At that time the employees suffered 
much hardship because of the insecurity of their positions and 
because of the fact that they were the everlasting playthings 
of politics. I can speak very particularly and intimately of 
these things as they affected the man who served in the po- 
sition of clerk, but in a general way the untoward conditions 
applied to all employees to just as disagreeable extent as they 
applied to the clerks. There were so many disadvantages 
that went hand in hand with such employment that the salary 
question was not always the greatest and foremost in mind. 
They worked Sunday after Sunday and hours without end. 
There was no such thing as compensatory time for Sunday work 
or holiday work or additional compensation for the endless 
hours in excess of eight a day. I have a vivid and painful 
recollection of being compelled to work at times in excess of 
16 hours a day without any additional remuneration or con- 
sideration of any kind. 

Men who had served faithfully and well who met with an 
unfortunate accident that compelled their absence from duty 
for periods covering 100 days were thrown into the street, 
simply dropped. Those who had served and given to the coun- 
try a lifetime of service and upon whom the infirmities of age 
laid a heavy hand were likewise cast into the street, to become 
charges upon their respective communities. Those who met 
with an accident during the performance of their duty and were 
obliged to seek medical treatment either at home or in the 
hospital, or those who suffered death from such injuries, were 
immediately and instantaneously separated from the pay roll. 
I could go on and on and on in relating the terrible condifions 
imposed upon the postal employees by this great Government, 
but by doing so would bring nothing but censure upon our 
predecessors in this Chamber, through whose neglect the con- 
tinuance of such conditions was made possible. 

I would like at this time to review briefly the history of the 
legislation in regard to the classification and reclassification of 
the post-office clerk. This covers a period of some 41 years. 

first classified post-office clerks in 1883. Such 
classification established grades ranging from $400 to $1,400. 
No provision was made for promotion or progress from the 
lower to the higher grades. The system was a hodgepodge 
affair with full opportunity for political favoritism, with no 
recognition of merit and with no semblance of justice. This 
unthinkable condition was continued until 1907. The reclassi- 
fication of 1907 was the first recognition given to the elements 
of merit and service. It provided for annual automatic pro- 
gression to $1,000 at second-class offices and to $1,100 at first- 
class offices. It created two grades of special clerk—grade 1 
at $1,300, and grade 2 at $1,400. It did not, however, make any 
change in the maximum grade salary. 

The Madden reclassification was enacted during the 1917 
18 session of Congress and was made effective July 1, 1918, 
This enactment was a temporary measure, to be in effect one 
year only. It increased the maximum salary of post-office 
clerks to $1,600, and at the same time it suspended all automatic 
promotions during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1919. 

Congress reenacted the Madden reclassification, to be in 
effect during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1919, and restored 
the automatic promotions. It did not, however, affect the 
maximum salary of the clerk. In Noyember, 1919, Congress 
enacted a measure temporarily increasing the salaries of all 
postal employees on a general average of $150 per employee. 
This measure was made retroactive and effective from July 
1, 1919, to June 30, 1920. Through this temporary increase the 
maximum salary of post-office clerks was raised to $1,750 per 
annum. 

The Sixty-fifth Congress created a Joint Congressional Com- 
mission on Postal Salaries. This commission was composed of 
five Members of the Senate and fiye Members of the House of 
Representatives, The commission conducted extensive hearings 
and keard the testimony of hundreds of postal employees 
located in all of the great postal centers of the country. In 
March, 1920, the commission created an advisory committee 
composed of representatives from each of the postal groups. 
This committee worked diligently for some two months digest- 
ing the voluminous testimony which had been taken by the 
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salary commission. At the conclusion of its work the advisory 
committee to the Postal Salary Commission recommended a 
reclassification for post-office clerks as follows: 


Post-office clers to be divided into five grades with two grades of 
special clerk. Grade 1, salary $1,600; grade 2, salary $1,700; grade 3, 
sulary, $1,800; grade 4, salary $1,900; grade 5, salary, $2,000. ‘Special 
clerk, grade 1, salary, 82.100; special clerk, grade 2, salary, $2,200. 
Clerks to progress by annual promotion from grade 1 to grade 6 and 
promotion to the special clerk grades to be made for meritorious service 
alone, 


It is to be regretted that the salary commission failed to 
accept the recommendation of its advisory committee. 

On May 81, 1920, the salary commission submitted its report 
to ‘Congress, together with a proposed reclassification cf all 
postal employees. This bill, with some minor amendments, 
passed both Houses of Congress and was approved by President 
Wilson on June 5, 1920. This is the classification under which 
we are now working. This act established the entrance salary 
ot the post-office clerk at ‘$1,400 and increased the maximum 
salary to $2,000. Provision was made for automatic promotion 
from grade 1 up to and including grade 5. No provision was 
made for the automatic progress from grade 5 to the special- 
clerk grades. So much for the actual legislation classifying 
or reclassifying post-office clerks. 

Unskilled workers in most industries, the country over, are 
receiving a wage equal to and often in excess of that which is 
now being paid to skilled and highly trained post-office clerks. 
Skilled mechanics, newspaper workers, railroad employees, and 
workers occupying positions comparable to that of a post-office 
clerk are receiving a wage far in excess ef the Classification 
that is now asked for. ‘Twenty-six hundred dollars per year 
is equivalent to $50 per week. From reports of different au- 
thorities working under Government and private auspices we 
learn that $50 per week is the minimum sum required to main- 
tain an average family of five in the actual necessaries of life and 
makes no provision for the inevitable rainy day or the human ills 
and human frailties that are eoncomitants of human existence. 

In June, 1920, when the present reclassification was ap- 
proved, the clerks’ association entered its protest against it, 
characterized the act of June 5, 1920, as merely a makeshift 
reclassification, and predicted that it would not materially or 
permanently correct the hardships of their employment as re- 
gards the ‘salaries puid to post-office clerks. Now, five years 
after the signing of the armistice and three years after fhe ap- 
proval of present reclassification, conditions are infinitely worse 
in the Postal Service than they were before the war. 

This is a very serious question. Government employees are 
not private citizens after they subscribe to the oath of office, 
Government employees have a statutory place in the scheme of 
our Government, and each employee, in his or her respective 
statutory place, is as much a part of the Government as any 
other Government employee or official, regardless of the-obscure 
position which might be held by the one or the exalted position 
which might be held by the other. 

The habits, standard of living, education, and environments 
of Government employees and those depending upon them 
must of necessity reflect credit or discredit upon the Govern- 
ment of which they are an intimate and responsible part. III 
fed, shabbily elothed, poorly housed, and miserably underpaid 
Government employees can not and will not render efficient 
service. ‘They ean not add anything to the wealth or progress 
of the country. They can not properly equip their children for 
the battle of life, nor can they contribute the quality of chil- 
ären to insure and safeguard ‘the future of this Republic in the 
generations to come. 

About 40,000 of the 50,000 odd clerks employed in the 3.900 
first and second class post offices in the United States maintain 
membership in the organization entitled The United National 
Association of Post Office Clerks.” First and second class post 
offices are located in every State, Territory, and island posses- 
sion of the Republic. The clerks’ association is represented 
in more than 8,000 of such post offices, with members in every 
State, in Alaska, Hawaii, and Porto Rico. The last convention 
of the Clerks’ Association, the twenty-fourth such gathering, 
was held- in Washington, D. G., September 8 to 7, 1923. More 
than 1,000 delegates attended such convention. 

I had the pleasure of attending the sessions and addressing 
the clerk's convention. In fact, when T was a @erk in ‘the sery- 
ice I was privileged to enjoy active membership in the clerks’ 
association. The resolutions adopted by the thousand or more 
delegates at the convention referred to very accurately repre- 
sent the needs and the desires of more than 40,000 post-office 
clerks who maintain membership in the United National Asso- 
ciation of Post Office Clerks. 


On January 16 last, my distinguished colleague from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Paice] introduced a measure proposing to reclas- 
sify the salaries of post-office clerks aud city letter carriers. This 
bill is known as H. R. 5552 and is now pending in the Post Ofice 
Committee. I have carefully studied this proposal and I am 
convinced, as I believe every Member of Congress would be con- 
vinced, that 4f this bill represents the views of the clerks, that 
the clerks’ association has been most reasonable in its request 
and asks only that to which they are justly entitled. The bill 
seeks to establish the entrance salary for a post-office clerk and 
city letter carrier at $1,600 instead of $1,400. It proposes an 
annual increase of $200 until the clerk or carrier reaches a 
maximum grade of $2,400. It provides two grades of Special 
clerk, grade 1 at $2,500 and grade 2 at $2,600. It provides, 
further, for the automatic progression of the clerks from the 
regular grades to what is known as the special-clerk grade. It 
requires that only those clerks who have served three or more 
years satisfactorily in the maximum automatic grade shall 
progress to the special-clerk grade. I want to particularly em- 
phasize this feature, since it is a particular recognition of the 
elements of merit and seniority of service. I feel certain that 
every Member of this House will be as thankful as I will be to 
oe * fundamental principle of our civil-service system recog- 

e . 


The salaries asked for by the clerks are not unreasonable, nor 
could it be said that they exceeded those generally paid in pri- 
vate walks of life, and certainly they are remote from extrava- 
gant; $1,600 a year is equivalent to $30.77 per week; $1,800 
equals $34.61; $2,000 equals $38.46; $2,200 equals $42.30; $2,400 
equals $46.15. This is the maximum for the carrier. Then we 
have the special clerks at $2,500, equivalent to $48.07.a week, 
and the maximum special-clerk grade of ‘$2,600, which equals 
$50 a week. However, no one will receive the maximum salary 
until he has served a training period covering eight years. 
Preparation for any of the professions demands no greater re- 
quirements. Seventy-five per cent.of the clerk’s service is ren- 
dered after 6 p. m. and prior to 6 a. m. The clerk who dis- 
tributes the mail must constantly study ever-changing railroad, 
steamship, and other transportation schedules embraced in 
schemes of distribution containing in many instances from 5 
to 6,000 facts. Such a clerk, in order to progress from grade 
to grade up to the fifth grade, must render satisfactory service 
for one year and qualify once each year in an examination, dis- 
tributing trom 600 to 1,200 cards at not less than 16 cards per 
minute, 95 per cent of which must be distributed correctly. 
Distributing special clerks must distribute not less than 18 
ecards per minute at 98 per cent or better correct. 

Clerks employed in the nondistributing divisions of the sery- 
ice must have a general knowledge of the Postal Laws and 
Regulations, consisting of a volume with some 17 different 
parts and with close to 2,000 different sections. They must be 
familiar with the different classifications of mail matter, the 
postage rates between all countries in the world, the parcel-post 
zone rates, together with the varying rates established for the 
international parcel post. They must be.competent to deal with 
the public, must have working knowledge of insurance and ad- 
justment of claims, in addition to having an intimate knowledge 
of the most advanced methods in banking and the computation 
of interest, in the eonversion of money and in the international 
exchange of money. No clerical employee in the Postal Service 
can develop a real degree of efficiency in these matters in less 
than five years of the most intensive training and close appli- 
cation to his work. 

The public, I feel sure, is quite willing that Government em- 
ployees, of whom so high a standard of skilled efficiency is ex- 
acted, should receive a wage equal to if not a little in excess 
of the amount usually paid to the employees in private in- 
dustry. This much and no more would be accomplished if the 
Paige bill (H. R. 5552) were enacted into law. 

Now, the general sentiment, as I observe it in this House 
and throughout the country in general, is that the postal em- 
ployees, the clerks, the carriers, the railway matl clerk, the 
supervisory officials, the laborers, the mator-vehicle employees, 
the assistant postmasters, and the postmasters are all suffering 
unusual deprivation because of the meagerness of their Incomes, 
and, as I was about to observe, the general sentiment seems to 
be great willingness on the part of the public and on the part 
of the Members of this House likewise, to grant to such em- 
ployees a rate of wages commensurate with the high class of 
service which they render and sufficient increase over their 
present compensation to enable them to maintain their homes 
on a par with the American standard and in such a manner 
as would befit an employee of this great Government. These 
are the sentiments which seem to actuate the Members of this 
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House and the general public throughout our land. I need not 
make reference to the gigantic operations of the Postal Service, 
but I would emphasize the fact that it is the one governmental 
activity that reaches into every city, every town, every by- 
way, and every hamlet in all the great expanse of the United 
States and beyond. Upon this great service and upon its un- 
interrupted and eflicient operation every activity of this coun- 
try's business, industrially, socially, or otherwise, depends abso- 
Jutely for its success. 

Yet, obvious as these observations are, the general cry with 
which we are ‘confronted is the demand that taxes must be 
reduced; and how can taxes be reduced if we are to have in- 
creased salaries? Well, I do not wish to discuss the taxation 
question here. I am in accord with the thought and with the 
desire that taxes should be reduced. They are far too burden- 
some now, and the fact that nothing serious has happened in 
this country during the past seven or eight years because of 
this taxation question is a splendid tribute to the patience and 
loyalty of the American people, But in connecting the revenues 
of the Post Office Department with the general scheme of taxa- 
tion is, to my mind, the most unsount and illogical dogma. 

The revenues and expenditures of the Postal Establishment 
should be disassociated forever from the revenues of the Gov- 
ernment that depend upon taxation, and which are derived 
entirely by such method. As patrons of the Postal Service, 
whether they spend 2 cents in a post office or $2,000 or more, 
they receive for such investment an immediate and direct re- 
turn. For his 2-cent stamp a patron receives 2 cents’ worth of 
service, and receives it immediately. In no sense of the word 
can the purchase by the patrons of the facilities of the service 
be considered a tax upon the purchaser. That is, of course, 
as we understand taxation. It is true that the receipts of 
the post office are not sufficient to meet the expenditures. There 
is naturally a deficit between the intake and the outgo. This 
deficit must, under present conditions, be made up from the 
Treasury of the United States, and the amount so made up 
must, of course, be obtained or taken from the revenues which 
are obtained through the general tax scheme. This is wrong. 
It is not sound business; it is not just to the department in 
which such conditions are permitted. If the revenue of the 
Postal Service is insufficient to pay the cost of operation of 
that service, then I believe that the proper investigation should 
be made; that the class of mail matter that is not paying 
the proper share of the burden should be determined, and that 
the rates on that class of mail matter should be increased to 
such an extent, at least, that the revenues of the department 
may be sufficient to maintain that department, to provide proper 
equipment, to provide proper working rooms for the employees, 
and to provide a sufficient sum to compensate them properly 
for the splendid service they so faithfully render, In this con- 
nection I wish to bespeak the favorable consideration of Con- 
gress of H. R. 6650, introduced by my distinguished col- 
league, Mr. Paice, from Massachusetts, and which I believe, 
after a careful study, will produce a revenue sufficient to perma- 
nently remedy the very serious conditions now existing and 
which now threaten the splendid Postal Service of the greatest 
country in the world. 

ADJOURNMENT, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 6 o'clock 
and 30 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, 


Saturday, February 9, 1924, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


853. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a communication from 
the President of the United States, transmitting a supplemental 
estimate of appropriations for the Department of Commerce 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, $15,000 (H. Doe. No. 
190), was taken from the Speaker’s table, referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations, and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. RAYBURN: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 5633. A bill granting the consent of Congress to 
the Board of Supervisors of Hinds County, Miss., to construct a 
bridge across the Pearl River in the State of Mississippi ; 


without amendment (Rept. No. 169). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 


Mr. BARKLEY: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 5727. A bill to grant the consent of Congress to 


the Southern Railway Co. to maintain a bridge across the 
Tennessee River at Knoxyille, in the county of Knox, State of 
Tennessee; without amendment (Rept. No. 170). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. DENISON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 5787. A bill granting the consent of Congress to 
the county of Kankakee, State of Illinois, and the counties of 
Lake and Newton, State of Indiana, to construct, maintain, 
and operate a bridge and approaches thereto across the Kan- 
kakee River on the State line between section 19, township 31 
north, range 15 east of the third principal meridian, in the 
county of Kankakee, State of Illinois, and section 1, township 
81 north, range 10 west of the second principal meridian, 
in the counties of Lake and Newton, State of Indiana; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 171). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 6420. A bill to extend the time for 
the construction of a bridge across the Mississippi River in 
section 17, township 28 north, range 28 west of the fourth 
principal meridian, in the State of Minnesota; without amend- 
ment (Rept, No. 172), Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. WRIGHT: Committee on Military Affairs. H. J. Res. 
115. Joint resolution approving the action of the Secretary of 
War in directing the issuance of quartermaster stores for the 
relief of sufferers from the cyclone at Lagrange and at West 
Point, Ga., and vicinity, March, 1920; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 173). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 1867) granting a pension to Margaret Gerber; 
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 5754) granting an increase of pension to John N. 
Eddinger; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 6615) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
A. Deihl; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to 
the Committee on Invalid: Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 6661) granting a pension to George Ayers; Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions, 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 6779) authorizing the pay- 
ment of tuition of Crow Indian children attending Montana 
State public schools; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. REED of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 6780) creat- 
ing a commission to procure a design for a distinctive flag for 
the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. HUBL of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 6781) to authorize and 
direct the Secretary of War, for national defense in time of war 
and for the production of fertilizers and other useful products 
in time of peace, to lease to a corporation to be incorporated 
by the subscribers to a proposal submitted to the Secretary 
of War, dated January 15, 1924, nitrate plant No. 1 at Shef- 
field, Ala., and certain other properties for use in fertilizer pro- 
duction, and to lease under the terms of the Federal water 
power act to said corporation Dam No. 2 at Muscle Shoals, 
Ala., and Dam No. 3 on the Tennessee River (as designated in 
H. Doc. No. 1262, 64th Cong.), when constructed, including 
power stations as provided herein, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. GALLIVAN: A bill (H. R. 6782) to amend paragraph 
(1) of subdivision (a) of section 800 of the revenue act of 1921 
So as to repeal the admission tax where the amount paid for 
admission is $1 or less; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McCLINTIC: A bill (H. R. 6783) to amend Public. 
No. 98, Sixty-seventh Congress, known as the revenue act of 
1921, providing for an inheritance tax; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CRAMTON: A bill (H. R. 6784) to provide uniform 
contracts and contract procedure in the public service; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. s 

By Mr. FULMER: A bill (H. R. 6785) to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury to acquire, by condemnation or other- 
wise, land in the city of St. Matthews, S. C., as may be neces- 
sary for a site and the erection thereon of a post-office build- 
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ing in said city, to cause: said building to be erected; and au- 
thorizing an appropriation therefor; to the Committee on Pub- 
lic Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. BURTNESS: A bill (H. R. 6786) providing for the 
calling of adverse parties for cross-examination in actions at 
law or equity; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 8 

By Mr. BUCHANAN: A bill (H. R. 6787) for the erection of 
a Federal building at the city of Austin, Tex.; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6788) for the erection of a Federal build- 
ing at the city of Georgetown, Tex.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6789) for the erection of a Federal build- 
ing at the city of Taylor, Tex.; to the Committee on Public 
Building and Grounds, 

By Mr. JEFFERS: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 176). provid- 
ing for the appointment of a special committee of Members of 
the House and Senate to investigate income-tax returns of 
Harry F. Sinclair, Edward L. Doheny, and Edward L. Doheny, 
jr., and for other purposes; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BROWNING: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 177) pro- 
viding for the appointment of a special committee of Members 
of the House and the Senate to investigate income-tax returns 
of Harry F. Sinclair, Edward L. Doheny, and Edward L. Do- 
heny, jr., and for other purposes; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. WOLFF: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 178) proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the United States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WEFALD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 179) relating 
to ownership of stocks and bonds of industrial, railroad, mining, 
banking, shipping, oil, and other corporations, firms, aud part- 
nerships by Members of the Senate and House of Representa- 
tives of the United States of America and by employees of the 
Federal Government and their relation to such corporations and 
firms; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FISH: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 180) for the relief 
of the distressed and starving women and children of Germany ; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ZIHLMAN: Resolution (H. Res. 176) directing the 
Secretary of Labor to make a report on the subject of convict 
labor in the United States; to the Committee on Labor. 

By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Rhode Island, urging Congress to increase the 
appropriation for the torpedo station and naval training station 
at Newport, R. I., and favoring the establishment of a naval 
base and construction of a dry dock within the limits of Nar- 
ragansett Bay, R. I.; to the Committees on Naval Affairs and 
Appropriations, 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of New Jersey, favoring the enactment into law of S. 1898; to 
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads, 

By Mr. GARBER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oklahoma, favoring the enactment of Jegislation looking 
toward the feasibility and cost of impounding flood waters to 
control flood waters and to use such waters for irrigation pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
urging Congress to acquire for Federal purposes the Oklahoma 
Soldiers’ Memorial Hospital located at Muskogee, Okla.; to the 
Committee on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. McCLINTIC: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Oklahoma, petitioning Congress and the Director of 
the United States Veterans’ Bureau on the subject of the 
hospitalization of Oklahoma's disabled war veterans; to the 
Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
urging Congress to acquire for the Federal Government the 
Oklahoma Soldiers’ Memorial Hospital located at Muskogee, 
Okla.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. SWANK: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
Oklahoma, favoring the acquisition by the Federal Govern- 
ment of the Oklahoma Soldiers’ Memorial Hospital located at 
Muskogee, Okla.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, 

By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Memorial of the Legis- 
lature of the State of Rhode Island, urging Congress to increase 
the appropriation for the torpedo station and naval training 
station at Newport, R. I., and favoring any project to establish 
a naval base and construct a dry dock within the limits of Nar- 
ragansett Bay, R. L; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. ALDRICH: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Rhode Island, favoring an increased appropriation for the 
torpedo station and naval training station at Newport, R. L, 
and indorsing any project to establish a naval base and con- 
struct a dry dock within the limits of Narragansett Bay, R. I.; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 


By Mr. BURDICK: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Rhode Island, urging upon the Congress.of the United States 
the necessity of an increased appropriation for the torpedo 
station and naval training station at Newport, R. I., and in- 
dorsing any project to establish a naval base and construct a 
dry dock within the limits of Narragansett Bay, R, I.; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. SWANK: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
Oklahoma, petitioning Congress and the Director of the United 
States Veterans’ Bureau on the subject of the hospitalization 
of Oklahoma's disabled war veterans; to the Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
urging Congress to enact legislation to determine the feasi- 
bility and cost of impounding flood waters of Oklahoma for the 
purpose of preventing floods and using such waters for irriga- 
tion purposes; to the Committee on Flood Control. 

By Mr. GARBER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oklahoma, petitioning Congress and the Director of the 
United States Veterans’ Bureau on the subject of hospitaliza- 
tion of Oklahoma’s disabled war veterans; to the Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 6790) granting a pension to 
Edith L. Knorr; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. COLE of Iowa: A bill (H. R: 6791) granting a pen- 
sion to Edwin Babcock; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CUMMINGS: A bill (H. R. 6792) granting a pension 
to Lizzie Lunger; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FAUST: A bill (H. R. 6793) granting a pension to 
Joseph G. Hetzel; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FRENCH: A bill (H. R. 6794) granting a pension to 
Warren Clugston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 6795) granting a pen- 
sion to Mary Jewett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GARBER: A bill (H. R. 6796) granting an increase 
of pension to Joseph Kasiah; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GLATFRLTER: A bill (H. R. 6797) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Joanna Billman; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 6798) for tlie relief of Helen. 
M. Peck; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 6799) for the 
relief of J. H. Arnold; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6800) granting a pension to B. C. England; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HUDSPETH: A bill (H. R. 6801) granting a pension 
to J. L. Hobbs; to the Committee on Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6802) granting a pension to John Foster; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. KEARNS: A bill (H. R. 6803) granting an increase of 
pension to Ruth B. Adamson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 6804) for the relief of Etta L. 
Barnes; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MILLS: A bill (H. R. 6805) for the relief of all 
owners of cargo aboard the steamship Gaelic Prince at the time 
of her collision with the U. S. S. Antigone; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6806) for the relief of Harold Lund; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SANDERS of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 6807) granting 
an increase of pension to Susan A. Bailey; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. i 

By Mr. SEARS of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 6808) granting 
a pension to Ida McAllister; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. s 

By Mr. SHALLENBERGER: A bill (H. R. 6809) granting an 
increase of pension to Catherine Murphy; to the Committee on 
Pensions. ` 

By Mr. SITES: A bill (H. R. 6810) granting the consent of 
Congress to the Millersburg & Liverpool Bridge Corporation, 
and its successors, to construct a bridge across the Susquehanna 
River, at Millersburg, Pa.; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 6811) granting an increase of 
pension to Alma C. Hill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WATKINS: A bill (H. R. 6812) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury to remit certain penalties incurred 
by M. Seller & Co., of Portland, Oreg., under the custom laws, 
amounting to $5,210.86; to the Committee on Claims, 
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PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

943. By Mr. COLE of Iowa: Petition of Mr. A. F. Dotson 
and 99 others, who are residents of Cedar Rapids, Marion, 
Grundy Center, and Traer, Iowa, requesting that legislative 
provision be made by Congress for the inclusion of moneys ex- 
pended for life insurance premiums as deductible items under 
the income tax law; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

944. By Mr. CONNOLLY of Pennsylvania: Petition of sundry 
citizens of Italian origin residing in Tacony, Holmesburg, and 
Torresdale, of the county of Philadelphia, Pa., protesting 
against the enactment into law of the bill (H. R. 6540) to 
limit the immigration of aliens into the United States, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

945. By Mr. FULLER: Petition of John Cunnea, president; 
T. J. Nolan, vice president; H. B. Wagner, cashier; and J, E. 
Connor, assistant cashier of the First National Bank, of Morris, 
III., and sundry other citizens of the twelfth congressional 
district of Illinois, favoring an increase of salaries of postal 
employees; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads, 

946. Also, petition of the Streator (III.) Coco-Cola Bottling 
Works, for repeal of the tax on sirup and carbonic gas; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

947. Also, petition of Board of Trade Post, No. 304, the 
American Legion, and sundry citizens of Chicago, III., favoring 
the Newton bill (H. R. 4523) to repeal the tax on grain futures, 
éte.; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

948. Also, petition of the Laundry Owners’ National Associa- 
tion, of La Salle, Hl., favoring repeal of the tax on telegrams; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

949. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Sisterhood Temple Beth 
El, Dorchester, Mass., opposing the proposed restrictions on 
immigration of the Johnson bill; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tien and Naturalization. 

950. Also, petition of Massachusetts Dental Society, Boston, 
urging favorable consideration of House bill 4845, a bill to 
improve the dental laws of the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbfa. 

951. Also, petition of National Consumers’ League, requesting 
early and favorable consideration of the Dyer antilynching bill; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

952. Also, petition of New England Agricultural Conference, 
recommending adequate appropriations for control of Buropean 
corn borer; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

953. By Mr. O'SULLIVAN: Petition of Connecticut Council 
of Catholic Women, protesting against measure known as equal 
richts amendment; to the Committee on the Judictary. 

954. Also, petition of Connecticut Council of Catholic Women, 
in favor of proposed child labor amendment; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

955. By Mr. SEARS of Nebraska: Petition of 24 citizens of 
the State of Nebraska, urging the enactment into law of legis- 
lation similat to Senate bill 742 and House bill 2702; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

956. By Mr. SMITH: Petition of Frank McGrane and 271 
other farmers and business men of Grangeville, Idaho, urging 
the enactment of the legislation for the relief of agriculture as 
embodied in what is known as the McNary-Haugen bill; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

957. Also, petition of Mrs. Lois F. Gilkeson and 112 other 
farmers and business men of Grangeville, Idaho, urging the 
enactment of the legislation for the relief of agriculture as 
embodied in what is known as the McNary-Haugen bill; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

958. Also, petition of D. Romain and 62 other farmers and 
business men of Cottonwood, Idaho County, Idaho, urging the 
enactment of the legislation for the relief of agriculture as 
embodied in what is known as the McNary-Haugen bill; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

959. By Mr. TAGUE: Resolution of Women’s Italian Club 
of Boston, protesting against Johnson immigration bill; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

960. Also, resolution adopted at a conference of the Asso- 
ciated Young Men's and Young Women's Hebrew Associations 
of New England, at Boston, Mass. Sunday, February 3, con- 
demning the 2 per cent of 1890 census quota provision of the 
Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

961. Also, petition of Massachusetts State Branch, American 
Federation of Labor, urging adoption of House bill 487, work- 
men's compensation bill for the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 


962. Also, resolution of Lowell Lodge, No. 874, Independent 
Order of B’nai B'rith, opposing the passage of the Johnson 
immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. 

963. By Mr, TEMPLE; Petition of officers of Lodge Vit- 
torio il Vittorioso, Sons of Italy, No. 609, Cokeburg, Pa., and a 
number of American citizens of Cokeburg, Pa., protesting 
against enactment of the proposed new immigration bill; to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 


SENATE. 
Sarurpay, February 9, 1924. 


(Legislative day of Thursday, February 7, 1924.) 
The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
recess, 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

9755 PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Senators answered to their names: 


Asburst Ernst Keyes Reed, Pa. 
Ball Ferris E Robinson 
Bayard Fess La Follette Sheppard 
Borah Fletcher ge hields 
Brandegee Frazier McCormick Shipstead 
Brookbart George McKellar hortri 
Broussard Gerry inley Simmons 
Bruce Glass — moot 
Bursum yfie neer 
ameron Hale os S Stephens 
‘apper Harreld Neely Swanson 
Caraway Harris Norbeck ‘Trammell 
Copeland Harrison Oddie nderwood 
Couzens Heflin Overman a th 
Cummins Howell Walsh, Mass. 
Curtis Johnson, Calif. Phipps Warren 
Dale Johnson, Minn. Pittman Wheeler 
Dial Jones, N. Mex. Ralston Willis 
Dill Jones, Wash. Ransdelt 
Edge Kendrick Reed, Mo. 


Mr. CURTIS. I was requested to announce that the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroot], the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Smoor], the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Lapp], the Sena- 
tor from Montana [Mr. Watsu], and the Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. Apams], are attending a hearing before the Committee 
on Public Lands and Surveys. 

Mr. DIAL, I desire to announce that my colleague the 
senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Smrru] is detained 
on official business. He is paired. I ask that this notice may 


‘continue throughout the day. 


Mr. McNARY. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. Norris] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
GooptNe] are absent at a meeting of the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-eight Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. 
ADJUSTED COMPENSATION OF WORLD WAR VETERANS. 


Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, last week I announced that 
on Wednesday of the present week, with the permission of the 


| Senate, I would address the Senate on the subject of the 


soldiers’ bonus. On that day the Senate was not in session, 
owing to the death of President Wilson. I now desire to 
give notice that I propose to address the Senate, with its 
permission, on the subject of the soldiers’ bonus on Tuesday 
hext, after the routine morning business. 

FEDERAL TAXATION, 

Mr. RALSTON. Mr. President, I desire to give notice that 
immediately following the address of the junior Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. Bruce] on Tuesday next I shall address the 
Senate upon the question of Federal taxation. 

LOWER COLORADO RIVER BASIN. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, with the con- 
sent of Senators who wish to occupy the floor on the pending 
resolution, I want to present a brief motion satisfactory to the 
chairmen of the two committees involved. 

The bill (S. 727) to provide for the protection and develop- 
ment of the lower Colorado River Basin was referred to the 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. That committee is 
so engaged that it is impossible, probably, to take up the 
measure in due course and hear the witnesses who are present. 
The bill may with equal appropriateness be referred to the 
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. I have consulted 
the chairman of the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys 
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and the chairman of the Committee on Irrigation and Recla- 
mation, and they are both agreeable that the Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys shall be discharged so far as further 
consideration of the bill is concerned and that it shall be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. I ask 
unanimous consent that that may be done. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection the Com- 
mittee on Public Lands and Surveys will be discharged from 
the further consideration of the bill and it will be referred to 
the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 


UPPER MISSISSIPPI REFUGE. 


Mr. McCORMICK. The bill (S. 1558) to establish the upper 
Mississippi River wild-life and fish refuge, referred, at my re- 
quest, to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, will be 
long delayed in that committee for the reasons suggested by the 
Senator from California [Mr. JoHNnson]. Therefore I ask 
unanimous consent that that committee may be discharged 
from its further consideration and that it may be referred to 
the Committee on Commerce, to which originally the reference 
was made. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Illinois? The Chair hears none. 
The Committee on Public Lands and Surveys will be discharged 
from the further consideration of the bill and it will be referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Chaf- 
fee, one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bills, and they were there- 
upon signed by the President pro tempore: 

H. R. 486. An act to extend the time for the completion of 
the municipal bridge approaches, and extensions or additions 
thereto, by the city of St. Louis, within the States of Illinois 
and Missouri; and 

H. R. 4796. An act to extend the time of the Hudson River 
Connecting Railroad Corporation for the completion of its 
bridge across the Hudson River, in the State of New York. 


AMENDMENT OF COTTON FUTURES CONTRACT LAW. 


Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, yesterday morning I received a 
letter from the Secretary of the State Senate of South Caro- 
lina informing me that the General Assembly of South Caro- 
lina had passed a resolution indorsing the principles of my pro- 
posed amendment to the cotton futures contract law. I ask 
that the resolution may be printed in the Recorp and referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be 
printed in the Record, as follows: 

Concurrent Resolution. 

Whereas the contracts in use by the New York and New Orleans 
Cotton Exchanges governing the purchase and future delivery of cot- 
ton confer upon the seller, whose interest it is to depress the price 
of cotton, all optional advantages, both as to time and grade of de- 
livery ; and 

Whereas such seller's option contracts by making uncértain the 
grades of cotton tenderable under them inject a gambling hazard into 
the transactions of said exchange, and make easier the manipulation 
of the price of cotton; and 

Whereas such sellers’ option contracts place every disadvantage and 
hazard upon the buyers, whose interest it is to raise the price of cotton; 
and 

Whereas if such transactions are to be permitted to continue it is 
manifestly but just to all, and especially to cotton producers, that 
these discriminations, uncertainties, and gambling hazards be eliminated 
from such contracts; and 

Whereas the principles incorporated in what is commonly known 
as “The Dial Amendment" to the cotton futures act would in part 
remove from those contracts the discrimination in favor of sellers 
and would in part remove the hazard upon buyers and would in part 
remove the uncertainty and gambling element from said contracts: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring), 
That the General Assembly of South Carolina indorse the principles 
incorporated in the Dial amendment to the cotton futures act, and 
urge the Senators and Representatives of South Carolina in the 
Congress of the United States to use every honorable effort to enact 
said principles into law; be it further 

Resolved, That the Clerk of the Senate transmit a copy of this reso- 
lution to each of said Senators and Representatives in Congress. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


Mr. CAPPER. I ask unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp and referred to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry a resolution adopted by the Missouri Corn Growers’ 


Association in annual meeting at Columbia, Mo., protest- 
ing the discrimination against corn sugar. 

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

Resolution Protesting the Discrimination Against Corn Sugar. 

Whereas the Federal Food Standard Commission has designated 
the only true sugar as the product of cane and beets; and 

Whereas this designation has discriminated against corn sugar, 
honey, and malt sugar, which are products of the farm; and 

Whereas the Missouri Corn Growers’ Association is an organiza- 
tion of farmers whose purpose is to promote the production, distri- 
bution, and common use of corn and other Missouri crops as a means 
of increasing the farm wealth of this State; and 

Whereas we believe the recognition of corn sugar as a valuable food 
will increase its consumption and thus increase the use of corn; and 

Whereas we believe that corn sugar is upon a par with cane and beet 
sugar: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Missouri Corn Growers’ Association in annual 
meeting at Columbia, Mo., January 16, 1924, hereby protests against 
this action of the Federal Food Standards Commission and urges that 
the proper recognition be given to corn sugar. 

B. M. Yurus, President. 
W. C. ETHERIDGE, Secretary. 


Mr. CAPPER also presented memorials, numerously signed, 
of sundry members of the shop associations of the Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Railway system, of Wichita and Chanute, 
Kans., remonstrating against the making of any substantial 
change in the transportation act of 1920, which were referred 
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. WADSWORTH presented the petition of the Immigra- 
tion Restriction League (Inc.), of New York, N. Y., praying for 
the further restriction of immigration, which was referred to 
the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. FLETCHER presented a resolution adopted at a meet- 
ing of the Ancient and Accepted Scottish Rite bodies at Jack- 
sonville, Fla., favoring the passage of legislation creating a 
department of education, which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Education and Labor. 4 

Mr. ROBINSON presented a letter in the nature of a memo- 
rial from members of the Carmen’s department of the Asso- 
ciation of Mechanical Department Employees of the Missouri 
Pacific Railroad, at Little Rock, Ark., remonstrating against 
the passage of legislation looking to a reduction of railroad 
freight rates, which was referred to the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce, 

Mr. FESS presented a resolution adopted by the board of 
trustees of the Ohio Good Roads Federation at its annual 
meeting at Columbus, Ohio, protesting against the passage of 
legislation making it compulsory for the States in the construc- 
tion of a Federal-aid road improvement to furnish from State 
funds all that part of the cost thereof not supplied by the 
Federal Government, thereby making it impossible for local 
political subdivisions or owners of benefited property to con- 
tribute any part of the cost of a Federal-aid road, etc., which 
was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Ohio and 
of the city of Cincinnati, Ohio, remonstrating against the pas- 
sage of legislation creating a department of education, which 
was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a resolution of the council of the city of 
Cleveland, Ohio, protesting against the passage of immigration 
legislation discriminating against races, which was referred 
to the Committee on Immigration. - 

He also presented a resolution adopted by letter carriers of 
the Forest City Branch, No. 40, N. A. L. C., at Cleveland, Ohio, 
favoring commutation of the sentence for a misdemeanor pro- 
nounced upon Joseph Roth, ex-president of Local No. 72 of the 
postal clerks, which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. DILL presented a petition of sundry postal clerks and 
letter carriers of the Spokane (Wash.) post office, praying for 
the passage of legislation granting increased salaries to postal 
employees, which was referred to the Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads. 

INVESTIGATION OF UNITED STATES VETERANS’ BUREAU (REPT. NO. 
103, PT. 2). 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania, from the Select Committee on 
Investigation of the United States Veterans’ Bureau, submitted 
the second preliminary report. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, 

Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 
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A bill (S. 481) to extend the time for the construction of a 
bridge across the Cumberland River in Montgomery County, 
Tenn. (Rept. No. 130); 

A bill (H. R. 8198) to authorize the States of Alabama and 
Georgia, through their respective highway departments, to con- 
struct and maintain a bridge across the Chattahoochee River 
at or near Eufaula, Ala., connecting Barbour County, Ala., and 
Quitman County, Ga. (Rept. No. 131) ; and 

A bill (H. R. 4817) granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Illinois and the State of Iowa, or either of them, to 
construct a bridge across the Mississippi River connecting the 
county of Whiteside, III., and the county of Clinton, Iowa 
(Rept. No. 132). 

Mr. LADD also, from the Committee on Commerce, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 1614) providing for the construction 
of bridges across the Great Kanawha River, below the falls, in 
West Virginia under certain conditions, reported it with an 
amendment and submitted a report (No. 183) thereon. : 

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Appropriations, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1925, and for other purposes, reported it with amendments 
and submitted a report (No. 134) thereon. 

Mr. BRUCE, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 2090) to provide for the ad- 
vancement on the retired list of the Regular Army of Second 
Lieut. Ambrose I. Moriarity, reported it with amendments and 
submitted a report (No. 185) thereon. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED, 


Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. PEPPER: 

A bill (S. 2445) granting an increase of pension to Rebecca 
M. Augustine; to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (S. 2446) granting the consent of Congress to the 
Olarks Ferry Bridge Co. and its successors to construct a 
bridge across the Susquehanna River at or near the railroad 
station of Clarks Ferry, Pa.; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 

A bill (S. 2447) to amend the act entitled “An act to estab- 
lish a Code of Law for the District of Columbia, approved 
March 3, 1901,” and the acts amendatory thereof and supple- 
mentary thereto; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KING: 

A bill (S. 2448) to amend the organic act of Porto Rico, ap- 
proved March 2, 1917; to the Committee on Territories and 
Insular Possessions. 

By Mr. LODGE: 

A bill (S. 2449) to reimburse Lieut. Col. Charles F. Sargent, 
National Guard of Massachusetts; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A bill (S. 2450) to amend section 2 of the legislative, execu- 
tive, and judicial appropriation act, approved July 31, 1894; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

A bill (S. 2451) to amend section 26 of the act of February 5, 
1917, entitled “An act regulating the immigration of aliens to, 
and residence of aliens in, the United States“; to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration. 

By Mr. SMOOT: 

A bill (S. 2452) to amend an act entitled “An act to establish 
a Veterans’ Bureau and to improve the facilities and service 
of such bureau, and further to amend and modify the war risk 
insurance act,” approved August 9, 1921; and 

A bill (S. 2453) to amend sections 301 and 302 of the war 
risk insurance aet; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. BRUCE: 

A bill (S. 2454) to extend the benefits of the employers’ liabil- 
ity act of September 7, 1916, to Gladys L. Brown, a former em- 
ployee of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, Washington, 
D. C. (with accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. LODGE: 

A bill (S. 2455) to authorize the payment of an indemnity to 
the Government of Nicaragua on account of damages alleged to 
have been done to the property of Salvador Buitrago Diaz by 
United States marines on February 6, 1921; 

A bill (S. 2456) to authorize the payment of an indemnity to 
the Government of France on account of the losses sustained by 
a French citizen in connection with the search for the body of 
Admiral John Paul Jones; 

A bill (S. 2457) to authorize the payment of an indemnity to 
the Government of Nicaragua on account of the killing or 
wounding of Nicaraguans in encounters with United States 
marines; and 


A bill (S. 2458) to authorize the payment of an indemnity to 
the Swedish Government for the losses sustained by its nationals 
in the sinking of the Swedish fishing boat Lilly; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. SMOOT: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 75) validating certain payments 
of compensation and insurance made by the Bureau of War 
Risk Insurance and the United States Veterans’ Bureau; to the 
Committee on Finance. 


PROMOTION OF AGRICULTURE. 


Mr. RANSDELL submitted an amendment intended to ba 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 2012) declaring an emergency 
in respect of certain agricultural commodities, to promote equal- 
ity between agricultural commodities and other commodities, 
and for other purposes, which was referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be printed. 


EDWIN DENBY, SECRETARY OF THE NAYY. 


Mr. HOWELL submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to Senate Resolution 134, submitted by Mr. ROBIN- 
SON on January 28, 1924, as modified by him, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed as follows: 


In line 4 on page 2 strike out the period following the word Navy“ 
and insert a comma in lien thereof and add the following words: “it 
guilty of malfeasance or misfeasance in office.” 


ANACOSTIA RIVER FLATS IMPROVEMENT (S. DOC. NO. 37). 


Mr, BALL. Mr. President, a year ago Congress, on the recom- 
mendation of the subcommittee on the District of Columbia of 
the Committee on Appropriations, authorized the engineers to 
make a survey of the Anacostia River and Flats with an idea of 
giving the Committee on Appropriations some idea as to what 
would be proper for it to do in making the appropriations for 
the coming fiscal year. I have the report of that subcommittee, 
and there seems to be but a single copy of the report available. 
Therefore I ask that it be printed as a Senate document. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The report will be printed. 


“WHAT WOULD ROOSEVELT HAVE DONE?” 


Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I offer for printing in the 
Record an editorial appearing yesterday in the North American, 
of Philadelphia, entitled“ What would Roosevelt have done?” 
I ask unanimous consent that it be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Oppre in the chair). With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

The editorial is as follows: 

WHAT WOULD HE HAVE DONE? 
{From the North American, Philadelphia, February 7, 1924.] 

Many times during the last few weeks we have heard the question 
asked, What would Theodore Roosevelt do about the oll-lease scandal 
if he were President of the United States? Among those who put the 
query to us was a journalist of international reputation, stationed at 
Washington. In the course of our conyersation we gave a somewhat 
detailed answer; we did so with a good deal of assurance, for we wera 
confident that the views we then expressed—and summarize herewith— 
are in harmony with those held by scores of men who were close to 
Roosevelt during his public career. 

In the first place, it requires a violent effort of the Imagination to 
associate with a Roosevelt administration a scandal such as that which 
has left a blot upon the Harding administration. That a Cabinet officer 
chosen by Roosevelt should come under charges of downright corrup- 
tion, with two others involved by connivance which made his operations 
possible, is an unthinkable proposition. 

Roosevelt never would have selected a man of the type of Harry M. 
Daugherty to head the Department of Justice. Instead of a second- 
rate lawyer, whose elevation would arouse wide public distrust, he 
would have named a man of commanding knowledge and ability, pos- 
sessing character and repute above question. Appointment by Roose- 
velt as Secretary of the Interior of a man like Fall, whose personal 
integrity was in doubt and whose hostility to the ‘conservation of 
national resourees was notorious, is a thing inconceivable. Nor would 
he have placed at the head of the Navy Department a man so wanting 
in Judgment and so amenable to influence that he would help to barter 
away the Navy's oil reserves, a vital factor in the scheme of national 
defense. 

But let it be supposed that the impossible had happened—that Roose- 
velt had chosen for his Cabinet a Daugherty, a Fall, and a Denby. In 
that case there is not the slightest doubt in the world that under the 
influence of his dominating personality and of the atmosphere that per- 
vaded his administration they would have been true, to the best of their 
ability, to his standards of official conduct and his policies of public 
service. Daugherty, as Attorney General, would have exerted himself in 
preparing opinions interpreting the law so as to fulfill its spirit in the 
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protection of the public interest. Fall, as Secretary of the Interior, 
would have been vigilant and uncompromising in his guardianship of the 
Nation's resources. Denby would have given the alarm at the first in- 
sidious suggestion of turning the Navy’s oll reserves over to private 
exploitation, and would have carried to the President, with his own 
reinforcement, the protests of the Navy's engineers against the diver- 
sion. 

There is a fundamental fact which the public should keep clearly in 
mind in considering recent revelations. This is that such a scandal as 
that which has been uncovered could scarcely have developed under an 
administration dominated by liberal or progressive ideals. This is not 
because the average progressive is more sincere or maintains higher 
standards of personal and public integrity than the average reactionary ; 
it is because the progressive philosophy produces a conception of gov- 
ernment that discourages schemes of corruption and plunder, while the 
reactionary philosophy produces a conception of government that invites 
such evils. 

According to the doctrines of progressivism, the natural resources of 
the country belong primarily to society in general, and, while private 
development may be authorized, society retains rights which are su- 
perior to those of the individual owners or exploiters. The reactionary 
view, on the other hand, is that legal title to such resources confers 
absolute rights of ownership, and likewise that publie properties of 
this nature should be turned over to development and administration 
by private interests. The reactionaries are quite sincere in believing 
that while in these operations they are serving their own material 
interests, they are also exercising high functions as national bene- 
factors and trustees of Providence. Twenty years ago the head of the 
anthracite industry expressed this view when he declared, in response 
to publie complaints of arbitrary methods, that he and his associates 
would continue to do whatever seemed best to them with ' the property 
interests which God, in His infinite wisdom, has committed to their 
care.” 

It is the conyiction of the reactionaries that American civilization 
has reached its present levels of wealth and power largely through an 
almost superhuman wisdom displayed by the great captains of industry 
and finance who have developed the Nation’s resources. And it must be 
said that those who honestly believe in this doctrine have developed a 
high sense of responsibility for the conduct of the Government and 
the preservation of its institutions, This spirit was strikingly evinced 
during the Great War. It was among the conservative elements of the 
population that were found the most enlightened and persistent advo- 
cates of national defense; they stood foremost for vindication of the 
Nation’s rights; they furnished a large proportion of the volunteer 
fighting men and a great number of experts who put aside their per- 
sonal affairs and assumed arduous, unpaid service under the Govern- 
ment. 

Among the liberal groups, on the contrary, were many who were 
devoid of national spirit; who antagonized all measures of prepared- 
ness; who deemed it virtuous to be neutral even in thought, too proud to 
fight, and desirous of peace without yictory ; some who carried pacifism 
and internationalism to the extent of preaching and practicing dis- 
loyalty. These, however, constituted only a small section of liberalism. 
The great masses of Progressives, under the leadership of Theodore 
Roosevelt, while standing firmly for progressive principles, were ar- 
dently for preparedness, for the maintenance of national rights, and for 
the defense of liberty and justice. 

Under an administration saturated with the doctrines of reaction 
the elements of wrongs against the public are always present, and 
sooner or later combine to produce corruption or lesser forms of scan- 
dal. A President subscribing to reactionary beliefs, be he ever so alert 
and scrupulous, is likely to become unwittingly the instrument of 
predatory interests. But a President who, besides being a sincere re- 
actionary, is amlably trustful, is lacking in self-reliance, and is com- 
pletely surrounded by men who know exactly what they want,” in- 
evitably will be used by the designing. 

Thus the Presidency of Mr. Taft was wrecked by Ballingerism and 
that of Mr. Harding brought into discredit by the operations of Fall 
and his accomplices. £ 

To the question as to what Roosevelt would have done if he had been 
in Mr. Harding’s place, the answer may confidently be given that no 
Teapot Dome scandal would have arisen. Then the query presents 
itself, What would he have done if he had been in Mr. Coolidge’s place? 

First, it may be taken as certain that if he had had Mr. Coolidge's 
privilege, as Vice President, of participating in the meetings of the 
Cabinet and in the discussion of all important public questions, he 
would have discovered during the first weeks of the administration 
that there was a conspiracy under way to strip the United States Navy 
of its oll reserves by leasing them to private interests. As soon as he 


was In possession of the main facts he would have laid them, with 
candor but with due regard to the proprieties, before the President, 
and urged the arguments against the leases which now are obvious. 

If for any reason he failed to obtain a sympathetic hearing at the 
White House, he would have taken the matter up with national party 
leaders, warning them of the inevitable consequences and making clear 


the formidable handicap which would be laid upon the party by con- 
summation of the deals. And if he failed to make an impression there 
he would have taken the public into his confidence, would have re- 
vealed the struggle being made by the engineers of the Navy to save 
the oil reserves, and would have aroused the Nation so swiftly that 
the scheme would be blocked. 

From what is known of Roosevelt's character it is not difficult 
to imagine his course if he had been called upon to assume the re- 
sponsibilities of the Presidency under the same circumstances as Mr, 
Coolidge. He would have declared, as Mr. Coolidge did, his purpose 
to carry out the Harding policies and maintain the Harding admin- 
istrative organization. There is no doubt about his attitude here, 
for this was what he did when the summons came to him upon the 
death of President McKinley, and the precedent he then set was cited 
in justification of Mr. Coolidge’s procedure. He would have obeyed 
the wishes of the American people, who then were desirous that 
honor be paid to Mr. Harding by the fulfillment of the tasks he had 
undertaken, 

Not many suns would have set, however, before Mr. Roosevelt as 
President would have conveyed intimations to Daugherty and Denby 
that it- would be desirable for them to retire voluntarily. Certainly 
he would not have suffered any undue delay in replacing Daugherty 
with an Attorney General possessing ability and public confidence, a 
man whose appointment would permit the prosecution of wrongdoers 
by the Department of Justice and obviate the humiliating necessity 
of engaging private counsel to vindicate the law and protect the in- 
terests of the Nation. And Roosevelt’s deep interest in the American 
Navy unquestionably would have impelled him to seek a substitute for 
Secretary Denby, who overruled the department engineers in procur- 
ing the transfer of the oil reserves to the control of Fall, thence to 
pass into the hands of oil speculators. 

But Roosevelt, called into the Presidency, would have done far more. 
Even before ridding the Cabinet of undesirables he would have had a 
sweeping investigation of the whole scandal under way; for it is to be 
remembered that the diversion of the oil reserves was disclosed in 1921, 


recent revelatlons merely having uncovered the corruption involved. 


Under his driving methods the facts would have been quickly dragged to 
light. And then Roosevelt, in his own way, would have told the Nation 
what they signified, and would have characterized—not necessarily in 
temperate language—the men responsible. In other words, he would 
have taken the initiative; would have made the cleaning up of the mess 
an administration job. He would have issued his declaration at noon, 
not midnight, and would have announced his purposes promptly, without 
waiting to feel the spur of a Senate committee. He would have made it 
clear to the American people that the exposure of the scandal and the 
procuring of punishment and restitution were matters undertaken by 
the Chief Executive; he would have made his treatment of the scandal a 
certificate of character for the Republican Party and its administration. 

These are not the interested assumptions of Roosevelt partisans; they 
are deductions infallibly to be drawn from the man’s character and his 
acts. During the Taft campaign in 1908 publication of letters by Arch- 
bold, of Standard Oil, discredited Senator Foraker, one of the foremost 
Republican leaders, and gravely threatened the party; but while the 
politicians strove to suppress the scandal, President Roosevelt applauded 
the publicity given te it and sternly reprobated Foraker’s course. The 
same issue arose from the disclosures of corruption in the election of 
Senator Lorimer, of Illinois. Roosevelt threw the party managers into 
a panic by refusing to sit at a banquet with Lorimer; but his courage- 
ous action not only was consistent with his own character, but it 
proved the soundest kind of politics. 

What would Roosevelt have done if confronted with the oil scandal? 
No one familiar with his career can doubt the answer. He would have 
taken command; the investigation would have been carried on at his 
initiative and under his direction; he would have made the whole 
country believe, and with reason, in the integrity of the administration 
and its purpose to eradicate corruption; by sheer force of honesty, 
courage, and public spirit he would have saved the administration and 
restored the faith of the American people in their Government. 


EDWIN DENBY, SECRETARY OF THE NAVY. 


The Senate resumed the consideration of Senate Resolution 
184, submitted by Mr. Rozryson on January 28, 1924, as modi- 
fied by him. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, we have before us for 
consideration Senate Resolution 134. I shall consider myself 
under additional obligations to Senators if they will be good 
enough not to interrupt me while I am advancing my views, 
and particularly for the reason that I hope I may so express 
them within limited time as not unduly to delay the Senate. 
Of course, when I shall have finished, if any Senator shall 
then be prompted to propound any question to me in a respect- 
ful manner I shall endeavor in like manner to reply. 

Mr. President, we are in the Senate of the United States; 
we are Senators of the Republic. If not as great as our prede- 
cessors, I fain would believe that we are just as patriotic, just 
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as loyal, just as devoted to our form of government, and are 
just as anxious and vigilant to uphold the Constitution of our 
country in its true spirit and meaning. As a branch of the 
legislative department of the Government, we have certain 
powers and certain accompanying duties. In cooperation with 
the House of Representatives and the President of the United 
States we have legislative power. It should never be over- 
looked that the President of the United States, by virtue of his 
qualified veto power, has very large legislative power. It is 
known to students that at one time during or immediately 
prior to the meeting of the Constitutional Convention in Phila- 
delphia it was thought the President should have an absolute 
veto power upon legislation. Others entertained the view that 
he should have no veto power at all. In their wisdom the 
great master minds who framed our Constitution compromised 
by giving the President a qualified veto power, so that with 
the Senate, the House of Representatives, and the President 
we find we have the legislative power under our Government. 

We, as a Senate, have advisory power. We can advise with 
propriety in respect of treaties and negotiations with foreign 
countries; we can advise in respect of those matters the care 
of which is reposed in us in part with other branches of the 
Government. So that, without any impropriety, but in the 
clear discharge of our duty, we may pass resolutions in respect 
of the recognition of foreign governments; in respect of the 
matter of entering into treaties with foreign governments be- 
fore or during negotiations or after the President has nego- 
tiated and submitted to us in completed form a proposed 
treaty. There is no impropriety, there is no violation of the 
principle of our Government by the Senate of the United 
States advising the entering into negotiations looking toward 
the completion of a treaty. No one who is a student—and I 
assume that all who do me the honor to listen are students—of 
our Government will question but that it is at times eminently 
proper for this great body to advise the President in respect 
of those matters which are by the very language of the Con- 
stitution made a subject matter for our consideration. So we 
have the legislative power and we have the advisory power, as 
I choose to term it. 

Then, Mr. President, we have that other power which we 
may exercise in certain circumstances; we have the judicial 
power. We may exercise that judicial power in certain cases. 
When we come to exercise judicial power, we are placed under 
an additional oath. We have all severally here in this body, 
there at the desk, with uplifted hand, taken an oath, registered 
there, and, some of us think, registered up yonder, to support, 
uphold, and defend the Constitution of the United States; and 
I am very far from thinking that any Senator in this body has 
taken that outh with any mental reservation or with any unex- 
pressed and sleeping purpose to violate it. But when we come 
to sit as judges in the exercise of our judicial powers, we take 
‘an additional oath. And when do we exercise the judicial pow- 
ers under the Constitution of the United States? It is when 
the coordinate branch of the Congress, after examination, after 
full consideration, determines that it is its duty to prefer im- 
peuchment articles against an officer of the Government. My 
respect for that great branch of our Government is such that I 
do not think it will ever lodge impeachment articles or prefer 
impeachment articles against any officer of the Government 
without examination, without a full study of the facts war- 
ranting or prompting such action, 

The House of Representatives is made up to-day of 435 
Members. They come from the 48 States of the Union. They 
are the agents; they are in theory and in fact the representa- 
tives of the good men and women of this mighty Republic; 
and when such a body, upon examination, conscious of its duty, 
mindful of the rights of man, lodges an impeachment and it 
comes to us, then, and not until then, are we called upon to 
exercise our judicial power. 

That great branch of our Government, the House of Repre- 
sentatives, may impeach the President or the lowliest or the 
most obscure officer in the Government, and it may be that they 
may impeach an officer who has ceased to be such, or, rather, 
a man who bas ceased to be an officer of the Government, as 
to which proposition, however, I wish, with deference, to say 
that to do so would be to follow the precedents of olden times, 
when passion and clamor and fanaticism rushed men to the 
scaffold because of differences of political opinion. 

A man to-day may be an officer of the Government and to- 
morrow cease to be so and thereafter be prosecuted for crimes 
committed in office, as he should be; but whether, under the 
true theory of our Government, men may be impeached after 
they have ceased to be officers is a question concerning which 
honest and intellectual men may entertain difference of opinion. 
But, in any event, we can not exercise judicial functions until 


we have subscribed here to an additional oath. I need not 
digress to say that when we have taken such an additional 
oath we should proceed as judges far above partisanship, far 
above passion or prejudice, far above clamor, regardless of 
personal consequences, and only mindful to uphold and protect 
the rights of men and the true principles of our Government. 

Is there any Senator here from Northland or Southland, 
East or West, who can say, with due regard to his reputation, 
that we are here now in the exercise of judicial functions? 
And yet, as I hope to demonstrate as I proceed, we are asked 
here in effect to try and condemn without that preliminary 
oath, without that hearing, without that trial, without that 
opportunity for direct and cross examination, without that 
argument, which severally and in total characterize a trial by 
the Senate of the United States. : 

Under the Constitution of our country, to quote its exact 
words— 

The House of Representatives * * © 
of impeachment. 


Within the very terms of that instrument 
The Senate shall have the sole power to try all impeachments. 
The exact language of the instrument further says: 


The President * * + shall have power to grant reprieves and 
pardons for offenses against the United States, except in cases of 
impeachment. 


In other words—and I invite the attention of thoughtful 
Senators to that provision of our Constitution—the House im- 
peaches, the Senate tries, and the President may not pardon 
from the verdict which the Senate renders. 

I emphasize that, if I may with propriety do so, to those who 
may think along other lines than I do, in order to add that a 
verdict of impeachment is a finality. There is no appeal from 
it. You may not kneel at the feet of power and ask for 
clemency. You may not ask for pardon. You may not appeal 
to any court. The verdict of the Senate of the United States 
in an impeachment proceeding is final, irrevocable; and since 
I think that reputation is far more valuable than gold and 
silver, since I think that a man’s honor is more precious than 
all the property in the world, if I were sitting as a juror in 
the trial of an impeachment proceeding I should give to the 
accused the benefit of every principle of the law, and if I were 
ealled upon to render a verdict of guilty it might be with tears 
running down my cheeks. 

I trust that these preliminary observations may not seem 
altogether irrelevant in the consideration of the resolution in- 
troduced by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON]. 
Need I add that power is accompanied by duty? When a man 
in public or private life is given power, impliedly there runs 
along by his side duty. He can not ignore the duty imposed 
upon him. 

Now, Mr. President, we see, as doubtless we saw before, but 
I have deemed it proper to remind ourselves, that we have 
certain specified, delegated, legislative, advisory, and judicial 
powers; and the President of the United States, under our 
system, has in like manner definite legislative powers by virtue 
of the veto power and definite advisory powers. The Consti- 
tution imposes upon him the duty to communicate with Con- 
gress, to advise Congress; and from Washington to this hour 
the great men who have adorned the Executive chair have 
from time to time advised Congress touching matters of public 
concern. 

The President of the United States also has the power of 
pardon in all cases of offenses against the United States, except 
in cases of impeachment. That power comes down through the 
ages. There is no civilized country on the earth where the 
pardoning power is not lodged somewhere, be it in the chief, 
in the king, in the cæsar, or in the president. Under our Con- 
stitution the President has the appointing power. We can not 
deprive him of it. It were vain for us to attempt to do so, 
as it would be violative of our sense of our duty and, of course, 
of all propriety; nor have we the power to bring about dis- 
missal, removal from office, except by way of impeachment. 
That power, under constitutional and statute law, is placed 
with the President, 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Cali- 
fornia yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I had asked not to be interrupted, but 
I will yield for a question. 

Mr. HARRISON. I understand, then, that the Senator's po- 
sition is that the Senate can not express its opinion touching the 
removal of a public officer, but that the only way to proceed is 
through an impeachment proceeding. Is that right? 


shall have the sole power 
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Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Such is my theory, as advanced yester- 
day by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. BORAH]. 

Mr. HARRISON. And the Senate has no right to express its 
opinion in the premises? That is right, is it not? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. That is my contention; yes. 

Mr. HARRISON. Why did not the Senator take that posi- 
tion when he cast his vote a few days ago and said that Mr. 
Denby and Mr. Fall acted fraudulently and in defiance of the 
law in making these leases? Was not that an opinion? 

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. The answer I make is the one advanced 
yesterday by the Senator from Idaho, to which I will refer in 
a moment. I stated, as the Senator from Mississippi will recall, 
that we had certain advisory powers in respect to those matters 
oyer which we were given jurisdiction by the Constitution 
itself; and under the Constitution the public lands are under 
our jurisdiction, wherefore we may exercise the power of ad- 
vice; and in proper cases it is our duty to do so. That is my 
answer, and I will allude to that a little later on, 

Mr. HARRISON. Does the Senator think that last week we 
had a right to say that these officers acted in defiance of law, 
expressing the opinion of the Senate, but to-day we can not 
say that it is the opinion of the Senate that they should be 
removed from office? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Quite the contrary. That is not the 
eonclusion to be reached from my vote or my view; and whilst 
1 do not wish particularly to be diverted, I pause to say that 
I did not vote for the several whereases,” as the RECORD dis- 
closes; but as to the substantive portion of the resolution, of 
course, my vote is there set down. 

Mr. HARRISON. I do not understand the Senator to say 
that he does not now believe and did not then believe that these 
officers acted in defiance of the law when they made the leases. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I wish to answer that directly. No; I 
do not believe that Warren G. Harding: 

Mr. HARRISON. I did not ask about President Harding. 

Chon SHORTRIDGE. I am answering the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi. 

Mr. HARRISON. I asked about the Secretary of the Navy 
and the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. According to all the evidence which 
has been submitted or which I have heard, even according 
to the rumors which have been spread abroad, and particu- 
larly in view of the statements made here again and yet 
again by the vigilant Senator from Montana [Mr. Wats}, 
I do not believe Secretary Denby signed those leases in de- 
fiance of law. He may have erred, as I shall speak of in a 
moment. He may have been mistaken. He may not have 
properly construed the laws of Congress. He may not have 
understood his own powers under those laws, I do not be- 
lieve, however—and I am warranted in that belief by the 
statements made by my friend the Senator from Montana— 
that Secretary Denby in defiance of the law did what he did, 
I do not pause here to analyze the word “defiance.” In 
common, understanding I take it that it means the doing of 
something knowingly, perhaps willfully, contrary to law or 
duty; and for reasons thus briefly stated I answer the Sen- 
ator as I have. 

Mr. HARRISON. Then the Senator accepts the views of 
the Secretary of the Navy, as expressed in his statement 
sips 112 gee night, that the leases were made with author- 
ity o wW. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I will discuss that in a few moments, 
though I am not here to say dogmatically that this or that 
is law. I am not here in this stage of this discussion to 
say that the Senator from Montana as of now Is right or that 
this or that Senator has the final word as to what is or is not 
a valid or a legal agreement. I have not assumed that my 
ipse dixit, my didactic or dogmatic statement, is the final word 
upon a legal proposition. 

Mr. HARRISON. Does the Senator think that Mr. Denby 
should be retained in the Cabinet as Secretary of the Navy 
in view of the circumstances? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE, I will answer that also as we move 
along, and I am not hesitating now; but I do not wish to enter 
upon that branch of the discussion until T reach it. 

Mr. HARRISON. The reason why I wanted it answered now 
was that I wanted to ask the Senator another question right 
along that line. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. This Socratic method of argument as a 
rule does not advance a cause one way or the other. 

Mr. HARRISON. But it is so pleasant to talk to the Sen- 
ator at all times that it is really entrancing. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Well, all right. The Senator, whom I 
regard with unfeigned respect—and I mean exactly what I 
say—is a lawyer, and whatever others may think, I sometimes 
think that this country would be in a very sad condition if 


it were not for the lawyers. 
lawyer. 
tongue was a flame of eloguence, and whose utterances stir 
our hearts now, as they stirred the hearts of the members 
of the convention in Richmond—if I remember, Patrick Henry 


If I recall it, John Adams was a 
If I recall it, that immortal son of Virginia, whose 


was a lawyer. And may I recall that that other great and 
perhaps. greater son of Virginia, born in poverty, and who, 
journeying to Kentucky, honored that State as it honored him, 
Henry Clay, was a lawyer. So on down the line, the great 
men who framed the Constitution, who defended it, and who 
have sat in this body, have been lawyers, and my friend from 
Mississippi being a lawyer, without any desire to embarrass 
or to offend, I am addressing his intellect, and if I could 1 
would rap upon his breast and ask him to forget here to-day, 
absolutely forget, the ides of November, forget that he is an 
upstanding, unafraid and unashamed Democrat, as I am a 
hundred per cent plus Republican. 

Mr. HARRISON. I hope the Senator does not think that 
I have my eyes on November. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Well—— 

Mr. HARRISON. I merely want to suggest to the Senator 
that I am aware that Mr. Fall is a lawyer, but I have forgotten 
preter Mr. Denby is a lawyer or not. May I ask the Senator 

e 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I do not know; but this I do know: 
That while some of us were at home sleeping in soft, downy 
beds, Secretary Denby was in the service of his country. But 
I am not at this stage of my remarks dwelling on personalities. 
I am advancing steadily, I hope rapidiy, to arouse the attention 
of Senators to our powers, and, may I add, our duties. 

I may consider my duty to be different from what the Senator 
from Mississippi considers his duty. Men differ in their opin- 
ions concerning all matters of life, and heaven knows, great 
judges sitting upon our Supreme bench differ as to the meaning 
of constitutional provisions, as to the proper interpretation of 
statutes passed by Congress or by the several States. Nor is 
that to impugn the motives of men. Since I have had the honor 
to be in this body I have never, by direct or implied word, 
impugned the motive of a brother fellow Senator. I may differ 
with them as to the law, I may differ as to policy, but I have 
imputed no wrong motive, as I trust they will not impute to me 
any impure or wrong motive in and about anything I may say 
or do in this body. 

I had intended, Mr. President, to develop thoughts, to ad- 
vance a proposition so splendidly presented by the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. Boran] yesterday afternoon. I undertake to say 
that his exposition of the Constitution and the law was not only 
masterly, but, with respect to my friends over yonder, it is un- 
answerable, I should be proud the rest of my life if I had the 
ability to advance and defend the proposition as splendidly as 
it was advanced and defended by the Senator from Idaho. 

I do not question the sincerity of the Senator from Virginia 
who interrogated the Senator from Idaho—and I have in mind 
the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass], for whom also 
it gives me pleasure to say that I entertain sincere 
not only for his character, but for his intellectual ability. I 
know he will not consider it offensive if I say that I think he 
is troubled in his mind as to the course of duty, though he will 
reconcile his conscience and his mind to what he may do. But 
the questions he put to the Senator from Idaho caused me to 
think he was troubled. Desiring to do his duty, having fixed 
opinion as to public matters, he was still hesitant as to whether 
he, as a Senator, under his oath would be exercising his proper 
power or performing his proper duty in voting for this resolu- 
tion. But I t myself when I say I may be in error as to 
whether his mind was in trouble. I am sure if he has any 
doubt as to his duty he will hesitate, but if he resolves that 
doubt and is made sure that he has the right to do so, he will 
vote for this resolution. 

Mr. President, time is on very swift wing. We forgot its 
flight; but I desire to recall to the Senate that it was away back 
in April, 1922, when the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
La Fotterre] introduced a certain resolution, which was unani- 
mously agreed to by this body, It was in the month of April, 
1922, that the Senator referred to, having introduced, caused 
to be adopted Senate Resolution 282. That was followed soon 
thereafter by another resolution, Senate Resolution 294, intro- 
duced and caused to be adopted unanimously by the same Sen- 
ator, and those two resolutions directed the Committee on Pub- 
lie Lands and Surveys to investigate this whole matter. I want 
here to lodge that date in the minds of all, for reasons which 
wilk very soon be developed. 

I ask that these resolutions may be incorporated in my re- 
marks at this stage without my reading them. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 


There being no objection, the resolutions were ordered to be 
printed in the Recoxrp, as follows: 
Senate Resolution 282. 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Interior is directed to send to 
the Senate: 

(a) Copies of all ofl leases made by the Department of the Interior 
within naval oll reserve No. 1, and, separately, naval oil reserve No. 2, 
both in the State of California, and naval oil reserve No. 3, in the State 
of Wyoming, showing as to each the claim upon which the lease was 
based or issued; the name of the lessee; the date of the lease; the 
area of the leased property; the amount of the rent, royalty, bonus, 
and all other compensation paid and to be paid to the United States, 

(b) All Executive orders and other papers in the files of the De- 
partment of the Interior and its bureaus, or copies thereof if the 
originals are not in the files, authorizing or regulating such leases, 
including correspondence or memoranda embodying or concerning all 
agreements, instructions, and requests by the President or the Navy 
Departmert as to the making of such leases and the terms thereof. 

(e) AN correspondence, papers, and files showing and concerning the 
applications for such leases and the action of the Department of the 
Interior and its bureaus thereon and upon all the several claims upon 
which such leases were based or issued, all in said naval reserves. 

(d) And all contracts for drilling wells on naval oil reserves, date 
and terms of same, reasons therefor, and the number and date of the 
drilling of wells on private lands adjacent to oil reserves. 

Resolved further, That the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys 
be authorized to investigate this entire subject of leases upon naval 
oll reserves, with particular reference to the protection of the rights 
and equities of the Government of the United States and the preserva- 
tion of its natural resources, and to report its findings and recommen- 
dations to the Senate. 

Senate Resolution 29. 

Resolved, That Senate Resolution 282 is hereby amended by adding 
at the end of said resolution the following; 

“That the sald committee is hereby authorized to sit and perform 
its duties at such times and places as it deems necessary or proper 
and to require the attendance of witnesses by subpmnas or otherwise; 
to require the production of books, papers, and documents; and to 
employ counsel, experts, and other assistants, and stenographers, at a 
cost not exceeding $1.25 per printed page. The chairman of the com- 
mittee, or any member thereof, may administer oaths to witnesses and 
sign subpenas for witnesses; and every person duly summoned before 
said committee, or any subcommittee thereof, who refuses or fails to 
obey the process of said committee or appears and refuses to answer 
questions pertinent to said investigation shall be punished as pre- 
scribed by law. The expenses of said investigation shall be paid from 
the contingent fund of the Senate on vouchers of the committee or 
subcommittee, signed by the chairman and approved by the Committee 
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate.” 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Senate Resolution 282 said, among 
other things— 

That the Secretary of the Interior is directed to send to the Senate: 

(a) Copies of all oil leases made by the Department of the Interior 
within naval oil reserve No. 1, and, separately, naval oil reserve No. 2, 
both in the State of California, and naval oil reserve No. 3, in the 
State of Wyoming, showing as to each the claim upon which the lease 
was based or issued; the name of the lessee; the date of the lease; the 
area of the leased property ; the amount of the rent, royalty, bonus, and 
all other compensation paid and to be paid to the United States. 

(b) All Executive orders and other papers in the files of the De- 


partment of the Interior and its bureaus, or copies thereof if the origi- 


nals are not in the files, authorizing or regulating such leases, includ- 
ing correspondence or memoranda embodying or concerning all agree- 
ments, instructions, and requests by the President or the Navy De- 
partment as to the making of such leases and the terms thereof. 

(c) All correspondence, papers, and files showing and concerning 
the applications for such leases and the action of the Department of 
the Interior and its bureaus thereon and upon ali several claims upon 
which such leases were based or issued, all in said naval reserves, 

(d) And ali contracts for drilling wells on naval oil reserves, date 
and terms of same, reasons therefor, and the number and date of the 
drilling of wells on private lands adjacent to oil reserves. 

It was further resolyed— 

That the Committee on Publie Lands and Surveys be authorized to 
investigate this entire subject of leases upon naval oil reserves, with 
particular reference to the protection of the rights and equities of the 
Government of the United States and the preservation of its natural 
resources, and to report its findings and recommendations to the Senate. 


Two days later the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La 
FOLŁETTE], I thought very properly, offered the additional reso- 
tution, which was in the nature of an amendment to Senate 
Resolution 282, which gave to the committee full and ample 
power to carry on this investigation. 
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They were empowered among other things to employ counsel, 
experts and other assistants, and stenographers. The chairman 
of the committee or any member thereof was authorized to 
administer oaths to witnesses and to sign subpeenas for wit- 
nesses; and every person duly summoned before such committee 
or any subcommittee thereof, it was provided, who refused or 
failed to obey the processes of such committee or appeared and 
refused to answer questions pertinent to said investigation, 
“shall be punished as prescribed by law.” In other words, the 
committee was authorized to make investigations and empow- 
ered to subpœna witnesses, to call for and enforce the produc- 
tion of all papers, leases, orders, correspondence, and so forth, 
Witnesses were to be subpænaed, and if failing to obey the 
subpæna were to be subjected to the punishment provided by 
law. Their power was ample to pursue the most rigid, ex- 
haustive inquiry of and concerning the subject matter of the 
resolution, 

As of that time this great committee of the Senate was made 
up of certain Senators representing the two sides, politically 
speaking, and I only allude to that now for what is to follow. 
As representing the Republican membership of the Chamber, 
there were Senators Suoor, NORRIS, POINDEXTER, LENROOT, Lapp, 
STANFIELD, NORBECK, and Bursum. As representing the Demo- 
cratic membership, there were Senators Myers, PITTMAN, JONES 
of New Mexico, KENDRICK, and Warsa of Montana. That was 
the committee. The Senate, and I, certainly then had and still 
have perfect confidence in the integrity, the character, the 
ability of each and every member of that committee. The com- 
mittee as now constituted is made up of the following Senators: 
As representing the Republican membership are Senators LEN- 
ROOT, Sstoot, Lapp, STANFIELD, NORBECK, Bursum, and CAM- 
ERON ; aS representing the Democratic membership of the Senate 
are Senators PITTMAN, Jones of New Mexico, KENDRICK, WALSH 
of Montana, ApAMs, and Dr. Does anyone question the char- 
acter, the ability, the good faith, of any member of the com- 
mittee? I have heard no criticism; I have heard no attack; I 
have heard no charge against the committee as a committee or 
as against any individual member of the committee. 

Now, I wish to remind Senators that the two resolutions 
which we may treat as one were passed unanimously by the 
Senate in the month of April, 1922. 

While I am trying to discuss the matter fairly, without im- 
puting wrongdoing to anyone acting on behalf of the Senate, 
I am warranted, however, in inquiring when did the committee 
receive information as to the order of President Harding as to 
the leases, contracts, agreements—designate them as we may? 
I will tell you. I pause to say, however, that we have no re- 
port from the committee. They are still in the full discharge 
of their duty. They have not been discharged. They are, per- 
haps, this very day pursuing the inquiry, and I am one who 
desires and would insist if it were necessary that they pursue 
it to the end. They have not reported as to any fact as a com- 
mittee, I mean, though we have heard statements made here of 
certain testimony which was developed before the committee. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
question? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. Does not the Senator think that their recommen- 
dations embodied in the joint resolution recently passed unani- 
mously, and which has gone to the President and has been 
signed, were in the nature of a report? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Far from it. While I shall come to that 
in a moment I am prompted now to say that the resolution was 
passed, was promptly recognized by the President of the United 
States, and I shall in a few moments read what he has said in 
regard to it. It empowers him at our request, if you please, and 
by our authority, if you will, though he had the power before, to 
employ counsel and to speedily proceed to do in a court of equity 
what could have been done two years ago. 

Mr. KING. Why did not the President do it then? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Why did not anybody do it? If the 
order of President Harding was null and void, did it take any 
lawyer two years to discover it? If the agreements entered into 
were null and void ab initio, did it take the scholarship and the 
profound learning of the Senate or of the committee or of any 
member of the committee two years to discover it? I do not 
propose to permit the people of the country to overlook some 
facts connected with this inquiry, ` 
Mr. KING. Mr. President, the Senator has been kind enough 
to yield. Will he yield to me for another question? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Certainly, although I have requested 
not to be interrupted. However, I certainly will yield again to 
the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. May I suggest to the able Senator from Cali- 
fornia, who is now delighting us with his admirable speech, that 


the Attorney General of the United States, who is charged under 
the law with the execution ot rather the enforcement of the 
law, Mr. Daugherty, is reputed to be a lawyer. He is at the 
head of the great Department of Justice. After the order to 
which the Senator has just referred, and which has been char- 
acterized as a nullity, why did the Attorney General not put 
into effect the law and call into effect his great organization and 
set aside that order of the President and restore the property 
back to the Navy Department after it had been transferred to 
the Secretary of the Interior? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Of course, I am not here to answer for 
the Attorney General of the United States. I do not know, in 
response to the Senator’s question, what the Attorney General 
of the United States thought on the subject. I do not know 
whether he considered these several orders and agreements as 
null and void or not. I do not know that. What I am trying 
to bring home to some gentlemen is that the resolution was 

ssed some two years ago, and immediately, as will be seen, 
the committee was put in possession of all the papers, of certain 
orders, of certain leases, of certain correspondence, which ap- 
pear in part 1 of the hearings. I am immediately calling the 
attention of the Senate to Senate Document 191, which is found 
on page 8 of part 1 of the hearings of the committee. 

The idea has gone forth that there has been a late discovery, 
and with the zeal of a youthful discoverer there has been a 
great and apparent exultant shout that at this late date a given 
agreement was unearthed, whereas they who now say in a 
dogmatic way that the agreement is void, was void ab initio, 
knew all about the agreement nearly two years ago. I am not 
now imputing evil, but as a reasoning being I am saying that 
if the order of President Harding, made in good faith, was 
utterly null and void, if under the Constitution and the law 
President Harding had no power at all to sign that order, if it 
was so manifestly null and void that the wayfaring man, though 
a fool, could read and appreciate it, if it was so manifestly 
null and void that anyone who executed it was executing it in 
defiance of the law, why did not the learned Thebans of the 
great committee see it two years ago, when the committee's 
attention was officially called to it? They remained as silent 
as a clam, and now they come here and say to the Nation and 
say to us and say to me, if they condescend to consider my 
presence here, that the order was null and void and that he 
who executed the order did it not only in violation but in defi- 
ance of the law. 

I address myself to intellectual men. I venture to ask you, 
fellow Senators on this side and the other side of the imaginary 
dividing line, who was certain as to the power of the President 
to issue the so-called withdrawal order of September 27, 1909? 
Who was certain that President Taft had the power to issue 
that order? 

I do not claim that California has an abler bar or an abler 
bench than those of other States, but I do say that the great 
majority of the bar and bench of California, State and Federal, 
were of the firm and fixed opinion that President Taft had no 
power to issue the order which was called the withdrawal order 
of 1909. Upon the Federal bench of California sit as eminent 
judges as adorn the Federal bench of any district in this Union. 
Among them is Maurice T. Dooling, nominated and appointed 
by the late President Wilson. In private life Maurice T. Dooling 
is an upstanding, honorable Democrat; on the bench he looks 
with indifferent eye upon men. He is an honest, upright, learned 
judge. Judge Dooling held, as we know many other Federal 
judges held, that President Taft had no authority whatever to 

issue the order of September, 1909. My recollection is that at 
least fiye of the Federal judges of the inferior Federal courts 
so decided. Finally the case reached the Supreme Court of the 
United States, and there, by a divided opinion, that high tri- 
bunal held that President Taft did have the power. 

What was the power he was exercising? Lawyers remember 
it. Under the Constitution the public lands are placed under 
the jurisdiction of Congress. Congress has absolute and ex- 
clusive jurisdiction over the public lands. = 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me for a question? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
California yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator state whether the Execu- 
tive order which was issued by President Taft, setting aside 
the naval oil reserves, was passed upon by the Supreme Court 
of the United States? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Certainly it was. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What was the decision of the court? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I have just stated that the Supreme 
Court, by a divided opinion, in the Midwest oil case, held that 
President Taft did have the power. 
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Mr. ROBINSON. Some of us understood the Senator to be 
contesting the validity of the order. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE: I did originally; but I say now, with 
the utmost respect for the great men who joined in affirming 
that decision, that I bow to their decision. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Certainly. À 

5 SHORTRIDGE. I believe in our form of govern- 
ment 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Pardon me. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Callfornta can do noth- 
ing else; we all accept the decisions of the Supreme Court. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGH. But the Senator from California can 
gracefully and without reservation bow to the decision of the 
Supreme Court, though as a lawyer and a citizen he may not 
be convinced. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Well, the plain import of the Senator's 
declaration is that, while the Supreme Court of the United 
States has held that former President Taft had the right to 
create the reserves, the decision was wrong, notwithstanding 
the course which the matter took, and that the Supreme Court 
has held that the reserves were created under a valid authority 
by order of the President. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Of course, my brother Senator—if 1 
may refer to him as my brother in law—knows that every lawyer 
reserves the right to “cuss” the court for at least 24 hours 
after an adverse decision. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes; but a great many years have gone 
by since that decision was rendered, and valuable rights of the 
Government and the people have attached under it. Now, may 
I ask the Senator from California what is his object at this 
time in impeaching or questioning the decision of the Su- 
preme Court sustaining the power of the President to create 
these reserves? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I am very glad the Senator from Ar- 
kansas has asked me that question. If President Taft had the 
power to make the order of September, 1909, and he had that 
power to do so under the decision of the Supreme Court, then 
I am suggesting—I am not determining, but I am suggesting— 
with deference to my learned friend, that under the same powe1 
President Harding had extensive authority. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Right there—— 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I will pursue that suggestion in a mo- 
ment, Senator, and show the connection. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Let me ask the Senator a question. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Very well, I will endeayor to answer, 
and I think I can. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Does the Senator imply by that statement 
that merely because the Supreme Court sustained the power or 
the President, in the instance referred to, to create the reserves. 
the exercise of authority by former President Harding to trans- 
fer the control of the reserves from the Navy Department, where 
Congress had vested it, to the Interior Department, as was at- 
tempted in the Executive order, would be sustained by the Su- 
preme Court? Does the Senator from California, as a lawyer, 
think that President Harding had power to transfer the control 
and administration of the naval reserves from the Navy De- 
partment to the Interior Department? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, for the purpose of my 
answer to the question, I remind the Senator of this: I can an- 
swer yes or no, and qualify or add to it, or také from it. I 
know my position, and, with great deference, I happen to be 
more or less familiar with this proposition, the various de- 
cisions which were rendered, the arguments which were ad- 
vanced, and the final decision of our Supreme Court. 

I remember the argument advanced by my friend, now dead, 
Mr. Justice, of North Carolina, who was sent out to California 
to represent the United States in various cases involving this 
very question, namely, the oil lands in that State. 

I refer to Mr. E. J. Justice, a gentleman and a scholar, a 
most amiable and learned man. Unfortunately he ended his 
career there in our State. I remember sitting in the Federal 
court, my friend Judge Dooling—if I may presume to call him 
so; I am his and I think he is mine; I have known him for 
many years and he is now very ill, I am sorry to say—I 
remember that Judge Dooling propounded the question, “ Where 
does the President get his power?“ It must come from the 
Constitution or from some valid statute. Where has the 
President of the United States been given the power to inter- 
fere with the laws of Congress as affecting the public lands? 
There were the mining laws enacted by Congress, and every- 
body had to admit that the order of withdrawal of 1909 was 
an interference, a modification to some extent, an amendment 
of existing laws enacted by Congress. Wherefore Judge 
Dooling, who was a scholar and a logician, propounded the 
direct question, “ Where does the President get the power to 


1924, 
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amend, alter, or repeal an act of Congress? Does he get it 


from the Constitution? Does he get it from a statute?” At 
least five—there may have been more, but at least five—of the 
Federal judges in this country, in cases before them involving 
the validity of that withdrawal order, held that the President 
had no such power, quite apart from the policy, quite apart 
from the wisdom of it; and I happen to know that President 
Taft himself, now our great Chief Justice, had grave doubts 
as to his power. 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
for a moment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
California yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I yield. 

Mr. BAYARD. Is it not a fact that when President Taft 
made the order there were a different series of laws upon the 
statute books, while in the instance when President Harding 
made his order there was a specific statute of Congress re- 
garding the transfer of the lands embraced in the naval oil 
reserves? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Of course there were laws passed sub- 
sequent to the withdrawal order, among others the act of 
February, 1920, and the proviso in the appropriation bill passed 
in June, 1920. That is true; but let me remind the Senate and 
the lawyers who listen to me and all who listen that at the 
time of the order of President Taft in September, 1909, there 
were on the statute books specific and definite laws in respect 
to the public lands. I refer to the specific and definite mining 
laws under which as they then existed, let me say, as noble 
men, and as good and loyal women as lived, have entered upon 
lands in California in the honest belief that they were exer- 
cising their legal rights and observing aH the laws of Congress. 
They were there as innocent men, and the courts all held they 
were innocent trespassers after the Supreme Court had decided 
that the withdrawal order was valid. 


Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, the point I wanted to make, |- 


if the Senator will allow me, is that when President Taft exer- 
cised his prerogative, and was afterwards sustained by the 
Supreme Court of the United States, he had a general power, 
as determined by the Supreme Court, to allocate lands from 
one department to the other when those lands were public 
lands; but thereafter, in 1920, the Congress of the United States 
passed a specific law placing certain lands under certain de- 
partments, thus intimating that the congressional policy was 
that the lands so allocated should remain there until further 
congressional action was taken to remove those lands from the 
jurisdiction of those departments. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. That is true; but in the proviso of 
June 4, 1920, the largest discretionary power was specifically 
vested in the Secretary of the Navy. However, I shall not 
pursue this branch of the subject at this moment. I will come 
to that later, Senators. 

I thank my friend from Arkansas for the question as to the 
withdrawal order, for this reason: There were few lawyers in 
the United States who entertained the view that the President 
of the United States could amend an existing law by way of an 
Executive order, as was done by President Taft. I am not 
saying that they were right; learned opinions, which are found 
in the judicial reports, held that the President had no such 

“power: but ultimately the Supreme Court, by a divided opin- 
ion, reversed those holdings. What I wanted to say now, as a 
part of this discussion, is that the most eminent lawyers, the 
most learned judges, differed as to the validity of that order; 
and, running ahend in my remarks, I submit to you with per- 
fect eandor and perfect frankness that lawyers might differ as 
to the power of President Harding in the premises. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at 
that point? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I will. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I asked the Senator some minutes ago 
whether, in his opinion, President Harding had authority to 
issue the Executive order which became the basis for the 
alleged power of the Secretary of the Interior to participate in 
the negotiation of the oil leases. I have heard the Senator’s 
reply, but I have been unable to understand whether he in- 
tended to say that he believes President Harding did or did not 
hare authority to make that order. Will the Senator be kind 
enough to tell me what his conclusion is that? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Before I am through I will state my 
view in regard to the whole matter. 

Mr. ROBINSON. One further question, then. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. One moment, Mr. President. In the 
first place, according to the discussion here before the Senate, 
it is net at all necessary for me to express a deliberate and 
final opinion upon that question. We have, by our joint reso- 


lution here—in which I gladly joined, though not agreeing 
with the “ whereases ”—set on foot a proper proceeding to 
test not only that question but others related to it. There is a 
tribunal set up for that purpose; nor is it for me finally to 
pass upon it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator yield just at that point? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I will 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator has not hesitated to express 
the opinion that notwithstanding the Supreme Court of the 
United States has sustained the power of former President 
Taft to create the naval oil reserves, that decision is wrong. 
Now the Senator states that he voted for the joint resolution 
known as the Walsh substitute for the Caraway joint reso- 
lution, in which it is declared that the leases were executed 
in violation of law and without authority of law. I have 
asked the Senator to state whether, in his opinion, President 
Harding had authority to issue the Executive order transferring 
the control over the naval oil reserves from the Navy Depart- 
ment to the Interior Department. The Senator, for some 
reason that he has not explained, has, as I understand, de- 
clined to amswer that question. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. No; I do not decline. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator now say whether he 
8 President Harding had authority to issue that Execu- 

ve order? 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I will answer the Senator. Inasmuch 
as the Supreme Court of the United States determined that 
President Taft had the power in effect to nullify and amend 
and repeal a then existing law of the country, there is much— 
I will not say it is conclusive—in the contention that if the 
President, leaving out persons, had the power to amend one 
law, he would have the power to amend another law in re- 
spect to the public lands of our country. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Of course, I think it is fundamental that 
no one factor in the lawmaking department of the Govern- 
ment can amend or repeal a law. 
re F Well, that is exactly what the court 

as 


Mr. ROBINSON. Oh, no; the Supreme Court has never held 
in any ease that the President of the United States can repeal 
or modify any existing statute. The Senator may put such a 
construction on a decision of the Supreme Court, but I say as 
a lawyer that in my opinion his construction is totally unwar- 
ranted and unjustified, and constitutes a criticism of the Su- 
preme Court emphatic and violent in its effect such as I have 
never before heard uttered by a lawyer. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The Senator ought to read some of the 
speeches of Abraham Lincoln, then. He would find out what 
Abraham Lincoln said. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I have read some of the 
speeches of Abraham Lincoln. I know that the Supreme Court 
of the United States has been frequently called upon to deter- 
mine questions about which lawyers and judges have differed, 
and I know that it has rendered decisions which have proveked 
criticism from the public and from the bar; but, after all, 
under our system of government its decisions are final and 
controlling. 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Absolutely. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from California, while 
criticizing the decision sustaining the power of President 
Taft to create the naval oil reserves, has refrained from 
answering the question upon which in part this case hangs, 
as to whether President Harding had the power to issue the 
Executive order transferring these naval oil reserves from 
one Department of the Government to the other. I can not 
understand why, as a lawyer, he does not answer that question. 
He answered it in his vote on the Walsh joint resolution; 
but for some reason that he has not explained, and which my 
poor mind is unable to comprehend, he is apologizing for that 
vote, 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Oh, Mr. President 

Mr. ROBINSON. Now let me ask this question: Does the 
Senator from California believe that the Executive order issued 
by President Harding was with or without authority of law? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. In the first place, neither the Senator 
from Arkansas nor any other man here or elsewhere will put 
words into my mouth to the effect that I have adversely 
criticized the Supreme Court. Here and elsewhere I have 
paid tribute to that great tribunal. I believe in it. I happen 
to know its constituent members. They are great and good 
and learned men. What I said I thought the Senator from 
Arkansas could understand. I was mistaken in so thinking. 
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Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, willsthe Senator be kind 
enough to yield? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. One moment, please; pardon me; 

Mr. ROBINSON. I hope the Senator understands that I 
am not trying to confuse him. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The Senator can not confuse me when 
I know where I stand, and I hope I d». 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I have not the slightest 
doubt that the Senator from California knows where he stands, 
but what I am trying to get him to do is to tell the Senate 
where he stands. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I will tell the Senate. 

Mr. ROBINSON, It is the simplest question in the world. 
In so far as the legal aspect of this issue is concerned, much 
depends upon whether President Harding had the legal 
authority to issue an Executive order directing the Secretary 
of the Interior to take control of and administer the naval 
oil reserves, when the statutes require that that duty should 
be performed by the Secretary of the Navy. I have asked 
the Senator from California a very simple question— 
whether he believes that order was authorized by law or was 
not authorized by law. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I will answer the Senator. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I have been unable to understand the 
Senator’s answer. There may be some one present who has 
heard it who can comprehend it, but I confess my total in- 
ability to grasp the meaning of the Senator from California. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I will have to resort to a surgical 
operation before I finish. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I have been authorized to offer a Bok 
prize for anyone who has heard the explanation of the Senator 
from California and who states that he can understand it. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. That may savor of wit. It may savor 
of learning and the courtesies of debate. I do not wish to be 
diverted into anything that savors of personality. My first, 
and to me sufficient, answer to the query is that it is not de- 
terminative of this resolution at all. My second thought is that 
we have a tribunal, and we have referred this matter to that 
tribunal for determination; and while, perhaps, I have no rea- 
son to complain at the apparent mirth of Senators, I want to 
say that I am not standing here now determining at this stage 
of my remarks the validity or the invalidity of anything done. 
This resolution, as I construe it, imputes a willful, knowing 
violation of law; and I was upon the point of saying that when 
all these orders were brought to the attention of the committee 
some two years ago, according to my information, no one as of 
then, no one until the late disclosures of corruption, expressed 
any doubt upon the subject of the power to make the order in 
question, or to execute the leases or agreements in question. 

I am not now defending the lease. I am not now defending 
the order. I am not now defending anything which has been 
submitted to us in the form of an agreement. I am merely try- 
ing to emphasize that as of the last two or three weeks we have 
been told that this order of President Harding, and the several 
agreements entered into in respect to the Wyoming property, 
were utterly null and void; and I was about to say, when prop- 
erly interrupted or questioned by friends upon the other side, 
that the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroot], in his discus- 
sion here, presented the matter, I thought, in a logical and a 
yery sensible way. He said that they were debatable; that 
there were questions of law as to which minds might differ, 
even as they differed in respect to the power of the President 
to issue the withdrawal order of 1909. Of course, I see that the 
eases may be differentiated. 

Responding now to a thought of the Senator from Delaware 
IMr. Bayard], I recall the general mining laws which were in- 
yolyed. I vividiy recall the withdrawal order. I remember 
the arguments that were made for and against the validity of 
the withdrawal order. I read the various opinions of courts 
upon that subject; and finally when the matter came up, I 
think from Wyoming, to the Supreme Court of the United 
States in the Midwest case, and the opinions were handed 
down, I read them, as I assume my learned brothers of the 
law read them; and any man, if not too dogmatic, who reads 
those decisions will at any rate say that President Harding 
might well have thought that he had the power to do what he 
did, and that he had that power perhaps under the general 
power which the Supreme Court held President Taft had in 
respect to the withdrawal order as affecting public lands, or that 
he had the power or that the Secretary of the Navy had the 
power under the act of February, 1920, or of June, 1920; 
wherefor, as the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] sug- 
gested, the matters were debatable, and we have here taken 
necessary steps, as indeed the President had taken, speedily 
to commence a proceeding in equity, obtain an injunction upon 
ex parte application, appoint a receiver, and then proceed to an 


examination of the facts and the law, to the end, as is enter- 
tained by many, that the court would render a decision that the 
given leases or agreements were indeed null and void, for vari- 
ous reasons which they might give. 

Mr. KING. Will the able Senator permit me to suggest to 
him, apropos of his statement from which might be deduced 
the thought that there was a parallel between the actions of 
President Harding and President Taft, that the decision of the 
Supreme Court of the United States in the case where Presi- 
dent Taft withdrew the lands was based upon the proposition, 
as I recall the decision, that for a long period of years there 
had been withdrawals by the President of the United States, 
and that this trespass by the Executive upon the authority of 
the legislative branch of the Government had been ratified-—— 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. By silent acquiescence. 

Mr. KING. Yes; in other words, they applied the rule, 
which I do not think finds any justification in law or in morals, 
that time sanctifies a wrong and an invasion of the authority 
of a coordinate branch of the Government. But, as was sug- 
gested by the able Senator from Delaware [Mr. BAxARD ], it 
seems to me there is no parallel whatever between that case 
and the present case, and when the former Secretary of the 
Interior, Mr. Fall, was challenged upon the witness stand in 
the first hearing for the authority for the act of the Presi- 
dent in transferring the administration of these lands from 
one department to another he first rested it upon what he 
called the Overman law, and when it was explained that had 
reference to an entirely different matter 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. And had expired. 

Mr. KING. And had expired; he was compelled, of course, 
to change his position, and after floundering around in a most 
pitiful way he finally had to take refuge under the proposi- 
tion, which no one can defend, that under the power of the 
President as the head of the Army and Navy he could defy a 
law of Congress which had determined a policy and transfer 
the administration of these lands from one department to 
the other. The Senator must admit, it seems to me, as a 
learned lawyer, as he is, that the act of President Harding 
was absolutely nuil and void and was in defiance of law. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. No; I make no such broad admission. 
Moreover, I am very glad to have my learned friend the Sen- 
ator from Utah say what he has said. The Supreme Court 
of the United States in its wisdom built up and sustained its 
decision upon the several prior acts of Presidents of the 
United States, and the Senator himself admits that it was a 
specious argument to give to the President certain power be- 
eause prior Presidents had exercised unauthorized power. 
But in any event the Supreme Court of the United States 
held in that decision that the President of the United States’ 
had the power to issue an order which in effect modified an 
existing law as enacted by Congress in respect to the publie 
land. That was the sum and substance of that decisiun, tor 
the reasons which the learned judge assigned. 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Obo in the chair]. 
Does the Senator from California yield tə the Senator from 
Delaware? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I yield. 

Mr. BAYARD. The point I tried to make a moment ago, and 
which I do not think the Senator quite understood, is this: 
There was President Taft’s act of 1909, which was sustained 
in its validity by the Supreme Court of the United States, 
and thereafter, in view of that and because of that, most 
probably, the acts of 1920 were passed by statutory provision 
placing this property in the hands of a certain department, 
two separate and distinct instances, based upon two separate 
and distinct sets of facts. The Supreme Court had held that 
public lands theretofore under the control of tke President 
could be transferred, in view of the then existing law, from 
one department to another. 

They said that when they ratified President's Taft's transfer; 
but in 1920, with those facts in mind, with the Supreme Court 
decision in mind, the Federal Congress passed the acts of 1920, 
specifically, by statutory action, placing this property directly 
in the hands of one separate department, thereby, I think the 
Senator as a lawyer will agree, denying to the President the 
theretofore existing right, as laid down by the Supreme Court, 
to transfer from one department to another. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I follow the Senator's logic. Just once 
more to take leave of that branch of my remarks, it should be 
understood by us all, and I want it made very clear here, that 
there were existing laws in the United States in respect to the 
public lands. There were specific, definite laws in regard to 
mining property, laws which provided the way and means 
whereby a citizen of the United States could acquire title to 
mining property, so called. Whilst those laws were on the 
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books, President Taft, in the exercise of his supposed power, 
issued the order in question, The validity of that order was 
immediately drawn in question in many States of the Union. 
Many of the courts held that he was without power, for the 
reasons by them assigned. Ultimately the Supreme Court held 
that he did have the power, though there were members on that 
Supreme Bench who dissented from the opinion. 

Immediately after the withdrawal order and because of the 
doubts that were expressed as to its validity, the Congress 
passed a bill authorizing the President to do that very thing. I 
said a moment ago, and it Is not improper to say it, that it 
came to my knowledge that the then President of the United 
States was in grave doubt as to his power, but he deemed it 
wise, for the benefit of the Nation, to issue the order of Septem- 
ber, 1909, I am not criticizing his act. I am not criticizing the 
decision of the Supreme Court. I am merely saying that they 
held that he had that power, and without going curiously into 
the argument now, I do venture to say that learned lawyers 
will make very persuasive, if not convincing, argument that 
President Harding had the power to issue the order which is 
immediately inquired of by Senators in this disenssion. 

Mr. BAYARD. Does the Senator agree with that opinion he 
has just expressed, which he says obtains in the minds of many 
leading lawyers? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. That he had the power? I did not 
catch the Senator's question. 

Mr. BAYARD. Does the Senator agree with that opinion 
which he has just expressed, which he says obtains in the minds 
of many leading lawyers? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I express this opinion: I say that 
many lawyers will contend that. I do not know that I would. 

Mr. BAYARD. Will the Senator contend with them? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I do not know that I would. I am not 
obliged to say so; but whether it was legal or not, I do stand 
here and say to Senators that President Harding thought he 
had the power; otherwise he would not have signed that order. 
That is what I am here to say. 

The Committee on Public Lands and Surveys were im- 
mediately, as of the month of April, 1922, furnished with all 
the papers, orders, and agreements which were inquired for 
by the committee. This committee, I must assume, or do as- 
sume, made up as it was, set about severally to study the 
questions. They did not meet as a committee to consider this 
subject until Monday, October 22, 1923. I repeat to state that 
no report of the committee has come in. They have not fin- 
ished their investigations. They are at work. There have 
been printed some five volumes of the hearings of that com- 
mittee; at least, five have been furnished. The ultimate facts 
Lave not been developed. Witnesses are still under subpœna, I 
understand. Some have been excused from appearing before 
the committee. Yet the Senate is asked to find ultimate facts 
concerning the acts and concerning the intent or the motive 
of the Secretary of the Navy. 

Disguise it as you may, cover it or seek to hide it as you 
may, varnish it with euphemistic phrases if you can, the import 
of this resolution is that the Secretary of the Navy was 
guilty of wrongdoing; that he was guilty of violating the law 
knowingly; that he was guilty of betraying his trust; that he 
was guilty of sacrificing the interests of our country. That 
is the import of this resolution, and I have heard the Senator 
from Montana, for whose industry and for whose legal abilities 
I have great respect, and which industry and ability I have 
praised, and praised highly—I have heard him here again and 
yet again say that the Secretary has had a trial, that he appeared 
three times before the committee and my learned fellow Senator 
characterizes these three hearings as a trial of the Secretary 
of the Navy. Do we consider that a trial in the sense in 
which that term is understood by the American people? Yet 
you and I are asked here, in effect, to condemn the Secretary 
of the Navy as being guilty of offenses, of violating his duty, 
and sacrificing the interests which were committed to his 
cure. 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Cali- 
fornia yield to the Senator from Delaware? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I yield. 

Mr. BAYARD. May I ask the Senator, in view of what he 
said a moment ago, whether he states or intimates that Sec- 
retary Denby did not have full opportunity to present in its 
entirety his whole case, or that if he were brought before some 
other tribunal he would in any way change what he bas said 
or amplify what he has said, or bring in other evidence than 
he has brought in? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I do not know whether he amplified 
his views. I do not know whether he was competent to dis- 


cuss the legal questions involved. I know that I did not hear 


his testimony and I am assuming that my learned friend from 
Delaware did not hear it. He may have read it possibly, but 
I have not even had opportunity to read it, and yet I am 
called upon and we are called upon here to act. 

Mr: BAYARD. But all the testimony has been taken down, 
has been written out, has been printed, and has been accessible 
to every Member of the Senate. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Has the Senator read the five volumes 
through? t 

Mr. BAYARD. Most of it. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. All of it? 

Mr. BAYARD. Not every word of it. 

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. The Senator would not consider him- 
self qualified as a juror under his oath to render a verdict with- 
out listening to the evidence, would he? 

Mr. BAYARD. A great deal of it does not apply directly 
to Mr. Denby's own situation. Page after page of it does not. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Why, Mr. President, every part and 
parcel of the record must be read and studied, All the trans- 
actions are intertwined, interlaced. I was intending to say 
later on, but I say now that Secretary Denby can not deny 
responsibility, for he signed the papers. He can not deny 
responsibility for anything that was done in respect to the 
order or the leases in so far as his attention was called to 
them and he acted. But if I was sitting as a juror I would 
want to hear him, or at any rate to read all of the evidence 
as it bore upon his acts and his intents, for need I remind the 
Senate that an offense against the law is and can only come 
from a joint union of act and intent, for even as God looks 
into the heart of a man in judging of sin, so the law looks 
into the mind of man in determining guilt. An act is not a 
crime. The act must be accompanied or caused by the intent 
of the actor. 

Right here let me say that Mr. Denby, as Secretary of the 
Navy, may have done a very foolish thing, a very unwise thing. 
He may have-erred grievously in judgment. He may haye 
been wrong as to policy. Yet if his motive was pure, if his 
intent was honorable, the most he is to be censured for is 
failure or mistake, not condemned as a criminal. Gracious 
God, what would happen in this country if the law were not 
as we know it to be? 

There is a great presumption of innocence of wrongdoing 
on the part of the private citizens and on the part of the 
officials. That great presumption of innocence, of innocence 
of wrongdoing, is a shield which the law throws around the 
breast of every man, every woman, and every child. That 
great presumption, Mr. President, protects the king on his 
throne and the peasant in the field. It protects the princess 
in her silver slipper and the poor woman in her wooden shoe. 
It protects the most despised and hated as it protects the 
honored and the beloved. It is a presumption, Senator, which 
you and I invoke in the courts of justice, and until that pre- 
sumption of innocence is penetrated, so to speak, until that 
wall of protection ts torn down by competent evidence, no jury, 
no man can look Heaven in the face without a blush and find a 
fellow being guilty. 

Therefore I say here and now, that all may hear, that I am 
not presuming any man to be guilty. I am giving to every man, 
high and low, rich and poor, white and black, the presumption 
of innocence, Permit me to say, since my heart is full of this 
sentiment, it is because in other and less happy lands than ours 
that men have ignored that presumption that the most precious 
blood of Ireland has wet the scaffolds, that the most precious 
blood of England has wet the scaffolds, that men and women 
innocent of crime have suffered the loss of life and liberty; 
and it is because in our own country at times men have for- 
gotten in the heat of passion, in the heat of highly wrought 
passion, these great and immemorable principles, that men 
have died at the stake, that hearts have been broken, careers 
blasted, and men and women have gone down in sorrow and 
tears to the grave. 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator if he 
had the same dispassionate thoughts in his mind when he 
voted for the Fall resolution? At that time he must have 
believed in the guilt of Albert B. Fall, and Doheny, and 
Sinclair. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I answer the Senator, I did have them 
in mind; and I answer him now that all men here and every- 
where may know that all my life, as the record of my poor 
life will show, I have so stood many times, proudly, without 
fee, withont hope of reward unless it was the grateful thanks 
of men and women, upholding those principles; and I would 
uphold them in the Senator’s State or in any State anywhere 
and at all times. I know my friend from Alabama [Mr. 
Herr], who sits yonder, would invoke the same principles, 
and has invoked them, and will on all appropriate occasions 
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in the years to come. Therefore I am saying that I do not 
propose to condemn any man or woman until I hear the eri- 
dence, and I shall not then condemn any man or any woman 
until their guilt is established, and established by that degree 
of proof which the law of my country insists shall be urged 
against anyone accused, whether they be rich or poor, high or 
low, in office or out of office. 

I am very sure that every Senator here knows that I speak 
the views, the matured views, the righteous views, the humane, 
the Christian views, of every State in this beloved Union. I 
have in mind decisions from practically every State in the 
Union; and I am sure that every State in the Union has in its 
laws, in its judicial utterances, urged upon juries and urged 
upon the public to hear the evidence and to decide after full, 
deliberate, dispassionate consideration of the evidence. I 
should despise myself if anywhere I should disavow the views 
I have here expressed, 

Ah, let no one think, much less say, that I am here pleading 
the cause of crime or criminals. If there be crime committed, 
let it be unearthed, pursued, and punished. If there be crime 
in high place or low place, let it be unearthed, exposed, and 
punished. But I believe in our form of government; I believe 
in our Constitution. 

I believe it was wisely designed, and I, in my heart of hearts, 
believe that it is the best Government, the best form of govern- 
ment ever set up by man. It has blessed more men and women ; 
it guarantees protection to life and property and liberty; and 
I am not one here or elsewhere who would seek to tear down 
or break down or destroy the system of government we have. 

Therefore, led into this digression, I return to say that we 
are asked to pass a resolution. Whether we have the power to 
do it, whether it is appropriate to do it, whether it is courte- 
ous or respectful to do it, whether duty prompts us to do it or 
not, I leave apart, but we are asked to pass a resolution which 
in its effect puts a brand upon the brow. Would you not rather 
die than have such a resolution passed against you? Sup- 

d I think the supposition may well be indulged in— 
that from the Executive mansion there came a demand that 
any one of us Senators should resign from this body and for the 
reason that we had violated our duty, that we had done some- 
thing wrong or committed some secret crime or offense. Would 
not you, would not I, rather die than have this body yield to 
that demand or that request? 

I do not know what other men think. I have no banks; I 
have very little property; but I have a wife of my devotion; 
I have two sons whom I love; and I had rather die here upon 
the floor of the Senate than to have a resolution such as is here 
proposed passed against me, giving to them the heritage of dis- 
grace. What we are asked to do is to pass a resolution which 
brands the Secretary of the Navy with having willfully and 
knowingly violated his duty. I shall live to see whether honor- 
able men, men of character, honored by their great States, will 
find it their duty to do this thing. If they do, I shall not up- 
braid them; if they do, I shall not denounce them; but I shall 
regret it; I shall deplore it; no more. 

Oh, I am told that Secretary Denby has been indicted. That 
word has appeared many times in the discussion. Learned 
Senators, and, Mr. President, since when has it been contended 
that an indictment is sufficient to convict? How many innecent 
men have been indicted? How many hearts of men and women 
and children have been broken by indictments lodged against 
men by grand juries, for example? Yet an indictment is not 
evidence. Vociferous accusations, perfervid speech, denuncia- 
tion, extreme and heated language, engendered perhaps by parti- 
San feeling, perhaps by a sense of high duty, in any event, 
umount to nothing. They are not proof which would convict 
my enemy's dog. 

I also take oceasion here to say there may be those who think 
that Magna Charta is remote. We all remember that it was in 
1215 when King John was forced to put his hand to that im- 
mortal Magna Charta or Great Charter. It has been the glory 
of the Anglo-Saxon race; it has been the eternal glory of the 
Southland and the Northland in America, that we have clung 
to the principles of Magna Charta. 

May I say here to Senators, if the principles therein em- 
bedded—eternal, ineradicable principles—are observed in our 
most humble courts in North Carolina or in Louisiana, if those 
principles are enforced in the trial courts of every State of the 
Union, are we, guardians of our country, we, Senators of the 
United States, we, sitting in a body with greater power than 
ever was possessed by the Roman Senate in the palmy days 
of the Roman Republic—are we to trample under foot, to 
scoff at and sneer at those immutable, eternal principles of 
justice? 

I am not impugning—let no man think I am impugning—the 
motives of men, but I am standing here, at this more or less 


late hour in this long discussion, to say that if Secretary 
Denby had been the appointee of the late lamented President— 
I mean and I think of him whom we laid away but yesterday 
here in the Capital of the Nation where he served so long, 
after such an illustrious career—if the Secretary of the Navy 
had been appointed by President Wilson and had been a mem- 
ber of his official family, a member of his Cabinet, believe me, 
I implore Senators to believe me, I would utter the same sen- 
timents concerning a resolution of this character. I am for- 
getting persons; I lose sight of persons. Wherefore I admired 
beyond expression the greatness of the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. Boram] when he discussed this question on yesterday, 
losing sight of persons, forgetting personalities, sinking all 
partisanship, and standing here upon the prouder eminence of 
citizenship, in the performance of a senatorial duty, he and I 
humbly invoking certain principles of our Government and cer- 
tain principles of the law by which I think we should be 
guided; for while we may not be a light unto the world, the 
Senate may be a great example for good or for evil. If we 
ignore the law, if we invade the constitutional powers of other 
departments, what a precedent we shall have set and what 
evils may rush into the state! 

I know I am addressing Senators more learned, more experi- 
enced than I, and yet may I say that I have reverently studied 
the history of my country, the formation of its Constitution, 
and without passion for one section greater than that for 
another—for the blood of my kindred flows through many 
States—I am asking Senators, by way of thought and sugges- 
tion, to recognize the principles of our Government and the 
rules of law by which, I submit, we should be guided. 

Who has read the evidence thus far developed? I am frank 
to say I have not. The committee has not been able to furnish 
us with all the testimony it has developed, and it is in process 
of developing more testimony. Am I to be foreclosed of argu- 
ment because one Senator as of now declares this the Execu- 
tive order and these acts to be null and void? I do not wish 
to criticize adversely—and I use that word because “to criti- 
cize” does not necessarily involve adverse criticism; it may 
mean high praise—I do not criticize adversely the Senator 
from Montana, and yet I am not required to cease to reason, 
to cease to think, because as of now he declares certain acts 
to be null and void. I am not deciding questions of law which 
will be decided in the courts. We have referred these matters 
to the courts. 

I have no reason to question the ability or the integrity or the 
fidelity to duty of those who have been at least recommended 
to defend our rights in the courts. Assuming that the former 
Senator from Ohio will be one of our counsel, it is not neces- 
sary for me to pay tribute to him as a man of learning, a 
man of experience, a man of deep knowledge of the law, an 
advocate. I assume that he will efficiently and earnestly 
represent our case in the courts. The other gentleman sug- 
gested I do not happen to know but I indulge in the same 
assumption that he is learned, a man of character, of courage, 
of ability, and that he will represent us ably in the defense 
or in the assertion of our rights. Wherefore it is not neces- 
sary for me to express my final opinion in regard to the 
validity of this or that or the other transaction. 

Of course, Mr. President, there are two questions to con- 
sider: First, the simple, direct question of law. Was the power 
vested in the President by the Constitution or by any statute 
or under the philosophy of any decision to make the order of 
May 31, 1921? It is unnecessary to add that for me or for 
you or for any man here to declare that he had no power will 
not be a final decision of the question. Did President Harding 
have the power to sign the order of May 81, 1921? Here. Mr. 
President, I ask that the order signed by President Harding 
on May 31, 1921, may be incorporated in the Recorp in its 
proper place in my remarks. The order is found in part 2, 
page 177, of the hearings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The Executive order referred to is as follows: 

EXECUTIVE ORDER, 

Under the provisions of the act of Congress approved February 
25, 1920 (41 Stat. 437), authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to 
lease producing oil wells within any naval petroleum reserve; authoriz- 
ing the President to permit the drilling of additional wells or to lease 
the remainder or any part of a claim upon which such wells have been 
drilled, and under authority of the act of Congress approved June 4, 
1920 (41 Stat. 912), directing the Secretary of the Navy to conserve, 
develop, use, and operate, directly or by contract, lease, or otherwise, 
unappropriated lands in naval reserves, the administration, and con- 
servation, of all oil and gas bearing lands in naval petroleum reserves 
Nos. 1 and 2, California, and nayal petroleum reserve No. 3 in Wyoming, 


Is there objection? The Chair 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


2177 


and naval shale reserves in Colorado and Utah, are hereby committed 
to the Secretary of the Interior subject to the supervision of the 
President, but no general policy as to drilling or reserving lands located 
in a naval reserve shall be changed or adopted except upon consultation 
and in cooperation with the Secretary or Acting Secretary of the Navy. 
The Secretary of the Interior is authorized and directed to perform 
any and all acts necessary for the protection, conservation, and ad- 
ministration of the said reserves subject to the conditions and timita- 
tions contained in this order and the existing laws or such laws as may 
hereafter be enacted by Congress pertaining thereto. 
Warren G. HARDING. 
The Warre House, May 31, 1921. 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The then President of the United 
States is in his grave. Like Duncan, he sleeps well. 


Malice domestic, foreign levy—nothing 
Can touch him further. 


It is even so with his great predecessor, the great President 
who has just now passed away. But I owe some duty to the 
living. I owe some duty to the dead. Whatever men may 
think, if anyone should rise in the Senate to-day impugning 
the patriotic motives of former President Wilson, I would re- 
sent it with indignation. It is the glory of our country that 
from Washington until this hour we have had a series, a suc- 
cession of men honorable, compared with which there is no line 
of Cæsars or of kings; and I want to say to you this day that 
when you are here about to pass or asking us to pass a resolu- 
tion which attacks the present living Secretary of the Navy, 
you are attacking the act of the late President Warren G. 
Harding. 

Let us be frank about it; let us be truthful; and let us not be 
afraid. Not in any spirit of bravado, not in any arrogant 
spirit, I say I am afraid of nothing in this world except it be 
to do wrong; and therefore I want it understood, and let the 
country know it—my people of California shall know it—that 
if this resolution is passed it will be a condemnation, a reflec- 
tion upon the memory of the beloved and the deplored Presi- 
dent Harding. And when I speak of my people, let me hasten 
to say this: The citizenry of California is made up of the 
people of all the States in the Union, from Florida and Georgia 
und Louisiana and Alabama—from Louisiana I remember so 
well, from Alabama I know so well, where, if I may say so, 
one of my own name sat upon, if he did not adorn, the high 
courts of that State. They come from Maryland, from old Vir- 
ginia, from beautiful Kentucky; they come from classic New 
England; they come from the fertile, the progressive, splendid 
middie Mississippi Valley States. They come from all the 48 
States to my beautiful California. They are made up there 
of the highest type of citizenship. They are Americans, and 
they loved President Harding as many of them loved President 
Wilson; and we, the Senate of the United States, are here 
called upon to condemn an act which, though it may be found 
to be illegal, though it may be found to have been executed 
without legal or constitutional authority, was executed with 
the purest motives, the highest purpose, and by its very terms— 
which I can not now take the time to read—enjoins that any- 
thing done shall be done pursuant to or in accordance with the 
laws of our country. 

What would be thought of me, Senators, what would I think 
of myself, if I rose in California or here in the Senate and 
reflected upon the good women and the good men of California 
who do not walk under my political banner? What should be 
thought of a Senator from the Middle States—where the air 
perhaps is so rarefied, due to altitude, that the mind becomes a 
little feeble—what should be thought of any Senator who says, 
almost in express terms, that because there is one unworthy 
villain in the Republican Party it is a reflection of the char- 
acter of its membership? What would be said of me if I thus 
spoke of the good men and women of California who, from con- 
viction, with the purest motives, have voted and will vote the 
Democratic ticket? 

Some of the most learned, some of the noblest, men in Cali- 
fornia, by many of whom I feel honored to be called friend, 
are upstanding, thorough, patriotic members of the Democratic 
Party; and some of the noblest women of that State, of pure 
character, of high purpose, belong to that great historic party. 
What would be thought of me if I should impute to them low 
morals or a familiarity with crime or a condoning of crime 
because one of their own party was derelict or a criminal? 

Much has been said here, Mr. President, about litigation in 
California over or in respect of oil lands. Many suits were 
brought. That same learned judge, Judge Dooling, appointed 


name became infamous, I will not have it enter the Recozp— 
but Judge Dooling, the honorable man, the just judge, believed 
in this man and appointed him receiver for a dozen, fifteen, or 
twenty or more of these companies that were made defendants 
in these cases. Mr. Justice, of North Carolina, was there rep- 
resenting the Government. What happened? This same re- 
ceiver betrayed his trust. Charged with many crimes, he was 
brought before the indignant judge and instantly and properly 
dismissed from the Goverument service, and proceedings were 
instituted to pursue and punish him for his crimes. Perhaps, 
due to his duplicity and his cunning and his ability to evade 
the law, he escaped punishment. What would be thought of me 
if I imputed to Judge Dooling a condoning of crime or a dis- 
position to commit crime because, forsooth, his chosen officer 
proyed unfaithful to his trust? 

There is another judge in California, Benjamin Franklin 
Bledsoe. I have known him for over a quarter of a century. 
He was for many years on our State bench. He was appointed 
to the Federal bench by President Wilson. If there be a high- 
minded, a pure-hearted judge or man in California or in this 
Nation, if there be one—and there are many—he is that man. 
In private life, as private citizen, Judge Bledsoe is a Democrat; 
but when he ascends the bench under his oath, which he re- 
spects, all men stand equal before him, and he looks with in- 
different eye upon the rich or the poor. What would be thought 
of me, and what should be thought of any Senator, if I ‘should 
impute to that honored judge a sympathy for crime if one of 
his appointees should prove false to his trust? 

Why do I say this? I speak it as a man; I speak it as one 
called upon here to act; and I add that if there was crime 
committed by any appointee of President Harding let the 
criminal be dragged to the light, let him be prosecuted, let him 
be punished, not only because his crime deserves punishment 
but as an example before the world. 

I have not lost faith in my Government. I have not lost 
faith, and let me tell you, sir, the people of this Nation have 
not lost faith. We still believe in our form of government, and 
we will strengthen the belief of our people in our form of 
government if we here in the Senate uphold its spirit and its 
letter. 

I am not at all disturbed, in thinking of legal questions, by 
personalities; but let no one here or elsewhere say that Presi- 
dent Harding is to be censured, condemned, for signing that 
order of May 31, 1921. His act is there set out. 

He approved it, he signed it, and in his letter to the com- 
mittee furnishing the papers he reasserts as of then his belief 
in what was done. I may be repeating myself when I say 
that he may have been mistaken as to his power. He may 
have erred in judgment as to policy, but who has not been 
mistaken as to power and who has not erred in judgment? 
Are we supermen? Are we here in this body, learned as all 
are, except myself, always infallible in judgment as to law 
or as to policy? What would happen, Mr. President, to this 
body or to any other legislative body, if they were to be con- 
demned for a lack of judgment, even, or for a mistake as to 
a matter of law? 

Take, for example, the two statutes which Congress passed 
in respect to child labor. The Congress enacted two laws upon 
that subject, as I trust in due time another and a valid one 
will be enacted. We must assume that Congress thought it had 
the power to enact those statutes; otherwise, they would not 
have acted. We must assume that Congress thought it wise to 
exercise that power; otherwise, they would not have enacted 
those statutes. But when those two statutes reached the 
Supreme Court of the United States they were severally held 
to be unconstitutional, they were held to be invalid, because 
Congress did not have the power, the Supreme Court said, to 
enact them. Did anybody question the motive of Congress? 
They questioned its power, and I am willing that the power of 
President Harding should be questioned. as it will be ques- 
tioned, in the courts, and whether he had the power or not will 
be determined by the courts. 

I do not propose to have this matter disposed of by the 
Senate without having it definitely understood that the order 
of May 31, 1921, is involved, and that to condemn the Secretary 
of the Navy for signing the papers in question is to condemn 
the President for having signed the order, unless the facts 
should develop that the Secretary of the Navy was acting cor- 
ruptly. It ought not to be necessary for me to say, or to repeat, 
that if there were any evidence that the Secretary of the Navy 
acted corruptly no one could defend him, here or elsewhere; but 
we have been told again and again that there was no suggestion 
of corruption on his part, and therefore mat does not enter 
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It is not for me to suggest to. the learned lawyers who are 
to represent us how they should frame a bill in equity to set 
aside these instruments, but manifestly they will allege that 
they were illegal for lack of power. They may allege that 
they were illegal, or should be set aside, because vitiated by 
corruption or fraud upon the Goyernment; or it is conceivable 
they may allege inadequate consideration, unconscionable con- 
sideration, which should move a court of equity to vacate and 
set aside the instruments, the agreements, the leases, the 
whole business. But I have heard no word, no word has been 
spoken, to the effect that Seeretary Denby was guilty of any 
crime under Federal statutes or law or against State statute or 
law. Yet, as I construe this movement, we are proceeding upon 
the theory that he is guilty of some offense or, to be perfectly 
frank in the matter, that he is so stupid, so infantile, so impo- 
tent intellectually as not to be able efficiently to represent our 
Government. 

Well, I do not wish to indulge in sarcasm, or in irony, in- 
deed, or say aught that is offensive to anyone, but if we were 
all to be judged by our mental endowments, perhaps some of 
us would not be here. There are geniuses and there are fools. 
There are great writers. There are reporters of different degree 
of excellence, and since In my day I have defended perhaps 
more reporters of the press than any other lawyer in California, 
I claim an intimate acquaintance with their mental achieve- 
ments and abilities, and I may add, not that it is to be repeated 
or to be heard, that they have treated me always with more 
kindness and consideration than I deserved. 

Mr. President, the first question to be considered is a question 
of law. Mr. Denby was not a lawyer. There are many attor- 
neys at law who are not lawyers. There are many men who 
assume to know the law who have not a bowing acquaintance 
with it; but in any event Secretary Denby was a layman, but 
an edueated gentleman, and he may well haye made a mistake 
as to his power, as to his authority, under the law, and, with 
great respect, the same may be said of President Harding. Not 
educated as, a lawyer, not trained in the interpretation of 
statutes, though a well informed and educated man, he may 
have made a mistake as to his power, even as many people 
thought that President Taft made a mistake when he issued the 
withdrawal order of 1909. If Secretary Denby made a mistake, 
is that a ground or a reason for us to ask the President to call 
for his resignation? 

The junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway], in the zeal 
of speech, used language which my friend from Montana said 
must be taken, not in its literal sense but rather as expressing 
his feelings on the subject. It may be so, but we will recall, 
Mr. President, that the Senator from Arkansas repeated again 
and again with great emphasis the word “ treason,” saying that 
“treason ” had been committed. It may well be that—I will not 
say in the poverty of his language but rather in the zeal of 
delivery—he seized upon that word as expressive of his indigna- 
tion or his feelings. I should dislike to think that my friend 
from Arkansas was striving to introduce into the Senate the 
odious, the infamous, the rejected, abominable theory of con- 
structive crime in America. 

I am very sure that those who do me the honor to listen re- 
member the ease that was tried in an adjoining State away back 
after the War of 1812, when a man named Hodges was indicted 
and brought to trial charged with treason, because, under stress 
of cireumstanees, he had surrendered certain prisoners here to 
the oncoming British Army which came to burn our Capitol. 
There was a lawyer then, there was a statesman then, who 
repudiated and trampled under his indignant feet the odious 
English doctrine of constructive treason, and that great lawyer 
and great statesman was William Pinkney. I hope it will not 
be ont of place in this discussion for me to put into this record 
a little only of what that great man said after the court had 
ruled against him. William Pinkney, courageous advocate, un- 
afraid, turned to the jury and thanked God that what the court 
had said was not the law of America. 

I do myself pleasure. It may serve some good purpose in 
these heated hours to read a little of the language of William 
Pinkney, the great Democrat of early days. After the court had 
made this ruling, William Pinkney said: 


Gracious God! In the nineteenth century to talk of constructive 
treason! Is it possible that in this favored land—this last asylum of 
liberty, blessed. with all that can render a nation happy at home and 
respected abroad—this should be law? No. I stand up as a man to 
rescue my country from this reproach. I say there is no color for this 
slander upon our jurisprudence. Had I thought otherwise I should 
have asked for mercy, not for law. * * Our gallant soldiers 
who had repulsed the hostile step whenever it trod upon our shores, 
our gallant tars who unfurled our flag, acquired for us a name and 
rank upon the ocean which will not soon be obliterated. These are all 
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liable to be arraigned at this bar. These men have carried dismay and 
depth into the ranks of the foe. Blood calls for blood. You dare not 
inguire into the causes which produced the circumstances, which 
attended the motives, which fostered the deeds of carnage. The act 
you are told by the Chief Justice, and such is the reasoning of the 
Attorney General, involves the intent. 

Gentlemen, this desolating doctrine would sweep us from the face 
of the earth. Even when we deserved to be crowned with laurels we 
should be stretched upon a gibbet. I tremble for my children, for my 
country, when I reflect upon the consequences of these detestable 
tenets which reduce indiscretion and wickedness to the same level. 
Which of you is there that in some unguarded moment may not, with 
honest motives, be imprudent? Which of you can hope to pass through 
life without the imputation of crime, if your motives may be separated 
from your conduct and guilt may be fastened upon your actions, 
although the heart be innocent? 

Gentlemen, so solemnly, so deeply, so religiously, do I feel Impressed 
with this principle that I know not how to leave the case with you, 
although at the present moment it strikes my mind in so clear a light 
that I know not how to make it more clear. 

If this damnable prosecution should prevail, it would be the duty 
of the district attorney instantly to arraign General Bowie, one of the 
witnesses in this case, than whom a purer patriot never Lived. Nay, 
half of Prince George’s County would come within its baleful influence. 

Yet such is the law the Chief Justice recommended to you. His 
associate does not concur with him. In this conflict of opinion I should 
be entitled to your verdict, but I rest the case upon more exalted 
grounds, I call upon you as honorable men, as you are just, as you 
yalue your liberties, as you prize your Constitution, to say—and to say 
it promptly—that my client is not guilty, 


And, thank God, that jury here of early patriots in America 
promptly found Mr. Hodges not guilty. 

I have been led to quote this language of the great William 
Pinkney in order to bring our minds back to fundamental prin- 
ciples of law and government and to ask every Senator to pause 
and consider what we are asked to do. We are asked to con- 
demn an official for a mistake of judgment, if you will, for an 
error of judgment, if it be so; for, I repeat and let it be under- 
stood, according to my friend from Montana [Mr. WatsH], 
according to every Senator who has spoken, aecording to every 
bit of evidence which has been submitted to us as Senators to 
judge, there is not one iota, there is not one jot or tittle, of 
evidence, proving or tending to prove that the motive of Secre- 
tary Denby was impure, that his intent was wicked, that he 
contemplated a violation of the law or meditated a surrender 
of the rights of his country. With such a record, with such a 
case submitted to us, under our oaths what is our duty? 

I listened with respect to another argument to the effect that 
he had made such a grievous mistake in judgment as to dis- 
qualify him, and much was said by way of ridicule concerning 
his ability, his learning. Well, Mr. President, it is said that 
poets are born, not made, that some men are born great—and 
the scholarship of the Senate will finish that quotation. We 
are dealing with one specific thing, with one specific act. It is 
said that he erred as matter of law and as matter of judgment 
or policy. I say that it is a very grave question of law, as did 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] state, whether the 
Secretary of the Navy had the power of his own motion to 
delegate the carrying out of a power given to him directly by 
the statute. I wish to read the statute. 

First, I call attention to the statute of February 25, 1920. It 
is spoken of as the leasing law. It is a long and a more or less 
complicated statute. The powers of different officers are set 
forth, and the terms and conditions of duties of different 
branches of the Government appear. I invite the Senate’s atten- 
tion, as a sort of an aside proposition, to section 35 of that law. 
Are Senators aware that every State with public lands where 
oil may be found is directly interested in this problem? Section 
35 of this law gives to the several States a certain percentage 
of the moneys coming from the oils to be devoted to their school 
purposes. Section 35 reads as follows: 


Sec, 35. That 10 per cent of all money received from sales, 
bonuses, royalties, and rentals under the provisions of this act, 
excepting those from Alaska, shall be paid into the Treasury of the 
United States and credited to miscellaneous receipts; for past pro- 
duction 70 per cent, and for future production 524 per cent 
of the amounts derived from such bonuses, royalties, and rentals 
shall be paid into, reserved, and appropriated as a part of the rec- 
lamation fund created by the act of Congress, known as the 
reclamation act, approved June 17, 1902, and for past production 20 
per cent, and for future production 371 per cent of the amounts 
derived from such bonuses, royalties, and rentals shall be paid by 
the Secretary of the Treasury after the expiration of each fiscal year 
to the State within the boundaries of which the leased lands or 
deposits are or were located, said moneys to be used by such State 
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or subdivisions thereof for the construction and maintenance of public 
roads or for the support of public schools or other public educational 
institutions, as the legislature of the State may direct: Provided, 
That all moneys which may accrue to the United States under the 
provisions of this act from lands within the naval petroleum reserves 
shall be deposited in the Treasury as “ miscellaneous receipts.” 


In June of 1920 the Congress enacted another law. It was 
the general naval appropriation act. I ask that at this point 
in my remarks the paragraph of that act in toto, beginning 
with the words “investigation of fuel oil and oil fuel,” may 
be incorporated in my remarks, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


Investigation of fuel oil and other fuel: For an investigation of 
fuel oil, gasoline, and other fuel adapted to naval requirements, In- 
cluding the question of supply and storage and the availability 
economically and otherwise of such supply as may be allowed by the 
naval reserves on the public domain, and for such other expenses for 
transportation and hire of vehicles in connection with naval petroleum 
reserves, as the Secretary of the Navy may deem appropriate, for the 
purchase of necessary instruments and appliances, for the extension 
of the naval fuel-oil testing plant at the navy yard, Philadelphia, 
Pa, and the temporary employment of civilian experts and 
assistants, $30,000: Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy is 
directed to take possession of all properties within the naval petroleum 
reserves as are or may become subject to the control and use by the 
United States for naval purposes, and on which there are no pending 
claims or applications for permits or leases under the provisions of an 
act of Congress approved February 25, 1920, entitled “An act to 
provide for the mining of coal, phosphate, oil, oll shale, gas, and 
sodium on the public domain,” or pending applications for United 
States patent under any law; to conserve, develop, use, and operate 
the same in his discretion, directly or by contract, lease, or otherwise, 
and to use, store, exchange, or sell the oll and gas products thereof, 
and those from all royalty oil from lands in the naval reserves, for 
the benefit of the United States: And provided further, That the 
rights of any claimant under said act of February 25, 1920, are not 
affected adversely thereby: And provided further, That such sums as 
have been or may be turned into the Treasury of the United States 
from royalties on lands within the naval petroleum reseryes prior to 
July 1, 1921, not to exceed $500,000, are hereby made available for 
this purpose until July 1, 1922: Provided further, That this appro- 
priation shall be reimbursed from the proper appropriations on account 
of the oil and gas products from said properties used by the United 
States at such rate, not in excess of the market value of the oil, as 
the Secretary of the Navy may direct. 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. The proviso reads as follows: 


That the Secretary of the Navy Ís directed to take possession of all 
properties within the naval petroleum reserves as are or may become 
subject to the control and use by the United States for naval purposes, 
and on which there are no pending claims or applications for permits 
or leases under the provisions of an act of Congress approved Febru- 
ary 25, 1920, entitled “An act to provide for the mining of coal, 
phosphate, oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on the public domain,” or 
pending applications for United States patent under any law— 


There is a semicolon and the section proceeds— 


to conserve, develop, use, and operate the same in his discretion, 
directly or by contract, lease, or otherwise, and to use, store, exchange, 
or sell the oll and gas products thereof, and those from all royalty 


oil from lands in the naval reserves for the benefit of the United States.” 


Perhaps it will be unavailing, perhaps an idle waste of my 
time and yours, for me to digress eyen to call attention to the 
language of the law, but, begging pardon of the Senate for the 
time to be consumed, F want to call attention to the word 
“ conserve’; and, not to answer my own question, I ask, what 
do the words “to conserve” mean when used in the statute? 
What does the word “develop” mean, or the word “use,” or 
the words “operate the same“? What does the phrase “in 
his discretion” mean? What is meant by the phrase “ directly 
or by contract,” or “directly or by contract, lease, or other- 
wise”? What in law do those expressions mean? What does 
the phrase “and use, store, exchange, or sell the oil and gas 
products thereof“ mean? 

If I were disposed, I could detain the Senate for long in a 
discussion as to the meaning of those words. I invite atten- 
tion to them for no other purpose than to say this: The most 
honest man in the world, and perhaps a learned man, might well 
err in an interpretation of that statute. It is claimed here that 
Secretary Denby and the President did err in interpreting it, 
and that, therefore, the President had no power to Sign the 
order of May 31, 1921. It may be so, but I am here, if standing 
alone, to assert again and yet again that President Harding 
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was actuated by patriotic and pure motives; and, so far as 
the evidence shows, the Secretary of the Navy was in like 
manner actuated in his acts. 

The next point to be considered, which has been discussed 
as a matter of criticism, is that there was a willful and plain 
departure from or an ignoring of the policy of the Government. 
What are we told was the policy of the Government in respect 
of the oil which is supposed to be thousands of feet below the 
surface of the earth yonder in Wyoming or yonder in Cali- 
fornia? We are told that the policy of the Government was 
to keep it there; that it was not to be extracted; that wells 
were not to be drilled; that the oil was to be kept there; how 
long we do not know. However, I wish to suggest to the 
Senate that there was much discussion upon the point as to 
policy; there was difference of opinion as to policy; and the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsa] himself early in the in- 
vestigation was not so clear as to policy. In part 2 of the 
hearings in this case, page 201, are found some questions pro- 
pounded to Mr. Fall by the Senator from Montana and Mr. 
Fall's answers. 

T am referring to this not to embarrass anybody or to criticize 
the Senator, but to show that there was a debatable question, 
perhaps, in his mind as to the wise policy of the Government. 
I read from the hearings as follows: 


Senator Wals. Just before we quit that, let me ask you, Does it not 
occur to you that such a great question of national policy as that ought 
to be determined by the Congress? 

Mr. FALL. No; not necessarily. The Congress of the United States 
has had very little to do with this whole proposition, ‘These reserves 
were made by Executive order and not by an act of the Congress of the 
United States. The President of the United States created these re- 
serves, and his authority to do so was questioned. It was only recog- 
nized finally after the decision of the Supreme Court of the United 
States in the Midwest case, as you know. 

Senator WaLsH. I am referring to the considerations which you have 
advanced and which you argue in favor of storing this oil in great 
tanks at the seaboard instead of leaving it in the ground in the interior. 
Much may be said in fayor of that policy. I do not undertake to say it 
is not a wise policy, but is it not within the powers of the Congress to 
say which policy should be pursued? 

Mr. Fal. It was certainly in the power of the Congress to have said 
so, but Congress not having done so the President acted. 


A little further on, Mr. President, the same thought is devel- 
oped. 

I am not now standing here defending or in the course of 
argument seeking to justify the policy as originally outlined by 
Secretary Daniels or as to some extent carried out by Secretary 
Denby. I am not here seeking to defend or presently to justify 
the policy which was unquestionably approved by President 
Harding. It is a very serious question ; it is a very grave prob- 
lem. The quantity of oil in the earth is unknown; its dete- 
rioration or loss may be great or small. The reserves are de- 
Signed to preserve the oil for the use of the Navy, but oll 2,000 
or 3,000 feet in the earth is not presently available in case of 
need. It is a debatable question. At any rate, Mr. President, 
the policy here entered upon contemplated the taking out of 
the oil and storing it in tanks by the seashore, where it could 
be obtained promptly in case of emergency. 

A part and parcel of this policy, as we know, was to store 
the oil, some of it, away yonder in the Hawatian Islands at 
Pearl Harbor, near Honolulu. The Hawaiian Islands are 
the key to the Pacifie and particularly the North Pacific. 
It was there that it was proposed to store oil so that it could 
be presently used in the case of emergency. I am merely call- 
ing attention to this in passing again to say that it was a 
debatable question of policy as to which many honest men . 
might differ; but to say that President Harding or Seeretary 
Denby were actuated by impure, unpatriotic, or corrupt 
motives is, under the evidence, to do a great wrong to the 
living and to the dead. 

Mr. President, I have been frequently diverted, and I ob- 
serve that the time is running along, so that what I set out 
to say within half an hour or more has consumed too much 
time, but I wish to invite the attention of the Senate to the 
Constitution of our country, to the laws of our country, to the 
principles of our Government which were enunciated yesterday 
with such clearness, such power and beauty of expression by 
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran], and to ask the learned, 
Senators upon the other side to consider them with candor and 
in perfect sincerity, leaving out of mind entirely all questions 
of partisanship and all excitement whieh disturbs the mind and 
prevents us from reasoning clearly. Just as hatred makes the 
heart a nest of vipers, so extreme partisanship puts out the light 
of the mind. There ought to be no hatred involved in this; 
there ought to be no excitement; but in kindness, in frankness, 
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in perfect candor, we should consider this resolution, and cer- | Will be revealed; and if there are any contracts which are illegal, they 


tainly we should not undertake to make a political question 
of it. 

I do not think it is a political question. I think that the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] to whom I referred a 
while ago, whether he was present or not, I know not; I 
should have been glad if he were—I think that over and above 
any possible political consequence to any of us or to the parties 
to which we belong, he is, as I am, trying to determine whether 
we are in the performance of our duties when we cast our 
votes upon this resolution. I do not say that to curry favor. 
I do not say it to inspire a reciprocal remark. I do not say 
it other than as a Senator holding respect for others. 

As I said before, we have legislative power, we have ad- 
visory power, we have judicial power, to be exercised in given 
and proper circumstances. In this particular instance we 
are not exercising legislative power, we are not properly exer- 
cising our advisory power, and manifestly we are not exercis- 
ing our judicial power, which can only be upon impeachments 
properly presented to us, and then by us acted upon under 
special oath administered. 

I repeat myself that I would hold to these views if Secretary 
Denby had been appointed by President Wilson. I would 
have held to these views if that great President were alive 
and in the White House to-day, because I know that we serve 
our party best when we serve our country best, and I know 
that above all the heat of the moment, above the excitement 
or the clamor of the hour, whether it be in Virginia or 
California, the people rise and pass upon the acts of men 
without passion and without prejudice. Therefore the attack 
here made upon the Republican Party will be as futile as 
attacks which have been made upon it since it was led by 
its first great champion. The attack of the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Apams] I have more or less vaguely referred 
to, and I question whether any Republican man or Republican 
woman will ever cast a vote for that Senator if they come to 
know what he has imputed to them. I regret very much to 
say that, regretting that the utterance was ever made; but 
I. in my own person, resent it, for I know that the millions 
of good men and good women who subscribe to the Republican 
doctrines in America are as honest and as pure, not more 
honest, not purer, than the millions of good men and good 
women who believe in Democratic principles and Democratic 
policies. 

Once more I say that I should despise myself if I imputed 
to the citizenry of Virginia or Alabama or Arkansas a low 
standard of morals or an unpatriotic attitude toward public 
questions because, if it were so, some member of the Demo- 
cratic Party had proved false to his trust. Some day it will be 
known, if not remembered, that I am first of all an American. 
I may add that I want this country to stand independent and 
unshackled, not bound to the chariot wheels of any Asiatic or 
of any European empire, kingdom, or state. 

I had intended to comment further; but, Mr. President, I ask 
that without reading the statement of the President of the 
United States, issued some weeks ago, may be incorporated here 
in the Recorp. I refer to the statement which appeared on the 
morning of January 27. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

STATEMENT OF PRESIDENT. 


It is not for the President to determine criminal guilt or render 
judgment in civil causes. That is the function of the courts. It is not 
for him to prejudge. I shall do neither; but when facts are revealed to 

me that require action for the purpose of insuring the enforcement of 
either civil or criminal liability, such action will be taken. That is the 
province of the Executive. 

Acting under my direction the Department of Justice has been observ- 
ing the course of the evidence which has been revealed at the hearings 
conducted by the senatorial committee investigating certain oil leases 
made on naval reserves, which I believe warrants action for the purpose 
of enforcing the law and protecting the rights of the public, This is 
confirmed by reports made to me from the committee. If there has been 
any crime, it must be prosecuted. If there has been any property of the 
United States illegally transferred or leased, it must be recovered. 

I feel the public is entitled to know that in the conduct ef such 
actions no one is shielded for any party, political, or other reasons. As 
J ubderstand, men are involved who belong to both political parties, and 
having been advised by the Department of Justice that it is In accord 
with former precedents, I propose to employ special counsel of high 
rank, drawn from both political parties, to bring such actions for the 
enforcement of the law. Counsel will be instructed to prosecute these 
cases in the courts so that if there is any guilt it will be punished; tf 
there is any civil Mability, it will be enforced; if there is any fraud, it 


will be canceled. Every law will be enforced and every right of the 
people and the Government will be protected. 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. And, without reading, I ask that the 
statement which reached us yesterday—the statement of the 
President, sent to the Senate, announcing his approval of Sen- 
ate Joint Resolution 54—hbe inserted in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

[From the New York Times of Saturday, February 9, 1924] 

I have approved Senate Joint Resolution 54 in order that a 
prompt and thorough investigation may be made and appropriate ac- 
tion taken. I express no opinion with reference to the facts which 
purport to be found in the preamble of the resolution, and with refer- 
ence to those parts of the resolution which, under the Constitution, do 
not require concurrence of the Senate and House of Representatives, 
and which are unnecessary to be presented to the President of the 
United States to make them effective. As I said in my public state- 
ment, issued under date of January 26, it is for the courts to determine 
the legal effect of the circumstances incident to the execution of the 
leases and contracts mentioned, and whether they were executed with 
or without authority on the part of the officers purporting to act for 
the United States and in good faith. I reiterate that it is the func- 
tion of the courts to determine criminal guilt and to render judgment 
in civil cases, and that I propose to have done. 

In view of the importance of the subject matter and of the limited 
legal force now available to care for the vast amount of litigation in 
whtch the Government is continuously engaged, I regard the authority 
to appoint special counsel as appropriate legislation. 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. So, taking leave of the subject, I am 
not here arraigning the Democratie Party. I do not know that 
the occasion will ever arise when I shall deem it proper here 
in the Senate to indulge in any arraignment of that great his- 
toric party. There may be occasions elsewhere when it will 
be proper for me to discuss its principles, its purposes, its 
policies; but even as for over a quarter of a century in discuss- 
ing public questions and commenting upon Democratic prin- - 
ciples and policies I have never indulged in personality or im- 
puted to my adversary friends unworthy motives, so it will be 
in the future, either here or elsewhere. 

I contend for principles. I support policies. I seek to put 
into effect certain theories of government. I believe in certain 
principles, in certain policies. Why? Because I think they 
will bless the American people; I think they will make the 
American people prosperous; and appealing to history, appeal- 
ing to the present, I think I am justified in my belief that Re- 
publican policies, when put into effect, have never failed to 
bless the American people. As for me, I would go to the de- 
fense of an industry in Florida as quickly as I would leap to 
the defense of one in Maine. I would seek to upbuild an in- 
dustry in Maryland just as vigilantly and earnestly as I would 
seek to start, maintain, foster an industry in California. 

Mr. President, I think that we do ourselves no honor when, 
in discussing this immediate resolution, we indulge in crimi- 
nation or recrimination. I do not think we add to the dignity 
of our body, or inspire any admiration for it, when we depart 
from the serious questions of law and policy to hurl anath- 
ema at political foes. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
question? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Pardon me, and I am done. I do not 
indulge in these words willingly. Of course, I may be simple; 
some people may think I am afraid. I may be simple, but I 
am not afraid. 

I think, therefore, it Is not timely for me to run over the 
history of the Democratic Party, or to impute to its individual 
members any motives other than patriotic and honorable ones. 
If it should develop, as of the past or present, that a Demo- 
cratic officeholder was unfaithful to his trust, while I might 
ask for his condemnation and his conviction, I would be far 
from suggesting or intimating or thinking that his criminality 
in any manner reflected upon the great rank and body of the 
Democratie Party, or had ought to do with its well-matured 
and deliberately taken policies or principles of Government. 

Of course, I think, Mr. President, that the Republican Party 
needs no defense from me. If we have a Nation, it is due to 
that great party. If we have a stable currency, it is due to 
that great party. If we have diversified industries, and are 
economically the most prosperous Nation upon the earth to- 
day, it is due to that great party. If we are to go forward 
multiplying industries, giving opportunity to human labor, pre- 
serving the life and the liberty of man and woman and child, 
if we are to throw suushine into the hearts of the toiling men 
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and women of the land—these great and good and deserved 
things will be and come from that great party. All the attacks 
made upon it now, as in the past, will prove unavailing. We 
shall go forward with stout hearts, conscious of patriotice pur- 
pose, and we shall meet you in November, and whatever the 
verdict is we will shake hands and join in hoping that whoever 
shall guide the destinies of the Republic, they will be to the 
honor and the glory of our common country. 

Mr. ASHURST. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator a question now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Cali- 
fornia yield, and if so to whom? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I yield to the Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. HARRISON, I merely wanted to ask the distinguished 
Senator from California a question. Did I understand the 
Senator from California to say the autumn election, or the 
“fall” election? [Langhter.] 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. That was funny when I first heard it. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator another question? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE.. Certainly. 

Mr. HARRISON. Does the Senator propose to vote for the 
substitute which has been offered by his Republican colleague, 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones]? 

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. I really did not hear it read nor have 
I seen it. 

Mr. HARRISON. It is as follows: 

That, in view of the disclosures made and the facts ascertained by 
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys of the Senate In connec- 
tion with the oil lease investigation now in progress, it is the sense of 
the Senate that the public interests would be served by the resignation 
of Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy. 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. What is the Senator’s question? 

Mr. HARRISON. I ask the Senator if he proposes to vote 
for this as a substitute for the Robinson resolution? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. No, sir. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is against this resolution 
also? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. We have nothing to do with that prob- 
lem. 

Mr. HARRISON. Suppose all of his brethren on the other 
side should support this substitute. Wonld the Senator then 
still vote against it? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I happen to be, if not captain of my 
soul, master of myself. 

Mr. HARRISON. Is the Senator captain of his colleagues 
over there? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Some 
well—— 

Mr. HARRISON. I did not understand the Senator’s reply. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Some of my colleagues are not—— 

Mr. HARRISON. What was the Senator’s reply? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. As Hamlet says, The rest is silence.” 
[Langhter.] 

During the delivery of Mr. SHorremer’s speech, 

Mr. JONES of. Washington. Mr. President, if the Senator 
from California will yield to me a moment, I wish to offer an 
amendment, in the nature of a substitute, for the pending 
preamble and resolution in the hope that it may be printed so 
as to be available for Senators. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE.. If it does not in any wise interfere 
with my right to proceed, I have no objection. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Certainly it would not. I ask 
that the proposed substitute be read. It is short. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read it. 

. The Rrapxa CTrnk. As a substitute for the Robinson reso- 
lution and preamble insert: 

Resolved, That. in view of the disclosures made and the facts ascer- 
tained by the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys of the Senate in 
connection with the oi} lease investigation now im pregress, it is the 
Seuse of the Senate that the public interests would be served by the 
resignation of Edwin Denby, Seeretary of the Navy. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. I hope the substitute may he 
printed as quickly as possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is so ordered. 

After the conclusion of Mr. SHORTRIDGE’S speech, 

TEXAS LAND FRAUDS. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, because of a seurrilous and 
Slanderous and cowardly attack made upon me this morning 
in the Washington Post by one Creager, who is the Republican 
national committeeman from the State of Texas, I desire to 
consume a little time of the Senate in letting people who have 
had dealings with this man tell what they know about him. 


of my colleagues are not— 


I send to the clerk's desk and ask te have read the first 
letter, which is addressed to me, as far as it is marked, and 
letters to the senior Senator from New York [Mr. Was- 
ee and to the junior Senator from New York [Mr. Corr- 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
The Secretary will read. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 
New York, February 2, Dez. 


Howert in the chair), 


Hon. J. THosas Terury, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Drar Sexaror HEFLIN: I have to acknowledge a letter of the 
Sist of January, 1924, from Mr. James R. Page in connection with 
your resolution recently introduced in the Senate for an investigation 
of the jand companies who operated in the sale of land in Hidalgo 
County, Tex. As requested, I have written this day to both Senators 
from the State of New York, 

I have been following in the 


press the developments occurring in the 
Senate regarding this matter, 


as well as the statements, as published, 
made by Mr. Creager. I regard his statement as a piece of brasenness 
in view of the proof which was made in the case I handled in the 
Federal district of western New. York. I do not believe that any state- 
ment made by you, so far as I have seen, is in any sense an exaggera- 
tion, but on the contrary that everything so far as L have seen can be 
proved to the letter, except as to the efforts of the so-called land com- 
mittee with members of the Cabinet. As to the latter, I have no actual 
knowledge or Information other than thut contained in press reports of 
certain bankruptcy proceedings in Kansas City. I do know that I 
have as {srmerly stated to you, written both the Post Office Depart- 
ment and Department of Justice concerning the investigation and 
prosecution of the land operators, and I know of ne action having been 
taken by either department in regard to the Creager outfit, 


Mr: HEFLIN. Mr. President, that is a letter from an at- 
torney in New York by the name of Willett, who had suits 
against this Creager Co., and this man Creager, who wrote this 
scurrilous letter to me, is the Creager referred to in that letter 
of Mr. Willett to me. Now, I ask the Secretary to read the 
letters from Mr. Willett to the Senators from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


FEBRUARY 2, 1924. 
Hon. Jaurs W. WADSWORTH, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. O. 


My Drar SENATOR Wapsworrs : Reports have been appearing in the 
press concerning a resolution introduced in the Senate by Senator 
HTN of Alabama concerning certain land frauds, I am a native of 
Yates County, not very far from your home, and know a great many 
people in the western central part of New York. 

In 1919 some relatives of mine, among others, were induced by the 
Alamo Land & Sugar Co., R. B. Creager, president, to go on an excur- 
sion to Hidalgo County. Tex., where they were induced to buy land 
known as first-lift land, bordering on the Rio Grande River at that 
point. Many others in Yates, Tompkins, Schuyler, Chemung, Stenben, 
Ontario, and Monroe Counties were likewise induced on there excur- 
sions (and there were several of them) to purchase land from this same 
concern around that time. The method used was to get as much cash 
as possible from ench victim, take the balance of one-half in notes on 
a contract for the purchase of this land, which was sold at from $250 
per acre up. 

My relatives were signed up for nearly $24,000, which was the ac- 
cumulation of three generations and was practically all they were 
worth. They gave notes for $10,000 in addition to a payment in cash. 
The notes were transferred, some of them before maturity and one of 
them after, to a concern known as the Farm Mortgage & Loan Co., 
W. F. Zumbrunn, president and owner, of Kansas City. Action was 
brought on those notes in the Federal court, western district of this 
State, and the case was tried before Judge Hazel in Canandaigua in 
September, 1921. We secured a judgment against the Farm Mortgage 
& Loan Co., not only in defeat of the notes, but an affirmative judg- 
ment for the amount of money my clients paid to the Alamo Land & 
Sugar Co. on account of its contracts on the ground that the Farm 
Mortgage & Loan Co. was a conspirator in a conspiracy to defraud, 
among others, my clients. Testimony was taken by deposition in 
several States, including the deposition of Mr. Creager and Mr. C. II. 
Swallow. The notes in question were not payable to the Alamo Land 
& Sugar Co., but were made payable to Charles H. Swallow and under 
the contract the title was to be accepted by the Purchasers upon the 
certificate of Mr. Creager. C. H. Swallow & Co. was composed of two 
People, R. B. Creager and Charles H. Swallow. 

Many of your old neighbors in near-by counties suffered a like fate 
as my clients, except that same of them paid the full purchase price 
and there was no one of them, so far as I know, who did not lose every 
penny they put into it. 


The land sold, as the proof showed, in our case and from govern- 
mental reports, to be subject to perennial overflow of the Rio Grande 
River and in the fall of 1919 the said land was covered with 12 to 15 
feet of water. Our proofs aiso showed that there was no market what- 
ever for this land, except that sold by the operators, and that it was 
considered in the locality as worthless and was not worth a dollar. 

By or through me, a considerable amount of information has been 
lodged with the Post Office Department from time to time concerning 
these operators, The proof in our case showed that the Alamo Land 
& Sugar Co. was in cooperation in the selling of the land, wth vari- 
ous other operators, including W. E. Stewart of Kansas City, and W. E. 
Stewart has since been indicted and convicted of fraud on 16 counts. 
This conviction took place about a year ago. 

I haye no interest in this matter beyond that of a citizen of this 
State, but I feel it a duty to inform you of what has taken place in 
this State among your own constituents. In my judgment, the thing 
should be investigated and the parties to blame prosecuted. 

I do not know of any case in this State where action was brought 
except in the case against my clients, although attempts were made 
to settle various claims, but since the judgment recovered in our action, 
I do not believe they have cared to bring another action on any of 
the notes. 

The people I speak of have been obliged to endure great hardships 
as a result of their losses in this matter. The people were taken there 
in trainloads and kept from contact with the local people wherever 
it was possible. The people taken were carefully selected by a local 
man employed for that purpose, in order that they might not take 
anyone who was without property and money. 

I have a vast amount of information concerning this matter and I 
shall be very glad, if you desire it, to have you examine my files in 
reference thereto. I am sending a copy of this letter to the junior 
Senator from New York. 

Yours respectfully, 


— — —. 


Fesnvary 2, 1924. 


Hoa. ROYAL S. COPELAND, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dran SENATOR CorsLAND: Attached hereto is a copy of a letter 
I have this day written to Senator Wapsworra, which speaks for 

> itself. 

As shown from the contents of the letter, you will appreciate the 
importance of the resolution introduced by Senator Heruin, of Alabama. 
I shall be very glad to let you have any of the information which I 

` bave. The carrying ou of the business of these land operations has 

] been of the gravest concern to the prosperous, saving, and industrious 
farmers of the various parts of the Union, and it resulted in gross 
losses to a great many families in the western part of this State. 
Men past middle life have been induced to go on these trips and have 
been separated from their money and savings without a hope or a 
chance of recouping their losses. 

I am writing this letter as a citizen of this State familiar with the 
workings and methods of the land operators in the Hidalgo, Tex., field 
after several years of painstaking investigation to save my own rela- 
tives from grave losses and from becoming, you might say, paupers at a 
time in Ufe that would have been ruinous to them as it has been to 
many others. I have seen no statement in the press that has been 
strong enough to deselbe what actually took place, nor have I seen 
anything that was an exaggeration in any sense of what was done by 
the said Jand operators. 

As you are from this locality, it is possible for you to inspect my 
files if you desire it, and I shall be very glad to haye you do it if you 
wish to. 

Yours very truly, 


Mr. HEFLIN. I ask to have read the letter which I send to 
the desk, which is a copy of a letter sent to the. senior Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON ]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read as 
requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

KILMICHAEL, MiSs., February 1, 1924. 
Senator Par HARRISON and 
Congressman B. G. LOWREY, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sins: In reference to Senator HEFLIN’S resolution in the Senate 
asklug for a Senate investigation of the Rio Grande land frauds in 
Texas, please support this resolution in the Senate and try to get a 
law passed that will break up these bunco gangs of land swindlers, 
and that will make it a heavy penalty to swindle in interstate trans- 
actions by deception, misrepresentation, boosting, and fraud. Three of 
these bunco gangs, the Gulf Coast Securities Co., of New Orleans, the 
J. C. Eggleman Co., and the Al Parker Co, have been working in Mis- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, 


of $1.000 
dollars down cash. Of course at this time we were made to think every- 


FEBRUARY 9, 


sissippi, Alabama, Tennessee, and other States during the past year, 


and are still working and swindling hundreds of good citizens out of 


their good money. Last fall I with several other Mississippians went 
to the Rio Grande Valley after we had been induced to go by un 


agent of the Gulf Coast Securities Co., which was represented to be a 


million dollar concern, and as soon as we arrived in the valley they had 
hired car drivers to drive us where they wanted us to go, and the 
drivers boosted for the gang. We were taken to certain orchards 
whose owners were hired to show us and misrepresent things and con- 
ditions to us. Then we were taken out to a clubhouse, away from any 
town or citizen, where they had three speakers to deceive and misrep- 
resent things to us, including an old shrewd so-called Buptist preacher, 


and we were told that the land was worth $1,000 an acre when it could 


be bought at all, and that the “company had just a few pieces left 
that they were selling for $300 to $500 an acre for R. B. Creager, 
receiver for the W. E. Stewart Land Co.,“ and I with many others 
was induced to buy a piece of land at $321 an acre which was guarap- 
teed to be choice tested citrus fruit land, and I made them a payment 
down on it. Some people paid four and five thousand 


thing was all right, and we never thonglit of such a gigantic scheme 


and net spread to defraud us. 


When I got home 1 became suspicious and went back to the Rio 
Grande Valley and found that the piece of land they sold me was 
not the land they said it was—partly too high to irrigate and a bad 
piece of land—and that I could buy better land in the same territory 
for one-third of what they asked, and lots of land for sale, and that 
these gangs had sold land that overflowed for good land and sometimes 


showed land that they did not own and was not for sale and took 


peoples money and gave them nothing. I believe two-thirds of the 
people living down there haye been swindled by one of these bunco 
gangs when they first went there, and there are people in nearly 
every State who have been swindled out of millions of dollars. It 
is the most deeply laid and gigantic fraud that has ever been per- 
petrated in the Nation, oil-well, gold-brick, and lottery schemes not 
excepted, and the Congress could not render the country a greater 
service than to break up these land-fraud excursion companies. I 
haye met many people who have been swindled out of their lifetime 
savings by these gangs. I was told that the Gulf Coast Securities 
Co. was only capitalized at $20,000, with very little tangible assets, 
that they paid the drivers, orchardists, and speakers $25 a day to lie 
and boost, that the Baptist Association in the valley had passed a 
resolution condemning any preacher who would talk for a land com- 
pany, and the good citizens of the valley know these fraudulent com- 
panles and their methods and call the party of prospective purchasers 
“sucker parades.” 

These swindlers are getting too wiley to use the mails to advertise 
and are sending out lying agents to lure people into their elaborate 
nets of deception and fraud. 


Yours sincerely, D. A. Hiepox. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Now I want to have read a letter from Texas, 
I think this man Creager lives at the place from which the 
letter came. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
retary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


POINT ISABEL, TEx., February 2, 192). 


Without objection, the Sec- 


Senator HEFLIN, 
Washington, D. C. 

Sir: Seeing in the papers the tempest aroused by your resolution 
to investigate the fraudulent land companies doing business in our 
valley, and also noticing the sayngeness of the attacks of the valley 
papers upon you, coming to the defense of R. B. Creager, of Browns- 
ville, I wish to advise you that which you no doubt already know, 
viz, that you are not only on the right track but, if diligently pur- 
sued, will uncover fraud and frandulent use of United States mails 
but every other rascality conceivable to the human mind, the oil 
scandal is but a drop in the bucket to the rottenness of the land 
companies of this valley, and they are all alike; in fact, most of 
them are but branches of the infamous Stewart Land Co., run by 
his former salesman and henchmen; they have no respect for the 
law, but ride over it roughshod and by bribery of our papers, all our 
leading attorneys, being employed and patronized generously by them, 
they have been enabled to get by with their dirty work; R. B. Creager 
has been and is the attorney of several of the infamous outfits, hence 
his “ squawk.” 

If you will make it publicly known that you wish to get Into com- 
munication with those who have been swindled by these land com- 
panies, thousands of whom are scattered in almost every Western 
and Northern State of the Union, and who lost their Ütetime sav- 
ings by the fraudulent and dishonest methods of these land com- 
panies, you will be amazed that such gigantic fraud could have been 
perpetrated in this country, and the United States mails were the 
main instrument used by them in doing their nefarious work. 
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I have Tived here three years and know that ‘a thorough investiga- 
tion of these various land companies by Congress will uncoyer a 
‘state of affairs existing in the lower Rio Grande Valley among these 
land companies so rotten and fraudulent the whole Nation will stand 
aghast; there are numerous Instances of where they haye swindled 
innocent victims of ‘thousands of dollars by selling lands they did 
not even own; just ask those who have been swindled in past through the 
papers to communitete the facts to you and you will be @eluged with 
concrete instances of their fraudulent acts and all the facts necessary 
to prove them; I myself was not swindled as I dealt for my land 
from a man in Oklahoma who had been and was forced to give his 
land to me to get anything back, but if you will make a public 
statement in papers calling for facts from those swindled I will 
guarantee you will haye to employ two private secretaries to read 
them all. ; 

Wishing you success and hoping they will not be able to bluf you, 
Iam 

Very respectfully, 
rf O. B. Crevexam. 


P. 8.—Just a week ago a special train of seven coaches of home- 
seekers was brought to Brownsville; five of these honest companies 
brought them, former henchmen of Stewart Land Co. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Now I send to the desk a letter from 
Arkansas, which I want to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection the Sec- 
retary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

FARMERS AND MERCHANTS BANK, 
Reyno, Ark., January 30, 192}. 
Senator HEFLIN, 
Washington, D. O. | 

Dear SENATOR: I notice in the papers fhat you have started an in- j 
vestigation in regard to the Texas land frauds. 

I had an experience with an excursion party to south Texas, -Rio 
Grande Valley territory, last week that might be of interest to you 
in this investigation. 


I have had difficulty in getting the committee to act on my 
resolution, It is composed of three Republicans and two 
Democrats. I am going to announce my plan here now. I 
am going to have this investigation. If I do not get it in ‘this 
Session of Congress, I will get it in another. If I do not get 
it while the Republicans are in power, I will get it when the 
Democrats come into power. In ‘the meantime I am going to 
feed into the Recorp day after day fhe complaints of hundreds 
of American citizens who have been broke outright, robbed by 
these crooked land companies and left ‘stranded in ‘the Rio 
Grande Valley. 

‘Mr. President, I have never looked into a more scandalous 
performance than this. What matters it to this Creager what 
motive is back of this investigation? That is not the question. 
The question is, Are the allegations in this resolution true? 
If they are not true, a hearing and an investigation will dis- 
‘close it. If he wants the investigation, he can get his Repub- 
lican brethren to repert my resolution out. The facts are going 
into the Recorp, and what I have had read ‘here this after- 
noon is not a circumstance to some that I have. I am going 
to be able to show that none of the companies named in my 
resolution are licensed in the State of Texas to do a land busi- 
ness. I have a letter from the secretary of state to that effect. 

I am going into this thing to get at the ‘truth and if the alle- 
gations set out in the resolution are ‘not true the investiga- 
tion will show it. A former Republican Postmaster General 
is involved in this investigation. The present Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States is involved in the investigation. 

It is alleged—I have alleged on information in my posses- 


| sion—that this ‘Creager, with others, came to Washington ‘to 
| See Attorney General Daugherty and Postmaster General 


Hays and did see them. It is further alleged that the investi- 
gution was stopped, and it is ‘true the investigation did stop. 
If those complained against are not guilty of these offenses, 
why not turn on the light; why not have the investigation? 
That is what I am asking for. 
In a letter to me from Mr. ‘Willett, a reputable citizen of New 


The Al Parker Securities Co., of La Feria, Tex., organized a party Tork. where this company have mistreated and defrauded 


from this section of the country, leaving Memphis, Tem., on January | 
19 last. For the sum of $37.50 we were to have a trip to the 
valley“ and return, including meals, berths, and such side trips as 
they might elect to give while en reute going and returning. 

While there I stepped off of one of the autos which I had been 
previously assigned to and was in the town about five hours by 
myself. When the party returned from the trip that afternoon I 
boarded the same auto which I had been with previously and rode 
to the clubhouse, where I was informed that I had broken the rules 
of the company and was ejected from the party and informed that I 
would have to pay my own transportation home. 

I found out while in the town the next day that the land company 
was a “grafting scheme” and they were afraid that I had round 
out the real conditions of the country and would possibly let the j 
“eat out of the bag” if I had a chance to speak to any of the party 
again. i 

So far I have had no reimbursement for the expenses I was put to | 
getting home. 

If any information I now possess would be of value to you in your 
investigations, I would be pleased to hear from you, as it is something 
that should not be allowed to be perpetrated on the American citizenry 
of our country. I am, 

Yours respectfully, 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am not going to bandy 
epithets with a blackguard. I have had these letters read 
from people who have been hurt by these crooked land com- 
panies. They have been writing to me about how badly they 
have been treated. They refer to this Creager, who wrote that 
letter to me this morning. He stated in that letter that the 
charges and allegations were false. I do not know this 
Creager. I never saw him. But 1 am convinced of this con- 
cerning him, that if the information that I have is true he 
ought to be in the penitentiary, and if I can get the investiga- 
tion that I hope to get I believe we will put him in ‘the peni- 
tentiary. 

Mr. President, I have set out in my resolution 8 to 10 com- 
panies doing business in the valley. I wonder if he is speak- 
ing for all of them and I wonder if he thinks by coming to 
Washington and spending some of this money that he has ob- 
tainetl in the fashion set out in these letters, by printing scur- 
rilous articles about a Senator, about ‘me, that he can sup- 
press ‘the investigation that I am asking. If he thinks that, 
he thinks wroug. He max be able to stop the prosecutions in 
the valley. He may be able, as he did, to get an injunction 
from a Texas judge to prevent people from ‘writing ‘to a Post- 
muster General asking for an investigation, but he is not going 
to prevent this investigation. 


J. T. Resm. | 


hundreds of people, as he stated in liis letters to both Senators 
from New York, copies of which I have put into the ReEcorp, 
he stated to me: 


Many farmers in western New York, my old home, were induced 
by the Alamo Land & Sugar Co., R. B. Creager, president, to go to 
Texas, where they were induced to purchase land on the Rio Grande 
River, and all of them, without exception, lost every cent they 
invested. 


Senators, is Congress here to cloak such conduct as that? 
Are we here to hide and protect a prominent official in the 
Republican Party or the Democratic Party, for that matter? 
We ought to know no difference when it comes to a thing of 
that sort. We ought to get at the truth. 

Tf the allegation set out in my resolution is not well founded, 
it will show that there was no necessity for an investigation, 
but, Mr. President, I wish to say here and now that 600 citizens, 
each one announcing that he himself had been defrauded by 
these land companies, sent a petition to the Postmaster General. 
Are they not entitled to be heard? That petition was sent 
by 600 citizens, and there are many thousands more affected. 

I wish merely to suggest to Senators that it is difficult, ac- 
cording to the information which I have, for some of the 
people in that valley to communicate with the constituted au- 
thorities, There is a reputable citizen in this town now who 
knows more about those cases down there than does anybody 
else with whom I have talked. He isa great lawyer. He told 
me that a man who had been defrauded, who had lost all he 
had, appeared on the streets of the town and complained about 
his treatment, and asked is ‘there no justice in this land? 

A deputy sheriff struck him over the head with a six- 
shooter and said, with an oath, “If you do not like the coun- 
try get out of it.“ They gave that deputy sheriff a gold watch 
for his performance in striking down that defrauded citizen. 
That citizen lay in the hospital for six weeks. 

Mr. President, I am going to show, if un ‘investigatian shall 
be ordered, that as to one of the cases prosecuted ‘an effort 
was made to continue the case and ‘$25,000 was paid. Is not 
‘that worth looking into? I am going to show that a district 
attorney put witnesses before the grand fury Yor ‘the defendant 
‘whom they were trying to indict. Ou, Senmturs, it is the rot- 
tenest thing that you ever lookeil into; und yet this Creager 
has the gall and the boldness, in the heart of a Republican ad- 
ministration, to come to the Capital and th dery fhe ‘Senate to 
make the investigation. ‘That is what he ‘practiailly does. 
He says that I had no idea ‘of getting the Senate to make an 
investigation. I do not think he ‘knows me very well. I am 
going to have this investigation. I am going to get it through 
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a committee or place the facts in the Recorp each day on this 
floor. These people are going to be heard; they shall be 
heard. They may be knocked down, perhaps with a six-shooter 
there, and may be bullyragged down there, but no contemptible, 
cowardly wretch can bulldoze me. Mr. President, I was never 
more in earnest in my life in anything than I am in exposing 
the fraud and corruption that is going on down there. 

I am not attacking the valley; I am the friend of the valley. 
There are clean land companies in the yalley, and some of them 
are backing me. There is one company down there which has 
offered me every facility it has to carry out this investigation 
and to get at the truth, and which says conditions there ure 
deplorable. I will reveal to the Senate and to the country a 
condition that one would not believe could exist in any part of 
a civilized country. 

Mr. President, do Senators recall the letter from the citizen 
of Arkansas which was read? The land company got him to 
come to Texas on one of those excursion trips. Under their 
rules they keep them herded all together; they are not per- 
mitted to see anybody except the agent of the company. The 
company has speakers to get on the trains; they just happen 
on board; and they make speeches to the excursionists about 
the glorious valley and how important it is to buy land, and to 
buy it quickly. Then, as the letter states, the agent takes them 
out to the land, but, as the purchasers state, “ They showed 
us one piece of land and deeded us another: they showed us 
some land and said that was what we would buy, while they 
never even owned the land and had no title to it.” 

Senators, the situation is simply awful. Then, to think that 
this man should have the unmitigated gall to come to the Capi- 
tal of the Nation and defy those in authority to make an in- 
vestigation. Is he talking in that way, and is influence being 
used at the same time, to keep Republican Senators from re- 
porting my resolution? 

Is he talking like he wanted to have an investigation, or is his 
iniluence being used secretly around about to suppress an inves- 
tigation? Mr. President, it will all come out here in the next 
80, 60, 90 days, for I will consume some time each day getting 
the truth of this thing into the Recorp. Two Federal judges 
nre involved; one district attorney is involved; the Attorney 
General of the United States, a former Postmaster General of 
the United States, and one or two State judges in Texas are 
ulso involved. Why not have the investigation? 

Let me read a section of the resolution. It is as follows: 


Whereas it is alleged that one J. M. Donaldson, a post-office inspector 
nt Kansas City, Mo., and other inspectors were making an investigation 
ef said complaints, and when it became known to said land companies 
such investigation was being made, R. B, Creager, of Brownsville, Tex., 
president of the Alamo Land & Sugar Co., and partner of C, H. Swallow, 
doing business under the name of C, H. Swallow & Co.; Charles F, C. 
Ladd, representing the W. E. Stewart Land Co.; C. H. Jessup, of 
Brownsville, Tex, who claimed to be a disinterested party, but whose 
expenses were paid by the Lower Rio Grande Valley Land Men's Asso- 
ciation; and C. H. Swallow together made a trip to Washington and 
called on the Hon. William H. Hays, the then Postmaster General, and 
Hon. Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General, for the purpose of pre- 
venting such investigations. 


If that is not so—and I do not know personally, of course; I 
was not there; but the information I have sustains it—a hear- 
ing would disclose the fact; all of those interested could be 
heard; the truth would come out; we would know whether or 
not these transactions are being conducted honestly down there; 
and the Government would have an opportunity to show to these 
poor unfortunate human beings that it is big enough and 
Drave enough to extend its helping hand to the humblest man 
and woman in the country and come to their rescue when they 
are outraged by conduct such as this. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ala- 
hama yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. DIAL. I do not know that the companies to which the 
Senator from Alabama has reference are the ones I have in 
mind; but some companies interested in the Rio Grande Valley 
have agents all over the South; they have them in my State; 
and it is a frequent occurrence for them to send excursions 
down there and for people to invest very largely. ‘The transac- 
tions certainly ought to be looked into. I heard of one man the 
other day who had invested $21,000. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is true, Mr. President; they are operat- 
ing in my State; and I have a letter since this matter was 
brought to the attention of the Senate from a lady in Georgia 
who used to live in Alabama, where her husband was a county 
official at one time, but is now dead, She wrote to me that 


she and some of her relatives had invested $40,000 and wanted 
me to send her a copy of the resolution to ascertain whether 
or not the company with which they were dealing was one of 
those listed as fraudulent and corrupt. 

Some of those companies have advertisements covering half 
a page in newspapers in Greene County, in my State, inviting 
people to come into the valley and saying to them that all they 
have to do is to come and look. It will cost them so much a 
round trip, and if they are not satisfied when they make the 
trip their money will be paid back to them. Mr. President, the 
companies say to those people, “ The only thing we want you 
to do is to show us that you are able to buy the land if you 
want to.” Thus they get them there and get all the cash they 
cap, and then take their notes, secured by liens on the land. 
Some of the aflidavits set forth that the purchasers can not 
make u crop on the land, and then, of course, they can not make 
the next payment. Then what happens? The mortgages are 
foreclosed, and the companies get the land back after having 
already collected on it $5,000 or $10,000. Sometimes, I am 
told, they sell the same land over to different parties three or 
four times in four or five years or in less time than that. 

Now I wish to show just what is set out in the petition 
which was sent to the Attorney General, It sets forth, among 
other things— 


We will show you many cases where the land companies contracted 
with their victims for the sale of certain lands, collected large amonnts 
of cash, and failed and refused to give the victims a deed to the land 
that they had contracted to buy. We shall show you many cases 
where land companies have given deeds to their victims for land to 
which the land companies had no title. 


Mr. President, I did not intend to consume much time to-day, 
for I was hopeful that we might reach a vote on the pending 
resolution. I merely wish to say, in addition, that the letters 
which I have read brand as false the statements of this 
Creager in his communication published this morning that there 
is no truth in the allegations of the resolution. There are 
letters from people in New York, and Mississippi, and Arkansas, 
and Texas, his own State, refuting his statements. 

Now I wish to read a telegram, and that is all I will have to 
say at this time; and on account of the resolution pending I 
will not move to discharge the committee this afternoon, but 
will take that question up Monday morning. I want the com- 
mittee to have a little more time to deliberate. The resolution 
ought to be reported out, Certainly the Republican Senators, 
in the majority, will permit us to investigate and see whether 
or not this wrong has been perpetrated upon the citizens of 15 
States of the Union. I submit that it is a serious matter. It 
ought to have the attention of every Senator and I believe will 
have in less time than 30 days. 

1 is.a telegram to me from Weslaco, Tex., from X. E. 
artin: 


Senator Herrin, Washington, D. C.: 

Referring your resolution relating to land companies operating fraud- 
ulently in valley, same is true. Land being sold right now at two 
and three times market value by herding prospects, like cattle, not 
allowing home seekers to meet or talk to other than picked hirelings 
of companies. Creager’s company among worst now operating. 


I hope that the press will get these statements, and that we 
will get some publicity for the other side of this proposition. I 
know that this man has accumulated a good deal of money, 
and if the information I have is correct he has accumulated it 
in crooked and fraudulent and corrupt fashion. Instead of try- 
ing to intimidate a United States Senator and throttle an 
investigation, he ought, if this testimony is true, to be in the 
penitentiary. 


EDWIN DENBY, SECRETARY OF THE NAVY. 


The Senate resumed the consideration of Senate Resolution 
134, submitted by Mr. Rosryson on January 28, 1924, as modi- 
field by him, the pending question being on the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute submitted by Mr. Jones of Washington. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts obtained the floor. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, I yleld to the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. ROBINSON. With the indulgence of the Senator from 
Massachusetts I will state that many Senators desire to con- 
clude the consideration of this resolution to-day. Therefore, 


I am going to submit a request for an agreement to vote, in 
the hope that the final vote may be taken before adjournment 
this afternoon. 

I ask unanimous consent that not later thau 6 o'clock p. m. 
of this day the Senate, without further debate, proceed to vote 
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upon the pending resolution and all pending amendments to a 
final disposition. 

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. President 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator from 
Kansas, 

Mr. CURTIS. I suggest that we fix at 5 o’clock the time at 
which speeches shall be limited to five minutes, 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I am unable to make that 
suggestion. The Senator from Wisconsin, [Mr La FOLLETTE], 
expects to speak, and has stated to me that if a vote could be 
secured to-day he would not require more than 30 minutes. 
He is not present, but I advised him of my intention to submit 
this request. I will, however, modify the request as follows— 
that at 5.30 o’clock all debate on the pending resolution and all 
pending amendments thereto shall be limited to five minutes, 
and that after 5.30 o’clock no Senator shall speak oftener than 
once or longer than five minutes upon the resolution or any 
amendment thereto, and that at 6 o'clock p. m. the Senate will 
proceed, without further debate, to vote upon the pending 
resolution and all pending amendments. 

Mr. DIAL. Not later than 6 o'clock? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Not later than 6 o'clock. 

Mr. BRANDEGER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. BRANDEGER. May I ask the Senator a question? I 
do not know that I understand the request. Does his proposal 
allow any debate at all on an amendment that may be offered 
after the agreement is entered into? 

Mr. ROBINSON. The proposal, as I have submitted it, 
would preclude new amendments after 5.30 o'clock. New 
amendments must be submitted and considered as pending 
prior to 5.30 o'clock, but after that time the debate and the 
yote would be confined to the amendments pending at 5.30 
o'clock. The object I think the Senator from Connecticut will 
understand. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I am just informed by the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens] that he would like to 
speak 30 minutes on this subject; and, as he comes from the 
State of Secretary Denby, I think he ought to have that time. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I have no desire to shut off 
debate or to limit debate unduly. My object is to ascertain 
whether or not a vote can be had upon this resolution to-day, 
If it can not be done I think the Senate ought to know it, and 
take a recess until Monday. 

Mr. CURTIS. So far as I am concerned, I am ready to vote 
now or to vote at 4 o'clock, and shall not object to the proposal; 
but I did want to state that the Senator from Michigan wants 
a half hour, and he ought to have it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I will say to the Senator 
from Michigan that I expect to speak but 15 minutes, so that 
the Senator would be able to commence speaking before 4 
o'clock. 

Mr. JONES of Washington, Mr. President, I want to say 
to the Senator from Arkansas that I am ready to yote. I may 
wunt a few minutes, but I am willing to agree that all debate 
shall cease at 6 o’clock. I should like to see a vote to-day, 
but I believe that if we start in at 5.30 under the five-minute 
rule we can very soon get through, and that is what I should 
be in favor of doing. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I understand that several 
Senators wish to speak upon this resolution, and I should like 
to have an opportunity myself, I was limited to 10 minutes 
the other day. Therefore I should not like to agree to such 
a propezal if the time is going to be occupied by one or two 
Senators, I know of at least three, besides myself, who have 
expressed a desire to speak. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Massachusetts yield to me for just a moment? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Certainly. 

Mr. ROBINSON. ‘The discussion of the proposal for unani- 
mous consent convinces me that it will not be practicable to 
secure a vote to-day without holding a night session. I do 
not think there is any occasion to do that, and at the sugges- 
tion of a number of Senators about me I shall agree to a 
recess at the conclusion of the remarks of the Senator from 
Massachusetts, if he desires to proceed at this time. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, it is desired to have an execu- 
tive session; so I ask unanimous consent that at the conclusion 
of the day’s business the Senate take a recess until 11 o'clock 
Monday morning. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I see no occasion for meeting at 11 o’clock. 

Mr. CURTIS. ‘Twelve o’clock, then. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Arkansas yield to a question? 


3 Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Massachusetts has the 
oor. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I ask the Senator from Arkansas 
a question? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Certainly; I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Would it not be wise to attempt to 
reach a unanimous-consent agreement fixing a time for voting 
on Monday? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I think so. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I make that suggestion because, as the 
Senator recollects, Tuesday is Lincoln's birthday, and quite a 
number of Senators want to know whether they can keep other 
engagements. 

Mr. ROBINSON. 
that suggestion. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. If we can fix the vote for some time on 
Monday, those Senators who have made engagements, tentative 
or otherwise, will know where they stand, 

Mr. ROBINSON. Then, Mr. President, I will submit this re- 
quest: 

That on the calendar day of Monday, February 11, at the 
hour of 3 o’clock p. m., all debate shall be limited so that no 
Senator shall speak oftener than once or longer than 10 min- 
utes upon the resolution or any amendment that may be pend- 
ing, ‘and that not later than 5 o'clock p. m. the Senate shall 
proceed without further debate to yote upon the pending reso- 
lution and all amendments thereto to a final disposition. 

Mr. CURTIS. That is satisfactory to me, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state 
the proposed unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I am not entirely cer- 
tain about the rule, but is it not obligatory that the roll shall 
be called before an agreement of that kind is put to the Senate? 

Mr. ROBINSON. No; the rule does not require the roll to 
be called on a Senate resolution. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Only on a bill? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Only on bills and joint resolutions. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the 
proposed unanimous-consent agreement. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


It is agreed by unaninrous consent that on the calendar day of Mon- 
day, February 11, at the hour of 8 o’clock p. m., all debate shall be 
limited so that no Senator shall speak more than once or longer than 
10 minutes upon the resolution or any amendment that may be pend- 
ing thereto, and that not later than 5 o'clock p. m. the Senate will pro- 
ceed to vote without further debate upon the pending resolution, S. Res. 
134, and all amendments thereto to a final disposition. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the agreement as 
stated by the Secretary conform to the agreement as under- 
stood by the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. ROBINSON. It does. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTH. Mr. President, I ask to have the agree- 
ment stated. I came into the Chamber just as its reading was 
being finished, and I do not know its full import. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will again 
state the proposed unanimous-consent agreement, 

The reading clerk again read the proposed agreement. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr, President, as I understand 
the term “ pending amendment ” it means that if an amendment 
is presented with a notice of intention to offer it it will then be 
considered as pending. 

Mr. KING. To be sure. 

Mr. CURTIS. That is as I understand. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington suggest that as an addition to the proposed agree- 
ment? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. As I understand the terms of 
the agreement referring to pending amendments, it means that 
if an amendment is presented with notice that it is intended to 
be offered when it can be offered, it will be considered as pend- 
ing under the terms of this agreement. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes; provided it is done before 8 o'clock. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTH. Mr. President, I am not inclined to 
object to unanimous consent to terminate the debate according 
to the terms of the proposed unanimous-consent agreement; 
but I rise again to say that it has become a habit in this Cham- 
ber—to which there may be some exceptions, but it has been 
an almost universal practice—when such agreements have been 
entered into, for the occupant of the chair to make a list of 
favored Senators to be recognized, parceling out the time as he 
pleases, and ignoring the rule of the Senate that requires recog- 
nition to be given to the Senator who first addresses the Chair, 


I will submit a request in accordance with 
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No Senator on this floor acquainted with the proceedings of the 
Senate will dispute what I am now saying, and I think the time 
has come to halt forever that abominable practice; and I make 
this reference at this time to the end that it may be helpful in 
that regard. I am not imputing to the present occupant of the 
chair any disrespect or ignoring of the rule in that particular. 
I am sure that the occupant of the chair himself, as a Senator 
upon this floor, has seen that abominable practice in foree here. 
Not always does the Vice President or the President pro 
tempore preside over the deliberations of the Senate. Often- 
times Senators are called to the chair, and for a day, perhaps, 
the responsibility of that sort of proceeding rests upon some 
one of the Senators who is presiding for the time being. 

I am making this observation at this time to halt the prac- 
tice to which I have referred. That is all I have to say about 
it now. I do not object to the proposed unanimous-consent 
agreement, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objec- 
tion, and the unanimous-consent agreement as read by the Sec- 
retary is entered into. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate concludes its business to-day it take a recess 
until 12 o'clock Monday. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Kansas 
asks unanimous consent that when the Senate shall conclude 
its business to-day it take a recess until 12 o’clock Monday, 

Mr. ROBINSON. I see no objection to that request. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I desire to 
speak very briefly on the national scandal that is now occupy- 
ing the attention of the country. What I have to say I want 
to say dispassionately and in a nonpartisan spirit. To my 
mind the disclosure of the fact that there has been a betrayal 
of public trust by one or more public servants in high places 
in the Government, or the fact that there has been a dissipa- 
tion by fraud and collusion of extremely valuable assets of 
the people—impressive and startling as they are—are not so 
shocking and irritating to the public as the realization of the 
existence in successful operation of that heretofore intangible 
thing called by Theodore Roosevelt “invisible government ” and 
by Woodrow Wilson the “invisible empire.” That it existed, 
intelligent and progressive people have long affirmed; that it 
succeeds in shaping legislation, in directing political policies, 
and in securing appointments from administrative officials, has 
been freely asserted. Those who heretofore were reluctant to 
believe can no longer challenge or deny its existence. Adaman- 
tine to the truth is he who does not now realize its serpentine 
methods, its insidious processes, and its nefarious successes. 

The Teapot Dome and the Veterans’ Bureau scandals have 
dragged to the forefront this elusive ghost at last. The people 
demand that an example be made of those who have been its 
tools and instruments to rob the people of their irreplaceable 
assets and their right to enjoy inviolate honest government. 

Invisible government, the curse of American polities, for 
nearly half a century, has baffled the progress of our free 
institutions; it has repeatedly nullified the solemn verdict of 
the people recorded at the ballot box. Surreptitiously it pur- 
chases the talents of men of influence in all political parties 
to espouse and promote its greedy and selfish ends. It sup- 
ports corrupt, not party, polities. 

If it can not control it purchases or seeks to destroy the press 
that dares to oppose it. It invades even the pulpit. It knows 
neither Democrat nor Republican. It writes into political plat- 
forms meaningless phrases to cajole the voters. It knows only 
one party—the party in power. Its objective is to win the 
approval and sanetion of those in authority. It discar’s its 
victims when they are out of power with Neronian merciless- 
ness, If it can not succeed by so-called reputable methods of 
persuasion, intimidation, or threat, it is not disheartened; it 
is even ready and willing to bestow social position upon public 
men and their families. Bribery may be its last move. but 
the ends it always seeks are fust as ruinous to the public in- 
-terest, even when bribes are unnecessary to accomplish its 
purposes. 

Mr. President, invisible government is not only an attempted 
perversion of representative government, but it is a crime 
against the value of the individual ballot. The backers of this 
paralytic influence in government disclosed in the present 
scandal has been bolder and more brazen since wealth formed 
itself into great organizations of unchecked greed and selfish- 


ness to control and exploit the natural resources of the Nation 
and gouge the unorganized masses. 

These concession and privilege seekers yield to the popu- 
lar government only when they must to stem defeat. They 


have successfully opposed humane and progressive legis- 
lation for years and have granted the people their rights only 
when the people have overthrown them. 

The present situation demands patriotic, not partisan action, 
These disclosures are in vain if they do not stir us to a realiza- 
tion of the absolute necessity, if we are to preserve democratic 
institutions and maintain the confidence of the people in the 
Republic, to rid our political parties and this Government of 
these sinister influences. 

The American people do not intend to sit inertly and permit 
themselves to be robbed. They are looking to us for action, 
direct, specific, aggressive action. They want this situation 
dealt with without partisanship, demagoguery, or whitewash. 
There is another day and time for the partisan appeal. They 
want us to do our full duty, and that duty, if it is possible to 
distinguish between the parties, rests especially heayy upon 
the minority. We are free; we have no associations or ties 
to restrain us or hinder prompt and just and effective action. If 
delay, special pleas, excuses, technicalities are to be invoked, 
they naturally will come from the majority side. 

What is our duty? Mr. President, if I may presume to ad- 
vise my associates, I conceive it to be: 

A public disclosure of all the facts. Let the people have the 
whole truth, and let us request prompt judicial action against 
the guilty. 

Demand the revocation of the leases without delay, in order 
that these exceedingly valuable assets of the people shall be re- 
stored to them. 

Repeal the law of 1920 that gave the appearance of authority 
to the Secretary of the Navy to lease these oil reserves. Let 
the investigating committee report a bill forthwith that will 
remove all authority in any official to sell or lease these prop- 
erties or any other natural resource, and let Congress promptly 
enact such a law. 

Name the officials whose negligence, supine indifference, and 
usurpation of powers, if not actual participation, has been 
responsible for looting the public of their property and political 
rights and request that their places of trust be filled by com- 
petent officials. 

Mr. President, it is said that the Senate has not the authority 
to recommend the removal of an executive officer; in fact, there 
are two objections—first, that we liave not the authority; and, 
second, that we have not sufficient facts. Let us turn first to the 
objection that we have not the authority to recommend the 
removal of an executive officer, that the offenses charged should 
be treated to impeachment proceedings rather than. petition to 
the Chief Executive for removal. 

If this is the position the Senate is to take, I ask of what 
benefit. are investigations by us of the executive departments? 
Are we powerless to declare that the departments we create 
and to whom we delegate duties and authority are doing their 
work negligently, wastefully, and that those responsible should 
be removed in the interest of good government? 

That is the argument, that we can not make a finding here 
in an investigation of an executive department that incom- 
petency, neglect, or corruption are being carried on and that 
the official responsible should be removed. 

Mr. President, I have for months been a member of a special 
committee of the Senate, investigating the United States Vet- 
erans’ Bureau. The facts disclosed in that investigation suow 
gross abuse of authority, incompetency, neglect, waste, and 
corruption. Is my duty, my right as a Senator, restricted to 
& mere recitation of facts and findings? Is this. committee 
restrained by constitutional authority or even propriety from 
recommending the removal of all incompetent and corrupt 
officials? If I understand correctly the reasoning of some 
Senators, this committee can. not even recommend impeach- 
ment, because that is a prerogative of the House of Repre- 
sentatives. 

If those who Investigate executive bureaus and departments 
may not pass upon the competency and honesty of those who 
administer these offices, we might just as well stop investigat- 
ing and let the Chief Executive investigate his own appointees. 

It is absurd to contend that if Mr. Forbes was in office to-day 
the special committee investigating the Veterans’ Bureau could 
not recommend to the President his removal. If a committee 
can do it, the Senate can. 

5 CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen- 
ator 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is so obvious that when I hear a 
Senator arguing against it I feel that. he is fighting windmills, 
like Sancho Panza did. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator is absolutely 
correct. 
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Mr. CARAWAY. It seems so ridiculous that I dislike to 
hear a Senator labor with a thing so obvious. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator is in exact 
accord with my opinion. 

Mr. President, declare in one of your Senate rules that no 
committee of the Senate or the Senate itself shall express its 
opinion upon the fitness of the officials to whom we are con- 
stantly delegating grave and serious duties, and obserye what 
the country will think of us. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield. 

Mr. ASHURST. In other words, Nathan Hale said, “I 
regret I have but one life to give for my country,” but Secre- 
tary Denby said, “I regret I have but two naval oil reserves 
to give away for my country.” 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. It is urged by other Sena- 
tors that we should wait until we get the facts before acting 
upon this resolution. What are the additional facts for which 
Senators are waiting? These are the undisputed facts now 
before us—the conclusions that no Senator disputes. Are they 
not (1) that the Secretary of the Navy leased valuable oil 
reserves contrary to the well-known policy of Congress; (2) 
that these leases were disadvantageous and unfair to the Gov- 
ernment and attempts to convey to private interests the oil 
reserves necessary for the Government’s security and defense; 
(8) that the transaction was shrouded in secrecy, in which 
secrecy the Secretary of the Navy participated; (4) that the 
Secretary of the Navy never realized the magnitude and im- 
portance of the transaction, and when questioned in regard to 
same showed lamentable lack of information; (5) that there 
has been a usurpation of power by not only the actual leasing 
of these oil reserves but by the making of contracts without 
appropriations by Congress for the erection of the tanks; (6) 
that in public statements he has defended these leases and an- 
nounced that he would again act likewise if opportunity were 
offered? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I yield to the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I would like to call the attention of the 
Senator to another thing. The Secretary of the Navy under- 
took to expend $102,000,000 of Government money in projects 
never authorized, and never suggested that he had any au- 
thority to do it except under the plea that he knew Congress 
would not authorize it if Congress knew about it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That is another usurpation. 
I have tried to confine my enumeration to just those things 
that no Senator here has questioned or doubted and that are 
sustained by the record—and yet Senators ask for more facts. 

Mr. President, we are not powerless here in the Congress 
to recommend removal of unfaithful public servants or limit 
the activities of greedy self-seekers. Why have we not long ago 
shown purpose to restrict their activities by strong antilobby 
legislation? I have seen such bills introduced session after 
session without action. I have in mind bills introduced and 
speeches made without results by the former Senator from 
Towa, Mr. Kenyon, now a judge of the United States court. 

Let us, if we mean to clean house, enact without delay legis- 
lation requiring all hired lobbyists to register before appearing 
before committees and compel them to record the fees which 
they are paid to adyocate and promote legislation. 

Nearly every State government has such legislation. Yet we 
have been powerless because of the influence of these sinister 
forces to enact laws to prevent lobbyists from appearing be- 
fore committees in the guise and the appearance of unpaid 
representatives and agents, but in reality representing for hire 
these sinister influences. 

Mr. President, I refuse to take the position “ we can do noth- 
ing—it is up to the President.” I intend to record my protest. 
The country is not concerned about proprieties or niceties or 
assurances of our personal integrity in view of the mortifying 
realization that they have been robbed of valuable national 
resources. They do expect, and they have a right to expect, 
from those who represent them in the legislative branch of the 
Government courage, political courage, direct, resolute, and un- 
compromising action, Let us not add to the spreading cynicism 
in the country—a cynicism that will be justified if we falter or 
become guilty of the supineness we charge in others. 

Mr. President, it is no time for hairsplitting, for technicali- 
ties, for the obstructionist methods of the attorney with a poor 
case. We are not responsible for the conduct of the President. 
Let us fix the blame, make our recommendations in no uncer- 
tain manner, and, haying exhausted our power and influence, 
let the whole record go to the country. 

If the majority party whitewashes these scandals, they must 
take the consequences; but let us of the minority not permit 


ourselves to be charged with evasion or lethargy. Not these 
baneful disclosures but the inaction of officials of unquestioned 
integrity will break the morale of the American people. 

Finally, let the result of this investigation not merely be de- 
feat and ruin for a few chiefs and servants of invisible gov- 
ernment, but let us give notice to our countrymen that the vas- 
sals of invisible government must be done with their crooked 
political methods, must stop their bribing and corruption of 
political parties and public officials, and then will these dis- 
closures defeat the system as well as its spoilsmen. 


PEEDEE RIVER BRIDGE, NORTH CAROLINA. 


Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. President, I report back favorably 
from the Committee on Commerce with amendments the bill 
(S. 2189) to authorize the building of a bridge across the Pee- 
dee River in North Carolina, between Anson and Richmond 
Counties, near the town of Pee Dee, and I submit a report. (No. 
136) thereon. I ask the attention of the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. Sratarons] to the bill. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, this is a measure of very 
great urgency in my State. The State highway commissioner 
is now constructing one of the main highways through the 
State, and is delayed by reason of a lack of authority to 
construct a bridge across this river. I ask unanimous consent 
for the immediate consideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. The amendments 
were, on page 1, line 5, to strike out the word “highway,” 
and on line 6, after the word “River,” to insert a comma 
and the words “at a point suitable to the interests of navi- 
gation,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the State highway commission of North 
Carolina be, and it is hereby, authorized to construct, maintain, and 
operate a bridge and approaches thereto across the Peedee River, at 
a point suitable to tha interests of navigation, between the counties 
of Anson and Richmond, N. C., near the town of Pee Dee, in 
accordance with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to 
regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” approved 
March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, 
hereby expressly reserved. 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER BRIDGE. 


Mr. McCORMICK. Mr, President, the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Lapp] was good enough to report from the Com- 
mittee on Commerce this morning the bill (H. R. 4817). 
granting the consent of Congress to the State of Illinois and 
the State of Iowa, or either of them, to construct a bridge 
across the Mississippi River connecting the county of White- 
side, III., and the county of Clinton, Iowa. This bridge is a 
necessary link in the Lincoln Highway, and I ask unanimous 
consent for the present consideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill; which was read 
as follows: 


amend, or repeal this act is 


Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the State of Illinois and the State of Iowa, or either of them, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto 
across the Mississippi River at a point suitable to the interests of 
navigation, at or near the western terminus of the Lincoln High- 
way in the county of Whiteside, III., and the eastern terminus of 
the Lincoln Highway in the county of Clinton, Iowa, in accordance 
with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the con- 
struction of bridges over naylgable waters,“ approved March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EXTENSION OF LIFE OF WAR FINANCE CORPORATION. 


Mr. PHIPPS. From the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency I report back favorably. without amendment the bill 
(S. 2249) to extend for nine months the power of the War 
Finance Corporation to muke adyances under the provisions of 
the War Finance Corporation act, as amended, and for other 
purposes, and I submit a report (No. 187) thereon. This is 
a measure of very great moment to the stock raisers of the 
western section of the country, and I ask unanimous consent 
for its immediate consideration. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Colorado 
asks unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of 
the bill. Is there objection? 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
if the bill merely involves the extension of the life of the War 
Finance Corporation? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The bill merely involves an extension of the 
life of the War Finance Corporation. Under the present law 
its existence is limited to February 29, 1924, but the inter- 
mediate-credit banks, which are supposed to take over, and 
are taking over, the activities of the War Finance Corpora- 
tion, are not as yet ready to handle satisfactorily all the 
business of the country. 

Mr. HARRISON. That is the only change made by the bill, 
is it? 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is the only change, namely, extending 
the life of the corporation for a period of nine months. The 
bill is generally favored. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I make no objection. Mr. President, I 
think the measure should pass. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the time during which the War Finance 
Corporation may make advances and purchase notes, drafts, bills of 
exchange, er other securities under the terms of sections 21, 22, 23, 
and 24 of the War Finance Corporation act, as amended, is hereby 
extended to and including November 30, 1924: Provided, That if any 
application for un advance or for the purchase by the War Finance 
Corporation of notes, drafts, bills of exchange, or ether securities 
is received at the office of the corporation in the District of Columbia 
on or before November 30, 1924, such application may be acted 
upon and approved, and the advance may be made or the notes, drafts, 
bills of exchange, or other securities may be purchased at any time 
prior to December 31, 1924. 

Sec. 2. That paragraph 3 of section 15 of Title I of the War 
Finance Corporation act, as amended, be amended by striking out 
at the beginning of sald paragraph the words “ beginning April 1, 
1924.” and inserting in lieu thereof the words “beginning January 
1, 1925.” 

Sec. 3. That paragraph 4 of said section 15 be amended by strik- 
ing out at the beginning of said paragraph the words “After April 
1, 1924,” and inserting in lieu thereof the words “After January 
1, 1925.” 

Sre. 4. That the corporation may from time to time, through re- 
newals, substitutions of new obligations, or otherwise, extend the 
time of payment of any advance made under authority conferred in 
section 24 of the War Finance Corporation act, as amended; but 
the time for the payment of any such advance shall not be extended 
beyond January 1, 1926, if such advance was originally made on or 
before January 1, 1923, or beyond three years from the date upon 
which such advance was originally made, if such advance was origi- 
nally made after January 1, 1923. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendmen., or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. y 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. CURTIS. I moye that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. After 10 minutes 
spent in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 
4 o’clock and 30 minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until 
Monday, February 11, 1924, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 

Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 9, 
(legislative day of February 7), 1924. 
POSTMASTERS. 

CONNECTICUT. 


Louis J. A. Stefon, Baltic 

Judson B. Griswold, Ivoryton. 

Frank D. Stanton, Stonington. 
ILLINOIS. 


Daisy A. Rome, Fisher. 
MICHIGAN. 
Patrick O'Brien, Iron River. 


NEW JERSEY. 
Walter C. Joseph, DeJair, 
Elizabeth D. MeGarrey, Laurel Springs. 
NORTH CAROLINA, 
Paul E. Bruce, Mars Hill. 7 
OKLAHOMA, 
Francis T. Laster, Aster. 
Frank A. Smith, Byars. 
Arthur D. Hartley, Cardin. 
Jesse C. Rhodes, Porum. 


PENNSYLVANIA, 


Anna Lewis, Aldan. 
Robert P. Habgood, Bradford. 
SOUTH CAROLINA. 

H. Elizabeth Tolbert, Greenwood. 
Herbert A. Horton, Lancaster. 
John ©. Graham, McColl. > 

TENNESSEE. 
Mamie Ð. Phillips, Brighton, 
William T. McCown, Fayetteville. 
Hilary R. Vaughn, Hendersonville. 
Samuel P. Raulston, Jasper. 
R. Burret Ketchersid, Spring City. 
Thomas E. Richardson, Tullahoma. 

VIRGINIA. 

John J. Carper, Pearisburg. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Saturpay, February 9, 1924. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


We bless Thee, O Lord, for Thy never-failing goodness and 
power, which shape and guide the destiny of Thy children. 
Thou dost cheer and help the loneliest one. Teach us that the 
joy and the growth of character are involved in the spirit in 
which we give and serve others. With deep convictions may 
we always seek the approval of God rather than the praise of 
men, Thou hast counseled us that when we lack wisdom we 
may ask of Thee. We beseech Thee to bestow upon us its 
richest and abiding blessings. At the close of the day may we 
find ourselves in hearts made happy, in homes that are dedi- 
cated to those divinest virtues of love and fidelity. Through 
Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap- 
proved. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS, 


Mr. KING. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks in the Record by printing the petition and report 
of Mr. Brewer, confidential investigator of former President 
Harding and also of President Coolidge, for the information of 
the House. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recoxp for the pur- 
pose indicated. Is there objection? 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


IMMIGRATION BILL. 


Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may be granted five legislative days in which to file minority 
views on the bill H. R. 6540. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request? [After 
a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, in connection 
with the request, to which I do not object, I would like to say 
that, as chairman of the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization, I am to-day filing in the regular way a report on the 
bill H. R. 6540. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask 
the gentleman who made the report on the immigration bill 
when he expects to take up that measure for consideration? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization is not a privileged com- 
mittee. The bill has been ordered reported by the committee 
and is being placed on the House Calendar. A report of some 
length has been made. I am also introducing a resolution 
which asks for a rule. This will follow the regular course of 
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the proceedings of the House and in due time I shall appear 
before the Committee on Rules and present my reasons for ask- 
ing for the rule. I hope we can get the immigration bill up in 
the House for consideration immediately following the tax bill. 
Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary in- 


ry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. SEARS of Florida. I understand the appropriation bill 
comes up to-day. 
The SPEAKER. Yes, 
Mr. SEARS of Florida. In order 
REMARKS ON THE LATE PRESIDENT WILSON. 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield to 
me for a moment? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I have not the floor; but if I have 
the floor, I will yield to the distinguished gentleman from 
Tennessee. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. It has been suggested here 
that there were a number of gentlemen who would like permis- 
sion to print in the Recorp some remarks on the late President 
Wilson, and I therefore ask unanimous consent that gentlemen 
may extend their remarks in the Record upon the late Presi- 
dent Wilson. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani- 
mous consent that all gentlemen may extend their remarks In 
the Recorp on the late President Wilson, Is there objection? 

Mr. SABATH. Within what time? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I made a general request, not 
stating any definite time. It is not a legislative proposition. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed joint resolution and 
bill of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House of Representatives was requested; 

S. J. Res. 71. Joint resolution directing the Secretary of the 
Interior to institute proceedings touching sections 16 and 36, 
township 30 south, range 23 east, Mount Diablo meridian; and 

8. 2014. An act to authorize the Park-Wood Lumber Co. to 
construct two bridges across the United States Canal which 
connects Apalachicola River and St. Andrews Bay, Fla. 

SENATE BILL REFERRED. 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, a bill of the following title was 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its appropriate 
committee, as indicated below : 

S. 2014. An act to authorize the Park-Wood Lumber Co. to 
construct two bridges across the United States Canal which 
connects Apalachicola River and St. Andrews Bay, Fla.; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

JAMES JOHNSON. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask to call up a couple of 
privileged resolutions from the Committee on Accounts, 

The SPEAKER, Is the gentleman from Illinois willing that 
they shall come up? 

Mr. MADDEN. I am willing. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York ealls up a 
privileged resolution, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 55. 

Resolved, That the sum of $150 is authorized to be paid from the 
contingent fund to James Johnson for services rendered to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations during the illness and after the death of 
the regular janitor to such committee, 

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to, 

SESSION CLERK, COMMITTEE ON MILEAGE. 
Mr. MacGREGOR. I call np the following resolution. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
House Resolution 111. 

Resolved, That the Committee on Mileage be allowed a session clerk 

to be appointed by the chairman of said committee, who shall receive 


a salary at the rate of $125 per month from Deeember 3, 1923, until 
the end of the first session of the Sixty-eighth Congress. 


The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to. 
APPROPRIATIONS—TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS, 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 
6349. 


MUSCLE SHOALS. 


Mr. HULE of Iowa. Will the gentleman withhold that for a 
moment? 

Mr. MADDEN. I will. 

Mr. HULE of Iowa. I ask unanimous consent to file minor- 
ity views on the bill H. R. 518, which is the Henry Ford offer 
for Muscle Shoals. 

The SPEAKER. Within what time? 

Mr. HULL of Iowa. To file them right now. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent to file minority views on the report of the Committee 
on Military Affairs in reference to Muscle Shoals. Is there 
objection? 

BANKHEAD. Does the gentleman want to file them 
now 

Mr. HULL of Iowa. Yes, sir; I do. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 


APPROPRIATIONS—TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS. 


Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, in order to hasten the 
passage of this bill, I make the point of order of no quorum. 

The SPEAKER. It is clear there is no quorum present. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House, 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names; 


Aldrich Fairfield Langley Reed, W. Va 
Anderson Favrot Lazaro Robsion, Ky. 
Andrew h LiH Romjue 
Beedy Fitzgerald Indsa 
Berger ‘rear Linthicum Sears, Nebr. 
Black, Tex. Free Lowrey Seger 
Black, D French Luce Shreve 
Blanton Funk MeFadden Sinnott 
Roles Gallivan ead Stalker 
Boylan Garber Merritt Sullivan 
Brend, Ohio Geran Michaelson Sweet 
Britten Gibson Miller, III. Swoope 
Browne, N. J. Gilbert Mills Taylor, Colo. 
ramm Glatfelter Moore, Va. Taylor, Tenn. 
Buckle Goldsborough Morris Thomas, Ky, 
Burdie! Graham, Pa. Nelson, Wis. Tilson 
Butler Green, Iowa Newton, Minn. Treadway 
Carew Hadley Nolan Vare 
7 Hammer O’Brien Voigt 
Celler Harrison O'Connell, N. V. Ward. N. C 
Chindbiom Hastings O'Connor, N. X. ard, N. Y. 
rk. Fla. Haugen Oliver, N. I. Watres 
Cole, Ohio Hawley Paige Weller 
Connolly, Pa. Hill, Wash, Patterson Welsh 
Cooper, Wis. Hull, Tenn. Peavey Williams, m. 
Corning Jacobstein Peery Williams, Mich. 
Croll Johnson, S. Dak, Perkins illiams, Tex. 
Crowther Jost Periman Winslow 
Cullen Kahn Pou Winter 
Cummings Keller Prall ‘ood 
oe uayle Yates 
Deal Ke: in Zihiman 
Dem Kindred nsle: 
Dickstein Knutson Reed, 
Edmonds Lampert Reed, N. Y 


The SPEAKER. Two hundred and ninety-four Members 
have answered to their names, A quorum is present. ~ 
Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with 
further proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 


POSTAL SALARY INCREASE, 


Mr. LaGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks on the subject of postal employees. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks on the subject of postal 
employees. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, at this very time that we 
are considering the postal appropriation bill, I deem it proper, 
as a member of the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads, to call attention of the House to the salaries of postal 
employees and the necessity of passing legislation to increase, 
without delay, the salaries of these splendid, loyal servants of 
the Government. I was in the hope that we could have pro- 
vided for the increase of salaries in this very appropriation 
bill that we are now considering. But under the Budget sys- 
tem, to whieh I referred in my remarks of February 2, 192 
it is impossible to do so. I stated then, and I repeat now, 
that I believe that each appropriation bill should first go 
before the committee charged with the legislation of the par- 
ticular department that the appropriation covers. I went quite 
in detail in criticizing the present Budget system the other 
day and I need not dwell on that feature of the situation now. 

We have before our committee several salary increase bills. 
The employees of the post office are entitled to an increased 
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pay. I do not believe that any Member of this House can 
honestly dispute that fact. The procedure necessary under 
our present system is first to pass a bill fixing an increase in 
salary by law and then for the Committee on Appropriations 
to appropriate to meet the added costs covering the increases. 
What I am anxious to point out is the necessity of getting 
this legislation through and the appropriation to carry it out, 
so that the increased pay will take effect not later than July 
1 of this year. Gentlemen, these men have been patiently 
waiting. 

1 say without the slightest fear of contradiction that no group 


of men gaye more services for less money during the period of | 


the high cost of living caused by war conditions than the em- 
ployees of the Post Office Department throughout this country. 
I remember when I returned from the other side the distressing 
conditions. of the post-office employees. With the meager bonus 
allowance, with the lowest standard of pay of any of the Goy- 
ernment branches, there was not a family of a post-office em- 
ployee in my city but that was submitted to the greatest hard- 
ship to pull through the period of high cost of living. These 
men stuck to their jobs. They were not lured by abnormal 
high wages paid in other employments, and they did so at great 


personal and family sacrifice. Later on a meager increase was 


“granted. Not sufficient, however, to keep up to the general in- 
creases of wages in the country, or to make up for the decreased 
putchasing power of the dollar. 


We have before us in our committee several increase salary | 


bills. These have been referred to a subcommittee of which 
the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. PAIGE] 


is its chairman. Mr. Parce has prepared a bill embracing | 


the increase features of the various bills introduced, and I 


want to take this opportunity to read House bill 5552, introduced 


by Mr. Parce, as it will take less time than an analysis of its 

provisions: 

A bill (H. R. 5552) reclassifying the salaries of post-office clerks at first 
and second class post offices and letter carriers in the City Delivery 
Service and readjusting their salaries and compensation on a equita- 
ble basis. 

Be it enacted, etc., That hereafter clerks employed in first and second 
class post offices and letter carriers in the City Delivery Service shall 
be divided into five grades as follows: First grade—salary, $1,600; 
second grade—salary, $1,800; third grade—salary, $2,000; fourth 
grade—salary, $2,200; fifth grade—salary, $2,400: Provided, That 
clerks in first and second class post offices and letter carriers in the 
City Delivery Service shall be promoted successively after one year’s 


satisfactory service in each grade to the next higher grade until they | 
All promotions shall be made at the beginning 


reach the fifth grade. 
of the month following one year’s satisfactory service in the grade: 
Provided, That in the readjustment of grades for clerks at first and 
second class post offices and letter carriers in the City Delivery Serv- 
ice to conform to the grades herein provided, grade 1 shall include 
present grade 1, grade 2 shall include present grade 2, grade 3 shall 
include present grade 3, grade 4 shall include present grade 4, and 
grade 5 shall include present grade 5: Provided further, That there 
shall be two grades of special clerks as follows: First. grade—salary, 


$2,500; second grade—salary, $2,600: Provided further, That clerks in 


first and second class post offices who have served three years satis- 
factorily in grade 5 shall be promoted to special clerk grade 1: Pro- 
vided further, That special clerks who have served one year satisfac- 
torily in special clerk grade 1 shall be promoted to special clerk grade 
2: Provided further, That promotions to special clerk grade 1 shall 
be made at the beginning of the month following the completion of 
three years’ satisfactory service in automatic grade 5, and that promo- 


tions to special clerk grade 2 shall be made at the beginning of the | 


month following the compietion of one year's satisfactory service in 
special clerk grade 1: And provided further, That in the readjustment 
of grades for special clerks to conform to the grades herein provided, 
special clerk grade 1 shall include present special clerk grade 1, and 


special clerk grade 2 shall include present special clerk grade 2: Pro- | 


vided further, That the pay of substitute, temporary, or auxiliary 
clerks at first and second class post offices and substitute, temporary, 
or auxiliary letter carriers in the City Delivery Seryice shall be at the 
rate of 80 cents per hour: And provided further, That substitute 
clerks employed at first and second class post offices and substitute 
letter carriers in the City Delivery Service shall be guaranteed not fess 
than five hours’ employmenet daily, Sundays and holidays excepted. 


I am confident that bill, or another bill substantially along 
the same lines, will be reported favorably by our committee, 
but what I want is action and the assurance that the House 
will consider the bill when we do report it in time to bring re- 
lief when it is needed and to carry out promises made to the 
employees of the Post Office Department. 

We have the good fortune of having as chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations that indefatigable worker and dis- 


| tinguished statesman, Mr. MartINN Mappen, of Illinois, whose 
| long experience as a member of the Post Office Committee and 
| his knowledge of conditions will make certain speedy action on 
| the part of the Committee on Appropriations once we get the 
| required legislation. I believe we all know of Mr. Mappen’s 
| friendliness toward this increase, and hence there should be no 
f aey as to the required appropriation coming forth in due 
ne. 

We had a similar situation with the employees of the city of 
New York. I remember shortly after leaving the Sixty-sixth 
Congress, when I became president of the board of aldermen, I 
made an issue of the necessity of increasing the salaries of 
municipal employees in the campaign of 1919, and the people of 
New York City responded in the affirmative. Thereafter em- 
ployees of the city of New York, whose average rates were much 
higher than those of the postal employees, received an increase 
varying from 18 to 22 per cent, the larger percentage going to 
the lower rates. Only this year by a referendum vote the peo- 
| ple of the city of New York voted another increase to the police- 
men and firemen, bringing their maximum salary to $2,500. 

In other countries the post-office service is a life career. Ofi- 

cials ranking with our chief clerks and superintendents and 
assistant postmasters haye a high social and official standing. 
Their usefulness is recognized, and the need of long years of 
experience in specializing in this highly specialized work is 
| likewise recognized. I believe that in the bill which I have just 
read there will be some incentive for men who devote their 
lives to this work and that they will have something to look 
| forward to in the way of promotion, which is definitely fixed 
in this bill. 
I want to include in my remarks, if I may, a letter which I 
have received. signed by many of my postal friends in the 
greater city, which shows the high standard of intelligence of 
these men and shows a knowledge of conditions, that they have 
given the matter study, are presenting their case intelligentiy, 
and are simply asking for a square deal. The letter reads: 


BROOKLYN, N. Y., February 1, 12}. 


Hon. FIORELLO LAGUARDIA, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. 0. 


Dear Sm: We learn that hearings are being held in the Post Office 
Committees of the House and Senate on the adjustment of salaries 
and proposed changes in the provisions of the retirement law as 
affecting employees of the Post Office Department. 

As a former constituent of yours in Manhattan when you represented 
the district and did so much in our behalf, also the fact that yon are 
on the Post Office Committee of the House, has prompted me to address 
you. 

As an employee of the Post Office Department for over 24 years on 
the New York and Chicago railway post office, New York Central lines, 
it may be pertinent to state some of the conditions and facts observed 
during this period. 

We are not asking for a gift, neither would it cause a deficiency in 
the department if postage rates were adjusted to pay the actual cost 
of handling parcel-post matter. Count has been taken of the actual 
time consumed in preparing, forwarding, and delivering this class of 
mail as C. O. D. It developed the fact that it cost the department 
17 cents for each parcel, while it charged the public 10 cents. Again, 
the public pays by weight and the department pays the railroads by 
space for transportation. This class of mail is bulky and requires 
space ont of proportion with other classes of mail; still it is carried 
at a lower rate. In this connection, it is significant to note from the 
annnal report of the Postmaster General for the year 1923 that the 
compensation to railroads increased $1,510,531 for the year, while the 
number of permanent trained railway postal clerks decreased 728. 

Why? Because the increasing volume of mail could not be checked, 
but the number of clerks could be reduced to help decrease the deficit 
to the detriment of the service, and the additional burden placed on 
| distributers. 

The Department of Labor Informs us that the value of a dollar is 
hovering somewhere around 62 cents compared with 1914, when 
salaries were adjusted last. Taking this as a basis with my present 
pay, 1 should be receiving $3,100.50 instead of $2,300. 

We hear and read a lot about the Melton plan of tax reduction and 
economy. This has nothing whateyer to do with our case. We are 
paid from the revenues of the department. If it Is run at a loss, it 
is not our fault and no tax reduction will remedy it. Make the de- 
partment self-sustaining. Increase the rates where there is a loss. 

During the war we all stood the pinch without a murmur or com- 
plaint; no Member of Congress was asked to increase our pay; It was 
our patriotic duty to do so. When the war was over we were prom- 
ised a decrease in the cost of living. This promise has never been 
fulfilled. It is Idle to make such promises. As long as we have with 


| us the profiteer, the grafter, and the tax dodger, the cost of living 
will not come down. 


Their number and activities show no decline. 
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We have railrced train crews running on the same trains as our- 
selves drawing 20 per cent more than we are. Their pay is fixed 
by the United States Labor Board as just and reasonable, Should 
we not receive like consideration? . 

Now for retirement; this is not asking for a gift from the public. 
The retirement funds are derived from the deduction of 24 per cent 
from the salaries of all employees in the classified service. The 
report of the Treasury Department of June 30, 1923, shows a balance 
of $25,311,199.22 after all claims were paid to date. Actuaries, the 
joint retirement conference, and the chairman of the House Clvil 
Service Committee have declared the funds are sufficient to justify the 
increase as provided in House bill 705, as introduced by Congressman 
Lehlbach, of New Jersey, and contained in identical form in Senate 
bill 1220, increasing the maximum benefit from $720 to $1,200. 

Please do not confuse these bills with H. R. 4978, which originated 
among the higher salaricd employees, the chair warmers in Washing- 
ton, which would fix the maximum for medium and low salaried 
employees at $1,050, and provide as high as $2,450 for themselves. 
A larger percentage of the funds is obtained from the many lower 
paid, not from the few who draw large salaries. 

II. R. 705 and S. 1220 have the united support of all railway postal 
clerks, post-office clerks, and carriers. 

When the matter comes up before you for consideration, will you 
be so kind as to give it your attention? 


Mr. Speaker, I want to say that the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Reads to a man is bent upon giving this matter 
prompt action, and the purpose of my remarks here is to pre- 
pare the House so that it will cooperate with us and pass the 
bill at the earliest possible moment after it is reported. 

APPROPRIATIONS—TREASUBY AND POST OFFICE DEPARTMENTS. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mabpzx] 
moves that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid- 
eration of the bill H. R. 6349. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 6349, with Mr. Sanpers of Indiana 
in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill H. R. 6349, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 6349) making appropriations for the Treasury and 
Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, and 
for otber purposes. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will proceed with the reading 
of the bill for amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


The services of skilled draftsmen, and such other technical services 
as the Secretary of the Treasury may deem necessary, may be em- 
ployed only in the office of the Coast Guard in connection with the 
construction and repair of Coast Guard cutters, to be paid from the 
appropriation “ Repairs to Coast Guard cutters": Provided, That the 
expenditures on this account for the fiscal year 1925 shall not exceed 
$8,000. A statement of the persons employed hereunder, their duties, 
and the compensation paid to each shall be made to Congress each 
year in the Budget. 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MADDEN : Page 22, line 15, after the word 
exceed,“ strike out ‘ $8,000” and insert in lieu thereof “ $8,400.” 


Mr. MADDEN. That is to make a correction. It should have 
been $8,400, and the item in the ext paragraph should be 8600. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Illinois, 

The amendment was greed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For every expenditure requisite for and incident to the authorized 
work of the Coast Guard, as follows, including not to exceed $1,000 
for purchase, exchange, maintenance, repair, and operation of motor- 
propelled passenger-carrying vehicles, to be used only for official pur- 
poses. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentieman from Illinois offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MADDEN : Page 22, line 20, after the word 
exceed, strike out “ $1,000" and insert in Meu thereof $600.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Total Coast Guard, exclusive of commandant's office, $10,516,944. 


Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts moves 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the chair- 
man of the committee if he will tell the House why the appro- 
priation for the Coast Guard has been cut $793,0007 

Mr. MADDEN. It is not really a cut. The last appropriation 
required a large amount of the aggregate to be immediately 
available. Six hundred and fifty thousand dollars as pay for 
commissioned officers for the current fiscal year, due to the new 
pay bill, does not occur at this time. That $650,000 and some 
additional was made immediately available in the bill for the 
current fiscal year, and this is really not a cut. It appears on 
its face to be cut, but it is not. 

Mr. TAGUE. I would like to ask the gentleman further if 
it is the intention of the Committee on Appropriations to ap- 
propriate money to be applied to the Coast Guard branch of the 
service for carrying out the prohibition law? 

Mr. MADDEN. The Coast Guard is an arm of the Treasury. 
Its function is to enforce the collection of revenue and to pro- 
tect life, and I assume that whether it be in connection with 
the smuggling of liquor or the smuggling of other goods with 
a view to defrauding the Treasury of money to which it is 
properly entitled, the Coast Guard will function, and to the 
extent that its duties call for the enforcement of the prohibi- 
tion act the Coast Guard will function in that connection. 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, to me it is very apparent that 
the people of the country, rather than desiring a cut in the 
appropriation for the Coast Guard Service—— 

Mr. MADDEN. Permit me to say that there is no cut. The 
increase last year was on account of the new pay bill. There 
is no reduction in the number of offices or pay of oflicers or 
number of men or expenses of ships. Last year we had an 
extraordinary expense, due to the passage of the pay bill. It 
does not occur this year. That is all. 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, when we passed the pay bill 
last year it was the intention of Congress to raise the pay 
of the men in the Coast Guard Service commensurate with 
their service to the Government. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is what we did 

Mr. TAGUB. I do not believe that is what we did, although 
Congress passed the pay bill for that purpose. The men in 
the service never received what Congress intended them to re- 
ceive. On the contrary, the men who have given the best years 
of their life to this branch of the service did not receive the 
raise of wages contemplated by the act. 

Mr. MADDEN. This was an officers’ pay bill. 

Mr. TAGUE. It applies also to the commissioned officers’ 
pay bill. 

Mr. MADDEN. The commissioned officers did get their pay 
increased and their rank increased, and they got better con- 
ditions all around, and they are very happy about it. 

Mr. TAGUE. I do not get that after consultation with 
men who hold rank in the service. While it was intended by 
Congress that those men should get a better rank and better 
pay, many of them, on the contrary, are receiving less money 
than when this bill was passed. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Does that apply to the officers? 

Mr. TAGUE. Yes. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I do not see how that could be. 
Appropriations were made according to their rank. 

Mr. TAGUE. That was the intention of Congress, but that 
has not been carried out, and many of the men in the service 
are not receiving a higher rank or a higher wage than they 
were receiving when this pay bill went into operation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired, 

Mr. TAGUE. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Chairman, to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts 

There was no objection, 

ee BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts 
want more time? 


Mr. TAGUE. Yes; to answer the gentleman. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts is recognized for one minute more. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I wanted to ask the gentleman 
K he referred now to the officers of the Coast Guard or the 
civilian employees or enlisted men? 

Mr. TAGUE. I refer to the officers and also to the enlisted 
personnel of the service. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. That is a very surprising state- 
ment, in view of the statements made to the committee and 
the estimates submitted which took into consideration the in- 
creased pay under the officers’ pay bill. 

Mr. TAGUE. Will the gentleman from Tennessee answer 
this question, and I know he will? 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I will if I can. 

Mr. TAGUE. The appropriation provided in the bill is not 
the appropriation asked of the Budget. Bureau by the Coast 
Guard? 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I will say to the gentleman that 
it is $136,000 less than the amount asked by the Budget Bureau, 
but there has been no cut which will prevent the payment to 
the officers and enlisted men of the exact amount provided by 
law and to which they are entitled under the law according to 
their rank. 

Mr. MADDEN. We have given them 86 additional men. 

Mr. TAGUE. Yes; but in giving 86 additional men the gen- 
tleman is also putting on the back of the Coast Guard Service, 
if I understand correctly, the duty of going on the high 
seas on extra ships and chasing rum runners up and down the 


coast. 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman is mistaken about that. I 
understand such a bill will be presented to the House, and 
then we shall have a chance to talk about it; but it is not 
here now. 

Mr. TAGUE. Under the leave granted me to extend my 
remarks I desire to submit the following statement for the 
information of some of my colleagues whose interests lie in- 
land and who are not unlikely to discount the important part 
played by the Coast Guard in our daily life, the tasks it has 
to meet and does meet, the extreme dangers officers and men of 
the Coast Guard are called upon to face, and the considerable 
contribution made to the health and wealth of the Nation by the 
Coast Guard in rescuing lives and salvaging vessels in distress 
on the high seas and Great Lakes. 

To properly understand the relationship of the United States 
Coast Guard to the national problem of law enforcement along 
the coasts of the United States, Alaska, and the insular pos- 
sessions, particularly relative to the illegal importation of in- 
toxicating liquor, it is necessary to understand something of 
the history, organization, duties, and equipment of the Coast 
Guard. - 

The present Coast Guard originated as the Revenue Cutter 
Service in 1790, upon the close of the Revolutionary War and 
the disbanding of the Continental Navy. There was no naval 
force for the protection of our coasts, and the Revenue Cutter 
Service was created for the purpose of protecting our coasts, 
There being no Navy at that time, it was the only armed force 
afloat. Smuggling and piracy were prevalent at that time, and 
the reyenue of the new Republie depended upon the prevention 
of smuggling. For this reason, and also as there was no Navy, 
this force of small fighting ships was placed under the Treas- 
ury Department, and its early history is full of encounters with 
smugglers, foreign privateers preying on American commerce, 
pirates, and hostile Indians. These ships haye always been 
kept in readiness. for war, and on account of the nature of their 
duties the ships have been armed and the personnel trained in 
sea fighting. For this reason the Coast Guard has always 
operated as a part of the Navy in time of war. In peace its 
law-enforcing activities have been augmented by the Coast 
Guard being held responsible for the enforcement of miscel- 
laneous laws, such as— 


Rendering assistance to vessels in distress and saving life and prop- 
erty; protection of the customs revenue; destruction or removal of 
wrecks, derelicts, or other dangers to navigation; enforcement of rules 
and regulations governing anchorage of vessels; enforcement of laws 
relating to immigration, quarantine, and neutrality; suppression of 
mutinies on merchant vessels; enforcement of navigation and other 
laws governing merchant vessels and motor boats; enforcement of law 
to provide for safety of life on navigable waters during regattas or 
marine parades; protection of game and the seal and otter fisheries in 
Alaska, etc.; enforcement of sponge-fishing law; administering oaths 
generally in Alaska; collecting statistics regarding loss of life and 
property on vessels. 


In Alaska the duties of the Coast Guard in law enforcement 
have been even more marked, for in those isolated waters, in 


the absence of civil courts, Coast Guard officers have been ap- 
pointed United States commissioners and United States mar- 
shals for the enforcement of civil law. 

The operations of the Coast Guard ships cruising on our 
coasts naturally adapted them as a most available agency for 
the rescue of life and property from the perils of the sea. 
This duty has mounted in importance, due to the great extent 
of the coast line of the United States, the Great Lakes, and the 
inland rivers, and also with the increase in water commerce, 
so that this duty of saving life and property at sea has mounted 
in importance so that in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921, 
vesselS were assisted of the value of $66,260,445, and 14,013 
persons were on board vessels assisted, and 1,621 persons were 
actually saved from the perils of the sea. 

Along the Atlantic seaboard the Coast Guard has endeared 
itself to the mariners, the humble fishermen, the masters of 
fishing vessels, and to all those whose life and property is 
menaced by the perils of the sea. The meager resources of the 
Coast Guard have made it very difficult for them not to fail 
the mariner in his hour of need. From Nova Scotia to the 
Rio Grande and along the tracks of Atlantic steamers almost 
into mid-ocean, and on the Grand Banks of Newfoundland the 
Coast Guard has kept watch over life and property with ships 
that in many cases have passed their stage of usefulness or 
are makeshift equipment being utilized by the Coast Guard to 
meet the general demand for economy. The Coast Guard is 
short some six of their first-class vessels, due to depletion of 
the Coast Guard fleet by three vessels lost during the World 
War, one of which was torpedoed off the coast of England 
with the loss of every officer and man on board, 125 all told. 
Another vessel lost during the war was the McCullough, one of 
the finest vessels of the Coast Guard, which had been part of 
Admiral Dewey’s squadron at the Battle of Manila. In addi- 
tion to these three, three other yessels have been junked on 
account of having become old and unseaworthy. One of these, 
the Androscoggin, was highly prized by our New England fish- 
ing folk, as the duty of this vessel was to render medical and 
other aid to the hundreds of American fishermen who ply their 
trade on the Grand Banks. This vessel has never been re- 
placed and the Coast Guard has been unable to continue this 
valuable duty. 

I understand that as a substitute the Coast Guard has been 
attempting to employ some war-time products of Shipping 
Board construction in the shape of five tugs which, though 
of some use to the Coast Guard in operations in sheltered 
waters, or close to the coast line, are practically helpless 
themselves in the heavy seas offshore. Various localities have 
protested against the employment of these vessels, for, instead 
of being able to assist the life and property in peril at sea, 
they are barely able to take care of themselves and may prove 
a death trap to the officers and men who venture forth in them. 
It is the duty of the Coast Guard to put to sea in weather 
conditions which cause other vessels to seek sheltered har- 
bors. In the past few days.one of the vessels I am speaking 
of put out to save the helpless battleship Louisiana, drifting 
far out at sea with a crew on board. The only vessel the 
Coast Guard had to send to her help was a Shipping Board tug 
now being used on the stormy coast near Cape Hatteras. So 
this little Coast Guard tug found the troubled battleship, 
and when the storm abated brought her safely into port. Her 
captain found that during the storm and the heavy sea the 
tug was practically helpless to render assistance. Seas swept 
over her, and the crew were driven from their quarters by the 
seas which were flowing over the vessel. This type of ship 
is cranky and dangerous in the work which she is being called 
upon to perform on account of the lack of proper ships for 
the Coast Guard. The Coast Guard is using, as I stated, five 
of these ships, and their work carries them into the gales off 
Cape Hatteras, the hurricanes of the Gulf of. Mexico, and 
over the dangerous breaking bars at the mouth of the Columbia 
River. In every case they are being used as a substitute for 
some able, first-class Coast Guard cutter which has never been 
replaced. 

In justice to the brave officers and men who have to go to 
sea and do their humanitarian work in such craft Congress 
should first give the Coast Guard such equipment as will 
enable it to perform its regular normal duty of saying life 
before calling for increase for combating this new problem of 
liquor smuggling. It has been urged that destroyers be turned 
over to the Coast Guard for this law-enforcement work. While 
they might suffice for such purposes, they are not the vessels 
which the Coast Guard needs for saving men and ships at 
sea, as their frail construction and absence of towing power 
make them adapted only for the swift police duty needed to 
combat rum runners, 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn 
and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

BUREAU OF ENGRAVING AND PRINTING, 


Office of director: For the director and other personal services in 
the District of Columbia in accordance with “ the classification act of 
1923,” $435,000. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. I want to ask the chairman of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee a question or two about this office—the Director of the 
Bureau of Engraving and Printing—which, I think, is one of the 
most important held by any bureau chief in the Government. 
I believe the present incumbent, Director Hill, is one of the 
most efficient men we have had in the bureau for many years. 
He has brought order out of chaos and he has done more effi- 
cient service, I think, than any bureau chief for a long time. I 
think that is a compliment to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Mappen] because I believe, in a way, Director Hill is a protégé 
of the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MADDEN. No; I had nothing to do with his appoint- 
ment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, it would have been an honor to the 
gentleman from Illinois if he had had something to do with 
his appointment, because he is doing splendid work for the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. MADDEN. I think he is a good man. 

Mr. BLANTON. The question I want to ask is whether the 
gentleman from Illinois is going to stand behind Director Hill 
und protect him against the attempts which are being made 
in this city to rnin him, to kick him out, and to put him out of 
business? 

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman permit me to make a 
statement as to what has been accomplished under him? 

Mr. BLANTON, Yes. 

Mr. MADDEN. Although it may take a minute or two of the 
gentleman's time. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will be glad to have the gentleman make 
such a statement. 

Mr. MADDEN. I would like to give this information to the 
House. Congress last year, in the enactment of the Treasury 
Department appropriation bill, authorized a change in the 
method of printing United States currency, national-bank 
currency, and Federal reserve notes. The change involved the 
installation of more power presses, the full use of power 
presses, and the utilization of eight-subject plates in printing 
paper money. The following table shows the number of sheets 
estimated for the fiscal year 1925 for each class of work and 
the difference in the cost per thousand sheets for each class be- 
tween the fiscal year 1923, the year in which the legislation be- 
came effective, and the fiscal year 1925, which will be the first 
complete fiscal year in which the bureau will be operating on 
the-maximum basis authorized by the legislation. This table 
shows the results of the legislation very concretely: 


Esti- | Decrease 
Average | mated | in aver- 
ar 5.5 average age cost 


sheets 
fiscal 


United States currency. .....- 
National-bank currency 
Federal reserve bank notes... 


Total 
The costs for 1925 include in- 
eost on account of 


ven for the absorption in 
1925 casts of the amount 


Cost in January, 1923, $36.37. 

Cost in January, 1923. 

3 Ofthis sum $128,085 is on work under direct appropriations and $79,450 is on reim- 
bursable work. 


The direct appropriations for the Bureau of Engraving and 
Printing for the fiscal year 1924 aggregate $5,532,760, to which 
should be added the amount for that year on account of the 
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estimated for the fiscal year 1925 and recommended in this bill, 
in which is absorbed the $240 bonus and the cost under the 


classification act, is $5,945,675, a decrease under the 1924 ap- 


propriations of $237,085. This is the net decrease in the appro- 
priations, and in comparing 1924 with 1925 all of the factors for 
each year should be examined to see if they are the same. More 
printed sheets are covered by the 1925 amounts than were car- 
ried in the 1924 appropriations. There is an added expense for 
1925 on account of the classification act that was not included 
for 1924. The 1924 items contained an appropriation for new 
power presses that is not repeated in the 1925 amounts. There- 
fore the apparent reduction of $237,085 would show much larger 
if the 1925 estimates had not been compelled to absorb the ad- 
ditional work and the increased cost on account of the classifica- 
tion act. A comparison of the two years on a comparable basis 
of quantity of work is as follows: 
Amount of 1924 appropriat ions $6, 182. 760 
3 — 1924 appropriations not in 1925 esti- 

3,000,000 sheets of national-bank currency. $149, 700 

12,243,835 sheets of internal-revenue stamps_ 87, 202 

1 sheets of opium orders and special 8 770 


r ee 17. 885 
Purchase of new presses z 355, 000 
616, 147 
1924 appropriations on a comparable basis of quan- 
tity of work with 1925 estimates 5, 566, 613 
= = 
Amount of 128 Stiwa ð ᷣ ð 5, 945, 675 
Items in 1925 estimates not in the 1924 appro- 
print ions: 


13.000,00 sheets of United States nt Sg $444, 750 
2.031.250 sheets of withdrawal permits, 
prohibition pa ER Rg ioe BIS IE 118, 990 
8.250 sheets of customs stamp 93 
Proportion of increase in cost under classifi- 
tation act falling on work done under 


direct appropriations ~.-.2...-...-.-__- 128, 085 
— 691, 918 

1925 estimates on a comparable basis of quantity of 
work with 1924 appropriations__..._----.-_____ 5, 253, 757 
— — 

Reduction of 1925 estimates under 1924 appropria- 

tions, both on a comparable basis of quantity of 
WOE i noah ecobites EE E T OE ESENE SNA 312, 856 


In the preparation of the 1924 bill, which contained this legis- 
lation requiring a change in the method of printing, there was 
deducted from the estimate for that year for wages of plate 
printers and their assistants the sum of $746,555 and from the 
estimate for compensation of other employees the sum of 
$50,000, making a total of $796.555, and from that amount was 
taken $355,000 and added to the appropriation for materials for 
the purchase of the new presses, making the net deduction in 
the preparation of last year’s bill $441,555. 

The real deduction last year, therefore, was $796,555, because 
$355,000 of the amount cut off the two salary appropriations 
mentioned was used to buy the new equipment. The reduction 
in direct appropriations, taking into consideration the cut in 
these salary appropriations for the fiscal year 1924 of $796,555 
and the reduction in the 1925 estimates under the 1924 appro- 
priations, putting them both on a comparable basis of quantity 
of work, of $312.856, makes an aggregate decrease in direct ap- 
propriation of $1,109,411, and that is the combined reduction 
the last year’s bill and the 1925 estimates would have directly 
shown on their face if the quantity of work had not increased 
and there had been no classification act. 

That statement shows the reduction which has been made by 
Mr. Hill under the plan provided, which we enacted two years 
ago. 

Mr. BLANTON. And every year hereafter we will save 
$1,377,000? 

Mr. MADDEN. We shall save more than that; it is working 
out so that we shall save a good deal more. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yet every day we see in the papers that 
Director Hill will not last more than a day or so longer, as the 
Secretary of the Treasury has agreed to kick him out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, since the gentleman from 
Illinois took up practically all of my time, I ask for five min- 
utes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MADDEN. I will say to the gentleman from Texas, if 
he will -permit, that as far as I am able I will help to retain 
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$240 bonus, making a total for 1924 of $6,182,760. The amount 


— 
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Mr, HM, the direetor of the bureau, in the position he now 
oecupies: as long as be does the work as well, effleiently, eco- 
nomically, and justly to the Treasury and to all concerned as he 
has in the past. 

Mr. BLANTON, I am glad to hear that, and I hope the Con- 
gress will back the gentleman from Illinois in protecting him. 
T trust these statements will go to the local newspapers, which 
are every Qay saying, We are going to get rid of Mr. Hill in 
the next 24 hours.” F trust they will understand they are not 
going to do anything of the kind; that the gentleman from Illi- 
nois is behind him and is not going to allow him to be kicked 
out. 

Now, I want to show you what great economies the gentle- 
man from Illinois has been able to bring about by providing 
for a change from hand presses to power presses. A mechanic, 
with his helpers, stands at a hand press; be has to stop his 
press, undo certain bolts, lift the plate out on another table, 
take his polishing chalk and polish it up, put it back into his 
Press, fasten it down and then print, and after he makes 
ench impression. he must go through that same slow modus 
operandi again, wasting all of that time, both for himself 
and his helpers. But in the case of a power press it never 
stops at all, As the plate comes around on a continuous auto- 
matic turn, all the man has to do is to rub his hands over it 
with the polishing chalk, the polishing being almost automatic, 
and then the impression is made without any waste of time 
at all, either of himself or helpers. Then, instead of its being 
æ four-print plate, or a two-print plate, as is the case with 
a hand press, it is an eight-print plate, for the power press 
prints one side of eight bills at a time; it makes an eight- 
impression print instead of a two or four impression. print 
which, of course, saves a great deal of time and no time is 
wasted. That is what the gentleman from Illinois has been 
able to bring about through the amendment which he caused 
to be adopted a year or so ago; changing from hand to power 
presses. And it saves $1,377,000 each year on this item alone. 
And I say that every man in this House, Democrat and Re- 
pubiican alike, ought to back him up in it [applause], because 
there has been a substantial saving to this Gevernment; and 
to let these newspapers here hound out of office Director Hill 
who has brought this about and say they are going to kick 
him out of office every day, should not be permitted. I say 
that ought to be stopped, and we ought to let the newspapers 
know that not only the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN ], 
but the Congress is behind Director Hill in the efficient meth- 
ods he has brought about and the savings he has made for 
the people. 4 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the pro forma amendment. 

There is no doubt that the technical process so minutely 
described by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] is a 
great improvement over the old system but I do not see how 
any individual has anything to do with the process in existence 
there now. I agree with what the gentleman says about the 
efforts of the chairman of the committee to bring about these 
changes. resulting in a great saving to the Government, but I 
do want to say at this time, and I would not have mentioned 
it had the gentleman not referred to the ideal conditions ex- 
isting in the bureau, that there is something apparently rotton 
in the conduct of that bureau. 

Mr. MADDEN. Not is,“ but “ was.” 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I have seen within the last few days 
evidence of duplication of Liberty bonds. 

Mr. BLANTON, All that happened. before the present direc- 
tor came in. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I simply want to make that clear. 

Mr. BLANTON, Oh, yes; but that was in. the past, and 
applies to the administration of the former director. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. There has been some apparent misconduct 
there, and we expect to bring the facts to the knowledge of the 
House within a few days if the Committee on Expenditures in 
the Treasury Department reports a resolution which I have 
introduced. At that time I will ask the House to give very 
careful consideration to the facts which will be presented. 

Mr. BLANTON, And Iam on the same side of that question 
us the gentleman from New York in insisting that there shall 
be a full investigation of this whole matter. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Then the record is clear. 

Mr. By NS of Tennessee and Mr. DYER rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York 
yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. DYER. I would like to ask the gentleman if the resolu- 
tion he has in mind will also clear up the cases of many men 
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who were let out, I think without cause and most unjustly? 
We have waited a long, long time for that to be cleared up. 
Will his resolution have anything to do with that? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. In reply to the gentleman from Missouri, 
I will state that my resolution will call upon the Secretary of 
the Treasury for the facts as to certain charges contained in 
the repert ef Mr. Brewer to the Department of Justice. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. In just a moment. What I ask in my 
resolution is the number of bonds that have been issued, with 
their serial number, the amount realized therefrom by the 
Government, the amount that have been redeemed, and the 
disposition of those bonds; and if destroyed, by whose authority. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield now? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Certainly. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. The gentleman from Missouri 
asked the gentleman one question which I intended to ask him, 
but I would like to ask this further question. The gentleman 
has testified relative to the duplication of bonds, and I want to 
ask him if the Secretary of the Treasury and those in charge 
of the Treasury under this and previous administrations have 
not already stated to the country that there has been no such 
duplication and no such loss as that to which the gentleman 
refers, and which was reported by Mr. Brewer, the special rep- 
resentative of the Department of Justice? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I do not care what any Secretary of the 
Treasury said. I saw the duplication of the bonds 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. But the gentleman surely has 
read the statements recently made by the Secretary of the 
Treasury in explaining just what occurred with reference 
to those bonds, and showing that there was no loss to the Gov- 
ernment and no such condition as has been described by a 
number of gentlemen in the newspapers very recently. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

i ae BLANTON. I ask that the gentleman’s time be ex- 
ended. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman’s time be extended. Is 
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears, none. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I want to reply to the gentleman from 
Tennessee and state that at least 10 Members of this House had 
those bonds in their hands, and it was not necessary to be 
an expert on printing or on engraving to see the difference In 
the type; and what we ask is to bring the evidence before this 
House and let the House decide whether there has been dupli- 
cation and whether there has been loss to the Government. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Can the gentleman explain, under 
those circumstances, why the Secretary of the Treasury and 
the other important Treasury officials have issued the statements 
that they have issued relative to those bonds, and also the 


‘statement made by the President of the United States that 


justice required the reinstatement of those officials in the Bu- 
reau of Engraving. and Printing who were unjustly deprived 
of their positions and of their civil-service rights a couple of 
years ago? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will reply to the gentleman that if the 
House investigates they will find great irregularities existed at 
the time these bonds were issued. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will thé gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Certainly. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman will carry his investiga- 
tion far enough he will probably convince the gentleman from 


Missouri [Mr. Dyer] and the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 


Byrns] that President Harding had sufficient reason for his 
action in the premises; and he will likely also convince the 
country that the vascillating stand taken by the Treasury De- 
partment is a stand of weak-kneedness political weak-kneed- 
ness, in not backing up the proper administration of affairs 


and the protection of the Government's rights in the premises, 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. I want to say to the gentleman that this 
is not my investigation. At least 25 Members of this House 
have taken an interest in it, Tliere are various bills and reso- 
lutions now before the committees, and what we want to get 
is prompt action in order to bring the evidence before this 
House. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Certainly no one will object to 
that. 

Mr. NEWTON of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Certainly. 

Mr. NEWTON of Missouri. If the gentleman has gone into 
the fact of fraudulent duplication, then he certainly knows 
that somebody on the outside has profited. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Absolutely, 
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Mr. NEWTON of Missouri. Then why do they not present 
those facts to the prosecuting officials and prosecute the men 
who are guilty? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. That is a matter for the Department of 
Justice and we are going to ask why the Department of 
Justice does not do its duty. 

Mr. BLANTON. We are trying to get the department back 
from Florida now so we can take it up with them, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I do not know anything about that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

I hope the House will not overlook the fact that the charges 
with reference to duplication of bonds have reached that stage 
where there is going to be uncertainty and distrust in the 
minds of the public and especially of the holders of these 
bonds. I have concrete evidence of that in my mail this 
morning. Many of you will remember that in the last 
Congress, when the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. 
JOHNSON] brought this matter up, I took the position that 
for one I was certainly going to assume that the Secretary of 
the Treasury, a responsible official, could be presumed to have 
done his duty when his attention was directed to a charge of 
this kind, and until some evidence was brought forward, I 
did not propose to do anything that would create distrust in 
the minds of the holders of the bonds. 

Now, do not misunderstand me, my Republican friends, I 
am not going to talk partisanship to you. I am going to make 
a suggestion that will prevent partisanship. I am not thinking 
about the political end of this, but this is a eampaign year, and 
I do not want even political considerations to cause the dis- 
trust to be any greater than it is already about any depart- 
ment of our Government. 

Here stands a man on the floor, on his responsibility as a 
Member of this House, and Members have stated in the press, 
a group of Members of this House, including the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LaGuarpra], and the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Krne], and other gentlemen, that they have 
examined what this man Brewer says is conclusive evidence to 
him, as an official investigator of the Government, and that 
there has been fraud. You can no longer ignore such charges. 
They should be fully investigated and the truth made known. 

It has reached the point where this man Brewer who was 
trusted by President Harding has inspired articles in the 
papers and instituted a suit making serious charges. An in- 
spired article given out at the White House, published in the 
morning papers, indicates the President feels suit is unneces- 
sary. Gentlemen, you better end the uncertainty. I think you 
better have a small committee, not a large committee, a com- 
mittee of three and not over five, level-headed men in this House 
to investigate thoroughly, develop, and make known the truth, 
and end the uncertainty. 

Let me tell my Republican friends what is going to happen. 
Listen to what has already happened. Charges have been made 
that the Secretary of the Treasury is weak-kneed; another that 
he is shielding fraud, and another that we can not trust the 
Attorney General. Unless facts are clearly ascertained the 
charges will multiply and the distrust increase. Oh, gentlemen, 
aside from the public interest on which I base my appeal, you 
have a political interest in having the thing thrashed out in a 
level-headed way. You have control of the House, and I beg 
of you for the benefit of the people, for the confidence they 
ought to have in a great department of the Government handling 
billions of dollars of securities, bring in a rule for a small com- 
mittee to settle this controversy, 

I will tell you frankly what my opinion is. I believe you 
will find that the United States Government has not suffered 
the loss of one single penny. [Applause.] That is my candid 
judgment. I believe that a clear, clean, and honest investiga- 
tion will show that the Government has not suffered any loss. 
Now, if I as a Democrat can make that statement, you Re- 
Dublicans, with great refunding operations going on, ought to pro- 
tect the good name of your administration and the credit of 


the United States and not have Members of Congress making 


charges that facts are being suppressed; that men are weak- 
kneed; that crime is being covered up of somebody profiting on 
the inside. If somebody has profited by a fraud, be he Demo- 
crat or Republican, I for one am in favor of exposing the fraud 
and punishing the guilty. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn 


and the Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Suppressing counterfeiting and other crimes: For expenses incurred 
under the authority or with the approval of the Secretary of the 
Treasury in detecting, arresting, and delivering into the custody of the 
United States marshal haying jurisdiction dealers and pretended dealers 
in counterfeit money and persons engaged in counterfeiting, forging, 
and altering United States notes, bonds, national-bank notes, Federal 
reserve notes, Federal reserve bank notes, and other obligations and 
securities of the United States and of foreign governments, as well as 
the coins of the United States and of foreign governments, and other 
crimes against the laws of the United States relating to the Treasury 
Department and the several branches of the public service under its 
control; hire and operation of motor-propelled passenger-carrying ve- 
hicles when necessary; per diem in lieu of subsistence, when allowed 
pursuant to section 13 of the sundry civil appropriations act approved 
August 1, 1914, and for no other purpose whatever, except in the pro- 
tection of the person of the President and the members of his imme- 
diate family and of the person chosen to be President of the United 
States, $425,000: Provided, That no part of this amount be used in 
defraying the expenses of any person subpenaed by the United States 
courts to attend any trial before a United States court or preliminary 
examination before any United States commissioner, which expenses 
shall be paid from the appropriation for “ Fees of witnesses, United 
States courts”: Provided further, That no person shall be employed 
hereunder at a compensation greater than that allowed by law, except 
not exceeding three persons, who may be paid not exceeding $12 per 
day. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order 
on the paragraph. I want to ask the chairman what is the 
necessity for three additional employees at $12 a day. This 
provides for so many employees, and then in addition it pro- 
vides for three at $12 a day. 

Mr. MADDEN. Those have been there a long time. They 
wanted more but we would not give it to them. They say it 
is very essential that they should have men of this class who 
receive this compensation to overlook the services rendered 
by other men. 3 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman will remember that I spoke 
to him about eight women who were employed there as guides 
at $50 a month. They have been there several years, and 
where is the proposed increase in their salary to be found? 

Mr. MADDEN. They are paid out of a lump sum. They 
have been classified —— 

Mr. BLANTON. No; there is the trouble. I have a state- 
ment signed by all eight of them that they do not come within 
the reclassification, and can not live on the $50 per month. 

Mr. MADDEN. Every employee in the Government comes 
under it. 

Mr. BLANTON. These are guides in the Bureau of Engray- 
ing and Printing 

Mr. MADDEN. If they are recognized as Government em- 
ployees they come under the reclassification act. 

Mr. BLANTON. What will be their salary under this bill? 

Mr. MADDEN. They get $50 a month now and the bonus? 

Mr. BLANTON. They get $50 a month and that is the 
total compensation, so they inform me. 

Mr. MADDEN. If they are Government employees they 
would get a bonus. Now that will be made the basis, and they 
will get an increase under the reclassification act. Let me 
say to the gentleman that this has not been called to the atten- 
tion of the committee. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is there not some way that we can pro- 


vide that their salary shall not be less than $100 a month? 


Mr. MADDEN. I would not want to adopt a provision of 
that kind on the basis of the information now before us. . 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman see that they are paid 
as much as $100 a month? 

Mr. MADDEN. I will not say that. I will say that I will 
look carefully into the question and ascertain what these 
people are paid, what they do, whether they are getting as 
much as they should, and I will cooperate with anybody to see 
that they are fully compensated, but I would not undertake to 
decide the question without having the facts before me. 

Mr. BLANTON. Under the lump-sum appropriation in this 
bill would there be authorization to pay them as much as 
$100 a month? 

Mr, MADDEN. I would not be sure, I do not know what 
the facts are. If the gentleman will give me all the facts 

Mr. BLANTON. The facts are that here are eight women 
who have been employed for a number of years; one has been 
employed twenty-odd, and it may be 30 years; and they get 
only $50 a month. They have sent me a signed statement -that 
that is all they get. They get no gratuity. And they can not 
live on it. 
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Mr. MADDEN, 
could. 

Mr. NEWTON of Missouri. As a matter of fact, they are 
not allowed to take gratuities, and they have to get their room 
and board and clothing out of the $50. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. MADDEN. I shall look into the matter very carefully. 

Mr. BLANTON. I raised this question last year when the 
bill was under consideration. 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not recall that. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman was not in charge of the 
bill, I think. 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; I was, 

Mr. BLANTON. I raised this question last year, and the 
promise was made by some one that it would be looked into 
and remedied. 

Mr. MADDEN. I make the gentleman the promise now that 
I shall look into. it and let him know the facts I ascertain. 

Mr. BLANTON. And if the gentleman finds the facts are as 
I represent them, he will see that they get an adequate salary? 

Mr. MADDEN. I am in favor of that salary. ; 

Mr. BLANTON. I thank the gentleman, But, Mr. Chair- 
man, I make the point of order against the three extra em- 
ployees. at $12 per day, that are not authorized by law. It is 
clearly legislation on an appropriation bill unauthorized by law. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I do not think the gentle- 
man’s point of order would lic. First, we have authority of 
law for the organization of the Seeret Service Bureau, and all 
those who are employed by the bureau, and it has been the 
policy of the Government to permit the head of the Secret 
Service or the Secretary of the Treasury, as the case may be, 
to fix the compensation. This limitation was not placed here 
for the purpose of giving increased compensation. It was to 
prevent the department from giving additional compensation 
to a greater number of people. We went carefully into the 
consideration of the matter. We obtained information that led 
us to conelude that unless we had this limitation there would 
be a mueh larger number of people employed drawing $12 a 
day than we provide, and we concluded that the divisions over 
“which these men preside as superintendents, in different sec- 
tions of the country, justified the payment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I shall simplify my point of 
order so that there will not be any misunderstanding about it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not think there can be 
much question about the point of order. Is there any law per- 
mitting the payment of $12 per day? 

Mr. MADDEN. There is no law limiting the amount to be 
paid. 

Mr. BLANTON. I make the point of order only to the lan- 
guage beginning in line 4, as follows: 


except not exceeding three persons, who may be paid not exceeding $12 
per day. 
That is clearly legislation on an appropriation bill not au- 


thorized by law. 
The Chair will note that the language of the so-called limita- 
tion itself exceeds the provisions of the law. It reads: 


But if that is all they get I doubt if they 


Provided further, That no person shall be employed hereunder at a 


compensation greater than that allowed by law, except not exceeding 
three persons, who may be paid not exceeding $12 per day. 


It shows on its face that they are extra employees, who under 
present law are not authorized to receive $12 a day. It is 
something the law does not authorize, but these three are at- 
tempted to be excepted from the operation of the law, and as to 
that part of the proviso beginning in line 4 with the word 
“except” I make the point of order, so as to eliminate these 
three employees at $12 per day. 

The CHAIRMAN. The proviso reads: 


Provided further, That no person shall be employed hereunder at 
a compensation greater than that allowed by law, except not exceeding 
three persons who may. be paid not exceeding $12 per day. 


Tlie point of order is made against the exception. The limi- 
tation upon the payments of salaries by law is legislation. 
Any appropriation which purports to do away with such limi- 
tation is legislation, and the point of order is sustained. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Rural sanitation: For special studies of, and demonstration work 
in, rural sanitation, including personal services, and including not 
to exceed $5,000 for the purchase, maintenance, repair, and opera- 
tion of motor-propelled passenger-carrying vehicles, $50,000: Provided, 
That no part of this appropriation skall be available for demonstra- 


tion work in rural sanitation in any community unless the State, 
county, or municipality in which the community is located agrees to 
pay one-half the expenses of such demonstration work. 


Mr. ROACH. Mr, Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr, Roc: Page 31, line 16, strike out the 
figures 550,000,“ and insert $75,000,” 


Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, I would be very glad to have 
the attention of the committee for a few minutes, and particu- 
larly the attention of the chairman of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, in charge of this bill, for I belieye he may even- 
tually agree to this amendment. I am of the opinion the 
appropriation provided in the bill of $50,000 is wholly inade- 
quate to anything like succesfully carry on the rural sanita- 
Hon demonstration and educational work contemplated in the 

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman be kind enough to en- 
lighten the House as to what he thinks the work of rural 
sanitation should be on the part of the Government? 

Mr. ROACH. I have not sufficient time to go into that sub- 
ject now in detail, except to say that the Bureau of the Bud- 
get, which has gone into the subject, as I understand it, make 
a recommendation for an appropriation of $75,000 for this 
demonstration and educational work. 

Mr. BANKHEAD, I suggest that the gentleman make his 
amendment conform to the Budget recommendation, $74,300. 

Mr. ROACH. That is quite agreeable to me, and I ask unani- 
mous consent to so modify the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the gentleman’s 
amendment being so. modified? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment as 
modified. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Roach: Page 31, line 16, strike out 
the figures 50,000,“ and insert in lieu thereof the figures “ $74,300." 


Mr. ‘ROACH. Mr. Chairman, that, I believe, makes my 
amendment conform to the recommendation of the Bureau of 
the Budget. I am greatly in hopes that the chairman will 
consent to this amendment, because it is an important work, 
and the activities of the State health departments in my own 
particular State have been of such a valuable character as 
to lead me to believe the work shouid be extended generally 
throughout the United States. I find upon investigation of 
the subject that some 16 States, in all, have been receiving 
yaluable benefits from this appropriation and doing valuable 
educational work, namely, Alabama, California, Georgia, Iowa, 
Kansas, Vermont, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massa- 
chusetts, Mississippi, Virginia, Missouri, Montana, New Mexico, 
North Carolina, Oklahoma, and West Virginia. These States 
have taken advantage of the value of this appropriation and 
in the past have been benefited in a somewhat extensive way. 
That being true, it should be apparent to the members of the 
committee that this appropriation is entirely too small to any- 
thing like successfully carry forward this important work in 
all of the States, who are equally entitled to the benefits of 
this appropriation in whatever sum it may be made. 

In the brief time that I bave to speak upon the subject I 
wish to call particular attention to the activities in my own 
State with respect to the importance and value of rural sani- 
tation demonstration and educational work along that line, 
which I have no doubt is illustrative of the value of this work 
in other States. 

The activities in Missouri illustrate the program of coopera- 
tive rural health work in which the United States Public Health 
Service is participating in a number of States, necessarily on a 
small scale, because of the very limited appropriations for the 
purpose. 

In 1919 officers of the Public Health Service were detailed 
from time to time to cooperate with the State board of health 
and local health authorities in Missouri in the study of special 
health problems, such as infant hygiene, school hygiene, tuber- 
culosis control, occupational diseases, and so forth. These 
studies led to the conclusion that the most pressing need in 
the health situation in the State was the establishment and 
maintenance of whole-time local—county or municipal—health 
service, to carry out a comprehensive, well-balanced program, 
under the direction of one whole-time local health officer. 

In 1920, at the request of the State board of health, the 
Public Health Service entered into cooperation with the county 
and municipal authorities in Jasper and Greene Coun- 
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ties to conduct a demonstration in each of those counties in 
whole-time local health serviee under the direction of a whole- 
time county health officer. The allotment from the Federal 
service to Jasper County composed nearly 50 per cent of the 
budget. In Greene County three-fourths of the budget was 
provided from local sources. 

Excellent progress was made in both these projects. Radical 
sanitary improvements were made in a large proportion, of the 
homes; acute communicable diseases were controlled by modern 
methods; intensive educational work was contlucted for the 
promotion of individual health; the sickness and death rates 
were markedly reduced. An interesting item among the re- 
sults in Greene County is the reduction in the infant death 
rate from 105 per thousand births in 1918 to 61 in 1922. 

The demonstration in these two counties attracted State- 
wide attention. Partly as a result of them, the State legisla- 
ture in April, 1921, made an appropriation of $20,000 to the 
State board of health for rural sanitation service. For the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1921, the United States Public 
Health Service allotted $10,000 to Missouri and the interna- 
tional Health Board an equal amount. With the Budget made 
available from the State board of health and these two 
sources, offers of financial assistance and trained supervision 
were made to a number of counties, if the county authorities 
would appropriate at least as much for the support of county 
health service as would be provided from the outside cooperat- 
ing agencies. During that fiscal year whole-time health de- 
partments were organized in six additional counties—Nodaway, 
Pettis, Polk, Cape Girardeau, Monroe, and New Madrid. 

In the fiscal year 1922 additional whole-time county health 
departments were organized in four counties—Dunklin, Gentry, 
St. Francois, and St. Louis. 

An experienced officer of the United States Public Health 
Service was detailed to the State Board of Health of Missouri 
and by that board was put in charge of the administrative 
division of county health work før the whole State. 

The progress made in health promotion and disease preven- 
tion in all the demonstration county health projects in Missouri 
is significant. The details are set forth in the annual reports 
on the cooperative rural health work of the public health service, 

The cooperation of the Federal Government in rural health 
work in Missouri, the expenses for which are being taken on 
by State and local authorities in increasing proportion from 
year to year, Is recognized by all familiar with the work as 
having had a very potent influence in bringing about the good 
start made in that State for whole-time, efficient, economical, 
local health serviee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ROACH. I ask for two minutes additional time in order 
to finish. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request? 
[After a pause.} The Chair hears none. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. ROACH. Just a brief question. I have only a minute 
Or 80. 

Mr. BLANTON. What does the gentleman find in the hear- 
ings that would warrant the assumption that the committee 
has not done its duty in cutting this down? 

Mr. ROACH. Well, I do not find anything in the hearings 
which would, in my opinion, justify the committee in reducing 
the appropriation, though Members look at matters of this 
kind from different standpoints—— 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman would not say the committee 
did net inquire inte this? 

Mr. ROACH. Oh, certainly not. I believe the committee 
did its full duty in going into this matter, but it is largely a 
question of judgment as to whether or not this appropriation 
is adequate. I am trying to vision it from the statistics from 
one State in partieular of which I have just made mention, 
and which no doubt are illustrative of what is being done in 
other States. The public health department of my State is 
interested in increasing this appropriation to the amount 
recommended by the Bureau of the Budget, and I believe other 
States are similarly interested. The work being done highly 
commends itself to me. 

Mr. MADDEN. I understood the gentleman to say some- 
thing about birth rate a few moments ago. This has nothing 
to do with that; they have another organization which at- 
tends to it. 

Mr. ROACH. Oh, well, after all it is under general rural- 
Sanitation educational work, as I understand it, that this ap- 
propriation is being made. I think it does have something to 
do with it. I believe if the gentleman will go into the subject 
he will ascertain that the rural-sanitation educational and 


demonstration work has to do not only with death and birth 
rates but with all communicable diseases as well in rural com- 
munities. It is simply a matter of educating the publie and 
of devising ways and means to prevent insanitary conditions, 
the spread of disease, all of which, of course, will lower the 
death rate in births, as well as to prevent contagious disease 
of any kind. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROACH. I will. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. What amount was expended last year? 

Mr. ROACH. Last year the appropriation, I believe, was 
$50,000. However, if I recall correctly, the Bureau of the 
Budget recommended last year or the year previous an appre- 
priation for this educational work of $150,000. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROACH. I will. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Does not the gentleman think the 
appropriation abridges State rights to some extent? 

Mr. ROACH. Oh, no; certainly not; it does not do that. 
It is only available to States where such States or muniei- 
palities take advantage and cooperate with the Federal work 
in that respect. No State or community is required to take 
up the work unless they so desire. I believe every State should 
carry forward this work of education and insist upon adequate 
appropriations therefor. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again 
expired. 

Mr. ROACH. I ask unanimous eonsent to extend my re- 
marks upon this subject, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, it is always a question how 
far Federal apprepriations should be made for the conduct of a 
service that ought to be purely local. Now, a fair assumption is 
that every community ought to be interested in its own sanita- 
tien—snufficiently interested in it to have such sanitation as will 
protect health in the community. It is manifest that there are 
communities in the United States where that is not the case, 
and during the war there was a special interest excited in the 
question of rural sanitation because of the desire to protect the 
men who had gone into the Army, and considerably larger 
appropriations were made during the war than we are proposing 
to make now. The understanding all the time was that when 
the emergency was over that no further demands would be 
made for appropriations for this activity. The Publie Health 
Service has done a great deal of good in pointing the way to 
rural communities as to how they can best furnish themselyes 
with sanitary conditions under which they ought to live. The 
main purpose of the appropriation is not for the Government to 
go out and do the work of sanitation but to go ont and lecture 
to those who do not understand, to point the way, in other 
words, as to what local communities should do. I know of cases 
where in certain sections of the country bad sanitary conditions 
existed, and those conditions have been greatly improved as a 
result of the lectures delivered by men from the Public Health 
Service. But the question in the mind of the eommittee was as 
to whether the Federal Government should be charged with the 
responsibility of pointing the way to every community in all its 
varied activities of life 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. I Will. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Is it out of this fund that they send out 
men from the health department to stamp out the mosquito? 

Mr. MADDEN. No; not out of this. f 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Is it not part of this? 

Mr. MADDEN. It is ont of different funds. There are 
several appropriations, some of whieh have to do with the 
mosquito. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. It occurred to me there should be a larger 
sum if it were for that purpose. 

Mr. MADDEN, I simply wish to say that the judgment of 
the committee was that the sum should be $50,000. They are 
asking for an additional number of people to be employed there, 
from 63, which they now have, to 101. I do not pretend to say 
that my judgment is complete, and I am perfectly willing to 
submit the question for the committee to decide in any way 
they wish. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. TAYLOR of West Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman need not make his talk, for 
I am agreeable, in order to expedite this matter 

a BLANTON. There may be others who desire to say a 
wor 
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Mr. TAYLOR of West Virginia. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the committee, I will not take five minutes. I had an 
amendment ready, seeking to increase the sum allowed for 
rural sanitation to the figure set by the gentleman from Mis- 


souri [Mr. Roach. The offering of his amendment obviated 
the necessity for mine. 

The need for an increased appropriation for the very neces- 
sary dissemination of knowledge of rural sanitation was quite 
recently brought to my attention by a letter from the West 
Virginia State Department of Health, calling attention to the 
fact that the Budget recommendation of $74,300 had been cut to 
$50,000 by the Appropriations Committee. Rural sanitation 
is a matter of vital importance to the people of West Virginia 
inasmuch as 70 per cent of our population live in rural areas 
and are deplorably deficient in adequate medical service. We 
find that physicians living in rural communities are being 
drawn to cities, leaving the citizens of the rural communities 
without the medical safeguards they once had and increasing 
the necessity for added carefulness in the prevention of disease, 
such as a knowledge of rural sanitation would give. You must 
remember that in our rural communities sometimes it is 
several miles to the nearest physician and that the character 
of our roads in the wintertime makes it almost impossible for 
the physician to respond to a rural call. The thing that we 
want to do is to teach the people in rural communities how to 
prevent disease and in this way render it unnecessary, in a 
jarge measure, to call a physician to combat a disease which 
could have been prevented by necessary knowledge. 

The health department of my State is interested in this 
matter. It works in harmonious cooperation with the United 
States Public Health Service. What is true of my State is 
also true of many others where the population is largely rural 
and it occurs to me that the increased appropriation asked for, 
in view of the great public good which will necessarily result, 
is fair and just, and I sincerely hope that the appropriation 
will be increased by the adoption of the gentleman’s amendment 
from the $50,000 named in the bill to the $74,300 asked for by 
the Budget and which we are now insisting shall be given. I 
am always for economy, realizing that the only way to reduce 
taxes is by reducing expenditures, but I am quite sure that the 
appropriation bill before us, carrying total appropriations of 
over seven hundred millions of dollars, offers a large number of 
instances where economy could be practiced without detriment 
to the public service and without denying to any rural com- 
munity the right to be instructed in the prevention of disease. 

Mr. MANLOVE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
minutes. 

Mr. MANLOVE. It seems to me, my friends, that the best 
way to get at the reasonableness of the proposition is to take 
into consideration the scope of the work and the general effect 
that the expenditure of the money and the work have had on 
the individual communities to which the work is applied. I 
represent the fifteenth district of Missouri, and Joplin, Mo., is 
in one of the counties in which this development and supple- 
mental work was carried on in the State of Missouri. You 
will notice that in the bill provision is made that the community 
or municipality where the extension work is provided for shall 
spend at least half the money. Jasper County, Mo., has a health 
department, the expense of which for the most part is paid 
for through the county and municipal appropriations, but the 
Federal service did appropriate and expend a certain amount of 
its nfoney there, as was called to your attention by my colleague 
from Missouri [Mr. Roach]. 

Let me call your attention to the result of some of that work. 
The money derived from this source was used in manners 
similar to the following example: When these men came into 
Missouri and went out into the hill counties, using Joplin, Mo., 
as the base, and advertised that they would examine all cases 
of trachoma, one of the dread diseases of the country, causing 
blindness to hundreds and thousands of people all over the 
United States, and one of the dread diseases which has been 
brought here to some extent from some of the foreign coun- 
tries, including Russia, and the doctors on whom I can rely 
in Joplin for the truth of their statements tell me that for the 
most part the extension work and the education and the treat- 
ment were paid for from this very source, the appropriation 
for which my colleague [Mr. Roacu] is calling for an increase. 
Now, we have almost eradicated trachoma from these mountain 
districts. 

Mr. MADDEN. This appropriation has nothing to do with 
trachoma. We have another appropriation to cover trachoma, 
but this appropriation has nothing whatever to do with 
trachoma. 


The gentleman is recognized for five 
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Mr. MANLOVE. I will say this, that they are treating 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman submit to an 
inguiry there? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. ROACH. It occurs to me that rural sanitation is a 
broad item, and any demonstration work in connection with it 
that would have a tendency to improve the conditions would 
certainly be beneficial. 

Mr. MANLOVE. I think you will find out beyond all per- 
adventure of a doubt that these Federal and State and county 
officials are giving demonstrations out of this appropriation for 
extension work. 


Mr. MADDEN. The bills could not be paid out of it. If 
they undertook it, the bills would not be paid. 

Mr. MANLOVE. Granting that that may be true, I am 
satisfied the example applies. State and Federal officials 
came into one county in my State where there was an epidemic 
of typhoid fever, 51 families being affected with it. Local 
doctors and officials were not able to locate the source of this 
typhoid fever. Almost immediately these Federal officials 
located the source of this typhoid fever in the summer time 
as coming from the well of a country schoolhouse, and 
immediately after that investigation the epidemic of typhoid 
fever subsided, and not another case has occurred. I heartily 
approve the proposed increase in the appropriation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired, Without objection, the pro forma amendment is 
withdrawn. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute in line 
16, to strike out $50,000" and insert $25,000.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BAN TON; Page 31, line 16, strike out 
* $50,000" and insert in ljen thereof “ $25,000." 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the trouble is that a lot of 
us are mixing up the purposes of this paragraph with that of 
other paragraphs. We have an idea that this covers a certain 
line of work that we have an interest in, when the fact is, pro- 
vision is made for that other work in a large sum elsewhere in 
the bill, For example, here is an item for the Washington 
office of the Public Health Service, $104,405; another, for the 
Public Health officers' pay, allowance, and commutation of 
quarters, $1,135,000; another, for the pay of acting assistant 
surgeons, $300,000; another, for the pay of all other employees, 
$840,000; another, for freight and transportation, $30,000; an- 
other, for maintaining the hygienic laboratory, $44,600; an- 
other, for preparation for shipment and transportation to 
their former homes the remains of officers, $3,000; another, for 
journals and scientific hooks, $500; another, for medical ex- 
aminations and other matters, $4,900,000; another, for quaran- 
tine service, $479,000; another, for prevention of epidemics, 
$332,910. Under this paragraph is covered the matter to 
which my colleague [Mr. HupsperH] referred. And still an- 
other, for field investigations, $275,086. There is provided all 
of these various sums for the Public Health Service. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I want to say to my colleague that I am 
in sympathy with the pending amendment, but I would like to 
know what it does cover. The chairman says it does not cover 
trachoma. 

Mr. MADDEN. It does not. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. What does it cover? 

Mr. BLANTON. Then there is an item for interstate quar- 
antine service, $21,900; for rural sanitation, $50,000; and then 
to regulate the propagation and sale of viruses, $41,320, and 
for maintenance and expenses of the division of venereal dis- 
eases, $25,000. 

All of this comes under the Public Health Service of the 
United States Government. I wish every one of us could sit 
down every day in the year, especially when appropriation 
bills are up, and read that splendid speech that was delivered 
here not long ago by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. TUCKER] 
on the Federal Constitution and what we are doing under it 
every day. How far are we going to extend this paternalistic 
legislation? How far are we going on it? [Applause.] I am 
not willing for the Federal Government to come down into the 
State of Texas and tell us what we shall do on everything. I 
am not willing that it shall come down into Texas and tell us 
what we shall or shall not do on education, and what we shall 
or shall not do in the way of public health, and what we shall 
or shall not do about rural sanitation. Our ideas may not 
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conform to tliose of some of these little assistant surgeons that 
they may send down to instruct us, 
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Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman Seventh. Immunizing of population against contagious dis- 


yield there? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Does the gentleman object to the 
activities of the Federal Government in his State and other 
States carried on through the Agricultural Department? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; I do not; within proper lines; but I 
want to say that out of all the millions of dollars we are appro- 
priating in this House every year in the name of agriculture, 
the farmers do not get the benefit of one-third of the money, 
most of it going for overhead’ expensés and various other 
matters, 

Mr. WOLFF. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. A 

Mr. WOLFF. I would like tọ ask fhe gentleman from Texas 
whether he does not realize that while this appropriation is 
made for the Public Health Service, it really goes to his State 
officials and is an aid to his State officials? 

Mr. BLANTON, Much is wasted in traveling expenses on 
junket trips made by some of these assistant surgeons from 
Washington. Our friend from Missouri [Mr. Maxrovzl said 
that when people in his State suffered from sore eyes they sent 
a man down there and told them how to cure their sore eyes. 
They had a little community meeting, and one of these little 
assistant surgeons was sent to attend that meeting. They 
entertained him and they had a conference with him, when, as 
a matter of fact, they could have written to the Surgeon Gen- 
eral oni gotten the same information from him and stopped the 
trachoma, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. The question is on the substitute offered by the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Te question was taken, and the substitute was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is now on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Missouri. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Buantron) there were—ayes 45, noes 19. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to revise and extend my remarks on the subject of rural sani- 
tation. 5 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani- 
mous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the RECORD 
on the subject of rural sanitation. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman, referring to the report 
from the Committee on Appropriations to aecampany H. R. 
6349, now under consideration, and to page 11, I find the fol- 


lowing statement: 
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE. 


Decreases amounting to $163,610.62 bave been recommended for the 
Public Health Service for next year, bringing their total annual appro- 
priation for 1925 to $8,582,721, as against $8,746,331.62 for 1924. 
There has been no decrease in the commissioned personnel, the amounts 
making the reduction mentioned above being taken in small amounts 
from the several appropriations under the bureau, with the exception 
of the Division ef Venereal Diseases. In this division the committee 
made a reduction of $124,000 under the Budget estimates and elimi- 
nated the language in the paragraph allotting money to the different 
States for cooperation with the division. 


And by referring to the bill, H. R. 6349, page 31, beginning 
at line 12, I find the committee providing an appropriation of 
$50,000 for rural sanitation, which is a reduction of $25,000 
from the provision in the Budget for this important work. 

The matter of rural sanitation is of such vital importance to 
the rural sections of the Nation that I want to urge the Con- 
gress to increase this appropriation to the amount recommended 
in the Budget. 

What do we mean by rural sanitation? How does it benefit 
the farmer and residents of rural sections? 

First. The Government, through the Public Health Service, 
puts at the disposal of the several rural communities experi- 
enced scientific men who can carry on this work. 

Second. The work consists of a general education of the 
public to the necessity and methods of prevention of all con- 
tagious and communicable diseases, 

Third, The protection of public and private water supplies 
from pollution. 

Fourth, Care and disposal of sewage in a sanitary manner. 

Fifth. Examination of defective children and correction of 
defects us far as possible. 

Sixth. Establishment of clinics, 


Cases, 


Highth. Control and quarantine of contagious and communl- 
cable diseases. 

Is this work of practical benefit? 

The great loss of many millions to the farmers of the United 
States each year caused by disease and large medical bills 
runs into approximately a million dollars per State. This loss 
enn be greatly curtailed, and where cooperation ts given, 
fully eliminated ‘by rural sanitation. This has been proved 
during the last few years by the work done by the rural-saml- 
tation section of the United States Public Health Service in 
60 counties in 17 States. The present administration, realizing 
the importance of giving the farmers of the country some con- 
crete help by means of Federal appropriations to assist them 
and their communities in lowering this great drain on the 
farmers’ finances, through the Budget Commission, recom- 
mended the small appropriation of $75,000 for the next year’s 
work; this amount, while small, would enable the work to be 
Started in several new States that have requested the aid of 
the Government service along these lines. That this work 
is considered important to the farmers’ interests of the en- 
tire country is shown by the resolution adopted at the fifth 
annual convention of the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
which met at Chicago December 10, 11, 12, 1923: 


PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE. 


We approve of the United States Public Health Service in all of its 
activities in rural districts and ask that this work be developed and 
urge that local farm bureaus cooperate whole-beartedly with the health 
service jn making its rural program effective. 


‘The following short summary of one part of the work is 
mentioned: In five counties in one ‘State during the last four 
years, with a total appropriation of $6,100 of Federal funds, 
local appropriations of $59,000 have been secured to do the 
work. The work accomplished has amounted to over 8300. 
000, and the disease reduction has been over 65 per cent, 
with a saving ‘in these counties of over $64,000 to the farmers 
in medical bills, and so forth. "These are facts, and the work 
has proven of such importance to the farmers of the country 
fhat they desire its extension. On one disease alone—typhoid 
fever—the death rate has been reduced until in some of the 
counties no deaths occurred in 1923. The work has a great 
bearing on other diseases also, such as tuberculosis, infantile 
intestinal disorders, smaltpox, malaria, and so forth. 

The appropriation for rural sanitation shows a larger ‘return 
to the Federal Government for the amount expended than any 
other apprepriation made toward safeguarding the lives and 
happiness of the rural sections of our country. 

I desire to incorporate herein as a part of my remarks the 
report of L. L. Lumsden, surgeon, United States Public Heatth 
Service, on cooperative rural health work for the year ending 
December 31, 1923. (Public Health Reports, vol. 38, December 
14, 1923; No. 50 at p. 2941.) 


SPECIAL DEMONSTRATION WORK IN VIRGINIA COUNTIES. 


The plan of special demonstration werk in rural sanitation which was 
carried out in Virginia in 11 counties in the fiscal year 1920, in 10 
connties in the fiscal year 1921, and in 14 counties in the fiscal year 
1922 was carried out in 12 counties in that State in the fiscal year 
1923. This plan, which bas been described in previous reports, con- 
tinues to prove highly suceessful. After four years’ trial it appears to 
meet better than could any other plan yet praposed the situations in 
rural counties in which effective health work, if begun at all, must be 
started on a low-cost basis and in which outdoor sanitary measures, 
such as control of soil pollution, protection of domestic water supplies, 
and control of mosquito breeding, are expecially indicated in the begin- 
ning of the local program of rural health work. In the average of the 
12 county projects in the fiscal year 1923 the total cost af the services 
of the county sanitary officer was about $2,749. Based on very con- 
servative estimates the saving to the county in dollars and cents as a 
result of the services of the sanitary officer amounts, as u rule, to more 
than ten times the cost of the services. 

The sanitary progress made in the average county in which a whole 
time sanitary officer has been engaged for a year or more is remark- 
able. By the end of the fiscal year 1923 sanitary toilets had been 
installed at all of the public schools In 3 of the counties, and at over 
75 per cent of the public schools in 4 other of the 12 counties in-which 
cooperative projects with the county sanitary officer were conducted. 
during that year. Practically all of these public schools were either 
without toilets of any kind or were provided with grossly insanitury 
privies before the advent of the county sanitary officer. In each of 


8 of the 12 counties more than 1,000 sanitary privies or septic turks 
have been installed at private homes as a result of the strictly educa- 


tlonal, persuastve, and practically helpful activities of the sanitary 
officer, In some of the counties in which typhoid fever and dysentery 
were veritable scourges every year before the establishment of the 
fanitary service the prevalence of these diseases has been so reduced 
What the occurrence of one case in a neighborhood now causes an 
acute and widespread interest in the possible source of the infection, 
quick action to secure needed sanitary improvements at the afflicted 
and near-by homes, and hurry calls for antityphold inoculation of 
persons in the vicinity. In one of the larger counties (Chesterfield) 
jn which a sanitary officer has been engaged since 1919 not a case of 
typhoid fever was reported in the calendar year 1922. In another 
county (Greensville) a sanitary officer has been engaged since July, 
1919, and good sanitary progress has been made. A hookworm survey 
made in that county in the summer of 1910 showed an infection of 
65 per cent of the persons examined. A similar survey made in the 
summer of 1923 showed an Infection of only 8.5 per cent. In four of 
the counties (Carroll, Greensville, Henry, and Pulaski) the death rate 
in 1922 from diarrhea and dysentery in children under 2 years of age 
‘was less than one-half of the rate for the State as a whole. 

Since the inauguration of the plan of sanitary-officer demonstration 
work in rural sanitation in Virginia (February, 1919) there has been 
no difficulty in finding in that State counties whose authorities were 
willing to make appropriations of county money to secure the co- 
operation of the State board of health and the United States Public 
Health Service in carrying out the demonstration projects. The boards 
of supervisors in a number of the counties, though compelled by eco- 
nomic conditions during the last two years to reduce or ¢liminate other 
expenditures, have yoted unhesitatingly to continue the appropriations 
for the county sanitary officer service. Whenever the work has been 
discontinued in one county, one or more counties have been ready with 
county appropriations to take the place of that county on the coopera- 
tive list. Thus the funds available to the State board of health and the 
Tnited States Public Health Service for the cooperative demonstration 
projects in rural sanitation in Virginia are always spread as far as 
they will go. 

If the combined funds of the State and Federal cooperating agencies 
were adequate to meet as much as two-fifths of the total cost, it is 
probable that whole-time county health service could be developed within 
a short time in a large majority of the counties in the State which 
are not now provided with such service. An offer from the central 
health agencies to supervise and financially assist in the support of the 
work is a potent factor in the persuasion of the average county board 
of superyisors to make an appropriation for whole-time county health 
service. Without such cooperation from the State and Federal health 
agencies satisfactory progress in county health work is not to be ex- 
pected in Virginia or in any of the other States. 


As to expenditures, I wish to quote into the Recoxp, a portion 
of the report of the Public Health Service, rendered December 
14, 1923 (Public Health Reports, vol. 38, No. 50, p. 2931) : 


The appropriation for the rural health work of the Public Health 
Service in the fiscal year 1928 was again only $50,000. At the termina- 
tion of the fiscal year 1922, $13,308.42 unexpended under contracts 
made during that year remain. ‘Thus, $63,808.42 was available for 
the support of the activity in the fiscal year 1923. Of this sum, 
$46,871.14 was expended in allotments for cooperative projects in coun- 
ties, and $4,277.78 was expended for administration, supervision of local 
projects, and special studies of the problem of rural sanitation. The 
unexpended balance of the total sum available was included in allot- 
ments to some of the cooperative projects which, because of various 
local circumstances, conld not be completed by the end of the fiscal 
year. With the existing differences between the Federal fiscal year and 
the fiscal years of some of the States and localities in which the work is 
done, it would not be ‘practicable, without lessening the degree of 
economy striven for, to arrange contracts so that the allotment of 
Federal funds to every project would be expended exactly by the end of 
the Federal fiscal year. 

The total expenditure for the support of the 60 local projects was 
$453,339.86 inf the fiscal year 1928. Of this sum, an aggregate of 
$336.973.45 was provided from State, county, and munvieipal govern- 
mental sources; $69,095.27 came from civic sources, such as loca! 
health associations, local Red Cross chapters, and the International 
Health Board; and $46,871.14 came from the rural sanitation funds of 
the Public Health Service. Thus this investment of Federal funds 
was met with odds of nearly 9 to 1. The proportion of the expenses 
covered with funds from local sources is significant; it gives some 
idea of the stimulating effect of the cooperation of the Federal Govern- 
ment, und suggests what might be accomplished in this vitally im- 
portant, nation-wide field if sufficient funds were made available to 
permit the Federal Government to extend this plan of cooperation. 


I repeat again, Mr. Speaker, a continuation and extension of 
this work is of the greatest importance to the rural sections of 
our Nation. It is, of course, a nonpartisan matter. Many of 
us about election time profess the greatest interest and con- 
cern about the peace, progress, and welfare of our friends in 
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the rural sections. Now, I appeal to you, let us make a prac- 
tical demonstration of our regard by restoring to this bill the 
amount of $75,000, as provided in the Budget. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of 
rural sanitation. ; 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from West Virginia asks 
unanimous consent to reyise and extend his remarks In the 
Recorp on the question of rural sanitation. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the amendment 
of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Roach] to increase the 
appropriation from $50,000 to $74,300 is a very commendable 
one, after due consideration of the amount of good derived 
from the expenditures of said appropriation in conjunction 
with the amount of the various States which have recognized 
this work and concurred therein, 

There are many places in every State where insanitary con- 
ditions are and may exist, and many of these places are cor- 
rected and made sanitary, saving and prolonging the lives of 
many people through the cooperation of the State and Federal 
boards. Were it not for the cooperation of these boards, the 
percentage of death rate would be much higher. 

In every State of the Union there are many rural communi- 
tles where physiclans are very scarce, and the sanitary con- 
ditions often become very alarming. It is hard to come in 
possession of the knowledge of said existing conditions. The 
existence of stagnant pools and contaminated wells, infected 
and disease-bearing substances, avoid discovery without special 
search is made. All of which is brought about by the co- 
operation of these sanitary boards. 

The operation In my State—West Virginia—under the direc- 
tion of Dr. W. T. Henshaw, has been very fruitful in many 
sections, checking and preventing the breaking out of contagious 
disease by cleaning up contaminated places and rendering them 
sanitary. Much good has been derived and great results have 
been obtained from the expenditure of the amount allotted to 
my State, and they could use a larger sum in a very judicious 
and helpful way. 

I know I am not only voicing the sentiment of the people of 
my State but that of every other State when I ask that this 
amount which has been recommended by the committee to be 
reduced to $50,000 be kept at $75,000, and trust the amendment 
will be adopted and said amount be appropriated. 

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr, Chairman, it has been well said 
that the health of the public ought to be one of the chief con- 
siderations of the statesman. In the year 1908, 8,000,000 people 
in a single Province in India died from malarial fever. ‘To-day 
those who speak with authority tell us that malaria may be 
eradicated from any locality. The Federal Government, under 
Alabama's great son, William ©. Gorgas, cleaned up Panama, 
and rid it of fever and disease. The Federal Government has 
done the same thing for Cuba and many parts of the Philip- 
pine Islands. Why should not the Federal Government render 
some aid to the State in the State's fight for the health of our 
people? I believe that there is no greater responsibility resting 
upon the Federal Government than that it should do this. 

During the Great War we witnessed the tragic condition of 
nearly one-third of the men of this Nation called to service in 
the hour of the Nation's need found unfit for service on account 
of physical disability. The power of our Nation for defense in 
time of war depends essentially upon the health of our people. 
The general welfare of our people in time of peace depends 
essentially upon the health of our people. There can be no 
prosperity and no happiness unless our people be strong and 
able-bodied. 

THE STATES ARE DOING THEIR PART. 

The States are surely doing their part in this matter of rural 
sanitation. The total expenditures from all sources—State, 
county, municipal, and Federal—for the fiscal year 1923 was 
$453,839.86. The report of Dr. L. L. Lumsden, surgeon, United 
States Public Health Service, made December 14, 1922, shows 
that this sum was provided as follows: 


Of the sum of $453,889.86, an aggregate of $836,978.45 was pro- 
vided from State, county, and municipal governmental sources; 
$69,995.27 came from civic sources, such as local healtb associations, 
local Red Cross chapters, and the International Health Board; and 
$46,371.14 came from the rural sanitation funds of the Public Health 
Service. Thus this investment of Federal funds was met with odds 
of nearly 9 to 1. The proportion of the expenses covered with funds 
from local sources is significant: it gives some idea of the stimulating 


| effect of the cooperation of the Federal Government and suggests what 


might be accomplished in this vitally important, nation-wide field if 
sufficient funds were made available to permit the Federal Government 
to extend this plan of cooperation. 


THE WORK—A GREAT ECONOMIC SAVING, 


The results of the work that is being carried on show a 
tremendous economic saving. As an illustration of this fact 
let us take the work in Madison County in my own State of 
Alabama. The county has a population of 50,000 inhabitants. 
The average annual death rate per thousand of population for 
the five-year period before the whole-time county health service 
was started was approximately 19; In the last three years, 
the time in which the county bas had full-time health service, 
the average annual death rate per thousand of population has 
been 12. s 

This means approximately 350 less deaths a year in the 
county. According to the figures of the Public Health Service, 
the lowering of the number of deaths by 350 means the pre- 
vention of about 3,500 cases of incapacitating illness. The 
average case of such illness costs about $100 in wage loss 
and attendance upon the sick. Thus, according to the Public 
Health Service the saving to the citizens of Madison County 
is about $350,000 a year. The whole-time county health service 
has been maintained in Madison County at a cost of about 
$14,000 a year. 

The Budget recommends and proyides $74,300 as the Federal 
Government’s part in this great work of rural sanitation. Why 
cut down that sum to $50,000? Why curtail the Federal Goy- 
ernment’s part in this splendid work? What reason has been 
advanced for any such action on the part of the House? Permit 
me to conclude these brief remarks by citing you 21 reasons 
why the recommendation of the Budget should stand: 


The cooperative projects in rural sanitation work in the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1923, yielded results exceeding in value manifold the 
cost of the work. -Among the activities and results to which especial 
consideration may be given, are: 

1. Public lectures presenting the principles and details of sanitation 
to over 291,000 persons. 

2. Over 124,000 sanitary inspections of premises, with explanation 
of findings to occupants (or owners) of the properties. 

8. Physical examination of over 146,000 school children of whom 
over 89,000 were found to have incapacitating physical defects, with 
notification of parents, or guardians, of defects found. 

4. Twenty-two thousand nine hundred and ninety recorded treat- 
ments effecting correction of incapacitating physical defects among 
school children, brought about by written notification to parents or 
guardians, follow-up visits to homes of the children, making available 
proper clinical facilities, and other activities of the county or district 
health departments. 

5. Twenty-five thousand four hundred and ten visits to homes of 
cases of communicable disense to advise and show the afflicted house- 
holds how to prevent spread of the infections. 

6. Four thousand eight hundred and forty-four visits by bealth 
nurses to prenatal cases to advise with and assist expectant mothers 
in carrying out hygienic and physiological measures making for healthy 
mothers and healthy babies. 

T. Fifteen thousand seven hundred and nineteen infants and pre- 
school children examined, and over 18,000 home visits by health nurses 
or health officers to demonstrate hygienic measures for the promotion 
of the health and the protection of the lives of infants. 

S. Twenty-seven thousand five hundred and eighty-six persons inocu- 
lated for protection against typhoid fever, 

9. Thirteen thousand eight hundred and nine persons vaccinated 
against smallpox. 

10. Six thousand three hundred and ninety-three children inoculated 
with toxin-antitoxin mixture for immunization against diphtheria. 

11, Fifty-four thousand four hundred and twenty-six cows tuber- 
culin tested, with elimination of reactors from herds, to prevent com- 
munication of bovine tuberculosis to persons through the medium of 
milk. 

12, One thousand cight hundred and thirty-three persons treated 
effectively for relief from hookworm disease and for the prevention of 
the spread of the infection. 

13. Marked reduction in the sprend of malaria in hundreds of locali- 
ties, with an aggregate population of several hundred thousand. 

14. Twenty thousand six hundred and sixty-four treatments to rid 
persons of venereal disease infection and prevent the spread of the 
infection, 

15. Fourteen thousand seven hundred and sixty-one cases of danger- 
ous communicable diseases quarantined to prevent spread of infection 
in the local community, the State, and throughout the country. 

16, The installation of 14,677 sanitary privies and 777 septic tanks 
at dwellings where previously there had been either grossly insanitary 
privies or no toilets of any sort. 

17, Eleyen thousand three hundred and sixty-three privies repaired 
so as again to be of sanitary type. 

18. Two thousand six hundred and sixty-two homes connected for 
the first time with sanitary sewers. 
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19. Two thousand eight hundred and ninety-one homes provided 
with clean water supplies in place of contaminated water supplies. 

20. Radical improvement of 789 public milk supplies, the milk from 
which was being distributed to a considerable extent through the 
channels of interstate commerce, to prevent the spread, through milk 
and milk products, of such infections as those of typhoid fever, scarlet 
lever, diphtheria, tuberculosis, septic sore throat, and infant diarrhea. 

21. Eight thousand and fifty-two citizens over 40 years of age 
examined and advised about measures to conserve their vital capital. 

Such results indicate that the plan of the work is both compre- 
hensive and effective. They mean prevention of premature human 
death, prevention of human iliness, promotion of human health, con- 
servation of economic resources. They stand in importance to our 
national welfare second to no other results obtainable from equivalent 
investment of public funds. (Report of Public Health Service. Dee. 
14, 1923.) 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


For the maintenance and expenses of the Division of Venereal Dis- 
eases, established by sections 3 and 4, Chapter XV, of the act approved 
July 9, 1918, including personal and other services in the field anil 
in the District of Columbia, $25,000. 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. LaGuanpia: Page 32, line 7, strike out 
“ $25,000" and insert in lieu thereof $100,000." 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I desire to call the atten- 
tion of the committee to work -covered by the appropriation in 
this paragraph. It was instituted, I understand, during the 
war. Of course, in my State we have no special need for it, 
because the State health department and the health depart- 
ment of the city of New York are doing a great deal of work 
along these lines, However, there is great need for it in 
certain portions of the country, and in some of the Southern 
States, I understand, the public health services believe the 
continuance of the work absolutely necessary. 

Mr. DOWELL. The appropriation is inadequate. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. As the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
DbowELL] suggests, the public health services in some of the 
Southern States believe the appropriation is inadequate to do 
all of the work that is required there. Under the appropria- 
tion carried in this bill the work which can be carried on 
along this line is reduced almost to the minimum, and it tends 
to curtail the work of the Public Health Service to the ex- 
tent of destroying this important social Service. I believe it 
would be a mistake to discontinue this very beneficial service 
that has been rendered for the last few years, and I hope 
the appropriation will be increased to at least $100,000. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I simply want to say in this 
connection that it was distinctly understood, I think on every 
hand, that when the war was over this activity would cease. 
We were contributing to each of the States a certain amount 
of the money appropriated during the war, and we continued 
that for some period after the war. For 1925 the Public 
Health Service recommended the distribution of $25,000 among 
the States as the contribution of the Federal Government, a 
ridiculous sum and of no consequence whatever for the promo- 
tion of this activity. They asked for $149,000, if I recall, 
$25,000 of which was to be distributed among the States. The 
gentlemen of the House can see how much each State would 
get if we gave them $25,000 for that purpose. It would be silly, 
useless, and nonsense, in my judgment. Then, another thing, 
with only $25,000 to be distributed. among the States out of 
$149,000, the other $124,000 was to be used to employ people in 
the Public Health Service, and yet there was not u thing in the 
world which justified their employment. 

What we want to do is to maintain the service on a suffi- ” 
ciently large scale to enable the Public Health Service to get 
out circulars advising communities as to what they ought to do, 
as well as local health officials throughout the Nation. Twenty- 
five thousand dollars is adequate for that purpose, and it is as 
far as the Government ought to go. The appropriation ought 
not to be’enlarged, and I hope the amendment of the gentleman 
from New York will not prevail. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Dves not the gentleman think the com- 
mittee should have hud the courage to cut it all out? Are we 


ever to get rid of these little expenditures which the war fas- 
tened on us? 

Mr. MADDEN. The committee decided it would probably be 
wise to allow the Public Health Service to get out circulars 


advising the various communities of the country as to what 
they should do, and the committee thought $25,000 would be 
adequate for that p 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. If the gentieman will go to the various 
communities, he will find that most of those circulars are 
thrown into the waste-paper baskets. 

Mr. MADDEN. That may be true. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Is it not more economical to spend this 
money for the prevention of disease than to take care of public 
charges as the result of spreading such disease? 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman knows that no matter how 
much money is appropriated, the disease will not be prevented. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. But it would tend to prevent it. My 
State and city provide millions of dollars for the Public Health 
Service. 

Mr. MADDEN. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I am heartily in accord with what 
the gentleman from Ilinois has said, and I hope the committee 
will not vote in favor of the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from New York. 

Mr. MADDEN. I would not object if the whole amount was 
stricken out. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. But I wish to say to the gentleman 
from New York that when certain other matters come up which 
will be of help to the South I hope he will be as active as he is 
now. This $25,000, I fear, would not take care of New York 
City. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. I want to say to the gentleman from 
Florida that New York City appropriates millions of dollars 
for its health department, and when T referred to the South I 
did so in no spirit of criticism, but was only speaking of the 
condition which exists. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the afnendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


For wages of workmen and other employees, $90,000, 


Mr. VAILE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Varre: Page 83, Une 16, after the word 
“employees,” strike out “ $90,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
“$106,800.” 


Mr. VAILE. Mr. Chairman, the amount carried in the 
estimate for the Denver Mint was $150,000, while the amount 
carried in the bill for salaries is $43,200, and for wages $90,000. 
The situation is that at Denver there is an accumulation of 
$5,000,000 worth of silver bullion. They have an electrolytic 
retinery which was not operated for several years but is 
now being operated, and the resumption of operations of that 
refinery was made necessary by this accumulation of bullion 
in an unrefined state. Before it can be used for coinage it 
has to be refined, and the appropriation allowed by the House 
Committee, I am informed by the Director of the Mint, will 
not be sufficient to pay the salaries of the men engaged In 

s this necessary work. I ask in this amendment for a small 
addition of $16,800. I may say that the charges for the refining 
are paid into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts, and the 
charges more than pay the cost of the service. Besides the 
charges which are paid into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts, there are valuable by-products, such as platinum and 

* palladium, which are valuable to the Government, and I under- 
stand more than amount to the cost of this service. 

Mr, BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VAILE. Yes. 

Mr, BLANTON. Is this the proposition of the gentleman in 
connection with which the distinguished gentleman's picture 
has appeared in so many newspapers? g 

Mr. VAILE. No; I will present that proposition to the 
gentleman later. 

Mr. BLANTON. We will want to give a good deal of 
consideration to that proposition of the gentleman. 

Mr. VAILE. I thank the gentleman and I will appreciate 
such consideration. 

If this amendment is adopted I shall ask for a further small 
increase for incidental and contingent expenses necessary in 
the treatment of bullion, which is the next item in the bill. 


Yes; that is true, but that is for local affairs. 
Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, the Denver Mint had esti- 
mates for 1925 amounting to $150,000 for salaries and wages, 
and $65,000 for contingent expenses, making in all $215,000, 
The current appropriation for the Denver Mint for salaries is 
$43,200, wages $90,000, contingent expenses $50,000, or a total 
of $183,200. 

The committee found upon the hearings that nearly every 
mint or assay office had a request for increased appropriations, 
some for an increased number of employees and some for in- 
creased compensation. It frequently occurred, we discovered 
after careful investigation, that the additional sum requested 
was to enable the Director of the Mint to increase the com- 
pensation of those who were employed in these different serv- 
fees. There is a classification act in process of being put into 
force. It may not be completed between now and the ist of 
July, but if it is, all the salaries of the Government forces in the 
field will be increased, and I submit to the committee there 
ought not to be any legislation here on this bill blindly in- 
creasing the compensation or authorizing anybody to use the 
funds for that purpose. As far as we could see, there is not a 
bit of information in anybody's possession that justifies a dol- 
lar of increise in the appropriations submitted for your con- 
sideration at the Denver Mint. Of course, the local people 
want the increase. Undoubtedly, they want it. They want it 
everywhere, but there is not any more justification for it here 
than there is in several other places where it will be attempted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Oolorado, 75 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For incidental and contingent expenses, including new machinery 
and repairs, wastage in melting and refining department and coining 
department, and loss on sale of sweeps arising from the treatment of 
bullion and the ‘manufacture of coin, $50,000. 


Mr. VAILE. Mr. Chairman ' 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Van: 
850,000“ and insert 865.000.“ 


Mr. VAILE. Mr. Chairman, I do not wish to detain the 
committee with this matter because it naturally follows the 
other amendment. I do want to emphasize the statement that 
the cost of refining this silver is not a burden on the Govern- 
ment, because more than that cost is returned in the form of 
miscellaneous receipts and by-products. _ 

The CHATRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Colorado, 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr, SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word. I do this, Mr. Chairman, for the purpose of 
calling the attention of the chairman of the committee to some 
facts which exist in my State and in other States that cater to 
tourists. There is no Member of Congress who takes a greater 
interest in postal employees than the chairman who has this 
bill in charge. He works hard on it and is as well posted, and 
perhaps better posted, than any Member of Congress. Florida, 
as you know, is a tourist resort, and we are glad to have the 
people from IIlinois and Ohio and other States come down 
there. I notice in looking over the bill that the appropriation 
for post-office inspectors has been increased over last year 
$35,000. 

Mr. MADDEN, That is on account of the larger number of 
inspectors, 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Yes; and I am not objecting to that. 

Mr. MADDEN. And, in addition to that, on account of the 
classification act. They were not under the classification act 
before. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I do not want to ask for more 
time 

Mr. MADDEN. All right; I will not interfere further. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I am not objecting to that increase; 
but that does not give the public any more or better mail 
service. That simply keeps the postmasters and postal em- 
ployees straight, or is supposed to keep them straight, I notice 
under postmasters there has been a reduction of $095,000. T 
notice under separating mails a reduction of $40,000. I notice 
under allowance to third-class offices there has been an increase 
of $150,000, but $50,000 less than the amount suggested by the 
Bureau of the Budget. Now, take Orlando, Pla.—and I just 
take that one place as an illustration, although there are many 
places in my district that are in exactly the same situation. 
I took this matter up with the First Assistant Postmaster 
General, and an inspector was sent down there. I understand 


Page 33, Une 21, strike out 


1924. 


he spent about three hours in that beautiful city;-and I will 
read, in part, his report—I am not reading the whole thing: 


There is no congestion except during the tourist season. The only 
time there is any congestion whatever is during the holiday season, 
for n period of approximately 30 days. 


Now, I have lived within 18 miles of Orlando for 42 years. 
There is a congested conditjon at Orlando during the entire 
year. I have appealed to the Post Office Department several 
times during the past year to get relief in the form of more 
postal clerks and more space. ‘To-day I venture to say that 
when the southbound train rolls into Orlando people from 
every State in this Union will be lined up for blocks waiting 
for their mail. i 

One time in my district at a certain post office there were 
about 500 sacks of first-class mail on hand which could not be 
placed in the post office because of the congested condition 
and 

Mr. MADDEN. Let me say to the gentleman that this bill 
provides for over 2,000 additional 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I am reading from the report. 
The Post Office Department informs me that they can not give 
relief because the appropriation last year was not sufficient; 
that Congress had failed to make a sufficient appropriation, 
to which I replied—and I want to be frank and fair—that 
he should not hold me responsible, because I voted for every 
appropriation for postal efficiency’ that the Appropriations 
Committee had asked for. I was seven days getting a letter 
from Orlando, 18 miles from my town, written to me by my 
secretary, and inclosing important letters relating to public 
matters. There is congestion there, and while I would hesi- 
tate to do so and shall not do so, I believe that a back fire 
could be crented that would make Members of Congress from 
other States wake up and take notice if these good people 
from the North, Bast, South, and West, who are in our beauti- 
Tul State and not getting proper mall service should write 
and tell Members of Congress the exact conditions. We must 
have relief, we have got to haye more clerks, we must have 
more space and increased facilities just as Atlantic City and 
other tourist resorts must have them. Florida has became a 
12 months ont of the year resort, a summer and winter resort. 
California is in the same category; they need relief, and it 
is not fair to place us on the basis of other towns where 
the population does not change except when the thousand or 
sọ good people go to other States. I wanted to call the Chair- 
man’s attention to these conditions. The statement of the 
Posmaster General is that Congress is to blame, and as far 
as I am concerned I reiterate what I wrote him, that I was 
not to blame, that be and his party were in power, that I 
had voted for everything the committee had asked for, and 
would continue to vote for whatever they asked for as long 
as they showed it was just and reasonable. 

The Bureau of the Budget has asked for more. I do not 
know why the committee cut it down, but I enter my protest 
now, and sincerely trust that unless the congestion is relieved 
next year when I write the Postmaster General he will say at 
least that one Democrat protested and asked for a sufficient 
amount when the bill was under consideration. 

The good people of Lake Worth—and I do not believe I make 
fin exaggeration when I say 75 per cent of them formerly lived 
North—have been trying, begging, and pleading for city de- 
livery, but can not get it, although I understand they have 
complied with every requirement, because of insufficient or 
supposed insufficient funds, and that indirectly Congress is to 
blame. I could mention Miami, Sanford, Daytona, Fort Lauder- 
dale, and a dozen or more other places, but what is the use? 

Let me again say it is unfair to say Congress is to blame. 
Your side is in power, and those in authority should say, “ The 
Republicans are to blame.” I have simply made these brief 
remarks with the faint hope that the chairman of the Appro- 
priations Committee will look into these matters and that he 
will see that a sufficient amount to grant the relief needed is 
appropriated this year. I sincerely trust such will be the case, 
for mail service is about the only direct benefit our people 
receive, 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, a parliamen- 
tary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman will state it. : 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. I desire to offer several 
amendments to the paragraph relating to the New Orleans 
Mint, and I would like to know whether or not I may be per- 
mitted by unanimous consent to propose them in bulk in view 
of the fact that they are closely related and would probably 
make up one scheme. 
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Mr. MADDEN. I do not think there Is any objection to 
offering the amendments all at once. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana asks 
unanimous consent to offer a number of amendments at the 
same time. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read the 
three paragraphs relating to the Louisiana mint. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


NEW ORLEANS (LA.) MINT. 


Salarles: Assayer in charge, who shall also perform the duties of 
melter, $2,500; assistant assayer, $1,500; in all, $4,000. 

For wages of workmen and other employees, $3,720. 

For incidental and contingent expenses, $1,500. 


Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I propose the 
following amendments. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


On page 33, line 24, strike out “ $2,500" and insert $2,800.” 
Strike out, in the same line, “ $1,500” and insert $1,800.” 

In line 25 strike out “ $4,000" and insert “ $4,600.” 

On page 34, line 2, strike out “ $3,720" and insert “ $4,720.” 
Line 3, page 34, strike out “$1,500” and insert “ $1,800.” 


Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, a few moments 
ago our genial and good-natured chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations demonstrated that he could look prophetically 
into the future. He said other amendments would be pro- 
posed similar in nature to the one offered by the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. Vane]. He is absolutely correct; I will 
vindicate the prophecy in that by now offering an amendment 
myself. 

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman permit me? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Certainly; with pleasure. 

Mr. MADDEN. It was also the prophecy that a large part of 
the increase sought for was to increase salaries. The gentle- 
man is verifying that? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. No; I said the gentleman 
looked prophetically into the future; but there are always 
qualifications and modifications even in seers. [Laughter.] 
But, Mr. Chairman, the amendments that I have offered pro- 
vide that the assayer in charge, who performs the duty of 
melter, shall be increased to $2,800 and the assistant assayer 
to $1,800, and that necessitates a change in the total by the 
addition of $600; and there is an increase for these workmen 
from $3,700 to $4,720, and for incidental contingent expenses 
from $1,500 to $1,800. I am satisfied that the chairman, who 
works so diligently on appropriations that must cause him con- 
siderable worry, intends to do the square and proper thing, as 
far as lies within his power, by the employees of the country 
who labor in the field outside of Washington. I know that he 
thoroughly understands and appreciates the fact that those 
who are in the outlying portions of the country, those who are 
performing services on the borderland, as it were, are entitled 
to the same recognition as are the employees in Washington. 
The employees in Washington have been taken care of under 
the classification act. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana, Yes. 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman knows that the classification 
act is in process of being put into effect. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. I was about to say that the 
gentleman had given us that assurance just a few minutes ago. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is, throughout the United States: and 
until they complete the work there can be no increase in com- 
pensation, and between now and the time it is put into effect 
there onght not to be any increase. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. What I was trying to convey 
was that I am glad the gentleman has given us that assurance 
in answering the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Vane], and 
that he hopes to expedite the movement as rapidly as possible 
in order that these fine servants, splendid employees in the 
outlying districts of the country, might receive the fair in- 
crease in their salaries that they have a right to expect. 

Mr. Chairman, I did not propose this voluntarily. I felt 
that in all probability in the course of a few months the 
classification act would be extended so as to meet the prayers 
of those who are working in all parts of this country and who 
are not receiving the same consideration from the Government 
as are the employees in Washington—and I do not mean by 
that that the employees here in Washington should be denied 
that to which they are justly entitled. What I do mean is that 


employees of the Government all over the Jand who stand on 


the same footing, who render the same services, have a right 
to expect the same sort of treatment, and of course in all 
probability they will secure it. 

Let me now invite attention to what in my judgment is one 
of the little sad and interesting stories that come now and then 
to one almost accidentally. My colleague from Louisiana, Mr. 
Dupré, knows Mr. MeGrudger, the assayer down there in New 
Orleans, in the old historic mint building, and has known him 
intimately for years. The mint is in the district that I 
represent, and yet strange as it may seem, I have never had 
the pleasure of meeting that distinguished old gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Loui- 
siana has expired. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent to proceed for three minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. MADDEN. Of course, Mr. Chairman, I am always re- 
luctant to object to anything the gentleman wants, but I wish | 
to say to the gentleman that we are very anxious to pass this | 

bill to-day. This matter involves only a small amount and we 
ought not to take up too much time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. I understand that it invelves 
only $1,500. It is small, a small amount it is true, but it means 
a great deal to the people who will be. the recipients of this 
inerease in salary if you adopt my amendment. But. let me | 
finish my story. I have never had the pleasure of meeting this | 
old gentleman, but that is a pleasure deferred for a short time 
I hope. The director of the mint who visited my office and | 
told me the sad story which I will relate, and I verified | 
the story afterwards by discussing the matter with H. GARLAND 
Dupré, my colleague, that this gallant old soul has pursued the 
even tenor of his way, working for the Government in a 
highly important place on a totally inadequate salary basis | 
for 48 years—43 years of unremitting toil, unrequited by 
proper pay. 

I hope that the application of the reclassification act will be 
expedited, and that soon this man, whose hair has grown white | 
in the service of his Government, as well as his associates, will | 
have the pleasure of knowing that they are going to receive the | 
same treatment that has been extended to the many employees | 
in the city of Washington. 

The following memorandum, left by Director Grant. a courtly 
and splendid gentleman, tells the story of my amendment se 
clearly, forcefully, and succinctly that any further attempt at 
elaboration would be a work of superogation: < 


Salaries, mint at New Orleans. 
(Page 33, Hne 25.) 


Amount carried for salaries and wages $9, 000 
Amount carried in bill: 
Salaries __.____ r ᷑—:. A 
—— r. ̃ ̃ͤ ͤ—r—. ̃ᷣͤ OI Ay 6 
7, 720 


Amount deducted by the committee 1, 280 


The deposits at the mint in New Orleans have increased heavily 
during the past year. The value of deposits during the year 1922 was 
$652,000, while in 1923 the deposits amounted to $2,062,000, more than 
three times the amount of business done during the previous year. 
It is obvious that the number of men and the amount of materials used 
to carry on the business of the New Orleans Mint is now Insufficient. 
‘The estimates provided for the employment of an additional man te 
be paid from the wages fund. It is physically impossible with the 
limited force now employed at the New Orleans Mint to properly handle 
the business coming to this institution. There are but five men, includ- 
ing the assayer in charge, workmen, and watehman. To safeguard the 
Government's interest at this point and to do justice to the public doing 
business there, the small increase asked for should be granted. The 
public's interests are not fairly dealt with when we are obliged to 
withhold payments for deposits for an unreasonable time, causing 
pecuniary loss to the patrons of the office and, furthermore, endanger- 
ing the Government's interests, for want of sufficient help. 


Contingent expenses, mint at New Orleans. 


(Page 34, line 3.) 
ent !!!!!! XT— 9 
Amonnt carrie? in . ¼—ðv 1.800 
Amount deducted by committee 500 


It is obvious that the extraordinarily heavy increase of bullion 
handled at this mint would require an increased amount of supplies of 
all kinds im the treatment of the bullion, and $2,000 is the smallest 


absolutely without sufficient men or means to handle the business at 
New Orfeans under present conditions. 
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I move the adoption of my amendments. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman; I ask for a vote. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendments offered 
by the gentleman from Louisiana. 

The amendments were rejected. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I want to ask the chairman relative to the com- 
pensation for customs guards throughout the country. Doubt- 
less the chairman has received letters from various collectors 
of customs. 

Mr. MADDEN. Does the gentleman mean whether we are 
going to do anything for them? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. They will come under the classifica- 
tion act? 

Mr. MADDEN. They come under the classification act. Also 
there is an act already in existence that would apply to the 
customs service, That act was passed about a year ago. There 
has been no request made of the committee for an increase in 
the appropriations to meet the increased compensation to which 
they would be entitled under that act. I think there will be, if 
it has not already been submitted to the Committee on Appro- 
priations, a request for a deficiency appropriation for the cus- 
toms service. I am not certain, but I think likely there is a 
provision in that act which enables us te appropriate money, if 
we think proper to do it, to pay some increased compensation to 
men in that service under that act. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. ‘Then, as F understand the chairman, under 
that act it is only permissible; it does not provide that salaries 
shall be increased. 

Mr. MADDEN. Ne; all of the legislation that has been 
enneted in the past relative to the compensation of the customs 
service authorizes the Secretary of the Treasury to pay not to 


| exceed a certain amount, and that of course leaves it within his 


diseretion as te whether he shall pay up to the amount author- 
ized or not. They will all, however, come under the classifica- 
tion act; that is, the field service. The customs service in the 
District is already under that act. As soon as this bill is com- 
pleted ave will take up for consideration the deficiency bill, in 
whieh there are further provisions requesting additional moneys 
for the enstoms service and also. I believe, requesting additional 
compensation under the acts that exist to-day. 

Mr. HHUDSPETH. That is what I wanted to call to the 
gentleman's attention. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is for the period between now and the 
tst of July. After the Ist of July of course this bill takes effect, 
and unless the elassification act goes into effeet this bill makes 
ne provision for increased compensation. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. The colleetors along the Rio Grande have 
complained for several years that they could not get efficient 
customs guards. 

Mr. MADDEN. I think that is true. 
serious situation. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. It is a very serious situation on account 
of the smuggling and the condition of the ecountry—the topog- 
raphy of the country. 

Mr. MADDEN. Our committee fs alive to the importance of 
that situation. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I hope the committee will remedy it. 

Mr. MADDEN. We are going to if any opportunity is pre- 
sented and we have the authority. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. That is all I have to say. 

The CHAIRMAN. Withont objection the pro forma amend- 
meut is withdrawn and the Clerk will rend. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For incidental and contingent expenses, Including new machinery 
and repairs, cases and enameling fer medals manufactured, expenses of 
the annual assay commission, wastage in melting and refining and in 
coining departments, and loss on sale of sweeps arising from the treat- 
ment of bullion and the mannfactnre of coins, and not exceeding 
$1,000 in yalue of specimen coins amd ores for the cabinet of the mint, 
$119,790. 


Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I wish to take this opportunity to call attention of the 
House to an amendment which will be brought to the attention 
of the House in referenee to airplanes—— 

Mr. MADDEN. I wish the gentleman would not do that 
now. We have not reached the Post Office bill yet. 

Mr. CONNERY. My desire is—— 

Mr. MADDEN. I hope the gentleman will eonform to the 


I think it is a very 


practice of the House. He is talking about something which 
is not before the committee. We are under the five-minute rule. 
If the gentleman will wait an hour or so, we will be glad to 
give him time. 

Mr. CONNERY. I will be glad to yield. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


For Incidental and contingent expenses, including new machinery 
and repairs, wastage in the melting and refining department and in 
the coining department, and loss on sale of sweeps arising from the 
treatment of bullion and the manufacture of coin, $50,000. 


Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. MacLarrerty: Page 85, Une 13, after 
the word “coin,” strike out “ $50,000” and insert in Heu thereof 
“ $60,000,” 


Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Mr. Chairman, not at all discouraged 
by the fate which has overtaken my colleagues in the matter 
of amendments to the provisions in this bill concerning the 
mints, I have offered this amendment because, while I do not 
claim to know all the conditions at the San Francisco Mint, I 
have some personal knowledge connected with it, The amend- 
ment I propose does not provide any more money for salaries 
than is reported in this bill, but it concerns the incidental ex- 
pense. They asked for $60,000, which amount the committee 
saw fit to cut down to $50,000. I am going to tell you just 
why this request is made for the San Francisco Mint. The 
circumstances are quite different from those that have been re- 
lated to us in connection with the other mints mentioned to- 
day. During the coming fiscal year the mint at San Francisco 
is required to coin large amounts in silver, also to be utilized 
to its full capacity in manufacturing gold coins to meet the 
plans of the Secretary of the Treasury. Now, the cost of 
copper entering into the manufacture of gold and silver coins 
must be paid out of this contingent fund, and it is also taxed 
with the cost of supplying the equipment necessary for the 
operating of the institution. In the estimation of the Bureau 
of the Mint, $60,000 is the absolutely irreducible minimum for 
this purpose. It is the very smallest amount that they can 
possibly get along with. They are very much in earnest in 
Stating this to be the fact. It is not considered a safe pro- 
cedure by them, with the program of comage, etc., that has 
been allotted to them this year in the San Francisco Mint, 
that this amount be cut from $60,000 to $50,000. Now, we 
men from the West—and when I say West I am not thinking 
of Iowa or Illinois, because we live in a country so far west we 
call Towa and Minois back East—but we in the West have to 
raise our voices loud sometimes because it is very hard to 
muke ourselves hear 

Mr, BLANTON. Last night at 10 minutes past 11 I heard 
gentlemen from San Francisco, Chicago, St. Louis, Kansas 
City, Philadelphia, Jacksonville, Fla., and Habana, Cuba, all 
talking to each other at the same time. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. We fans 

Mr. BLANTON. So it is not so far. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. We fans all listened in, I think. The 
point I am making is that there are 16 more Congressmen in 
New York State than all the States together west of the 
Rocky Mountains, and 9 more from Pennsylvania than in all 
the States west of the Rocky Mountains, and we have to have 
your help. This concerns our country. The mint I am talking 
about is in the city of San Francisco and I am asking this 
committee to allow $60,000, instead of $50,000, based on the 
representations that I have made to you. It certainly is not 
a large amount of money compared with amounts appro- 
priated in this House, and I believe it is an absolute necessity. 
I ask this committee to place this amount at $60,000, and now 
we will listen to the chairman of the committee try to knock 
it out. {Applause and laughter.) 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, there is not a man in the 
House in connection with whose request I would rather be 
generous than the gentleman from California. If he had a 
case I would be willing to help him, but he does not have 
case, and there is no justification for the appeal for $60, 
Just as I have said, in all these cases they are all asking for 
more money without any additional work to justify the in- 

“creased cost. I do not blame the gentleman from California 
for making this plea. It is an appeal to the sentiment of his 
own people, and he is pleading their case as best he can, and 
he and the gentleman from New Orleans are both wonderful 
special pleaders. I hope the amendment of the gentleman will 
not prevail. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from California. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the noes 
appeared to have it. : 


Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Mr, Chairman, I ask for a division. 

The committee again divided; and there were—ayes 10, 
noes 25. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in- 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. When the Chair counted those in favor 
of my amendment, the Chair stated “10 gentlemen,” but when 
he counted those against it he simply said “25.” Is there any 
significance in that? 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For incidental and contingent expenses, including new machinery 
and repairs, wastage in the melting and refining department, and loss 
on sale of sweeps arising from the treatment of bullion, $90,000. 


Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. STENGLE. I wanted to inquire of the chairman of 
the committee if these salaries fixed under the New York 
office are statutory, or are they exclusive of the bonus hereto- 
fore given? 

Mr. MADDEN. They are all statutory. 

727 55 n And they will come under the reclassifi- 
cation 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; when the field service is passed upon. 

Mr. STENGLE. In the event that the field service is not 
included and the allocations and reclassifications under the 
law of 1923 are not enforced by July 1 because of somebody’s 
neglect these figures will still obtain? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; all salaries of $2,500 and under would 
carry the bonus in the event we do not have the reclassification 
ready. It may be that the House and the Senate may adopt 
the policy of giving the increase. 

Mr. STENGLE. I had in mind the possibility, if not the 
probability, of the field service not being classified by July 1. 

Mr. MADDEN. Then if they are not, personally I would 
be in favor of carrying the bonus and whatever additional is 
applied in the District of Columbia above the bonus. 

Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the pro forma 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn. 
The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Baltimore, Md., immigration station: Not to exceed $20,000 of the 
unexpended balance of the appropriation for immigrant station, Balti- 
more, Md., is made available for repairs to work already in place. 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I do so for the purpose of asking 
the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations concerning 
this item. It is my understanding that this is not an appro- 
priation. 

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, yes; it is. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. It is a new appropriation? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; for this purpose. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I wanted to be clear as to whether 
it was a new appropriation or just an authority conferred, 

Mr. MADDEN. It is to be taken out of an unexpended 
balance. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Then it is a new appropriation? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. : 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the pro 
forma amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn. 
The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


‘Carville (La.) National Leper Home: For completion, $145,000. 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. J 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Will the completion of this home take 
care of all the lepers, without the necessity of sending them 
outside of the United States? 

Mr. MADDEN. It is estimated that there are 1,100 lepers 
in the United States. We have 172 in the home. We expect 
to have a sufficient number of buildings completed by the 1st of 
November to take care of 200 more. I think that will be the full 
capacity under the limit of cost fixed. I think the 200 that 


2206 CONGRESSIONAL 


RECORD—HOUSE. FEBRUARY 9, 


we will be able to provide for will cover all the old cases that 
are known in the country, 


Mr. LaGUARDIA. 
distant points? 

Mr. MADDEN. No. Personally, if they need more, I am in 
favor of providing for them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn. 
The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


New York, N. Y., Subtreasury: For exterior and interior repairs, 
replacements, painting, and mechanical equipment, $15,000. 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA, Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 
chairman of the committee if any of the funds have been 
appropriated for an extension of the buildings at Ellis Island, 
N. Y., immigration station? Or how will that come before us? 

Mr. MADDEN. No; there is an item pending from the 
Director of the Budget before the deficiency committee. I think 
it is about $100,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves to 
strike out the last two words, 

Mr. SNYDER. In reference to that very thing, repairs at 
Ellis Island. I want to say to the gentleman that I spent a day 
at Ellis Island this last fall. I do not see anything in this 
bill covering repairs at that point. 


So that new cases will not be sent to 


Mr. MADDEN. The appropriation for the Department of | 


Commerce carries $100,000 for that, I think. 


Mr. SNYDER, There is no question but that repairs are | 


needed there, and for a small amount of money the facilities 
ean be wonderfully increased and great benefit derived. 

Mr. MADDEN. I think they have a deficiency request be- 
fore us now. 


Mr. SNYDER. I certainly hope that when the matter comes | 
before the Committee on Appropriations they will give it care- | 


ful consideration. I want to say that on my own account I 


made a careful survey of the whole place and had the pleasure | 


of meeting Mr. Husband—— 

Mr. MADDEN. He is a good man—— 

Mr. SNYDER. And I think they are entitled to serious 
consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Remodeling, etc., public buildings: For remodeling, enlarging, and | 


extending completed and occupied public buildings, Including any neces- 
sary and incidental additions to or changes in mechanical equipment 
thereof, so as to provide or make available additional space in emergent 
cases, not to exceed an aggregate of $20,000 at any one building, 
$350,000. 


Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment on 
page 38, line 21, to strike out the figures “ $350,000” and insert 
in lieu thereof “ $1,000,000.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which- the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. HUDSPETH : Page 88, line 21, strike out 


“ $350,000" and insert in lieu thereof “ $1,000,000.” 


Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, this is an appropriation for remodeling public buildings. 
I understand—and I get it from a colleague who has discussed 
it with the Supervising Architect or the Assistant Secretary, 
Mr. Moss—that of this sum of $350,000 there is already allotted 
$500,000. 

Mr. BLANTON. Much more than this sum? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes; much more than this sum. Now, 
gentlemen, here is the condition throughout the western coun- 
try of Texas, in my district and other districts of western 
Texas, where oil has been discovered—and I trust it is not dan- 
gerous to mention that word on this floor—that little towns of 
200 and 300 population have sprung up over night into cities of 
5,000 and 10,000, so that the post-office facilities and buildings 
are wholly inadequate, as every gentleman on this floor, I am 
sure, is ready to admit. Now, that condition prevails to a 


great extent in the district I represent; not alone in that dis- | 
trict but in the seventeenth district, the district of Mr. BLANTON, 


and I am sure the district of Mr. Wmt1ams as well as in the 
district of my friend Mr. LANHAM ; at least, I have seen a state- 
ment in the paper to the effect that in his home city of Fort 
Worth they were distributing the mail on the streets. That 
condition ought not to continue. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. I would like to suggest that in that 
connection the gentleman mention Oakland, Calif. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I am sure that condition extends over 
into the sun-kissed West and into the State of my friend, who 
has made such an eloquent appeal in behalf of his people. 

I trust this amendment will prevail. This oil development is 
continuing. They have just brought in at Big Lake, in my dis- 
trict, three oil wells, and they look for a field which will sur- 
pass the Burkburnett, Desdemona, and Ranger oil fields. You 
gentlemen can picture to yourselves little frame buildings in 
towns which formerly had 150 population but which to-day 
probably have several thousand, and you can imagine what 
they are up against” there in regard to post-office facilities. 

Mr. MADDEN, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Yes. 

Mr. MADDEN. Does the gentleman understand it is possible 
to put up new buildings out of this appropriation? 

Mr. HUDSPRTH. No; but they can remodel. 

Mr. MADDEN. No; they can only repair. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. But it says “remodeling.” 

Mr. BLANTON. They can make extensions to present build- 


i 
lr. MADDEN. It is not possible to increase the size of the 
building. They can only repair the existing building. 
Mr. HUDSPETH. Could they not rent additional buildings 
| out of that appropriation? , 
Mr. MADDEN. I should not think they could enlarge a 
| building. 
Mr. HUDSPETH. But I think they could rent a larger 
| building. 
| Mr. MADDEN. Not out of this appropriation; there is an- 
| other fund for that purpose. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Well, I will state to my friend that out of 
an appropriation of this character we did get $20,000 two or 
| three years ago to remodel the Federal building in El Paso, 
| Mr. MADDEN. Then I think they violated the law. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. They might haye done that, but at least 

| they did remodel the old Federal building and make some im- 

provement; at least I got $20,000 allotted for that purpose. 

| They may sometimes exceed the law and in that case it was 

| necessary, as it is necessary to-day in many parts of Texas, 

and, as stated by my friend from California [Mr. MacLar- 
FERTY], in his home city and no doubt in many other cities. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
| last word. 
| The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
| for five minutes. 

Mx. LANHAM. Mr. Chairman, here we have a provision in 
| this bill of $350,000 for the purpose of remodeling, enlarging, 
and extending the public buildings all over the United States 
for the period of a year, and this at a time when it seems 
the present congestion is not going to be relieved by the pres- 
entation to this House of an omnibus buildings bill, 

| Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, LANHAM. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I want to ask my friend a question. The 
paragraph provides for remodeling, enlarging, and extending. 
| In the opinion of my friend from Texas, would not that give 
them the right to enlarge a building? 

Mr. LANHAM. I was going to call attention to that. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LANHAM. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. The chairman of the Appropriations Com- 
mittee is undoubtedly mistaken in asserting that this para- 
graph does not provide for extensions, because this yery pro- 
vision is the provision which does provide for extensions and en- 
largements in order to give extra space. The gentleman from Illi- - 
nois is surely mistaken about that. 

Mr. MADDEN. Here is the way I understand it. 

Mr. BLANTON. I discussed this paragraph within the 
last few days with Mr. McKenzie Moss, Assistant Secretary 
of the Treasury, and he has that opinion. 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not think he knows as much about it 
as I do, because he has been there only for a little while. 

Mr. BLANTON, Well, he prepares the bill. 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not think he does. Will the gentle- 
man yield and allow me to give my view of it? 
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Mr. LANHAM: Yes. Congress would give him the money he would see that there 
Mr. MADDEN. This: provides for remodeling: and repairing. | were proper extensions made. 


That does not mean enlargement of the building, but if a build- 
ing is in a bad state of repair this provides for repairs. being 
made. 

Mr. LANHAM. I would like to call the attention of the 
chairman of the committee; in the first place, to the phraseology 
of this paragraph, For remodeling, enlarging, and extending 
completed and occupied public buildings“ Now, I recall that 
in my own: home city of Fort Worth, two: or three years ago, 
by reason of the great congestion, it was imperative that some 
additional room: be had to: look after the postal business. I 
went to see the Supervising Architect of the Treasury Depart- 
ment, Mr. Wetmore, with reference to that matter, and we had 
to be delayed a year in getting the necessary relief because the 
appropriation had all been promised—a condition similar to 
that which exists now, as I infer from the statement made by 
my colleague, Mr. Hupsrsrm. But after that year the relief 
Was granted, and that relief consisted: in the building of a one- 
room brick structure attached: to the: present post-office build- 
ing. Of course, it cost less than $20,000; because no item under 
this appropriation. ean. exceedi $20.000, and no more than that 
sum can be expended on any one building. But in that in- 
stance the extension was of such a character that the addition 
to the building was entirely new; it beth enlarged the available 
space and extended the dimensions of the building. So the in- 
tent of the phraseology here, “ remodeling; enlarging; and ex- 
tending,” seems to be carried out by the Supervising Architect: 
in actual operation, because the money, evidently, is being used 
for the purposes stated in this paragraph, for remodeling, 
enlarging, and extending completed and occupied publie build- 
ings.” 

Now. gentlemen, as E say, only $350,000 is the sum provided 
for tliat: purpose all! over the United States for remodeling and 
enlarging buildings, at a time when we have not for 10 years 
or: more had any general construction of this character in the 


ntry. 

Mr. HEUDSPETH: And we can not expect any relief under 
that appropriation because, according to the information we 
have, it has already been: allotted: 

Mr. LANHAM. I understand that to be the fact, and that has 
been the case heretofore. I recall that in this case in my home 
city, which was a very urgent necessity, we were delayed a year 
beeause all of the funds had been promised for other necessary 
extensions elsewhere, and that very condition, recurring year 
after year, is caused by the fact that we are not appropriating 
æ sufficient sum of money for the purposes enumerated in this 
paragraph. 


expired: 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment, This provision reads for remodeling—— 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr: Chairman, I just want to sa 

Mr. BLANTON. 
my time: 

The CHATRMAN! The Chair will take it out of the gentle- 
man's time unless the gentleman from Texas declines to yield. 

Mr. BLANTON. I can not yield now. 


order to correct a statement I made. 

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Minois asks unani- 
mous consent to address the committee for one minute. 
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none: 

Mr. MADDEN. T just want to correct a statement I made. 
J thought when I said this item did not apply to extensions; 
and so forth, we were on another item. 

Mr. BLANTON. I was sure the gentleman was mistaken 
about that. 

T want to say, gentlemen, that this is one proposition where 
T cau not stand with the committee. I am always willing to 
lack up the committee in keeping its bill within bounds, but 
this is something that directly affeets the people in every dis- 
trict in the United States. [Applause] I went down to the 
Treasury Department not long ago, within the last 10 days, 
and I Had a conférence with Mr: McKenzie Moss, the Assistant 
Secretary of the Treasury, who handles these propositions: Mr. 
Moss called in the Supervising Architect, and we took up case 
after case: He said; “Why, Mr. Branton, we have not the 
money for these extensions: that are needed. We have already 
approvediitems that will more than take up the full amount of 
the appropriation of $350,000." I said, “I suppose’ unless we 
increase that amount there will not be another extension”; and 
he said; Not another one.’ He said he would have to have 
more money in order to do that, and he further stated that if 


Ts 


I hope the Chair will not take this out of 


Let me tell you the situation, if you do not know it already. 
The law requires that there must be as much as 90 square 
feet of floor space for each employee in every post-office Duild- 
ing in the United: States. I knew already about conditions in 
my own district, but I found that in many of the districts of 
the United States there are emergency cases where there is not 
the lawful number of square feet of floor space for each em- 
ployee. That condition prevails in several places in Texas. It 
prevails: in numerous places in several States in the United 
States. What are we going to do? 

Let the postmasters violate the laws; let the custodians of 
the publie buildings violate the laws, by making the employees 
work in post offices where there is only 45 square feet of space- 
for each employee, when the law says there shall be 90 square 
feet of space, simply beeause we will not give them the money. 
I say we ought to give them the money. As I stated a mo- 
ment ago, this sum of $350,000, that is not available until the 
ist of July, is already taken up with emergency cases that have 
been approved for months; and there will not be another single- 
extension allowed if we do not increase this amount. T believe 
in economy.. L believe every man in this House will say that 
I stay on this floor here and fight for eeonomy. I fight to cut 
down these bills. I fight by making points of order to strike 
out every item that ought not to be in these bills, and I do it 
with respect to them all, but this is one point where I can not 
side with the committee, because this emergency appropriation 
ought to be increased, and 81. 000,000 is not too much. D want 
to suy that if the amendment of my colleague [Mr. HUDSPETH] 
does not pass, there will be many Just such cases as the one 
mentioned in Oakland, Calif., and they will continue to exist. 
They will continue to distribute mail out om the public lawn 
in the district of my colleague [Mr. Lanta], where they have 
been doing that for some time in Fort Worth, Tex. They will 
continue to have to oceupy congested quarters with only 45 
square feet of space for each employee when they ought to 
have, according to law, 90 square feet. This is one time, I will 
say to the gentleman from Illinois; when I am going to quit 
you and I am going to vote for my colleague’s amendment, be- 
cause I believe it is in the interest of fair play for the em- 
ployees' and it is in the interest of fair play for the people ef 
the United States, although I am against an omnibus public’ 
buildings bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr: MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 


| that all debate on this section and all amendments: thereto 
The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas has 


close in. 30 minutes. 

Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, may I ask the gentleman’ from Illinois: if he will object 
to my extending my remarks in the Recorp in order to save 
time? 

Mr. MADDEN, Oh, no. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minois asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate: on this section and all amend- 
gents thereto close in 30 minutes. Ts there objection? [After 


| pause,] The Chair hears none: 
Mr. MADDEN. Fask unanimous consent for one minute in 
| say only a word or two. 


Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I wish to 
I have had a little experience with 
the Supervising Architect's office: recently in preferring a re- 
quest to him for some work in two of the post offices in my 
district. I have received virtually the same answers that 
were received by gentlemen who have preceded me, that the 

ent has no money, and that all the money here provided 
for has been allotted. It would seem to me that if Congress 
stands squarely against a public building bill, which will in- 
voire the expenditure of many millions of dollars, Congress 
ought to be more liberal than it seems disposed to be in ex- 
tending; enlarging, and remodeling existing buildings. Some of 
them, in my own experience, are badiy congested. I brought 
to the attention of the Supervising Architect the serious con- 
dition in one case and he said he had not the money, and under 
no circumstances could he undertake the work. At first he 
would not give it a pleasant look, but when he heard my 
earnest appeal and: learned the situation, as I knew it; he said: 
he would compare it with others on his list and he might 
find the case I urged to be more meritorious and more pressing 
than some other on his list. He did that and concluded to put 
my case on his list and take care of it at an early date. 

That is evidence to me; in addition to what other gentlemen 
have said, that this: appropriation is much too small. T agree 
with the attitude of the Committee on Appropriations that it 
would not be wise to have a large public building bill at this 


2208 


CONGRESSIONAL. RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 9, 


time. In order to avoid it, in order to add force to their ob- 
jection to a general public building bill, it seems to me that they 
ought to take notice of existing conditions and provide more 
money than is recommended in this bill for enlarging, repair- 
ing, and making more suitable for occupation existing buildings. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that it is gen- 
erally understood that there is not to be an omnibus building 


bill at this session. If that be true, I am opposed to this piece- 
meal legislation by which a few favored communities will get 
the benefits that they would probably get under an omnibus build- 
ing bill. The conditions in certain communities referred to 
by several gentlemen in debate are not different from condi- 
tions which prevail in hundreds of other localities in the United 
States, nor are they more acute. There may be a necessity 
for improvement and enlargement of post-office buildings at 
the places mentioned, heretofore constructed, but there are 
many other communities where the need for repairs and en- 
largement are just as great and just as pressing. These gentle- 
men are seeking to have this appropriation increased from 
$350,000 to $1,000,000 in the hope of getting a benefit therefrom 
for their home communities. If there is to be no general 
public building bill let us support the report of the Committee 
on Appropriations and let us practice economy until the busi- 
ness conditions of the country will enable us to enter upon a 
logical and well-considered public building program. If you 
are going to adopt the policy of appropriating money to enlarge 
and repair all of the publice buildings in the United States 
where it is claimed enlargements are needed, then $1,000,000 
will not be adequate, nor would $2,000,000, $3,000,000, $4,000,000, 
or $5,000,000 be sufficient. I am opposed to this amendment 
and in favor of standing by the report of the Committee on 
Appropriations, thereby saving this $650,000, because the needs 
in the places to which these gentlemen have referred are no 
greater or more pressing than hundreds of other places. 
[Applause. ] 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOZIER. I will. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I would like a little infor- 
mation. The gentleman said that it is generally understood 
that we are to have no public buildings bill. Who gives us that 
understanding? 

Mr. LOZIER. I was quoting an interview of the chairman 
of the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

A Mxunzn. He does not know. 

Mr. LOZIER. He may not know; but the President has 
stated that he does not favor a public-building program at this 
session, and the leaders on the other side are understood to 
oppose an omnibus building bill. I think there is a strong 
sentiment in the House against a public buildings bill at this 
session. I do not speak ex cathedra. I am only reflecting the 
sentiment that I have heard expressed on the floor of the House, 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I do not know what that means. 
I do not know who has the authority to say that we are to have 
no public buildings bill. If the gentleman could tell me, I 
would like it, 

Mr. LOZIER. I have given the gentleman all the information 
I possess; but I think if the gentleman will consult his own 
sound judgment and interview the opposition leaders he will 
conclude that there is to be no omnibus building bill at this 
session of Congress. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, $350,000 is all 
that anybody asked for for this activity. It is not fair for us to 
try to force appropriations on a department when they say they 
do not need them. That is what they said to us in this case 
that they did not need them. I realize that there is very great 
embarrassment for building space in the transaction of the 
public business all over the United States. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. I would like to make my statement first, 
You can not improve the situation by appropriating $650,000 
more nor by appropriating $65,000,000 more. Then, who is 
going to say what is an adequate appropriation for this pur- 
pose? Surely we ought not to say it without having investi- 
gated it. We ought not to enter upon any haphazard system of 
appropriation in order that, perchance, we may get some addi- 
tional space in some particular place. Some day in the not 
distant future we will have to remedy the situation, but we 
ought to remedy it systematically. When the war came on all 
building ceased by order of the Government except buildings 
necessary for the war. 

We were not allowed to build a home for ourselves if we had 
the money. We could not get the material. The Government 
would not let us have it. We could not build schools in which 
to house our children whom we wanted to educate. The Gov- 
ernment would not let us build them; it would not let us have 


the transportation for materials and supplies. The war ended, 
and it left the country in a state of unpreparedness, so to speak, 
so far as building is concerned. Homes were inadequate. The 
greatest shortage we have ever known occurred. People began 
to build a couple of years ago, and they are building yet. They 
are trying to find homes for themselves at the best prices they 
can get. If we undertook a new building program, nation-wide, 
we would be in competition with the people who pay the bills 
to maintain the Government, and we would help, as their 
servants, to add to the cost of the buildings which they are 
now erecting for themselves. We would add that much more 
to their taxes, without giving them any additional value. The 
Government business can wait. We can rent buildings in most 
of the places about which complaint is being made. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Take, for instance, the city of Abilene, Tex. 
The Government owns a fine building for its size, situated on 
a big, vacant block. When they have only 45 square feet of 
space for employees, when the law requires 90 feet, how can 
they rent some other building that is not there? 

Mr. MADDEN. They can rent it in another block. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then we will have a post office in one town 
separated into different parts. 

Mr. MADDEN. But people do not have to do all of their 
Government business in the same block. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman from Illinois 
will yield, let me state that in the city of Utica we have had an 
emergency for 10 years, and to overcome that emergency we 
have established three subagencies. Why could they not do 
that down in Abilene, Tex.? 

Mr. MADDEN. In my own city we have $50,000,000 of rev- 
enue from the post office. The buildings that we have are in- 
adequate to meet the needs. We ought to have a new building 
that would cost at least $15,000,000. Of course, we know that 
we can not get it on merit; it would have to go into an omnibus 
public buildings bill; but I am not willing in those circum- : 
stance to vote for three or four hundred million dollars now in 
an omnibus public buildings bill in order that Chicago may be 
able to get a building that is big enough to meet its needs. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. : 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Do I understand the gen- 
tleman to say that this bill carries all of the money that the. 
department says it needs and can properly use? 

Mr. MADDEN. All of the money that they asked for. We 
assume when they ask a certain sum that they are asking for 
all they need. 

Mr. BLANTON. But the gentleman is surely mistaken about 
that. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Just a moment. 

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, I have already answered the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. That is the amount rec- 
ommended by the Budget; but what about the amount that the 
department actually wants? 

Mr. MADDEN. We do not go behind the Budget. We have 
no detective agency to find out why they did not ask for more. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. It does not seem to me pos- 
sible that they have asked for so small an amount in view of 
the statements they have made to so many of us when we 
have gone up there and asked them about the matter. 

Mr. MADDEN. We come to you gentlemen with the state- 
ment that this is all that they have asked, and we want you to 
believe it. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, notwithstanding what hap- 
pened in the committee, the gentleman is the chairman of the 
subcommittee having in charge the bill, and I ask unanimous 
consent that he have five minutes additional, not to be taken 
out of the half hour already agreed to. 

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, I do not ask for that. 

Mr. BLANTON. But the gentleman is the chairman and we 
are anxious to get some information. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks that 
notwithstanding the unanimous-consent agreement already en- 
tered into the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MappEN] have five 
additional minutes, not to be taken out of the half hour. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. I just want to first reply to the gentleman 
from Michigan to this extent. I do not think the gentleman 


The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
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from Michigan [Mr. McLavueurrin] is justified in doubting my 
veracity in respect to the statement that I made. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Oh, I beg the gentleman's 
pardon, I had no intention whatever of doing such a thing, 
and I withdraw whatever I said if it carries such an imputa- 
tion. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Illinois 
is the fairest man in the House and everybody has confidence 
in him and we do not question his veracity, but the gentleman 
to be accurate should state that this is not the amount that 
Mr. McKenzie Moss asked for. 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not know what he asked for. 

3 BLANTON. This is the amount that the Budget limited 

m to, 


Mr. MADDEN. That is correct. 

Mr. BLANTON. But I happen to know that Mr. McKenzie 
Moss wants much more and he wants it now, and his hands 
are tied and his feet are hobbled, and he can not do a thing 
until we give him more money. 

Mr. MADDEN. Of course, I am a very rigid observer of 
the law, I believe. I believe that the Budget act is just as 
binding upon me as your servant in my capacity as chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations as any other law. When 
they submit to me a request for $350,000 I am not presumed 
to find out why they did not submit a request for more. On 
the contrary, my job is, as I understand it—and I may not 
understand it very well—is to find out why they submit a re- 
quest for so large a sum, and why it is that they can not get 
along with less. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. The gentleman of course knows what the 
Budget requested? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Does he know what the Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Treasury requested of the Budget? 

Mr. MADDEN. No; and it is not my business to find out. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Does the gentleman’s committee ever 
cut down the amount the Budget asks for? 

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, yes. 

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. Does the gentleman’s committee con- 
sider it proper, seeing that more money is asked for than igs 
allowed by the Budget, to raise the amount? 

Mr. MADDEN. We like to have the administration ask for 
what they need. Let us see what the situation is. You have 
given me five additional minutes, and I will try to use those 
minutes in explaining what I know about it. 

We place the responsibility upon the President of the United 
States, who after all is the Budget Director. He studies the 
various departments and states to us over his own signature 
the activities in which he wants the departments to engage and, 
as far as he is able to say, what it ought to cost to carry on 
those activities. Now, it is not fair to say that the President 
of the United States wants to engage in something that he does 
not tell us or that he wants more money than he asks us for, 
and it is not fair for us to assume that he does; and it would 
look like a case of impertinence on the part of the Committee 
on Appropriations to say that the President of the United States 
needs more money to carry on the activities than he says he 
fan work with. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN, If I were working for the gentleman from 
California and he told me that he wanted me to engage in a 
certain activity, and I should be permitted to expend a certain 
amount of money for that activity and must conduct the work 
with that, and I told him that I wanted more to spend than 
what he said I might, he would discharge me. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Will the gentleman yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. MADDEN. I will yield. ; 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY, If it is a piece of impertinence to 
assume that the President of the United States might be mis- 
taken and more money was needed than he recommended, is it 
not equally impertinent to assume the President of the United 
States needs less money than he says he needs? I have refer- 
ence now—— 

Mr. MADDEN. No; not at all; that is quite a different 
proposition. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. I do not see it, but probably it is. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska rose. 

Mr. MADDEN. Just wait a minute. I must decline to yield 
for the present. When the President of the United States says 


ought to assume that he can do it for what he says he can do it 
for. Now, the next question is whether we want him to do it at 
all or not; or if we do not want him to do all he wants to do, 
how much we want him to do. We express our opinion whether 
he ought to do it or only to do part of it, and when we say he 
can not have all the money we decide the percentage of the 
activity in which he will be allowed to engage. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has again 
expired. 

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, while the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations 
has been presenting his case I have been making some figures, 
and I find if we pass this amendment—which I wish to say at 
this time I favor—and change the figures from $350,000 to 
$1,000,000, we have within this measure still the $20,000 limita- 
tion. But again if we spend the total amount of $20,000 allowed 
under the bill in each case in which we remodel or enlarge a 
building, we will be able to take care of only 50 places, and I am 
sure no one can say that the expenditure of $20,000 in only 
50 different communities of the United States is going to in- 
terfere in any great way with the general building program 
being carried on by the people. It seems to me that we must 
look at this from a different angle. I have, for example, in my 
State three or four places where the country is losing money 
because it does not make small expenditures on its public build- 
ings, to take care of offices now being conducted outside of the 
public buildings at the expenditure of monthly rent. Not only 
that, but there are several places, one place I have particularly 
in mind, where the amount of space available per person, as the 
gentleman from Texas has stated, is considerably less than 
that which is required as a matter of public health. I recall, 
and I think gentlemen here will recall, that the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Appropriations for the Interior Depart- 
ment stated in at least one case that the subcommittee had taken 
the responsibility of increasing the estimate of the Budget, and 
had granted a greater amount of money because of their belief 
something should be done which had not been provided for in 
the Budget estimate itself. So we can hardly feel that what we 
propose is in any way showing disrespect either to the Director 
of the Budget or to the President of the United States. The 
thing for us to consider is this, that we have here the need, a 
general need, in the growing sections of the country for certain 
remodeling and enlarging of our publie buildings, and there is 
not a suflicient amount provided here to begin to take care of 
them. ; 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman ought not to try to get a 
public building bill this way; this is not the way to do it. 

Mr. LEAVITT. If we can get it some other way we will 
do that, but my idea is to get it here at this time as far as it 
will go. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEAVITT. It is not to get a public buildings bill; it is 
to comply with the law in furnishing more than 45 square feet 
of space to our employees when the law demands 90 feet. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEAVITT. I will. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. The gentleman has stated that 
certain conditions might or might not be disrespectful to the 
President of the United States. I yield first place to no man 
in being respectful toward my President. I would like to ask 
the direct question if it would be disrespectful toward the 
President if we should increase the amount of $350,000 here 
proposed for the remodeling of all these buildings—would it 
be disrespectful to our President if we should go back to 
line 12 of this page and cut out the $16,000 appropriation for 
the waste-paper fire-proof building—would it be disrespectful 
to our President if we eliminated the $30,000 appropriation—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired, 

Mr. LEAVITT, I ask unanimous consent for one minute 
in order to reply. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. The $30,000 appropriation for 
the Chicago post office for interior painting and work incidental 
thereto? 

Mr. LEAVITT. A phrase was used on the floor yesterday 
a good deal—“ germane to the question — and I do not now 
believe this is germane to the question. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has again 
expired. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
personally I have no buildings in my district that are so 
greatly in need of remodeling or enlarging that we are likely 
to obtain $20,000 for that purpose; but as I view this matter, 
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public property. We have at this time, I believe, 1,182 post- 
office buildings. 

Mr. MADDEN. We have 1,257. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I am very sorry to disagree with 
the chairman; the gentleman usually is very well posted, 
but I got my information, a few minutes ago from the Post 
Office Department, and I think on revision he will find that 
1,122 is correct. It may be, however, that the gentleman from 
Illinois is correct. 

Mr. MADDEN. There are other public buildings than post 
offices. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. The Post Office Department gave 
me the number as 1,132, and stated that 11 or 12 of those 
were not, strictly speaking, post-office buildings. 

But that is a little aside from the question. The total 
amount to be appropriated for this purpose of remodeling and 
extending buildings will be something like an average of $300. 
We have an investment of more than a billion dollars in these 
post-oflice buildings. Not one of them, or hardly one of them, 
has been built in recent years. The last omnibus public 
building bill was enacted during the Taft administration, more 
than 12 years ago. I do not believe that it is economy for us 
to appropriate this measly sum for extending the work on 
our post-office buildings and in remodeling them. In the exer- 
cise of economy there is a certain degree of liberality neces- 
sary, and which must be taken into consideration. You may 
go beyond that point and waste money. Who could extend 
or remodel a building on $300? 

Mr. MADDEN. It is much more than $300. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Three hundred and eight dollars, 
if the gentleman will figure. I understand the maximum amount 
permited in any one item is not to exceed $20,000. But I am 
speaking of 1,132 buildings in this country, worth more than a 
billion dollars. Yet we are asked here to appropriate the measly 
sum of $300 per building. Such an amount would not repair a 
negro shack on a cotton plantation in the South, and you all 
know it. 

Mr. BLANTON. This is all rot! 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes. This is all rot. I call your 
attention to the fact, gentlemen, that in this age of false economy 
we are asked to appropriate $300 for the upkeep and enlarge- 
ment of some buildings that are worth half a million dollars. 
Are we following the proper policy? The gentleman from Texas 
IMr. BLANTON] stated that the law now requires that we shall 
have 90 square feet of space for each employee of the Govern- 
ment in the Post Office Service. That applies, of course, to 
these public buildings. But what about the thousands and 
thousands of private buildings that are rented all over this 
country. Rent not commensurate with the value of the build- 
ings is paid to the owner, and yet men are crowded into less 
space than 90 feet to perform a day's service. That is what 
we are doing now. 

You say. Well, on account of war conditions we have got to 
keep the Government expenditures down.” Gentlemen, it is 
very poor economy in my judgment to cut beyond a point that is 
sane. It is as necessary to transact Government business in a 
businesslike way as it is to transact private business in a busi- 
nesslike way. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes. 

Mr. SNYDER. Does the gentleman understand that this is 
for general repairs of all the eleven hundred and odd buildings 
that he speaks of? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I understand that it is for the 
purpose of “ remodeling, enlarging, and extending.” 

Mr. SNYDER. It is said here distinctly, For remodeling, 
enlarging, and extending completed and occupied public build- 
ings, including any necessary and incidental additions to or 
changes in mechanical equipment thereof, so as to provide or 
make available additional space in emergent cases.“ Does the 
gentleman think there are more than 150 or 200 of the 1,100 
buildings, that he talks about, that are in need of additional 

ace? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Probably not, but how many are 
you going to be able to enlarge and remodel at $20,000 each? 

Mr. SNYDER. I think if you will examine the paragraph 
you will find that it provides only for enlargement and addi- 
tional space, and does not cover the repairs that the gentleman 
speaks of. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgia 
has expired. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Georgia has- assumed that this appropriation is for re- 
pairs, preservation, and remodeling of all public buildings. 


There is another provision in this bill, carrying $733,000, for 
the repair and preservation of all public buildings under the 
supervision -of the Supervising Architect. This item of $350,- 
000 is, as the gentleman from New York [Mr. Snyper] sug- 
gests, an appropriation for the remodeling of such buildings 
as may require attention of that kind during the year. 

Now there is not any question but that gentlemen are 
correct when they say that a greater amount of money could 
be used. Gentlemen have asked to increase this apropriation 
nearly three times over the amount recommended and requested 
by the President and the Budget Bureau for this purpose 
during the next year. It is an amount nearly three times 
more than ever was appropriated for this purpose since 1916. 
For 1920 the appropriation was $220,000; for 1921 it was 
$330,000; for 1922 it was $380,000; for 1923 it was $375,000; 
and for 1924 it was $375,000. The President of the United 
States and the Director of the Budget have advised Congress 
that what they want for this purpose next year is $350,000, and 
the committee has recommended every dollar of that amount. 

I want to ask these gentlemen now who speak of the needs 
in their particular districts as to the condition of certain 
buildings in their districts. What guaranty have you got, 
if this $1,000,000 is allowed, that you will get any of the money 
applied to your buildings? As the gentleman from Missouri 
IMr. Loztzn] said a moment ago, there is just as much reason 
for asking for $2,000,000, according to the evidence before this 
House, as there is for asking for $1,000,000. 

If you are going to increase this appropriation and if you 
are going to remodel all buildings in the country, then you 
should make an appropriation of a suflicient amount to do it, 
for-if you do not next year you will have the same claim of 
favoritism and next year the same complaint that buildings 
in various districts were not remodeled. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I wish to say to the gentleman 
from Tennessee that I do not think I have taken the position 
that I was not aware of the fact that there were other items 
earried in the bill which would permit, for instance, the paint- 
ing of the post office at Chicago, but I am talking about the 
term “ remodeling.” 1 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. The gentleman said that this 
meant $300 for a building. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. 
mean, proportionately. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. But I know and I think every 

other Member knows that only a small number of buildings 
will require remodeling during the next year. I stated a 
moment ago that this bill carried $733,000 for repairs; in addi- 
tion to that it carries $521,700 for mechanical equipment in the 
yarious public buildings. 
Now, gentlemen, here is the proposition: Your Budget 
Bureau and your President haye told you that all they want 
is $350,000, and that is the amount the committee has pro- 
vided in this bill, yet a proposal is made to increase that 
ont lines: to $1,000,000. If there is any economy in that, I fail 
to see it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Yes; for a brief question. 

Mr. BLANTON. This appropriation does not take effect 
until the Ist of next July for the next fiscal year, and we know 
this, that if we only allow $350,000 in the bill there will not 
be a single public building in the United States that will bave 
its capacity increased during the next fiscal year, because they 
have already approved items which take up the entire $350,000. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. But I submit the $350,000 will be 
spent during the next fiscal year for the remodeling of buildings, 
It can not be spent between now and the ist of July. 

I want to repeat, gentlemen, that if you allow 51.000.000 
none of you has any guaranty that the buildings in your dis- 
trict will be remodeled, and, therefore, instead of coming here 
and seeking to increase by almost three times what the Presi- 
dent has asked, in order to be entirely consistent and give every- 
body a chance you had better increase it a great deal more. 
But I insist we ought not to do this by piecemeal. and I think 
we should stand by the Bureau of the Budget and then later 
on, when times are more propitious, have a public buildings 
bill which will take care of the whole country. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. Arren] is recognized 
for two minutes. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, it 
seems we are getting a little bit in deep water. However, our 
Government is a great institution, and I feel that. inasmuch as 
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the Government is comprised of the individuals who are exist- 
ing in this Government, that the people should be cared for 
from every angle as nearly as it is possible to care for them. 
We realize that it takes money to carry on this great institu- 
tion; we realize that the money comes from the people com- 
prising this Government. We further realize that the people of 
this Government are entitled to consideration, and they are 
entitled to have things made comfortable for them because of 
the money which they expend for that purpose. 

Now, my town is growing very rapidly and is prosperous. 
Since our post office was built the town has increased more 
than double in population. The seat of our State university is | 
there, and the population of the students has increased from 
1,000 to 2,500 in the past eight years. We have a very good 
post office for its size, but we do not have room enough to sort 
and distribute the mail, on account of its bulk oceupying the 
most of the working space. It is now so congested that mail is 
delayed on account of having insufficient room for employees 
to sort and allocate it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from West Virginia asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp, Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired, and the question 
is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BLANTON) there were—ayes 15, noes 76. 

So the amendment was rejected. | 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to 
strike out $350,000 and insert $500,000. ! 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON: Page 88, line 21, strike out 
“$350,000 “ and insert $500,000." 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


MARINE HOSPITALS. 


Baltimore, Md., Marine Hospital No. 1: For increasing water dis- 
tribution system and for fireproofing corridors, $15,000. | 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I moye to strike out | 
the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland moves to | 
strike out the last word, and is recognized for five minutes. | 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. This marine hospital in Baltimore 
has a capacity of between 160 and 180 beds. They asked for 
more money than this, but I understand from the hearings, 
which are very full, that the sum of $12,000 for a new fire 
hydrant and $3,000 for fireproofing the connecting corridors 
were all the amounts asked for fire protection, and I under- 
stand that all the fire protection which was asked for the 
marine hospital has been granted by the committee. I ask 
that question of the chairman, because I want to make sure 
that is the case. È 

Mr. MADDEN. That is the case. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I am glad the committee has pro- 
vided for this measure of safety. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas rises in op- 
position to the pro forma amendment, and is recognized for 
five minutes, 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I just want to show you 
the situation we are up against. The committee just voted 
down an amendment which would have authorized a sum of 
money to be spent in emergency cases in your districts to 
provide needed floor space for the employees who work in 
certain congested post offices. You may not realize the situa- 
tion, but the employees who are forced to work under these 
congested conditions do realize the situation. My colleague, 
Mr. Lozikn, tells me that in his district there is a post office 
where the employees have only 20 feet of floor space, whereas 
the law requires them to have as much as 90 feet per man. 

Now, the $350,000 which is carried in this bill is not avail- 
able until the Ist of July; it is to be spent in the next year, 
beginning July 1, and yet if you will ring up Mr, McKenzie 
Moss, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury in charge of post- 
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office buildings, he will tell you frankly that he has already 
approved cases which will take up every cent of that money, 
even before July 1 comes. 

Therefore I do not care what emergency cases may occur 
between now and July 1; and all during the next 12 months 
that follow July 1, during the next fiscal year, he will not 
have a dollar to meet the emergencies in providing extra floor 
space to meet the requirements of law. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, that was the shortest five 
minutes I ever had timed on me. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment is withdrawn and the Clerk will read, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICR OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 


Postmaster General, $12,000; for personal services in the office of 
the Postmaster General in the District of Columbia in accordance with 
“the classification act of 1928,” $213,740. 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment because 
the amount should be $201,740 instead of $213,740. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: , 

Amendment offered by Mr. MADDEN: Page 48, line 24, after the fig- 
ures “ 1923” Insert “ $201,740, in all.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Illinois. 
The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to, 
The Clerk read as follows: 
POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT BUILDINGS. 


For personal services in the District of Columbia in accordance with 
“the classification act of 1923,” for the care, maintenance, and pro- 
tection of the maln Post Office Department Building, the Washington 
City Post Office Building, and the Mail Equipment Shops Building, 
$225,632, 


Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I shall not object to this item for the Washington 
post office. I think it is a very proper one, but I also think at 
this moment and at this point in the bill it would be of ex- 
treme interest to the House to know something of the growth 
and necessities of tertain other sections of the country, and in- 
asmuch as various Members have put into the Record statistics 
covering the needs and requirements of the Postal Service in 
their sections of the country, I want to give the House some 
post-office statistics on the fastest growing city in America—and 
that means the world—and to say that the United States Gov- 
ernment owns a lot 150 by 160 feet on American Avenue and 
Third Street in my home city of Long Beach, Calif., which was 
purchased for the sum of $40,000 February 14, 1914. The city 
of Long Beach has grown in the last 10 years to such a remark- 
able extént that that property, though vacant at the present 
time, is worth in the neighborhood of $300,000. The Govern- 
ment is receiving about $250 a month as a rental from month 
to month for the vacant ground, and is paying $1,500 per month, 
or $18,000 per year, for a rented building now inadequate for 
the requirements. 

I will now give you some information about the postal re- 
ceipts in the Long Beach office during the last 10-year period. 
In 1914 the postal receipts were $100,095; in 1915, $99,819; in 
1916, $109,803; in 1917, $119,615; in 1918, $157,064; in 1919, 
$189,325; and in 1920, $198,169. 

During the last three years there has been a still more mar- 
velous increase. In 1921 the postal receipts were $257,778; in 
1922, $305,246; and in 1923, just completed, $406,964, making a 
total inerease over the 10-year period of more than 328 per cent, 
and more than 100 per cent since the end of 1920, a period of 
three years. 

The census of Long Beach in 1910 was approximately 17,500 
people; in 1920, approximately 56,000; and in 1924, based upon 
very substantial statistics in the way of electric light and gas 
connections and school censuses, the estimated population is 
135,000. As a basis of comparison, I want to say further that 
in the past year while the normal increase in the postal busi- 
ness of the country has been from 6 to 7 per cent, and in the 
larger cities only between 9 and 10 per cent, while for the 
fiscal year ending 1923 in the city of Long Beach the percentage 
of increase over 1922 was 34 per cent, the receipts going from 
$305,246 to $406,964. This will be more than duplicated in 
1924, and I estimate that it will be at least 40 per cent increase. 

Gentiemen, this situation is one which requires immediate 
treatment at the hands of this House and our Public Buildings 
and Grounds Committee, and I hope that within the next few 
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months, or sooner if possible, that the committee will bring in 
a bill, and that this Congress will consider some sort of com- 
prehensive post-office construction program based on the demon- 
strated requirements of the various cities of the country, such 
as the one upon which I have just given the official statistics. 
I would suggest that this be done in accordance with the plan 
outlined by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Masre] a few 
days ago, and to which I am informed the chairman of the 


great Appropriations Committee [Mr. Mapper] is favorable, | 


which provides that we build these post offices in order of 
merit and demonstrated necessity, providing a program cover- 


ing 5 or 10 years and creating a commission to determine local | 


priority. Those where the necessity is greatest should be in the 
A class and should receive first relief. Those where the necessi- 


ties are of secondary importance should be in B class, and so | 


en down the line, so that we may have a comprehensive bill 
that wiil give relief in order of merit. In addition to Long 
Beach, I have in my district almost another parallel in the 
cases of the cities of Pomona and Glendale. I have not the time 
to quote statistics, but Members probably do not know that the 
ninth California district is perhaps the largest in the country, 
and now contains approximately 800,000 people, having almost 
doubled in population since the 1920 census, We will have a 
million people there within the next two years, and are crying 


for relief in post-office facilities which can not and should not | 


be longer delayed. [Applause.] 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. In connection with what the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia has just said, I desire to say that more than 10 years ago 
in the city of Utica there was an emergency declared on account 
the lack of space to handle the postal business of that city. 
During the period of the Great War it was thought to be such 
an extensive emergency that the then Secretary of the Treasury 
sent an emergency letter to this House asking for an appropria- 
tion of $750,000 to enlarge the building on a lot that had been 
purchased adjoining the present post-office property several 
years before. During the period from that time until this the 
business of the post office has more than doubled, so that the 
income from the office to-day is more than $600,000 per annum. 

The floor space in which the work is being done is exactly the 
fame as when the emergency was declared 10 years ago. Some- 
thing has been said here te-day about employees under the law 
having the right to have 90 square feet of floor space as work 
room. z 

I dare say that the physical condition of the working space 
in the office of the city of Utica to-day would not furnish more 


than 10 or 15 square feet per man; but the business of that | 


office is being handled; and notwithstanding the fact that it is 
an emergency, and that we ought to have the money and we 
ought to have the building and the space and the additional 
facilities for handling the mail in that city, I would not favor 
at this time, under the present economic conditions of the 
country, a general public-buildings bill; not by any means. 
The very fact that they are able to do the work and bring in | 
this additional money to the Government at this time, when we | 
are trying to reduce the debt of the Government, is sufficient | 
for me; and I believe when we have reduced the Government | 
debt and have been able to reduce taxes so that the people can | 
breathe a little easier will be the proper time to go ahead with | 
a general publictbuildings scheme. I would favor a scheme | 
such as my distinguished colleague from Syracuse [Mr. MAGEE] 

has offered, a graduated scheme, and then eventually we will 

all get sufficient space and we will all get buildings that will be 

of the proper character and design and with the amount of floor | 
spuce called for under the law; but not at this time. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. WHI the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Is not there also an added reason that 
owing to the shortage of homes we have to conserve material 
te build those homes? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes; the gentleman's suggestion is a proper 
one, and it was covered by the chairman of the Committee on 
Appropriations this afternoon. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For reimbursement of the Government Printing Office or Capitol 
Power Plant for the cost of furnishing steam for heating and electric 
current for lighting and power to the Post-omce Department Build- 
ing at Massachusetts Avenue and North Capitol Street, District of 
Columbia, $52,000. 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I want to ask the chairman of the committee if this 
Capital Power Plant is a private or a Government institution, 

Mr. MADDEN. It is a Government institution. 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. I withdraw the pro forma amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


For compensation to clerks and employees at first and second class 
Post offices, including auxiliary clerk hire at summer and winter 
post offices, $124,987,100. — 


Mr. ROUSE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the lust 
word. I want to ask the chairman if this takes in the auxiliary 
and the temporary clerks. 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 
W ROUSE. Should not the word “temporary” be used 
ere 

Mr. MADDEN. No; we went into that before the committee 
and it was understood that if we used the word “temporary” 
they would not be able to use the money interchangeably. In 
this way they could do it more economically by interchanging. 
Here is what Mr. Spilman said about it. I asked him “ What 
| advantage do you think there is in consolidating the auxiliary 
| and the regular clerks?” and Mr. Spilman said: ` 

In reference to that question, this appropriation for regular clerks 
| provides for the salaried men in post offices df the first and second 
classes. Then there is the other appropriation for temporary clerks, 
substitutes employed when clerks are on vacations, and auxiliary clerks, 
for which there is an appropriation of $8,500,000 this year. That ap- 
propriation is utilized as indicated, first, to hire substitutes employed 
| in place of men on vacation; second, to hire substitutes in place of 
| men on sick leave; and, third, to hire substitutes as auxiliary men in 
| the peak periods which occur at the first of a week, at the first of a 

month, and following holidays, and also at the Valentine's Day, Easter, 
| and Christmas periods, when the forces must be nugmented. As the 
business of an office increases, the first thing that is done to meet the 
needs, if there be any needs, when the regular force has reached the 
“saturation” point, as far as capacity to preduce is concerned, is to 
employ men ou part time during peak periods. As the peak spreads 
out, the time of a certain group of those men increases until it is nec- 
essary to keep them on eight hours daily. 


Then he goes on to show that if they can use the money inter- 
changeably, they can do it more economically. 

Mr. ROUSE. It will enable them to use the money without 
violating the law? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. ROUSE. The department violated the law last year. 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not know; but it is quite likely they 
did when they got into a congested condition. 

Mr. ROUSE. The report of the Postmaster General shows 
that there was a deficiency in this item of $527,493.14. 
| Mr. MADDEN. I would not wonder if they did, and this is 
to avoid the necessity of violating the law. And, besides, they 
can do the work more economically where they have an inter- 
changeability of funds. 

Mr. ROUSE. What was the appropriation last year? 

Mr. MADDEN. One hundred and sixteen million four hun- 
dred and fifty-two thousand six hundred dollars, all told. 

Mr. ROUSE. That included the three items? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. STENGLE, Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word in order to ask the chairman of the committee a ques- 
tion. Does this appropriation of $124,937.100 include any addi- 
tional forees to be employed and additional salaries for those 
employees? 

Mr. MADDEN. It includes the auxiliary, temporary, and 
permanent clerks. This was in three items before, but it in- 
eludes 2,000 additional clerks and makes the amount necessary 
for promotion from one class to another; that is, the automatic 
promotions. 

Mr. STENGLE. There is no increase of salaries? 

Mr. MADDEN. No; that is a matter of legislation. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that the 
Post Office Committee has a number of bills before it for in- 
crease of salaries, and it will probably have a bill reported out 
before long. 

Mr. STENGLE. I am well aware of that, but I wanted to 
show in the record that that is a separate item. 

Mr. MADDEN. This committee has no legislative jurisdic- 
tion. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. But if the legislation is passed in time 
this bill will provide for it. 

Mr. MADDEN, If the legislation is enacted, it follows as a 
matter of course that they will get the benefit of it. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. I hope that the committee will report the 
bill out before long. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For allowances to third-class post offices to cover the cost of clerical 
services, $4,400,000. 


1924. 


Mr. MeLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. I am pleased to see that the com- 
mittee has increased this item by $150,000 over the amount 
carried for the present fiscal year. I have always thought 
that the amount allowed the postmasters to pay their clerks 
who assist them in carrying on their work was not sufficient. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MeLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Yes. 

Mr. MADDEN. I wish to say for the information of the 
gentleman from Michigan and also for the information of 
other gentleman present that under the law the Postmaster 
General was authorized to pay $450, the minimum, in his dis- 
cretion, $600, $900; or $1,200, depending upon the salary of 
the third-class postmaster, for clerieal assistance, but I think 
he never paid the maximum authorized by law. I believe 
the average amount paid in any one year did not exceed $250, 
although the law has been there all of the time authorizing 
the greater: payments. 

Mr. MeLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I understand the law au- 
therizes other payments, but the Postmaster General has not 
been able to approach the maximum because of lack of money 
carried in this item. 

Mr. MADDEN. I do- not think that is the reason; they 
never used all of the money that was allotted to them. 

Mr. MecLAUGHLIN of Michigan. That is their fault, and 
I think it weuld be a suggestion to them to be, more liberal 
and more just if this item were increased. 

Mr. MADDEN. In the testimony taken by the committee. 
the opinion was expressed by the members of the committee 
that there ought to be greater liberality in the funds allowed 
to third-class postmasters for clerical assistance. 

Mr. MeLAUGHLEIN of Michigan. In many eases. the post- 
master finds it necessary to go into his own pocket in order 
to help pay the necessary clerks im his office, an improper 
condition of affairs, 

The Government of the United States recognizes its respon- 
sibility in this respect by making this appropriation. Why 
does it not play fair amd be deeent and provide money eneugh 
te let the postmasters have money enough to properly pay 
their clerks for doing the work they must do? There are cases 
known of men whe were suitable to oeeupy the position of 
postmaster, and who should have been appointed, but who 
would not accept it on account of the salary, beeanse it was not 
large enough. considering the fact that they have to go down 
into their own pockets and help pay for clerk hire; and this 
calamity has heppened—that many Democrats now in office 
have beem permitted to continue beeause Republicans would not 
work for the salary that was available. [Laughter.] That is 
a situation that ought to appeal to Members of Congress, and 
they should correct it by increasing this amount. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For pay of letter carriers, City Delivery Service, $87,000,000. 


Mr. MILLER of Washington. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. I observed that this item. of $87,000,- 
000, in line 18, is an increase of $6,300,000 over the item car- 
ried last year, but it is still $398,000 less than the Budget 
estimate. 

Mr. MADDEN. The increase is due to a consolidation of 
the letter carriers’ items, substitutes for letter carriers, tem- 
porary letter carriers, and to a provision for 700 additional let- 
ter earriers; and the increase of $6,300,000 provides for all of 
the automatic promotions. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Does the gentleman think 
that the increase of $6,300,000 will provide for the work of the 
letter carriers and to handle the increased mail that every year 
is piling, up? 

Mr. MADDEN. We have given them all that they ask. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Ob, no; we are cutting down 
the Budget. estimate by $390,000. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman. yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. According to the statement 
just made by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MCLAUGHLIN ], 
would it not possibly depend upon whether they are Republi- 
cans or Democrats? 2 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. We are hoping that there are 
no Demoerats. That is a reduction of $398,000 under the 
Budget estimate, as I understand it. i 

Mr. MADDEN. That is correct; but we still provide them 
with all of the money that they need for the 700 additional car- 
viers, for the automatic promotions, for the consolidation of 
the auxiliary and temperary carriers, and for substitutes. in 
lieu of carriers who are eff with pay or off on sick leave. 
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Mr. MILLER of Washington. Does the gentleman think 
that that will take care of the emergency and the peak loads? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. That the earriers have to 
deliver? 

Mr. MADDEN. We do. 

Mr. MILLER of Washington. Especially during the Christ- 
mas time and other times when the mails are used to.an un- 
usual extent? ‘ 

Mr. MADDEN. We do. We went all through the matter 
with the figures. These figures are made after very careful 
calculations. We may have made mistakes. I do not presume 
to say that we are infallible. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi- 
tion to the pro forma amendment. I did not understand exactly 
the explanation of the chairman of the committee as to why 
they had reduced the estimates made by the Budget to the ex- 
tent of $398,000; 

Mr. MADDEN. We figured out that that was all that they 
needed to aecomplish the purpose. 

Mr. LARSEN ef Georgia. In order that the gentleman may 
understand me, the Budget, as I understand, made a request 
for $87,398,000: The eommittee allowed $87,000,000, which was 
$398,000: less than the Budget requested. 

Mr. MADDEN. That result was brought about by making 
what we thought were accurate calculations of the amount in- 
volved im alb of the items presented to. us. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. As I understand it, there are 
about 80 offices in the United States which are now elassified 
in the village earrier service. 

Mr. MADDEN. That has nothing to do with this. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. The offices have qualified, how- 
ever, for city delivery and should be so advanced. There is in 
my district the city of Hawkinsville, which went into the vil- 
lage carrier service 10 to 12 years ago. It qualified for a city 
delivery service three years ago. Notwithstanding that fact, 
the department has refused to advance it to city delivery 
service. Why? Simply because if they do they will be forced 
te pay the two carriers at that office upon the basis of city 
delivery compensation. 

In other words, the pay which the Congress has prescribed 
that the carriers at this office should bave for the particular 
werk they are doing is withheld from them. Congress has pre- 
scribed that village-mail carrier employees shall receive one sal- 
ary, but it bas also preseribed that when the receipts of the office 
have advanced to a stipulated amount that the office shall be 
advaneed into the city-delivery class, and automatically that 
the carriers’ pay shall be inereased accordingly. Now, these 
gentlemen have families to support. They are living under 
conditions whieh they themselves have not created. They are 
compelled to perform service and live in a community that 
under the law and under conditions is entitled to City Delivery 
Service, and L submit they should have city-delivery pay. 
Necessarily the expenses of these gentlemen are higher than if 
they were in a smaller place, and yet for three long years 
these gentlemen have been withheld from the pay to which 
they are entitled and the pay which the Congress of this Nation 
prescribed they should have. The committee may have taken 
care of that in part, but not fully. The testimony of the 
gentlemen who appeared before the Appropriations Committee 
shows that they expected to Increase the City Delivery Service 
by taking on 671 additional employees during the next fiscal 
year in addition to the 3,810 they had already agreed to take 
on July 1, 1924. Now, what assurance have we that all of 
these gentlemen at these 80 offices of which I spoke will be 
protected? I speak of one in my district; but there are T9 
others in the United States, so I am informed by the depart- 
ment, who are in the condition to which I have called your 
attention. Now, gentlemen, there are some 80 men in this 
Congress who are representing men that are not receiving the 
just wages to which they are entitled under the law of this 
land. I ask you now, do you propose to see that your con- 
stituents are paid the compensation which Congress prescribed 
they should have, or do you propose, by some so-called policy 
of economy, to sit here and see them imposed upon? I. for one, 
will not submit. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. May I have one additional minute? 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Gentlemen, I am glad to say that 
the appropriation in part takes eare of this situation, but I 
would rather we appropriate the other $398,000 which the 
Budget requested and protect the situation m full. The dis- 
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tinguished chairman has simply said, “ We cut the appropria- 
tion,” and, if I understand, failed to assign any suflicient reason. 

Mr. MADDEN. Would the gentleman say there was an in- 
sufficient reason to say that we made up the figures and that 
we proved their accuracy as finally made? 


Mr, LARSEN of Georgia. I am satisfied that the gentleman 
so concluded, but he fails to give the figures. I find no reason 
in the record, and I have read the testimony. 

Mr. MADDEN. We do not put those figures in the record. 
It is a mathematical calculation. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Spillman came before the com- 
mittee and said he needed that amount, and I do not see that 
anybody disputes it. It is just an arbitrary fixing of the 
amount. 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman from Georgia knows they 
never come befere us and say that they do not want money; 
they always say they need more. 

Mr. ROUSE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. I desire to ask another question. I understood a while 
ago this item would inciude not only appropriations for letter 
carriers but also auxiliary and temporary salaries? 

Mr. MADDEN. That is my understanding. 

Mr. ROUSE, Now, I suppose in placing the figures at 
$87,000,000 the committee took into consideration the de- 
ficiency —— 

Mr. MADDEN. No. 

Mr. ROUSE. In the letter carrier item of $184,564.31. 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman means 1923? 

Mr. ROUSE. 1924. 

Mr. MADDEN. We are appropriating for 1925. The appro- 
priation for 1924 was about $585,000,000 all told. That is the 
total appropriation for the Postal Service. The appropriation 
in this bill, if enacted, will be about $610,000,000. 

Mr. ROUSE. I understood the gentleman to say a while ago 
the appropriation was increased. Now, the Postmaster General 
reports that the deficiency on the auxiliary and temporary 
earrier item was $810,856.40. 

Mr. MADDEN. The appropriation for this year is $80,700,000, 
The appropriation we are proposing is $87,000,000, $6,300,000 
more. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. In line 19, page 55, I move to amend by adding $398,000, 
so that the paragraph will read “$87,898,000” instead of 
“ $87,000,000.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. LARSEN of Georgia: Page 55, line 19, strike out 
“ $87,000,000 ” and insert in lieu thereof $87,398,000." 


Mr. MADDEN. I hope the amendment will not prevail. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I do not care to debate it. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I wish to say a word. I would 
like to vote intelligently on an amendment coming before the 
committee. I have listened to this debate and I do not know 
how anybody can yote on the amendment. You have a Budget 
Bureau that, according to the new order of things, is supposed 
to be more intelligent than the Congress, and it is considered 
a sacrilege, in the judgment of these latter-day reformers, for 
a Member of Congress to have the temerity to question the 
judgment of the Budget. 

But it seems that the Committee on Appropriations did have 
the temerity to say that the Bureau of the Budget had been 
extravagant and had estimated $398,000 too much. When my 
friend from Georgia [Mr. LARSEN] asked the very able and 
capable chairman of the committee, who had been associated 
with these bureaucrats, how he arrived at the figure that is 
inserted in the bill he said that he had just decided that they 
. did not need so much. 

Mr. MADDEN. Did I say that? 

Mr. WINGO. Not exactly that; but it is evident that from 
the association he has had with these bureaucrats the gentle- 
man and his committee took that attitude. In all seriousness 
and in all courtesy my friend knows that I am not imputing 
any bad faith to him. But it is the order of the day for us 
to sit here like a lot of young jay birds and swallow such 
worms as the Budget Bureau drops down our throats, and to 
have the “ white-button mandarins riding on white asses” feed 
us from time to time as little birds in our legislative nest. We 
take what the gentleman from Illinois says he thinks we ought 
to have. He says he investigated the matter, but he did not 
put his computations in the Recorp, of course. How on earth 
could an ordinary Member of Congress interpret the figures, 
and why encumber the Recon with them? How did you ar- 


riye at those figures? And how on earth did this superwise 
Budget Bureau make a failure to the extent of $398,000 in 
providing the proper amount for this service, this superbody 
which assumes to hold the people’s purse strings, on account 
of the ignorance and the failure of the representatives of the 
people to properly make up their budget? 

What was the reason why you decided upon the figure that 
appears in the bill? Did you decide that the department wanted 
to increase this service too much, or that the Bureau of the 
Budget conceived too extravagant an idea to carry out the in- 
crease, and did they make a mistake, or did the adding ma- 
chine make a mistake? 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not know how they made the mistake, 
but z took the figures as to how many people they decided to 
employ. 

Mr. WINGO. Did you propose to give them any new ones? 

Mr. MADDEN. We took into account how many there were 
in a certain grade and their salaries, and the number that would 
be promoted from one grade to another, and that would follow. 

Mr. WINGO. What was the difference between you and the 
Budget? Where was it? 

Mr. MADDEN. I could not say offhand just where it was. 
I made my own calculation. : 

Mr. WINGO. The point I am trying to get at is this: Was 
it an error of mathematics, or did the committee decide that 
the Bureau of the Budget was extravagant in its ideas as to 
the needs of the service? Of course the gentleman can take, 
and the Bureau of the Budget can take, and the department 
can take the number and grade of salaries, and thus arrive zt 
a mathematical calculation on the adding machine. Did the 
gentleman take the same number that they did? If so, it was 
an error on the part of the adding machine. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not know what they took, but I reached 
my opinion by taking the number in the different grades and 
their salaries, and the number to be promoted, and the pay of 
the additional men, and then I took the aggregate of that. 

Mr. WINGO. Then it is evident that the department con- 
vinced the Bureau of the Budget that there should be a larger 
appropriation so as to meet the necessary demands for the in- 
creased service. Tou can not escape that conclusion. The 
committee did not go into that, but simply took the number in 
existence, and the grade, and multiplied it by the statutory 
Salary or fixed compensation, and gave us the result; and the 
committee is not prepared to tell the House what is the contro- 
versy, the dispute, the difference in judgment, between the 
department and the committee as to the extension of this 
service. No; under the new order we are supposed to take 
what the Budget directs, except when the committee reduces 
the Budget estimate, and then we are not supposed to exercise 
any judgment, and for that reason the facts are not given us. 
To such low estate have we fallen under the new order of 
things. What a farce! 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas 
has expired. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana rose. 

ie CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Louisiana is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I am in favor 
of the amendment proposed by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Larsen], and I will be glad to have the attention of the com- 
mittee when circumstances will permit; that is, when the 
members who are now at the desk of the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations will permit him to give me his atten- 
tion. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, to use an 
expression of the lamented “Jim” Mann, as we affectionately 
called him, I am never afraid to get down to brass tacks. I am 
perfectly willing to be criticized by my constituents and by my 
countrymen when I am at fault as a Congressman, but I object 
to being criticized for those things of which I am not culpable 
and for which I am not responsible. Recently in the city of 
New Orleans, or during the last two years, either through the 
postmaster or some of his subordinates or through other sources, 
it was given out that the inefficient city delivery, which was a 
very faulty delivery, as I understand, on account of lack of 
fynds, was due to the parsimony and the miserliness in the 
appropriations made by Congress. 

As a consequence my good colleague and myself were ques- 
tioned and Congress criticized in the most vigorous fashion, and 
it took all of our ingenuity and most of our time to explain that 
we were not at fault and that we were perfectly willing to give 
the people of that city delivery to which they were entitled, 
and that we were and would continue to be willing to vote for 
adequate appropriations to effectuate that purpose and result. 
I understand that same condition obtained in all the large 
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cities throughout the United States. I know very well the value | the United States, and it discloses that the growth of the city 
of real, reasonable economy in the administration of public justifies 36 carriers, and the Postmaster General tells you he 
affairs, but the extreme of economy is the extreme of extrav- has not the money, but if Congress will give him the money 


agance, ‘and it is foolish for commissions and ‘committees to at- 
tempt to administer and conduct a great Government as if it were 
‘a tramp, with only a tramp's limited wants. The apparel oft 
proclaims the man.” It always ‘proclaims the government. A 
stingy or unreasonably ‘economic government may be likened | 
to a miser who denies himself the comforts and conveniences 


of life. The Government's employees must be paid well, and 


there must be a ‘sufficient number of them to render the service 
Which the people want. I repeat that the extreme of economy 
is niggardliness, which is the worst form of extravagance in 
‘the lack of results which it produces. i 

What I want to know is this: Is this appropriation sufi- 
cient to give the people of the cities of this country the proper 
‘delivery ‘service which they need, require, and demand? 

Mr. MADDEN. It is the best judgment of the committee that 
the amount set out in this item, $87,000,000, is sufficient to meet 
the needs of the city delivery service. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. And prevent the criticism 
which was so unjustly bestowed upon Members of Congress rep- 
resenting districts which claimed they were not receiving proper 
city delivery service? 

Mr. MADDEN. I could not guarantee that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I ask for one 
minute More. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Louisiana ‘asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for one additional minute. Is there 
objection? 

‘There was no objection. 

Mr. MADDEN. If the gentleman from Louisiana will permit, 
it would be assuming a great deal on my part if I said it would 
prevent criticism. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. The gentleman can make that 
assumption if he will assure me and the other Members of this 
House that the fund you ‘are giving is ample to secure proper 
delivery service. 

Mr. MADDEN. I say it is; but the one great right which an 
American citizen insists on exercising is his privilege to kick 
and to criticize, so I could not guarantee what the gentleman 
asks of me. 

Mr. ‘O'CONNOR of Louisiana. ‘The gentleman is doubfless 
correct about that; but I want to reduce that kicking propensity 
to the irreducible minimum suggested here several times by 
making an ‘appropriation that will assurea city delivery service 
which will be ‘satisfactory to our people. The propenstty to 
kick may not be well grounded at times, but in the vast majority 
of instances and cases it results from the parsimonious attitude 
and administration I have referred to. I am in favor of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Larsen]. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the 
chairman of ‘the Appropriations ‘Committee what increase over 
last year is this 887,000,000? 

Mr. MADDEN. It is an increase of 86,300,000. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of the 
amendment, and in connection therewith I want to submit this 
observation: In my State, the State of Oregon, I have had 
many complaints from the various towns to the effect that they 
are not getting a sufficient and proper mail service. The cor- 
respondence between my constituents, the Post Office Depart- 
ment, and myself bears out this contention; they are asking 
for ‘better service, but the department simply states that the 
appropriation is not sufficient and that it can not get Congress 
to give appropriations sufficient for city service. 

My home city, the city of Portland, Oreg., has grown from 
260,000 in 1920 to 345,000. The postmaster some time ago made 
a request for 36 more carriers—I believe it was 36—and he was 
given only 10. 

Mr. MADDEN. If every postmaster was allowed to dic- 
tate how many carriers there were to be in existence, we would 
have five times as many as we should have. 

Mr. WATKINS. The postmaster is claiming there is not 
sufficient appropriation to permit the granting of the additional 
carriers, 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not take any stock in what he claims. 
You can not let 3,000 first-class postmasters, 7,000 second-class 
postmasters, and 11,000 ‘third-class postmasters make 21,000 
different decisions on the question of who is going to run the 
business. 

Mr, WATKINS. No; but when you take a survey of a city 
of that size, which survey is just as accurate ‘as the census of 


he can furnish the carriers, it seems to me it is time for ‘this 
Congress to assert its rights and appropriate money ‘sufficient 
for taking care of a city of this size, to say nothing of the 
other towns throughout my State. 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman knows, of course, that the 
way the department is being run, it is now running behind about 
$30,000,000 a year; and H the things which I see lurking around 
work themselves into force, that amount would run ‘to sbout 
$250,000,000 a year, and then what would the gentleman's con- 
‘stituents say when they are taxed to meet such deficiencies? 

Mr. WATKINS. If my memory ‘serves me correctly, the 
Post Office Department has been bragging for many, many 
years that it has never had a deficiency but has always made 
and saved money. Every Postmaster General's report I have 
ever seen bragged about the money he saved and the fact that 
there was no deficit. 

Mr. ‘MADDEN. He probably did say that. 

Mr. WATKINS. I am glad to know the gentleman admits 
there is a deficit here. 

Mr. MADDEN. I have never denied it. 

Mr. WATKINS. I know the gentleman will tell the truth. 

Mr. MADDEN. I have always insisted there was. Some- 
times the Postmasters General have ‘said ‘there was not, ‘but 
it has never been true. 

Mr. WATKINS. In view of the situation, can we not ‘approve 
the amendment and give these good Oregon people proper 
service? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired, 
‘and ‘all time ‘has expired on ‘this amendment. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, inasmuch as I 
have taken no time on this amendment I would like to have two 
minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia ‘asks unani- 
‘mous consent to address the committee for two minutes. Is 
‘there ‘objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Gentlemen, in order that you may 
thoroughly understand the issue before the committee, I would 
say Mr. Spillman, who is at the head of City Delivery Berv- 
ice in the division of ‘Post Office Department, testified before 
the Appropriations Committee that at the beginning of the 
fiscal year July 1, 1924, they proposed to put on 3,810 employees 
as additional employees in the City Delivery Service; that dur- 
ing the coming year it would be necessary to put on 671 more. 
These will include new employees and those in the village car- 
rier service who are to be promoted to the City Delivery Service. 
He said for this purpose they would need $87,398,000, and the 
Budget Bureau said they would need 887,398, 000; but the Ap- 
propriations Committee, without any figures, so far as the 
record shows and as I can tell, simply said, Well, we will 
just give you 887,000,000.“ What the people want is service, 
and they can not get the ‘service unless Congress appropriates 
the money. I feel that the Bureau of the Budget was correct, 
especially inasmuch as no one testified to the contrary and no 
one has attempted to testify to the-contrary of what Mr. Spill- 
man said were the actual facts and conditions. He is the one 
man in the Government who ought to-know. For that reason I 
offered the amendment. Gentlemen, I feel the amendment ought 
to prevail, and if you feel so, I Will be glad to have you vote for it. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute 
I move to strike out the paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California moves to 
strike out the paragraph. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. I want to say a word in favor of this 
amendment, because I have a very keen realization of the 
necessity for restoring the amount of money to this appropria- 
tion that is named in the amendment. Perhaps each one of us 
knows more about the conditions in his district than he 
knows about the conditions in the other man’s district, and I 
will even go so far as to say that perhaps he cares more about 
them; but in my district and in the city of Oakland, Calif., 
I want you to know that the department in October last gave 
us 36 new carriers. We are now asking for 10 more, and it 
is a very serious condition that exists there. In order that you 
may know something ‘about it I want you to know that in that 
city last year there were 2} acres of new ground covered every 
day in the year with new buildings. I want you to know that 
our post-office building in Oakland, Calif., was ‘built for serv- 
ing 60,000 ‘people, and to-day it is serving over 800,000 people. 
I want you to know that the business of ‘that ‘town has slowed 
up on account of inadequate facilities in handling our mail, 
and it is a vital thing. Gentlemen, the Post Office Department 
is a business department of the Government, and I go so far 
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as to say that I would be in favor of raising the postage rate 
1 cent on each first-class letter rather that to let it go on inade- 
quately. I heard a good deal said here an hour or so ago 
about the sanctity of the Budget and that the Director of the 
Budget was in reality the President of the United States. I 
have a good deal of sympathy with that idea, but I want you 
to remember that this is a case where the Appropriations 
Committee have cut down the amount allowed by the Budget 
Bureau for the pay of letter carriers $400,000. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. And the amount stated by Mr. 
Spillman. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. And it concerns every man who is a 
Member of this House. It is of interest to all of us. While 
the conditions are more acute in some districts than they are 
in other districts, nevertheless it is a thing we are all inter- 
ested in, and I certainly hope this amendment will carry. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida rose. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. May I ask my friend a question? 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. I yield to the gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. You will recall I made some remarks 
a short time ago on this matter. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. I do. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Let me call your attention to the 
fact that in this bill we have $1,750,000 for inspectors, which 
is the exact amount the Budget reports. That is to keep 
postal employees straight. Then we have $252,000 for division 
headquarters clerks, and traveling expenses for these inspec- 
tors, $465,000; but that does not give the people their mail. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. No; it does not. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. That is what you want and what I 
want—to let the people get the mail. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I simply want to express 
the hope that the amendment of the gentleman from Georgia 
will not prevail. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. 
pro forma amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California asks 
unanimous consent to withdraw his amendment, Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. LARSEN]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Larsen of Georgia) there were 31 ayes and 34 noes. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. Larsen 
of Georgia and Mr. Mappen as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported that 
there were 42 ayes and 35 noes. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point that there 
is no quorum present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois makes the 
point that no quorum is present. The Chair will count. [After 


Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw my 


counting.] Seventy-nine Members present, not a quorum. 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise. 


The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Sanpers of Indiana, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that committee had had under consideration the 
bill H. R. 6349, the appropriation bill for the Treasury and 
Post Office Departments, and had come to no resolution thereon. 

RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEBRB. 
The SPEAKER. The Speaker laid before the House the fol- 


lowing communication: 
WASHINGTON, D. C., February 9, 192}. 


Hon. FREDERICK H. GILLETT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. SPBAKER: I herewith tender my resignation as a member 
of the Committee on Pensions, to take effect at this date. 
Yours’ very truly, 
M. E. Trpixos. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED, 


The Committee on Enrolled Bills reported that they had ex- 
amined and found truly enrolled bills of the following titles, 
when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 4866. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Great Northern Railway Co., a corporation, to maintain and 
operate, or reconstruct, maintain, and operate a bridge across 
the Mississippi River ; 

H. R. 4498. An act to authorize the State of Illinois to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto 
across the Fox River in the county of Kendall and State of 
Illinois; 


H. R. 4499, An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
and approaches thereto across the Rock River in the county of 
Winnebago, State of Illinois, in section 24, township 46 north, 
range 1 east of the third principal meridian ; 

H. R. 5273. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co. to construct a 
bridge over the Mississippi River between St. Paul and Minne- 
apolis, Minn. ; 

S. 152. An act to authorize the county of Multnomah, Oreg., 
to construct a bridge and approaches thereto across the Willam- 
ette River in the city of Portland, Oreg., to replace the pres- 
ent Burnside Street Bridge in said city of Portland; and also 
to authorize said county of Multnomah to construct a bridge 
and approaches thereto across the Willamette River in said city 
of Portland in the vicinity of Ross Island; 

S. 384. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
Waccamaw River, in South Carolina, near the North Carolina 
State Line; 

S. 602. An act to extend the time for the construction of a 
bridge across the Arkansas River between the cities of Little 
Lock and Argenta, Ark. ; 

S. 1634. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Lumber River in South Carolina, between Marion and Horry 
Counties ; 

5. 1170. An act to authorize the Highway Commission of the 
State of Montana to construct and maintain a bridge across the 
Yellowstone River at or near the city of Glendive, Mont. ; 

S. 1374. An act to authorize the Norfolk & Western Railway 
Co. to construct a bridge across the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy 
River at or near a point about 14 miles west of Williamson, 
Mingo County, W. Va., and near the mouth of Turkey Creek, 
Pike County, Ky.; 

S. 604. An act to authorize the construction, maintenance, and 
operation of a bridge across the St. Francis River near St. 
Francis, Ark.; 

S. 643. An act to extend the time for the construction of a 
bridge across the Pamunkey River in Virginia; and 

S. 733. An act granting the consent of Congress to the con- 
ida of a bridge over the Hudson River at Poughkeepsie, 
ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 

STATES FOR HIS APPROVAL, 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that this day they presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the following bills: 

H. R. 486. An act to extend the time for the completion of 
the municipal bridge approaches and extensions or additions 
thereto by the city of St. Louis, within the States of Illinois 
and Missouri ; 

H. R. 657. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Boards of Supervisors of Rankin and Madison Counties, Miss., 
to construct a bridge across the Pearl River, in the State of 
Mississippi: and 2 

H. R. 4796. An act to extend the time of the Hudson River 
Connecting Railroad Corporation for the completion of its bridge 
across the Hudson River, in the State of New York. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

Mr. Qurx, by unanimous consent, was given leave of absence 

for one day on account of sickness. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS, 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend and revise remarks that I made this after- 
noon on the bill, and insert an extract from letters I wrote 
the Postmaster General and his replies thereto. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 

There was no objection. 

LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that immediately after the speech of the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. RATHBONE] on Tuesday, February 12, I be per- 
mitted to address the House for 40 minutes on reclassification. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 7 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Reserving the right to object, there 
is no appropriation bill under consideration at that time, is 


there? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. It appears that Tuesday has been set 
aside for set speeches. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I am always glad to listen to my 
friend and I will not object. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, 


1924. 


THE LATE PRESIDENT WOODROW WILSON. 


Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Speaker, under the leave to print 
granted Members of the House, I had intended in my humble 
way to eulogize Woodrow Wilson, who, more than any other 
man in all history, personified the soul of America and in- 
terpreted the very heart beats of humanity. I now forego 
my plans and award the space so assigned me to the “ perfect 
eulogy,” delivered in America’s foremost American city, Port- 
land, Oreg., by Oregon’s foremost orator, Hon. Benjamin F. 
Irvine, editor of the Oregon Journal, on February 6, 1924. 

Mr. Irvine said: 

He was an American. But he belonged to the world. His earthly 
tenement has gone back to its dreamless dust. But he lives on and 
on—the child and instrument of the ages. 

To-day flags of the world are at half-mast and mankind is in 
mourning. To-day Christendom stood by as the broken body of 
Woodrow Wilson was taken from earthly scenes and borne to a resting 
place. 

In compliance with his wishes, in harmony with the complete sim- 
plicity of his unpretentious life, he was not buried as one who had 
been President of the United States or as a great world figure, but as 
a plain modest citizen of the Republic. 

His “broken piece of machinery,” which was what in those last 
words he called his poor clay, was borne to its tomb not by men of 
stately station and imposing titles, but by privates from the ranks 
who fought under his leadership on land and sea in the Great War. 


SIMPLICITY IS KEY. 


In the simplicity of these last rites we have the key with which to 
unlock the secrets of his life and penetrate the sanctuary of his soul. 
He did not walk nor want to walk, in the ways of wealth and luxury 
and ostentation and pomp and profligacy and waste. 

In the stern school of experience he learned the value and the gladness 
and the glory of simple, moral living. In his youth he knew the 
cots where poor boys lie and did the chores that poor boys do. 

He was the humble schoolmaster and the schoolmaster, wherever 
found, lives in frugality and simplicity. He was a college professor 
and a college president, and in that field of self-denial and fortitude 
he taught the simplicity of living, the elimination of caste, the 
abolishment of cliques, the democratizing of customs and practices 
and universal consecration to citizenship and to publie service that 
he exemplified in his life and in his death. 


BELIEVED IN PROPLE. 


He was a governor, and ‘as governor he did not cooperate with 
political machines. Instead, he fought them and went out to the 
people, and for the people, and the simple application of that faith 
appealed to their judgment, to their consciences, and to their moral 
ideals, 

In the simplicity and in the high moral sense of his purpose, he 
took them into his confidence, submitted his case to them, and con- 
fidently awaited their decision. 

That course was the simple confession of Woodrow Wilson's faith 
in the rank and file of his fellow men; the confession of his faith 
in the American Nation to work out its destiny under the Constitu- 
tion; the confession of his faith in a Government of the people, by the 
people, and for the people, and the simple application of that faith 
to all the problems of the hour. 

This firm faith in the constitutional method and in the people is 
Woodrow Wilson’s challenge to America and Americans. 


PRESIDENCY IN PEACE. 


It is a misfortune that by a decree of fate, Woodrow Wilson's Presi- 
dency, so far as home affairs were concerned, had to be but a frag- 
ment. He had been given but little more than two years to deal with 
the affairs of his homeland, when the war with its travail and its 
tragedy broke upon the world. ` 

There will always be a difference of opinion and differing appraisals 
of his home policies and legislation. But, on one great issue, there 
will never be anything but complete and universal agreement. 


APPBALED TO SENSB. 


His appeals for his policies were campaigns of ideas and of prin- 

ciples. No personal abuse of opponents, no appeals to class or race 
hatred, no tricks of demagogy, no attempts to befuddle issues by glit- 
tering rhetoric or cheap sophistries, entered into his discussions, It 
was by sheer power of intellect and consecration to high principles 
and high moral purpose that he made his appeals and submitted his 
case. 
“We must each be evangels to better and perfect America,” was 
one of his great utterances. “Tp better and perfect America,” was 
the keynote of his domestic policy, and until another Woodrow Wilson 
appears no one can ever know to what splendid heights of advance- 
ment this Nation might have gone if the remaining six years of his 
Presidency had been years of peace instead of years of tumult and 
tragedy. 
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WILSON IN WAR. 
The catastrophe and the tragedy to Woodrow Wilson’s home admin- 


istration, as well as to mankind, was the world welter. It transported 
his energies, his hopes, and his plans from the national to the inter- 
national arena. 

The Presidency, his responsibility for the success of the war, his 
responsibility for the men in uniform, his responsibility for the part- 
ings and the tears, his responsibility for the dreaded casualty lists, his 
responsibility for the havoc, the agony, and the Allens ef treasure, 
all of it a personal responsibility as he kept solitary vigil in the White 
House—was his intolerable burden, and out of it he caught a vision. 
Why not, while we are at it, make it a war to end this hideous, horrible 
thing? 

Two great companion paintings describe what was in his tortured 
mind. One of these paintings was a portrayal of the great warriors 
of history. Alexander was there, Napoleon was there, Hannibal was 
there, Cesar was there, and extending in every direction from this 
sinister group lay in endless rows the sheeted dead of war. 

The other picture represented hands, myriads of hands, humanity's 
hands, stretching upward out of the ground toward the sky—gnarled 
hands of labor and withered hands of age; eager hands of youth and 
helpless hands of babes; rugged hands of men and delicate hands of 
women; hands of aspiration, hands of piteous appeal, stretching up- 
ward toward the sky, petitioning for a warless world and for peace 
on earth, good will toward men. 


ALL BID GODSPEED, 


Woodrow Wilson saw these hands upstretched, he saw the hands of 
American mothers and fathers and sisters and brothers and wives and 
children stretched upward, and he prayed and pleaded and planned to 
make the World War end all war, awful, hideous, war, when the earth 
quakes, the heavens are darkened, and thousands He in welter, 

On this solemn occasion, when men of all shades of opinion are met 
to pay homage to a great leader and statesman, it is not for me to pass 
judgment upon the instrument he proposed to guarantee the peace. 
Time and history will do that. 

But in my soul I believe that in the heart of hearts of every man 
and every woman there is Godspeed and benediction for Woodrow 
Wilson in his sublime conception and in his passiata struggle to 
make the late war the last war. 


WILSON, WORLD FIGURB, 


As a student of history, President Wilson knew how often wars for 
the advancement of a cause had been won, only to be lost through lack 
of an instrument or agency to make secure the fruits of victory. He 
knew that Cromwell overthrew a throne that was quickly restored as 
soon as the protector was no more, 

That is why, as American boys began to go overseas, he began to 
fiood Europe with literature saying we were not fighting the people 
of the Central Empires, but fighting their form of government in order 
to make the world safe for free government by the people. 

That is why he wrote the great statement of the objects of the 
war. That is why he wrote the 14 points and embodied in them the 
doctrines of the Declaration »f Independence, the American Constitu- 
tion, and the rights of man. It was the old Wilson plan of explain- 
ing the issue, submitting the case to the people, and awaiting their 
decision. 

NEVER SUCH RESPONSE. 


Never was a message of hope and aspirations greeted and cherished 
by so many millions and so many races. In the hope that he held 
out and in the American soldiers who flooded into France, the stagger- 
ing and almost beaten divisions of the Allies soon turned defeat into 
victory. 

A great man is made up of qualities that meet or make great 
occasions. By the test of great occasions, Woodrow Wilson rose to a 
pinnacle of fame never before reached by a human being and never 
likely to be attained again. 

The doctrines he had proclaimed the world wanted, and civilized 
mankind rose in its gratitude to acclaim him. His position became 
terrible in its greatness. 

Probably to no human being in all history did the hopes, the prayers, 
the aspirations of so many millions turn with such frenzied intensity 
as to him. 

NO ONE ELSE DARED, 


In the dark night of the war he had waved aloft a light to which all 
eyes turned for hope and consolation. 

He had spoken words of healing that seemed to pledge to broken 
humanity a new order of good will and tranquil existence on the re- 
stored ruins of 51 months of slaughter and centuries of autocratic and 
tyrannical oppression. 

It is a height to which President Wilson led a nation, a height to 
the ascent of which no other nation had ever dared to dream. 

To his ideal Woodrow Wilson clung with all the intensity of a na- 
ture that in a cause in which he believed never compromised, never 


surrendered. 
in boldness, national in education, and in these combined qualities he 
toiled on, struggled on, carried on. 


His LAST FIGHT. 


A ttle more than four years ago Woodrow Wilson stood where I 
“now stand and told of his plans and his hopes for world peace. As I 
think of him, tall, straight, and full of hope on that occasion, I recall 
two scenes of which I recently read a description. 

One of these scenes was set in the great Hall of Representatives at 
Washington. The place was crowded from floor to yallerles with an 
expectant ‘throng. A tall, vigorous man advanced to the Speaker's 
stand. He was lithe of Umb, alert in bearing, a man in full strength 
of manhood. 

It was the President of the United States, who began at once to read 
his great war message which linked the fortunes of America with the 
Allies in the greatest of all wars. 

No scene in all American history so much typified manhood in its 
strength, so much symbolized nations in their majesty. 

The other picture was three and one-half years later. It was a 
parade of veterans of the Great War. “They are to be reviewed by the 
President on this east terrace of the White House. 

In a chair sits a man broken in health but alert in mind. His 
hair is white, his shoulders bowed, his figure bent. He is the same 
President whose straight figure was the center of a great assemblage 
when he read his immortal war message but three years before. 

Presently in the parade there appears an ambulance, bearing 
wounded soldiers, the maimed, the halt, and the blind. As they 
pass they salute the figure in the wheel chair. 

Slowly, reverently, the President's right hand goes up in an 
answering grecting. “There are tears in his eyes. The wounded 
greeted the wounded, those in the ambulance, he in the invalid chair, 
were all casualties of the Great War. 

Such is the frightful price the war President pald for his strug- 
gle to redeem the world to peace. When the history of the past 
10 years comes to be written and the children of to-morrow read 
their Nation’s story, when time shall have dispelled all miscon- 
‘ceptions and the years shill have rendered their impartial verdict, 
a great name will shine out in golden splendor. 

It will be th@name of a statesman who tried to put the conscience 
of the world on a throne others had usurped, who championed the 
cause of freedom for every people under every sun, the name of an 
American who planted his country's flag on the highest peak to which 
humanity has yet aspired, the imperishable name of Woodrow Wilson, 
President that was and one of the immortals to be. 


Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, the people of the entire world 
join the people of this Nation in mourning the death of a great 
leader, a great intellect, and a great character, Whose para- 
mount greatness was the sublime effort he put forth to estab- 
lish peace throughout the world. 

This world's expanse of humanity is so enormous that it is 
almost beyond the comprehension of thought; yet when the 
candle of a single human being ‘burned out, the entire world 
felt the shadow of darkness that fell upon it. That energetic 
and ever-willing body of Woodrow Wiison lay down to rise no 
more; his sympathetic voice was stilled, never to be heard 
again; the world recognized it, and bowed its head in the deep- 
est degree of sorrow. 

Is it not time, my countrymen, to find in our sorrows motives 
for true penitence, and to seek in the piety of that great man 
only true consolation? Citizens, strangers, friends, enemies, 
nitions, and kings mourn and revere him; yet this can con- 
tribute nothing to his real happiness. Our Nation—and so 
great a Nation—honors him with its regrets and tears, a noble 
and precious mark of-affection and esteem. Yet how infinitely 
more desirable aud more commendable it would be if we honor 
‘him with deeds; deeds that will bring about the realization of 
his dream. 


‘ail the thinking people of the world. A magnificent tomb may 
inclose his remains, but he shall rise again from that superb 
monument, not to be praised for his ‘heroic and magnificent 
struggle but to be Judged according to his works. 

The leadership and example of that noble person left an 
impression and a character-image that the entire world com- 
mends and praises. His living faith and ‘fervent charity have 
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Te was Puritan in mold, Southern in chivalry, Western 


He shall live, we all acknowledge, in the minds and hearts of 
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So generously sacrificed for the welfare of his own people and 
the hope of the world. 


Can there be any doubt that the Creator of all things, who 


sent this great leader to the Nation in its time of need, and 
Who strengthened him in recompense for his toils and sacrifices, 
will admit his spirit to the home of everlasting repose, and 
will grant in Heaven an Infinite peace to him who -gave his 
life that the world might have peace? 


The life of Woodrow Wilson was so superior te that of most 


men, it was so magnificent and so full of high achievements 
that there is a sense of universal loss. His name and fame 
belong not alone to this Nation, but are the majestic pyramids 
of the world, and will be preserved by the nations when the 
statues of to-day shall have perished and crumbled to dust. 


He had a voice,.a persuasive voice, that traveled the whole world 
through; 

It rose on the beams of the morning light; it spoke to humanity 
with gentle might 

Pleading for it to be trae. 

His voice was heard o'er land and sea, where’er.a human heart 
chanced to be, 

Comforting the distressed and sorrowing; as the sweetness of n song 


«Praising the right and condemning the wrong. 


Mr. MORROW. Mr. Speaker, the death of Woodrow ‘Wilson 


has removed from the world the man who during the past 
10 years has had perhaps more to do with the world's events 
and world’s history than any man of this Nation, and it is 
not amiss to say that he has done more for retaining to the 
world its civilization ‘among the various peoples than any 
Statesman which modern history has dealt with. 


In the death of the ex-President, a great scholar, thinker, 


and above all a wonderful humanitarian has been silenced, 
but the work performed, the thought, and above all the put- 
ting this thought into action in the World War in behalf of 
humanity lives, and shall continue to grow in the years that 
are to follow. Woodrow Wilson in the flesh has passed on, 
vet the service, deeds, and action of this man survive for 
‘the study of ‘future mankind. The ideals that he exempli- 
fied in his activities in the World War afford literature und 
history for the student, meditation for the statesman of this 
and succeeding ‘generations in the vision that he brought to 
the attention of the world in his fourteen points for peace. 


He gave to the universe and ‘to its warring nations new 


thought for unselfishness, never before known to nations, 
who had pictured and classed themselves as enlightened, non- 
selfish governments. 

This spirit was new to the world and caused some to look 
upon his suggestions as those of a great dreamer; but as 
time goes on it will dawn upon the clouded .intellects of the 
Old World that the thought that Wilson gave to the de- 
moralized, torn, and distressed nations is the greatest example 
of real justice and benevolence to a bleeding, wounded people 
that had ever been presented in the history of this civiliza- 
tion or any civilization that had preceded it. 

Then, my fellow Members, is it not easy at this time to 
see the position future generations are going to apprize and 
give to the life, character, and principles advocated by the 
great, good, and beloved war President? It will not be any 
secondary place in the history of this American Government, 


It will not be any place secondary to any who have pre- 


ceded him to the great beyond. It will be a place with the 
foremost among the great men who have so well served this 
Aan that we claim as the citizenship of ourselves and 
families. 


This Nation must always revere, respect, and honor the 


memory of this great man, America in all her various peoples 
from the Arctic Circle of the north to the utmost ‘settlements 
of South America must revere his memory for the protection 
and profound thought for their future .governments bestowed 
by him as Executive of this great Nation in their behalf. 


Europe, still torn and demoraltzed by strife, bitterness, and 


above all, extreme selfishness, must turn in reverence to this 
great American, and in one voice say: “You saved our 
people; vou taught us a lesson in unselfish demands by your 
action, your Government, and its people, that never was 


taught us before, in the patriotic days of modern history 
to n suffering world until given by you and the citizenship of 
our conntry.” 

Had the dream of Wilson been allowed to go forward for a 
deague of nations, and not prevented by jealous statesmen of 
his own Nation, the countries of Europe would be presenting to 
the people of the universe a different aspect to-day. This doe- 
trine promulgated by the great American is but slumbering. 
With the yeast of education, understanding and real thinking is 
coming into being in the not great distant future. Our Nation 


deeply affected our hearts. There are few men in history of 
whom it can be said that they left a light to guide future 
„generations; but Woodrow Wilson is one of whom this can 
truly be said. 

Goodness, faith, and love, all these did he possess; we enn 
behold the charities which he created for the comfort of the 
people; we can behold the souls which he turned from error; 
we can behold the manhood, the pride of this Nation, which he 
tried so hard to spare; we can behold his own life, which he 
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to-day is suffering from the very fact that the unselfish prin- 
ciples and thought of this great human emancipator were not 
permitted to be carried forward into the law of nations and his 
Nation to become the real arbiter of the civilized world. 

Our country need not at this time apprise the worth of Wood- 
row Wilson; the world will do that, and his life and character 
will be rated as among the greatest of statesmen of America. 

Europe will say, “Woodrow Wilson did not live for America 
alone; his greatness is not confined to the Western Hemisphere, 
but his name and fame must stand as the topmost of all men 
of this age throughout the entire world, among all nations 
where there is a semblance of constitutional government, his 
example as one who called nations and peoples to lofty ideals 
by his teaching.” These teachings will be quoted to the coming 
generations as worthy of emulation while advanced and en- 
lightened governments endure. 

Public opinion may move slowly, and it has moved slowly in 
giving to the late ex-President his just position in the world. 
Yet nothing can be said with a clearer conception of his great 
worth to the world than the utterance of Premier Poincare 
upon the death of ex-President Wilson, when that great French 
statesman gave to the world these touching eulogistie words: 


France can never forget that under the Presidency of Woodrow Wil- 
son the United States accomplished the prodigious task of saving the 
liberty of the world and the future civilization in bringing to the de- 
fenders of justice his unmeasurable assistance. The French people 
will know what high and generous motives inspired this man, so pas- 
sionately idealistic, and with what notable language he always spoke 
of their country before stricken down with his fatal illness. His char- 
acteristic features, as they appear to us, on December 15, 1918, will 
also remain upon the minds of the French people. 


Can a higher and greater tribute be paid the ex-President 
than this tribute by one who labored with him in his great task? 
Let us close our brief remarks upon the passing of the distin- 
guished ex-President Wilson by saying in the words of the poet 
what he longed for to bring to the world: 


Let there be no more battles, men of earth; 
The new age rises, singing into birth, 


Mr. MAJOR of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, at 11.15 Sunday morn- 
ing, February 3, 1924, Woodrow Wilson died at his home on 8 
Street, in the city of Washington. To those who loved and ad- 
mired him—and their name is legion—the greatest figure on the 
world’s stage had made its exit. To his political enemies—and 
a man of his outstanding determination of character was bound 
to have many—a figure of tremendous strength, and yet a 
visionary idealist, had laid down his arms. But in this time 
of universal sorrow friend and foe alike have united in a 
remarkable tribute to the outstanding figure of the World War. 

If a man’s greatness is measured by his ability to grasp the 
opportunities and deal with the issues that life brings to him, 
then Wilson as President of the United States ranks with 
Washington and Lincoln. Confronted by the problems and 
weighed down by the responsibilities of the greatest war the 
world has ever known, he spent his strength and his country’s 
resources freely to win that war. 

An idealist with a vision of the future vouchsafed to no 
other man of his time, he fonght to make the fruits of victory 
an enduring peace for the world. In that purpose he never 
faltered. To that end he gave his strength, his intellect, and, 
finally, his life. Broken and spent by the struggle he retired 
to private life. His home became a shrine visited by thousands. 
No one who saw the gathering that greeted him on Armistice 
Day, 1924, can doubt the place this man held in the hearts of 
the American people. His last words on that memorable occa- 
sion were “We shall prevail.” His faith was undimmed. 

During his illness silent crowds surrounded the scene of 
the last struggle of that intrepid spirit. People knelt on the 
bare ground in heartfelt prayer for his recovery. When the 
funeral procession bearing his body to its last resting place in 
Bethlehem Chapel took its silent way through the streets of 
Washington—the simple funeral of a private citizen—zgrief- 
stricken crowds lined the way and followed in its train. 

Born December 28, 1856, in Staunton, Va., the son of a 
minister of the gospel, Woodrow Wilson had the ordinary train- 
ing and advantages of the average American boy. Educated in 
various schools of the South, he entered Princeton and by rigid 
economy finished the course in that famous institution of 
learning. He was afterwards a student at Johns Hopkins. 
Years of teaching brought him in contact with the youth of the 
Nation. He made valuable contributions as a writer to the 
literature of his country. A political career had always at- 
tracted him, and when his opportunity came he resigned the 
presidency of Princeton in 1910 to become Governor of New 
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Jersey. His administration as governor attracted the atten- 
tion of the Nation. A fortuitous combination of circumstances 
gave him the Democratic nomination for President at Balti- 
more in 1912, and his election followed. From his inauguration, 
March 4, 1913, he became a part of the most momentous period 
of this country’s history. 

His record as war President often overshadows those vic- 
tories of peace for which we are indebted to him. The Under- 
wood tariff bill, the Federal reserve act, the agriculturul ex- 
tension law, the farm loan act, the creation of the Federal 
Trade Commission, and the Panama tolls legislation, of untold 
value to this country, are among the many measures for which 
he was largely responsible. 

From his earliest youth he had cherished an ideal of service, 
and that service to the people of the United States, to the world, 
and to generations yet unborn he performed to the fullest 
extent of his great ability. 

A great man has passed from the dissensions, the confusion, 
and the warring factions of this world into that “ peace which 
passeth all understanding.” He belongs to the ages; the future 
will allot to him his proper place. 

No matter what memorial may be raised to him by a loving 
people, he needs none, The temples that endure are those 
not built with hands, and in the hearts, the lives, and the 
policies of the American people his soul will go marching on. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, Woodrow Wilson is dead. 
He has played his part in the great drama of human affairs and 
his tired soul has returned to its Maker. The world will no 
longer linger in breathless attention to catch his words or stand 
in subdued silence and look with admiration upon his tragie 
form. It is unnevessary to review the history of his remarkable 
career; it is known to all men, Lifted above the common level 
of mankind by his genius and his intellect, he caught a wider 
vision than those below him. A ripe scholar, an able educator, 
a profound statesman, he was peculiarly fitted to become a 
leader of men and thoroughly equipped for a public career, 

As Governor of New Jersey he was progressive without being 
radical; conservative without being reactionary; popular with- 
out being spectacular. His administration, reflecting largely 
his individuality, attracted national attention and made possible 
his nomination and election to the Presidency. 

As Chief Magistrate of the Nation he sponsored a progres- 
sive program, and to him are we indebted for the Federal re- 
serve act, agricultural extension act, Federal farm loan act, 
and a courageous and inflexible policy dominated largely by his 
unconquerable spirit that led to ultimate victory in the great 
World War. 

Vouchsafed the keeping of the peoples of the earth during 
the greatest crisis in the world’s history, he assumed the re- 
sponsibility with courage and confidence, Mobilizing the wealth 
and manpower of his own land, he molded victory with a 
master hand. Never faltering until autocracy had been beaten 
to its knees, he lifted the teeming millions of the earth to a 
wider vision, higher aspirations, and nobler aims. Having 
rescued civilization from the perils of an arrogant autocracy, 
he sought to blaze new paths over which humanity might 
travel unstained by human blood and uncrushed by the hoof 
of war. Prompted by the same lofty purpose and unction of 
soul that inspired him who trod the shores of Gallilee, he 
sought to establish an enduring peace. 

He announced a new philosophy, but the world could not 
understand. On the pinions of his idealism he winged his way 
to heights “ untouched before by human foot” and from his 
vantage point implored the world to turn from war and follow 
the paths of peace. 

Amid the seething passions and conflicting emotions resulting 
from the broken and discordant factions in this and other lands 
following the armistice, his enemies seized the opportunity to 
impede his progress, blacken his character, belittle his phi- 
losophy, and destroy his fame. Conspiracy and intrigue were 
the weapons used; jealousy, envy, and hatred inspired the 
attack; humiliation, disgrace, and failure were the objects 
sought. Clad in the armor of a righteous cause he faced his 
enemies with characteristic courage and confidence and con- 
tinued his fight for democracy and the peace of the world. 
With a halo of loye as a smoke screen and the sword of truth 
as his weapon, he held his enemies at bay until he fell a 
martyr to his cause. How different were the methods by 
which he fought. How unlike the weapons used.- Generous 
to a fault, honorable always, an idealist and a dreamer, Wood- 
row Wilson was largely gifted with that spirit which is able to 
lift mortals to the skies, but wholly devoid, thank God, of 
that Spirit which would drag angels down. Broken and spent 
he retired from public life, but his same unconquered and uncon- 
querable spirit still prevailed. His S Street home in Wash- 
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ington, where, as an invalid, tired and weary, he sought rest 
and seclusion, became a Mecca for the evangels of peace and a 
shrine at which humanity worshiped. 

Yes; Woodrow Wilson is dead, yet: he lives in all that per- 
petuates: the remembrance: of men on earth, in the offspring of 
his intellect, the impress of his individuality, and in the 
respect. and homage of men: He lives in his example and in 
the influence his lofty ideals will inspire in the affairs of man- 
kind throughout the earth, “A superior and commanding 
human intellect, a truly great man—when Heaven vouchsafes so 
rare. a gift, it is not a temporary flame; burning bright for a 
while and then expiring, giving place: to returning darkness. It 
is rather a spark of fervent heat as well as radiant light, with 
power to enkindle: the common mass of human mind, so that 
when it glimmers in its own: decay and finally goes out in 
death, no: night follows, and it leaves the world all light, all on 
fire, from the potent contact of its own spirit.” 

Yes; Woodrow Wilson is dead, but the hope: of the world 
rests. with the ultimate triumph of the undying principles which 
he proclaimed, and as we go whirling down the centuries his: 
influence and his idealism will continue to glow and grow, 
ill the path and making clear the way up which all 
nations, tongues, and kindreds of the earth must come in God's 
appointed time. 

Mr. WILSON of Indiana Mr. Speaker and: Members: of the 
House, Woodrow Wilson, who at the summit of his career was 
the most outstanding figure in- the world, has: yielded to. his 
first and last conqueror—Death. 

But even Death can claim no real victory, for the spirit of our 
great American will live on forever. As time speeds into 
eternity wherever on this earth people yearn for peace and 
quietude the name ef Woodrow Wilson. will shine brighter and 
brighter. These people will eventually reach the top of the 
mountain where stood the great intelleet, the sturdy states- 
man, the friend of humanity. There they will be amazed. at. 
the simplicity of their problems as his teachings unfold before 
their eyes; and they will wonder why the contemporaries. of 
this. remarkable man could not, or would not, accept the 
golden rule and cling to it with the same unfaltering zeal which, 
eharacterized his every act. 

There will be only one answer to all their questions: It is 
the answer which although evident at present to many, will not 
be: accepted until his old opponents have sunk into the oblivion. 
of the past. 

Woodrow. Wilson lived many generations before his time. 
He had that foresight, that ability te lift the veil and peer 
into the future, with which so few men are endowed. His 
great heart and loving-kindness: were not appreciated. by the 
people: whose: souls: were not touched by that divine light and 
who could only see as through a glass darkly the things that 
were clear and bright to him. 

He constantly yearned: for the love of the people fer whom 
he sacrificed: so much; but it seemed that the more he tried 
te do for humanity the farther they drew away from him. 
But those who loved and admired. him in life and who have 
mourned for him deeply since his death need not despair. His 
has been the fate ef many other leaders in history who have 
had the interests of mankind at heart. Far back in biblical 
times we can find mem who gave their all for no earthly 
rewards. Moses, in a crisis; when he descended from Sinai, 
gave the laws of morality which endure: to this day: He led 
the children of Israel out of the wilderness to the promised 
land, but was never permitted to enter it himself. Later 
Socrates; whose philosophy might have saved Greece; was con- 
demned to drink the hemlock. 

Columbus gave a new world to mankind, but he died in 
poverty unmourned and unwept. Joan of Are saved France 
from a foreign invader only to suffer at the stake. And in our 
own American history we have our beloved Abraham Lincoln, 
who also was denied the right to see the results of his great 
work and plans: 

Among such martyrs to the cause of truth and right, whose 
lives may finally be compared to that of Christ, let us place 
Woodrow Wilson. He fell in the performance of his duty, 
fighting for the rights of his fellow men, just as his dreams 
were approaching realization after many tragice years: For 
humanity’ is slowly, yet surely, nearing that glorious goal 
Pence, Although the path is steep and dangerous, and a mis- 
step plunges us baekward for a time, as did the World War, 
yet always will there shine “that spark of heavenly fire that 
beams and blazes in the darkest hours of adversity.” 

Encouraged by this, men will some day reach the summit 
where there will be peace, contentment, brotherly love, and 
charity; This was the end he was striving to attain—a con- 
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dition im which all nations could exist under the rights granted 
the: people of his own beloved America. 

Throughout his fight—and ah, what a fighter he was!—his: 
noble heart was large enough to encompass the whole world: 
He had no hatred’ in it for any man or race of man. He 
has. been misunderstood’ by many of our sturdy, honest Ameri- 
can citizens. of German descent. They have held him to a 
certain degree responsible for the war this nation made against 
their relatives in Europe. But time will show to these men 
and women that he was; in truth, their best friend. 

Now, with the World War at an end, we must not turn from 
Germany who lies prostrate at our feet. Such a cowardly and 
inhuman act would not be in accordance with our former 
leaders ideals and policies: With malice toward none and 
with charity for all” let us bind up the wounds of this fallen 
nation and assist it to recuperate; that his spirit may rejoice; 
for his: chief desire was world peace and happiness for all. 

That this: desire would be realized none was more certain 
than he. In his last public message this prophetie utterance 
came from his lips, hurling utter defiance at his opponents: 

There is one thing more. T can not refrain from snying it. I am 
not one of those that have the least anxiety about the triumpli of the 
principles which I have stood for. I have seen fools resist Providence 
before, and I have seen their destruction, as will come upon these 
again—utter destruction and contempt. That we shall prevail is asi 
sure as that God reigns. 


No, Death has won no real victory over Woodrow Wilson, 
nor has his labor been for naught. God in His infinite wisdom 
will allow the name and teachings of this great man to be 
enshrined in the hearts and thoughts of all mankind forever. 
Washington was the Father of his country, leading the way to 
liberty and independence: Lincoln was the great emancipator 
of & race and the savior of the Nation. Wilson will live with 
these two illustrious Americans as the great standard bearer 
for World Peace. E can not express my feelings better tham 
through the poem written by my own. daughter Isabelle, as: 
follows: 

Though the roses of summer must wither, 
Their fragrance remains in our hearts. 
In the winter the birds cease their singing, 

Yet their memory never departs. 


So it is with the one who has left us. 
His message resounding again, 

His great heart will beat on forever 
In the breasts of his fellow men. 


His purpose so lofty and sacred, 
Acquired! from the angels’ glad songs 
Of peace and good will unto others, 
Was: to: free men from war and its wrongs: 


O. Woodrow Wilson, brave hero, 

Let us hope that your dream will come true 
At the dawn of a brighter to-morrow, 

That: we'll realize the vision you knew. 


So, rest in that heavenly slumber: 
Your tolls and your sorrows are past. 

And the world that you loved will rest also 
When the peace of your dreams comes at last. 


ADJOUEN MENT. 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock p. igi 
at 
o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications: were 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

354 A communieation from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a communication from the Seeretary of 
Agriculture submitting a claim for damages: to privately owned 
property in the sum of $196.93, which has been adjusted and 
which. requires an appropriation for its payment (H. Doc. No. 
191); to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to: be 

rinted. 

= 855. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting; with 
a letter from the Chief of Engineers, reports on preliminary 
examination and survey of Great Sodus Bay Harbor, N. Y. 
(H. Doe: No. 192); tœ the Committee on Rivers and Harbors 
and ordered to be printed. 


1924. 


856. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with 


a letter from the Chief of Engineers, reports on preliminary 
examination and survey of Tolovana River, Alaska (H. Dec. No. 
193) ; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to 
be printed. 

357. A letter from the Doorkeeper of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, transmitting a list of property belonging to the 
United States in the various rooms of the House in the Capitol 
Building and folding room in the House Office Building; to the 
Committee on Accounts. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. H. R. 6540. A bill to limit immigration of 
aliens into the United States, and for other purposes; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 176). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. FRENCH: Committee on Appropriations. H. R. 6820. 
A bill making appropriations for the Navy Department and the 
naval service for fhe fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 178). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. WYANT: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
anerce. H. R. 6717. A bill granting the consent of Congress to 
the State highway department of North Carolina to construct 
a bridge across the Peedee River in North Carolina hetween 
Anson and Richmond Counties; without amendment (Rept. No. 
177). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. HULL of Towa: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 
518. A bill to authorize and direct the Secretary of War to 
sell to Henry Ford nitrate plant No. 1, at Sheffield, Ala.; 
nitrate plant No. 2, at Muscle Shoals, Ala.; Waco Quarry, near 
Russellville, Ala.; and to lease to the corporation to be in- 
corporated by him Dam No. 2 and Dam No. 3 (as designated 
in H. Doc. 1262, 64th Cong., Ist sess.), including power sta- 
tions when constructed as provided herein, and for other pur- 
poses; minority views of (Rept. No. 143, pt. 2). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. ` 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from ‘the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferred as follows: 

A ‘bill (H. R. 2636) for the relief of Harold Holst: Com- 
niittee on Military Affairs discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

A bill (H. R. 6755) granting six months’ pay to Maude Mor- 
row Fechteler; Committee on Miltary Affairs discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 


‘A bill (H. R. 0188) granting a pension to Elizabeth J. Wad- | 


dell; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
‘Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 8 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and me- 
‘mortals were introdueed and ‘severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. THOMAS of ‘Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 6818) to pro- 
vide adjusted compensation for ‘veterans of the World War, 
uni for other purposes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MacGREGOR: A ‘bill (H. R. 6814) amending sub- 
division (4) of section 302 of the war risk insurance act; to 
the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mr. WINSLOW: A bin (H. R. 6815) to authorize a 
temporary increase of the Coast Guard for law enforcement: 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commeree. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6816) to authorize payment of eompensa- 
tion to retired warrant officers and enlisted men employed by 
the Panama Canal; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commeree. 

Also, a ‘bill (H. R. 6817) to provide for the construction of a 
vessel for the Coast Guard; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ALLGOOD: A bill (H. R. 6818) to acquire a site for 
a public building at Oneonta, Alu.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. ALLEN: A bill (H. R. 6819) to provide for the pur- 
chase of ground and for the enlargement, extension, and re- 
modeling of the Federal building in ‘the city of Morgantown, 
county of Monongalia, W. Va.; to the Committee on ‘Public 
Buildings and Grounds, 
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By Mr. FRENCH: A bill (H. R. 6820) making appropriations 
for ‘the Navy Department and the naval service for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1925, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole Honse on the state of the Union. 

By Mr. UPSHAW: A bill (H. R. 6821) to create a commis- 
sion to be known as the Federal motion picture commission, and 
defining its powers and duties; to the Committee on Education. 

By Mr. RAINEY: A bill (H. R. 6822) for the improyement 
of commerce and ‘navigation, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. KEARNS: A bill (H. R. 6823) to amend section 204 
of the revenue act of 1921; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CARTER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 181) creating 
a joint committee of three Members of the Senate and three 
Members. of the House to investigate the administration of 
Indian affairs in the State of Oklahoma; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Resolution (H. Res. 177) 
for the immediate consideration of H. R. 6540; to the Com- 
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin: Resolution (H. Res. 178) 
authorizing the Committee on Patents to inquire into the sub- 
jects of patents incident te the operations of the United States 
Army Air Service, Naval Bureau of Aeronautics, the United 
States mail air service, or any agency, branch, or subsidiary of 
either; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania: Resolution (H. Res. 
179) amending clause 4-of Rule XI of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives; to ‘the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. EVANS of Montana: Memorial of the Legislature of 
the ‘State of Montana, asking for appropriations ‘to continue 
construction work on the Flathead irrigation project and ‘all 
other Federal irrigation projects in the State of Montana; to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Montana, 
asking for legislation to permit the Indian Bureau to pay ‘school 
tuition for Indian children on the Crow Indian Reservation in 
Montana; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. LEAVITT: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Montana, requesting that the Congress of the United States 
authorize the Bureau of Indian Affairs to pay tuition of Crow 
Indian children; to the Committee on Indian Affairs, 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Montana, 
asking Congress for appropriations to continue construction 
work on the Flathead irrigation project and on all the other 
Federal irrigation projects in the State of Montana; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. SWANK: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oklahoma, urging Congress to increase the compensation of 
en e ‘to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roa 

By Mr. GARBER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oklahoma urging Congress to increase the compensation of 


— employees ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
oads. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ALLGOOD: A bill (H. R. 6824) for the relief of 
Josepli A. Choate; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BACON: A bill (H. R. 6825) for the relief of the 
owner of the steamship Hattie Iackenbach ; to the Committee ou 


| Claims. 


By Mr. BARBOUR: A bill (H. R. 6826) granting a pension 
to James Wood Hanes; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, A bill (H. R. 6827) for the relief of Thornton P. 
Hodges; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BLAND: A bill (H. R. 6828) to provide for an exam- 
ination and survey of Bradfords Bay, Accomac County, Vu.; 
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. 'OLEARY: A bill (H. R. 6829) granting an incrense 
of pension to Mrs. Edward Lauter; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. ` 

By Mr. CONNERT: A bili (H. R. 6830) granting a pension 


‘to William J. Irwin; to the Committee on Pensions. 


By Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 6831) for the 
relief of Minor H. Moore; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. BAGAN: A bill (H. R. 6832) for the relief of Mrs. 
G. Abbott Rogers: to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: K bill (H. R. 6833) granting an increase 
of pension to Margaret E. Routh; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 
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By Mr. HAMMER: A bill (H. R. 6834) granting an increase 
of pension to Rachel Dunning; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6885) granting an Increase of pension to 
Casandra Jarrell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 6836) 
granting a pension to Sarah J. Bolender; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6837) granting a pension to Louisa Cross; 
to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MOORE of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 6838) granting a 
pension to Lucy W. Slaughter; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 6839) granting 
a pension to David Porter; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions 

By Mr. ROSENBLOOM: A bill (H. R. 6840) granting a pen- 
sion to George Cohen; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SANDERS of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 6841) granting 
a pension to Earl M. Dowd; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. SMITH: A bill (H. R. 6842) for the relief of Mary 
H. Mosier; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 6843) granting an increase of 
pension to Sarah E. Coleman; to the Committee on Inyalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. ZIHLMAN: A bill (H. R. 6844) granting a pension to 
Adaline Donaldson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6845) granting an increase of pension to 
William Coleman; to the Committee on Invaiid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6846) granting a pension to Louisa O. 
Coleman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H, R. 6847) granting an increase of pension to 
Frederick Kidwiler; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6848) for the relief of Anthony Schart- 
zenberger ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6849) to correct the military record of 
George Patterson, deceased; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6850) granting a pension to Lillie E. 
Trego; to the Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

964. By Mr. ALDRICH: Petitions of Y. M. and Y. W. H. A. 
of New England, protesting against passage of Johnson immi- 
gration bill; also, of Roma Social Club, Riverpoint, R. L, op- 
posing passage of Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

965. Also, petition of Rhode Island Woman's Party, urging 
passage of the equal rights amendment; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

966. By Mr. BIXLER: Petition of citizens of Ridgeway, Pa., 
Rey. E. R. Welch and others, favoring children’s amendment; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

967. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of the Loggia G. D'Annunzio- 
Oltre Oceano, No. 321, Schenectady, N. Y., opposing the John- 
son immigration bill further restricting the immigration quota 
and basing apportionment on the census of 1890 instead of 1910 
as discriminatory against the peoples of southeastern Europe; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

968. Also, memorial of the county committee of the Kings 
County American Legion, Department of New York, reaffirming 
its stand in favor of the Immediate passage of the adjusted 
compensation bill for yeterans of the World War; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

969. By Mr. FULLER: Petitions of the Chamber of Com- 
merce of East St. Louis, III., and of sundry citizens of Illinois, 
favoring reduction of income taxes as proposed by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

970. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Massachusetts State 
Branch, American Federation of Labor, Martin T. Joyce, sec- 
retary-treasurer, urging early and favorable consideration of 
the Fitzgerald workmen’s compensation bill (H. R. 487); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

971. Also, petition of League of Catholic Women, Mrs. Frances 
E. Slattery, president, Boston, Mass., protesting against the 
Sterling-Reed bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

972. Also, petition of Dr. Joel E. Goldthwait, Boston, Mass., 
recommending no change in the national defense act; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

973. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of Oklahoma Employers’ As- 
sociation, Oklahoma City, Okla., urging that no Federal immi- 
gration laws be enacted; also opposing the enactment of bonus 


legislation, urging that all nuisance taxes receive. the careful 
attention of the members of the Oklahoma delegation in regard 
to their repeal, and opposing the labor features of the Bok peace 
plan; to the Committees on Ways and Means and Foreign 
Affairs. 

974. By Mr. HERSEY: Petition of Margaret French and 53 
other reserye nurses, of Bangor, Me., urging that nurses be 
paco in the professional grade; to the Committee on the Civil 

ce. 

975. By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Petition of various 
citizens of Tacoma, Wash., urging enactment of the Kelly bill 
oe 4123); to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 

oads. 

976. By Mr. KURTZ: Petition of 3,053 citizens of the twenty- 
first congressional district of Pennsylvania, favoring the passage 
of the tax-reduction plan recommended by Secretary Mellon ; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

977. By Mr. LINDSAY (by request): Petition of Christian 
Wagner Sons (Inc.), Brooklyn, N. Y., urging that the tax on 
sirups and carbonic gas be removed; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

978. By Mr. MacGREGOR: Petition of Lodge Gabriele 
D'Annunzio Oltre L’Oceano, No. 321, Sons of Italy, Schenectady, 
N. Y., urging Congress to defeat the Johnson immigration bill; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

979. By Mr. MOORE of Ohio: Petition of 414 citizens of the 
State of Ohio, urging that surplus national revenues be so used 
as to reduce Federal taxes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

980. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Petition of mem- 

bers of the Young Men’s and Young Women’s Hebrew Associ- 
ations of New England, opposing the passage of the Johnson 
immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Nat- 
uralization. 
981. By Mr. SINCLAIR: Petition of County Commissioners’ 
Association of the State of North Dakota, for an extension of 
time of three years to permit the States to comply with the re- 
quirements of the Federal aid for highways act; to the Com- 
mittee on Roads. 

982. By Mr. SITES: Papers accompanying House bill 6767, 
granting an increase of pension to Florence H. Wolf; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

983. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of Kittan- 
ning Chamber of Commerce, Kittanning, Pa., in favor of the 
bill to reclassify and increase the pay of all postal employees; 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

984. By Mr. WATSON: Petition of members of the Literary 
Society of Norristown, Pa., relative to child labor, and favoring 
the proposed amendment to the Constitution; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

985. By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of J. M. Hummel and 41 other 
citizens of Gackle, N. Dak., urging an increase in the duty on 
wheat from 30 to 60 cents per bushel; also asking for the 
repeal of the drawback and the milling in bond provision of 
the Fordney-McCumber tariff act; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

986. Also, ,ctition of the North Dakota Implement Dealers’ 
Association, urging the passage of the McNary-Haugen bill for 
establishment of an export organization; also the passage of 
the Mellon tax-reduction program; the lowering of freight and 
express rates, and the passage of the Burtness-Norbeck bill; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

987. Also, petitions of W. A. Lillyquist and 88 other citizens 
of Barton, N. Dak.; J. G. Kane and other citizens of Russell, 
N. Dak.; Northern Pacific Associated Shop Crafts’ Booster 
Club, of Jamestown, N. Dak.; Rosefield Community Club of 
Eddy County, N. Dak., and John L. Burk and 36 other citizens 
of Juanita, N. Dak., all urging the passage of House bill 4159; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

988. Also, petitions of H. C. Peek and 64 other citizens of 
Ellendale, N. Dak.; W. M. Wilkin and 36 other citizens of 
Kulm, N. Dak.; Andrew T. Grosz and 52 other citizens of Balta 
and vicinity, N. Dak.; N. H. Nelson and 18 other citizens of 
Knox, N. Dak.; T. G. Glesne and 30 other citizens of Bergen, 
N. Dak.; A. B. Denault and 75 other citizens of Jamestown, 
N. Dak., and vicinity; C. A. Revell and 59 other citizens of 
Harvey, N. Dak.; 34 citizens of McGregor, N. Dak.; A. O. 
Siverson and 24 other citizens of Eckelson, N. Dak., and 
Charles Hernett and 48 other citizens of Burnstad, N. Dak., 
urging increase in duty on wheat from 30 to 60 cents per bushel, 
requesting repeal of the drawback provision and the milling 
in bond privilege of the Fordney-McCumber tariff act, and 
favoring the passage of the Wallace wheat-marketing plan; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 
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SENATE. 
Monpar, February II, 1924. 
(Legislative day of Thursday, February 7, 1924.) 

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. ; 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr, President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 


The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Adams Edwards Kin Reed, Pa. 
Ashurst Ferris La Robinson 
all Fess La Follette Sheppard 
Bayard Fletcher Lenroot Shields 
Borah Frazier age Shipstead 
Brandegee George MeKellar Shortridge 
Brookbart Gerry McKinley Simmons 
Broussard Glass MeNar, Smith 
Bruce Mayfield 
Bursum Greene Moses Spencer 
Cameron Hale Neely Stank 
5 Harrel Norbeck Stephens 
Caraway Harris Norris Swanson 
Colt Harrison Oddie Trammell 
Copeland Heflin Overman Underwood 
5 Johnson, allt. Walsh Mass. 
ummins ohnson, per 
Curtis Johnson, Minn, Phipps Walsh, Mont. 
Dale Jones, N. Mex. Pittman arren 
Dial Jones, Wash. Ralston Weller 
Din Kendrick Ransdell Wheeler 
Keyes Reed, Mo. Willis 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-elght Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. 


EDWIN DENBY, SECRETARY OF THE NAVY. 


The Senate resumed the consideration of Senate Resolution 
134, submitted by Mr. Rosryson on January 28, 1924, as modi- 
fied by him. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, we are called upon to-day to 
vote upon a resolution expressing as the sense of the United 
States Senate that the President of the United States immedi- 
ately request the resignation of Edwin Denby as ‘Secretary of 
the Navy. There are one or two observations which it seems 
to me, in fairness in considering the question, we ought to bear 
carefully in mind. 

The first one is that we are called upon in a quasi judicial 
capacity to give our judgment in a matter which is at the 
present time pending, at least the subject matter out of which 
it grew is pending, before a committee of the Senate who have 
not yet made their final report or completed their examination. 
We are asked to take an action which in the very necessity of 
the case places the brand of shame upon a man certainly whose 
career is during years of services untainted with dishonor be- 
cause in the judgment of some he was mistaken in his inter- 
pretation, as I shall show in a moment, of a law which we our- 
selyes passed. We are called upon to take that action while 
the very subject matter out of which it grew is still pending 
and the evidence in which is not yet completely received, nor 
have the committee yet made their report. 

The second observation that I care to make is that the 
Cabinet of the President of the United States is his official 
family. There is no constitutional provision for a Cabinet by 
that name. Every member of the Cabinet is provided for by 
legislation and the combined membership make up the official 
family of the President. When the President is considering 
the make-up of his official family, I take it, there are few 
Senators in this Chamber who would think it either proper or 
desirable for the Senate to pass any resolution either advocat- 
ing or disapproving of any proposed member of the Cabinet. 
We have one function in the selection of Cabinet members and 
only one, and that is when the appointment is made and comes 
before the Senate we can then, if in the judgment of the Sen- 
ate that man is either incapable or unworthy of the office, fail 
to confirm him and the matter there ends. 

Our function is somewhat similar in connection with the re- 
moval of a Cabinet officer. We have only one method by which 
we can properly participate in the removal of a Cabinet officer. 
We can not impeach him. If the House of Representatives, in 
its judgment, impeaches a Cabinet officer we can try that im- 
peachment, and except for that we have no official function in 
connection with his continuance in office. It is the President's 
official family, and neither in the selection of it, except the power 
of confirmation, nor in the removal of a Cabinet officer, except 
by way of impeachment instituted by the House of Representa- 
tives, have we any proper mode of procedure. 

The third observation I desire to make, Mr. President, is this: 
On neither side of the Chamber, either in the judgment or from 


the speech of those who believe Secretary Denby ought not to 
remain a member of the Cabinet, or in the judgment or from 
the speech of those who think he ought to remain as a member 
of the Cabinet has there been the slightest intimation of any- 
thing that has been dishonorable or corrupt on his part or that 
he had any knowledge of anything that was dishonorable or 
corrupt. The basis of this resolution lies in the fact that he 
misinterpreted, if he did, the construction of an existing law. 

I call attention to the consideration of the provisions of that 
law. In 1920 Congress passed this law to which I shall refer. 
It was in the administration of President Wilson. That law 
certainly had the entire approval of, if it did not originate with, 
the Secretary of the Navy in the Wilson Cabinet, Mr. Daniels. 
Congress said when they passed that law—and I call my col- 
leagues’ attention particularly to the language which we used 
in that law. We provided: 

That the Secretary of the Navy is directed to take possession of all 
properties within the naval petroleum reserves as are or may become 
subject to the eontrol and use by the United States for naval purposes 
25 on which there are no pending claims or applications for permits 
or leases— 


What was the purpose of placing in the hands of the Secretary 
of the Navy these oil reserves, and how broad was the power 
which we conferred upon him? We said that when the Secre- 
tary of the Navy should come into the possession of those oil 
reserves which we had directed him to take possession of—here 
I digress for a moment to emphasize the language—that the 
Secretary of the Navy in taking possession of the oil reserves 
of the Nation should “ conserve, develop, use, and operate the 
same.” 

An oil field can not be developed except by taking the oll out 
of the ground; the oil in an of] field ean not be used except by 
removing it to the surface of the earth. We followed the grant 
of power over the naval oil reserves by saying to the Secre- 
tary of the Navy—and notice the broadness of the power con- 
ferred—that in his discretion he should “ conserve, develop, use, 
and operate those oil fields,” “ directly,” if he liked, “ or by con- 
tract, lease, or otherwise.” We gave him the power to lease 
those lands when we passed that law. Approved June 4, 1920. 

More than that, when we gave him the power to “ develop, 
use, and operate” those lands, and said to him, “You can 
do it yourself or you can lease or contract the doing of it,” 
we also said to him—and, Mr. President, I call attention to 
these words—you can “use, store, exchange, or sell the oil 
and gas products thereof.“ 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Missouri yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. SPENCER. Certainly. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, does not the Senator from 
Missouri think that the purpose of Congress in passing that 
bill was to authorize the storage and the transfer whenever 
the time came when the oil was necessary for the use of the 
Navy? Does not the Senator also think that at that time the 
Congress intended that such action should become necessary 
whenever the production of oil ‘became less than the con- 
sumption? 

Mr. SPENCER. I will answer that in a moment. There 
is nothing in the law to that effect. Any man knows that 
oll to be useful to the Navy must not be in the ground, but 
that it must be upon the surface of the earth, where it can 
be piped instantly to the vessels in case of need. 

Mr. NORRIS and Mr. COPELAND addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Missouri yield; and if so, te whom? 

Mr. SPENCER. I yield first to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. It is true that the oil in order to be useful 
to the Navy must be out of the ground and not in it, but 
I ask the Senator from Missouri this question: Must not 
oll, in all probability, to be useful to the Navy in 50 years 
from now be in the ground now, and not in tanks above 
ground? 

Mr. SPENCER. The Senator from Nebraska is quite night, 
but, as developed in the hearings, the primary reason for bring- 
ing the oil out of the ground was that the adjoining properties 
outside of the naval reserves in private hands were draining 
the reserves; that in the developing of their own wells they 
were pumping the oil from the naval reserves; so the experts 
in their testimony gave it as their opinion that if it were 
attempted to leave the oil in the ground until, as the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Harrerp] has suggested, there might 
be need for it and they started to pump for it it would be 
found that the oil which originally had been there had flown 
off through adjoining claims and had been pumped to the 
surface and sold by others, 
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Mr. NORRIS. May I again suggest to the Senator from Mis- 
souri that no one is contending but that offset wells might be 
necessary to save oil in cases where there was seepage? Ido not 
believe, however, that anybody has contended that the seepage 
wells, if properly safeguarded by a few offset wells, would 
drain all of the oil in the reserves; but some of these leases 
and contracts practically provide for taking all of the oil out 
of the reserves, storing it in tanks, and leaying nothing in the 
ground. 

Mr. SPENCER. That is true only within those portions of 
the reserves which were leased, which are not the entire re- 
serves by any manner of means. 

Mr. NORRIS. ‘There were over 82,000 acres leased. 

Mr. SPENCER. There were more than that. There were a 
little over 51,000 acres involved. 

Mr. NORRIS. It is conceded that there was a good deal of 
land leased as to which there was no danger of injury by seep- 
age to adjoining property. 

Mr. SPENCER. That may be, although I doubt it. There 
may have been more lands leased than either the Senator from 
Nebraska or I think ought to have been leased or that the 
Secretary of the Navy ever ought to have leased; that may 
have been true, but his judgment and his advice may have been 
different from and perhaps better than ours. That, however, 
does not change the main fact which I am presenting at this 
time. . 

Mr. NORRIS. Does not the Senator believe that the evidence 
discloses that when they got through carrying out the program, 
instead of having oil in the ground preserved for future gen- 
erations when there may be a scarcity of oil in the world, we 
would have a lot of tanks around in different places without 
any oil in them as a matter of fact? 

Mr. SPENCER. I do not believe that, and I do not believe 
any human being knows as to that. It is a matter of conjec- 
ture on either side. But what I desire to call the attention of 
the Senate to is that in the law which we passed we directed 
the Secretary of the Navy to store the oil which was then in 
the ground in the naval reserves, It could not otherwise be 
stored by the Secretary of the Navy except by getting it above 
the ground. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair desires to observe 
at this point that in view of the unanimous-consent agreement 
the Chair is of the opinion that the rule of the Senate with re- 
gard to interruptions must be adhered to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- 
souri yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. SPENCER. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. I submit the following question to the Senator: 
In view of the fact that Congress alone has the power to make 
appropriations for docks and yards and for tankage, does the 
Senator think that under any act of Congress the Secretary of 
the Navy had the right to enter into contracts which would 
involve the sale of oil to the extent of $103,000,000 and expend 
that stupendous sum for wharfage, for tankage, for the clean- 
ing out of harbors, and improvements of similar character with- 
out Congress having indicated its desire that such improve- 
ments should be made? 

Mr. SPENCER. If the Senator will be good enough to be 
patient for his answer. I will make it before I finish; and I 
shall soon close. 

Mr. President, the pornt 1 made was that we gave to the 
Secretary of the Navy the puwer to “use,” to “store,” to “ ex- 
change” that oil. Qil sn not be stored; oil can not be ex- 
changed while it fs ander ground. So far as legislative 
enactment could provide with powers that are as broad as 
any as I have ever seen jo a similar act, we gave to Secretary 
Daniels, to the Navy Department of the Government the power 
by lease or contract or otherwise “to operate,” “to develop,” 
“to store,” “to exchange the oil in those naval reserves. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

The PRESIVENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Missouri yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. SPENCER. I do. 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator is aware, is he not, of the 
action of a certain board appointed by the Secretary of the 
Navy, the Naval Consulting Board? 

Mr. SPENCER. I had the pleasure of hearing the Senator 
from New York when he amplified that suggestion a few days 
ago. I listened to him with pleasure. 

Mr. COPELAND. In view of the testimony of the Naval 
Consulting Board itself that leases should not be made 


and that the oil should not be taken from the ground, does the 
Senator still contend that it was a wise thing to make any 
exchange or enter into leases? 

Mr. SPENCER. The Senator from Missouri is not contending ' 
for anything; the Senator from Missouri is laying before the 
Senate certain facts in regard to power bestowed upon which 
there can be no question. .That law is unrepealed to-day, and 
I say without fear of contradiction from any lawyer or from 
any fair-minded man that the Secretary of the Navy to-day has 
the power, so far as the naval oil reserves of this country are 
concerned, to use, develop, operate, store, and exchange the oil 
in those reserves. 

Mr. ROBINSON. 
a question? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Missouri yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. SPENCER. I yield with pleasure. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Why does the Senator always, in quoting 
the authorization of the Secretary of the Navy contained in the 
statute of 1920, omit the very significant term “ conserve’? 

Mr. SPENCER. Rarely is the Senator from Arkansas mis- 
taken, but doubtless he was engaged in conversation; for the 
first power that I emphasized was the power given by this law 
to the Secretary of the Navy to conserve” those oil reserves. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield fur- 
ther? I listened to him attentively at least the last two times 
he repeated the authorization in the statute, and he omitted 
the very significant direction to conserve the oil. 

Mr. SPENCER. The Senator from Arkansas is quite right; 
and, great jurist as he is, he will appreciate the fact that the 
thing now in controversy is not the power “to conserve,” but 
the power “to develop, to use, to store, to exchange,” and 
I dwelt with emphasis upon the points that were in contioversy. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator be kind enough to yield? 

Mr. SPENCER. I do so with pleasure. 

Mr. ROBINSON. ‘The Senator from Arkansas is not a jurist. 
He has never been a judge. He professes, however, to possess 
ordinary common sense. The history of this statute, the very 
terms of it, show that the purpose was to conserve the oil, 
except such portions of it as must be produced to prevent those 
portions from being taken by wells on private holdings. 

Mr. SPENCER. The Senator from Arkansas will excuse me 
for the mistake, and allow me to express my regret that juris- 
prudence has not had the great advantage of his participation. 

Mr. President, I repeat the point, and then leave it, that 
under that law the Secretary of the Navy, in addition to the 
power “to conserve” which he had, was directly given the 
power “to use, to operate, to store, and to exchange” the 
oil in those naval reserves. 

Now, then, what was done? 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President 

Mr. SPENCER. I yield to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. GLASS. Before the Senator leaves that point, will he 
please tell us why he absolutely ignores the letter of trans- 
mittal addressed by the Secretary of the Navy to the Com- 
mittees on Naval Affairs of the two Houses of Congress, in 
which letter the Secretary of the Navy is careful to point out 
explicitly the meaning of the very terms upon which the Sen- 
ator from Missouri so dwells? In other words, he explains 
the phrase to exchange” to mean to be exchanged for refined 
products; he explains the phrase “ to sell or to store” by saying 
that it means to sell or to store the excess oil from the pro- 
tective wells. Why does the Senator ignore that, and dwell 
upon the mere technical phrasing of the law to excuse a 
reversal of a policy of this Government? 

Mr. SPENCER. The Senator from Virginia knows very 
well that the Senator from Missouri is not ignoring any matter. 
It is quite proper to call attention to that letter when the 
time comes. I am speaking about the wording of the law 
itself; and, as the Senator from Virginia knows, no letter, 
either before or after the law, can change the effect and power 
and purpose of that law. 

Mr. GLASS. Yes; but whenever there is doubt as to the 
meaning of a statute, the thing to do is to go to the source of 
legislation to ascertain what was the intent; and nobody can 
read that letter of the Secretary of the Navy and mistake what 
was the purpose of that law. 

Mr. SPENCER. I agree with the Senator from Virginia 
that if there is doubt about a statute, the circumstances in 
connection with its creation are proper to be examined into— 
by whom? By the judicial body which has that question be- 
fore it for determination. We are a branch of the legislative, 


Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 


not the judicial, department of this Government, and we are 
being asked to voice our sense upon the removal from office 
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of a Secretary of the Nayy upon a question which, as the 
Senator from Virginia has intimated, is a judicial question, in 
connection with which the facts ought to be judicially investi- 
‘gated. 

Mr. GLASS. Here it was—— 

' The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Missouri further yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. SPENCER. I yield for a question, if it is desired to 
ask a question. I do not care to yield for debate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If the Senator yields for 
more than a. question, he will lose the floor. 

Mr. SPENCER. I will centinue, and be through briefly. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. SPENCER. I yield for a question, with pleasure. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Does the Senator find in the statute of 
1920, to which he is referring, any authority vested in the 
Secretary of the Interior for the administration of the naval 
oil reserves? 

Mr. SPENCER. If the Senator will be patient, that is the 
next point I shall take up in connection with the question of 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. KiNG]. 

Mr. President, if the purpose of the law is clear, as it seems 
to be, not only from its reading but from the attempt to put 
something outside of the law by its side—if the purpose of the 
-law is clear, I make my final observation: What is the criti- 
cism of the Secretary of the Navy? Upon what is this reso- 
lution based which seeks the immediate dismissal of the Secre- 
tary of the Navy from his office? 

It is based mainly upon two grounds. One of them is that 
the law to which I have referred directs the Secretary of the 
Navy to do these things, and the President in the last adminis- 
tration and the present administration, by Executive order, 
transferred those duties from the Secretary of the Navy to the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

I do not believe the President had the right to make that 
transfer. I believe that the provision of this law directed the 
Secretary of the Navy, and him alone, and that it was not 
within the power of the Executive to make that transfer. The 
reason of the Executive order is not hard to see, for the Depart- 
ment of the Interior had under its supervision something like 
17,000,000 acres of oil lands, and these naval reserve oil lands 
were something under 52,000 acres in extent; the administrative 
facilities naturally were so much greater with the department 
that had under its jurisdiction so much oil land that it seemed, 
in the interest of economy and wisdom and efficiency, a de- 
sirable thing to put all the oil lands of the Government under 
one administrative head. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator allow a 
question? 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- 
souri yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. SPENCER. For a question. 

Mr. ROBINSON. ‘Those statements which the Senator makes 
relate purely to considerations of policy. Does the Senator find 
in the statute any authority for the administration of the naval 
oil reserves through the Secretary of the Interior? 

Mr. SPENCER. I tried to say as clearly as I could, just be- 
fore the Senator interrupted me, that I do not believe there 
was any such authority. I do not believe that the President 
of the United States had any right to transfer those oil lands 
from the Secretary of the Navy to the Secretary of the Interior. 

5 ROBINSON. Will the Senator yield to a further ques- 
tion? 

Mr. SPENCER. With pleasure. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Then, ifthe Secretary of the Navy initiated 
the transfer to the Secretary of the Interior of the authority 
vested in him by the Congress, he did an act which was without 
authority of law, did he not? 

Mr. SPENCER. I do not so say. I say that he did an act 
about which the judgment of men might well differ. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to a 
question? What is the Senator’s judgment? Does the Senator 
think that the Secretary of the Navy was anthorized by the 
statute to divest himself of the authority conferred upon him 
by the Congress and to vest it in the Secretary of the Interior? 
What does the Senator think? 

Mr, SPENCER. I have answered that question twice. I 
shall be glad to answer it again. I do not think that the 
President had the power to transfer that authority from the 
Secretary of the Navy to the Secretary of the Interior. That 
question, however, is not free from doubt. The question is a 
judicial question, 
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Mr. ROBINSON. 
again? 

Mr. SPENCER. Not for a moment, if the Senator please. 
When the power to make that lease comes before a court for its 
judicial interpretation I should not be surprised if the judgment 
of the court were that under the broad powers of the law of 
1920, to which I have referred, and under the superintending 
power of the Chief Executive there was the power to make the 
transfer from the Secretary of the Navy to the Secretary of the 
Interior, though I repeat now that my own judgment on the 
matter is with the Senator from Arkansas, that the power did 
not rest with the President of the United States. But is the 
Senate of the United States, like a mob, to proclaim its“ sense“ 
that a Secretary of the Navy shall be compelled to leave his 
office because his judgment on a legal proposition differs from 
the judgment of some other men? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to a 
question at that point? Does not the statute expressly direct 
the Secretary of the Navy to administer the oil reserves? 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, I have said again and again 
that without any doubt it does, 

Mr. ROBINSON. Then how can anyone, whether he be a 
lawyer or not, construe that statute to authorize him to divest 
himself of the authority under the statute and to vest it in some 
one else? 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, I am not briefing the case 
here; but undoubtedly when the case comes up for trial it will 
be suggested, What is the Secretary of the Navy? He is an 
agentof whom? If the President of the United States, carrying 
out the executive policies in that department over which he is 
the head. He is an officer, as I said, not provided for by the 
Constitution, but placed by law at the head of the Navy De- 
partment, under the President. He is his right arm in dealing 
with naval affairs, and the Secretary of the Interior is his 
right arm in dealing with the matters of his department. 
When there are two subordinates, each under a single chief, one 
vested with certain authority not as an individual but as the 
subordinate Secretary, and when the Chief Executive sees fit 
to transfer from one of his subordinates to another certain 
powers that have been invested in him, no man can say that 
as a matter of undisputed law that can not be done. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to a 
question? 

Mr. SPENCER. With pleasure. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Is it not true that the statutes create the 
Cabinet positions of Secretary of the Navy and of Secretary 
of the Interior, and define their duties? If that be true, can 
the Executive nullify the statutes, repeal them, or act in con- 
trayention of the statutes, in transferring to one Secretary 
duties fixed by statute upon another? 

Mr. SPENCER. This, Mr. President, is now becoming repeti- 
tion. I agree with the Senator from Arkansas, that in my 
judgment the President did not have that power; but I also 
say that it is not a question so free from doubt that any man 
can confidently say that certain rights given by Congress to 
one agent of a principal can not be delegated by that principul 
to another one of his agents. There you have the legal prop- 
osition. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Now I think I understand the Senator. 
Will the Senator yield to one further question? As a matter 
of policy, dismissing for the time being any issue as to power. 
does the Senator from Missouri approve of the action of the 
Secretary of the Navy in initiating the transfer of his own 
authority to the Secretary of the Interior? 

Mr. SPENCER. I do not know. I have not before me, 
nor has any other Senator, the full information, both for the 
policy and against the policy, whicb the Secretary of the Navy 
had. I know there were protests coming from. high sources, 
clear and distinct in their character, which would lead one to 
think the policy was bad. I know there were advices coming 
from equally high sources saying that the policy was right and 
legal and wise. The Secretary exercised his best judgment, 
which he still thinks was right and wise. 3 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator be kind enough to yield 
for another question? 

Mr. SPENCER. I will be very glad to yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. In view of the controversy that was in 


Mr. President, will the Senator yield 


“progress about the matter, does the Senator think that the 


transaction should have been conducted in secret, or does he 
think that the public should have been given an opportunity 
to know that a plan had been formed to transfer control over 
the naval oil reserves from the Navy Department to the In- 
terior Department, and to lease them, so that the entire 
quantity of oil stored in the reserves might be exhausted? 
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Mr. SPENCER, I think publicity is always most desirable, 
and anything done in secret is not only an undesirable but a 
most unwise policy. 

The main proposition is, Did the Secretary of the Navy, 
first, have the legal right to transfer the power to make those 
leases from himself to the Secretary of the Interior, or did 
the President have the right to designate any such removal? 
I do not think he did; but that is a judicial question about 
which there is doubt. 

Mr. ROBINSON. 
question? 

Mr. SPENCER. If it is one further question, I will do so 
with pleasure. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It is one further question, and I would like 
to have the Senator answer it. Why, why, why was this trans- 
action conducted in secret? 

Mr. SPENCER. I do not know; perhaps the Senator does. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Does not the Senator think it would be 
interesting to find out, if possible? 

Mr. SPENCER. It might be. I think the Senator has struck 
the nail on the head. It would be interesting and fair to find 
out something more about this matter before, like a mob, we 
rush into the Executive office with our resolution saying that 
it is our “sense,” and before we ourselves know all the facts, 
that the President immediately request the resignation of the 
Secretary of the Navy 

Mr. ROBINSON. Now, will the Senator yleld for a question? 

Mr. SPENCER. Just wait a moment. When, as I said a 
moment ngo, the very committee out of which these things grew 
have not yet finished their examination of the question; but 
the Senate, not waiting for the completion of that examination, 
not waiting until all the evidence is in, while the proceeding is 
still pending, does what a justice of the peace would not do, 
jumps to a conclusion and, as far as it can, decides that ques- 
tion for one side while the evidence is still being introduced. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator yield now for a question? 

Mr. SPENCER. I thought awhile ago it was “one further 
question.” I yield with pleasure. 

Mr. ROBINSON. This is one further still. The Senator 
knows that Secretary Denby has been upon the witness stand 
three times in the hearings before the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys. Does he not know that the Secretary has 
been repeatedly asked why the transaction was carried on in 
secret, and that he has failed to give any reason whatever? 

Mr. SPENCER. If the Senator from Arkansas says so, I 


Will the Senator yield to one further 


have no doubt about it. That does not change the fact that the 


Senate of the United States, in whose history the Senator from 
Arkansas has had a great part, should not be so precipitate in 
interfering with executive matters as to demand, during the 
pending hearing, the immediate resignation of the Secretary of 
the Navy. ~ 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the Senator from Missouri will indulge 
me for just one statement 

Mr. SPENCER. One further question? 

Mr, ROBINSON. No; this is a statement. 

Mr. SPENCER. No; Mr. President 

Mr. ROBINSON, In reply to a remark—— 

Mr. SPENCER, I shall be through in just a moment. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Will the Senator yield to me for just 
one question? 

Mr. SPENCER. With pleasure. 

Mr, REED of Missouri. The Secretary of the Navy has been 
upon the witness stand several times and made public state- 
ments 

Mr. SPENCER. What is the question of my colleague? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I will be very brief. The Secretary 
has made public statements in which he has affirmed that he 
would do the same thing again. Does the Senator know of any 
evidence which the Secretary now wants to introduce or any 
way in which he wants to change either the position he took 
before the committee when he gave his testimony or the posi- 
tions he has taken publicly to which I have just referred? 

Mr. SPENCER. I do not know. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Then, is not a hearing—— . 

Mr. SPENCER. I am not a member of the committee or a 
member of the subcommittee, 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Then. would it not be well for the 


Secretary, if he wants further hearing, to say to the Senate. 


that his case is not closed, that he still wants to be heard, and 
ask for a hearing, instead of saying he stands on what he has 
done, that he has already testified and has nothing more to 
say? Should he not make the plea instead of the Senator 
making it? 


Mr. SPENCER. I am not speaking for the Secretary of the 


Navy. I am speaking for myself alone as one called upon to 


pass judgment upon this resolution, and I submit to my dis- 
tinguished colleague that the fairer way to pass judgment upon 
a question is to wait until the evidence on that ‘question is en- 
tirely finished, and then, if it be proper, to pass judgment and 
not before. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. If the Senator will pardon nie just 
for a question—— 

Mr, SPENCER. I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. But the answer is that this phase of 
the question has been thoroughly investigated. The Secretary 
of the Navy has been heard. There is no new evidence he pro- 
poses to bring forward, and therefore there is no need to wait 
until we finish the whole of the Teapot Dome and the Doheny 
operations. 

— 5 5 Mr. President. 

r. REE of Missouri. We might wait a year for that. 

Mr, SPENCER. My colleague knows that no question in 
a lawsuit is ended until the lawsuit is ended, and no phase 
of an examination that may have light thrown on it, pro 
or con, at any stage of the investigation is finished until 
the entire investigation is ‘finished. The sense of fairness of 
my colleague would keep him from passing Judgment upon a 
question until the circumstances out of which that question 
arose had been entirely completed in the investigation. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I know of many interlocutory 
orders during the progress of a case upon facts that are ap- 
parent, when the whole case has not been closed, plenty of them. 

Mr. SPENCER. The illustration of my colleague is a good 
one, That is a judicial proceeding, and we are attempting to 
usurp’ a judicial function. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. The Senator voted for the Fall 
resolution before the investigation was closed. 

Mr. SPENCER. I now yield to the Senator from Florida, ` 

Mr, FLETCHER. I was going to inquire of the Senator. 

Mr. SPENCER. Will the Senator wait a moment? The 
Senator from New York [Mr. WapswortH] has just called 
my attention to the fact that an interlocutory order, to which 
my colleague referred, is in its very nature a temporary order, 
which may at any time be changed. We are asking in this 
for an immediate request for the resignation of the Secretary 
of the Navy, which, so far as its effect is concerned, would 
be a final action. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. He might be reinstated when you 
have vindicated him. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I wanted to ask the Senator this ques- 
tion: Conceding, for the sake of the argument, that the transfer 
of authority from the Secretary of the Navy to the ‘Secretary 
of the Interior, which the Senator himself does not approve. 
is a judicial question, the fact is that the Secretary of the 
Navy joined in these leases with the Secretary of the Interior. 
What will the Senator do with the question of the poison of 
fraud which permeates those leases from beginning to end? 

Mr. SPENCER. The authority to transfer we have already 
discussed. Undoubtedly there must have been doubts in the 
minds even of those to whom the leases were given, because 
they were not content, as the Senator from Florida has sug- 
gested, that the signature of the Secretary of the Interior, 
to whom the authority had been transferred, would alone 
suffice. The signature of the Secretary of the Navy was added. 
But, I say to the Senator from Florida, and I am sure he will 
agree with me in this, that if there was any fraud in the 
action of the Secretary of the Interior, or in connection with 
these leases; if there was bribery or corruption, it has not 
yet been suggested upon the floor of the Senate, Trom either 
side of the Chamber, that the Secretary of the Navy either 
himself participated in it, or that he had the faintest sus- 
picion or the slightest knowledge of any such frand or cor- 
ruption. Therefore, where is the basis, so far as the Secre- 
tary of the Navy is concerned, for requesting his immediate 
resignation? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is compclied 
to state that it must enforce the rule. The Senator from 
Missouri has yielded mpon several occasions for an argument 
upon the other side, and he has ‘spoken more than twice upon 
the same question. 

Mr. SPENCER. If the President pro tempore will bear with 
me, I will not yield again, and I will finish speedily, for the 
last point to which I want to call attention is this: When that 
lease was made by the Secretary of the Navy and the Secre- 
tary of the Interior together it required of the lessee and of the 
contractee the building of extensive tanks and docks, the for- 
mer for the storage and the latter for the handling of the oil. 
It provided that the oil in its crude state, as it was taken out, 
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should be exchanged for refined fuel ready for immediate use 
upon naval vessels. 

The amount involved in the construction of the tanks which 
were built and in the erecting of the docks which were con- 
structed ran into millions of dollars. I do not belieye that 
either the Secretary of the Navy or the Secretary of the 
Interior, or both of them together, had the right to make any 
such contract. I do not believe they had the power to involve 
this Government in such expenditure without legislative sanc- 
tion. I think they wer mistaken in what they did. I think 
the authority which they assumed to exercise was without war- 
rant of law. But that is a question about which fair men may 
differ. That is a question which in the course of judicial pro- 
cedure will come before the courts for their determination, 
and the courts will hear both sides of that question, the courts 
will punish every guilty man, and the courts will restore to the 
people anything that has been taken from them and protect 
their rights. 

What are we seeking to do by this resolution? To secure any 
rights or to recover any property? No. To impeach, as we 
might have the power to try if the House of Representatives 
instituted it? No. In what seems to me a cowardly fashion 
we are atempting to put a brand of shame upon a man whom 
We can not and we do not believe there is evidence enough even 
to indict or to impeach, and yet we are asked to proclaim our 
“sense” that the President request his immediate resignation. 

On neither side of this Chamber are there men wanting in 
recognition and appreciation of the service, years of patriotic 
and efficient service, which the present Secretary of the Navy, 
Mr. Denby, has rendered to our country, and yet because of his 
judgment, his honest judgment, on two legal propositions, 
both of them debatable, in neither of which do I agree with 
him, we are asked to put the brand of shame upon him. I shall 
not vote for any such resolution. 

Mr. President, I could not remain silent without at least this 
expression of my own judgment on this matter. 

, Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I wish to ask Senators not to 
interrupt me until I shall have concluded. If they then wish 
to ask any questions, I shall be glad to do what I can to answer 
them. 

On January 30 last I drew the attention of the Senate to the 
statute to which the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SPENCER] has 
just referred. I raised the question then as to whether there 
was not a reasonable doubt of the legality of the action of the 
Secretary of the Navy, At that time the Senator from Virginia 
{Mr. Grass] rose and referred to a letter from a former Secre- 
tary of the Navy, Mr. Daniels, the letter to which he has just 
referred in asking a question of the Senator from Missouri. 
May I ask the Senator from Virginia if he has the date of 
that letter? 

Mr. GLASS. It is dated March 5, 1920. 

Mr. COUZENS. The letter was dated March 5, 1920. The 
act was passed on June 4, 1920, and the letter was undoubtedly 
the basis for the legislation that was then enacted. 

I would like to suggest to the Senate that if that letter was 
the basis of the resolution, why were not the conditions pre- 
scribed in the letter then written into the legislation? The act 
referred to truly says “to conserve,” but it does not say where, 
and yet it was quite evident the intent of Congress that the 
oil was to be conserved in the ground. I submit, however, that 
it does not say so. 

The question has been raised as to whether there was a 
doubt in the mind of the Secretary of the Navy. I submit that 
we. have no evidence that there was any doubt in the mind of 
the Secretary of the Navy as to the intent of Congress, 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President: 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator 
Michigan yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. COUZENS. I must decline to yield until I am through, 
. if the Senator will pardon me. 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator referred to the Senator from 
Virginia and his interpretation of the statute in conjunction 
with the letter of the Secretary of the Navy. It seemed to me 
altogether pertinent that I should call attention to something 
the Senator has ignored. 

Mr. COUZENS. I shall be very glad when I am through to 
submit to any questions the Senator may then desire to ask. 

As I said, the question has been raised as to whether there 
was a doubt in the mind of the Secretary of the Navy, and I 
submit that there is no evidence before the Senate to indicate 
that there was a doubt in the mind of the Secretary of the 
Navy. When it passed this act Congress failed to write into 


from 


the statute with reference to the oil any such phraseology as 
“to conserve in the ground, to dig offset wells, to store the 
seepage, to sell or lease the privilege of developing the offset 
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wells,” and so forth. Congress made no mention of those mat- 
ters in the act, The present Secretary of the Navy did not 
come into office until March, 1921, one year after the former 
Secretary of the Navy had written his letter as to the purposes 
of the act. 4 

I only mention this because I contend with the Senator 
from Missouri that it raises a question of reasonable doubt. 
It has been mentioned upon the floor that I am not a lawyer, 
Sometimes I am thankful for that; other times I wish I were. 
The statement has been made that the Secretary of the Navy 
has had a fair hearing, that he has had an opportunity to pre- 
sent his case, which is not within the facts. The Secretary 
of the Navy has not been before the Committee on Publie 
Lands and Surveys since the disclosure of dishonesty and 
corruption. No charges have been preferred against the 
Secretary of the Navy to which he has had an opportunity 
to reply. The evidence of the inquiry has not been placed 
before the Senate. As the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
SPENCER] has pointed out we have no report, we have had no 
recommendations, and at no time has the Secretary of the 
Navy been presented with any charges of misfeasance or mal- 
feasance in office. I contend that even though the Secretary 
of the Navy were corrupt and dishonest, which he is not, he 
should have the opportunity of having presented to him the 
charges and a decent opportunity to reply. 

If the Secretary of the Navy were a disreputable character 
and a man who had had a shady reputation, there might be 
some excuse or some reason for the resolution being con- 
sidered. I think it is entirely improper that the resolution 
should even take up the time of the Senate for discussion in 
view of all the circumstances, 

The family of the Secretary of the Navy as far back as his 
grandparents has been a most upright and honored family. 
The Secretary’s record as a public man has been most exem- 
plary. His grandfather on his mother’s side was a Senator of 
the United States, and nothing in the history of his family or 
his parentage or his own career indicates that he is anything 
but an honorable and patriotic citizen. We could not do worse 
than we are doing now if we were dealing with some of the 
worst scallawags in the United States. As proof of my con- 
tention as to the regard and respect that the people of the 
United States have for Mr. Denby I am going to refer to some 
of the information that has come to me in the last week during 
the time the resolution has been under discussion by the Sen- 
ate. For instance, the Detroit News, an independent news- 
paper, stated this; 


DENBY’S DAY IN COURT DEMANDED, 


The avalanche of telegrams of protest served by citizens of this 
State on the United States Senate will have performed an incalculable 
Service, not especially to Michigan but to the Senate itself, if it 
awakens that body to the enormity of pronouncing judgment on Edwin 
Denby before the Secretary has been afforded opportunity to make 
himself heard concerning his connection with the naval oil reservo 
leases. 

Washington (dispatches intimate a new reaction from the first 
hungry impulse of numerous Senators to demand the Secretary’s sum- 
mary removal without a hearing, As the fever of that impulse dies 
the essential barbarism of the demand will become more and more 
apparent. It is out of accord with the first consideration of decency 
and fair play; it is contrary to any principle of justice; it violates the 
spirit of all judicial premises. It is not American; it Is not even 
civilized, 

What Senator would permit himself to be unseated without his day 
on the stand? Who would forfeit such an office without that hearing 
which the law permits the reputed violator of the least of our munici- 
pal ordinances? 4 Senator himself can only lose his seat after a 
most exhaustive inquiry. By what consideration of decency or law, 
written or unwritten, can the same body demand the removal of a 
member of the Cabinet without having heard a word in his behalf? 

The so-called “ouster resolution” is a counterpart of the mob's 
insensate clamor for blood. Above everything, it is cowardly and 
irresponsible, 

Secretary Denby is entitled to a fair and complete hearing on his 
case before the United States Senate or anyone else pronounces judg- 
ment. Our legal system makes this hearing a compulsory feature of 
judicial action, “Michigan is determined that considerations of the 
simplest decency shall afford Secretary Denby the same American 
right in the present matter that would be his In an American court. 


What would the Senate of the United States say if the 
Cabinet were to pass a resolution demanding that the Senate 
expel two of its Members, one on each side of the Chamber, now 
holding their seats and being under charges that have already 
been filed? Would we not consider it impertinent for the 
executive branch of the Government to ask us to remove either 
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ef those Senators without a hearing, without a trial, and with- 
out evidence? We would be the mest outraged bedy of men 
in the world if the executive branch of the Government should 
undertake any such conduct. 

I haye a number of telegrams from representative individuals 
and organizations throughout the entire State of Michigan and 
from other States than Michigan concerning what they desire 
the Senate to do with respect to this matter. Here are just a 
few of them: 

The Women’s City Club, of Detroit, by resolution of its board 
of directors. urges. & fair and complete hearing be given. Seere- 
tary Denby before judgment is pronounced. 

The Muskegon Michigan Employers’ Association say that their 
members are manufacturers of greater Muskegon who employ 
upward of 16,000 persons and “desire to be recorded as ex- 
pressing their confidence in the sterling integrity of Secretary 
Edwin Denby and pretest against any action on the part of 
your honorable body without granting him first a fair and 


just hearing.” 

From Watervliet, Micb., the entire membership of 54 of 
Post 338, American Legion, are against the Robinson resolution 
ousting Secretary Denby without a fair trial. 

The undersigned citizens of Bad Axe, without party afilia- 
tien, unreservedly express our sineere belief in Secretary 
Denby’s honesty and ability and respectfully ask that yeu do 
all in your power to secure fer him a fair and impartial 
hearing. 

They all want a fair and impartial hearing given to Seere- 
tary Denby. 

The United States Spanish War Veterans, Department of Michigan, 
have noticed that there is a concerted effort on the part of certain 
publie officials in Washington to summarily force the retirement of the 
Hon, Edwin Denby from his office as Secretary of the Navy. There- 
fore, we as a body of men who have known Mr. Denby for a quarter 
of w eentury as an honorable and upright man and worthy of the com- 
fidenee of his acquaintances, friends, and countrymen most earnestly 
protest against such action om the part of such publie officials and 
insist if they desire the retirement of Mr. Denby that there is only 
one honorable way to proceed in the matter, and that is to afford him 
a fair and impartial trial om any charges which may be preferred 
against him, 


No one desires this thing to be whitewashed. Mr. Denby's 
most ardent admirers and friends merely demand a fair and a 
just hearing. I have here a telegram from 26 citizens of Bay 
City, Mich., stating: - 


As citizens of Bay City, without reference to party affiliation, we 
recognize the sturdy patriotism, the unquestionable ability, and rugged 
honesty and integrity of the Secretary of the Navy. We believe that 
a man's character developed out of the years and his reputation built 
upon a lifetime of service to his neighbors and his State are an asset 
to the State as well as the man and should not be heedlessly or ill- 
advisedly impaired, much less destroyed. May we ask you to use all 
honorable means to see that no hasty or ill-advised action is taken and 
that none at all be taken affecting Secretary Denby until after a full 
and impartial hearing of the whole matter is had and a full and fair 
opportunity is afforded Secretary Denby to meet any charges that are 
now or may be made against him? 


I now read a telegram from the president and professors of 
the University of Michigan, which states: 


The undersigned citizens of Michigan voice their belief in Secretary 
Denby's ability and integrity. His patriotic devotion to his country bas 
been repeatedly manifested. He is entitled to a fair opportunity to meet 
all charges against him. 


A telegram. from, the Detroit Board of Commerce, consisting 
of some six or seven thousand members, states: 


As president of this board of commerce and as a business man taking 
his place- among the leaders of our State, Edwin. Denby commanded the 
confidence of Detroiters, and the continuance of this confidence is to-day 
evidenced by the feeling ef alarm, widespread among our citizens, over 
the possibility of the Congress doing an irreparable wrong. As the head 
of the probation department of Detroit's municipal court, Edwin Denby 
by his fairness and humaneness had a great following, particularly 
among those unfortunates with whom he came in contact, and they now 
have implicit faith in him. As a member of the United States Naval 
Reserve, Edwin Denby conducted himself in such a manner that he ere- 
ated lasting friendships inspired by his honesty, his patriotism, and his 
sacrifice. As an enlisted man in the United States marines. during the 
World War, Edwin Denby was in a position to teach a true American 
spirit to thousands. of men, many of whom gave their lives willingly 
with the words of Denby prompting them to display the fearlessness 
that made this fighting unit an inspiration to the winning armies, and 
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most of whom, still live to assert they live better lives and are betier 
Americans because of the learning gained from this man, As one of 
Michigan's, legislative body, as a Representative in Congress, and as a 
member of the Panama Commission, Edwin Denby served the citizens at 
our Nation in a capable manner that left no doubt as to his rigid 
integrity. 

We, the men who know him best, are firm in our belief that no living 
man loves America more than does Edwin Denby. We are confident 
that he hag conscientiously administered his duties as Secretary of 
the Navy and has knowingly done nothing that could possibly be con- 
strued as malfeasance or misfeasance in this great office. To ruth- 
Iessly pillory him without an opportunity for him to be heard will be 
un-American and unjust and will shatter the faith held by the Ameri- 
can: public in their leaders now assembled in Washington. The di- 
rectors of the Detroit Board of Commerce therefore urge you, from 
whom we have lenrned to expect: justice, to do everything within your | 
power and authority to prevent the perpetration of the national crime 
that is contemplated. 


Here is a resolution which is addressed to the Secretary of 
the Navy, stating: 


Resolved by the Fred W. Beaudry Post, No. 126, American. Legion, 
Department of Michigan, That the post deplores: the unthinking, bys- 
terical action impugning your personal honor evidenced, by a spirit of 
vengeance suggesting deplorable mob, spirit. The post proclaims con- 
fidence in your honor and announces. respect in you and im the con- 
duct of your great department and sends its affectiouate greetings in 
your hour of tribulation. Comrade Denby knows, what the term “ ofi- 
cer and gentleman” stands for; he has not forgotten nor can he for- 
get. He who is trying to humanize the personnel of our American 
Navy will remember and is, confidently expected to practice the ad- 
monitions of the dying Lawrence. 


The Michigan Manufacturers’ Association sent the following 
telegram : ) 

This organization Joins with others in urging that Edwin Denby, for 
whom we have the highest regard, be granted the justice of an impartial 
hearing and that no hasty or unfalr action be taken in proposed inves- 
tigation, 


The following telegram is from The Wholesale Merchants’ 
Bureau of Detroit: 


Words can not express our alarm over the report of the action con- 
templated by the Senate om Denby matter; American justice demands 
that he be given fair hearing. We urge your insistence that no action 
be taken until he is given a chance to set forth his claims. All Detroit 
expresses faith in Denby. 


The following is. from the Frankfort, Mich., Rotary Club: 


Frankfort, Mich., Rotary Club, in connection with the Teapot Dome 
scandal. We wish to express our approval of a forced resignation of 
Secretary Denby only after just and legal means have proven him guilty. 


City of Detroit Post, No. 834, Veterans of Foreign Wars, 
write as follows: 


Having known our distinguished comrade Denby, his unquestionable 
devotion and sacred love for our country, and being aware of the 
far-reaching importance, also the aftermath likely to follow the adop- 
tion of the proposed Robinson resolution, which we believe contrary 
to our fundamental law, we therefore urge that you do all in your 
power to prevent the passage of said resolution and use every effort 
to secure for our comrade full and impartial rights as accorded every 
American. citizen by the Constitution: 

Here is a telegram signed by 50 eitizens of Detroit: 

We, the undersigned citizens of Michigan, wish to take acension to 
express our unswerving faith and love for our fellow citizen, Edwin 
Denby. Through many years we have come to know him, and believe 
in his ability and integrity. We believe in his high ideals and julg- 
ment now. 


I have a telegram from the mayor of Ionia, Mich., reading 
as. follows: 

Every lover of fair play is shocked at the attitude of the Senate 
toward Seeretary Denby. We are hoping that you will spare no effort 
to see that an honest man fs not sacrificed. 


The Michigan Society of Engineers, holding a convention at 
Port Huron, telegraph as follows: 


The members of the Michigan. Engineering Society in convention as- 
sembled herewith protest against the prejudgment of Secretary Denby 
as a violation of the fundamental right of an American citizen, and 
demand for him an impartial judicial hearing, with: full opportunity to 
meet all specific charges. We of Michigan are firm in our conviction 
that no man bas shown finer allegiance to his country’s ideals in war 
and in peace than Edwin Denby. 
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ot aetive service in the late World War, but likewise served his country 
in action in the Spanish-American war, and has typified throughout his 
life the highest ideals of American citizenship: Now, therefore, be it 

“Resolved, That the Wayne County Council of the American Legion 
herewith protests against the effort now being made in the United 
States Senate to condemn Secretary Denby unheard as a violation of 
the fundamental rights of an American citizen, and demands for him 
the right of deliberate, unprejudiced trial in an appropriate forum, 
with full opportunity to meet any specific charges which may be made 
against him.” 


From the Retail Merchants’ Association of Detroit: 


All partisan clamor for campaign or other purposes to the contrary, 
the people of this country do not expect any man to be judged without 
a fair hearing. In particular, the people of Michigan and Detroit 
demand that their Representatives in Washington take effective meas- 
ures to prevent any action condemning Edwin Denby without first af- 
fording him a fair hearing or trial. All members of the Retail Mer- 
chants’ Association and the business organizations over which they 
preside desire to record their faith in Edwin Denby and absolute con- 
fidence that any tribunal searching his private or public record ill 
find in him an upright citizen and a conscientious and able publie 
official. 


From Benton Harbor: 


Decency and fair play demand that a man be given a hearing before 
condemnation. As department commander of the American Legion, I 
Tequest your influence to have resolution relative to Secretary of the 
Navy Denby amended to provide for full hearing of his case before any 
action is taken. 


Here is a letter that was written to my distinguished eol- 
league from Michigan [Mr. FERRIS]: 


If anyone had told me that Woopertpas N. Farris had taken ad- 
vantage of his official position and had grafted at the expense of the 
people of the United States, I should know that such a statement was 
untrue, If anyone should tell me that Woopprinca N. Feuris had 
taken action on some important governmental matter without inves- 
tigation or consideration, I should know that such a statement was 
equally untrue. For the same reason, and in the same way, I know 
that any statements reflecting on the integrity or the official methods of 
Edwin Denby are equally untrue. 


I want to draw the Senate's attention to the fact that this 
Is directed to my colleague, and not to me. 
From the Boy Scouts of Detroit: 


At the regular monthly meeting of the Detroit Council, Boy Scouts 
of America, a motion was unanimously passed that we express to you 
our complete confidence in the absolute integrity and honesty of Sec- 
retary Denby. ‘We vigorously protest against any movement which 
shall condemn him without a fair, impartial, and nonpartisan trial. 
We feel confident that you will use your good offices to this end. 


Even the boys of the country and the children of the country 
are disturbed by this precipitate action. 


Probation officers of Wayne County, including associates of Edwin 
Denby when he was at the court, protest against action contemplated 
without giving him fair and impartial hearing. He was moved by 
fine spirit of service as chief probation officer in assisting unfortunates 
who appeared ‘before court. We know him to be actuated by patriot- 
ism and the loftiest sense of public service. 


A telegram from 30 citizens of the town of Clinton, Mich.: 


The following citizens of Lenawee County, regardless of party, wish 
to express our sincere belief in the honesty, ability, and integrity of 
Secretary Denby. We believe that his patriotic service to the country 
and his splendid record in public Hfe entitle him to a fair hearing. 


From Benton Harbor: 


The Benton Harbor Post of American Legion earnestly request that 
you use your influence to have resolution relative to resignation of 
Secretary of the Navy Denby so modified as to provide for the full 
and impartial hearing to which he is entitled before condemnation. 


From Frankfort, Mich.: 


Mortison Post, American Legion, Frankfort, Mich,, in a resolution 
passed to-day asks that you use your influence in order that Secretary 
Denby may have a fair and impartial hearing in which to answer the 
charges brought against him, We believe in Secretary Denby. 


At a meeting of Gilbert Wilke Camp, No. 17, United Spanish 
War Veterans, held this day, the following resolution was 
unanimously adopted: 


Resalved, That the members of this command wish to go an record 
as ungualifiedly expressing their confidence and belief in the ability, 
honesty, and integrity of their former shipmate, Edwin Denby, now 


I read a telegram from the Ann Arbor Rotary Club, as fol- 
lows: 


Whereas the Secretary of the Navy, Edwin Denby, is a graduate of 
the University of Michigan and a citizen of our State, where he de- 
servedly enjoys a reputation for honesty and integrity; and 

Whereas the Robinson resolution under consideration in the United 
States Senate is opposed to all principles of justice and fair play and 
constitutes a violation of the fundamental rights of every American 
citizen to a fair trial: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Ann Arbor Rotary Club herewith protests against 
the contemplated action of the Senate and respectfully entreats the 
Senators from Michigan to do everything in their power to prevent the 
passage of the Robinson resolution, and to assure our eminent and re- 
spected citizen, Edwin Denby, a fair, deliberate, impartial hearing, with 
full opportunity to defend himself in the manner provided by law. 


I also read a telegram from the Pontiac (Mich.) Rotary 
Club: 


The Pontiac Rotary Club has ‘to-day presented a vote of confidence in 
the honesty, integrity, and ability of the Secretary of the Navy, Edwin 
Denby. We request and urge upon you that he be given the fairest 
and fullest opportunity possible to be heard before the Senate investi- 
gating committee before any action whatever is taken that will reflect 
upon his good name. 


Here is a telegram from 219 citizens of Detroit: 


We, the undersigned citizens of Michigan, regardless of party afilia- 
tions, who have long known Secretary Denby in various relationships, 
unqualifiedly voice their belief and their confidence in his ability, his 
honesty, and integrity. His splendid citizenship and his patriotic de- 
votion to his country has been manifested in countless instances. He 
is entitled to.a fair, deliberate, and impartial hearing, with full oppor- 
tunity to meet any charges brought against him. All fair-minded 
Americans will be satisfled with no less than this. 


I read now a telegram sent in the name of seventeen hun- 
dred citizens: 


Seventeen hundred business leaders and members of Kiwanis, Rotary, 
Exchange, Conopus, Vortex, Gyro, Lions U and I, Mercator, Optimist, 
and Progressive Business Men's Clubs urge you to exert every effort 
to insure Secretary Edwin Denby a nonpartisan and impartial hear- 
ing before definite action is taken. 


Here is a telegram from the County Council of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars of Detroit: 


Knowing the character and the civic and military record of Edwin 
Denby, who deeply loves his country and volunteered to give his life 
for her, and believing implicitly in his ability of soul, his personal 
integrity, and Joyalty to his trust, we veterans who also were “ over 
there” do unitedly urge you to do everything in your power to prevent 
the passage of the Robinson resolution and to vouchsafe our eminent 
citizen and distinguished comrade at arms, Edwin Denby, shall have a 
fair, calm, impartial hearing, with full opportunity to meet any charges 
brought against him in the manner provided by our Constitution and 
laws. We demand fair play. 


The Milwaukee Junction Manufacturers’ Association sent the 
following telegram: 


We believe that now more than any other time in the history of our 
State a strong protest should be made against anything that does not 
look like a fair and impartial hearing for our geod citizen Edwin Denby. 


I read now a telegram from the Municipal Council of United 
Spanish War Veterans, as follows: 


We desire you to know that the members of our organization have the 
utmost confidence in the integrity of Secretary Denby and view with 
displeasure the efforts made by certain Members of Congress to convict 
him of some unlawful conduct without the usual constitutional rights 
guaranteed to every citizen of our country being allowed him; and we 
ask that you put your sincere effort to see that he is given a square 
deal. 


A telegram from the Wayne County Council of the American 
Legion: 

The following resolution was unaninrously adopted by the Wayne 
County Council of the American Legion this date; 

“Whereas the Senate of the United States has before it for consid- 
eration a resolution requesting the President to ask for the resignation 
from the Cabinet of Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy, because of 
misfeasance and malfeasance in office; and 

“ Whereas such resolution if adopted will visit upon him the major 
penalties of a conviction without affording him an opportunity to be 
heard in opposition to specific charges made against him; and 

“ Whereas Secretary Denby is a resident of Wayne County, and is 
not only a member of the American Legion, with a distinguished record 
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Secretary of the Navy, whose life from the beginning of the Spanish 
War and through the intervening years has been one of patriotic 
service and devotion; and be it further 


Resolved, That whatever the charges may be that are brought 
against him he is entitled to a fair and impartial hearing, with an 
opportunity to defend himself; that to deny him this opportunity will 
be to deprive him of the rights accorded to the humblest citizen under 
our Constitution. 

Acting under the instructions of Gilbert Wilkes Camp, Spanish War 
Veterans, I am telegraphing you this resolution. 


From Grand Rapids: 


The people of Michigan have unbounded confidence in the integrity 
of Edwin Denby, and we therefore respectfully request that he be 
given full and fair opportunity to answer all charges made against him. 


I want to emphasize that each one of these communications 
emphasizes the fact that all the senders want is a fair oppor- 
tunity for a hearing. i 

A telegram from 50 citizens of Calumet, Mich. ; 


We, the undersigned citizens of Houghton County, regardless of party 
affiliations, have the utmost confidence in the honesty, integrity, and 
upright character of Secretary Denby, and note with deep regret the 
false position in which he is being placed before the American public 
by recent developments at Washington. We feel that every effort 
should be made by the people of Michigan and their Representatives in 
Congress to afford Mr. Denby the ordinary privilege of having a hear- 
ing before being subjected to censure. Mr. Denby should not be required 
to answer loose and unfounded charges. He should be commended for 
his refusal to resign under fire and should be supported and assisted in 
demanding his right to be judged by the actual facts. To this end we ask 
your hearty cooperation. 


From the Army and Navy Club, Detroit: 


The following resolution was adopted by the board of governors of 
the Army and Navy Club at a meeting held February 2, 1924: 

“ Whereas an effort is being made by certain United States Senators 
to besmirch the reputation and official record of one of our distin- 
guished members; and 

“ Whereas his good name was made in the service of his country in 
two wars and as an upright and distinguished private citizen and 
official servant: Therefore be it 

„ Resolved by the beard of governors of the Army and Navy Olub of 
Detroit in meeting assembled, That we hereby tender to the Hon. Edwin 
Denby, Secretary 6: the Navy, our utmost confidence in his integrity in 
all matters pertaining to his official duties, and we pledge him our 
loyal support in the defense of his good name. 

“That a copy of this resolution be sent to the President of the 
United States, the Secretary himself, both of Michigan's United States 
Senators, and the entire Michigan delegation in the House of Repre- 
sentatives.” , 


A letter from the Military Order of the Loyal Legion of the 
United States: 


The Michigan Commandery of the Military Order of Loyal Legion of 
the United States, having a long and intimate knowledge of our Detroit 
citizen and companion, Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy of the 
United States, and having known him as 4 loyal, patriotic citizen and a 
soldier of the United States Navy, and as an honest and able lawyer, 
and believing in his integrity, respectfully urge the Congress of the 
United States to give him a fair, deliberate, impartial hearing to meet 
any charges of neglect or malfeasance in office of his duties as Secre- 
tary of the United States Navy. 


Signed by the Military Order of the Loyal Legion of the 
United States, 

A letter from the Coxswain Willis E. Buhl Post, No. 233, 
Detroit, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States of 
America: 

At a regular meeting of Coxswain Willis E. Buhl Post, No. 233, 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, United States, a letter of confidence was 
ordered forwarded to our shipmate and fellow member, Edwin Denby, 
and at the same time I was directed to urge you to use your utmost 
power in his behalf. 

We urge you to bend every effort to block any unfavorable legisla- 
tion directed at Shipmate Denby and see to it that no injustice is 
done him, 


A telegram from a number of Detroiters: 


Respectfully ask you to see that he is given a fair and just hearing 
on the matter of the oil leases. We have known him and been asso- 
elated with him for many years and can speak of him as one of the 
highest type and most upright public citizens in the United States. 


Another telegram: 


Permit me, as Bishop of Detroit, to add my protest to those of 50 
many prominent citizens against hasty and inconsiderate action which 
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would besmirch the character of our highly respected Mr. Denby. We 
have all unbounded confidence in the official integrity and absolute 
honesty of the present Secretary of the Navy. He has repeatedly 
demonstrated his unselfish loyalty to his country, his firm adherence to 
and open championship of American principles, and, in common with 
my fellow citizens, I am certain that he would do nothing which his 
conscience did not tell him was best for the welfare of the country. 

I haye read Mr. Fall’s statement of June, 1922, in reply to a request 
of Congress for all documents connected with this case, and have 
studied the report of the expert geologists contained therein, showing 
the danger of outsiders draining the Teapot Dome oil and the necessity 
of making provision to conserve some fuel for the use of the Navy. I 
am convinced, on reading this presentation, that the Secretary of the 
Navy felt himself obliged to make the best contract he could to con- 
serve the Navy’s oil resources and that it would be a great injustice 
to accuse him of either Incompetency or disloyalty to bis country for 
having done so. His fellow citizens of Michigan, without distinction 
of politics or creed, unite in asking Congress to take no step that would 
prejudice Mr. Denby’s case, but, rather, to leave the matter for the 
courts to decide, where all the evidence can be presented, and where, 
we are sure, Mr. Denby will be vindicated. 


Signed by Michael J. Gallagher, bishop of the Catholic 
Church of Detroit. 

In addition to what I have read, Mr. President, I have ap- 
proximately 60 telegrams, containing the signatures of over 500 
organizations and citizens of Michigan. There are also tele- 
grams and letters from outside of Michigan from people who 
know the reputation of Secretary Denby. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I urge that this resolution be 
not acted upon until Mr. Denby has had all of the rights of a 
citizen of the United States, Laying aside for the moment his 
honorable record in the Spanish-American War and the late 
World War, which furnish evidence of loyalty and falthfulness 
to his country, never in over 50 years has there been a single 
remark or comment made against his record as a patriot and 
an honorable citizen. 

Oh, Mr. President, it will be said that this is only a request 
for a resignation. Senators upon the floor have said to me, 
Senator, in your position as an executive, did you retain men 
in office who had proven themselves incompetent and un- 
worthy?” Certainly not. But as an executive I always gave 


every employee a fair hearing, so that I might get the facts on 


all sides. 

I protest against any such precipitate action as this. I pro- 
test that Mr. Denby has not had a hearing. He has been before 
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys twice, but at no 
time were any charges preferred against him; at no time was 
he told that there was any dishonesty or corruption in the 
granting of these leases. He has not been before the committee 
since these disclosures, and I submit that the action of the 
Senate, if it passes this resolution, will be most unfair and 
unwarranted, and the country should lose confidence in any Sen- 
ator who takes as precipitate action as it is proposed we shall 
take in the adoption of this resolution. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I present a letter in the nathre 
of a petition from the Veterans of Foreign Wars, which I ask 
to have printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OP THR UNITED STATES, 
NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, 
Washington, D. O., February 7, 1924. 
Hon. CABOT LODGE, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 

My Dear Senator: By direction of our national organization, | am 
taking the liberty of urging you to insert into the CONGRESSIONAL 
Record this statement of the Veterans of Foreigns Wars in which they 
wish to go on record as firmly opposing any condemnation of the hon- 
orable Secretary of the Navy, Edwin Denby, in connection with any 
controversy that may be before the Senate without his right to be 
heard in his defense, and we further take a position that Mr, Denby ig 
an ex-service man of a number of cumpaigns; that he should not be 
severely or unduly criticized until he is definitely established guilty 
of any wrong. 

Mr. Denby has had an invaluable record of his service to the Gov- 
ernment which in all fairness to him should be recognized and appre- 
ciated. This organization does not take any position other than the 
desire to see that an ex-service man is given fair treatment and we 
firmly oppose unjust criticism. 

Yours very truly, 
EDWIN S. BETTELHEIM, Jr., Chairman. 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I observe that there re- 


mains for general discussion but an hour and 10 minutes. I 
will make all possible haste, in order that I may leave, as I 
hope to, some portion of the time for my colleagues, many of 


. 
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whom I know are anxious to speak upon this Important sub- 
ject, before the time fixed for the termination of general dis- 
cussion shall be reached. 

In order that I might keep within compass upon a subject 
which tempts me to extended discussion, I have reduced to 
manuscript all that I hope to say, and shall follow my prepared 
remarks unless In a way compelled to make digressions. 

Mr. President, before I discuss the pending resolution I wish 
to say a word in commendation of the senior Senator from 
Montana [Mr. Warsa} for the great public service he has per- 
formed in conducting the investigation into the entire subject 
of the leasing of our naval oil reserves. 

This investigation has taken a fall year of time and of his 
energy. He has conducted it under conditions of great difficulty 
and against obstacles which must at times have seemed almost 
insuperable. Tt has made heavy inroads upon his strength and 
health and has demanded the sacrifice of all other interests. 

It may well be that the widespread ramifications of the 
scandal which has been recently unearthed largely through 
the efforts of the senior Senator from Montana may impose 
upon him too heavy a burden. He must not be hampered 
by lack of capable and trustworthy assistance. This investi- 
gation is not yet concluded, and I venture to say therefore to 
the Senate and to the members of the Public Lands Committes 
that he should be given the strongest support in directing this 
investigation to its conclusion and absolute freedom to select 
and employ whatever assistance he may need. 

Throughout all the weary months of this investigation he 
has driven straight ahead, turning neither to the right nor 
to the left; often no doubt discouraged but never permftting 
discouragement to dull his determination to go to the very 
bottom of this affair. 

I believe also that the Senate should in a proper manner 
express its appreciation of the faithful and loyal services te the 
best interests of the Nation and the highest traditions of the 
Navy of those naval officers who have resisted in every honor- 
able manner the surrender of the naval ofl reserves. Among 
those who have rendered this high service are Admiral Griffin, 
retired; the late Admiral Schroeder, Admiral McGowan, re- 
tired; Captain Halligan, Commanders Richardson, Stuare, 
Landis, and Wright, and Lieutenant Commander Shafroth. 
I do not know these gentlemen personally, except Admiral 
Griffin, whom I haye not seen in probably 8 or 10 years. There 
may be others who are equally entitled to recognition, but I 
feel that it is as important to award honor to those to whom 
honor is due as ft is to fix responsibility for every breach of 
trust. 

Nor can I pass on to the body of my address withont saying 
a word about the splendid services of a private citizen, Harry 
A. Slattery, of Washington, D. C., who I know has contributed 
in no small measure to the development of this case. For 
many years as secretary of the National Conservation Association 
and later as a practicing attorney, Mr. Slattery has been a 
veritable watchdog of the Nation’s resources. In every contest 
over these resources he has been on the people's side, ready 
to give his time without compensation and devote his knowl- 
edge of these questions to the public service. On more than 


dene occasion during the long fight that has been made on this 


floor to protect the Nation’s waterpower, its timber, its ores, 
and its ofl from ruthless exploitation I have called for Mr. 
Slattery’s assistance and I never found him wanting. 

I feel that we are too often unappreciative of the splendid 
services that are performed both by those who are in public 
office and by the numbers of private citizens who are giving 
constantly of their time and energy to preserve this as a gov- 
ernment of the people and for their benefit. So I take this 
occasion to express my own personal appreciation of the 
Splendid services which these, as well as many others whom I 
have not named, have performed. 

Mr. President, the question before the Senate is really a very 
plain one. Shall the Senate pass the pending resolution which, 
after reciting the provisions of a resolution already passed 
by the Senate, provides: 


Resolved, That it ts the sense of the United States Senate that the 
President of the United States immediately request the resignation of 


a Edwin Denby as Secretary of the Navy. 


That is the question, and the only one before the Senate. 

I have listened patiently to the elaborate speeches on con - 
stitutional law which have been delivered here to show that the 
Passage of this resotution on the part of the Senate would in- 
volve some violation of the Constitution, or some usurpation 
of power on the part of the Senate, And while I haye admired 
the ingenuity with which those arguments have been pre- 
sented, I have yet to hear a single reason advanced against the 
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passage of this resolution which to my mind carries any weight 
whatsoever, 

No Senator participating in this debate has contended that 
it is in the public interest to continue Mr. Denby as Secretary 
of the Navy. None, so far as I am advised, have denied that it 
would be vastly to the public interest to remove him from the 
position of great power and responsibility he now occupies. 
Indeed, the most elaborate speeches made in opposition to the 
pending resolution rest in the last analysis upon the conten- 
tion that he should be impeached rather than removed by the 
President. 

The farthest that any Senator has gone in defending Mr, 
Denby, so far as I have heard, fs to contend that it is open 
to question whether he is or is not guilty of those “high 
crimes and misdenmeanors“ which must be established under 
the Constitution before he can be impeached. Yet, sir, we 
are told that in this condition of our naval service—a service 
upon the intelligence and integrity of which the safety of the 
Nation is absolutely dependent—the Senate must remain silent 
and impotent no matter what the consequences of its inaction 
may be to the country. 

Mr. President, I subserfbe to no such doctrine, and I assert 
fhat such doctrine is without support in our Constitution, or 
in the laws of the Tand, or in any of the precedents of this 
body. On the contrary, it is the plain constitutional duty 
of the Senate, under the admitted facts, the undoubted facts, 
the undisputed facts, the statement of Secretary Denby him- 
self, to adopt this resolution. 

F shall take only a few minutes of the Senate's time to 
demonstrate this proposition, but I hope to demonstrate it so 
completely that if can never be fairly questioned again in the 
Senate or elsewhere. 

What are the facts? 

First, the President nominated and the Senate advised and 
5 to the appointment of Mr. Denby as Secretary of the 

avy. 

Second, the Senate must therefore share with the President 
the responsibility for Mr. Denby’s official position and power 
and every act which he commits. 

Third, by the joint action of the President and the Senate, 
Mr. Denby under the law, by virtue of his office, became 
trustee for the people of this country of great property inter- 
ests, including (1) the entire Navy of the United States, its 
docks, navy yards, arsenals, ete.; and (2) three great naval 
oil reserves, Nos. 1 and 2 in California, and No. 8, known as 
Teapot Dome, in Wyoming. These naval oil reserves were 
created for, and were vital to, the operation of the Navy, which 
had been made as required by modern navy construction an 
oil-burning navy. It is common knowledge, and nowhere 
questioned, that of] is safest in the ground, where it can not 
be evaporated, or burned, or otherwise lost or destroyed. 

The Navy rider amendment of June, 1920, gave to the Sec- 
retary of the Navy the power, and imposed upon him the daty, 
to preserve and protect the Government's oil supply contained 
in these great naval oil reserves. Mr. Denby could no more 
divest himself of his duties as the trustee of the naval oil 
reserves than he could divest himself of his duty to preserve 
and protect the ships of the Navy, the docks, the navy yards, and 
the arsenals. The statute which imposed upon him the duty of 
preserving these naval oll reserves gave him power equally 
to protect and preserve all the classes of property for which 
he was a trustee. He could no more divest himself of re- 
sponsibility for one than he could divest himself of responsi- 
bility for the other. No Executive order could override the 
statute, which in this matter was the supreme law of the land. 
Under the power conferred upon the Secretary of the Navy by 
the rider amendment to the naval appropriation bill, adopted 
on June 20, he was invested, as was Secretary Daniels, with 
all the power necessary to protect the oif in the ground. 

Fourth, Denby, almost immediately following his appoint- 
ment as Secretary of the Navy, enfered into a scheme with 
Albert B. Fall, Secretary of the Interior, whereby he pro- 
posed to turn over to Fall all power and responsibility for 
the naval ofl reserves. His testimony and public statements 
show that he claims to have taken the initiative in thus sur- 
rendering his exclusive custody and trusteeship of the naval ofl 
reserves to Fall, and in attempting to transfer to the Secretary 
of the Interior the most important powers and duties of his 
office. 

It is obvious that Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy, could 
not lawfully divest himself of the trust which his great office 
imposed exclusively upon him. If he could delegate to Fall 
the powers and obligations of his office in part—of those relat- 
ing to the naval oil reserves—he could delegate to Fall all the 
duties and all the powers of his office, and the position of Sec- 
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retary of the Navy would, in effect, have been abolished. That 
Denby knew his action in this respect was unlawful is shown 
by the fact that after the lease of Teapot Dome was made by 
Fall, many days after, he subsequently signed the leases in an 
attempt to make it lawful. But Denby testified before the 
Public Lands Committee of the Senate in effect that it was the 
mind of Fall and not the mind of Denby which made the leases, 
The negotiations were conducted by Fall, the ranch of Fall, 
not the home of Denby, was the place of rendezvous with Sin- 
clair. The hundred thousand dollars in bills so far proven to 
have been loaned was turned over by Doheny to Fall and not 
to Denby. But this does not absolve Denby. r 

Let me put to you a very simple illustration of the situation. 
Suppose a private individual is a trustee and has the possession 
of a great fund, which as trustee he is bound in the most 
solemn manner to preserve and protect for the benefit of the 
cestui que trust. And suppose, sir, under certain circumstances 
the trustee turns over to a third party the entire management 
and control and disposition of the trust fund, and merely signs 
without question and without investigation whatever documents 
are presented to him by the third person for the purpose of 
disposing of the trust fund. And suppose that this third 
person to whom the trustee has turned over the trust funds 
unlawfully dissipates and misapplies the funds for his own 
personal gain and profit. There may have been nothing crimi- 
nal on the part of the trustee in thus turning over the trust 
funds to another, although his action was certainly unlawful, 
yet would any court absolve the trustee from responsibility 
for the misapplication and loss of the trust funds? Of course 
not. The question answers itself. But that is not all. Any 
court would immediately remove from office such unfaithful 
trustee just as quickly as it would remove him if he had profited 
personally by the misapplication of the trust funds. 

Now, sir, no court can remove Denby from office except a 
court of impeachment, and then only upon proof of high crimes 
and misdemeanors—and upon proof so clear and explicit that 
it would compel a two-thirds vote of the Senate in favor of 
conviction. 

As a practical matter, every Senator here knows that on 
the evidence as it now stands Denby can not be thus con- 
vieted, and an argument that the people of this country 
should be relegated to the slow and uncertain and probably 
unsuccessful procedure by impeachment, is merely an argument 
for the continuance of Denby in office. 

The only other method by which he can be removed, and the 
only practicable method by which he can be ousted, is by 
action of the President. And just here, sir, is where the right 
and the duty of the Senate arises, The Senate, by its con- 
firmation of Edwin Denby’s appointment as Secretary of the 
Navy, advised the President in the most solemn manner, and 
by the deliberate and formal action of the Senate, that it ap- 
proved Denby as a fit man for the office of the Secretary of 
the Navy. Since that time information has come to the Senate 
which shows Denby, even by his own admissions, not to be a 
fit and trustworthy man for the office, for, mind you, Mr. 
President, in the very face of the shocking testimony of the 
payment of money to Fall by Sinclalr and Doheny, Denby— 
intellectually and morally abnormal, as it seems to me—pub- 
licly declared that if the opportunity were offered to repeat this 
monstrous proceeding, that he would do the same thing again. 
That deliberate and shocking statement made by Edwin Denby 
is found in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of January 29, and also 
in a more elaborate statement given by him personally to the 
press a few days ago. 

Now, of course, Senators who wish to do so may argue that 
in this situation they have no duty to perform relative to 
Secretary Denby’s further continuance in this responsible 
office. They may argue, if they choose, that it is an invasion 
of the President's prerogatives for the Senate to advise the 
President that it no longer believes Denby to be a fit man for 
the office to which the Senate confirmed him, and therefore 
that it has become the sense of the Senate that the resignation 
of Secretary Denby should be requested. 

But, sir, so far from being an invasion of the President's 
prerogatives, I submit that common honesty and the purpose of 
the Senate to keep its own hands clean requires that it should 
certify to the President its conviction that Edwin Denby is 
unfit to hold the office of Secretary of the Navy and to urge 
that his resignation be requested. 

But why this sudden tenderness for the President’s pre- 
rogatives? On the 20th day of last January this Senate 
passed a resolution, and every Senator opposing the pending 
resolution voted for it, which resolved “that the President of 
the United States be, and he hereby is, authorized and di- 
rected immediately to cause suit to be instituted and prosecuted 


for the annulment and cancellation of these leases,” and “to 
enjoin the further extraction of oil from said reserves,” and 
“to prosecute such other action or proceedings, civil and crimi- 
nal, as may be warranted by the facts in relation to the making 
of said leases.” 

Under the Constitution of the United States, the duty of 
enforcing the laws of the United States rests with the Presi- 
dent, and not with the Senate. It was the President's pre- 
rogative, if you please, to determine whether any action, civil 
or criminal, should be prosecuted. But that is not all. That 
same resolution had written into it a provision taking the 
prosecution out of the hands of the Attorney General, and 
placing it in the hands of special counsel. That was a further 
interference with the prerogatives of the President. 

In enforcing the Jaws, civil or criminal, the Senate does not 
under the Constitution divide the responsibility with tha 
President, as it does in making appointments to Cabinet posl- 
tions. The right of the Senate to petition the President ta 
request Mr. Denby’s resignation rests upon solid constitutional 
basis, since for his appointment the Senate was responsible 
equally with the President. But for directing the President 
to enforce the law by civil and criminal prosecutions, and for 
directing him to appoint special prosecutors for that purpose, 
no such authority can be claimed. Yet, sir, every Senator 
present went on record In favor of the resolution of January 
29. No Senator, therefore, who supported that resolution 
can, it seems to me, logically oppose the pending one on the 
ground that it infringes upon the President’s prerogatives or 
assumes a power which the Senate does not possess. 

Not once but many times has the Senate called upon the 
Executive to take action in matters wherein the final decision 
rests solely with the President. The Constitution of the United 
States provides: 


The President shall be the Commander in Chief of the Army and 
Navy of the United States. 


He alone is authorized to direct the naval and military forces 
of the land thus explicitly placed under his command by the 
Constitution. 

Yet we all know that within a few months the Senate, by ` 
resolution, requested the President to withdraw our troops 
from Germany. Here was a matter placed under the exclusive 
control of the President by the express terms of the Constitu- 
tion. Yet, sir, the Senators who are to-day foremost in oppos- 
ing the pending resolution as an invasion of the President's 
prerogatives were the most insistent in demanding the passage 
of a resolution requesting the President, as Commander in Chief 
of the Army and the Navy, to remove our military forces from 
German territory. 

In the face of these and many other precedents which have 
been cited it is simply idle to argue that there is any consti- 
tutional or legal objection to the adoption of this resolution. 

Mr. President, if we were here dealing with an exceptional 
ease of official corruption, or discussing the fate of a single 
Cabinet officer, I should not trespass for another moment on 
the time of the Senate. But this case does not stand alone, 
and every Senator knows it. 

This is but the latest of a series of organized raids upon the 
Public Treasury and the public domain carried out with the 
connivance of public officers. The distinguishing characteristic 
of the transaction now before us is that in this case a part 
of the corrupt consideration has been publicly confessed. I 
do not mean that in every case a man with a fat bag full of 
cash visited the public officials and in cash paid the price for 
the bartering of a public trust. But every man knows that 
public officials haye not permitted the enormous frauds of 
recent years to be perpetrated either with their aid or without 
their opposition and not have received compensation for the 
betrayal of the public interest through some of the many 
indirect ways in which men can be bribed as effectively as if 
the cash were placed in their hands. 

Let me remind you of the war frauds amounting to billions 
of dollars committed under the last administration and, in 
great part, condoned under this one. Have you forgotten the 
sugar scandal involving high publie officials—the enormous 
plot to force the reduction of the acreage of the Cuban sugar 
crop by use of the tariff club, and thus raise the price of every 
pound used in the United States? Are you without knowledge 
of the blatant graft and corruption of the Veterans’ Bureau, 
and in the sale of surplus war supplies, with which the news- 
papers were filled for months? The shameful scandals of pro- 
hibition enforcement and the administration of our revenue 
office and the Treasury Department are daily before your eyes, 
and a fraction of the truth has not as yet been told about them. 
The wholesale fraud and petty larceny of the Shipping Board 
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are matters of common knowledge. The sinister activities 
and inactivities of the Department of Justice are matters of 
common tongue, and are likely to be more specifically brought 
here shortly. 

You all know, as I do, that Albert B. Fall is not the only man 
who has profited by his betrayal of the public trust. We all 
known that Doheny and Sinclair are not the only captains of 
industry ready and eager to reward old friends with loans 
or other favors. We all know and the public knows that 
this Denby-Fall case is only one of a large number of public 
betrayals—that it is merely a putrid eruption on the body 
politic and important largely because it indicates a generally 
diseased condition. 

You ask what I propose to do about it? I will tell you, in part. 
I propose in the first place that we have a thorough house 
cleaning; that those public officials whose hands are not clean 
shall be removed from office; that offenses such as those re- 
vealed in the present investigation of naval oil reserves shall 
not be condoned, and no official involved in scandal shall suc- 
cessfully hide behind legal technicalities or unsound consti- 
tutional contentions. There must be a public sentiment in 
office and out of it which will demand and exact from every 
public official the highest degree of diligence and integrity in 
public service. And there must be such drastic amendments of 
existing law and, if need be, new ones enacted which will prop- 
erly punish such crimes as haye recently been committed in the 
leasing of the naval oil reserves. 

I pause at this point, Mr. President, to say that while no 
language is strong enough to properly condemn the dishonesty 
involved in these leases, the real wrong and the great wrong 
to the people of this country consists not in the individual 
dishonesty in this single transaction, but in the general policy 
which barters to private interests the great oil and coal de- 
posits and the other natural resources belonging to the Govern- 
ment, and which should be held for all time for the benefit of all 
the people. The policy which permits officials to bargain away 
to private individuals these great resources of the Government is 
sure to result in just such scandals as the present. The only way 
to prevent such scandals and such crimes is to change the policy. 

It is not solely because Secretary Denby and Fall or Doheny 
and Sinclair are bad men that the Navy's oil reserves were 
fraudulently transferred from public to private hands. No; it 
is because a huge and sinister system of private monopoly and 
corrupt business has been built in this country which has sought 
and in a large measure gained control of the Government, and 
by extorting for itself special privileges of all kinds is destroy- 
ing the incentive for honest enterprise. 

I hope, though I am not very confident that my hope will be 
realized, that out of this investigation will come a restoration 
to the people of thousands of acres of the public domain and 
hundreds of millions of dollars worth of property of which 
they were wrongfully deprived. But, whether this is ac- 
complished or not, the price paid will not be too dear if it 
shall bring about a reversal of the policy by which the public 
domain and our great natural resourees are being, and for 
more than a score of years have been, turned over to pri- 
vate monopolies for their further gain and enrichment. I 
do not intend to go into this larger question of policy to-day. 
Time will not permit, nor do I wish to divert attention from the 
immediate issue which is the ousting from his office of Edwin 
Denby as an unfaithful steward of the Nation’s treasure. I 
merely wish to point out that this is only a small part of a 
larger undertaking upon which we must immediately embark 
if we are to do our full duty as representatives of the public 
interest. 

Mr. President, in this matter every public official involved 
and every individual involved must each bear the responsibility 
for his own acts. Albert B. Fall must bear the responsibility 
for his conduct, but he must not be made the scapegoat so 
that others may be allowed to evade responsibility for what 
they have done. Mr. Denby must be held to strict responsi- 
bility and accountability. He is known to be a man of force 
and of wide experience in business and in politics. He is a 
graduate of Michigan University. He served in the customs 
service for China for many years while his father was United 
States minister to China. He was for a time a member of the 
Michigan House of Representatives. He was a Member of 
Congress for three terms. He is, as has been stated by the 
senior Senator from Michigan [Mr, Couzens], an able lawyer. 
He served, while a Member of the House, on the Ballinger 
committee, and he voted for Ballinger. He knew ex-Secretary 
Fall well. He knew the latter’s record with regard to conserva- 
tion. Falls record in the Senate was one of consistent oppo- 
sition to and contempt for all conservation legislation. Denby 
knew all this. Pages of the ConaressionaL Recoxp are filled 


with Fall’s denunciation of conservation legislation. It will 
be recalled that Denby, in addition to turning over the naval 
oil reserves to Fall, also turned over to him the nayal coal 
reserves in Alaska. When he did this he knew and must have 
known that it was Fall's purpose and desire to immediately 
transfer these reserves to private interests for private ex- 
ploitation ; and they could not be drained. 

So, also, the President must bear his full measure of re- 
sponsibility. He was aware of the policy of both Denby and 
Fall in dealing with the naval oil reserves and other public 
property long before the present investigation called public 
attention to their conduct. When I introduced Senate reso- 
lution 282, authorizing and directing the investigation which 
the Committee on Public Lands is now conducting into the 
subject of leases upon naval oil reserves, the Vice President, 
now the President, was then in the chair. This was on April 
21, 1922. When that resolution was called up for discussion 
and the whole subject thoroughly gone into on April 28, 1922, 
the Vice President, Mr. Coolidge, now the President, was then 
in the chair and heard the discussion. At that time the reves 
lations were foreshadowed which haye since been publicly 
made 77 the course of my remarks upon the resolution 1 

en said: 


The Ballinger-Pinchot investigation, which broke the back of the 
Taft administration, did not proceed upon more damning evidence 
than is at hand bearing upon the leasing of these naval oil reserves. 


So that President Coolidge, long before he became President, 
was given notice that the evidence was at hand to show politi- 
cal corruption in the leasing of the naval oil reserves. 

And so also Attorney General Daugherty, of Morse pardon 
fame and much other ill fame, has never raised a hand to pro- 
tect the public interest in these matters, With his hordes of 
assistants, with his inspectors and detectives and secret-service 
agents, he has revealed no fact to assist in bringing out the 
truth respecting the naval oil reserve leases and has done no 
act looking toward the punishment of those who apparently 
committed grave crimes in the consummation of those leases. 

So it is that I say, Mr. President, let each official bear his 
own responsibility. Let there be no whitewashing, no vicarious 
atonements. 

But I go one step further. Not only must the individual, 
whether in office or out of office, be made answerable for his 
acts, but the political party, the managers of which connive 
at the looting of the public and seek to excuse the misconduct 
of the members of its party in high official position, also be 
held to strict accountability. I say it with shame and mortifi- 
eation, but it is unfortunately true, that the political party 
of which I am a member, as represented by those in control 
of the machinery of the party, has played as sorry a part 
in this investigation as it did in the Ballinger investigation. 
The action of the leaders of the Republican Party in the 
Ballinger case as much as any other one thing discredited 
the Taft administration and drove the Republican Party from 
power. So in the present investigation it has been reserved 
for a member of the opposing party to take the lead in the 
investigation, and without his persistance and insistence upon 
getting after the facts the investigation would have resulted 
in whitewashing public officials guilty of the gravest wrong- 
doing, as I believe. 

It would seem as though the Ballinger case should have 
taught us a lesson, but apparently it has not done so, for the 
administration of President Coolidge is employing the same 
tactics in this case that the administration of President Taft 
employed in the Ballinger case. And I say to the leaders of 
the Republican Party to-day that the result of the policy they 
are adopting will be just as fatal to the administration of 
President Coolidge as their policy in the Ballinger case was 
fatal to the administration of President Taft. The policy of 
evading so long as evasion is possible, of excusing so long as 
there is the least possibility of having the public accept the 
excuse, and of hiding behind a paper barricade of legal tech- 
nicalities can only spell defeat and possibly ruin for the 
Republican Party. 

But it must be said that Democratic administrations are not 
by any means free from like offenses. The records of the Inte- 
rior Department and the Department of Justice as well as 
other departments have their dark pages written under Demo- 
cratic rule since I have been in public life in Washington. You 
will not have to search your memories or go far to find a fit 
companion in your own party, in the same office, for Harry M. 
Daugherty; and I venture to Say—and I refer to it with some 
reluctance because of the death of the incumbent—that the 
Interior Department under the Democratic administration 
crowded close, with respect to some of these oil transactions, 
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upon the disclosures that have caused such appalling shock to 
the country. 

Mr. President, I still hope that the Republicans in the Senate 
wili act in this case with due appreciation of the practical 
needs of the hour. There should be no politics on an issue 
like the present one. Do not attempt to throw dust in the eyes 
of the people. They see clearly what the issue is even if “great 
constitutional lawyers" are unable to discern it. The real issue 
here is whether the Senate shall go on record as being in favor 
of Denby’s continuance in office or in favor of removing him 
from that office by the quickest and most practical legal means 
available. That is the real question here, and the people know 
that is the question; and the position upon that question of 
Senators yoting here to-day will be determined in the public 
mind and properly so, according as they vote aye or nay upon 
that question. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, all Senators must be con- 
scious that the vote which we are about to take fmposes a task 
and a duty which is in no sense agreeable. If I were not im- 
pelled by a conscientious conviction that sincerity, good faith 
towurd the people of the United States, and fair representation 
of the interests which Senators have sworn to conserve require 
the passage of this resolution, I should be glad to escape that 
responsibility. 

Far-fetched and technical arguments have been submitted 
which have had a tendency to cover up and conceal the real 
issues and purposes of this resolution. It has been suggested 
by Senators who during their service here have themselyes 
repeatedly offered, for the consideration of the Senate, resoln- 
tions advising and suggesting to the President action within the 
exclusive sphere of the Executive that impeachment is the only 
remedy available for the Senate and for the public and that 
this resolution constitutes an unwarranted interference with 
the Executive. 

The great Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran], in an address 
to the Senate two days ago, asserted that the resolution is not 
drastic enough; that if any action is to be taken the Senate 
should proceed by Impeachment. All Senators know that 
proceedings of that nature can not be initiated in this body. 
All Senators know that that remedy is a cumbersome remedy, 
inseparably associated with delays and technicalities. 

If the issue here to be determined were merely the name and 
fame of a heretofore honored officer of this Government, we 
might take occasion, iay fellow Senators, to resort to delays; 
and if the body at the other end of the Capitol should not see 
fit to initiate such proceedings, we might be content—aye, 
happy—to take no action whatever. But, sirs, under a resolu- 
tion of the Senate of the United States a committee of this 
body has for months been investigating the manner in which 
the laws of the country have been enforced or disregarded in 
connection with public property, and that committee unani- 
mously came to the conclusion that high officers of the Govern- 
ment have violated their trust, failed to conserve the property 
of the people, and have dissipated it in the form of unlawful 
and unwise leases. 

The Senate adopted a resolution far more severe touching 
the fame and the acts of Edwin Denby than any language con- 
tained In the resolution now under consideration. The Walsh 
substitute declared, first, that the leases through which hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars worth of property belonging to this 
Government had been bartered away were executed without 
authority of law. When the roll was called every Senator com- 
mitted himself without reservation to the declaration that this 
bartering away of public property had been consummated not 
only without authority of law but in violation of the laws 
governing the action of the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of the Navy. 

Aye, more than that, the unanimous declaration of the Sen- 
ate in the Walsh resolution was that this transaction was 
against the settled policy of the Government and against the 
public interest. Senators who voted for the resolution contain- 
ing those declarations may not free themselves from respon- 
sibility for not voting for a resolution to effectuate the natural 
and reasonable consequences of their former yote supporting 
the Walsh resolution. 

Every Senator said that the act was unlawful. Every Sen- 
ator said that it was against the settled policy of the Govern- 
ment. Every Senator declared that it was against the public 
interest, and let me ask Senators now, how can they vote to 
condemn an act as unlawful, as unwise, as unauthorized, and 
as against the settled policy of the Government and against 
public interest, and yet vote to sustain and retain in power the 
oficer who performed that act, and who boldly declares that 
notwithstanding the disgraceful circumstances associated with 
his performance he would repeat it if the opportunity arises? 


Mr. President, Senators have said that this is a trial without 
hearing, a condemnation without justification. The senior Sen- 
ator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens] read into the Recoxp to-day 
a large number of telegrams, almost all of them containing some 
expressions which were identical, emphasizing the fact, which 
we already knew, that most of the communications which he 
read were stimulated and prompted. I remember, when the 
Senate tried the famous case of Newberry, that every Senator's 
desk was covered with telegrams appealing for justice and fair- 
ness to the then Senator from Michigan. 

We must perform our duty in spite of appeals from friends, 
for, Senators, there is involved in this proceeding something 
of greater consequence than the mere fame and reputation of a 
public officer. 

The paramount interest with which we deal is that of the 
public, and the real purposes of this resolution are to make 
certain the recovery of public property which the Secretary 
of the Navy permitted and encouraged to be bartered away, 
to facilitate its recovery by advising the removal from cffice 
of the officer responsible for its waste, and to assure the 
preservation of the property after it has been recovered. 

Immediately following the presentation of this resolution. and 
again in the press of last Sunday, the Secretary of the Navy boldly 
declared that he had acted within the law; that he had performed 
his duty; and notwithstanding the circumstances, which showed 
that bribery and corruption had been practiced in connection 
with the leases, although they did not show that any bribery 
or corruption had touched him; notwithstanding the disgrace- 
ful, humiliating, and shameful circumstances under which the 
contract was made, he would make the contract again if he 
had the opportunity to do so. Then what is the use of de- 
claring the contract unlawful and of instructing the President 
to sue for the recovery of the land transferred by it, if we shall 
retain In power an officer who at the first opportunity would 
barter it away again in violation of the law? 

The natural and logical thing for a Senator to do who 
voted that the public interest had been disregarded and the 
property of the United States had been wasted Is to vote to 
take out of office the officer who was a party to that wrong. 

The senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER], I 
think, on the occasion of his address to the Senate, declared 
that notwithstanding his careful study of the case he had been 
unable to arrive at a conclusion as to what constitutes the 
basis for censure of Mr. Secretary Denby. Let me make clear, 
Mr. President, that this resolution is not primarily for the 
purpose of expressing censtre. It is fundamentally designed 
to aid in the conseryation and preservation of publie property, 
to promote the public interest; but the Secretary, under his 
own evidence, is condemned for flagrant indifference to oficial 
responsibility, for open neglect of public duty, for participation 
in a secret arrangement which never could have been consum- 
mated if the public had known that the transaction was in 
contemplation, and for participation in a secret arrangement 
which has occasioned great loss and humillation to the people 
of the United States. 

The rights of the public are paramount to considerations 
of tenderness and sympathy for anyone. It is necessary to 
have at the head of the Navy some one who will assist the Gov- 
ernment in recovering the rights of the people, which this Sec- 
retary has wantonly and recklessly disregarded. 

The executive department, according to the testimony, has 
done little to remedy the wrongs growing out of this trans- 
action. The evidence shows that the Department of Justice 
had taken no steps whatever to protect the public interest until 
special counsel was directed to be employed, and then, of course, 
there was no occasion for the Attorney General to act. ‘The 
record shows, and there is not a word to contradict it, that 
with the testimony disclosing bribery on the part of Doheny 
and disclosing bribery on the part of Sinclair and his agents, 
the Secretary of the Navy, throug: whose negligence and dis- 
regard of duty those acts were made possible, has never ex- 
pressed one word of resentment, nay, not even of regret, that 
the transactions occurred, If he had refused to initiate the 
Executive order, if he had refused to consent to it, the Presi- 
dent never would have signed it. 

Every Senator during the course of the debate has said that 
he believed that the Executive order was without authority 
of law. Secretary Denby was a lawyer, and he had legal coun- 


sel available, but without obtaining an opinion from a lawyer 
he initiated the transfer of a sacred trust reposed by law in 
him to another officer of the Government merely because he 
belleved, or said he believed, that the other officer could better 
perform that trust. 

1 make the declaration that there are some subjects about 
which lawyers may differ, but there are other principles so 
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well settled that lawyers never dispute about them, and there 
is not on this earth, certainly not within the jurisdiction of 
the United States, a lawyer of repute who would say that when 
to him a trust is confided he has the right to divest himself of 
that trust and impose responsibility for it upon another. If 
there is a Senator here who wishes to assert such a principle, 
let him rise now. 

So that Mr. Denby, as a lawyer, must have known that when 
Congress told him to receive and conserve and develop the 
naval oll reserves the responsibility and duty was his, not that 
of Secretary Fall, who everyone knew was certain to disregard 
the trust if it was transferred to him. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Arkansas yield to the Senator from California? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. May I ask the Senator whether he 
thinks that former Senator Thomas, of Colorado, is a fairly 
good lawyer? 

Mr. ROBINSON. 
questions now. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Will the Senator tell me 

Mr. ROBINSON, Oh, my time is very limited, and I can not 
yield. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
declines to yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator asks if I think a former Sen- 
ator is a fairly good lawyer. If it were of any interest to 
the people of the United States to know my opinion of that 
Senator's ability as a lawyer, I would say yes; but I will not 
enter into a discussion with the Senator from California of 
any opinion that former Senators may have expressed or may 
hold. The time at my disposal is almost exhausted. 

If the Secretary of the Navy had refused to initiate or to 
encourage the execution of the Executive order, this whole 
scandal would have been averted. If he had moved in the 
matter publicly, this disgraceful transaction never would have 
occurred. But the evidence shows that for some reason which 
he has not attempted to explain, although called three times to 
testify concerning it, he carried on the transaction under cover 
of concealment in absolute secrecy. The Senator from Wyo- 
ming [Mr. KENDRICK], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, La 
Fo..errr], and other Senators appealing for information were 
informed that no such leases were in contemplation, and were 
later also informed, after the leases had actually been exe- 
cuted—if the date which they bear is a correct date—that the 
Secretaries were handling it personally and the subordinate 
officers in the departments did not know what they were doing 
or what action they contemplated. 

The Secretary has not explained why he engaged in an act 
and encouraged an order which he must have known was with- 
out authority of law, nor has he explained why he made those 
leases secretly. The only answer must be that if the news- 
papers of the country had told the story before the leases were 
signed that Secretaries Fall and Denby had secured an Execu- 
tive order from the President under which Secretary Fall was 
going to administer the reserves, and that these secretaries 
had already conceived the plan of leasing the properties to 
Sinclair and Doheny when the policy of the law permitted 
only such developments as were necessary to protect the oil 
from being drained by private wells on adjoining lands—if 
that story had gone to the country as the story of the vote on 
the pending resolution will go, the arm of Fall and the arm of 
Denby would have been stayed by protests from every por- 
tion of the United States, and the name of the United States 
would haye been saved from the dishonor and disgrace which 
have come to it by reason of the secret transaction which they 
dared not perform in public. 

Mr. President, I have not time under the limitations which 
have been agreed upon to discuss the resolution in detail. The 
issue is, Does the Senate want Secretary Denby to remain in the 
office which he has abused either through negligence or incom- 
petence? Senators can not escape responsibility for their vote 
by appealing to constitutional provisions which have no appli- 
cation whatever. Senators have voted every time they wanted 
to do so to advise the President how he should act within his 
exclusive jurisdiction. The Senate yoted, at the instance of the 
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran], to ask that the American 
delegation to the peace conference be requested to have the 
peace conference give a hearing to three very estimable gentle- 
men who were representing the Irish people. The Senator from 
Idaho knew then that his resolution related to a purely Ex- 
ecutive function. We voted at his instance to call a confer- 


Oh, Mr. President, I can not answer such 
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ence of the nations for the purpose of disarmament. Many 
Senators signed a statement concerning the negotiation of a 
treaty, and every Senator, certainly every lawyer, knows that 
the negotiation of a treaty is exclusively within the Executive 
function. 

We have seen how the body at the other end of the Capitol, 
when its investigating committee had found that culpable acts 
had been committed by officers of the Government, have passed 
resolutions almost identical in form with the present resolu- 
tion. So that the sum and substance of it is that Senators 
vote to advise the President concerning his functions when 
they want to do it, and when they do not want to do so they 
inyoke the Constitution of the United States as a shield against 
responsibility. 

Mr. President, the Navy of the United States deserves and is 
entitled to haye at its head a Secretary who is capable and 
efficient. From the time when Commodore Barry and that 
untitled knight of the blue waters,“ John Paul Jones, first 
uplifted through the smoke and thunder of conflict the ensign 
of our Republic, then a new sea power, until this secret trans- 
action through which, in disregard of law and of public inter- 
ests, the naval oil reserves were bartered away, the record of 
the Navy, glorified by valorous deeds and lofty achievements, 
has justified pride and inspired patriotism in the heart of every 
loyal American. This oil-lease scandal, this ignominious blunder 
made possible, aye, indeed, caused by the failure of the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to comprehend and discharge. his duties, 
reveals itself as the first dark blot upon the record of the Navy. 
How can the error be corrected, how can the stain be removed, 
if we vote to sustain and justify the officer who made it? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The time of the Senator 
has expired. 


Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, the purpose of our Constitu- 
tion and our laws, unwritten and statutory, is to define, estab- 
lish, and maintain the rights of our people. These rights fall 
into two general classes, first, property rights, alienable rights; 
and second, what I shall term human rights, which are primary 
and inalienable rights, such as the right to life, liberty, reputa- 
tion, and the pursuit of happiness. 

From time immemorial property rights have been the cause 
of encroachments on human rights by virtue of the power of 
wealth and its assumed privileges. The most glorious pages 
of history recount the struggles of mankind against such en- 
croachments. It was the burden of these encroachments and 
an exalted ideal of human rights that led the Pilgrim Fathers 
to Plymouth, that sustained the Colonies throughout the stormy 
period of their infancy. It was this ideal that wrote the 
Declaration of Independence and laid the foundations of this 
Government. And yet notwithstanding this great dominating 
note in our history, the power of great wealth and its en- 
croachments upon our institutions is the chief menace that 
confronts us to-day. Is it not lawless wealth—the insolence 
of wealth—that is responsible for these deplorable oil-lease 
scandals? 

Mr. President, in view of these facts is this not an auspicious 
time to reassert the spirit of the Declaration of Independence, 
to announce anew our adherence to the exaltation of human 
rights above property rights? If this is so, Mr. President, 
the resolution now before the Senate should not be adopted, 
for if it is the Senate will go on record because of its action 
last week respecting these oil leases as placing property rights 
above human rights. 

For days Secretary Denby has been on trial before this body, 
prosecuted by a score of most able pleaders. Has he been here, 
so that he might be confronted with his accusers, with the right 
of counsel and defense? No; he could not be here. It has 
been impossible for him to enjoy the constitutional privileges 
guaranteed to every accused person in this country. Neverthe- 
less, last week, after declaring in effect the naval oil leases 
void from the beginning, the Senate afforded Sinclair and 
Doheny the privilege of maintaining in the courts their alleged 
property rights as defendants. But consider if the resolution 
is adopted in its present form Secretary Denby will receive no 
He will be convicted and sentenced by this 
body as effectually as if it were sitting as a court of im- 
peachment, and moreover, he will have no right of appeal. 
Yet Sinelair and Doheny will be haled into the district court, 
and may submit any verdict obtained therein to the court of 
appeals, and then there is the United States Supreme Court. 
This litigation may take 5 years, 10 years. By such action and 
the adoption of this resolution, would not the Senate be putting 
itself upon record as placing property rights above human 
rights? Can such a course be justified? 
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Let us consider the record as it stands. The Senator from 
Arkansas introduced a resolution that reads, omitting the pre- 
amble, as follows: 


That said lease of said date, and all modifications and contracts 
made thereunder, and all rights and immunities thereunder granted, 
is and are hereby canceled; that all of the resources therein sought 
to be conveyed, are hereby restored to the possession of the United 
States, and shall he held and retained for the use and benefits for 
which they were dedicated by Executive order prior to the execu- 
tion of said lease; that there shall be an accounting had by the said 
lessee and assignees with the United States for all oils, gases, and 
minerals by it taken from said lands. 


Had this resolution been adopted it would have placed in 
jeopardy the property rights of Sinclair and Doheny under 
these leases, because their only redress would have been as 
plaintiffs and not as defendants, The full meaning of this 
is not evident until it is remembered that should a judgment 
be secured by either of them, they would then have to come 
to Congress and secure an appropriation for its payment. 

A substitute for this resolution was offered by the Senator 
from Montana, the original resolution being abandoned. The 
second preamble of this substitute resolution reads as follows: 


Whereas the said leases and contracts were entered into without 
authority on the part of the officers purporting to act in the execu- 
tion of the same for the United States Senate and in violation of the 
laws of Congress, 


This preamble was approved by the Senate prior to the adop- 
tion of the substitute resolution, of which it formed a part. 
The Senate thus being on record in a positive opinion that 
the leases were granted without authority, it necessarily fol- 
lowed that in the view of the Senate the leases were void from 
the beginning—that is, that there never had been a lease— 
and hence Sinclair and Doheny were merely trespassers. 
Therefore, the logic of the situation demanded that they should 
be treated as trespassers and ejected from the properties. In 
this manner only could they be forced into the position of 
plaintiffs in any litigation that might follow. At the same 
time, the Government in possession of the oil lands, would be 
in the best possible position to protect its interest by prevent- 
ing the drainage of these oil lands through adjacent wells. 
It could do this untrammeled, and as it might deem necessary 
in the public interest. 

Such a course has been followed by the Government time 
and time again in connection with the public lands. Thomas 
Jefferson, when President, proceeded in this manner. In 1807 
Congress enacted a law authorizing the President to proceed 
in the same way in connection with trespassers upon certain 
public lands. During President Harding’s incumbency a similar 
eourse was pursued in connection with this same Teapot Dome 
oil reserve, and for the ultimate benefit of Sinclair. 

Why should the Senate have afforded Sinclair and Doheny 
special or greater consideration in view of all the circum- 
stances? 

To the end of carrying the Senate's attitude respecting the 
validity of these leases to this logical conclusion, I offered an 
amendment to this substitute resolution, which reads as fol- 
lows: 


Resolved, eto., That the said leases and contract are against the pub- 
lie interest, and the same were and are hereby declared null and void 
from the beginning. 

Resolved further, That the President of the United States be, and he 
hereby is, authorized and directed immediately to seize and take pos- 
session of the lands included in said leases and to cause suit or suits 
to be instituted and prosecuted for the annulment and cancellation of 
said contract, and all contracts incidental or supplemental thereto, and 
to recover the value of the ofl thus far extracted under the provisious 
of said leases, and to prosecute such other actions or proceedings, civil 
or criminal, as may be warranted by the facts in relation to the making 
of the said leases and contract. 


I regret to be compelled to add that this amendment was re- 
jected. 

In view of the foregoing facts, Mr. President, Secretary 
Denby’s reputation is certainly entitled, at the hands of the 
Senate, to as much consideration as the property rights of Sin- 
clair and Doheny. Therefore, I am not willing to vote for the 
resolution now before the Senate in its present form. However, 
I am willing to vote for the resolution if the following words 
are added thereto: 


If guilty of malfeasance or misfeasance in office. 


I sincerely trust that this amendment will be adopted, thus 
placing human rights, so far as the Senate is concerned, at least 
upon the same plane as property rights, leaving the guilt or in- 


nocence of the accused to be determined by a court of impeach- 
ment or other constitutional tribunal, a proceeding wholly 
within the power of Congress to compel. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The time of the Senator 
from Nebraska has expired, 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may insert the remainder of my remarks in the RECORD, 
I also wish to offer an amendment to the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senator again state 
his request for unanimous consent? 

Mr. HOWELL. I request that I may insert the remainder 
of my remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, that is against the time- 
honored rule of the Senate. I dislike to object to the request 
of the Senator from Nebraska, but I shall be compelled to do so, 

Mr. HOWELL. I merely wish to say one word. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The objection of the Sena- 
tor from North Carolina is sustained. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, if I may interrupt my col- 
league, I suggest to him that on some other amendment which 
will be offered he can again get the floor, then continue his 
remarks, and thereby secure their appearance in the RECORD. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I have offered an amendment 
to the resolution. I gave notice of that amendment on Satur- 
day last, and the amendment is now in the hands of the Secre- 
tary. I ask that it may be read, and I should then like to 
speak to the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the 
proposed amendment. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. No amendment can be 
offered 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I submit that, under the 
unanimous-consent agreement, after 8 -o'clock the Senator from 
Nebraska can speak only once, and not longer than 10 minutes. 

Mr. KING. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion 
that any Senator may speak for 10 minutes upon any umend- 
ment that may be proposed. The only doubt the Chair has is 
whether a Senator may exercise that right prior to the time 
the amendment may be pending. 

Mr. KING. A parliamentary inquiry. 

‘one PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state the 
uiry. 

Mr. KING. I rise to inquire whether or not the Senator 
from Nebraska did not offer an amendment prior to his ad- 
dressing the Senate a few minutes ago and prior to 3 o'clock? 
If he did—and I understand that he did—would he not, then, 
have the right to speak to that amendment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is not advised as 
to the time at which the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Nebraska was sent to the Secretary's desk. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President 

Mr. HOWELL. The amendment has been printed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Chair is in some doubt 
with regard to the construction of the agreement, and, in 
order that it may be understood in the further course of the 
debate, the Chair will rule that any Senator may speak for 
10 minutes upon any amendment that may be pending or 
offered or presented at the desk. The Senator from Nebraska 
now insists upon his right to speak 10 minutes upon the pending 
amendment and upon the amendment which he proposes to offer. 
The Chair is of the opinion that he has a right to do so. 

Mr. HARRISON. A parliamentary inquiry. I love to hear 
the sound of the yoice of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Hower] as much as does any Senator here, but an unanimous- 
consent agreement was entered into by the Senate on Saturday 
last. There are some of us who have not spoken upon this 
matter who might wish to speak as this debate goes on. I 
submit that the unanimous-consent agreement provides: 


It is agreed by unanimous consent that on the calendar day of 
Monday, February 11, 1924, at the hour of 8 o'clock p. m., all debate 
shall be limited so that no Senator shall speak oftener than once nor 
longer than 10 minutes upon the resolution— 


And so on. 

I can not understand how the Chair can rule that a Senator 
may speak more than once or longer than 10 minutes, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair will explain that 
to the Senator from Mississippi so that it may be understood. 
The amendment offered by the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Jones] is by way of a substitute. Under a rule that is per- 
fectly well recognized, any Senator may offer an amendment to 
either of the two propositions. The Senator from Nebraska has 
offered an amendment to perfect the original proposition, and 
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that is the amendment which is now pending and must be first 
voteđ upon. The Secretary will state the amendment in order 
that the Senators may understand it. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 2, line 4, after the word 
“Navy,” it is proposed to insert a comma and the following 
words: “if guilty of malfeasance or misfeasance in office.” 


Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from California. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. With the permission of the 
Chair, I want to call the attention of the Chair again to the 
ruling just made. Under that ruling all that would be essen- 
tial in order to enable one Senator to occupy the time from now 
until 5 o'clock would be the presentation of various amend- 
ments; but the specific language of the unanimous-consent 
agreement says in a manner that seems to me unmistakable 
that each individual Senator shall be limited to 10 minutes 
upon the original resolution or any amendment. So the 10 min- 
utes limitation is the measure of time that any individual Sena- 
tor may occupy after 3 o’clock. I say that with due deference 
to my friend from Nebraska, for I do not wish to interrupt him 


at all, but if the ruling shall prevail it will be impossible for- 


those who may wish te speak upon this question to occupy the 
10 minutes that was allotted to them under the unanimous- 
consent agreement. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I call the Senator's attention to 
the fact that the very text of the unanimous-consent agreement 
would preelude a Senator from speaking more than once upon 
any pending amendment. A pending amendment relates itself 
to the hour at which this agreement takes effect, namely, 8 
o'clock. 

Mr, JOHNSON of California. Certainly. 

Mr, HOWELL, My amendment has heretofore been printed 
and placed upon the Secretary’s desk. 

Mr, JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, under this 
agreement, after 8 o’clock every speaker is limited to 10 min- 
utes, whether he speaks upon the resolution, upon one amend- 
ment, or upon five amendments. 

Mr, GLASS. He can not speak on any amendment that was 
not pending at 3 o'clock. That was in the agreement. 

Mr. HOWELL. My amendment was submitted on Saturday 
afternoon. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senators will remember 
that the Chair called the attention of the Senate to this very 
point when the unanimous-consent agreement was asked for, 
and the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosrnson] and the Sena- 
tor from Washington [Mr. Jones] made some observations upon 
that question which leave no doubt in the mind of the Chair 
that any Senator can speak for 10 minutes upon any amend- 
ment that may be pending or that may be presented and is in 
the eustody of the Secretary. 

Mr. GLASS. With all due respect to the Chair, the unani- 
mous-consent agreement does not so provide. If it is inter- 
preted to apply to any amendment that may be pending or any 
amendment that may be presented, by that device one Senator 
can hold the floor until 5 o'clock by repeatedly offering amend- 
ments to this resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is not responsible 
for the terms of the agreement. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, I appeal from the ruling 
of the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Ten- 
nessee appeals from the ruling of the Chair. 

Mr. HARRISON and Mr. HEFLIN ealled for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is, Shall the 
ruling of the Chair stand as the judgment of the Senate? 
Upon that question the yeas and nays are demanded. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called). I 
have a general pair with the Senator from Maine [Mr. FER- 
NALD]. He is absent from the Chamber. I do not know how 
he would vote upon this proposition. I therefore withhold my 
vote. 

Mr. KING (when his name was called). 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is not in order. 

Mr. KING. May I rise for that purpose during the progress 
of the roll call? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. For what purpose? 

Mr. KING. To make a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion 
that a parliamentary inquiry can not be propounded during a 
roll call. 

The reading clerk resumed the calling of the roll. 


Mr. President, a 


Mr. SMITH (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Sreatine] and 
have been unable to secure a transfer. If he were present, I 
should vote “nay.” Iam unable to state how the Senator from 
iy Dakota would vote. In his absence I must withhold my 
vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. BRUCE. With regret, I vote “nay.” 

Mr. GLASS (after having voted in the negative). I have a 
pair with the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLean]. In his 
absence, I withdraw my vote. If at liberty to vote, E should 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. ROBINSON. The junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
CARAWAY] is absent on account of illness. He is paired with 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Warson]. If the Senator from 
Arkansas were present, he would vote nay.” 

Mr. OWEN. I am paired with the Senator from Illinois 
IMr. McCormick]. I therefore withhold my vote. If I were 
at liberty to vote, I should vote “ nay.” 

Mr. STANLEY. I am paired with the junior Senator from 


Kentucky [Mr. Ernst]. I therefore withhold my yote If at 
liberty to vote, I should vote “ nay.” . 
Mr. HARRISON (after having voted in the negative). On 


this question I am paired with the senior Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. ELKINS], and therefore withdraw my vote. If 
at liberty to vote, I should vote “nay.” 

The roll call resulted—yeas 16, nays 64, as follows: 


YEAS—16. 
Bali Capper Janes, Wash. Shortridge 
Brandegee Fess Norris Spencer 
Bursum Harreld Phipps e 
Cameron Howell Reed, Pa. Willis 
NAYS—@. 
Adams La Follette Reed, Mo. 
Ashurst Pletcher Lenroot Ro 
Bayard Frazier age he 
Borah George McKellar Shields 
Brookhart rry MeKinley Shipstead 
Bro Gooding MeNa immons 
Bruce Greene Ma Smoot 
Colt Hale Moses Stephens 
Copeland Harris Neely n 
Couzens Hettin Norbeck Trammell 
Curtis Johnson, Calif. Oddie Underwood 
Dale Johnson, . Overman Wadsworth 
Dial Kendrick Pe Walsh, Mass. 
Din Keyes Pittman Walsh, Mont. 
Edge Kin Ralsten Warren 
Edwards Lad Ransdell Wheeler 
NOT VOTING—16. 

Caraway Fernald McCormick 8 

Glass McLean Stanley 

Harrison n Sterling 
Ernst Jones, N. Mex. Smith Watson 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On this question the yeas 
are 16, the nays are 64. The ruling of the Chair is reversed, 
5 no Senator can speak for more than 10 minutes 
n all. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Oh, no; Mr. President! 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The time of the Senator 
from Nebraska has 

Mr. REED of Missouri obtained the floor. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, it is for a parliamentary in- 
quiry that I rise. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state the 
inquiry. 

Mr. HOWELL. I have sent an amendment to the desk. I 
desire to know if the amendment is before the Senate at 
present? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment is before 
the Senate, but the Senator fram Nebraska has exhausted his 
time. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, the argument is made 
that Mr. Denby has not had his day in court. We are not try- 
ing a lawsuit, prosecuting a man as a criminal, or foreclosing 
any rights of property. This resolution is before the Senate 
to be acted upon in view of the evidence that has been brought 
before the Senate. An office is not a property right. The sole 
question to be determined is whether, in view of the facts now 
before the Senate, the Senate ought te express an opinion to 
the President with reference to the continuance of Mr. Denby 
in office. 

No one ought to desire to deny Mr. Denby a fair hearing 
with reference to the facts upon which we are about to aet, 
and if he were denied that hearing I would be among those who 
would vote against this resolution. Three times he has been 
called before the committee, and has been permitted to make 
any statement he desired to make, and has been allowed te pre- 
sent fully and absolutely his explanation regarding every ques- 
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tion involved in that investigation which concerned him per- 
sonally, and acting upon his own statements, without any evi- 
dence outside of his own statements, we are confronted by the 
fact that he connived at a violation of the law by assisting in, 
if not instigating, the transfer of the properties of the Gov- 
ernment, placed by law in his hands, into the hands of Mr. 
Fall. 

We further know from his testimony, or undisputed facts 
which he in no manner denied, that while the transactions were 
being carried on between Denby and Sinclair, they were carried 
on secretly, 

We know the further fact that he now reaffirms all that has 
been done, and declares that he would repeat the same per- 
formance if given the opportunity. 

In the light of that undisputed situation, the Senate is simply 
called upon to say whether it desires to advise the President 
that the Senate thinks Mr. Denby should be no longer retained 
in office. Our action will not oust him from office; the Presi- 
dent can still retain him, but we, as representatives of 48 
States, can express an opinion to the President, and if he shall 
see fit to disregard it, then the onus will be upon the President. 

When you talk about depriving a man of his constitutional 
right to a trial, what about that provision of the Constitution 
which gives to the humblest citizen of the land the right to ex- 
press an opinion to the President, the right of peaceable as- 
semblage, and the right of petition and of protest, lodged not 
only in the individual, but in any group of individuals, whether 
they hold office or do not hold office? The argument is ridicu- 
lous and absurd to the extreme, and in no case is it more 
absurd than when it comes from the lips of a gentleman who 
stands on this floor and says that men should be ousted from 
property which they claim, and their case be tried afterwards, 
and thereafter says that a man should be kept in office where 
he can again give away the property of the people of the 
United States, and we must not even express an opinion. 

There is another amendment offered here, providing that we 
shall express our opinion about Mr. Denby, but not ask the 
President to do anything. When did the President of the 
United States become so great that the Senate of the United 
States, or the Congress of the United States, or a State legis- 
lature, or any group of citizens can not approach him in a re- 
spectful manner and express an opinion? ‘The truth is, this is 
mere quibbling, and is a mere attempt to escape a responsibility. 

Mr. President, we are repeating history. I sat here and saw 
the Senate adopt a resolution in which it declared that one 
Newberry had acquired his office by means that were destruc- 


tive of this Republic, and then I saw the Senate, in the same. 


resolution, resolve that he should have the frults of that in- 
iquity and occupy a seat in the Senate. Then I saw the people 
of Michigan smite hip and thigh those who had been parties to 
that transaction, and I am sorry to see the successor of Mr. 
Newberry rise in his place and repeat the performance of that 
resolution, for, as was said by the Senator from Alabama, and 
what can not be too often said, by a unanimous vote of the 
Senate we have declared that Albert Fall and Edwin Denby 
made this lease and that the lease was executed under cir- 
cumstances indicating fraud and corruption; and every man of 
you voted for that and found that to be a fact. 
You recited again: $ 


Whereas said leases and contracts were entered into without au- 
thority on the part of the officer purporting to act in execution of the 
same for the United States and in violation of the laws of Congress; 
and 

Whereas such leases and contracts were made In defiance of the 
settled policy of the Government, adhered to through three successive 
administrations, to maintain in the ground a great reserve supply of 
oil adequate to the needs of the Navy in any emergency threatening the 
national security. 


Having made these solemn findings of fact, having justly 
condemned these transactions and the parties concerned therein, 
you now propose in this case to do exactly what you did in the 
Newberry case, namely, to exonerate the men who are guilty of 
the acts you have yourselves criticized as illegal and fraudulent. 
You repeat here the performance of the Newberry case. The 
people of the United States will repeat the condemnation they 
visited upon you in the Newberry case. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The time of the Senator 
from Missouri has expired. ; 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I shall try to confine my 
remarks, as I am compelled to do, to the 10 minutes fixed by 
the rule. I had hoped to be able to make a speech on this 
matter, but have been deprived of the opportunity on account 
of other Senators being more fortunate in obtaining the recog- 
nition of the President. 


No one has objected to this resolution except on the ground 
of unconstitutionality or impropriety. I wish to address my- 
Self to the Senate on this phase of the subject. Under Article 
IV of the Constitution of the United States Congress, and 
Congress alone, has control of all the property of the United 
States. We are the constitutional guardians of that property. 
If we designate the President to sell it or otherwise dispose 


of it, he is our agent. If he designates the Secretary 
Navy to dispose of it, he is our agent. 

We reached the conclusion that this property had been 
squandered, that this property had been disposed of in an 
improper way, and Congress being the guardian of it, the 
Senate directed an investigation. That investigation disclosed 
that the property had been corruptly disposed of; that the 
Secretary of the Interior, reeking with corruption, had for his 
own personal profit disposed of the greatest asset possessed 
by the Navy of the United States, more valuable than all of 
its battleships, in money, and more valuable than any other 
asset as a means for the future defense of this country. In 
the investigation it was disclosed that the Secretary of the 
Navy, who had been commissioned to take care of the naval 
reserves, had consented to ask, and had asked, the President 
to give this authority to the Secretary of the Interior. 

This land was once under the control of the Secretary of 
the Interior, but Congress, in its wisdom, saw proper to take 
it from the Secretary of the Interior and put it under the 
control of the Secretary of the Navy. Certain lands were 
put under the control of the President as the agent of Con- 
gress, the general public lands were placed under the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, yet it is seriously argued here that when 
Congress took this land out of the jurisdiction of the 8 
of the Interlor and transferred it to the Secretary of the 
Navy in order to conserve it for naval purposes, there is a 
questionable point of law as to whether he had the authority 
to make the transfer to the Secretary of the Interior con- 
trary to the express will of Congress. 

When the Secretary of the Navy consented to undo what 
Congress had done—that is,.to transfer the land back to the 
Secretary of the Interior which Congress had taken from the 
Secretary of the Interior and given to him—he nullified the 
will of Congress in that act alone. Congress had reposed the 
control of the land in him, taking it from the Secretary of the 
Interior, and by his own volition he nullified the will of Con- 
gress and aided in transferring the land back to the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

For what purpose did he do that? There has been a con- 
test for the last 10 or 15 years, in all the time I was chairman 
of the Committee on Naval Affairs of the Senate, between the 
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary of the Navy regard- 
ing the administration of these naval reserves. Congress, be- 
lieving that they could be better taken care of by the Secretary 
of the Navy, had reposed power over the lands in the Secretary 
of the Navy, and had taken it from the Secretary of the In- 
terior. Yet the man to whom Congress had intrusted this 
power, the man to whom Congress had intrusted the duty of 
conserving these reserves and the oil therein contained for the 
benefit of the Navy, contrary to the will of Congress, contrary 
to the policy of the Congress, transferred the lands back to 
the Secretary of the Interior; and, in defiance, he says that if 
the opportunity were given to him again he would do it again. 

What developed in this inquiry by Congress? It is shown 
that there stands a barrier against a congressional policy, a 
constitutional policy, to conserve these reserves, and that bar- 
rier against the conservation of these naval reserves is the 
Secretary of the Navy. We, as the guardians of the property 
of the United States, ascertained that fact in this Investiga- 
tion. And what is our duty? To be derelict; to be squeamish: 
to talk about constitutional rights, when there is not a man 
in the Senate who does not know that the Secretary of the 
Navy stands as a barrier between the proper administration of 
these public lands, power over which belongs to Congress under 
the Constitution? Are we to be squeamish enough not to ask 
the President to remove him? If the Senate had the power to 
remove him, not by a two-thirds vote, I have no doubt it would 
do It. The President having the power to remove him, shall 
we not ask him to remove an agent whom we constituted to 
do our business-—because the business of administering the 
public lands and the public property belongs primarily to Con- 
gress under the Constitution? 

It seems to me that any man who does not stand up now and 
express his opinion of the Secretary of the Navy, when he has 
defied the policy of Congress, and says he will continue to defy 
it, when Congress is trying to conserve these public lands, of 
which they are constitutionally the guardian, is recreant to his 
duty when he refuses to express an opinion pro or con as to 
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what should be done. If Senators think the Secretary of the 
Navy ought to continue to administer these lands, if they think 
his policy is right, if they think he should continue to pursue 
this policy, if they think that, when we have appropriated a 
hundred and three million dollars to conserve the oil, and he ex- 
tracted it contrary to the will of Congress, let them vote 
against the resolution. But if they believe that the Secretary 
of the Navy is a barrier to the best administration of public 
lands in the naval reserve, of which Congress is the guardian, 
and his continuance in that office is detrimental to the public 
interest, there is nothing left for them to do but to petition 
the President to remove him. 

I, for one, believing that the Secretary of the Navy, when he 
comes to testify in this case, as he will be compelled to, should 
not testify as the Secretary of the Navy, promulgating the 
policy of this Government, but as a private individual, shall 
vote for this resolution and make the request of the President. 

I, believing that the present Secretary of the Navy is not the 
proper person to administer these naval reserves, if they are 
won back to the Government, and believing that I am a part of 
Congress, being a part of the guardianship of these public lands, 
shall vote for the resolution. 

Believing that the Secretary of the Navy is not a proper 
person to adjust the differences that must arise between the 
people who have made these leases and the Government, and is 
not the proper man to recommend to Congress and make sug- 
gestions to us as to what will be a fair settlement of these 


leases and of the troubles that have arisen, I, for one, exercis-- 


ing the only method I have of expressing my, desire to get rid 
of this barrier that interferes with a capable administration of 
these naval reserves, shall vote for the resolution. 

The Senator from Michigan talks about constitutional rights. 
Sir, Congress, and not the President, has charge of the public 
lands. Congress, in the exercise of its constitutional right and 
as guardian, has found a deplorable state of affairs due to the 
inefficiency or the incompetency of the Secretary of the Navy. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The time of the Senator 
from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I should like to have the 
statute which was cited by the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. Loose] and which appears in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
on page 1604, under date of January 29, 1924, made a part of 
my remarks. ‘That is the statute under which the Secretary of 
the Navy acted in executing the leases. It is the statute which 
put the power in the hands of the Secretary of the Navy to 
develop the oil fields. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Connecticut? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

The proviso referred to in the act of June 4, 1920, is as 
follows; 


` Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy is directed to take pos- 
Session of all properties within the naval petroleum reserves as are 
or may become subject to the control and use by the United States 
for naval purposes and on which there are no pending claims or appli- 
cations for permits or leases under the provisions of an act of Con- 
gress approved February 25, 1920, entitled “An act to provide for the 
mining of coal, phosphate, oil, oil shale, gas, and sodium on the public 
domain,” or pending applications for United States patent under any 
law to conserve, develop, use, and operate the same, in his discretion, 
directly or by contract, lease or otherwise, and use, store, exchange, or 
sell the oll and gas products thereof, and those from all royalty oil 
from lands in the naval reserves, for the benefit of the United States: 
And provided further, That the rights of any claimant under said act 
of February 25, 1920, are not affected adversely thereby: And provided 
further, That such sums as have been or may be turned into the Treas- 
ury of the United States from royalties on lands within the naval 
petroleum reserves prior to July 1, 1921, not to exceed $500,000, are 
hereby made available for this purpose until July 1, 1922: Provided 
further, That this appropriation shall be reimbursed from the proper 
appropriations on account of the oil and gas products from said prop- 
erties: used by the United States at such rate, not in excess of the 
market value of the oil, as the Secretary of the Navy may direct. 


Mr. BRANDEGEE. The pending resolution (S. Res. 134), 
which we are now discussing, together with the whereases, 
reads as follows: 


Whereas the United States Senate did on Jannary 81, 1924, by a 
unanimous vote adopt Senate Joint Resolution No. 54, to procure the 
annulment of certain leases in the naval oll reserves of the United 
States; and 

Whereas the said resolution, among ether things, declared as fol- 
lows: 


“Whereas it appears from evidence taken by the Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys of the United States Senate that certain 
Jease of naval reserve No. 3, in the State of Wyoming, bearing date 
April 7, 1922, made in form by the Government of the United States, 
through Albert B, Fall, Secretary of the Intertor, and Edwin Denby, 
Secretary of the Navy, as lessor, to the Mammoth Oil Co., as lessee, 
and that certain contract between the Government of the United States 
and the Pan American Petroleum & Transport Co., dated April 25, 
1922, signed by Edward C. Finney, Acting Secretary of the Interior, 
and Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy, relating, among other things, 
to the construction of oil tanks at Pearl Harbor, Territory of Hawaii, 
and that certain lease of naval reserve No. 1, in the State of Call- 
fornia, bearing date December 11, 1922, made in form by the Govern- 
ment of the United States, through Albert B. Fall, Secretary of the 
Interior, and Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy, as lessor, to the 
Pan American Petroleum Co., as lessee, were executed under circum- 
stances indicating fraud and corruption; and 

“Whereas the said leases and contract were entered into without 
authority on the part of the officers purporting to act in the execution 
of the same for the United States and in violation of the Jaws of 
Congress; and 

“ Whereas such leases and contract were made in defiance of the 
settled policy of the Government, adhered to through three successive 
administrations, to maintain in the ground a great reserve supply of 
oll adequate to the needs of the Navy in any emergency threatening 
the national security.” * 

Therefore be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the United States Senate that the 
President of the United States immediately request the resignation of 
Edwin Denby as Secretary of the Navy. 


Mr. President, I do not intend to discuss the various phases 
of this transaction or their merits. I do not intend to discuss 
the question whether the President of the United States had 
a right to issue an executive order transferring the develop- 
ment of the oil fields from the Secretary of the Navy to the 
Secretary of the Interior. I do not Intend to discuss whether 
the of the Navy or any other Government official 
violated the statute which I have just had incorporated as a 
part of my remarks, or whether he violated it, if he did, with 
honest intent or criminal intent. Those are all questions of 
law. I am not able to decide them. We as individuals may 
have our opinions about them, but they simply go for what 
they are worth as individual opinions. 

On the 3ist of January last, Congress passed Senate Joint 
Resolution 54, which authorized the President to retain special 
counsel in the case, and, without reciting the language of the 
resolution verbatim, it in substance directed the President to 
take all measures, legal or otherwise, for the protection of the 
public interest in this matter. That I think was appropriate 
for Congress to do as the custodian under the law of the public 
domain of the United States; because the Constitution gives 
Congress that authority. 

At the time of the passage of that joint resolution, as 
to the preamble to it, containing the several whereases which 
recited as facts that the leases and the contract were en- 
tered into without authority on the part of the officers pur- 
porting to act in the execution of the same for the United 
States and in violation of the laws of Congress, and that the 
contract and leases were made in defiance of the settled policy 
of the Goyernment, and so forth, I took occasion to state that 
I thought it was without the jurisdiction of Congress to ex- 
press any authoritative opinion upon those matters whatever. 
I stated that I thought they were judicial questions which 
were to be determined in the legal proceedings which we had 
authorized to be taken under the joint resolution, but that I 
should vote for the resolution, the resolving part of it, with- 
holding my approval from the whereases, because I was un- 
willing to vote against the joint resolution authorizing the 
President to bring the proceedings, and I could not get rid of 
the preamble to which I objected. 

Mr. President, my opposition to the pending resolution, or to 
any resolution attempting to express the opinion of the Senate 
on the question of the dismissal or resignation of public officers 
of the United States, is based simply and solely upon my respect 
for what I consider to be the proper division of the govern- 
mental authority under the Constitution into the’ three coordi- 
nate departments of the Government. I do not think that the 
Senate has any jurisdiction of the question. I know that we 
all have our individual opinions. Mr. Denby, the Secretary of 
the Navy, was appointed by the President of the United States 
under the Constitution. The Constitution provides that the 
President may appoint, subject to the advice and consent of the 
Senate. We gave that advice and consent. We were functus 
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officio when we had done that. The man had a complete title 
to his office. For the Senate of the United States to attempt 
to advise the head of the executive department of the Govern- 
ment that he ought to dismiss one of the officers whom he has 
appointed to office is, In my opinion, without authority on the 
part of this body and comes very nearly to being a piece of 
impertinence, if I may use the word without being offensive. 

What would we say if the President of the United States, in 
whom the Constitution reposes the sole executive authority of 
the Government, should send his messenger over here with a 
communication to the United States Senate that in his opinion 
we ought to proceed to eject the President pro tempore of the 
Senate from his office? We would not even receive the mesen- 
ger at the door. We would say to the President, practically, 
“This is no business of yours; this is a legislative matter; you 
attend to your executive business and we will attend to our 
legislative matters.” What would be said of a Senator who 
would stand up here and advocate the passage by the Senate 
of a resolution resolving that a certain judge, who might have 
rendered an opinion that was unpopular in the country, should 
resign his office, or that the President of the United States 
should request him to resign because he had construed a stat- 
ute in some way different from what our individual conception 
of it might be? 

Mr. President, I believe that if the pending resolution or any 
similar resolution is passed in the premises those who vote for 
it will live to regret it. This is a period of great popular ex- 
eltement on the question. ‘The testimony is still being taken. 
The courts are open. We have instructed the executive branch 
of the Government to bring the necessary legal proceedings to 
determine whether or not the contracts are valid, whether they 
were fraudulent or not, and to recover the property if possible. 
For us now to be dismissing or attempting to dismiss or ad- 
vising the dismissal of officers who at the end of the legal pro- 
ceedings may be sustained by the courts as entirely within their 
constitutional and statutory functions is to put the United 
States Senate, I would not say in a ridiculous position, but is to 
put us in a position of meddling with things that do not con- 
cern us. I believe, as the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram] 
stated, in leaving the responsibility in the matter, so far as the 
appointees of the President are concerned, just where the Con- 
stitution put it, and let the President be held responsible by his 
constituents for what he does in the premises. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr, President, I desire in a word to draw the 
attention of the Senate to one aspect of the case, somewhat in 
the nature of repetition, but justified, I think, by the fact that 
many Senators seem to have forgotten, if they ever heard of, 
this phase of the controversy. There has been a persistent 
attempt here to avert the consequences of official actions of the 
Secretary of the Navy and to have others partially bear the 
blame of his conduct with respect to these oil leases. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. STERLING]—I regret 


not to see him in his seat now—some days ago ridiculed the 


idea that the Secretary of the Navy should have proceeded 
upon any basis than that afforded by the text of the statute 
passed in April, 1920. He said it would be absurd to suggest 
that the Secretary should have done otherwise. Yet in the 
same connection the Secretary sharply aspersed a former Secre- 
tary of the Navy for not advising Congress of the purposes 
of the Naval Establishment when it asked that this statute be 
enacted. Speaking of Secretary Daniels, he wondered “ what 
were his motives for sitting still apparently when the act was 
under consideration by the committee, without saying a word 
about it or expressing any doubt as to what it meant.” 

To-day the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. SPENCER], 
when I inquired why he persistently ignored the unmistakable 
evidences of the meaning of the statute, disclaimed any such 
purpose, promising to advert to that phase of the subject later; 
but he took care not to do this before taking his seat. He con- 
fined his argument to the task of charging the Congress with 
responsibility for the leases because of the law passed in April, 
1920. ` 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens] likewise under- 
took to have the Congress charged with the blame, because the 
reasons given by Secretary Daniels for the enactment of the 
statute were not completely embodied in the statute itself. 

It is my contention, Mr. President, that neither former Sec- 
retary Daniels nor the Congress should be asked to share with 
Secretary Denby any part of the culpability for these oil 
leases, As a complete answer to the criticism of Daniels by 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Srertrye] and the cen- 
sure of Congress by the Senators from Missouri and Michigan, 
I present and shall insert in the Recorp the letter written by 
former Secretary Daniels to the Naval Affairs Committees of 


the House and Senate under date of March 5, 1920, in ex- 
planation of the proposed amendment of the oll reserve statute: 


Under the provisions of this act considerable areas of the petroleum 


reseryes will come into the undisputed possession of the Navy. Some 
of these tracts are drilled to such an extent that it will be necessary 
for the Government to drill offset wells unless oil to the value of 
millions of dollars is to be drawn from under the Government lands 
by private owners. 

A considerable amount of royalty oil will be delivered to the Gov- 
ernment from the naval reseryes, receipts from which will revert to 
the Government. 

A larger amount of oll will be available from lands without the 
reseryes, the Navy, in common with other departments of the Govern- 
ment, having the right to purchase, as provided by the general provi- 
sions of the act. 

The recent experience of the Shipping Board and the Navy Depart- 
ment in obtaining bids for fuel oll shows the necessity for the Gov- 
ernment to be in a position to furnish its own supply of fuel. 

It therefore becomes imperative, even when viewed from an eco- 
nomical standpoint only, that machinery be provided whereby wells 
may be drilled for protection against drainage from adjacent lands or 
to supply oll for the Government’s needs. That crude oll, whether 
from the Navy-owned wells, royalties from naval reserves, or royalty 
oil purchased, may be exchanged for refined products, and that excess 
oil from protective wells may be sold or storage provided for excess 
oil if considered advisable. 

It is suggested that it may be accomplished by an addition to the 
provision “ Investigation of fuel oil.“ as contained in the naval appro- 
priation act approved July 11, 1919, similar to the following: 

“Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy Is directed to take 
possession of all properties within the naval petroleum reserve as 
are or may become vested in the United States; to conserve, de- 
velop, use, and operate the same, in his discretion, directly or by 
contract, lease, or otherwise, and to use, store, exchange, refine, 
sell, or otherwise dispose of the ofl and gas products thereof, and 
those from all royalty oils, for the benefit of the United States: 
And provided, That such sums as have been or may be turned 
into the Treasury of the United States from royalties on lands 
within the naval petroleum reserves prior to July 1, 1921, not 
to exceed $500,000, are hereby made available for this purpose 
untli July 1, 1922. 

“ Provided further, That this appropriation shall be reimbursed 
from the proper appropriations on account of the oil and ga3 
products from said properties used by the United States at such 
rates, not in excess of the market value of the oil, as the Secretary 
of the Navy may direct,” 

Sincerely yours, 


Hon. TROMuAS S. BUTLER, 
Chairman Naval Committee, House of Representatives, 


It will be noted, Mr. President, that Secretary Daniels in the 
foregoing letter to the chairman of the House Committee on 
Naval Affairs, a copy of which was forwarded to the chairman. 
of the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs, was at great pains 
to point out the meaning of this proposed provision of the law. 
He traversed the whole terminology of the suggested amend- 
ment. To “conserve” and “develop” and “operate” meant 
merely to drill and operate offset wells “for protection against 
drainage from adjacent lands or to supply oll for the Govern- 
ment's needs.“ To “exchange” meant the exchange of crude 
for refined products. To “store” meant to store the excess 
oil to be derived from drilling these offset wells, whether these 
offset wells should be operated by the Government or by “ lease” 
under contract to private operators. The conclusive proof of 
this interpretation of the suggested amendment is found in the 
fact that the act specifically made available only $500,000 of 
the funds to be derived from these operations for the purposes 
set out in the act itself. No change of policy was here involved ; 
no change of policy could well take place by the expenditure 
of not exceeding $500,000. The change of policy occurred when 
Secretaries Fall and Denby embarked on an enterprise for leas- 
ing the great naval reserves with a contemplated expenditure 
of $103,000,000 for erecting storage tanks, dredging channels, 
and building docks, all entirely outside the plain intent of Con- 
gress and of former administrations of the Navy Department. 
Secretary Daniels certainly did not “remain quiet,” as sug- 
gested by the Senator from South Dakota, nor did he fall fully 
to explain the meaning of the statute. 

But it is suggested—very appealingly suggested—by the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Peprer] that, per- 
haps, the Secretary of the Navy was befooled, was overreached, 
was taken advantage of by some expert or by the guile of some 
sly subordinate, 
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I call attention to the fact that the Secretary of the Navy 
acted with full knowledge of what he was doing. Not only was 
this letter of his predecessor available for information, but 
Admiral Griffin, who bad had more to do with the conservation 
of these oil lands than had any other official in the Nav, 
brought Secretary Denby’s attention, in detail and at length, 
to everything involved in this proposed transfer. Admiral 
Griffin pointed out to him what for years had been the policy 
of the Navy Department. He pointed out to him the meaning of 
the statute and the purposes behind it as signified by Secretary 
Daniels’ letter. So thoroughly well informed was Secretary 
Denby of the policy. of the Navy Department theretofore that in 
his letter to the President dated May 26, he stated that he had 
exacted personally from the Secretary of the Interior, to whom 
he was to transfer jurisdiction, a promise to “give his best 
efforts to conserve underground” as much of the oil as was 
possible. 

Why did Secretary Denby exact that personal promise from 
the Secretary of the Interior? Was it not clearly because he 
knew from what had been told him by Admiral Griffin that 
“conservation underground” had been the fixed policy of the 
Navy Department for years? Therefore he exacted this per- 
sonal promise from Secretary Fall that he would conserve in the 
ground this oil for the Navy as far as possible. And yet in 
10 days thereafter Secretary Denby joined with Fall in signing 
a lease of Teapot Dome to Sinclair which did not conserve 
one gallon of the oil of the Navy in the ground, but gave to 
Sinclair the right to drill every gallon out. 

Mr. President, I am distressed to be compelled to vote for this 
resolution, not upon the ground that the Secretary of the 
Navy has on him any taint of the actual fraud or criminality 
which have been disclosed, but on the ground that he acted 
either stupidly or defiantly in his reversal of the policy of 
Congress and previous naval administration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The time of the Senator from 
Virginia has expired. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. Swanson] has stated that he has listened 
to nothing but constitutional arguments and quibbles and legal 
contentions in the effort to defend Secretary Denby against 
this resolution. I wish to speak in the brief time allotted to 
me on a totally different basis from that. 

Let us forget the constitutional protection of the citizen, if 
you please; let us forget the legal niceties of the construction 
of the act of Congress or of Secretary Daniels’s letter or of 
the testimony, and let us come down for one moment before we 
consign this man’s reputation to the ash heap to the consider- 
ation of the question of fair play in what we are propcsing 
to do. That is ali I want the Senate to consider—the fair play 
of it. Senators will consider it, I promise, when the hot blood 
of the day has cooled and we come to quiet thoughts abou: this 
thing that is to be done at 5 o’clock this afternoon. Senators will 
think of it then. My appeal now is to get Senators to project 
their thoughts to that time and consider this matter in cold 
blood for an instant and from the standpoint simply of fair play. 

Remember, Mr. President, that there is no charge—not one 
Syllable of a charge—against Secretary Denby that he has 
been guilty of any of the corruption that has been talked about 
here so often. There is not a suspicion in the mind of any 
one of us that in Denby’s pocket has ever been one penny of 
Doheny’s money; and yet within the last few days, since all 
this testimony has come out, we have heard men spoken of as 
leading candidates for the Presidency who have Doheny’s 
money in their pockets. That has not been charged against 
Denby, the man whose reputation you are about to ruin for- 
ever. What you do charge him with is that he has departed 
from the declared policy of the Government in regard to the 
naval oil reserves; that he has contracted to develop these oil 
lands by lease and to exchange the oil, and that he, Denby, the 
Secretary of the Navy, has consented to that being done, and 
therefore he must resign. 

I ask Senators now who sat here when the act of June 4, 
1920, was passed what are they going to do? They consented 
to the development of the naval oil reserves by contracts and 
leases and to the exchange of oil when they voted for the law 
of June 4, 1920. Are they going to resign, as they would haye 
Denby do, because they departed from the policy of the Gov- 
ernment for the conservation of our oil resources? But if 
Denby must resign, why should not every Senator resign who 
voted for that act which made the whole thing possible? 

Then Senators say, Why, look at his testimony when he 
appeared before the Public Lands Committee; it was only 
three years after this lease, and yet he could not give us all 
the details of it.“ Senators do not mention the fact that Mr. 


LXV—142 


Denby was summoned before the committee the very day ha 
came out of the hospital; but Senators whose correspondence 
runs full can imagine what Secretary Denby’s desk looked like 
on that day when he came back from the hospital; they can 
imagine how much chance he had to look up all the details of 
this transaction; yet they propose to crucify him before hig 
fellow countrymen ; they propose to disgrace him for the rest of 
his life because he could not come before their committee that 
day and talk fluently and plausibly about the details of these 
written contracts; and they call that fair play. 

Who is this man whom Senators are now proposing to dis- 
grace? What has he done? Of what stock has he come that 
you should pillory him before the country as is going to be 
done? Do Senators remember that in the Spanish-American 
War this man fought bravely under fire; that 20 years after- 
wards he enlisted as a private in the marines—the most terrifie 
service that any man could assume? Although he was long 
over the draft age, he loved his country enough to enlist as a 
private in the marines. 

Senators may criticize him because he stretched his authority, 
perhaps, to store this oil in Honolulu. Every Senator knows 
that he did it because he wanted to protect the country he 
loved against a possible naval war. There is no room for criti- 
cism for that action. Secretary Denby did just what the act 
encouraged him to do, and he did it from patriotic motives. 
Remember that the man that you are throwing out to the scorn 
of his fellow countrymen has shown his patriotism by expos- 
ing his body to battle in two wars. This man comes of an 
honored stock. His father raised a regiment and went with it 
as lieutenant colonel in the Civil War, was wounded in battle, 
and afterwards served his country with conspicuous dignity and 
ability as minister to China. This man’s grandfather went into 
the Civil War and was wounded in battle, and he was an hon- 
ored Senator of the United States. Grandfather, father, son, 
all of them patriotic Americans. What are we to say? That 
although the man has done nothing dishonorable, nothing cor- 
rupt, he must now be impeached without a hearing by the Sen- 
ate of the United States. 

Mr. TRAMMELL obtained the floor. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Will the Senator from Florida 
pardon me for just a moment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Florida yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield for just a moment. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. For the information of the Senate, 
I desire to state that Secretary Denby first appeared before the 
committee on October 25; second, on October 26; and third, on 
December 7. On his second appearance he declared that he 
did not know that naval reserye No. 1 had been leased, and he 
repeated that on December 7. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, the defense offered on 
behalf of those presenting the case of Mr. Denby to the Senate 
seems to be principally based upon the alleged ground that he 
has not had a hearing, and also upon the further contention 
of some imaginary constitutional inhibition against Congress 
expressing itself upon a subject of this character. It has been 
stated, iterated and reiterated, that Mr. Denby has repeatedly 
had an opportunity of hearing before an authorized committee 
of the Senate, and the Recorp discloses that he was before that 
committee three times. How much more of a hearing could 
be desired? This resolution has been pending for two or three 
weeks, but neither the Senate nor the committee have received 
any communication from Mr. Denby asking for a further hear- 
ing; yet some Senators, in an effort to elicit sympathy for 
Mr. Denby, try to muddy the water and confuse the issue by 
saying he has not had “fair play.” I would like for some of 
these Senators to suggest what they mean by “fair play.” 
If calling him before the committee, if permitting him to testify 
three times before the committee is not “ fair play,” I would like 
to know what the Senators consider “fair play.” He has had 
a hearing; he has had ample opportunity to present his case, 
and I do not see how Senators can contend otherwise, nor do 
I think the country, at least, will take seriously their position 
upon this question. No snap judgment is being taken against 
Mr. Denby. It might as well be said that we should not have 
passed any resolution with regard to Mr. Fall; it might as well 
be said that we should not have adopted any resolution looking 
to the recovery of these lands, because there had not been 
fair play with regard to Mr. Fall; there had not been fair play 
with regard to Mr. Sinclair and Mr. Doheny, because they had 
had only the same opportunity to present their side of the case 
that Mr. Denby has had to present his case. They were not 
on trial. No indictments had been placed against them. No 
resolution was pending here against them. So Mr. Denby has 
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nad the same opportunity, the same privilege of a hearing, 
that Mr. Fall had, or that Doheny had, or that Sinclair had; 
and I did not hear anybody raise his voice in defense of these 
gentlemen or attempt to excite sympathy for them. 

Talk about patriotism! I do not question the patriotism of 
the gentleman that we are now discussing at one time, when he 
went to defend this country during the Spanish-American War, 
and when he enlisted, perhaps, in the marines; but, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I am afraid that in dealing with the great naval oil 
reserves of this country Mr. Denby forgot his patriotism, he 
forgot his loyalty and his love for his country, and sacrificed 
that great domain belonging to the American people which had 
been preserved by faithful and trustworthy officers for three 
administrations. He at least manifested gross neglect of public 
duty. He certainly evidenced a gross lack of proper business 
serutiny of the important transactions which came before his 
department. To my mind this is apparent from his own state- 
ments made before the Senate committee. 

I say that we have given Mr. Denby full opportunity to de- 
fend himself; every opportunity within the scope of the in- 
quiry of the committee was afforded him to state his case. He 
appeared before the committee and presented his connection 
with the transactions. He has admitted that he was the one 
who initiated the transfer of the Navy's oil reserves. He has 
more recently attempted to defend it and said that his conduct 
in the matter was proper; and yet, with Mr. Denby's own testi- 
mony so damaging to him, some Senators do not seem to want 
to express themselves as in favor of his resignation, I think 
the resolution provides a very proper course. I think the 
Senate should make a clean sweep of all those who were par- 
ties directly or indirectly to this bartering away of the public 
domain. Mr. Denby can not escape his responsibility nor dodge 
the consequences. Why should he not be called to account 
the same as Mr. Fall and Mr. Doheny? Why is he more sacred 
than they? The evidence in regard to Mr. Denby, the revela- 
tions in regard to his neglect of public duty, of his transactions, 
‘was developed in the same inquiry which exposed Mr. Fall, and 
yet some Senators say, “It is all right; we will just go so far; 
we consider this evidence very proper in regard to all these 
others,” but as for Mr, Denby they think we should stop there 
and go very slowly and be careful that we do not infringe on 
the President's prerogatives and be very careful that we do 
not infringe upon this claim of right of hearing, although he 
has had hearings. Yes; three hearings, and could have had 
more if he had desired. 

You are not going to keep from the country, my friends, the 
fact that Mr. Denby has had a fair hearing three times before 
the committee, and the committee was standing open to him 
all the time for him to come before it and present his side of 
the case. He came before it and presented his side of the case, 
The interrogatories extended far beyond the statements that 
he has made. The committee tried to get more in detafl his 
connection with the transaction, What more would further 
hearings avail him, when he has repeatedly shown his position 
by saying, even in face of all the developments, he would again 
do the same thing if opportunity arose? 

Mr. President, I believe that the testimony in the case de- 
veloped conclusively that Mr. Denby, for some reason, had 
some motive in connection with this transaction other than for 
the best interest of the Nation. If he did not, why did he 
permit the master mind—we will call it the master mind—of 
Mr. Fall to control and dominate him into secrecy, into every 
effort to keep others in the department from knowing what 
was going on, and into deception of those who made inquiry 
in regard to what was in progress in connection with this 
transaction? 

I say, Mr. President, that the situation does not look well 
for Mr. Denby, and that we, as faithful representatives of the 
American people, representing as we do the only body in an 
official assembly that can voice and express the sentiment of 
the American people upon this question, should make a com- 
plete job of it, and that we should not only go as far as we 
have gone in the matter of trying to bring about prosecution 
and recovery of the oil reserves and the punishment of those 
who are criminally guilty, but that we should also say to Mr. 
Denby that he has proved unfaithful; that he has been weighed 
in the balance and found wanting, and that the President 
should demand his resignation. 

In my opinion, there is nothing in the Constitution that in 
any wise makes such an expression on the part of the Senate 
improper, and certainly the precedents of the Senate, in ex- 

pressing itself on other questions, justify the Senate in taking 
` such action, just as much as the Senate was justified and au- 
thorized in expressing its views upon other features of the 
inquiry. There is lodged in the President under the Constitu- 


tion the duty of seeing to the enforcement and the execution 
of the laws, yet nobody said that we should not pass a resolu- 
tion providing that this land should be recovered, and that 
eyorepriata action should be taken. Nobody questioned that, 
a 3 

Mr. President, I think that Secretary Denby in his impor- 
tant office has failed utterly to conserve the interest of his 
country, that he has proven unworthy of his trust. This bei 
true, he should be put upon notice that, as far as the United 
States Senate is concerned, it is the sense of this body that the 
President should request his resigation. 

I hope the resolution will be adopted. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, the President of the United 
States either knows or he does not know that the Secretary of 
the Navy is incompetent. If he does know It, this resolution 
will do no harm. If he does not know it, the resolution is 
necessary in the public defense. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania has spoken of his sympathy 
for the Secretary of the Navy, and his speech is creditable to 
the big, brave, honest heart of the able and gallant Senator 
from Pennsylvania; but when we weigh the honor of the Navy 
and the peace and security and happiness of 100,000,000 men 
and women against the sensibilities of an officer who is ad- 
mittedly incompetent, and by a previous joint resolution of 
this body is demonstrably impotent and unworthy, we can not 
spare the sensibilities of an officer when by so doing we imperil 
the security of the Repnblic. 

Mr. President, I rose, however, to observe that this resolution 
has an import infinitely beyond the sensibilities of Mr. Denby. 
There is more at stake here than the question of whether or 
not this weak, if not willful, officer shall remain in his place 
for another day or another hour or another month. Mr. Presi- 
dent, there is no more ominous sign of the times than the in- 
sidious and apparently irresistible encroachment of the execu- 
tive power upon every other branch of the Government—yes; 
upon every other branch of Government, State and National. 

Jefferson was apprehensive in his day that the judiciary 
would advance with leaden tread over the whole field of juris- 
diction. The peril to-day is not from the judiciary; it is the 
executive stalking, not with leaden tread, but with bold, in- 
solent, and defiant step, over the whole field of jurisdiction. 

Ten years ago a great lawyer and a great Senator, not of my 
faith—the great Senator from Ohio, Mr. Foraker—stood upon 
the other side of the Chamber and warned this country that 
a few years before there had been less than 200 enforcement 
officers—marshals and deputy marshals, sleuths, and in- 
spectors—in the employment of the Government, and, said Sen- 
ator Foraker in 1907, “There are 3,000 now.” Three thou- 
stand? ‘To-day there are 40,000. We obey, not statute law, but 
departmental regulations in every phase and in every activity 
of our public, private, political, and industrial existence. If 
we are to obey departmental regulations, if we are to be sub- 
mitted to the autocratic and arbitrary powers of bureau chiefs, 
is it not well that they should be responsible to somebody? 

And since it has been demonstrated that they can delude 
the President of the United States, that they can chloroform 
their associates, God knows we need somewhere an eye that 
is not blind, an ear that is not deaf, a conscience that is not 
callous, a soul that is not asleep or corrupt, to warn them 
that at least they must obey the law they make, must show 
the same respect for the authority they invoke. 

It will be a wholesome thing not only for the Secretary 
of the Navy but for every underling in every department 
of this Government to know that the Senate now, in this reso- 
lution, has arisen like a strong man from sleep, and “ shak- 
ing its puissant locks,” and again it assumes the dignity and 
asserts the power exercised it its prestine glory, that the 
Senate proposes to tell the President what the President 
ought to know. 

Mr, JOHNSON of California. Mr. President, if this were 
a parliamentary form of government, under existing circum- 
stances a ministry would fall, for what is presented to the 
United States Senate to-day is a vote of confidence or no 
confidence in the fashion that that sort of vote is presented 
in those countries where the parliamentary form of govern- 
ment obtains. 

Mr. President, I share in some respects what has been 
said by the Senator from Virginia, and I might have pre- 
ferred that the necessity which confronts us would not have 
come at all, perhaps, but it does come and what comes to 
us to-day, and comes with no volition upon the part of many 
of us, is the necessity for an expression of opinion on the part 
of the United States Senate whether it will have confidence 
in Edwin Denby in the days to come, or whether the things 
which have occurred, eliminating, if you choose so far as he 
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is concerned, every element of corruption, every element of 
moral turpitude, are such as require, upon the part of men 
who have a cognate duty with the administration to per- 
form, when the necessity for an expression of opinion is thus 
presented to them, that they express by their vote no confi- 
dence in this particular part of the administration. 

Mr. President, we have already expressed by the resolution 
that has been adopted in this Chamber our lack of confidence 
in the events, the facts. We have already expressed, by 
the passage of that resolution, a lack of confidence in the 
Attorney General of the United States. The administration 
has expressed its lack of confidence in the Attorney General 
of the United States, for if in this emergency and in this 
crisis we and it can not turn to the Attorney General who 
represents us; if, in a conjuncture of affairs presented to 
us, the most horrible and sordid we have ever known, we 
ean not turn to the duly selected official of the Nation who 
is to conduct our legal affairs and to protect the property 
of the Government, and protect it in its every phase, if we 
are compelled to expend the money of our taxpayers for 
special counsel, then we vote our lack of confidence in that 
department, and by the course pursued the administration, 
as well as the Senate of the United States, has expressed 
its lack of confidence in the Attorney General of the United 
States, 

Under the situation that confronts us, with the evidence that 
has been demonstrated, concede all that has been so eloquently 
said by the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] for the 
Secretary of the Navy; concede every personal attribute that 
he may have; concede that his career arouses enthusiasm and 
admiration; conceding everything that may be said about him, 
the question arises under the circumstances that have been de- 
tailed here, from the inexorable facts of this lamentable and 
inexcusable series of events, ought he longer to remain Secre- 
tary of the Navy of the United States? I say no, and for that 
reason I am for the Robinson resolution. 

Oh, you may talk about the Constitution, and indulge in 
legal disquisitions, but here confronts us that which rocks the 
foundation of government and destroys faith in the public 
service, and we can not lightly pass it by. Upon this floor the 
statement has been made that marines were sent out to dis- 
possess squatters upon land illegally and corruptly leased. 
I have heard no indignation expressed that the force of the 
United States was thus attempted to be used against men who 
perhaps had no color of title, perhaps had no color of right, 
perhaps had no equities, but who nevertheless, it is said, occu- 
pied a small part of the territory. ‘They had no power, perhaps 
no influence, no political pull, and it is claimed on this floor 
marines were sent to dispossess them. No niceties of the law 
were invoked in their behalf. Stern, unyielding force was sent 
against them. 

I can recall the day gone by, long, long ago, when a Presi- 
dent of the United States found this Nation held up by Colom- 
bia in an endeavor to blackmail this Government and prevent 
the building of the Panama Canal. I can recall how in that 
time—and I was glad to recount it with some others upon this 
side of the Chamber when the Colombian treaty was before 
us—there was no hesitancy upon the part of that President. 
I can remember, when brigandage dawn there sought to re- 
strain the United States of America from doing what it had a 
right to do, how he acted overnight. Overnight he acted, and 
the Panama Canal was built. I can recall, too, incidents dur- 
ing the life of this Republic when we were not deterred by legal 
disquisitions or overnice distinctions to take that which had 
been filched from us. 

Here is a contract tainted with fraud. Here are men proven 
bribe givers. Here the evidence shows, is bribe taking. I do 
not of course include Denby in this category, for the evidence, 
in my opinion, does not warrant any such designation, But 
he, sir, is a part of that particular episode, a part, innocently, 
if you will, but a part, nevertheless, and what the Senate 
ought to do, so far as it can do, what this Government ought 
to do without an instant of hesitation, what ought to be done 
in this particular set of affairs, presented in this country now, 
is to sweep away every bribe giver, sweep away every bribe 
taker, sweep out of the Government every single individual 
who, innocently or ignorantly, has been a part of the filching 
of the public domain from the people of the United States. 
Sweep them all out everywhere, every one guilty of negligence, 
contributory negligence, guilty of wrong, guilty of fraud, guilty 
of bribing, dr guilty of bribe taking. Sweep them all out, 
every one. 

Mr. HALE. Mr. President, we have heard a good deal from 
Senators who have objected to a vote being taken on this 
resolution on the ground that the Secretary of the Navy has 


not been heard in his own defense on the merits of the case. 
I say that we have gone further than that; we are deciding 
this question without the Secretary of the Navy’s side of the 
case having been put before the Senate. 

Senators who have opposed this resolution have done so 
almost exclusively on the ground that the action contemplated 
by the resolution is not action that could properly be taken 
by the Senate, and on that point we haye made our argument 
against the resolution. These Senators—and I am one of 
them myself—have had little or nothing to say about the 
actual merits of the case, so that the case of the Secretary of 
the Navy, from the point of view of those who would stand 
up in his defense, has practically not been put at all. 

On the other hand, the case against the Secretary of the 
Navy, based on the testimony given at the hearings, has been 
most vigorously prosecuted by the able Senator from Montana 
[Mr. Warsa], with all of his powerful legal acumen, and with 
a thorough knowledge of the testimony in the case back of him. 

That the Senator is honest in his position, and that he be- 
lieves he is doing what is right, can not be doubted; but he 
has been prosecuting this case, as he has a perfect right to do, 
as an advocate and not as a judge, and the opposition on the 
question of the merits or the demerits of the Secretary of the 
Navy has not been put at all, and the Senator from Montana 
has had a clear field. As far as this phase of the case is con- 
cerned, the proceedings so far held have been practically ex 
parte proceedings, 

If Senators are voting on this resolution solely on the ques- 
tion as to the propriety of the resolution and the propriety of 
the Senate taking action on it, the fact that the case of the 
Secretary of the Navy has not been fully put before the Senate 
is of no particular consequence, perhaps; but if, as I fear, 
some Senators will vote in favor of this resolution, and their 
yotes will be based on the case that has been made in this 
body against the Secretary of the Navy, then it will make a 
very great difference; and I ,hope that Senators, before they 
vote in favor of the resolution, will remember that when the 
testimony was given before the committee the Secretary of the 
Navy was under no charges, and that now that charges have 
been made he is certainly, in all decency, entitled to a hearing 
on those charges. I hope that Senators will further remember 
that, now that charges have been made, before they render 
judgment they should bear in mind that they have heard a 
very able prosecution and little or no defense. Senators, in 
view of these circumstances I can not 

Mr. HARRISON. Will the Senator yield? : 

Mr. HALE. If the Senator will permit me to finish. I can 
not believe that a majority of the Senate will yote to besmirch 
the name of an honorable man, with an honorable military 
record, as they are proposing to do under this resolution. 

Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, before the Senator from 
Maine takes his seat 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want to say just a word 
before the vote is taken. 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens] said we are 
going after this man as if he were a scallawag of some sort. 
The Senator voted for a resolution which said that this man's 
act in disposing of the Nation's naval oil supply was done in 
fraud and corruption, and that in doing what he did he had 
violated the laws of Congress and had done it all in defiance 
of the fixed policy of the Government. What more than that 
ean*we say against the acts and doings of a public official? 
Were we not going after him pretty strong when we said that? 

Mr. Denby has had three opportunities to be heard and has 
three times appeared before the committee investigating the 
national scandal in which he is involved. He has not been able 
to explain his part in a way that is at all satisfactory. I have 
a duty to perform as a Senator, and I am going to vote to 
request the President to call for his resignation. 

As a citizen and a Senator I have the right of petition, and 
I am going to join with other Senators in asking the President 
to call on the Secretary of the Navy to resign. 

The Senate has already condemned this man. We have 
already said to the President that this man is unfit to remain 
in this important and responsible position. Now we come and 
say, in view of the fact that he is such a man as the other 
Senate resolution declared him to be, we most respectfully urge 
you to bring about his resignation. I hold that it is not 
only our right to say that, but that it is our duty to say it. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I merely wanted to ask 
the Senator from Maine a question. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. HALE. I did not know I had the floor. 


Mr. HARRISON. The reason why I am asking the Senator 
fs that he is chairman of the Naval Affairs Committee and in 
close touch with this proposition. Has the Secretary of the 
Navy requested to be heard further in this matter? 

Mr. HALE. I do not know that he has. He has not made 
any request of me. 

Mr. HARRISON. Does not the Senator think that the 
Secretary of the Navy should now resign? 

Mr. HALE. I will make no statement whatever about that. 

Mr. HARRISON. Has not the Senator attempted to get him 
to resign? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Ask him if he would vote for his confirmation. 

Mr. HARRISON. Has not the Senator tried to get Secretary 
Denby to resign? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The hour of 5 o’clock has 
arrived, and under the unanimous-consent agreement no further 
debate is in order. The Secretary will report the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. How err]. 

The Reaptne CLERK. The Senator from Nebraska offers the 
following amendment to the original resolution: On page 2, 
line 4, after the word “ Navy,” insert a comma and the words 
“if guilty of malfeasanse or misfeasance in office.” 

Mr. ROBINSON. On that I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the junior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLean]. 
In his absence I withhold my vote. If permitted to vote, I 
should vote “nay.” I can not state how the Senator from 
Connecticut would vote if he were present. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called). I 
have a general pair with the Senator from Maine [Mr. Frr- 
warp]. He is absent and I am unable to obtain a transfer 
of the pair. I do not know how he would vote if he were 
present, but if I were permitted to vote I would vote “nay.” 

Mr. OWEN (when his name was called). I haye a pair 
with the Senator from Illinois [Mr. McCormick]. If at liberty 
to vote, I would vote “nay.” 

Mr. SMITH (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. STERLING]. 
In his absence I withhold my vote. If he were present, I 
would vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
Caraway] is unavoidably absent on account of illness. He is 
paired with the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Watson]. If the 
junior Senator from Arkansas were present, he would vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. HARRISON (after having voted in the negative). Has 
the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS] voted? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That Senator has not 
voted. 

Mr. HARRISON. I have a pair with the senior Senator 
from West Virginia and in his absence I withdraw my vote. 
If permitted to vote, I would vote “ nay.” 

Mr. STANLEY (after having voted in the negative). Has 
the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Enxsr] voted? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That Senator has not voted. 

Mr. STANLEY, I have a general pair with that Senator 
and for that reason I withdraw my vote. If permitted to 
vote, I would vote “ nay.” 


The result was announced—yeas 11, nays 70, as follows: 
YEAS—11. 
Ball Couzens Howell McKinley 
Bursum Curtis Jones, Wash, Willis 
Colt Fess Lodge 
NAYS—70. 
Adams Fletcher McKellar Shields 
Ashurst Frazier Ne Shipstead 
Bayard George Mayfield Shertridge 
Rorsh Ge Moses Simmons 
Erandegee Gooding Neely Smoot 
Brookhart Greene Norbeck Spencer 
Broussard Hale Norris Stephens 
Bruce Harre Oddie Swanson 
Cameron Harris Overman ‘Trammell 
Capper Hefiin Pepper Underwood 
Copeland Johnson, Calif. Phipps Wadsworth 
Cummins Johnson, Minn, Pittman Walsh, Mass. 
Dale Kendrick Ralston Walsh, Mont, 
Dial Keyes Ransdell Warren 
Dill Kin Reed, Mo. Weller 
Eilge Lad Reed, Pa. Wheeler 
Edwards La Follette Robinson 
Ferris Lenroot Sheppard 
NOT VOTING—1I5. 
Carawa: Glass McLean Stanley 
Elkins 7 Harrison Owen Sterling 
Ernst Jones, N. Mex, Smith Watson 
Fernaid McCormick Stanfield 
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So Mr. HowELL’s amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now is upon 
the amendment, by way of substitute, offered by the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Jones], which the Secretary will report, 

The Reaptna CixerkK. The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Jones] offers the following amendment: Strike out the preamble 
and all after the word “ Resolved” in the original resolution 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 


That in view of the disclosures made and the facts ascertained by 
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys of the Senate in connec- 
tion with the oll-lease investigation now in progress, it is the sense of 
the Senate that the public Interests would be served by the resignation 
of Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

Mr. HARRISON. I call for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as on the previous vote, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). Making the 
same announcement as on the previous vote, I withhold my vote, 
If permitted to vote, I would vote “ nay.” 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called), 
Making the same announcement as to my pair as on the previous 
yote, I withhold my vote. If I were not paired, I should vote 

nay. 

Mr. OWEN (when his name was called). I will let my pre- 
vious Announcement stand. If at liberty to vote, I would vota 

pay. 

Mr, SMITH (when his name was called). I make the same 
announcement that I made before. If my pair were present, I 
would vote “nay.” 

Mr. McNARY (when Mr. Sranrretp’s name was called). My 
colleague, the junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. STANFIELD], ig 
out of the city of necessity. He has been unable to obtain a 
pair. If he were present, he would yote “ yea.” 

Mr. STANLEY (when his name was called). Being unable 
to obtain a transfer of my pair, I withhold my vote. If per- 
mitted to vote, I would vote “ nay.” 

The roll call was concluded, 

Mr. ROBINSON. I again wish to announce the unavoidable 
absence of the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] 
on account of illness. He is paired with the Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. Warson]. If the junior Senator from Arkansas 
were present, he would vote “ nay.” 

The result was announced—yeas 6, nays 75, as follows: 


YEAS—6. 
Bursum Jones, Wash. McNary Willis 
Harreld Lenroot 
NATS—75. 
Adams Edge Ladd Robinson 
Ashurst Edwards La Follette Sheppard 
Ball Ferris Lodge hields 
Bayard Fess McKellar Shipstead 
Borah Fletcher McKinley Shortridge 
Brandegee Frazier Mayfield Simmons 
Brookhart George Mores Smoot 
Broussard Gerr; Neely Spencer 
Bruce G ing Norbeck Stephens 
Cameron Greene Norris Swanson 
Capper Hale Oddie Trammell 
Colt Harris Overman Underwood 
Copeland Heflin Pepper Wadsworth 
Couzens Howell Phipps Walsh, Mass. 
Cummins Johnson, Calif. t Walsh, Mont, 
Curtis Johnson, Minn. Ralston Warren 
Dale Kendrick Ransdel Weller 
Dial Keyes Reed, Mo. Wheeler 
Dill King Reed, Pa. 
NOT VOTING—15. 
Caraway Glass McLean Stanley 
Elkins Harrison Owen Sterling 
Ernst Jones, N. Mex. Smith Watson 
Fernald McCormick Stanfield 


So the amendment of Mr. Jongs of Washington was rejected. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the resolution. 

Mr. HARRISON and Mr. ROBINSON called for the yeas and 
nays, and they were ordered. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBINSON (when Mr. Caraway’s name was called). 
The junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] is unayoid- 
ably absent on account of illmess. He is paired with the Sen- 
ator from Indiana [Mr. Watson]. If the Senator from Ar- 
kansas were present, he would vote “ yea.” 

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). Mr. President, if 
permitted to vote, I should vote “ yea,” but being paired with 
the junior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLean] and being 
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unable to obtain a transfer I am compelled to withhold my 
On this vote 


vote. 

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). 
I am paired with the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ELKINS]. 
permitted to vote, I should vote“ yea.” 
ator from West Virginia would vote “ nay.” 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called). 
Owing to my general pair with the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
FERNALD], I withhold my vote. If I were permitted to vote, 
I should vote “ yea.” £ 

Mr. OWEN (when his name was called). I am paired with 
the Senator from IIlinols [Mr. MecConuickl. If I were at 
liberty to vote, I should vote “ yea.” 

Mr. SMITH (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement that I previously made relative to my pair, I 
withhold my vote. Were my pair present, I should vote “ yea.” 

Mr. STANLEY (when his name was called). But for a pair 
and my inability to get a transfer, I should vote “ yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. McNARY. I am advised that were my colleague, the 
junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. STANFIELD], present, he would 
vote “nay” on this question. 

The result was announced—yeas 47, nays 34, as follows: 


YEAS—47. 
Adams Frazier MeKellar Sheppard 
Ashurst George MeNar, jelds 
Bayard G Mayfield Shipstead 
Brookbart Harreld Neely Simmons 
Broussard Harris Norbeck Stephens 
Capper Heflin Norris Swanson 
Copeland Johnson, Calif. Overman Trammell 
Dial Johnson, Minn. Pittman Underwood 
Din Kendrick Ralston Walsh, Mass. 
Edwards Ri Ransdeil Walsh, Mont, 
Ferris Le Reed, Mo. Wheeler 
Fletcher La Follette Robinson 7 
NAYS—34. 

Rall Curtis Keres Shortridge 
Rorah Dale Lenroot Smoot 
Hirandegee Edge re Spencer 

ruce Fess M niey Wadsworth 
Bursum Gooding Moses Warren 
Cameron Greene Oddie Weller 
Colt Hale Pepper Willis 
Couzens Howell Phipps 
Cummins Jones, Wash, Reed, Pa. 

NOT VOTING—15. 

Caraway Glass McLean Stanley 
Elkins Harrison Owen Sterling 
Ernst Jones, N. Mex. Smith Watson 
Fernald McCormick Stantield 


So the resolution was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question now is upon 
agreeing to the preamble to the resolution. Without objection, 
it will be agreed to. 

The resolution as agreed to is as follows: 


Whereas the United States Senate did on January 31, 1924, by a 
unanimous vote adopt Senate Joint Resolution No. 54 to procure the 
annulment of certain leases in the naval ofl reserves of the United 
States; and 

Whereas the said resolution, among other things, declared as follows: 

“Whereas it appears from evidence taken by the Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys of the United States Senate that certain 
Jease of nayal reserve No. 3, in the State of Wyoming, bearing date 
April 7, 1922, made in form by the Government of the United States, 
through Albert B. Fall, Secretary of the Interior, and Edwin Denby, 
Secretary of the Navy, as lessor, to the Mammoth OIl Co., as lessee, 
and that certain contract between the Government of the United States 
and the Pan American Petroleum & Transport Co., dated April 25, 
1922, signed by Edward C. Finney, Acting Secretary of the Interior, 
and Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy, relating, among other things, 
to the construction of ofl tanks at Pearl Harbor, Territory of Hawaii, 
and that certain lease of naval reserve No. 1, in the State of Cali- 
fornia, bearing date December 11, 1922, made in form by the Gov- 
ernment of the United States through Albert B. Fall, Secretary. of the 
Interior, and Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy, as lessor, to the 
Pan American Petroleum Co., as lessee, were executed under circum- 
stances indicating fraud and corruption; and 

“ Whereas the said leases and contract were entered inte without 
authority on the part of the officers purporting to act in the execu- 
tion of the same for the United States and in violation of the laws of 
Congress; and 

“Whereas such leases and contract were made in defiance of the 


settled policy of the Government, adhered to through three successive | 


administrations, to maintain in the ground a great reserve supply of 
of] adequate to the needs of the Navy in any emergency threatening 
the national security.” 


He is not here, and I, therefore, can not vote. If 
I understand the Sen- 


Therefore be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the United States Senate that the 
President of the United States immediately request the resignation of 
Edwin Denby as Secretary of the Navy. 


Mr. ROBINSON. In connection with the resolution which 
has just been agreed to, I desire to submit a motion. I move 
that the Secretary of the Senate be directed to transmit a copy 
of the resolution to the President of the United States. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arkansas 
moves that the Secretary be directed to transmit a copy of the 
resolution to the President of the United States. 

Mr. HARRISON, Mr. ASHURST, and others called for the 
yeas and nays, and they were ordered. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr, GLASS (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as on previous votes, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). Making the 
Same announcement as before, and being unable to secure a 
transfer, I withhold my vote, If at liberty te vote, I should 
vote “ yea.” 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called). 
Owing to my pair, as previously announced, I withhold my vote. 

Mr, SMITH (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as before, I withhold my vote. If my pair were 
present, I should vote“ yea.” . 

Mr. STANLEY (when his name was called). Making the 
Same announcement as before, I withhold my vote. If at liberty 
te vote, I should vote “ yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the junior Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] is absent on account of illness. He 
is paired with the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Watson}. If 
the Senator from Arkansas were present and at liberty to vote, 
he would vyote “ yea.” 

The result was announced—yeas 51, nays 25, as follows: 


YEAS—351. 
Adams Frazier La Follette Robinson 
Ashurst George Lenroot fy ei 
Bayard Ge McKellar Shields 
Brookhart Goodin eke Shipstead 
Broussard Marrel — — Simmons 
Capper Harris Neely Stephens 
Copeland Hefin Norbeck Swanson 
Cummins Howell Norris Trammell 
Dial Johnson, Calif. Overman Underwood 
Din Johnson, Minn, Pittman Walsh, Mass. 
Ndwards Kendrick Ralston Walsh, Mont. 
Ferris King Ransdell Wheeler 
Fletcher Ladd Reed, Me. 

NAYS—25. 
Rall Fess Oddie Wadsworth 
Rrandegee Greene Pepper Warren 
Bruce Hale Phipps We 
Cameron Jones, Wash, Reed, Pa. Willis 
Colt odge Shortridge 
Curtis McKinley Smoot 
Dale oses Rpencer 

š NOT VOTING—20. 

Borah Filkins Jones, N. Mex. Smith 
Bursum Erast Keyes Stanfield 
Caraway Fernald McCormick Stanley 
Couzens Glass McLean Sterling 
Edge Harrison Owen Watson 


So Mr. Rorrxson’s motion was agreed to. 

Mr, JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I desire to give 
notice at this time that hereafter, if I am present, no wnani- 
mous-consent agreement will be granted, or arrangement’ for 
closing debate on a bill, such as we had on the measure to-day. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I wish to give notice to the same effect. 


ADJOURNMENT OVER LINCOLN’S BIRTHDAY. 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, out of respect to the memory 
of Abraham Lincoln, I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate concludes its business to-day it adjourn until Wednes- 
day next at 12 o'clock. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Kansas 
asks unanimous consent that when the Senate adjourns at the 
conclusion of to-day’s business it adjourn until 12 o'clock on 
Wednesday. Is there objection? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I see no objection te the request of the 


Senator from Kansas. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objec- 


tion, and it is so ordered. 


FEDERAL TAXATION. 
Mr. RALSTON. Mr. President, I desire to change the notice 


previously given by me and to give notice that I shall address 
the Senate on Wednesday next after the close of morning 
business on the question of Federal taxation. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Chaffee, 
one of its clerks, announced that the Speaker of the House had 
signed enrolled bills and a joint resolution of the following 
titles, and they were subsequently signed by the President pro 
tempore: 

S. 152. An act to authorize the county of Multnomah, Oreg., 
to construct a bridge and approaches thereto across the Willam- 
ette River in the city of Portland, Oreg., to replace the pres- 
ent Burnside Street Bridge in said city of Portland; and also 
to authorize said county of Multnomah to construct a bridge 
and approaches thereto across the Willamette River in said 
city of Portland in the vicinity of Ross Island; 

S. 384. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
Waccamaw River in South Carolina near the North Carolina 
State line; 

S. 602. An act to extend the time for the construction of a 
bridge across the Arkansas River between the cities of Little 
Rock and Argenta, Ark. ; 

S. 604. An act to authorize the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of a bridge across the St. Francis River near 
St. Francis, Ark. ; 

S. 643. An act to extend the time for the construction of a 
bridge across the Pamunkey River in Virginia: . 

S. 783. An act granting the consent of Congress to the con- 
struction of a bridge over the Hudson River at Poughkeep- 
sie, N. Y.; 

S. 1170. An act to authorize the Highway Commission of the 
State of Montana to construct and maintain a bridge across 
the Yellowstone River at or near the city of Glendive, Mont.: 

S. 1374. An act to authorize the Norfolk & Western Railway 
Co. to construct a bridge across the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy 
River at or near a point about 14 miles west of Williamson, 
Mingo County, W. Va., and near the mouth of Turkey Creek, 
Pike County, Ky.; 

S. 1539. An act extending the time for the construction of 
a bridge across Fox River by the city of Aurora, III., and 
granting the consent of Congress to the removal of an existing 
dam and to its replacement with a new structure; 

S. 1540. An act granting the consent of Congress to the city 
of Aurora, Kane County, III., a municipal corporation, to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate certain bridges across Fox River: 

S. 1634. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Lumber River, in South Carolina, between Marion and 
Horry Counties; 

H. R. 4866. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Great Northern Railway Co., a corporation, to maintain and 
operate, or reconstruct, maintain, and operate a bridge across 
the Mississippi River; 

II. R. 4498. An act to authorize the State of Illinois to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge, and approaches thereto, 
across the Fox River in the county of Kendall and State of 
Illinois; 

H. R. 4499. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge. 
and approaches thereto, across the Rock River, in the county 
of Winnebago, State of Illinois, in section 24, township 48 
north, range 1 east of the third principal meridian; 

H. R.5273. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co. to construct a 
bridge over the Mississippi River between St. Paul and Minne- 
apolis, Minn. ; and 

S. J. Res. 68. Joint resolution authorizing the erection on 
public grounds in the city of Washington, D. C., of a memorial 
to the Navy and Marine services, to be known as Navy and 
Marine Memorial Dedicated to Americans Lost at Sea. 


THE SECRET HISTORY OF A GREAT BETRAYAL (S. DOC. NO. 40). 


Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I present a pamphlet entitled 
“The Secret History of a Great Betrayal,” by E. D. Morel, 
M. P., which I ask may be printed as a Senate document. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the pub- 
lication will be printed as a document. 


SWEDISH FISHING BOAT “LILLY” (S. DOC. NO. 89) AND CLAIM OF 
MADAME CRIGNIER (S. DOC, No. 41). 


Mr. LODGE. From the Committee on Foreign Relations, I 
present two documents to be printed. They relate to interna- 
tional claims of different nations. The papers explaining the 
claims were sent in by the President. The messages transmit- 
ting them were printed, as usual, without the explanatory 
papers. I wish again to say that when papers are sent in in 


that way, with a message of the President, the papers explain- 
ing the subject of the message, they ought to be printed for the 
use of the committee and the Senate and not require that every 
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time we should have to take the time of the Senate for this 
purpose. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection the 
papers will be ordered printed. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. CAPPER presented a resolution of the Woman's Chris- 
tian Temperance Union, of Emporia, Kans., favoring the enact- 
ment of legislation creating a department of education, which 
was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented memorials, numerously signed, of sundry 
members of the shop associations of the Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Railway system, of Emporia and Ottawa, Kans., re- 
monstrating against the making of any substantial change in 
the transportation act of 1920, which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. WARREN presented a resolution adopted by the Dubois 
National Farm Loan Association, at Dubois, Wyo., favoring 
confirmation of the nomination of M. L. Corey as member of 
the Federal Farm Loan Board, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr, OWEN presented a resolution adopted by the board of 
directors of the Chamber of Commerce of Muskogee, Okla., 
favoring the passage of legislation restricting the production of 
narcotics to the medical and scientific needs of the world, which 
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. OWEN also presented the following concurrent resolution 
of the Legislature of Oklahoma, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee ou Military Affairs: 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 


To all to whom these presents shall come, greeting:- 

I, R. A. Sneed, secretary of state of the State of Oklahoma, do 
hereby certify that the following and hereto attached is a true copy af 
house concurrent resolution No. 4, adopted by the house of representa- 
tives and the senate December 7, 1923, the original of which is now on 
file and a matter of-record in this office. 

In testimony whereof I hereto set my hand and cause to be affixed 
the great seal of State. 

Done at the city of Oklahoma City this 22d dax of January. A. D. 
1924. 

[SEAL] R. A. SNEEp, 

Secretary of State. 
Usa LER ROBERTS, 
Assistant Secretary of State. 
House concurrent resolution 4. ty R. A. Singletary (by request). 

Memorializing the Congress of the United States as to its policy rela- 

tive to the Officers’ Reserve Corps, a citizens’ component of the Army 

of the United States, as created by the national defense act of June 

4, 1920. 

Whereas the Congress of the United States by the enacement of the 
national defense act of June 4, 1920, created the Officers’ Reserve Corps, 
citizens’ component of the Army of the United States; and 

Whereas said Reserve Corps is a most economical and democratic 
peace-time establishment and in time of national emergency would be 
of the greatest value to the Government; and 

Whereas said Reserve Corps bas within its ranks in Oklahoma more 
than 1,500 of the business and professional men of this State whose 
patriotic service costs the Government nothing; and 

Whereas the continuance of the headquarters of the various admin- 
istrative units of said corps, as provided by the past and present policy 
of the War Department, is vitally essential to the welfare of said corps: 
Therefore be it 

Resolred by the senate and house of representatives of the ninth 
legislature in extraordinary session assembled, That it is the consensus 
of opinion of this legislature that the Congress of the United States 
should continue its present policy toward and support of the Officers’ 
Reserve Corps, and more particularly that a sufficient appropriation he 
allowed by the present Congress to allow the continuance of the head- 
quarters for the various adnrinistrative units under the plan now in 
force; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be duly enrolled and for- 
warded to the Secretary of War and each Member of Congress from 
the State of Oklahoma. 

Adopted by the house of representatives this the 7th day of Decem- 
ber, 1923. 

W. D. McBee, 
Speaker of the House of Rcpresentativea, 

Adopted by the senate this the 7th day of December, 1923. 

TOM ANGLIN, 
President of the Senate. 

Correctly enrolled. 

Jony M, BELL, 
Chairman of Committee on Engrossing and Enrotting, 
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Mr. OWEN also presented the folowing concurrent resolu- 
tion of the Legislature of Oklahoma, which was referred to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs: 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 
To all to whom these presents shall come, grecting: 

I, R. A. Sneed, secretary of state of the State of Oklahoma, do 
hereby certify that the following and hereto attached is a true copy of 
house resolution No. 7, Adopted by the house of representatives Jan- 
ruary 23, 1924. Senate concurrent resolution 3. Adopted by the 
senate and bouse of representatives January 17 and 19, respectively, 
1924, the original of which is now on file and a matter of record in 
this office. 

In testimony whereof, I hereto set my hand and causé to be affixed 
the great seal of state. Done at the city of Oklaboma City, this 31st 
day of January, A, D. 1924, 

[SAn] R. A. SNEED, 

Sceretary of State. 
Una Lee ROBERTS, 
Assistant Secretary of State. 


House resolution 7. By J. B. Harper. Memorializing Congress of the 
United States to make a per capita payment to the Choctaw and 
Chickasaw Indians. 

Whereas by reason of the Government of the United States being 
guardian of the persons and estates of the Choctaw and Chickasaw 
Indians of Oklahoma it bas accumulated large amounts of money from 
the sale of the tribes’ lands and royalties from ceal and asphalt lands 
which belong to sald tribes of Indians; and 

Whereas, on account of one of the worst crop failures since state- 
hood in counties of southeast Oklahoma, which is the home of the said 
tribes of Indians, It has brought one of the worst hardships upon these 
people for many years; and 

Whereas this money rightfully belongs to sald Indians, having been 
derived from their own properties, there should, if possible, at the 
very earliest date, be made to them a per capita payment if there is 
suficient money on hand to make such payment, and which would 
help them to meet their pressing obligations and would also help them 
to be able to make a crop this coming year, and would be of great 
benefit not only to these Indians but to those whom they owe and to 
the State in general; and 

Whereas as there has been no payment made for several years: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That we memorialize the Congress of the United States to 
investigate this matter and if there is suficient money on hand to 
make a Iſberal per capita payment that same be looked into imme- 
diately; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be mailed to each Member 
of Congress and each United States Senator of the State of Oklahoma, 

Adopted by the house of representatives this the 23d day of January, 
1924. 

W. D. McBur 
Rpeaker of the House of Representatives. 

Correctly enrolled. 

Jonx M. BELL, : 
Chairman of Committee on Engrossing and Enrolling. 


Senat concurrent resolution 3. By Carlock. Memorializing Congress 
to reimburse the State of Oklahoma for taxes of which it has been 
deprived through Federal treaties under legislation. 


Whereas before statehood the United States Government negotiated 
and entered into treaties with each of the Five Civilized Tribes exempt- 
ing lands allotted to members of the Five Civilized Tribes from taxa- 
tion; and 

Whereas under these treaties the State government has been deprived 
of the right to levy and collect large amounts of taxes necessary for 
the support and maintenance of the State government and its institu- 
tions; and the counties have been deprived of the right to levy and 
collect taxes necessary to build roads and bridges to accommodate the 
traveling public. The school districts have been deprived of the right to 
collect taxes for the support and maintenance of the common schools, 
many of which are not able to run for the term of six months which 
the law requires. The common schools of the State are now costing 
the people approximately $28,000,000 per annum for the support and 
maintenance and the upkeep of the same; and 

Whereas the $5,000,000 in cash donated by the United States Gov- 
ernment to the State of Oklahoma for the support of common schools 
does not in any way meet the taxes which the State Government and 
its municipal subdivisions bave been deprived of by these treaties, 
neither does it match the 8,000,000 acres of land that was donated to 
the common schools by the Federal Government, which land and pro- 
ceeds are now valued at $40,000,000; and 


Whereas, that since the State of Oklahoma and its subdivisions have 
been deprived of these taxes through tbe operation of treaties entered 
into by the United States Government, it is the sense of the legista- 
ture of this State that the United States Government ought to, as a 
2 of equity and right, reimburse the State for the same: There- 

be it 


Resolved, That the Congress of the United States is hereby memortal- 
ized to make a fair and equitable adjustment of this matter; be it 
further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to the United States 
Senators and Congressmen from this State. 

Adopted by the senate this the 17th day of January, 1924. 

Tom ANGLIN, 
President pro tempore of the Senate. 


Adopted by the house of representatives this the 19th day of Janu- 
ary, 1924. 
J. B. HARPER, 
Speaker pro tempore of the House of Representatives. 
Correctly enrolled. 
EARL A. Brown, 
Acting Chairman Committee on Enrolled and Engrossed Bitlse. 


Mr. OWEN also presented the following concurrent resolution 
of the Legislature of Oklahoma, which was referred to the 
Committee on Commerce: 

STATE or OKLAHOMA, 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 


To all to whom these presents shall come, erecting: 

I, R. A. Sneed, ‘secretary of state of the State of Oklahoma, do 
hereby certify that the following and hereto attached is a true copy 
of concurrent resolution 1, adopted by the Senate October 24, 1923; 
adopted by the house of representatives November 13, 1923, the 
original of which is now ón file and a matter of record in this office. 

In testimony whereof, I hereto set my hand and cause to be affixed 
the great seal of State. 

Done at the city of Oklahoma City this 4th day of February, A. D. 
1924. 


ISRAL. ] R. A. SNEED, 
Secretary of State. 
Una Lue ROBERTS, 
Assistant Secretary of State. ‘ 
Concurrent resolution 1 (by Senators Harvey, Lewis, Hudson, Leedy, 

Hil, Lillard, Cordell, Frye, Hughes, Wells, Hughey, Feuquay, Nichols, 

and Barker) of the Senate and House of Representatives of Okla- 

homa in legislative assembly, petitioning the Representatives of 

Congress from this State to introduce a bill providing for a pre- 

liminary survey by the United States Government to determine the 

feasibitity and cost of impounding the flood waters of Oklahoma for 
the purpose of preventing floods and using such waters for irriga- 
tion purposes. 

Whereas it has been the policy of our National Government to ex- 
pend large sums of money in irrigation projects to reclaim certain arid 
districts or parts of cur Western States; and 

Whereas certain parts of Oklahoma are semiarid and other parts 
are subject to droughts at certain seasons of the year and constituted 
as it is with a rich soil, which, if properly irrigated, would produce 
bountiful crops with the aid of an almost tropical sun; and 

Whereas, under the operation of the reclamation act of 1902, Okla- 
homa's contribution to the national reclamation fund ultimately 
amounted to a sum of $5,000,000; and 

Whereas Oklahoma, in common with otber Plains States, not only 
recetved no benefit in return, but was finally deprived of even the right 
to lay claim to any benefits therefrom as the result of a congressional 
enactment in 1910; and 

Whereas nearly every year, and several times in some years, its 
rich valleys are flooded, destroying millions of dollars’ worth of 
property adjacent to its streams, resulting in the loss of many lives 
and indescribable suffering among its people; and 

Whereas, if these flood waters could and should be impounded, sayed, 
and used for irrigation purposes, it would prevent these destructive 
and terrible floods and insure bounteous crops and bring to thousands 
of farmers in this State the prosperity which their labor so justly 
earns; and 

Whereas such an undertaking, if broad enough to bring general re- 
lief throughout the State, would be of such magnitude that it could 


not readily be financed or managed without the active cooperation of 
our National Government: Now, therefore, be it a 


Resolved by the senate (the house concurring therein), That the Rep- 
resentatives and Senators in Congress from this State be, and hereby 
are, urgently requested to introduce and secure passage of a bill 
repealing the clause by which Oklaboma and other Plains States were 
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deprived of their respective interests in and benefits from the reclama- 
tion fund, to the end that such rights and benefits be restored; and 
be it further . 

Resolved, That the necessary negotiations for a cooperative topog- 
raphy survey of the drainage basins of certain streams should be un- 
dertaken without delay to the end that needed conservation and rec- 
lamation plans may be worked out at the earliest practicable moment 
by demonstrating the practical feasibility of impounding flood waters 
and using same for irrigation purposes; and be it further 

Resolved, That a certified copy of this resolution be furnished to 
each of the Senators and Representatives in Congress from this State. 

Adopted by the senate this 24th day of October, 1928. 

TOM ANGLIN, 
President Pro Tempore of the Senate. 


Adopted by the house of representatives this 13th day of Novem- 
ber, 1923. 


W. D. McBez, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


Correctly enrolled. 
W. C. Lewis, 
Chairman on Engrossing and Enrolling Committee. 


Mr. OWEN also presented the following concurrent resolu- 
tions of the Legislature of Oklahoma, which were referred to 
the Committee on Finance: 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
To all tø whom these presents shall come, greeting: 

I, R. A. Sneed, secretary of state of the State of Oklahoma, do 
hereby certify that the following and hereto attached is a true copy 
of senate concurrent resolution No. 6, adopted by the senate and house 
of representatives December 7 and 8, respectively, 1923, the original 
of which is now on file and a matter of record in this office. 

In testimony whereof I hereto set my hand and cause to be affixed 
the great seal of state. 

Done at the city of Oklahoma City this 4th day of February, A. D. 
1924. 

[SEAL.] R. A. SNEED, 

Secretary of State. 
Una Les ROBERTS, 
Assistant Secretary of State. 
Senate concurrent resolution No. 6 (by Brown, Lillard, Feuquay, Lewis, 

Looney (Seminole), Johnson, Nichols, Holloway, Langley, and Hill), 

memorializing the Congress of the United States and the honorable 

Director of the United States Veterans’ Bureau to acquire for the 

Federal Government the Oklahoma Soldiers’ Memorial Hospital, 

located at Muskogee, Okla. 


Whereas the State of Oklahoma has appropriated and expended in 
the erection of the Oklahoma Soldiers’ Memorial Hospital more than a 
half million of dollars; and 

Whereas said hospital has been leased by the Federal Government, 
which is at the present time operating the same as a Government 
institution and employing it for the general hospitalization of disabled 
ex-service men of Oklahoma, Texas, and Arkansas; and 

Whereas said hospital has been for some time practically filled to 
capacity, thus demonstrating its need and utility to the Federal Goy- 
ernment ; and 

Whereas before said hospital was leased by the Federal Government 
it was inspected by a commission from the United States Veterans’ 
Bureau, which said commission reported in part to said bureau that 
if it leased said hospital “it will thereby have placed in its hands 
a hospital that for beauty of location, modern features and designs, 
absolute honesty of construction, has no power within the continental 
limits of the United States of America"; and 

Whereas the care of the disabled ex-service men of the Nation is 
primarily an obligation of the Federal Government; and 

Whereas since the need,-utility, and desirability of said Oklahoma 
Soldiers’ Memorial Hospital to the Federal Government has been amply 
demonstrated, thus placing on it the duty to acquire the ownership of 
sald hospital: Now therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of Oklahoma (the House of 
Representatives concurring therein), That we express to the Congress 
of the United States and to the honorable Director of the United States 
Veterans’ Bureau the conviction of the Legislature of the State of 
Oklahoma that the welfare of the disabled ex-service men of the 
fourteenth district of the Veterans’ Bureau and justice to the State 
of Oklahoma unite in requiring the Federal Government to acquire 
absolute ownership of said Oklahoma ‘*4emorial Hospital; and be it 
further 

Reselved, That our Senators and Representatives in Congress are 
requested to unite their efforts to bring about such acquisition of said 
hospital by the Federal Government, and are further requested jointly 
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to present a copy of this resolution to the President of the United 


States and to the honorable Director of the United States Veterans’ 
Bureau. 


Adopted by the senate this 7th day of December, 1923. 

Tom ANGLIN, 

President of the Senate. 

A Adopted by the house of representatives this 8th day of December, 
923. 

W. D. McBerz, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Approved by the goyernor this — day of 1923. 


Governor of the State of Oklahoma, 
Correctly enrolled. 

W. C. Lewis, 

Chairman Committee on Enrolling and Fngrossing. 
— 

STATE or OKLAHOMA, 

DEPARTMENT OF STATS. 
To all to whom these presents shall come, greeting: 


I, R. A. Sneed, secretary of state of the State of Oklahoma. do 
hereby certify that the following and hereto attached is a true copy 
of senate concurrent resolution 3, adopted by the senate and the 
house of representatives December 6 and 7, respectively, 1923, the 
original of which is now on file and a matter of record In this office. 

In testimony whereof, I hereto set my hand and cause to be affixed 
the great seal of state. Done at the city of Oklahoma City, this 
4th day of February, A. D. 1024. 

Lsxab. J R. A. SNEED, 

Secretary of State. 
Usa Ler ROBERTS, 

Asst. Secretary of State. 
Senate concurrent resolution 8 (by Langley, Johnson, Nichols, Looney 

(of Seminole), Feuquay, Holloway, Brown, and Lillard), memo- 

riallzing the Government of the United States, and in particular 

the honorable director of the United States Veterans’ Bureau, on 
the subject of the hospitalization of Oklahoma's disabled war vet- 

erans. X 

Whereas the State of Oklahoma has giver its unfaltering adherence 
to the principle that as far as possible the disabled war veterans of 
this State should be hospitalized therein in order that they may be 
within casy access of their homes, families, and friends; and 

Whereas said adherence has been shown not only in words but by 
the appropriation and expenditure by the State of Oklahoma of more 
than $1,000,000 of its own funds, which said appropriation and ex- 
pendltures have been made in order to provide, in Oklahoma, hospital 
facilities for the care of sald disabled war veterans; and 

Whereas the Government of the United States, acting by and 
through the United States Veterans’ Bureau, has repeatedly pledged 
the State of Oklahoma that said facilities would be utilized by it 
as far as possible in the care and treatment of said disabled veterans; 
and 

Whereas among the hospitals erected, equipped, and maintained by 
the State of Oklahoma, in pursuance of its policy aforesaid, Is the 
Sulphur Sanatorium located in the vicinity of Platt National Park, 
near Sulphur, Okla.; and 

Whereas said Sulphur Sanatorium, in fulfillment of the aforesaid 
pledge of the Federal Government to the State of Oklahoma, has been 
utilized by the United States Veterans’ Bureau in the hospitalization 
of tubercular ex-service men who are patients of said bureau; and 

Whereas certain rumors are afloat to the effect that the United 
States Government, acting through said bureau, is on the point of 
abandoning said sanatorium as a hospital for the tuberculr ex-seryice 
men who are Government patients; and 

Whereas said rumors are not founded on any dissatisfaction of 
said patients with the same, said hospital having been highly ptaised 
in a Federal Government official report as a most ideal institution, 
equipped with all modern methods, and said patients being highly 
desirous of remaining there and greatly apprehensive of removal: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the senate of the State of Oklahoma (the house of 
representatives concurring therein), That we express to the Federal 
Government, and in particular to the honorable Director of the United 
States Veterans’ Bureau, the deep appreciation of the Legislature of 
the State of Oklahoma at the honorable fulfillment by the Federal 
Government of its pledge to hospitalize disabled Oklahoma ex-service 
men in thelr own State, so far as facilities are there available, and 
that the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma deprecates the prevalence 
of the rumors above referred to and expresses its confidence that 
the Veterans’ Bureau does not contemplate the abandonment of the 
Sulphur Tubercular Sanatorium as a hospital for the care of Oklahoma 
tubercular ex-service men who are Government patients, since such 
an abandonment would be in violation of the pledge above referred 


to, on the strength of which the State of Oklahoma has expended 
several hundreds of thousands of dollars in the construction, equip- 
ment, and maintenance of said sanatorium, and would bring about 
widespread discontent and sorrow among the people of Oklahoma; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the Senators and Representatives of the State of 
Oklahoma in Congress are hereby requested by the legislature of their 
State to unite in presenting a copy of this resolution to the President 
of the United States and to the honorable Director of the United 
States Veterans’ Burean, and to see that copy thereof is spread upon 
the records of each House of Congress. 

Adopted by the senate this 6th day of December, 1923. 

Tom ANGLIN, 
President pro tempore of the Senate. 


Adopted by the house of representatives this Tth day of December, 
1923. 
W. D. Menn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


Approved by the Governor of the State of Oklahoma this — day 
of —, 1923. 


* 
Governor of the State of Oklahoma. 
Correctly enrolled. 
W. C. Lewis, 
Chairman Committee on Enrolling and Engrossing. 


Mr. OWEN also presented the following resolution of ihe 
House of Representatives of the Legislature of Oklahoma, 
which was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads: 


House resolution 11 (by Finley) memorializing Congress to increase the 
compensation of postal employees. 


Whereas the employees of the United States Postal Service are eff- 
cient workers engaged in a work vital to the entire country; and 
Whereas they are chosen by competitive tests, not political prefer- 
ence; and 
Whereas the cost of living is from 65 to 85 per cent higher than 10 
yenrs ago; and 
Whereas the postal employees haye only received increase in pay of 
from 10 to 20 per cent in that length of time: Therefore be it 
Resolved by the house of representatives of the ninth legislature in 
extraordinary session assembled, That we believe Congress should grant 
the postal employees an adequate increase in their compensation; and 
be it further 
Resolved, That copies of this resolution be furnished to the Okla- 
homa delegation in Congress. 
Adopted by the house of representatives this Ist day of February, 
1924. 
W. D. McBee, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
Correctly engrossed. 
JohN M. BELL, 
Chairman of Committee on Engrossing and Enrolling. 


STOCK TRANSACTIONS IN DOHENY AND SINCLAIR INTERESTS. 


Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, by direction of the Commit- 
tee on Public Lands and Surveys, its chairman addressed a 
letter to Mr, Seymour Cromwell, president of the New York 
Stock Exchange, requesting certain information regarding cer- 
tain stock transactions. On February 8, 1924, a reply was 
received, and, by direction of the committee, I ask unanimous 
consent to insert the correspondence and attached papers in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is sọ ordered. 

The correspondence referred to is as follows: 


FEBRUARY 8, 1924. 
Hon, SEYMOUR CROMWELL, 
President New York Stock Eechanye, New York City, N. Y. 

My Dear Sig: The Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, of the 
United States Senate is inquiring into the leasing of the naval oil re- 
serves. As you are doubtless aware, rumors have been brought to the 
attention of the committee to the effect that at or about the time the 
leases of naval reserves Nos. 3 and 1 were entered into heavy transac- 
tions in the stocks of the Sinclair interests and of the Doheny inter- 
ests were carried out by or in the interest of persons in official station 
in Washington. 

The committee will be under obligations to you if you will cause to 
be transmitted to it a statement showing in detail the number of shares 
of any of the stocks mentioned bought or sold by or through any 
brokerage house in the city of Washington, with the amount paid in 
each instance, between the Ist day of November, 1921, and the 1st 
day of January, 1923, and, if you have the information, the name of 
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the ultimate purchaser or the client of the brokerage house acting in 
each instance. The committee would be under further obligation to 
You if you would call on your members to furnish full data as to any 
transactions in such stocks carried on by them between such dates, in- 
cluding the name of the purchaser and seller in each transaction, the 
number of shares involved, and the consideration, and on receipt of 
such information transmit it to the committee. 
Thanking you in advance, I am, 
Very truly yours, 


`» Invixn L. LENROOT. 


— 


New York STOCK ENCHANdx, 
OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
New York, February 8, 192}. 
Hon. Irvine L. Lexroor, 
Chairman Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. G. 

My Dran SENATOR LENROOT: I beg to acknowledge receipt of your 
letter of February 8, 1924, asking certain information in respect to 
transactions in the stocks of the Sinclair interests and Doheny inter- 
ests between the Ist day of November, 1921, and the 1st day of Jan- 
uary, 1923. 

I understand that the stocks of the Sinclair interests and the 
Doheny interests to which you refer are Sinclair Consolidated Oil Cor- 
poration, Pan-American Petroleum & Transport Co., and Mexican Petro- 
leum Co. The volume of the transactions in these stocks is indicated 
by the reports of the Commercial and Financial Chronicle for the 
period in question, which show that the number of shares traded in of 
the Sinclair Consolidated OU Corporation were 5,757,050; the number 
of shares of the Pan-American Petroleum & Transport Co. common, 
4,642,430, and Class B, 2,323,830; and the number of shares of the 
Mexican Petroleum Co. common, 6,937,188, and preferred, 20,706. 

The stock exchange has no records which show the origin of trans- 
actions. The only record it has are clearing-house sheets, from which 
nothing can be gathered on this point. The information as to the 
origin of transactions and the names of the customers or correspond- 
ents for whom the transactions are had must be obtained from the rec- 
ords of the individual houses, 

The problem which your request presents is substantially the same 
as that presented by the request of the Rules Committee of the House 
of Representatives of the Sixty-fourth Congress in January, 1917, in 
the course of the investigation generally known as the “leak invest!- 
gation,” At that time the Rules Committee, of which you were a 
member, and the stock exchange devised a mode of procedure which 
satisfactorily met the requirements of the situation. I suggest that a 
similar procedure may be adopted in the present instance. I inclose 
copies of the resolutions of the governing committee of the exchange 
and letters from the exchange to its members which fully outline the 
plan adopted. 

I believe that this procedure will be as expeditious as any other 
course which may be followed and as satisfactory in its results. 

You will, of course, recollect, Mr. Chairman, that at the time of the 
leak investigation the inquiry consumed upward of a month, although 
the period to which it related was only 13 days, and you understand 
that inasmuch as this present inquiry covers a period of 14 months 
the length of time required will be even greater. 

If the suggested procedure meets with your approval, I will at once 
on receiving notice from you to that effect ask the governing com- 
mittee to take the necessary action. If, on the other hand, the matter 
is not entirely clear to you, or some departure from the procedure seems 
to you to be desirable, I shall be very glad to go to nia to have 
a conference with your committee, 

Very truly yours, 
SEYMOUR L. CROMWELL, President. 


New YORK STOCK EXCHANGE, 
New York, January 23, 1917. 
To the Members of the Exchange: 

At a meeting of the governing committee held this day the following 
were adopted: 

“Whereas the Rules Committee of the House of Representatives bas 
asked the governing committee to request the members of the exchange, 
for the convenience of the Rules Committee and to facilitate its investi- 
gation of the transactions on the exchange from December 10 to Decem- 
ber 23, 1916, inclusive, and in order to avoid the necessity of subpena- 
ing the books of a large number of brokers which might on examination 
prove immaterial to the investigation, to furnish to the chairman of the 
committee on clearing house of the exchange in sealed envelopes, to be 
opened and examined by the accountants of the Rules Committee only 
in case the course of the investigation appears to render the examina- 
tion thereof material, the information hereafter mentioned : 

“ Resolved, That the governing committee request the members of 
the exchange to furnish forthwith to the chairman of the committee on 
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clearing house the following statement for each day from the 10th te 
the 23d of December, 1916, inclusive: 

“ First. Of what clearing-house stocks each customer was long, of 
what clearing-house stocks he was short, at the end of the day, giving 
the name of the customer, the stocks, and the number of shares of each. 

Second. What clearing-house stocks were borrowed, when and from 
whom borrowed, and when returned. 

- “Resolved, That the Secretary of the Exchange be instructed to 
transmit a copy of these resolutions to the members of the exchange. 

“ Whereas the Rules Committee of the House of Representatives has 
requested the governing committee to inquire of all the members of the 
exchange if they received any cables, wireless communication, or infor- 
mation of any sort from abroad with reference to the President’s note 
to belligerents and to neutrals: 

“ Resolved, That the members of the exchange be, and they hereby 
are, requested to answer such inquiry by letter to the secretary of the 
exchange, to be furnished to the Rules Committee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives.” 

Groncr W. ELY, Secretary. 
New Yorx STOCK EXCHANGE, 
New York, January 24, 1917. 
To the Members of the Bachange: 

At a meeting of the governing committee held this day, the following 
were adopted: 

” Whereas the Rules Committee of the House of Representatives has 
requested the governing committee to notify the members of the ex- 
change to defer action on the request of the Rules Committee set out 
in the resolution of the governing committee adopted January 23, 1917, 
until further request from the Rules Committee and that in lieu thereof 
the governing committee request each member of the exchange to 
furnish to the chairman of the committee on clearing house for exami- 
nation by the accountants of the Rules Committee at the clearing bouse 
the following: 

“First. A complete trial balance in detail of the ledgers ot the 
members showing debit and credit of general and customers’ accounts, 
specifying under each account stocks long and stocks short as of the 
close of business on December 9, 1916, including only clearing-house 
stocks in 100-share lots and multiples thereof. 

“Second, A copy of purchase and sales books from December 10, 
1916, to December 23, 1916, inclusive, limited to clearing-house stocks 
In 100-share lots and multiples thereof, also a statement of the transfer 
of securities from one house to another where no sale has been made 
excluding loans of stock. 

“The names of customers are not to be given in connection with the 
trial balance and copies of purchase and sales books and statements of 
transfers, the accounts being indicated by symbols. 

Third. A list of the names of customs having accounts on the books 
at the close of business December 9, 1916, or thereafter up to and in- 
cluding December 23, 1916, such list containing only the names of cus- 
tomers without the symbols connecting such names with the accounts. 

“A separate list of customers sbowing the symbols connecting their 
names with the accounts is to be filed with the chairman of the com- 
mittee on clearing house, but is not to be opened unless in the accounts 
themselves or in the separate list of names some evidence appears 
making the examination material and then only on express order of 
the Rules Committee. 

“The names of persons other than those covered and designated by 
the resolutions of the House of Representatives shall under no cireum- 
stances be made public or disclosed. 

“ Resolved, That the governing committee request the members of 
the exchange to furnish to the chairman of the committee on clearing 
bouse as soon as practicable statements containing the information 
mentioned in the request of the Committee on Rules.” 

Grorce W. ELY, Secretary. 


New YORK STOCK ExCHANGE, 
New York, January %, 277. 
To the Members of the Bachange: 

In explanation of the request made by the rules committee through 
the governing committee of the exchange and in order to expedite 
responses counsel for the rules committee states: 

1. The accounts and statements filed by brokers with the chairman 
of the committee on clearing house will be examined only by account- 
ants satisfactory to the houses filing the accounts or approyed by the 
stock-exchange officials. . 

2. The list of customers without symbols connecting them with 
accounts called for by the request will be furnished in sealed envelopes 
to the chairman of the committee on clearing house and will be opened 
and inspected only by a member of the rules committee or its counsel 
and when they have served their purpose will be returned to the firm 
furnishing them and no copies kept, meanwhile being retained in the 
custody of the chairman of the committee on clearing house. This list 
should include all customers who during the period in question bought 
or sold any stocks, bonds, or other securities or who during that period 
bad an open account on the books, 


“3. In lieu of the trial balance as of the close of business on Decem- 
ber 9 asked for in the call, It will be sufficient to furnish the stock 
balances in clearing-house stocks only, both long and short, in those 
recounts in whieh the purchases and sales of clearing-house stocks 
during the period in question exceeded 1,000 shares in the aggregate, 
the accounts to be designated by symbols. ‘The condition of the account, 
aside from the amount of stock of which the customer was long or 
short, need not be stated, and those stocks m which no transactions 
whatsoever occurred during the period in question may be altogether 
omitted. The general account of the firm itself need not be given, 
except in those cases where the firm itself, or its members, has during 
the period in question bought or sold for its own account or of the mem- 
bers thereof 1,000 or more shares of clearing-house stocks. In such 
cases the amount of the stocks in which dealings occurred of which the 
firm was long or short at the close of business on December 9 should be 
given, but otherwise no information as to the affairs of the firm itself. 

“In the case of a member of a firm the account should be treated the 
same as a customers’ account where transactions in clearing-house 
stocks are concerned. 

“4. If any house so desires, it wil] be perfectly satixfactory to the 
committee for it to retain in its own custody the key index showing the 
connection between customers’ names and the accounts until asked for 
by the committee and then submitted directly to the rules committee by 
a representative of the firm instead of through the committee on clear- 
ing house of the exchange. 

“The rules committee desires it to be understood that the main pur- 
pose of the information requested is to ascertain the facts with regard 
to buying and selling of stocks on the exchange during the period 
inquired of who made the profits and who incurred the losses. It is 
hoped that in all matters of doubt the accounts will be so framed as to 
contribute this information in the clearest and simplest form. The 
results of accountants’ examinations will be reported to the rules com- 
mittee for use under the limitations that have been already stated.” 

Gong W. Evy, Secretary. 


BILLS AND JOINT BESOLUTIONS INTRODUCED. 


Bills and joint resolutions were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A bill (S. 2459) to authorize the remodeling and reconstruc- 
tion of the present customhouse building at Niagara Falls, 
N. Y.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. LODGE: 

A bill (S. 2460) to facilitate commerce by prescribing 
overtime rates to be paid by transportation lines for inspection 
of arriving passengers and crews; to the Committee on Immi- 
gration. 

A bill (S. 2461) authorizing the payment of an indemnity to 
the British Government on account of the death of Samuel 
Richardson, a British subject, alleged to have been killed at 
Consuelo, Dominican Republic, by United States marines; to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A bill (S. 2462) to authorize the registration of certain seed, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

By Mr. McNARY: 

A bill (S. 2463) authorizing and directing the construction 
and equipment of a Coast Guard cutter for the purpose of sav- 
ing life and property at sea; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. EDGE: 

A bill (S. 2464) for the relief ef Stephenson & Bills; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

A bill (S. 2465) granting the Panama Canal special author- 
ity in the matter of making open-market purchases; to the 
Committee on Interoceanie Canals. 

By Mr. GREENE: 

A bill (S. 2466) granting a pension to Cordelia F. Taggard 
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. LODGE: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 76) authorizing the maintenance 
by the United States of membership in the International Statis- 
tical Bureau at The Hague; 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 77) authorizing the appoint- 
ment of delegates to represent the United States at the seventh 
Pan-American Sanitary Conference to be held at Habana, Cuba, 
in November, 1924; and 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 79) to provide for the repre- 
septation of the United States at the meeting of the Inter- 
American Committee on Electrical Communication to he held 
in Mexico City beginning March 27, 1924; to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

CONFERENCE ON WORLD RELATIONS. 


Mr. KING. I introduce a joint resolution, which I ask may 
lie on the table and be printed in the RECORD. 
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The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 78) providing for the calling 
of an international conference on world relations was read 
twice by its title, ordered to lie on the table, and to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


Whereas the political and commercial relations between the govern- 
ments and peoples of the world bave not recovered from the disloca- 
tions caused by the World War, and there are many outstanding ques- 
tions which require adjustment before international amity may be re- 
stored and international commerce regain its normal course; and 

Whereas the governments and peoples of the world desire and ex- 
pect that the Government of the United States shall exercise its good 
offices to bring about a reconciliation of nations, and a rectification of 
conditions which provoke war and preparation for war, prevent the 
use of the work and goods of the world in the production of capital 
and wealth, and impede the normal course of trade and exchanges 
throughout the world: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, ote., That the President is authorized to invite the nations 
without exception to convene in a world conference to be held at Wash- 
ington to consider the present state of the world, particularly as 
affecting the political and commercial relations of the nations in the 
conference, and for the formulation and acceptance of a convention 
which shall promote international amity, reduce and restrict offensive 
armaments on land, sea, and in the air; arrange for the settlement, pay- 
ment, clearing, and funding of international debts; stimulate produe- 
tion; facilitate international trade; stabilize international exchange; 
remove impediments to commerce; and provide for the current settle- 
ment and adjustment of all questions affecting international political 
and commercial relations and the peace of the world. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


Mr. SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent that House bill 5078, 
making appropriations for the Department of the Interior for 
the fiseal year ending June 30, 1925, and for other purposes, 
be laid before the Senate. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I am going to give my 
consent with the understanding that I shall not be precluded 
from a motion I shall make, when the matter comes up, to send 
the bill back to the committee on the point of order that it 
is not properly here and ought to be recommitted. I under- 
Stand that no point will be made on that, 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that any right he 
now has to mike a motion will never be questioned. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I want it to be understood that I shall 
make the motion, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Utah 
asks unanimous consent that the Senate now proceed to the 
consideration of H. R. 5078, making appropriations for the 
Department of: the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1925, and for other purposes. Is there objection? 

Mr, HARRISON. Mr. President, reserving the right to ob- 
ject. may I ask the Senator, in case the point of order that the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Overman] is going to make 
should be overruled, does the Senator then expect to proceed 
with the consideration of this legislation to-night? 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no. The Senator asks what will be done 
if it is overruled? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. Does the Senator from Utah really 
want to have this bill considered at this late hour in the 
afternoon? 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; it is not going to be taken up for con- 
sideration. We simply want to make it the unfinished business. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I want to be heard a moment 
on that. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
to know what is going on. 

Mr. ASHURST. I will tell the Chair when I get the floor. 

Mr. SMOOT. The only object I had in asking that the bill 
be laid before the Senate was to make it the unfinished busi- 
ness, It will not be considered to-night in any way, shape, or 
form. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
request of the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes, Mr. President; I desire to object long 
enough to say a word. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. ASHURST. I do not know that my objection will be 
permanent, but I want this statement to get into the RECORD at 
this time. 

I do not wish to criticize the committee, It is not my pur- 
pose to say any harsh things of the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. Doubtless it is one of the great tasks of a committee to 
make adequate appropriations for the conducting of the business 
of this Government; but I feel that I ought at this time to 
direct attention to a serious error which, in my judgment, has 
been made; and if I do not do it, or my worthy colleague does 
not do it, I do not know who will do it. 


The Chair Ís quite unable 


Is there objection to the 


When the political campaign of 1920 was on many citizens 
who were not inclined to haye membership in either the Demo- 
cratic or any other political party in the West because, frankly, 
party lines are not drawn there as they are in other parts of the 
country, were attracted to the Republican Party because of its 
specific promise to take hold of the irrigation question and go 
forward with irrigation, That party, however, has failed utterly 
to do a single thing in that regard. 

I turn to the bill and I find that apparently my State, the 
State of Arizona, has been singled out as the one and the only 
one in which reductions in appropriations for irrigation and 
public improvements are made, I direct attention to the com- 
mittee’s report on page 2: 

INCREASES. 

Contingent expenses, Interior Department (increase), $3,000. 

Per diem expenses of inspectors (increase), $4,000. 

Office of the Solicitor (increase), $14,000. 

Total, $21,000, 

Public Land Service (increase), $66,590. 

Bureau of Indian Affairs (increase), $419,200, 

Bureau of Reclamation (increase), $910,000. 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator, 

Mr. WARREN. Does not the Senator believe that the only 
way to handle that matter is to get the bill properly before the 
Senate? 

Mr. ASHURST. I thank the Senator for that suggestion. 

Mr. WARREN. There will be no undertaking on the part 
of the committee to shut out the Senator from Arizona or any 
other Senator on any matter that he may desire to bring before 
the Senate. 

Mr. ASHURST. Oh, I believe that; but I believe that some 
explanation can be made at this time, and I think it ought to 
be made. 

Mr. WARREN. What action does the Senator propose now? 

Mr. ASHURST. I presume that within half an hour I will 
reach the point where 1 may ask a question that may cause 
some little perturbation in framing a satisfactory reply; so I 
want to proceed. 

Mr. WARREN, If the Senator wants to move to send the 
bill back to the committee, of course he can do that. That is 
the only: disposal we can make of it other than the one re- 
quested by the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. ASHURST. I thank the Senator. I probably would not 
have known that I could have made a motion to return this 
bill to the committee if he had not told me. I thank the Senator 
for giving me that information. I really would not have known 
that if he had not told me. 

Mr. WARREN. I am glad the Senator has been enlightened. 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes, sir; I feel under obligations to the 
Senator. 

As I was saying, the increases go right along: 


Geological Survey (increase), $104,483, 

Bureau of Mines (increase), $9,768. 

National parks (increase), $11,800. 

Government in the Territories (increase), $278,000. 
Howard University (Increase), $707,500. 
Freedmen's Hospital (increase), $9,000. 


Now, mark you, it is probable—I have not inyestigated—that 
each and every one of these increases should have been made. 
It is quite likely. 

Now, we get down to the decreases, All these things that I 
have been recounting are increases, and I have no doubt my 
duty will require me to vote for the increases; but, upon page 
8, under the head of “ Decreases,” Arizona is singled out, and 
is about the only State that is singled out for a decrease; 
and why? 

We are making a titanic effort down in the State of Arizona 
to develop hydroelectric power, and our great enemy in crush- 
ing and strangling all development of hydroelectric power is the 
Southern California Edison Power Co., a $500,000,000 cor- 
poration. Everywhere we move with the intention of develop- 
ing hydroelectric power we find the tentacles of this great, 
gigantic, $500,000,000 corporation. That is what it has set 
apart as its fund to build hydroelectric power, to acquire sites 
here and sites there. 

In the case of the Yuma project, the Director of the Budget 
estimated $250,000 for power in the Yuma project. That is cut 
out of the bill and eliminated. Question 1: How much in- 
fluence did the Southern California Edison Power Co, and other 
great power comporations have in cutting out the appropriation 
of $250,000 for hydroelectric power in the Yuma project? 
That is pretty plain talk; but I am going to find out what it 
was that caused increase, increase, increase, increase, until we 
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reach the place where the Southern California Edison Power 


Budget Director estimated for it, when the Reclamation Service 


Co. and other great power companies objected, and out goes | asked for it, and when the House agreed to it, so far as I know 


the appropriation, er no governmental development of hydro- 
electric power. Very well. The Budget had recommended it. 

I find I am in error. There was another decrease. The 
appropriation for Idaho is decreased. The Southern California 
Edison Power Co. again laid its finger semewhere, and a 
$450,000 item for the development of power in Idaho was elimi- 
nated from the bill. Question 2: How much influence did the 
Southern California Edison Power Co. have in eliminating that 
$450,000 from this bill? 

It looks peculiar to me. There are increases everywhere, 
increases which doubtless ought to have been made. The Bud- 
get recommended these items; but the Southern California 
Edison Power Co., I repeat, is a gigantic octopus that is power- 
ful in my State and powerful in California, and is trying every- 
where to absorb and take all the strategic points where hydro- 
electric power may be generated; and it is mighty suspicious 
that the two items that would come into conflict with the 
Southern California Edison Power Co. are eliminated from the 
bill, because some hydroelectric power would be generated 
under the Government’s plan. 

Idaho suffers to the extent of $450,000. That item is elimi- 
nated from the bill. The Yuma projeet will practically perish, 
or be deprived of power. The Reclamation Bureau requested 
the appropriation, the Budget approved it, but the committee 
eliminates it. Possibly they have a good excuse, possibly they 
have a good reason, but I fail to perceive why and how all 
ether items could be increased until we reach the point where 
we begin to impinge upon power that might be furnished by 
a private corporation. 

I speak with considerable heat, and I have restrained myself 
the best I can; but if Senators want to make this an issue, 
they will find out that they have gotten the hot end of a poker, 
if Senators want to say that they will eliminate from the bill 
appropriations which the Director of the Budget asked for to 
curry on a governmental function in the way of furnishing 
hydroeleetrie power for irrigation plants, for which we are 
willing to pay and for which we expect to pay. Because of 
those eliminations these great, gigantic hydroelectric power 
companies come in and absorb these strategie points and cap- 
ture the market so that governmental operations and govern- 
mental activity will wither and die. i 

I ask Senators in charge of the bill why they cut this out, 
in the face of the fact that the Budget asked for it? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I suppose the Senator does not 
want to go into that to-night; but I assure the Senator the 
reasons will be given. 

Mr. ASHURST. I would like to have the reason given now 
why the estimates were cut out, when the Bureau of the 
Budget recommended them, and they are the only items that 
are cut out. It is something that is remarkably suspicious. I 
do not like the surrounding circumstances, I do not like the 
petition for delay in framing an answer. If the Senater has 
an honest answer now, he can give it, and now is his time to 
give it, so that his answer why this was cut out will go into 
the Recorp with my remarks. What was the reason? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, speaking of the $450,000 project 
in Idaho, it is a private concern, owned by bondholders, which 
has been running for years and years, and now they have pre- 
vailed upon the department to recommend that we spend $450,000 
in establishing a power plant in Idaho for a private company, 
known as the Gem project. 

Mr. ASHURST. Did not the Director of the Budget recom- 
mend this appropriation? 

Mr. SMOOT. It was recommended by the Interior Depart- 


ment. 
Mr. ASHURST. Did net General Lord O. K. it? 
Mr. SMOOT. He may have done so. 


Mr. ASHURST. He did do so, did he not? 

Mr. SMOOT. If I remember correctly, he did; but that does 
net bar the Appropriations Committee from cutting it out. 

Mr. ASHURST. I know that. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the committee felt that there 
was no need whatever for the Government of the United States 
te take over a private project. Its generating power is fur- 
nished to-day, of course, by the Idaho Electric Co. They do 
not care anything about furnishing the power. They want to 
get out of it, so the committee were told, and why should the 
Government of the United States undertake to take over a pri- 
vate project, run for a number of years, and which, because it 
is now a failure, the Government is asked to take? 

Mr. ASHURST. I will accept that as an answer respecting 
Idaho, but I would like to know what reason the committee 
have for eliminating $250,000 from the Yuma project, when the 


without serious objection. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the committee took the position 
that they were not going to make any appropriations for power 
plants, This item, as it passed, was put in on the floor of the 
House, as the Senator knows.’ 

Mr. ASHURST. It was estimated for. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have not sald it was not estimated for. It 
was reported to the House, the Senator will see, in certain lan- 
guage, the language reading as follows: 


ef which not to exceed $250,000 may be expended for the construction 
of a hydroelectric power plant at the syphon drop on the main canal: 
Provided, That no part of said sum of $250,000 shall be expended until 
a contract shall have been entered into between the Secretary of the 
Interior and the Yuma County Water Users’ Association, in the manner 
Provided in section 4 of the reclamation extension act, approved August 
13, 1914 (38 Stat. L., p. 686), whereim said association shall agree 
to repay the total cost of said power plant in 12 equal install- 
ments, beginning in the year 1925. 


That went out in the House, and this language was put in: 


Provided, That no part of said sum of $250,000 shall be expended 
until contracts have been entered into by a majority of the water-right 
applicants and entrymen for the lands te be charged with the cost of 
said hydroelectric power plant in the manner provided by section 4 of 
the reclamation extension act approved August 13, 1914 (38 Stat. L., 
p. 686), wherein said water-right applicants and entrymen shall agree 
to repay the cost of said power plant, chargeable against their lands, 
in 12 equal annual installments, commencing December 1, 1925. 


Mr. ASHURST. Certainty. 

Mr. SMOOT. This is what the committee did: With what. 
information the committee had they thought it was best te let 
that go out, and the whole wording of the bill as it was re- 
ported to the House would then be in conference. 

Mr. ASHURST. I repeat, it is not my purpose to impugn 
the motives or the intentions of the Senator from Utah. It is 
not my intentien to impugn the motives of any Senator, bm, 
responsible for my words here, I am not certain that in some 
way somebody who thinks more of getting power privileges for 
the Southern California Edison Co. than for the Government 
seems to have had a hand somewhere in eliminating this ap- 
propriation. That does not mean that I impute any bad motive 
to the Senators. A Senator might be deceived. I can well con- 
ceive that a Senator might be told that these appropriations 
were unnecessary, but it so happens that there is a strange 
synchronization between the cutting out of thése amendments 
and the elimination of the water amendment and the wishes of 
the giant corporations to control all the power in the South- 
west. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that there was a 
unanimous vote in the subcommittee and the committee in 
regard to this item. 

Mr. ASHURST. If the committee unanimously voted to re- 
ject it, then we need a new committee. 

Mr. SMOOT. That may be true. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President 

Mr. ASHURST. I will yield in a moment, when I finish. 
If the committee, in the face of the recommendations of the 
Budget Bureau; if the committee, in the face of the recom- 
mendations of the Interior Department; if the committee, in 
the face of th® House hearings, deprives the Yuma project in 
Arizona and California of its opportunity to generate hydro- 
electric pewer, how does it expect the project will continue 
when the power is neeessary for three principal purposes? One 
purpose is for the headquarters camp, where the machine shops 
are located. Another is the power draining plant, located 
at the boundary. Another is for the Mesa pumping plant. 
When you deprive those agencies in this project of hydro- 
electric power, what do you do? You compel it to go over toa 
private monopoly and buy power. You wither and paralyze 
its arms, so that it can not have its own power, can not gen- 
erate power for itself, and must go ever to a private monopoly 
and buy hydroelectric power at enormously high prices. No 
reason that is just and fair ean be given as to why these 
amendments were eliminated. > 

Now I yield to the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. DIAL. Is it a new project? 

Mr. ASHURST. The project was originated more than 20 
years ago. 

Mr. DIAL. Has the Government been furnishing money for 
that project? 

Mr. ASHURST. It has, and the money is to be repaid, 
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Mr. DIAL. Has anything been repai 
Mr. ASHURST. I think the project was declared open three 
or four years ago, and I think it made practically all the pay- 
ments, except two that were suspended by the Secretary of the 


a? 


Interior. I have not the details in my mind. But it paid as 
well and as truly and as regularly as all the other projects, 
except one. 

Mr. SMOOT. We are not going to act on any item in the 
bill to-night. 

Mr. ASHURST. When I have anything to say, I often say 
it long in advance of the time when the measure to which it is 
directed is pending, so that Senators, if they are interested, 
can find out whether I have spoken fairly or not. When this 
bill is called up, if I should rise and say these things Sena- 
tors would say, “Oh, you should have said that long ago,” 
Now I give Senators about a week’s time, or a few days’ time, 
to find out what is going on in the Southwest, to find out how 
these gigantic corporations reach out and take strategic points, 
and deprive us, deprive the Government, forever thereafter of 
developing hydroelectric power there. 

I felt that this was fair. I like blows, whether I give them 
or receive them. I do not like blows in the back; I want them 
in the front. I do not object to knife thrusts. I think it is 
fair to fight with a knife if you strike in the chest instead of 
in the back. I feel that this Arizona project has received a 
dagger thrust in the back, and, I repeat, I am not to-night 
imputing to any Senator any improper motive, but what I shall 
later on impute to Senators who have been active in eliminat- 
ing this item depends on how they may act and whether they 
are going to put into the scales their duty to this project as 
Senators, or the influence of the Southern California Edison 
and the other power companies. 

Mr. President, with these rather brief, dispassionate re- 
marks, I surrender the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Utah that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H.R.5078) making 
appropriations for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal 
year ending June 30 1925, and for other purposes, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Appropriations with 
amendments. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the consid- 
eration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and the Senate 
(at 5 o'clock and 7 minutes p. m.) adjourned until Wednesday, 
February 13, 1924, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


CONFIRMATIONS, 


Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 11 
(legislative day of February 7), 1924. 


Untrrep States DISTRICT JUDGE. 


Paul J. McCormick to be United States district judge, south- 
ern district of California. 


PosTMASTERS, 
COLORADO. 


Charles F. Chapman, Hooper. 
Sherman Bohnet, Somerset. 


TOWA, 


Chris Haffner, Donnelison. 
Elizabeth O'Reilly, New Albin. 
Clarence C, Stoner, Nora Springs. 


NEBRASKA, 
Charles A. Berry, Wayne. 
NEW MEXICO. 
Jessie Coffin Brown, Madrid. 
NORTH CAROLINA, 


Jasper M. Byrd, Calypso. 
Richard J. Pace, East Flat Rock. 
Anna W. McMinn, Pinebluff. 
John K. Brock, Trenton. 


SOUTH CAROLINA, 
Patrick E. Scott, Newberry. 


TEXAS, 
Maggie P. Rhew, Anderson. 
Jefferson D. Bell, Bartlett. 
Neeley R. Vaught, Burkburnett. 
William F. Hofmann, Carrollton. 
Eugene Webb, Corrigan. 

Corban J. Lewis, Eddy. 

James R. Melvin, Gilmer. 

M. Ardella Grant, Goose Creek. 
Frank R. Harrison, Jewett. 
Nora Wagner, Kingsbury. 

Carl H. Rucker, Nevada. 

Joe Burger, Wharton. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Monnay, February II, 1924. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 


The Chaplain, Rey. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Most gracious God, Thou hast called us to another day and 
assured us that we are still partakers of Thy life and light. 
Before Thee nothing is common nor worthless and no life shall 
be cast as rubbish to the void. We earnestly desire to enter 
into a closer relationship with Thee. In labor, in association, 
and in the needful pauses of the day may we find cheer, high 
purpose, and always an incentive to do the right and shun the 
wrong. Oh, grant unto us, blessed Lord, wisdom to pursue 
splendid ends with intelligent zeal and patient effort, that our 
Service to our country may broaden, deepen, and bless all life. 
In the name of Jesus. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, February 9, 
1924, was read and approved. 


“TAXATION, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I present a privileged 
report from the Committee on Ways and Means on the Dill 
(H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, provide revenue, 
and for other purposes, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk reported the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The bill is referred to the Committee of 
ae hi pe House on the state of the Union and ordered to be 
printed. 

Ms, GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Is it necessary for the minority 
on the committee to get permission to have the views of the 
minority printed with the majority report on the bill just 
reported by the gentleman from Iowa? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman may file the minority views 
to-day without any consent of the House. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Is it necessary to get permission 
of the House that the minority views may be printed with 
those of the majority? 

The SPEAKER. No; if they are filed with the report, they 
will be printed together. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I asked the gentleman whether 
the minority views were printed with the majority and he 
said that they were not, although they were filed and are with 
the committee. I presume that matter can be changed at the 
Printing Office. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; there is no objection on the part 
of the majority to that. 

The SPEAKER. That is the regular procedure, if they are 
filed together. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The only reason that the minority 
views are not filed along with those of the majority is that I did 
not know that they were printed. I thought the print would not 
come until some time this afternoon; but the gentleman says 
that the views are printed. So I suppose they will all be 
printed together. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. They were filed at the Printing 
Office last Saturday. 

The SPEAKER. They will undoubtedly be printed together. 


LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE. 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that to-morrow, after the speech of the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. Lenrpacu], the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. STENGLE}] may be permitted to address the House for 10 
minutes upon the same subject. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE, 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment bill 
of the following title: 

H. R. 4817. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Illinois and the State of Iowa, or either of them, to 
construct a bridge across the Mississippi River connecting the 
county of Whiteside, III., and the county of Clinton, Iowa. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
bills of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House of Representatives was requested: 

S. 2249. An act to extend for nine months the power of the 
War Finance Corporation to make advances under the pro- 
visions of the War Finance Corporation act as amended, and 
for other purposes; and 

S. 2189. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Peedee River in North Carolina between Anson and Rich- 
mond Counties, near the town of Pee Dee. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED. 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's table and referred to its 
appropriate committee, as indicated below: 

8. 2249. An act to extend for nine months the power of the 
War Finance Corporation to make advances under the pro- 
visions of the War Finance Corporation act, as amended, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED. 


The Committee on Enrolled Bills reported that they had ex- 
amined and found truly enrolled bills and joint resolution of 
the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

S. 1540. An act granting the consent of Congress to the city 
of Aurora, Kane County, III., a municipal corporation, to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate certain bridges across Fox River; 

S. 1539. An act extending the time for the construction of a 
bridge across Fox River by the city of Aurora, III., and granting 
the consent of Congress to the removal of an existing dam and 
to its replacement with a new structure; 

II. R. 4817. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Illinois and the State of Iowa, or either of them, to 
construct a bridge across the Mississippi River connecting the 
county of Whiteside, III., and the county of Clinton, Iowa; and 

S. J. Res. 68. Joint resolution authorizing the erection on 
public grounds in the city of Washington D. C., of a memorial to 
the Navy and marine services, to be known as Navy and Marine 
Memorial Dedicated to Americans Lost at Sea, 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


The SPEAKER. To-day business respecting the District 
of Columbia is in order. 


TAX ON MOTOR FUELS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I moye that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 655) to provide for a tax on motor-vehicle fuels sold 
within the District of Columbia, and for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itseif into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 655, with Mr. Burron in 
the chair, 

The Clerk reported the title of the bill. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN, Will the Chair kindly tell me the con- 
dition of the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland has 27 
minutes remaining and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Branton] has 25 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Jost]. 

Mr. JOST. Mr. Chairman, there is not a solitary sound 
reason that can be advanced why this bill should not pass. 
The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. ZIHLMAN] graciously 
yielded me this time thinking I was for the bill conditionally. 
I was one of the six that voted against it in the committee. 
I voted against it in the committee for two reasons. First, be- 
cause the bill did not provide for the segregation of the 
income in the Treasury on the basis of 60-40, and, second, 
because of the exemption that was put upon automobiles of 
$1,000. Those were the two reasons that moved me to refuse 
to concur with the majority report. I have reflected about 
the matter and I have come to the conclusion that my opinion 
about those matters was not altogether right. I think this 
bill ought to pass. Here is your problem: You have a situ- 
ation where District automobiles are charged with a double 


license tax. You have Maryland imposing a license charge 
upon automobiles in the District of Columbia. 
Maryland has a 2-cent gasoline tax and the District of 


Columbia has none. The registration charge of Maryland 
on District cars habitually using its roads is a sort of retalla- 
tion against that condition. 

fetes SHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, what is the Maryland 

x 

Mr. JOST. The Maryland gas tax is 2 cents a gallon. 
What Maryland wants to do is to eStablish a general condi- 
tion of equality between the District and Maryland, so that 
the automobile operators will pay 2 cents a gallon for their 
gasoline, whether they buy it in Maryland or in the District. 
If Maryland is accorded that concession she will waive her 
right to exact a registration charge in the State on any auto- 
mobile operating in Maryland out of the District. A great deal 
has been said about Maryland’s conduct in that regard. For 
my part I am mighty glad to find that there is one place 
in these United States where State sovereignty is exercised 
and still exists. 

Here is the District that operates automobiles into its front 
yard, which is the State of Maryland, in such a way that auto- 
mobiles operating out of the District are just as much a part 
of the automobile traffic of Maryland as their own machines. 
There is a big difference between cars that are just simply 
passing through a State or District and cars that are operating 
to such a degree and in such a manner that they are virtually a 
part of the traffic of a State, and that is exactly the condition 
you have here in Maryland with respect to District cars. 
Maryland is deriving out of the sale of the Maryland tax on 
District cars approximately half a million dollars a year, 
roughly speaking—I do not propose to be accurate with respect 
to quoting figures. 

Now, here is what this bill does: Maryland undertakes to 
give up its right to tax and to allow cars to operate freely 
over its roads. In view of the present existing registration 
charges that obtain in the District, which produce for the Dis- 
trict approximately $500,000 a year, it is proposed to establish 
a 2-cent gasoline tax. One cent of that produces the equivalent 
of what is lost in the revenue from license tags that are now 
sold in the District. The other cent will take care of the loss 
of revenue that comes to the District as the result of raising 
the exemption to $1,000 on automobiles, so that this bill leaves 
this matter in the shape where the District gets the same 
amount of money approximately that it is getting now. Citi- 
zens are relieved from the annoyance of a double registration 
situation and nobody is hurt, and you get rid of the entire an- 
noyance of District cars being obliged to register twice. ‘The 
District gets exactly the same return as it does now, and the 
people here are relieved of the annoyance of registering their 
cars double. 

Mr, SANDERS of Indiana. 
man yield? 

Mr. JOST. I regret I have not time. I have only 10 minutes. 
I do not want to be rude, but I would like to make my state- 
ment. $ 

Now, it has been suggested here in the minority report that 
this is a tax-dodging scheme. Our judgment upon a measure 
such as this ought not to be ruled by considerations of that kind. 
The real truth of it is that the District will get as much under 
this new proposal as it does now, so nothing can be charged as 
a tax-dodging proposition as long as the people of the District 
are paying into the Treasury as much as they pay under exist- 
ing conditions, There is no tax-dodging when the people bear 
approximately the same burden after as before. 

There is another thing about this matter which I wish to 
mention. I was inclined to be against this proposition of reliev- 
ing the cars from the exemption of taxation up to $1,000, but 
when I took into consideration the fact that this gasoline tax 
will produce for the Treasury what will be thus lost there is 
no use in quibbling about those questions. When you come to 
write a bill in this House nobody can have his own way in 
everything. If it is a fundamental matter, you ought to stand 
for it; but if it is a minor proposition that may be adjusted 
one way or other, it is our business to compromise things of 
that kind, so that I yield my views in this matter of exemption 
of the $1,000. I yield up my view in that matter because I 
believe the District gets it back in another way. At the proper 
time, if I know how to do it—I am somewhat inexperienced as 
to the procedure in this House—I propose to offer an amend- 
ment that will send the income from this tax into the Treasury, 
60 per cent to the credit of the District and 40 per cent to the 
credit of the Government. And yet if that amendment fails, I 
do not propose to vote against this bill. I think that that 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 


proposed amendment will bring to the Government more than 
it is getting now. 
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The fact of the business is that all of the tax on real estate 
and personal property that is collected from property in the 
District goes into the Treasury to the credit of the District, 
and the Government supplements the appropriations by appro- 
priating 40 per cent of the amount of any appropriation bill. 
Under existing conditions fines and license charges and one 
thing and another of that kind go into the Treasury 40-60, so 
that under existing conditions everything that the District gets 
from the sale of automobile tags now goes into the Treasury, 
40 per cent to the Government and 60 per cent to the District. 
The bill is calculated to apportion the income from the gasoline- 
tax revenue in such a way that the Government does not lose 
anything on that. If we put the whole 2 cents in, in the propor- 
tion of 60 to 40, the Government will get more than it is getting 
now, so that the bill in its present shape is really maintaining 
the existing conditions. I propose by my amendment to get 
little more for the Government, although if my amendment goes 
down it will not disturb me mentally at all, because I can still 
be for the bill, since the Government is not losing a cent by the 
apportionment contemplated within the four corners of this 
document. But, as I say, I want to get a little more for the 
Government if I can. 

Now, it has been suggested 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
five minutes more. 

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri is recog- 
nized for five minutes more. 

Mr. JOST. I thank the gentleman from Maryland. 

I was about to say this: It has been suggested here in this 
minority report that the people of the District do not pay 
enough taxes, and that is one reason why they ought to be 
“soaked.” Now, that ought not to rule your vote on this bill. 
If the people of this District are not paying enough taxes, that 
is a collateral matter that you can straighten out. It ought not 
to be brought in here and wreck a perfectly good proposition. 
Such a bill as this ought not to be defeated by bringing in these 
collateral matters that are calculated to stir up the prejudices 
of Representatives from districts who have constituencies who 
are paying considerably more taxes than the District people 
pay. If the District people do not pay enough, it is the busi- 
ness of this House to see that they do contribute their proper 
amount of taxes in the proper way. But so far as this partic- 
ular problem is concerned, it does not make any particular 
difference as to its merits whether the man who is owning 
the Georgian Flats is paying his proper amount of tax or other- 
wise. This is a pure proposition of trying to relieve the people 
of the District here from paying a double license charge on 
their automobiles. 

I have no quarrel with Maryland. It has been suggested 
that it has reached its hand into the road fund here; yet it is 
admitted by the gentleman who made that statement that 
Maryland gets only its proper proportion, just as Texas and 
Missouri and other States. Our action on problems of this 
kind ought not to be ruled by such narrow and sour considera- 
tions. It ought to be ruled on more liberal terms. 

I am saying to you, gentlemen, as one who voted with the 
minority on this bill and one of the six who voted against a 
favorable report on it, that I have given this matter careful, 
sustained attention, and I am absolutely certain in my mind 
that it is meritorious and that it should be passed. Mr. Chair- 
man, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, how much time does the 
gentleman yield back? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back 2 minutes and 
10 seconds. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Wooprvac]. 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I can agree in part with what the gentleman who has 
just spoken on this matter has said, but only to this extent, 
that this measure, which would bring about a condition of 
reciprocity between the District of Columbia and the State of 
Maryland, ought not to be allowed to die in the House because 
of extraneous matters being lugged into it; yet, Mr. Chairman, 
that is just exactly what has been done in this matter, if I can 
see it correctly; and if I am in error I hope I will be straight- 
ened out on it, and I hope I will see the error of my way. But 
I am against the bill now under consideration. I see no justi- 
fication whatever for this attempt to practically exempt the 
citizens of the District from tax on the thousands of motor 
cars in the District. My constituents enjoy no such privileges, 
nor do I ask it for them. All property should bear its fair 
and just portion of the tax burden. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


The statement of the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. ZIEL- 
erp that the District does not need the funds is no answer 
at all. 

If the finances of the District are in such splendid shape, 
then why not knock off a little portion of the 40 per cent paid 
by the citizens of the United States? Why have my constitu- 
ents and yours pay through the Treasury 40 per cent of the 
cost of the District of Columbia if it is not needed. 

Or, better still, if the finances of the District are in such 
splendid shape I will make this suggestion. I want to show 
you where you can use this fund you will get from a reasonable 
property tax on motor vehicles; 

Put some street lights in this city. Washington at night is a 
veritable city of shadows and creeping things, the most utterly 
inadequate system of street lighting I ever saw in my life. It 
is dangerous for the autoist and the pedestrian. The main 
Streets and thoroughfares are so poorly lighted you are in con- 
stant fear of running down some person afoot. 

But the voicing of my opposition to this bill is of secondary 
importance to me at this moment. I would not feel that I was 
a worthy subject of my native State if I allowed the occasion 
to pass without replying to a part of the remarks heretofore 
made by the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, when the committee at a previous date had 
under consideration this measure, in opposing it, the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] made the statement that the Dis- 
trict of Columbia was surrounded by Maryland and Virginia, 
and that the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. ZIHLMAN] and 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore] were “continually 
dishing out of the Public Treasury great big hand-outs to their 
respective constituents.” 

In the minority report filed with the bill, and in the course of 
his remarks, the gentleman [Mr. BLANTON] took occasion some- 
what complainingly to refer to what he construed to be a situa- 
tion obtaining here whereby Maryland and Virginia were being 
the recipients of unwarranted consideration at the hands of 
Congress in the matter of appropriations. He mentioned the 
activities of the distinguished gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
ZIHLMAN] and my illustrious colleague [Mr. Moore], who repre- 
sents the eighth Virginia district, than which I submit there is 
no more hallowed soil in these United States. 

Now, Mr, Chairman, I do not wish to be unjust or convey 
an erroneous impression. I am sure the gentleman from Texas 
meant no offense to my native State. I am fully persuaded 
that he did not mean to hold her up to the eyes of the Nation 
as a parasite upon the body politic, reaching her long arms 
in the Public Treasury whenever opportunity presents itself. 

However, Mr. Chairman, there are some things too sacred 
even to mention lightly or in jest. It was particularly un- 
fortunate that any reference which, under the wildest stretch 
of imagination, might be construed as not altogether compli- 
mentary to Virginia should come from a son of Texas, 

There was a day in the history of the gentleman's State 
(Texas) when the dark clouds of strife hung low; when dis- 
aster and destruction stared you in the face; when your be 
loved State was about to be the victim of a conscienceless in 
vader; indeed a time to try the souls of men. 

Let me remind you that at the Battle of San Jacinto, it was 
Sam Houston, a son of Virginia, born in Rockbridge County, 
the district so ably represented by my distinguished colleague 
(Mr. Tucker], who, by his heroism, his wise and valiant leader 
ship, brought victory to the cause, and so recently when yoa 
had a great celebration in honor of that victory the governor 
of our State responded to an invitation and came to Texas and 
made a great address, commemorating that occasion. 

That, sir, however, is but one of the great bonds that bind 
your State and mine in a great union of friendship and under- 
standing. : 

The distinguished gentleman from Texas referred to appro- 
priations from the Federal Government that benefited Virginia 
and Maryland. 

Does the gentleman remember that in 1791, when the Fed- 
eral Government was establishing the wonderful seat of this 
Government, there were only two States in the Union that 
made financial contributions to the Government? The State of 
Maryland gave a donation of $72,000 and the State of Virginia 
gave a donation of $120,000. 

Has the gentleman forgotten that it was Virginia and Mary- 
land who each gave 10 square miles to the Federal Govern- 
ment upon which to erect and found the Nation's capital? 

But, sirs, had this been the only contribution fo the Nation 
and to civilization made by my native State, I should not be 
here consuming your time in its narration. 

I would not for a moment underestimate the importance of 
any other State in this great Union. America could not do 
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without any of them. Her history would not be as inspiring 
nor her traditions as glorious if a single star in the Nation’s 
fiag were not there. 

Thank God, I love them all. There is room in my heart for 
every acre of her fertile fields; every mountain on which the 
sun breaks in glory, every stream that reflects back the laugh- 
ing image of the sun, and every valley that cradles the evening 
shadows. I love them all. And there is room enough in my 
affections for every man, woman, and child who is worthy to 
be called an American citizen, regardless of the geographic loca- 
tion of his home, his religious creed, or his political affiliations. 
If there have been differences in the past they are forgotten, 
if there were sore spots they are healed, and America stands 
to-day reunited, “one people, one God, one flag.” 

God grant that nothing may ever be done in the future that 
will cause the love and affection which now binds us together 
to be dissolved. 

But, my friends, I am sure you will not find fault with me 
when I tell you that I love Virginia just a little better. That 
to me her men seem just a little stronger, her women just a 
bit fairer, her hills and valleys a wee bit more wondrous, and 
her traditions more glorious. 

When my eyes first opened it was to look out on the green 
hills and fertile valleys of Virginia; when I first toddled out 
of doors it was to romp and play in the balmy sun of old 
Virginia. My first supplication to Almighty God was at a 
mother’s knee in old Virginia. My childish fancy was thrilled 
and inspired by the heroic deeds of great Virginians. The 
traditions, the spirit, and the hopes and aspirations of Vir- 
ginia are a part of my very soul and being. 


VIRGINIA, MOTHER OF STATES, 


Not only has Virginia given of her soil upon which to plant 
the Nation’s seat of government but has laid her body upon 
the altar of sacrifice and suffered herself to be carved into 
pieces that great sovereign States might spring into being. 

Virginia was the first English colony to be planted in Amer- 
ica. Twenty-seven years from its undertaking till a colony was 
founded at Jamestown. 

In 1585 when Capt. Philip Amidas and Capt. Arthur Barlow 
were sent to explore that vast area, preliminary to an attempt 
to colonize the new country, they landed on the coast of what 
is now the Carolinas, Greatly impressed with the hills and 
valleys, the abundance of game, and the wonderful possibilities 
of the new country, they returned to the Virgin Queen 
laden with minerals and precious stones, with fantastic stories 
of mountains of gold which they had heard from the Indians, 
and with a supply of turkeys, potatoes, and tobacco; this new 
land was named in honor of the Virgin Queen, Virginia.” 

At that time Virginia was a yast unexplored region compris- 
ing a yery large portion of the present United States. 


The bounds thereof on the east side are the ocean; on the Huth lieth 
Florida; on the north Nova Francia; as for the west thereof the limits 
are unknown. But the English always held that Virginia ran to the 
Pacific Ocean, which was then thought to be only a few hundred miles 
west of the Atlantic. Thus Virginia in its beginning was practically 
all the present United States, 


Not only has Virginia given of her own soil to the creation 
of sovereign States, but Virginia added the Northwest Terri- 
tory to the Union in 1779, Louisiana, Florida, Texas, and all 
the West, to the shores of California, were annexed to the 
Union by Virginia and the South. It was at Jamestown the 
first spire in America was lifted heavenward, and the first 
church bell resounded throughout the primeval forests, laying 
the foundations of Christian civilization and of liberty. And 
near by is Hampton, where it was that Benjamin Symmes estab- 
lished in 1684 the first free school in North America. 


THE MOTHER OF STATESMEN, 


But, sirs, Virginia has not only given of her land and of her 
means to the Nation but has given what is more and the great- 
est—character, leadership, statesmen—for 


Not gold but only men can make 
A nation great and strong. 

Men who for truth and honor’s sake, 
Hold fast and suffer long. 

Brave men who toil when others sleep, 
Who dare when others fly; 

They build a nation's pillars deep, 
And lift her to the sky. 


It has been such men that Virginia has given to the Nation 
and to the world. 

It was the inspired voice of Patrick Henry who thrilled the 
hearts of our Reyolutionary fathers and planted in their souls 


the longing for liberty and freedom that could not longer ba 
delayed. 

It was from the pen of a Virginian that the Declaration of 
Independence came, and he it was who gave to the world more 
broad principles of government than any other man—Thomag 
Jefferson, the father of the Democratic Party. 

And, sirs, when the memorable commission was sent to the 
French—and again when there came a call for a man of iron 
nerve, courageous leadership, prophetic vision, and unwavering 
loyalty to lead the hosts of freedom to victory—a Virginian was 
called and George Washington answered the call, and on 
October 19, 1781, wrested the fasces of authority from the hands 
of an insolent ruler and set it to glitter forever upon the brow 
of a newborn Nation. A constitution was to be framed and a 
system of government was to be fashioned for this new Nation, 
and when the Constitutional Convention assembled in Philadel- 
phia on May 25, 1787, it was George Washington, of Virginia, 
who presided over its deliberations. 

After laboring for nearly four months they gave to the Na- 
tion what wise men of all countries, classes, creeds, and politi- 
eal opinions have declared to be the most wonderful political 
document in all history. Gladstone declared it “the most 
wonderful work ever struck off at a given time by the brain 
and purpose of man.” 

And again Virginia offers her contribution—for it was largely 
from the pen of James Madison, jr., that this marvelous docu- 
ment came into being, 

America’s first President was George Washington. 

And then this great new constitutional system must be con- 
strued and interpreted, and then came John Marshall, of Vir- 
ginia, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States 
for 34 years. 

And then there is Lee, the idol of the South, and Jackson, and 
so on and on I might go for hours. I might recall the names 
of scores whose priceless contribution to the Nation is familiar 
to every school child in America. 

However, time does not permit, nor is the occasion appro- 
priate to call the roll of Virginia’s great, but you will find her 
sons in the front rank of the world's great, not only on the 
battle fields, in the forum, and the halls of legislature, but in 
the realm of science, art, and letters. 

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, let no one ever again upon the floor 
of this House even suggest that the classic and historic Com- 
monwealth of Virginia has ever received favors at the hands 
of this Government. The brightest pages in the Nation’s his- 
tory are those put there by Virginians; she has given all; and it 
is justly so, for are we not told “’Tis more blessed to give than 
to receive.” 

And then sweeping over the centuries, we come to the testing 
time of civilization. The nations of the world, long held in 
bondage and bearing upon their backs the scarlet stripes of au- 
tocracy’s cruel lash, as the sunflower at morning time lifts its 
face to the rising sun for light and strength, so turned they to 
America, the young giant of the west, and the boasted land of 
liberty and freedom. A 

I firmly believe that God governs in the affairs of nations as 
He does in the affairs of men, and that it was the guiding hand 
of a divine Providence reaching out over the battlements of 
heaven that placed as Commander in Chief of all the mar- 
shaled hosts of America a son of Virginia to guide, to direct, 
and to lead her on and up until she should stand the ac- 
knowledged redeemer of the liberty-loving people of the world. 

In every age since the dawn of time some one man more 
than any other, because of his virtue, his valor, his suffering, 
or his wise and prophetic leadership, eclipses all others and 
comes to be regarded by the country and the age as the true 
oe and embodiment of the hopes and aspirations of 

8 day. 

The deliverance of Switzerland recalls the name of William 
Tell. The struggle of Scotland calls up the name of Wallace; 
and who the world over ever hears the American Revolution 
spoken of but that it calls up the majestic form of Washing- 
ton. Time is seldom unjust. And when time shall have written 
her verdict; when generations yet unborn shall turn back the 
pages whereon is recorded the eventful happenings of to-day; 
when the dark clouds of war, and of political prejudice and in- 
tolerance shall have rolled back forever, and the sunlight of 
love and peace and justice shall warm the hearts of men and 
nations, the mention of the world struggle for democracy and 
peace will at once recall the name and the imperishable sery- 
ice of that illustrious Virginian and American patriot, Wood- 
row Wilson. 

Woodrow Wilson has passed on. Nothing we can say, no 
tribute of speech, no pæan of praise can “break that deep re- 
pose that curtains round his pulseless heart.” But he is not 
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Were a star quenched on high, 
For ages would its light 

Still traveling downward from the sky 
Shine on our mortal sight. 

So when a good man dies, 
For years beyond our ken 

The light he leaves behind him Hes 
Upon the paths of men. 


And the light set aloft by Woodrow Wilson, son of Virginia, 
will shine on and on ever brighter and brighter until it ilum- 
ines the pathway of the world and justice and human freedom 
become the heritage of mankind. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. McKrown]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, this bill is supposed to be a reciprocity bill; but I have 
been unable, from all of the debate, to find out wherein Mary- 
land comes up with her part of the reciprocity. 

This bill provides for the exemption of automobile owners in 
the District of Columbia from having Maryland license tags 
and from the payment of a personal-property tax, and the Dis- 
trict is going to make good by charging everybody in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia 2 cents a gallon on the gasoline they use, 
The only thing I am uneasy about in putting on a gasoline tax 
is that the dealers in the District of Columbia will get the 2 
cents, which should really go to the Government. But that is 
not the issue here. 

What does the State of Maryland say it will do if you pass 
this bill? It says it will let the people of the District of Colum- 
bia bring their automobiles into the State of Maryland with- 
out paying a license fee in the State of Maryland. A very large 
majority of the residents of the District of Columbia are from 
the State of Maryland, and many of them are from the district 
of the gentleman who proposes this measure, and it will be a 
nice thing for them to know that they do not have to pay any 
tax except a mere 2 cents a gallon on the gasoline they use. 
Every Congressman and every man from every other State in 
the Union must do that same thing. In other words, the man 
who is here from Missouri, Indiana, Ohio, Texas, Arkansas, 
and the rest of the States must pay a license fee in his State 
and then pay the same rate per gallon of gasoline that the 
people in the District of Columbia will be expected to pay. 
Now, here is the situation, They come here and ask you to 
excuse these people from paying their just part of taxation. 

Now, in the first place, this tax, if it shall be provided, 
should go to the road fund of the District of Columbia; but the 
District of Columbia has its roads already built and is on a 
60-40 basis in getting money from the States which you and 
I and the rest of the Congressmen represent. 

No; there is no reciprocity in this bill. If you want to find 
out what kind of reciprocity you have, go out here and let your 
tag be a little out of line, so some State policeman can see it, 
and you will find out what kind of reciprocity you get out of 
Maryland. What is the purpose of this bill? The purpose of 
this bill is simply to make the price of gasoline stay on a 
parity with the State of Maryland. That is all they can say 
in favor of this bill. In other words, if the District of Celum- 
bia does not charge 2 cents a gallon tax, gasoline in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia will sell for 2 cent: less than in the State of 
Maryland, and all the Marylanders near by will come to the 
District of Columbia to buy their gasoline. Therefore the 
purpose is simply to raise the price of gasoline and put it on a 
parity with Maryland. I wonder what you are going to say 
to your people at home when they come here on their tours to 
see the Capital and find they have got to pay to keep up the 
automobile tax of the people who live in the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

I think this bill ought to go back to the committee with in- 
structions to write a real automobile reciprocity bill, not only 
to regulate the sale of gasoline in this District but to regulate 
the running of automobiles in this District. I want to say to 
you that it is dangerous to human life to go about the streets 
of this city and a man ought to be allowed to carry a pistol 
in the District of Columbia to protect himself from the reckless 
drivers in this District. It should go back to the committee 
with instructions to bring us in a bill creating reciprocity and 
a bill providing for putting these reckless drivers in the peni- 
tentiary, and then you could come here and ask for the sup- 
port of the Members of this House, 
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Mr. BLANTON. I will say to the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. ZIHLMAN] there is just one more speech on this side. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. LINTHICUM]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, there has been consider- 
able said upon the subject of this gas tax bill for the District 
of Columbia, which is certainly, to say the least, not germane 
to the subject before us. What has taxation in the District 
of Columbia upon real estate to do with the question of gasoline 
tax? I agree very largely with what the gentleman has had 
to say as to real estate tax. I think, perhaps, it would be 
much better if Congress would designate the amount of money 
it is willing to pay for its privileges in the District of Columbia, 
and for the protection of its rights and property, and then to 
place in the hands of the District Commissioners or of such 
competent body as it might set up, the question of taxation for 
the raising of the balance of the funds necessary for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. The people would then govern their own 
taxation, make their own improvements without interference 
from a tremendously busy Congress. 

Much has been said by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Branton] about what Maryland receives for good roads. The 
answer to this is that Maryland simply receives her just pro- 
portion of the national road funds, Her quota from the passage 
of the Federal aid act in 1916 to the present time was $4,013,- 
004.99. Of this sum $3,825,218.42 was used up to December 
31, 1923, so that when I said to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Branton] that Maryland had received about three million 
and a quarter I was not far from right. The gentleman from 
Texas refused to answer how much Texas had received. I 
find the quota for Texas from the passage of the Federal aid 
act in 1916 to date to be $27,814,043.24, of which $18,635,149.76 
was used up to December 31, 1923, and that Louisiana, the 
beloved State of my colleague, Mr. ASWELL, lias a quota from 
the passage of the act to date of $6,270,140.41, while it has 
used up to December 31, 1923, $4,384,309.69, so that both of 
these States from whence come the gentlemen who so criticized 
Maryland have received a vastly larger sum than the State of 
Maryland. 

I am not criticizing them for this, because I know it to have 
been their proportionate part; but I do want them hereafter 
to “lay off” Maryland. The statements the gentleman from 
Louisiana makes as to the trouble he had in procuring a license 
could have been obviated by a letter to the license bureau, the 
filling in of a blank, and sending a check for the proper amount; 
but if ne delayed it until the last day, when thousands were 
seeking licenses, it was his own fault and should not be 
charged to the State officials; and so far as the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. MANSFIELD] having trouble in Bel Air, Md., 
that could easily have been obviated had he placed his own 
State license on his machine, it having reciprocal relations with 
Maryland. 

The question of reciprocal relations between Maryland and 
the District of Columbia stands upon an absolutely different 
basis than that between the various States of the Union. The 
District, as we know, is surrounded on three sides by Mary- 
land; in fact, I might say four sides, because the boundary of 
Maryland extends to the south shores of the Potomac River, 
Maryland has expended $31,000,000 in the construction of high- 
ways, for which she has issued bonds and provided for the 
interest and sinking fund. This total expenditure and the sink- 
ing fund plus interest is absolutely taken care of by residents 
of Maryland, and no citizen, not even of the District of Colum- 
bia, Is asked to pay one cent for this construction. The main- 
tenance receipts from automobiles for 1923 were $3,381,753, of 
which about $875,000, or a little over 10 per cent, came from 
the District of Columbia, and this entire fund received from 
automobile licenses has been expended and more upon the main- 
tenance and reconstruction of roads, so that all we have ever 
asked the District of Columbia people to do is to contribute 
about 10 per cent for the maintenance of this magnificent high- 
way system, which they have enjoyed just as much as any 
citizen of the State, including the citizens of Baltimore. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Branron] rants about the 
amount of money Maryland has received. Why, my colleagues, 
after the war the Washington Boulevard was so destroyed by 
the heavy trucks and other automobiles incident to the war 
that it had to be repaired to the extent of nearly $1,000,000. 

The section of roadways around the Aberdeen Proving Grounds 
and Edgewood Arsenal was so destroyed that it took some 
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hundreds of thousands of dollars to repair those roads. Around 
Annapolis, the site of the Naval Academy, vast sums were ex- 
pended in reconstruction, so that if the truth was really known 
it would be found that Maryland has expended more than she 
has received because of these heavy losses, yet she does not 
complain and has never complained, but she does desire that 
you should know the facts. 3 

Maryland is ready to grant reciprocity to the District of 
Columbia, though it will cost her in revenue about $150,000 an- 
nually, provided you will pass a bill which does not further de- 
stroy her revenue by making those of the District of Columbia pay 
the same gasoline tax that her citizens are compelled to pay, 
go that all the purchasing will not be done in the District of 
Columbia, to the detriment of Maryland's revenue. To my mind, 
however, a greater question than gasoline tax has arisen In 
the discussion of this bill. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Branton} favors the bill introduced by the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. ASWELL], providing that no State shall receive 
its proportion of the national road fund unless it grants reci- 
procity to all States, including the District of Columbia. 

The question of reciprocity with Maryland, when considered 
in respect of all the other States, is entirely different. Mary- 
land grants reciprocity to all the States just as all the States 
grant reciprocity to Maryland, but none of them grants recl- 
procity for over 90 days, and most of them for 30 days, 
whereas the District of Columbia would need not 80 days or 
00 days but 365 days, and this year 366 days. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Certainly. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Can the gentleman say what is the 
longest period of reciprocity granted by any State? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I should say the longest period is 90 days. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. And if that were granted by the 
State of Maryland, that would not meet the situation? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Of course not. The residents of the 
District require all the year. You could not keep tab on it 
anyhow if you made it less. Maryland, I believe, has granted 
reciprocity to practically every Member of Congress for the 
whole year. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would not the same condition obtain as 
to the State of Virginia? Is not its relationship to the District 
identical with Maryland? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. No; the same condition does not obtain 
for this reason: The District of Columbia is surrounded on 
three sides by the State of Maryland and on the other side 
there is the Potomac River, and the boundary of the State of 
Maryland goes to the south shore of the Potomac River, so 
that the District of Columbia is practically surrounded by the 
State of Maryland and you do not have to cross any bridges to 
get into Maryland. It is thé front yard and park, practically, 
of the District of Columbia and the machines treat it as such. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Besides that, I want to say to the gen- 
tleman that Maryland has expended $31,000,000 for the finest 
highways in this country, and Virginia has not by far reached 
that point. 

Mr. UNDERHILL, Is it not the practice in States adjacent 
to each other, between two large cities where freight business 
is carried on by motor truck, that the automobiles bave to 
take out a license in each one of the States? I know that 
practice is followed in New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode 
Island, Connecticut, and New York. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. If they want to operate thelr machines 
longer than the reciprocity period they have to do that, but if 
they keep within the reciprocity. period they do not. But, 
gentlemen, the point I am particularly anxious to make is with 
reference to the question raised by the gentleman from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. ASWELL]. It is a new point. He proposes, accord- 
ing to his bill, H. R. 82, which is also championed by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON ]—— 

Mr. BLANTON. Only in part. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. In part; yes. It proposes that no State 
shall receive its just proportion of the national road fund unless 
it grants reciprocity to all machines of any State and of the 
District of Columbia having reciprocity tags. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I am afraid I can not, because I want 
to get through within the time allotted me. 

The gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. AswELL] says he is in 
favor of State rights, and yet he would through his bill, 
H. R. 82, coerce a State by withholding its just amount due 
from the road-fund appropriation to compel it to donate its 
system of highways to the use of the entire country. Only a 
few days ago Senator McCullough, in the Senate of Maryland, 
introduced a resolution demanding the abolition of Federal 


aid to the States when such ald fs conditional upon similar 
appropriations by the State. This was followed by Senator 
Frick’s presentation of petition of the Federation of Demo- 
cratic Women, asking for specific refusal of a State appropria- 
tion under the terms of the maternity act. Those straws show 
how the wind is blowing. 

The President has stated that “the program of the Chief 
Executive does not contemplate the expansion of these subsi- 
dies; that he is fearful this broadening of field of activities is 
detrimenta! both to the Federal Government and the State gov- 
ernments; that the efficiency of the State government is im- 
paired, as they relinquish and turn over to the Federal Govern- 
ment responsibilities which are rightfully theirs”; and Gov- 
ernor Ritchie, of Maryland, asks the pertinent question, “ Could 
not Maryland do all these things just as well without Federal 
aid?” The truth is that Maryland through taxation con- 
tributes more to the national road fund than she has ever re- 
ceived. These 50-50 appropriations are gradually extending 
the power of the Federal Government and establishing a cen- 
tralized government at Washington. No better example of this 
can be shown than that the gentleman from Louisiana pro- 
poses to coerce the State of Maryland into doing something 
which she perhaps does not desire to do. The proposal of the 
late President Harding that the National Government should 
prescribe the manner of construction and the width of roads in 
the various States, because the National Government was con- 
tributing a part of the funds, was largely embodled into law, 
so that the long arm of the National Government is gradually 
extending its activitles into the various States to the disad- 
vantage of local self-government and to the ultimate elimina- 
tion of State rights unless we soon call a halt. I wish, there- 
fore, to warn the Members of this House of the insidious 
effects which legislation such as that proposed by the gentle- 
man from Louisiana will ultimately haye upon our State 
activities and independence. 

Now, gentlemen, that brings me to a point I want to bring 
to your specific attention, that through these 50-50 appropria- 
tions and through this bill which the gentleman from Louisiana 
Mr. Aswert] has introduced you are going into the control 
of the States, If the bill suggested by the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. Aswett] was passed by this Congress, it would 
coerce the States and be an absolute violation of the integrity 
of the States. > 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I hate to disturb the gentleman, but will 
you yield to me there for just a moment? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes; I will yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I will state that two years ago such a 
provision was put into the law, and it required the State of 
Texas to amend her constitution in order to receive her part 
of this road fund. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes. That is a very strong example of 
the dangers threatening us. 

Mr. BEGG. I have a question which is right on your point, 
but I will not insist if you do not eare to yield, 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes; I will yleld. 

Mr. BEGG. I am in entire sympathy with the attitude of 
Maryland, I am frank to say, in the past, but where does Mary- 
land benefit if this tax is passed and a gasoline tax provided? 
Where does Maryland get any benefit out of this plan over the 
other one? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. You would set up in the District of Co- 
lumbia, as the gentleman from Oklahoma has said, a condition 
which Maryland could not compete with. You would give the 
dealers in the District of Columbia, which is surrounded by 
Maryland, a chance to sell gasoline 2 cents less a gallon than 
could Maryland. Maryland is giving away $150,000 by this 
act which would be further depleted without this legislation, 
because people from the sourrounding section would come to 
the District where they could buy gasoline 2 cents a galion 
cheaper. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Maryland 
has expired. 

[Mr. Linruicum had leave to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to myself. 

Mr. Chairman and gentiemen, this is a matter of more im- 
portance than it portends, and I would appreciate it if you 
would give me close attention for a few minutes, 

This bill was not drawn by the District Committee, it was 
drawn by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia. 
It was sent to the District Committee with a communication 
from the commissioners asking that it be passed immediately. 
If you will look in the majority report, and turn to that 
communication from the commissioners you will find that the 
Legislature of the State of Maryland authorized the Gover- 
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nor of Maryland to grant reciprocity with the District of 
Columbia without any string being tied to it whatever. I 
want to commend the Maryland Legislature for that act. 
These legislators at Annapolis were tired of this friction that 
exists between Baltimore and the District. They wanted to 
put an end to the friction, and so they authorized the goy- 
ernor, by special act giving him power to enter into reciprocal 
agreement with the District on automobiles. But when the 
governor took the matter up he demanded one thing more, 
and that is that we impose a 2-cent tax on gasoline. That 
was extraneous to the directions given him by the legisla- 
ture. The legislature made no demands whatever that there 
should be a 2-cent tax on gasoline. If there was need of 
more revenue in the District I would be the first man to get 
up and advocate a 2-cent gasoline tax. But if you look at 
the communication from these commissioners you will see 
that it is not for revenue, because they state that it will not 
bring in one cent more revenue than they receive under the 
present law. 

They say they get as much now under the present law as 
they will under a 2-cent gasoline tax. 

Now, what is it that they do? The District of Columbia 
Commissioners wished to unload the citizens here from the 
burden of ordinary taxation, such taxation as your people 
and mine pay back home. Without any such request from 
Maryland they come in here and ask us to do away with the 
license tax of three, five, and ten dollars per car. They also 
ask us to do away with the property tax that now exists on 
automobiles and instead of a Rolls-Royce, costing $15,000 and 
paying $180 tax, they want to relieve it and let it pay only 
$1. A dollar tax on a $15,000 automobile! If you will read 
the speech of our beloved friend from Maryland [Mr. Zrar- 
mMAN]—and I think a great deal of him, a splendid, fine, gentle- 
man, and all of us think a great deal of him—I back him up 
lots of times; if you will read his speech you will see that 
he says the bill is not for revenue. He was asked in the 
committee, why do you want to exempt these people from 
a property tax, and he said we do not need the revenue, 
and that was his purpose in relieving them. 

Mr. KEARNS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. KEARNS. Does the gentleman mean to say that it ex- 
empts all automobiles from property tax? 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. ZHL- 
MAN] put in an amendment which was forced on him by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. UNDERHILL], which re- 
eves five-sixths of them now from taxation, because in addition 
to $1,000 exemption on furniture it exempts every automobile 
up to the extent of $1,000 valuation from property tax. He ad- 
mits that that exempts automatically five-sixths of the cars of 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield fur- 
ther? 

Mr. BLANTON, I have not very much time, but I yield. 

Mr. KEARNS. What is the property exemption in taxes? 
What is the amount of property exempted in taxes here in the 
District? 

Mr. BLANTON. On household furniture? r 

Mr. KEARNS. On everything. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is $1,000 on household furniture and 
personal property exclusive of automobiles. 

Mr. KEARNS. And that is all, is it not? 

Mr. BLANTON. There is now no exemption whatever on 
automobiles. 

Mr. KEARNS. In Ohio it is only $200. 

Mr. BLANTON. 1 want to show what the present condition 
is in Virginia on the one side and in-Maryland on the other, 
The committee want to relieve a $1,000 automobile here of pay- 
ing all taxes except the $1 and the 2-cent gas tax on gasoline. 
The gentleman from Maryland [Mr. ZratMan] and the gentle- 
man from Maryland [Mr. LinrHicum], in their home State, 
first, have to pay a gasoline tax of 2 cents per gallon. Then 
they have to pay a property tax of $2.70 on $100 of full valua- 
tion of the car. In addition to that they haye to pay a license 
tax of 32 cents per horsepower on the full horsepower of the 
ear. What is the condition in Virginia? They have to go fur- 
ther than that. Our friend, Judge Moore, will tell you all about 
it. Let us take a car over here in Alexandria. They first have 
to pay a 3-cent tax on gasoline, not 2 cents. In addition to that 
they have to pay a State license tax of 60 cents per horsepower. 
They do not stop there. They have to pay a State property tax 
of $1.50 on the hundred on the full valuation of the car, and 
then haye to pay a municipal license tax of an average of $4 
on the cay. In addition to that they have to pay a municipal 
property tax of about $7.50 on an average on the car. 


Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the gen- 
tleman that we do have to do that in Maryland, and I admit 
that; but why should you object to the 2-cent tax rate heré? 


Mr. BLANTON, I will tell the gentleman in a minute, 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. MADDEN. I assume that the reason why Maryland 
wants the people of the District to pay a 2-cent gas tax is so 
that the people in Maryland will buy their gasoline in Maryland, 
because otherwise they will come here to the District to buy it 
if they do not have a tax on it here in the District. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is what the governor is trying to have 
brought about, but the legislature did not demand it. 

Mr. MADDEN. There is no justification for the tax unless 
it is to prevent the people of Maryland from coming into the 
District to buy gas at a low price. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Then the object of this bill is to help a 
few oil dealers. 

Mr. MADDEN. We ought not to be legislating here for the 
State of Maryland but for the people of the District. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. What constitutional right have 
we to levy an excise tax in this bill in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, there are two different propositions in 
this bill that make it unconstitutional, whenever it is put up 
to the lawyers of the House, but in its present condition there 
are so many other objectionable features about it that I have 
not time to go into those matters. If practically all the roads 
of the District had not all been paved already, I would person- 
ally be in favor of the 2-cent gasoline tax to be used for the 
purpose of paving the roads, but do you know 

Mr. MOREHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. I ask for information. Is there anything 
to prevent this gas tax money being diverted to other purposes 
besides that of road building? 

Mr, BLANTON, Nothing in the world. It goes into the 
General Treasury to the credit of the District of Columbia. It 
is not put to the credit of any road fund. It goes into the 
General Treasury. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. The tax appeals to me as a matter of 
fairness between the District of Columbia and the State of 
Maryland. Why not place all of this tax money in the Treasury 
of the United States? 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Maryland and the 
commissioners say that we do not need the revenue. We do 
not, and I will tell you why. Up until 1914, when the Borland 
Act was passed, the auditor down here will tell you that your 
people back home and mine paid 50 per cent of all the cost of 
paving the streets here, and about 90 per cent of them all were 
paved by 1914. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
10 minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then I will yield myself five more minutes. 
The auditor will tell you further that our people at home have 
paid 50 per cent of the paving of the streets of the District of 
Columbia up to 1921, and he will tell you that about 90 per 
cent of all the streets in Washington at that time had been 
paved. Then he will tell you something else—since 1921 our 
home people have paid 40 per cent of this cost. In addition 
to paving the streets, we haye been appropriating out of your 
people’s money every year about $500,000 to maintain them and 
keep them in repair. Your people and mine have been paying 
that in addition to paying their taxes back home, while these 
people in the District have been paying $1.20 on a hundred 
dollars, and that covers their total tax. I was not unfair to 
my friend from Maryland nor to my friend from Virginia 
when I spoke about what they were getting over in Maryland 
and in Virginia. I may talk about Virginia, especially, be- 
cause my father was born there and partly raised there, so I 
can speak of it with propriety, may I not? But in 1828, if you 
will get the records of the United States Senate for that year, 
you will find that Senator Johnson, of Kentucky, rose in his 
place in the Senate and complained that the Government had 
already spent $1,700,000 to build a road to Cumberland, Må., 
and that Maryland would not keep it up, and that Congress was 
called on to keep that road in repair, and this occurred as far 
back as 1828. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. But that was a national pike. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes; but the Maryland people got the 
use of this national pike just the same. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. And so did everybody else. According 
to what the gentleman says, why would it not be a good idea to 


The gentleman from Texas has consumed 
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amend the bill and provide that this 2-cent gasoline tax shall go 
toward the maintenance of the streets and highways of the 
District of Columbia and relieye the general appropriations to 
that extent? 

Mr. BLANTON, That would be entirely proper. Our people 
at home have already paid half the expense to pave the streets 
here. They have paid about $500,000 annually to keep them 
up. and it seems they are going to keep on doing that; and 
every time you Maryland people come over here, or the people 
of Pennsylvania or Ohio or IIlinois or Texas come here to visit 
the Capital—and the people from all over the United States 
come here by thousands every day in their cars—in addition to 
haying paid their good money to pave these streets and $500,000 
a year extra to keep them up, you are going to tax them on the 
gasoline they use in the Nation's Capital. This is the one 
place there should not be a tax on gasoline, because the people 
of this country have already paid the expense of making and 
keeping up the highways of the District of Columbia. Fewer 
people come here from Texas in their automobiles than come 
from any other State. Texas people come here on the trains, 
most of them. But your people, living close by Washington, 
your constituents, are coming here all the time, and from the 
time they enter the portals of the District you want to tax them 
2 cents a gallon for the gasoline they use; and when they ask 
you how much do yeu pay for your licenses here you answer 
“one dollar,” whereas our friend from Massachusetts [Mr. UN- 
DERHILL] will tell you that he pays $100 in Massachusetts on 
his automobile. But in Washington, under this bill, the owner 
of a Pierce-Arrow or Rolls-Royce will get by with the payment 
of a paltry $1. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. The gentleman speaks of a Rolls-Royce be- 
ing exempt practically from taxation. 

Mr. BLANTON. The commissioners’ bill proposed to ex- 
empt it, and the committee amendment exempts $1,000 of its 
valne from taxation. 

Mr. WATKINS. The gentleman said a Rolls-Royce, which 
might cost $15,000, would be exempt. 

Mr. BLANTON. It would be exempt from taxation under 
the bill as first drawn. I could spend a million dollars on 
$1,000- automobiles and could run them on these streets as 
“taxies” night and day, wearing out the streets, taking up the 
right of way, displacing other automobiles, and requiring 
traffic cops to guide them, and I would not have to pay a dollar 
tax each on that many automobiles worth $1,000,000. The 
clause of this bill exempting autos from taxation ought to be 
stricken out. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of my 
time to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. UNDERHILL]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland yields to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 4 minutes and 10 seconds. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Chairman, there is no use in get- 
ting unduly excited over this bill. If you take this bill and 
strike out the two lines in italics, on page 2, which exempts 
automobiles up to $1,000 from the personal-property tax, you 
haye a proper bill. You have a bill that brings revenne to the 
District; you have a bill that will bring additional revenue to 
the Federal ‘Treasury; you have a bill that will eliminate all 
the nuisances with which those who own automobiles in the 
District of Columbia have bad to contend, and also those who 
live in Maryland. In addition to that, yon are going to do a 
very fair thing by our constituents who come here. There is 
no reason why my people who come down here and use the 
reads of the District should not pay a little something toward 
the maintenance of the streets, just as they do im Connecticut 
and in Pennsylvania and in New York and in practically every 
other State in the Union. Why should I be privileged to keep 
a car here nine months in the year and have the protection of 
the District departments and the regulations of the traffic 
officers, and not pay one cent, as is the practice to-day? It is 
only right and just that I should pay a certain tax in the 
form of a gasoline tax, that I have to pay in almost every 
other State. Suppose they get.a few extra dollars from this 
revenue—I can point out a great many streets in the District 
of Columbia that can be improved considerably, where you 
might take ont the old cobblestone pavements and put in a 
macadam or granolithie street. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Yes. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. You say the people use these streets 
and therefore should be charged something for their use. My 


constituents paid 50-50, and now 60-40 for paying the streets 

and for the upkeep of the streets, when we haye no way of 

pang the streets. Many of my people are never going to see 
em. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. That is hardly a fair proposition. There 
are people who come here to see this beautiful city from all 
parts of the country. If I were wealthy enough, I would like 
to pay the expenses of all your people to come here and see 
the beautiful city of Washington. But, gentlemen, we ought 
not to be prejudiced because the Federal Government pays 40 
per cent, or has in the past paid 60 per cent. We have a won- 
derful Capital here. Let us keep it so. Let us do something 
for the District. Let us do something for the people. Let us 
do something for the automobilists, and let us do something 
for the improvement of the streets, 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. So would I, and so would the con- 
stituents of the gentlemen, but it would not be fair to require 
the constituents of the gentleman to pay the expenses of my 
constituents who come here. The capital of every State that I 
know of is kept up not by the citizens of the States in which 
they are located but the city keeps it up because of the revenue 
that is brought in. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. You ean not compare the capital of Flor- 
ates the capital of Massachusetts with the Capital of the 
Nation. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. The capital of Florida—— 

Mr. UNDERHILL. I bave but 10 seconds left. The trouble 
with a great many of the matters that are reported from the 
District Committee is that they have some fool proviso attached 
to them that makes them objectionable to the membership of 
the House. We should pass the bill without the proviso on 
page 2, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. All time has expired. The Clerk will 
read the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled—— 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the en- 
acting clause, 

The CHAIRMAN. The motion of the gentleman from Texas 
is not in order until the first section is read. 

Mr. BLANTON. I think it is in order at any time after the 
consideration of the bill, Is it not a privileged motion? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is when the first section has been read. 
The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Re it enacted, etoc., That on and after January 1, 1924, a registration 
fee of $1 for all motor vehicles and a tax of 2 cents per gallon on all 
motor-vehicle fnels sold within the District of Columbia shall be levied 
and collected in the manner hereinafter provided, one half of which tax 
shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States to the entire credit 
of the District of Columbia, in lieu of the personal property tax on 
motor vehicles. which tax shall be remitted on and after July 1, 1924, 
and the other half, as well as all registration fees, shall be paid into 
the Treasury of the United States to the credit of the United States 
and to the credit of the District of Columbia in the same proportions 
as appropriations for the District of Celumbia are paid from the Treas- 
ury of the United States and from the revenues of the District of 
Columbia; but no registration fee shall be charged for any motor 
vehicle bearing a registration marker or plate of any State which 
grants to the actual residents of the District of Columbia the privilege 
of using the roads of that State in return for a like privilege granted 
the actual residents of that State by the District of Columbia, and on 
and after January 1, 1924, no tax of any character or description, ex- 
cept as in this act provided, shall be levied or assessed upon any motor 
vehicle in the District of mbin: Provided, That this act and any 
section thereof shall be inoperative and of no effect unless the State of 
Maryland shall agree to permit, on and after January 1, 1924, the free 
and unrestricted use of the public highways of that State by motor 
vehicles bearing registration markers or plates of the District of Colum- 
bia In like manner and to the same extent as the free and unrestricted 
use of the public highways of the District of Columbia is extended to 
motor vehicles bearing registration markers or plates of the State of 
Maryland. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, 1 move to strike out the 
enacting clause; and, if in order, on that I move the previous 
question. 


Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I make the point 


of order that the previous question is not in order in the com- 
mittee. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas moves to 
strike out the enacting clause, and the course of. procedure 
under that motion is five minutes’ debate in support of the gen- 
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tleman’s motion and five minutes’ debate in opposition. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from Texas to control the five 
minutes in favor of his motion. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself two minutes 
of that five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for two minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, there is but one object of 
this bill, so stated by the commissioners and by the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. Zraiman], and that is to secure reci- 
procity. In my judgment there will be reciprocity without 
this bill, because if you will look at the commissioners’ letter 
to the District Committee you will see that the Legislature of 
the State of Maryland passed a law authorizing the Goyernor 
of Maryland to grant reciprocity to the District and to enter 
into an agreement to that effect. The gentleman from Mary- 
land [Mr. ZrH~MAN], who no doubt keeps up with the action 
of his legislature, will tell you that the Legislature of Mary- 
land did not put any strings whatever on that proposition. It 
did not require a gasoline tax; it did not require anything else; 
it was a general provision authorizing the governor to arrange 
reciprocity with the District of Columbia. The Legislature of 
Maryland did that because it knew Maryland was the only 
State in the United States which had refused to grant reci- 
procity to the District. 

Every other State in the United States but Maryland has 
reciprocity with the District; every other State in the United 
States has reciprocity with Maryland and Maryland with 
every other State. The legislature of Maryland knew the 
time had come when it must grant reciprocity, not with strings 
tied to it and not by selling reciprocity, but free reciprocity, 
just like every other State grants it to the District. 

I will say to you gentlemen that with the enacting clause 
of this bill stricken out you will have reciprocity. You have 
it now until March 1, 1924, and the State of Maryland will 
never change it because the Governor of Maryland has in- 
structions from its legislature to bring about reciprocity, and 
Maryland can not afford not to give it to the District of Colum- 
bia, the Nation’s Capital. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I would like to say to the gentleman that I 
was a member of that legislature, and, in my opinion, the 
gentleman is absolutely wrong. The reason why there were 
no strings put on the measure was that the legislature would 
hardly pass a law authorizing its agent to make a contract 
and then bind him up in such a way that he could not act. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the other three 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas can not re- 
serve the balance of his time. There are two courses for the 
gentleman to adopt, to yield the floor or now utilize the remain- 
ing three minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then I will utilize the three minutes, be- 
cause I want to answer the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
T’yprnGs]. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Will the gentleman let me finish my ques- 
tion? 

Mr. BLANTON, In just a minute. I do not want the gentle- 
man to take up all of my three minutes. 

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not want the gentleman to misstate 
matters. 

Mr. BLANTON. Here is what the gentleman says: The 
gentleman says he was a member of the legislature of a State 
which is the only State in the Union that does not grant reci- 
procity to the District of Columbia. 

Mr. TYDINGS. The gentleman is evading his original propo- 
sition. The gentleman is not meeting me fairly on the propo- 
sition. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I regret that I can not 
yield further. 
aa CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas declines to 

eld. 

Mr. BLANTON. Maryland is the only State that has not 
granted reciprocity to the District of Columbia. The gentle- 
man intimates they did not give general directions to the Gov- 
ernor of the State of Maryland, but that they had a string tied 
to the law. He does know, however, that the governor has 
demanded that a tax of 2 cents a gallon on gas be passed. Well, 
if that is not attaching a string to reciprocity I do not know 
what it is. Pennsylvania did not demand that. If Maryland 
can demand the 2-cent tax, I want to ask you gentlemen why 
Virginia can not come in next week and say, “ You passed a 
2-cent tax for Maryland; we have to pay 8 cents in Virginia, 
and we demand that you now raise your gas tax to 3 cents 


a gallon”? Could not Virginia do that as well as Maryland? 
Could not Virginia come in and say, “ We will put toll gates 
up on our highways and prevent a man driving an automobile 
from passing through Virginia from Washington to Richmond 
unless you pass a 8-cent gas tax”? 

Mr. JOST. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I will yield to the gentleman; yes. 

Mr. JOST. Does the gentleman recognize any difference be- 
tween a vehicle passing over the territory of a State in ordi- 
nary transit—making an ordinary journey—and vehicles that 
are virtually using the roads and the territory of a State all 
the time, as the territory of Maryland is now being used by auto- 
mobiles from the District? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. There is nothing to prevent the Dis- 
trict and Maryland from putting a special tax on all trucks 
and freighters, and they will do it. They will do something 
about this truck-freight service between Washington and Bal- 
timore, Md., and, as I understand it, they have a law already 
which requires trucks to respond to special taxes for wearing 
out the roads when they engage in the freight business. We 
do not need this law for it, because Maryland will attend to 
that as well as the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Will my colleague explain, in the 
minute and a half left to him, why Florida, with a 3-cent 
gasoline tax, sells gasoline for 20 cents a gallon and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, with no tax, charges 21 cents a gallon? 

Mr. BLANTON. Let me tell you that since this matter has 
been proposed here the Standard Oil Co. has raised the retail 
price of gasoline first 2 cents a gallon and then the other day 
2 more cents a gallon. They are beating us to it. They are 
making us pay already 4 cents a gallon more than when this 
bill was introduced, and when the bill is adopted they will 
probably put 2 cents more on the price because we take no 
steps to stop them. It is a question of saving money to the 
whole people of this Nation in their National Capital, where 
they have spent much money on these roads, mostly on a 50-50 
per cent basis, both for building and maintenance, and they 
ought not to be taxed specially every time they come within 
the portals of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
I trust the House will not at this time adopt the motion to 
strike out the enacting clause of this bill. In the hour and a 
half debate allotted to the opposition to this bill there has not 
been a single point brought out against it except two—the 
point of the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. AswELL] that he 
had visited the office of the Maryland motor-vehicle commis- 
sioner here in Washington and had not received courteous 
treatment, and the statement of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. BEAwTON] that property taxes here in Washington were 
too low. They are the only two points that have been made 
against this bill. It has been shown here on the floor that 35 
States of the Union now have a gasoline tax, some 1 cent, some 
2 cents, and some 3 cents. 

The gentleman from Texas filled the Rxconp with three pages 
of assessments here in the District of Columbia and three pages 
of alleged selling prices. 

Mr. BLANTON. I had authority. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I decline to yield. I want to first refute 
that statement, and I have here the figures from the assessor’s 
office, which show that in the business section sales made dur- 
ing the years 1919 and 1920 and 1921, aggregating $50,840,848 
when compared with assessments of the same property dis- 
close figures of $53,407,937. In the same way properties in 
the northeast and southeast show sales of $4,258,945 against 
assessments of $3,447,344 in 1,218 sales. In the southwest 382 
sales were made, at a total value of $1,625,145, and the same 
property was assessed at $1,384,828. In small apartments num- 
bering about 220 the sales were $15,185,700 and the assessment 
of the same property was $13,414,606. In the sales of 20 very 
large apartments the sales were $13,551,868 and the assessments 
for the same property were $11,847,347. 

In an examination of bank values submitted to the Treasury 
Department, it was found that 50 banks and savings institutions 
carried their buildings at $16,948,734, against which an assess- 
ment had been levied of $15,964,500. If two institutions in- 
cluded in these amounts be eliminated, it will be found that the 
bank values are $12,505,630, against which there is an assess- 
ment laid of $12,791,000, or an excess above the bank valuation. 

The gentleman from Texas has daily risen on this floor and 
has talked about “my people back home who pay these bills.” 

Mr. McKEOWN rose. X 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I can not yield now. I do not wish to be 
discourteous to the gentleman who spoke against the gasoline 
tax when he has one in his own State. 


2262 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] has talked about 
“my people back home paying the expenses of the District of 
Columbia,“ when, gentlemen, the people of the District of Co- 
lumbia pay $10 into the Federal Treasury for every dollar paid 
by the people represented by the gentleman from Texas. I have 
here in my hand the report of the tax commissioner of the State 
of Texas for the year 1919, wherein he states that the revenue 
and taxation system of the State of Texas is a screaming 
farce; that over 1,000,000 acres of land is not taxed at all; that 
there is $800,000,000 in the banks of Texas and taxes paid on 
$40,000,000, I quote from his report to the governor for the 
year 1919: 


In 1876, when our present organic law was adopted and under which 
our tax laws have grown up, there was little property subject to taxa- 
tion saye that which was tangible and could not be hid when the 
assessor passed around the hat” and asked the property owners to 
contribute whatever they desired toward the support of government. 
No doubt in those days it was sufficient to meet the needs of the State, 
but, regardless of its efficiency in the past, it is now an incubus upon a 
tax-burdened people. Its efficiency has been turned into Inefficiency, its 
equality into inequality, its justice into injustice, until to-day our 
reyenue system is a screaming farce. 

A great American has recently said “ that it is no part of government 
to boost one citizen and boot another,” and yet that is the very thing 
that Texas does to-day in the administration of and annual collection of 
her revenue. 

Why is this? It is because only a small portion of the property of 
the State is taxed at all. Multiplied millions of dollars’ worth of prop- 
erty is escaping taxation simply because we have no adequate laws to 
tax them. We find that there is $800,000,000 on deposit subject to 
check in the banks of Texas, yet less than $40,000,000—or about 4 per 
cent of this amount—was rendered for taxation last year. 


Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I only have five minutes. I do not wish to 
be discourteous. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland declines 
to yield. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. If I can get additional time, I will be 
pleased to yield. 

Mr. James A. King, the tax commissioner of the State of 
Texas, states in his report that the percentage which each class 
of property bears to the total value of the State, as shown by 
the comptroller’s report for 1918, was as follows: Real estate, 
614 per cent; personal property 131 per cent; banks, money, 
bonds, 61 per cent; corporations, 74 per cent; railroads, 10} per 
cent. 

I quote further: 

By reason of the fact that our tax laws are crude and antiquated 
the intangible values of these great utilities are not reached by taxa- 
tion. 

We have had the wool pulled over our eyes by the highly paid ex- 
perts of these companies for so long a time that apparently our blind- 
ness has become permanent.. + 

There is enough property in Texas to-day in the form of invisible 
property, consisting of stocks, bonds, money, notes, mortgages, credits 
and the like securities, which has never paid a cent of tax, to raise, if 
put upon the statutes, where such property rightfully belongs, suffi- 
cient revenue to wipe out the anual deficit and place the State in a 
position to properly support her institutions. I make the further 
statement, if the unreturned property located in this State, subject to 
taxation under the laws of this State, were put upon the statutes, and 
the property already returned was well entered at a just and fair 
valuation, it would raise sufficient revenue to enable the State to pay 
her debts; to liberally support her public institutions, and to lower 
the present tax rate from 75 to 15 cents. In other words, it is to the 
interest of every citizen of Texas to see that every species of property 
pays its just proportion of taxes, It is to our financial interest to be 
honest. We ought to be honest even when it costs us something to be 
honest, but no man can claim that his mind or his heart is right 
when he argues that it is preferable to be dishonest at a financial sacri- 
fice. 


I also quote herewith from his 1920 report to the Governor of 
Texas: 


Little of the property of the State, not eyen all of the land, is 
regularly and uniformly entered upon our tax rolis. A vast amount 
of property, even real estate, escapes taxation every year. It is 
sometimes claimed, and rightly so, that land which is always in sight 
and can not be carried away or concealed is always taxed, but those 
who make this statement are usually urging that personal property 
should be taxed, and that it is personal property which escapes. There 
is no question but that much taxablé personal property escapes. It is 
always harder to find than real estate. But when, as has been ascer- 


tained, real estate escapes; when that which is easiest to find escapes, 
then how much more certain it is that personal property which is hard 
to find and to assess escapes in even greater proportion, 

From comparison of the tax rolls of the State from year to year of 
the total acreage of land assessed, both in individual counties and in 
the whole State, it is apparent that land is escaping taxation from 
year to year of immense yalue. The tax rolls of 1918 were a total 
acreage in the State of 165,464,224, while the rolls of 1919 showed an 
acreage of 167,366,544, or a difference in the acreage of two years of 
1,902,820. The difference between 1919 and 1920 of the assessed 
acreage of the State is not before me, but no doubt is entertained but 
that it will be in large amount. These discrepancies in land rendi- 
tion have been going on since the days of the Texas Republic, and it 
occurs to the writer that it ought to appeal to sensible and fair-minded 
men as an evil which ought to be stopped and the degree of unfairness 
which ought to be prohibited. 


Now, gentlemen, I want to make clear this fact. This bill 
is sent here by the District Commissioners in the hope of 
establishing reciprocity and putting an end to the inconven- 
ience and the ill-feeling that has existed between the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the State of Maryland. I am not de- 
fending the position of Maryland in imposing two tags, except 
by giving you the figures of actual destruction of our roads by, 
heavy trucks engaged in hauling between Baltimore and Wash- 
ington. In 1918 the Washington-Baltimore Boulevard was abso- 
lutely destroyed, and the State engineer of the State of Mary- 
land stated that if those trucks bad carried 3-ton loads instead 
of 5 or 6-ton loads it would have cost the owners of those trucks 
to haul the same amount of freight approximately $18,000. 
It cost the State of Maryland $600,000 to put that road back 
into condition. I hope the motion of the gentleman from Texas 
will not prevail. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the adoption of the 
motion of the gentleman from Texas to strike out the enacting 
clause of the pending bill, H. R. 655. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
ZIHLMAN) there were—ayes 50, noes 61. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
there is no quorum present. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is a quorum present, as just devel- 
oped by the last vote. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I withdraw the point of order. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers Mr. 
ZIHLMAN and Mr. BLANTON. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported 
ayes 55, noes 75. 

So the motion was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendments offered by the commit- 
tee are next in order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment: Page 1, line 9, after the word “ Columbia,” 
strike out the words “in lieu of the personal property tax on motor 
vehicles, which tax shall be remitted on and after July 1, 1924.“ 


Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized. 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I have a preferertial motion, 
Mr. BEGG. This is a committee amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will offer it later. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I think instead of this committee amendment being adopted it 
ought to be defeated, because I can see no excuse whatsoever 
for exempting automobiles from personal taxation any more 
than you would exempt victrolas, pianos, jewelry, or anything 
else, 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEGG. I have only five minutes. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I want to set the gentleman right. 

Mr. BEGG. Well, I think I am right, so the gentleman need 
not waste any time on that. The only excuse for an automo- 
bile tax is to get money fcr the maintenance of the streets from 
the people that destroy them. Under the law of the District 
of Columbia 50 per cent of the cost cf the streets are assessed 
against the property. I have no criticism of that, although I 
think sometimes that is unwise. A man may own a piece of 
property—and I expect there are a large number of people 
in the District of Columbia who own property and are mating 
monthly payments on same and who do not own an auto be- 
cause they can not afford one, yet they are willing—and no 
effort is being made to escape it—they are wiling to pay 50 
per cent of the first cost of the street. But every man, if he 
has studied street repairs, knows that the streets are not paid 
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for the first time, one-half of them, until they need to be resur- 
faced and repaired. Now, why do they need to be repaired? 
Because they are worn out. Who wears them out? The users 
of automobiles, and the justification for an automobile tax, 
and the only justification for a gasoline tax that I can see is 
that we collect the revenue for the maintenance from the same 
source that the destruction comes from. 

Why, last summer a truck went over the Calvert Street 
Bridge and absolutely destroyed the trackage in one trip across 
because the weather was warm and it was so loaded that the 
truck cut down through the asphalt to the base, 

Mr, KEARNS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BEGG. Yes. 

Mr, KEARNS. Why could not you pass a law limiting the 
weight of the truck? 

Mr. BEGG. Oh, the gentleman knows that we have a law 
limiting the weight in Ohio, but, as the gentleman knows, they 
overload them. You would have to weigh every truck as it 
went down the street. It is a deterrent but not a remedy. The 
only way to get the cost of the destroying element is to put a 
gasoline tax on, and after all is said and done I believe it is 
the only equitable tax you can have. If I drive my automobile 
10,000 miles and you drive yours only 2,000 miles, for the pur- 
poses of maintaining a highway you should not pay the same 
tax as I, who may run it every day, let alone the man who owns 
no automobile. Take the taxicabs, They run all day and night, 
and the man who owns a little home out on the street who 
has an automobile for pleasure riding and who does not destroy 
the highway like the taxicab, that uses it for commercial pur- 
poses, ought not to pay the same tax as the taxicab. That 
being true, if you agree with me that the argument for a gaso- 
line tax is only primarily to put the cost of the maintenance 
on the destroyers of the roads, then you have no argument left 
absolutely. 

If a personal-property tax is right on any piece of personal 
property, it is right on every piece of personal property. If 
you want this law to become effective, you ought to make it a 
straight law, the tax to be collected whenever it is required 
for the maintenance of and keeping the streets in good condi- 
tion, the tax to be lowered when there is a surplusage and no 
need of it. Now, another thing about the personal- 


tax. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman is in favor of the amend- 
ment, is he not? 

Mr. BEGG. The gentleman is in favor of a personal-prop- 
erty tax. 

Mr. BLANTON, Then the gentleman will be in favor of this 
amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, I ask for two minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio asks that his 
time be extended two minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, I want to get 
the gentleman straight. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, I ask for the regular order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then I object. 

Mr. BEGG. Very well 

Mr. BLANTON. No; Mr. Chairman, I withdraw that. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the gentleman from 
Ohio having two minutes more? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BEGG. Now, gentlemen, in line 7 there will have to be 
an amendment if the purpose to which I refer is accomplished, 
namely, that the gasoline tax must go for the maintenance of 
ee and highways, and then you will have to go back to 
line 7. 

Mr. GASQUE. Why not strike out the language “ one-half 
a os tax shall be paid into the Treasury of the United 

tates ” : 

Mr. BEGG. I am coming to that. I want to say on that 
proposition that there is no justification at all for a gasoline 
tax, to my mind, unless it is for street repairs, and if it is for 
street repairs there is no justification for putting half of it in 
the Federal Treasury. 

Now, on page 2 the first six lines would have to be stricken 
out if the thing that I am advocating is accomplished, and if it 
is not accomplished the only argument in justification for a 
gasoline tax that T can see is to do what the gentleman from 
Maryland and the gentleman from Oklahoma advocated, namely, 
equalizing the cost of gasoline between Maryland and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. I want to say that I have a good deal of 
Sympathy with the State of Maryland. About all of the pleas- 
ure riding that the people of the District can do must of neces- 
sity be done over the highways of Maryland, and there is not 


a single penny of the tax that will go into the upkeep of those 
highways if this bill becomes a law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has 
expired. 

Mr. SHARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, the District of Colum- 
bia should be assisted. As my friend and colleague from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. UNDERHILL] said, we are proud of our Capital and 
we should make it the most beautiful place in the world. But 
we are now taxing the people back home 40 per cent, and for a 
long, long time—and it took a long, long hard fight to get away 
from it—50 per cent of the cost of keeping up the Capital. As 
I said to my colleague from Texas, I could not understand why 
gasoline was selling for as much or more here, with no tax on 
gasoline, as it was back home, where we have a 8-cent tax on 

line. If the people of the District will quit being like a 
wa child, asking for help, I am satisfied that they will 
get more assistance from Members of Congress. I do not want 
to be unfair to the District, but I do want them to be fair to 
the people of the country. While I was home friends from 
Massachusetts, friends from Illinois, friends from practically 
every State In the Union called my attention to the fact that 
the District of Columbia was charging 25 cents per night for 
the privilege of parking automobiles on public grounds when 
camped there for the night. They could not understand it when 
Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Florida not only 
gave them free camping grounds but furnished electric lights 
and water and sanitation without charge. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Yes. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Does not the gentleman know it to be a 
fact that tourists in Florida not only are charged a fee for the 
use of public auto grounds but in addition are confined to a 
limited stop on them, and they can only stay for a limited 
amount of time? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Not living in Michigan, which is so 
near to Florida, I am not familiar with that fact. 

Mr. CRAMTON. I hope the gentleman is near enough to 
Florida to know the situation there. It is as I have stated. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Of course, the gentleman is always 
correct on prohibition, but on some other questions he is wrong, 
because in my home town we furnish these people free a camp- 
ing ground with water, with lights, with sanitation, and in ad- 
dition we furnish them with a policeman to keep order in the 
camp and to keep anyone from interfering with them. We do 
not charge them one penny for it, because we are glad to have 
them there. 

Mr. MANLOVE. And in northeast Arkansas and southwest 
Missouri we have 56 towns that do the same thing. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida, I am glad to have the gentleman 
make that statement. It is true, as stated by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Crasrron], that on private camping 
grounds—land owned by private individuals—a minimum charge 
of 25 cents or 35 cents per night is made. The State of Florida, 
of course, is not to blame for that. My home town has leased 
this land and then they let the northern people stay on it and 
do not charge them one penny because we are glad to have 
them with us Up to this year nothing was charged in the way 
of tuition for northern children to go to our schools. In some 
of the counties in the State of Florida, because of the congested 
condition, a minimum charge is now made for children going 
to the public schools. In many of the counties, however, we 
do not even charge for that. I think it is an outrage that in 
the Capital of the Nation, where we have so much land, that 
we can not spend two or three thousand dollars for one man to 
look after the grounds and see that order is maintained and 
make no charge for it. I understand from the newspapers and 
from those whom I called up, who seem to be in authority, that 
they are going to abandon this public camp ground and force 
those of the North who go South and return to the North to 
go into Virginia or Maryland or some place, or on private prop- 
erty in the District of ‘Columbia, and not permit them to stay 
even in the Capital for a limited charge. 

Mr. ZIHUMAN. Does not the gentleman’s own State of 
Florida haye reciprocity up to a certain time? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Florida 
has expired. 


Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 


‘sent to proceed for three minutes. * 


The CHAIRMAN. The time described by the rules for de- 
bate on this amendment is exhausted. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. By unanimous consent it can be 
extended. 


The CHAIRMAN. Certainly. 
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Mr. SEARS of Florida. 
utes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida, Mr. Chairman, the legislature at 
the last session did pass a law that where a citizen of another 
State came into the State of Florida and had been in the State 
for 30 days he would have to pay a license fee for the time 
he expected to be in the State, and a man can take out a 60- 
day license or a 30-day license just as he wants it. We did 
that because we wanted to protect you good people from the 
North. Birds of passage come to Florida as well as good 
people, and they were stealing the automobiles and running 
them across the line into the State of Georgia or Alabama. 
We passed a law requiring people to register their automobiles 
in order that we might protect them, and then we could wire 
to Jacksonville on the edge of the State line and stop the 
machine there; bué you only had to pay that after you had 
been there 30 days, and only for the time that you are there. 
That tax does not bring in any revenue to any extent, and was 
not fixed for that purpose. It was for the purpose of protect- 
ing the people from other States. 

Mr. VESTAL. Will the gentleman tell the House what the 
rate is that is charged? f 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. The rate varies according to the 
machine. I think on my Hudson it is $12.50 or $15 a year. 
That would be $1.25 the gentleman would have to pay if he 
were to be there for two months. 

Mr. VESTAL. I understand it is not a license fee but is a 
registration fee that they charge the tourists for the length 
of time they are there. If they are there for over 30 days, 
they must register their cars, and the charge is made at so 
much per month as a registration fee. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. That is true. 

Mr. VESTAL. It is for the protection of the tourlst him- 
self. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Yes. The tax is for his protection. 
You have got your State number, and the sheriff has our 
State number, and we can wire ahead and generally succeed in 
locating a stolen machine and return it to you. It is for your 
protection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Florida 
has expired. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the debate on this amendment close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I want some time before you 
get through, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland asks unani- 
mous consent that the debate on the pending amendment be 
closed in 10 minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I understand this amendment does 
not exempt automobiles from taxation. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I would like to make this sugges- 
tion, to which I hope there will be no objection: That the chair- 
man of the committee, the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
ZIHLMAN], tell us in a few words exactly what amendments he 
favors. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will say to the gentleman from Virginia 
that if this amendment, is adopted, personal property will no 
longer be exempted, except by the proviso at the end of the 
paragraph. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Does the gentleman propose to 
strike that proviso out? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I understood there would be a motion to 
strike that out. It is not my purpose to oppose it. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Do I understand the provision will 
be stricken out relating to licenses, so as to leave simply the 
gasoline tax? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for the regular order. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I think what the gentleman has in 
mind is to adopt this committee amendment, and then when the 
proviso comes up as the committee amendment, which it is, we 
will yote that down, and then by adopting one and defeating 
the other there will be no exemption of personal property. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will ask for a vote on the first amend- 
ment. 

Mr. VESTAL rose. 

The,CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Indiana rise? 

Mr. VESTAL. I would like to have this amendment reported 
again. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report it, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Then I ask to proceed for two min- 
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Committee amendment: On page 1, line 9, after the word“ Colum- 
bia,” strike out the words “in lieu of the personal property tax on 
motor vehicles, which tax shall be remitted on or after July 1, 1924.” 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. In view of the request of the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT], I will renew my request and 
yield him so much of that time as he desires. I ask unanimous 
consent that the debate on this amendment close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Maryland asks unani- 
mous consent that the debate on this amendment close in 10 
minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Tennessee. 

55700 CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Tennessee is recog- 
nized, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I may not 
understand this bill thoroughly, and perhaps, therefore, it may 
be a bit dangerous for me to try to talk about it. But I think 
I understand enough of it to make me feel that it is hardly a 
proper bill to pass. 

Now, let me say that I have never shared in the opinions of 
those who have criticized Maryland for not having reciprocal 


à relations, so far as autolicense tags are concerned, with the 


District of Columbia. There is a very peculiar situation pre- 
sented in that regard. The State of Maryland, as we know, was 
a pioneer in the matter of constructing good roads and, perhaps 
earlier than most of the States, began to levy a very high 
license price, all of which went into the roads of Maryland, as 
I understand it, except so much as was necessary to administer 
the fund; and I think everybody in the Bast and everybody 
who has occasion to pass through the State of Maryland owes 
Maryland a debt of gratitude for the splendid work she did in 
pioneering upon the good-roads question. 

Now, the District of Columbia is in an entirely different con- 
dition from the State of Maryland or any other State in the 
Union. It is not claimed here by anyone that you need this 
gasoline tax in order to keep up the highways in the District, 
and therefore—and I hate to go contrary to what appears to 
be the wishes of our Maryland friends in regard to this matter— 
it does not seem to me, unless we have some reason incident to 
the Government of the District of Columbia for levying this 
particular tax, that we are justified in voting it. 

Now, what the purpose seems to be, if I understand it cor- 
rectly, is to levy a tax of 2 cents a gallon on gasoline in order 
to meet the amount that is now being paid by purchasers of 
that commodity in the State of Maryland, to prevent, of course, 
persons living close by the District from coming into the Dis- 
trict and procuring their gasoline in the District rather than 
purchasing it in Maryland where Maryland gets the benefit of 
the tax; then, in order to counter on that, after levying a tax, 
to still try to protect the people of the District in the matter 
by proposing to take away the property tax on automobiles. 
I think I am right about that; and if I am right about that, it 
seems to me that is a wrong principle of government. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, I do. 

Mr. UNDERHILL, The adoption of this committee amend- 
ment would take away that objection from the bill. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Well, I do not think we ought 
to levy this tax unless it is needed for District purposes. I am 
trying to think of it along the lines of taxing principles or 
what I conceive to be correct taxing principles. 

Mr. VESTAL. How will the levy of a 2-cent gasoline tax in 
55 cages help Maryland with her roads? Can you explain 
that 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. I think this is the theory 
upon which it proceeds: Undoubtedly a very large number of 
those who live adjacent to the District now buy all their gas- 
oline in the District, because presumably it is 2 cents cheaper 
in the District than it is in Maryland, there being a tax in 
Maryland and no tax in the District. If they made the price 
the same, there would probably be more people buying in Mary- 
land than in the District, That, as I understand it, is the 
theory: 

Mr. BLANTON. There is already a 2-cent tax in Maryland. 
If we put on the 2-cent tax in the District, people would still 
buy their gasoline in the District. Maryland would not profit 
by it. 

Mr. MADDEN rose, 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee has expired, 

Mr, ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yielded such time as 
remained to the gentleman from Tennessee, 
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Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like about two 
minutes if I may have them. 

Mr, ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yielded to the gentleman 
from Tennessee such time as had been agreed upon, 10 minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I yield the 
fi 


oor. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is not within the province of the 
gentleman from Maryland to yield time, and the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Mappen] is recognized, 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, it seems to me the gasoline-tax provision in this bill 
ought not to be passed. There can only be one reason for 
favorable consideration, and that is the fact that Maryland 
already has a gasoline-tax law. The citizens of Maryland 
who use automobiles are compelled to buy their gasoline in 
Maryland with the tax added; if there is no tax on gasoline 
in the District of Columbia many of the automobile owners 
in Maryland will come to the District to buy their gas be- 
cause they can get it 2 cents a gallon cheaper, and Maryland 
is now anxious to prevent the citizens of Maryland, I assume, 
from coming into the District to buy gasoline because it will 
reduce the amount of the gasoline tax paid into the Mary- 
land treasury. 

They pretend to say that they are proposing a tax on gaso- 
line in the District of Columbia on the basis of reciprocity 
or interchange of the right to use the roads between Maryland 
and the District of Columbia. Everybody knows that Mary- 
land never has, under any circumstances, allowed any auto 
from the District of Columbia to pass over the roads of 
Maryland without a Maryland license, and now they are trying 
to force the people of the District to pay a tax on every gal- 
lon of gasoline they use, notwithstanding the fact that they 
already have to buy a license from the District, and they have 
to pay, in addition to that, a personal-property tax on their 
cars. 

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. BEGG. If some tax for the maintenance of the high- 
ways is not instituted, other than the present system, property 
must be retaxed time after time to keep the streets in a 
passable condition—is not that true, and does the gentleman 
think property ought to be taxed more than once for the 
maintenance of streets? 

Mr. MADDEN. It is everywhere else in the United States, 
so why not here? 

Mr. BEGG. Well, in some 80 States I think they now have a 
gasoline tax for that purpose. 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not know in how many States they have 
a gasoline tax, but I think we ought not 

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not yield. 

Mr. BEGG. In order that I may ask one more question? 

Mr. MADDEN. I think we ought not to impose, simply to 
protect the amount to be collected by the State of Maryland 
from its own automobile users, an additional tax on the people 
who live and do business in the District of Columbia. Now, 
that is all there is to the case. 

Mr. BEGG. I should like to ask the gentleman one more 
question. The difference between the District of Columbia in 
the maintenance of streets and these other States which do not 
have a gasoline tax is this: The minimum license fee in Ohio 
is $8, while in the District it is $3. As I say, in Ohio it is $8 
and on up. 

Mr. MADDEN. The people in the District of Columbia are 
not going to be benefited one dollar by this; it is simply an ac- 
commodation to the State of Maryland, whose officials and laws 
have been unfair to the District of Columbia all the time. 
(Applause. ] 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask how the 
time stands. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is one minute remaining. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will say to the gentleman from Illinois in 
that one minute that Maryland is chiefly concerned with the 
heavy trucks which are carrying freight into Maryland and to 
Baltimore and wg Sead our roads more so than in the passage 
of pleasure cars into the State of Maryland. As far as the 
State officials of Maryland having been unfair 

Mr. MADDEN. I did not say the officials; I said the laws. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I contend that when the District of Colum- 
bia, through the Appropriations Committee, which handles the 
budget for the District, is unable to keep up the few miles of 
suburban highways it has, and the automobile owners have to 
go to the highways of the State of Maryland, that Maryland 
is justified in asking for some sort of reciprocal relationship 
which will protect the State. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Maryland 
has expired. The question is on the adoption of the amendment, 
which the Clerk will again report. 

The amendment was again reported. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the next amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment: Page 2, line 24, after the word “ Maryland,” 
insert a colon and add the following: “ Provided, That motor 
vehicles shall be exempt from the personal-property tax up to the value 
of $1,000.” 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this amendment close in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland asks 
unanimous consent that all debate on this amendment close in 
15 minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. MeKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I would like to ask the gentleman from Maryland whether 
I may have a few minutes? 

Mr. ZIHLMXN. I will yield the gentleman some time if I 
am permitted under the rules, 

Mr. JOST. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, I would like to hear the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Missouri in order to determine whether more time 
may be needed to debate it. 

The CHAIRMAN. That request is not exactly in order, but 
the Chair thinks there will be no objection to the amendment 
being read. The Clerk will report the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Jost offers the following amendment to the committee amend- 
ment: Page 2, line 25, strike out the figures “ $1,000" and insert in 
lieu thereof“ $500.” 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request made 
by the gentleman from Maryland that all debate on the com- 
mittee amendment be closed in 15 minutes? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield myself one minute. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman has five minutes. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I wish to say that I stated 
on the floor a while ago that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Branton] had inserted certain reports and statements in the 
Recorp without having received permission to extend his re- 
marks in the Recorp. I wish to say that I was in error; that 
while I looked at the Recorp I did not notice that at the be- 
ginning of his speech, made two weeks ago, he asked permis- 
sion to revise and extend his remarks, which permission was 
granted. And, therefore, I retract that statement. 

On this amendment, exempting automobiles up to $1,000, I 
wish to say that the committee adopted that language because 
that is the present exemption on household furniture. It has 
been estimated by the District Commissioners that this bill will 
raise—the gasoline tax alone—in round figures, about $1,000,- 
000; that the present license-tag fee of $3, $5, and $10 raises 
approximately $480,000, and there is at present received from 
the personal property tax another $475,000, so that the aggre- 
gate amount would be $955,000. The committee did not feel 
justified in putting an additional $500,000 in taxation on the 
ear owners of the District of Columbia. There are about 100,- 
000 cars here, and fully 60,000 of them are small cars and be- 
long to clerks in the departments, to the skilled mechanics and 
laborers in the Washington Navy Yard, and employees in the 
Bureau of Engraving and Printing. We felt it was simply 
changing the form of taxation, shifting the method of collect- 
ing this tax, and the committee has felt that while we were 
removing the personal-property tax from automobiles we were 
substituting another form of personal property tax. 

If the House in its wisdom desires to add $500,000 to the 
sum which will be collected under this property tax, I person- 
ally will not fight a motion to strike out that exemption. 

Mr. McKEOWN and Mr, BLANTON rose. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, as a member of the com- 
mittee, I ask recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Texas is clearly en- 
titled to recognition. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, both of these amendments, 
in my judgment, ought to be defeated, both the committee 
amendment, which provides for an exemption of $1,000 on auto- 
mobiles, and the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. Jost] providing for an exemption of $500, and I 
will tell you why: We already exempt every person in the 
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District of Columbia from taxes on $1,000 of household furni- 
ture and personal property exclusive of automobiles. If you 
adopt the committee amendment you will also exempt automo- 
biles to the extent of $1,000 in addition to the exemption of 
$1,000 on personal property, which will be an exemption from 
taxes of $2,000. If you adopt the amendment of the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Jost] there will be an exemption of $1,000 
on furniture and $500 on automobiles, totaling an exemption of 
$1,500, which wili be the largest exemption from taxation in 
the United States. 

Now, the committee amendment exempts from taxation five- 
sixths of the automobiles in the District. In my judgment, and 
I am sure the chairman of the committee will agree with me, 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Missouri will 
exempt two-thirds of the automobiles in the District from 
taxation. 

Now, let us see what could happen if we should adopt the 
committee amendment. Here is the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. LINTHICUM], who, say, has $2,000 in cash, and here is the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Brea,] who, say, has $2,000 in cash 
also, and say they both are citizens of the District of Columbia. 
The gentleman from Maryland invests $1,000 in furniture and 
$1,000 in an automobile which he expects to run for hire; the 
gentleman from Ohio invests his $2,000 in a residence. Mr. 
Brod's residence does not take up any right of way on the 
streets; it does not wear out any pavements; it does not require 
any police or traffic cops, and it does not require any extra 
expense, yet he has to pay a property tax on that $2,000 
property, While Mr. Luxrhioum would be exempt from taxation 
on his $1,000 of furniture and also would be exempt from taxa- 
tion on his $1,000 automobile, which he would run day and 
night on the streets of Washington, wearing out the streets, 
taking up the right of way, and requiring traffic cops to guide 
him. Do you want to do that? 

Mr. LINTHIOUM. But would I not be paying a tax of 2 
cents a gallon in order to use the streets and have the traffic 
cops, and so forth? 

Mr. BLANTON. The 2 cents gasoline tax is another matter 
entirely. That is what you already pay in Maryland besides 
your property tax. In Virgiuln people already pay 8 cents in 
addition to the State property tax, and in addition to the pay- 
ment of fees for license tags, and in addition to fees for 
municipal tags. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentieman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr, STEVENSON. And if the gentleman should see fit not 
to use his automobile to any great extent he would practically 
pay no tax, the automobile being exempted and the gentleman 
not paying anything on aceount of the purchase of gasoline. 

Mr. BLANTON. No; if the gentleman saw fit to put it in his 
garage he would not have to pay any tax on it, or on his $1,000 
personal property exempted. 

It is certainly not fair. We ought to vote down the committee 
amendment. We ought to vote down the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri, and we ought to continue to 
let the property here in the District, just like the property every- 
where else, pay its way, and pay a property tax, and if you 
want to put on a gasoline tax, let it be a gasoline tax for up- 
keep in addition to the registration fees and property tax. 

Mr. JOST and Mr. McKEOWN rose. 

The CHAIRMAN, Does the gentleman from Missouri desire 
to support the amendment? 

. I want to speak with reference to the amendment 
I offe 

Mr. MCKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I was to be recognized for 
five minutes of this time. 

The CHAIRMAN. I think the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. McKeown] is entitled to the first recognition. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I do not want to cut the 
gentlemun off, but the gentleman from Missouri is a member 
of the committee. 

Mr. McKEOWN. The gentleman from Missouri wants to 
speak on his own amendment. 

Gentlemen, the situation was very clearly stated here a mo- 
ment ago, I think, by the gentleman from Tennessee and also 
the gentleman from Illinois, that the proposition here is that 
the State of Maryland will necessarily lose some $200,000 or 
$300,000 from the loss of the license tax that they are enti- 
tled to have from vehicles out of the District of Columbia using 
the roads of Maryland. I am told that amounts to $375,000. 
Gentlemen, you are now going to fix that up by simply passing 
a 2-cents-a-gallon tax on the users of gasoline in the District 
of Columbia. That is not the fair way to do it. You ought to 
make, some provision so that the State of Maryland will re- 
ceive something for the money that she looses, but why put it 


on buyers of gasoline in the District of Columbia. That will not 
reimburse Maryland. 

Mr. BEGG. Where would you put it? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Why do you not provide a license tax in 
the District of Columbia and stop the people from Maryland 
who live on the edge from coming in and buying their license 
tag in the District of Columbia because it is cheaper than in 
Maryland. If you want to establish reciprocity and make it 
fair to Maryland as well as the District of Columbia, why do 
you not require the operators of automobiles in the District of 
Columbia to pay one tax, either a personal-property tax or a 
license tax, and when they pay it have them designate at the 
time whether they will use the machine in the State of Mary- 
land, and let part of the fee received in the District of Oo- 
lumbia go to make good the losses in the State of Maryland 
without going to work and levying a tax of 2 cents a gallon on 
gasoline on everybody in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. McKHOWN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BHGG. I will ask the gentleman the same question I 
asked the gentleman from IIlinois. If you tax the property 
once to build a street, where, in justice, would you go to get 
the money to repair that street? 

Mr. McKCOWN. You ought to get it from a gasoline tax, 
I admit that, but where does that give any reciprocity to 
Maryland? The proposition is that if you have enough from 
the license tax why put a gasoline tax on top of that? 

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes. g 

Mr. BEGG. We have not enough from the license tax. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I did not so understand it. I understood 
from the distinguished gentleman from Maryland that with 
the personal-property tax, with the gasoline tax added. we 
would raise $500,000 more than we needed. 

Mr. BEGG. No; you misunderstood the gentleman. 

; Mr. ZIHLMAN. I said $500,000 more than under existing 
aw. 

Mr. McKEOWN. The gentleman has not yet been able to 
explain to this House why Maryland would be interested in 
giving up $375,000 of license tax money and get nothing at all 
for it, and give the District of Columbia the right to use their 
roads simply on account of raising the price of gasoline in the 
District of Columbia 2 cents. 

Gentlemen, this thing is not altogether like it looks to be 
on its face. I say we ought to take this bill and go into this 
question in order to get a bill that is fair to the District of 
Columbia and to Maryland. I am not here saying that the 
people of the District of Columbia ought to wear out the 
roads of Maryland without making just compensation. It is 
a condition not to be found anywhere else in the United States. 
Some one said it would be unconstitutional and others say it 
would not be right for the Federal Government to pay a 
part of the money it would collect out of license taxes in the 
District of Columbia to the State of Maryland. Why would it 
not be constitutional? What inhibition is there in the Con- 
stitution? Why would not that be just instead of taxing every- 
body in the United States who comes into the District of Co- 
lumbia, which is the Mecca of every honest to God American 
citizen who hopes some day to come and look upon the capital 
of his Nation? Why put this tax on him? Let the people 
in the District of Columbia elther pay a property tax or 
license tax—one tax—and then at the time they pay it let 
them state whether they expect to use the machine in the 
District of Columbia and let it be a sworn statement, and 
pa let the license tax be properly divided between the two 

tates. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa has expired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I ask if an amendment tu the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Jost] is now in order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The right of amendment has expired, the 
Chair thinks. There could be a proposition presented by way 
of a substitute. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Then I will offer, by way of a substi- 
tute for the amendment, to strike out the figure “$500” and 
insert In lieu thereof the figure “ $5.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Jost] 
is 


recognized. 

Mr. JOST. Mr. Chairman, I think we really ought to get 
together here and whip this bill into such shape that we can 
agree upon it. There is no question but what something ought 
to be done. Of course, if every individual is going to obsti- 
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nately press his particular opinion to the point of not yielding, 
then we are not going to get anywhere and obtain any result. 
I do not believe in the general principle of exempting property 
from taxation or classifying any particular property and set- 
ting it aside and saying it shall not be taxed. I agree perfectly 
with what has been said, in a general way, on that subject, but 
the trouble is that you can not fit that general principle to 
this problem. Here is the situation you have in front of you: 
Major Donovan, of the auditing department, told me this morn- 
ing that the revenue from registration tags on District cars 
produces to the District approximately $500,000 annually; that 
a like amount is gained from taxes upon automobiles under 
the existing rate and mode of assessment. The 2-cent gasoline 
tax has been figured by the auditing department with respect 
to its prospective income, taking an inventory of sales in the 
District and ascertaining what the 2-cent tax will produce. 
One cent of it will provide the money that is lost to the District 
by reason of changing the present registration to the terms 
that are mentioned in this bill. 

One cent of that gasoline tax will take care of that loss, and 
the other cent will take care of the lost revenue of the District 
which will result from the proposed exemption of a thousand 
dollars per car. I voted against that amendment in committee. 
I do not like the principle of it, but you must accommodate 
general principles to the particular problem you have in hand. 
When you take this bill by the four corners and apply it to 
existing facts it produces the same revenue for the District that 
the present charges produce, and therefore the property owners 
pay, in the aggregate, the same return that they do now. 

Now, in order to accommodate my view and have it fit in 
with the general principle for which so many here seem to 
insist on, I am willing to fudge a little and change the 
thousand dollars’ exemption to $500 for the sake of an adjust- 
ment. I am willing to vote for the $1,000 because I think, 
considering all the facts, it is not wrong, but in order to 
accommodate my views to those objecting to that exemption, 
I am tendering $500 by way of compromise. If we do not get 
together in a spirit of compromise, each one yielding a little, 
we will never get any result. There is every reason why we 
ought to do something and not leave this problem in the de- 
moralized condition that it now is. [Applause.] 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my amend- 
ment in the way of a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to withdraw his amendment. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of 
the gentleman from Missouri, striking out $1,000 and inserting 
8500 


The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment pro- 
posed by the committee. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of order 
that members of the committee should have an opportunity to 
offer amendments first. 

The CHAIRMAN. As to the question of recognition by 
members of the committee, that rests in the discretion of the 
Chair, but the Chair will say that ample opportunity was given 
the gentleman from Texas to offer his amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 1, lines 7 to 11, and page 2, lines 1 to 6, after the word “ pro- 
vided,” strike out the following language: “one half of which tax 
shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States to the entire credit 
of the District of Columbia, and the other half, as well as all registra- 
tion fees, shall be paid into the Treasury of the United States to the 
credit of the United States and to the credit of the District of 
Columbia in the same proportions as appropriations for the District of 
Columbia are paid from the Treasury of the United States and from the 
revenues of the District of Columbia”; and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: „which tax shall be paid into the Treasury of the 
United States to the credit of the District of Columbia, to be available 
for appropriations exclusively for road and street improvement and 
repair, without contribution by the United States to match such ex- 
penditure of the revenues derived from such tax.” 


Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, that amendment has for its 
purpose placing this revenue derived from this tax practically 
in a special fund available for appropriation or improvement 
of the roads and streets, without calling on the Federal Treas- 
ury for an expenditure to match such particular fund. I 
understand this is agreeable to the gentleman from Maryland. 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMTON. I will. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I would like to say that the gen- 
tleman’s amendment is a very fair amendment, but I want to 
Say that there are in the District of Columbia a good many 
rural roads which join the roads of the State of Maryland and 
which are not at all adequately improved. You will find the 
parts of the roads that are in Maryland fine stone roads but 
the portions in the District are greatly in need of being put 
in a proper shape. I hope the amendment of the gentleman 
from Michigan will be adopted. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Yes. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. As the bill now reads there would be put 
into the Treasury of the United States directly $200,000, but 
with this amendment it would appropriate all the money for 
roads and improvement. 

Mr. CRAMTON. The provision in the bill is a complicated 
one while mine is simple. 

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMTON, Yes. 

Mr. BEGG. I want to say that I think the gentleman is cor- 
rect; but does not the gentleman think it should go altogether 
to maintenance rather than construction? The construction of 
the streets have been paid for 50 per cent by the property 
owners. 

Mr. CRAMTON. I think it will be six to one and a half 
dozen to the other; this will not take care of all the road 
expenditures. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Does the gentleman think the funds de- 
rived from the tax will be sufficient to maintain the roads? 

Mr. CRAMTON. I have not gone into the proposition, but I 
assume that it will not. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. The gentleman’s amendment only pro- 
vides, as far as this fund is concerned, that the Government 
will not be required to match it. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The amendment would be a plus 
to the annual appropriation? 

Mr. CRAMTON. I think the annual appropriation will be a 
plus to this. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. It would be in addition to make 
the improvements that are necessary. 

Mr. CRAMTON. It simply sets this fund aside for that 
purpose, 

Mr. MANLOVE. Might it not be that under this arrange- 
ment it would not be necessary to appropriate as much as 
otherwise? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Very likely. 

Mr. HAMMER. Mr. Chairman, let me state to the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. Cramton] that the committee first 
adopted the bill with a similar provision to that which the 
gentleman now offers. Afterwards we went back and changed 
the bill because the different associations in the city stated 
that they would rather have no bill than the bill as amended 
by the committee. I am quite certain that a majority of the 
committee are in favor of the gentleman's proposition. 

Mr. GASQUE. Mr. Chairman, I want to say a few words in 
favor of the amendment offered by the gentleman from Michi- 
gan, providing that all tax collected on sale of gasoline, 
licenses, and so forth, within the District be expended on streets 
and highways of the District. The gentleman from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Hamer] has just told you that the majority of the 
committee, if they had been present when the bill was reported, 
would have voted for a similar amendment. I had prepared a 
similar amendment to the bill as the one offered by the gentle- 
man from Michigan, 

The only argument made before the committee for exempting 
automobiles from the personal-property tax was to the effect 
that the District did not need the money, that they had more 
money in the treasury now than they could spend; due to the 
fact that Congress had not made its pro rata share appropria- 
tion to expend the moneys they now had in the treasury, and in 
view of the fact that a 2-cent gasoline tax would raise nearly 
twice as much money as the property tax now raised, they had 
no need for the additional money that would be raised if a 
property tax were kept on automobiles. I am opposed to the 
exemption of any class of property from taxation aad especially 
automobiles. I see no more reason why an automobiles should 
be exempt from taxation than a mule and wagon or a piano. 

The principle is wrong and I shall vote against any bill that 
proposes to exempt from taxation any class of property. The 
people of the District can not claim that they do not need street 
Improvement. If anyone will ride with me for an hour or 
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more within the city of Washington and tell me that the streets 
and highways of the District of Columbia do not need improve- 
ments, I shall believe that he is a crazy man, 

It may be that the Government will not meet the. District 
halfway, or 40 per cent of the way, but the fact is they do 
need money on these streets and roads, There is no reason for 
a gasoline tax anywhere except for the purpose of building 
roads and streets and I believe this is one of the fairest sources 
of revenue for building streets and roads that I know of. By 
taxing gasoline for this purpose the people who use the roads 
are paying the expense of the upkeep, hence, I believe all of the 
money raised from: the gasoline tax and from the license tax 
on automobiles should go into the Public to be ex- 
pended upon the streets and roads in the District of Columbia 
and no part in the United States Treasury for any other purpose. 
Iam in sympathy with the position of Maryland. The roads in 
Maryland, adjacent to Washington, are practically just as much 
a part of the roads and streets of the District of Columbia as 
if they were in the District. In fact, a part of the city of 
Washington, it might be said, includes a portion of Maryland, 
and it is unfair to that State to make it possible for the resi- 
dents of Maryland who live near the District line to escape 
the tax laid upon them by their State, by coming over into the 
District and purchasing their gasoline for the purpose of es- 
caping the tax laid upon them by their State, With the. proper 
amendments, I think this bill is a good one and should pass, and 
I hope that the bill will be properly amended and that Congress 
will pass it. The amendment of the gentleman from Michigan 
is a good ong, and I believe that Congress is in favor of giving 
all of the gasoline tax paid in the District of Columbia for the 
purpose of improving their streets within the District, as is 
done in all of the States that levy a gasoline tax. Then with 
the committee amendment which exempts automobiles up to 
the value of $1,000 from taxation struck out, we will have a 
good bill and it should pass. I hope, Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment will pass, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Michigan, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend, in line 3, 
page 1, by striking out “$1” and inserting in lieu thereof “32 
cents per horsepower.” 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON: Page 1, line 8, at the end of 
the line, strike out “$1" and insert in lien thereof “32 cents per 
horsepower.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the license registration fee 
in Maryland is 82 cents per horsepower. In Virginia it is 60 
cents per horsepower under the State law, and there is a 
municipal tax in addition to that. This proposal of 32 cents 
43 the same as the Maryland law and it is one-half the Virginia 

W. 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman want 
to collect a license tax in addition to the personal property tax? 
Is that the proposition? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. That is done everywhere. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Not everywhere. 

Mr. BLANTON. The personal property tax is a tax that 
is. used for the upkeep of the State. The on fee and 
the gasoline tax is for the maintenance and upkeep of the roads. 
They are two separate propositions. Each piece of property 
ought to respond to. the State for maintenance of government 
and in addition to that it should respond to the wear that it 
causes on the roads. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Does not the gentleman believe that the 
tax-levying power of the Government- should not be exercised 
except when absolutely necessary, and will not this tax raise 
as much money as ean be used without this additional tax? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; it will not, 

Mr. McKEOWN. Why levy the tax? 

Mr. BLANTON. They can not object to this 32 cents for 
this reason. Every bit of this money will go on the streets 
of Washington under the Cramton amendment. It all goes for 
the benefit of roads here, and I agree with the gentleman from 
Maryland that these District of Columbia approaches that go 
into the State of Maryland and into the State of Virginia 
ought to be put in first class repair, because the people of the 
District use those roads as much as anyone. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. If the gentleman’s amendment should be 
adopted, what disposition would be made of the money? 
Would it be disbursed in the manner provided by the Cramton 
amendment? 


Mr. BLANTON. Yes; it Is covered by the Cramton amend- 
ment. Every bit of this goes into the Treasury to be credited 
to the District of Columbia to be expended on their roads. 
They get the benefit of every cent of it, and the automobiles 
that wear out the roads ought to pay this expense. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Can the gentleman give us some idea of 
about how much revenue it will raise? 

Mr. BLANTON. In my judgment, over and above this $1 it 
will probably raise $350,000 extra, which can be very well ex- 
pended on the District of Columbia approaches that go into 
Maryland and into Virginia. 

Mr. LEA of California. Does not the gentleman recognize the 
fact that most of the States that have adopted a gasoline tax 
have reduced the license fee? 

Mr. BLANTON. Maryland has a 2-cent tax on gasoline, and 
yet she has this same 32 cents per horsepower for registration 
fee and also a property tax of $2.70 on the $100 full valua- 
tion of the car. Virginia has a 3-cent gas tax and 60 cents per 
horsepower besides, and in addition to that a property tax of 
$1.50 on the hundred. $ 

Mr. KNUTSON. What do they do with the money in Vir- 
ginia? They certainly don’t put it on their roads. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, they have some good roads in Virginia. 
Virginia has lots of mountainous country. The gentleman from 
Minnesota has been over mountain trails in Minnesota where 
they did not have any roads at all. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Oh, no; he has not, 

Mr. BLANTON. I think Virginia is trying to get some better 
roads. If she were not, she would not be levying these high 
taxes. I imagine that soon she will have good roads, I drove 
over a part of one the other day that was not so good. 

Mr. KNUTSON. The road between here and Camp Hum- 
phreys is very good. 

Mr. BLANTON. We are not providing here by this 32 cents 
any more than other States are charging. If 32 cents per horse- 
power is too high, let some Member move to reduce it, but I 
think the people of the District can afford to pay just as much 
as the people of Maryland and half as much as the people of 
Virginia, who are charged 60 cents per horsepower. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I understand that last year, 
through the Washington office of the Maryland commissioner, 
which took in, of course, everyone who got a license in 
Washington and some people from Maryland, in the neighbor- 
hood—though the figures in relation to what Washington paid 
last year can not be accurately ascertained—that office took in 
$530,000 from Washington and vicinity last year. 
the gentleman im the position he takes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; and I think they can very well afford 
to pay the 32 cents. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I hope the committee. will 
not adopt the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas. 
Mr. HAMMER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes. 

Mr. HAMMER. Would not the gentleman agree to 15 cents 
a horsepower, the American Automobile Association rating, 
instead of 32 cents, as proposed in the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will say to the gentleman from North 
Carolina that under the estimates of the commissioners, which 
are most conservative, this provision will raise a million and 
a half dollars per annum, as compared with $900,000, now 
raised under existing law. It is my own opinion that this bill 
as now amended by the committee will raise in the neighbor- 
hood of $2,000,000 a year in taxes, and I think it unwise and 
unfair to the motor-car owners of the District of Columbia to 
impose this additional burden of taxation. There is no anal- 
ogy between Maryland, a State with more than 2,000 miles of 
improved highways, and the District of Columbia, with only a 
few miles of improved roads. There is no justice in requiring 
a car owner in the District of Columbia to pay the same horse- 
power fee ds is now charged by Maryland and other States. 

Mr. HAMMER. Does not the gentleman lose sight of the 
fact, in speaking of the amount of tax raised, that that which 
should guide us in legislation as to these excise and other taxes 
is the individual hardship? The fact that there are 500,000 


I agree with 


people in the District of Columbia is no reason why we should 
not levy tax on preperty for roads and streets, and the fact 
that we raise so. large an amount as the gentleman states is 
no. reason for imposing only a slight tax—a tax of 15 cents 
on each horsepower is less than half the tax imposed in his 
own State of Maryland this year and less than one-fourth the 
rate. per horsepower charged prior to this year. 
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Mr. ZIHLMAN. In my opinion there Is no analogy; as I say, 
between a State with an extensive highway system and a city 
such as Washington, with but a small mileage of roads, com- 
paratively. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. The gentleman has said that the Dis- 
triet of Columbia has only a few miles of improved roads, 
whereas the State of Maryland has 2,000 miles of improved 
roads? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. This measure proposes to open up 
2,000 miles of roads to the people of the District on the same 
terms as those on which the people of Maryland use them. 
They already have access: to the roads of Virginia. Is there 
any reason why they should not pay as much as the people of 
Virginia and Maryland pay for the roads? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Under existing conditions about one-half of 
the car owners of the District of Columbia do not have Mary- 
land tags, so that they are confined largely to the streets of 
Washington, going to and from their work. s 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. If reciprocity is established and this 
bill passes, those people will go out on the Maryland roads, 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes. I have received petitions from the 
employees in the navy yard and members of their association 
favoring this bill, and not a man declined, as I understand, 
to sign a petition favoring this bill. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ZIHUMAN. Yes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Does the gentleman know about what 
amount annually is spent on the streets of Washington? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. There is spent now in repairs and mainte- 
nanee about $500,000. The amount for new paving, which is 
borne 50 per cent by the taxpayers, 30 per cent by the District, 
and 20 per cent by the public, varies. In some years we have 
a very limited amount of work done. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will a million dollars be ample for repair- 
ing and maintaining the streets in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes; it would take care of needed improve- 
ments in the streets here. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yleld? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Irrespective of how much money 
is raised, why should not the people of the District, as a fair 
proposition, pay the same as the people in other States, namely, 
the personal property tax and a reasonable tax on horsepower? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I wil say to the gentleman that while in 
his own State they lave a tax for horsepower, they have no tax 
on the gasoline. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. The Commissioners say they need 
it. You brought In this bill. Why should you relieve the 
people of this District of these other things which the rest of 
us have to pay? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. T will say to the gentleman from Illinois 
that simply because the District Committee has brouglit in a 
bill here to change the form of taxation on motor vehicles is no 
reason why you should reclassify or readjust the taxes on other 
property in the District. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend by strik- 
ing out “32 cents” and inserting “20 cents.” 

Mr. HAMMER. Why not insert “15 cents”? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I am willing to do that. 

Mr. HAMMER. Permit me to say that the amendment 
should provide 15 cents per horsepower, American Automobile 
Association rating, This is absolutely necessary to avoid con- 
fusion, and so far as T know is the custom in the various States 
in legislation of this kind. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we want 
to be fair with the people of the District of Columbia. This 
committee has inserted a personal property tax, and it has put 
on a 2cent tax on gasoline. I want to say that the 2-cent 
tax on gasoline is the very fairest tax that anybody could 
have. There are lots of men who use their automobiles every 
day, while there are others who use them only on Sundays. 
The man paying the gasoline tax will only pay in proportion 
to his use, As to the tax on horsepower I want to say that 
Maryland's intention is to reduce it from 32 cents to a lower 
rate in the next few years, or perhaps next year, because 
just as fast as the gasoline tax produces sufficient to maintain 
roads, Marylnad intends to reduce the license tax on the ma- 
chine. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

el 


yield? 
Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes. 


Mr. HILL of Maryland. I would like to ask the gentleman 
whether, if this measure goes through, the District of Columbia 
may not be relieved of the tax they now pay Maryland on 
their horsepower? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Absolutely, They will not have any 
horsepower to pay to Maryland whatever. But it seems to 
me 15- cents for a car in the District of Columbia is sufficient: 

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HUDDLESTON] suggests 
that 2,000 miles additional would be opened in Maryland.. That 
is all right; if Maryland chooses to make that donation that 
is Maryland's business and it should not be charged to the 
people in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes; if the gentleman does not take all 
of my time. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON, Maryland is enabled to do that by 
reason of Federal aid. In other words, the constituents of 
Members who live in Texas, Illinois, and all over the country 
are contributing money into the Federal Treasury which is 
being spent in the District and in Maryland for the benefit 
of these people. 


Mr. LINTHICUM. In reply to that I want to say to the 


gentleman that Maryland, through her taxation, pays more into 
the Treasury of the United States than she has ever received 
in the way of Government aid for roads. 

Mr, HUDDLESTON. The State of Maryland is able to do 
that because a lot of rich people live in Baltimore and draw 
dividends from enterprises located in my district and in other 
districts, whereas the men who do the work to earn their 
dividends live somewhere else. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I say to the gentleman that we have 
considerable area in Baltimore yet and we are willing that all 
men from the gentleman's section who choose shall come there, 
whether they be wealthy or not. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. None of them will come. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Some have come and done very well, and 
really have somewhat. driven the native bird out. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I want to say that 15 
cents is certainly sufficient. 

Mr; MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman: yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Certainly. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. If I <nduly trespass on the gen- 
tleman's time, I will ask to have his time extended. I would 
like to have the attention of the chairman of the committee 
while I am asking the gentleman my question. I understand 
that under the present law the registration or license tax 
amounts to approximately what you are proposing; and if this 
is true, why should we undertake to deal with that subject? 
Why should not this be simply a gas tax bill, stripping it of 
everything else for the present? 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes, 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. It is a well-known fact, is it not, 
that heavy trucks do ten times as much damage and injury to 
streets than lighter ones do; they have the heavy horsepewer 
and would pay a bigger tax, a tax somewhat commensurate 
with the damage they do to the streets. 

Mr, MOORE of Virginia. I understand that under the pres- 
ent law the tax is graded. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I did not yield for an argument. 


Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. As I understand, the bill as drawn 


does not provide for anything of that kind. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, to whom does the time 
belong? 

Mr, MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the gentleman from Maryland may proceed for 
five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia asks unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from Maryland may pro- 
ceed for five additional minutes, Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. In answer to the question of the gentle- 
man from Virginia, as to whether this should not be made solely 
a gasoline tax, I wish to say that I think it ought to be. I 
think when a man pays a tax of 2 cents a gallon on gasoline 
that ought to be sufficient in a little territory like the District 
of Columbia; but I do not want to sit here and see this commit- 
tee adopt a provision for 32 cents when I know it is absolutely 
unjust and unfair to the people of the District. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. No; not now. I want to say to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Mappen], who said something about 
Maryland's unjust laws, that Maryland has always tried to be 
absolutely just to the District. When this bill is finally 
whipped into shape and passed I think it will be found that 
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Maryland has been more than generous to them, even more so 
than Congress seems disposed to be. 

All we have ever asked—and I want to reiterate that, because 
I want all gentlemen to understand it distinctly—of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia is that it should bear its fair proportion of 
maintaining and repairing the roads in our State in accordance 
with the use made of them by the people of the District, and 
we have never asked anything whatever for construction nor 
for the payment of the bonds, the interest, and the sinking 
fund which is set aside. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM, Yes. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman state to the com- 
mittee how much the State of Maryland has expended out of 
its own resources for the construction of roads alone? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Maryland has expended, since it began 
its roads, $31,000,000, and Maryland has issued bonds and 
provided a sinking fund, but has neyer asked anybody to con- 
tribute one cent toward it. During the last year Maryland re- 
celved something over $3,325,000 from license fees, of which 
the District of Columbia contributed about one-tenth. So I 
hope the Members of Congress and the District people will see 
that our State has tried to be as friendly and as generous in 
this matter as our pocketbook has permitted. [Applause.] 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, as I understand, there is no 
limit on debate. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; five minutes. This, however, is a 
separate amendment and there are five minutes further. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I just wish to say that on high-priced cars 
this will run—the combined tag tax, personal property tax, and 
gasoline tax—to more than $100 on tach car, while the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas on high-priced cars 
to as much as $130 per car, and the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Maryland will amount to approximately $105 
on each car per annum. I just talked to a gentleman who owns 
one of them. 

Mr. HAMMER. I would suggest that the gentleman figure 
again, because it is only $4.50. 

Mr. BEGG. Fifteen cents per horsepower on 40 horsepower 
would be $6, and that is all it would be on a 40-horsepower car; 
anybody can figure that. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I am including the personal property tax 
and everything. 

Mr, BEGG. Of course, if he had a $15,000 car he ought 
to pay a personal property tax. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment pro- 
posed by the gentleman from Maryland to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. Without objection, the 
Clerk will report the two amendments. 

The amendments were again reported. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
LinrHicum) there were—ayes 43, noes 20. 

So the amendment was adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment as 
amended, 

The question was taken, and the amendment as amended was 
figreed to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas, being a mem- 
ber of the committee, is first recognized. 

The gentleman from Texas offers an amendment, which the 
Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment, by way of substitute, offered by Mr. BLAN TON: On page 
2, line 25, strike out all of section 1 of the bill and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“That section 21 of the Federal highway act is amended by adding 
at the end thereof the following new paragraph: 

“iNo sums shall be apportioned or reapportioned under this act to 
any State which does not recognize the motor-vehicle identification tags 
or licenses issued by any other State or by the District of Columbia: 
Provided, That all motor vehicles engaged in the business of freighting 
regularly over the roads of any State or the District of Columbia shall 
be subject to the license and taxation regulations of such State or 
District of Columbia: And provided further, That motor vehicles re- 
nmining continuously in any State or the District of Columbia for the 
period of three days shall be subject to all regulations of such State or 
the District of Columbia with regard to registration and the securing of 
licenses and number tags within the period required by such State or 
the District of Columbia.’ ” 

And notice is given by the gentleman from Texas that should the 
aboye amendment pass, he will moye to strike out the remaining sec- 
tions of the bill as same are read. 


Mr. 
against the amendment. 


ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 

The CHAIRMAN. 
amendment? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
a the amendment is not germane to the bill under consider- 
ation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair desires to hear arguments pro 
and con on the point of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Chairman, I would like to be heard in 
regard to its germaneness. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, you will note on page 2 of 
the bill there is a general reciprocity provision applying to all 
States, the section of the bill referred to embracing the follow- 
ing statement: 


But no registration fee shall be charged for any motor vehicle bearing 
a registration marker or plate of any State which grants to the actual 
residents of the District of Columbia the privilége of using the roads 
of that State in return for a like privilege granted the actual residents 
of that State by the District of Columbia, and on and after January 1, 
1924, no tax of any character or description, except as in this act pro- 
vided, shall be levied or assessed upon any motor vehicle in the District 
of Columbia: Provided, That this act and any section thereof shall be 
inoperative and of no effect unless the State of Maryland shall agree 
to permit, on and after January 1, 1924, the free and unrestricted use 
of the public highways of that State by motor vehicles bearing regis- 
tration markers or plates of the District of Columbia in like manner 
and to the same extent as the free and unrestricted use of the public 
highways of the District of Columbia is extended to motor vebleles 
bearing registration markers or plates of the State of Maryland. 


This shows conclusively that besides being a measure designed 
to bring about reciprocity between the District of Columbia and 
Maryland it also deals with every State in the Union with re- 
spect to reciprocal recognition of automobile plates. 

Mr. Chairman, since 1822 clause 7 of Rule XVI has survived 
without change as a part of the rules of this House, and it ready 
as follows: 


No motion or proposition on a subject different from that under con- 
sideration shall be admitted under color of amendment. 


Upon this provision is predicated the question of germaneness. 
Our former colleague from New York, Mr. Fitzgerald, who was 
a distinguished chairman of our great Committee on Appropriu- 
tions, in a ruling made during the Sixty-third Congress while 
presiding over the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, gave us a very comprehensive definition of the 
meaning of “germane.” He said germane means “akin to”; 
that it means “near to“; that it means “appropriate to“; that 
it means relevant to”; and he then said that an amendment 
to be germane “ must be a natural and logical sequence to the 
subject matter and must propose such modifications as would 
naturally, properly, and reasonably be anticipated.” He ad- 
vises us to ascertain what is “ the fundamental purpose of the 
legislation,’ for upon that depends the question of whether the 
amendment is germane. 
So in deciding this question of whether my amendment is 
germane to the bill it is necessary for the Chair to ascertain 
and determine what is the fundamental purpose of this bill, 
not what is stated in the preamble but what particular object 
is sought through its passage. 

In his initial presentation of this bill Acting Chairman Zint 
MAN said: 

The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have submitted this 
bill to Congress with their unanimous approval. 


The committee report quotes in full the letter from the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia when transmitting this 
draft to the committee asking immediate passage, and this 
communication shows conclusively that the purpose of this pro- 
posed legislation is to secure automobile reciprocity between 
the District of Columbia and the State of Maryland. The com- 
missioners begin by saying: 

The Legislature of the State of Maryland some time ago adopted a 
law proyiding for a gasoline tax effective January 1, 1924, and also 
authorized and empowered the Goyernor of the State of Maryland to 
confer and adyise with the proper officers of the District of Columbia 
with a view to entering into a reciprocal agreement whereby the regis- 
tration of motor yehicles owned by residents of the State of Mary- 
land will be recognized by the District of Columbia. This law further 


What do you say in support of your 


authorized the governor to grant to residents of the District of Colum- 
bia the privilege of using the roads of the State of Maryland in re- 
turn for a similar privilege granted to residents of the State of Mary- 
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land by the District of Columbia. The object of the legislation pro- 
posed by the commissioners is to enable such reciprocal arrangements 
to be entered into. 


So it is indisputably evident, Mr. Chairman, that the object 
of this legislation is automobile reeiprocity with Maryland. 
This is not a bill drawn by our committee. This is not a bill 
drawn by Congressmen or Senators. It is a bill specially pre- 
pared by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia and 
tent to Congress with a communication asking for immediate 
passage, and in such communication giving their reasons for 
its passage and stating clearly Its object, and in such com- 
munication said commissioners say: 


The object of the legislation proposed by the commissioners is to 
enable such reciprocal arrangements to be entered into. 


What “ reciprocal arrangements” are referred to? Why, the 
reciprocal arrangements with the Governor of Maryland, seek- 
ing with him to secure reciprocity between the State of Mary- 
land and the District of Columbia. 

Again, it is clearly shown to be a measure designed to secure 
automobile reciprocity between the State of Maryland and the 
District of Columbia, for in urging the immediate passage of 
this bill the commissioners said: ; 


On November 23 the commissioners wrote to the Governor of the 
State of Maryland suggesting, pending the enactment of the gasoline 
tax bill, that reciprocal arrangements be entered into between the 
State of Maryland and the District of Columbia whereby during the 
months of January and February, 1924, Maryland would honor 1924 
registration tags of the District of Columbia and the District of Co- 
Jumbia would honor 1924 registration tags ef the State of Maryland. 
In reply the governor stated that he would be quite willing to agree 
to reciprocal arrangements during January and February, 1924, pro- 
vided some assurance could be given that the Federal gasoline tax 
Iegislation for the District of Columbia would be passed within that 
period. 

There is no doubt that it would be highly desirable to have the 
gasoline tax law become effective January 1, 1924, and the commis- 
sioners hope, in deference to the popular demand for this beneficial 
legislation, that the bill may be introduced and enacted during the 
month of December, if at all possible, so that reciprocity between the 
State of Maryland and the District of Columbia in the matter of the 
operation of motor vehicles may become an accomplished fact by Janu- 
ary 1, 1924. 

Very respectfully, = 
BOARD or COMMISSIONERS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
By Cuno H. RuDOLPE, President. 


Does not that show very clearly, Mr. Chairman, that the 
purpose of this bill is to secure automobile reciprocity between 
the State of Maryland and the District of Columbia? 

Oh, but our friend from Maryland Mr. Zratman has called 
attention to the fact that he has named the bill a “Tax on 
motor-vyehicle fuels.” 


What's in a name? That which we call a rose 
By any other name would smell as sweet. 


If this were a gas tax measure, its purpose would be to raise 
revenue. Is raising revenue its purpose? Why, no; not at all. 
We have the commissioners. down in black and white on this 
preposition. Let me quote again from their communication. 
After explaining that in the bill they are abolishing the present 
license fees of $3, $5, and $10, and that they are also abolish- 
ing the present property tax of $1.20 on the $100 on the fall 
value ot the car, and in lieu of same are substituting a tax of 
2 cents a gallon on gas to meet the requirements of the State 
of Maryland in securing reciprocity, the commissioners said: 


It is evident, therefore, that the proposed form of taxation will pro- 
duce approximately the same revenue that is produced under existing 
Jaw, so that financial considerations indicate that the bill is without 
objection so far as revenue is concerned. 


And preceding tue above the commissioners quoted figures 
from the tax assessor proving that this bill would produce no 
additional revenue whateyer to that which is produced from 
present laws. 

In his opening speech on this bill the gentleman from Mary- 
land [Mr. Zimraran] asserted that this measure would bring 
about reciprocity in the State of Maryland. And he said: 


For many years there has been a great deal of contention and bad 
feeling existing between residents of the District and the people of the 
State of Maryland, and it is hoped by adopting this form of taxation, 
which has already been adopted in the State of Maryland, that we will 
eliminate the inconyenience and the friction and ill feeling that has 
existed between the people of the District and the people of the State 
of Maryland, 


Ah, Mr, Chairman, the well-defined purpose of securing reci- 
procity with Maryland runs all through this entire matter. You 
may name it something else, but it is reciprocity just the same. 
Why, let me quote again from the speech of the acting chairman 
of the committee [Mr. ZIHLMAN}: 


I understand there is some opposition to the bill on the ground that 
it will provide reciprocity with the State of Maryland. and the conten- 
tion is made by some of the members of the committee and some Mem- 
bers of the House that Maryland should establish reciprocal relationship 
without asking that the gasoline tax bill be passed. 


Does not the gentleman from Maryland let the cat out of the 
bag by thus admitting that it is the State of Maryland that is 
demanding the passage of this bill before it will grant reci- 
procity with the District of Columbia? 

You will note also from the opening speech of the gentleman 
from Maryland that through questions asked him I had him to 
admit that under the laws of Maryland the people of Maryland 
pay a property tax on automobiles of $2.70 on the $100 and also 
pay a registration or license fee of 32 cents per horsepower, 
and in addition pay a tax of 2 cents per gallon on gasoline; and 
when I asked him why.he was attempting by this bill to give 
greater privileges to the people of the District of Columbia by 
relieving them of the license taxes and the property tax he very 
glibly replied: 

The District does not need any additional revenue. 


Ah, Mr. Chairman, does not that prove conclusively that the 
primary purpose of this bill is not to raise revenue? 

Note the colloquy between the gentleman from Maryland 
and myself in the second column on page 1559 of the Recorp, 
which I now quote: 


Mr. BLAxTON, But this is a reciprocity measure? 

Mr. ZIRLMAN. The bill provides nothing about reciprocity, except 
to make the bill operative only when reciprocity has been established. 

Mr. Bax rox. But the District Commissioners, when they sent their 
report up to the District Committee, said it was a reciprocity meas- 
ure, and asked our body to pass the bill immediately, in order that 
it shall become effective immediately, so that the State of Maryland 
will let District automobiles pass through. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes, 


Now, Mr. Chairman, we have clearly ascertained beyond 
doubt that the fundamental object of this bill is to secure reci- 
procity between the State of Maryland and the District of 
Columbia. We have thus far followed the rule set down by 
Chairman Fitzgerald. Now the next step required by his rule 
is to ascertain whether the amendment offered by me is “akin 
to” this subject of reciprocity; or is it “near to” this subject 
of automobile reciprocity; or is it “appropriate to” this 
fundamental subject of auto reciprocity; or is it “relevant 
to” the subject of automobile reciprocity? If my amendment 
is akin to, or near to, or appropriate to, or relevant to the 
fundamental subject of automobile reciprocity, then according 
to the rule set down by this very distinguished parliamentarian, 
Mr. Fitzgerald, of New York, it is germane to the bill. My 
amendment has no purpose except one of reciprocity. Auto- 
mobile reciprocity is its sole fundamental purpose. It is 
therefore akin to, near to, appropriate to, and relevant to the 
fundamental purpose of the bill, and is therefore germane. 

I just want to cite to the Chair one opinion from Hinds’ 
Precedents on the subject which I think is conclusive. If the 
Chair will turn to the Mannal on page 342, about the middle 
of the page, under section 782, he will find this decision from 
Hinds’ Precedents, Volume V, section 5900; 


An amendment which is germane, not being on a subject different 
from that under consideration, belongs to a class illustrated by the 
following. p 


He then gives the following as an illustration of a germane 
amendment: ` 


To a bill providing for an interoceanic canal by one ‘route, an 
amendment providing for a different route. 


That fits this case almost exactly. Automobile reciprocity 
is the fundamental purpose of this measure. The bill now 
before us seeks to provide general reciprocity between all 
States and the District of Columbia, and to obtain automobile 
reciprocity with Maryland by one route. My amendment 
seeks to obtain it by another. It comes foursquare with the 
decision in Hinds’ Precedents, and I submit the matter to the 
Chair, feeling that the amendment is germane. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, the rule governing the ger- 
maneness of an amendment is that no motion or proposition 
on a subject different from that under consideration shall be 
admitted under color of an amendment. The Chair is perfectly 
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familiar with that rule and with the long line of decisions that 
have sustained it. What is this bill we are now considering? 
Tt is a bill changing the form of taxation on motor vehicles in 
the Distyict of Columbia. What is the amendment of the gen- 
ileman from Texas? It is an amendment proposing to with- 
hold Federal aid from the States unless they comply with 
certain conditions and restrictions. This bill applies only to 
the District of Columbia. The amendment of the gentleman 
from Texas applies to the 48 States of the Federal Union, 
because all the States of the Union have some legislation on 
this subject of automobile reciprocity. I need not quote to the 
distinguished Chairman the long line of decisions on this subject. 
I call the Chair’s attention, however, to the language of Speaker 
Clark, who, on December 5, 1912, said: 


The authorities all run the same way. I have investigated them 
carefully. The proposition laid down by the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr, Olmsted, is partly correct and partiy incorrect. It does not 
go to the extent which he undertook to make it go. The rule is not 
that if there are two substantive propositions in a bill you can add any- 
thing else to it. The rule is that on such a question as admitting 
‘Territories into the States of the Union, if you were trying to admit 
Idaho, for instance, alone, you could not add Montana and Washing- 
ton, and so forth. 


I call the attention of the Chair to a ruling affecting an 
amendment offered by the distinguished Speaker of the House, 
Mr. Gittetr, when a bill was pending to appropriate money to 
destroy the boll weevil. Mr. GILLETT offered an amendment to 
ask for money to destroy the gypsy moth and Mr. Speaker 
Cannon held that there was no connection between the two 
propositions and ruled out the amendment of the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. I call the attention of the Chair further 
to the ruling of Speaker Clark when the proposition was before 
the House to prohibit the trading in cotton futures on the 
exchanges of the country, and the Speaker held that you could 
not amend that proposition by prohibiting the dealing in futures 
of wheat and corn. These propositions are as far apurt as day 
is from night or as the one pole is from the other. 

The bill deals with an entirely local matter in the District 
of Columbia, and the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas seeks to offer, under color of an amendment, a 
proposition affecting every State in the Union. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I yield. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. The proposed amendment also 
undertakes to deal with a question of general appropriations, 
which would not have been competent for this committee to 
haye reported out, and hence an amendment dealing with appro- 
priations would not be competent. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I thank the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule upon this ques- 
tion. The committee has under consideration a bill over which 
Congress has jurisdiction by reason of the constitutional pro- 
vision giving Congress the right to exercise exclusive legisla- 
tion in all cases whatsoever in the District of Columbia. The 
committee to-day is acting upon certain propositions, or has 
before it certain propositions which are more like those per- 
taining to a municipality or a State than to the Nation, and 
I may say here, by way of digression, except for this general 
authority applying to the District of Columbia, I should question 
the validity or propriety of bringing in here some of the pro- 
visions in this bill. There is one consideration which is fatal 
to this amendment. The pending bill has to do with the regu- 
lation of automobiles as regards taxation and license in the 
District of Columbia, with a further view to the relations be- 
tween the District of Columbia and the State of Maryland. To 
that an amendment is proposed which brings in the whole sub- 
ject of the Federal aid to road building in the respective States. 
The proposed amendment begins with these words: 


No sums shall be apportioned or reapportioned ynder this act to any 
State which does not recognize the motor-vehicle identification tags or 
licenses issued by any other State or by the District of Columbia. 


Aside from the very substantial, almost startling, enlargement 
of the purpose of this bill, it violates a principle well estab- 
lished by numerous decisions to the effect that a reference to 
a particular subject may not be amended by a provision general 
in nature, even when of the class of the specific subject. The 
gentleman from Maryland cited from the Digest as an instance: 


Thus the following are not germane; To a bill for the admission of 
one Territory into the Union, an amendment providing for the ad- 
mission of several other Territories; to a bill relating to all cor- 
porations engaged in interstate commerce, an amendment relating to 
all corporations, 


This in itself is a fatal objection to this amendment and the 
Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol- 
lowing amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 1, line 4, after the word “ vehicles,” strike out “and n tar 
of 2 cents per gallon on all motor-vehicle fuel sold within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia shall be levied and collected in the manner.” 


Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I offer the motion 
to strike out the gas tux for the purpose of inquiring about the 
constitutional power of putting an excise tax on the District of 
Columbia. So far as I know this is the first time it has been 
done. A good many times direct taxes and license fees and 
regulatory matters have been held valid; but this is essentially 
a sales tax, I hesitate to say that we have not the power, 
because I only examined the matter for an hour or two, and of 
course an authoritative opinion can not be formed on that 
meager consideration. Unless gentlemen can show me some 
decision which holds Congress has a right to levy this excise 
tax in the District of Columbia which does not apply to the 
rest of the United States I shouid think it came within the 
decision by Justice Marshall in the Fifth Wheaton, page 317. 
After holding that a direct tax could be levied and that the 
other clauses of the Constitution relative to uniformity which 
connects direct taxes with the census and did not bar direct 
taxes in the District of Columbia, the Chief Justice said: 


If it be said that the principle of uniformity, established in the 
Constitution, secures the District from oppression in the imposition of 
indirect taxes, it is not less true that the principle of apportionment, 
also established in the Constitution, secures the District from any 
oppressive exercise of the power to lay and collect direct taxes. 


They are two different constitutional provisions. The con- 
stitutional provision with reference to taxation is found in 
Article I of section $ of the Constitution, which says: 


The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties, 
imposts, and excises to pay the debts and provide for the common 
defense and general welfare of the United States; but all duties, im- 
posts, and excises shall be uniform throughout the United States. 


There bas been a long line of decisions in the United States 
that uniformity means geographical uniformity. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Does not the gentleman think 
that the controlling feature in this case would be the provision 
which gives Congress the right to legislate over all matters in 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I am coming to that. The other 
provision is that Congress shall have the power “to exercise 
exclusive legislation in all cases whatsoever over such District.” 
That refers to the District of Columbia, but that means that 
they must exercise it in a constitutional way. Of course they 
are inhibited from violating other provisions in the Constitution 
in carrying that out. They could not violate the provisions of 
the Constitution which provide for due process in the protection 
to property, life, and liberty simply because they have exclusive 
jurisdiction over the District. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. How about levying a land tax? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Yes; the decisions hold that that 
ean be done, but that is a direct tax and is not governed by 
this particular phase of the language of the Constitution. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. How about the tax on automobiles now? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. ‘That is a regulatory tax, and I 
have no doubt about the right of Congress to levy a regulatory 
tax. I should be glad to have any decisions the other way. I 
do not feel like making a statement authoritatively, but it 
seems to me from the examination I have been able to make 
that we have no power to levy a sales tax which is an excise 
tax on the people of the District of Columbia, It seems to me 
that we have been prohibited from doing that because of the 
constitutional provisions, and when we levy an excise tax it 
must apply to all the United States. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. You impose a tax on them for doing busi- 
ness. Is that a direct tax? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I am not an attorney, and we did not look 
into the constitutionality of it, but I will say that while I ean 
not cite the gentleman to the volume and page, I am advised that 
the decisions of the Supreme Court dealing with the District of 
Columbia are very broad and that the powers of Congress to 
legislate for the District of Columbia under the constitutional 
proyisions are very broad. 
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Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. What the gentleman frem Mary- 
land says is quite true. The court has held that this second 
provision of the Constitution with reference to the power of 
Congress over the District of Columbia is very broad. The 
courts have also held that in the exercise of this jurisdiction 
the Congress is bound by the other constitutional provisions, 
and it seems to me that these inhibit Congress from levying 
this tax. I have not made any careful study of the question, but 
go far as my recollection goes, and it goes back seven years, this 
is the first time we have undertaken to levy a sales tax. 

They hold that this kind of a tax is an indirect tax, and 
they have held with reference to duties, imposts, and excises 
that they are different from ordinary taxes. In One hundred 
nnd seventy-eighth United States, page 188, the court holds that 
the qualification of uniformity is imposed— 


not upon all taxes which the Constitution authorizes, but only duties, 
imposts, and excises. 


And the framers of our Constitution picked these out and 
said that whenever you lay an excise duty it must be uniform. 
The decisions of the Supreme Court have universally held that 
“uniform” means geographic uniformity. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Does not the gentleman think that the fact 
that this fund raised by this 2-cent tax is to be used entirely in 
the District of Columbia for local purposes, for the improvement 
of streets, gives Congress jurisdiction over this matter and 
differentiates it from the general proposition of turning money 
into the General Treasury? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. 
the United States. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. 
Columbia. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. 
the District. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. No; that has been stricken out by the 
amendment of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Cramton], 
and the bill now provides that it goes entirely to the credit of 
the District for street improvements, 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I do not think that affects the 
question of the lack of power. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is nothing to be decided here by 
the Chair. The way in which this is presented is in the form of 
an amendment. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw the amendment. I offered the amendment 
for the purpose of discussing the question. 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, 
withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas, Mr, Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr, SPROUL of Kansas: Page 1, line 4, after 
the word “ vehicles’ insert the word “and” and a comma. 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection to that 
amendment. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have the 
gentleman explain the purpose of the amendment before the 
committee agrees to it. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. 
follows: 


One dollar for all motor yehicles and a tax of 2 cents per gallon on 
all motor-yehicle fuels sold within the District of Columbia, 


The tax will be imposed only upon motor vehicles which are 
sold within the District, and all vehicles purchased outside of 
the District, even though owned and operated in the District, 
would not be subject to the $1 tax. If my amendment be 
agreed to, it will apply to all automobiles or motor vehicles 
owned within the District, 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman’s amendment would subject 
every automobile in stock down town here in the dealers’ ware- 
houses to this tax, when in fact they have never been used at 
all. This applies only to the automobiles operated in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. It does not apply to the stock in the ware- 
houses. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. That is not what it says. If they 
are sold in the District, they have to pay a dollar tax, whether 
used here or not. 

Mr. BLANTON, 
the automobiles. R 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas, No; the bill reads: 


This goes into the Treasury of 


But it goes to the credit of the District of 


Part of it goes to the credit of 


the amendment is 


The way the bill reads is as 


The “sold” applies to the fuel and not to 
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That on and after January 1, 1924, a registration fee of $1 for all 
motor vehicles and a tax of 2 cents per gallon for all motor-vehicle 
fuels sold within the District of Columbia— 


And so forth. 

Mr. RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Yes. 

Mr. RUBBY. It seems to me the word “sold” has reference 
to the 2-cent tax. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas, It applies also to the motor vehicle, 
just as it does to the motor-vehicle fuel. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman from 
Kansas is correct in his conclusion, but I am wondering whether 
the word “registered” would not be better than the word 
“ owned.” 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Possibly it would. 

Mr. DOWELL. Let us have the amendment again reported. 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the Clerk will again 
report the amendment of the gentleman from Kansas. 

There was no objection, and the Clerk again reported the 
amendment. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. I wish to add these words to the 
proposition—* owned and registered for use.” 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Yes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Why use the words “owned and” at all? 
Why not say “registration fee of $1 for all motor vehicles regis- 
tered and a tax of 2 cents,” and so forth? 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Then I shall ask unanimous con- 
sent to modify the amendment by using the word “ registered” 
instead of the word“ owned.” 

Mr. GASQUE, Why would not the placing of a comma there 
clarify that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas asks unani- 
mous consent to modify his amendment by substituting the 
word “ registered“ for the word “owned.” Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute for the 
gentleman's amendment to read as follows: 


After the word “vehicles” in line 4, page 1, add the following: 
“operated by residents of the District of Columbia." 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment to the amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. BLANTON to the amendment offered by Mr. 
SPROUL of Kansas. After the word “vehicles” page 1, line 4, in- 
sert the words “operated by residents of the District of Columbia.” 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I hope that amendment will 
not be adopted. The common custom and practice is that the 
owner of a motor-vehicle registers and pays a fee in his own 
State. There is a police regulation here requiring that after 
they stay 30 days they shall go and register. However, there 
was enacted as a rider on one of the appropriation bills some 
years ago a provision that the license tag required by any other 
State with which there is reciprocity is recognized here. I 
hope the amendment of the gentleman from Texas will not be 
adopted, and likewise the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. SPROUL]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas, 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected, 

Mr. KUNZ rose. ‘ 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from IIIinois is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, the question recurs now on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Kansas. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; but the gentleman from Ilinois 
[Mr. Kunz] is entitled to be heard. 

Mr. KUNZ. Mr. Chairman, if I lived in the State of Mary- 
land I would support this bill, because I believe it would be for 
the interest of the people of Maryland. But being a Member 
of Congress from Illinois and believing that it is my duty to 
represent the people of the United States I can not see how 
I consistently could vote for a bill of this kind. 

Under the provisions of this bill unrestricted use of public 
highways in the State of Maryland is given to those who reside 
in the District of Columbia. In the State from which I come, 
and which I haye the honor in part to represent, we give the 
unrestricted use of all public highways without charging men 
who use those streets 2 cents a gallon on our gas. In Ilinois, 
Nebraska, and a great many other Western States we charge 
no excise tax. We believe in reciprocity; but when the people 
from my State come into the District of Columbia to visit the 
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Capital you are going to charge them 2 cents a gallon for gas, Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to ask unanimous 


I think it is unfair, and I believe that this bill was introduced 
for the purpose of punishing those who live in the District of 
Columbia, those who have business in the Capital, and those 
who reside in Maryland, to place upon them that excise tax of 
2 cents, so that they would be compelled to buy their gasoline 
in Maryland to help pay for those roads. I think it is unfair; 
and I believe, as a Member of Congress not representing the 
State of Maryland, but representing the entire Union, a bill of 
that kind ought to be defeated, and I must vote against it. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this amendment and all other amendments 
to this section close in five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this pending amendment and 
all amendments thereto may be concluded in five minutes. 

Mr. RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment which I 
desire to offer. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. RUBEY] 
is recognized to offer an amendment. 

Mr. RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Missouri. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Ruper: Page 1, lines 4 and 5, after the 
word vehicles,“ strike out the words “and a tax of 2 cents per gallon 
on all motor-vehicle fuels sold.” 


Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that there is an amendment already pending, that offered by the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. SPROUL]. 

Mr. RUBEY.. I thought that had been acted upon. You can 
take a vote on that, and then I will offer this. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Missouri may be 
heard, but the amendment offered by the gentleman from Kansas 
is pending. 

Mr. RUBEY. Let a vote be taken on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kansas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Kansas. The Clerk will 
report it. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Sruous of Kansas: Page 1, line 4, after 
the word vehicle,” insert the word“ registered,” followed by a comma. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Kansas. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Now the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Rim is recognized. 

Mr. RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, this is the same amendment 
that was offered by the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SANDERS], 
who seems to have offered it for the purpose of bringing up a 
ctuistitutional question. Not being particularly interested in 
this bill more than anyone else, and not being a member of the 
committee, T haye made no suggestions nor offered any amend- 
ments, I have, nevertheless, been listening carefully to the 
debates. Like my friend from the State of Illinois [Mr. Kunz], 
who a moment ago said he was against this bill because of the 
tax of 2 cents a gallon, I, too, am against it for that same 
reason. I have been wondering why some gentleman did not 
offer an amendment to strike out the “2 cents per gallon.” 
For one I do not believe in placing upon the people of the 
District ef Columbia and upon the people who may come to 
the District of Columbia from eyery State in this Union an 
additional tax of 2 cents a gallon. I therefore offer this 
amendment to strike out the provision of 2 cents a gallon. 
That will leave yeu with the registration fee of $1, or, as I 
believe was agreed to, the amendment providing 15 cents per 
horsepower, and it will leave the rest of the bill intact. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will again report the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Missouri. 

The amendment was again read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
meut. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that 
the noes seemed to have it. 

Mr. RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, I will ask for a division. 


The CHAIRMAN. A division is asked for. 
The committee divided; and there were—ayes 24, noes 30. 
So the amendment was rejected. 


consent that in view of the fact that the amendment proposed 
by the gentleman from Kansas IMr. Srrovr] was carried, 
which added the word “registered” and a comma after the 
word “vehicles,” in line 4, a comma should be inserted after 
the word “sold,” in line 5, in order to make it grammatical. 

The CHAIRMAN. The request of the gentleman from South 
Dakota is that a comma be inserted in line 5 after the word 
“sold.” Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. What is it, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota asks 
unanimous consent that a comma be inserted in line 5, after the 
word “sold.” Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. It can be offered by unanimous consent. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I will wait and offer it to the 
second section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(c) The term “dealer” as used in this act shall be held and con- 
strued to mean and include any person, firm, or corporation who 
imports or causes to be imported into the District of Columbia gasoline 
and other volatile and inflammable liquid fuels, produced or com- 
pounded for the purpose of operating and propelling motor vehicles 
as herein defined, and also any person, firm, or corporation who pro- 
duces, refines, manufactures, or compounds such liquid fuels in the 
District of Columbia for use, distribution, or sale and delivery in the 
District of Columbia. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 3, line 16, after the word “imported,” insert the words for 
sale or disposition, or distribution for commercial purposes, or use in 
public vehicles.“ 


The CHAIRMAN. 
amendment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The Clerk will read the next committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 3, Une 23, strike out the word “liquid” and insert the words 
“ motor vehicle.” 


The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. 


Page 3, line 7, after the word “ tracks,” insert “ Provided, That no 
fee charged herein may be levied against motor vehicles owned by 
legations or embassies.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order on 
the amendment. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
the effect of my amendment is to exempt the automobiles owned 
by legations and embassies from the payment of the registration 
fee. I ask to proceed out of order for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed out of order for five minutes. Is there 
objection ? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I shall ask the 
Clerk to read in my time a clipping which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


STRESEMANN BLAMES AMBASSADOR. 


BERLIN, February 6.—To Alanson B. Houghton, United States am- 
bassador to Germany, who called to-day on Foreign Minister Strese- 
mann on a matter entirely apart from the embassy incident at 
Washington, Herr Stresemann took the opportunity to express his 
regrets over the incident and laid the blame for it on Ambassador 
Wiedteldt's shoulders. He told Mr. Houghton that on Friday Doctor 
Wiedfeldt had cabled asking instruetions in case Mr. Wilson died, 
saying that he intended to express the condolence of the German 
Government at the White House and to lay a wreath at his bier. 

Herr Stresemann instructed Doctor Wiedfeldt not to express official 
regrets or to lay a wreath, as Mr. Wilson was a private citizen. Herr 
Stresemann indicated that the instructions did not prevent Doctor Wied- 
feldt from putting the flag at half- mast, and that the German am- 
bassador should have known diplomatic usage sufficiently to show 
his respect to the American Nation, 


The question is on the proposed committee 
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Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 
of the committee, as a member of the Foreign Affairs Com- 
mittee of this House I desire to call the attention of the State 
Department to this clipping and to inquire of the State De- 
parment what, if any, statement was made to the American 
ambassador in Berlin with reference to this incident, and 
what, if any, representations this Government has made to 
the German Government. 

The clipping which has been read is from the New York 
Times of February 7, 1924, and if it states the truth, it dis- 
closes that the German ambassador to the United States 
cabled the Berlin Government specifically asking for instruc- 
tions with reference to the flag incident prior to its oecurrence, 
and that in reply the Berlin Government sent some message 
that caused the ambassador to take the action of which 
you are all advised. 

I speak to-day not as an individual and not of the great dead 
ex-President merely as a private citizen. At the moment this 
slight was cast upon the Government and people of the United 
States, on the occasion of the death of a great ex-President 
occurred, every embassy and legation in this city except the 
German Embassy had lowered its flag to half-staff; the 
President of the United States had proclaimed official mourn- 
ing for a period of 30 days, and the German Government, not 
thoughtlessty and not ill-advisedly, but specifically stated to its 
ambassador here, if that statement be correct that no official 
action would be taken by the German Embassy in recognition 
of this solemn period of mourning by this Government and the 
people of the United States, and that whatever the ambassador 
did he should do in his private capacity. Of course, the am- 
bassndor, as a private citizen of Germany, would have no 
authority to lower the flag of the embassy to half-staff. If 
the first portion of this dispatch be true, Mr. Houghton, the 
American ambassador, visited the German foreign office on 
a matter wholly apart from this transaction, and incidentally 
the German foreign office undertook to explain to Mr. Hough- 
ton that the blame was on the shoulders of Doctor Wiedfelt. 
But, if true, the remainder of the dispatch shows clearly and 
without equivocation that it was not the fault of the German 
ambassador to the United States but that it was the fault of the 
German Government. And I want to serve notice on the State 
Department that if it has received any representations made to 
it or to the United States ambassador at Berlin by the German 
Government with reference to this incident, unless the Ameri- 
can people are advised as to the tenor and purport of those 
representations, I shall move in this House a resolution of 
inquiry directing the State Department to disclose what those 
representations are. 
` The CHATRMAN. 
has expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to speak for two additional minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two additional minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. If the State Department has not 
made some representation to the German Government regard- 
ing this signal omission of official courtesy on the part of the 
German Government, at a time when its significance was 
magnified many times by the transactions of history within the 
last few years, I want the State Department and the adminis- 
tration to tell the American people why the attention of the 
German Government has not been called to this palpable af- 
front, this significant dereliction of official courtesy, this pointed 
and prominent failure of the German Government, through its 
officially accredited ambassador to the United States, to ob- 
serve the common decencies of the occasion, not to mention 
what was demanded by the etiquette and practice that obtain 
in diplomacy. 

Unless the State Department lets the American people know 
the truth about the matter, as the American people already 
know about the affront, I propose to move in this House a reso- 
lution of inquiry, and nave the State Department inform this 
House as to the facts in this case. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the amendment. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas withdraws 
the amendment, and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 3. That on and after January 1, 1924, each and every dealer, as 
defined in this act, who is now engaged or who may hereafter engage 
in his own name, or in the name of others, or in the name of his repre- 


The time of the gentleman from Texas 


Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the 


sentatives or agents, in the District of Columbia, in the sale or use 
of motor-yehicle fuel, as herein defined, shall, not later than the last 
day of each calendar month, render to the assessor of the District of 
Columbia a statement of all motor-vebicle fuel sold by him or them in 
the District of Columbia during the preceding calendar month, ani shall 
pay a tax of 2 cents per gallon to the collector of taxes on all motor- 
vehicle fuel as shown by such statement, in the manner and within 
the time hereinafter stipulated. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 4, line 9, after the word “sold” insert the words “or dis- 
posed of as hereinbefore provided.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 5. That on and after January 1, 1924, all dealers in motor- 
vehicle fuel shall render to the assessor of the District of Columbia, on 
or before the last day of each month, on forms prescribed, prepared, 
and furnished by the said assessor, a sworn report of the number of 
gallons of motor fuel sold, used, or disposed of by them as in this 
act provided, during the preceding calendar month, which report shall 
be sworn to by one of the principal officers in case of a domestic cor- 
poration, by the resident general agent, or attorney in fact, or by a 
chief accountant or officer in case of a foreign corporation, or by the 
managing agent or owner in case of a firm or association, which report 
shall contain a statement of the quantities of motor-vehicle fuel so 
sold, used, or disposed of within the District of Columbia from his or 
their respective places of business. Bills shall be rendered to all pur- 
chasers of motor-vehicle fuel by dealers in motor-vehicle fuel as herein 
defined, except in cases of retail sales. Said bills shall contain a state- 
ment, printed thereon in a conspicuous place, that the liability to the 
District of Columbia for the tax herein imposed has been assumed, and 
that the dealer or dealers in question will pay said tax on or before 
the last day of the following month, 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 5, line 9, after the word “sold,” strike out the word wor“; 
and insert after the word “used” the words “or disposed of,“ and 
after the word “them” insert the words ‘as in this act provided.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
committee amendment, merely for the purpose of calling the 
attention of the chairman in charge of the bill to a peculiar 
situation. On page 4, at the top of section 3, we provide that 
on and after January 1, 1924, what each and every dealer shall 
do; then at the top of page 5 we also provide that after Jan- 
uary 1, 1924, such and such shall be the case and the law; 
then on page 5, under section 5, which has just been read, we 
also provide that on and after January 1, 1924, all dealers, 
and so forth, shall do so and so. This is February 11, 1924. 
Does not the chairman want to change all those references to 
January 1, 1924, which date has already passed, and insert in 
lieu thereof, “ from and after the passage of this bill”? Other- 
wise he is going to have a rather peculiar situation existing 
in the District of Columbia; he will be - making men amenable 
after January 1, 1924, to a law which does not exist and may 
not exist for a month or so after this date of February 11, 
1924. 

Mr, ZIHLMAN, I will say to the gentleman that it is my 
understanding we can not pass a retroactive act of that kind 
and I had presumed those matters would be worked out from 
a practical standpoint. However, I have no objection to the 
correction being made. 

Mr. BLANTON, I suggest that the gentleman ask unanimous 
consent to turn back to these sections already passed, and 
insert in lieu of “ January 1, 1924,” wherever it occurs, the 
language “from and after the passage of this act.” Otherwise 
it is going to be a rather mixed up situation. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. If the gentleman will wait until we have 
voted on the committee amendments in this section I will make 
that request. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the first committee 
amendment, 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the next committee 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 5, line 17, insert the word “so”; after the word “sold” 
strike out the word “or,” and after the word “ used“ insert the 
words “or disposed of.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to that 
amendment merely for the purpose of calling attention to the 
fact that the committee is just a little bit careless about these 
District bills, especially in the framing of them. And our 
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genial friend from Maryland is a little bit careless in some other 
respects, because after waiting until the last three minutes of 
the general debate, when there was no chance to reply to him 
at all, he asserted as a fact that the gentleman from Texas 
had not had permission to put in the Reconp the various pieces 
of property upon which the specific tax assessments had been 
given in the Reconp. Then, later, when his attention was called 
to the Recorp showing permission he admitted he was mistaken 
and that I did have permission. But in the last few minutes 
of general debate he attempted to give some figures to show 
that property was rendered at full valuation here in the District 
and cited only generalities. I want to say to the gentleman 
from Maryland that every piece of property that I referred to 
I mentioned specifically. I stated where the property was lo- 
cated and I gave its specific rendition for taxation and its 
assessment and the taxes it paid and the value of it, and in 
most cases the owner of it, and not one single denial has ever 
been made about any of those figures, and denial can not be 
made because those figures were obtained from authentic 
sources, and from departments here in the District of Columbia. 
You can not destroy such specific facts with general allega- 
tions. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will state to the gentleman I only had five 
minutes and I did not go into specific items, but I will give the 
gentleman a list of specific buildings. 

Mr. BLANTON. Does the gentleman deny any of the figures 
I put in or state that they are incorrect? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I have not checked them up. 

Mr. BLANTON. I gave property all over this District. I 
did not confine it to one place. I mentioned property here and 
there, and big property, property worth $3,000,000, such as the 
Meridian Mansions at 2400 Sixteenth Street. If the gentleman 
thinks those figures are wrong, if he will call up Mr. E. Kirby 
Smith, the owner of Meridian Mansions, Mr. Smith will admit 
to him that the property is assessed at 50 per cent of its value, 
and he will admit to him that he could not put the improve- 
ments on the land there for less than $3,000,000, whereas both 
the land and improvements are only assessed for taxes at 
$1,481,960. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN, Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. BLANTON. Certainly. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I will say to the gentleman that the per 
capita assessment in his own State is $460, and the per capita 
assessment in the city of Washington is $1,700. The State of 
Texas has about the lowest per capita assessment cf any State 
in the Union, 

Mr. BLANTON. 
fores of that. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. That is the point I was trying to bring out. 

Mr. BLANTON. I have given the tax rate there. I did not 
want to take up this time, but it was a little unfair, I thought, 
for the gentleman to wait until the general debate had closed 
to raise that question and not give me an opportunity to answer. 
I called attention to the tax rate in cities all over Texas and 
showed that in none of them was the rate less than $2.75 on 
the $100, as against the rate of $1.20 on the $100 in Wash- 
ington. z 

Mr. MADDEN. The per capita tax has nothing to đo with it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Of course not. 

Mr. MADDEN. Because there may be a lot of people in one 
place that own a great deal of property and a lot of people in 
another place that own no property. 

Mr. BLANTON. Of course, and the very argument I was 
making was that Washington people were paying less taxes 
here than anywhere else in the country, and that showed why 
the per capita tax here was high—because they have been able 
to accumulate more money here inasmuch as they have not had 
to pay it out in taxes to their Government as the people do in 
the various States. The gentleman from Maryland is usually 
very fair, and is a splendid, fine gentleman, but he was a little 
unfair in trying to take advantage of me in the last four min- 
utes of the debate, and I was forced to take this time to get 
him right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the second amend- 
ment proposed by the committee. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
return to section 3 in order to offer an amendment to strike 
out January 1, 1924,” and insert “on and after the passage of 
this act.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would suggest that that langnage 
also occurs in the third line on the first page and on line 12 of 
page 2 and on line 17 of page 2. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that wherever, in the sections already read, the words “ Jan- 


I have fully explained the whys and where- 


uary 1, 1924,” occur that they be changed to “on and after the 
passage of this act.” 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
2 from Maryland? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
e. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 6. That the tax in respect to motor-vehicle fuel sold or used 
in any calendar month shall be paid on or before the last day of the 
next succeeding nronth to the collector of taxes of the District of 
Columbia, who shall receipt to the dealer therefor and cover same 
into the Treasury of the United States to the credit of the United 
States and to the credit of the District of Columbia in the manner 
provided by section 1 of this act. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 6, line 2, after the word “fuel,” insert the word “so,” and 
after the word “or” insert “ disposed of.” 


The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to, 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair would suggest that the adop- 
tion of the Cramton amendment seems to necessitate some 
change in the following phraseology, but before that is taken 
up there is another committee amendment which the Clerk will 
report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 6, line 10, after the word “ act,” insert a colon and the words: 
“Provided, however, That the collector of taxes of the District of 
Columbia may retain fn his hands at all times such sum not exceeding 
$1,000 as in the judgment of the collector of taxes of the District of 
Columbia shall be sufficient to enable him to pay promptly all claims 
for refunds,” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee amend- 
ment. 
The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, On 
page 6, line 8, after the word “ credit,” strike out the language 
down to and including the word “ credit,” in line 9, striking out 
the words “of the United States and to the credit.” 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. ZIHLMAN : Page 6, line 8, after the word 
“ credit,” strike out the remainder of line 8 and all of line 9 down to 
the word “ of." 


The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 8. That it shall be unlawful for any person, firm, or corpora- 
tion, or any retail dealer or distributer of motor-vehicle fuel to re- 
ceive and accept any shipment from any dealer or to pay for the- 
same, or to sell, or offer for sale, any motor-vehicle fuel unless the 
Statement provided for in section 5 of this act appears upon the 
invoices of said shipment. If any sbipment originating and tcrmi- 
nating within the District of Columbia is received and accepted by 
any person, firm, or corporation, or any retail dealer or distributer, 
from any dealer, or is sold or offered for sale by him or them, upon 
the invoice of which said statement does not appear, such person, 
firm, or corporation, or retail dealer, or distributer shall pay to the 
collector of taxes the tax herein imposed or be liable to the District 
of Columbia for double the amount of the said tax, which amount 
may be recovered by civil suit or action in any court of competent 
jurisdiction. 


The Clerk read the following committee amendment: 


Page 6, line 25, strike out the word “retail” Page 7, line 7, 
strike out the word “retai.” Page 7, line 10, strike out the word 
“ retail.” 


The committee amendments were agreed to. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 7, line 4, strike out the period after the word “ shipment” 
and insert the following: It shall be unlawful for any dealer to 
charge any additional sum than the regular price and 2 cents per 
gallon tax. 


Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. 
of order against that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not think that is germane. 

Mr. McKEOWN. You are making provision for the sale 
by dealers and you are fixing the tax. If it is unlawful in 
that paragraph to say that it shall be unlawful to sell the 
gasoline without having paid the tax or making a report, then 
it is germane to say that it is unlawful for him to charge in 
excess of the 2-cent tax. I can net see any objection to it 


Mr. Chairman, I make a point 


and do not see why it is not germane. 
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The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman is undertaking to regu- 
late the price. 

Mr. McKEOWN. You are making a penalty for selling it 
without paying the tax. I am: trying simply to prevent them 
from selling it for more than the tax. 


The CHAIRMAN, The Chair must sustain the point of 
order, The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 10. That any person, firm, or corporation who shall buy or use 
any motor-vehicle fuel as defined in this act for the purpose of operating 
or propelling any stationary gas engine, tractor used for agricultural 
purposes, motor boat, aeroplane, or aircraft of any character, or 
who shall purchase or use any of such fuel for cleaning or dyeing, 
or for any purpose other than in a motor vehicle used or operated, 
or intended to be used or operated, in whole or in part upon any of 
the public highways of the District of Columbia, shall not be required 
to. pay the tax herein imposed, but such fuel shall be sold or delivered 
to. any such person, firm, or corporation by any dealer in the same 
upon the signed statement of the purchaser or his agent, which said 
statement shall be given to the dealer at the time of purchase of said 
fuel and be on a form hereafter to be prescribed by the assessor of the 
District of Columbia, and which statement shall set forth the character 
of the use of said fuel and the place of use thereof. That said state- 
ment shall be retained by the importer of said fuel until the rendition 
by him to the collector of taxes of his next monthly report of the 
amount of motor-vehicle fuel sold by him during the preceding month, 
and in the collection of the tax herein provided for the quantity of 
said fuel represented by such statements shall not be considered. 


The Clerk read the following committee amendment: 


Page 8, line 2, after the word “ Columbia,” strike out the balance 
of the section and insert the following: “on which motor fuel the tax 
imposed by this act shall have been paid, shall be reimbursed and 
repaid the amount of such tax paid by him upon presenting to the 
collector of taxes of the District of Columbia a statement accompanied 
by the original invoices showing such purchase, which statement shall 
set forth the total amount of such motor-vehicle fuel so purchased and 
used by such consumer other than in motor vehicles operated, or 
intended to be operated, on any of the public highways of the District 
of Columbia, and the said collector of taxes of the District of Columbia, 
upon the presentation of such statement and such vouchers, shall 
cause to be repaid to such consumer from the taxes collected on 
motor-vehicle fuel the said taxes paid on motor-yehicle fuels purchased 
or used other than for motor vehicles, as aforesaid: Provided, That 
applications for refunds, as provided herein, must be filed with the 
collector of taxes of the District of Columbia within thirty days from 
the date of purchase or inyoice : Provided, That before any refund shall 
be made such claimant shall furnish to the collector of taxes of the 
District of Columbia satisfactory evidence by swora statement of the 
exempted use of such fuel purchased by him.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the committee amend- 
ment. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
meut to the committee amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 8, line 20, before the word “statement” 
“ sworn.” 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. I shall be glad to accept that amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment to the committee amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. In line 8, page 9, the word “further” 
should be inserted after the word “provided.” 

Mr. ZIH ELMAN. I ask unanimous consent that that be done. 

The CHAIRMAN. - Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maryland? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the adoption of 
the committee amendment as amended. 

The committee amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 11. That any person, association, firm, or corporation violating 
any of the provisions of this act, or any person, firm, or agent of any 
corporation who shall make any false statement in connection with 
the sale or use of any motor-vehicle fuel intended to be used for any 
of the purposes described in this act shall be deemed guilty of a mis- 
demeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine of 
not less than $50 nor more than $500, or by imprisonment for not 
more than one year, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 


The Clerk read the following committee amendment: 
Page 9, line 18, strike out the words “ section 10 of.“ 
The committee amendment was agreed to, 


insert the word 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 9, line 20, after the word then“ and before the figures 880,“ 
insert six months’ imprisonment and.” 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, if you are going to pay back 
the taxes to. these fellows who use the gasoline for other pur- 
poses. than for motor vehicles, we ought to make the penalty 
sufficient, so that they will not be taking all the tax back. If 
aman goes down and files a false affidavit for refund, he ought 
to be punished. 

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Les. 

Mr. MADDEN. I have not been keeping close track of the 
bill. Does the bill provide that only certain gasoline pur- 
chasers will have to pay the tax? 

Mr. McKEOWN. It provides that dealers shall pay the tax, 
and then if any man buys gasoline for cleaning purposes or some 
other purpose than running an automobile, he may have a 
refund by filing an affidavit. 

Mr. MADDEN. If there is going to be a gasoline tax, it 
ought to be a gasoline tax, uniform and universal. It ought 
not to be for one class but for all classes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I am trying to safeguard it by making it 
six months’ imprisonment for anyone who files a false affidavit. 

Mr. MADDEN. Make it a year. 

Mr. CRAMTON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Do I understand that the amendment pro- 
poses that the man shall be punished by a fine of not less than 
six months’ imprisonment? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Oh, I have struck out the word “fine.” I 
want to strike out the word “fine,” in line 20, so that it will 
read: 
punished by not less than six months’ imprisonment. 


Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Les. 

Mr. DOWELL. The amendment striking out the $50 and 
providing for six months’ imprisonment will not fit at all with 
the other parts of the section. It will then read that he will 
be punished by not less than six months nor more than 8500. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I would strike out the “$500” and also 
“by imprisonment for not more than one year.” 

The CHAIRMAN, Ought not the amendment to come in line 
21, “ by imprisonment for not less than six months"? 

Mr. McKEOWN. The Chair is correct. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman intends to strike out the 
provision for fine entirely? 

Mr. MeKEOWN. Yes. That the offender shall be punished 
by an imprisonment for not less than six months or more than 
one year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment as 
modified, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. Mekrowx: Page 9, line 20, after the word“ pun- 
ished,” strike out all of the language in the remainder of the Hne and 
the words and figures $500 or” in line 20 and insert after the word 
“for,” in Une 21, the words “ not less than six months,” and after the 
word “ year,” in line 21, strike out the remainder of the section. 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, what is the gentleman’s in- 
tention? 

Mr. McKEOWN. I am trying to fix it so that the smallest 
penalty would be six months’ imprisonment for making a false 
return. 7 

Mr. CRAMTON. The gentleman is not under the impression 
that these penalties have anything to do with the pending oil 
scandal? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Oh, they are nothing like commensurate 
with that. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the Clerk read the 
section as it will read if this amendment be agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read 
the section as it would be if the proposed amendment were 
agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 11. That any person, association, firm, or corporation violating 
any of the provisions of this act, or any person, firm, or agent of any 
corporation who shall make any false statement in connection with the 
sale or use of any motor-vehicle fuel intended to be used for any of the 
Purposes described in this act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor 
and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by imprisonment for 
not less than six months nor more than one year, 
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Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of that amend- 
ment is this: If you leave this fine in there they will take 
chances on it, but when they know that there is a punishment 
by imprisonment they will not take any chances upon it. I 
know from my own experience in the matter of the enforce- 
ment of certain laws respecting the pure food law, that cor- 
porations violate the law time after time with the idea of 
paying a fine when called up, because they can pay the fine and 
make more money by violating the law than they can by 
obeying the law. I have no purpose to injure the gentleman’s 
bill. I was opposed to the bill, but I am trying to make it so 
that these men may know that they must walk up and make 
out proper reports. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Is the gentleman aware of the fact that 
this bill provides that the vendors of gasoline, to be used for 
purposes other than motor vehicle fuels, must file a return 
with the assessor’s office in the District of Columbia, so that 
it may be checked up? 

Mr. McKEOWN. I understand that is a provision of the bill, 
but the gentleman knows as well as the rest of us that the 
first thing done under this law will be that these men will 
start out by charging an additional cent a gallon in order to 
collect the two cents a gallon. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. What is the gentleman's experience in his 
own State? There is a gasoline tax in Oklahoma. 

Mr. McKEOWN. We have a 1 cent gasoline tax, and it is 
checked up from the shippers. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Do they send anybody in Oklahoma to jail 
who makes a false statement? 

Mr. McKEOWN. We send him to the penitentiary for not 
less than seven years, when a man commits perjury or makes 
a false statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec, 12. That it shall be unlawful for the assessor or the collector 
of taxes, or any of the agents or employees of the District of Columbia, 
to disclose, except when required so to do by a court of law, the 
amount of tax paid in pursuance of the terms of this act by any 
dealer or dealers, or any other information contained in the reports 
filed by any dealer or dealers under the terms hereof, and any person 
violating the provisions of this section shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be punished by a fine 
of not less than $50 nor more than $500, or by imprisonment for 
not more than one year, or by both such fine and imprisonment. 


With the following committee amendment: 
Strike out all of section 12. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 13. That owners of electrically driven and steam operated motor 
vehicles shall be charged the following annual registration fees, which 
shall include the registration fee of $1 referred to in section 1 of this 
act: 

All motor vehicles operated by steam, $15 per annum. 

Electrically driven passenger-carrying vehicles, $11 per annum. 

Electrically operated trucks, having 1,000 pounds or less rated 
earrying capacity, a minimum charge of $11 per annum, plus $2 for 
each additional 1,000 pounds or less rated carrying capacity. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 10, line 11, strike out the figures 13 and insert in lieu 
thereof the figures 12.“ 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment, 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Brad: Page 10, line 20, strike out the 
figures “11” and insert in lieu thereof the figures “ 20.“ 


Mr. BEGG. Now, Mr. Chairman, all I want to say on that 
amendment is this: If you will refer to page 2 of the hearings, 
containing the schedule of probable taxes that will be collected 
for the 2 cents per gallon tax, you will find that a light truck, 
which is the 1-ton truck, will consume 1,375 gallons of gasoline 
on the average. Now, 2 cents a gallon on 1,375 gallons makes 
$27.50. If the light gasoline truck should pay $27.50 tax, I can 
see no inconsistency whatsoever in an electric truck paying $20 
tax. That allows $7.50 differential in favor of the electric truck, 
because it is claimed it is not quite as hard on the roads as 


cs truck. If it is harder, then my amendment ought to be 

Mr. MADDEN. It is harder. 

Mr. BEGG. I will accept an amendment on that if the 
gentleman wants to offer it. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Brod: Page 10, line 2, strike out “$11” 
and insert “ $20.” 


red CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
men 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would suggest that an amend- 
ment is necessary in line 14. The striking out of the words 
“of $1” and the insertion of “15 cents per horsepower.” 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the word “of” 
and the numeral “$1” be stricken out, so that it will read, 
“which shall include the registration fee referred to in section 
1 of this act.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the proposed amend- 
ment. y 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 10, line 14, strike out the words “of $1.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec, 14. That all motor vehicles owned and officially used by the 
United States or by the District of Columbia shall carry registration 
markers or plates of the same character and subject to the same regu- 
lations and provisions as apply to all other motor vehicles operated 
within the District of Columbia, all such registration markers or 
plates to be furnished without charge. 


With a committee amendment on page 10, line 22, as follows: 
Strike out “14” and insert “13.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 15. That when under authority of law gasoline or other motor- 
vehicle fuel is sold by an agency of the United States within the District 
of Columbia, for use in privately owned vehicles, such agency of the 
United States shall, by agreement with the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, arrange for the collection of the tax of 2 cents per 
gallon herein authorized to be imposed, and for accounting to the 
collector of taxes of the District of Columbia for the proceeds of such 
tax collections. In general, the arrangements so established shall, as 
far as permissible, accord with the provisions of this act. 


With a committee amendment as follows: 
On page 11, line 4, strike out “15” and insert “14.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment: Page 11, line 12, after the word “ collec- 
tions,” strike out “In general, the arrangements so established shall, 
as far as permissible, accord with the provisions of this act.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. z 

'Fhe committee amendment was agreed to, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Src. 16. That all prosecutions for violations of the provisions of this 
act shall be in the police court of the District of Columbia, upon in- 
formation filed by the corporation counsel of the District of Columbia 
or any of his assistants. 

With a committee amendment as follows: 

Line 15, page 11, strike out “16” and insert “15.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 11, 


line 16, after the word “act,” 


strike out the word “shall” and insert the word “ may.” 


Mr. McKEOWN. 
last word. 


Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
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The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Oklahoma moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. McKBOWN. If you have a penalty providing for im- 
prisonment, that imprisonment will constitute a punishment. 
You have here a provision to prosecute these cases on informa- 


tion. Can that be done in the courts? I am asking for infor- 
mation. It is a rather unusual provision when you deal with 
United States courts. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. The police court here is a minor court, an 
inferior court here, differentiated from the supreme court. 

Mr. McKEQWN. Can they inflict punishment here for more 
than one year in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I would not want to make a statement that 
would not be accurate, They have a jurisdiction similar to 
your State courts. The next above that is the supreme court 
and then the court of appeals. 

Mr. McKEOWN. If the court has not some special jurisdic- 
tion conferred upon it by the statutes of the United States, 
I think gentlemen here familiar with the statutes of the United 
States will agree with me that you can not prosecute and im- 
prison without the action of the grand jury. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. The gentleman will recognize the fact that 
under this amendment action can be brought in the higher 
courts of the District. The gentleman wiil recognize that is 
correct. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Under the general practice any- 
thing under a year's imprisonment is a misdemeanor and does 
not require a grand jury. The United States attorney can file 
an information. I would like to ask the gentleman whether 
any jury is provided in this court? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. A jury sits in police-court cases here. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I wanted to know what the jurisdiction 
of that court was. You say the court “may” be brought in. 
Is that a court with limited jurisdiction or is it a court of 
general jurisdiction? I am asking for information, because 
if it is not we ought to provide so that it will be effective and 
so that it will not be thrown out after you get your law. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Yes; this action will be brought by the cor- 
poration counsel, and the committee made that amendment for 
the purpose of giving jurisdiction to the higher courts as well. 

Mr. McKEOWN. But the chairman is aware of the fact 
that when it comes to conferring jurisdiction on the courts in 
matters of this kind it is a technical proposition and should 
be done with a great deal of care. I am not criticizing the 
committee, but I am trying te help get the bill in such shape 
that there will be no question about it. It seems to me, how- 
ever, there is something doubtful about the language; that is, 
about the word “may,” and whether that would confer juris- 
diction upon the courts it is sought to confer jurisdiction upon, 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I should assume it would. 

Mr. McKEOWN, I thought some gentleman on the com- 
mittee could probably give us that information. I will say to 
the gentleman that it raises in my mind a very serious ques- 
tion as to whether that court has jurisdiction; but I do not 
know; and I am just simply asking for information, so that, 
if necessary, it may be strengthened. 

Mr. ZIITLMAN. I will say to the gentleman I am satisfied 
that under this amendment the courts have jurisdiction. 

Mr. McKEOWN. It would be very disastrous if we should 
find out they had not. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the pro 
forma amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of the 
amendment in Ime 16, which the Clerk has reported. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Src. 17. That the Commissioners of the District of Columbia are 
authorized and directed to make refunds of registration fees paid under 
existing law on motor vehicles to the extent that the payments may 
he in contlict with the provisions of this act. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Page 11, line 20, strike out the figures “17” and insert in Neu 
thereof “16.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
committee amendment merely for the purpose of saying that I 
want to congratulate the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for whipping this bill into shape and for 
eliminating by amendments practically all of its objectionable 
provisions. I think it is a fairly good measure now and I be- 


lieve I can vote for it. [Applause.] I can vote for it in its 
present form, and unless it is changed again before we get 
through with it, it is going to have my support. It has been 
amended so as to remove the added burden which in its original 
form it would have put upon the whole people. The bill is now 
about like what some of us tried to make it in our committee, 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr, McKEQWN. The gentleman is one of the good lawyers 
on this committee? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; there are better. 

Mr. McKEOWN. And I want to know whether the gentle- 
man can give us the information I sought a while ago as to 
whether or not there is any question about the courts having 
jurisdiction to punish violations of this law, according to the 
language contained in section 15. 

Mr. BLANTON. I think they will have the power to do it 
and have the jurisdiction. 

Mr. McKEOWN. The gentleman thinks this confers juris- 
diction upon the police court of the District of Columbia? 

Mr, BLANTON, I am not up on all jurisdictional matters 
here, but I was so assured by lawyers who did claim to know. 

Mr. McKEOWN. What is the amount of the bonds which 
are required of parties who appear in the police court? Is 
there any limitation on that? 

Mr. BLANTON, I do not know. I understand that when a 
man is arrested for violating the traffic laws of the District he 
can deposit $5 with a policeman and never show up thereafter 
if he does not want to, I think that is an awfully poor law, 
because when a man violates the laws he should be compelled 
to respond to the law. I have understood they do not require 
violators of the traffic laws to come to court and answer, but 
merely provide that if they do not answer they forfeit their 
$5 collateral. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of the 
committee amendment, substituting “16” for “ 17.” 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

»The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Src. 18. That all laws inconsistent with the provisions of this act be, 
and the same are hereby, repealed: Provided, That nothing herein con- 
tained shall be construed in any wise to affect the provisions of para- 
graphs 11, 13, and 14 of the act of Congress relating to license taxes, 
approved July 1, 1902, 


With the following committee amendment: 
Page 12, line 1, strike out“ 18” and insert in lieu thereof “17.” 


The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN, Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise and report the bill back to the House with the 
amendments, with the recommendation that the amendments 
be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Burron, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee having had under consideration the bill (H. R. 655) 
to provide for a tax on motor-vehicle fuels sold within the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes, had directed him to 
report the same back to the House with sundry amendments, 
with the recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and 
that the bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. ZTHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the bill and amendments to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment? If not, the Chair will put them en gross. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is now on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Zulu, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed. was laid on the table. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 
By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as fol- 
lows: 


To Mr. Lowrey, at the request of Mr. Garner of Texas, for 
ene week, on account of important business. 
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To Mr. Hocu, for three days, on account of important busi- 


ness. 
To Mr. WINTER, for four days, on account of urgent busi- 
ness. 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS, 


[By unanimous consent, Mr. THomas of Oklahoma, Mr. 
Gasque, and Mr. ZIHLMAN were granted permission to extend 
their remarks in the Recorp.] 


ADJUSTED COMPENSATION TO THE VETERANS OF THE WORLD WAR. 


Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I have just intro- 
duced a bill (H. R. 6818) having for its purpose the payment 
of adjusted compensation to the veterans of the World War, 
such payment to be made in cash, 

The bill heretofore introduced (H. R. 3242), and now pend- 
ing before the committee, does not provide for a cash ad- 
justment, save in cases wherein adjusted service pay does not 
exceed the sum of $50. Under the provisions of this bill the 
ex-service man with an adjusted credit in excess of $50 has 
the choice of either of the following plans: 

(a) He may accept an adjusted service certificate of a par 
face value increased by 25 per cent, such certificate to bear 
interest at the rate of 44 per cent per annum, compounded 
annually: for 20 years, which such certificate at the end of the 
20-year period will amount to approximately three times the 
amount of the original adjusted credit due such soldier. 

(b) He may accept vocational training, or, 

(c) He may receive farm or home aid. 

The plan as outlined will be 20 years in consummation and 
will cost the Government in excess of $4,000,000,000. 

The bill just introduced by myself provides for an adjust- 
ment with ex-service men and follows the text of the Dill 
passed by the Sixty-seventh Congress and vetoed by the Presi- 
dent, save that it substitutes a cash-option plan for the cer- 
tiflente-loan feature of the vetoed measure. The cash-option 
plan provides that the soldiers may be paid in full and in 
cash, 

The funds to meet such cash payments are to be secured 
through a bond issue authorized by the bill. The bonds are 
not to be sold to the public, but instead are to be sold to the 
several Federal reserve banks. The bonds are to bear a 
nominal rate of interest, just sufficient to meet the expenses 
connected with the handling of said issue. The purchasing 
Federal reserve banks are to deposit such bonds with the 
Treasury Department and in return are to receive Federal 
reserve bank notes to the full amount of the bonds deposited, 
which notes shall be accepted as the consideration for the bonds 
and such funds shall be used in adjusting with the ex-service 
men. 

Under the terms of the bill the Secretary of the Treasury 
shall designate one or more fiscal agents in each county in the 
United States and shall keep on deposit with such fiscal agencies 
sufficient currency to meet all orders drawn on them. The bill 
provides that each soldier must be paid in currency—currency 
being defined to be gold, silver, and paper money. 

The bill has the following purposes in view: First, to pay the 
ex-service men the debt the country owes; second, by paying 
them in cash and under the plan proposed, some two billion 
dollars can be saved the taxpayers, as other plans proposed will 
cost some four billion dollars; and third, the bill provides a 
means of increasing the amount of permanent money in circu- 
lation. 

My investigations have led me to the conclusion that the chief 
cause of the innumerable bank and business failures, as well as 
the universal depression among the farmers and stockmen, is 
the lack of actual money in circulation. The latest report of 
the Comptroller of the Currency of date December 8, 1923, gives 
the total amount of individual deposits in all reporting banks on 
June 30, 1923, to be $40,034,195,000, and on the same day all 
such banks combined had cash in their vaults in the sum of 
$797,101,000, or, stated otherwise, the banks of the country have 
over forty billions of credit or deposit money and have in their 
vaults less than one billion of actual money—gold, silver, and 
paper—with which to cover such deposits. The circulation 
statement issued by the Treasury Department on July 1, 1923, 
gives the amount of money—gold, silver, and paper—in circula- 
tion as $4,729,789,527. 

The most reliable authorities give the distribution and where- 
ébouts of this money as follows: 


Money in bank vaults , 101, 000 
Money in foreign countries.. , 000, 000 
Money lost and destroyed , 000, 
Money hoarded and buried mm a mme me m e m m 500, 000, 000 
Money used as counter change and in the pockets of the 
rr Se NE eS EN es 1, 582, 688, 527 
r Oy BER) FON, OOD 


Of the total amount of money in circulation about one-half, 
or $2,235,346,490, is in the form of Federal reserve notes—a tem- 
porary money issued for a limited time and then called in and 
destroyed, 

What little primary money—gold—is permitted outside the 
National Treasury is held by the banks as reserves. Hence, 
the only permanent money we have in circulation is in the 
form of gold amd silver certificates, Treasury and United States 
notes, national bank notes ond silver, all totaling scarcely $2,- 
000,000,000. The bill just introduced provides a plan for the 
issuance of not to exceed the sum of $1,500,000,000 in the form 
of Federal reserve bank notes—permanent money—such money, 
to be kept in circulation until the bonds securing same are 
called, paid, and retired by the Government. 

It can not be claimed that it would be dangerous to increase 
the circulation to the extent provided in the bill, because of 
lack of gold reserves. The New York Federal Reserve Bank 
alone has ample excess gold, which, on the 40 per cent ratio 
required by law, will secure practically the entire issue. 

The latest circulation statement of the Treasury Department 
shows that we have enougn monetary gold to serve as a legal 
reserve for over $10,000,000,000 of paper money and we have 
scarcely $4,000,000,000 of paper money in circulation. 

The claim that such an issue will cause a dangerous inflation 
of the currency is not warranted, for the reason that a danger- 
ous shortage of actual money now exists, and for the further 
reason that as soon as these funds are placed in circulation 
the temporary Federal reserve money will start on its return 
to the issuing bank for cancellation. 

It will cost about three and one-half billion dollars to run 
the Government during the current year, and there is not 
enough money in circulation in the United States to meet this 
national tax. It will cost about four billion dollars to run the 
State, county, and municipal governments during the current 
year, and all the money in circulation in the United States 
is not nearly enough to meet this tax. The public and private 
interest charge is more than double the amount of the total 
circulation; hence with this demand upon the comparatively 
few dollars permitted in circulation, is it any wonder that 
banks can not secure money to pay their checks and farmers 
can not secure sufficient money for their products to cover the 
cost of production? 

According to a story printed in a recent issue of the Wall 
Street Journal, 34 national banks in the United States have on 
deposit the sum of $5,000,000,000, a sum greater than all the 
gold, silver, and paper money in circulation in the United 
States. When deduction has been made for the money that has 
been lost and destroyed; for the money that is hid, hoarded, 
and buried, and for the money that has been sent to foreign 
countries, this “block” of 34 national banks has on deposit 
more than twice as much money as there is actual gold, silver, 
and paper in circulation within the entire United States; and 
according to this same story, the same 34 national banks have 
within the last 12 months lost approximately $500,000,000 in 
deposits. 

To illustrate the dangerous shortage of money in circulation, 
the following could easily happen. Henry Ford is said to 
carry on deposit an average credit account of some $175,000,000. 
There are some 30,000 banks in the United States, and Mr, 
Ford has an agency in every town of any considerable size. 
It would be possible for Mr. Ford to distribute his deposit 
account among 10,000 of the smaller banks and then by making 
withdrawals in cash break every bank holding one of his 
accounts, 

So scarce has become the actual money—gold, silver, and 
paper—in circulation, that within the past few days the 
Treasury Department has stopped and withdrawn from sale 
in 18 Western and mid-Western States, its Treasury saving 
certificates, the evident purpose of such action having been to 
permit the people and the banks of such States to have the use 
of what money still remains in circulation in such affected 
States. 

The bill just introduced provides for the payment of the 
ex-service men now, in full and in cash, and takes advantage 
of the opportunity in order to remedy what I consider the chief 
cause of the depression existing among the producers of the 
country, and does this by proposing to increase the circulation 
by adding thereto a much needed supply of permanent money 
based upon Government bonds conceded by all to be the best 
security in the world. 

This bill proposes relief for the soldiers, in harmony with 
what I believe to be their wishes, and at the same time proposes 
an even greater relief for the farmers, stockmen, the producers 
generally, as well as relief for the banks located in the pro- 
ducing sections of the country. 


nme 


. (Rept. No. 181). 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS TO-MORROW. 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman withhold that a 
moment? 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I withhold the motion. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I would like to ask the majority leader 
what his plans are for to-morrow and the next day, if he has 
no objection to stating them. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. To-morrow there are a number of ad- 
dresses on the program which I understand will take about 
two hours and a half. At the end of that time we hope to 
pass the Treasury and Post Office appropriation bill which has 
been before the House. Wednesday will be Calendar Wednes- 
day, and we expect on Thursday to bring up the taxation 
measure, 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Iam very much obliged to the gentleman. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE. 


Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to speak for 20 minutes to-morrow after the scheduled 
speeches, 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Reserving the right to object, I dislike 
very much to object to the gentleman’s request, but the chair- 
man of the Committee on Appropriations is very anxious that 
the Post Office and Treasury appropriation bill should be 
finished to-morrow. Could not the gentleman conveniently 
wait 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. The gentleman can wait for- 
ever, but a lot of my soldier boys out home wanted me to talk 
a little bit about the soldier bill. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Would the gentleman object to reserv- 
ing his request until Thursday? 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I will not object to anything. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Let me suggest that there was 40 
minutes allowed to a gentleman on that side and no objection 
made, 

Mr. LONGWORTH. 
dar for a month, 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. No; this was yesterday. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. May I inquire, Mr. Speaker, how much 
time will be consumed by the addresses scheduled? 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. While the Speaker is looking 


Those speeches have been on the calen- 


me a prophecy that I may have a reasonable opportunity to get 
in pretty soon after to-morrow, that will be entirely satisfac- 
tory. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. It will be a great pleasure to the gentle- 
man from Ohio to do all he can. 

The SPEAKER, The addresses scheduled will take about 
two hours. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman from Nebraska has 
withdrawn his request. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I have withdrawn the request 
because of certain answers I have received, Mr. Speaker. 


ADJOURN MENT. 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn, 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 44 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, 
February 12, 1924, at 12 o’clock noon. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIO BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 


6715. A bill to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide revenue, 
and for other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 179). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. H. R. 6725. A bill granting the consent of Congress 
to the States of Georgia and Florida, through their respective 
highway departments, to construct a bridge across the St. Marys 
River at or near Wilds Landing, Fla.; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 180). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. WINSLOW: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 3933. A bill for the purchase of the Cape Cod 
Canal property, and for other purposes; without amendment 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HAYDEN: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 4117. A 
bill authorizing an appropriation for the construction of a road 
within the Fort Apache Indian Reservation, Ariz., and for other 


purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 182). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr, GIBSON: Committee on the District of Columbia. H, R. 
837. A bill to exempt from taxation certain property of the 
Daughters of the American Revolution in Washington, D. C.; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 183). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. N 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 6474) granting a pension to Anna E. Legg; 
committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 3572) granting a pension to Maud Stevens; 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions, 


PUBLIO BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 8 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and me- 
morials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 6851) to provide for additional 
publicity of contributions made to political parties, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Elections of President, 
Vice President, and Representatives in Congress. 

By Mr. WATKINS: A bill (H. R. 6852) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury to construct and equip one Coast 
Guard cutter for duty on the Pacifie coast; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HILL of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 6853) to quiet titles 
to land in Baldwin County, State of Alabama; to the Com- 
mittee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: A bill (H. R. 6854) 
to provide and install a suitable fog signal to be placed at 
Warwick Neck Lighthouse, western Narragansett Bay, R. I.; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. MCFADDEN: A bill (H. R. 6855) to amend an act 
entitled “An act to provide for the consolidation of national 


| banking associations,” approved November 7, 1918; to amend 


section 5136 as amended, section 6137, section 5142, section 


| 5150, section 5190, section 5200 as amended, i 2 a 
that up, I will say to the gentleman from Ohio, if he will give | A a 3 


amended, section 5208 as amended, section 5211 as amended, of 
the Revised Statutes of the United States; and to amend sec- 
tion 9, section 13, section 22, and section 24 of the Federal 
reserve act; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. MICHENER: A bill (H. R. 6856) making it unlawful 
for United States commissioners to defend persons charged 
with crime in the courts of the United States; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SNYDER: A bill (H. R. 6857) to provide for the 
addition of the names of Chester Calf and Crooked Nose Woman 
to the final roll of the Cheyenne and Arapaho Indians, Seger 
jurisdiction, Oklahoma; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. BERGER: A bill (H. R. 6858) to provide old-age pen- 
sions; to the Committee on Labor. 

By Mr. DALLINGER: A bill (H. R. 6859) to determine pro- 
ceedings in contested elections of Members of the House of 
Representatives; to the Committee on Elections No. 1. 

By Mr. JARRETT: A bill (H. R. 6860) to authorize each of 
the judges of the United States District Court for the district of 
Hawaii to hold sessions of the said court separately at the 
same time; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 6861) to au- 


| thorize the Secretary of the Interior to withdraw certain tribal 
Mr. GREEN of Iowa: Committee on Ways and Means. H. R. | 


funds of the Menominee Indians for their support; to the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. BELL: A bill (H. R. 6862) granting allowances for 
rent, fuel, light, and equipment to postmasters of the fourth 
class, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and-Post Roads. 

By Mr. PARKS of Arkansas: A bill (H. R. 6863) to prevent 
the sale of cotton in future markets; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. SMITH: A bill (H. R. 6864) authorizing the use of 
Indian lands on the Fort Hall Indian Reservation, in Idaho, 
for reservoir purposes in connection with the Minidoka irriga- 
tion project; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. RAINEY: A bill (H. R. 6865) requiring railroad com- 
panies to reimburse employees for property losses sustained by 
moving terminals or division points; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WINSLOW: A biil (H. R. 6866) to provide for pro- 
tection of aids to navigation in the Lighthouse Service, and for 
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other purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HOLADAY: A bill (H. R. 6867) to provide for the 
deportation of certain undesirable aliens; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. RAGON: A bill (H. R. 6868) for the prevention of 
the shipment and transportation of certain firearms into a 
State, Territory, or District of the United States in violation 
of any law thereof; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, 

By Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 6869) to 
authorize allotments of lands to Indians of the Menominee 
Reservation in Wisconsin, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON: A bill (H. R. 6870) to prohibit 
deposit in the mails of the United States of certain matter 
threatening injury to any person or destruction of property; 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 6871) to 
further protect interstate and foreign commerce against bribery 
and other corrupt trade practices; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. TINKHAM: A bill (H. R. 6872) providing for regis- 
tration at ports of entry of certain nonresident aliens; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization, 

By Mr. MICHAELSON: A bill (H. R. 6873) to limit the 
amount of water which may be withdrawn from Lake Michigan 
by the sanitary district of Chicago, giving authority therefor, 
and fixing the conditions of withdrawal; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 12) providing for a 
joint committee of members of the House of Representatives 
and the Senate to investigate the problem of a 9-foot channel 
in the waterway from the Great Lakes to the Gulf of Mexico; 
to the Committee on Rules. : 

By Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee: Resolution (H. Res. 180) direct- 
ing the Speaker of the House of Representatives to appoint a 
select committee to inquire into the operations, policies, and 
affairs of the United States Shipping Board and the United 
States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. CARTER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oklahoma, urging Congress to increase the compensation of 
postal employees; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under -clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 6874) granting 
an increase of pension to Helen L. Greene; to the Committee 
on Pensions, 

By Mr. FISH: A bill (H. R. 6875) for the relief of Jean B. 
Osprey ; to the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mr. FREDERICKS: A bill (H. R. 6876) granting a pen- 
sion to Neil F. Hill; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GLATFELTER: A bill (H. R. 6877) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Amanda Clemens; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6878) granting a pension to Martha K. 
Grenewald; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KUNZ: A bill (H. R. 6879) for the relief of Dennis 
Sweeny; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MONTAGUE: A bill (H. R. 6880) for the relief of 
Bessie B. Fowlkes; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MORRIS: A bill (H. R. 6881) granting an increase of 
pension to Nannie Whitaker; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6882) granting a pension to Effie Lan- 
caster; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana: A bill (H. R. 6883) for 
the relief of Frank Marcordes; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SIMMONS: A bill (H. R. 6884) granting a pension to 
Ellen Maniax; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WOOD: A bill (I. R. 6885) granting a pension to 
Luella E. Felix; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII. petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

989. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of the city 
council of Revere, Mass., expressing opposition to the Johnson 
immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. 


990. Also (by request), petition of citizens of Brooklyn and 
New York City, N. X., favoring Mellon’s tax-reduction plan; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

991. By Mr. ALDRICH : Petition of the Young Men's Hebrew 
Association of Newport, R. L, protesting against passage of 
Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

992. Also, petition of the Grand Executive Council of Rhode 
Island, Order Sons of Italy, protesting against passage of 
Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

993. Also, petition of the board of aldermen of the city of 
Providence, R. I., urging such action by Congress as will insure 
a simplifying of the administrative features of the tax law and 
a substantial reduction of Federal taxes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

994. Also, petition of the board of aldermen of the city of 


Providence, R. I., protesting against the passage of the John- 


son immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

995. By Mr. ANTHONY: Petition of 2,500 members of the 
shop associations, comprising Association of Machinists, Help- 
ers, and Apprentices; Association of Blacksmiths, Helpers, and 
Apprentices; Association of Wlectrical Workers, Helpers, and 
Apprentices ; Association of Sheet Metal Workers, Helpers, and 
Apprentices; Association of Carmen, Helpers, and Apprentices ; 
and Association of Stationary Engineers, Firemen, and Oilers, 
of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway system, protesting 
against any substantial change in the transportation act of 
1920; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

996. By Mr. AYRES: Petition of H. P. French, Wichita, 
Kans; and others, opposing changes in the transportation act 
of 1920; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

997. By Mr. BEERS: Petition of citizens of Juniata County, 
Pa., favoring adoption of Mellon plan for tax reduction ; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, 

998. By Mr. BURDICK: Petition of the board of aldermen of 
the city of Providence, R. I., protesting against the passage of 
House bill 101, referring to immigration ; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

999. Also, petition of the Grand Executive Council of Rhode 
Island, Sons of Italy in America, opposing the selective immi- 
gration bill or any other legislation restricting Immigration of 
Haiene to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation, 

1000. Also, petition of the board of aldermen of the city of 
Providence, R. I., urging Congress to take such action as will 
insure a simplification of the administrative features of the tax 
law and a substantial reduction of Federal taxes; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

1001. By Mr. BURTON: Petition of 250 residents of the city 
of Cleveland, requesting support of the measure now pending 
in Congress to amend the Volstead Act by permitting the manu- 
facture and sale of beer and light wines; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

1002. By Mr. CRAMTON: Petition of the Ladies’ Library 
Association, Port Huron, Mich., urging passage of House bill 
1558, concerning drainage of the bottom lands on the Missis- 
sippi; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

1003. By Mr. CURRY: Petition of Chamber of Commerce of 
Walnut Creek, Calif., protesting against any change In the trans- 
portation act at the present time; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

1004. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Bella Sicilia Society, 
876 Broadway, South Boston, Mass., protesting against Johnson 
immigration bill; to the Committee on Naturalization and Im- 
migration. , 

1005. Also, petition of metal trades department, American 
Federation of Labor, Washington, D. C., recommending adequate 
provisions be made for the building up and maintaining of a 
well-balanced Navy based on the treaty ratio; to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs. ‘ 

1006. Also, petition of Gould Witch Hazel Co., Boston, Mass., 
protesting against reduction of taxes on beverages or medicinal 
alcohol; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1007. By Mr. HAWES: Petition of employees of the office of 
United States Engineers, St. Louis, Mo., fayoring the passage of 
the proposed Lehlbach amendment to the retirement act provid- 
ing for lowering the age of retirement to 65, for an increase in 
existing annuities with a maximum of $1,200 a year, and for 
voluntary retirement after 30 years of service regardless of age; 
to the Committee on the Civil Service. 
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1008. By Mr. KIESS: Papers accompanying House bill 2755, 
granting a pension to Andrew Boyer; to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

1009. By Mr. MORROW: Petition of the Roswell Rotary 
Club, favoring legislation providing for the holding of regular 
terms of Federal court in southern New Mexico, and particu- 
larly at Roswell; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1010. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Petition of the 
beard of aldermen of the city of Providence, R. I., opposing the 
passage of the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

1011. Also, petition of members of the Order of Sons of Italy 
in America, Grand Executive Council of Rhode Island, opposing 
the passage of the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1012, Also, petition of Local No. 5, of Providence, R. L, 
National Organization Masters, Mates, and Pilots of America, 
for the installation of a better fog signal at Warwick Neck 
Lighthouse, Western Narragansett Bay, R. I.; to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

1013. Also, petition of members of the Newport (R. L) 
Young Men’s Hebrew Association, opposing the Johnson immi- 
gration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. 

1014. Also, petition of the Board of Aldermen of the city 
of Providence, R. I., urging upon the Senators and Representa- 
tives in Congress from the State of Rhode Island the impera- 
tive necessity of the present Congress taking such action at 
its present term as will insure a simplifying of the adminis- 
trative features of the tax law and a substantial reduction of 
Federal taxes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1015. By Mr. OLDFIELD: Petition of Messrs. C. W. Stone 
and E. E. Sterling and other citizens of Fulton County, Ark., 
favoring the enactment of the adjusted compensation bill; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1016. By Mr. PATTERSON: Memorial of Hopatcong Parent- 
Teacher Association, Landing, N. J., opposing passage of the 
Towner-Sterling bill; to the Committee on Education. 

1017. By Mr. SINCLAIR: Petition of Cando Welfare Club, 
Cando, N. Dak., for the $50,000,000 livestock bill; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

1018. Also, petition of Mervin J. Armstrong Post, American 
Legion, Hannaford, N. Dak., indorsing the adjusted compensa- 
tion bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1019. Also, petition of Mr. George Heilman and 16 others of 
Golden Valley, N. Dak., protesting against the enactment of 
legislation for the establishment of a department of education; 
to the Committee on Education. 

1020. By Mr. SITES: Petition of citizens of Shippensburg, 
Pa., petitioning favorable consideration of House bill 3695, 
dated December 14, 1923, providing for a Federal post-oflice 
building at Shippensburg; to the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds, 

1021. By Mr. TAGUE: Petition of the Amshey Dowig Lodge, 
No. 354, I. O. B. A., of Boston, Mass., condemning the Johnson 
immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Nat- 
uralization. 

1022. By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of Republicans of Ramsey 
County, N. Dak., in mass convention, indorsing the position 
taken by the Coolidge administration on tax reduction and 
adjusted compensation; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Turspay, February 12, 1924. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Heavenly Father, unto us may there be no sweeter joy than 
thanking Thee for the divinity in our souls, and may our most 
precious privilege be to express it. Give a hush to every other 
voice, and stir our minds and hearts with spiritual aspiration. 
Enrich these passing hours with service that shall be supremely 
helpful and wise. Like unto this noble martyr whose natal day 
we commemorate, let the spirit of charity and good will speak 
in every word which passes our lips and help us to cooperate 
in all that is good and just. May Heaven's blessing rest upon all 
officers and Members and at all times may we seek the truth 
and serve the right. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 


ABRAHAM LINCOLN, 


Mr. REECE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the Recorp by printing a brief excerpt 
from a speech made by Col. Wade H. Cooper, at Lincoln Me- 
morial University, Harrogate, Tenn., November 11, 1923, which 
is a beautiful tribute to Abraham Lincoln. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the man- 
ner indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. REECE. Mr. Speaker, I present the following extract 
from the speech of Col. Wade H. Cooper at Lincoln Memorial 
University, Harrogate, Tenn., on the occasion of the installa- 
tion of Robert Orville Matthews, D. D., LL. D., as president, 
November 11, 1923: 


Our country has been ever generous in its production of great men. 
I have great admiration for George Washington, the Father of his 
Country and many other great Americans; but to my mind Abraham 
Lincoln, the preserver and savior of our great Republic, surpasses 
them all. The spirit of that rugged man of sorrowful life and tragic 
death is a heritage and an inspiration to all ður people and touches 
alike the mansion and the cabin. 

The greatest declaration ever made for human liberty, human rights, 
and ‘human justice was the immortal emancipation proclamation of 
Abraham Lincoln in January, 1863, driving slavery foreyer from the 
soil of our great country. There is no other declaration in all history, 
from the very earliest dawn of authenticity, that even approaches this 
declaration for human freedom by Abraham Lincoln, save the declara- 
tions contained in Magna Charta, when the people wrested their rights 
from King John at Runnymede. 

If I could send a message to-day to every boy and girl in my be- 
loved country, to point to them the upward paths of life, there are 
many great Americans, living and dead, whose footsteps I could bid 
them trace, but I should not fail to fix in their mental vision the 
path of glory that leads from the immortal rail splitter’s cabin to 
the Olympus of eternal fame. 

As a patriotic American, a son of the South, proud of our great 
country and its vast achievements, I reverently salute the memory of 
Abraham Lincoln and give to-day the tribute of the South as I know it 
to exist in the hearts of her great people. 

The name of Abraham Lincoln belongs to no section, but to the whole 
Nation and to the entire world. In every land and every clime, where 
people love human freedom and human justice, their hearts and souls 
will ever thrill at the mention of his immortal name. . 


WOODROW WILSON. 


Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp by publishing an editorial 
on the late lamented Woodrow Wilson in the Omaha Bee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida: 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida, Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend 
remarks, I submit the following editorial from the Omaha Bee: 


JUNKERISM STILL SWAYS. 


The world may pass over, but it will long remember the ungraclous 
act of the Berlin government, which instructed its embassy at Wash- 
ington not to display a flag at half-staff in honor of the memory of 
Woodrow Wilson. The other embassies and headquarters of ministers, 
following the lead of Ambassador Jusserand, acknowledged the passing 
of the great President in the customary manner. Naturally this at- 
tracts attention to the Germans, who refused to so note the event that 
has given the world such real cause for sorrow. 

The reason assigned, that Mr. Wilson was a private citizen, may 
satisfy Berlin, but it will not convince the people, who will see in it a 
slight to the Nation. Woodrow Wilson was a true friend to the German 
people. He did not make war on them but on the militaristic dynasty, 
which finally was overthrown by force of arms. At Paris he stood 
staunchly out against proposals to dismember the Empire, other than 
those separations that were required to restore submerged groups to 
their rightful nationality. He championed the German Republic at all 
times and did what he could to restore good feeling, amity, and com- 
mercial and social intercourse between that nation and the United 
States. At no point did he show any animosity or feeling other than a 
sincere friendship for the Germans. 

The present exhibition is comparable only to that peculiarly unhappy 
disposition that brought on the war and that has since plunged German 
affairs into the lowest depths of national disorder. Only Germany will 
suffer through it. Especially is it to be regretted at this moment, 
when a friendly endeavor is being made by Americans to enable Ger- 
many to recover ground that has been lost since 1918. Berlin should 
snap out of its trance. 
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The flag over the German Embassy was floating at half-staff at the 
hour of the funeral, a belated recognition of courtesy due a great Ameri- 
can. The stupidity is not so easily cured. 


CALL OF THE HOUSE. 


Mr, CHRISTOPHERSON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point 
that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South Dakota makes 
the point that no quorum is present. Evidently there is no 
quorum present. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


Beedy nk McLaughlin, Nebr. Sinclair 
. — N.Y. Gallivan MacGregor Snyder 
ylan Mapes Sne 
Burdick Gilbert Sullivan 
Cable Glatfelter Miller, III. Sweet 
Canfield Goldsborough Taylor, Colo 
Carew Graham, Pa. Moore, III. Taylor, Tenn. 
Celler Green, Iowa Moore, Obio Tha 
Clark, Fla. Greenwood Nelson, Wis. ‘Thompson 
Cole, Hard Newton, Mo. ‘Tilson 
Conn Hastings Nolan Treadway 
> Ha O'Brien Tydings 
rning Hawley O'Connell, N. Y. Upshaw 
Hoch O'Connor, N. T. Vare 
Cullen Hudson Oliver, N. X. Vinson, N 
Davis, Tenn. Johnson, S. Dak. Pea r N. 
Dem n Perlman Wason 
Dickinson, Iowa Kent Phillips Weaver 
Ketcham Pou Weller 
minick Quayle elsh 
ughton Kurtz Reed, Ark. White, Me. 
Drewry Langley Reed, N. Y. Williams, Mich. 
Reed, W. Va. w 
Li Robsion, Ky. Winter 
Edmonds y he boo ‘ood 
Evans, Mont. Linthicum ers, N. Y. Yates 
Fairfiel Lowrey Schafer 
Fish Lace Schall 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and twenty Members have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense 
with further proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ABRAHAM LINCOLN, 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maine [Mr. HERSEY] 
is recognized for 40 minutes, 


LINCOLN, THE MAN OF COMMON SENSE, 


Mr. HERSEY. Mr. Speaker, I recognize that hitherto it has 
been the custom in this House on the occasion of Lincoln's 
birthday to listen to some Representative from the State of 
Tllinois upon the life and public service of Abraham Lincoln. 
It has been a very wise and pleasing custom for Members from 
his adopted State, who were best informed in the interesting 
details of that early life and manhood, to speak to us. And 
so, to-day, following my remarks you will hear with great 

leasure from an eloquent member of the delegation from 

inois. : 

I have, however, been favored by your kind consent to speak 

for a brief time on one phase of the life of this great American 
from the standpoint of a Co- from Maine. I can not 
forget that Lincoln when first elected President had as his asso- 
ciate and Vice President that great statesman, Hannibal Hamlin, 
of Maine, and that in his Cabinet he placed that wise financier, 
William Pitt Fessenden, of my State, as Secretary of the Treas- 
ury; and that in his war Congress he had Hon. Lot M. Morrill, 
former Governor of Maine, two Washburns from my State, one 
then a Representative from the State of Illinois and the other 
from Maine, together with James G. Blaine, who ably sup- 
ported Lincoln in the successful conduct of the war; and then 
on the field of battle he had the services of that illustrious 
military hero, Gen. Joshua L. Chamberlain, of Maine. Lincoln 
is not the property of any State. He is the idol of every State. 
In the words of Stanton, “ He belongs to the ages.” 

The American people are worshipers of heroes as well as 
destroyers of idols. We demand perfect human examples to 
lead us in the faithful discharge of our duties as citizens. Any 
idol that does not meet the test of time we destroy. And so, 
in these troublesome times, we are too apt to forget true states- 
manship in the struggle for partisan place and power and to 
listen to the voice of demagogues and not to the words of men. 


III fares the land, to hast'ning ills a prey, 
Where wealth accumulates and men decay. 


In such an hour as this the prayer of the American people 
ought to be: 


God give us men! A time like this demands 

Strong minds, great hearts, true faith, and ready hands, 
Men whom the lust of office does not kill; 

Men whom the spoils of office ean not buy; 

Men who possess opinions and a will; 

Men who have honor; men who will not He; 

Men who can stand before a demagogue 

And damn his treacherous flatteries without winking; 
Tall men, sun-crowned, who live above the fog 

In public duty and in private thinking; 

For while the rabbie, with their thumb-worn creeds, 
Their large professions and their little deeds, 
Mingle in selfish strife, lo! Freedom weeps, 

Wrong rules the land, and waiting Justice sleeps! 


Down through the victorious years that have made the his- 
tory of this Nation have come two men whose names have been 
written highest in the hall of fame, idols of the people, heroes 
of the masses, men without reproach, men who have met the 
test of noble human example and who have become true guides 
for the statesmen of the present. If this Republic is to sur- 
vive the coming centuries, we still must follow the wise 
ee of George Washington and Abraham Lincoln. [Ap- 
plause. 

Washington, the creator, the founder, and the builder of the 
Constitution, the Father of his Country; Lincoln, the defender 
of that Constitution, the preserver of the Union, and the savior 
of the Republic. 

Our past friendly relations with other nations, our successful 
foreign policies, our and exalted position in the world are 
all the result of follo the wise counsel laid down in Wash- 
ington’s Farewell Address. His words of wisdom have hereto- 
fore kept us from “entangling alliances” with European 
pea and, following his great example, we have grown to 

the mightiest Nation in history, the envy and admiration of 
all the world beside. [Applause.] 

The life, example, character, and public policies of Abraham 
Lincoln have hitherto guided us wisely as a Nation in all our 
domestic questions, in the passage of wholesome laws, in the 
building up of our great institutions. In these days of na- 
tional danger and perils to the Republic, when professed 
friends of the people insist that we shall discard the chart 
and compass of Lincoln and sail by the light of revolutionary 
fires, in this hour when there is talk of mutiny on the ship of 
state, when there are false lights all along the shore, when the 
voice of the dishonest political demagogue is abroad in the 
land, it is well for us here in the Halls of Congress to pause 
for a few moments to get our bearings, examine anew the chart 
of Lincoln, and solemnly resolve that Abraham Lincoln shall 
not have died in vain— 


that this Nation under God shall have a new birth of freedom, that 
the government of the people, by the people, and for the people shall 
not perish from the earth. 


My father was a pioneer in the wilderness of northern Maine. 

I remember as a lad of 6 years of seeing two colored newspaper 
pictures on the wall of our humble cabin home. One was a 
picture of Lincoln and Hamlin and the other of a battle field 
where men in blue were contending with men in gray. I could 
not understand it. Mother tried to explain to me that there 
was a war away down South, that Abraham Lincoln was 
President of the United States, and the men in blue were fight- 
ing for Lincoln and the Union and that the men in gray were 
trying to destroy the Union. I could not understand it. A 
few days after I saw men of our neighborhood bidding good 
bye to their familles and marching away singing— 

We are coming, Father Abraham, 

Three hundred thousand more, 


I did not understand it. I recall a day shortly after this 
when I found mother in tears. She told me that Uncles Bilt 
and Jim had been killed in the war and were buried on the 
battlefield in the Southland. I could not understand it. Then 
there came a day when everyone in the neighborhood seemed 
so happy. Good news had come that the war was over, and 
that Lincoln, the great President, had saved the Union and 
given freedom to the colored race. I could not understand it. 

Then it seemed such a little while when there came a day 
when soldiers and the big men of the town met at my father’s 
house and talked of the awful news that Lincoln had been 
shot. Great, strong men wept like little children, and I could 
not understand it. Mother told me when I grew up I would 
understand it all; that I would then know about the war and 
the good man that had been killed. Through all the years 
that have so swiftly fled since then I have learned more and 
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more about this wonderful man who had the wisdom of the 
wisest and the heart of a child; who was so loved by the 
common people that they left their homes and dear ones and 
rushed into battle at his command, and whose death they 
mourned and refused to be comforted. 

Since those boyhood days I have studied Lincoln’s life and 
character in all its marvelous details. I have pondered his 
character from every angle, and I have come to the conclusion 
that the secret of his wonderful life and character, the secret 
of his power over the people, was due to his abundance of 
common sense, The people understood him, trusted him, loved 
him. He settled every question in the court of common sense, 
Lord Rosebery, of England, one of the famous statesmen of 
that nation, said of Lincoln: 


Lincoln was one of the greatest figures of the nineteenth century. 
To me it has always seemed that he was the second founder of that 
great Republic. His strength rested on two rocks—unflinching prin- 
ciple and illimitable common sense. 


I want this morning to call your attention briefly to a few 
illustrations of his wonderful fountain of common sense and to 
draw from this fountain a few lessons that we may apply in 
the discharge of our duties in public and private life and to use 
his common sense in the settlement of the problems of to-day. 

Lincoln’s boyhood was marked by a common sense rarely 
found in childhood. Born in poverty and want he refused to 
submit to these disadvantages but strove to master almost in- 
surmountable obstacles. He learned to read from the pages 
of newspapers in the hands of his mother. His only books 
were the Bible, Bunyan's Pilgrim’s Progress, and Weem's Life 
ef Washington—three of the greatest books in the world. 
His whole life was influenced, molded, and directed by these 
books. The Bible gaye him the Sermon on the Mount and the 
golden rule; Bunyan taught him the true way of life; Wash- 
ington became his idol as a man and a statesman, whose ex- 
ample he faithfully followed. 

While his days were too full of tasks of the shop and the 
field to permit him to read and study by the light of day, his 
common sense taught him that when daylight was gone the 
nights were his. He read these wonderful books stretched upon 
the cabin floor by the light of pitch knots. Longfellow must 
have thought of Lincoln’s boyhood when he wrote: 


The heights by great men reached and kept, 
Were not attained by sudden flight, 

For they, while their companions slept, 
Were toiling upward in the night. 


That same common sense followed him in his struggle as a 
youth to obtain an education. It taught him the law of labor, 
So that whatever his hands found to do he did it with his might. 
Working on the farm, tending the grocery store, carrying the 
mails, splitting rails, he toiled early and late among the com- 
mon people to gain the little money needed to buy the neces- 
saries of life and add to the stock of books that should fit him 
for the battle of life. 

Common sense is nothing but honest thought and action, 
and Lincoln had honesty of mind, honesty in his dealing with 
others. honesty in his language and speech, honesty in his re- 
ligion and polities, so that his friends and neighbors gave him 
early in life the title of “ Honest Abe.“ He showed his great 
common sense in his first political speech when he announced 
himself a candidate for his State legislature in the following 
words: 


Gentlemen and fellow citizens, I presume you all know who I am. 
I am humble Abraham Lincoln, I have been solicited by my friends 
to become a candidate for the legislature. My polities are short and 
eweet, like the old woman's dance. I am in favor of a national bank; 
T am in favor of the internal-improvement system and a high protec- 
tive tariff. These are my sentiments and political principles. If 
elected, I shall be thankful; if not, it will be all the same. 


How strange to-day seems this plain and honest statement to 
the people in contrast to the bombastic and sensational procla- 
mations of candidates for public office. Lineoln said he had 
been solicited by his friends to become a candidate. Now it is 
popular to make your announcement without consulting the 
wishes or even the desires of your best friends. Lincoin said 
his polities were short; that he favored a national bank, which 
wus then a great need of his people. He favored State im- 
provements, which at that time consisted mostly of waterway 
improvements and transportation. He said he was in favor of 
a high protective tariff. Now many candidates for office pro- 
claim that if elected they will bring great riches and pros- 
perity to their people; they will inaugurate reforms that will 
make a new heaven and a new earth; that they will so review 


and revise the present tariffs of the Nation that everything the 
people produce and sell will be high and everything that they 
have to buy will be low. 

Lincoln showed his great common sense when lie said of tha 
tariff: 

I do not know much about political economy, but I do know that 
when we purchase a ton of steel rails from Great Britain for $100 we 
get the rails and Great Britain gets the money, and when we produce 
the rafls from our own mines and In our mills we have both the money 
and the rails. When you buy goods made abroad you have the goods, 
but some one else has the money, When you buy goods at home we 
have both the goods and the money. 


Lincoln was sent by his people four times to the legislature of 
his State. It gave him a great opportunity not only to help his 
people, which he did, not only to learn the ways of legislation, 
but also a further opportunity at the capital to read those books 
for which his mind hungered and which he perused to his great 
improvement and benefit. 

In the State legislature he was noted for his honest work for 
the people, his industry, his constant attendance upon that 
ee and for his wisdom embodied in the legislation of that 


anne still a youth the Black Hawk war broke out, a com- 
pany was formed in his neighborhood, and he was elected its 
captain. He knew nothing of military life or the tactics of 
the field, and yet his friends so trusted him and had such con- 
fidence in his ability and common sense as to demand that he 
become their leader. 

It is told of him that as they marched away, four abreast, 
with Lincoln at their head, they passed through an open field 
and came to a high fence that barred the way to the field be- 
yond and the only way to get through was by means of a 
narrow gate just wide enough for one person at a time to pass. 
Lincoln said for the life of him he eould not think of the com- 
mand necessary to throw the line into single file from a column 
of fours. His common sense stood him in good need. As they 
approached the gate he shouted Halt!“ and then said. This 
company is dismissed for two minutes, when it will form on 
the other side of the gate.” [Laughter.] He was successful in 
his military maneuvers due to his abundance of common sense. 

Lincoln early decided that he would adopt the profession of 
law. In those old days only college men and rich city youths 
were expected to become members of the legal fraternity. In 
Lincoln's neighborhood there seemed to be no opportunity for 
a young man like him, without rich friends or influence, to 
enter that profession. His common sense, however, overcame 
all difficulties. He read all the law books he could find and 
then would walk to Springfield, the capital, 15 miles away, to 
get more books and trudged back again to read them between 
the hours of manual labor. Without a college or law-schoot 
education, without a teacher, he passed the examination and 
was admitted to the bar. He at once brought to that great 
profession the same fearless honesty, integrity, and common 
sense that up to that time had marked his boyhood and youth. 

Frederick Trevor Hill's valuable book on Lincoln the Law- 
yer gives us a wonderful insight into the life of Lincoln at 
the bar and shows how successful he was as a pleader, and the 
great success he achieved by simply applying his well-known 
common sense to the practice of his profession. 

He would never undertake a case unless he was convinced 
that his case was just, and he would at once abandon a case 
when he discovered that he was in the wrong. It is related of 
him on one occasion when he was induced by a client to bring 
a suit and had presented his case in court the defense showed 
conclusively that Lincoln's client had lied about the facts, 
After the client had admitted his falsehood Lincoln arose in his 
place and left the court room and went to his office across the 
street. When the judge told the parties to proceed Lincoln did, 
not appear and the judge sent for him. He was found sitting 
in his office in deep study. The messenger said to Mr. Lincoln, 
“The judge wants you.” “Oh, does he?” said Lincoln. “ Well, 
you go back and tell the judge I can not come. Tell him I have 
to wash my hands.” 

His common sense as a lawyer can be further illustrated by 
his advice to a fellow member of the bar. It seems that a young 
and wealthy aristocratic member from a fashionable college, 
who had just come from the office of a great lawyer, in trying 
his case took up the time of the court and jury in wonderful 
flights of eloquence, talking about everything except the facts 
in his case, and, of course, he lost the verdict. He could not 
understand it, and came to Lincoln and said to him: 

You have been yery successful in obtaining verdicts. I ought to have 
had this verdict. Can you tell me what is the matter and how I came 
to lose it? 


2286 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 12, 


Lincoln took him one side and said to him: 


Billy, don’t shoot too high. Aim low and the common people will 
understand you. They are the ones you want to reach; at least they 
are the ones you ought to reach. The educated and refined people will 
understand you anyway. If you aim too high, your ideas will go over 
the heads of the masses and only hit those who need no hitting. 


His people sent Lincoln to the Congress of the United 
States, and his work here was characterized by that same 
common sense that made him the idol of his people. He did not 
introduce any bills to revolutionize the Government to obtain 
newspaper notoriety and advertisement, He proposed no radi- 
cal amendments to the Constitution; he never for the sake of a 
day’s fame advocated the taking from the rich and giving to 
the poor. As a representative of the common people he never 
claimed that they should have the right to vote upon the deci- 
sions of the highest court of the land; he never spent his time 
in making speeches exaggerating the imaginary wrongs of 
labor and denouncing capital and then offering no remedy. He 
was constant in his attendance and ever alert to the business 
of legislation. His good sense and fairness made him the warm 
friend of every Member of the National House. 

Then came the irrepressible conflict on the question of the 
extension of human slavery on American soil. Lincoln early 
expressed his common-sense view of the matter in words that 
all could understand. He did not advocate war upon the 
Southern States for the purpose of destroying slavery. He 
did not sympathize with John Brown’s attempt to liberate the 
slaves by revolution. He did not believe in human slayery, but 
recognized the fact that it was then protected by the Consti- 
tution of the United States. He was opposed to any further 
extension of slavery for the reason that he believed the South 
should keep its solemn agreement not to enter free States, and 
he believed further that in the admission of Territories the 
people of that Territory should settle the question whether or 
not the new State should be free. His debates with Douglas 
were wonderful specimens of logic and common sense. Douglas 
was an aristocrat, finely educated, a polished orator of the 
old school, and when he met Lincoln in joint debate he looked 
upon it as an easy task to overcome him by oratory and elo- 
quence. 

In Lincoln he found his master. When he attempted to 
ridicule this man of common sense and to prejudice the question 
with the claim that “equality” as defined by his opponent 
meant that Lincoln would want a black woman for a wife, 
thereby appealing to the prejudices of race, Lincoln answered 
him by saying: 

I protest against the counterfeit logic which concludes that because 
I do not want a black woman for a slave I must necessarily want her 
for a wife. * * I shall never marry a negress, but I haye no 
objections to anyone else doing so. If a white man wants to marry a 
negro woman, let him do so—if the negro woman can stand it. 


(Laughter. ] 

I shall not attempt to review the debates with Douglas. 
Lincoln’s great speeches before the war and his celebrated 
Cooper Union speech show his wonderful logic and common 
Sense, and no doubt turned the public opinion of the North 
against the further encroachment of slavery upon the free 
States. 

Blaine, in his Twenty Years of Congress, said of Lincoln: 


He loved the truth for the truth’s sake. He would not argue from a 
false premise, or be deceived himself, or deceive others, by a false con- 
clusion. He did not seek to say merely the thing which was best for 
that day's debate, but the thing which would stand the test of time, 
and square himself with eternal justice. * * His logic was 
severe and faultless. He did not resort to fallacy. 


Lincoln's views of Slavery as it then existed in the Nation 
were further expressed shortly before his first nomination for 
President, when he said: 

When southern people tell us they are no more responsible for the 
origin of slavery than we, I acknowledge the fact. When it is said 
that the institution exists and that it is very difficult to get rid of it 
in any satisfactory way, I can understand and appreciate the saying. 
I surely will not blame them for not doing what I should not know 
how to do myself. If all earthly power were given me, I should not 
know what to do as to the existing institution. 


A partisan for State rights took offense at one of Lincoln’s 
speeches and applied it personally to himself, and sent Lin- 
coln a challenge to fight a duel. Lincoln’s common sense 
showed him how absurd was the argument of the duel, but he 
accepted the challenge. By the terms of the duel Lincoln had 
the choice of weapons and the conditions. He choose broad- 
swords, with the condition that they should not come nearer 
each other than 5 feet. 


On the day of the duel Lincoln went to the field and, with 
the aid of his seconds, put up a barrier 5 feet wide, and then 
ook an ax and commenced to cut away the small bushes in 
the field to the great amusement of those looking on, and whe 
the short, fat, and chubby antagonist appeared with a brace o 
pistols he claimed Lincoln was taking an unfair advantage of 
him and that Lincoln’s long arms would make a very unequal 
match, and so the contest of honor ended to the satisfaction of 
everybody and the discouragement of duels. 

On the right to hold slayes Lincoln said: 


Our progress in degeneracy appears to me to be pretty rapid. Asa 
Nation we began by declaring that “All men are created equal.” We 
now practically read it, “All men are created equal, except negroes.” 
When the “Know-nothings"” get control it will read, “All men are 
created equal, except negroes and foreigners and Catholics.” When it 
comes to this I should prefer emigrating to some country where they 
make no pretense of loving liberty; to Russia, for instance, where 
despotism can be taken pure, and without the base alloy of hypocrisy. 


Lincoln was nominated as the candidate of the new Republi- 
can Party, and the N if he should be elected, to 
go out of the Union. coln responded, “ We shall not go out 
of the Union, and you shan't.“ And so the issue was formed, 

After his election in a public speech he said: 


My friends, I rejoice with you in the success which has so far at- 
tended the Republican cause, Yet in al! our rejoicing let us neither 
express nor cherish any hard feelings toward any citizen who by his 
vote differs from us. Let us at ail times remember that all American 
citizens are brothers of a common country. 


After his election as President he still exhibited in all his 
words and acts the embodiment of common sense. He faced 
the greatest domestic crisis in history. He was recognized as 
the representative of the common people opposed to all classes 
of special privilege, to all patents and titles of nobility, to all 
domination of one man over another, to all control of one class 
of men over another class. He had no vindictiveness, no re- 
venge to satisfy. He had only kindness and sweetness, love for 
humanity and for those who would destroy the Nation. 

The conditions that confronted him were greater, it seems to 
me, than any human could successfully settle or control. He 
had only received a minority vote of the country. The South- 
ern States were attempting to secede from the Union. There 
were traitors’ and spies everywhere plotting against him. 
Radicals and reformers were insisting that he should use force 
to liberate the slaves. In the South was a trained, disciplined, 
and well-equipped army. Across the water was hostile Europe 
ready to lend its assistance to the South to destroy the Union. 
France was encouraging reaction in Mexico. Everywhere there 
Was a divided Nation. He was not deceived, however, when he 
sald: 


A house divided against itself can not stand. I belleye this Govern- 
ment can not endure permanently half slave and half free. I do not 
expect the Union to be dissolved. It will become all one thing or all 
the other. Either the opponents of slavery will arrest the further 
spread of it and place it where the public mind shall rest in the beliet 
that it is in course of ultimate extinction, or its advocates will push 
it forward till it shall become alike lawful in all the States, old as 
well as new, North as well as South. 


He left his home in Springfield, III., for Washington to be 
inaugurated, It became necessary, as he approached Wash- 
ington, to travel unknown to save himself from personal in- 
jury, and when he took the oath of office he was surrounded 
not only by friends but by enemies and spies. His common 
sense was shown in his first inaugural message, which is one of 
the classics of history, when looking into the faces of the 
enemies of the Union he gave utterance to these plain and 
sensible words: 


The power confided in me wil] be used to hold, occupy, and possess 
the property and places belonging to the Government and to collect 
the duties and imports, but beyond what may be necessary for these 
objects there will be no invasion, no use of force, among the people 
anywhere. In your hands, my dissatisfied fellow countrymen, and not 
in mine, is the momentous issue of civili war. The Government will 
not assail vou. You can have no conflict without being yourself the 
aggressor. 


Even aristocratic Washington society attempted to humiliate 
him. A dinner was given by the fashionables for Lincoln, 
and when he put his long legs under the table at that dinner 
a lady sitting across from him, one of the titled “ Codfish 
aristocracy” of the day said to him, “Mr. Lincoln, I would 
like to ask you a question.” He said, Madam, proceed. 
I will answer if I can.” 
should a man's legs be?" 


She said, “Mr. Lincoln, how long 
All eyes were focused on him 
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awaiting an answer that they expected would humiliate him. 
His good common sense protected him when he said, “ Madam, 
it has always seemed to me that a man’s legs should be long 
enough to reach from his body to the ground.“ He was 
troubled no mere by questions from such a source. 

Lincoln was determined that the Union should be preserved, 
even if in saving it slavery survived for a time. His common 
sense taught him that the Constitution was the one and only 
thing that held the States together; that a Union of the States 
was the only salvation of the Nation, and his first message 
te the people was an appeal to stand by the Union, and not 
a eall to take up arms to abolish slavery. His stand held 
the border States. Any other position at that time would have 
breught disaster to the friends of the Union and not have 
liberated the slaves. His position solidified the North regard- 
less of party and brought to him the enthusiastie support of 
all who opposed the destruction of the Union. 

Lincoln further showed his good common sense by not play- 
ing partisan polities during the war. He took that great 
Democrat, Stanton, who did not agree with him im all his 
policies, but who belieyed in the Union, and made him his 
Secretary of War. Stanton's work in the Cabinet was of great 
value to the Union cause and greatly assisted Lincoln in the 
suceessful conclusion ef the war. And yet many times Stanton 
was. very bitter against Lincoln’s conduet of the war, although 
history has shown that Lincoln was always right. 

It is told that during the progress. of the Civil War, when 
things looked dark for the Union armies, Stanton and Lincoln 
held. a consultation and Stanton left the conference in anger 
and disgust. Lincoln had a negro servant as bodyguard that 
happened to be in the same room with Stanton after he had 
left Lincoln. Lincoln met the servant shortly afterwards and 
said to him, * What did Stanton say after he left the room?“ 
The servant said, Marsa Lincoln, he was pretty mad.“ Well, 
what did he say?” “I do not like to tell you, Marsa Linceln, 
but he was surely mad.“ “I want you to tell me what his 
last remark was!” “ Well, he said something like this, Marsa 
Lincoln. He said you was a damned old fool” “Wen,” 
said the President, looking up: with a smile, “I expect Stanton 
is right. He generally knows what he is talking about.” 

Lincoln could never be led into a personal quarrel. He could 
have discharged Stanton for this insult, but his common sense 
led him to overlook it because of the great ability of the Secre- 
tary of War and the wonderful work he was doing in the con- 
duct of the war. 

After the firing upon Fort Sumter the withdrawal of many 
of the Southern States from the Union and the actual commence- 
ment of the war on the part of the South, Lincoln was ap- 
proached by many committees and organizations from the North 
requesting that he issue a proclamation liberating the slaves. 
Lincoln refused. His common sense told him the time had not 
yet come to do that act, and against the advice of friends, radi- 
cals, and reformers he pursued the even tenor of his way so 
that the South should have no excuse for leaving the Union. 
He issued a proclamation to the soldiers saying there should be 
no violence or attempt on the part of the administration to 
destroy property. The South, however, soon withdrew from the 
Union to prosecute real war upon the North, and it became 
necessary for Lincoln to call to arms the Union troops to sup- 
press the insurrection. ‘Then came the period of the Civil 
War. 

History, looking back over 60 years, has pronounced its ver- 
diet that all Lincom did was the embodiment of the greatest 
wisdom and common sense. F have only time to give you a 
few illustrations. A delegation of New York millionaires waited 
upon him one day requesting that he furnish New York a gun- 
boat for the protection of the harbor. The President said: 

Gentlemen, the credit of the Government is at a very low ebb; green- 
backs are not worth more than 40 or 50 cents on the dollar; it is im- 
possible for me in the present condition of things to furnish you a gun- 
boat, and in this condition of things, if I were worth half as much 
ns you gentlemen are represented to be, and as badly frightened as you 
seem to be, I would build a gunboat and give it to the Government. 


There Huld be no answer to this common-sense view of the 
matter, and the delegation went home and was never heard of 
afterwards. 

A delegation of “ military experts waited upon him and re- 
quested that he should attack southern seaports so as to draw 
away the rebel army from northern seaperts. Lincoln said: 

You remind me of a New Salem girl who was troubled with singing 
in her head for which there seemed to be no remedy. But a neighbor 
promised a cure if they would make « plaster of psalm tunes and apply 
to her feet and thus draw the singing down, 


And that delegation also went away. 


The battle of Bull Run early in the war was a great disaster 
for the Union armies, The commanders of the northern armies, 
however, waited upon Lincoln and attempted to explain to him 
how it had been a great victory for the Union troops and not 
a disaster. After he had heard their long explanation he said: 
“So it is your notion that we whipped the rebels and then ran 
away from them.” And these officers silently went back to 
their commands and the war proceeded. 

A delegation waited upon him one day to get information as 
to how the war was proceeding. They were not satisfied with 
the way it was being conducted, and the spokesman said: “ Mr. 
Lincoln, how many men have the Confederates now in the 
field?” Lincoln replied, “ One millien two hundred thousand.“ 
„Why surely, Mr. Lincoln, there surely can not be so many as 
that!” “Yes,” said Lineoln, “there are fully twelve hundred 
theusand men and no doubt about it. You see, ali of our gen- 
erals when they get whipped say the rebels outnumber them 
from 3 to 5 to 1, and I must believe them. We have 400,000 
men i» the field, and 8 times 4 makes 12. Don’t you see it?” 
And that delegation went away. 

Again, a temperance committee of reformers requested him 
to remove General Grant from the command of the Army, and 
when Lincoln demanded their reasons, they said, “ He drinks 
too much whisky." Lincoln said, Ah, by the way, gentlemen, 
can any of you tell me where General Grant procures his 
whisky, because if you find ont I will send every general in 
the field a barrel of it.” And that committee, too, went away. 

There eame a day, however—the right time, the psychological 
moment—when Lincoln issued his Emancipation Proelamation, 
which was a deathblew to the war against the Union. Then 
came the second election of Lincoln. He became a candidate 
because he said, Don't swap horses im crossing a stream.” 

The second inaugural was an unanswerable appeal to the 
States in insurrection to cease their war against the Union. I 
can only quote from that address these wonderful words from 
the heart of a man that knew no hatred or revenge: 


Fondly do we hope, feverently do we pray, that this mighty scourge 
of war may speedily pass away. Yet, if God wills that it continue 
until in the wealth piled up by the bondsman's 250 years of unrequited 
toil shall be sunk, and until every drop of blond drawn with the lash 
shall be paid by another drawn with the sword, as was said 3,000 years 
ago, so still it must be said, “The judgments of the Lord are true 
and righteous altogether.” 

With malice toward none, with charity for all, with firmness in the 
right, let us strive on to finish the work we are in, to bind up the 
Nation’s wounds, to care for him who sball have borne the battle and 
for his widow and his orphan, to do all which may achieve and cherish 
a just and lasting peace among ourselves and with all nations. 


When they brought to him a boy, a little fellow found sleeping 
exhausted at bis post, and demanded that he should be shot for 
the good of the service Lincoln said: 


Well, I do not believe shooting will do him any goed. Give me that 
pen. 


The war ended, a victory for Lincoln's common sense. The 
Nation was preserved, and the Constitution remained intact. 
Slavery was forever abolished, and we became again the United 
States of America. When the Union Army was celebrating, in 
the face of the southern troops that had surrendered, the great 
victory, Lincoln was present, and after the band had played 
patriotic airs Lincoln called upon them to play Dixie and 
said that that tune applied as much now to the North as to the 
South. It should hereafter remain as music to the whole united 
country. 

When certain northern enthusiasts who had never seen a 
battle called upon Lincoln at the close of the war and demanded 
that he capture Jefferson Davis and make him an example us a 
rebel Lincoln said: 


I am reminded of the story of an Irishman who had taken the pledge 
of Father Mathew. He became terribly thirsty and applied to the bar- 
tender for a drink of lemonade, and while it was being prepared he 
whispered to him, “And couldn't ye put a little brandy in it all unbe- 
known to myself?" I told Grant If he could let “Jef” Davis escape all 
unbeknown to himself, to let him go; I didn’t want him. 


I can not better illustrate the character of this great man in 
the conduct of the Civil War than to quote to you from the 
words of our honored colleague the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. Pov] in this House February 12, 1917, when, 
speaking of Lincoln, he said: 


The greatest blow that could have stricken the seetion from which I 
come in 1865 was that which occurred on that fateful night in April 
when the life of this great and good man was taken, Our people 
realized that. We all love the flag and are all ready to fight for it. 
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Thank God sectional lines have been obliterated. Bitterness has passed 
away and in its place there is a feeling of friendly brotherhood. The 
yearning of the last years of Lincoln's life was to see a Nation re- 


united by the ties of love. Thank God, this great consummation is 
here, more attributable, probably, to the life and character and work 
of Mr. Lincoln than to any other man, living or dead. 


The war was ended. Civil strife had ceased. The armies 
had disbanded and returned to their homes. It only needed the 
martyrdom of Lincoln to cement the everlasting friendship of 
the States. The streets of Washington were thronged with men 
and women rejoicing in the dawn of peace. Lincoln, weary and 
worn, accompanied his wife to the theater as a rest from the 
many hours of toil. His last evening had come. He enters the 
presidential box with his wife and a few friends. He fell into 
deep thought, and when his wife aroused him and asked the 
reason for his silence and solemn manner, he said to her: “ The 
war is over. Iam tired. I have been thinking much of late of 
the Master who taught the people on the shores of Galilee. 
After the present immediate cares are over and the country 
gets back to peace once more, I want to visit Palestine. I want 
to travel in the footsteps of the Master and visit those places 
that he visited around old Galilee.” There was a parting of 
the curtain at the rear of the box; a hand was thrust through 
the opening; there was a sharp report of a pistol; the head of 
Lincoln fell forward upon his breast. He was with Him who 
walked and taught by Galilee. [Applause.] 

Mr. RATHBONE. Mr. Speaker, we celebrate to-day the 
anniversary of the birth of the most beloved of all Americans, 
Abraham Lincoln. We recognize in him the highest combina- 
tion of heart, conscience, and brain ever produced in our country, 
or in any other land. 

How shall we estimate the greatness of rulers? Surely, not 
by the glitter and glamor which accompanied their lives, but 
by the enduring value to humanity of their achievements. 
Some flashed like meteors across the horizon of their day and 
were dreaded, flattered, or adored, whose names are now well- 
nigh forgotten, whose monuments have crumbled, whose influ- 
ence on future generations is at an end. 

The names of other leaders of men fade with time; not 
so with that of Abraham Lincoln. His is growing greater, 
more honored, and beloved every year that passes by. 

The place of Lincoln in history is unique. All nations have 
paid their tribute to his memory. In England Lord Charn- 
wood has written his biography; Drinkwater has produced the 
famous play that has had such a spectacular success on both 
sides of the ocean, and British statesmen, especially such a 
leader as Lloyd-George, have time and again been quoting 
Abraham Lincoln to sustain them in their policies and have 
come to this country and made special pilgrimages to the 
scenes of Lincoln’s life and death. 

As America towers to-day above other countries, so Abra- 
ham Lincoln towers above all other statesmen of the world’s 
history in the spotless purity of his purposes, in the unselfish- 
ness of his devotion to the loftiest ideals, in his tenderness of 
heart, his greatness of soul, in the national unity, which was 
his achievement, and in the blessing which he conferred on 
humanity. [Applause.] 

lincoln first conyinced the minds of his fellow citizens, 
then won the hearts of the Nation, and now has captured the 
imagination of mankind. 

The prophetic words of Edwin M. Stanton, uttered at 
Lincoln's deathbed, have come true—* Now he belongs to 
the ages.” Yes, to the ages and to all mankind. Wherever 
the human heart shall sigh for freedom, wherever men shall 
seek to establish or to maintain a true, rational, constitutional 
liberty, wherever they shall strive to achieve a national unity, 
there they will turn to Abraham Lincoln as their great ex- 
ample, their guide, who will lead them on the pathway of 
duty to a glorious destiny. 

The world honors Lincoln because he was the shining ex- 
ample in history of the ideal statesman. In his character he 
exemplified the golden mean. He possessed that proper balance 
of qualities which insures the highest success. He had firm- 
ness without obstinacy, mercy without weakness, shrewdness 
without trickery, secrecy without deceitfulness, courage with- 
out rashness, caution without timidity, patience without dila- 
toriness, friendship without favoritism, ambition without self- 
ishness. [Applause.] 

To my mind no human life so well repays study as that of 
Abraham Lincoln. Examples are more potent than precepts. 
We see our own souls mirrored in the life of another. As that 
life is noble, so are we enlightened and inspired by the con- 
templation of it. 

The career of Lincoln puts new heart in the unsuccessful. 
It preserves our faith in the final triumph of right.. It teaches 


that character is our greatest asset, that unselfishness is better 
than self-seeking, that forgiveness is better than reyenge, and 
that duty is our safest guide. 

In him we see ourselves as we should wish to be—our neg- 
lected opportunities improved, our rejected thoughts made 
fruitful, our nobler impulses which slumbered awakened into 
fullest life. 

The name of Abraham Lincoln has a preeminence all its own 
in history, because of his supreme achievement in securing for 
this Nation an enduring unity. The men whose work was to 
build empires and unite scattered and hostile peoples into 
nations for their prosperity and greatness—these are univer- 
sally hailed as the greatest names of history. Yet compare them 
one and all and their achievements with that of Abraham Lin- 
coln, Cæsar, Alexander, Charlemagne, Napoleon set forth to 
conquer the then known world. How glorious! men exclaimed. 
But the empires they founded have perished, and the proud 
monuments they erected by the blood and tears of the con- 
quered lie prostrate in the dust. 

The thing of all others that the world most needs to-day is 
unity. The greatest boon conferred by America upon humanity 
was the solving of the problem which had perplexed philosophers 
for ages, namely, how to combine vast territory and population 
with civil liberty. The solution was found by our fathers in a 
Federal Republic, created and maintained through the Consti- 
tution of the United States. This made possible a stronger and 
greater Union than had ever before existed. 

The principle on which such a government is founded we may 
call constitutionalism, as opposed to the spirit of imperialism, 
which disregards government by the consent of the governed 
and seeks to dominate others against their will 

The spirit of constitutionalism and imperialism always have 
been and always will be at eternal war with each other. One 
or the other will finally rule the world. 

Imperialism believes in the power of might; constitutional- 
1 maintains with Abraham Lincoln t “right makes 
might.” 

Imperialism declares that there is no such thing as interna- 
tional ethics; that the sovereign state is a law unto itself. 
Constitutionalism says that nothing can be right between na- 
tions which is wrong between men. 

Imperialism glories in the subject peoples over whom it holds 
sway. Constitutionalism glories in the liberty which a nation 
confers upon others as well as upon its own people, 

Imperialism seeks riches through the tribute it wrings from 
the downtrodden of other lands. Constitutionalism seeks the 
prosperity that comes from honest and legitimate commerce and 
toll. 

Imperialism believes in the majesty of emperors, the exalta- 
tion of nobility, the glamor of titles, the exclusiveness of caste 
and class. Constitutionalism believes in “equal rights to all 
and special privileges to none.” 

Imperialism believes that it is natural and proper for one 
nation to rise to greatness by using the necks of others as a 
stepping-stone to power. Constitutlonalism believes that each 
nation can prosper most through the prosperity of all, and that 
the greatest wealth of any people is the number of human 
beings by whom it is loved and blessed. 

Imperialism is governed by the spirit of selfishness and must 
end in disaster. Constitutionalism is inspired by the spirit of 
cooperation. It is founded on the rock of principle, where 
it will stand forever. 

Constitutionalism had its birth in America, and to-day finds 
its chief exemplar and champion in the United States. The 
people’s Government can only be maintained by national unity. 
Without the bond of a strong nationality, constitutionalism 
would be at the mercy of imperialism. 

That America should weather the storm and remain one 
great Nation was all essential, and so Abraham Lincoln was 
right in his estimate of the importance of the issue involved 
in our civil strife when, in his immortal address at Gettysburg, 
his prophetic vision clearly saw that the decision there ren- 
dered by the arbitrament of arms was not merely whether this 
country should remain one, but that “ Government of the peo- 
ple, by the people, and for the people should not perish from 
the earth.” 

The supreme value of constitutional government has never 
been so marvelously shown as in the history of this country, 
From the moment that we adopted the Constitution of the 
United States our people started out on the greatest march of 
all history. They crossed the prairies of the West, cut down 
the forests, scaled the Rocky Mountains, and never stopped 
until they reached the Pacific Ocean, stretching out toward the 
setting sun. [Applause.] In less than 100 years they con- 


quered this great continent of ours and gave it to civilization. 
At the time of the adoption of the Constitution we were a little 
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people of scarcely 4,000,000, scattered along the Atlantic sea- 
board, tottering on the verge of bankruptcy, quarreling among 
ourselves, weak at home, and despised abroad. Now we have 
become a great Nation of 110,000,000 people—the greatest, 
richest, and happiest on the face of the globe. 

What marvelous changes we have seen take place in a few 
brief years. The star of empire has crossed the ocean from the 
Old World to the New and at this moment it gleams above our 
country. Beyond any question to-day the United States is the 
leading Nation of the world. 

These are not mere idle words. We can prove them to be 
true. Look at it first from the economic standpoint. There 
are certain great basic products on which the wealth and pros- 
perity of every nation in this modern age must rest. Our coun- 
try is the leader in the production of all these products, with 
the single exception of wool. We are the leaders in the pro- 
duction of meat and wheat, of lumber and oil, of iron and 
steel, of cotton and corn, of copper and coal. We stand far in 
advance of every other country in these great necessary prod- 
ucts for the welfare of mankind. 

Look at it now from the financial standpoint. Before the 
World War we were a debtor nation; we owed great sums of 
money abroad. In a few brief years we have passed from 
being a debtor nation to become what we are to-day, the world’s 
greatest creditor nation. At this moment about one-half of all 
the gold in the world is in the hands of the people of the United 
States. 

But there is a spiritual side to the leadership of nations as 
well as a material side. I am willing to have my country 
judged by that test as well. We did not enter the Great War 
for selfish reasons, nor did we seek any gain as a result of it. 
We have not asked for one inch of territory nor one cent of 
indemnity from the conquered. [Applause.] 

I have an ideal, as I believe that you have, too—the ideal of 
Abraham Lincoln—of what I want to see our country be. I 
want to see the United States the leader in everything that is 
good and great and for the welfare of the human race. I want 
to see this country the economic leader, the financial leader, the 
industrial leader, the commercial leader of all nations, but most 
of all I want to see America the moral leader of mankind and 
point all others to the dawn of a brighter and better day. 
[Applause.] 

I glory in the thought that this has never been a land of 
imperialism or militarism; that the flag of our country has 
never visited any people but it has blessed that people. [Ap- 
plause.] We know what the flag did for Panama. It picked 
it out of the dirt, cleaned it up, made it a fit, sanitary place 
to live in. We know what the flag did for Porto Rico and 
Hawaii. We know what it did for 2,000,000 of people in Cuba, 
when it struck the chains from their bodies and lifted them out 
of the darkness of despair into the sunlight of freedom and 
independence. We know what the flag did for 10,500,000 in 
the Philippines when it sailed that blessed Sabbath morn at 
Dewey's masthead into Manila Bay. We know that it kindled 
there a light of liberty which shall never be put out. [Ap- 
plause.] 

We have all faith in the mission of the flag and in the destiny 
of our country as the leader of the world. At home all is 
peace and prosperity. Our boundary line with Canada of 3,000 
miles is not guarded by a soldier, a fort, or a gun. No one 
dreams of war among ourselves or with our neighbors. 

But what a contrast the New World to-day presents to the 
Old. In Europe the dogs of war are still snarling and snap- 
ping and ready to fly at each other's throats. Europe amid its 
ruins nursing its revenge; Europe with its hatreds and jeal- 
ousies of a thousand years; Europe piling mountain high the 
expenses for future wars; Europe with its frowning guns and 
scowling fortresses—what a contrast to our own happy, proud 
America. 

Back of us still looms the great World War, with all its 
dreadful losses and its solemn warning. That war cost the 
human race 10,000,000 priceless lives lost on the battle field. 
How many untold millions more have laid down their lives as 
an indirect result of it through famine, slaughter, and disease, 
and all the dread horsemen of the Apocalypse that ride in the 
wake of war no one can tell. It cost in the accumulated sav- 
ings of the peoples of the world the colossal sum of about 
$300,000,000,000, 

Yet Europe again talks of “the next war,” of another con- 
flict which would shake civilization to its foundations and sur- 
pass all other wars in its horror and destructiveness. Across 
the seas war is looked upon as natural, almost as inevitable. 

How different is our attitude toward this, the greatest scourge 
that has ever afflicted the human race! We believe that wars 
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of ruthless aggression and unprovoked spoliation should be 
branded with the moral condemnation of mankind. 

Such wars are relics of barbarism. They are like a gigantic 
rock that baffles the efforts of humanity to rise to higher things. 
The greatest irony of our boasted civilization is that it is still 
led captive behind the chariot of Mars. 

How shall humanity be rescued from its impending fate? Let 
the example of Lincoln furnish the answer. 

Lincoln, who loyed to pardon more than others to reven; 
more just amid the storms of war than other rulers in the placi 
days of peace; Lincoln, who cemented the Union by forgive- 
ness and made it eternal by mercy; Lincoln, the kindest of 
statesmen, the simplest of the great, the most humble of the 
exalted; Lincoln, who never forgot his duty and never remem- 
bered a wrong, who proyed by his life that Christianity and 
politics are not inconsistent and that a statesman may be great, 
not in spite of but because he possessed the spirit of the lowly 
Nazarene; Lincom, who could look beyond the hurricane of 
hate and strife and with prophetic vision see a reunited Nation, 
consecrated to brotherhood and peace; Lincoln, who never 
dreamed of punishment, whose heart had no room for malice, 
whose joy was to spare and not to crush, to whom power was 
nothing except as an opportunity for doing good. Oh, that the 
soul of Lincoln could rule the world to-day! 

Better than all treaties and covenants would his spirit be 
to heal the wounds of war, banish hatred, make men clasp 
hands in friendship and recreate the new and better world on 
the ruins of the old. 

Our great civil strife ended with reconciliation. To-day the 
grand old Potomac, once the dividing line of warring sections, 
now sweeps on majestically to the sea through a land that 
knows neither North nor South but only the Union. [Applause]. 
How much of this spirit of unity, which makes our country 
stand forth in such striking contrast with the nations of Europe 
to-day, is due to Abraham Lincoln can scarcely be estimated. 

Never was the true spirit of conciliation, mercy, forgiveness, 
and brotherhood more clearly shown in any man or ruler than 
by Lincoln on his last day. At breakfast that morning his son 
Robert, who had just returned from the front after having wit- 
nessed the surrender of General Lee at Appomattox, produced 
a picture of General Lee. The President took it in his hand 
and gazed at it for a few moments musingly. Then he said: 


That is the face of a noble man. 


[Applause. ] 


How glad I am that this war is now over and that we shall be living 
in peace and harmony once more with the brave men that we have been 
fighting for years, 


In the great heart of the President there was no room for 
any such feeling as hatred, malice, or uncharitableness toward 
any living soul. 

At the Cabinet meeting which took place about 11 o'clock 
that morning the President took occasion to commend General 
Grant, who was present by special invitation, for the ternis of 
the surrender, which Grant had made only five days before on 
his own initiative with General Lee. Grant had shown him- 
self the most generous victor in all history. He had simply 
said to Lee and his men: 


Go back to your homes and families, under no conditions but the 
mere promise that you will not bear arms again against this Govern- 
ment. 


This action of Grant at Appomattox is werthy to be placed 
side by side with the beautiful words of Lincoln himself, ex- 
pressed in his great inaugural address, that breathe the very 
spirit of brotherhood, of mercy, of reconciliation: 


We are not enemies but friends. We must not be enemies. Though 
passion may have strained it must not break our bonds of affection. 
The mystic chords of memory, stretching from many a battle field and 
patriot grave to every loving heart and hearthstone all over this wide 
land, will yet swell the chorus of the Union, when again touched, as 
surely they will be, by the better angels of our nature. 


As you doubtless know, my parents were the young engaged 
couple, Major Rathbone and Miss Harris, the daughter of 
United States Senator Ira Harris, of New York, who drove that 
fateful night of April 14, 1865, with President and Mrs Lincoln 
in the carriage to Ford’s Theater and sat with him in the box, 
when the bullet of the assassin cut short the life of the Presi- 
dent. I am able to say with the utmost assurance of truth 
and judging from the words uttered by Lincoln in the presence 
of these persons in his last hour, that his great heart held noth- 
ing but kindness and good will toward all his countrymen, that 
no one could have rejoiced more at the return of peace, and that 
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in his last moments he was looking forward with the highest 
hope to an era of happiness and prosperity for all his beloved 
people, North and South alike. 

As a result of this spirit, more than perhaps for any other 
reason, we are to-day one great, harmonious, united people, 
with “one heart, one hand, one flag, one land, one Nation ever- 
more.” ‘To-day from the surf-beaten cliffs of Maine to the 
arms of the Golden Gate, from the mighty stream of the Colum- 
bia to the pine-shadowed Everglades of Florida, there waves 
but one flag and that is the starry banner of the United States. 
[Applause.] 

America has preven that the boasts of imperialism were vain, 
and that a nation ean be the most powerful in the world and 
at the same time the most peaceful in the world. 

We rejoice in the thought that we belong to a Nation which 
combines qualities heretofore considered incompatible, that 
our country is the strongest and at the same time the kindest, 
the freest and the most stable, the most peaceful and the most 
respected, the most unselfish and the most prosperous, the 
most generous and the most wealthy, the most cosmopolitan in 
its population and the most united in its loyalty to its flag, 
the highest in its ideals and the most envied for its success, 
Earnestly do we hope that such our America may ever be, 

Just as Abraham Lincoln has, more than any other states- 
man, set the moral standard for men, so we hope and believe 
America, more than any other land, will fix the moral standard 
for all natiens. 

I want to see our country rise to the full measure of its 
greatness and prove not unworthy of its destiny. Let us make 
an effort to heal the wounds of war and to bring something of 
the spirit of harmony and cooperation to distracted Europe 
which reigns in our country to-day. 

We have already shown what we can do when we make the 
effort. The epoch-making conference at Washington which not 
long ago passed into history accomplished something which had 
never before been achieved since the beginning of time. It 
called a halt to the mad race of armaments and squandering of 
the people’s money in preparedness for naval war. From be- 
ginning to end the leadership of our country was shown. It 
was shown when the call came for the conference from the 
President of the United States and when it was most eagerly 
accepted by all the Governments invited to participate. It was 
shown when the conference met not on foreign soil but on 
American soil in our Nation's Capital. It was shown, when 
the delegates assembled, in their unanimous choice for chair- 
man of the convention of our Secretary of State, Charles Evans 
Hughes. It was shown when the agenda, all the plans and 
proposals for a limitation of armament and the peace of the 
world proved to be not of foreign but ef American origin. 
And perhaps most of all, to my mind, the leadership of our 
country was shown when in his opening address the chairman 
brushed aside all the outworn methods of secret diplomacy of 
the Old World that had so often lured nations into war, and in 
a straightforward businesslike way laid before the delegates a 
concrete, definite plan for the attainment of the object desired 
which was so plainly just and right and for the welfare of 
humanity that no one dared to oppose it, even if he had wished 
to do so, and one by one the delegates arose and agreed in 
principle to what the United States had proposed. There was 
a victory of peace no less splendid than any victory of war the 
world has ever seen. 

One step has been taken, can it not be followed up by 
other steps? Can there not be further bounds set to the in- 
sanity of nations in piling ever higher and higher the expenses 
for armaments? Can there not be something done by our 
country as a leader to turn the nations of the world from the 
hatreds of the past and the selfishness of the present to a 
future of hope and not of despair? If this greatest blessing 
of all to mankind is to be achieved, I believe that it can only 
be accomplished through the influence of America and the spirit 
of Abraham Lincoln. 

Let us take for our motto the words of him whose memory 
we honor to-day, true when spoken, and just as true at the 
present hour, and let them speak for us our sentiments toward 
all the other nations of the world and the attitude of our 
country on the great question of peace on earth and cooperation 
among men: 

With malice toward none, with charity for all, with firmmess in the 
right as God gives us to see the right, let us strive on to finish the 
work we are in; to bind up the Nation’s wounds, to care for him 
who shall have borne the battle and his widow and orphan; to do all 
which may achieve and cherish a just and lasting peace among our- 
selves and with all nations. 


LApplause.] 
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ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


z N of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
nquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. What is the business that is to 
come before the House? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. LEHI- 
RACH] has 40 minutes to address the House, and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. STENGLE] has 10 minutes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Lask the question to know if it is 
in order for me to call up a question of privilege. 

Mr. MADDEN. My understanding was that the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. LEHLBACH] was to speak for 40 minutes. 

Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. I want to get recognition of the 
Chair to call up a privileged question. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will remember the gentleman. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that at the conclusion of the addresses already sched- 
uled I may have an opportunity to address the House on the 
soldier subject for 20 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska asks unani- 
mous consent to address the House on the subject of the soldier 
for 20 minutes, Is there objection? 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not like to object, but all this time has 
been taken out of the time that should have been given to the 
consideration of appropriation bills on the calendar. The busi- 
ness of the House is so crowded that I do not know when we 
are going to get throngh it. Bills of great importance are being 
retarded because we have not been able to get the appropriation 
bills through. The revenue bill will be taken up in a day or two, 
and there are two appropriation bills ready which we can not 
reach. There are three more bills ready to place on the calen- 
dar. We want to take up the Treasury and Post Office appro- 
priation bill at the conclusion of the speech of the gentleman 
from New Jersey and finish the bill. I hope no gentleman will 
ask unanimous consent for more time. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I haye not heard anybody ask- 
ing for it but me. 

Mr. MADDEN. I shall have to object; I am sorry. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I am sorry, too. There was no 
objection personally? 

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, no, sir; not at all. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey is recog- 
nized for 40 minutes. 


THE LAW AND PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION BOARD. 


Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, I invite the attention of the 
House for a short time to the provisions of the classification 
act of 1928, and the manner in which the provisions of that 
act have been carried out by the Personnel Classification Board, 
created solely for that purpose by the act itself. In order that 
there can be no misunderstanding of the broad purposes and 
provisions of this act, let us review briefly the history of this 
legislation. 

Congress, by Public Law 314, Sixty-fifth Congress, approved 
March 1, 1919, created a Joint Commission on Reclassification 
of Salaries, consisting of three Senators and three Representa- 
tives, They were to investigate rates of compensation in the 
civil service in the District of Columbia and report what reclassi- 
fication and readjustment of compensation should be made. 
The commission reported on March 12, 1920. The summary of 
its findings includes— 

That the salary and wage rates for positions of the same class are 
different in different departments and independent establishments, the 
scale of pay in some departments being markedly higher than tbe seale 
for the same class of work in other departments, 

Also: 

That the anrounts of recent increases in rates of pay in the Govern- 


ment service have varied greatly (a) as between classes of employ- 
ment and (b) as between departments. 


The report was aceompanied by a bill and also a complete 
classification of the civil service in the Distriet of Columbia, 
excluding the navy yard and Postal Service. This classifica- 
tion embraced series of services and within these services 
groups of classes with the specific title given to each class, 
and a statement of the duties, qualifications, and range of 
salary of each such class. The classification embraced 1,700 
such classes. In printed form the classification embraced 835 


es. 
barg method for enacting this classification into law proposed 
by the joint commission wus to have the President of the Serfate 
and the Speaker of the House to certify such classification to the 
Secretary of State, and to have Congress enact “that the 
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classification of 1920 is hereby adopted and made a part of 
this act.” 7 

The committee of the House to which was referred the 
report of the joint commission gave many months to its study 
and analysis. The committee deemed that the proposed method 
of legislating, sight unseen, and on faith, was not practicable 
or desirable, yet appreciated the immense difficulties in at- 
tempting to pass a bill containing a schedule of positions em- 
bracing 835 pages. During this time the report of the com- 
mission itself was the subject of scrutiny and criticism by 
a great many persons interested in the. subject. 

The chairman of the committee procured the services of 
Mr. Robert Moses, one of the acknowledged experts on classi- 
fication in the United States, at no expense to the Government, 
to make an analysis of the joint commission’s classification 
with a view to condensing and simplifying the same. Mr. 
Moses divided the broad services into groups and grades with 
various classes of positions in each grade. He simplified the 
descriptions of duties and qualifications and in other ways 
brought about conciseness so that his classification embraced 
about 193 pages. ‘There was, however, no material change 
in substance from the plan of the classification submitted by 
the joint commission. - 

In the meantime, consideration was given to the sugges- 
tion that to enact into law a classification in which not only 
the grades but also every class of positions within them were 
expressly specified, the title of every position and its 
of salary fixed, would bring about undesired rigidity, would 
perpetuate errors and omissions, and further would preclude 
revision after more mature consideration. It was therefore 
determined to provide a skeleton of a classification dividing 
the civilian employees in the District into broad services such 
us the professional service, subprofessional service, the cleri- 
cal service, and so forth. These services were divided into 
.& series of grades, usually 6 or 7 in number, according to the 
character of duties and the qualifications necessary, and a 
range of salary provided for each such grade. This skeleton 
of a classification actually restricted the salary that could 
be fixed for a class of positions to the limits fixed for the grade 
in which it fell. 

A reclassifying agency would thereupon necessarily be set 
up, whose duties it would be to complete the classification ; 
that is, to subdivide the employees into classes, prescribe the 
duties and qualifications and titles of such classes, and fix 
appropriate Salaries within the range of the grade in which 
they fitted. Bills to this effect were introduced in both House 
and Senate in 1921, and from time to time revised and rein- 
troduced. The last one to be introduced was H. R. 8928, on 
October 31, 1921, reported out November 3, 1921, and passed 
in the House on December 15, 1921, the vote being yeas 245 
and nays 65. 

In the meantime, on April 12, 1921, there had been intro- 
duced H. R. 2921, which contained the so-called Bureau of 
Efficiency or Brown classification. This so-called. classification 
consisted of 18 grades, with no description of the grade what- 
ever, and the salary range for each grade, Under each such 
grade were given a number of examples of the character of 
the work falling within such grade, the 18 grades embracing 
in all 218 such examples. It was directed that other positions 
than those among the 218 enumerated should be allocated to 
their appropriate grades by analogy. Right here it is well 
to recall that Congress at the time was appropriating for per- 
sonal service in the District of Columbia upon estimates car- 
rying 2,000 different titles of positions. A motion was made 
to substitute the Brown schedules for the outline of a classi- 
fication in H. R. 8928, but was decisively voted down. The 
introducer of the Brown bill then moved te recommit H. R. 

28 when it was on its final passage. On that motion he 
demanded the yeas and nays but they were refused, only 41 
gentiemen in the House having arisen. 

The bill thereupon went to the Senate, was held up and 
finally passed on March 2, 1923. A number of amendments 
were made in the Senate, but none substantially modified the 
purposes of the bill or the methods to achieve them. The bill 
became the law by the signature of the President on March 
4, 1923. 

The law creates a Personnel Classification Board consisting 
of a representative of the Bureau of the Budget, of the Civil 
Service Commission, and the Bureau of Efficiency. It directs 
the board to make all necessary rules and regulations not in- 
consistent with the provisions of this act and to provide such 
subdivisons of the grades contained in section 13 hereof and 
such titles and definitions as it may deem necessary according 
to the kind and difficulty of the work. It defines a class to be a 
group of positions to be established under this act sufficiently 
similar in respect to the duties and responsibilities thereof 


that the same requirements as to education, experience, knowl- 
edge, and ability are demanded of incumbents. It directs the 
board to prepare and publish an adequate statement giving 
(1) the duties and responsibilities involved in the classes to 
be established within the several grades, illustrated where 
necessary by examples of typical tasks, (2) the minimum 
qualifications required for the satisfactory performance of 
such dutes and tasks, and (3) the titles given to said classes. 
It further directs that in performing the foregoing duties the 
board should follow as near as practicable the classification 
made pursuant to the Executive order of October, 1921. 

Permit me here to digress a moment. The classification thus 
referred to is the classification contained in H. R. 2921, known, 
as before stated, as the Bureau of Efficiency or Brown ciassi- 
fication. ‘This bill, you will remember, was introduced April 
12, 1921. No one to this day has been able to ascertain by 
what authority the Bureau of Efficiency spent the ‘time and 
money to make a classification which was not ordered by Con- 
gress, nor desired by it, but on the other hand, decisively re- 
jected by it. Perhaps the same doubt as to authority actuated 
the maker of this unwanted classification, for on some pretext 
or another an Executive order was obtained on October 24, 
1921, validating the work ex post facto. 

To resume. It had been represented that in preparing the 
classification, or more correctly the compensation schedules, the 
Bureau of Efficiency had gathered a great amount of data con- 
cerning the character of jobs in the District, their number, and 
distribution among the different departments. It was pointed 
out that this work should not be scrapped. This reference to 
the classification by Executive order was, therefore, inserted 
in the law in conference in order that the data thus compiled 
might be made useful as far as possible. It will be noted, 
however, that the Executive order classification should be fol- 
lowed as nearly as practicable only in performing the fore- 
going duties, to wit: The creation of classes, the descriptions 
of their duties, their responsibilities, the titles given to said 
classes, and so forth. 

The Classification Board promptly entered upon its duties. 
It was not long before dissension began to arise. By a vote of 
2 to 1 the board ordered the departments to allocate positions 
in the District of Columbia to the 18 grades of the repudiated 
Brown schedules instead of to the services and grades carried 
in the act of Congress. It established no classes, and conse- 
quently furnished no specifications of duties and qualifications 
for such classes by which uniformity throughout the depart- 
ments was intended to be promoted. It established no titles 
by which anyone in the Government or in Congress could defi- 
nitely recognize the character and quality of work performed 
by a person holding such title. With amazing effrontery the 
Classification Board turned upon the law which created it and 
proceeded to destroy every provision of it except that bringing 
itself into being. So much for the work in the District of 
Columbia. 

As to the civilian employees of the Government outside of 
the District of Columbia, the law provides that the Classifica- 
tion Board shall make a survey of the field services and shall re- 
port to Congress at its first regular session following the passage 
of this act schedules of positions, grades, and salaries for such 
services which shall follow the principles and rules of the com- 
pensation schedules contained in the act in so far as these are 
applicable to the field service, and directs that this report shall 
include proposed allocations by the various heads of the de- 
partments, 

Pursuant to these directions the board proceeded with its 
survey and the gathering of the necessary information to make 
such classification and prepare the compensation schedules. 
Tnasmuch as this work was not by law contemplated to be 
the basis of estimates for appropriations, but was simply to 
be reported to Congress for its review and decision, the board 
mapped out this work with the intention of having the com- 
pensation schedules in the hands of the department heads by 
November 1, thus giving them ample opportunity to assign their 
respective employees to the appropriate classes, grades. and 
rates of compensation before the report was due. This classi- 
fication was being made in conformity with the law, and the 
compensation schedules contained in section 13 of the classifi- 
eation act were used as the basis. The division of the Classi- 
fication Board actually doing this work was under the direction 
of the Civil Service Commission member of the board. 

About July 15 the Bureau of the Budget directed the board 
to have its work completed in such time as to endble the 
department heads to allocate the field positions and report esti- 
mates to be included in the regular Budget. This the Classi- 
fication Board agreed to do, and it was agreed that if the 
schedules were ready for the department heads by October 1 
ample time for this would be given. 
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On August 20 the field division of the board unexpectedly 
received orders that the schedules must be ready on Septem- 
þer 1, but this time was subsequently extended to September 
15. This undue and wholly unnecessary crowding resulted in 
the work being completed without desirable thoroughness and 
carefulness and without opportunity for final review and re- 


vision. Nevertheless, it was substantially completed on the 
day set, September 15. Now that as much harm as possible 
had been done to the field classification by compelling the 
work to be done in haste and without thorough digestion, re- 
view, and revision, the decision to base upon it estimates for 
the Budget was reversed and estimates ordered prepared on 
the old basis. The board thereupon voted to abandon the work 
done under its Ciyil Service member, discarded the classifica- 
tion, and abolished the field division, Subsequently it was 
ordered that estimates for the field service were to follow the 
discredited Brown schedules. 

Thus was the classification act nullified in the field as well 
as in the District of Columbia. I presume the board will 
sufficiently respect the law to comply with the direction to make 
a report to Congress on its field classification. When such a 
report comes, if it ever does come, it will undoubtedly make 
interesting reading. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Yes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. When is that report due? 


Mr. LEHLBACH. It is due now at any time. It is un- 


believable that the Personnel Classification Board, composed of 
minor administrative officials, would have perpetrated on their 
own motion. and without extraneous encouragement this de- 
fiance of the expressed will of Gongress. Anyene acquainted 
with the circumstances surrounding the progress of this per- 
formance can have no doubt as to the moving spirit behind the 
scenes. From the very beginning the representative from the 
Bureau of Pfficiency consistently opposed carrying into effect 
the provisions of the law. The representative of the Civil 
Service Commission, on the other hand, consistently strove to 
have the plain letter and the clear intent of the law fully 
carried out. In this he was accorded a modicum of support by 
the representative of the Budget Bureau, who usually voted 
with him unless he was apparently under specific instructions 
to vote otherwise. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, has the gentleman 
stated in the course of his remarks who these three people 


are? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. I stated that the Personnel Classification 
Board was composed of a representative of the Bureau of the 
Budget, a representative of the Civil Service Commission, and a 
representative from the Bureau of Hfficienex. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I am asking whether the gentle- 
man has given the names? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. I have not. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman kindly give 
us their names? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Yes. The present representative of the 
Bureau of the Budget is Mr. Bailey, the representative of the 
United States Civil Service Commission is Mr. Moffett, and the 
representative of the Bureau of Efficiency is Mr. Graves. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Yes, 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. The gentleman stated that the 
representative of the Bureau of the Budget usually voted with 
the representative of the Civil Service Commission, unless he 
was under instructions otherwise. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Unless he was apparently under instruc- 
tions otherwise. The minutes disclose that he acted under in- 
structions. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Of whom? 

Mr. LEHLBACH, That is not disclosed. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. What is the gentleman’s theory 
as to the reason why the law was flouted by the board in the 
way he states? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. As far as I have a theory, it will develop 
in the course of my remarks. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Yes. : 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. My question is suggested by 
what was asked by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moon.] 
Is there any theory which will justify an executive officer in 
disregarding the plain letter of a statute? 


Mr. LIHLBACH. I know of none. The culmination was 


reached on November 12, when a statement of the policy was 


presented by the chairman, the Budget Bureau representative, 
and adopted without discussion and over the protest of the 
Civil Service ‘Commission member. This remarkable document 
in carefully considered language sets forth the deliberate de- 
termination of the Personnel Classification Board absolutely 
to disregard the ‘provisions of the classification act from the 
definitions in the first section to the compensation sechedules 
in the last. The only provision of the law that is not deliber- 
ately cast aside is the sentence commencing with the words: 

That there is hereby established an ex officio board to be known as 
the Personnel Classification Board + +, 


This statement attempts to justify the legality of such action 
In labored fashion. It misquotes the language of the act and 
‘draws therefrom conclusions untenable in the light of the 
actual words used in the law. It imputes to the framers of 


| the law purposes, and denies to them purposes in clear contra- 


diction of the views expressed by all participating in the legis- 
lation. I never knew that it was possible to crowd so much 
distortion, misrepresentation and bald untruth into so com- 
‘paratively small.a compass. Every member of the board denies 
authorship of this remarkable document. No member of the 
board will disclose the name of the author. 

The Chief of the Bureau of Efficiency has from the beginning 
been a bitter opponent of reclassification. He has worked 
openly and furtively to encompass its defeat. In this as in his 
other machinations he has had highly influential support. He 
has resorted to misquotation of the law, distortion of facts, 
half truths, and evasions to influence these who placed confi- 
dence in him. To reach persons who he knew did not trust 
him he would use emissaries who would not disclose whence 
they came or in whose behalf they spoke. Throughout the 
months he has in a measure succeeded in creating in the minds 
of some upright and conscientious men, anxious in full meas- 
ure to perform public service, a misconception of the terms of 
the classification act, an unfounded apprehension of its fiscal 
consequences, and an unwarranted prejudice against the man- 
ner in which at first it was being placed into effect. Up to 
the present moment he has succeeded. Classification is dead. 
The work of Congress is held up to open public contempt. If 
I can bring it about, Congress will have the opportunity of 
giving full and free expression of its opinion of his work. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
in the Recorp by printing excerpts from the minutes of the 
Personnel Classification Board and other records on which I 
base the assertions which I have made. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GnAHA of Illinois). The 
gentleman from New Jersey asks unanimous consent to extend 
his remarks in the Recorp in the manner indicated. Is there 
objection? : 

There was no objection. * 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Mr. Speaker, I wish to state before I 
leave the floor that I have this day introduced a bill providing 
that the Personnel Classification Board be abolished and the 
work intended to be performed by it be performed by the body 
that is here for that purpose, the Civil Service Commission. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield to 
me for a moment? 

Mr. LEHLBACH.. Yes. 

Mr. McSWAIN. The gentleman’s remarks have made a pro- 
found impression upon me. Does the gentleman think an indi- 
vidual holding any office under this Republic should continue 
to hold office and to draw a salary when he has consciously 
flouted the law of the land? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. I do not. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Is there not a machinery constitutionally 
created in the way of impeachment with which to get rid of 
any such officer? 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Oh, the gentleman would not impeach a 
bureau chief—just throw him out. That is the best thing to 
do. [Laughter.] 

Mr. McSWAIN. I am with the gentleman. 

Mr. LEHLBACH. Under permission to extend my remarks 
I append herewith the following: 


INSTITUTE FOR GOVERNMENT RESEARCH, 
Washington, D. O., January 19, 1924. 
Hon. Funoxnick R. LERHEBACH, 
Chairman Committee on Reform in the Civil Service, 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
My Dear Mn. LESLBACH: In accordance with your request, I have 
examined the records and documents of the Personnel Classification 
Board submitted to the House of Representatives in accordance with 
its resolution of December 20, 1923, and I present herewith my report 
regarding them. 
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It has seemed desirable to quote at length from the records and docu- 
ments, and as a consequence the report is longer than I had antici- 
pated it wonld be. Because of its length I have prefaced it with a 
summary of the significant facts regarding the work of the board and 
a brief statement of recommendations. 

In making recommendations I may have gone somewhat further than 
you expected, but I do not think anyone who has given time and effort 
to securing a good system of personnel administration can examine 
these records in detail without arriving at the conviction that the 
Personnel Classification Bonrd is a failure and that the administration 
of the classification act should be given to some competent agency 
qualified to deal with personnel administration and possessed of public 
confidence and respect. I recommend the Civil Service Commission as 
the agency fulfilling the requirements. 

If I can do anything more in the effort to secure a sound classifica- 
tion for the publie service, please call upon me. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Lewis MERIAN. 


Tue SITUATION WITH RESPECT TO RECLASSIFICATION AS REVEALED BY 
THE MINUTES AND RECORDS OF THE PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION BOARD., 


SUMMARY OF SITUATION WITH RESPECT TO THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE 
FIELD SERVICES. 


The record relating to the classification of the field services, reviewed 
from the beginning, discloses 

(1) That at the outset there was substantial agreement among the 
three members of the board that the classification act and its adminis- 
tration requires the development of compensation schedules of services, 
grades, and classes, though the members differed as to the best methods 
of carrying on the work; 

(2) That the representative of the Bureau of Efficiency changed his 
views of the requirements of the law when bis proposed methods were 
not adopted; 

(3) That the representative of the Bureau of Efficiency became an 
opponent of the type of salary schedules for the field services that he 
had originally considered necessary under the act; 

(4) That thereafter the representative of the Bureau of Efficiency 
sought on every possible occasion to substitute a mere salary-grading 
scheme based on existing rates of pay and on the Bureau of Efficiency 
Wood-Smoot bill plan which had been rejected by Congress; 

(5) That the representative of the Bureau of the Budget voted with 
the representative of the Civil Service Commission in opposing the 
representative of the Bureau of Efficiency ; 

(6) That somebody muddled the matter of including estimates for the 
field service in the Budget, thereby crippling the work of the field divi- 
sion of the board by shortening almost without warning the time avail- 
able for its work; 

(7) That somehow threugh this muddling an unexplained situation 
arose which resulted, for an unexplained reason, in making the repre- 
sentative of the Bureau of the Budget change his vote involving a 
matter of law without legal advice and adopt a statement or program 
to guide the board that is palpably erroneous and misleading but pro- 
vides for the utilization of the Bureau of Efficiency classification and 
for shelving section 5 of the classification act; and 

(8) That the majority of the board. with the representative of the 
Civil Service Commission voting no,“ issued to the public statements 
regarding the work of the board that do not accord with the facts as 
revealed by the minutes and records of the board. 


SUMMARY OF SITUATION WITH RESPECT TO CLASSIFICATION IN THE DIS- 
TRICT OF COLUMBIA, — 


The minutes and records regarding the classification of the positions 
in the District of Columbia reveal the following: 

1. By a 2 to 1 vote, the representative of the Bureau of the Budget 
voting with the representative of the Bureau of Efficiency, department 
heads were required to make allocations to the Bureau of Efficiency 
schedules, which had been rejected by the House of Representatives in 
substantially the form used, whereas the act directed hat the alloca- 
tions should be made to section 13 of the act. 

2. Nothing in the act authorized this use of the Bureau of Efficiency 
classification. 

3. The board did not establish and define classes of positions within 
the several grades under the act and adopted no other device to bring 
about uniformity ef interpretation by the several departments. It is 
believed that its failure to establish classes within the grades was in 
violation of the spirit of the act, if not of its letter. 

4. The personnel, organization, and procedure of the District of 
Columbia division of the board, under the direction of an employee of 
the Bureau of Efficiency and made up mainly of employees of the 
Bureau of Efficiency, were entirely inadequate to the task imposed 
upon the board by the act. 

5. The Initial allocations made to the Bureau of Efficiency schedules 
by the District of Columbla division abounded in errors. 

6. Possibly because of the statements that these allocations were ten- 
tative and for estimate purposes only, the board never made any ade- 
quate review of allocations. 


7. Because of the obvious errors in the allocations examined, the 
representative of the Civil Service Commission was unable to give 
even his pro forma approval of these tentative allocations, 

S. Without further general review of allocations and without ever 
complying with the requirements of section 4 of the act, the board on 
November 12, over the protest of Mr. Moffett, of the Civil Service 
Commission, yoted to make these tentative allocations to the Bureau 
of Efficiency schedule final without further general review. 

9. The net result is to adopt the Bureau of Efficiency classification 
which was rejected by the House and never received the indorsement 
of the Senate. 

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS. 


The Personnel Classification Board should be abolished and its duties 
transferred to some one agency that has public confidence and respect. 

The agency recommended is the United States Civil Service Com- 
mission. 

In the interest of harmony, economy, and efficiency all central per- 
sonnel administration, including the establishment and maintenance of 
systems of efficiency rating, should be placed under one agemcy—the 
Civil Service Commission. 


Memorandum for Hon. Freogenicx R. Leutsacn, chairman Committee 
on Reform in the Civil Service. 

From: Lewis Meriam, of the Institute for Government Research. 

Subject: The situation with respect to reclassification, as revealed by the 
minutes and records of the Personnel Classification Board, submitted 
to the House of Representatives of the Sixty-elghth Congress in 
compliance with its Resolution No. 78, passed December 20, 1923. 


January 19, 1924. 
Hon. Frepericx R. LEHLBACH, 
Cheirman Committee on Reform in the Civil Service, 
United States House of Representatircs. 
Sm: In accordance with your request I have examined the minutes 
and records of the Personnel Classification Board submitted to the 
House in response to its Resolution No. 78, passed December 20, 1923. 


THE SERIOUS SITUATION WITH RESPECT TO THE FIELD SERVICES. 


The most serious situation revealed relates to the classification of 
the field services. The minutes and records, in my opinion, justify 
the charge that the Personnel Classification Board, by administrative 
action, has set aside the classification act of 1923 and adopted the 
plan of classification embodied in the Wood-Smoot bill, which was 
rejected in Congress. 

THE LAW REGARDING THW FIELD SERVICES, 


The provisions of the act relating to the field services read as 
follows: 

* > © “The board shall make a survey of the field services and 
shall report to Congress at its first regular session following the 
passage of this act schedules of position, grades, aud salaries for 
such services, which shall follow the principles and rules of the 
compensation schedules herein contained in so far as these are ap- 
plicable to the field services. This report shall include a list pre- 
pared by the head of each department, after consultation with the 
board and in accordance with a uniform procedure prescribed by it, 
allocating all field positions in his department te their approximate 
grades in said schedules and fixing the proposed rate of compensation 
of each employee thereunder in accordance with the rules prescribed 
in section 6 herein.” 


EARLY INTERPRETATION OF FIELD LAW BY BOARD. 


In the beginning, according to its own records, the board was 
unanimous in construing the Jaw as requiring the development, for the 
more regular and permanent field positions, of compensation schedules 
which would follow the form of the salary schedules prescribed by the 
act for the departmental service. 

BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY EARLY VIEW, AS STATED BY MR. GRAVES. 

Mr. Graves, representative of the Burean of Efficiency on the board, 
wrote: “For the more regular and permanent field positions, the 
board's task amounts to this; First, the preparation of salary schedules; 
and second, the general supervision of the allocations—by officers of 
the departments—of field positions to grades in these schedules.” 
{A Proposed Work Program for the Personnel Classification Board, 
submitted by Harold N. Graves, April 13, 1928. Reference 28, p. 8, 
par. 14.) His proposed program provided for extreme decentraliza- 
tion of the work and the development of a separate set of job de- 
scriptions by and for each bureau. He would have had each bureau 
sort the questionnaires representing its field positions into class 
groups, “so that each class group would contain the schedules for all 
positions in [its] entire field service, which are fairly comparable as 
to (1) duties, (2) the qualifications required of incumbents, and (3) 
the compensation which ought to be paid,” and then “ For each class 
group a standard statement would be prepared on plain letter-size 
paper, including (1) a description of duties, (2) a specification of 
qualifications, (3) a proposed title, and (4) a recommended salary 
range.” (Ibid, p. 10, par. 16d.) These job descriptions, prepared in 
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the bureaus, he would have had submitted to departmental classifying 
officers and committees which would have consolidated them into a de- 
partmental classification. 

“From the lists as submitted by the nine executive departments, 
and those independent establishments having a field personnel,“ he 
wrote, “the board would prepare the compensation schedules re- 
quired by the act. It is assumed, in this connection, that the schedules 
to be suggested for adoption by Congress will follow the form of the 
schedules prescribed by the classification act for the departmental 
service; that is, that there will be service and grade schedules only, 
and will not include class specifications or illustrations, leaying these 
and other similar details to be established by administrative action. 

“The completion of schedules in this form, however. would hardly 
satisfy the requirements of the board’s program, for they must be so 
arranged as to facilitate their use by all the departments as a basis 
for the allocation of field positions and grades and for the determina- 
tion of the compensation tentatively to be proposed by the department 
heads for all field employees, It would seem to be necessary to supple- 
ment the service and grade schedules, after they are completed by the 
board in the form in which they are to be submitted to Congress, by 
specific job descriptions and illustrations (corresponding to the stand- 
ard class descriptions mentioned aboye). These would be distributed 
among the several grades of the compensation schedules proper, and 
would in that arrangement be made available to the departmental 
officers as a basis for the tentative allocation of field positions to 
grades and the preparation of the lists of positions required by section 
5 of the act.” (Ibid. pp. 11 and 12, par. 16 (f Later he said: 
“Although the act does not give the board authority to revise the 
[field] allocations made [by departments]. yet the departmental lists 
should receive a thoroughgoing review by the board's staff, and the 
board should request the departments to make such revisions as may 
be necessary in the interests of accuracy and uniformity. Through- 
out the work done by the departments as described in this subparagraph 
the board should keep in close contact with the departmental and 
bureau officers, using its staff of investigators for that purpose.“ (Thid, 
pp. 12 and 13, par. 16 (g).) 

Unequivecally in tbis proposed work plan for the field. Mr. Graves, 
of the Bureau of Efficiency, recognized that the law requires the devel- 
opment of salary schedules of services and grades for the field service 
to be submitted to Congress, and that practical administration necess!- 
tated the development of class specifications under the several services 
and grades to secure accuracy and uniformity in departmental alloca- 
tions. 

CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION VIEW AS REVEALED BY MR, MOFFETT, 

Mr. Moffett, representing the Civil Service Commission, took no 
issue with Mr. Graves that concerned the requirements of the law 
respecting the development of services and grades or that questioned 
the practical necessity for the preparation of class specifications which 
would comply with the requirements of section 3 of the act, which re- 
lates to class specifications. This section of the act reads as follows: 

* + + “Its regulations shall provide for ascertaining aud record- 
ing the duties of positions and the qualifications required of incum- 
bents, and it shall prepare and publish an adequate statement giving 
(1) the duties and responsibilities involved in the classes to be estab- 
lished within the several grades, illustrated where necessary by ex- 
amples of typical tasks; (2) the minimum qualifications required for 


the satisfactory performance of such duties and tasks; and (3) the 
titles given to said classes.” 
EARLY DIFFERENCES RELATED TO ORGANIZATION AND TECHNIQUE, NOT 


LEGAL REQUIREMENTS. 


Mr. Moffett did take issue with Mr. Graves on the matter of the 
practicability of Mr. Graves's work plan of decentralization. Mr. 
Moffett’s plan called for the submission of the questionnaires repre- 
senting the field positions directly to the Personnel Classification 
Board where they would be sorted into service groups. Fach. group of 
questionnaires would then be referred to a committee made up of per- 
sons detailed to the board from the departments, and in so far as pos- 
sible selected because of their knowledge of the service being classified. 
This committee would study the questionnaires for all departments and 
independent establishments having that type of employees, and on the 
basis of this study would prepare the first draft of class specifications, 
which would thereupon be submitted to departments. interested em- 
ployees, and others for criticisms and suggestions. Such a procedure 
was considered necessary to get a unified coordinated classification plan 
which would classify in the same way like positions in whatever depart- 
ment or establishment they might be found. ( Suggested Program for 
Survey of Field Services,“ by Ismar Baruch, Doc. 25.) 

Mr. Moffett’s plan called for the procedure which has generally been 
followed in large projects of personnel classification and is generally 
regarded as necessary if the aim of equal pay for equal work regard- 
less of organization units is to be secured. 

ROARD APPROVES MR. MOFFETT’S PLAN. 

On April 80, 1923, the board placed the work in connection with the 
field services under the field division in charge of Mr. Ismar Baruch, of 
the Civil Service Commission (Minutes, p. 57), and on May 3, 1023, the 


-and on May 15 filed a statement of the reasons for his vote. 


board approved Mr. Baruch’s program of work for the field service, 
which gaye the detalis of Mr. Moffett’s proposals. (Minutes, p. 59, and 
Document 25.) Mr, Graves voted against the adoption of the program 
(Minutes, 
p. 61, and Document 27.) 

The program adopted for the field service and Mr. Graves's explana- 
tion of his dissenting vote are so significant that they are presented in 
full. 

THE PROGRAM ADOPTED, 
May 3, 1923. 

Section 5 of the classification act of 1923 reads as follows: “ The 
board shall make a survey of the field services and shall report to 
Congress at its first regular session following the passage of this act 
schedules of positions, grades, and salaries for such services, which 
shall follow the principles and rules of the compensation schedules 
berein contained in so far as these are applicable to the field services. 
This report shall Include a list prepared by the head of each depart- 
ment, after consultation with the board and in accordance with a uni- 
form procedure prescribed by it, allocating all field positions in his 
department to their approximate grades in said schedule and fixing 
the proposed rate of compensation of each employee thereunder in ne- 
cordance with the rules prescribed in section 6 herein.” 

To perform the work as outlined in the act for the field services, the 
following program is suggested: 

1. RETURN OF QUESTIONNAIRES AND INFORMATIVE MATERIAL. 


Address a letter immediately to all departments having field estab- 
lishments (a) urging the prompt transmission to the board of the 
questionnaires as received, arranged by field organization units with- 
out waiting until questionnaires from all its field establishments are 
ready for transmission; (b) requesting that as soon as possible the 
department present to the board informative material concerning the 
general organization and field activities of the department, including 
organization charts, descriptions of functions of organization units, 
annual reports, etc. 


2. PILING, CODING, AND CUSTODY OF QUESTIONNAIRES. 


The questionnaires as receiyed by the board will first be filed by 
organization groups: they will then be coded so as to facilitate refil- 
ing by organization groups after they have been classified by kinds of 
positions, as explained below. 

3. ASSORTING OF THE QUESTIONNAIRES BY KINOS OF JOBS OR CLASSES OF 
POSITIONS. 


The questionnaires will next be read, studied, and assorted by kinds 
of jobs. 

The first sorting will be by broad occupational subdivisions; for ex- 
ample, the questionnaires will be broken down physically into groups 
representing engineers. chemists, astronomers, biologists, physicians, 
stenographers, statisticians, librarians, file clerks, office-appliance op- 
erators, ete. 

The second and last step in the sorting will be to arrange the cards 
by kinds of jobs sufficiently similar in respect to duties, responsibili- 
ties, and qualifications required that the same range of pay may apply 
with equity. 

4. PREPARATION OF CLASS DESCRIPTIONS. 

On the basis of the last sorting of the questionnaires, statements 
would be prepared descriptive of euch kind or class of position, show- 
fing {1) the duties and responsibilities involved in the classes to be 
established within the several grades, illustrated, where necessary, by 
exainples of typical tasks; (2) the minimum qualifications required 
fer the satisfactory performance of such duties and tasks; and (3) the 
titles given to said classes. 

The sorting of the questionnaires and the preparation of class de- 
scriptions will be done under my direction and supervision by a force 
of employees detailed from the various departments who have had ex- 
perience in personnel work or who possess an intimate knowledge of a 
certain subject matter, such as engineering or biology, or who possess 
an Intimate knowledge of the functions of some large feld service and 
the duties of the positions therein, such as the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue, Customs Service, Immigration Service, etc. 

5. CRITICISM BY DEPARTMENTS OF CLASS DESCRIPTIONS. 

After these class descriptions have been tentatively approved by tha 
board, they will be prepared in mimeographed form and submitted to 
the various departments for official comment and criticism in any 
particular whatever. At this stage the element of compensation will 
not appear as an integral part of the description: but the board may 
decide to ask the department for its recommendations as to salaries, 
These recommendations will be additional material for the board to 
consider in its compensation stndy, and they may be checked against 
the judgment of the head of the field office or station as displayed in 
his answer to Item 25 of the questionnaire. 

6. REVISION OF CLASS DESCKIPTIONS BY BOARD. 


These class descriptions should then be revised on the basis of such 
criticism, labeled by salary grades, ond then issued in complete form as 
a basis for allocation for the board's report to Congress on the field 
services, accompanied by appropriate regulatious fur such allocations, 
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T. COMPENSATION STUDIES, 


The assorting of the questionnaires and the preparation of class 
de4wiptions as described above are to be done with no thought of the 
actual compensation which should be attached to each position. Defi- 
nite compensation considerations will not, moreover, be possible until 
we have job descriptions for comparative purposes. After these have 
been prepared all pertinent material available, including the follow- 
ing, will be utilized and appropriate recommendations made to the 
board: (a) Salary information given on the questionnaire; (b) the 
compensation schedules for the District of Columbia; (e) compensa- 
tion paid for similar work in private enterprises. 

In this connection it is suggested that an important wage policy to 
be decided upon by the board is whether or not a normal wage will be 
established with plus or minus differentials for various parts of the 
country; and if so, what regulations and what permanent machinery 
are to be established for carrying on appropriate compensation studies 
from time to time. To go into this question requires the services of 
such an organization as the Bureau of Labor Statistics, which pub- 
lishes periodically data concerning the cost of living in the large cities 
of the country and similar economic factors. Accordingly, it is sug- 
gested that immediate steps be taken to enlist the aid of the Depart- 
ment of Labor on this question in particular and on the question of 
compensation in general by requesting that one of its experts be 
designated as contact man with the board, later to be detailed for more 
or less continuous duty as part of the board's staff. 


PERSON NEL, 


My estimate of the personnel required to perform the work described 
is at best only a guess. I would approximate the minimum force 
required to be as follows: 


Gassiners ... K — | OU 
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There will also be details required for short periods from time to 
time as specific problems are encountered and considered, and necessity 
will arise for a statistical force of about 30 for a brief period for the 
tabulation of statistics toward the close of the work. (Possibly the 
Bureau of the Census will agree to do the board's statistical work.) 

If the suggestions contained in this memorandum are approved, I 
would like permission to file a supplemental memorandum mentioning a 
few specific persons now employed in the Government service who, in 
my opinion, would be highly desirable staff members. 

Respectfully, 
ISMAR BARUCH, 
THE GRAVES DISSENTING STATEMENT. 
May 7, 1923. 

With reference to the action taken by the board at its meeting of 
May 3, tentatively approving the recommendations of Mr. Baruch, 
chief of the field service division, for the procedure to be followed by 
the board in the prosecution of its work relating to the field services, 
from which I dissented, I desire to submit the following statement, 
summarizing the objections which I stated orally at the session of the 
board. 

1, The program adopted is at variance with the conclusions reached 
by the board at its session of April 30, concerning the requirements of 
the act, since it contemplates the establishment of classes as the basis 
of allocation. (Compare paragraph 6 of Mr. Baruch’s memorandum 
with paragraphs 1 and 2 of the minutes for April 30.) ` 

2. It requires the submission directly to the board of the question- 
naires covering the field-service positions in each department, and con- 
templates the review of these questionnaires, together with certain 
“informative” material to be furnished by the departments, by em- 
ployees of the board. The bureau and departmental officers having 
supervision of field employees are given no opportunity to review the 
statements submitted by the field stations under their supervision, 
either for the purpose of checking their accuracy and completeness or 
for the purpose of submitting recommendations to the board. The 
board therefore will be in the position of working with inaccurate, 
unstandardized, and uncoordinated material. The difficulties of its task 
will be multiplied manyfold, and the probability of satisfactory re- 
sults diminished accordingly. 

3. Mr. Baruch's program overlooks the prime necessity of building 
the classification schedules in such a way as to preserve the proper 
relationships among the positions found in each field establishment as 
a separate going concern. Not only are the bureau and departmental 
officers to be ignored but the method of classification is te be funda- 
mentally a process of endeavoring to classify positions in the entire 
field service on the basis of supposed likeness of duties, regardless 
of organization Hnes. As a matter of theory, and under conditions 
more nearly uniform, such a procedure might be justified, but, in 
actual practice, whatever chance might have existed for its success is 
dissipated by the wholly gratuitous denial to the responsible adminis- 
trative officers at Washington of the opportunity to pass upon the 
accuracy of the descriptive material furnished the beard by field 
stations. 
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The result is bound to be a specious arrangement of the positions in 
the several field services by classes, with only an incidental reference, 
if any, to the appropriate groupings of the positions in the different 
establishments, considered separately as administrative organizations. 
The program which the board has approved takes no cognizance of the 
fact that, due to the legislative practice of supporting field establish- 
ments generally out of unrestricted lump-sum appropriations, the rates 
of compensation of the field personnel under any bureau, as fixed by 
administrative authority virtually without restriction, are in the main 
adequate and proper; at any rate preserve the relationships which, in 
the judgment of the responsible organization heads, should prevail be- 
tween employments of different types. To all intents and purposes the 
program which has been adopted will ignore all existing arrangements 
and seek an entirely new and different basis for the determination of 
the rates of pay of feld personnel. A more prudent course, and ene 
more in keeping with the actual needs of the situation, would be to 
accept the existing arrangement of the personnel in each field branch 
as the basis from which to proceed; and to propose to Congress only 
such changes as might be recommended by the responsible departmental 
officers and concurred in by the board after investigation. 

4. As an additional consequence of the proposition adopted by the 
board to base its classification upon the supposed similarity of posi- 
tions without regard te departmental lines, the board necessarily is 
deprived of any practical means of controlling its classification work, 
as it proceeds, from the standpoint of cost. There is considerable sup- 
port for the view that the reclassification of field-service positions 
should not result in a material increase, if any increase at all, in the 
expenditures of the Governnrent for personal services outside the seat 
of Government; in other words, that, generally speaking, the existing 
appropriations, including the appropriations fer the so-called $240 
bonus, would be adequate to pay proper rates of compensation to all 
employees. Whether or not this is precisely the case, present pay- 
roll expenditures should at all stages of the board's work be used as a 
control over the classification of positions. To secure the best appli- 
cation of such a control it would be necessary to preserve the arrange- 
ment of all working material by organization units, since these are the 
basis for appropriations. By rejecting this plan and adopting a pre- 
gram which will assemble the job statements of all services on the basis 
of a supposed similarity of duties, and without reference to the organk 
zations in which the positions are found, the board will be forced to 
proceed in the dark until its primary work is completed, without deft 
nite knowledge as to whether its proposals may not involve entirely 
unwarranted increases in the pay-roll expenditures of the separate field 
establishments, 

5. The course adopted by the board is not only the least likely to 
produce a classification plan which may be recommended te Congress as 
satisfying the Government's requirements, but, regardless of the results 
which are likely to follow, it involves the adoption by the board of a 
most cumbersome, expensive, and unsatisfactory arrangement for the 
performance of its task. The board declines to make use of the exist- 
Ing experienced and perfectly competent machinery of the departments 
in the consideration of the material ta be submitted by field officers 
descriptive of the duties of the positions under those offices. It is 
therefore compelled to provide a force for itself, to be obtained by 
detail from the several branches of the service. 

According to Mr. Baruch, the size of the force required permanently 
can only be guessed at, and he guesses 40; but it is probable that this 
estimate will be exceeded if the work is to be done without the assist- 
ance of the departments as he proposea. Considering the shortness of 
the time available the board can not exercise much discretion in the 
selection of this group of people. Its employees will for the most part 
be accepted on faith without any positive knowledge that they have 
the technical ability and experience required in classification work. 
The limits of time will not permit their adequate training nor the mold- 
ing of a cohesive organization which would give promise of consistent 
and uniform work. There is grave danger, lu my judgment, in turn- 
ing over to a staff so composed, supervised however ably, the uncoordi- 
nated job descriptions of more than 100,000 employees with instruc- 
tions to evolve a series of classification schedules. Mr. Baruch's pro- 
gram superimposes upon a bad method of classification, namely, classi- 
fication without reference to departmental lines, a defective system for 
its execution. However attractive the results of such a combination 
may be made to appear superficially, they can never be free from the 
suspicion of unreliability, and their acceptance by the board and by 
Congress under such circumstances will be extremely doubtful. 

My views with reference to the proper method to be followed by the 
performance of the board’s duties respecting the field services were 
presented in writing to the board under date of April 13. Reference 
to my memorandum will be found in the board's minutes of April 18. 

HAROLD N. GRAVES, 
Member, Personnel Classification Board, 


MR. GRAVES SHIFTS HIS GROUNDS. 


The paragraph No. 1 in Mr. Graves's statement is particularly rig- 
nificant. His own plans for the feld service submitted April 19, as has 
been pointed out, called for the development of class specifications for 
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FEBRUARY 12, 


(Reference 25, par. 16, pp. 9-13). 
the vote was taken, or at least by May 7, when his memorandum was 
dated, he had completely reversed himself and he saw fit to vote 
against the proposal on the ground that it called for the establish- 


the field service. By May 3, when 


ment of classes as the basis of allocation. The action taken by the 
board on April 30 did not compel this reversal, because, as the minutes 
clearly show, the interpretation to which Mr, Graves refers in support- 
ing his objection to the field service plan, was adopted by the board 
“for guidance in its work in relation to the service in the District of 
Columbia.” (Minutes, p. 56.) The minutes contain no real explana- 
tion as to why Mr. Graves's views with respect to the necessity for 
class specifications for the fleld service underwent so radical a change 
between his memorandum of April 19 and his vote and explanation 
early in May. 


MR, GRAVES APPARENTLY RBSPONSISLE FOR DEFECT OF WHICH HB 
COMPLAINS, 


In paragraph 2 Mr. Graves complains: The bureau and department 
officers haying supervision of field employees are given no opportunity 
to review the statement submitted by its field stations under their 
supervision, either for the purpose of checking their accuracy or 
completeness or for the purpose of submitting recommendations to the 
board.” The minutes show that Mr. Moffett submitted a questionnaire 
for use in the field survey on March 10 (p. 23); that on March 12 
“Mr. Graves stated that a redraft of the schedule was in course of 
preparation in the Bureau of Efficiency” (p. 24); and that on March 
18 Mr. Graves submitted for consideration “a modification of the 
draft heretofore submitted by Mr. Moffett" (p. 26). Inspection of Mr. 
Moffett’s proposed questionnaire (reference 4) and the Bureau of 
Efficiency draft presented by Mr. Graves (reference 7) shows that Mr. 
Moffett provided adequately for a review and a report regarding the 
duties of the positions and the qualifications required not only by the 
immediate superior but also by the bureau chief or his representative. 
Mr. Moffett’s questionnaire, after calling for expressions of opinion 
regarding the requirements of the job, asks the bureau chief or his 
representative, “ Have you read the answers to questions in this ques- 
tionnaire? * * © If there are any misstatements, errors, or omis- 
sions, list them on a separate sheet and attach the sheet to this ques- 
tionnaire,” The Bureau of Efficiency questionnaire (reference 7) omits 
any provisions for reviews and expressions of opinion from the bureau 
chief or his representative. The Bureau of Efficiency questionnaire 
ends with the certificate of the head of the field office. Had Mr, 
Graves voted with Mr. Moffett in favor of Mr. Moffett's questionnaire 
instead of having a modification drafted in the Bureau of Efficiency, 
the defect of which he complains so vociferously would not bave 
occurred. 

MR. GRAVES’S OBJECTIONS TO TECHNIQUB UNSOUND. 

Mr. Graves's objections to the proposed technique seem to me plausi- 
ble rather than sound. All persons engaged in developing a classifica- 
tion plan for a large government recognize the necessity for getting 
the views of departmental officers and for giving adequate consideration 
to the proper relationship among positions in each establishment as a 
going concern, but recognition of these points does not prove the desira- 
bility of having ench department and independent establishment work 
out its own scheme of classification in its own way, entirely regardless 
of what otber departments are doing, entirely regardless of the fact 
that many classes of positions are common to several if not to all the 
departments and independent establishments, and entirely regardless of 
the fact that if the work is to be successful these positions common to 
the several departments and establishments musf be similarly classified 
in each. 

The recognized technique is to bring together the job descriptions, 
to have them studied by specialists in classification, specialists in the 
kind of work involved, and persons familiar with the several organiza- 
tions in which that type of work is performed, 

On the basis of this detailed study by persons representing the sev- 
eral points of view required, a classification plan can be worked out 
tentatively for submission to the executives of the organizations In- 
volved for criticisms und suggestions. The executives then apply the 
classification to the positions in their organization and they are given 
the opportunity to point out where it fails to meet the requirements of 
their office from the administrative standpoint. Administrative officers 
can not be expected to be specialists in all the kinds of work per- 
formed under them nor specialists in classification. The duties placed 
upon them in the undertaking must be duties within the scope of their 
training and experience, and they can not be asked to give to the work 
the time that Is required for the thorough consideration of the detailed 
problems which must be analyzed and solved by the classifying agency 
in working out a well-coordinated plan for the Government as a whole. 


MR. GRAVES'S PECULIAR VIEWS AS TO FUNCTION OF PERSONNEL BOARD. 


Mr. Graves in his statement seems, too, to take an entirely erroneous 
attitude as to the functions of the board with respect to the field 
services. The board was directed to make a survey and to report a 
proposed classification to Congress. Before the survey is completed 
and before any analysis of the facts has been made, namely, on May 7, 


1923, Mr. Graves can state as a “fact that, due to the legislative prac- 
tice of supporting field establishments generally out of unrestrictéd 
lump-sum appropriations, the rates of compensation of the field person- 
nel under any bureau, as fixed by administrative authority virtually 
without restriction, are in the main adequate and proper; at any rate 
preserve the relationships which in the judgment of the responsible 
organization heads sbould prevail between employments of different 
types.” He would accept the existing arrangement of the personnel in 
each field branch as the basis on which to proceed. In the absence 
of the survey required under the act and the statistics which should 
have resulted, no one with anything approaching an impartial and sci- 
entific point of view would have hazarded such a statement to be 
labeled as “the fact.” 

Mr. Graves was at the outset determined to have the matter of cost 
the determining factor in the development of his classification. The 
orthodox classifiers first make a survey of the positions and deter- 
mine what classes of positions are actually in existence; then they 
study the existing rates of pay for each class in the several organiza- 
tions in which that class occurs, and if possible the rates of pay for 
comparable positions under other employers, After this study they fix 
a recommended salary scale. If the salary scale recommended is too 
high or too low or needs adjustment as between different classes of 
positions, it is a simple matter to make it, because the class specifica- 
tions or the grade specifications are separable from the salary schedule, 
The basis of the classification is duties, responsibilities, and necessary 
qualifications and not present salaries. In the early stages of a good 
classification job the question of what the present rate of pay is is 
subordinated to the maximum possible extent, because the classifier 
must determine whether there is any real difference between the duties 
of a stenographer getting $1,200 and bonus and one getting $1,800 and 
bonus. The classifier who attempts to go on the basis of existing sal- 
aries or to let the administrator make the classification is not going to 
get very far in preventing high salaries to favorites or to do justice to 
employees who have been overlooked either purposely or inadvertently. 


MR. GRAVES APPARENTLY BRLIBVEBS IN CLASSIFICATION ON BASIS. OF 
EXISTING PAY, 


Mr. Graves obviously is not an orthodox classifier. His memorandum 
justifies the charge that the Bureau of Efficiency regards existing salary 
rates and costs as the dominant factor in classification rather than the 
duties and responsibilities of the positions. In respect to costs Mr. 
Graves says: “There ts considerable support for the view that the 
reclassification of fleld service positions should not result in a material 
increase, if any increase at all, in the expenditures for personal serv- 
ices outside the seat of government; in other words, that generally 
speaking the existing appropriations, including the appropriations for 
the so-called $240 bonus, would be adequate to pay proper rates of com- 
pensation to all employees.“ He goes on, Whether or not this ia 
precisely the case, present pay-roll expenditures should at all stages of 
the board's work be used as a control over the classification of 
positions.” 


MR. GRAVES’S STATEMENT REGARDING CONTROL OF COST AN RBXAGGERATION. 


Mr. Graves's statement, “ By rejecting this plan and adopting a pro- 
gram which will assemble the job statements of all services on the 
basis of a supposed similarity of duties, and without reference to the 
organizations in which the positions are found, the board will be forced 
to proceed in the dark until its primary work is completed, without 
definite knowledge as to whether its proposals may not Involve entirely 
unwarranted increases in the pay-roll expenditures of the separate field 
establishments,” is an exaggeration, to say the least. No classifiers 
ever proceed without consideration of the organization in which the 
position is found. This matter is one of the first facts considered, and 
then the classifier considers the duties and responsibilities, the degree 
of supervision exercised and received, and all the other facts involved, 
including the existing rate of pay. When the positions have been 
tentatively allocated to classes preliminary tabulations are made regari- 
ing existing rates of pay for the class, and the existing rates are con- 
sidered in recommending new rates, If the salary-recommending 
agency proceeds, in fixing the rates for each class, to adopt rates in- 
volving little or no increase for the great bulk of employees, it follows 
as a matter of mere arithmetic that the aggregate rate of increase 
will be very small, Possibly some hitherto underpaid establishments 
will receive a higher percentage of increase than the others, though the 
percentage of increase for the Government as a whole may be negligible. 
Ordinarily reclassification results in some leveling of establishments ; 
that is one of the purposes of salary standardization; and in an un- 
standardized service standardization means different rates of increase 
in different departments. The truth of the matter is that Mr. Graves's 
memorandum of May 7, 1923, discloses that he does not believe in 
classification and salary standardization as those terms have been used 
by persons who supported the Sterling-Lehlbach Act. 

BOARD REJECTS MR, GRAVES’S VIEWS. 


Mr. Graves's views did not prevail, and from May 8, 1923, to Novem- 
ber 12, 1923, the board proceeded to make the survey of the feld 
service along the general lines laid down in the program of May 3. 
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THE MUDDLE REGARDING BUDGET ESTIMATES FOR THE FIELD SERVICE, 


Conspicuous for its absence from the records is any clear-cut, well- 
considered plan submitted in the early days of the board by the Budget 
Bureau or its representative on the board for the preparation of esti- 
mates for the reclassification of the field services. The natural assump- 
tion is, perhaps, that all interested persons expected that the report of 
the Personnel Classification Board, with the required lists prepared by 
the department heads in accordance with the classification act, would 
furnish an adequate basis for congressional action. That was the opin- 
ion of many, if not all, of those concerned in drafting section 5. 


QUESTION OF BUDGET ESTIMATES FOR FIELD SERVICE RAISED IN JULY. 


The first reference that I find to the matter of estimates for the field 
service is in the minutes of July 10, 1923 (p. 76). The board consid- 
ered drafts of paragraphs proposed for incorporation in the circular 
to he issued by the Budget Bureau to department heads to submit by 
September 15 their final estimates for the fiscal year 1925. It was 
agreed that the board should confer without delay with the Acting 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. On July 20, 1923 (minutes, 
p. 78), is a record of a call on the board from Mr. MacLeod, chief of 
the division of estimates of the Bureau of the Budget, and the accept- 
ance by the board of certain paragraphs for the instructions. Refer- 
ence 44, referred to in this connection, contains a letter from Mr. 
Bailey, chairman of the personnel board and representative of the 
Budget Bureau, to Mr. Kloeber, of the Budget Bureau, and the follow- 
ing paragraph with respect to the field service: 

JuLy 11, 19238. 
Mr. R. O. KLOEBER, 
Assistant Director, Bureau of the Budget, 
Washington, D. 0. 

Dear Mr. KLOEBES ; There is attached, herewitb, a draft prepared by 
the board, following our conference in your office this morning, of the 
paragraph covering field-service compensation estimates recommended 
for insertion in the final estimate letter of the Bureau of the Budget. 
This draft is prepared upon the assumption that General Lord, in reply 
to the letter you plan to send him to-day, will agree to this plan of 
having the board furnish information to the departments by Novem- 
ber 1 to enable them to submit immediately thereafter a lump-sum 
estimate of the additional amounts necessary to take care of the field- 
service compensation on the basis of the reclassification plan. 

The board does not believe it practicable to furnish information to 
the departments that would be at all satisfactory for their use in 
submitting estimates on September 15 of the additional amounts neces- 
sary under the field-service classification plan. 

Very truly yours, 
F. J. BAILEY, Chairman. 

(Inclosure.) 

Estimates of appropriations that provide compensation for employees 
in the field services should be in amount sufficient to cover as heretofore 
the regular or basic rates of compensation. The amount of additional 
compensation or bonus, if any, received by such employees should be 
stated separately in connection with each estimate. Such estimates 
should not include any amounts on account of the provisions of section 
5 of the classification act of 1923. The Personnel Classification Board 
will furnish to the departments sufficient information to enable the 
departments by November 1 to submit to the Bureau of the Pudget 
estimates of any additional amounts necessary to provide compensa- 
tion in conformity with the compensation schedules to be recommended 
by the board to Congress. 


THE INITIAL DATE NOVEMBER 1. 


Mr. Bailey, you will note, suggested having material relating to th 
field service submitted by the board to the departments on November 1, 
and he said the board did not believe it practicable to furnish infor- 
mation that would be at all satisfactory for their use in submitting 
estimates on September 15. The approved paragraph fixes November 1 
as the date on which the departments were to submit to the Budget 
Bureau estimates for the field service made in conformity with the 
recommendations of the personnel board. 

DATE MOVED UP TO OCTOBER 1. 


On August 13, 1923, Mr. Moffett submitted to the board a draft of a 
statement to be issued by the Personnel Classification Roard to the 
public setting out its policies and future procedure (reference 49). 
This statement was considered by the board but was not adopted. 
(Minutes, p. 82). In it (p. 2) are two paragraphs relating to estimates 
for the field service, and it fixes October 1 as the date when the board 
would submit to the departments tentative compensation schedules for 
the field services, although it makes it clear that these schedules to 
be submitted on October 1 are not to be binding on the board and 
will be subject to such change and revision as may seem warranted as 
the work in connection with the field survey is brought to completion. 

SEPTEMBER 15 MADE THE DATE. 

On August 21 appears this minute (Minutes, p. 83): 

“After conference with Mr. Baruch, the board directed him to so 
plan the work of the field division as to enable the board to submit 
to the departments and establishments by September 15 tentative 


ye 
compensation schedules for the field service for their use in preparing 
estimates, in accordance with the instructions to the departments and 
establishments in the paragraph Personal services, field,’ contained 
in the letter to the departnrents and establishments from the Director 
of the Budget under date of July 30, 1923.” 

The paragraph, “ Personal services, field,” in the letter of the 
Director of the Budget reads as follows (reference 51, p. 2): 

“Personal services, field: Estimates of appropriations which pro- 
vide compensation for employees in the field seryices will be in an 
amount sufficient to cover compensation under the allocation of posi- 
tions to their appropriate grades in the compensation schedules to be 
furnished by the Personnel Classification Board. The board, how- 
ever, advises that it will probably not be able to furnish the depart- 
ments and establishments with compensation schedules in time to have 
these schedules available for the purposes of preparing the estimates 
which are to be submitted on or before September 15. Therefore it 
will be sufficient if the estimates to be submitted on or before Septem- 
ber 15, as regards compensation for fleld personnel, be in an amount 
which will cover basic salaries plus an amount which would equal the 
bonus. Reyision of these tentative estimates and the preparation of 
complete supporting schedules of expenditure will be made upon the 
receipt of compensation schedules for the field services to be furnished 
the departments and establishments by the Personnel Classification 
Board. Sample forms of supporting schedules of expenditures for 
compensation of the personnel of the field services for both the tenta- 
tive estimates to be submitted on or before September 15, and the 
revised estimates will be sent to the Budget officer of your department.” 

The letter of the Budget Bureau, under date of July 80, it will be 
noted, contained no date on which the personnel board was to submit 
tentative compensation schedules for the field services to the depart- 
ments. 

The situation according to the records, then, is this: Prior to July 
10, 1923, apparently little consideration had been given to the pro- 
posal to have estimates for the field service included in the Budget. 
On July 11 the board was planning to submit schedules for the fleld 
services to the departments by November 1. On July 30 the Budget 
Bureau sent out a letter that was noncommittal as to the date. On 
August 13 Mr. Moffett named October 1 as the date, and on August 
21 the board sent for the head of the field division and ordered him 
to have the work done by September 15. 

That record, in my judgment, is one of extraordinary incompetency, 
The law clearly did not require the estimates for the field service to 
be included in the Budget for the fiscal year 1925. It prescribed the 
type of report which the board should make to Congress, and the board 
adopted plans apparently in accordance with the law. Suddenly, in 
July, after work was under way, this matter of estimates was precipi- 
tated into the situation and in little more than a month the field diyi- 
Sion was ordered to have the job ready by September 15. A monkey- 


wrench had been thrown into the machine. What was the explana- 
tion? 


MR. GRAVES PROPOSES THE BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY WOOD-SMOOT. CLASSI- 
FICATION. 


The records contain no clear explanation, but in the minutes of 
August 28, 1923 (p. 85), comes an entry which may be significant, 
“Mr. Graves presented a memorandum of his views with respect to 
the procedure that should be followed in preparing tentative conrpen- 
sation schedules for the field services to be submitted to the depart- 
ments and establishments by September 15. This memorandum was 
ordered filed with the board records, after having failed to receive the 
approvel of the board.” 

This plan of Mr. Graves is so significant that it is here reproduced 
in full. 

(See minutes, August 28, 1923.) 


PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION BOARD, 
Washington, August 28, 1923, 


Circular No. z 


To heads of departments and independent establishments having field 
services: 

1. With reference to Bureau of the Budget circular dated July 30, 
1928, stating, among other things, that compensation schedules for the 
field services would be furnished the departments and establishments by 
the Personnel Classification Board to serve as the basis for a revision 
of the tentative estimates of appropriations for the fiscal year 1926, 
the heads of all departments and establishments haying field services 
are advised that the allocations of field-service positions for the pur- 
poses of the estimates for the fiscal year 1925 will be made by depart- 
mental officers on the basis of the classification schedule promulgated 
under the Executive order of October 24, 1921. 

2. In the case of Grades I, XV, XVI, and XVII the following rates 
will govern in lieu of those provided in the published schedule: 

Grade I. $450, $480, $510, $540, $570, $600, and $630. 

Grade XV. $3,800, $4,000, $4,200, $4,400, $4,600, $4,800, and $5,000. 

Grade XVI. $5,200, $5,400, $5,600, $5,800, and $6,000. 

Grade XVII. $6,000, $6,500, $7,000, and $7,500, 
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3. In making the allocations of field-service positions for the pur- 
poses of the estimates, the departments will consider the duties of all 
employees as reported on Pensonnel Classification Board Forms Nos, 1 
and 3, copies of which are in thelr possession bearing the recom- 
mendations of the heads of the several field stations, but all other avail- 
able information concerning the duties and responsibilities of particular 
positions will likewise be given consideration. 

4. In determining the gradings (for estimate purposes) of positions 
m services supported from unrestricted lump sum appropriations, the 
adequacy of present compensation rates (including bonus) should be 
presumed, and allocations made accordingly, except in cases where 
higher or lower gradings are, in the Judgment of the department head, 
plainly warranted by special conditions. 

5. Where it is desirable to do so on account of differences in living 
and working conditions between particular field stations and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, the heads of departments will be expected to make 
higher or lower allocations than those made in the departmental 
service for comparable positions. Due regard will be given variations 
found at different field stations in working and living conditions, and to 
any other conditions or circumstances of employment which might 
warrant differences in pay ranges for positions at different stations 
which are comparable so far as duties are concerned. 

6. Positions in the several field services not covered specifically or 
by analogy by the classification schedule issued under the Executive 
order of October 24, 1921, will be allocated to the grades which are 
deemed to carry the proper ranges of compensation. 

7. Following the preparation of the estimates, the heads of depart- 
ments and establishments will transmit to the board lists showing the 
tentative grade allocation for each field-service position covered by 
questionnaire (Personnel Classification Board Forms Nos. 1 and 3). 
The board will review these tentative allocations with proper depart- 
mental representatives, making such changes as may be found neces- 
sary with a view to coordinations, and will then modify the schedule 
used for estimate purposes by the addition of grade definitions, and of 
service definitions if the division of the schedule into services is found 
advisable. In this form the schedule will be returned to the depart- 
ments, accompanied by such IIlustrative specifications under the sey- 
eral grades as may be necessary to secure reasonable uniformity of 
action by all services for such revisions in the temporary allocations 
as may be desirable, and for the preparation of the lists required by 
section 6 of the classification act. 

By direction of the board: 

Respectfally, — — 


In paragraph 1 it provides for the utilization of the classification 
promulgated under the Executive order of October 24, 1921. This is 
virtually the same classification which originally appeared as the 
Wood-Smoot bill, which was rejected by the Committees on Civil Service 
of the two Houses of Congress and was overwhelmingly rejected by 
the House, It was totally inadequate as a guide for the classification 
of positions in the District of Columbla and it bore no relation what- 
ever to thousands of positions in the fleld. 

Its inadequacy was met by Mr. Graves in paragraph 4 which called 
for the presumption that existing salaries were correct and for allo- 
cation on the basis of existing salaries “ except in cases where higher 
or lower gradings are, in the judgment of the department bead, plainly 
warranted by special conditions,” and in paragraph 6, which said; 
„Positions in the several field services not covered specifically or by 
analogy by the classification schedule issued under the Executive order 
of October 24, 1921, will be allocated to the grades which are deemed 
to carry the proper range of compensation.” 

Paragraph 7 provides apparently for a review, but obviously a real 
review would have been out of the question where administrators were 
permitted to scramble recommendations for increased rates warranted 
by special conditions, geographical and other differentials, and alloca- 
tions by analogy. A real review and compliance with the law was 
probably never intended. Note the statement, The board will review 
these tentative allocations with proper departmental representatives, 
making such changes as may be found necessary with a view to coor- 
dinations, and will then modify the schedule used for estimate pur- 
poses by the addition of grade definitions and of service definitions tf 
the division of the schedule into services is found advisable.” The law, 
it will be recalled, specifically provides that the board “shall submit 
to Congress at its first regular session following the passage of this 
act schedules of positions, grades, and salaries for such services which 
shall follow the principles and rules of the compensation schedules 
herein contained in so far as these are applicable to the field services.” 
Mr. Graves proposed to follow the law if this course was found 
“ advisable.” 


THE BOARD AGAIN REJECTS MR. GRAVES’S PROGRAM. 


Despite the crisis occasioned by the unexplained, sudden decision 
that the Budget must contain estimates for the field service, although 
the classification act does not so require, the board rejected the pro- 


posals of the representative of the Bureau of Efficiency and proceeded 
to prepare the definitions of services and grades as required under the 
act in an effort to have them ready to submit to the departments by 
September 15. 
CIRCULAR 11 ISSUED TO DEPARTMENTS. 
Under date of September 15 the board issued to department heads 
Circular No. 11, which is as follows: 


PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION BOARD, 
Washington, September 15, 1923. 
Subject: Field Service Compensation Schedules. 
To the heads of departments and establishments having fleld services: 

On July 30 last, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget directed 
the departments and establishments to submit, on September 15, esti- 
mates for personal services in the field in amounts sufficient to cover 
basic salaries and bonus, a revision of such estimates, together with 
complete supporting schedules to be submitted to the Bureau of the 
Budget following the receipt by that date of compensation schedules 
to be furnished for this purpose to the departments and establish- 
ments by the Personne] Classification Board. The board has prepared 
such schedules and is now sending them, under separate cover, to 
the departments and establishments having field services, 

It has not been practicable within the time available to reach a 
final determination on various problems involved or to complete de- 
scriptions of all classes of positions, and these schedules therefore 
are incomplete and in tentative form for estimate purposes only. As 
the work of the field survey progresses compensation schedules for 
the field service will be brought to completion with such reyision 
and change in these tentative schedules as a further study of the 
facts may appear to warrant. The completed schedules will be fur- 
nished to the departments that allocations may be made and lists pre- 
pared to accompany the board’s report to Congress as required by 
section 5 of the act, 

The tentative compensation schedules contain (1) broad vocational 
services including the first four services of the classification act and 
certain additional services; (2) grades within the several services 
with standard compensation ranges; (3) titles and statements of duties 
and typical tasks for various classes of positions, as illustrations of 
the types of work falling within these several services and of the 
levels of responsibility and difficulty represented by the several grades. 

As these typical classes do not cover every kind of position found 
in the fleld service, a position for which no description is furnished 
shall be allocated by analogy to the service and grade in which the 
most nearly comparable classes of positions are found. In allocating 
positions which partake of the duties of two of more classes or 
grades, the predominating duties should control. 

Attention is invited to the provision in section 5 of the classification 
act that the rules in sectlon 6 of the act shall apply in computing 
initial compensation for the field services. 

It will be noted that the positions of employees in maritime services 
such as masters, mates, seamen, deckhands, marine engineers, fire- 
men, etc., engaged in the operation of vessels, tugs, dredges, and 
the like, and positions the duties of which are to perform or 
assist in apprentice, helper, or journeyman work in a recognized 
trade or craft and skilled or semiskilled labor, except those which 
properly come within the definitions of the seyeral services, are 
not provided for in these compensation schedules. Employees in 
such positions, as well as emergency or seasonal employees hired in 
a temporary status at rates fixed locally, should be estimated for 
on the same basis as heretofore, except that any bonus received 
should be included. 

The standard annual rates carried in these schedules are gross 
rates to cover compensation in any form. In many cases employees 
receive, in addition to their salaries, certain privileges and allow- 
ances such as quarters, subsistence, heat, light, laundry, etc., hav- 
ing a money value. In such cases, the department should place 
a value upon the allowances, add the amount to the present cash 
rate, compute the proposed salary according to the standard rates 
as provided in sec, 6 of the act, and then make, for estimate pur- 
poses, the proper deduction for the allowances. 

Suitable deductions should also be made for positions requiring 
only part-time service. 

The board has now under consideration the question of whether 
differentials from the standard rates of pay for the several classes 
of positions should be established to meet peculiar local or geograph- 
ical conditions resulting from variations in prevailing wages, cost 
of living, or other similar factors. The board is gathering material 
bearing on this question and would especially like to secure the views 
of the departments and independent establishments thereon so far 
as positions in thelr respective services are concerned. 

It is believed that the administrative recommendations regarding 
differentials can best be submitted to and used by the board, if the 
departments and independent establishments will report, for each 


position, whether that position should or should not bave any diffe- 
ential treatment in the matter of salaries or wages, and in case it 
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is recommended that the position should have a differential, the 
amount per annum that should be added to or subtracted from the 
standard salary range for the grade to which the position has been 
allocated, to allow for this recommended differential. It is further 
believed that this information can be supplied to the board with 
least effort if it is prepared in connection with the supporting sched- 
ules, required by the Bureau of the Budget, for the estimates of 
salaries for the field service, 

` It is therefore requested that lists prepared in accordance with 
the attached form be submitted to the board not later than October 
15 next, showing for each position estimated for in the field services, 
the following information: 

a. The sheet number of the questionnaire on which this position was 
reported to the board, 

b. The name of the employee. (If vacant, so indicate.) 

e. The employee's present base pay. 

d. The amount of congressional bonus, if any. 

e. The items of allowance which the employee receives. (The fol- 
lowing symbols may be used in indicating various items of allowances ; 
other items for which symbols are not supplied should be explained in 
footnotes) : 

Q. (Quarters.) 

H. (Heat.) 

F. (Fuel.) 

L. (Light.) 

1M. (One meal a day.) 

2M. (Two meals a day.) 

3 M. (Three meals a day.) 

f. The cash value, as estimated by the department, of all the allow- 
ances received by the employee, 

g. The aggregate compensation received by the employee. 

h. The service to which the department has allocated the position. 

i. The grade within the service to which the position is allocated. 

j. The initial rate of pay in accordance with the rules governing 
allocation in the classification act. 

k. A "yes" or no“ answer to the question whether a differential 
is recommended for the position. 

1, If an addition to the standard rates is recommended, the amount 
of this addition per annum. 

m. If a deduction from the standard rates is recommended, the 
amount of this deduction per annum, 

It will be understood that the changes to be recommended in columns 
„k,“ “1,” and “m” relate solely to variations from the standard rates 
made necessary by peculiar local or geographical conditions, They 
should not be used for recommendations regarding a general change 
in the level of the standard rates. Criticisms of the standard rates 
recommended by the board should be submitted separately and should 
not be carried on these sheets. ‘ 

It is earnestly requested that each department and establishment 
carefully examine these tentative compensation schedules and present 
in writing to the board not later than October 15 next such suggestions 
and advice as it may be willing to give as to the adequacy and accu- 
racy of the respective services; of the descriptions of services and 
grades; of the statements of duties and typical tasks of the various 
typical classes; and of the rates of compensation for the several grades 
and for the classes within a grade. 

It is also desired that the board be advised as to the basis upon 
which the department or establishment reached its conclusion with re- 
spect to (1) wage differentials recommended and (2) the value placed 
on the various items of allowances, and that it be furnished with such 
supporting fact material as may be available, 

By direction of the board. 

Very truly yours, 
F. J. Baty, Chairman. 

With circular 11 was a printed document of 222 pages entitled 
“Tentative Compensation Schedules for- Estimate Purposes Covering 
Classes of Positions in the Field Service of the United States, accom- 
panied by tentative descriptions of the duties, responsibilities, and typi- 
eal tasks for certain classes of positions found in the field service 
and showing class allocations to services and grades." (Reference 63.) 
This printed book covered services, grades, and classes that were 
common to two or more organizations. For classes of positions which 
were markedly peculiar to a particular Government organization special 
services and grades were provided, and the descriptions of these special 
services, grades, and classes were mimeographed, These special, pecul- 
jar services were: 

Immigration Service. (Reference 56.) 

Indian Reservation Service. (Reference 60.) 

Lighthouse Service. (Reference 64.) 

Judicial Service. (Reference 65.) 

Customs Service. (Reference 68.) . 

These schedules of services, grades, and classes represented sub- 
stantial compliance with the requirements of sections 3 and 5 of the 
act. Section 5 requires that the principles of the act should be applied 


to the field service, and section 3 contains the following provision re- 
garding the preparation and publication of class specifications: 

“e è + Its regulations shall provide for ascertaining and re- 
cording the duties of positions and the qualifications required of in- 
cumbents, and it shall prepare and publish an adequate statement, giv- 
ing (1) the duties and responsibilities Involved in the classes to be 
established within the several grades, illustrated where necessary by 
examples of typical tasks; (2) the minimum qualifications required 
for the satisfactory performance of such duties and tasks; and (3) 
the titles given to said classes.” 

Four points regarding circular 11 require special emphasis: 

1. Almost everything possible was done to indicate the tentative 
nature of the specifications. 


2, The departments were urged to present suggestions and advice 
with respect to the entire field classification, including services, grades, 
classes, and compensation scales. 

8. The rates used included the value of allowances; that Is, when 
an employee received board and lodging the value of that board and 
lodging had to be deducted from the rates used by the board to arrive 
at the cash rate. The board asked the departments to report the 
yalue of these allowances, 

4, Provision was made to enable the department heads to recommend 
differentials on account of “ peculiar local or geographic conditions," 
and these recommendations were not so scrambled with other recom- 
mendations that they could not be separably stndied. 

The minutes of October 12 contain the following record which may 
be of interest in this connection (p. 106): 

“The chairman read the following communication from the Secre- 
tary to the President, dated October 5: 

„The President directs me to write to you and ask that your 
board confer fully with the heads of the executive departments and 
government establishments concerning any recommendation you con- 
template making in regard to the classification of employees in their 
respective departments.’ 


“The chairman also read a proposed draft of reply, stating that 
the board would endeavor in every possible, practical way to carry 
out the President's wishes, and also pointing out that the allocations 
for District of Columbia positions had been approved by the board 
after conferences between representatives of the board and adminis- 
trative officers or committees appointed by the heads of departments 
an@establishments for this purpose. The proposed reply also invited 
the attention of the Secretary to the President to the marked para- 
grapbs in the attached copy of the board’s Circular No. 11 requesting 
the departments to give their views and suggestions to the board with 
respect to the tentative compensation schedules that should be adopted 
for the field service. 

“Mr. Graves suggested that a letter be addressed to the heads of 
departments and establishments asking their general view of the tenta- 
tive compensation schedules sent to them by the board on September 
15, his thought being that the request in Circular No. 11 was directed 
to the receiving, and would result in the receiving, of suggestions by 
the departments and establishments relating only to details of the 
schedule and would not result in drawing out comment or suggestions 
as tc the principles involved in the setting up of an appropriate 
classification plan for the field services. 

“Mr. Moffett thought that the invitation in Circular No, 11 to, the 
departments and establishments to present their views and suggestions 
with respect to the tentative compensation schedules for the field 
service threw open the door to any comment the departments might 
desire to make either as to the detall of the schedules or the princi- 
ples involved was adequate to cover the purpose Mr. Graves had in 
mind; and that at the present time and until after the receipt by 
the board of the views and suggestions of the departments and estab- 
lishments, as requested by Circular No. 11, it would not be advanta- 
geous for the board to address the heads of departments and estab- 
lishments as suggested by Mr. Graves. The proposed draft of reply 
to the letter of the Secretary to the President was then approved by 
the board, Mr. Graves voting no.“ 

“The board adjourned at 11.45 a. m. > 

“FB, J. BAILEY, 
“ HAROLD N. GRAVES. 
“Guy MOFFETT.” 


BUDGET BUREAU OMITS BSTIMATES POR FIELD. 


Without any explanation whatsoever the minutes of October 25 con- 
tains the following record (p. 108): “The chairman stated that the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget had avised him that he would 
recommend to the President that estimates for classification of the 
field services be not included in the Budget to be submitted to Congress 
for the fiscal year 1922.” After somebody had in the middle of July 
forced the board to make a radical change in its program and get out 
compensation schedules weeks before the board had planned, then with 
greater suddenness and with equal lack of explanation the decision 
regarding including estimates in the Budget was again reversed. 
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THE BOARD ADOPTS THE BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY PLAN FOR THE FIELD. 


One would have expected many meetings of the board to follow such 
a sudden shock but no further meeting of the board was held until 
November 12, 1923. The minutes of that meeting are as follows: 


PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION BOARD, 
November 12, 1923. 


(Record of sixty-sixth meeting.) 


Present: F. J. Bailey (chairman), Guy Moffett, H. N. Graves, Charles 
J. Harbaugh (secretary). 

The board met at 10 a, m., on the call of the chairman, 

The chairman presented a statement (see attached paper) and, after 
it had been read by the secretary, moved that it be adopted and at- 
tached to the minutes of the meeting as outlining the general program 
that should be followed in the future work of the board. 

Mr. Moffett moved that the board adjourn to meet at some hour to- 
morrow In order that he might bave opportunity to consider the pro- 
posed statement of future procedure. This motion was rejected. The 
chairman stated that no argument that Mr. Moffett might present 
against the adoption of the statement would change his vote. Mr. 
Graves, with reference to Mr. Moffett's motion, called attention 
to the fact that the statement presented by Mr. Bailey contained 
no matter that had not been thoroughly discussed previously by the 
board, 

The chairman’s motion was then carried; Mr. Moffett voting “no” 
and reserving the right to file a statement of reasons. 

Mr. Graves was directed to prepare and submit to the board at its 
next meeting a circular letter to the departments and establishments 
giving instructions for carrying into effect the program My gee in 
the statement so far as it affects the field services. 

The board adjourned at 10.30 a. m., to meet at 10 a. m. on Novem- 
ber 13. 

F. J. BAILEY. 
GUY MOFFETT. 
HAROLD N. GRAVES, 


The statement of the future policy of the board reads as follows: 
STATEMENT APPROVED BY BOARD NOVEMBER 12, 1923. 


The act provides a classification system only for officers and em- 
ployees in the departments at Washington. It includes compensa 
schedules divided into five services, each being subdivided into gra 
the grades carrying fixed ranges of compensation. It provides for the 
allocation of positions to grades by the heads of the departments, and 
gives to the Personnel Classification Board the authority to review 
and to revise these grade allocations (sec. 4). The board bus no fur- 
ther authority over allocations. 

The act provides, however, for the establishment by the board of 
such subdivisions of the grades as it may deem necessary. But these 
subdivisions, which are to be termed “ classes,” are not to involve sub- 
divisions of the compensation ranges associated with the grades. 
They are merely segregations or groupings of the positions placed in 
each grade, each group or class to carry the entire range provided for 
the grade as a whole. 

The purpose of these subdivisions, called “classes,” is evident from 
the definition of the term class contained in section 2. It means— 
“a group of positions to be established under tbis act sufficiently 
similar in respect to the duties and responsibilities thereof that the 
same requirements as to education, experience, knowledge, and ability 
are demanded of incumbents, the same tests of fitness are used to choose 
qualified appointees, and the same schedule of compensation is made to 
apply with equity.” 

Exact or even general similarity of duties and tasks is not a pre- 
requisite charactertistic of the positions to be included in any single 
class. All positions in any grade sufficiently similar that the same 
qualifications as to training may be required of new entrants into the 
fields of work represented (and the same tests of fitness may reasonably 
be used) should be placed in the same class regardless of dissimi- 
lsrities in the tasks performed. 

The purpose to be accomplished by the establishment of classes is 
quite apart from the major purpose of the classification act—namely, 
the standardization of salaries. That objective is reached by the as- 
signinent of positions to their proper compensation grades, which are 
the ultimate units, so far as compensation is concerned, without further 
subdivision. Classes are to achieve a purpose which is definitely sec- 
ondary, They are to be used only for the purpose of improving and 
standardizing the practices of the departments and their agent, the 
Civil Service Commission, in the examination and selection of candi- 
dates for appointment. They may eventually have their uses, too, 
when it comes to the preparation of statistics showing the character 
and distribution of personnel, inclading such statements as are em- 
bodied in the annual estimates of appropriations and in the Budget. 

The act requires the board to establish such classes as it may deem 
necessary; that is, necessary to accomplish these incidental purposes. 
There is no warrant for the establishment of à greater number than 


absolutely essential to bring into competition those employees—and 
those candidates for appointment—who are expected to have the same 
educational training. 

To illustrate this point, the board's tentative field-service schedules 
include no fewer than 28 class series for general clerical workers 
(such as internal revenue clerk, accounting clerk, transportation 
clerk, file and record clerk, mail clerk, and so on). The same gen- 
eral qualifications as to training and ability are required in each 
case. Such employments should be consolidated into a single class 
series. 

The act gives the board no authority over the assignment of em- 
Ployees to classes. This authority rests definitely with the heads of 
the departments, who will assign employees to the classes established 
by the board strictly as may be required by the working conditions in 
their organization. 

In connection with the establishment of necessary classes, the act 

requires the board to— 
“prepare and publish an adequate statement giving (1) the duties and 
responsibilities involved in the elasses to be established within the 
Several grades, illustrated where necessary by examples of typical 
tasks, (2) the minimum qualifications required for the satisfactory 
performance of such duties and tasks, and (3) the titles given to said 
classes,” 

This duty is a continuing one, Since the objective sought 1s sec- 
ondary, it should definitely be subordinated to the more important 
work of reviewing and revising grade allocations. As early as prac- 
ticable, however, the board should prepare and issue a statement sup- 
plementing the grade definitions found in the act by such descriptive 
material under each grade as may be necessary to guide the depart- 
ment heads in the making of future grade allocations, It is important 
to note the requirement that the board's statements of duties and so on 
shall follow the classification made under the Executive order of Octo- 
ber 24, 1921, to the greatest extent practicable. 

The allocations as they have.been approved by the board for esti- 
mate purposes. should be required to stand as final allocations, sub- 
ject, of course, to such revisions as the board may find appropriate in 
individual cases. No new allocations should be made, except in the 
case of changes, appointments, etc. 

The requirements of the act relating to the field services are found 
in the following sentences of section 5: 

“The board shall make a survey of the field services and shall report 
to Congress at its first regular session following the passage of this act 
schedules of positions, grades, and salaries for such services, which 
shall follow the principles and rules of the compensation schedules 
herein contained in so far as these are applicable to the field services. 
This report shall include a lst prepared by the head of each depart- 
nent, after consultation with the board and in accordance with a uni- 
form procedure prescribed by it, allocating all field positions In his de- 
partment to their approximate grades in said schedules and fixing the 
proposed rate of compensation of each employee thereunder in accord- 
ance with the rules prescribed in section 6 herein.” 

It is not to be presumed, as the board has been inclined to presume, 
that Congress has committed itself to the policy of providing a classi- 
fication for the field services comparable in principle to that prescribed 
by the act for the departmental service in the District of Columbia. 
The act requires the board to make a survey of the field services and 
to submit a report containing the schedules of positions, grades, and 
salaries for such services, following the principles and rules of the 
schedules provided for the District of Columbia so far as these are 
applicable. 

Only to a limited extent are conditions in the field services com- 
parable to conditions in the District of Columbia. An entirely differ- 
ent system must be provided for fixing and controlling the salaries of 
employees outside the seat of Government. Generally speaking, on 
account of the widely divergent conditions of employment which pre- 
vail in different field establishments and at different stations in the 
same service, and on account also of the fundamental differences in 
the personnel of different services as a result of basic distinctions in 
the character of their functions, each field service should be consid- 
ered for pay-fixing purposes as a separate unit. This is contemplated 
by the act, which refers to schedules for the field services, and never 
makes use of the expression “the field service,” as would have been 
the case bad the intention been to apply common schedules to all 
branches, 

In the second place, as a matter of permanent administration, the 
regulation of compensation rates in the several feld services should 
be left to the heads of the departments controlling those services, sub- 
ject to such limitations as Congress may impose fù fhe annual ap- 
propriation acts. If the board itself is to perform any permanent ad- 


ministrative function at all in connection with the centro! of rates of 
compensation outside the District of Columbia it should be limited to 
the collection and presentation of information to Congress to be used 
as a check upon and a supplement to the recommendations of the de- 
partment heads appearing before the committee of Congress. 
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It goes without saying that under such an arrangement the depart- 
ments, as an obvious matter of good administration, without express 
provision of law, will adjust the rates of compensation for their several 
field services with due reference to the rates prevailing in the adminis- 
trative offices at Washington, as established under the classification 
act. and will at the same time make the necessary allowances for the 
peculiar conditions of employment at different places and relating to 
particular positions which could never be made satisfactorily under 
any scheme using fixed, standard, and uniform schedules. 

Since the board has, up to this moment, conducted its work relating 
to the field services on an entirely different principle, having gone on 
record as favoring standard and uniform schedules, and having, in fact, 
given publication to such schedules in tentative form, it will now be 
in a position of some difficulty in adjusting its program to conform 
to the principles here stated. This, however, is insignificant by com- 
parison with the damage which would follow the prosecution of its 
present program without alteration. The board should immediately 
abandon the effort to complete and perfect the field service schedules 
on the basis of the schedules recently published, and should secure from 
the departments in the simplest possible form their recommendations 
for such alterations in existing compensation rates as they consider 
necessary in order to give to field positions the relationships which 
they should have to the positions in the departments at Washington. 

This could best be accomplished by a circular addressed to the de- 
partments requesting them to recommend gradings for all positions in 
the field services which are comparable to positions in the depart- 
ments, om the basis of the classification schedule issued under the pro- 
visions of the Executive order of October 24, 1921, departing from that 
schedule as they may consider necessary to take into account conditions 
peculiar to particular employments. This would tend to the adjust- 
meut of the salaries of field workers to the basis actually used in the 
District of Columbia classification, but would allow for variations 
when variations are necessary to meet special circumstances. 

It is recognized, of course, that many field-service positions, and 
not a few field establishments as a whole, present characteristics that 
do not exist at all in the departmental service. For these the de- 
partmental officers should be asked to file recommendations for such 
compensation rates as they may consider appropriate. 

In this way the board will find itself in a position finally to pre- 
sent recommendations to Congress, not for permanent legislation of a 
general character but for such action, service by service, as may be 
suitable to the actual needs of the departments. Needless to say, the 
board’s report to Congress could not be submitted, as was originally 
hoped, at the opening of the next session, but it could easily be made 
available early enough to enable Congress to take any action necessary 
before July 1, 1924. 

Mr. Moffett’s dissenting statement, presented December 1, follows: 

DECEMBER 1, 1923. 
Subject: Reasons for negative vote on future policy considered and 
adopted by the majority of the board at its sixty-sixth meeting, on 

November 13, 1923. 

The statement setting forth the interpretation of the classification 
act of 1923 and outlining future procedure, which was adopted by the 
board at its meeting on November 12, is unsigned and its origin is 
not disclosed. The chairman of the board, who presented it, disclaims 
authorship, He stated that any reasons that might be presented or 
arguments that might be made against its adoption would not alter his 
vote. Mr, Graves, the representative of the Bureau of Efficiency on the 
board, also disclaims authorship. Though this statement was first 
presented to the board at this meeting, and though it changes the 
whole policy and procedure of the beard and discards the product of 
several months’ work by a considerable force in the field division, the 
other members of the board evidently felt under some necessity, not 
explained, to take immediate action upon it, and it was approved 
without debate, without giving the Civil Service Commission's member 
on the board opportunity to study it or to confer with his principal. 
Tt is not in accord with the views tbe chairman has previously ex- 
pressed in board discussion or in conversation with the commission's 
representative. It is in accord with the views previously expressed by 
Mr. Graves in most particulars. Mr. Graves stated that he was in 
full accord with every word of the entire statement. It is the first 
time since my connection with the board that the representative of 
the Bureau of Efficiency, Mr. Graves, has been in entire accord with 
any paper that touched upon the policies of the board prepared by 
anyone except himself. 

I was opposed to the adoption of this statement of policy without 
ample consideration. 

An examination of this document, however, disclosed other abundant 
reasons for my negative yote. By its adoption the board accepts inter- 
preiations of the law some of which, in my opinion, are clearly wrong 
and some of which are certainly open to reasonable doubt. It took 
this fundamental legal action without securing any authoritative legal 
opinion from the Attorney General and in the face of the fact that on 
one of these points at least an informal opinion from the office of the 
Attorney General is contrary to the legal conclusion reached by the 
board. 


It fixes as final the allocations of positions in the District of Colum- 
bia which the board had heretofore held to be tentative, for estimate 
purposes only. The initial allocations were made by department heads 
to the Bureau of Efficiency schedule, whereas the law specifically re- 
quires that they shall be made to the grades in the act. The ques- 
tlonnatres on which these allocations are made are faulty in that they 
do not disclose adequate information upon which to make accurate 
allocations; the method of allocation and review was likewlse faulty; 
and no adequate method of correcting inaccuracies is proposed. 

As illustrations of the contortion of language resorted to to support 
the line of reasoning in the statement adopted, there may be cited the 
use of the phrase “ new entrants into the field of work” as a synonym 
for the w “incumbents” in the definitio: of “ class,” and in the use 
of “ educational training” as a synonym for “ education, experience, 
knowledge, and ability’ in the definition of class.“ 

It advances the amazing doctrine that the establishment of class is no 
necessary part of classification but a mere by-product, incidental, and 
speaks confidently of assigning positions to their proper grades without 
outlining any method of doing it. It ignores completely the fact that 
the grades in the act have no entity, except as an aggregation of classes, 
and that the allocation of an individual position is properly determined 
by its identification with some one of the classes coming within the 
definition under a grade. 

It reaches the conelusion that Congress had no intention of providing 
for a classification of field positions comparable in principle with the 
classification of the District of Columbia, aith@mgh Congress directed 
that these same principles be followed in preparing compensation sched- 
ules for the field. True, Congress provided for exeeptions, but it ta 
clear enough that the same classification principles are applicable to a 
great majority of field positions, and to abandon these principles for all 
positions because of the relatively few exceptions is to make the excep- 
tions govern the rule. 

In ordering the discontinuance of the work of perfecting the com- 
pensation schedules for field positions according to plan and requiring 
that allocations of field positions be made to the Bureau of Efficiency 
sehedule, the board abandons the one part of its work which is being 
done in conformity with the principles of the law. 

There is no need, however, to follow step by step through the maze of 
inaccuracies in the statement of facts and fallacious reasoning. The 
best test of the merits of this statement and the policy outlined is to 
note where it finally comes out. In the final analysis it amounts to 
this: That although Congress rejected the Bureau of Efficiency sched- 
ule as a classification device when it was presented in the form of the 
Wood-Smoot bill and enacted a law difforent in principle, the board now 
adopts that schedule as a basis for allocations for both the District of 
Columbia and for the field as a means of carrying out the will of Con- 
gress. ? 

Gur MOFFETT. 

Although the minutes of November 12 showed that Mr. Graves was 
directed to prepare a circular letter to the departments, the minutes of 
November 13 state that the circular was presented by the chairman. 
The text of the circular follows: 

- PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION BOARD, 
Washington, November 13, 1923. 


GRADINGS OF FIELD-SERVICE EMPLOYEES. 


To the heads of departments and independent estadlishments having 
field services: T 


1. In connection with the preparation of schedules of positions, 
grades, and salaries for the field services as required by section 5 of 
the classification act, the board desires to obtain at this time the 
recommendations of the responsible heads of those services with re- 
spect to the proper salary gradings of the field-service positions in their 
respective jurisdictions. 

2. It is accordingly requested that the supervisory head of each field 
service be instructed to formulate, for the use of the board, a list of 
all field-service positions? under his supervision, classified by head- 
quarters or station, showing for each position the following informa- 
tion : 

(a) Name of incumbent. 

(b) Title of position. 

(c) Basic salary rate September 30, 1923, 

(d) Amount of bonus, if any. 

(e) Total salary rate. 

(f) Grade recommended (see paragraphs 3 and 4). 

(g) Range of compensation recommended to be effective July 1, 1924. 


1 Except the following: 

(a) Positions the duties of which are to perform or assist in ap- 
prentice, helper. or journeyman work in a recognized trade or craft, 
when such employees are paid at bourly or daily rates fixed in aceord- 
ance with commercial or trade scales and practices prevailing in the 


locality. 

(b) Positions occupied by laborers, whether skilled or unskilled, paid 
at hourly or daily rates fixed in accordance with commercial or trade 
practic prey g in the locality. 

e 


Positions occupied by emergency or seasonal employees hired on 
porary basis at rates fixed localiy. 
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8. To secure mechanical uniformity as far as practicable, the recom- 
mended ranges of compensation will be expressed in accordance with 
the following schedule of grades and rates, so far as the ranges con- 
tained therein are considered applicable: 


Tentative schedule of grades and rates for fleld-service positions. 


6270 moj 880 so] $300] $420 

80% eol el æl o| 0 

4 pol o| a| noa a ian 
13,140 1,200 1,20 1320| 1,880] 1,440 1,50 
1.820 1,880 1,440 1,500 1.500 | 1,620] 1/680 
1.500 1,580 1,620] 1; 1,7% 1,800] 1,860 
1.680 1,740 1,850 1,80 1,20 1,980 2.040 
1.80 1.820 2.000 2,100 2.20 2300| 2400 
2100} 2.200 2300| 2,400 2500 3, 000 2700 
400 | 2500| 2600] 2,700 2800 2900} 3,000 
700 2800| 2900] 3,000] 3 100 3 200 3,300 
3000| 3100| 3,200] 3/300] 3,400] 3500| 3,600 
3,300 3400| 3,500] 360| 3,700] 3,800] 3,900 
3.500 4,000 2,200 4,400 4,000 480| 5,000 
5,200 5,400 3,000 5,900 6,000 fect. 
6, 000 8,500 7,000 7,500 . 


< 


4. In the case of soe positions, the heads of departments or sery- 
ices may consider that the ranges of pay included in the tentative 
schedule are too broad. Customs laborers at the port of X, for in- 
stance, might conceivably be compensated most satisfactorily in a 
range from an entrance rate of pay of $1,140 to a maximum of, say, 
$1,260, with an intermediate rate of $1,200. In such a case the more 
Umited range will be recommended, the list being prepared to show 
the minimum, maximum, and intermediate rates considered desirable. 
For these cases a special grade designation will be used, made up of 
the number of the grade carrying the rates recommended, with the addi- 
tion of the letter symbols representing the particular rates selected. 
In the example cited the grade for customs laborers at the port of X 
would be designated as grade 5—abe. 

5. In recommending gradings fer field-service positions the heads 
of the fleld services will consider the duties of positions as reported on 
P. C. B. Forms Nos. 1 and 3, copies of which have been retained in the 
departments bearing the recommendations of the heads of the several 
field stations; but all other available information concerning the duties 
and responsibilities of particular positions and all available data with 
respect to conditions of employment, living conditions, and so on, will 
likewise be given consideration. 

6. The basis for the recommended gradings of fleld-service positions 
will be the classification schedule promulgated under the Executive order 
of October 24, 1921. (It will be noted that two lower grades (grades 
c and 1) have been added to the grades contained in the classification 
schedule promulgated under the Executive erder of October 24, 1921, 
and that the rates for all grades have been made to conform to the 
rates prescribed for the corresponding grades under the classification 
act.) Where it is desirable to do so, however, on account of differences 
in living and working conditions between particular Held stations and 
the District of Columbia the heads of field services will be expected 
to make higher or lower allocations than those made in the depart- 
mental service for comparable positions. Due regard will be given 
variations found at different places in living and working conditions 
and to any other conditions or circumstances of employment which 
might warrant differences in pay ranges for positions which sre com- 
parable so far as duties are concerned. Examples of factors which 
should be taken into consideration in this connection are as follows: 

(a) Cost of living. 

(b) Isolation of station. 

(c) Dangerous or hazardous occupation. 

(d) Allowances, such as quarters, subsistence, ete. 

(e) Foreign or colonial service. 

(f) Differences in racial standards (in foreign or colonial service), 

(g) Travel status. 

(h) Irregular or special employment. 

7. The pay tates recommended for employees receiving allowances 


should be net rates—thut is, they should represent the rates to be paid | 


in cash, proper consideration being given to the value of quarters, sub- 
sistence, or similar items furnished by the Government. 

8. Positions in the several field services not comparable with posi- 
tions in the departmental service will be allocated to the grades 
which are deemed to carry the proper ranges of compensation, or to 
special fractional grades (see par. 4) as may be considered appropriate. 

9. The lists, when completed by the heads of the several feld sery- 
ices in an executive department, should be subjected to such review 
and revision by the head of the department or his representatives as 
may be necessary to bring about the largest possible measure of con- 
sistency in the recommendations pertaining to the different services 
under the department. The suggestion is made that the head of each 


field service be required to designate an officer to prepare, under his 


| tematic review of allocation. 


supervision, the gradings of all employees in the service; that the de- 
partment head appoint a departmental officer to have general supervi- 
sion of the work for the entire department; and that the departmental 
officer sit finally with the bureau representatives as a board to con- 
sider together the recommendations relating to the various field 
services involved. 

10. The classification act requires that the action of the depart- 
ments in the allocation of field-service employees shall be taken “ after 
consultation with the board.” In order to carry out the obvious pur- 
pose of this requirement the board will designate a representative to 
serve continuously in each department and independent establishment, 
to advise with the departmental and bureau officers, to aid in the co- 
ordination of the work for the department or establishment as a 
whole, and to render such assistance as may be desired In carrying out 
the instructions contained in this circular. The departments and es- 
tablishments will be advised by separate communication of the desig: 
nations made by the board. 

11, Instructions will be issued subsequently covering such later 
steps as may be necessary to enable the board to complete the field- 
service schedules and to submit the lists of allocations to Congress, as 
required by the classification act. 

By direction of the board: 

F. J. Bar, Chairman, 
ERRORS IN THE BOARD’S NEW STATEMENT. 


A detailed analysis of the statement approved by the board Novem- 
ber 12 and the resulting circular is out of the question, for the reason- 
ing throughout is, to say the least, peculiar. Almost every sentence 
can be questioned, and, taken as a whole, it is an erroneous and mis- 
leading document. A few examples will have to suffice: 

On page 1, for example, the definition of class Is cited from the act, 
“a group of positions to be established under this act sufficiently 
similar in respect to the duties and responsibilities thereof that the 
same requirements as to education, experience, knowledge, and ability 
are demanded of incumbents, the same tests of fitness are used to 
choose qualified appointees, and the same schedule of compensation is 
made to apply with equity.” 

The undisclosed author in his comment makes “training” the 
equivalent of “education, experience, knowledge, and ability” and 
he underscores his words whereby the word “incumbents” in the 
act is translated into “new entrants into the fields of work repre- 
sented.” The word “incumbents” is not synonymous with new en- 
trants and to substitute * new entrants” for the word “ incumbents" 
in the act is to destroy the definition. 

The undisclosed author says that “classes are to achieve a pur- 
pose which is definitely secondary. They are to be used only for 
the purpose of Improving and standardizing the practices of the de- 
partments and their agent, the Civil Service Commission, in the ex- 
amination and selection of candidates for appointment.” He goes on, 
“They may eventually have their uses, too, when it comes to the 
preparation of statistics showing the character and distribution of 
personnel, including such statements as are embodied in the annual 
estimates of appropriations and in the Budget.” 

It is difficult to believe that the undisclosed author can be quite 
as ignorant of the purposes of classes as he makes himself appear. 
The first purpose of the classes required to be developed under the 
grades in the act is to give those grades greater definiteness and 
thereby to permit of accurate allocation and the orderly and sys- 
A second great purpose is to provide 
proper titles for use in estimating and reporting. As the present 
Budget for departments in the District of Columbia abundantly demon- 
strates, a statement of the number of positions by services and grades 
does not give the data required for intelligent consideration of the 
estimates. Far greater detail is required and class titles provide the 
mechanism giving this detail. Classes are needed for the develop- 
ment of sound efficiency-rating systems. 

The undisclosed author names several classes of clerks Fecomnized 
by the field division, which he says should be consolidated, because 
the same general qualifications as to training and ability are re- 
quired in each case. The definition of a class in the act does not 
Say the same “general qualifications as to training and ability“; 
it says the same requirements as to education, experience, knowledge, 
and ability.” The knowledge and experience of a transportation 
clerk, of an internal-revenue clerk, and of a file and record clerk are 


| not the same knowledge and experience. Eyen the Bureau of EM- 


ciency does not employ a file and record clerk when what it needs 
is an accounting clerk. To Jump all clerks together in one nonde- 
script clerk series will not give that greater definiteness of termi- 
nology required for better estimating, accounting, and reporting, as 
well as for better administration, of the personnel system. 


BOARD SUPPLANTS CONGRESS AS POLICY-MAKING AGENCY, 


What the undisclosed author does to the section of the law relating 
to the field service is extraordinary. The act says the board * > *® 
shall report to Congress at its first regular session following the pas- 
sage of this act schedules of positions, grades, and salaries for such 
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services, which shall follow the principles and rules of the com- 
pensation schedules in so far as these are applicable to the field 
services.” The words “which shall follow” are amendatory. They 
do not leaye the matter of following or not following open for the 
board to decide. Congress decided that question. The only excuse 
for failing to obey the mandate of the law would be that as a clear 
matter of fact the principles were not applicable to the field service. 
The work of the field division done prior to November 12 demon- 
strated the applicability of the principle of the classification act of 
1923 to the field services. 

The undisclosed author fs above Congress. He says: “An entirely 
different system must be provided for fixing and controlling the sal- 
aries of employees outside the seat of government,” although Congress 
directed the use of the duties classification, Then follows that curious 
argument attaching importance to the use of the plural “ field services 
in the act instead of the singular “service.” In view of the fact that 
the term service“ is defined in the act and that its use thus defined in 
the singular would have been meaningless in section 5, naturally the 
authors of the act used the plural. 

NEW PLAN IGNORES BUDGET BUREAU. 


The undisclosed author can not have much use for, or faith in, the 
new Budget Bureau because he omits it entirely from his plans for con- 
trolling appropriations for the field services. He says: In the second 
place as a matter of permanent administration, the regulation of com- 
pensation rates in the several field: services should be left to the heads 
of the departments controling those services, subject to such limita- 
tions as Congress may impose in the annual appropriation acts. If the 
board itself is to perform any permanent administrative function at all 
in connection with the control of rates outside the District of Columbia, 
it should be limited to the collection and presentation of information 
to: Congress to be used as a check upon, and a supplement to, the rec- 
ommendations. of the department heads appearing before the commit- 
tees of Congress.” Where in that picture is the Bureau of the Budget? 
Where is the new control over expenditures for personnel? Under the 
undisclosed, author's plan the board would apparently be another “ gum- 
shove” organization, slipping the appropriating committees a little in- 
formation on the quiet rather than a new agency to handle the subject 
thoroughly and with publicity. 

BUREAU OF EPYICIENCY SCHEDULE ADOPTED. 


As was to be expected, in view of the earlier passing of the field 
divisions, the new program winds up by using for the field services the 
classification schedule issued under the Executive order of October 24, 
1921. The House of Representatives may have rejected it—but so much 
the worse for the House. 


WHY DID CHAIRMAN BAILEY CHANGE HIS VOTE? 


It is deeply to be regretted that Chairman Bailey of the board, the 
representative of the Budget Bureau, did not see fit to explain his rea- 
sons for his vote. The minutes say: The chairman stated that no 
argument that Mr. Moffett might present against the adoption of the 
statement would ehange his yote.” On August 28 (minutes, p. 85) he 
had yoted with Mr. Moffett against a similar attempt engineered by 
the representative of the Bureau of Efficiency to ditch the Sterling- 
Lehlbach classification act by administrative action and to substitute 
for it the defeated Wood-Smoot bill. Why did Mr. Bailey change his 
position? Mr. Moffett says of this statement: “It is not in accord 
with the view the chairman has previously expressed in board discus- 
sions or in conversation with the commission's representatives.” (Ref- 
erence 72, p. 2.) A 


BAD PROVISION REGARDING DIFFERENTIALS IN CIRCULAR 13. 


Regarding Circular 13, little special comment is necessary. ‘The 
device for handling differentials, because of cost of living, isolation of 
station, dangerous or hazardous occupation, allowances, foreign service, 
difference in racial standards, travel status, and irregular or special 
employment (p. 6, par. 4), is almost as ridiculous as could be devised, 
The department head under it could put an employee wherever he 
desired in the salury scale and when called upon for an explanation 
could cite one or more of the explanations offered. It does not sepa- 
rate out the elements of the problem so that each can be considered 
intelligently; rather it serambles them so that real control is im- 
possible, ; 

ERRONEOUS STATEMENTS ISSUED, TO PUBLIC. 


Before leaving the report on the field services I should perhaps call 
attention to the last two paragraphs of a statement regarding Circular 
13, approved and issued by the board on November 15. (Minutes, p. 
112.) These paragraphs read as follows: 

“The action by the board conforms to the requirements of the 
classification act, which, so far as the field services are concerned, 
merely stipulates that the board shall make a survey and recommend to 
Congress appropriate schedules of positions, grades, and salaries, ac- 
companied by lists showing the grade allocations recommended by the 
departments for all positions. The act placed no limitations upon the 
board concerning the form and arrangement of these schedules, except 


thut they were to follow the principles of the District of Columbia 
schedules so far as the board considers these principles to apply to 
the felg services. 

“The instructions contained in Circular No. 13 are designed to 
facilitate compliance with the requirement of the law and give no evi- 
dence of an intention on the part of the Personnel Classification Board 
to nullify the provisions of the classification act. The board intends, 
however, to get all the information it can from reliable sources, par- 
ticularly the advice and recommendations of responsible administrative 
officers: In the departments with respect to the form and arrangement 
of the schedules which it will recommend to Congress.” 

Consideration should also be given to answers made by the board 
to one of the questions put to it by a special committee of the National 
Civil Service Reform League. The league's committee asked: 

“ What considerations led the board to abandon the tentative com- 
Pensation schedules dated September 15, 1923, prepared for the field 
service and resort to the schedules set up under the Executlve order 
of October 24, 19217" 

The board replied: 

“The board's compensation schedules dated September 15, 1923, 
were tentative compensation schedules for estimate purposes; that is, 
they were to serve the departments as a basis for estimating pay-roll 
expenditures in connection with their estimates of appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1925. There is, therefore, no question of abandoning 
these schedules, which fully served the purposes for which they were 
designed. The decision not to include provisions in the Budget cov- 
ering the fiscal year 1925 for salaries based upon these tentative sched- 
ules was made by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget.” (Refer- 
ence 77.) 

In this connection the second paragraph of Circular 11 should be 
again quoted : 

“It has not been practicable within the time available to reach a 
final determination on various problems inyolved or to complete de- 
scriptions of all classes of positions, and these schedules therefore are 
incomplete and in tentative form for estimate purposes only. As the 
work of the field survey progresses, compensation schedules for the 
field service will be brought to completion with such revision and 
change in these tentative schedules as a further study of the facts may 
appear to warrant. The completed schedules will be furnished to the 
departments that allocations may be made and lists prepared to accom- 
pany the bogrd’s report to Congress as required by section 5 of the 
act.” 

Mr. Moffett, it should be noted, voted against sending this reply to 
the special committee of the Civil Service Reform League. The 
minutes say: In explanation of his vote with respect to the board's 
reply to Mr. Faught, Mr. Moffett expressed the opinion that the letter 
did not accurately answer Mr. Faught's inquiries.” That probably is 
as courteous a way as Mr. Moffett could bave phrased his reason for 
the negative vote. He also voted against the material prepared to 
explain Circular 13, doubtless for about the same general reason. ‘The 
ordinary man examining the record is forced to the conclusion that 
the majority of the board misstated the facts. 

SUMMARY OF SITUATION WITH RESPECT TO FIELD SERVICES. 

The record relating to the classification of the field services. reviewed 
from the beginning discloses— 

(1) “That at the outset there was substantial agreement among the 
three members: of the board that the classification act and its ad- 
ministration requires the development of compensation schedules of 
services, grades, and classes though the members differed as to the 
best methods of carrying on the work. 

(2) That the representative of the Bureau of Efficiency changed 
his views of the requirements of the law when his proposed methods. 
were not adopted. 

(3) That the representative of the Bureau of EHelency became an 
opponent of the type of salary schedules for the field services that he 
had originally considered necessary under the act. 

(4) “ That thereafter the representative of the Bureau of FEmeteney 
sought on every possible occasion to substitute a mere salary-grading 
scheme based on existing rates of pay and on the Bureau of Efficiency 
Wood-Smoot bill plan which had been rejected by Congress. 

(5) “ That the representative of the Bureau of the Budget voted 
with the representative of the Civil Service Commission in opposing the 
representative of the Bureau of Efficiency. 

(6) “That somebody muddled the matter of Including estimates for 
the field service in the Budget, thereby crippling the work of the field 
division of the board by shortening almost without warning the time 
available for its work. 

(7) “That somehow through this muddling an unexplained situa- 
tion arose which resulted, for an unexplained reason, in making the 
representative of the Bureau of the Budget change his vote involving 
a matter of law without legal advice and adopt a statement or pro- 
gram to guide the board that iè palpably erroneous and misleading, 
but provides for the utilization of the Bureau of Efficiency classifica- 
tion and for shelving section 5 of the classification act. 
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(8) “That the majority of the board, with the representative of the 
Civil Service Commission voting ‘no,’ issued to the public statements 
regarding the work of the board that do not accord with the facts as 
revealed by the minutes and records of the board,” 


CLASSIFICATION IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

The history of the classification of the positions in the District of 
Columbia differs from the history of the field services in the moves 
made, but it has the same end, the adoption by the board, with Mr. 
Moffett voting “no,” of the Bureau of Efficiency classification, “ made 
pursuant to the Executive order of October 24, 1921" (persons not 
familiar with the history of reclassification may wonder why I always 
put in quotation marks expressions like “made in pursuance of the 
Executive order of October 24, 1921," as applied to the Bureau of 
Efficiency classification. The fact is that the classification in sub- 
stance was made long before the Executive order of October 24, 1921, 
was issued. In much its final form it was embodied in Senate bill 1079 
(67th Cong., Ist sess.), introduced by Senator Smoot on April 18, 1921, 
almost exactly six months before the Executive order of October 24, 
1921, was issued. The Executive order of October 24, 1921, by tying 
the classification to the efficiency rating system gave it legal sanction, 
which, in the opinion of many, it had previously lacked), and the 
setting aside of what many persons consider the fundamentals of the 
Sterling-Lehlbach Classification Act of 1923. 

THE BXTENT OF THE RECOGNITION OF THE BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY CLAS- 
SIFICATION IN THH ACT. 

Persons not thoroughly familiar with the classification act have read 
or have been told that it specifically provides for the use of the clas- 
sification “ made pursuant to the Executive order of October 24, 1921.“ 
It is essential to have clearly in mind the precise language relating 
to the use of the Bureau of Efficiency, but before this language is pre- 
sented something should be said of its origin. 

Tho provision relating to the Bureau of Efficiency classification was 
inserted in conference. 

The House had rejected all proposals to require the use of the Bureau 
of Efficiency classification. 

The Senate had adopted a salary schedule which was a compromise, 
The essential points of the compromise were: 

1. The salary schedules adopted the device of defined services and 
defined grades that had been characteristic of the bills of the 
Sterling-Lehlbach group. The Bureau of Efficiency had not used 
services, and It had not defined grades except by the use of a very 
limited number of typical tasks. 

2. The salary schedules related not to individual positions but to 
” classes of positions,” and the bill contained the following frequently 
quoted definition of class: 

“The term ‘class’ means a group of positions to be established 
under this act sufficiently similar in respect to the duties and responsi- 
bilities thereof that the same requirements as to gducation, experience, 
knowledge, and ability are demanded of incumbents, the same tests 
of fitness are used to choose qualified appointees, and the same schedule 
of compensation is made to apply with equity.” 

The Bureau of Efficiency plan did not recognize the class of posi- 
tions as thus defined as the fundamental! basis of classification and made 
no provision for the establishment or use of classes, 

3. Under the first seven grades of the clerical, administrative, and 
fiscal service were inserted many, but not all, of the illustrative 
examples that the Bureau of Efficiency had used to define its grades. 
These typical tasks were rearranged and grouped so that related ex- 
ainples of typical tasks came together as they do in a duties classifica- 
tion, 

4. For the subprofessional service and the custodial service and for 
the lower grades of the clerica], administrative, and fiscal service the 
schedules adopted the principle of having the salary range for each 
grade overlap the salary range for the adjoining grades, which had 
been characteristic of the Bureau of Efficiency scheme. 

5. The salary levels were a compromise, For the lower grades of the 

* custodial service and for the full professional grade of the professional 
and scientific service and the corresponding grade of the clerical, ad- 
ministrative, and fiscal service the rates were higher in the Senate bill 
than in the Bureau of Efficiency plan. For the highest professional 
and administrative positions the rates were higher in the Senate bill 
than in the original Sterling-Lehlbach bills. For the bulk of the 
clerical, administrative, and fiscal employees the differences were mainly 
due to overlapping grades and differences in respect to efficiency in- 
erements and efficiency rating, provided, of course, that allocations of 
positions to classes and of classes to grades would be the same under 
the two bills. 

The Senate, therefore, did not adopt the salary schedule either of the 
Bureau of Efficiency or of the Sterling-Lehlbach group, but a compro- 
mise. 

In conference the conferees struck out all the rearranged illustrative 
examples that had been inserted by the Senate from the Bureau of 
Efficiency classification and they inserted the specific reference to the 
Bureau of Efficiency classification in paragraph 3 of section 3 of the 
act, so that the whole paragraph reads as follows: 


“The board shall make all necessary rules and regulations not incon- 
sistent with the provisions of this act and provide such subdivisions 
of the grades contained in section 18 hereof and such titles and defini- 
tions as it may deem necessary according to the kind and difficulty of 
the work. Its regulations shall provide for ascertaining and recording 
the duties of positions and the qualifications required of incumbents, 
and it shall prepare and publish an adequate statement giving (1) the 
duties and responsibilities involved in the classes to be established 
within the several grades, illustrated where necessary by examples of 
typical tasks; (2) the minimum qualifications required for the satisfac- 
tory performance of such duties and tasks; and (3) the titles given to 
said classes. In performing the foregoing duties the board shall follow 
as nearly as practicable the classification made pursuant to the Exceu- 
tive order of October 24, 1921. The board may from time to time desig- 
nate additional classes within the several grades, and may combine, 
divide, alter, or abolish existing classes. Department heads shall 
promptly report the duties and responsibilities of new positions to the 
board. The board shall make necessary adjustments in compensation 
for positions carrying maintenance and for positions requiring only 
part-time service.” 

The sentence referring to the utilization of the Bureau of Efficiency 
classification, it will be noted, begins, “In performing the foregoing 
duties the board shall,” and so on. To interpret the sentence one must 
know what “the foregoing duties” are. Nothing in the act prior to 
the paragraph quoted relates to the duties of the board; therefore only 
the first two sentences of the paragraph quoted need consideration. 

The first sentence confers on the board permissive powers to “ make 
all necessary rules and regulations not inconsistent with the provisions 
of this act“ and to“ provide such subdivisions of the grades contained 
in section 13 hereof and such titles and definitions as it may deem 
necessary according to the kind and difficulty of its work.” Did this 
sentence stand alone it would have given the board wide discretion, 
but the general powers are restricted by the following sentences which 
make it mandatory on the board to do two things: 

1. In its regulations it must provide for ascertaining and recording 
the duties of positions and the qualifications required of incumbents. 

2. It must prepare and publish an adequate statement giving (1) the 
duties and responsibilities involved in the classes to be established 
within the several grades, illustrated where necessary by examples of 
typical tasks; (2) the minimum qualifications required for the satisfac- 
tory performance of such duties and tasks; and (3) the titles given to 
said classes, 


The direction to use the Bureau of Efficiency classification therefore 
relates directly to the performance of these two duties. The Bureau 
of Efficiency had attempted to ascertain and record the duties of posi- 
tions and the qualifications of incumbents, and therefore it was natural 
that Congress should provide when adopting the other type of classifi- 
cation that the Bureau of Efficiency records should be used so far as 
practicable. The Bureau of Efficiency examples could be grouped or 
could be expanded to make the description of duties required under the 
act or to serve as the required illustrative examples. The salary 
schedules had been modified somewhat to permit of this course, so that 
all the work done by the Bureau of Efficiency would not be wasted. 


THE BOARD ACCEPTS THIS CONSTEUCTION OF THE ACT. 


The minutes of the board for April 30 (56) contain a statement of 
the board's agreement upon the interpretation of certain provisions 
of the law for guidance in the work in relation to the District of 
Columbia. Paragraph 3, which, according to the record, seems to have 
had the unanimous approval of the board, reads as follows: 

“The provision in the last paragraph of section 3, wherein it refers 
to the Executive order of October 24, 1921, means that in developing 
the class descriptions provided for the board shall follow as nearly 
as practicable the classification made pursuant to said Executive 
order.” 

This decision of the board is in full accordance with the act when 
it is interpreted in the light of the history of the act. The sentence 
in the act clearly relates only to the development of class specifica- 
tions. Congress gave the board no further directions requiring them 
to utilize the Bureau of Efficiency classification. Since the Bureau 
of Efficiency classification contained only examples of typical tasks, 
it was obvious that it could not go very far in meeting the legal re- 
quirements for an adequate statement of duties and responsibilities 
and minimum qualifications. The Bureau of Efficiency had, moreover, 
rather prided itself on the fact that its classification contained no 
titles, The law requires titles. 

Since at the time the minutes and records of the board were sub- 


.mitted to the House it had done very little in the way of developing 


class specifications for the District of Columbia, it had not yet entered 
that phase of its work where it was directed to utilize the work of the 
Bureau of Efficiency. That sentence in the law had not become 
operative. 

I do not want it understood that I approve of the board’s delay in 
the preparation of class specifications. In my judgment this delay 
was a distinct violation of the act. 
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CURRENT ESTIMATES FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REQUIRED TO 
CONFORM TO ACT. 


Section 14 of the act reads as follows: 

“That the estimates of the expenditures and appropriations set 
forth in the Budget to be transmitted by the President to Congress on 
the first day of the next ensuing regular session shall conform to the 
classification herein provided, and that the rates of salary in the com- 
pensation schedules shall not become effective until the first day of the 
fiscal year estimated for in such Budget.“ 

This section clearly directed that the estimates submitted to Con- 
gress in the Budget should conform to “the classification herein pro- 
vided.” “The classification herein provided“ obviously relates to the 
whole act in so far as it applies to the District of Columbia; it includes 
not only the compensation schedules contained in section 13 of the 
act but to the duties of the board In developing and applying those 
schedules as these directions are contained in section 3, the provisions 
for allocations of positions to grades and for the review of allocations 
as contained in section 4, and the rules for determining salary rates 
within the grades as contained in section 6, all to be interpreted in 
the light of the definitions given in section 2. 

Section 4 says: “ That after consultation with the board and in 
accordance with a uniform procedure prescribed by it, the head of 
each department shall allocate all positions in his department in the 
District of Columbia to their appropriate grades in the compensation 
schedules,” and section 2 says “the term ‘compensation schedule“ 
means the schedules of positions, grades, and salaries as contained in 
section 13 of this act.” 

Sections 14, 4, and 2 clearly provide that the estimates submitted 
to Congress in the current Budget were to have been based on alloca- 
tions of positions to the salary schedules contained in section 13 of 
the act, made by department heads in accordance with a uniform pro- 
cedure prescribed by the board and subsequently reviewed and possibly 
revised by the board. 


ALLOCATIONS WERE NOT MADE AS LAW REQUIRES. 


The allocations which furnished the basis for the estimates were, as a 
matter of fact, not made in accordance with the act but in accordance 
with provisions of the board’s circular No. 2 issued May 5, 1922, which 
adopted the Bureau of Efficiency schedule in place of the act. Since 
circular No. 2 is, in fact, the basis of the allocations on which the 
estimates were actually based, it is here reproduced in full, although it 
recites sections of the law previously quoted: 

(Circular No. 2.) 
May 5, 1923. 
To heads of departments and independent establishments: 

1. Section 14 of the classification act of 1923 provides: 

“That the estimates of the expenditures and appropriations set 
forth in the Budget to be transmitted by the President to Congress on 
the first day of the next ensuing regular session shall conform to the 
classification herein provided, and that the rates of salary in the com- 
pensation schedules Shall not become effective until the first day of the 
fiscal year estimated for in said Budget.“ 

2. The classification referred to applies only to the civilian person- 
nel in the departmental service in the District of Columbia (including, 
by definition, the municipal government of the District of Columbia, 
the Botanic Garden, the Library of Congress, the Library Building and 
Grounds, the Government Printing Office, the Smithsonian Institution, 
and the equipment shops of the Post Office Department), but does not 
apply to employees of the following classes: 

(a) Teachers, librarians, and school-attendance officers, and em- 
ployees of the community center department under the Board of Edu- 
cation of the District of Columbia. A 

(b) “ Officers and members of the Metropolitan police, the fire de- 
partment of the District of Columbia, and the United States park 
police. 

(c) “The commissioned personnel of the Coast Guard, the Public 
Health Service, and the Coast and Geodetic Survey. 

(d) “Employees in positions the duties of which are to perform 
or assist In apprentice, helper, or journeyman work in a recognized 
trade or craft and skilled and semiskilled laborers, unless they are 
under the direction and control of the custodian of a public building 
or perform work which is subordinate, incidental, or preparatory to 
work of a professional, scientific, or technical character.” 

3. The classification act provides “that after consultation with the 
[Personnel Classification] Board, and in accordance with a uniform 
procedure prescribed by it, the head of each department shall allocate 
all positions in his department in the District of Columbia to their 
appropriate grade in the compensation schedules ” contained in section 
13 of the act, “and shall fix the rate of compensation of each em- 
ployee thereunder in accordance with the rules prescribed in section 6 
herein. Such allocations shall be reviewed and may be revised by the 
{Personnel Classification] Board.” * * * 

4. In order to establish the requisite basis for compiling estimates 
of expenditures and appropriations for personal services in the District 
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of Columbia for the fiscal year 1925, a tentative allocation will be 
made as of May 15, 1923, covering all positions to which the classi- 
fication applies, As soon as practicable following that date reports of 
allocations will be submitted to the board for its review. Allocations 
will in all cases be reported in triplicate on Personnel Classification 
Board Form No, 3, classification sheet, a supply of which may be ob- 
tained from the Public Printer. The following procedure is prescribed 
for filling out the forms and making the tentative allocations to services 
and grades. 

5. For positions (whether occupied or vacant) now allocated to 
grades under the classification schedule promulgated by the Burean of 
Efficiency under the Executive order of October 24, 1921, the informa- 
tion contained on the job classification sheet (efficiency rating Form 
No. 2) now in the files of the departments will be transcribed to 
Personnel Classification Board Form 3, so far as applicable. The 
duties descriptions will be modified as may be necessary to insure an 
accurate and complete statement of fact as of May 15, 1923. 

6. For positions (whether occupied or vacant) not now allocated to 
grades under the Bureau of Efficiency's schedule, Personnel Classifica- 
tion Board Form No. 3 will be prepared by designated supervisory 
officers or employees intimately familiar with the details of the duties 
of the positions. 

7. The classification sheets will be typewritten in triplicate and will 
be signed by the officer or employee who prepares them in the space 
provided. - 

8. The “title of appropriation from which salary is paid,” called 
for by the last item on the sheet, will be supplied by the section re- 
sponsible for the preparation of the pay roll on which the names of 
the employees are carried. E 

9. The classification sheet for each employee will be reviewed and 
signed in the space provided by the head of the bureau or division 
where the employee works or by some one designated by him for the 
purpose. If the reviewing officer desires to add any explanatory re- 
marks they should be written in the space directly under his signature, 

10. On all sheets covering positions now allocated to grades under 
the Bureau of Efficiency’s schedule, the following notations will be 
made in the space provided in the upper left-hand corner of the sheet. 

1. Present grade of position in Bureau of Efficiency’s schedule. 

2. Grade of position as recommended by the Bureau of Efficiency. 

3. Leave blank. 

4. Service to which position is tentatively allocated (as professional 
and scientific, clerical, administrative, and fiscal. See section 13 of the 
act). 

5. Leave biank. 

6. Leave blank. 

11. Positions which for any reason have not been allocated to grades 
under the Executive order of October 24, 1921, will be tentatively allo- 
cated to grades by department beads in accordance with the schedule 
promulgated by the Bureau of Efficiency. (If the schedule contains no 
specifications exactly defining the work of a particular position, the 
head of the department or establishment will allocate the position to the 
grade which in his judgment contains the specification of work most 
nearly comparable.) For such positions the following notations will be 
made in the space provided in the upper left-hand corner of the sheet: 

1. Grade to which position is tentatively allocated in Bureau of EM- 
clency’s schedule, 

2. Leave blank. 

3. Leave blank. 

4. Service to which position is tentatively allocated (as profes- 
sional and scientific, clerical, administrative, and fiscal. See section 13 
of the act). 

5. Leave blank. 

6. Leave blank. 

12. The completed classification sheets should be assembled, num- 
bered serially by major organization units, and transmitted to the 
board in triplicate not later than June 1. They will be accompanied by 
lists, in duplicate, of all positions reported, arranged by appropriations 
from which basic compensation is payable, showing the following: 


Grade of ition in 
Basic com- 
Bureau of Efficiency’s 
pensation. schedule, 


18. Requisitions on the Public Printer for the required quantity of 
the classification sheet (P. C. B, Form No. 3) should be submitted im- 
mediately to the board, which will assemble the requisitions of all 


branches in order to expedite printing. In estimating the quantities 
required allowance should be made for the submission of the sheets to 
the board in triplicate. 

By direction of the board: 


Respectfully, W. W. Warwicxs, Chairman. 
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Paragraphs 10 and 11 are the most significant ones, They provide 
that allocations by department heads should be made not to the salary 
schedules contained in the act but to the Bureau of Efficiency sched- 
ule. For positions which had previously been allocated under the 
Bureau of Efficiency schedule, the old allocations were to be reported. 
For positions which had not previously been allocated, analogy was 
to furnish the basis. The only use which was to be made of the act 
was in connection with stating in which broad service the position 
was to fall. 


BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY SCHEDULE WAS NOT THE ACT IN LETTER OR 
SUBSTANCE. 


Apologists for the board say the salaries in the Bureau of Efficiency 
schedules were made to conform to the salary schedules contained 
in the act and therefore the violation of the act is in letter only 
and the results arc the same. I know of no person thoroughly con- 
versant with the subject matter, outside of the Bureau of Efficiency, 
who takes this position. 


BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY SCHEDULE HOPELESSLY INADEQUATE FOR STAND- 
ARDIZATION. 


The Bureau of Efficiency system of classification was almost uni- 
versally opposed, because its illustrative examples were entirely inade- 
quate both as to number and comprehensiveness to serve as the basis 
for a reasonably uniform and accurate allocation of positions. They 
described briefly and inadequately less than 300 different typical tasks, 
whereas the number of typical tasks really necessary te secure uni- 
formity and accuracy in the allecation of positions in the District of 
Columbia covered by the act approaches 5,000. Everyone who knows the 
Government service knows that few positions involve one typical task. 
‘Almost every job involves many different though often related tasks. 
To give a standard for classifying the positions, one must give 
both the things which section 3 of the law prescribes, namely, a state- 
ment of the duties and responsibilities of the several classes of posi- 
tions illustrated where necessary by examples of typical tasks and 
a statement of the minimum qualifications required for the satis- 
factory performance of such duties and tasks. Without such stand- 
ards the allocation of positions becomes almost a farce. 

My conviction is and has always been that the act clearly requires 
the development of class specifications under the several grades con- 
tained In the compensation schedules prior to the allocation of posi- 
tions to grades by the department heads. Section 4 requires the board 
to prescribe a uniform procedure to guide department heads in making 
allocations. This procedure is part of its regulations; and I have 
always construed the sentence in section 3 requiring the ascertaining 
of duties and the preparation and publication of class specifications 
as binding in section 4. Support is lent to this construction by the 
fact that the salary schedules in section 13 relate not to individual 
positions but to “classes of positions.” Each service definition in 
the act prescribes that the service shall include “all classes of posi- 
tions in the service the dutles of which are“ and each grade defini- 
tion provides that the grade shall include “all classes of positions 
the duties of which are.” And the word class is defined in section 2. 

BY A 2-TO-1 VOTE BOARD ADOPTS DIFFERENT INTERPRETATION. 


To me it Is somewhat astonishing to find in the minutes of April 
80 that so able a lawyer as Judge Warwick voted with Mr. Graves 
against Mr. Moffett in favor of the following interpretation of the act: 

“The law requires the establishment of classes with duties, quali- 
fications, and titles but not prior to the allocation of positions to 
grades.” (Minutes, p. 56.) 


CURIOUS ILLOGICAL DIVISION MADE OF WORK OF THE BOARD. 


April 30, when Judge Warwick voted for the doubtful interpretation 
of the act, was the same date on which the work of the board was 
divided between two divisions, one under the leadership of an employee 
of the Bureau of Efficiency and the other under the leadership of 
an employee of the Civil Service Commission, when it must have 
been known that each division would proceed upon a different funda- 
mental conception of the nature and purposes of classification. (Min- 
utes, p. 57.) 

If the House Committee on Reform in the Civil Service decides 
to make further inquiries with respect to the classification situa- 
tion, it would seem to me highly desirable to secure from Judge War- 
wick, if he is willing to furnish it, a statement of the reasons that 
led him to reach this interpretation of the act and to adopt one 
plan of precedure for the District of Columbia and a radically different 
one for the field. His vote with respect to the field was in my 
opinion in full accord with the letter and spirit of the law and 
the dictates of sound sense in practical classification procedure, I 
can not say as much for his vote with respect to the District of 
Columbia. 

MR. MOFFETT’S VOTE ON APRIL 30 EXPLAINED. 


Mr. Moffett voted as I should have voted under the circumstances, 
On May 15 (Minutes, p. 61) he filed his reasons for dissenting from 


the vote of the board regarding the work in the District of Columbia. 


This document is here produced in full (reference 28). To make 
part of it clear it should be stated that on the same day, with Mr, 
Moffett voting “ no” (Minutes, p. 56), the board had decided that: 

“The law requires that when classes are established the range of 
rates of compensation for the classes in a grade shall be the same 
range of rates of compensation as are shown in the compensation 
schedules.” 

Mr. Moffett in his explanation of his dissent said: 

(Memorandum.) 
PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION BOARD, 
May 12, 1923. 
Subject: Reasons for dissent to action of board as indicated in min- 
utes of its twenty-ninth meeting on April 30, 1923. 

In my opinion, the board's interpretation of the provisions of the 
classification act of 1923, as stated under paragraphs numbered 1, 2, 
and 4 of the minutes of April 30, is incorrect. 

The act, after defining certain terms used therein, and outlining 
the organization of the board, states that the board shall make nec- 
essary rules and regulations; that It shall subdivide the grades, pro- 
vide such titles and definitions as may seem necessary according to 
the kind and difficulty of the work, and that its rules and regula- 
tions shall provide for ascertaining and recording the duties of po- 
sitions and the qualifications required; and, further, that the board 
shall prepare and publish an adequate statement giving the duties 
and responsibilities involved in the classes to be established within 
the several grades, the minimum qualifications required, and the 
titles given to such classes, 

The rules under which initial compensation is to be determined, 
under section 6, in paragraphs 2 and 6, provide that the minimum 
of the grade, or class thereof, shall govern; indicating that the Con- 
gress expected the board might establish minimum and maximum 
rates for a class within a grade of narrower range than is pro- 
vided for in the grade itself, which would necessitate the establish- 
ment of classes prior to allocation. 

In section 9, which provides for changes in compensation on the 
basis of efficiency ratings, it is required that efficiency rating systems 
shall set forth the degree of efficiency which shall constitute ground 
for “(a) increase in the rate of compensation for employees who have 
not attained the maximum of the class to which their positions are 
allocated,” and (e) decrease in the rate of compensation for employees 
who, at the time, are above the minimum rate for the class to which 
their positions are allocated.” 

In the compensation schedules under section 13, the services and 
each grade within the several services are described as including all 
classes of positions, the duties of which are to perform” work of a 
particular character or certain degree of responsibility, and these defi-- 
nitions describe the services or grades only in terms of the classes 
which are to be established within them. 

From the several provisions of the act cited, it is clear that the 
“class” defined In the act should be the basis for allocations; that 
individual positions should be allocated to classes; and the classes, 
in turn, allocated to the proper services and grades. 

To assume that the Congress intended individual positions should 
be allocated directly to the grades as the board has held, is to assume 
that in requiring the establishment of classes and in defining the 
classes that should fall within the several services and grades, Con- 
gress acted without purpose, as no other purpose is stated or im- 
plied—an assumption which is wholly unwarranted. The purpose of 
the Congress is clear, both in these specific provisions, and in the 
act taken as a whole; that positions which are comparable within 
the definition of the term “class” should be thrown together; that 
classes should be allocated by the board to the proper grades and 
services; that a standard definition of the class should be developed 
and published for the use of department heads in making allocations of 
individuals under the rules of section 6 of the act. 

So much for the legal side. On the practical side, as well, the neces- 
sity of standardization by classes is obvious. One purpose of classi- 
fication is to equalize the pay allowed for similar work; to standard- 
ize the purchase of personal services much as we have already 
standardized the purchase of material. The necessity for specifications 
of kinds of personal services to bring about uniformity is as evident 
as is the necessity for specifications for material, 

The definitions carried in the act of the classes falling within the 
services and grades are so broad and general that they are subject to 
great variations of interpretation. When one allocates a position 
direct to a grade he interprets the broad and general phraseology de- 
fining the grade as including that kind of position, and he must, if he 
is consistent, allocate every like position to that same grade. In other 
words, he creates a class but the definition of that class remains in 
his own mind and his action is not subject to inspection or review by 
anyone else who may follow after him. He may give his definition 
orally to others; and, dependent upon his ability to convey and their 
ability to comprehend and retain his thought, they, too, may allocate 
on the same basis. Whether he will make the same allocation of the 
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same kind of position to-morrow or next week depends upon the re- 
tentive capacity of his brain. Written language imprisons thought and 
when this device for recording thought and transmitting it with 
greater certainty to others is available, one is lacking in prudence if he 
undertakes to rely upon such variable things as memory, attention, 
comprehension, etc. The obvious thing to do is to set down in writing 
the characteristic things about a particular job that will identify that 
kind of position so all the work may conform to the same standard and 
be made subject to intelligent review. When the great variety of 
positions to be allocated is considered, the fact that it is impossible to 
carry in the memory all the data necessary to differentiate between 
positions and that this data must of necessity be committed to paper 
becomes all the more striking, 

While it is true that even if all allocations were to be made by one 
man he should, as a practical means of maintaining uniformity in his 


> own decisions, set down in writing the standards by which he is to be 


guided, it is wholly impracticable for a considerable number to make 
allocations with even a reasonable degree of uniformity in the absence 
of such definite standards, When you increase the number to include 
all those who will be concerned in making allocations throughout the 
departments in Washington the probability of error is greatly in- 
creased; and lacking any means of making an effective review the re- 
sult will be failure to secure the desired uniformity across departmental 
lines. 

It is only by bringing together for comparison positions involving 
work in the same field that full comprehension may be gained of the 
progressive degrees of responsibility and attainments involved as a 
basis for dividing positions in that field horizontally into grades, an 
likewise class descriptions outlining these levels are necessary to accū- 
rate allocation. 

The broad and general phraseology describing the classes in the 
various services and grades should be interpreted by the board rather 
than leave that interpretation to the varying judgments of the different 
persons in the departments and on the staff of the board who will be 
called upon to make decisions regarding allocations from day to day, 
and the board’s interpretation should be communicated to all concerned, 
The development of adequate class specifications and the allocation of 
these classes to grades would be the means of expressing the board’s 
decisions as to the interpretation of descriptions of the yarious grades 
in definite and detailed form and furnish standards by which alloca- 
tions may be made and reviewed with a certainty of reasonable uni- 
formity. 

In regard to the board's decision under 2, as stated heretofore, the 
language found in various places in the act, especially in section 6 
and section 9, indicates clearly that the Congress expected the board 
might find it desirable to establish ranges of pay for a class within a 
grade of narrower limits than are provided for the grade itself, other- 
wise the reference to classes is robbed of all meaning. 

On the practical side of this question also it seems clear that it 
would be wise for the board to establish narrower ranges for certain 
classes of positions than those fixed for the several grades. For ex- 
ample: The salary ranges for the lower grades in the clerical services 
overlap—an employee who enters the lowest grade of the clerical 
service, which requires no previous experience, in many lines of work 
is an apprentice, and as soon as he acquires certain training should 
move to the next higher grade. To permit the payment of higher 
salaries to the apprentice than to the experienced worker when there 
is a natural avenue for promotion to the experienced grade is not 
sound business practice. Again, in the higher grades, where the range 
is from $3,800 to $5,000 in one, and from $6,000 to $7,500 in another, 
and where it is admitted that it is practically impossible to develop 
any system of determining the relative efficiency of employees as a 
basis for fixing rates of pay, it seems to me, as a practical proposition, 
that the board might establish classes, some within the lower half of 
the entire range and some within the higher half of that range ac- 
cording to the degree of responsibility of the positions rather than to 
leave the department head, with freedom under a lump-sum appropria- 
tion, to promote an employee from the minimum of $3,800 to 85,000 
or from $6,000 to $7,500 without any control being exercised over 
him through efficiency ratings or other device. 

As to 4, it is my opinion, as indicated in the foregoing, that when 
the Congress in section 14 provided that the estimates for the next 
fiscal year should conform to the classification therein provided it 
meant all of the classification therein provided and not a part of it. 
It seems to me that it can not be successfully disputed that the classi- 
fication provided in this act includes the development of class specifica- 

tions and uniform titles and allocations of individual positions to 
classes, and that the Congress intended that the estimates should be based 
upon such an allocation, and that the detail of the estimates submitted 
by the Budget Bureau to the Congress should show by the titles cf 
positions for which appropriations are to be made the classes to which 
individual positions haye been allocated. 

As to the organization agreed to by the board, involving the estab- 
lishment of two divisions reporting directly to the board, it is my 
opinion that all modern business experience points to the desirability of 
having one executive head charged with the administration of all the 


activities of the board, so that there may be unity of plan and pro- 
cedure and undivided administrative responsibility. Two divisions 
headed up to a three-member board are likely to grow along different 
lines away from each other and through lack of unity in effort and 
viewpoint reduce the effectiveness of the organization. ; 
Guy MOFFETT, 
Member Personnel Classification Board. 


THE M'REYNOLDS BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY PLAN FOR THE DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA, 


On May 3 (Minutes, p. 59) Mr. McReynolds, of the Bureau of 
Efficiency, submitted his plans for the District service, which fur- 
nished the basis for Circular No. 2, already quoted. Mr. McReynolds’s 
program (reference 24) reads: 

May 2, 1923. 
PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION BOARD. 


Recommendations for the immediate work of the District of Columbia 
division of the board. 


Section 14 of the classification act provides: 

“That the estimates of the expenditures and appropriations set forth 
in the Budget to be transmitted by the President to Congress on the 
first day of the next ensuing regular session shall conform to the 
classification herein provided, and that the rates of salary in the com- 
pensation schedules shall not become effective until the first day of the 
fiscal year estimated for in such Budget. 

It is apparently necessary for the board immediately to take up the 
question of securing at least a tentative classification of depart- 
mental positions in order that the department heads may prepare their 
estimates for personal services in the District of Columbia during the 
fiscal year 1925 on the basis of the services, grades, and rates of com- 
pensation carried in section 13 of the act. The final estimates must 
be in the hands of the Bureau of the Budget on or before September 
15, and the tentative classification of all departmental positions 
should be completed and approved by the board well in advance of that 
date, 

With the exception of the municipal government of the District of 
Columbia, the Government Printing Office, the Bureau of Engraving * 
and Printing, the Library of Congress, and the main equipment shop 
of the Post Office Department, the positions in all branches of the 
District of Columbia service have already been allocated to grades in 
the classification schedule prescribed by the Bureau of Efficiency, 
which is the basis for the grades carried in the classification act, It is 
believed that the existing allocations, where concurred in by the 
Bureau of Efficiency, should be accepted as correct for estimate pur- 
poses. However, for the purpose of securing information as to the 
number of positions in the several grades and as a basis of deter- 
mining their distribution by services the departments should be re- 
quired to submit to the board a new classification sheet for each posi- 
tion covered by the act. 

For the positions which haye been classified under the Bureau of 
Efficiency’s schedule, the classification sheets should be prepared by 
transcribing the sheets already in the files of the respective offices. 
Each sheet should be noted to show (1) the grade assigned under the 
Bureau of Efficiency’s schedule, and (2) the grade recomnrended by the 
Bureau of Efficiency. It should also carry the department's recom- 
mendation as to the service in which the position should be placed. 

For positions which haye not been allocated to grades under the 
Bureau of Efficiency’s schedule, including all positions in those offices 
which have not been classified under the Executive order of October 24, 
1921, classification sheets should be prepared by designated departnrent 
officers, and the positions should be tentatively allocated to grades 
under that schedule and to services as prescribed by the act, the sheets 
to be noted accordingly. (Positions to be placed in the clerical- 
mechanical service should be allocated directly to the grades as specified 
in the act. Such positions are, of course, relatively few in number 
and will require special treatment.) 

The sheets should be prepared in triplicate, all three copies being 
transmitted to the board for its review of the allocations. 

A draft of a proposed classification sheet and letter of instructions to 
departments is submitted for the consideration of the board. If the 
form is approved by the board for printing and furnished promptly to 
the departments by the Government Printing Office, it is believed that 
the completed sheets should be in the hands of the board not later than 
June 1. The sheets should then be reviewed in the District of Colum- 
bia division. Where the division concurs in the allocations made by 
the departmental officers, it is believed that the allocations should be 
approved by the board. In cases of disagreement, it is proposed that 
the facts be presented fornrally to the board and instructions sought, 
As soon as the review is completed (which should be about July 15), 
the original sheets should be returned to the departments, to be used 
as the basis for their estimates. The two copies should be retained, 
one for the division's use in preparing tabulations for the Bureau of 
the Budget and subsequently in preparing class specifications, and the 
other as a permanent record of allocations, to be kept current by 
reports of changes from the departments. 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE 
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PERSONNEL, 


It is requested that the board obtain the immediate detail of Mr. 
II. II. Rapp from the Bureau of Efficiency to act as my assistant. 
It is also recommended that the following details be requested, effec- 
tive within the next two weeks: 

From the Bureau of Efficiency: Mr. V. G. Croissant, Mr. T, F. 
Murphy, Mr. P. N. Peck, Mr. Paul Rapp, and Mr. J. V. Bennett, 

From the Department of Agriculture: Mr. Edson (Plant Industry). 

From the Navy Department: Mr. McPherson (Navy). 

From the Treasury Department: Mr. Hubert (Internal Revenue), 
Mr. Schoeneman (Assistant Secretary's office), or Mr. Valentine (Public 
Debt Service). 

I shall request two additional departmental details later, and I 
believe that with this personnel working In teams that it will be pos- 
sible to furnish the departments all necessary assistance and to review 
the classification sheets for the board within the time limit suggested 
above. 

In view of the urgency of the work here outlined, it is believed 
proper to omit for the present any discussion of subsequent steps. 
These will, of course, include the subdivision of grades into classes and 
the preparation of class specifications, and the preparation of schedules 
of deductions on account of maintenance, tasks which should be under 
taken by the division immediately following the completion of the 
work sketched above. These matters will be made the subject of sub 
sequent recommendations. r 

Wu. H. MCREYNOLDS, 


Mr. Moffett, of course, voted against the Bureau of Efficiency plan 
and filed the following explanation of his dissenting vote (Refer- 
ence 63): 

PERSONNEL CLASSIFICATION BOARD, 
May 19, 1923. 
(Memorandum.) 


Subject: Reasons for dissent to the action of the board in adopting the 
program of work presented by the chief of the District of Columbia 
division in his memorandum of May 2, 1923. 

My objections to the interpretation of the act to meañ that alloca- 
tions may properly be made directly to the grades and that this will 
satisfy the requirements of Congress as to the estimates have been 
Stated heretofore. 

The plan submitted for the immediate work in the District of Colum- 
bia covers only tentative allocations for estimate purposes and is 
apparently intended only as a temporary expedient, and it follows that 
for the purpose of final allocations under definite regulations prescribed 
by the board some other plan must be pursued. 

Though the board has held that under the law individual positions 
may be allocated directly to the grades defined in the act and that this 
will fulfill the requirements of the law that the estimate shall con- 
form to the classification provided“ in the act, the plan adopted does 
not propose that allocations shall be so made. 

The law provides that the heads of departments shall make the allo- 
cations. to the grades in the act, which shall be reviewed by the board, 
but this plan provides that they shall report allocations already made 
to the classification schedule under the Executive order, or, where new 
allocations are necessary, that they shall allocate to that schedule, a 
procedure for which there is absolutely no warrant in the law for esti- 
mate or any other purposes, 

Certainly allocations made by department heads to the Executive 
order schedule can not be rightfully considered as allocations which 
“conform to the classification provided” in the act as required in 
section 14. 

The classification provided under that schedule was defeated in the 
Congress, illustrative examples from that schedule carried in the pres- 
ent law as it passed the Senate were stricken out in conference, and 
the one reference to that schedule in the present act has been construed 
by the board as applying only to the development of class specifications, 
Yet the board by its adoption of this procedure makes this rejected ma- 
terial the basis for tentative allocations by department heads and the 
board, “ to conform to the classification provided" in the act. Instead 
of following what is in the act, it follows what was left out of the act. 

As the board has held that allocations might be made directly to the 
grades in the act, the only proper procedure to have adopted to conform 
to its own interpretation of the law, in my opinion, would have been 
to have required allocations by department heads for estimate pur- 
poses directly to the grades in the act, or if it accepted the principle 
that some interpretation of the broad definitions of the services and 
grades was desirable and preferred the shadow of Illustrative examples 
to the substances of class specifications, then it should have developed 
illustrative examples more comprehensive by far than those found in 
the Executive order schedule distributed under the appropriate services 
and grades to serve as a guide to the departments in making allocations 
and to the board in making its review. 

The argument presented in support of this plan was that, allocations 
having already been made to the Executive order schedule and the 
grades in that schedule being readily translatable into the grades in the 


act, the work on which to base sufficiently accurate estimates was 
already largely done, requiring only the bringing of that data up to 
date. 

This memorandum shows, however, several large establishments yet 
to be covered, and the plan does not contemplate the use of_ the 
material already in the hands of the Bureau of Efficiency, but requires 
the departments to prepare three additional copies of each classification 
sheet, and the time-saving advantages claimed for the plan wholly 
disappear. 

These classification sheets can not in my opinion be used as a basis 
for final allocations, because the form used is not so designed as to 
bring out sufficiently detailed information, and it does not provide for 
any agreement by the employee as to the statements of fact, as does 
the feld questionnaire adopted by the board. 

It would therefore have been as economical of time, so far as 
preparation of estimates is concerned, to have required the preparation 
of questionnaires on a new form which would have been adapted for 
use later in making final allocations and would have obviated the 
necessity of requiring the departments to do the work all over again 
at a later date. . 

The plan outlined is further defective, in my opinion, because it 
provides no practical method of reviewing allocations of like positions 
in the several departments to secure uniformity across departmental 
Hines and includes no provisions for the use of persons having special 
knowledge of particular lines of work in making this review. 

Guy MOFFETT, 
JUDGE WARWICK LEAVES THE BOARD. 


The minntes for June 26 contain the following entry, “ Upon invi- 
tation of the board, Mr. F. J. Bailey, assistant to the Director of the 
Bureau of Mines, was present. Mr. Bailey has been designated by the 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget as his alternate to be a member 
of this board and chairman from July 1 next. Mr. Warwick, who 
has served as representative of the Bureau of the Budget, will retire 
from the service of the bureau on June 30.” 

PROVISION FOR THE REVIRW OF ALLOCATIONS OF POSITIONS. 

The next important reference in the minutes to the District of 
Columbia classification is under date of July 20, 1923. (Minutes, 5, 
77.) The minutes read: 

“Tt was agreed that the District of Columbia classification sheets 
when presented by the chief of the District of Columbia division to 
the board for approval of the allocations to services and grades, should 
be accompanied by a memorandum showing for each individual case of 
disagreement, from the allocation finally requested by the department, 
the sheet number, the service and grade requested by the department 
or establishment, and the service and grade recommended by the chief 
of the District of Columbia division for board approval. It was also 
agreed that the chief of the District of Columbia division should give, 
in this memorandum or verbally to the members of the board, such in- 
formation, developed in the consideration of the division of the classi- 
fication sheets for each organization as would be of particular assist- 
ance to the members of the board in considering the recommended 
allocations. It was further agreed that the classification sheets when 
presented to the board for approval of the indicated allocations should 
be accompanied by a list giving for each Individual the board sheet 
number, the name of the individual, his present title, his present basic 
compensation rate, his present total compensation rate (including 
bonus), the service and grade recommended for allocation, and the 
amount of compensation under such allocation as determined by the 
provisions of section 6 of the classification act.” 

It relates to that vital matter in classification work, the review of 
the allocations of positions to their appropriate grades under the act, 
thereby determining the salaries. 


MR. MOFFETT REPORTS THE RESULTS OF EXAMINING SEVERAL THOUSAND 
ALLOCATIONS, 

On August 24 (Minutes, p. 84) is this brief notation: “ Mr. Moffett 
presented a statement relative to allocations for estimate purposes 
made by the District of Columbia division. The statement was ordered 
filed with the records of the board.” (Reference No. 53.) 

Mr. Moffett’s statement reads as follows: 

MINUTES, AUGUST 24, 1923. 
(Dissenting opinions.) 


Statement filed with Personnel Classification Board relative to action 
on tentative allocations for estimate purposes made by the District 
of Columbia division. 

I have carefully examined the tentative allocations for estimate 
purposes as recommended by the District of Columbia division of the 
board In several thousand individual cases and find a considerable num- 
ber that, in my opinion, on the basis of the information presented on 
the classification sheets, appear to be Inaccurate and lacking in uni- 
formity as between departments or bureaus, This examination has 
confirmed the opinion I expressed at the time the program for this 
division’s work was adopted—that it was not practicable to make even 
reasonably accurate allocations in the absence of definite specifications 
of classes of positions, 


1924. 


I find also that in many. instances the elassifieation sheets do not 
contain sufficient information to enable one to make definite decisions 
as to proper allocations. For example, it may be shown that an 
employee is performing work of different degrees of difficulty or respon- 
sibility which might justify allocation in any one of several grades, 
but information is lacking as to which of the several tasks predomi- 
nates. Many of the classification sheets, apparently, are prepared for 
entire groups, in the most general language, that gives little real indi- 
eation of the actual tasks performed, and therefore are of little value 
in determining proper allocations. 

The fault lies partly in the form of the questionnaire and partly in 
the procedure under which it was prepared. The questionnaire is not 
designed to bring out the information in such detail as is essential, and 
the preparation of the duties statements in many instances seems to 
have been left to persons so far removed from the job that they could 
given only a vague general statement instead of detailed statements of 
actual tasks. In otber cases the descriptions appear to be based on 
decisions reached by the preparing officer that an employee should be 
allocated in a certain grade, and an attempt has been made to so 
describe the job as to make it fit that grade rather than to give the 
actual tasks performed and leave the decision to the board. 

In a number of cases which I have discussed with the chief of the 
District of Columbia division I have been informed that allocations 
of certain positions the accuracy of which I questioned were not based 
wholly upon the Information contained on the classification sheets but 
in part upon additional information secured by representatives of the 
division while in conference with representatives of the departments 
or offices concerned. This additional information was not reduced te 
writing or made a part of the statements on the classification sheets, 
and therefore the board is placed in the position of being expected to 
act on less information than its representatives had when they reached 
tbeir conclusions. This fact alone makes it impossible to adequately 
review the work done. 

It seems clear to me that the board's records should inelude all the 
information upon which the recommended allocations are based, that it 
might not be placed in the position at some future time of having to 
defend an allocation on the ground that some agent of the board heard 
something about the position, no one knows exactly what, that influ- 
enced the decision. The law clearly requires that the board both 
“ascertain” and record“ the duties of positions. 

Another essential item of information Jacking is detailed organiza- 
tion charts and comprehensive statements of functions ef each unit 
as a key to the statements on the classification sheets and to the 
relative degrees of responsibility imposed upom the individual em- 
ployees. 

Lacking all this essential information, and in the absence of definite 
standards in the form of class specifications with uniform titles as a 
means of quickly bringing together samples of comparable positions in 
different offices, it is not practicable to make an adequate and intelli- 
gent review of the work done within the time available. 

The board is under obligation to advise the departments and offices 
ef the allocations as approved for estimate purposes by September 1 if 
at all possible. The District of Columbia division has been working 
in accordance with a program adopted by the board over my pretest, 
and I do not wish to obstruct in the completion of a task which wil! 
tax that division even under the most favorable circumstances. 

The board has clearly indicated in its statement of future policy, 
approved August 21, 1923, with respect to the classification of positions 
in the District of Columbia, that these alloeations will not be considered 
as final allocations for pay purpeses, but as tentative for estimate pur- 
poses only, and that class specifications will be developed and used in 
making allocations for pay purposes prior to July 1, 1924, giving op- 
portunity for such changes in allocations ef individuals as the facts 
may warrant. 

In view of all the facts stated, I feel that I can not properly and 
consistently indicate that I consider these allocations as being generally 
sutisfactory by giving them my formal approval. While I shall con- 
tribute what I can to the board's work by expressing my opinion upon 
disputed cases, and cases that may come to my notice which appear 
clearly out of line, and those concerning which I feel I have adequate 
fuformation upon which to form an opinion, acting on the assurance 
of the board's statement of future policy, I will be content generally 
to pass the remainder of these tentative allocations without specific 
ebjection for estimate purposes only. 

Gur Morrerr, Member. 
WHOLE PROGRAM OF BUREAU OF EFFICIENCY FOR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
TOTALLY DEFECTIVE. 


What Mr. Moffett says regarding the allocations of positions to 
grades made by the District of Columbia division of the board, com- 
posed mainly of employees of the Bureau of Efficiency, is obviously 
correct. The Bureau of Efficieney program had been defective in the 
following vital particulars: 

1. The questionnaire used by the Huresu of Efficiency for getting 
data was inadequate. 

2. The methods used in getting the questionnaires filled out were 
defective. = 
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3. The staff of workers representing the central classifying agency 
was too small for so large a job. 

4. The central staff was not sufficiently diversified in respect to the 
knowledge, training, and experience of its members and as a conse- 
quence persons who knew little about the kinds of work being handled 
classified the positions, 

5. The organization and procedure was defective because it followed 
primarily the organization units of the Government, so that a few rep- 
resentatives of the classifying agency passed on all the allocations 
for a given organization without having special qualifications to deal 
with all the work being done in it and without adequate consideration 
of how similar work in other organizations was handled. 

6. No adequate device was adopted for securing. uniformity in initial 
allocations and for facilitating comparisons and reviews of allocations 
across organization lines, 

7. No provision was made to permit of an orderly, systematic, and 
rapid hearing of criticisms, complaints, and suggestions from em- 
ployees or from organizations or groups with detailed knowledge of the 
werk in particular sciences, professions, or eallings, 

8. No device was adopted for joining all parties who had a common 
‘ase regardless of the organization in which they might be and after 
hearing that case thoroughly settling it by a single decision that would 
have disposed of the complaints of many individuals. 

These defects in the work program adopted at the instance of the 
Bureau of Efficiency inevitably produced the results disclosed in Mr. 
Moffett’s memorandum. Had the board been willing to profit by the 
suggestions of persons with wide experience in classification and per- 
sonnel administration, such as Fred Telford and Robert Clothier, many 
of the defects found by Mr. Moffett would have been avoided. Both 
these recognized authorities submitted valuable memoranda and sug- 
gestions to the board. (References 11 and 14.) 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ALLOCATIONS AT OUTSET CALLED TENTATIVE. 


The original excuses for falling to comply with the Jaw and for 
adopting questionable devices were the necessity for haste, and the oft- 
repeated statement that the allocations were tentative only for esti- 
mate purposes. In the opinion of all experienced persons with whom I 
have discussed the matter the excuse of lack of time is regarded as 
absurd. With the work of the congressional] Joint Commission on the 
Reclassification of Salaries, the revision of it embodied in the first 
Lehlbach bill, and the work done by the Bureau of Efficiency as the 
basis for the development of class specifications it would have been a 
comparatively simple matter with an adequate force well organized and 
directed to have done a thoroughly respectable piece of work in plenty 
of time for the estimates in such a way that there would bave been 
a real and not a pro forma review of the allocations by the board. 
(See memorandum presented to board by Fred Telford, reference 14.) 

It would be interesting to know to what extent Chairman Bailey, of 
the board, was influenced in voting to approve the allocations made to 
the Bureau of Efficiency classification on the ground that they were 
tentative and for estimate purposes only; and to go further back in the 
history of the board and to learn to what extent Judge Warwick in 
voting with Mr. Graves, the Bureau of Efficiency representative, for the 
use of the Bureau of Efficiency classification instead of section 18 of the 
act was influenced by the assurance, as contained In Circular No. 2, 
that the allocations were tentative for estimate purposes only. 

To say that the allocations were tentative only for estimate purposes 
did not excuse the adoption of a bad working program, but it did lead 
to the general acceptance of low standards for the conduct of the 
work all along the line. Mr. Moffett’s memorandum of August 24 
(reference 84, this manuscript, page 70) clearly shows that his course 
in passing the allocations made by the District of Columbia divisien, 
“without specific obection for estimate purposes only” was taken on 
the board's statement of future policy, which he thus states in his 
memorandum : 

“The board has clearly indicated in its statement of future policy 
approved August 21, 1923, with respect to the classification of posi- 
tions in the District of Columbia, that these allocations will not be 
considered as final allocations for pay purposes, but as tentative for 
estimate purposes only, and that class specifications will be developed 
and used in making allecations for pay purposes prior to July 1, 1924, 
giving opportunity for such changes in allocations of individuals ss 
the facts may warrant.” 


TENTATIVE ALLOCATIONS MADE FINAL WITHOUT GENERAL REVISION. 


The statements that the allocations were tentative and for estimate 
purposes only were doubtless made by some if not all the members of 
the board in entirely good faith, but on November 12 at that peculiar 
meeting of the board, when the statement by the undisclosed author 
was adopted as the policy of the board, thereby reversing the prior 
policies of the board, the tentative allocations of the board were In 
general made permanent without further general investigation and 
review, (Minutes. p. 109 et seq. See pp. 30 to 36, this manuscript.) 
The paragraphs of the statement bearing on this point read: 

“In connection with the establishment of necessary Classes, the act 
requires the board to— 


“prepare and publish an adequate statement giving (1) the duties and 
responsibilities involved in the classes to be established within the 
several grades, illustrated where necessary by examples of typical 
tasks, (2) the minimum qualifications required for the satisfactory per- 
formance of such duties and tasks, and (3) the titles given to sald 
classes,’ 

“This duty is a continuing one. Since the objective sought is sec- 
ondary, it should definitely be subordinated to the more important work 
of reviewing and revising grade allocations. As early as practicable, 
however, the board should prepare and issue a statement supplement- 
ing the grade definitions found in the act, by such descriptive material 
under each grade as may be necessary to guide the department heads 
in the making of future grade allocations. It is important to note the 
requirement that the board's statement of duties and so on shall fol- 
low the classification made under the Executive order of October 24, 
1921, to the greatest extent practicable. 

„ne allocations as they have been approved by the board for esti- 
mate purposes should be required to stand as final allocations, subject, 
of course, to such revisions as the board may find appropriate in in- 
dividual cases. No new allocations should be made, except in the case 
of changes, appointments, and so forth.” 

By the statement adopted on November 12 the job of substituting 
the Bureau of Efficiency classification for the classification prescribed 
under the act was made complete for the District of Columbia. 


SUMMARY OF SITUATION WITH RESPECT TO CLASSIFICATION IN THB 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


The minutes and records regarding the classification of the positions 
in the District of Columbia reveal the following: 

1. By a two to one vote. the representative of the Bureau of the 
Budget voting with the representative of the Bureau of Efficiency. de- 
partment heads were required to make allocations to the Bureau of 
Efficiency schedules, which had been rejected by the House of Repre- 
sentatives in substantially the form used, whereas the act directed that 
the allocations should be made to section 18 of the act. 

2, Nothing in the act authorized this use of the Bureau of Efficiency 
classification. 

3. The board did not establish and define classes of positions within 
the several grades under the act and adopted no other device to bring 
about uniformity of interpretation by the several departments. It is 
believed that its failure to establish classes within the grades was in 
violation of the spirit of the act, if not of its letter. 

4. The personnel, organization, and procedure of the District of Co- 
lumbia division of the board, under the direction of an employee of 
the Bureau of Efficiency and made up mainly of employees of the Bureau 
of Efficiency, were entirely inadequate to the task imposed upon the 
board by the act. 

5. The initial allocations made to the Bureau of Efficiency schedules 
by the District of Columbia division abounded in errors. 

6. Possibly because of the statements that these allocations were 
tentative and for estimate purposes only, the board never made any 
adequate review of the allocations. 

7. Because of the obvious errors in the allocations examined, the 
representative of the Civil Service Commission was unable to give his 
pro forma approyal of these tentative allocations. 

S. Without further general review of the allocations and without 
ever complying with the requirements of section 4 of the act, the board 
on November 12, over the protest of Mr. Moffett of the Civil Service 
Commission, voted to make these tentative allocations to the Bureau 
of Efficiency schedule final without further general review. 

9. The net result is to adopt the Bureau of Efficiency classification 
which was rejected by the House and never received the endorsement 
of the Senate. 

SUGGESTED REMEDIES. 


Your request to me did not call for suggestions as to what can be 
done to remedy the classification muddle. Possibly the amount of time 
that I have given to classification and to the present assignment of 
examining the minutes and records will justify me in venturing certain 


suggestions. 
HEARINGS. 


I do not think any valuable purpose would be served by holding 
committee hearings at which individual employees or groups of em- 
ployees would be heard with respect to errors of allocation. It is 
common knowledge +that this city fairly seethes with individual com- 
plaints, and the committee hardly needs hearings to find it out. 
Congress has no machinery whereby these individual complaints could 
be investigated, much less corrected on any individual basis. There 
is no legislative remedy. It is an administrative matter. 

Hearings would, in my judgment, be exceedingly valuable if con- 
ducted to fill in the important gaps in the records to explain what at 
the present time is unexplainable. It would, I believe, be sufficient 
if the committee called only the members of the board and their prin- 
cipals, because they could explain the reasons for their action and 
possibly show extenuating circumstances not contained in the records. 
Judge Warwick should be called, if hearings are held, or be asked to 
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submit a statement to the board as he was chairman on April 30 when 
the board made its curious decision to divide the work into two parts 
and to adopt a different plan and policy with respect to each part. 

If the committee desired to go further it might hear representatives 
of some of the organizations that bave a general interest in the mat- 
ter, such as— 

The women’s committee for reclassification of the clvil service, 
representing 

American Association of University Women. 

National League of Women Voters. 

General Federation of Women’s Clubs. 

National Women's Trade Union League. 

National Women’s Christian Temperance Union. 

National Council of Women, 

American Home Economic Association. 

Nationa! Federation of Business and Professional Women. 

The National Civil Service Reform League. 

The National Federation of Federal Employees. 

The American Association of Engineers. 

The organizations haye all made general public protests against the 
work of the board. 

The American Economic Association, the American Statistical Asso- 
ciation, the American Association for Labor Legislation, and the Amer- 
ican Sociological Society have all appointed committees of investiga- 
tion and protest bécause of the work of the board in the classification 
of positions in their general field. The American Library Association 
has a similar committee. These committees are chiefly concerned with 
the classification of particular professions, and any testimony from 
them would relate to general principles in respect to their professions 
or sciences rather than to that allocation of individual positions. 

The committee might also desire to hear some of the recognized 
authorities in this field, such as— 

Mr. E. O. Griffenhagen, of Griffenhagen Associates of Chicago. 

Mr. Fred Telford, of the Bureau of Public Personnel Administration, 
of Washington. 

Mr. Robert Moses, secretary of the New York State Association, 

Mr. Robert Clorhicr, of Scott & Co., Philadelphia. 


LEGISLATIVE REMEDIES. 


So far as I can see, only two legislative remedies for the situation 
are available: 

1. A resolution directing the board to make a new allocation for the 
District of Columbia to classes, established und defined under the 
grades, and to submit a report for the field services containing com- 
pensation schedules consisting of definitions of services and grades to 
be accompanied by class specifications in the form prescribed by section 
3 of the act. 

2. An amendment to the act abolishing the Personnel Classification 
Board and transferring all its powers and duties to the Civil Service 
Commission or some other one agency possessed of public confidence 
and respect and competent to handle matters relating to personnel. 
If such a transfer is made all jurisdiction over efficiency rating should 
be given to the Civil Service Commission. 

I can not recommend the device of the resolution directing the board 
to do anything. The typical methods of the board have been too devi- 
ous. Its record to date is such that no one can hold it in high regard. 
It would even seem preferable to have the whole classification job 
frankly assigned to the Bureau of Efficiency than to continue the 
present farce of a board that is scarcely functioning at all. Mr. 
Moffett and the Civil Service Commission should either be entirely 
relieved of all responsibility for a job that they can not indorse or 
commend, or else the commission should be given full undivided re- 
sponsibility with respect at lenst to classification proper. Some other 
arrangement conceivably might be arrived at with respect to fixing the 
salaries for the several classes of positions after the classification is 
complete. The Civil Service Commission is the only agency on the 
board which has shown any vision, any real conception of the require- 
ments of the situation. The Civil Service Commission, as at present 
constituted. is realizing its great opportunities for constructive service, 
and it can safely be trusted with the whole classification job. In my 
opinion, nothing in its long record reflects greater credit upon it than 
the record of its representative on this otherwise hopeless Personnel 
Classification Board. 

The records show that Congress ought to change the administration 
of the act, and it would be my recommendation that full responsibility 
for all matters relating to central personnel administration be vested 
in one organization—the Civil Service Commission. 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under the special order, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. STENGLE] is recoguized for 10 
minutes. 


Mr, STENGLE. Mr. Speaker, in view of the importance of 


the hour, I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend my re- 
marks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Speaker, I regret exceedingly that upon 
this momentous occasions every Member of this House is not 
in his seat. Some of us, no doubt, regard reclassification in a 
light vein, but we should consider that the allocations and 
fixations connected with the reclassification act of 1923 directly 
affect the welfare and the future happiness of more than 200,000 
citizens of this Republic engaged in the performance of a 
public duty, the end of which should mean the satisfaction 
and the guaranty of happiness to every one of the 110,000,000 
people in this country. 

I know of no better day upon which my distinguished friend 
from New Jersey [Mr. LEHLBACH] could open up and expose 
the rottenness that has been going on and is now going on in 
the Personnel Classification Board, for did not the distin- 
guished man whose hirth we celebrate to-day once say that we 
might fool all the peuple a part of the time, a part of the people 
all the time, but that we could not fool all of the people all of 
the time? Some gentlemen here in the last few months have 
seemed to be somewhat dismayed and disconcerted because I 
have frequently asked direct questions. 

On January 10 I questioned the wisdom of granting appropri- 
ation to the Department of the Interior for personal service, 
to be expended under the reclassification act of 1923, if the said 
act was to be interpreted by the Personnel Classification Board 
as at present guided and directed by the Chief of the Bureau 
of Efficiency. 

January 11 I spoke against the present system of efficiency 
rating, as it rewarded pets of rating officers and frequently 
punished unjustly those who were faithfully performing their 
public duty. 

On January 18 I introduced a bill (H. R. 5723) providing for 
the repeal of the act of February 28, 1916, which took away 
from the United States Civil Service Commission the direction 
cf the service rating of Federal employees and lodged same in 
a new and independent Efficiency Bureau, with a sort of roving 
commission to do what it pleased, how it pleased. 

January 19 I warned this House that conditions and per- 
formances in the Personnel Classification Board were contrary 
to the act of 1923, and said: 


I am not talking for political effect, but rather to utter a word of 
warning to those Members of this Congress who have not had to do 
with Budget making and reclassification. In my opinion you have been 
misled, not intentionally possibly by those who are here speaking but 
by those who are hiding behind some little committee-room door, who 
have been handing the dope to these men here to speak on this floor. 


I knew then, as you have learned from the lips of our col- 
league [Mr. LEHLBACH] to-day, that matters were in a terrible 
shape in that Personnel Classification Board. Possibly I 
should have exposed the whole thing then, as has been done 
to-day, but I wanted to give the father of the reclassifecation 
law a fair chance to look after his child. 

On January 21 I again warned this House to go slow in ap- 
proving appropriations until we had before us something tan- 
gible in the way of a report from the Personnel Classification 
Board and pointed out to my colleagues that the field service 
was not receiving the treatment which the act of 1923 pro- 
vided for it. At that time I inserted in the Rxconbp a_brief 
statement from an expert showing how the Personnel Classi- 
fication Board was totally ignoring the intent and purpose of 
that reclassification act. 

On February 2 I again warned this House that things were 
wrong in the reclassification and allocation work and de- 
manded that a certain report made to Chairman LEHLBACH by 
a well-known classification expert be spread upon the minutes 
of this House so that every Member might see for himself 
what conditions existed. I was compelled to take some little 
abuse for my trouble at that time, but, gentlemen, I had right 
on my side and did not mind the excoriation which I received, 
for I was in a position to place my hand on the things you 
have learned about to-day and knew that in a very short time 
truth would prevail. : 

On February 5 I again called attention to the reclassification 
matter and assured Mr. LEH LBACH that, because of the fact that 
men and women of both great political parties were employed 
in the various Federal departments, I had no desire to make a 
partisan matter out of the now certain exposure which had to 
come. I knew then and even 10 days before then that the 
expert, Mr. Meriam, had reported to Mr. LEHLBACH that things 
were not right in that classification board and that to confirm 
and support his claim he had rendered a written report on the 
subject. 

And now you have the facts before you, and I trust you will 
act and act quickly to destroy every vestige of the unholy work 
of that Personnel Classification Board. If we allow one line ef 


the work done by that board to remain and the thousands of 
injustices to continue, every one of us should be driven from 
public life. 

To-day you have the facts before you, gentlemen. I hold 
here a slight illustration of the work that has been so illegally 
and unjustly done, a list of 200 employees in one department in 
the city doing exactly the same work, performing exactly the 
same duties, at four different kinds of salaries that are divided 
according to the rule, I suppose, of “pets,” “near pets,” and 
“no pets at all.” 

I hold here a letter setting forth the conditions across the 
park, in the Library of Congress, where men who for years 
have worked seven days a week and bought their own uni- 
e are refused a modicum of relief by the classification 

ar 

I ask, Mr. Speaker, in order to save time and permit the 
Committee on Appropriations to proceed with its activities, 
that I be permitted to read into the Recorp the following 
article, entitled: 


Disgraceful rottenness revealed in Classification Board methods— 
Trickery on part of Bureau of Efficiency disclosed— Will of Congress 
arrogantly ignored—For whose profit? is asked—Further investigation 
now necessary. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp for the pur- 
pose indicated. Is there objection? 

Mr. COLTON. May I ask what is the article? 

Mr. STENGLE. The article is a description of the work 
of Mr. Meriam, reduced to a summary, thus avoiding the ne- 
eessity of printing 80 pages of copy, as it appears in the Fed- 
eral Employee for February, 1924, a weekly publication issued 
in Washington. . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Following is the article referred to: 

DISGRACEFUL ROTTENNESS REYRALED IN CLASSIFICATION BOARD 
METHODS—TRICKERY ON Parr or Brreav or Erricimncy Dis- 
CLOSED—WILL OF CONGRESS ARROGANTLXY IGNORED—For Wos 
PROFIT? is ASKED—FURTHER INVESTIGATION Now NBCESSARY. 

(By Luther C. Steward, President of the National Federation of 

Federal Employees.) 
NOTICE TO MEMBERS, 


Officials of the National Federation of Federal Employees have been 
for weeks past engaged in collecting the evidence of a conspiracy to de- 
fraud Federal Workers and to defeat the will of Congress as expressed 
in the reclassification act of 1923. The point has now been reached 
where it is expected that before this number of the Federal Employee 
is in the hands of our members definite steps will have been taken 
to uphold the will of Congress, to clear up the mess into which the 
Bureau of Efficiency and its supporters bave gotten reclassification, 
and te bring about a fair deal for all through the medium of a proper 
reclassification as contemplated by law, 

LUTHER C. STEWARD, President. 


THE COMING STORM. 


“As chairman of the committee which reported the act and saw to 
its passage through the House, as well as one of the conferees when 
the bill was finally adopted and became a Jaw March 4, 1923, and ever 
since the convening of Congress, I have given great study to the man- 
ner of administering the act by the Personnel Classification Board. I 
have gone through countless documents and, as I say, I haye given it 
great study, and within a very few days I intend to place before the 
House the facts as I have found them and my conclusions thereon, 
However, before I am in a position to do that completely and thor- 
oughly I would rather not anticipate what I shall have to say at that 
time.“ (FREDERICK R. LEHLBACH, in the House of Representatives, 
February 5.) 

Replete with persistent and perfidions efforts om the part of the 
Bureau of Efficiency to nullify the ,reclassification act, the secret pra- 
ceedings of the Personnel Classification Board as revealed by congres- 
sional inyestigation disclose some ef the most high-handed, star-cham- 
ber methods that haye ever disgraced American politica! life. 

Mere mercenary tools in the interest of sabotage and favoritism, the 
Burean of Efficiency is revealed in the proceedings to haye arrogantly 
ignored the will of the Congress as expressed in the classification act 
and with diabolical cunning to have sought to frustrate all efforis 
toward real classification. 

Present disclosures demand even further investigation. 

What interests are making a cat's-paw of the Bureau of Efficiency? 
Who is to profit through the failure of real classification? Who are 
the persons holding positions of trust with the power und temerity 
thus te ridicule the Congress of the United States? 
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The bold as=wmince of the Bureau of Efficiency warrants the assump- 
fion that the bureau has most powerful backers, political powers that 
did not even hesitate to use the office of the Chief Executive to accom- 
plish their ends. Else why was it that despite the specific instructions 
in the classification act under which the Personnel Classification Board 
was working, despite the expressed intentions of the board not three 
weeks before to secure suggestions from department heads, why, in 
sPite of all this, did the board receive a letter from the Secretary to 
the President, under date of October 5, as follows: 

“The President directs me to write to you and ask that your board 
confer fully with the heads of the executive departments and Govern- 
ment establishments concerning any recommendation you contemplate 
making in regard to the classification of employees in their respective 
departments.” 

On December 20, 1923, the House of Representatives passed a resolu- 
tion calling upon the Personnel Classification Board to submit its min- 
utes and records to the House. The ‘papers submitted in accordance 
with this resolution were referred to the Committee on Reform in the 
Civil Service, of which Hon, FREDERICK R. LEHLBACH, of New Jersey, 
is chairman. 

Mr, Lextracn then asked Mr. Lewis Meriam, of the Institute for 
Government Research, to review the papers and to submit a report. 

Mr. Meriam’s report covers 80 pages of typewritten manuscript, in- 
cluding quotations at length from the minutes and records. The report 
is temperate in tone; it is fairly free from adjectives, and it does not 
attempt to characterize the Bureau of Efficiency ; but it fully sustains 
every charge made by the National Federation of Federal Employees, 

The situation with respect to the classification of the field service is 
even worse than that disclosed in the defrauding of Federal employees 
in the District. 

At the outset the board was unanimous in its interpretation of the 
section of the act that requires it to develop for the field services 
schedules of positions, grades, and salaries which shall follow the 
principles and rules of the compensation schedules of the act in so far 
as they are applicable to the fleld services. But when his colleagues on 
the board refused to adopt his work pregram for the field survey, 
Harold N. Graves, representative of the Bureau of Efficiency, changed 
his views regarding the kind of schedules of grades and salaries re- 
quired by the act. 

WHY, MR. GRAVES, WHY? 


The act meant one thing provided Mr. Graves could dictate the 
methods; but it meant something entirely different when the work pro- 
gram of Mr. Moffett, of the Civil Service Commission, prevailed. 
Thereafter Mr. Graves became the active opponent of the work of the 
field division of the board and ultimately by secret methods, not fully 
disclosed by the records, succeeded in wrecking the field division and 
shelving its work, the only part of the work of the board that was 
being done in full compliance with the letter and spirit of the act. 

Mr. Moffett's plan was not only in harmony with the act; it also was 
developed along the lines which have been followed and perfected in 
other jurisdictions which have adopted modern classifications, based on 
duties, responsibilities, and necessary qualifications. 

Why, then, did Mr. Graves change his views regarding the require- 
ments of the act? Why did he refuse to profit from the experiences in 
some other jurisdictions which have adopted classifications? 

It is regretted that lack of space in The Federal Employee prohibits 
quoting in full the documents in which Mr. Graves states his views. 
A few extracts from Mr. Graves's statements therefore will have to 
suffice : 

“The program which the board has approved takes no cognizance of 
the fact that, due to the legislative practice of supporting field estab- 
lishments generally out of unrestricted lump-sum appropriations, the 
rates of compensation of the field personnel, as fixed by administrative 
authority virtually without restriction, are in the main adequate and 
proper; at any rate preserve the relationships which in the judgment 
of the responsible organization heads should prevail between employ- 
ments of different types. 

“As an additional consequence of the proposition adopted by the 
board to base its classification upon the supposed similarity of posi- 
tions without regard to departmental lines the board necessarily is 
deprived of any practicable means of controlling its classification 
work, as it proceeds from the standpoint of cost. There is consider- 
able support for the view that the reclassification of field-service 
positions should not result in a material increase, if an increase at all, 
in the expenditures for personal services outside the seat of Govern- 
ment; in other words, that, generally speaking, the existing appro- 
priations, including the appropriations for the so-called $240 bonus, 
would be adequate to pay proper rates of compensation to all em- 
ployees. Whether or not this is precisely the case, the present pay- 
roll expenditures should at all stages of the board’s work be used as a 
control over the classification of positions.” 

SUDDENLY—A MONKEY WRENCH! 


Fully to appreciate the scientific standards of Mr. Graves and the 
Bureau of Efficiency one must note that these assertions regarding the 
adequacy of existing rates of pay are in Mr, Graves's memorandum of 
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May 7, 1923, written before the survey of the field services required 
by section 5 of the act had even been started. 

Verdict first, evidence afterwards! 

Why bother with a survey to determine the facts when the country 
possesses a Harold N. Graves and a Herbert D. Brown who can state 
that salaries are adequate without any real investigation? 

The board proceeded to make the survey of the field services as 
required by the act despite Mr. Graves, and everything was proceeding 
fairly smoothly when somebody suddenly threw a monkey wrench 
into the machine. The act obyiously intended that the estimates for 
the appropriations to reclassify the field services should be contained 
in the special report of the Personnel Classification Board to ba 
made to Congress as required under section 5 of the act. 

The board had until about November 1 to perfect its schedules 
based on the results of its survey. Suddenly, without warning and 
without explanation, the monkey wrench came in the form of an 
order issued late in August that the Budget must contain estimates 
for a reclassified field service and that schedules of services, grades, 
and classes must be issued to the departments by September 15. 

The records do not disclose who threw the monkey wrench, but Mr 
Brown’s man, Harold Graves, was right there with the Bureau of 
Efficiency emergency wagon, 

To fix things up all that was necessary was for the board to adopt 
for the field services the Bureau of Efficiency schedule which had 
been devised for and used in the District of Columbia. 

To be sure, that classification schedule contained nothing which 
would serve as a guide for the proper classification of thousands of 
field positions which have no counterpart in the District of Columbia, 
and it has generally been regarded as totally inadequate as a guide for 
uniform classification even in the District of Columbia. But Mr, 
Graves was ready with a real answer. His proposed circular of instruc- 
tions said: 

“4. In determining the gradings (for estimate purposes) of posi- 
tons in services supported from unrestricted lump-sum appropriations 
the adequacy of present compensation rates (including bonus) should 
be presumed and allocations made accordingly, except in cases where 
higher or lower gradings are, in the judgment of the department's head, 
plainly warranted by special conditions.” 

What could have been simpler than to allocate positions to salary 
grades on the basis of existing rates of pay including bonus? Why 
bother to observe the requirements of the act regarding (1) duties and 
responsibilities involved in the classes to be established within the sev- 
eral grades, illustrated where necessary by examples of typical tasks, 
(2) the minimum qualifications required for the satisfactory perform- 
ance of such duties and tasks, and (3) the titles given to said classes? 

The act says, too: In determining the rate of compensation which 
an employee shail receive the principle of equal compensation for equal 
work, irrespective of sex, shall be followed.” 

With such petty details of the law's requirements, a great efficiency 
expert like Mr. Graves has simply nothing to do. What he said in 
effect was, Classify em by present rates of pay and bonus and let 
‘em go at that.” 

“ON AGAIN, OFF AGAIN!” 

The board, however, bad not yet been reduced to the stage of sub- 
mission necessary to make it abandon the requirements of the act. 
Chairman Bailey, representing the Budget Bureau. voted with Mr. 
Moffett against scuttling the ship, and they went ahead to bring about 
an honest reclassification of the field services on the basis of duties 
and responsibilities and necessary qualifications. 

Tentative schedules of services, grades, and classes based on the sur- 
vey of the field services were issued to the departments under date of 
September 15 to serve as the basis for tentative allocations for esti- 
mate purposes, The departments were asked to criticize the schedules 
and make suggestions, and they were called upon to make specific rec- 
ommendations regarding any differentials in salary necessary, because 
of “ peculiar local or geographic conditions resulting from variations in 
prevailing wages, cost of living, or other similar factors.” The cir- 
cular said: “ The board is gathering material bearing on this question 
and would especially like to secure the views of the departments and 
independent establishments thereon so far as positions in their re- 
spective services are concerned.” 

Without any explanation whatsoever, the minutes of October 25 con- 
tain the following record: The chairman stated that the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget had advised him that he would recommend 
to the President that estimates for classification of the field services 
be not included in the Budget to be submitted to Congfess for the fiscal 
year 1925.” After somebody had in the middle of August forced the 
board to make a radical change in its program and get out compensa- 
tion schedules weeks before the board had planned, then with greater 
suddenness and with equal lack of explanation the decision regarding 
including estimates in the Budget was again reversed. 

It is a curious thing. The estimates for field reclassification were 
ditched on October 25. Following such a radical reversal of policy one 
would have expected daily meetings of the board, but not another 
meeting was held until November 12, and then it was such a curious 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


9313 


meeting. The chairman of the board presented a statement of the 
future policy of the board and moved its immediate adoption. Mr. 
Graves voted with him, and over Mr. Moffett’s protest the statement 
of future policy went through at that session. Mr. Bailey said he 
did not write it; Mr. Graves said he didn‘t. Who was the undisclosed 
author? 


BAD LAW, BAD FAITH. 


This statement of policy is so important a document that it is 
printed in full in this number, together with Mr. Mofkett's dissenting 
Statement, We especially commend it to the attention of all believers 
in law and order as the most flagrant breach of law and of good 


faith in the history of the Federal Goyernment’s relations with its 
employees, 


To characterize the undisclosed author it is necessary to use the 
short and ugly. If he prefers to be called an artful liar, we will 
say he is somewhat artful. 

For whose consumption was the document actually prepared, for 
clearly it was never written for the board itself? Was it written to 
misiead somebody who was in a position to direct the board? 

Just to cite a single example: 

In one place it states that the board has gone on record as favoring 
Standard and aniform schedules and has given publicity to such sched- 
ules in tentative form. The fact is that the board never thus went on 
record, and its Circular 11 said: 

“The board has now under consideration the question of whether 
differentials from the standard rates of pay for the several classes of 
positions should be established to meet peculiar local or geographical 
conditions resulting from varlation in prevailing wages, costs of ly- 
ing. or other similar factors. The board is gathering material bearing 
on the question and would especially like to secure the views of the 
departments and independent establishments thereon, so far as posi- 
tions in their respective services are concerned.” 

Its form for reporting the allocation of individual positions required 
a statement for each position of “a ‘yes’ or no answer to the ques- 
tion whether a differential is recommended for the position,” and if a 
differential was recommended, it called for a statement of the amount 
of the differential. 

These facts were known to each member of the board and to every 
person who had followed its work closely. There could have been no 
object in board members lying to one another about a matter concerning 
which all were informed. To deceive whom was this false document 
really written? 


NOT ABOVE SUSPICION—WwHO0? 


Traces of the circulation of the poison contained in the secret docu- 
meut in high places leads me to believe that the unfathered statement 
Was prepared to influence a limited few who might be more interested 
in cutting Government expenditure arbitrarily than in carrying out the 
legal and moral obligations of the Government as an employer. 

Whatever the answers to these questions may be, something had hap- 
pened to make Chairman Bailey change his yote. Although he must 
have known that much of the statement of November 12 was disin- 
genuous or absolutely false, he voted with Mr. Graves completely to 
abandon all real attempt to classify the field services on the basis of 
duties, responsibilities, and necessary qualifications, as required under 
thé act, and to adopt a policy to the effect that— 

“The regulation of compensation rates in the several field services 
Should be left to the heads of the departments controlling these sery- 
ices, subject to such limitations as Congress may impose in the annual 
appropriation acts. If the board itself is to perform any permanent 
administrative function at all in connection with the control of rates of 
compensation outside the District of Columbia it should be limited to 
the collection and presentation of information to Congress, to be used 
as a check upon, and a supplement to, the recommendation of the de- 
partment heads appearing before the committees of Congress.” 

Thus the field employees are euchred out of real classification. Mr. 
Graves may not have personally stacked the cards, but he has a chief, 
Herbert D. Brown, who is not aboye suspicion when a raw deal is put 
over Government employees. 

The notorious Circular 13 of November 13 is the end of the story 
regarding the field services, It has already been commented upon in 
the December issue of this magazine, together with that disingenuous 
publicity circular issued in connection with it, which said: “The in- 
structions contained in Cirenlar No. 13 are designed to facilitate com- 
pliance with the requirement of the law, and give no evidence of an 
intention on the part of the Personnel Classification Board to nullify 
the provisions of the classification act.” 

Read that section in connection with the minutes of November 12. 

The statement, were it not for its trick wording, would be a lie 
issued to the people of the United States; but it is true that Circular 
13 of November 13 did not give complete evidence of the nature of the 
secret document of November 12, 

For the District of Columbia the story differs in details, but the 
plot is the same. On the ground of expediency Mr. Graves got the 


board, over Mr. Moffett's protest, to delay the preparation of class 
specifications and to use the Bureau of Efficiency classification as a 
basis for tentative allocations for estimate purposes only, despite the 
fact that the law required allocations to be made to the schedules con- 
tained in section 13 of the act and required the preparation and pub- 
lication of class specifications. These class specifications were neces- 
sary to serve as a guide to department heads in order to bring about 
uniformity in allocations, but Mr. Graves maintained, erroneously, that 
time did not permit of their development. 

The law required the board to review the allocations made by depart- 
ment heads and gave it power to change these allocations if necessary. 
Tentative allocations for estimate purposes only made to the Bureau 
of Efficiency schedule by department heads in consultation with 


Bureau of Efficiency employees were dumped on the board by the thou- 
sands beginning in the early summer. 


MOFFETT SHOOTS STRAIGHT. 


What the situation was with respect to the review is well set forth 
in a memorandum filed with the board by Mr. Moffett on August 24 
after he had examined several thousand allocations. Unfortunately, it 
can not be quoted in full, but the outstanding points are: 

“1. Many allocations are inaccurate and lacking in uniformity as 
between departments. 

“2. The classification sheets do not contain sufficient information to 
enable one to make definite decisions as to proper allocations, partly 
because the questionnaires were poorly designed and poorly filled out 
and partly because not all the data were entered on the questionnaires. 

“3. Lacking all this essential information, and in the absence of 
definite standards in the form of class specifications with uniform 
titles as a means of quickly bringing together samples of comparable 
positions in different offices, it is not practicable to make an adequate 
and intelligent review of the work within the time available. 

“4. Since the board had agreed that these allocations were tenta- 
tive and for estimate purposes only and would not be considered as 
final for pay purposes, Mr. Moffett passed them ‘without specific 
objections for estimate purposes only.’ ” . 

The statements that the allocations were tentative and for esti- 
mate purposes only issued repeatedly in the work of the board were 
doubtless made by some of the members of the board in entirely good 
faith, but on November 12 at that peculiar meeting of the board, 
when the dubious statement by the undisclosed author was adopted 
as the policy of the board, the tentative allocations were in general 
made permanent without further general investigation and review. 

The job of substituting the Bureau of Efficiency classification for the 
classification prescribed under the act was thus made complete for the 
Distriet of Columbia. 

The great bulk of the employees had never been given any oppor- 
tunity to state the facts regarding their duties or to compare their 
allocations with the allocations of others doing similar work in differ- 
ent departments. A rotten classification abounding in errors and in- 
justices was clamped on them despite the provisions of the act of 
Congress, which were clear and fair. 

Government employees have to view matters of this kind from two 
different standpoints, from that of an employee entitled to a reason- 
able degree of fair dealing from his employer and from that of a citizen 
of the Republic with a responsibility for aiding in the maintenance of 
law and order, 

Violation of law and order may come from a numerous body of 
persons in fairly humble walks of life or they may come from a few 
occupying high positions of trust and responsibility within the Govern- 
ment itself. 

Disregard of law on the part of high officials is a greater danger to 
the Republic than the action of even a considerable body of misguided 
private citizens, because it tends to destroy public confidence in the 
integrity of the Government. 

Those who have studied reclassification closely are convinced that the 
leading officials of the United States Bureau of Efficiency bave violated 
the classification act of 1923 both in letter and spirit. They have not 
evidenced respect for law and order. 

The record of the Civil Service Commission, on the other hand, has 
been in this matter, as in other matters, such as to command the re- 
spect and confidence of the public. The Civil Service Commission has 
not only observed the law but it has displayed vision and courage in 
its efforts to carry it out. 

The duty of Federal employees as citizens is therefore to urge sup- 
port of legislation to abolish the Personnel Classification Board and to 
give jurisdiction over all matters relating to personnel administration 
to the United States Civil Service Commission. 


TREASURY AND POST OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 6349. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois moves that the 
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the 
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state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
H. R. 6349, the Treasury and Post Office appropriation bill. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, to hasten the pas- 
sage of this bill, I make the point of no quorum. 


NO-QUOBUM CALL OF THE HOUSE. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Florida makes the 
poiit of no quorum. Evidently there is no quorum present. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the 
Sergeant a Arms will bring the absentees, and the Clerk will 
call the roll, 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


ankhead Gallivan McLeod Schneider 
— Garber MacLafferty Seger 
Black, N. Y. Garrett, Tex. Magee, Pa. 
lan ran Mapes nelair 
Brand, Ohio Gilbert Mead Smithwick 
Britten Glatfelter Merritt Snell 
Browne, N. J. Goldsborough” Milter, Til. Snyder 
Burdick Greenwood Milligan Sullivan 
Cable > Hicke Mills Sweet 
Canfield Hill, Wash. Montague Taber 
Carew Hogh | Moore, Ohio Taylor, Colo. 
Casey Hudson Morehead Taylor, Tenn. 
Celler Hudspeth Newton, Mo. aes 
ague Hull, Tenn. olan Thatcher 
Clark, Fia. Jacobstein O'Brien y Thomas, Ky. 
Cole, Ohio Jost O'Connell, N. Y, mpson 
Connolly, Pa. Kahn O'Connor, N. Y. ‘Tilson 
* Keller ee N. Y tone 
Crowther e ngs 
Cullen t Parker Underhill 
Cummings Kerr Peavey Upshaw 
Darrow Ketcham Perlman Vare 
Davey Kieres Phillips Vinson, Ky. 
Davis, Minn. Pou Ward, N. Y. 
Dempse Kunz uayle Ward, N. C. 
Dickstein Kurtz n Welsh 
Dominick Kvale in White, M 
Doughton Lampert Reed, N. Y. Willams, Mich 
Doyle Lan, Reed, Ark. Williams, III 
Drane Lilly Reed, W. Va Winter 
Drewry Lindsay Robinson, Iowa Wood 
Dyer Lowrey Robsion, Ky Yates 
Fairfield Luce Rogers. Young 
Faust Lyon Romjue Zihlman 
Fish cFadden Sabath 
Frear McKenzie 1 Sanders, N. X 
Funk McLaughlin, Nebr. Schall 


The SPEAKER. Two hundred and eighty-seven Members 
have answered to their names, A quorum is present. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with fur- 
ther proceedings under the call. The question is on agreeing to 
that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 


TREASURY AND POST OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 6349, the 
appropriation bill. 

The motion was agreed to. : 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SANDERS] 
will please take the chair. 

Thereupon the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. SANDERS of 
Indiana in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill H. R. 6349, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bm (H. R. 6349) making appropriations for the Treasury and 
Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, and 
for other purposes. 


Mr, MADDEN, Mr, Chairman, when the committee rose on 
Saturday we were about to vote upon the item on page 55 of 
the bill, to insert $398,000. The point of no quorum was raised. 
I assume that the vote is now to be taken. 

The CHAIRMAN. A point of no quorum was made, and no 
guorum was present, The vote now recurs on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Larsen], which 
the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr, Larsen of Georgia: Page 55, line 19, 
strike out “$87,000,000 “ and insert in lieu thereof “ $87,898,000." 


The CHAIRMAN. The vote was ordered to be taken by 
tellers. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Larsen] and the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mappen] will take their places as 
tellers, As many as are in favor of the amendment will pass 
between the tellers, 


The committee again divided; and the tellers reported— 
ayes 131, noes 42. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For the transmission of mail by pneumatic tubes or other similar 
devices in the city of New York, including the Borough of Brooklyn of 
the city of New York, including power, labor, and all other operating 
expenses, $456,174.60, 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr, MADDEN: Page 55, line 24, after the 
word “ expenses" strike out “ $456,174.60" and insert in lieu thereof 
“ $526,373.25," 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, when the pneumatic tubes 
were authorized to be reinstalled in the city of New York last 
year it was the understanding of the Appropriations Committee 
that the law authorized $17,000 a mile; however, the law also 
provided for the submission of the matter of rates to the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, and the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, in December last, authorized the payment of 
$19,500 a mile as of July 1 last. This amendment is intended 
to supply the difference between the rate at $17,000 and the 
rate at $19,500 under the decision. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. If the rate is now $19,500, and we are 
appropriating $526,000 a year, would it not be cheaper to buy 
these tubes? 

Mr. MADDEN. I am not in a position to testify as to that, 
and I am not on the witness stand, either. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, I would like to get the gentleman's 
opinion. 

Mr. MADDEN. My opinion would not be worth anything if 
I gave it, because I have no knowledge on the subject. 

Mr. ROUSE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. ROUSE. How much per mile was the Post Office De- 
partment paying for this service prior to December 10, 19232 

Mr. MADDEN. I think it was $17,000, if I recall correctly. 

Mr. ROUSE. Was it not $18,000? 

Mr. MADDEN. Maybe it was. 

Mr. ROUSE. The gentleman gays the appropriation was for 
$17,000? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. ROUSE. What anthority had the Post Office Depart- 
ment to pay $1,000 per mile more than the appropriation 
called for? 

Mr. MADDEN. ‘There is a question between the committee 
and the Post Office Department as to whether it was $17,000 or 
$18,500. The committee was of the opinion that it was $17,000. 
that was authorized, while the Post Office Department claimed 
oo 55 say they have the law to show that fact—that it was 

Mr. ROUSE. And they were paying $18,500? 

Mr. MADDEN. Well, they made a contract on the basis of 
what the law passed by Congress authorized. If the gentleman 
from Kentucky will recall, when the Committee on Appropria- 
tions reported in favor of it, or, rather, when we had it inserted 
in the Senate and it came back here, we fought to make the rate 
$17,000; an amendment was offered to make it $18,500; the 
amendment prevailed, and the amount under the amendment 
was appropriated ; then the department entered into a contract, 
as I understand it, but my contention has always been that the 
rate of $18,500 was only for one year; that it was current law; 
but the department held otherwise, and the law departments 
have held otherwise. There was a provision in the amendment 
inserted in the Senate providing that the matter be referred to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, and the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission has rendered a decision to the effect that 
$19,500 is the rate to be allowed. 

Mr. ROUSE. I have read the decision, but it is my impres- 
sion that the appropriation has always been $17,500, and I think 
they have exceeded it by $1,000 per mile up until the 10th day 
of December, 1923. 

Mr. MADDEN. 


Let me read the last paragraph of the deci- 


sion rendered by the Interstate Commerce Commission: 

It is ordered, That the rate of pay now accorded the New York Pneu- 
matic Service Co. for the transmission of mail by pneumatic tubes in 
the city of New York be, and it is hereby, increased from 818.500 per 
mile of double line of tubes per annum to $19,500 per mile of double 
line of tubes per annum, effective as of July 1, 1923, 
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Mr. ROUSE. That is correct, but prior to July 1, 1928, they 
were paying in excess of the appropriation. 


Mr. MADDEN. Maybe that is true, but I am not sure about 
it. However, this amount is intended to correct the present 
trouble, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For inland transportation by railroad routes and for mail messenger 
service, $104,450,000: Provided, That not to exceed $1,500,000 of this 
appropriation may be expended for pay of freight and incidental charges 
for the transportation of mails conveyed under special arrangement 
in freight trains or otherwise: And provided further, That separate 
accounts be kept of the amount expended for mall messenger service. 


Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri moves to 
strike out the last word, and is recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I believe this is one of the most 
important paragraphs in this appropriation bill. I want to 
call the attention of this House to the fact that in the last 10 
years the amount paid by the Federal Government for the trans- 
portation of United States mails has increased by leaps and 
bounds, and there is no branch of the transportation service 
from which the railroads of this country are receiving as 
adequate compensation as for the transportation of the 
mails, I submit the following exhibit, covering the years 1919 
and 1922: 


Railroad income (operating revenues). 


[Source: Interstate Commerce Commission; Statistical Abstract United 
States, 1922. 


— 


Revenue, 1919 _, 1922 
Nett 3,570,918, 712 0,014,655 
Passenger -..| 1,189,010, 266 | 1,076,143, 534 
Mall ah 57, 456, 150 90, 975, 536 
. 127, 708, 607 143, 332, 536 
Other transportation and 
incidentals ............. 251,970, 477 209, S. 503 
Total revenue 5,184,064,221 | 5.617, 252,056 
Norre.—* Other transportation and incidentals" refers to excess bag- 


gue charges, sleeping, parlor, and chair car charges, switching, trans- 
portation of milk, and miscellaneous sources of Income. 

You will observe that from 1919 to 1922, a period of four 
years, the revenues from passenger service declined 8 per cent, 
while the freight revennes increased 12 per cent, the express 
revenues increased 12 per cent, revenues for other transporta- 
tion increased 14 per cent, while the revenues for transporting 
mails increased 58 per cent. Obviously this increase was out of 
all proportion as compared with the income from freight, pas- 
seuger, express, and other traffic. It is very evident that 
the mails are paying more than their fair and just propor- 
tionate part of the operating income of the American railway 
systems, 

A comparison of the railroad revenues for the years 1918 and 
1922 will further emphasize the fact that the increase in the 
charges fur transporting the mails is cut of all proportion to 
the increase in revenues from other sources, as is reflected by 
the following exhibit: 


Revenues. 1918 1922 piedra 
Freight 8, 190, $, 007, 114,655 | $548, 824, 
Passenger.. , 032, 671, 1, 076, 043, 334 43,371, 
Mails 53,563, 162 90,975, 576 37, 412, 274 
Express. sae 126, 231, 839 143,332, 536 17, 100, 
Other transportation and 

incidentals. .......2.0.. 255, 936, 901 209, S86, 595 43, 949, 694 
Del 4,926, 503,957 5,07, 252, 6 600, 658, 699 


— 


In other words, between January 1, 1918, and December 31, 
1922, a period of five years, the railroad revenues from freights 
increnused 16 per cent; from passenger service, 4 per cent; from 
express, 134 per cent; the revenue from “Other transportation 
and incidentals” increased 17 per cent; and the revenue from 
carrying mails increased 70 per cent. It needs no argument to 
convince any thoughtful person that the mails are being bur- 


dened with an unreasonable proportion of the toll levied by the 
railroads for transporting the traffic of the Nation. 

I understand, of course, that the Appropriation Committee 
is not responsible for this increase and has no power to fix the 
charges for the transportation of our mails; that power, by the 
transportation act, is yested in the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mittee. I am perfectly willing that the railroads shall receive 
ample compensation for every service they perform for the 
Government, but I most certainly protest against the extreme 
advances in the charges made by the railroads for carrying the 
United States mail, and I insist that the railroads are receiving 
for transporting our mails an excessively high rate, as compared 
with the income from handling other traffic. 

I submit a table showing the increase from year to year in 
the payments made to the railroads for carrying our mails 
since 1913: 


Cost of railway mail transportation. 
Source: Statistical Abstract of United States.] 


$51, 466, 030 

55, 480, 560 152 

58, 133, 311 ý 
6L, 244, 663 -1292 
5S, 886, 198 -1029 
3 i 55, 569, 923 +1087 
i919 19, 674, 54, 563, 534 -1049 
CC .. ANTIA 561, S27, 65, 641, 934 «1168 
162 561, 982, 93, 550, 039 -1470 
1922.. 561, 189, 91, 363, 000 «1467 
1923.. 574,621, 93,262, 117 «1640 
1924 (appropriation) $4, 300, 000 1641 


In explanation of the foregoing table, I will say, the changes 
in 1917 were due principally to the change from “weight” to 
“space system,” effective November 1, 1916. The cost for the 
year 1920, as shown above, is incomplete on account of certain 
claims of the railway administration for additional compen- 
sation. The mileage for 1922 refers to “unit miles.’ The 
total appropriations for railroad transportation of mails for 
1924 was $101,300,000, which included $7,000,000 for “ messen- 
ger service,” which item in the last appropriation bill was 
consolidated with the railroad appropriation. This “ messen- 
ger service” consists principally in transferring the mails 
from the railroad stations to the post offices, that service 
being required of the railroads in a great many instances 
under their contract for transporting the mails. I have not 
had an opportunity to investigate whether the items covering 
charges made by the railroads from 1913 to 1928 included 
this “messenger service,” but I will give the railroads the 
benefit of this doubt and deduct from the gross appropriation 
for 1924 the amount previously expended for the so-called 
“messenger service,” to the end that my comparisons of the 
charges from year to year may be fair and based on the 
same service. 

An analysis of the foregoing table will disclose some inter- 
esting facts. In 11 years the railroad charges for transport- 
ing our mails increased from $51,466,030 in 1913 to $93,262,- 
117 in 1923, an increase of $41,796,082. 

From 1913 to 1919, inclusive, under a Democratic adminis- 
tration, there was practically no increase in the amounts paid 
the railroads for carrying the mail, although this embraced 
the war period when prices were extremely high. The average 
amount paid the railroads for carrying our mails during the 
first seven years of the Wilson administration was approximately 
$56,000,000 annually, The average amount paid the railroads 
for carrying the mail during the first three years of the Harding- 
Coolidge administration was $92,725,050 annually, or over 
$36,000,000 each year more than the annual payments during 
the first seven years of Mr. Wilson’s administration. 

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOZIER. Yes, 

Mr. MADDEN. I assume the gentleman knows that in 1913 
we established the parcel post, and we all must know that the 
parcels post has grown in volume until it is beyond the dreams 
of the most optimistic dreamer, and that the volume of mail 
carried since the establishment of the parcel-post system has 
not only doubled but trebled and quadrupled. 

Mr. LOZIER. I recognize that fact. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOZIER. I do not want interruptions to take all of 
my time. I say here is the “sore spot" in this appropriation 
bill, I do not charge the Appropriations Conunittee with any 
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responsibility for this situation, because we know that since 
the approval of the transportation act the power to regulate 
rates has been vested in the Interstate Commerce Commission, 

After the enactment of the transportation act the Wilson 
administration continued to award the railroads what was gen- 
erally considered liberal compensation for the transportation 
of our mails, Taking advantage of the broad delegation of 
power to the Interstate Commerce Commission, the railroads 
refused to accept the award made by the administration and 
appealed to the Interstate Commerce Commission for an in- 
crease in rates. The commission in December, 1919, granted 
the prayer of the railroads, increased the rates, and made the 
rates retroactive, so as to cover the entire period from the 
time the transportation act became effective. Under this rul- 
ing the Government was compelled to pay approximately 
$50,000,000 to cover back pay awarded the railroads by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, 

I call attention to a table I have prepared from data con- 
tained in the report of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
for 1922. 


Barnings of freight cars, passenger coaches, and mail cars in 1922. 


Earned 

Equipment. per car. 
Freight cars e ee ay eee 382,336 | $4,007,014,655 | 1, 681 
Paswenger car 7 29) 485 1.087644. 36, 494 
MaMh cons sccinactuaes N T AS 1,239 20,975,530 | 73,014 


From an analysis of the foregoing tables I find: 

(a) That in 1922, 2,382,336 freight cars earned $4,007,014,655, 
or an average of $1,681 each. 

(b) The 29,485 passenger coaches earned $1,076,043,334, or an 
average of $36,494 each. 

(e) The 1,239 mail cars earned $90,975,536, or an average of 
$73.014 each. 

(d) The 12,516 express cars earned $143,332.536, or an aver- 
age of $11,452 each. 

(e) In the two tables showing the gross operating income of 
the railroads certain large amounts are listed as accruing from 
“other transportation and incidentals.” While the statistical 
abstract does not disclose the sourees of this income, basing my 
deductions on the report of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion I assume this revenue acerued from charges for excess 
baggage, sleeping and palace car service, switching, special 
service, and other miscellaneous sources of income. There is 
ne definite statement as to the kind of cars in which this traffic 
was hauled, but I desire to draw no con¢lusions not justified by 
the facts; so I will, for the purpose of this argument, assume 
that in 1922 the $299,886,505 revenue listed as accruing from 
“other transportation and incidentals” came principally from 
the operation of express and baggage cars, and by adding this 
sum to the $143,332,536, the amount definitely stated as having 
acerued from carrying express, we have a total of $443,219,131, 
which we will, for the purpose of this comparison, assume as 
representing the earnings of the 12,516 express and baggage 
ears. Dividing this amount by 12,516 (the number of express 
und baggage cars) we have $35,331 as the average earnings of 
each baggage or express car in the year 1922. 

In the foregoing analysis I have endeavored to account for 
all the operating revenues of the railroads in 1922, and I have 
allocated all income to the four sources—freight service, pas- 
renger service, transportation of mails, and express—the latter, 
as I have mentioned, includes the incidental revenues hereto- 
fore mentioned. 

It is therefore obvious that the railroad companies receive 
a much more liberal compensation for carrying mail than 
for the transportation of freight, passengers, or express. 

However, a considerable part of our mails is carried in ex- 
press or baggage cars, and not bandled in transit between 
terminal points. This is generally referred to as “storage” 
mall or “storage” space, for which the raltroad receives the 
highest compensation. Between important terminal points 
probably one-half of all the mail is handled im this way, being 
in sealed ears in transit. Inasmuch as a part of this “ stor- 
age mail” is carried in express and baggage cars, obviously the 
average earnings of each mail car is very materially reduced. 
But after due allowance is made for mails carried in express 
or baggage cars, it is still very evident that of all the railway 
equipment the mail car is the largest revenue producer. 

Until the transportation act was passed, the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission had no supervision over the compensation 
paid railroads for transporting the United States mails. The 
Eseh-Cummings Act gave the Interstate Commerce Commission 
this authority. On December 23, 1919, tlie commission made 


an order fixing the rate of compensation to be paid by the 
United States to the railroads for transporting mails and made 
the order retroactive and in operation from November 1, 1916. 
The commission made a certain rate to apply from November 1, 
1916, to January 1, 1918, and further provided that this rate 
should be 25 per cent higher after January 1, 1918. ‘The fol- 
lowing table shows these rates: 


Nov. 1, 1918, After 
Mile of service by an. 1, 
Jan. 1, 1918. 1918. 
Cents. Cents. 
60-foot railway post-office car 27 . 75 
$0-foot apartment car 22 15 18. 75 
15-foot 5 8 2 — car 10 12. 50 
60-foot s e car... 28 35 
80-foot storage space J5 18.75 
15-foot storage space. 8 10 
Zoot storage spa ccececnnccecee 4 §. 625 
8-foot storage space. 4 3.125 
1 closed-pouch 10 12.5 
7-foot closed-pouch space. 6.25 
$-foot closed-pouch space. 3 3.75 


Let me give one illustration of the operation of this rate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman may have five minutes additional. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee asks that 
the time of the gentleman be extended five additional minutes. 
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. LOZIER. Under the retroactive order millions of dollars 
were paid by the United States to the railroads in 1920 for haul- 
ing the mails from and after the transportation act became 
operative, although the Government had paid the railroad what 
was considered a fair price for the service rendered. 

With all due respect to the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
I will say that, in my opinion, this order grants the railroads an 
excessive and unconscionable compensation far in excess of the 
rates the railroads are permitted to charge private interests for 
similar service. 

To illustrate: Chicago is approximately 900 miles from New 
York. A 60-foot mail car leaving New York City for Chicago 
arrives at its destination in about 20 hours. Generally the mail 
car is a part of a regular through train. Under existing rates 
the Government pays the railroads $303.75 for drawing the mail 
car from New York to Chicago and a like sum for the return 
trip, whether the car be used by the Government or returned 
empty; or $607.50 for one mail car on one round trip from New 
York to Chicago, which round trip has consumed less than 48 
hours. One mail car can make 15 of these round trips a month, 
thereby earning $9,112.50 monthly, or $109,350 per year. I grant 
you that the railroads must retain a reserve or sufficient supply 
of cars to meet any requisition or authorization made by the 
Government, and I do not claim that eaeh of the 1,239 mail 
cars in the United States yields the gross revenue I have 
mentioned, for some are not in service at all times and a part 
of the mail is carried in other equipment; but I do insist that 
the railroads are exacting too heavy a toll for transporting our 
mails, 

In this connection may I add that on December 13, 1923, 
the Interstate Commerce Commission handed down a decixion 
declaring the above-mentioned rates inadequate in so fur as 
they relate to the New England earriers and granting the New 
England railroads an advance of 333 per cent. This, in my 
opinion, forecasts another advance in rates all over the United 
States. 

Of course, so long as the transportation act lodges the power 
to fix rates in the Interstate Commerce Commission, Congress 
can do nothing; but I feel that it is my duty to call attention 
to what I consider a grave abuse and indefensible overcharge, 
hoping and believmg that some avenue for relief may be 
found. 

I hope that some way may be found by which the railroads 
will be required to charge as reasonable compensation for this 
service as they charge for other services, 

Mr. Chairman, I ask that I may be privileged to extend 
and revise my remarks and to print in the Record tables which 
I have compiled, showing the increase in compensation allowed 
the carriers of this Nation; the rates fixed by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in 1919, and the rates recently au- 
thorized by the Interstate Commerce Commission, applicable 
to the carriers in the New England States, because if there 
is one problem that requires the careful study of the Congress 
of the United States and of all thoughtful students of public 
events, it is the one I am discussing. 
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F want the railroads to receive adequate and fair compensa- 
tion, but I certainly object to their charging several times as 
much for a service performed for the Government as they 
charge for the same service performed for a private indi- 
vidual or company. 

I would like to see this appropriation reduced and the 
saving given to the post-office employees who do the real work 
of the Post Office Department, namely the railway-mail clerks, 
the post-office clerks, the city, town, and village carriers, and 
the rural carriers, who have made our postal system the most 
efficient governmental ageney in the world. I will add that the 
postal employees I have mentioned have not been dealt with 
fairly, in my opinion, nor have they received an equitable 
proportion of the appropriations for carrying on our postal 
affairs, The clerks, city, town, and village carriers, and the 
rural carriers are the agents by which the Government fune- 
tions at least so far as nine-tenths of the people are concerned. 
And these faithful servants, who are always on duty, deserve 
not only fair but liberal treatment at the hands of the Govern- 
ment and this. Congress, 

I ask the privilege of extending my remarks in the Recorp. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp by printing 
therein the matter indicated. Is there objection. [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

I think the gentleman’s speech was a little misleading. 
I do not think he intended to make it so, but the gentleman 
said that in 1913, if I understood the figures correctly, the 
appropriations for the transportation of the mails in the 
United States were $51,400,000 and that the average was 
$56,000,000 during all the period of the Demoeratie adminis- 
tration. I just want to call attention to the fact that during 
the last year of the Democratic administration the appropria- 
tien was $91,000,000. 

Mr. LOZIER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. LOZIER. Was not that the result of the transportation 
act giving the Interstate Commerce Commission power to fix 
these rates? 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not know. 

Mr. LOZIER. And is it not true that in 1919, December 
23, the Interstate Commerce Commission rendered a decision 
fixing those rates and making them retroactive, and making 
them apply from November 1, 1916—— 

Mr. MADDEN. I hope the gentleman will not take up all 
of my time. 

Mr. LOZIER. And that appropriation was to cover that 


period. 

Mr. MADDEN. I wanted to call attention to what I think 
was an unfair method of stating the case; that is all. I do 
not think the gentleman intended to be unfair. I do not 
think he intended to try to show that the increase was ab- 
normally large simply because a change of administration had 
taken place. I do not think he intended to make a statement 
that would lead anybody to believe that there was anything 
unfair anywhere, but the fact that he did make it does 
mislead; and this recommendation for appropriation of $104,- 
450,000 is not large in proportion to the increase in the volume 
of business. Railroad rates are high, it is true. 

If we earried the mail by weight, as we formerly carried it, I 
think I could say without fear of suecessful contradiction that 
the amount to be appropriated would be half as much more 
than it is. I was one of those who advocated the space method 
of moving the mail. Mr. Burleson, then Postmaster General, 
was the originator of it. I began when I was approached with 
almost a fixed opinion against the space basis of pay. I began 
the study of it with my mind prejudiced against it. The more 
I studied the more I became convinced that it was the right way 
to carry the mail, and I finally came into agreement with Mr. 
Burleson, the Postmaster General at that time, and did every- 
thing within my power to help to legislate in favor of the exist- 
ing policy. The volume of business done by the Post Office De- 
partment when I went upon the Post Office Committee about 
14 years ago, if I recall, and I do not pretend to give the exact 
figures, was perhaps $170,000,000 a year. To-day we are doing 
a business of $600,000,000 a year, more than three times as 
much as we did then. Then we had no parcel post. Now we 
have a parcel post greater than anybody ever dreamed we 
would have, and no facilities to handle it. Some people say 
that we are losing money on the parcel post, and that we ought 
to raise the rates. Nobody seems to know what the facts are, 
but we are spending half a million dollars to find out what it 
costs to move and handle it. Some day we shall know, and 


then it will be time to consider what we are paying the rail- 
roads. We are not fixing the rates. The Interstate Commerce 
Commission fixes the rates of all transportation in continental 
America. Whether they are fixing proper rates I am not pre- 
pared to say. I hold no brief for the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, I am here acting as chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee and the servant of the House to give you informa- 
tion that will enable you to act with intelligence and accuracy. 
We will bring all the information we ean, place it at your dis- 
posal, and you can do with it as you please. It is not ours, it is 
yours. We are only servants of the House, and we are going to 
do the best we can to get the best results for the American peo- 
ple. We do not have to agree with the Interstate Commerce 
Commission nor do we have to disagree. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can not extend his time by 
a second pro forma amendment. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For the operation and maintenance of the airplane mail service be- 
tween New York, N. Y., and San Francisco, Calif., via Chicago, III., and 
Omaha, Nebr., including necessary Incidental expenses and employment 
of necessary personnel, $1,500,000. 


Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order 
on the paragraph. 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. LAGUARDIA: Page 57, line 9, after the 
figures “ $1,500,000,” add the following paragraph: 

“For the operation and maintenance hereafter of the airplane mail 
service between such points as the Postmaster General may designate, 
including necessary incidental expenses and employment of necessary 
personnel, $1,500,000." 


The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is made to the para- 
graph, and the gentleman can only proceed with his amendment 
by unanimous consent. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I demand the regular 
order, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I ask unanimous consent that my amend- 
ment may be considered and that the gentleman from Michigan 
withhold his point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to consider the amendment before the 
point of order. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I do not see why 
we should fritter away the time in this way by reserving a 
point of order and then consider an amendment and later oa 
have the point of order made and sustained and thus waste time. 

Mr. CRAMTON. If I may be permitted to say—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order is demanded. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Well, I make the point of order that there 
is no legislation on which to base this expenditure. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I acknowledge that there is 
no legislation that authorizes this activity, and that it is sub- 
ject to a point of order. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York wish 
to be heard on the point of order? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. This appropriation has been carried in a 
previous appropriation bill and comes from the Committee on 
Appropriations. The House has voted for ít in other appro- 
priation bills, the precedent has been established, and therefore 
I think the point of order is not well taken. 

The CHAIRMAN. The paragraph is very plainly new legis- 
lation, and former chairmen of committees have so held. If 
the gentleman from New York can point to some law which 
authorizes the activity the Chair will overrule the point of 
order. The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
two last words. 

The CHAIRMAN, The paragraph having gone out on a 
point of order, there are no last words remaining. [Laughter.] 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Railway Mail Service: For 15 division superintendents, 15 assistant 
division superintendents, 2 assistant superintendents, 1 assistant super- 
intendent in charge of car construction, 121 chief clerks, 121 assistant 
chief clerks, clerks in charge of sections in the offices of division super- 
intendents, railway postal clerks, substitute railway postal clerks, joint 
employees, and laborers in the Railway Mail Service, $47,400,000. 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
two last words. It is my duty as a member of the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads and as chairman of the 
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subcommittee on the Air Mail Service to call the attention of 
the House to the conditions of the Air Mail Service and the 
success that that service has maintained during the last year. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. What does the gentleman want to let his 
colleagues worry him for; does not he know that the Senate 
will put it back? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I want to call attention to what has 
happened. , 

Mr. BLANTON. His colleagues are only doing this to worry 
him. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, The gentleman has been too long in the 
business to worry. Not even the gentleman from Texas can 
worry me. 

The Post Office Department established a line between New 
York and San Francisco and successfully continued an uninter- 
rupted service night and day for several days last August. 
If this appropriation comes back in the bill from the other 
side of the Capitol with $1,500,000, it will not be sufficient to 
carry on the New York-San Francisco line, because with 
$1,500,000 the Post Office Department will be compelled to dis- 
continue the night flights between Chicago and Cheyenne; and, 
of course, if you discontinue a lap of 12 hours, you lose the 
purpose of your air line between New York and San Francisco, 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, 
the gentleman is discussing a paragraph that is not in the 
bill. The last word which he moved to strike out seems to be 
some figures, $47,400,000. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that I may proceed for the remainder of my time out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. DOWELL. Is there not a rate fixed for the carrying of 
this mail by air from New York to San Francisco that in part 
pays for this service? 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, we have just heard gen- 
tlemen talking about the cost of $104,400,000 which we are pay- 
ing the railroads of the country for the carrying of the mail. 
If you will give the Air Service a chance, it will be demon- 
strated that you can save at least 50 per cent of this money 
{laughter and cries of “Oh, no! “J, but the trouble is that you 
do not want to give the Air Service enough opportunity. 
Oh, yes, I know that the railroads do not want to give it a 
chance. ‘The railroads have interfered with the development 
of waterways in this country, and now they fear that we will 
demonstrate what we can do by the Air Service in carrying 
the mail. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. The gentleman is chairman of 
the subcommittee of the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads, to which he has referred, He is investigating this sub- 
ject. This is a most important subject. Why does not the 
gentleman bring in a bill and put it on the calendar? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. We are going to do that, and I hope that 
we will have the support of the gentleman from Tennessee. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I shall support any proper and 
reasonable bill on the subject, because I think that it ought to 
be encouraged, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I want to say right here that the Postal 
Air Service has definitely demonstrated the practicability and 
usefulness of air transportation. The Postal Air Service has 
accomplished more with less money and rendered more useful 
service in return for the appropriation than the Army and 
Navy combined. I have had occasion on the floor of this 
House to criticize both the Army and Navy Air Services in 
the Sixty-fifth and Sixty-sixth Congresses, and while there 
is some improvement in both of these services I do not hesi- 
tate to say that there is a great deal of room for more im- 
provement. When we commenced appropriating for aviation 
there was some excuse for mistakes. It was all new to us 
then. There is no excuse for continuing initial mistakes and 
for continuing the waste of public funds by the unscientific, 
divided, wasteful system under which the air activities of the 
country are now conducted. I still believe, as I advocated in 
the Sixty-fifth Congress, in one department of the air to have 
jurisdietion and control over all the air activities of the 
Government. In that way we will be able to save millions of 
dollars and at the same time have a well-equipped, modern, up 
to the last minute Air Service and men trained in the new art 


of flying rendering useful service to the country, and at the 
same time have the necessary means of defense and offense 
in the eyent of another emergency. This is not the time, per- 
haps, to go into detail concerning the unification of the Air 
Services, but I do believe that it is proper at this time to pro- 
test against an item in this appropriation bill of such im- 
portance to be at the mercy of the whim of any one Member 
and subject to a point of order. Before the next appropriation 
bill I hope that we will have the legislation suggested by the 
gentleman from Tennessee which is now before our committee. 

Let me point out that the transportation of mail by air is 
no longer in the experimental stage. From July, 1922, to 
June, 1923, out of 8,280 trips scheduled only 205 trips were 
defaulted, and 1,590,687 miles traveled with mail, represent- 
ing a percentage of performance of 96.72 per cent; 67,875,840 
letters were carried in this period. It is hardly fair, at a 
time with the disadvantages under which the Air Service of 
the post office is operating, to calculate cost. However, I in- 
vite a comparison of the initial cost of transportation by rail 
in-the pioneer days of railroading and the initial cost of the 
first experimental trans-Atlantic steamer, You will soon find 
that the percentage of increased cost over the former sailing 
ship or stage-coach transportation was as great, but that, of 
course, lasted but a short time, So it is with the air. In 
these pioneer days when it is necessary to acquire all of the 
equipment, build up, repair, and maintenance stations, experi- 
ment in different types of planes, establish landing fields and 
night signals, all of which necessarily involves expenses which 
the friends of the railroad and enemies of progress will at- 
tribute to the cost of air transportation and use as an argu- 
ment against the development of this system of transportation. 

I know that the Senate will have the wisdom and the vision 
to insert the item and increase the appropriation, but even 
if the appropriation is double, we will be able only to maintain 
the one line between New York and San Francisco, and while 
that is enough, perhaps, for the coming fiscal year, let us look 
to the future and prepare for the enlargement and ramifica- 
tion of the Postal Air Service. 

It is proper at this time to pay a tribute to the efficiency 
of the Postal Air Service under the direction of Hon. Paul Hen- 
derson, Second Assistant Postmaster General, and Mr. C. F. 
Egge, general superintendent of Air Mail Service. Both of 
these men have the necessary enthusiasm, vision, ability. and 
courage—and let me add, pep“ - to carry on and develop 
this new mode of transportation. It is a pleasure to have men 
of this type at the head of such an important service, and as 
chairman of the subcommittee of the Post Office Committee, 
I look forward with a great deal of hope to what we may be 
able to accomplish for the good of the Postal Service and the 
greater good to the country in constructive work during the 
present Congress. It is fitting and proper at this point to 
inform the House that but a few days ago the 1922 trophy 
for having made the most notable advance in aviation was 
for the second successive year awarded to the Postal Air 
Service. 

The award was made “to pilots and other personnel of the 
United States Air Mail Service for successful demonstration of 
the practicability of night flying in commercial transportation,” 
and I take the liberty to read from the news item from the 
Evening Star, issue of February 9, 1924; 

The Air Mall Service of the Post Office Department, for the second 
successive year, has been awarded the Collier trophy for having made 
the most notable advance in aviation. Postmaster General New to- 
day received official notice of the award, the 1923 award being “ to 
pilots and other personnel of the United States Air Mail Service for 
successful demonstration of the practicability of night flying in com- 
mercial aviation.” 

In 1922 the trophy went to the Air Mail Service for— 

“their wonderful achievement in completing a year’s operation 
under the different routes from coast to coast without a single 
fatal accident.” 

While the trophy is now in possession of the department, a formal 
presentation will be made to Postmaster General New early next week. 
Word of the award was sent by B. Russell Shaw, executive vice chair- 
man of the contest committee of the National Aeronautical Association. 

LONG PATHWAY LIGHTED. 


The accomplishment upon which the award was based was the dem- 
onstration last August, when, during a five-day test, the Air Mail 
Service spanned the continent twice daily in from 27 to 30 hours, flying 
mail ships at night over a lighted pathway 1,000 miles long. 

This demonstration was merely a test to determine the practicability 
of night flying and the value, as aids to flight, of giant beacons strung 
across the plains country; yet, the experiment was completed without 
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a single accident, without a single delay of the mails, and the time | carry mail by air for less than 60 cents a ton-mile, and the only 
made from coast to coast was better than hoped for by even the most | way that you can approach that will be to give them money 
sanguine of its promoters in the Postal Service. 3 enough to build planes that will carry 2,000 pounds. They 

The Collier trophy was established in 1911 by Robert J. Collier and | have the machinery in the planes adequate to fly the machine 
is bestowed each year for the greatest achievement in American | with 2,000 pounds. The machine itself is strong enough to 
aviation. The first award, in 1911, was to Glenn H. Curtiss for hydro-] carry it, but there is not space enough in the machine to put the 
airplane development. Mr. Curtiss captured the trophy again in 1912. | 2,000 pounds in. They would have to revamp the machine. 

The committee making the award is the same originally appointed in | Now, the question arises whether even at 60 cents a ton-mile 
1911, and is composed of Orville Wright, G. W. Lewis, Frank P. Lahm, | there can be any special quantity carried anywhere by air; 
Porter H. Adams, and B. Russell Shaw. | whether the people will be willing to pay. The Second Assist- 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to ant, Postmaster General says that if he gets permission by law 

to do this, he can make a plane that will meet the need without 
proceed out of order for five minutes, in which to make reply expending much money. Ho enn ‘take the same plane and 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr, LAGUARDIA]. NERY. y. Pp 


make the space thät does not now exist. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed out of order for five minutes, Is The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 


has expired. 
ee Ghtection Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I want to proceed without | Wt the gentleman from Illinois may have five additional 
interruption, if I may, because I think the practico in this . ‘The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
matter ought to be properly stated. e ail Service that eman 
has never been ‘authorized by law, but we have, at the request ee rey the gent from Minois- may, have Mivo 


of the department, established a route between New York} additional minutes. Is there objection? 


There was no objection. 
and San Francisco. During a part of the period of this last MADD. 
year we have operated the Air Service night and day over a 55 ee eee got eee to. Go tits he 


says h reco! 
lighted way. ‘There ls no postage collected for any mail| Stage on air soll a oertain è ; 
carried by the airplanes. The airplanes leave New York | acco; through é 
early in the morning, taking such mail as has been deposited PANE Ao Ne ee Renton Ie went. A Courte: mo- 


body knows how much mail would come to the service at a 
for the western destination between the hours of 8.45 p. m. tter 8 
the day before and the time the plane leaves. The plane Rabo ten £8 Dig BE Le TODA ee © oe . 


tance, but he says that under no circumstances at any time can 
carries, say, 500 pounds of mail. It overtakes at Cleveland h by the air for 1 than 60 
the train that left New York the night before. It there un- 704 Cryer hope to carry anything by ‘the alr for less 


y on-mil 5 — long waz 

loads the man which it has carried from New York onto | 82.40, and a ina eae C 
that train, and then the plane takes an equal amount of mail | it was. They are making progress. He thinks they ought to 
from the train and advances it and overtakes the train that experiment. He says the Government is the only agency that 
left the previous day from New York, at Chicago, where it | can experiment, in connection with which so vast an amount of 
deposits on the train the mail it has carried from Cleveland. money must be expended, but he believes that if we do experi- 
The plane then takes an equal amount from the train at] ment and we can prove the success of night flying, which he 
Chicago and goes on to Omaha or whatever the next stop is, | thinks can be done, we shall have placed before the people of 
and so on, until it reaches San Francisco. Therefore, there | the United States who are willing to undertake commercial 
is no postage collected for any mall carried by air. What] aviation a problem that looks toward success, and it is only 
the Air Service does is to advance 500 pounds of mail perhaps | because of the thought that success can be attained to the ex- 
16 hours to San Francisco or New York, in whichever direc- | tent that I have described that there is any justification what- 
tion the plane may be traveling. The eost of carrying the | eyer for appropriating money for the air mail service. 

mail by air up to within the last year was $5.35 per ton-mile,| Now, everybody knows that you could not afford to carry 
and I want gentlemen to get these figures in their minds mail by air at any such price as it would cost, as a general 
before they think of establishing an air service. The cost] proposition. You might have special air service, with special 
of carrying the mail by air, I say, up to within the last year, | gir postage rates, in special areas, for special important mail; 
was $5.35 per ton-mile, as against 9 cents per ton-mile for | pnt to take the mail as a general average and undertake to carry 
the carrying of the mail by railways. That makes it cost 


it by air would seem to me to be the worst kind of folly. 

sixty times more to carry the mail by air than to carry the Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
mail in a railroad train. At present it costs over $100,000,000 Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 
a year to carry the mail by train, at 9 cents per ton-mile, | Mr. BLANTON. Here is the situation in New York: All the 
and if it costs sixty times as much to carry it by air, then it | business mail in that city is mailed by 6 o'clock in the after- 
would cost $6,000,000,000 to move the mail by air, noon, and there are fast trains leaving New York every 30 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? minutes after that, all night long. 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not want to be discourteous, but I want Mr. MADDEN. Up to 1 o'clock. 
first to explain this. The Second Assistant Postmaster General, | Mr. BLANTON. Up to 1 o'clock; and the mail that the air- 
7 baa ee ierann e ETCS, berg 9 . eee plane takes out there the next morning could already have gone 

CORE phen e y n the last year rains, all through the night, all dur 

from $5.85 per ton mile to $2.40 per ton-mile, and that the cost | (Mint ay l e 


night. 
to-day by rail is, say, 10 cents. That is, 10 cents as against Mr. MADDEN, I am not averse to making the experimen 
$2.40, or twenty-four times as much by air as by rail. 1 i 5 55 $ 


but I wanted the House to understand what the situation is. 
If we can not operate the airplanes at night, we ought not Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
to operate them at all; but in any case we ought not to operate 


Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 
an air-mail service unless we can have air-mail rates of | Mr. CLANCY. I want to ask the gentleman from Illinois this 
postage. [Applause.] We can not afford as a mere hobby to 


Z question: He approves of this item of a million and a halt, 
carry mail by air, if it is carried in large quantities, without | and his committee did; and he approved this item of a million 
charging something for it, and that something must be adequate 


4 and a half last year, and it is being spent now. I want to ask 

to the cost of operation. s the gentleman from Illinois, in view of talk in the cloakrooms 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield | for two or three days, that the railroads would have a point of 

there? order made if we attempted to raise the item and would have 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. this item ‘killed, if he does not regret that the point of order has 
Mr. DOWELL. I was advised by the Second Assistant Post- 


been made? 
master General that in August of last year they were testing 


Mr. MADDEN. I do not take the gentleman's statement seri- 
out the cost, and that the department intended to apply that | ously. I think it is unworthy for anybody to make such a 
cost for carrying the mail. 


statement, and I know that the gentleman from Michigan 
Mr. MADDEN. : I can give the gentleman the facts, if he | would not undertake to strike it out on a point of order for any 
will just wait a moment, for I have gone over the matter very 


such reason, 
carefully. Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, I think my colleague ought 
Now, they have established the niglit-flying system, and the 


to know better than to air on this floor any such suggestion. 
Second Assistant Postmaster General says that ‘if they can run | The point of order was made ‘by me for this reason: I do not 
the air service night and day they may be able to make ‘a com- 


object to the experiment, or to the extension of the experi- 
mercial proposition of it. What I mean by a commercial propo- | ment; but I do object to an organization being formed here to 
sition is this: That under no circumstances can we ever hope to 


make a “pork barrel” of this proposition all over the country, 
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and I hope that hereafter the gentleman will not make on this 
floor any such statement. 

Mr. MADDEN. I know that there is not a man on the floor 
of this House who would be coerced by any influence anywhere 
to make a point of order on any item on any bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Tli- 
nois has expired. 

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. CLANCY. I want to ask, in support of my charge, 
whether the gentleman from New York [Mr. LaGuarpra] did 
not also hear those threats made in the cloakroom and in the 
lobby and on the floor of the House? 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. I will state to the gentleman that it is 
no news generally that the railroads oppose anything that is 
going to interfere with them. They have been opposing the 
autos and motor trucks, and they have been opposing the water- 
ways, and they are going to oppose the Air Service. 

Mr. CLANCY. Did they not oppose the Panama Canal, and 
did they not oppose the electric railway, and did they not op- 
pose any relief from excessive Federal automobile taxation? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I did not suppose that a point of order 
would be raised, 

Mr. CLANCY. I knew that a point of order was coming. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn, 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last two words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves to 
strike out the last two words. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, we are now on the para- 
graph for railway mail. I do not wish to enter into the con- 
troversy between Michigan gentlemen. The paragraph before 
the one on railway mail was on aerial mail. Two years ago 
I got an old history from the Post Office Department, entitled 
“A History of the Railway Mail Service.” It is very interesting 
to find that back in the early days they had the same contro- 
versy about the Railway Mail Service that is now going on 
about aerial mail. The controversy then was concerning the 
transition from the stage coach to the railroads. Now we have 
doubts about leaving the railroads for the airships. 

I was so much interested in that history that I copied a 
few paragraphs from pages 22 and 23. This history was pre- 
pared in 1885. I have these paragraphs here and wish to read 
just a few of them in my time. Speaking of this era in 1835, 
the historian says: 

At this time grave doubts were entertained as to whether the rail- 
way service could ever be made acceptable to the public or the de- 
partment, and frequent threats are on record that the contractors 
will be remanded to the stage coaches. 

February 18, 1835, on account of many complaints of gross ir- 
regularity in the transportation of the newspaper mail between 
Philadelphia and Harrisburg and Carlisle, the contractors were in- 
formed by the department that if the irregularities were repeated 
“this mode of transportation by the railroad must be at once 
abandoned, and you will be required to resume your double daily line 
of four-horse post coaches between Philadelphia and Chambersburg.” 

March 27, 1835, a letter from the department reveals the fact that 
the contractors, after having used the railroad from Baltimore to 
Frederick for some time, ask permission to resume their trips by 
stage coach. On this request the Postmaster General made the fol- 
lowing indorsement: “The contractors will go by railroad or other- 
wise, so that the mail is carried in due time.” 

A letter addressed by the department, March 28, 1835, to James 
Reeside, contractor, complains that “The mail from New York to 
Philadelphia, by railroad, is usually late, taking more than 13 hours 
from Jersey City. * * This was hardly the case in the worst 
of bad staging.” 

The intimation is given to the contractor that a repetition of these 
evils will be followed by directions from the department to abandon 
this mode of conveyance, and to resume his former route—that is, 
go back from the railway to the stages. 


Dated April 30, 1835, there is a paper in the department which 
reads like this: 

There have been two failures of the mail from beyond Philadelphia 
at this city in the course of the present week, occasioned, it is said, by 
accidents to the locomotives on the Amboy & Camden Railroad. These 
occurrences are peculiarly annoying at this time and have become the 
subject of public notice and complaint. From the experiences we have 
had, the adoption of the railroad to the purpose of mail transportation 
is becoming every day more and more questionable. It is very ap- 
Parent that it can not be relied on with that degree of certainty 


which is all important in the transmission of the mail, and without 
which disappointments occur to the public, and complaints are rung in 
the ears of the department from every quarter of the country. 


Then, too, with regard to contracts, I find in this history: 


The early notices of acceptance of proposals on lines where railroads~ 
were in course of construction were, many of them, qualified by the 
phrase, “On condition that in case any arrangement shall hereafter 
be made under the authority of Congress to carry the mail for the 
whole or any part of the route on railroad, then your contract to be 
annulled, or there shall be a pro rata deduction, as the case may be.” 

February 26, 1836, the contractor on route between Augusta and 
Charleston is authorized to make a subcontract with the railroad com- 
pany if he desires to do so. The letter notifying the contractor says: 
“The Postmaster General will not object to your making a subcontract 
with the railroad company provided all the offices be supplied, and 
provided the expedition furnished by the railroad involve no extra 
expense,” 


History repeats itself. Our forefathers were afraid of the 
railways. Now we shy at the airplanes. 

Mr. Chairman, I thought these paragraphs, although they 
might not be of special interest to the Members of the House, 
might interest some people out in the country who will be read- 
ing the Record of the proceedings here today. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for five minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I regret that my distin- 
guished colleague from Michigan [Mr. Crancy] has imputed 
wrong motives to our equally distinguished colleague the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Crawron] for making a point of 
order against the item for Air Mail Service. If there is any 
railroad lobbyist in our cloakroom, I have not seen him, I 
have not heard from him, and I think it is the duty of our 
friend from Michigan [Mr. CLAN] to tell us who it is that 
is intimidating Congressmen into making points of order. 

I have served here several years with our friend from 
Michigan [Mr. Craarron], and I have yet to find any influence 
which, in my judgment, would actuate him against doing his 
duty as a Member of Congress in behalf of the people of the 
United States. [Applause.] 

Mr. COOPER of Ohio, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. COOPER of Ohio. Is it not a fact that the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Cramton] is one of the most courageous 
men we have in this House? 

Mr, BLANTON. He is one of the most courageous men I ever 
saw. And I have seen the distinguished gentleman from Illi- 
nois [Mr. Mappen], before he became as prominent as he is 
now, when he was just an ordinary Republican here, get up 
on this floor and fight valiantly for what he thought to be 
in the interest of the people, and it was those many brilliant 
fights he made here which brought him into prominence in his 
party and caused him finally to be the great chairman of one 
of the greatest committees in the House, the great Committee 
on Appropriations, [Applause.] 

These gentlemen are actuated by the highest motives. It has 
just been shown that right now it costs twenty-four times as 
much to carry the mail by air as it costs to carry it by train. 
Can you impute a wrong motive to a man who does not want 
to pay out of the People’s Treasury 24 times as much for 
carrying the mail as it can be carried in another way? 

I hope that our friend from Michigan [Mr. Crancy] on reflec- 
tion will withdraw his remarks. This idle gossip goes around; 
the gentleman hears it in a cloakroom. He may have heard a 
Member repeat something he had heard somewhere else. 

Mr. CLANCY rose. 

Mr. BLANTON. I would like to have the gentleman from 
Michigan tell where there is on this floor, in the cloakrooms, 
in the gallery, or elsewhere about this Capitol any railroad 
lobbyist who is now attempting to influence Members of Con- 
gress. I would like to see him, and I yield to the gentleman 
for that purpose. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the gentleman is not discussing the question before 
the House. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, I am about done. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas will confine 
himself to the paragraph. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will confine myself to it. Here is a splen- 
did, new Member from Michigan making an insinuation which 
probably he does not intend, but which might be misconstrued 
as a reflection upon the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CRAM- 
TON]. 


1924. 


The CHAIRMAN, The point of order has been made, and 
the gentleman must confine himself to the paragraph. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. If the gentleman will get on the 
right track, I will withdraw my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is withdrawn. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle- 
mat is making a mountain out of a mole hill. I did not under- 
stand the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Crancy] to charge 
his colleague the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Cramton] 
with haying made this point of order at the instance of the 
railroads. What I did understand the gentleman from Michi- 
gun [Mr. CLancy] to say was that the railroads somewhere and 
somehow had made threats that they were going to have this 
killed. So I think it is doing both of these gentlemen very 
serious injustice to say that the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. Crancy] made such a charge. 

Mr. BLANTON, I understood the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. Cruancy] to say that he had heard that if this item was 
attempted to be passed the railroads would kill it by a point 
of order. That is what I understood his language to mean. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr, SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment, by changing the amount of $47,400,000 to $47,475,000. 

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, may I have unanimous con- 
sent to speak a couple of minutes? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida has the 
floor. Does the gentleman from Florida yield to the gentle- 
man from Michigan? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida, Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw 
the amendment temporarily, but I do not want to lose my 
rights. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida asks unani- 
mous consent to withdraw his amendment. Is there objection? 
[After a pause] The Chair hears none. For what purpose 
does the gentleman from Michigan rise? 

Mr. CLANCY. I want to direct my remarks to the question 
just discussed here, a question of personal privilege. 

Mr. DOWELL rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
from Towa rise? 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me this matter has 
gone far enough, and I object. 

Mr. CLANOY, I maintain, Mr. Chairman, it is not fair to 
me to let these other gentlemen have their say and not let me 
have mine. I move to strike out the paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan moves to 
strike out the paragraph, and is recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Ohairman, gentlemen will recall that 
what I said to the chairman of this committee was about this: I 
asked if he did not regret, as chairman of the committee that 
approved this million and a half doliar item this year and 
approved it last year when it became law, in view of the threats 
made in the clonkroom that the railroad interests would kill the 
entire item if we dared to increase it to $8,000,000 and make 
flying by night practicable and thus take the mail in some 
measure from them, if he did not regret that the point of order 
was made under those circumstances, and immediately the 
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Cramton] thought there was 
some imputation cast upon him. The gentleman from Michigan 
may have had some other motive in making that point of order, 
I hope he did have, and I believe he did. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the gentleman is not discussing the motion, and I ask for 
the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
the paragraph. 

Mr, CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, I think I have had my say. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I wish to suggest 
that the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Crancy] is discussing 
the subject matter just as much as those who discovered an 
imaginary mare’s nest and got up here and personally attacked 
him. 

The CHAIRMAN, What occurred prior has nothing to do 
with the question of order when any gentleman demands the 
regular order. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
seut that the gentleman be allowed to proceed for five minutes 
out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will please desist until 
the Chair has finished his statement. When any gentleman is 


For what purpose dees the gentleman 


The gentleman must confine himself to 
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amendment or otherwise, if a point of order is insisted upon, 
he must confine himself to the paragraph. 

Mr. CLANCY, I ask unanimous consent that I be al- 
lowed 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will please desist until 
the Chair makes a statement. The fact that some other gen- 
tleman may have spoken out of order does not affect the ques- 
tion. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Dow makes the 
point of order that the gentleman is not confining his remarks 
to the paragraph. The gentleman may proceed in order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman may continue for the balance of his time 
out of order. I think this is only fair to him. 

Mr. DOWELL. I have no objection to the gentleman making 
a statement, but the gentleman was not entitled to make it 
under a pro forma amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON, I ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man be allowed to proceed out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous cousent that the gentleman from Michigan be allowed 
to proceed for the balance of his time out of order. Is there 
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. f 

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, anybody here will readily 
comprehend that if I got confidential information—as a matter 
of fact, I got it from the other side of the Chamber—that if 
the gentleman from New York on that side and myself and 
others on this side insisted on making this item $3,000,000 and 
thus affording a basis of serious competition with the rail- 
roads, that they had three or four Members oyer there, and 
I do not know how many they had on this side of the House, 
who would make this point of order 

Mr. MADDEN. Does the gentleman seriously think it would 
be serious competition? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Michigan yield 
to the gentleman from Illinois? 

Mr. CLANCY. In just a moment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Michigan declines 
to yield. 

Mr. CLANCY. ‘The charge we are representing some interest 
which is not entirely patriotic is entirely unfounded. Eng- 
land, broke as she is, has lately put $5,000,000,000 into airplanes. 
Russia recently bought 1,000 airplanes. Mussolini promised to 
treble the airplane force of Italy; and, as you know, France 
las now put hundreds of millions in airplanes. Japan has also 
placed large orders. We place our espousal of this increase 
upon patriotic grounds, because the Post Office Department, 
outside the military departments, is the only one that is doing 
anything constructive in commercial airplaning. 

Mr. MADDEN. I wish to say to the gentleman that our total 
air-service appropriations are about $60,000,000 a year. 

Mr. CLANCY. In the military departments. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. And those appropriations do not bring in 
a cent, althongh you are going to spend $50,000,000 on your 
Army and Navy. Here we ask for $3,000,000 for some useful 
purpose, and a point of order is raised. 

Mr. CLANCY. Of course, the gentleman from Illinois knows 
the difference between $60,000,000 spent by the United States 
Government and $5,000,000,000 spent by England. That is all 
I have to say. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Without objection, the pro forma umendment will be with- 
drawn. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I offer my amend- 
ment, making the amount $47,475,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. Sars of Florida: Page 57, line 18, strike out 
the figures “‘ $47,400,000” and insert in lieu thereof “ $47,475,000." 


Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I notice in looking 
over the report of the committee that the Budget Bureau asked 
for $47,475,000. I was wondering why the chairman of the 
subcommittee cut the appropriation $75,000 and how the 
Budget Bureau went so far wrong again, if he can give me 
the information. 

Mr. MADDEN. This appropriation is increased $1,599,000. 
It is not reduced but increased. The number of officials in 
this service is 274 and the number of clerks 21,888, and there 
is no restriction of funds with which to meet eyery obligation 
that will be incurred. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I was wondering, though, why the 
Budget Bureau asked for $75,000 more than the committee 


talking under the five-minute rule, whether it is by pro forma allowed. 
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Mr. MADDEN. Well, I can not account for what they think. 
We figured this amount out to suit us and as we thought it 
ought to be figured out. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I agree with the gentlemen abso- 
lutely, and I think the committee can arrive at a more nearly 
aecurate figure than the Budget Bureau. I have always agreed 
with the committee and believe same better than the present 
system that we now have, but in my State I doubt if this 
amount will give us enough to handle the mail as it should be 
handled. Mr. Chairman, I have received several letters re- 
cently stating that inexperienced railway postal clerks are 
being transferred to Florida. I do not know how or why. 
I care nothing about their polities, but certainly during the 
winter season and during the rush and the increased handling 
of mail they can not handle it as efficiently as those who are 
familiar with the run, and I do not want another Fall“ in 
Florida, especially in the mail service. 

I have been much delighted to-day with the beautiful 
eulogies paid to the ed dead. Such should be the 
case. Perhaps it is appropriate that eulogies should be paid 
on the same day to the living. We have listened to that. It 
is very seldom that a man like my good friend from Michi- 
gan, who deserves it, listens to his own eulogy. I have also 
listened to the—I do not know what you would call it—spank- 
ing, using a southern phrase, of one of our Democratie col- 
leagues on this side because he dared to enter where angels 
would fear to tread, 

But that is the way with this House. We do what we please. 
I sincerely trust that my good friend from Illinois, who has 
thoroughly gone into this matter, will in the future see that 
instead of sending those who have served their usefulness down 
to my State will send them to Illinois. [Laughter.] I trust 
that the inexperienced railroad mail clerks will be sent to the 
city of Chicago instead of being sent down South; that those 
who can not perform their duties which the taxpayers are 
paying them for will be sent to the district of the gentleman 
in Chieago. [Laughter.} Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the 
amendment, because I am convinced that it can not be passed. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For transportation of foreign mails by steamship, aircraft, or other- 
wise, $7,500,000: Provided, That not to exceed $150,000 of this sum 
may be expended for carrying foreign mail by aircraft: Provided fur- 
ther, That the Postmaster General shall be authorized to expend such 
sums as may be necessary, not to exceed $150,000, to cover the cost 
to the United States for maintaining sea post service on ocean steam- 
ebips conveying the mails to and from the United States. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
to that part of the paragraph pertaining to the air mail serv- 
ice. There is no law authorizing foreign mail to be carried 
by air service. 

Mr. MADDEN. I hope the gentleman will not insist on his 
point of order. When Mr. Burleson was Postmaster General 
he entered into contracts to carry the air mail from Habana to 
the Florida coast. Now it is necessary to have such a service 
from points on the Pacific coast over to British Columbia. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is that a success? 

Mr. MADDEN. It is a success; they have to do it to catch 
the steamer: 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, on the statement of the gen- 
teman from Illinois, I withdraw the point of order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For balances due foreign countries, $1,500,000. 


Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last word in order to ask the chairman of the com- 
mittee whether that appropriation represents the unpaid bal- 
ance for the last fiscal year? 

Mr. MADDEN. No; a good deal of that is due to the period 
of the war; they were not able to get settlements, and owing 
to the chaotic conditions this is an aeecumnlation over a long 
“period. This will clenn up a lot of settlements that came over 
during a long period with other countries. 


Mr. LEAVITT. What countries? 
Mr. MADDEN. I think there are about 48 countries in the 


Postal Union—Canada, England, France, Germany, Austria, 
Russia, Sweden, Norway, and others, 

Mr. LEAVITT. A lot of countries who owe us money, but 
will not pay us. = 

Mr. MADDEN. Well, this is a commercial transaction. We 
have to meet these regardless of what they owe us. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Will this appropriation clean up 
all of them? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. This is what happened: The Postal 
Union of the South American countries, the Orient, and, as I 


say, a lot of others have a convention every four years, They 
fix the rates for carrying the mail across their territory and 
we fix the rates for carrying the mail across our territory. Each 
carries and delivers the mail to the others to the point of de- 
barkation. Then the country to which the mail goes takes it 
and transports it across their country. If they transport it 
across one country, the rate Is so much; if they transport it 
across their own country, it is a different rate. This is a 
good deal like a clearing house. As I say, there aro 48 coun- 
tries, and each one pays the balance, whatever it may be. They 
pay us and we pay them. Of course, what they owe us does 
not show on the appropriation, but what we have to pay them 
does. It goes without saying that they have to pay us as well 
as we have to pay them. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. As I understand, the most of these 
2 are covering the period of the war and shortly after 

war. 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; the settlement of all the tag ends of 
things that we were not able to adjust during the war. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Does this embrace the cost of 
carrying the mail to the American Expeditionary Force? 

Mr. MADDEN. No; it is not for carrying mail across the 
ocean at all; it is simply the transportation by rail in foreign 
countries. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my pro 
forma amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


For expenses of delegates to the Universal Postal Congress at 
Stockholm to be appointed by the Postmaster General in the Post 
Office Department, $7,500, to be immediately available and to be 
expended in the discretion of the Postmaster General. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
8 the paragraph as being legislation unauthorized by 

w. 

Mr. MADDEN. I think that is covered by this law: 


For the purpose of making better postal arrangements with foreign 
countries or to counteract their adverse measures affecting our postal 
intercourse with them the Postmaster General, by and with the advice 
and consent of the President, may negotiate and conclude postal 
treaties or conventions and may reduce or increase the rates of postage 
on mail matter conveyed between the United States and foreign 
countries. 


That is a provision ef the Revised Statutes, section 398. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is a matter appertaining between the 
Government of the United States and other governments, and 
this is a separate and distinct convocation that is to occur in 
Stockholm. 

Mr. MADDEN. The Postal Union Conventions are held 
every four years. If we are not represented at the Postal 
Union Convention, they can charge us any rate they please, 
and we would lose millions of dollars if we were not repre- 
sented at that convention. I assume that they will send dele- 
gates who will be well versed in postal matters. 

For example, a man like Mr. Stewart would go as a delegate. 
He is one of the best posted men on postal laws in the world. 
They do not send anyone to these conventions except experts. 

Mr. BLANTON. I was in hopes that the gentleman from 
Illinois was going to stop all of these junketing trips for Gov- 
ernment employees, 

Mr. MADDEN, But this is not a junketing trip. 

Mr. BLANTON. I can call his attention to lots that are. 

Mr. MADDEN. That may be true, but this is not. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman thinks this ought to be in 
there? 

Mr. MADDEN. I think it ought to be in there, and I think 
this law authorizes it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the point of 
order. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word and ask unanimous consent to proceed for five 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. The chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee has assured us that increases have been made in the 
appropriation for postmasters and employees in the third and 
fourth classes. I hope that these will be sufficient to enable 
the department to give some relief to these offices. The growth 
of the parcel post has imposed new conditions. Both more 


space and more help are necessary, and so far these additions 
have not been provided for. 

In one third-class office in my district two persons felt com- 
pelled to refuse the office after I had tendered it to them, be- 


cause the pay was so small they could not undertake to 
administer the office. 

From another prosperous office in my district the postmaster 
sets forth the following handicaps: 


When I became postmaster here I purchased all new, Government- 
approved fixtures of the very best quality. * * I paid $1,520 
for those fixtures, Counting the depreciation on this equipment at 
$100 per year and the annual interest at 6 per cent on $1,520, amount- 
ing to $121.60, with an annual insurance premium of $28, you can 
readily see that it costs me 9249.60 per year to furnish the necessary 
equipment for Uncle Sam's business at this place. On the other hand, 
the box-rent receipts or the rental on this equipment aggregates $255 
per annum and goes to the department as part of the receipts of the 
office. In other words, the Government collects the rental of $255 per 
year from property which belongs to me. 


This postmaster adds pertinently that he does not believe 
that it was— 


ever intended that the Government should collect rental from property 
that was owned by a citizen, even though he should be an employee of 
some department of the Government, 


The constitutionality of such a procedure is properly ques- 
tioned, 

Another postmaster, complaining of the same situation, says 
that the third and fourth class postmasters are looking forward 
to receiving a little consideration from this session of Congress. 
He says that they are not asking for an increase in the pay 
of postmasters, although I am of the opinion that they might 
properly do so— 


they simply ask to be reimbursed for necessary expenses which are 
needed to conduct an office as it must be conducted to-day. Not many 
years ago a little 2 by 4 space was sufficient to conduct a fourth-class 
post office, but to-day in most cases it takes a fair-sized building 
because of the amount of parcel post that is dumped in on them to- 
day. * * * A few years ago a third-class postmaster could hire 
a schoolgirl for a dollar a day and go out and attend to some business 
on the side. But those days are goue, and I want to assure you that 
now it takes a postmaster's full time and that of a clerk. 


I believe that these complaints are just ones. It may be 
necessary to enact new legislation to meet the situation. If 
that is the case it should be enacted, for the Government wants 
to treat fairly those who serve it faithfully, as I believe most 
postmasters do. It does not want to take the use of their 
property without remuneration, nor does it want to use their 
services without fair puy. In the meantime, I hope that the 
increases in the uppropriations made in this bill will measurably 
meet these new conditions, 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the chairman 
of the committee a question, if I may, which does not relate to 
the paragraph under consideration. Have any complaints come 
to the attention of the gentleman’s committee with reference 
to the sale of postal savings stamps in certain districts of 
the West where the tinuncial situation is in great distress? 

Mr. MADDEN. It has not come to the attention of our com- 
mittee, 

Mr. McKEOWN. In certain parts of the West they have 
withdrawn the sule of Treasury certificates, and there has also 
been a request that the Post Office Department temporarily 
withdraw the sale of these postal savings stamps. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is a Treasury Department activity. 
That is to say, the Post Office Department acts only as the 
agent of the Treasury Department, but I would be very glad 
to call that to the attention of the Secretary of the Treasury 
if the gentleman desires, 

Mr. McKEOWN. I think it has already been called to his 
attention., We have already had up the situation with reference 
to the sale of postal savings stamps, and we want them to 
withdraw the sale of those stamps as the Treasury has done in 
certain other instances. 

Mr. MADDEN. It has not come to our attention. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the pro forma 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

For inland transportation by star routes (excepting service in 
Alaska), including temporary service to newly established offices, 
$12,800,000. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. BLANTON: Page 63, line 5, strike out ‘ $12,- 
800,000" and insert in lieu thereof “ $12,900,000." 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the atten- 
tion of my colleagues to an important colloquy in the hear- 
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vat 
ings which occurred between the chairman of the committee 
[Mr. Mappen] and the Fourth Assistant Postmaster General, 
Mr. Billany, in respect to the star route service, which every 
one of us is interested in, because that service directly affects 
our rural people at home, On page 251 of the hearings the 
following occurred: 


The CHAIRMAN. How many contracts expire this year? 
Mr. BILLANY, Two thousand one hundred and eighty. 
The CHAIRMAN, When do those contracts expire? 

Mr. BILLANY, On June 80. 


Then on the next page the following occurred: 


The CHAIRMAN. Even if you do not get any better prices, we could 
still do that, and that would leave you with a leeway of a little over 
$100,000. 

Mr, Britany. That would handicap us a little bit, I am afraid, 

The CHAIRMAN. Why? 

Mr. BiıLLANY. We do not know exactly what service we have to put 
in to replace the breakdown on small railroads. That does not occur 
often, but we want to be prepared for it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Suppose we take off $100,000? 

Mr. BILLANY. We will try to get along with that. 


But it wil be remembered that the Fourth Assistant Post- 
master General frankly told the gentleman from Illinois that 
it would handicap him to cut off any of this amount. 

‘Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman now let 
me tell him the facts about it? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just a moment, because I want to call 
my colleagues’ attention to this. I know how anxious the 
chairman of the committee is to save some money for the 
Government. I am with him on that. I want to see the 
money properly saved myself. I do not know what your ex- 
perience has been, but for the last year, ever since Congress 
adjourned last March, I have been writing to and going down 
to this department every once in a while and calling atten- 
tion to the lack of seryice out in different parts of my district 
where country people are obliged to go several miles to get 
their mail, and where people living in communities where 
numerous families would be served were asking for an ex- 
tension of routes in order to get better service. 

They were asking to have their star routes extended, or new 
routes installed. In every case the Fourth Assistant Post- 
master General would say: 


Mr. BLANTON, we would like to help you but we have not got the 
money. We must depend upon you gentlemen in Congress to give 
the money to us. You can not blame us, we have not the money. 
When the bill is under consideration, if-you Members will give us 
the money we will attend to your people. 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; although the gentleman from New 
York has not many rural people in his district. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Texas is a pretty big State. Does the 
gentleman know that we can develop our air lines in Texas? 

Mr. BLANTON. Not when it now costs 24 times as much 
to transport the mail by air as by train, and until recently 
it cost 60 times as much. What I am talking about is the 
rural population, about which the gentleman from New York 
knows nothing whatever. He knows nothing about people 
living in the country where they have to go five or six miles 
for their mail. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I regret I can not. I have only a few 
minutes, In the city of New York they have four or five de- 
liveries a day, mail delivered right at the door for them; and 
in the city of Chicago they have four or five deliveries a day, 
delivered at their doors; and in the city of Washington they 
have four or five deliveries a day, and they have a mail box 
every two or three blocks where people can walk a few steps 
and put in their mail, But out in the country where the 
rural population lives, all over this Nation, people have to go 
miles to mail letters and to get their mail; and when I asked 
the Fourth Assistant Postmaster General to give them a better 
service he said, “We have not got the money.” This is a 
small sum, comparatively. I do not think the Chairman ought 
to hesitate a moment to give this extra $100,000 for the 
country people all over this land, because if it were not for 
the backbone country people, God knows what would become 
of our Government. 

They are the basic foundation, the very bulwark of this Gov- 
ernment, and we ought to see that their interests are taken care 
of properly. I hope the gentleman from Illinois will not oppose 
this amendment. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 
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Mr. HS tines. I hope the gentleman from Texas. will also: 
invite. attention to the fact that on many of these star routes 
they make: only two or three trips a week, and by increasing 
this appropriation you can increase the number of deliveries. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. The chairman asked Mr. Billany how 
many present contracts would expire this year, and he said there 
will be 2,180 contracts that will expire June 30. He must have 


more money if he wants to give your rural people and mine 


proper service. I hope the chairman will agree to this $100,000 
increase, 
Mr. MADDEN. 


for star routes, In the first contract section. we have 2,962 star 
routes; in the second section. there are 2,180; in the third sec- 
tion there are 12,181; and in the fourth section there are 4,379; 
The total of that can be figured ont. The total eost of the star 
routes that exist—I have given you the numbers—is. $12,045,- 
701.38. We are giving them $12,800,000. In order that there 
may be no chance in the world for any shortage of service we 
are giving them $755,000 more than the routes cost. 

Now, what do they want? Why should we appropriate so 
much more if it were not for the fact that we are anxious to 
give them service? We know that they can not absorb the 
$755,000 additional that we are giving them over and above the 
present cost ; yet we are offering it in this appropriation. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? i 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr: BLANTON. The gentlemam has confidence in the Fourth 
Assistant Postmaster General, Mr. Billany. He is a fine gentle- 
man. Now, if be does not need this extra $100,000 he will not 
spend it. He says he would be handicapped without it. I do 
8 think we would suffer any loss or be injured by putting 
t in. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I want to call the gentleman’s 
attention. te the fact that the Bureau of the Budget seems not 


only te have recommended an increase for the rural carriers, | 


but have recommended $12,900,000 for the star routes. 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; I am giving the reason why we cut 
$100,000. 

Mr. BLANTON. T am asking for the rural population just 
what the Budget allowed. 

Mr. MADDEN. If we always gave them all that the Budget 
allowed we would frequently give them more than they need. 


Mr. BLANTON. But this is for the deserving country people | 


of the United States. 

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, we make no discrimination between the 
city people and. the country peeple in our work. We are seek- 
ing to do the best thing that. can be done as the doormat of the 
House. Let us take a vote on it. We know no city and no 
country in our work. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON J. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that 
the “noes” appeared to have it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a division. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks for a 
division: 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 49, noes 42. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the entire paragraph for the purpose of acquiring 
some information. 

Mr. MADDEN. Which one? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. The one just adopted; as 
amended by the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Branton], It may not appear in order, but I think 
when you read the paragraph you will see that there is some 
relevancy between that and the paragraph on which I desire 
some information. “For transportation of foreigm mails by 
steamships, aircraft, or otherwise, $7,500;000:” 

Mr. MADDEN. Where is that?’ 

Mr, O'CONNOR of Louisiana. On page 58. I would like to 
know, Mr. Chairman, whether or not the United States Ship- 
ping Board vessels are given a preference in carrying this mail. 
in view of this enormous fund or subvention which our Ship- 
ping Board has been able to secure? 

Mr. MADDEN. Our Post Office Department has instructions 
to give preference to ships flying the American flag; and espe- 
cially ships owned by the Government. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Can the gentleman give us 
what proportion of the 7, 500,000 is going to the United States 
Shipping Board? 


Of course we are cutting out star routes |; 
whenever we put on rural voutes, and we have 812,800,000 here 


Mr. MADDEN. I am giving you the: figures. It is a large 
portion of it. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. I believe that that subven- 
tion itself is higher than any subvention: given by any foreign 
‘country in all history. I thought we could get the information 
accurately before the Members of the House. Mr, Chairman, L 
| withdraw my pro forma amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn. 
The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


For pay of rural carriers, substitutos: for rural carriers on annual 
and sick leave, clerks in charge of rural stations, and tolls and ferriage, 
Rural Delivery Service, and for the incidental expenses thereof, 
| $88,250,000. 


| Mr. BUSBY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered) by Mr. Bussy : Page 63, line 9, after the word 
“thereof,” strike out “ $88,250,000.” and! insert in Hen thereof “ 880. 
250,000.” 


Mr. BUSBY. Mr. Chairman, during the general debate on 

this bill I called the attention of the committee to the inade- 
|quacy of the amount provided in the bill to carry on the rural 
carrier work of the country. 
T gathered from the hearings—and' particularly the state- 
ment made by Mr: Billany, Fourth Assistant Postmaster Gen- 
|eral—that there were 496 routes which had been approved by 
| his department; that there were 409 additional routes which: 
| were in the hands of the inspeetors; and that there were 1,303. 
extensions of routes which had been finally approved by the 
department, but that these had not been put into operation, 
that is, the 496 and the 1,308 extensions, ta say nothing of 
those that would be approved: when they were inspected out of 
the 409 that were in the hands of the inspectors. 

Now, I have made some calculations, regarding the amount 
of money that would be required in order to put into operation 
these 496 routes which were approved, and I find. that at the 
average price per route, which is $1,830.42, it would. take $907,- 
888.32; that if the 409 routes were put into operation it would 
take an additional $748,641.78; that if the 1.303 routes—the ex- 
tensions which have been approved—were put into operation. 
at an average of $150 for each one of these extensions—which. 
I think is a very conservative figure—it would require an addi- 
tional $195,450, or a total sum of. $1,851,979.10. 

This bill carries only $750,000 over and above the fixed 
charges for putting this work into operation. Taking that 
$750,000 from the total required would leave needed $1,101,- 
979.10; which it would be necessary for the Fourth Assistant 
Postmaster General to have in order to give this service. 

I want to say that after I alluded to this proposition briefly 
a short time ago I saw Mr, Billany and asked him if he would 
have money enough to put this work into operation, and he 
said, “I will not; the bill does not carry enough.” He said, 
“I asked the Budget Bureaun for $1,000,000 more in order that 
I might have enough. money to give this service, but they seemed. 
to be a little averse to it, so I acqniesced in. their feeling about 
the matter.” Consequently the matter stands as you find it in. 
the bill. 

I want to call your attention te the fact that notwithstand- 
ing the testimony of Mr. Billany. in the hearings to: the effect 
that he could have used the money that was appropriated and 
Included in the 1923 appropriation, he, as a matter of fact,, 
turned back $782,000. into the Trensury which could have been 
used to put meritorious routes inte operation. Why, I did not 
understand, except that he. testified he wanted to conserve 
expenses as much as, possible, and instead of putting the rontes 
into operation he turned’ the money back. I offer this sugges- 
tion simply for this reason: That we need not fear this 
$1,000,000 going into his hands, because T do not think he would 
be extravagant and waste it, taking his action as to the former 
sum of $782,000 as an example. I believe if he did not use it 
he would turn it back, and I believe he would conserve every 

it of it. 

i Now, you gentlemen who are familiar with the rural carrier 
service and who have been to the Post Office Depurtment ask- 
ing about reutes in your distriet, routes which huve been in- 
spected, finally approved, but not put into operation, can appre- 
ciate the point I am raising. If you do net appreciate it now 
and if you do not sustain this amendment, you will find later 
in the year just exactly what your situation will be and it will 
be this: The Fourth Assistant Postmaster General will telf 


1924. 


CON GRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2325 


+ 

you, and tell you truly, “I haye not the money to put these 
additional services into operation, services to which the people 
are entitled and to which our inspectors have said they are 
entitled, because Congress did not provide for it in the appro- 
priation bill.” I do not think that situation ought to prevail 
any longer, and I do not think, as the representatives of 
people who are entitled to this additional service, we ought to 
permit it to prevail any longer, and that we should make it 
possible to establish this additional service regardless of the 
fact that we may go a little beyond the Budget estimate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi has expired. 

Mr. BUSBY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Mississippi asks 
unanimous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the 
Record, Is there objection? 

There was no objection. p s 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, we havo 42,471 rural routes 
in service daily except Sundays; we have 128 routes in service 
twice a week and 984 that are in service three times a week. 

The appropriation for the rural service for 1924 is $86,- 
900,000; the proposal in this bill is $88,250,000, or an increase 
of $1,850,000. It must be remembered that this appropriation 
is being made for the fiscal year 1925 and not for 1924; that 
we have $750,000 in this bill for new routes; that if the money 
now available for the establishment of new rural routes is used, 
there would not be more than 400 or 500 routes to establish in 
1925, because those routes that are already approved will be 
put into effect in 1924. So that while we are giving $750,000 
for new routes for 1925, we are giving all the money they need 
to give the best service that has ever been established for the 
rural territory. I do not think the motion of the gentleman 
who has just taken his seat ought to prevail. He is offering 
an amendment to this bill to increase it by $1,000,000 for this 
one item. The question new arises whether an amendment 
offered from the floor by a Member who has given no considera- 
tion to the question is to be given more thought and better 
consideration than one which comes from the committee which 
has given time and attention to the subject. I hope, Mr. Chair- 
man and gentlemen of the committee, that this amendment will 
not prevail. 

Mr. ARNOLD. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. ARNOLD. There has been quite a good deal of agi- 
tation 

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, yes; there is agitation all the time. 

Mr. ARNOLD. In regard to some new legislation for an 
equipment and maintenance allowance, has that been taken into 
consideration at all in this item? 

Mr. MADDEN. No; we have no jurisdiction over the sub- 
ject and would have no legislative authority. 

Mr. ARNOLD. I know the committee has no legislative 
authority, but did they take that into consideration? 

Mr. MADDEN. No; we can not take that into consideration. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Even if you made the amount 
larger, it would not apply to that matter? 

Mr. MADDEN. It would not apply to that. No matter how 
large you made this item, none of it would go for that purpose. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. And as I understand, if I may say 
so to the chairman, there is legislation pending that would 
effect the object indicated. 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; that proposed legislation is pending 
before the Post Office Committee, not only as to rural carriers 
but as to all carriers and all clerks and all postmasters, first, 
second, third, and fourth class. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. To all employees. 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, I want to offer an amend- 
ment to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma offers an 
amendment to the amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. Hastincs offered fo the amendment offered by 
Mr. Bussy : Page 63, line 9: At the end of line 9, add the following: 


% provided, That of this amount $1,000,000 be made immediately avail- 
able.” 


Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is to cor- 
rect the very evil that has been discussed here on the floor for 
the last few minutes. The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
Bussy] has placed in the Recorp the number of rural routes 


that have been approved by inspectors and would be now in- 
stalled if they had the money. 

Mr. MADDEN. But I maintain they have the money to in- 
stal routes that are needed for 1924, whereas we are appropri- 
ating for 1925. 

Mr. HASTINGS. The hearings show that there are some 
496, as I now recall, that have been approved. 

Mr. BUSBY. Will the gentleman from Oklahoma yield? 

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield. 

Mr. BUSBY. My investigation through the Fourth Assist- 
ant Postmaster General on last Monday shows that he did not 
have the money and could not for that reason put into opera- 
tion these routes about which the complaint is made. 

Mr. HASTINGS. That is exactly what he has told me, and 
I appeal to every Member of Congress on the floor who repre- 
sents rural districts, if anyone applied for a rural route, he has 
been told exactly the same thing. I know I have spoken to 20 
or 25 Members of Congress and they have all told me that, and 
I know there are two or three or more routes that haye been 
approved in my district that I can not.get inaugurated now for 
the reason the Fourth Assistant Postmaster General says he 
does not have the money. This amendment makes $1,000,000 of 
this appropriation immediately available so these routes may 
now be installed. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman from Okla- 
homa yield? 

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I agree with the gentleman. I 
think we ought to have the rural service extended all over the 
country, but the Fourth Assistant Postmaster General has 
asked for $88,250,000 and the committee has recommended that 
that sum be allowed him, every dollar of it. Inasmuch as he 
confined his request to that sum and inasmuch as in 1923 over 
$700,000 was turned back, does the gentleman really believe 
that if we appropriate $1,000,000 more that he would use it? 
He has not asked for any more, and does the gentleman think 
he would use it if we appropriated it? 

Mr. BUSBY. Will the gentleman from Oklahoma yield, so 
that I may ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes. 

Mr. BUSBY. Is it not a fact that the Fourth Assistant Post- 
master General asked for more than the committee 
gave him? 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. I do not know. I only know 
that all that was presented to the committee was $88,250,000. 

Mr. HASTINGS. I appeal to my colleagues upon the floor 
and to every Member of Congress who represents a rural con- 
stituency, if you have not rural routes that have not been 
inaugurated or some extensions that have not been made, and 
upon inquiry of the Post Office Department, has not the Post 
Office Department told you the money was not available? This 
simply makes $1,000,000 immediately available. If there are 496 
routes, as the gentleman from Mississippi has stated, placing 
the number in the Rrcorp, that have been approved by inspee- 
tors, why should we wait until June 30 or until the beginning of 
the next fiseal year? Why should we not give the rural people 
the service now? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HASTINGS. Yes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I wish to submit that if Congress 
should indieate a clear intention that the Fourth Assistant 
Postmaster General should inaugurate these rural reutes which 
have been approved by the inspectors, he would doubtless be 
more disposed to do it than has been the case otherwise; ang, 
furthermore, that these sections of the country which have not 
had this service but which are now entitled to it according tothe 
report of the inspectors. are just as much entitled to the service 
as any other section of the country. 

Mr. HASTINGS. That is quite true; and if more money is 
appropriated than is necessary, of course it will not be ex- 
pended. I favor economy but not at the expense of the Rural 
Mail Service. 

Mr. MADDEN. I hope the gentleman from Tennessee does 
not make the charge that there is any discrimination about 
where these routes are to be installed. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. No; the chairman misunderstood 
me. The point I was making was in reference to sections of 
the same county which are deprived of rural service. If it be 
shown that they have a right to such service and are entitled 
to it according to the report of the inspectors, then they are as 
clearly entitled to it as the other sections of the same county. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is true. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment merely from a parlamentary standpoint because, 
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as a matter of fact, I am in favor of the amendment. As a 
general proposition I would follow the argument made by the 
gentleman from Illinois that the committee in charge of a bill 
that knew all about it ought to be followed and backed up; 
but I submit to my colleagues that the gentleman from IIII- 
mois with his time taken up on many other important matters 
and living in a big city like Chicago does not know as much 
about rural routes in this country as my friend from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. Bussy], or the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
Hastrncs]. They and all the rest of us have come up against 
the proposition personally by going down and asking for the 
establishment of these routes. The gentleman from Illinois has 
not been down there to see about the rural population. I wish 
he could see the number of letters I have in my office from Mr. 
Billany, the Fourth Assistant Postmaster General, saying that 
he can not do this for they have not got the money. Every- 
one knows that that is the answer he gets when he writes for 
a rural route—they say they have not got the money. When 
we put the money in this bill that is asked for by the gentle- 
man from Mississippi [Mr. Bussy], and make some of it im- 
mediately available as asked by the gentleman from Oklahoma 
(Mr. Hastings], Mr. Billany can not come back and say he 
has not got the money, but then he will have to show us why 
he does not establish the proper routes, routes approved by his 
inspectors. He has to give the reason for it, and we can go 
back to the people and say that Mr. Billany can not unload it 
onto us by saying that Congress did not appropriate the money. 
If he does not give us the routes, the administration is respon- 
sible for it and not the Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma to the amendment of the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BLANTON) there were 60 ayes and 64 noes. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr, Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chair appointed Mr. HASTINGS 
and Mr. Mappen as tellers, 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported that 
there were 63 ayes and 70 noes. 

So the amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Bussy]. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, as stated by my 
friend from Oklahoma, who is always interested in the welfare 
of the people, I have received letters from the Fourth Assist- 
ant Postmaster General stating that he could not establish 
routes in my district which had been approved, because he had 
no funds to do so. It was with some regret I noticed that 
my colleagues from New York on the Republican side, who 
have asked us who represent rural districts to vote with them, 
just now vote against the establishment of these routes; but 
it is nothing new to see those from cities vote as they have 
just voted. I am glad to be able to say that I voted for every 
appropriation for Chicago, for New York, for Detroit, and 
other large cities in the country, even when the appropriations 
to help my district failed. 

Either one of two things is true—the appropriations of last 
year were not sufficient and there is not a balance or some one 
is playing politics and deceiving the people when they say. they 
have not funds to establish these routes. If they have the 
funds, let them say so, and if they have not got them, let them 
come out in the open and say it, because the Republican Party 
is in power and is to blame for not establishing them. Of 
course, out in Kansas where there are the beautiful wheat 
fields waving to and fro in the wind they do not need any 
relief or any mail, because they can sit there and enjoy the 
beauties of the wheat fields. [Applause.] We will help them 
increase the price of wheat by eating the flour when made into 
bread, showing that we are liberal. 

But seriously, my friends, you either ought to give this in- 
creased appropriation so that there will be no excuse in the 
future for not establishing the routes or quit saying that Con- 
gress will not appropriate enough to let them do what they 
want to do and what ought to be done. I have voted for every 
increase that the cities have asked for, and now I ask you 
gentlemen when the next vote comes—and I think the most 
important vote we have just had was on the amendment of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma—I ask you in all seriousness to help 
us give some relief to the farmers, the backbone of the country, 
as the Representatives from the rural districts have helped 

- you in the cities. [Applause.] 


Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment to the amendment, which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BuLlwixkn to the amendment offered by 
Mr. Busey: After the figures “ $88,250,000,” in line 9, page 63, insert 
“$750,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, shall be imme- 
diately available for the establishment of new routes recommended and 
approved by the department.” 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order to 
that. It is legislation. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is clearly a limitation. It is not sub- 
ject to the point of order. 

Mr. BUTLER. Is not that legislation? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; the committee has the right to make it 
immediately available, 

Mr. MADDEN. But the amendment provides how the moneys 
shall be used. That is legislation. 

Mr, BLANTON, But there is legislation authorizing new 
rural routes, 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. All of it applies to rural routes. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the Chair is in doubt about it, I would 
like to be heard. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has some doubt about it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, this whole paragraph re- 
lates to the rural Service. In the first place there is no ques- 
tion about the “immediately available” feature of it, in view 
of the recent rulings since this Appropriation Committee was 
reestablished in its present form. ‘That is clearly in order. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is all right. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then the only question which the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN] raises is whether it could be 
limited to new rural routes. We have ample legislation author- 
izing money to be appropriated for new rural routes, The 
organic law itself authorizes that. The organic law inaugurat- 
ing the Post Office Department provides for new rural routes 
when, in the discretion of the Fourth Assistant Postmaster 
General, he decides they are necessary, and where they have 
been approved by inspectors, 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr, Chairman, I withdraw the point of 
order, 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, as was suggested here, 
every Member who represents a rural district has had the ex- 
perience of being told at the Post Office Department that no 
new routes could be established, though recommended and ap- 
proved by the department, on account of lack of funds, that 
the funds are all exhausted. This takes care of that situa- 
tion, and I hope the Members of the House can see their way, 
clear to approve this amendment. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. And this amendment does not 
increase by $1 the total amount. It will be only persuasive 
with the Post Office Department to bring about the estab- 
lishment of routes that have not yet been established, but 
which nevertheless are regarded as necessary, having been 
recommended by the inspectors and approved by the depart- 
ment. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I make this suggestion: I 
am perfectly willing, if it is thought essential to the best in- 
terests of the service, to make $500,000 of the $88,250,000 im- 
mediately available. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Chairman, I agree to that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina asks 
unanimous consent to modify his amendment in the manner 
suggested. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The Clerk will report the modified amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BULWINKLE to the amendment offered 
by Mr. Bussy: After the figures “ $88,250,000,” in line 9, page 63, 
insert “ $500,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, shall im- 
mediately be available for the establishment of new routes recom- 
mended and approved by the department.” 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, if that suggestion is to be 
adhered to, I want to have the million-dollar amendment with- 
drawn. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CRAMTON. I am not sure abont the reading of the 
amendment as I heard it, but as I understood it, it does not 
say “Of which amount $500,000 shall be immediately avail- 
able.” Therefore it might be held that it was an additional 
$500,000. 


Mr. BULWINKLE,. Mr. Chairman, I agree that it shall 
read “Of which amount $500,000 shall be immediately avail- 
able,” and ask that my amendment be further modified in that 


The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 
be modified as indicated. 

There was no objection, 

Mr. BUSBY. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BUSBY. Is it proposed to substitute this amendment 
for the amendment adding $1,000,000, or is this a modification 
or amendment offered by the gentleman from North Caro- 
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The CHAIRMAN, This is a modification of the amendment 
of the gentleman from North Carolina, which is an amendment 
to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. BUSBY. Then I rise in opposition to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. MADDEN, Mr. Chairman, let us see if we understand 
this. My understanding is that the amendment of the gentle- 
man from North Carolina is that of the $88,250,000, $500,000 
shall be immediately available. I doubt if that amendment 
can be considered while the other amendment is pending. I 
am willing to agree to the amendment of the gentleman from 
North Carolina if the other amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. And is it not a fact that under 
that modification they will get the $500,000 at once? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. y 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee, And if the amendment in re- 
spect 22 a million dollars is adopted, they do not get it until 
next July. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state the parliamentary 
situation. The Chair has nothing to do with the understanding, 
but by unanimous consent the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. BULWINKIE] has amended his proposed substitute limiting 
the amendment to $500,000 in place of the $750,000, However, 
it is an amendment to the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Mississippi, which increased the amount. The Chair 
does not care to state the effect. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is the case. 

The CHAIRMAN. So that if the amendment to the amend- 
ment is agreed to, and the amendment itself is agreed to, the 
amount would be increased. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will permit, 
if the amendment offered by the gentleman from North Carolina 
is agreed to, and if then the amendment as amended by the 
gentleman from Mississippi is defeated, the gentleman from 
North Carolina would have gotten nowhere. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. That is the idea I entertain, that 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from North Carolina 
must be treated necessarily as in the nature of a substitute 
for the amendment offered by the gentleman from Mississippi. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina has 
the privilege, if he cares to exercise it, to offer his amendment 
as a substitute, and the amount would be decreased. 

Mr. BUSBY rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi is recog- 
nized in opposition. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amendment 
read? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendments will 
be read; first the amendment of the gentleman from Mississippl, 
and then the amendment of the gentleman from North Carolina. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Bussy: Page 63, line 9, after the word 
“thereof,” strike out “ $88,250,000" and insert in lieu thereof 
* $89,250,000." 

Amendment offered by Mr. BULWINKLE as a substitute for the amend- 
ment offered by Mr. Bussy: Page 63, line 9, after the figures 
“ $88,250,000" insert of which amount $500,000, or so much thereof 
as may be necessary, shall be immediately available for the establish- 
ment of new routes recommended by the department.” 


Mr. BUSBY. Mr. Chairman, it has been suggested that 
some of us who are not on the committee making up the bill 
do not on that account, perhaps, know much about it. I have 
made a pretty thorough investigation; I have examined the 
last report of the Postmaster General on the postal situation, 
and I haye read the hearings and I have read the bill. I have 
also seen the Fourth Assistant Postmaster General, and just as 
certain as you are listening to me now if you adopt the sub- 
stitute instead of the original amendment you will get nowhere, 

d next year you will be without funds. I know that the 

ostmaster General told me that he asked for a million dollars 
more, and the Budget committee thought he ought to get along 
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on less, and he said he acquiesced, but that that was his judg- 
ment. There is nothing in the hearings as to what the differ- 
ence was between him and the Budget. There has been an 
increase in the appropriation for city carriers several times. 
The rural carriers have not been so increased. I voted with 
you gentlemen to put on an additional sum to cover the city 
carrier service; that is, to put on additional carriers where 
needed. 

Mr. MADDEN. And there was not a bit of necessity for it. 

Mr. BUSBY. That may be, but I did it anyway. As the 
result of that, $398,000 was all added for that purpose. I live 
out in the country, and there is not a city in my district that 
has more than 5,000 or 6,000 people in it, and there are few 
city carriers in my district, and the people out in the country 
are dependent on their mail being brought out to them, because 
they live 12 or 15 miles from the post office, many of them; and 
if you ent off this line of service to them, it is quite different 
from cutting off the city delivery carriers, where you already 
have three or four deliveries a day. You gentlemen know that 
that is so. All that I am asking is that you give the Fourth 
Assistant Postmaster General this money and put it at his dis- 
posal and not cut it down by this substitute amendment. If 
you pass the substitute amendment, you will find later you are 
just where you are at the present time, and you will have the 
Fourth Assistant Postmaster General say to you, “I have not 
the money to carry on this work, because this comes out of the 
$88,950,000.” 


It was stated here that $87,500,000 were fixed charges. I 
asked him if he could cut that fixed charge so as to extend the 
rural carrier service, and he said, “I can not.” I said, “ Could 
you cut the fixed charges so as to leave any part of the 
$87,500,000 to be applied on rural carrier service,” and he said, 
“I can not do it.” 

Now, I do not know where to get information unless you get 
it out of the sworn statements, out of the reports, and from the 
individuals who are administering these things, as well as from 
letters from the Fourth Assistant’ Postmaster General telling 
you he can not put the service on because he has not the money. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUSBY. Yes. i : 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN] 
is going to vote against this substitute, and then we will try to 
pass the gentleman’s amendment if enough of the Members 
will vote with us. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi has expired. : 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Florida moves to 
strike out the last word of the amendment. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, it has been suggested 
that unless we accept the substitute, we will get nothing. 

Mr. MADDEN. I beg the gentleman's pardon. I did not 
say that. z 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Well, I mean except that which is 
carried in the bill. 

Mr. MADDEN. I did not say that. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Well, 1 will refer to my side of 
the House. 

Mr. MADDEN. And it has not been suggested. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. It has been suggested. Speaking 
solely for myself, if I get letters from the Postinaster General 
or from the Fourth Assistant Postmaster General next year 
to the effect that they would like to establish a route in my 
district, but that Congress would not give them the money, 
then I am estopped from making talks such as I have made 
to-day, unless I vote for the increase. As far as I am con- 
cerned I would rather continue this way for the balance of the 
year and then have enough, if what the chairman states is 
correct—and I am not questioning it—to run us next year 
than to have $500,000 for use now and then next year have 
the Fourth Assistant Postmaster General write us saying he 
can not establish routes because of lack of funds. 

You are either right or you are wrong, and if what the 
distinguished gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mappren] has said— 
and I am not questioning it—to the effect that the amount in 
the bill is sufficient for next year, if you cut it $500,000 then 
it will not be sufficient for next year. Either one or the other 
is wrong. 

I certainly hope the substitute will not prevail, and as far 
as I am concerned I would rather have the additional appro- 
priation—— [Cries of “Vote!” “Vote!”] Of course, it does 
not worry me to have those who are going to vote for the cities 
halloo for a vote. We can stay here very, very late this after- 
noon. 
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Mr. BUSBY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Yes. 

Mr. BUSBY. I do not like to have that idea suggested Into 
the proposition, and I do not think the gentleman intended it 
except in a spirit of levity and was only joking with Mem- 
bers. I hope that is so, because I want all of the Members to 
vote with us because we want this service. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I was speaking in a spirit of levity, 
and I do hope the gentleman’s amendment will prevail. How- 
ever, I say this in all seriousness, that I am not going to place 
myself in a position so that next year I can not write like I did 
this year, that Congress, so far as I was concerned, was not to 
blame; that we voted every dollar you asked for. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto do 
now close. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this paragraph and all amend- 
ments thereto do now close. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none, The question is on the sub- 
stitute offered by the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
BULWINKLE] to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. Bussy]. 7 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Bussey) there were—ayes 98, noes 40. 

So the substitute was agreed to. y 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. BUsBY] 
as amended by the substitute offered by the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. BULWINKLE]. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr, Chairman, let us understand what the 
situation is. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. 
tary inquiry. 
mosphere. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment as it 
would read if the substitute amendment were agreed to. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, let us have an understanding 
about what it would be. We want to be perfectly fair about it. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 63, line 9, after the figures “ $88,250,000” insert “of which 
amount $500,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, shall be 
immediately available for the establishment of new routes recom- 
mended and approved by the department.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that that is not the amendment as amended by the substitute. 
The amendment made the figures $89,250,000. [Cries of 
„NO! * 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state the parliamentary 
situation. The gentleman from Mississippi offered an amend- 
ment increasing the amount $1,000,000. The gentleman from 
North Carolina offered a substitute to that amendment which 
did not increase the amount but which directed that $500,000 
be expended in a certain way. The substitute having been 
agreed to, the question now recurs on the amendment as 
amended by the substitute. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of the bill. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Illinois rise? 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr, Chairman, early in the proceedings the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Howard] asked unanimous con- 
sent to address the House for 20 minutes, and I told the gen- 
tleman that if he would withhold his request until later, and 
we had time, I should be very glad to request that he be per- 
mitted to do that. If it is proper, before the committee rises, I 
should like very much, if the committee is willing to have the 
gentleman from Nebraska do that, to give him that time. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands the gentleman 
from Illinois is propounding a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. MADDEN. No; I-am making a unanimous-consent re- 


Mr. Chairman, a parliamen- 
I want to propound an inquiry to clear the at- 


uest. 
7 The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tilinois asks unani- 
mous consent that the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Howarp] 
may address the committee for 20 minutes. Is there objection? 
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. O’CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, there are some 
few of us over on this side who are somewhat confused and 
perplexed at the ruling of the Chair, and I believe he can ex- 
plain to our satisfaction exactly what that ruling means and its 
effect upon the amendment offered by the gentleman from Mis- 


sissippi [Mr. Bussy]. The Chairman has ruled that the 
amendment as amended by the substitute was adopted. Does 
that necessarily mean that the amount has been increased by 
$1,000,000 and is subject to the limitation offered by the gentle- 
man from North Carolina? 

The CHAIRMAN. No; the Chair has stated the situation 
once or twice, but the Chair will state again to the gentleman 
that it has the same effect as if the amendment offered as a 
substitute had been offered as an independent amendment and 
adopted, which does not increase the amount but merely directs 
that $500,000 be expended in a certain way. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, indulge me, 
pees Does the Chair hold that a substitute, totally different 
n character from that offered by Mr. Bussy, which was to 
increase the appropriation, annihilated that amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. It was a substitute for it. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Well, if there is anyone in this 
assemblage who can explain the underlying philosophy of that 
I wish he would explain it to me. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would not want to undertake 
to deliver now a lecture on parliamentary law. 

= there objection to the request of the gentleman from Hli- 
nois? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, as I understand, it is a request that the gentleman from 
Nebraska [Mr. Howarp] may proceed for 20 minutes? 

Mr. MADDEN. The reading of the bill has been completed. 

Mr. CRAMTON, I would not object in the House, but I shall 
have to object now. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
CraMTOoN] objects. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move the committee du now 
rise and report the bill with amendments to the House with the 
recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and that the 
bili as amended do pass. 

Mr. BUSBY rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Mississippi rise? 

Mr. BUSBY. To offer a motion to recommit. 

The CHAIRMAN. A motion to recommit is not in order in 
Committee of the Whole. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Sanpers of Indiana, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that committee had had under consideration the 
bill (H. R. 6349) making appropriations for the Treasury and 
Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1925, and for other purposes, and had directed him to report 
the same back, with sundry amendments, with the recommenda- 
tion that the amendments be agreed to and that the bill as 
amended do pass. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on 
the bill and all amendments thereto to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any amend- 
ment? If not, the Chair will put the amendments in gross. 

The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to, 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill, 

Mr. BUSBY. Mr. Speaker, I move the bill be recommitted 
with instructions to strike out “ $88,250,000” at the end of line 
9 on page 63 and to insert in lieu thereof “ $89,250,000.” 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion to re- 
commit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Busby moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on Appro- 
priations with instruction to that committee to report the same back 
forthwith with the following amendment; On page 63, line 9, strike out 
the figures “ $88,250,000” and insert in lieu thereof the figures $89,- 
250,000.” 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the motion to recommit. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recommit. 

Mr, BUSBY. I ask for a division. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 130, nays 117, 
not voting 184, as follows: 


The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 


— 
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YEAS—129. So the motion to recommit was agreed to 
Aberneth Driver Lozi Schneider . str 
2 Part oe Scare, Pin. The following pairs were announced: 
Allgood Fisher Meclintie Shallenberger Mr. Oldfield (for) with Mr. Gallivan (against). 
Almon Fitzgerald McDuffie Simmons General pairs: 
Arnold Ibright McKeown Smithwick s 
Aswell imer McNulty Bteagall Mr. Longworth with Mr. Garner of Texas, 
Ayres arber McReynolds tengle Mr. Langley with Mr. Clark of Florida. 
Barkley Gardner, Ind, McSwain Strong, Pa. Mr. Thatcher with Mr. Howard of Oklahoma, 
Bell asque McSweeney Swank Mr. Ketcham with Mr, Gilbert. 
Bland Harrison Major, III. Swing Mr. Dem with Mr. Buckley. 
Blanton Hastings Major. Mo. Tague Mr. Ma erty with Mr. Greenwood. 
Bowling. Hawes Mooney Taylor, W. Va. Mr. Vare with Mr. Garrett of Texas. 
Brand, Ga. Hayden Moore, Ga. Thomas, Okla. Mr. Thompson with Mr, Carew. 
Briggs Hill, Wash. Morehead Thomas, Ky, Mr. Winslow with Mr. Cummings. 
Browne, Wis, Jooker Morris ilman Mr. Kahn with Mr. Woodrum. 
Browning Howard, Nebr, O'Connell, R.I. Underwood Mr. Johnson of Washington with Mr. Geran. 
Buchanan Hnddleston O'Connor, La. Vinson, Ga, Mr. Miller of Illinois with Mr. Black of New York. 
usby Hudspeth O'Sullivan y n, Ky. Mr. Hoch with Mr, Hammer. 
Byrnes, 8. C. Jacobstein Parks, Ark. Voigt Mr. Begg with Mr. Cannon. 
mpbe ames Peery Watkins Mr. Connolly of Pennsylvania with Mr. Croll. 
Cannon Jeffers Quin Weaver Mr. Denison with Mr. Ward of North Carolina, 
Clancy Johnson, Ky, Rainey Wefald Mr. Faust with Mr. Griffin. 
Clear Kendall Raker Weller Mr. MacGregor with Mr, Connery. 
Collier Kyale Rankin Wertz Mr. Fenn with Mr. Canfield. 
Collins Lampert eece Williams, III. Mr. Luce with Mr. Celler. 
Connally, Tex. Lanham Reid, III. Wilson, Ind, Mr. Shreve with Mr. Humphreys, 
‘ook Lankford Rogers, N. H. Wilson; La. Mr. Rogers of Massachusetts with Mr. Box. 
Cooper, Wis. „arsen, Ga, Rosenbloom Wingo Mr. Reed of New York with Mr. Jones. 
Srisp Larson, Minn, Rubey Wol Mr. Paige with Mr. M 8 
Davis, Tenn. Lazaro Salmon Wright Mr. Fish with Mr. Crosser. 
Dickinson, Mo. Leavitt Sanders, Tex. Wurzbach Mr. Merritt with Mr. Davey. 
Dominick Lineberger Sandlin Mr. Freeman with Mr. Casey. 
28 Ton Schafer Nr. Foon at Roath paket with Mr. Johnson of West Virginia. 
SET NE: Fee ae RE NE corni 
Ackerman Dallinger Johnson, Te: Roach r, eo ne w r. ing. 
Aldrich Dowell King N Mr. Underhill with Mr. Glatfelter. 
Bacharach Dupré Kopp Sabath Mr. Treadway with Mr. Mead. E 
Barbour Eagan LaGuardia Sanders, Ind, Mr. Swoope with Mr. Oliver of New York. 
Reck Edmonds Leatherwood N Mr. Moore of Illinois with Mr. Willianrs of Texas. 
Beers Elliott Lehibach Sears, Nebr, Mr. Sweet with Mr. Lindsay. 
Berger Fleetwood McFadden Sherwood Mr. Funk with Mr. Bloom. 
Bixler Foster McLaughlin, Mich. Sinnott Mr. McLaughlin of Nebraska with Mr, Deal. 
Black, Tex. ree Madden Speaks Mr. Frear with Mr. Drewry. 
Boles French Magee, Pa. Sproul, III. Mr. Fairchild with Mr. Cullen. 
Boyce Frothingham Magee. N. Y. Sproul. Kans. Mr. Dickinson of Iowa with Mr. a se 
Brand, Ohio Fuller Manlove Stalker 8 Mr. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. Wilson of Mississippi. 
Britten Garrett, Tenn, Michaelson Stephens Mr. Cole of ee = Kent. 
Brumm Gibson Michener Summers, Wash. Mr. Beedy with Mr. Doyle. 
Bulwinkle Gifford Miller, Wash. Sumners, Tex, Mr. Kurtz with Mr. Evans of Montana, 
Burtness Graham, Pa. Minahan Taber Mr. Kearns with Mr. Bankhead. 
Burton Graham, II. Moore, Va. Temple Mr. Keller with Mr. Dickstein. 
Butler Green, lowa Moores, Ind. Timberlake Mr. Fairfield with Mr. Sullivan. 
Byrns, Tenn. Greene, Mass. Morin Tinkham Mr. Darrow with Mr. Upshaw, 
Carter Griest Morrow Vaile Mr. Cable with Mr. uye 
Chindblom Griffin Murphy Vestal Mr. Anderson with Mr. wrey. 
Christopherson Hadley Nelson, Me, Vincent, Mich. Mr. Mapes with Mr. Goldsborough. 
Clague Hardy Newton, Mo. Wainwright Mr. Moore of Ohio with Mr. O'Connell of New York. 
Clarke, N. Y. Hawley Newton, Minn. Wason Mr. Nelson of Wisconsin with Mr, Prall. 
Cole, Iowa Hersey Patterson Watres Mr. Rathbone with Mr. Martin. 
Colton Hicke Perkins White, Kans. Mr. Reed of West Virginia with Mr, Kerr, 
Cooper, Ohio Hill, Md. Porter Williamson Mr. Robsion of Kentucky with Mr. Kunz. 
Cramton Hull, lowa Purnell Mr. Snyder with Mr. Lee of Georgia. 
Crowther Hull, Morton D. Ramseyer Mr. Woodruff with Mr. Hull of Tennessee, 
Cuny eee Rae, Mr. Daten wid r in er Alabama 
N + r 8 0 é 
NOT VOTING—185. Mr. Perlman with Mr. Lilly. 
Anderson Fish Little Romjue Mr. Wyant with Mr. Brown of New Jersey. 
Andrew Frear Longworth Rouse Mr. Young with Mr. Kincheloe. 
Anthony Fredericks Lowrey Sanders, N. Y. Mr. Wood with Mr. Kindred. 
Bacon Freeman Luce Schall Mr. Anthony with Mr. Montague, 
Bankhead Funk McKenzie Seger Mr. Burdick with Mr. Oliver of Alabama. 
Beedy Gallivan McLaughlin, Nebr. Shreve Mr. Dyer with Mr. O'Connor of New York. 
e Garner, Tex, Me inclair r. MeLeod with Mr. Pou. 
Black, N. T. Garrett, Tex. MacGregor ites r. Knutson with Mr. O'Brien. 
Bloom Geran MacLafferty Smith Mr. Morgan with Mr. Rayburn. 
Box Gilbert Mansfield Snell Mr. Parker with Mr. Sites. 
Boylan Glatfelter apes Snyder Mr. Phillips with Mr. Ragon. 
Browne, N. J, Goldsborough Martin Stedman Mr. Sanders of New York with Mr. Stedman, 
Buckiey Greenwood Mead Stevenson Mr. Smith with Mr. Reed of Arkansas, 
Burdic Hammer Merritt Strong, Kans, Mr. Yates with Mr. Linthicum. 
Cable Haugen Miller, Til. Sullivan Mr. Winter with Mr. Tucker. 
Canfield Hill, Ala Milligan Sweet Mr. Ward of New York with Mr. Richards. 
Carew och Mills Swoope Mr. Tavlor of Tennessee with Mr. Tydings, 
Casey olada Montague Taylor, Colo, Mr. Williams of Michigan with Mr. Lea of California. 
Celler Howard, Okla. Moore, III. Taylor, Tenn. Mr. McKenzie with Mr. Romjue. 
88 . 1 Moore, Ohio Ahatcher Mr, Sinclair with Mr. Taylor of Colorado. 
‘ole, 0 ull, Tenn. Organ 
Conner Humphreys Nelson, Wis. son The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
Connolly, Pa. Johnson, S. Dak. Nolan Tincher Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I report the bill back with the 
Corping: Johnson, wasn O'Brien 3 — amendment. 
obnson Va. onnell, N. X. 
Grosser Jones O'Connor, N. Y, thes! The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment, 
Callen, Jost Olaeta Underhill The Clerk read as follows: 
mmin; unn ver, A. 8 
Darrow a earns ourer; N.Y. Vare y Page 63, line 9, strike out “ $88,250,000 ” and insert in lleu thereof 
avey eller a ard, N. C. 889,250,000.“ 
Davis, Minn. Kelly Parker Ward. N. F. $ 
DN ment Bane Watson The amendment was agreed to. 
macy cr I an els The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
Denison Ketcham Phillips White, Me. 
Dickinson, Iowa Kiess Pou Williams, Mich, third reading of the bill. 
Dickstein Kincheloe rall Williams, Tex. The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
ughton ndr e son, a 
Doyle Rnutoon 25 tee was read the third time, and passed. 
1 ers pabana b PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HUUSE. 
a by 
vans, Towa 2 Reed, Atk Wootruft Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
Evans, Mont. Lea, Calif. . Woodrum consent to address the House for 20 minutes to-morrow imme- 
ae ie eed, We Va. 7 diately after the disposition of business on the Speaker's table. 
Faust Lindsay Robsion, Ky. Young The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska asks unani- 
Fenn Linthicum Rogers, Mass. man mous consent to address the House to-morrow morning for 20 
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minutes immediately after the reading of the Journal and dis- 
position of business on the Speaker's table. Is there objection? 

Mr. FOSTER. Reserving the right to object, I would like 
to follow that for 20 minutes. During the five years I have 
been here I have used less than an hour, 

Mr. JEFFERS. Reserving the right to object, I make the 
same request that I may be allowed to address the House for 
10 minutes. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right 
to object to all three requests, to-morrow is Calendar Wednes- 
day, and unless these gentleman have some agreement with the 
majority leader, who is absent, I shall have to object. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House for five minutes now. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from West Virginia asks 
unanimous consent to address the House for five minutes. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. JEFFERS. Reserving the right to object, I ask unani- 
mous consent to follow the gentleman from West Virginia for 
five minutes. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, may I have 
unanimous consent to make a one-minute explanation? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska asks unani- 
mous consent to address the House for one minute. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. FOSTER. Reserving the right to object, I would like to 
follow the gentleman from Nebraska for one minute. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. You have my permission. 
[Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of 
the House, I never have desired for a moment to make a speech 
here. I am a newspaper man, and I can put my speech in 
print, but I was requested some time ago to deliver the peeu- 
liar little address with reference to the subject of the soldiers’ 
compensation. I was requested by the officers of some of the sol- 
diers’ organizations to make this address so that they might use 
copies of it in their drive for new membership over the country 
next week. For some reason I have met stumbling blocks every- 
where in my efforts to speak a word in behalf of the soldiers. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. Howarp], the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. Foster], and the gentleman from bama 
IMr. Jerrers] may have the time they request at this time. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I am asking for no favors, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Then I limit my request to the gentleman 
from Ohio and the gentleman from Alabama. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks to address 
the House for one minute. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, I have been here five years and 
have occupied but very little time. I wanted the privilege of 
addressing the House for 20 minutes, but that is objected to, 
and I ask unanimous consent that I may extend my own re- 
marks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


M’ADOO, THE LAWYER. 


Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, I listened to the testimony given 
by former Secretary McAdoo yesterday before the Senate com- 
mittee. I was interested in his attempt to justify, before the 
American people, his various employments as an attorney since 
resigning from the Cabinet. My remarks are based on the 
assumption that he had a legal right to pursue the course he 
did. The question I wish to raise is whether, in justice to 
the United States Government and in fairness to the American 
people, his law firm was warranted in accepting the kind of 
employment it did at the time it did. 

Mr. McAdoo resigned shortly after the armistice, and shortly 
after, as director general, he had involved the railroad system 
of America in a mess not theretofore conceivable. He avcom- 
panied his resignation with the public announcement that he 
was retiring for the purpose of making money in the profes- 
sion of law. The administration had more than two years 
yet to run. I do not recall having read of Mr. McAdoo having 
been violently legal either during his residence in New York 
City or prior thereto. My information is that he was a broker, 
then a contractor for the Hudson tunnel, and then entered 


national politics. None of his friends have claimed that he 


ever professed to be a prominent attorney prior to his retire- 
ment from the Cabinet of his father-in-law, — 


As soon as he resigned what happened? The picture film in- 
dustry, to which he, as Secretary of the Treasury, had awarded 
Liberty bond advertisements in fabulous sums, immediately 
retained him to the extent of $100,000, a good starter for a 
struggling young lawyer. That is the sum reported, and I have 
never heard of it being denied. The law firm of McAdoo, Cot- 
ton & Franklin is organized. Mr. Cotton has been chief counsel 
for the United States Shipping Board, a Government-owned con- 
cern. All of its officers had been appointed during the time 
Mr. MeAdoo was a member of the Cabinet. John Barton Payne 
was, I believe, chairman of the Shipping Board, and subse- 
quently Secretary of the Interior under President Wilson. Mr. 
Cotton was in position to know, and doubtless did know, the 
merits and demerits of the many claims, totaling millions of 
dollars, which had been filed against the Government and in be- 
half of these shipbuilders. More than $3,000,000,000 was ap- 
propriated for shipbuilding. Much of it was squandered. Many 
of these dubious claims were awaiting adjudication. The Ship- 
ping Board must pass on them. It was under these conditions 
that the firm of McAdoo, Cotton & Franklin opened its offices 
for clients, And who came? 

We are not advised as to but a few of these clients. What 
total employment this firm received from firms holding claims 
against the Government is known only to the members of that 
law firm. However, we may get an insight into the nature of 
such employment by considering a few cases which have become 
matters of record. 

The American people have heard much concerning a gentle- 
man by the name of C. W. Morse. He is the gentleman whom 
our Democratic colleagues please to refer to as the man whose 
pardon was secured by Attorney General Daugherty when Mr. 
Daugherty was engaged in his private practice. They have un- 
sparingly described Morse as a confirmed and hardened criminal. 
The testimony taken by the Walsh investigating committee of 
the House of Representatives and the testimony of Mr. McAdoo, 
when called as a witness in the Morse trial last summer, throw 
much light on this man Morse and his dealings with the law 
firm of MeAdoo, Cotton & Franklin. 

Morse had several corporations building ships during the war 
period. He seeured favorable contraets. He had millions by 
way of claims filed against the Government. As soon as McAdoo 
retired from the Cabinet he was employed as an attorney for 
the Morse interests. 

Mr. Morse was later indicted and placed on trial. In volume 
60 at page S576 we find the testimony of Mr. McAdoo, called 
as a witness by the defendant, who testified under oath as a 
witness in this case of The United States of America: against 
Charles W. Morse et al. It was tried in criminal division 
No. 1 in the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia 
during the summer of 1923. In that testimony Mr. McAdoo 
admitted that a $50,000 fee was paid him by the Virginia 
Shipbuilding Corporation, one of the Morse corporations, under 
a contraet negotiated in September, 1919. While on the wit- 
ness stand Mr. McAdoo admitted that the Groton Iron Co., 
another Morse corporation, also retained him at a stipulated 
fee of $50,000. 

While on the witness stand Mr. McAdoo was questioned re- 
garding his employment in connection with certain coal con- 
tracts. Had you forgotten those contracts? Morse organized 
the United States Transport Co. He was its president. When 
he resigned his son succeeded him as president. This coal 
corporation had a number of coal-carrying ships, some of which 
were named as follows: H. F. Morse, Jennie R. Morse, Anna E. 
Morse, E. A. Marse, Marion V. Morse, Groton No. 6. 

It was truly a Morse concern. 

This corporation wished contracts for the sale and delivery 
of coal to France and Italy. Mr. McAdoo, as Secretary of the 
Treasury, had negotiated vast loans from the United States 
Government to the Goyernments of Italy and France. He re- 
signed more than two years before that administration ended. 
After he resigned from the Cabinet and became attorney for 
this Morse Coal Co., it is evident that he rendered invaluable 
service in securing favorable contracts with both France and 
Italy. He testified in the Morse trial, referring to the Italian 
contracts, as follows: 

Q. Do you know Mr. Francesco. Quattrone?—A. Yes; I know Mr. 
Quattrone. 

Q. What was his connection with the Italian commission?—A. Mr. 
Quattrone was one of fhe number who had to do with the matter 
at that time. 

Q. And did you conduct your negotiations with him?—A. F discussed 
it with him quite a number of times, with Mr. Quattrone. 

= * * * + * * 


Q. Do you know whether or not that shortly after the contract was 
obtained to transport coal for the Italian commission, the ministry of 
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shipping, that Mr. Ruggiere was put on the board of directors of the 
United States Transport Co. ?—A. I never heard of it before. 

Q. With a salary of $1,000 a month?—A. I knew nothing of it. 

Q. How much was your commission on the transportation of the 
Italian coal, or the coal to be shipped to Italy ?—A. I think we were to 
receive in that case 75 cents per ton for the coal shipped. 

. > * . . * >. 

Q. What did you do about further negotiations in obtaining the con- 
tract for the transportation of coal to Italy?—A. Well, we had numer- 
ous conferences and discussions with Mr. Quattrone and Mr. Tollico, 
who was, I think, the head of the Italian mission. He came over about 
that time. 

Q. Well, you consummated negotiations, I understand?—A, Well, 
we assisted in the negotiations all the way through. 

* * 5 * K „ » 

Q. With whom did you negotiate for the contract with the French 
mission ?—A. Mr. Rabu. 

Q. Jules Rabu?—A. Jules Rabu. 

Q. Who is he?—A, Well, he was the representative of a group of 
manufacturers, I believe, in France, who wished to get ships to trans- 
port coal to France. 

Q. And do you know how many tons of coal you contracted for with 
the French mission on behalf of the transport company to transport to 
France ?—A. I think it was something like about 400,000 tons that 
contract covered. 

Q. Between 400,000 and 450,000 tons?—A. Yes; I think so. 

Q. At $1 a ton?—A. Yes. 


In other words, Mr. McAdoo, on the shipments of French 
coal alone, had a contract with this Morse Co. which provided 
for payment to his law firm of a commission of between $400,000 
and $450,000. His testimony is a little vague as to the exact 
amount contracted for with Italy, but it is a fair deduction 
from the record that the umount there contracted for was at 
least 450,000 tons. 

There was introduced in the Morse trial the resolution of 
this Morse Coal Co. authorizing the employment of the firm of 
McAdoo, Cotton & Franklin, fixing their commissions and con- 
firming their employment. On these two contracts alone it 
appears that Mr. McAdoo and his law firm were under contract 
to receive from this Morse Coal Co. at least $800,000 in com- 
missions. This is not the price of the coal, but the commissions 
of McAdoo, their lawyer. 

The question I wish to ask my Democratic friends is whether 
Mr. McAdoo, the lawyer, independent of his political connec- 
tions, would haye been able to command such fees from the 
interest of this man Morse, whom they are estopped themselves 
from denying was a confessed crook at the time Mr. McAdoo 
entered his employment. 

For fear some one might contend that Mr. McAdoo did not 
know who was in control of this coal corporation I quote from 
his testimony, given under oath, as appears on page 8576 of 
volume 60 of the record in the Morse case, the following: 

Q. Who was the first person that approached you relative to ob- 
taining contracts for the transportation of coal for the Morse inter- 
ests ?—-A, Mr. Morse himself. 

Q. Mr. C. W. Morse himself ?—A. C. W. Morse. 


I submit to the membership of this House—I submit to the 
American people—whether such employment was based on the 
legal ability of “ McAdoo the lawyer“ or whether it was based 
on the fact that McAdoo, as Secretary of-the Treasury, had 
negotiated our loans to France and Italy, and upon his retire- 
ment from the Cabinet was able to and did negotiate these coal 
contracts, at least in part, through these same diplomatic 
channels by virtue of, not legal ability, but a status which 
would not have existed but for his official relation to the 
Wilson administration. Did McAdoo, the lawyer, in good con- 
science and pursuant to the ethics of his profession, accept 
employment at the hands of Mr. Morse, calling for compensa- 
tion in sums totaling approximately $1,000,000? Let the 
American people answer that question. 

Mr. McAdoo submits himself to the American people as a 
candidate for President. He appears before the Senate com- 
mittee and directs the attention of the American people to the 
fact that his employment has not been in violation of a criminal 
statute. A President should be something more than a non- 
eriminal. I submit to the lawyers of this House whether con- 
tracts calling for million-dollar fees from the Morse interests 
should qualify any man for the Presidency of the United States. 

Aside from these coal contracts, his law partner Cotton, for- 
mer chief counsel of the Shipping Board, was engaged in an 
effort to have his former associates in the employment of the 
Government allow claims against the Government and in behalf 
of the Morse companies, which claims Mr, Cotton, as chief coun- 
sel for the Shipping Board, had been called upon to analyze 
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and resist. Is this ethical either from the standpoint of a prac- 
tieing lawyer or a presidential candidate? 

I listened to the testimony of Mr. McAdoo, as well as the 
testimony of Mr. Doheny, before the Senate committee. There 
is a fatal variance, as I see it, between the testimony of these 
two gentlemen. Mr. McAdoo wishes us to believe that his 
employment by Doheny related only to the Mexican oil situation. 
Mr. Doheny in his testimony said, in answer to the question as 
to how long Mr. McAdoo was to represent him: 


A. Until the Mexican situation was practically cleared, or at least 
until the administration changed. He represented us at Washington as 
long as Mr. Wilson’s administration remained. After that he did not 
represent us in Wasbington any longer, Ile then represented us in 
Mexico, and he still represents us. 

Q. You say Mr. McAdoo was serying your company before the depart- 
ments and before the President as long as we had a Democratic adminis- 
tration ?—A, I think his firm represented us before the Shipping Board. 
We had a great many claims before the Shipping Board for money due 
for ships taken oat of our service, and we had a great deal of difficulty 
in recovering those ships. I think that Mr. Cotton, of Mr. McAdoo’s 
firm, looked after these matters for us. I do not think that Mr. McAdoo 
eyer appeared personally. 

Q. Is the McAdoo firm your general counsel ?—A. They were retained 
at that time for any purpose for which we needed them, but especially 
for Mexican matters, and Mr. McAdoo is now generally retained by us. 
He is our general counsel and on an annual retainer, 


Reading the testimony of Mr. McAdoo and Mr. Doheny to- 
gether, it is conclusively shown that until the day following 
the testimony of Mr. Doheny before the Senate committee Mr. 
McAdoo was under an annual retainer as the general counsel 
for the Doheny oil interests “for any purpose for which we 
needed them.” It is not surprising that as soon as this was 
disclosed by the testimony of Mr. Doheny, Mr. McAdoo, the 
candidate for President, at once terminated that employment. 
Why was it not sooner terminated? Why not the day before 
rather than the day after Doheny testified? It would seem that 
McAdoo, the present presidential candidate from California, is 
not in full accord with the sentiment expressed at the Demo- 
cratic convention in San Francisco in 1920, by another Cali- 
fornian, who, in nominating this same Mr. Doheny, also of 
California, for the position of Democratic candidate for Vice 
President, said that Doheny should be nominated— 


in order that the honor of America might be rehabilitated and our 
Nation restored to her rightful place in the councils of the world— 


And further referring to Mr. Doheny, said: 


The life of this man is a typical romance of American improved 
opportunity. 


When one recalls the shipbuilding clients of this unique law 
firm of McAdoo, Cotton & Franklin, and ‘then reflects on the 
testimony of Mr. Doheny that he “needed the services of this 
firm before the Shipping Board,” another angle naturally pre- 
sents itself. I was a member of the Walsh investigating com- 
mittee of the Sixty-sixth Congress. Mr. Walsh was a tireless 
worker. Every Member of the House knew that. That com- 
mittee was in session at Seattle. Its investigations disclosed 
deplorable conditions in shipbuilding conditions, for which 
claims were filed in the Seattle district. The work of that 
committee terminated at Seattle because the then Attorney 
General Palmer directed his district attorney at Seattle to 
advise the Walsh committee to discontinue its research because 
the committee had developed enough testimony to warrant the 
grand jury in promptly indicting. The Walsh committee, com- 
plying with the wishes of the Attorney General, accordingly 
discontinued its investigation. Federal indictments followed, 
but none of these criminal cases were tried until shortly before 
the meeting of the National Democratic Conyention at San 
Franciseo. Assistant Attorneys General made the pilgrimage 
from Washington to Seattle until the Washington force was 
almost depleted. They went there ostensibly to secure convic- 
tions in these criminal cases growing out of frauds perpetrated 
on the Government by these shipping intersts. 

What happened? One of the weakest cases, as members of 
the committee believed, was selected for trial. An acquittal 
was had. Nolles were promptly entered in the other cases, 
and this array of Assistant Attorneys General proceeded south 
to the San Francisco convention, in which Mr. McAdoo was a 
candidate for President, and in which conyention Mr. Doheny 
was so brilliantly placed in nomination as a candidate for Vice 
President. 

You will recall that a Senate investigating committee held 
sessions in Washington during a large part of the last presi- 
dential campaign. I was present at several of the hearings of 
that committee. I heard one of these same Assistant Attorneys 
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General testify that they were present at the San Francisco 
convention following the Seattle trial, and that the expense of 
the entire force from Washington to Seattle, to San Francisco, 
and back to Washington, save their actual per diem for the 
days they attended the convention, were paid by the United 
States Government. More ethics of the same type. 

This gives a short summary of the Seattle end of the ship- 
building program as handled by the Cabinet of the former ad- 
ministration at the time when the law firm of McAdoo, Cotton 
& Franklin was in such demand by shipbuilders pressing their 
claims against the Government. Yet some condemn the present 
Attorney General because, with 23 Democratic lawyers, some of 
them high priced, assisting in criminal prosecutions, he has not 
secured more convictions. 

Mr. McAdoo yesterday made the following statement before 
the Senate committee: 


It has been assumed that honorably conducted law practice of a 
citizen holding no publie office is not ordinarily a subject of congres- 
sional inquiry. I think it may fairly be presumed that if my name was 
not prominently mentioned in connection with high office, my private 
practice as a lawyer would be of no interest to this committee or to 
the public. 


The employment of Mr. McAdoo and his law partner, Mr. Cot- 
ton, was first introduced into the senatorial investigation by a 
Democrat, Mr. Doheny, as a result of a senatorial inquiry 
made by another Democrat, Senator Reep of Missouri. 

Under what code of ethics can the activities of the firm of 
McAdoo, Cotton & Franklin be justified? McAdoo resigned 
from the Cabinet more than two years before the termination 
of the Wilson administration. He accepted legal employment 
which, I submit, it is fair to assume would never have been 
tendered him had the Wilson administration not then been in 
power. Only yesterday Mr. McAdoo admitted that he was in 
Mexico City as attorney for the Doheny oil interests while the 
Wilson administration was yet in power. He acts as attorney 
for the Morse interests in securing coal contracts with France 
and Italy. The negotiations are carried on, in part at least, 
with the accredited representatives of those nations at Wash- 
ington. Mr. McAdoo as Secretary of the Treasury had nego- 
tiated our loans with these same representatives. Mr. MeAdoo 
shared the fees earned by his partner, Mr. Cotton, on account 
of legal services rendered by Mr. Cotton in behalf of the ship- 
builders who were urging their claims against our Government, 
which claims totaled millions of dollars. These claims had 
been filed against the Government at.a time when Mr. Cotton 
was then counsel for the United States Shipping Board. Was 
Mr. Cotton justified by any conceivable code of ethics in aecept- 
ing employment to collect these claims from the Government? 
These claims had been before him at a time when he was draw- 
ing a salary from the Government as chief counsel of the Ship- 
ping Board. McAdoo shared the fees paid for such services 
of Mr. Cotton. 

I submit that the established facts conclusively show that 
the law firm of McAdoo, Cotton & Franklin, following the 
resignation of these two gentlemen from governmental service, 
secured contracts under which they, as lawyers, were to receive 
more than $1,000,000 in fees from the motion-picture industry, 
the Morse Coal Co., two of the Morse shipbuilding corporations, 
and the Doheny oil interests. I make no reference to any 
possible employment of this firm by any Mexican cattle com- 
pany, Mr. Bernard Baruch, or any of the other numerous ship- 
building corporations pressing claims against the United States 
Shipping Board, which claims total millions of dollars, Amer- 
ican people may well wonder how many of such clients would 
have retained Mr. McAdoo during the more than two years 
from his resignation until the end of the Wilson administra- 
tion had not both he and Mr. Cotton been so closely identified 
with the administration which was still handling the subject 
matters to which their employment related. 

No fair-minded American will approve such employment 
under similar conditions. The policy of our Government has 
been well defined by statute. The fact that no criminal statute 
covered a member of the Cabinet or the chief counsel for the 
Shipping Board is absolutely immaterial. We are interested in 
fair dealing with our Government. .Mr. McAdoo appeals on the 
ground of fairness and justice. I would be interested to hear 
his explanation of why he and Mr. Cotton are, in fairness and 
justice, entitled to these fees so earned, in the face of the provi- 
sions of the following two acts passed by the Congress of the 
United States and approved by the President: 


Sec. 190. It shall not be lawful for any person appointed after the 
ist day of June, 1872, as an officer, clerk, or employee in any of the 
departments to act as counsel, attorney, or agent for prosecuting any 
claim against the United States which was pending in either of said 
departments while he was such officer, clerk, or employee, nor in any 


manner nor by any means to aid in the prosecution of any such claim, 
within two years next after he shall have ceased to be such officer, 
clerk, or employee. 

That it shall be unlawful for any person who, as a commissioned 
officer of the Army or officer or employee of the United States, has at 
any time since April 6, 1917, been employed in any bureau of the Gov- 
ernment and in such employment been engaged on behalf of the United 
States in procuring or seeking to procure supplies for the Military 
Establishment, or who has been engaged in the settlement or adjust- 
ment of contracts or agreements for the procurement of supplies for 
the Military Establishment, within two years next after his discharge 
or other separation from the service of the Government, to solicit 
employment in the presentation or to aid or assist for compensation in 
the prosecution of claims against the United States arising out of any 
contracts or agreements for the procurement of supplies for said bureau 
which were pending or entered into while the said officer or employee 
was associated therewith. A violation of this provision of this chapter 
shall be punished by a fine of not more than $10,000 or imprisonment 
for not more than one year, or both. (41 Stat. 131.) 


The last quoted section, you will observe, was passed while 
we were engaged in the World War. Mr. McAdoo was then 
Secretary of the Treasury. The law was approved by Presi- 
dent Wilson. By what process of reasoning should it be made 
a crime for a departmental employee to resign and prosecute 
claims against the Government and at the same time to permit 
a Cabinet member or chief counsel for the Shipping Board to 
pursue a similar course without condemnation? Are we quite 
sure that neither of these gentlemen come within the provi- 
sions of the sections above quoted? ‘Whether they do or not, 
does the American public commend their course? Mr. McAdoo 
is mistaken if he thinks the American people are not inter- 
ested in this matter. Does he contend that it is perfectly 
proper for a member of the Cabinet to resign and during that 
same administration share in legal fees, even should they 
exceed a million dollars, while the departmental clerk pursuing 
a similar course may be fined $10,000 and imprisoned for one 


year? 

No, Mr. McAdoo, this is not political prosecution. The 
exposure has come at the hands of your fellow Democrats. 
The American people demand fair play and expect a square 
deal. Unless I am greatly mistaken, they do not favor sending 
a clerk to the penitentiary and a former Cabinet member to 
the Presidency. 

Truly. McAdoo won't do.” 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, is my request for 
unanimous consent still pending? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asked for one minute, 
which was ted. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. 
minutes to-morrow morning. 

The SPEAKER. That was objected to. The gentleman can 
renew his request. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I renew my request. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska again asks 
unanimous consent to address the House for 20 minutes to- 
morrow morning. Is there objection? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Reserving the right to object, the gentleman 
from Nebraska says he wants no favors, but I will do him the 
favor of not objecting. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, there were three or 
four requests made at once, each to speak to-morrow, which is 
Calendar Wednesday. I do not think they should be granted 
on that day, and I objected to all of them. I have no objection 
to gentlemen speaking to-night. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. 
Rosexsioom] asks unanimous consent to address the House for 
five minutes at this time. Is there objection? 

Mr. JEFFERS. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I ask unanimous consent to follow the gentleman from West 
Virginia for three minutes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

ADJOURN MENT. 
Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 


I mean, my request for 20 


Mr. MADDEN. 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 6 o'clock and 
8 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Wed- 
nesday, February 13, 1924, at 12 o’clock noon. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 
Mr. McFADDEN: Committee on Banking and Currency. 
S. 2249, An act to extend for nine months the power of the 
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War Finance Corporation to make advances under the pro- 
visions of the War Finance Corporation act, as amended, and 
for other purpeses; without amendment (Rept. No. 185). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. MOORE of Ohio: Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. H. R. 4448, A bill authorizing establishment of rural 
routes of from 36 to 75 miles in length; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 186). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. KENDALL: Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. H. R. 4441. A bill to provide for quarterly instead of 
monthly money-order accounts to be rendered by district post- 
masters at third and fourth class post offices; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No: 187). Referred to the House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr.. GRIEST: Committee on the Post Office and Post Reads. 
H. R. 6750. A bill granting a franking privilege to Edith 
Bolling Wilson; without amendment (Rept. No. 184). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House: 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees: were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferned as: follows: 

A bill (H. R. 978) granting a pension to Maria E. Ross; 
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on: Invalid Pensions: 

A bill (H. R. 972) granting a pension to Frank L. Norton; 
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 974) granting a pension to Maggie Riphen- 
burgh; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ROSENBLOOM: A biil (H. R. 6886) to amend sched- 
nile E of section t, chapter 356; acts of the second session, Sixty- 
seventh Congress, 1922, by adding an additional paragraph 
thereto, paragraph 90, and te strike out paragraph 1633, sched- 
ule 15, of said! chapter 356; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Ny Mr. HUDSPHTH: A bill (H. R. 6887) to divide the State 
of Texas into six judicial districts; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRUMM: A bill (H. R. 6888) te provide for the erec- 
tion of æ building at Pottsville, Schuylkill County, Pa.; to the 
Committee en Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. MOORE of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 6889) to provide 
for the authorization of appropriation for the purchase of a 
Sito and the erection of a Federal building at Sylvania, Ga.; 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also; a bill (H. R. 6800) to provide for the authorization ef 
appropriation for the purchase of a site aud the erection of a 
Federal building at Millen, Ga.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6891) to provide for the authorization of 
appropriation for the purchase of a site and the erection of a 
Federal building at Claxton, Ga.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds: 3 

Also; a bill (H. R. 6892) to provide for the authorization of 
appropriation for the purchase of a site and the erection of a 
Federal building: at Metter, Ga.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (EL R. 6898) to provide for the authorization of 
appropriation for the ereetion: of a Federal building at Waynes- 
boro, Ga.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 6894) granting an equipment 
allowance to substitute rural mail carriers; to the Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads, 

By Mr. EVANS of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 6895) to correct and 
perfect. title to certain lands and portions of lots in Centerville, 
Iowa, in the United States of America, and authorizing the: 
conveyance of title in certain other lands and portions of lots 
adjacent to the United States post-office site in Centerville, 
Iowa; to the record owners thereof by the Secretary off the 
Treasury; to the Committee on Publie Buildings and Grounds, 


By Mr. LBHLBACH: A bill (H. R. 6896) to amend an acer 


entitled “The classification act of 1923.“ approved March 4, 
1923; to the Committee on the Civil Service. 


By Mr. ZIHLMAN: A bill (H. R. 6897) to provide for the 
establishment in the State of Maryland: of a fisheries station, 
to be under the direction of the Bureau of Fisheries: of the 
Department of Commerce; to the Committee on the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. LAGUARDIA: A bill (H. R.. 6808) providing for 
transmission of unpaid letters and collecting pestage on de- 
livery ; ta the Committee on the Post Office:and Post Roads. 

By Mr. McCLINTIC: A bill (H. R. 6809): to amend section 
4710 of the reclamation act approved: June 25, 1910; to the 
Committee on Irrigation and: Reelamation: 

By Mr. GARBER: A bill (H. R. 6900) for the protection of 
the restricted lands and funds of Indians: of the Five Civilized 
Tribes, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Indiam: 
Affairs, 

By Mr. FAIRCHILD: A bill (Œ R. 6901) to amend the rere- 
nue act of 1921; to the Committee on Ways and’ Means. 

By Mr. COLLINS: A bin (H. R. 6902) granting the consent 
of Congress to the Board of Supervisors of Leake County, Miss., 
to construct a bridge: across the Pearl River in the State of 
Mississippi; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

Also, a bill (EL R. 6903) granting the consent of Congress to 
the Board of. Supervisors af Leake County, Miss, to construct a 
bridge across the Pearl River in the State of Mississippi; to 
the Committee on Interstate and, Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BACHARAGE:: A bill (H. R. 6904) to provide for the 
purchase of a site and the erection. of a new public building at 
Wildwood, N. J.; to the Committee on Publie Buildings and 
Grounds. 

By Mr. MOREHEAD: A bill (H. R. 6905). to provide for the 
aeqnirement of a: site and the erection of a Federal building 
at Tecumseh, Nebr.; to the Committee on Public Buildings. and, 
Grounds, 

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 6906). to provide for the erec- 
tion of a public building at Kingsport, Sullivan County, Tenn. ; 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill. (H. R. 6907) to provide for the erection of a pub- 
lic building at Erwin, Unicoi County, Tenn.; to the Committee 
on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6908) to provide for the erection of æ pub- 
lic building at Mountain City, Johnson County, Tenn.; to the 
Committee on Public: Buildings and Grounds: 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6909) to provide for the erection ef a pub- 
lice building at Newport, Coeke County, Tenn.; to the Com- 
mittee-on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6910) to provide for the erection of a pub- 
lie building at Rogersville, Hawkins County, Tenn: ; to the Com- 
mittee on Public: Buildings and Grounds: 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6911) to provide for the erection of a pub- 
lie building at Sevierville, Sevier County, Tenn:; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6912) to provide for the erection of a pub- 
lie building at Jonesboro, Washington County, Tenn.; to the 
Committee on Public Bulldings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6913) to provide fer the erection of a pub- 
lie building at Sneedville, Haneeck County, Tenn. ; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6914) te provide for the erection of a pub- 
lic building at Elizabethton, Carter County, Tenn. ; to the Com- 
mittee om Public Buildings and: Grounds. 

By Mr. LARSON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 6915) to amend 
section 9 of the act entitled “An.act to supplement existing laws: 
against unlawful restraints: and: monopolies; and for other pur- 
poses,” approved. October 15, 1914; to the: Committee on the 
Judiciary. ; 

By Mr ALDRICH: A bill (H. R. 6916) giving rank to 
certain commissioned officers of. the Coast Guard’; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce: 

By Mr. WATKINS: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 182) to 
change the date of meeting of Congress to the first Monday 
following the 4th day of March of each year; to the Committee 
on Election of President, Vice President, and Representatives: 
in Ce 

By Mr. SINNOTT: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 188) direct- 
ing the Secretary of the Interior to withhold his approval of the 
adjustment of the Northern: Pacific land grants, and’ for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. McCLINTIC: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
| State of Okinhoma, favoring the enactment of legislation Took- 
ing toward the feasibility of impounding: flood waters of Okla» 
| hema; to: the: Committee on Flood: Control. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
urging Congress to grant increased compensation to postal em- 
ployees; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 
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By Mr. TAGUE: Memorial of the Legislature 455 55 t x PETITIONS, ETC. 
of Massachusetts, opposing the Johnson immigration ; to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. „ e papers were lald 
By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma: Memorial of the Legislature | 1023. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of Pa 
of the State of Oklahoma, urging Congress to take over the | american Association of Women of Porto Rico urging onaren 
soldiers’ hospital located at Muskogee, Okla. ; to the Committee | to concede political suffrage to the women of Porto Rico, to 


on Appropriations, define the status of Porto Rico 
to extend to Port 1 

F . pene of “= pat ican of 8 niate of 3 provisions of the maternity bill, and to 1 os A1 
avoring an increase in compensation postal employees ; within the purview of the educational vocational act; to the 
the committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. Committee on Insular Affairs. A 

By Mr. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Memorial of the Legis-| 1024. By Mr. ALDRICH: Petition of Corte General Errico 
lature of the State of Massachusetts, opposing the provisions | Cialdini, No. 50, Foresters of America, of Westerly, R. I., pro- 
of the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Immi- | testing against the passage of the Johnson immigration bill; to 


gration and Naturalization. 5 ` 
By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma: Memorial of the Legislature Tes Alaa Gain oe a Ase eat 0 on vais 


of the State of Oklahoma, urging Congress to giye liberal sup- Se: 
port in the hospitalization of disabled war veterans; to the VVT 5 


Committee on World War Veterans' Legislation. rallzution. $ 
1026. By Mr. BEERS: Petition from citizens of Juniat 
PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. County, Pa., protesting against tax on small arms, i 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions | and firearms; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 1027. By Mr. CONNERY: Petition of Italian Naturalization 
By Mr. BEERS: A bill (H. R. 6917) granting a pension to | Club, of Lynn, Mass. ; Lowell Lodge, No. 874, Independent Order 
Naomi G. Wilson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. B'nai B'rith, of Lowell, Mass.; and conference of delegates rep- 
By Mr, BANKHEAD: A bill (H. R. 6918) granting a pension resenting all the Jewish organizations of Massachusetts, op- 
to Robert W. Hay; to the Committee on Pensions. posing the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Im- 


By Mr. COLLINS: A bill (H. R. 6919) to authorize the Sec- | Migration and Naturalization. 
retary of the Interior to sell to the legal heirs of W. H. McCarty 1028. By Mr. FENN : Petition of Colonel Frank Cheney Camp, 
and Sallie McGee McCarty the south half of the south half of No. 14, Sons of Veterans, U. S. A., of Manchester, Conn., favor- 
section 9, township 15 north, range 1 east, Choctaw meridian, ing increased pensions for the yeterans of the Ciyil War, their 
Holmes County, Miss.; to the Committee on the Public Lands, | Widows and minor children; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6920) for the relief of William D. Wilson; sions. 
to the Committee on War Claims. 1029. Also, petition of the St. Calogero Society of Thomp- 
By Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 6921) granting sonville, Conn., protesting against the provisions of the Johnson 
an increase of pension to Angeline G. Hunter; to the Com- immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. ralization. X 
By Mr. FAUST: A bill (H. R. 6922) granting an increase of 1030. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Francesco Leapolido, 
pension to Richard H. Hatcher; to the Committee on Invalid 1313 Dorchester Avenue, Dorchester, Mass., protesting against 
Pensions. Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration 
By Mr. HILL of Maryland: A bill (H. R. 6923) granting and Naturalization. 
a pension to Susan J. Mann; to the Committee on Invalid | 1031. Also, petition of Francesco Singarello, 723 East Sev- 


Pensions. enth Street, South Boston, Mass., protesting against Johnson 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6924) granting a pension to Julia Gal- | immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
lagher; to the Committee on Pensions. ralization. 


1082. Also, petition of Luigi Mueci, 264 West Broadway, 
South Boston, Mass., protesting against Johnson immigration 
bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1033. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of citizens of Alva, Okla., 
urging a removal or reduction of nuisance and war taxes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1034. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of citizens and producers of 
Swift and Chippewa Counties, urging Congress to raise the 
tariff on wheat; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1035. Also, petition of members of the Current News Club, 
of Marshall, Minn., fayoring the enactment of legislation to 


By Mr. MOORE of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 6928) granting a amend the Constitution relative to child labor; to the Commit- 
pension to L. D. Copin; to the Committee on Pensions. tee on the Judiciary. 


By Mr. MORTON D. HULL: A Dill (H. R. 6925) granting 

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 6929) for z 1036. Also, petition of young men and women of Olivia, 
| 
} 


the consent of Congress to the city of Chicago to construct a 
bridge across the Calumet River at or near One hundred and 
thirtieth Street in the city of Chicago, county of Cook, State 
of Illinois; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

By Mr, WILLIAM E. HULL: A bill (H. R. 6926) granting 
an increase of pension to Sarah Brudon; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MANLOVE: A bill (H. R. 6927) granting a pension 
to Margaret A. Parke; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


relief of W. A. McClelland; to the Committee on Claims. Minn., favoring the passage of the child labor amendment; to 
By Mr. PATTERSON: A bill (H. R. 6030) granting a pen- | the Committee on the Judiciary. 


sion to John E. Mulhorn; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. | _ 1087. By Mr. MacGREGOR: Petition of Buffalo Civic Club, 
Buffalo, N. Y., favoring the amendment to the Constitution 


relative to child labor; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1038. Also, petition of the trustees of the Erie County Sav- 
ings Bank, Buffalo, N. V., urging the adoption plan of the Mel- 
lon plan of tax reduction; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

1039. By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Petition of N. E. Bart- 
lett and other residents of Minneapolis, urging Congress to take 
aggressive and persistent stand for lower taxes along lines 
recommended by Secretary Mellon; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. $ 

1040. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Petition of the 

By Mr. SMITH: A bill (H. R. 6936) granting a pension to members of the Society of Cesare Batesti, of Providence, R. L, 
Calvin R. White; to the Committee on Pensions. opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on 

By Mr. SWANK: A bill (H. R. 6937) granting a pension to | Immigration and Naturalization. 


By Mr. PURNELL: A bill (H. R. 6931) granting a pension 
to Margaret Murphy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. ROACH: A bill (H. R. 6932) granting a pension to 
Amanda Butler Sullivan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SALMON: A bill (H. R. 6933) granting an increase 
of pension to Priscilla Stokes; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SANDERS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 6934) for the re- 
lief of the parents of Charles James Crow, deceased; to the 
Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6935) authorizing the Secretary of War 
to donate to the city of Athens, Tex., one German cannon or 
fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


William Potts; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 1041. By Mr. OLDFIELD: Petition of Oran J. Vaughan, 
By Mr. THATCHER: A bill (H. R. 6938) granting a pension | commander, and Clifton B. Coffey, adjutant, Allen Post, No. 95, 

to Hulda Young; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. American Legion, Pangburn, Ark., indorsing the adjusted com- 
Also, a bill (H. R. 6989) granting a pension to Hester Wes- | pensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

ton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 1042. By Mr. PERKINS: Petition of Passaic Post Office Em- 


By Mr. WINGO: A bill (H. R. 6940) granting a pension to ployees’ Association, Garfield, N. J.. requesting favorable leg- 
Isabell McLaughlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, | islation on House bill 4123, to increase the salaries of post- 


office employees; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

1043. By Mr. SNELL: Petition of citizens of Canton, N. Y., 
protesting against tax on alcohol used in flavoring extracts; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1044. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of Local 
Union 742, Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, Blairsville, Pa., in 
favor of the bill to reclassify and increase the pay of all postal 
employees ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

1045. By Mr. TINKHAM: Petition of Associated Y. M. & Y. 
W. H. A. of New England, opposing the immigration bill; to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 


SENATE. 
Wenonespay, February 13, 1924. 


The Chaplain, Rev. J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: ` 


Our Father, Thou hast continued our lives. Grant that the 
continuance of those lives may fulfill the high responsibilities 
conferred upon each. Lead us into the understanding of Thy 
mind and will, and grant unto us such knowledge that we can 
always look up to Thee with the consciousness of fulfilling Thy 
good pleasure. Help us to understand likewise, we beseech 
of Thee, that they that wait upon the Lord shall renew their 
strength; that they shall run and not be weary; and so direct 
every path that when the duties of life are ended we may look 
upon Thee with the assurance of Thy “ Well done.” We ask in 
Jesus Christ’s name. Amen. 


On request of Mr. Lobo and by unanimous consent, the read- 
ing of the Journal of the proceedings of the legislative day of 
Thursday, February 7, 1924, was dispensed with and the 
Journal was approved. 


STATEMENT AND SPEECH OF PRESIDENT (S. DOC. NO. 42). 


Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I ask to have printed in the 
Record the statement of the President on the 11th instant, and 
also the speech made by him in New York last night. 

Mr. MOSES. May I ask the Senator also to add in his re- 
quest that the President’s speech of last night be printed as a 
Senate document? 

Mr. LODGE. Very well. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the request of the Senator from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. LODGE. I asked that the President's statement of day 
before yesterday in regard to the so-called Denby resolution and 
his speech in New York last night be printed jn the RECORD, 

Mr. ROBINSON. I was just about to mit that request 
myself, with the additional request that I be permitted to make 
a very brief statement in connection with that of the President. 

Mr. LODGE. I have no objection to that if the Senator 
will let me first obtain consent that the President's statement 
and his speech of last night may be printed in the Recoxp, and 
that the President’s speech be printed as a document. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I have no objection to that if I may be 
permitted to make a short statement in connection with the 
declaration of the President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The requests are granted 
by unanimous consent. 

The statement and speech of the President are as follows: 


STATEMENT OF PRESIDENT COOLIDGE OF FEBRUARY 11, 1924. 
[From the Washington Post of February 12, 1924.) 


No official recognition can be given to the passage of the Senate 
resolution relative to their opinion concerning members of the Cabinet 
or other officers under Executive control. 

As soon as special counsel can advise me as to the legality of these 
lenses and assemble for me the pertinent facts in the various transac- 
tions I shall take such action as seems essential for the full protec- 
tion of the public interests. I shall not hesitate to call for the resig- 
nation of any official whose conduct in this matter in any way war- 
rants such action upon my part. The dismissal of an officer of the 
Government, such as is involved in this case, other than by impeach- 
ment, is exclusively an Executive function. I regard this as a vital 
principle of our Government. 

In discussing this principle Mr. Madison has well said: “It is laid 
down in most of the constitutions or bills of rights in the Republics 
of America; it is to be found in the political writings of the most 
celebrated civilians, and is everywhere held as essential to the preser- 
vation of Mberty that the three great departments of government be 
kept separate and distinct.” 
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President Cleveland likewise stated the correct principle in discuss- 
ing requests and demands made by the Senate upon him and upon 
different departments of the Government, in which he said: They 
assume the right of the Senate to sit in judgment upon the exercise 
of my exclusive discretion and Executive function, for which I am 
solely responsible to the people from whom I have so lately received 
the sacred trust of office. My oath to support and defend the Consti- 
tution, my duty to the people who have chosen me to execute the 
Powers of their great office and not to relinquish them, and my duty 
to the Chief Magistracy; which I must preserve unimpaired in all its 
dignity and vigor, compel me to refuse compliance with these de- 
mands,” 

The President is responsible to the people for his conduct relative 
to the retention or dismissal of public officials. I assume that responsi- 
bility, and the people may be assured that as soon as I can be advised 
so that I may act with entire justice to all parties concerned and 
fully protect the public interests I shall act. 

I do not propose to sacrifice any innocent man for my own welfare, 
nor do I propose to retain in office any unfit man for my own welfare. 
I shall try to maintain the functions of the-Government unimpaired, 
to act upon the evidence and the law as I find it, and to deal thor- 
oughly and summarily with every kind of wrongdoing. 

In the meantime such steps bave been and are being taken as fully 
to protect the public interests. = 


ADDRESS OF THE PRESIDENT OF TRE UNITED STATES aT THE THIRTY- 
EIGHTH ANNUAL LINCOLN DINNER OF THE NATIONAL REPUBLICAN 
CLun, WALDORF-ASTORIA, New Tonk City, FEBRUARY 12, 1924. 


Mr. Chairman, 115 years ago to-day Abraham Lincoln was born. 
How great he became can not yet be accurately measured, although 
nearly 60 years haye passed since his death. Probably there has been 
no one justly entitled to be termed “ the greatest man in the world.” 
As there are many different talents, so there are many different kinds 
of greatness. This makes comparisons somewhat barren of re 
sults. But measured by ability, achievement, and character, America 
has long placed Washington and Lincoln as the two men in our history 
preeminently entitled to be termed “ truly great.“ In this opinion we 
have the general concurrence of mankind. While others approach 
them, they are not outranked by any of the other figures which all of 
civilization has produced throughout its record of thousands of years. 

In a way all men are great. It is on that conception that American 
Institutions have been founded. Perhaps the differences are not so 
much as many suppose. Yet there are differences whlch set off some 
men above their fellows. What those differences are in a particular 
case is a matter somewhat of personal opinion. To me the greatness 
of Lincoln consisted very largely of a vision by which he saw more 
clearly than the men of his time the moral relationship of things. 
His great achievement lay in bringing the different elements of his 
country into a more truly moral relationship. 

He was the Commander in Chief of the greatest armies the world 
had then seen. They were victorious. Yet we do not look upon him as 
a conqueror. He directed the raising and expenditures of vast syms 
of money. Yet we do not think of him as a financier. The course 
which he followed cost many lives and desolated much territory, Yet 
we think of him not as placing a burden on the Nation but removing 
one from it, not as a destroyer but a restorer. He was a liberator. 
He struck the fetters not only from the bodies but from the minds of 
men. He was a great moral force. 


RESTORED NATIONAL UNITY. 


When Lincoln had finished his course he had made the foundation of 
freedom stronger and firmer on which to build national unity. 
Strengthening that principle was the chief accomplishment of his life. 
He pointed out that the Nation could not endure half slave and half 
free. The mighty work which he did finally left it to endure all free. 
He restored national unity by restoring moral unity. 

The questions which he considered in his day we need have no 
hesitation in concluding were finally and definitely settled. There is 
no difference of opinion, no argument about them now. The con- 
clusions which he drew have long since been the settled policy of our 
country. 

The conflicts of his time have passed away. New developments have 
taken place, new problems have been met. The industrial struggle 
which came, lasting up to the days of the World War, for increased 
compensation to wage earners, for the bettering of thelr condition, 
while it has never been fully settled, does not appear at present to be 
acute. The rewards of labor engaged in commerce, transportation, and 
industry are now such as to afford the most liberal participation in 
all the essentials of life. What this tremendous opportunity now held 
by the wage earner, if wisely and justly administered, will mean to 
the well-being of the Nation is almost beyond comprehension. It opens 
up the prospect of a new era in human existence. It justifies the as- 
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sertion that while America has problems, it is not lacking in the ability 
or courage to comprehend and solye them, It is a warrant for con- 
fidence in the future. 

That national unity for which Lincoln laid the foundation requires 
perpetual adjustment for its maintenance. How great our country 
really is, how diversified are its interests, is almost beyond the compre- 
hension of any one man. Yet great and diversified as it is, any pretense 
of sound morals or sound economies requires that each part, each sec- 
tion, and each interest should be looked upon by the Government with 
like solicitude, all sharing the common burdens, all partaking of the 
common welfare. There is no sound policy which is narrow or sectional 
or limited. Every sound policy must be national in its scope. It is 
always necessary to determine what will be good for the whole country, 

AGRICULTURE NOW NEEDS ATTENTION. 

The necessary observance of these principles requires, at the present 
time, that a large amount of attention should be given to agriculture. 
This is an interest on whieh it is estimated that more than forty mil- 
lions of our people are directly or indirectly dependent. It represents an 
investment several times as large as tbat of all the railroads cf the 
country. It bas an aggregate production of over $8,000,000,000 each 
year. Yet with all these yast resources of production and consumption 
and the vast purchasing power for the products of the farm, which is 
represented by the prosperity, of our industry and commerce, with here 
and there an exception, agriculture as a whole languishes. 


Production has outrun the power of distribution and consumption. 


The farm population is not increasing, but the improved methods of 
tillage and inventions in farm machinery have all contributed to in- 
crease the per capita output. It is in this direction that the agricul- 
tural schools and colleges have placed their major emphasis. Their 
education has been substantially all on the side of improyed methods of 
production and none on the side of distribution, consumption, and mar- 
keting. 

When there is a difficulty which affects so large a population, so large 
an area, and so important an interest as that of agriculture it is dis- 
tinctly a national question. It scarcely needs to be pointed out that 
agriculture is of vital importance to our country. It is the primary 
source of sustenance, enterprise, industry, and wealth. Everyone ought 
to know that it Is basic and fundamental. Without a healthy, produc- 
tive, and prosperous agriculture there can be no real national prosperity. 
It is perfectly obvious that there is something radically wrong when 
agriculture is found in its present state of depression at a time when 
manufacturing, transportation, and commerce are, on the whole, in a 
remarkable state of prosperity. 

No one would deny, I suppose, that industrially we are very flourish- 
ing. Every standard by which prosperity is measured, whether it be 
production, movement of freight, corporate earnings, employment of 
labor, or bank clearings, all point to the same conclusion. Disregarding 
the abnormal war-time condition, for every important enterprise save 
agriculture the year 1928 undoubtedly holds the record. Earnings have 
been yery greatly increased and, except here and there, as in the case 
of some railroads, must be looked upon with a great deal of satisfaction. 

But agriculture has only partially revived. Its position has been 
improved, and the returns for the year are nearly 30 per cent in excess 
of two years ago. But the great food staples do not sell on a parity 
with the products of industry. Their average price is little above the 
pre-war level, while manufactures are about 50 per cent higher. The 
farmer is not receiying his share. 


VALUE OF FARM LANDS LESS. 


The resuit has been a decrease in the value of farm lands, the choking 
of the avenues of credit with obligations which are worthless or doubt- 
ful, the foreclosure of mortgages, and the suspension of a large number 
of banks. To this depression there have been other contributing causes. 
But the main difficulty has been the price of farm produce. 

Very likely you are wondering why agriculture should be discussed 
here in this metropolis. One reason is that I want to emphasize as 
forcibly as possible your very intimate dependence upon agricultural 
welfare. That great interest can not be affected without the necessity 
of your being affected. The farm is one of the chief markets for the 
industries of the Nation. You have a direct economic and financial in- 
terest. You can not long prosper with that great population and great 
area in distress. You have a political interest. The people of those 
numerous States cast an enormous influence upon the making of the 
laws by which you are governed. 

Unsound economic conditions are not conducive to sound legislation. 
The farm has a social value which can not be overestimated. It is the 
natural home of liberty and the support of courage and character. In 
all the Nation it is the chief abiding place of the spirit of independence. 
I do not need to dwell upon the moral requirement for the equitable 
distribution of prosperity and the relief of distress by the application 
of every possible and sound remedy. This problem is not merely the 
problem of the agricultural sections of our country; It is the problem 
likewise of industry, of transportation, of commerce, and of banking. 

I bring it to you because I know that in part it is your problem. I 
have already encouraged organization and cooperative marketing, that 


organized commerce may cope with organized industry. I have pro- 
moted tariff investigations for increased rates on wheat. I have ex- 
tended relief through the War Finance Corporation and the Federal 
reserve banking system. 


MUST MAKE SACRIFICE. 


I shall not now discuss the details of legislation or enter upon a pres- 
entation of peculiarly agricultural remedies. I made specific recom- 
mendations in my message to the Congress, and there are bills pending 
for carrying my suggestions into effect. What I am most anxious to 
impress upon the prosperous part of our country is the utmost neces- 
sity that they should be willing to make sacrifices for the assistance of 
the unsuccessful part. I do not mean by that any unsound device like 
price fixing, which I oppose, because it would not make prices higher 
but would in the end make them lower. It would not be successful 
and would not prove a remedy. But I do mean that the resoures of 
the country ought to come to the support of agriculture. 

The organization recently perfected to supply money and management 
for the larger aspects of agriculture ought to have your sympathetic 
and active support. I am glad financial America is moving in that 
direction. It will be less work and less expense for you to meet this 
situation in that way, for you will meet it; you will be affected by its 
economic, political, and moral results. 

When an examination is made to ascertain some of the causes of 
these conditions, among the first which suggest themselves is the amount 
and the method of national taxation. Out of an income of about 
$60,000,000,000 the people of this country pay nearly $7,500,000,000 in 
taxes, which is over $68 for every inhabitant of the land. Of this 
amount the National Government collects about $3,200,000,000 and the 
State and local governments about $4,300,000,000. 

As a direct burden this is a stupendous sum, but when it is realized 
that in the course of our economic life it is greatly augmented when it 
reaches the consumer in the form of the high cost of living, its real 
significance begins to be appreciated. The national and local gov- 
ernments ought to be unremitting in their efforts to reduce expenditures 
and pay their debts. This the National Government is earnestly seek- 
ing to do. The war cost of more than $40,000,000,000 is already nearly 
half paid. Amid the disordered currencies of the warring nations our 
money is, and has been maintained, at the gold standard. Our budget 
has long since been balanced, and our debt-paying program is at the 
rate of $500,000,000 each year. In spite of all these expenditures the 
next fiscal year has an estimated surplus revenue of over $300,000,000, 


MELLON’S MANAGEMENT PRAISED, 


This represents a great financial achievement in the past three years. 
In the first place, itavas necessary to provide for more than $7,000,000,000 
of short-time maturities. These have all either been paid or refunded, 
so that they will become due in the future at orderly intervals, when 
they can be retired or further extended. When it is realized that such 
large loans were made in a way that not only left business undisturbed 
but was scarcely peseeptible to the public, the skill with which Secre- 
tary Mellon managed them can well be appreciated. 

Coincident with this was the even greater task of reducing national 
expenditures. Through legislative enactment and Executive effort this 
has gone steadily forward and is now proceeding from day to day. 
Under the watchful care of the Budget Bureau every department is 
constantly striving to eliminate all waste and discard every unneces- 
sary expense. 

Every reasonable effort has been made to secure the liquidation of 
our international debts. The largest, which was that of Great Britain 
and which amounted with accumulated interest to $4,600,000,000, has 
been settled on terms that provide for its payment over a period of 62 
years. Interest runs at 3 per cent until 1933, and after that 34 per 
cent. This calls for payments in the immediate future of over $160,- 
000,000 a year. They have the option to pay us in our own bonds, 
and in its practical working this agreement does not involve cash pay- 
ments to this country but simply a mutual cancellation of debts. 

The funding of the British debt was one of the greatest of interna- 
tional financial transactions. It had its effect on business confidence, 
which was world-wide. It demonstrated the determination of a great 
Empire faithfully to discharge its international obligations. In this 
respect it was much more than a financial transaction; it was an 
exhibition of the highest type of international honor. It showed that 
the moral standards of the world were going to be maintained. 


NEED FOR TAX REDUCTION. 


All of this has laid the foundation for national tax reduction and 
reform. In time of war finances, like all else, must yield to national 
defense and preservation. In time of peace finances, like all else, should 
minister to the general welfare. Immediately upon my taking office 
it was determined after conference with Seeretary Mellon that the 
Treasury Department should study the possibility of tax reduction for 
the purpose of securing relief to all taxpayers of the country and 
emancipating business from unreasonable and hampering exactions. 
The result was the proposed bill, which is now pending before the 
Congress, 
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It is doubtful if any measure ever received more generous testimony 
of approval, Opposition has appeared to some of its details, but to 
the policy of immediate and drastic reduction of taxes, so arranged as 
to benefit all classes and all kinds of business, there has been the most 
general approbation. These recommendations have been made by the 
Treasury as the expert adviser of the Government, They follow in 
their main principle of a decrease in high surtaxes, which is only 
another name for war taxes, the views of the two preceding Secretaries 
of the Treasury, both of them Democrats of pronounced ability. 

They are nonpartisan, well thought out, and sound. They carry out 
the policy of reducing the taxes of everybody, especially people of 
moderate income. They give to the country almost $1,000,000 every 
working day. 

The proposed bill maintains the fixed policy of rates graduated in 
proportion to the ability to pay. That policy has received almost unt- 
versal sanction. It is sustained by sound arguments based on economic, 
social, and moral grounds, But in taxation, like everything else, it 
is necessary to test a theory by practical results, The first object of 
taxation is to secure revenue. When the taxation of large incomes is 
approached with this in view the problem is to find a rate which will 
produce the largest returns, Experience does not show that the higher 
rate produces the larger revenue. 

Experience is all the other way. When the surtax rate ọn incomes of 
$300,000 and over was but 10 per cent the revenue was about the same 
as it was at 65 per cent. There is no escaping the fact that when the 
taxation of large incomes is excessive, they tend to disappear. In 1916 
there were 206 incomes of $1,000,000 or more. Then the high tax rate 
went into effect. The next year there were only 141, and in 1918 but 
67. In 1919 the number declined to 65. In 1920 it fell to 33, and 
in 1921 it was further reduced to 21. 

I am not making any argument with the man who believes that 55 
per cent ought to be taken away from the $1,000,000 income, or 68 
per cent from a $5,000,000 income; but when it is considered that 
in the effort to get these amounts we are rapidly approaching the point 
of getting nothing at all, it is necessary to look for a more practical 
method. That can be done only by a reduction of the high surtaxes 
when viewed solely as a revenue proposition, to about 25 per cent. 


SMALL TAXPAYER BURDENED. 


I agree perfectly with those who wish to relieve the small taxpayer 
by getting the largest possible contribution from the people with large 
incomes. But if the rates on large incomes are so high that they 
disappear, the small taxpayer will be left to bear the entire burden. 
If, on the other band, the rates are placed where they will produce 
the most revenue from large incomes, then the small taxpayer wili be 
relieved. The experience of the Treasury Department and the opinion 
of the best experts place the rate which will collect most from the 
people of great wealth, thus giving the largest relief to people of moder- 
ate wealth, at not over 25 per cent. 

A very important social and economie question is also involved in 
high rates. That is the result taxation has upon national development. 
Our progress in that direction depends upon two factors—personal 
ability and surplus income. An expanding prosperity requires that the 
largest possible amount of surplus income should be invested in pro- 
ductive enterprise under the direction of the best personal ability, 
This will not be done if the rewards of such action are very largely 
taken away by taxation. 

If we bad a tax whereby on the first working day the Government 
took 5 per cent of your wages, on the second day 10 per cent, on the 
third day 20 per cent, on the fourth day 30 per cent, on the fifth day 
50 per cent, and on the sixth day 60 per cent, how many of you 
would continue to work on the last two days of the week? It is the 
same with capital, Surplus income will go into tax-exempt securities, 
It will refuse to take the risk incidental to embarking in business. 
This will raise the rate which established business will have to pay 
for new capital, and result in a marked increase in the cost of living. 
If new capital will not flow into competing enterprise, the preseat 
concerns tend toward monopoly, increasing again the prices which the 
people must pay. 

UNSOUND TAXATION ILLUSTRATED. 


The high prices paid and low pries received on the farm are directly 
due to our unsound method of taxation. T shall illustrate by a simple 
example: A farmer ships a steer to Chicago. His tax, the tax on the 
railroad transporting the animal, and of the yards where the animal 
is sold, go into the price of the animal to the packer. The packer's 
tax goes into the price of the hide to the New England shoe manufac- 
turer. The manufacturer’s tax goes into the price to the wholesaler, and 
the wholesaler’s tax goes into the price to the retailer, who in turn 
adds his tax in his price to his purchaser. So it may be said that if the 
farmer ultimately wears the shoes he pays everybody's taxes from the 
farm to his feet. It is for this reason that high taxes mean a high 
price level, and a high price level in its turn means difficulty in meet- 
ing world competition. Most of all, the farmer suffers from the effect 
of this high price level. lo whut he buys he meets domestic costs of 
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high taxes and the high price level. In what he sells he meets world 


competition with a low price level. It is essential, therefore, for the 
good of the people as a whole that we pay not so much attention to 
the tax paid directly by a certain number of taxpayers, but we must 
cone our efforts to relieving the tax paid indirectly by the whole 
people. 

Taken altogether, I think it is easy enough to see that I wish to 
include in the program a reduction in the high surtax rates, not that 
small incomes may be required to pay more and large incomes bo 
required to pay less, but that more revenue may be secured from 
large incomes and taxes on small incomes may be reduced; not be- 
cause I wish to relieve the wealthy, but because I wish to relieve the 
country, 

The practical working out of the proposed schedules is best sum- 
marized by the Treasury experts, who find that $92,000,000 a year will 
be saved to those who haye incomes under $6,000; $52,000,000 to 
those who have incomes between $6,000 and $10,000; and that less 
than 3 per cent of the proposed reduction would accrue to those who 
have incomes of over $100,000. A married man with two children. 
haying an income of $4,000, would have his tax reduced from $28 to 
$15.75; having 85.000, from $68 to $38.25; having $6,000, from $128 
to $72; having $8,000, from $276 to $144; and having $10,000, from 
$456 to $234. 

In order to secure these results, the administration bill proposes to 
reduce the tax on earned income 25 per cent, and the normal tax on 
unearned income also 25 per cent. This would apply to all incomes 
alike, great and small, and would provide general and extensive relief. 
Further reductions would be secured by increasing the amount of 
income exempt from surtaxes from $6,000 to $10,000. Such surtaxes 
increase progressively until on incomes of $100,000 or more they 
reach the maximum of 25 per cent which, with the normal tax of 6 
per cent, make large incomes pay in all 31 per cent. It is also pro- 
posed to repeal many troublesome and annoying rates, such as ad- 
mission taxes and sales taxes, the existence of which is reflected in 
the increased cost of doing business and the higher prices required 
from the people. 


FAR REMOVED FROM PARTISANSHIP. 


That is the tax measure which has been proposed, and which has 
my support. Because I wish to give to all the people all the relief 
which it contains, I am opposed to material alteration and com- 
promise. It is about as far removed as anything could be from any 
kind of partisanship. At least, I do not charge that there is any 
party or any responsible party leadership that admits it is opposed to 
making taxes low and in favor of keeping taxes high. But the 
actions and proposals of some are liable to have just that result. 1 
stand on the simple proposition that the country is entitled to all 
the relief from the burden of taxation which it is possible to give. The 
proposed measure gives such relief, 

Other measures which have been brought forward do not meet this 
requirement. They have the appearance of an indirect attempt to 
defeat a good measure with a bad measure. You have heard much 
of the Garner plan, Brought forward to have something different, it 
purported to relieve the greatest number of taxpayers, It gaye not 
the slightest heed to the indirect effect of high taxes, or to the ap- 
proaching drying up of the source of revenue and consequent failure 
of the progressive Income tax, or to the destruction of business 
initiative. 

It is political In theory. When the effect of its provisions wus 
estimated, it meant a loss of revenue beyond any expected surplus, It 
is impossible in practice. The people will not be misled by such 
proposals. It is entirely possible to have a first-class bill. I want 
the country to have the best there is. I am for it because it will 
reduce taxes on all classes of income. I am for it because it will 
encourage business. I am for it because it will decrease the cost of 
living. I am for it because it is economically, socially, and morally 
sound, 

But the people must understand this is their fight. They alone can 
win it. Unless they make their wishes known to the Congress, without 
regard to party, this bill will not pass. I urge them to renewed efforts, 


EFFECT OF BONUS TO SOLDIERS, 


Since Angust, 1919, the public debt has been decreasing. About 
$4,500,000,00) has been paid off, This means a reduction in interest 
of almost $200,000,000,. It is of the utmost importance, in order to be 
able to meet a fast approaching foreign competition, that to keep 
business good and prevent depression we reduce our debt and keep our 
expenditures as low as possible. These are the economic reasons why 
the granting of a bonus would jeopardize the welfare of the whole 
country. It was estimated that under the bonus bill which was vetoed, 
if all the beneficiaries had taken the certificates which it was proposed 
to issue, the plan would have cost $225,000,000 annually for the first 
four years and a total of $5,400,000,000. 

This would more than destroy all the great labor which the country 
has gone through for the purpose of reducing its debt. It would mean 
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the indefinite postponement of any tax reduction, another increase in 
the cost of living, more drying up of the sources of credit, and a prob- 
able raising of the rates of interest, all of which would result in infia- 
tion and higher prices, with the graye danger of ultimate disaster to 
our financial system. We have been through one period of deflation. 
Nearly all the men on the farms and many of the men in business 
have not yet recovered from it, and the country certainly does not want 
te take the risk of another like experience. A few months of good 
times are worth more te the service men themselyes than anything 
they could receive in the way of a bonus. 

But this question goes deeper than that. I am aware that some men 
made money out of the war. Many of them lost what they made, but 
not all. No doubt there are some such who are justly to be criticized 
for greed and selfishness. Unfortunately, they would not pay the 
bonus. It would have to be paid by the country. I have already 
undertaken to demonstrate that taxes are paid by the great mass of 
the people. It is necessary to consider whether there be any moral 
justification for placing all the people under this great burden in order 
to pay some money to a part of the people, many of whom do not 
want it and are offering pronounced objection to it. 


CAN NOT BE RECOMPENSED. 


A very large body of service men do not want the bonus and object 
to being taxed in order that it may be paid. Their request is entitled 
to just as much consideration as the request of those who do want it. 
They are just as eager now to save their country from financial dis- 
aster as they were formerly to save it from military disaster. They 
are entitled to be heard. This question ought to be decided in accord- 
ance with the welfare of the whole country. 

No one doubts the patriotism of those who advocate the bonus. No 
one denies that the country owes a debt which it never can pay to 
those who were in the service. Their disabilities must be recompensed, 
their health restored, their dependents supported, all at public expense. 
They are entitled to the highest honor. But the service they rendered 
was of such a nature that it can not be reconpensed to them by the 
payment of money. America was not waging war for the purpose of 
securing spoils. The American soldier did not enter the service for 
the purpose of securing personal gain. 

I have lately undertaken to define the outline of the foreign policy 
of the present Government. Nothing has occurred since my message 
to the Congress that requires any change in that policy. The prospect 
of a European settlement, however, bas arisen, which holds some 
promise. Three Americans of outstanding and well-seasoned ability 
baye been called to give their expert assistance and advice. They do 
not represent our Government. Their only official standing comes 
from their being agents of the reparation commission. Yet they can 
not help being Americans, and will bring to their problem not the point 
of view of the American Government but what may be more effective, 
the point of view of the American mind. 

Without doubt any settlement would call for a European funding 
and financing, which would be of doubtful success with American par- 
ticipation. The export of such capital as is not required for domestic 
business, and which the American people feel can be profitably done, 
having in view the financial returns, enlargement of our trade, and the 
discharge of the moral obligation of bearing our share of the burdens 
of the world, entirely in accordance with the choice of our own inde- 
pendent judgment, ought to be encouraged. 

Our Government does not want war anywhere. It wants peace 
everywhere. It does not look with sympathy upon the manufacture 
or sale of arms and munitions by which one country might make war 
upon another country. It recognizes, however, that every government 
must necessarily maintain some military establishment for national 
defense and the policing of its own domain. For such incidental pur- 
poses there could be little criticism if our Government or private in- 
terests, having the necessary equipment, should furnish it. 

But it is a traffic which we wish to discourage, rather than encour- 
age. We do not believe in great armaments. Especially are we op- 
posed to anything like competitive armaments. While the present time 
does not appear propitious for a further effort at limitation, should a 
European settlement be accomplished something might be hoped for 
in that direction. The United States stands ready to join with the 
other great powers, whenever there appears to be reasonable prospect 
of agreement, in a further limitation of competitive armaments. 


SOLICITCDE OVER MEXICO. 


A situation has recently arisen In Mexico which has caused some 
solicitude. We recognize that the people of that country have a per- 
fect right to set up and pull down governments without any inter- 
ference from us, so long as there is no interference with the lawful 
rights of our Government or our citizens within their territory. We do 
not harbor the slightest desire to dictate to them in the smallest de- 
gree. We have every wish to be friendly and helpful. 

After a long period of shifting and what appeared to us to be un- 
substantial governments in that country, we recently reached the 
opinion that President Obregon bas established a government which 
is stable and effective, and disposed to observe international obliga- 


tions, We therefore recognized it. When disorder arose there Presi- 
dent Obregon sought the purchase of a small amount of arms and 
munitions of our Goyernment for the purpose of insuring his own 


Gomestic tranquillity. We had either to refuse or to comply. To 
refuse would have appeared to be equivalent to deciding that a friendly 
Government, which we had recognized, ought not to be permitted to 
protect itself. 

Stated in another way, it would mean that we had decided that it 
ought to be overthrown, and that the very agency which we had held 
out as able to protect the interests of our citizens within its borders 
ought not to be permitted to have the means to make such protection 
effective. My decision ran in a counter direction. 

It was not a situation of our making, but one which came and had 
to be met. In meeting it I did what I thonght was necessary to dis- 
charge the moral obligation of one friendly government to another. 
The supremacy cf the Obregon government now appears to be hopeful. 
Whatever may be the outcome, we are not responsible for it. We did 
what I believe was right to do under the circumstances. It was done 
not for the purpose of protecting any particular individuals or inter- 
ests but to exercise a legal right, while at the same time throwing 
our influence in favor of orderly procedure and evidencing our friend- 
ship toward the friendly Government of Mexico. Any other course 
would appear to me to be unworthy of our country. 

I propose to continue whatever course of action is customary between 
friendly governments. While I trust no further action may be neces- 
sary, I shall continue to afford protection in accordance with the re- 
quirements of international law. I propese to protect American lives 
and American rights. 

WILL PROSECUTE OIL WRONGDOING. 


Lately there have been most startling revelations concerning the 
leasing of Government oil lands. It is my duty to extend to every 
individual the constitutional right to the presumption of innocence 
until proyen guilty. But I have another duty equally constitutional, 
and eyen more important, of securing the enforcement of the law. In 
that duty I do not intend to fail. 

Character is the only secure foundation of the state. We know well 
that all plans for improving the machinery of government and all 
measures for social betterments miserably fail and the hopes of progress 
wither when corruption touches administration. At the revelation of 
greed making its subtle approaches to public officers, of the prostitu- 
tion of high place to private profit, we are filled with scorn and indigna- 
tion. We haye a deep sense of humiliation at such gross betrayal of 
trust, and we lament the undermining of public confidence in official 
integrity. But we can not rest with righteous wrath; still less can 
we permit ourselves to give way to cynicism. 

The heart of the American people is sound. Thelr officers with rare 
exception are faithful and high-minded. For us, we propose to follow 
the clear, open path of justice. There will be immediate, adequate, un- 
shrinking prosecution, criminal and civil, to punish the guilty and to 
protect every national interest. In this effort there will be no politics, 
no partisanship. It will be speedy, it will be just. I am a Republican, 
but I can not on that account shield anyone because he is a Republican. 
I am a Republican, but I cam not on that account prosecute anyoue 
because he is a Democrat. 


WANTS NO HUE AND CRY- 


I want no hue and cry, no mingling of innocent and guiity in un- 
thinking condemnation, no confusion of mere questions of law with 
questions of fraud and corruption. It is at such a time that the 
quality of our citizenry is tested—unrelenting toward evil, fair-minded, 
and intent upon the requirements of due process, the shield of the in- 
nocent and the safeguard of society itself. I ask the support of our 
people as Chief Magistrate, intent on the enforcement of our laws with- 
out fear or favor, no matter who is hurt or what the consequences. 

Distressing as this situation has been, it has its reassuring side. 
The high moral standards of the people were revealed by their instant 
reaction against wrongdoing. The officers of the Government, without 
respect to party, have demonstrated a common purpose to protect Gov- 
ernment property and to bring guilt to justice. We have the trials and 
perplexities of our day, but they seem insignificant compared with those 
which taxed the genius of Lincoln. The Government maintained itself 
then; the Government will maintain itself now. The forces of evil 
do not long triumph. The power of justice can not long be delayed. 
The moral force of Lincoln is with us still. He that keepeth Israel 
shall neither slumber nor sleep.” 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the President of the United 
States was in accord with the advice of the Senate in the 
Walsh substitute resolution that the Department of Justice be 
not relied upon to protect the Government's interest, but that 
special counsel be employed to direct both the civil and crimi- 
nal litigation growing out of the oil-lease disclosures. His 
statement makes it clear that he does not regard the facts and 
circumstances established before the Senate committee suffi- 
cient and that he has no intention of dismissing Secretary 
Denby, or anyone else respensible for the transactions, until by 
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additional evidence, or advice from other sources, he reaches 
the conclusion that the protection of the public interest re- 
` quires such action on his part. His power to reject advice 
from thé Senate, or from any other source, is undoubted, but 
his responsibility is emphasized if he retains officers whose pub- 
lie declarations justify the conclusion that they will throw 
every possible obstacle in the way of the Government's success 
in recovering and safeguarding the property which they have 
improvidently and recklessly conveyed. Retention in office of 
Secretary Denby means that the President for all practical 
purposes supports the Secretary’s policies and approves or ac- 
quiesces in his actions. 

The Congress made Secretary Denby the agent to administer 
the naval oil reserves, and when the Senate unanimously found 
that agent had been incompetent and derelict in the perform- 
ance of his duty it could not be construed as an unwarranted 
interference with the Pxecutive’s prerogative to so advise the 
President and to ask him to dismiss the recalcitrant agent, so 
as to fill his place with another who would respect and per- 
form his duty. 

Mr. Denby has repeatedly declared that if retained in office 
he will continue the same policy, and if the opportunity arises 
will repeat the acts complained of, regardless of the circum- 
stances. The Senate has unanimously condemned his action 
in a resolution, and by a majority of 47 to 84 passed another, 
asking the President for his removal. Is there the slightest 
doubt that the opinion of the Senate, embodied in the resolu- 
tion requesting the President to call for the resignation of the 
Secretary of the Navy, reflects the will of a large majority of 
the people? The President, of course, can carry the issue to 
the country, but will he dare do so? Notwithstanding his 
defiant statement, it is respectfully suggested that the Presi- 
dent soon may be forced by public opinion to turn out of office 
everyone, including Secretary Denby, who encouraged or par- 
ticipated in making the secret leases. 


PROSECUTION OF FRAUDULENT WAR CONTRACTS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a communication from the Attorney General containing 
a report upon prosecutions conducted by the Department of 
Justice in actions arising out of war contracts and contracts 
for the sale of surplus war materials made in response to 
Senate resolution 138. A 

Mr, MOSES. I ask unanimous consent that the letter may 
be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Chair hears none. 
Attorney General. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICR, 
OFFICE oF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., February 7, 1925. 
The honorable the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE- PRO TEMPORE, 
United States Senate Chamber. 

Str: I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of Senate Resolution 
No. 138, dated February 1, 1924, directing me to give to the Senate 
certain information with respect to the prosecution of persons, part- 
nerships or corporations charged with defrauding the Government in 
any war contract or contracts for the sale of surplus war materials 
or war supplies. 

I will respond in the order of the resolution: 

(1) In the prosecution of no person, partnership, or corporation 
charged with defrauding the Government in any war contract or 
contracts for the sale of surplus war materials, or any contract con- 
nected with or relating to any such materials or war supplies wherein 
both a criminal and a civil liability was either alleged or claimed, 
has the Department of Justice made settlement of the civil lability 
without prosecuting the same defendants for criminal liability, where 
the same existed or was developed. Many cases growing out of war 
contracts have been settled and no criminal prosecutions brought 
therein, because said cases, in the main, Involved overpayments by 
the Government, through mistake of law or fact, misconstruction or 
illegality of contract, refusal of contractors to refund, and many 
other Hke contentions which would in many instances amount in law 
to constructive fraud, but which would not constitute a criminal offen 
or warrant a criminal prosecution. 4 

(2) The answer to the first section of the Senate resolution obviates 
the necessity of answering, in detail, section No. 2 of said resolution, 
for the reason that there are no such cases. 

(3) In the settlement of ciyil liability, in the matters and cases 
above referred to, there has never been in any instance or case, any 
agreement whatever, direct or indirect, mediate or remote, express or 
inferential, by the Department of Justice not to prosecute for any 
criminal liability where there was such lability. 


Is there objection? The 
The Secretary will read the report of the 
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On the contrary, in each instance in negotiations for settlement of 
civil liabilities, the defendants were warned that no settlement of any 
possible criminal liability was involved or contemplated by such civil 
settlement, and that any statements they might make in the negotia- 
tions relating to such civil settlements were not privileged, and could 
and would be used against said defendants in the event criminal Habil- 
ity should develop in such cases, 
Very respectfully, 
H. M. DAUGHERTY, 
Attorney General. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The communication will be 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, in reference to a statement 
which has just been read to the Senate from the Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States, I ask unanimous consent to proceed 
for three minutes out of order. 

Mr, MOSES. Mr. President, can we not have the regular 
order? We have not had a morning hour for some days. 

Mr. McKEHLLAR. I simply ask permission to speak for 
three minutes. Does the Senator object? 

Mr. MOSES. No; but is some one going to hold the watch? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from New 
Hampshire withdraw his demand for the regular order? 

Mr. MOSES. With the assurance of the Senator from Ten- 
nessee that he will proceed for only three minutes, I withdraw 
the demand. 4 

Mr. McKELLAR, I give that assurance, and the Senator 
from New Hampshire may call me down if I exceed that 
time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New 
Hampshire withdraws his demand for the regular order. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, President Coolidge in his 
speech in New York last night among other things said: 


There will be immediate, adequate, unshrinking prosecution, criminal 
and civil, to punish the gullty and to protect every national interest. 
In this effort there will be no politics, no partisanship. It will 
be speedy. It will be just. I am a Republican, but I can not on that 
account shield anyone because he is a Republican, I am a Republican, 
but T can not on that account prosecute anyone because he is a 
Democrat. 


Every good citizen will applaud this statement of the Presi- 
dent of the United States. But I want to call the President's 
attention and the country's attention to the fact that his ad- 
ministration is not living up to the statements that he made in 
this respect. 

For two weeks everybody in Washington has known that 
here in the city of Washington Doheny bribed Fall and Fall 
accepted a bribe from Doheny; that Sinclair bribed Fall and 
Fall accepted the bribe from Sinclair. We all know there is a 
United States district attorney in the city of Washington; 
that he is under the direct control of the Attorney General of 
the United States and the President of the United States, and 
yet there has been no indictment found against any one of 
these men. Why the delay? If a poor negro had stolen a 
bushel of coal to keep him and his family warm, he would have 
been safely within the confines of a jail and an indictment 
would have been promptly drawn against him. If it were a 
poor ex-seryice man stealing a loaf of bread, he would have 
been indicted and prosecuted before this. But these three great 
men, rich and powerful, are allowed to wait. Why the delay? 

The President says that prosecution will be immediate, but 
this does not comport with the situation here. The district 
attorney’s office in Washington should move at once. Indict- 
ments should be found. These men should be brought to the 
bar of justice. Everyone knows that there is ample ground 
for indictments and ample ground for prosecutions. Why does 
not the Government proceed with this prosecution? Who 
knows when any one of these men may be without the jurisdic- 
tion of the court and in that way go unwhipped of justice? 

Mr. President, if the district attorney of the city of Wash- 
ington does not know that these crimes have been committed, he 
is the only person who does not know it. If the Attorney 
General of the United States does not know these crimes have 
been committed, the Attorney General of the United States is 
the only person in the country who does not know it. I hope 
the President of the United States will carry out his declara- 
tion and demand an immediate prosecution of these men, who 
we all know are guilty. 


CONDOLENCES ON THE DEATH OF FORMER PRESIDENT WILSON, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a cable- 
gram from the vice president of the Senate of Brazil, trans- 
mitting a message of condolence and sympathy upon the death, 
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of ex-President Wilson, which was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


RIO DE JANEIRO, February 7, 1925—5.20 p. m. 
VICE PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE, 
Washington: 

In the name of the Brazilian Senate I have the honor to tender to 
your excellency and to the American Senate the most sincere con- 
dolence for the death of the great statesman, Wilson, who has ren- 
dered such signal service to mankind. Be pleased, excellency, to accept 
my respectful salutations. 

A. AZEVEDO, 
Vice President of the Senate. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate a 
cablegram from the president and secretary of the Senate of 
Chile, transmitting a message of condolence and sympathy upon 
the death of ex-President Wilson, which was ordered to lie on 
the table and be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


SANTIAGO, CHILE, February 4, 1924. 
The most excellent the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE, 
Washington, D. C.: 

The Senate, at its session of this date, resolved to express to the 
high body over which you worthily preside its most sincere condolence 
for the death of the eminent citizen who presided over the destinies of 
the great Republic at the critical hours of the World War, in which 
such powerful and effective action devolved upon his great intellect and 
his firm and serene will. 

Luis CALARO SOLAR, President. 
ENRIQUE ZANARTU EGUIGUREN, Secretary. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate 
a resolution adopted by the United Society Srbobran-Sloga, 
of Pittsburgh, Pa., containing a message of condolence and 
sympathy upon the death of ex-President Wilson, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 


UNITED SOCIETY SRBORRAN-SLOGA, 
Pittsburgh, Pa., February 4, 192}, 
Whereas it has pleased the Almighty in his infinite wisdom to re- 
move from our midst our late beloved President Woodrow Wilson, 
whose earthly existence has been cut off by his untimely death; and 
Whereas that though we shall be unable to shake him by the hand 
and to hear again his manly voice, yet we know and are assured 
that be has gone to dwell in that land where he will reap his just 
reward for the noble deeds and acts done and performed by him 
while on earth; and 
Whereas our late President always stood as the noblest exponent 
and protector of the rights of the oppressed peoples and natlons of 
the earth and the ablest advocate of the gospel of peace on earth 
and good will toward men; and 
Whereas he was the friend and champion of the rights of the 
smaller nations of Europe, and particuarly of the Serbian Nation, 
in their unequal struggle against their oppressors preceding the re- 
cent World War; and 
Whereas he was the greatest and noblest adyocate of the principle 
that it was the bounden duty of the Christian nations of the earth, 
particularly his own beloved country, the United States of America, 
to at all times curb and render impossible in the future the encroach- 
ment of the powerful European nations to prey upon thelr smaller 
and weaker neighbors; and 
Whereas his untimely death has brought about the removal of the 
greatest friend of the Serbian people and nation; Now therefore be it 
Resolved by the United Society Srbobran-Sloga, acting by and through 
its executive board legally assembled, That we hereby express to 
Mrs. Woodrow Wilson and family our sincere, heartfelt sympathy at 
the untimely death of their husband and father, and to Hon. Calvin 
Coolidge, President of the United States, our sincere, heartfelt sympathy 
at the untimely death of one of the Nation's greatest heroes, patriots, 
and statesmen; and be it further 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution, duly attested by our 
corporate seal and executed by our president, vice president, and sec- 
retary, be transmitted to Mrs. Woodrow Wilson, also the President 
of the United States, the President of the Senate, and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, and that the same be duly inscribed 
upon the reeords of this society. 
Prepared and introduced by George Nestorovich, vice president of 
the United Society Srbobran-Sloga. 
JOHN VUHOBRATOVICH, 
President, 
GEORGE NESTOROVICH, 
Vice President, 
ISL M. N. Mxvosn, 
Secre tor. 


DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com-. 
munication from the secretary of the United States Civil 
Service Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list of 
useless papers on the files of the Washington office not needed 
in the conduct of business and having no permanent value or 
historical interest, and asking for action looking to their dis- 
position, which was referred to a Joint Select Committee on 
the Disposition of Useless Papers in the Executive Depart- 
ments. The President pro tempore appointed Mr. STANFIELD 
and Mr. McKetrar members of the committee on the part of 
the Senate, and ordered that the Secretary notify the House of 
Representatives thereof. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
following resolution of the House of Assembly of the Legisla- 
ture of New Jersey, which was referred to the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads: 


Whereas there having been introduced in the Congress of the United 
States a bill by the Hon, WALTER E. Enan, senior Senator from New 
Jersey, known as Senate bill No. 1898, which bill, if passed, will in- 
crease the pay of the United States postal carriers from a minimum of 
$1,400 to $2,000, and the maximum pay from $1,800 to $2,400, to- 
gether with proportionate increases for all other employees of that de- 
partment: 

Therefore, having in mind the faithful, conscientious, and efficient 
services that all postal employees have given to the public; be it 

Resolved, That we, the House of Assembly of the One hundred and 
forty-eighth Legislature of the State of New Jersey, do hereby com- 
mend the senior Senator from New Jersey on the introduction of se 
meritorious a measure and bespeak for it a most hasty enactment inte 
the laws of our land; and be it further 

Resolved, That this resolution be spread in full on the minutes of 
the house of assembly, and that a copy of the same be sent to the 
New Jersey Senators and Representatives and to the presiding officers 
of both Houses of Congress of the United States, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the fol- 
lowing joint memorial of the Legislature of Montana, which was 
referred to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation: 


UNITED States or AMERICA, 
State of Montana, ss: 


I, C. T. Stewart, secretary of state of the State of Montana, do 
hereby certify that the following is a true and correct copy of an act 
entitled “A memorial to the Congress of the United States asking for 
appropriations to continue construction work on the Flathead irriga- 
tion project, and on all the other Federal irrigation projects in the 
State of Montana,” enacted by the eighteenth extra session of the 
Legislative Assembly of the State of Montana, and approved by Jos. 
M. Dixon, governor of said State, on the 2d day of February, 1924. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
great seal of said State. Done at the city of Helena, the capital of 
ssid State, this Sth day of February, A. D. 1924. 

[seac] C. T. STEWART, 

Secretary of State. 
By Cuirrorp L. WALKER, 
Deputy. 


House joint memorial 1 (introduced by Brandjord) to the Congress of 
the United States asking for appropriations to continue construction * 
work on the Flathead irrigation project and on all the other Federal 
irrigation projects in the State of Montana. 

To the honorable Senate and House of Representatwes of the United 
States in Congress assembled: 

Secrion 1. We, the Eighteenth Legislative Assembly of the State of 
Montana assembled in special session, the house and senate concurring, 
do hereby respectfully call your attention to the following facts relating 
to Federal irrigation projects in this State: 

1. Good faith on the part of the Federal Government toward each 
and all of the thousands of settlers who have homesteaded on the Flat- 
head project, who have paid the Government for the land, established 
homes thereon, and patiently waited for irrigation water for 10 years 
or longer, demands a speedy completion of tbe project. The slow 
progress of construction on this project, due to irregular and insuffi- 
cient appropriations, coupled with the dire distress besetting agricul- 
ture in the Northwest, has starved away from the project hundreds 
of the original homesteaders, and so impoverished others that they are 
now unable to make the fullest use of irrigation; but surely these sad 
circumstances, largely due to neglect on the part of the Government, 
do not justify the Government in further delay in furnishing water for 
all remaining settlers who must have it in order to make a living. 
Good faith with these settlers demands continuous construction. 
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2. The Indian Service and the Bureau of Reclamation have recom- 
mended an appropriation of $300,000 for this project for the 1925 fiscal 
year, and the program of construction they have agreed upon includes 
laterals for 7,000 acres for which no irigation water is now available. 
{See CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, January 10, 1924, top of page 805.) Hun» 
@reds of people reside on this area. 

3. In spite of the difficulties besetting settlers on this project they 
show a splendid record in the payment of water charges. Up to Jan- 
wary 4, 1924, the white settlers on the project have paid a total of 
$124,800 in water rentals. (See statement of chief clerk of Reclamation 
Service in CONGRESSIONAL Record, same date and page as above cited.) 
This shows that they use water and pay for it. 

4. Spasmodic prosecution of reclamation works inevitably results in 


In testimony whereof T have hereunto set my hand and affixed the 
seal of the State aforesaid this.6th day of February, A. D. 1924. 
[SEAL] Ernest L. SPEAGUB, 
Seoretary of State. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a telc- 
gram in the nature of a memorial from the Federation of 
Italian Societies of San Francisco, Calif., remonstrating against 
the passage of the so-called Johnson immigration bill, which 
was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a letter 
in the nature of a memorial from the Hoboken Italian Demo- 
cratic Club, of Hoboken, N. J., remonstrating against the pas- 
greatly increased cost, involving waste of Government funds and addi- por lage Deg tenant carpe erin i bill, which was re- 
tional burdens on agriculture. Economy demands continuous construc- ; = of 
ti See the Hon. L. C. this Cox The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a reso- 

on. (See argument of the Hon Ta C.i Sun on point, Cox- | tution of the Pan American Association of Women of Porto 
SRSAGIONAL RECORD, January 10, 2024, page 802.) Rico, which was referred to the Committee on Territories and 

5. While irrigation projects do not as a rule bring immediate and | Inguiar Possessions and ordered to be printed in the RECoRD, as 
direct returns to the Government, they enlarge the productive area follows: ; f 2 
of the country, add to its permanent resources, and increase the f 
strength and greatness of the whole Union. The building of irriga- ASOCIACION PAN AMERICANA DE MUJERES DE PUERTO RICO, 
tion projects is the buflding of empires, San Juan, P. R. 

Src, 2. In view of these considerations, we, the Eighteenth Legisla- | To the Hon. AuzerT B. CumMrns, President pro tempore, and to the 
tive Assembly of the State of Montana, do hereby respectfully petition | ‘honorable Members of the United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 
that the Congress of the United States do appropriate for the Flathead GENTLEMEN: At a duly convened meeting of the Pan American As- 
irrigation project for the 1925 fiscal year not less than $300,000, being | sociation of Women of Porto Rico held at its offices on January 14, 
the sum recommended by the Indian Service and the Bureau of Recla- | 1924, it was unanimously resolved to submit the following petition to 
mation, so that continuous and economical construction may be in- the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States: 
sured. We also pray that Sufficient appropriations be made for all “Whereas it is of paramount importance and necessity that the 
other Federal projects in Montana to insure continuous construction, | people of Porto Rico prepare themselves for the greater development 
and that no appropriation for these projects be reduced below the | of their political Hfe; and 
amounts allowed by the Bureau of the Budget. “Whereas the institutions of the United States are well known to 

Sec, 3. It is hereby directed that the secretary of state of the State | and cherished by the women of Porto Rico, whose progress during the 
of Montana transmit certified copies of this memorial to the President | 26 years of American sovereignty is attested by recent statistics; and 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives of the “Whereas the Teachers“ Association of Porto Rico, two-thirds of 
United States and to our Senators and Representatives in Congress. whose members are women, in its various messages to the Legislative 

‘CALVIN CRUMBAKER, Assembly of Porto Rico has heartily indorsed the demand for women's 
Speaker of the House. political emancipation in Porto Rico; and 

“ Whereas one of the planks of the respective platforms of the local 
Republican and Socialist Parties is woman suffrage; and 

“ Whereas a large part of the assessed capital of Porto Rico belongs 
to women; and 

“ Whereas we refuse to believe that in enacting a constitution for 
Porto Rico including a grant of suffrage to Porto Rican men the Con- 
gress of the United States intended to deprive Porto Rican women, no 
Jess American citizens than the men, of their innate right to vote; and 

“Whereas the same grounds that existed in the United States for 
eliminating the political distinction between the men and the women 
citizens of the great Republic apply with equal force in favor of its 
elimination as against the Porto Rican women, citizens of the United 
States; and 

“ Whereas it is highly desirable that the women of Porto Rico should 
enjoy the benefits of the maternity law in the same measure as do our 
sisters in the United States proper; and 

“Whereas the youth of Porto Rico should be educated with due re 
gard to bis or her natural inclinations and aptitudes: 

“ Now, therefore, we pray the Congress of the United States— 

“(1) To define the status of Porto Rico. 

“(2) To concede political suffrage to the women of Porto Rico under 
the same conditions and to the same extent that it has been conceded to 
Porto Rican men, amending the organic act ef Porto Rico in unam- 
biguous terms so to read, x 

“(3) To extend to Porto Rico the provisions of the maternity bill. 

„) To include Porto Rico within the purview of the educational 
‘vocational act.” 

Respectfully submitted. 


Approved February 2, 1924. 


‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the fol- 
lowing resolution of the General Assembly of the State of Rhode 
Island, which was referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs: 


State of Rhode Island, etc., in General Assembly, January Session, 
A. D. 1924. j 


Resolution urging upon the Congress of the United States of America 
the necessity of an increased appropriation for the torpedo station 
and naval training station at Newport, R. I., and indorsing any 
Project to establish a naval. base and construct a dry dock within 
the limits of Narragansett Bay, R. I. (Approved February 1, 1924.) 
Whereas the defense of the Atlantic seacoast demands an adequate 

naval base on Narragansett Bay, R. I.; and 

Whereas within recent years the naval appropriations for the torpedo 
station and naval training station at Newport, R. I., have been re- 
duced: Therefore, be it- 

Resolved, That the General Assembly of the State of Rhode Island 
hereby declares its firm conviction that the interests of the country 
will be benefited by the passage of the necessary legislation for increas- 
ing the appropriation for the torpedo station and naval training sta- 
tion at Newport, R. L, and for the establishment of a naval base and 
the construction of a dry dock within the limits of Narragansett Bay, 
R. I.; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Senators and Representatives in Congress from 
Rhode Island be, and they hereby are, requested to use their efforts to 
secure the passage of such necessary legislation; and the secretary of 
state is hereby instructed to communicate a copy of this resolution to 
the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States, and to 
each of said Senators and Representatives immediately upon the passage 
of this resolution. 


MILAGRAS BENET DE MEWTON, 
President Pan American Association of Porto Rican Women. 
PROVIDENCIA MARILLO, Secretary. 
San JUAN, P. R., February 2, 1924. 


Mr. LODGE presented the following resolutions of the House 
of Representatives and Senate of the Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts, which were referred to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion: 


STATE oF RHODE ISLAND, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY oF STATE, 
Providence, February 6, 192}. 

I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true copy of the original 
resolution (S. 25) urging upon the Congress of the United States of 
America the necessity of an increased appropriation for the torpedo 
station and naval training station at Newport, R. I., and indorsing any 
project to establish a naval base and construct a dry dock within the 
limits of Narragansett Bay, R. I., passed by the General Assembly of 
the State of Rhode Island and approved by the governor on the Ist day 
of February, A. D. 1924. 


THE COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
House of Representatives, February 1, 1924. 

Ordered, That the Massachusetts House of Representatives views 
with disfavor the inclusion of any provision in the Johnson immigration 
bill, so called, now before Congress, as a basis for the computation of 
‘the newly proposed quota for immigrants which will not be equitable 
in its proportions to American citizenship, as it is constituted to-day; 
be it further 
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Ordered, That the Massachusetts House of Representatives is op- 
posed to the adoption of any provision which will tend to promote 
national or racial prejudices, or which suggests the inferlority of 
any element of our citizenship; and be it further 

Ordered, That copies of this order be sent by the secretary of the 
Commonwealth to the Massachusetts Senators and Representatives 
in Congress. 


James W. KIMBALL, Clerk. 
A true copy. Attest: 
F. W. Cook, 
Secretary of the Commonwealth, 


Tun COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
Senate, January 31, 192}. 

Ordered, That the Massachusetts Senate views with disfavor the 
§nclusion of any provision in the Johnson immigration bill, so called, 
now before Congress, as a basis for the computation of the newly 
proposed quota for immigrants which will not be equitable in its 
proportions to American citizenship as it is constituted to-day; be 
it further 

Ordered, That the Massachusetts Senate is opposed to the adoption 
of any provision which will tend to promote national or racial 
prejudices, or which suggests the inferiority of any element of our 
citizenship; and be it further . 

Ordered, That ċopies of this order be sent by the secretary of the 
Commonwealth to the Massachusetts Senators and Representatives in 
Congress. 

WILLIAM H. Sancer, Olerk. 

A true copy. Attest: 

F. W. Cook, 
Secretary of the Commonwealth. 


Mr. HARRELD presented the following concurrent resolution 
of the Legislature of Oklahoma, which was referred to the 
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation : 


Srarn OF OKLAHOMA, 
Department of State. 
To all to whom these presents shall come, greeting: 

I, R. A. Sneed, secretary of state of the State of Oklahoma, do hereby 
certify that tbe following and hereto attached is a true copy of con- 
current resolution 1 adopted by the senate October 24, 1923, and 
adopted by the house of representatives November 13, 1923, the original 
of which is now on file and a matter of record in this office. 

In testimony whereof I hereto set my hand and cause to be affixed 
the great seal of state. Done at the city of Oklahoma City this 4th 
day of February, A. D. 1924. 

[SEAL.] R. A. SNEED, 

Secretary of State. 
Una Len ROBERTS, 
Assistant Secretary of State. 


Concurrent resolution 1 (by Senators Harvey, Lewis, Hudson, Leedy, 
Hill, Lillard, Cordell, Frye, Hughes, Wells, Hughey, Feuquay, Nichols, 
and Barker) of the Senate and House of Representatives of Okla- 
homa in Legislative Assembly petitioning the Representatives of Con- 
gress from this State to introduce a bill providing for a preliminary 
survey by the United States Government to determine the feasibility 
and cost of impounding the flood waters of Oklahoma for the purpose 
of preventing floods and using such waters for irrigation purposes. 
Whereas it has been the policy of our National Government to 

expend large sums of money in irrigation projects to reclaim certain 

arid districts or parts of our Western States; and 

Whereas certain parts of Oklahoma are semiarid and other parts are 
subject to droughts at certain seasons of the year and constituted as 
it is with a rich soil, which, if properly irrigated, would produce boun- 
tiful crops, with the aid of an almost tropical sun; and 

Whereas under the operation of the reclamation act of 1902 Okla- 
homa’s contribution to the national reclamation fund ultimately 
amounted to a sum in excess of $5,000,000; and 

Whereas Oklahoma, in common with other plains States, not only 
recelved no benefit in return but was finally deprived of even the right 
to lay claim to any benefits therefrom as the result of a congressional 
enactment in 1910; and 

Whereas nearly every year and several times in some years its rich 
valleys are flooded, destroying millions of dollars’ worth of property 
adjacent to its streams, resulting in the loss of many lives and inde- 
scribable suffering among its people; and 

Whereas if these flood waters could and should be impounded, saved, 
and used for irrigation purposes it would prevent these destructive and 
terrible floods and insure bounteous crops and bring to thousands of 
farmers in this State the prosperity which their labor so justly earns; 
and 


Whereas such an undertaking, if broad enough to bring general relief 
throughout the State, would be of such magnitude that it could not 
readily be financed or managed without the active cooperation of our 
National Government: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the senate (the house concurring therein), That the Rep- 
resentatives and Senators in Congress from this State be, and hereby 
are, urgently requested to introduce and secure passage of a bill repeal- 
ing the clause by which Oklahoma and other plains States were de- 
prived of their respective interests in and benefits from the reclama- 
tion fund, to the end that such rights and benefits be restored; and be 
it further 

Resolved, That the necessary negotiations for a cooperative topog- 
raphy survey of the drainage basins of certain streams should be under- 
taken without delay to the end that needed conservation and reclama- 
tion plans may be worked out at the earliest practicable moment by 
demonstrating the practical feasibility of impounding flood waters and 
using same for irrigation purposes; and be it further 

Resolved, That a certified copy of this resolution be furnished to each 
of the Senators and Representatives in Congress from this State. 

Adopted by the senate this 24th day of October, 1923. 

Ton ANGLIN, 
President pro tempore of the Senate. 

Adopted by the house of representatives this 13th day of November, 
1923. 

W. D. McBee, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Correctly enrolled. 

W. C. Lewis, 
Chairman of Engrossing and Enrolling Committee. 


Mr. ROBINSON presented petitions of sundry citizens of 
Danville and Denning, Ark., praying for the enactment of legis- 
lation to repeal or ređuce the so-called nuisance war taxes, par- 
ticularly the tax on industrial alcohol, which were referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented, a resolution of Allen Post, No. 95, the 
American Legion, Department of Arkansas, of Pangburn, Ark., 
favoring the early granting of adjusted compensation to vet- 
erans of the World War, which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

He also presented letters in the nature of memorials of J. H. 
Butler, of Van Buren; of George W. Foland, of Rogers; of H. O. 
Davis and J. H. McIlroy, of Fayetteville; and of F. G. Speer, 
W. J. Pendergrass, R. C. Bollinger, and Hurd J. Miller, of Fort 
Smith, all in the State of Arkansas, remonstrating against any 
substantial change being made in the transportation act of 1920, 
which were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. WARREN presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Cheyenne, Wyo., praying for the enactment of legislation repeal- 
ing the tax on alcohol, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the board of direc- 
tors of the Sheridan (Wyo.) Commercial Club, favoring the par- 
ticipation of the United States in the forthcoming international 
narcoties conference, which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. $ 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Oregon Wool 
Growers’ Association convention at Pendleton, Oreg., protesting 
against any increase in grazing fees in the national forests, 
which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry. 

Mr. FRAZIER presented petitions, numerously signed, of 
sundry citizens of North Dakota, praying for the enactment of 
legislation increasing the tariff duty on wheat, the repeal of 
the drawback provision and the milling-in-bond privilege of the 
Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act of 1922, and also the establish- 
ment of a Government export agency, which were referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented the petitions of E. S. Stone and 62 other 
citizens of Leeds, of H. E. Rutter and 57 other citizens of Michi- 
gan, of A. T. Poverud and 20 other citizens of Ray, of J. D. 
Kesler and 53 other citizens of Cando, and of Andrew Tinglestad 
and 84 other citizens of St. John, all in the State of North 
Dakota, praying for the enactment of legislation to repeal or re- 
duce the nuisance war taxes, particularly the tax on industrial 
alcohol, which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution of Missouri Valley Local, No. 
387, Brotherhood of Railway & Steamship Clerks, Freight 
Handlers, Express and Station Employees, of Bismarck, N. Dak., 
favoring the enactment of legislation granting a bonus to ex- 
service men, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. CAPPER presented petitions, numerously signed, of 


sundry rural letter carriers of Butler and Reno Counties in 
the State of Kansas, praying for the enactment of legislation 
providing at 6-cent per mile equipment allowance to rural lettet 
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carriers, which were referred to the Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads. 

He also presented resolutions of the Lions Club, of Sterling, 
and of the faculty of the Lawrence High School, of Lawrence, 
both in the State of Kansas, favoring the enactment of legisla- 
tion restricting the production of narcotics to medical and 
scientific needs, which were referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

He also presented a resolution of the Review Club, of Em- 
poria, Kans., favoring the enactment of legislation creating a 
department of education, which wes referred to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a telegram in the nature of a petition from 
the Wellington City Teachers’ Association of Wellington, Kans., 
praying for the enactment of legislation creating a department 
of education, which was referred to the Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Marion 
County, Kans., remonstrating against the enactment of legisla- 
tion creating a department of education, which was referred to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, at Chicago, III., favoring the enactment of 
a Federal truth-in-seeds bill, to the end that purchasers may be 
protected against adulteration and false labeling as well as to 
correlate the many State laws upon the subject, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented memorials of sundry members of the shop 
associations of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway sys- 
tem, of Dodge City, Kans., remonstrating against any substan- 
tial change being made in the transportation act of 1920, which 
were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE presented a letter in the nature of a 
petition, signed by W. W. Campbell, president, and H. J. Webber, 
acting dean, of the College of Agriculture; C. M. Haring, direc- 
tor of the agricultural experiment station, and B. H. Crocheron, 
director of agricultural extension, of the University of Cali- 
fornia, and a letter in the nature of a petition from the South 
Pacific Millers’ Association, all of San Francisco, Calif., praying 
that an appropriation be made for taking an agricultural census 
in 1925, which were referred to the Committee on Appropriations, 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the California 
Cattlemen's Association, favoring the making of an appropria- 
tion of $50,000 for predatory-animal control work in California, 
which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

He also presented a resolution of the executive committee of 
the Ebell of Los Angeles, of Los Angeles, Calif., favoring the 
continuance of the National Budget system, which was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

He also presented a resolution of the California Cattlemen's 
Association, favoring the enactment of legislation to increase 
the tariff duty on live cattle and meats, which was referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution of the executive committee of 
the bell of Los Angeles, of Los Angeles, Calif., favoring the 
enactment of legislation to conserve the upper Mississippi River 
bottom lands and that they be taken over by the Federal Gov- 
ernment as a national preserve, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

He also presented a letter in the nature of a petition signed 
by Decima V. Kinsman, president, Beulah L. Clarke, secretary, 
Jennie C. Cornwell, treasurer, and 20 other members of the 
Business and Professional Women’s Club of Visalia, Calif., 
praying an amendment to the Constitution regulating child 
labor, which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented the petition of the Civic Commercial Asso- 
ciation of Bakersfield, Calif., praying for representation of the 
United States at an international antinarcotic conference to 
suppress the narcotic traffic, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented resolutions of the Exchange Club of Fresno 
and the Lions Club of Sawtelle, both in the State of California, 
favoring representation of the United States at an international 
antinarcotie conference to suppress the narcotic traffic, which 
were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Chambers of 
Commerce of Benecia, Newark, Pasadena, Palo Alto, Pleasanton, 
Reedley, Riverside, Salinas, Santa Cruz, Santa Rosa, Sebastopol, 
Suisun, Sutter County, Torrance, and Walnut Creek and of the 
California Metal & Mineral Preducers’ Association, of the Build- 
ing Owners & Managers Association, the Warehouse Association 
of the Port of San Franciseo, and the Crockett and Valona 
Business Men's Association, of Crockett, all in the State of Cali- 
fornia, protesting against any substantial change being made in 


the transportation act of 1920, which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, I hold in my hand a 
formal resolution passed. by the Central Labor Council of Long 
Beach, Calif., with respect to the immigration problem, a sub- 
ject now before the Congress. I ask that the resolution may 
be referred to the Committee on Immigration and printed in the 
Recorp. It is not very long, and I think it will be helpful to 
have it printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Immigration and ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 

Lone BEACH, CALIF., January 3, 1924. 
Resolution adopted by the Long Beach (Calif.) Central Labor Council 
in regular session assembled on the above date. 


Whereas. recent disclosures by the State Department and other Fed- 
eral agencies indicate that this country is threatened with Soviet and 
other foreign propaganda of a radical nature; and 

Whereas official records bearing on trials and criminal investiga- 
tions tend to show that such propaganda emanated from foreign sources 
and is here fostered by aliens; and 

Whereas this foreign propaganda has for the past few years reached 
such proportions as to arrest the attention of the American people to 
the seriousness of the situation and to call for a nation-wide Ameri- 
canization program; and ‘ 

Whereas this Americanization program, necessitated by a large un- 
assimilated population, entails a heavy expense upon the taxpayers, 
money that could be saved or applied to the education of American 
children; and 

Whereas according to the United States census there are already 
18,000,000 foreigners in this country, of which number 1,500,000 can 
not speak English. and 3,000,000 can not read or write the English 
language; and s 

Whereas in view of the foregoing conditions a continued influx of 
immigrants would accentuate this undesirable state of affairs, con- 
stituting a menace to the American people and its institutions; and 

Whereas a continued immigration on an unrestricted basis would in- 
crease the present state of unemployment, which condition is in a 
measure responsible for the outbreak of crime: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Long Beach Central Labor Council at a regular meet- 
ing held January 3, 1924, at the Long Beach Labor Temple, 1113 Pine 
Avenue, That it goes on record as being absolutely opposed to any form 
of legislation which will remove the present restrictions placed on im- 
migration and tending to increase the present 8 per cent annual ad- 
mission now authorized; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Long Beach Central Labor Council views with 
favor any legislation which would further reduce the percentage of im- 
migrants allowed each year, until the Nation has had time to absorb 
the alien population; and be it further 

Resolved, That Senators Hinam W. JOHNSON and SAMUEL M. SHORT- 
RIDGE, and Congressman WALTER F. LINEBERGER be requested to oppose 
any move tending to remove the present restrictions on immigration, 
and to support legislation to the contrary, and that copies of this reso- 
lution be furnished the local press; the executive council of the 
American Federation of Labor; the secretary of the State Federation 
of Labor; the Secretary of Labor, Washington, D. C.; and the national 
committee of the American Legion in charge of the Americanization 
program. 


Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, I present a memorial from 
Albuquerque, N. Mex., on behalf of several branches of the 
union representing the railroad workers, signed by 1,163 per- 
sons, remonstrating against any substantial change being made 
in the Esch-Cummins law. I ask unanimous consent that the 
first page may be read and that the memorial may then be 
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

There being no objection, the memorial was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce, and the first page thereof 
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


ALBuQuREQuE, N. MEX., February 6, 192}. 
Hon. H. O. Buxsum, 
Senator from State of New Mezioo, 
; Washington, D. O. 

Dean Sin: We the undersigned general chairmen and local chairmen 
representing the associations stated below of the Albuquerque (N. Mex.) 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway Co. shops, roundhouse, and repair 
yards hereby respectfully submit for your consideration a petition 
which bas been signed by a representative number (1.163) of our con- 
stituents in respect to the transportation act, 1920. 

Association of Machinists, Helpers, and Apprentices: 

Association of Boilermakers, Helpers, and Apprentices. 

Association of Blacksmiths, Helpers, and Apprentices. 

Association of Electrical Workers, Helpers,.and Apprentices. 
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Association of Sheet Metal Workers, Helpers, and Apprentices. 
Association of Carmen, Helpers, and Apprentices. 
Association of Stationary Engineers, Firemen, and Oilers. 

‘We hope that you will be in sympathy with our petition and will do 
everything within reason to see to it that the transportation act, 1920, 
is not allowed to be repealed. 

Respectfully submitted. 

ANTHONY SEUFERT, 
Grand Division and Local Chairman Sheet Metal Workers. 
GLENN E. VALENTINE, 
Local Chairman Machinists, Helpers, and Apprentices. 
MICHAEL O' LAUGHLIN, 
Local Chairman Blacksmiths, Helpers, and Apprentices. 
L. D. BAKER, 
Grand Division and Local Chairman of Carmen. 
B. B. CORDOVA, 
Local Chairman Boilermakers, Helpers, and Apprentices. 
Leon H. MUDGETT, 
Local Chairman Electrical Workers, Helpers, and Apprentices. 
L. J. NEWMAN, 
Local Chairman Stationary Engineers, Helpers, and Oilers. 


Mr. CURTIS presented a resolution of the Frankfort Com- 
munity Club of Frankfort, Kans., favoring the passage of 
Senate bill 2012, creating an agricultural export commission, 
which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry. 

He also presented resolutions of the National Association of 
Railway and Utilities Commissioners, favoring amendments to 
the Interstate Commerce act, which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry firms and citizens 
of Leavenworth, Kans., remonstrating against amendment of 
the transportation act of 1920, which was' referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented resolutions of the Salina Real Estate 
Board and the Wichita Real Estate Board, both in the State of 
Kansas, favoring the passage of legislation reducing taxes, 
which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution of the Lions Club of Kansas 
City, Kans., favoring the passage of Senate bill 1989, granting 
certain relief and benefits to postal employees, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented a resolution of the Woman's Christian 
Temperance Union of Emporia and of Lyon County, in the 
State of Kansas, favoring the passage of legislation creating 
a department of education, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Edneation and Labor. 

He also presented resolutions of the Lions Club of Sterling, 
Kans., favoring the passage of legislation limiting the produc- 
tion of narcotics to medicinal and scientific needs, which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. McLEAN presented a resolution of the Woman’s Town 
Improvement Association of Westport, Conn., favoring the mak- 
ing of an appropriation to send representatives of the United 
States to the International Opium Conference to be held for 
the purpose of checking the drug evil, which was referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented petitions of the Christian Endeavor Union 
of Hartford and sundry citizens of Portland, all in the State 
of Connecticut, praying that the United States participate in 
the Permanent Court of International Justice, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented petitions of sundry members of the Navaho 
Club (Inc.), of Hartford and of the Cromwell Service Men's Club 
of Cromwell, in the State of Connecticut, favoring the passage 
of legislation granting adjusted compensation to ex-service men, 
which were referred to the Committee on Finance, 

He also presented a resolution of The Council of Jewish 
Women of Hartford, Conn., favoring an amendment to the 
Constitution regulating child labor, which was referred to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented telegrams and papers in the nature of 
memorials from the Trapanie Provincia Society of New Haven, 
of the Italian Brotherhood Society of Waterbury, of the New 
Britain Lodges of the Order Sons of Italy, at New Britain and 
the Loggia Maggiore Francesco Baracca, No. 870, Order of the 
Sons of Italy, of Greenwich, all in the State of Connecticut, 
remonstrating against the passage of proposed restrictive im- 
migration legislation as being discriminatory, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented petitions and letters in the nature of peti- 
tions from Santa Maria Court, No. 40, Catholic Daughters of 
America; the New Haven Musical Protective Association ; 


Horeb Lodge, No, 25, Independent Order B'nai B'rith; Wash- 


ington Council, No. 7, Order United American Men; Cigar- 
makers’ Union, Local No. 39; New Haven Typographical Union 
No. 47; and Hammonassett Tribe No. 1, Improved Order of Red 
Men, all of New Haven, Conn., favoring the passage of the so- 
called Kelly bill granting increased compensation to postal em- 
ployees, which were referred to the Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads. 

He also presented a memorial of the Middlesex Hospital 
Graduate Nurses’ Alumnæ Association of Middletown, Conn., 
remonstrating against the classification of nurses by the Fed- 
eral Government as not being in the professional service, which 
was referred to the Committee on Civil Service. 

He also presented letters in the nature of petitions of the 
Waterbury Chamber of Commerce of Waterbury, the Simsbury 
Bank & Trust Co. of Simsbury, and the Burritt Mutual Savings 
Bank of New Britain, all in the State of Connecticut, praying 
for the adoption of the so-called Mellon tax plan, which were 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of the Connecticut Foundry- 
men’s Association, at New Britain, Conn., praying for the 
adoption of the Mellon tax reduction plan, and remonstrating 
against the passage of legislation granting a bonus to ex-servicé 
men, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 


SAN CARLOS RESERVOIR PROJECT. 


Mr. CAMERON. In connection with a bill now on the calen- 
dar (S. 966) for the continuance of construction work on the 
San Carlos Federal irrigation project in Arizona, and for other 
purposes, I present an appeal of the Pima Indians, which I ask 
may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered 
to be printed in the Rxconb, as follows: 


THE PIMA INDIANS. 


There is now pending before the United States Senate a bill provid- 
ing for the construction of the San Carlos Dam on the Gila River in 
Arizona. If this bill (known as S. B. 966) is passed by Congress and 
becomes a law it will repay a debt to the Pima Indians which our 
Government has sadly neglected and which brings a blush of shame to 
our higher civilization.” 

The tribe known as the Pimas was so named by the Spaniards early 
in the history of the relations of the latter with them. The Pima 
Indians live in the Gila River Valley, between Phoenix and Tucson, 
This tribe had their own irrigation system and nice farms when they 
were visited by Kino in 1687. The Pimas have never shed white man's 
blood and hive always been friendly to the United States of America. 
Frank Russell, in his book on the Pima Indians, says: The American 
people owe the Pima Indians a lasting debt of gratitude, The Cali- 
fornia pioneers that traversed the southern route before the days of 
transcontinental railroads often owed their lives to the friendly brown- 
skinned farmers whom they met upon the Gila. This tribe rendered 
notable assistance as scouts in the long contest with the Apaches, 
Even had they remuined neutral they would have deserved friendly 
consideration on the part of the whites, but as they fought bravely 
in the latter’s behalf, justice requires that their services be accorded 
proper recognition.” (This book can be had by writing to your Con- 
gresman. The Bureau of American Ethnology published it in 1908.) 

In the late war the Pimas oversubscribed every loan and the last war 
work drive by 508 per cent. The first Arizonan killed in action in 
France was a full-blooded Pima Indian, who voluntarily gave up hig 
life for his country. 

The water, which in olden times came down the Gila to help tho 
Pimas raise their crops, is now being used by white people along the 
river above the Pimas. For the past five years the Indians have had 
crop failures due to the shortage of water. As early as 1859, Lieut. 
Sylvester Mowry, special agent, Indian Bureau, foresaw danger threat- 
ening the interests of the Pimas and wrote: 

“There are some fine lands on the Gila and any extensive cultivation 
above the Indian fields will cause tronble about the water for irrigation 
and inevitably bring about a collision between the settlers and the In- 
dians.” The Indians have had their water taken from them and have 
peacefully submitted to the terrible hardships they are now enduring. 
There is only one way in which this terrible wrong can be made right, 
and that is by Congress building the San Carlos Dam. During the ad- 
ministration of W. F. Haygood as superintendent the whites living 
below the San Carlos site signed an agreement that the Indians are to 
receive 37-02 and the whites 25-62. This will give every Indian some 
water for farming; that is, providing the water is stored up by a dam 
at San Carlos. The Government engineers have thoroughly investi- 
gated and recommended the construction of the dam at San Carlos, 
It is now up to Congress to make the appropriation for this project and 
give back that which has been taken from the Pima Indians, who are 
our friends to-day in spite of the treatment they have received in 
the past. 

Pimas are excellent farmers, and with the small supply of water now 
available have repeatedly taken first prizes at the Arizona State fair 
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in competition with the white people of Arizona, In 1922 the Pimas 
won the sweepstakes on wheat and many blue ribbons; in 1923 they 
won 15 blue ribbons and many other prizes. 
b * * * $ 0 * 

Every year the water supply of the Pima Indians is getting less and 
less and if the San Carlos is not constructed it means starvation and 
ruin to this noble tribe of Indians. 

Act now, do not delay. Just a few minutes of your time and help 
right the wrong that has been done the Pimas for the past 50 years. 

Pima Indians were farming by irrigation when Columbus discovered 
America. 

First Arizonan killed in action in France was a Pima Indian, Mat- 
thew B. Juan, who volunteered for service. 

Stotonic Pima Indian Christian Endeavor Society won the champion- 
ship in an efficiency campaign. One hundred white societies and six 
other Indian societies competing in the State of Arizona. 


REHABILITATION PROGRAM FOR AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE, 


Mr. WILLIS. I ask unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp a report adopted by the board of directors of the 
Cleveland (Ohio) Chamber of Commerce on the subject of a 
rehabilitation program for the American merchant marine. 

Mr. FLETCHER. What is the request? 

Mr. WILLIS. That there be printed in the Recorp a report 


adopted by the board of directors of the Cleveland (Ohio) 


Chamber of Commerce on the subject of a rehabilitation pro- 
gram for the American merchant marine. I think the Senator 
will agree that it contains valuable information. $ 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; I have a copy of it. 

There being no objection, the report was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


A REHABILITATION PROGRAM FOR THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE 


(Suggested by the committee on American merchant marine, the Cleve- 
land Chamber of Commerce, with the approval of the board of direc- 
tors, January 16, 1924.) 

DECEMBER 26, 1923. 

To the Board of Directors of the Cleveland Chamber of Commerce. 
GENTLEMEN: Your committee on American merchant marine submits 

herewith its report containing suggestions and recommendations for the 

establishment upon a sound basis of a privately owned and operated 

American merchant marine. 

This report is made as the result of certain correspondence between 
the Cleveland Chamber of Commerce and members of the United States 
Shipping Board, in which Government ownership and eperation of our 
merchant ships was sharply criticized by the chamber, and in which 
request was made on behalf of the Shipping Board for an expression of 
opinion on the part of the chamber as to the best means of restoring 
our merchant shipping. ' 

It is felt, however, that the report may be made to serve a broader 
purpose at this time. It is recommended, therefore, that the report, 
together with this letter of transmittal, if approved by the directors of 
the chamber of commerce, be printed, and that copies thereof be sent 
not only to the members of the United States Shipping Board but to the 
President of the United States and to all Members of Congress. 

It is further recommended that the approval of the Cleveland Cham- 
ber of Commerce be given to the principle of two bills known as S. 482 
and 8. 485, which have been introduced into the Senate of the United 
States by Senator Jones of Washington, as being steps in the right di- 
rection and as being in general conformity with the recommendations 
contained in the accompanying report of this committee. 

It is further recommended that copies of this report and this letter 
be sent to the principal chambers of commerce and commercial bodies 
of the United States with request for action thereon. 

Respectfully submitted. 

HERMON A. KELLEY, 
Chairman Committee on American Merchant Marine, 


To the Board of Directors of the Cleveland Chamber of Commerce. 

GENTLEMEN: Your committee on American merchant marine submits 
the following recommendations for the rehabilitation of our merchant 
marine: 

(1) Terminate the provisions of all treaties or conventions of the 
United States which restrict the right of the United States to impose 
discriminating customs duties on imports entering in foreign vessels 
and in vessels of the United States. 

(2) Terminate all such provisions which restrict the right of the 
United States to impose discriminatory tonnage dues on foreign vessels 
and on vessels of the United States. 

(3) Reduce the rates of duty on articles on the dutiable list coming 
in American bottoms, or raise the rates on those coming in foreign 
bottoms, or both. 

(4) Add a small duty on all goods now on the free list imported in 
foreign bottoms, 


(5) On goods exported give reduced rates on railroads from points 
of production to port of export, provided they are transported in ships 
of American registry. 

(6) Grant a decrease, if necessary, in railroad rates on goods im- 
ported in American bottoms from the port of entry to polnt of destina- 
tion. 

(7) Provide by law that after a fixed date all merchant ships be- 
longing to the Government shall be sold or leased, and in no event 
operated by the Government in competition with privately owned ships. 

A policy of this kind, in our judgment, will restore the glory of the 
merchant marine, of which we were so justly proud in the early history 
of our country. 

Preferential tariff duties on gods coming in American bottoms and 
preferential tonnage dues for American-registered ships gave the first 
impetus to our merchant marine. So long as we continued this system 
our merchant marine flourished. When we surrendered it our merchant 
marine began to decline, 

In 1789, when we first adopted this policy, we had only 124,000 toas 
of shipping. Then we carried in American bottoms 17 per cent of our 
imports and 30 per cent of our exports. In 1795 our tonnage increased 
to 529,500 tons, and we then carried 92 per cent of our imports and 
88 per cent of our exports. 

In 1800 our tonnage increased to 667,000 tons, and we carried 91 
per cent of our imports and 87 per cent of our exports. In 1810 our 
tonnage increased to 1,000,000 tons, and we carried 93 per cent of our 
imports and 90 per cent of our exports. 

In 1815 Congress began to change its policy by adopting the so- 
called limited maritime reciprocity. In 1828 the free freighting act 
was passed. Foreign shipping alone benefited by these acts, and 
domestic shipping began to decline. In the year 1840 our foreign com- 
merce carried in American bottoms declined to 83 per cent; in 1850, 
T3 per cent; in 1860, 66 per cent; in 1870, 35 per cent; in 1880, 16 
per cent; in 1890, 12 per cent; in 1900, 10 per cent; in 1910, 10 per 
cent; in 1920 it rose to about 44 per cent; and in 1923 it again declined 
to about 34 per cent. 

Certainly, the policy pursued during the last half of our country’s 
history, under which our merchant marine has thus declined, must be 
condemned, particularly when we remember that during the World War 
we were almost wholly at the mercy of foreign shipping and ocean rates 
of traffic increased as much as 1,200 per cent. 

Under the spur of war necessity we built a merchant fleet at a 
cost of '$3,000,000,000. At the close of the year 1922 we had 1,442 
ocean-going steel merchant ships with a total tonnage of 7,000,000 
gross tons. Only 421 of these ships were in use at that time; 1,021 
of them were tied up and are rapidly deteriorating. 

More than five years have passed since the armistice wax signed, 
Apparently we are no nearer the solution of the merchant marine prob- 
lem now than we were on Armistice Day. 

By section 28 of the merchant marine act, approved June 5, 1920, 
common carriers were permitted to give preferential rates on goods or 
passengers carried in American vessels. So far as this committee is 
advised, nothing has been done toward carrying out this section of the 
act, 

By section 34 of the same act Congress declared that in its judgment 
the provisions of all treaties -~> conventions should be denounced 
which restricted the right of the United States to impose discriminat- 
ing customs duties on imports entering the United States in foreign 
vessels, and in vessels of the United States, or the right of the United 
States to impose discriminatory tonnage dues on foreign vessels, and 
on vessels of the United States, and “authorized and directed the 
President within 90 days after this act became a law to give the neces- 
sary notices to the several governments concerned” to terminate so 
much of such treaties or conventions as imposed such restrictions. No 
such notices have been served. either by President Wilson, President 
Harding, or President Coolidge. The only reason given for not serving 
them is that such a course might complicate our foreign relations. 
The Congress of the United States passed this legislation; it was 
approved by President Wilson, and we submit with all due deference 
it ought to be enforced. It does not lie within the discretion of tho 
President to say what law he will enforce and what law he will not 
enforce. It is his duty to enforce all laws. 

According to a report made by the Acting Secretary of State in 1919, 
preferential rates would affect 27 treaties and conventions made with 
25 nations. All of them except seven specifically provide that these 
treaties and conventions may be denounced upon notice, some within 
6 months, others within 12 months. The seven nations which do not 
have these provisions for denouncement upon notice are Argentina, 
China, Congo, Costa Rica, Great Britain, Liberia, Panama, and Tripoli. 
None of them saye Great Britain are maritime nations, and the treaty 
with Great Britain relates only to the direct trade between the United 
States and Great Britain. Our belief is that any flurry which might 
be occasioned by the adoption of this course would subside in a short 
time, and the world would understand that America was going to con- 
trol her own shipping. 
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It is conceded that present raii rates, to a large extent, handicap 
our farmers and manufacturers in the interior of the country in send- 
ing their surplus products to foreign markets. To give them prefer- 
ential rail rates for goods carried In American bottoms would both 
decrease the cost of transportation to their foreign markets and 
encourage American shipping by giving it preference in securing car- 
goes. ` This method of aiding their foreign shipping has long been in 
force in Germany and other European countries. If they can adopt it 
without offending their international relations, so can we. The United 
States Shipping Board on September 28, 1921, in a letter addressed to 
the President, used the following language in part: 

“$ + © The Shipping Board, as a question of essential funda- 
mental policy, begs of you to secure of Congress early enabling legis- 
lation for discriminating duties and tonnage taxes. Only through 
such duties and taxes can the Shipping Board see an assured future 
for the American merchant marine. In the present stagnancy of world 
shipping conditions, it seems to us expeditious action such as suggested 
is the essence of hope for the future. 

“The Shipping Board feels, and can not give sufficient emphasis to 
its feelings, that the application of sections 28 and 34, together with 
other constructive measures for subsequent consideration should not 
only establish permanently America's merchant marine, but should 
result in comparatively early passage of its ships into the hands of 
private owners at an increment value more favorable than has as yet 
been suggested. Congress in its discriminating wisdom can largely 
make these ships worth what it wants to make them worth.” 

By sections 28 and 34 of the merchant marine act of 1920, Congress 
declared in part its policy for the building up of our merchant marine. 
It has not been acted upon by the executive branch of the Government. 
For this, more than for any other reason, there is no market for our 
ships, and there will be none until the Congress and the President 
adopt and enforce a policy which will enable private shipping interests 
to determine what they can or can not do. We are opposed to govern- 
ment-operated ships. Private shipping interests will not buy the ships 
at any price until they know that we have a policy and that it is to 
be carried out. In the language of the United States Shipping Board, 
on September 28, 1921, “ Congress in its discrimimating legislation can 
largely make these ships worth what it wants to make them worth.” 
By adopting the policy of discriminating customs rates, tonnage rates, 
and rail rates we can largely secure to American bottoms our foreign 
shipping, and when it is thus secured American investors will respond 
and our merchant marine will be a reality. = 

Again, such shipping as the Government has done has resulted in 
an annual loss of $50,000,000. By operating its ships, the Government, 
with an unlimited Treasury to make up its deficits, is unfairly com- 
peting with private enterprise. It should not be the Government’s 
business to carry our commerce. Private enterprise should do it, and 
with the adoption of a policy such as hereinbefore defined, we are 
confident that the Government can find a market for its ships, and if 
after a given date it will declare its intention to quit Government oper- 
ation, private operation, in our judgment, will increase by leaps and 
bounds, 

In a previous report this committee, as then constituted, recom- 
mended the passage of the ship subsidy bill which was at that time 
pending in Congress. The ship subsidy bill failed to pass. Whether it 
is sound in policy or not, we are clearly of the opinion that it can not 
pass the present Congress. Why, then, should we not adopt the policy 
suggested by this report? It is not an experiment. It has been tried 
and it has proven a success. Witness the early history of our merchant 
marine. 

Respectfully submitted. 


Hermon A. KELLEY, Chairman, Hnnxnr K. OAKES, 


J. S. ASHLEY, JOHN A. PENTON, 
Loree Day, H. S. PicKkanps, 
F. J. HEMLER, ATLE POMERENE, 


FREDERICK L. LECKIÐ, CARL A. SCHIPFER, 
T. F. NEWMAN, A. G. SMITH, 
Committee on Americam Merchant Marine. 
DaCEMEER 26, 1923. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mx. REED of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on Military 
‘Affairs, to which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 
46) for the relief of Capt. Ramon B. Harrison, reported it with- 
out amendment and submitted a report (No. 138) thereon. 

Mr. BROOKHART, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 2169) to amend in certain 
particulars the national defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended, 
reported it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 139) 
thereon. 

Mr. HARRELD, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which were referred the following bills, reported them each 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 1708) for the relief of J. G. Seupelt (Rept. No. 
140) ; and 


A bill (H. R. 3444) for the relief of certain nations or tribes 
of Indians in Montana, Idaho, and Washington (Rept. No. 141). 

Mr. HARRELD, also from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 2315) to amend an act entitled 
“An act for the division of the lands and funds of the Osage 
Indians in Oklahoma, and for other purposes,” approved June 
28, 1906, and acts amendatory thereof and suplemental thereto, 
reported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 
142) thereon. 

Mr. CAPPER. From the Committee on Claims to which was 
referred the bill (S. 1014) for the relief of F. J. Belcher, jr., 
trustee for Ed Fletcher, reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (Rept. No. 143) thereon. 

GEORGE M. APPLE. 


Mr. CAPPER. From the Committee on Claims I report back 
favorably without amendment Senate bill 1763, to validate cer- 
tain payments made to George M. Apple and to authorize the 
General Accounting Office to allow credit to certain disbursing 
officers for payments of salaries made on properly certified and 
approved vouchers and submit a report (Rept. No. 144) thereon. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the bill. It is the exact measure which was 
passed by the Senate in the Sixty-seventh Congress. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Colorado 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of Senate 
bill 1763, just reported by the Senator from Kansas. Is there 
objection? 
re OVERMAN, Let it go to the calendar. It is a claims 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made, and the 
bill will be placed on the calendar. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED, 


Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that on February 12, 1924, they presented to the Presi- 
dent of the United States the following enrolled bills and 
joint resolution: f 

S. 152. An act to authorize the county of Multnomah, Oreg., 
to construct a bridge and approaches thereto across the Wil- 
lamette River in the city of Portland, Oreg., to replace the pres- 
ent Burnside Street Bridge in said city of Portland; and also 
to authorize said county of Multnomah to construct a bridge 
and approaches thereto across the Willamette River in said 
city of Portland in the vicinity of Ross Island; 

S. 884. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
Waccamaw River in South Carolina near the North Carolina 
State line; 

S. 602. An. act to extend the time for the construction of a 
bridge across the Arkansas River between the cities of Little 
Rock and Argenta, Ark. ; 

S. 604. An act to authorize the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of a bridge across the St. Francis River near 
St. Francis, Ark.; 

S. 643. An act to extend the time for the construction of a 
bridge across the Pamunkey River in Virginia; 

S. 733. An act granting the consent of Congress to the con- 
struction of a bridge over the Hudson River at Poughkeep- 
sie, N. T.; 

S. 1170. An act to authorize the Highway Commission of the 
State of Montana to construct and maintain a bridge across 
the Yellowstone River at or near the city of Glendive, Mont.; 

S. 1374. An act to authorize the Norfolk & Western Railway 
Co. to construct a bridge across the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy 
River at or near a point about 14 miles west of Williamson, 
Mingo County, W. Va., and near the mouth of Turkey Creek, 
Pike County, Ky.; 

S. 1539. An act extending the time for the construction of 
a bridge across Fox River by the city of Aurora, III., and 
granting the consent of Congress to the removal of an existing 
dam and to its replacement with a new structure; 

S. 1540. An act granting the consent of Congress to the city 
of Aurora, Kane County, III., a municipal corporation, to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate certain bridges across Fox River; 

S. 1634. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Lumber River, in South Carolina, between Marion and 
Horry Counties; and 

S. J. Res. 68. Joint resolution authorizing the erection on 
public ground in the city of Washington, D. C., of a memorial 
to the Navy and marine services, to be known as Navy and 
Marine Memorial Dedicated to Americans Lost at Sea. 

AMERICAN INSTRUCTORS OF THE DEAF. 


Mr. MOSES. I report favorably three Senate resolutions 


from the Committee on Printing and ask unanimous consent 
for their present consideration. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. For the information of the 
Senate the Secretary will state the first resolution reported by 
the Senator from New Hampshire. 

The reading clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 152), 
follows: 


Resolved, That the report of the twenty-third meeting of the Con- 


vention of American Instructors of the Deaf be printed as a Senate 
document. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the resolution? 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and 
agreed to. 


as 


REPORT OF ARCHITECT OF THE CAPITOL, 


Mr. MOSES. I also report from the Committee on Printing 
a resolution providing for the printing as a Senate document 
of the annual report of the Architect of the Capitol for the 
year ended June 30, 1923. I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the resolution. 

There being no objection, the resolution (S. Res. 153) was 
read, considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the annual report of the Architect of the Capitol 
for year ended June 30, 1923, be printed as a Senate document. 


REPORT OF THE ALIEN PROPERTY CUSTODIAN. 


Mr. MOSES. I also report from the Committee on Printing 
a resolution providing that the report of the Alien Property 
Custodian for the year ending December 31, 1923, be printed 
as a public document. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the resolution. 

There being no objection, the resolution (S. Res. 154) was 
read, considered by unanimous consent, and agreed to, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That the report of the Allen Property Custodian for year 
ending December 81, 1923, be printed as a Senate document. 


ALAMO LAND & SUGAR Co., R. B. CREAGER, ET AL. 


Mr. KEYES. From the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favorably 
with amendments Senate Resolution 133, directing the investi- 
gation of alleged fraudulent land sales in the State of Texas. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the committee has made some 
changes in the resolution and has reported that the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Roads shall be the committee to make 
the proposed investigation. I have no objection to that, and I 
ask unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Alabama 
isks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
resolution just reported. Is there objection? 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, reserving the right to 8 
ject, I wish to ask unanimous consent to have inserted in the 
Recorp certain editorial comments from newspapers on this 
proposed resolution of investigation. I do not have them here; 
they are in my office; but, unless I can get unanimous consent 
to insert them in the Recorp, I shall have to ask that the 
resolution go over. 

Mr. HEFLIN. To what editorial does the Senator refer? 

Mr. HARRELD. I refer to a number of editorials appearing 
in Texas newspapers, I am requested by Mr. Creager to ask 
unanimous consent that those editorials be published in the 
Recorp. I make that request to have them printed in the 
Recorp. There are something like a dozen of them. I repeat, 
I do not have them here, but if I can get unanimous consent 
to have them printed in the Recorp I will supply them later. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Some of the editorials are personal attacks 
on me, I think. 

Mr. HARRELD. I do not think so. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Well, if the Senator wants to take the re- 
sponsibility to put them in the Recorp, I have no objection. 

Mr. HARRELD. Then, I have no objection to the resolution 
being adopted. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I should like to inquire if the Senator 
from Oklahoma has read the editorials to which he refers? 

Mr. HARRELD. I have read a portion of them, and I have 
seen nothing in them reflecting on the Senator. If there is 
anything of that kind it will not be put in the Recorp. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Then, that is all right. 

Mr. HARRELD. I feel this way about it, Mr. President: 
Mr. Creager is not a member of this body and he merely asked 
me, as a favor, to have these editorials printed in the RECORD, 
and I feel that he is entitled to be heard to that extent, pro- 
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vided the editorials do not reflect on a Member of this body, 
and I repeat that if they do such editorials will not be inserted. 

Mr. HEFLIN. With that understanding, I have no objection 
to the Senator's request. 

Mr. HARRELD. Then, I ask unanimous consent that I may 
have permission to insert the editorials referred to in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is first upon 
the request for the present consideration of the resolution. 
Does the Senator from Oklahoma object to its present consid- 
eration? 

Mr. HARRELD. I will waive my objection, subject to my 
being allowed to insert the editorials referred to in the Recorp. 

Mr. HEFLIN. With the statement of the Senator that he 
will not permit anything in an editorial to be printed in the 
Recorp which is a personal attack on me or any other Senator, 
I have no objection. So I ask for the consideration of the 
resolution. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, if the Senator agrees and 
if there is no other objection to introducing the editorials into 
the Recorp, I will withdraw my objection. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider 
the resolution, which was reported from the Committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, with 
amendments. The first amendment was to strike out all after 
the word “ Resolved,” on page 7, line 1, and to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads, or 
any subcommittee thereof, be authorized and directed to investigate 
fully and completely the charges and complaints alleged in the pre- 
amble hereto, and to make a report of its investigations to the Senate 
with recommendations. 

Resolved further, That the Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads, or any subcommittee thereof, be, and is hereby, authorized, em- 
powered, and directed to request and to require the Attorney General 
of the United States and the Postmaster General of the United States 
to lay before said committee, or any subcommittee thereof, all evi- 
dence, including papers, documents, complaints, letters, and telegrams 
which they now have in their possession touching the alleged fraudu- 
lent conduct of the said Alamo Land & Sugar Co. and its president, 
R. B. Creager, and all other land companies. 

Resolwed further, That the Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads, or any subcommittee thereof, be, and is hereby, authorized to 
sit during the sessions of the Sixty-eighth Congress or during any 
recess of said Congress for the purpose of prosecuting this investiga- 
tion, and to hold its sessions at such place or places as it shall deem 
most convenient for the purpose of the investigation, and said com- 
mittee may appoint subcommittees consisting of one or more members 
fo represent the committee at various places in the taking of testimony, 
and to subpena witnesses aud administer oaths and to require the 
production of all papers, books, and documents, and other evidence 
relating to said investigation, and to employ stenographers at a cost 
not to exceed 25 cents per hundred words. 

Resolved further, That the expense of said inyestigation shall be 
paid from the contingent fund of the Senate on vouchers of the com- 
mittee, or subcommittee thereof, signed by the chairman and approved 
by the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of 
the Senate. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the resolution as amended. 

The resolution as amended was agreed to. 

The committee reported an amendment to strike out the pre- 
amble and to insert a new preamble as follows: 


Whereas it is alleged that for several years a group of companies and 
individuals, members of the Lower Rio Grande Valley Land Men's 
Association, consisting in part of the following: Alamo Land & Sugar 
Co., C. H. Swallow & Co., W, E. Stewart Land Co., Stewart Farm 
Mortgage Co., El Jardin Immigration Co., Lone Star Immigration Co., 
A. J. McCall Land Co., United Farms Co., Texas Coast Irrigated Lands 
Co., Al Parker Securities Co., and others, with their principal offices 
in Lincoln, Nebr.; Kansas City, Mo.; Memphis, Tenn.; New Orleans, 
La.; and with branch offices in many other cities, and by operations 
in Arkansas, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, Iowa, Illinois, Minnesota, 
North Dakota, Michigan, South Dakota, Wisconsin, Oklahoma, Indiana, 
Ohio, New York, Virginia, Georgia, Tennessee, Alabama, and other 
States, have defrauded citizens of said States of many million doilars 
by selling to them lands situated in the counties of Cameron and 
Hidalgo, in the State of Texas, which was represented by said com- 
panies and individuals to be yaluable irrigated farm lands, watered by 
adequate and efficient irrigation systems and not subject to overflow from 
the Rio Grande River, while in fact most of said lands sold by said 
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companies were wild, semiarid, nonirrigable, and about one-half of 
which was subject to overflow and wholly unfit for profitable farming 
purposes, and that which was not subject to overflow was watered by 
wholly inadequate and inefficient irrigation systems; and 

Whereas it is alleged that during the latter part of the year 1920 
and during the year of 1921 a great many complaints were made to 
the Post Office Department that these exploiters were engaged in a 
general plan and scheme to defraud and were using the mails as an 
ald to carry out their fraudulent scheme, the victims being obtained 
generally from the various Northern States through a highly developed 
agency system assembled at Kansas City, Mo., where the general sales 
offices of most of the companies were located; and 

Whereas it is alleged that one J. M, Donaldson, a post office in- 
spector at Kansas City, Mo., and other inspectors were making an in- 
vestigation of said complaints, and when it became known to sald 
land companies such investigation was being made, R. B. Creager, of 
Brownsville, Tex., president of the Alamo Land & Sugar Co. and 
partner of C. H. Swallow, doing business under the name of C. H. 
Swallow & Co.; Charles F. C. Ladd, representing the W. E. Stewart 
Land Co.; C. H. Jessup, of Brownsville, Tex., who claimed to be a 
disinterested party, but whose expenses were paid by the Lower Rio 
Grande Valley Land Men's Association, and C. H. Swallow together 
made a trip to Washington and called on the Hon. William H. Hays, 
the then Postmaster General, and Hon, Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney 
General, for the purpose of preventing such investigations; and 

Whereas it ts alleged that when the victims of the frauds learned 
of this action and heard reports that the investigation was stopped 
a meeting was held and a committee appointed to devise some way 
in which their side of the case could be brought to the attention of 
the Postmaster General and the Attorney General, a petition addressed 
to the Postmaster General was prepared, setting out in detail the 
fraud, and was signed by more than 600 people, each claiming to have 
been defrauded and asking that the investigation be continued in 
order that the Government might learn the true facts; and 

Whereas it is alleged that said companies, for the purpose of pre- 
venting an investigation of the charges of fraud and misrepresentation 
and to enable them to continue in their fraudulent practices, notwith- 
standing the fact they were foreign corporations, without a license or 
permit to do business in the State of Texas, procured from Hon. 
Hood Boone, judge of the district court of Hidalgo County, Tex., an 
order restraining the committee representing the victims of the fraud 
from mailing said petition to the Postmaster General; and 

Whereas it is alleged that when it became known that the petition, 
which had been signed by more than 600 land-fraud victims, had been 
mailed to the then Postmaster General, Hon. William H. Hays, before 
said restraining order granted by Judge Boone had been served upon 
the committee representing said land-fraud victims, R. B. Creager 
again came to Washington to see the Postmaster General and the Attor- 
ney General for the purpose of preventing a continuation of the investiga- 
tion of the complaints leveled against the Alamo Land & Sugar Co. 
and the C. H. Swallow & Co., being the land companies in which 
R. B. Creager was directly interested; and 

Whereas it is alleged that R. B. Creager, through his influence with 
the Postmaster General and the Attorney General, was able to smother 
and stifie an investigation of the complaints against the said land 
companies by procuring, among other things, the transfer (1) of com- 
plaints submitted by the victims of the operations of his companies 
to J. M. Donaldson, post-office inspector at Kansas City, Mo., and 
(2) of the evidence collected by said Donaldson to O. B. Williamson, 
post-office inspector at Pittsburgh, Pa., who failed to make a complete 
investigation of said complaints; and 8 

Whereas it is alleged that when the said J. M. Donaldson, post- 
office inspector at Kansas City, Mo., was permitted to present the 
result of his investigation of the W. E. Stewart companies and wit- 
nesses to the Federal grand jury at Kansas City, Mo., and after the 
United States district attorney for the western division of the western 
distriet of Missouri had permitted a large number of witnesses for 
the Stewart companies to testify before the grand jury an indictment 
was returned against the said W. E. Stewart and five of his asso- 
ciates, one of whom was Charles F. C. Ladd, heretofore mentioned, 
and upon trial the said W. E. Stewart was convicted on 16 counts 
and sentenced to a term of five years in the Federal penetentiary at 
Leavenworth, Kans., on each count, and the said Ladd was allowed to 
enter a plea of nolle contendere and pay a fine of $5,000; and 

Whereas it is alleged that within a short time after the indictment 
was returned against the said W. E. Stewart, and before his trial and 
conviction, the major portion of his holdings, amounting to more than 
$5,000,000, for which he was convicted of obtaining through fraud and 
misrepresentation, was by him transferred without consideration to 
relatives and friends, and upon applications which he caused to be 
made a Federal receivership has been operating, tontrolling, and man- 
aging the business of said Stewart companies since the 7th day of 
January, 1922, and the said R. B. Creager was appointed receiver of 
said Stewart companies for the State of Texas, and as such is now 
operating the business of said companies in said State; and 


Whereas it is alleged that said receivership aided and assisted the 
said Stewart in bis defense of the charges of fraud and misrepresenta- 
tion and failed and refused to aid and cooperate with the agents of the 
‘Government in the preparation and trial of said cause; and 

Whereas it is alleged that other large and gigantic frauds through 
the sale of lands have been and are now being perpetrated in the va- 
rious sections of the United States, and that large sums of money have 
been and are now being obtained from citizens of the United States 
for the purchase of lands in Mexico which the sellers do not own and 
can not deliver title to; and 

Whereas it is alleged that a judge of the district court of Cameron 
County, Tex., where some of the companies mentioned herein are now 
operating, on the petition of the James Dickinson Farm Mortgage Co., 
known as the financing company for the Lone Star Immigration Co., 
issued an order on the 14th day of January, 1924, restraining victims of 
the alleged frand of said company from making any statement, verbal, 
printed, or painted, charging said company with fraud or unlawful 
practices; and 

Whereas it is alleged that in face of the indictment and the subse- 
quent conviction of officers of the W. E. Stewart Land Co., the Alamo 
Land & Sugar Co., through the influence of its president, R. B. Creager, 
has so far successfully stifled and smothered a complete investigation 
of the complaints filed against it and other companies mentioned herein 
with the Department of Justice and the Postmaster General's Depart- 
ment of the United States, and has obstructed and prevented the pre- 
senting to a grand jury the alleged use of the mails in a scheme to 
defraud thousands of American citizens out of their savings of a life- 
time; and 

Whereas it is charged that for approximately three years more than 
1,000 complaints in respect of such fraudulent sales have been on file 
in the Post Office Department, and these companies are still operating 
in what is known as the lower Rio Grande Valley, and are still using 
the United States mails in furtherance of fraudulent land-selling 
schemes without effective investigation by the Post Office Department- 
or prosecution by the Attorney General: Therefore be it 


The amendment to the preamble was agreed to. 

The preamble as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. HARRELD. Now, Mr. President, I renew my request 
that I be allowed to place these editorials in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I object, unless the Senator will 
read the editorials himself. I do not believe in turning the 
Recor» loose and putting in editorials unless some responsible 
person reads the editorials he wants to offer. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I appeal to the Senator from 
South Carolina not to insist upon that objection. The Senator 
from Oklahoma has very fairly stated his position. 

Mr. DIAL. I did not say I would object unless he would 
read them publicly, but unless he would read them privately. 

Mr. KING. The Senator said he would read them. 

Mr. DIAL. All right. 

Mr. HARRELD. I will do that. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the Senator has said that he 
would read the editorials personally, and that he would see to 
it that no personal attack on me or on any other Senator went 
into the Record from these editorials. The Senator made that 
Statement upon his own responsibility. With that understand- 
ing I have no objection, and I am the party involved. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no objec- 
tion, and the matter referred to by the Senator from Oklahoma 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The editorials referred to are as follows: 


Tue DEMOCRATIC Press oF Teras Makrs REPLY TO THs CHARGES 
AGAINST Mr. CREAGER. 


A STOOP TO DIRTY POLITICS. 
[From Houston Chronicle editorial, February 3, 1924.] 


In political life R. B. Creager is recognized as the Republican leađer 
of Texas, In business life he is recognized as a distinguished lawyer 
and as having played a prominent part in the development of the 
lower Rio Grande Valley. In Texas, especially in south Texas, he 
is best known because of the valuable services rendered in connection 
with the greatest reclamation project in this part of the country, and 
one of the greatest in the world. 

The lower Rio Grande Valley speaks for itself. Its league on 
league of cultivated land, its fine roads, its thousand miles of canals, 
its dozen modern towns, its schools, churches, banks, and industries 
are all visible and unanswerable arguments, the more impressive when 
compared to the parched and dreary wastes that mocked the eye 20 
years ago. Isolated cases of fraud and failure there have been, It 
were well nigh impossible to reveal such opportunities without tempt- 
ing the weak. But success has been the rule and the actual achieve- 
ments overshadow everything else. 

When a Senator of the United States besmirches the lower Rio 
Grande Valley for the sake of attacking Creager he stoops to dirty 
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polities. When he belies the activity of 78.000 people im order to 
reflect on the character ot an opponent he does nothing so distinctly 
as to abuse the high position he holds. Texas does not applaud Mr. 
Hercin of Alabama for playing his smug little game at the expense 
of business. 

Texas is a Democratic State, and proud of it. But, above and 
beyond that, Texas is an empire of opportunities and resources where. 
5,000,000 people are doing what they can to create wealth. - Texas 
visualizes her politics as a means to help—not harm them. Texas 
has not come to that illogical, iconoclastic viewpoint yet where she 
can visualize govermment and business as footballs for the politicians. 

When Senator HErLIN says, with reference to his proposed investi- 
gation, that it will “disclose a revolting and corrupt situation in 
these land deals that will shock aud astound every decent man and 
woman in the country,” he is talking about the place where Texans 
live more definitely than where they vote. He is mixing politics with. 
business. He is confusing expediencies of partisanship with the 
necessities of Life. 


THE BARE AND UNDISPUTED FACTS. 


[From the Houston Chronicle, January 2, 1924. 


Attacks launched by Senator Hernrn, of Alabama, against R. B. 
Creager, Texas member of the Republican National Executive Committee, 
in. connection with charges of “ stifling investigation by the Post Office 
Department and the Department of Justice of Rio Grande Valley land 
frauds,” have attracted, national attention. 

That no basis exists for these charges is the statement of a Houston 
attorney, who submits the following statement, giving in detail 
Creager's connection with the transactions involved in the charges: 

The Rio Grande Valley embraced within organized irrigation districts 
comprises about 500,000 acres. 

About 15 different irrigation systems, publicly and privately owned, 
serve particular sections at the irrigable lands. 

In 1919 the W. E. Stewart Land Co. and Stewart Farm Mortgage 
Co, acquired, the irrigation system of the Edinburg Irrigation Co., and 
such companies sold land served by the Edinburg Irrigation Co. ex- 
tensively during the year 1920 and the early part of 1921. During the 
same period of time other colonization companies sold Iand under the 
various irrigation systems, and among these were the Alamo Land & 
Sugar Co. and C. H. Swallow & Co., of which companies R. B. Creager 
was general counsel. All of the lands of the last-named companies 
are within an irrigation system publicly owned and maintained, popu- 
Jarly known as the Donna system. 

In the year 1921 a great number of suits were filed against the W. E. 
Stewart Land Co. by the purchasers of land under the Edinburg 
irrigation system claiming that they had been defrauded in the fol- 
Jowing manner: 

1. By haying exhibited to them the large and efficient irrigation 
system of the American Co., at Mercedes, and then sold land under the 
Edinburg system, whose capacity was alleged to be deficient, upon the 
representation that such lands were served by the American Co.'s irriga- 
tion facilities. 

2. That certain of the lands sold did not have any irrigation facilities 
extended to them, although representations were made to the contrary. 

3. That the Stewart. companies did not have title to the lands sold 
to the purchasers. 

Inspectors. of the Post Office Department, in 1921, after the filing of 
these suits against the various Stewart companies, investigated the 
operations of all land companies in the Rio Grande Valley, and indict- 
ments were returned in the Federal court at Kansas City only against 
five officers of the Stewart Farm Mortgage Co. and W. E. Stewart Land 
Co. In January, 1922, petitions for the appointment of a receiver of 
the Stewart Farm Mortgage Co. were filed in the United States district 
court at Kansas City and the United: States district court at Houston 
and in the United States district court at Dallas. 

On January 11, 1922, R. B. Creager, of Brownsville, was. appointed 
by Judge J. C. Hutcheson, jr., of Houston, as receiver of the Stewart 
Farm Mortgage Co., W. E. Stewart Land Co., and Edinburg Irrigation 
Co., and shortly thereafter Judge James C. Wilson, of the United States 
District Court for the Northern District of Texas, appointed Mr. 
Creager as receiver of the same companies. 

Prior to the appointment of Mr. Creager as receiver of the Stewart 
companies, by Federal Judges Hutcheson and Wilson he was not inter- 
ested, direetly or indirectly, in any of the Stewart companies nor in 
any land or colonization company owning or serving the lands. being 
sold by the Stewart companies, and R. B. Creager’s only connection 
with the Stewart companies at any time has been in his official capacity 
as receiver for the Federal courts who appointed him to administer such 
properties under their direction. 

Since the appointment of Mr. Creager as receiver of the Stewart com- 
panies no lands have been sold by him as receiver under the Edinburg 
irrigation system, and the Edinburg irrigation system has been sold to 
the Hidalgo County water improvement district No. 4, which has voted 
bonds in the sum of $1,500,000, and which water improvement district 


is now making this irrigation system one of the most modern and 
efficient irrigation systems. 

In his capacity as receiver of the Edinburg Irrigation Co., Stewart 
Farm Mortgage Co, and W. E. Stewart Land Co., Mr. Creager has, with 
the approval of the Federal, court, made hundreds of settlements: with 
Claimants against the three companies. and has been, in his official 
capacity, engaged in an orderly liquidation of many suits and claims 
against such companies, 

Mr.. Creager’s appointment. as. zceeiver was unsolicited and wholly 
without political significance, as such appointment was made by two 
Demoeratie United States district judges, both of whom were appointed. 
by President Wilson, and. doubtless upon. the belief of both: judges that 
he was specially qualified to act as receiver for the courts in admin- 
instration of such properties, : 

IS ABOVE. REPROACH: 
[From the Dallas Times-Herald, January 29, 1924.] 


The Times-Herald views with astonishment the charges made in the 
United States Senate by one of its Members against. Hon. R. B. Creager. 
The Times-Herald has not been often politically aligned with Mr. 
Creager, but that does not lessen our respect for his splendid personal. 
character. Politically Mr. Creager has made many lamentable mistakes, 
but any fair-minded Texas Democrat will concede that the Republican 
national committeeman’s business and personal character are above 
reproach. And it will require most positive evidence to change that 
State-wide opinion. 


4 SLUR ON THE MAGIC VALLEY. 
[From the Galveston News, editorial.] 


With all the vigor of injured innocence Mr. Creager has made answer 
to the resolution introduced in the Senate by Senator Hurtin, of Ala- 
bama, asking an investigation into the alleged activity of the Texas 
Republican leader toward stifling an inquiry into land frauds in Texas, 
Some other citizens of Brownsville, some of whom we may reasonably 
assume to be Democrats, have joined in Mr. Creager's indignant dis- 
claimer. The charge isn’t a political matter with the residents of 
the Rio Grande Valley. It is an aspersion on the section of country 
in which they—and all of Texas, for that matter—take a just pride. 
If there had been fraud in connection with valley-land promotion of a 
character to incite a Government investigation which Mr. Creager would 
find it desirable to “ stifle,” that would mean that the valley falls far 
short of what it has been represented to be. The best answer to that 
charge ie the valley itself—its miles of orchard and farm lunds and its 
thousands of satisfied residents, who bought their lands from those same 
land companies which Senator Herne would place on the griddle: 

Tt is to wonder if Senator Hzrnm has ever been in the lewer Rio 
Grande Valley or the Magic Valley, to give it the name which it has 
adopted and sustained. Possibly he considered that in the inflamed 
state of the senatorial mind he didn't need to bother about exact infor- 
mation. Mr. Creager is a Republican who seems to enjoy the confidence 
of the administration. It is also known that he is interested in the 
valley and that that section bas of late years been making active and 
successful efforts to attract new settlers. Mr. Creager recently declined 
the President's offer of the ambassadorship to Mexico. When Congress 
is In an investigating mood those circumstances might remotely be cal- 
culated to indicate a condition which deserves looking into; but it does 
not appear that Senator Heritiy’s. suspicions are shared to any marked 
degree. The chances are that his resolution, having enjoyed its brief 
day of publicity, will fade from sight. That the incident serves to cast 
unjust suspicion on a prominent figure in the opposing political party 
may be to Senator FIEFLIN’s sense of ethics in accordance with Iegiti- 
mate political practices, but there are certain considerations which 
should not be lost sight of even in the heat of partisanship. 

The Democrats in Congress would do well just now to guard against 
overstepping the bounds of prudence and moderation. The Teapot 
Dome affair will inevitably breed a spirit of suspicion, but let us hope 
that suspicion will not become a political mania. There is danger 
that, to paraphrase the statement of a former Texas governor, Congress 
may go “hog wild over investigations.” 


SENATOR HEFLIN IN BRUPTION, 
[From the Houston Post, editorial, January 30, 1924.] 


> > > + s © * 

What alls the Hon. J. Tuomas, anyway? Is there no way to cool the 
fires that rage within him? 

His latest outburst is directed against the Rio Grande Valley of 
Texas, into which he declares bundreds—he might have said thou- 
sands—have been lured by stories of its surpassing fertility and pro- 
ductivity. He charges Brother Creager has been guilty of deluding 
gullibles from other States: 

Well, Brother Creager is a man of imagination, we'll admit. Let it 
be so stated. But Brother Creager has never yet been able in his most 
imaginative moods to transtate into language the real luxuriance, 
beauty, and potentialities of the Rie Grande Valley. 


2350 


The yalley is there to show for itself, and it shows now or at any 
other time of the year that it is the most favored region in the world. 

If the Hon. THomMas had happened in the valley four or five months 
ago, he would have seen something in the way of cotton production to 
open his eyes. Those white fields spreading to the horizons, yielding 
from 1 to 2 bales to the acre, would have delighted his gaze. And 
the valley cornfields would have been equally as impressive, 

But why doesn’t the Hon. J. THOMAS present a resolution appointing 
a committee of the Senate to visit the valley at this time, while the 
orange and grapefruit trees are bending beneath their burdens of 
golden fruit? Why not come himself with his senatorial conferees and 
see those vast cabbage fields and thousands of acres of winter vege- 
tables now green and luxuriant while the rest of the country remains 
bleak in its January nakedness? 

There may be emissaries of exaggeration sowing down the country 
with extravagant stories in order to cheat the gullible out of their 
money, but we can tell the Hon. J. THomas and others that nobody 
has exaggerated the glories of Texas's beautiful Rio Grande Valley, 
and the valley is ready now or at any other time to welcome visitors 
and exhibit her greatness and beauty. : 

Thousands more are coming to the valley, showing their good judg- 
ment, for they are coming to a land of plenty, a land of beauty, a land 
whose fertile surface, laved by the waters of the Rio Grande, produces 
more abundantly than any other region on the North American Conti 
nent, a land of perpetual springtime, where planting and harvest go 
hand in hand 12 months of the year, a land of health and happiness, 
a land of hope and fortune. 

. * * . * . . 


AFTER THE WRONG MAN. 
[From the Dallas Dispatch, editorial, January 30, 1924.] 


The charges of land frauds in south Texas, made against R. B. 
Creager by Senator HEFLIN, come as a surprise. Made while the oil- 
lease disclosures are at their height, while the echoes of the Veterans’ 
Bureau frauds sre still in the ears of the public, there will be a tend- 
ency over the country to accept them as presented. 

But in Texas, where Creager is known, and where the history of the 
development of the Rio Grande Valley is known, they do not meet 
such acceptance, 

True, immigrants from the North have failed to find success in south 
Texas. True, the savings of many have been lost. But Creager was 
receiver for the land company which was heayily responsible for such 
losses, and not an exponent of the business practices that resulted in 
those losses. If he had been, he would perhaps have been now where 
some of the officials of the defrauding land companies are to-day. 

Dallas men are to-day at the head of the biggest company dealing 
in valley land, and their policy is to sell only to settlers who can 
develop the land and who have funds to carry them until that develop- 
ment makes the land support them. The big trouble with the settling 
of the valley has been that the settlers believed it a tropleal land, 
where they could pick breadfruit and bananas from the trees from the 
day they arrived and sit in the shade with a home-grown palm-leaf 
fan between meals. 

That isn't the history of pioneering anywhere, and Creager hasn't 
been one to encourage such belief. = 


THE VALLEY IN ACTION, 
[From the Houston Post, editorial.] 
The valley is beginning to move 6,000 cars of winter cabbage, and 
some of these heads are superior to that of the hell-roaring Alabama 
politician who has been shooting off his mouth about the valley, 


ANNIE M, PETERSON. 


Mr. KEYES. From the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favorably 
Senate Resolution 121, and usk unanimous consent for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
resolution. 

The reading clerk read Senate Resolution 121, submitted by 
Mr. Curtis on January 14, 1924, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate be, and he hereby is, 
authorized and directed to pay out of the contingent fund of the Senate 
to Annie M. Peterson, sole surviving child of John Hickman, late a 
skilled laborer for 58 years in the employ of the Senators’ barber shop, 
a sum equal to one year’s compensation at the rate he was receiving by 
law at the time of his death; said sum to be considered as including 
funeral expenses and all other allowances. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the resolution? 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to haye some ex- 
planation of the request. Why should the resolntion be taken 


The Secretary will read the 


up out of its order upon the calendar? 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New 
Hampshire has asked unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the resolution. í 

Mr. KING. Let it go to the calendar. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made, and the 
resolution will be placed on the calendar. 


EXPENSES OF SENATE COMMITTEE AT FUNERAL OF FORMER PRESIDENT 
WILSON. 


Mr, KEYES. From the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favorably, 
Senate Resolution 143, and ask unanimous consent for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
resolution, 

The reading clerk read Senate Resolution 143, submitted by 
Mr. Roginson on the 7th instant, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate be, and is hereby, author- 
ized and directed to pay, out of the appropriations for the contingent 
fund of the Senate, the actual and necessary expenses of the Senate 
committee appointed to attend the funeral obsequies of Woodrow Wil- 
son, late a President of the United States, on voucher or vouchers 
properly allowed by the Committee to Audit and Control the Contin- 
gent Expenses of the Senate. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the resolution? 
The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and 
agreed to. 
HEARINGS BEFORE CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE. 


Mr. KEYES. From the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate I report back favorably 
Senate Resolution 148, and ask unanimous consent for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
resolution. 

The reading clerk read Senate Resolution 148, submitted by 
Mr. McNary on the 8th instant, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Civil Service, or any subcommitteo 
thereof, be, and hereby is, authorized during the Sixty-eighth Congress 
to send for persons, books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to 
employ a stenographer, at a cost not exceeding 25 cents per hundred 
words, to report such hearings as may be had in connection with any 
subject which may be before said committee, the expenses thereof to 
be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate, and that the com- 
mittee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during the sessions or 
recesses of the Senate. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the resolution? 
The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and 
agreed to. 
TERMS OF COURTS, WESTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA. 


Mr. OVERMAN. From the Committee on the Judiciary I 
report back favorably without amendment the bill (S. 1609) 
to fix the time for the terms of the United States district courts 
in the western district of Virginia, and call the attention of 
the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] to it. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Virginia 
asks unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of the 
bill just reported by the Senator from North Carolina. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
99 — proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, us fol- 
Ows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the terms of the United States District 
Court for the Western District of Virginia shall be held at Lynchburg 
on the first Monday in January and July; at Charlottesville on the 
first Monday in February and on the Wednesday after the first Monday 
in August; at Danville on the first Monday in March and the second 
Monday in September; at Harrisonburg on the third Monday in March 
and the fourth Monday in October; at Abingdon on the second Monday 
in April and Noyember; at Big Stone Gap on the first Monday in May 
and October; at Roanoke on the first Monday in June and the fourth 
Monday in November. This act shall become effective on March 31, 
1924. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED, 

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 


The Secretary will read the 


The Secretary will read the 
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By Mr. REED of Pennsylvania: 

A bill (S. 2467) for the relief of Harold Lund; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. MCLEAN (by request): 

A bill (S. 2468) to prohibit the collection of a surcharge for 
the transportation of persons or baggage in connection with the 
payment for parlor or sleeping car accommodations; to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

By Mr. WARREN: 

A bill (S. 2469) to provide for the erection of a public ‘build- 
ing at Green River, Wyo.; 

A bill (S. 2470) to provide for the erection of a public build- 
ing at Newcastle, Wyo.; 

A bill (S. 2471) to increase the limit of cost of the public 
bullding at Cody, Wyo.; and 

A bill (S. 2472) to increase the limit of cost of the public 
building at Buffalo, Wyo.; to the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds. 

By Mr. COUZENS: 

A ill (S. 2478) for the relief of the Federal Motor Truck 
Co.; to the Committee on Claims. 

A ‘bill (S. 2474) granting a pension to Minnie L. Foster; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. LODGE: 


A bill (S. 2475) granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth - 


M. Sage; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BALL: 

rtd bill (S. 2476) to eliminate certain causes tending to de- 
crease the efficiency of the Navy, and for other purposes (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A bill (S. 2477) to pension survivors of certain Indian wars, 
disturbances, and campaigns, from January 1, 1859, to January 
1, 1891; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 

A bill (8. 2478) to carry out the findings of the Court of 
Claims in the case of Kate Reaney Zeiss, administratrix of Wil- 
liam B. Reaney, survivor of Thomas Reaney and Samuel 
Archbold, against the United States; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. McKINLEY: 

A bill (S. 2479) to correct the military record of Charles 
Geiger; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MCKINLEY (by request): 

A bill (S. 2480) to determine and refund the difference be- 
tween the price received for the wheat of 1917, 1918, and 1919, 
fixed by the United States of America and its agents, and the 
price which the wheat of 1917, 1918, and 1919 would have 
brought unfixed thereby; to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

By Mr. HARRELD: 

A bill (S. 2481) for the relief of John H. Gattis; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE: 

A bill (S.'2482) for the relief of William M. Phillipson; to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. GOODING: 

A bill (S. 2483) to repeal section 815 of the tariff act of 
1922; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. SWANSON: 

A bill (S. 2484) granting a pension to L. D. Copin; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. KEYES: 

A bill (S. 2485) to place John P. Holland on the retired list 
of the United States Navy; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. FERRIS: 

A bill (S. 2486) to repeal the excise tax on tires, inner tubes, 
parts, and accessories; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. NORRIS: 

A bill (8. 2487) granting an increase of pension 'to Sarah 
M. Taylor; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. ‘SHIPSTEAD: 

A bill (S. 2488) to authorize the city of Minneapolis, in the 
State of Minnesota, to construct a bridge across the Missis- 
sippi River in said city; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts: 

A bill (S. 2489) for the relief of William H. Armstrong; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. McNARY (for Mr. Jounson of California): 

A bill (S. 2490) granting a pension to Lucille S. Henninger; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 2491) for the relief of August Michalchuk; to the 
Committee on Claims, 


A bill (S. 2492) for the relief of Joseph J, McCallister; to 
the Committee on Civil Service. 

By Mr. SHIELDS: 

A vill (S. 2493) to prohibit the collection of a surcharge for 
the transportation of persons or baggage in connection with the 
payment for parlor or sleeping car accommodations; to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

A bill (S. 2494) authorizing the Secretary of War to donate 
to the town of Benton, Tem., one German cannon or fieldpiece ; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

red Mr. WHEELER: 

A bill (S. 2495) for 87.2 eos of ‘William Ferrell; to the 
Committee on Military Affa 

A bill (8. 2496) granting a 3 to Christ Saxhang; and 

A bill (S. 2497) granting an increase of pension to William. 
Ferrell; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. LADD: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 80) to amend section 3 of the 


jeint resolution entitled “Joint resolution for the purpose of | 
promoting efficiency, for the utilization of the resources and 


industries of the United States, ete.,“ 
1918; to the Committee on Patents. 


AMENDMENT TO REVENUE BILL. 


Mr. SHIELDS submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to House bill 6715, to reduce and equalize 
taxation, etc., which was referred to the Committee on Finance 
and ordered to be printed. 


AMENDMENT TO INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. SHIPSTEAD submitted an amendment providing that 
no part of the money appropriated for the Patent Office shall 
be used for propaganda, for the promotion of legislation in- 
tended to terrify patent attorneys from testifying before com- 
mittees of Congress, or shall be available until all patent 
attorneys who have been disbarred from practicing before the 
United States Patent Office for criticizing the Commissioner 
of Patents shall have been reinstated, intended to be pro- 
posed by him to House bill 5078, the Interior Department 
appropriation bill, which was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 


WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS—MEDORA B. AMBROSE, 
On motion of Mr, CAPPER, it was— 


Ordered, That the papers accompanying the bill (S. 1259) grant- 
ing a pension to Medora B. Ambrose, first session Sixty-seventh 
Congress, be withdrawn from the files of the Senate, no adverse re- 
port having been made thereon, 


ACTIVITIES OF RAILROAD COMPANIES, 


On motion of Mr. Sarre, Senate Resolution 124, directing 
the Interstate Commerce Commission to secure information 
relative to amount of money expended for the purpose of 
creating public interest favorable to railroad sentiment, was 
recommitted to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 


UNITED STATES SHIPPING BOARD, 


Mr. RANSDELL. I submit a resolution requesting the 
United States Shipping Board to advise the United States 
Senate of any contemplated removal of the offices of the 
Emergency Fleet Corporation to the city of New York. The 
resolution is very brief and can be answered instanter by the 
Shipping Board. I ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Louisiana 
presents a resolution for which he asks immediate considera- 
tion. 

Mr. CURTIS. Let it be read first. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read 
the resolution for information. 

The resolution (S. Res, 155) was read, as follows: 

Resolved, That the ‘United States Shipping Board be, and it is hereby, 
directed to inform the Senate of the United States immediately what, 
tf any, plans are being considered by it, or by the United States Emer- 
wency Fleet Corporation, for the removal of the offices of the said 
Fleet Corporation to the city of New York, and further, what are the 
reasons for such removal if said plan is being so considered; be it 
further 

Resolved, That the United States Shipping Board submit such plan, 
if any, to the United States Senate for approval before any action 
is taken thereon. 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, personally I have no objection 
to the resolution, but the senior Senator from Washington 
IMr. Jones], who is absent from the city, will be here to- 
morrow, and I ask that it may go over until to-morrow. 


approved February 8, 
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Mr. RANSDELL. I hope the Senator will not insist on that. 
I have understood that there was danger of an immediate 
removal of this very important body from the city of Washing- 
ton to the city of New York. 

Mr. COUZENS. I ask that it go over. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I do not know that that is true, but I 
would like to have the Shipping Board state whether it is true 
or not, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under the rules of the Sen- 
ate on objection a resolution must go over. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I desire to ask the Senator from Louisiana 
whether the chairman of the Committee on Commerce has been 
apprised of his intention to present the resolution? 

Mr. RANSDELL, I did not apprise the chairman of the com- 
mittee of that fact. I only learned of the matter day before 
yesterday, and have not had an opportunity to see the chairman 
of the committee since. Does the Senator insist on his objec- 
tion? 

Mr. CURTIS. I will have to ask that it go over until the 
Senator from Washington can be here. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under the rule, it goes over. 


PROCEEDINGS OF THE FORESTRY, RECLAMATION, AND HOME-MAKING 
CONFERENCE. 


Mr. RANSDELL submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
156), which was referred to the Committee on Printing: 


Resolved, That 8,500 copies of the Proceedings of the Forestry, 
Reciamation, and Home-Making Conference, held at New Orleans, La., 
November 19 to 22, inclusive, 1923, be printed as a Senate docn- 
ment, of which 2,500 shall be for the use of the Senate and 1,000 for 
the use of the House, 


ATTORNEY GENERAL HARRY M. DAUGHERTY. 


Mr. WHEELER. I submit a resolution, and ask that it be 
read and lie on the table subject to my call. 
The resolution (S. Res. 157) was read, as follows: 


Whereas the Federal Trade Commission has conducted inyestigations 
of alleged yiolations of the Sherman Antitrust Act and the Clayton 
Act against monopolies and unlawful restraints of trade, and has 
transmitted to the Attorney General the record of more than 50 such 
investigations, indicating a violation of said acts, for the initiation of 
such proceedings for the enforcement of the law as the Attorney 
General may be advised to make; and 

Whereas the Attorney General has täken no action upon said records 
transmitted to him by the Federal Trade Commission for the purpose 
of securing indictments against the parties named therein, and has 
brought no proceedings for the prevention of such violations by in- 
junction or otherwise except in two cases; and 

Whereas the evidence presented several months ago before the 
special committee of the Senate inyestigating the United States Vet- 
erang’ Bureau disclosed acts of negligence and corruption on the part 
of officials of the United States Veterans’ Bureau and others, and no 
action has been taken by the Department of Justice to prosecute the 
officials and persons alleged to have acted illegally and corruptly; and 

Whereas several weeks have transpired since the evidence was pre- 
sented and disclosures were made before the Public Lands and Surveys 
Committee of the Senate charging past and present public officials of 
the Government and others with conspiracies to defraud the Govern- 
ment, violations of law, and corrupt practices, and no prosecutions 
have been undertaken; and 

Whereas no action has been taken by the Department of Justice in 
prosecuting to a conclusion the so-called war fraud cases; and 

Whereas it appears that said Harry M. Daugherty has lost the con- 
fidence of the President of the United States, as exemplified by the 
President’s statement that he intends to employ at great expense to 
the Government special attorneys not connected officially with the 
Department of Justice, indicating that this department can not be 
trusted with the prosecution of the cases which have arisen by reason 
of the disclosures before the Senate Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys and the United States Veterans’ Bureau; and 

Whereas sald Harry M. Daugherty has lost the confidence of the 
Congress of the United States and of the people of the country, and 
the Department of Justice has fallen into disrepute: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Judiciary Committee of the Senate is hereby 
authorized and directed to investigate the circumstances and facts, 
and report the same to the Senate, concerning the failure of Harry M. 
Daugherty, Attorney General of the United States, to properly prose- 
cute violators of the Sherman Antitrust Act and the Clayton Act 
against monopolies and unlawful restraint of trade; the neglect and 
failure of the said Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of the 
United States, to arrest and prosecute Albert B. Fall, Harry F. Stn- 
clair, E. L. Doheny, C. R. Forbes, and their coconspirators in defraud- 
ing the Government, as well as the neglect and failure of the said 
Attorney General to arrest and prosecute many others for violations 
of Federal statutes, and his faflure to properly, efficiently, and 


promptly prosecute and defend all manner of elyil and criminal actions 
wherein the Government of the United States is interested as a party 
plaintif or defendant. 

And said Judiciary Committee is further directed to inquire into, 
investigate, and report to the Senate the activities of the sald Harry 
M. Daugherty, Attorney General, or any of his assistants In the De- 
partment of Justice which would in any manner tend to impair their 
efficiency or infiuence as representatives of the Government of the 
United States, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Upon the request of the 
Senator from Montana, the resolution will lie on the table. 


SURVEY OF HOUSING CONDITIONS IN THE DISTRICT. 


Mr. BALL submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 158), 
which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 


Resolved, That for the purpose of providing the Senate with infor- 
mation to serve as a basis for such legislation, if any, as may in its 
judgment be found necessary in ‘respect of housing and rental con- 
ditions in the District of Columbia, the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, or a duly authorized subcommittee thereof, is directed to 
investigate and cause a survey to be made in the District of Columbia 
of— 

(a) The number of vacant rooms, apartments, and dwelling houses 
that are available for rent as rental property or apartments, as de- 
fined in Title II of the food control and the District of Columbia rents 
act, approved October 22, 1919, as amended and extended; and the 
rent, including any bonus or other consideration, asked therefor. 

(b) The number of uncompleted rooms, apartments, and dwelling 
houses, upon which construction has begun, that will become available 
for rent as rental properties and apartments, as so defined; and the 
rent, including any bonus or other consideration, to be asked therefor. 

(c) The number of vacant dwelling houses and apartments that 
are available for sale, and the prices asked therefor. 

(d) The number of uncompleted dwelling houses and apartments 
upon which construction work has been begun that will become ayail- 
able for sale, and the price to be asked therefor. 

All such rooms, apartments, and dwelling houses shall be classified 
as to size and service, if any, rendered in connection therewith, to 
such extent as the committee or subcommittee finds it practicable. 
The committee or subcommittee shall make a final report of its in- 
vestigation, with recommendations, to the Senate not later than March 
15, 1924. For the purposes of this resolution the committee or sub- 
committee is authorized to avall itself of the services of the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia and of the Rent Commission of 
the District of Columbia, and to make expenditures to be paid from 
the contingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman of the committee. The total of such expenditures shall not 
exceed $2,500. 


FOREIGN OIL CONCESSIONS TO AMERICAN CITIZENS. ? 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate resolutions coming over from a previous day. The Sec- 
retary will report the first one, Senate Resolution 149. 

The principal legislative clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 
149) submitted by Mr. DIL on the 8th instant, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of State be, and he hereby is, requested 
to furnish the Senate with copies of all diplomatic correspondence, 
if not incompatible with the public interest, in connection with the 
securing of oil concessions for American citizens or for corporations 
organized and doing business in the United States, between this Goy- 
ernment and the Government of Great Britain regarding oil con- 
cessions in Burma, Mesopotamia, and Palestine; with the Government 
of Holland regarding oll concessions in the Dutch Bast Indies; with 
the Government of Portugal regarding oil concessions in Portuguese 
East Africa; with the Government of Persia regarding oil concessions 
in Persia; with the Government of Costa Rica regarding ofl conces- 
sions in Costa Rica; with the Government of Argentina regarding 
oil concessions in Argentina; with the Government of Venezuela re- 
garding oll concessions in Venezuela; with the Government of Czecho- 
slovakia regarding oil concessions in Czechoslovakia; with the Gov- 
ernment of Mexico regarding oll concessions in Mexico; and with the 
Government of Russia or with any other foreign government regard- 
ing oll concessions in Russia, since March 4, 1921. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

TREATY WITH COLOMBIA. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will report 
the next resolution coming over from a previous day, Senate 
Resolution 150. 

The principal legislative clerk read the resolution (S. Res, 
150) submitted by Mr. D on the 8th instant, as follows: 
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Whereas on April 11, 1921, the first day of the special sesion of the 
Sixty-seventh Congress, notice was given that on the next day the 
Senate would be asked to take up the treaty with Colombia, whereby 
the Government of the United States paid $25,000,000 to the Govern- 
ment of Colombia; and 

Whereas on April 12, 1921, two letters by the then Secretary of the 
Interior, Albert B. Fall, each dated March 21, 1921, were presented to 
the Senate and used in explanation of reasons why the Senate should 
ratify the said treaty with Colombia; and 

Whereas the said Albert B, Fall's actions in connection with the dis- 
posal of the naval oil reserves of the United States indicate fraud and 
corruption on the part of Mr. Fall; and 

Whereas the Department of State is in charge of all diplomatic cor- 
respondence with the Government of Colombia: Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Secretary of State be, and he is hereby, requested 
to furnish the Senate with copies of all diplomatic correspondence, if 
not incompatible with the public interest, in connection with the rati- 
fieation of said treaty and in connection with the securing of any oll 
concessions for American citizens or corporations organized and doing 
business in the United States, between this Government and the Goy- 
ernment of Colombia, since March 4, 1921. 


Mr. NORRIS. I suggest to the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. DILL] that he eliminate the date at the end of his resolu- 
tion. The treaty referred to was before the Senate on more 
than one occasion, and I think the first time was prior to the 
date mentioned. I would like to have it unlimited. 

Mr. LODGE. I reported the treaty from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. It had been before the committee for sev- 
eral years after it was made. The original treaty was made 
by Mr. Bryan. I think it would be better to go back, as the 
Senator from Nebraska suggests, to the original introduction 
of the treaty. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think so. I do not think the Senator from 

ashington will have any objection to eliminating the date 
and letting everything come in. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr, Lansing also had to do with the making 
of the treaty. 

Mr. DILL. I am perfectly willing that the date, March 4, 
1921, shall be stricken out. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will state the 
modification agreed to by the Senator from Washington. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 2, line 8, after the word 
“ Colombia,” strike out the comma and the words “since 
March 4, 1921.” 

Mr. LODGE. That is all right. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
ing to the resolution as modified. 

The resolution as modified was agreed to. 


TRIBUTE TO FORMER PRESIDENT WILSON. 


Mr. EDWARDS, I ask unanimous consent to have inserted 
in the Recorp a tribute by Joseph P. Tumulty to former Presi- 
dent Wilson, delivered over the radio on the 4th instant. 

There being no objection, the speech was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

SPEECH DELIVERED BY JOSEPH P. TUMULTY OVER THE RADIO AT WASH- 
INGTON, D. C., FEBRUARY 4, 1924, 


Woodrow Wilson is dead. 

It is difficult to believe that his voice, which a few weeks ago was 
engaged in the “incomparable quest“ for the peace and security of 
nations, to-day is silenced, 

As we read the ominous bulletins that came from the sick room that 
“the machinery has broken down,” that he was ready for the great 
adventure, we seemed to catch the spirit of the immortal Ulysses, who 
with a “frolic welcome took the thunder and the sunshine“ and who 
“wanted to wear out rather than rust out.” 

Eleven years of intimate association with Woodrow Wilson, through 
three years of which ran a mighty current of international conflict, 
have builded in my heart in blocks of granite an affection, an admira- 
tion, and a love that have continued to this eventful hour. 

Death, so terrible and forbidding a thing which but lends to wider 
worlds and a worthier fe, has, at least, some kindly aspects. It 
softens the asperities of politics and brings us now to a clearer under- 
standing of what Woodrow Wilson sought to do and the great goal of 
peace which he longed to reach. 

It is too bad that this figure, like a mighty oak, has toppled over 
and fallen when his yoice might have called us back to those knightly 
days when his influence was used to help a depressed Nation and to 
bring peace to a stricken world. Like Lincoln, “steadfast in vain 
persuasion he lived while others, his bitter critics and enemies, covet- 
ing the little, the instant gain, the brief security and easy-tongued 
renown, mocked the vision that his brain built to a far unmeasured 
monument.“ 

Yes; Woodrow Wilson is dead. 


The question is upon agree- 
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In that quest for peace in which he poured his energy, his beart, 
his very soul, he was the crusader; he was, as he said in one of his 
last public utterances when he was struggling to save the world from 
the wreck and ruin of war, “under bonds, under bonds to my fellow 
citizens of every sort and particularly under bonds to the mothers of 
this country and to the wives of this country that I will do every- 
thing in my power to see to it that their sons and husbands never have 
to make that supreme sacrifice again.” 

Who could listen to these eloquent words of Woodrow Wilson, de- 
livered in Pueblo, Colo., just before his breakdown, without feeling 
the deep earnestness, the heartache, the high aspirations of the man? 

Yes; Woodrow Wilson is dead. 

But I cateh a yision of his indomitable courage. I see him on his 
memorable western tour, struggling for national and international life. 
I hear the sound of preparation for his welcome in city, town, hamlet, 
and crossroads. I hear the musie of boisterous drums. I hear the 
silver voices of heroic bugles, salvoing this prince of peace. I see 
thousands of assemblages, monstrous amphitheaters. I see the earnest 
faces of men and women, and the appealing faces of children. I see 
the spirits of the young manhood of America whose war-wrecked bodies 
are lying “ Over there.” 

Again and again, mothers who lost their sons in France came to him 
and, taking him by the hand, shed bitter tears upon it, adding, “ God 
bless you, Mr. President!" 

And then I hear him say at Pueblo, Colo., in the final speech of his 
great career, Why should they pray God to bless me? I advised the 
Congress of the United States to create the situation that led to the 
death of their sons. I ordered their sons oversea. I consented to their 
sons being put in the most difficult parts of the battle line, where death 
was certain, as in the impenetrable difficulties of the forest of Argonne, 
Why should they weep upon my hand and call down the blessings of 
God upon me? Because they believe that their boys died for something 
that vastly transcends any of the immediate and palpable objects of the 
war. They believe, and they rightly believe, that their sons saved the 
liberty of the world.” 

Continuing, he said, On last Decoration Day T went to a beautiful 
hillside near Paris, where was located the cemetery of Suresnes, a 
cemetery given over to the burial of the American dead. Behind me 
on the slopes was rank upon rank of living American soldiers, and lying 
before me upon the levels of the plain was rank upon rank of departed 
American soldiers. Right by the side of the stand where I spoke there 
was a little group of French women who had adopted those graves, had 
made themselves mothers of those dear ghosts by putting flowers every 
day upon those graves, taking them as their own sons, their own be- 
loved, because they had died in the same cause—France was free and 
the world was free because America had come!” 

And then the final, prophetic words of this speech are, “ We have 
accepted the truth and we are going to be led by it, and it is going to 
lead us, and through us the world, out into pastures of quietness and 
peace such as the world never dreamed of before.” 

Again, I see Woodrow Wilson, stricken down in the zenith of his 
power and persuasion. I see him writhing in pain and laboring in dis- 
tress. And now he dies. 

Yes; Woodrow Wilson is dead. 

Though the great heart which beat in sympathy with the average 
man of the world is stilled, bis friends throughout the Nation, standing 
in grief and utter sorrow beside his bier, are resolved the dead shall 
not have died in vain. 

Yes; Woodrow Wilson is dead. 

He now belongs to the ages; but his spirit still lives—the spirit that 
tried to wipe away the tears of the world, the spirit of justice, human- 
ity, and holy peace, whose flaming torch he held high in hand, is 
triumphant in death, And from the great beyond I can hear his voice 
calling his friends to high duty in these words: 

Come, my friends, 

‘Tis not too late to seek a newer world; 

Push off, and sitting well in order, smite, 

The sounding furrows; for my purpose holds, 
To sail beyond the sunset, 


ADJUSTED COMPENSATION FOR WORLD WAR VETERANS. 


Mr. JONES of New Mexico. This morning there appeared in 
the Washington Herald an editorial regarding the soldiers’ 
bonus, which I think contains some valuable suggestions and 
thoughts on the subject. I ask unanimous consent that it may 
be printed in the RECORD. 

here being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


DENIAL OF THE BONUs TO Our SOLDERS WOULD BRAND NATION 
UNGRATEFUL, 
{From the Washington Herald, February 13, 1924.) 
Of all the sins detested by the average man and woman, the one most 
detested is the sin of ingratitude, 
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The man who is guilty of ingratitude destroys the basis of trust or 
confidence in him in the future. Who will believe that any good can 
come of him in the time to come when he has once demonstrated that 
he bas no gratitude or appreciation for what has been done for him 
in the past? 

In all this pious and mealy-moutbed agitation against the soldier 
bonus, the sin of ingratitude stands out like a mountain on the land- 
scape. Among those who now organize opposition to legislation grant- 
ing even a small measure of “adjusted compensation” to soldiers who 
gave up good jobs in this country to risk their lives for $1.25 a day in 
the trenches—-among the opponents of this legislation are a great 
many men who profited most largely from the vast industrial activity 
which the country put forth in order to win the war. : 

We won the war. No question about that. All tbe allies admit it. 
Germany, above all others, admits it. If it had not been won by these 
boys who went across the seas there would not be 600 war-made mil- 
lionaires in this country. ‘The thousands of others of our millionaires 
would not be so secure in the enjoyment of their wealth as they are 
to-day if 4,000,000 American soldiers had not trained and gone abroad 
and saved the day for the crumbling allied cause. 

What shall we say when we find opposition to the bonus comes from 


a Du Pont, whose company received $21,000,000 of “ adjusted compensa-. 


tion” on account of war contracts which the Government had to 
cancel because our boys over there finished the war too soon? If this 
kind of adjusted“ compensation is right, how can Du Pont stand 
up and condemn a plan for a United States law giving “ adjusted com- 
pensation” of $1.25. per day to the boys on land and sea who risked 
or stood ready to risk their lives to shorten the war? 

Are Du Pont and the thousands of other war-industry captains to be 
subsidized because our soldiers shortened the war, and are they them- 
selves to be refused a bonus for shortening it? 

Now, make this little caleulation in your own mind: 

It is proposed that the Federal Government, which drafted our men 
into service and sent them overseas, shall pay ‘them a bonus of $1.25 
for each day spent in military service. 

That will make a total of $1,500,000,000 to be thus distributed 
among the veterans, 

How many days of war expense does that represent? 

Well, at the end the war was costing us $34,000,000 a day. If our 
soldiers had not fought so valiantly and so well the war might well 
have continued 50 days longer. If it bad continued 50 days longer, 
the cost would have been an additional $1,500,000,000, which is the 
exact sum that it will take to pay the bonus. 

But for the mighty and unprecedented efforts put forth by the Ameri- 
can Expeditionary Force, it is easy to imagine that the war could have 
lasted a hundred days more. In that case the added length of the 
war would have cost the country twice as much as the bonus that we 
can now give the soldiers for shertening it. 

The next argument of the bonus foes is that we can’t afford it. They 
talk in vague terms of three thousand or four thousand million dol- 
lars, to ‘be suddenly extracted from the Government Treasury, leaving 
the United States penniless, with no funds to pay the Army or Navy 
and no credit to borrow in the future. 

Rot! Hypocrisy! The very men who bring forth these arguments, 
experienced financiers as they are, know that this is not the manner in 
which soldiers’ bonus payments have been financed in other countries. 

All the other principal eountries except the vanquished have paid 
bonuses to their soldiers. England has paid one. France has paid one, 
Italy has paid one. Canada has paid one. Australia has paid one. 
New Zealand has paid one. 

That’s the pity of it; the United States stands alone in the record 
of its two principal political parties disregarding their solemn pledges 
to pay the soldiers’ bonus. The situation is the more shameful because 
two of those countries—trance and Italy—paid a bonus to their sol- 
diers with our money; paid them with money that they held back from 
payment as interest en their debt to us. Neither France nor Italy has 
so far paid us back one cent of the $5,988,000,000 we leaned them. 

How did most of these foreign countries supply the funds for sol- 
diers’ bonus? In just the same manner as our States; one after the 
other have been paying State bonuses to soldiers, They raised the 
money by issuing bonds, sold to investors. The money thus received 
from the sale of bonds was distributed among the veterans. This has 
not ruined the credit of Illinois, Iowa, Kausas, Maine, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, New Jer- 
sey, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Ver- 
mont, Washington, and Wisconsin. (New Tork is soon also to float 
bonus bonds.) Their bonus bonds are outstanding, bought very eagerly 
by the same financiers who now claim that Federal bonus bonds would 
ruin the credit of the Federal Government. 

What are the plain, unvarnished, substantial facts regarding the 
annual cost of the bonus to the country? 

This is mo matter of conjecture, nor need it be a subject for wild 
and unbridied statement. Senator COPELAND, of New York, has demon- 
strated in simple terms which no one can misunderstand just how 
much the annual cost of the bonus will be. 


If the United States were to borrow $1,500,000,000 and pay as high 
as 5 per cent interest upon it—the actual interest rate will be lower— 
the annual interest charges would be $75,000,000 per year. An addi- 
tional $25,000,000, paid each to retire the bonds, would pay them 
off completely at the end of years. 

Would an annual charge of $100,000,000, the cost of three days of 
war, bankrupt the country? Hardly. The sum of $100,000,000 is 
exactly one-third of the surplus revenue now being accumulated in the 
Treasury of the United States. Mr. Mellon has presented a tax- 
reform proposal which will reduce the country’s revenue by $300,000,- 
000, because we are collecting that much more than the Government 
needs. How does anyone reconcile this situation with the statement 
that we are too poor to pay the bonus? 

The ideal thing to do is to have the Mellon tax eut of $300,000,000 
and have the bonus, too, It can be done. Mr. Mellon himself has 
estimated that the additional unexpected revenue which we will get 
because we lower the rate of taxation will be about $102,000,000 per 
year, just enough to take care of the bonus demands. 

There bas been no more disgraceful and hypocritical spectacle in the 
history of the country than the spectacle of groups of rich men who 
never went to war, but who profited most from it, attempting to 
organize public sentiment against a decent expression by the Nation 
of the gratitude we feel to the soldiers who won the war; a partial— 
and only a partial compensation for the financial sacrifices they made 
in going to the war. 

The present Congress in pending legislation is going to be very 
sensitive to the charge of influence by groups of rich men. The bonus 
is going to pass; the President is going to sign it; or if he does not, 
it will pass over his veto. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


Mr. RALSTON obtained the floor. 

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senator object at this time to taking 
up the Interior appropriation bill and then making, 
his remarks while that bill is pending? 

Mr. RALSTON. I have no objection to that course. 

Mr. SMOOT. ‘Then I ask that H. R. 5078 be laid before the 


Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Utah asks 
unanimous consent that the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of the unfinished business. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. ig mak- 
ing appropriations for the Department of the Interior for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, and for other purposes. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Chaffee, 
one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed the 
following bills, in which it requested. the concurrence of the 


H. R. 655. An act to provide for a tax on motor-vehicle fuels 
pora within the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; 
an 

H. R. 6849. An act making appropriation for the Treasury and 
Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, 
and for other purposes. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the Housa 
had signed the enrolled bill (H. R. 4817) “granting the consent 
of Congress to the State of Illinois and the State of Iowa, or 
either of them, to construct a bridge across the Mississippi 
River connecting the county of Whiteside, III., and the county 
of Clinton, Iowa, and it was subsequently signed by the Presi- 
dent pro tempore. 

USES OF ALCOHOL IN SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH AND LAWFUL INDUSTRY 
(8. DOC. NO. 44). 

Mr. BAYARD. T ask unanimous consent to have printed as 
a Senate document, together with the appendix accompanying 
it, the report made to Commissioner Blair, of the Internal Rev- 
enue Bureau, in response to a request by him of the Alcohol 
Trades Advisory Committee in respect to the administration of 
the national prohibition act, being an act to prohibit intoxicat- 
ing beverages and to regulate the manufacture, production, use, 
and sale of high-proof spirits for other than beverage purposes 
and to insure an ample supply of alcohol and promote its use 
in scientific research and in the development of fuel, dye, and 
other lawful industries, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Couzens in the chair). Is 
there objection to the request of the Senator from Delaware? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills were each read twice by their titles and 
referred as indicated below; 
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H. R. 655. An act to provide for a tax on motor-vehicle fuels 
sold within the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

H. R. 6349. An act making appropriations for the Treasury 
and Post Office Departments for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1925, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions. 

THE MELLON TAX PLAN. 


Mr. RALSTON, Mr. President, there is one proposition on 
which I am gratified to find the Senate in absolute unanimity— 
an unanimity which happily extends to the entire population 
of the country—and that is that taxes should be reduced. 
Beyond that basic proposition unanimity disappears. The 
honorable Secretary of the Treasury has advised the Nation 
that there is opportunity for an annual reduction of more than 
$300,000,000 in Federal taxes, and if I may judge from the 
letters on the subject that come to me, and the propaganda in 
the press, everybody who is giving any attention to the subject 
is In favor of the remoyal or reduction of the tax on himself, 
whatever it may be, The specific relief called for in total Is, 
of course, impossible, and those who have the duty of making 
the reduction are confronted at the outset by the certainty 
that whatever decision they may reach will of necessity be 
unsatisfactory to a considerable part of their constituents. 
I assume, however, that there will be agreement in this Cham- 
ber that our duty is to make such reductions as will leave to 
the Government an adequate reyenue, and will, in their effects, 
conduce most largely to the welfare of the country in general. 

For our part in this work we have the advantage of the care- 
fully prepared information and recommendations of the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, which may be classed as expert advice, 
but this is a very large subject and one whose effects on the 
people will of necessity be far reaching. There are some of 
the features involved which, in my opinion, have not received 
sufficient consideration, and some of these are basic principles 
of taxation. 

I would suggest that this matter of expert opinion is of- 
special importance just now, because the Secretary's plan of 
tax reduction has been widely circulated in an incomplete and 
to some extent incorrect form and has been advocated by pow- 
erful press agencies as an unusually conclusive proposal, ad- 
vanced by a phenomenal tax expert, which ought to be ac- 
cepted and enacted into law without further delay, But, sir, I 
doubt that the masses of the people are to be stampeded by any 
such propaganda. If there is any one subject as to which the 
people have learned the wisdom of the admonition, “ Stop! 
Look! Listen!” it is this matter of tax legislation. They are 
aware that the advice which is most freely given is not neces- 
sarily the most disinterested. In my opinion the Senate would 
fail in its duty to its constituents if it permitted public clamor 
of any kind to deter it from the fullest and most careful con- 
sideration of the tax problem, 

In explanation of what might otherwise be taken as personal 
bias permit me to say that, in my opinion,.lawyers have a con- 
ception of expert testimony differing from the common con- 
ception. Of course, if a lawyer gets sick he calls in a doctor, 
and usually takes the doctor's advice without question. But in 
the trial of those lawsuits in which expert testimony is re- 
quired, the lawyer is accustomed to find the plaintiffs doctors 
in direct conflict with the defendant’s doctors, and the real 
problem in attaining justice is to decide which set of doctors 
is right. As a general rule no lawyer assumes that the doc- 
tors are not honest in their opinions, On the contrary, he 
knows that the wise lawyer has selected only those doctors 
as witnesses who believe in advance in his theory of the case. 

As a rule there is substantial agreement of all these witnesses 
as to the facts involved. The difference of opinion is as to 
the deductions to be drawn from the same hypothetical state- 
ment of facts; and in this lies the explanation of the weakness 
of the common idea of the expert. The real function of the 
expert is to ascertain the facts. Of course, his opinion as to 
the meaning of the facts may be valuable, but it is not at all 
conclusive, because deducing conclusions from facts is a matter 
of logic; anid there is no basis for the common assumption that 
experts are better logicians than other men. The doctors them- 
selyes recognize this. Everybody is familiar with the fact that 
the most competent physicians at times doubt their own deduc- 
tions and insist on haying others called in consultation to 
advise whether the known facts justify the diagnosis and treat- 
ment that haye been followed. 

TAXPAYERS FALLING OFF. 


This principle is quite as applicable to any other class of 
expert opinion. In legislation we are called upon to prescribe 
for a public ill. The first thing to be done is to diagnose the 


ailment. What is wrong with existing public conditions? What 
is the cause of public complaint of the present system of taxa- 


tion? Perhaps the most important information we have is in 
the statistical tables furnished to us by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, showing the practical results of the administration 
of the national tax laws in the years 1920 and 1921. I regret, 
however, that the Secretary has confined his analysis of the 
figures almost exclusively to their bearing on his plan, which 
is practically limited to reduction of income taxes. He pro- 
poses the repeal of the taxes on telegrams, theaters, and jewelry, 
but beyond these, to him reduction of taxes means reduction 
of income taxes. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. And only the individual income 
taxes. 

Mr. RALSTON. Yes. 

I confess that outside of this organized propaganda for what 
is called “ the Mellon plan“ 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I ask the Senator whether that is 
spelled with one “1” or two? 

Mr. RALSTON, I hardly know. 

I confess that outside of this organized propaganda for what 
is commonly called “the Mellon plan” I have heard very 
little complaint of the amount of the income tax, although I 
have heard many complaints of the annoyance of making the 
required returns. Certainly the farmers are not complaining - 
about the income tax. Their complaint is of the lack of incomes 
that might be taxed. They complain of the tariff taxes, which 
so largely increase the cost of many things they are obliged 
to buy, and they complain of local taxes, The most serious 
thing disclosed by Secretary Mellon's statistical tables is the 
decrease in the number of taxable incomes. The Secretary 
refers to the decrease in the amount of the tax paid, but I do 
not find any discussion by him of the decrease in the number 
of taxpayers. 

Perinit me to call your attention to the tables of personal- 
income returns for 1920, at page 381 of the Secretary's report, 
and the similar tables for 1921, at page 40 of the Statistics of 
Income. For the most part these are merely tabulations of the 
individual returns of taxpayers, and we have no reason to 
question their accuracy. The table for 1920 shows that in that 
year income-tax returns were made by 7,259,944 persons, of 
whom 6,498,382 returned incomes of less than $5,000, and only 
761,562 persons, or about 104 per cent of the total, returned 
incomes of over $5,000. The table for 1921 shows tax returns 
made by only 6,662,176 persons, of whom 6,136,580 paid taxes 
on less than 55.000 and only 525,606, or 7.9 per cent of the total, 
returned over 85,000. 

What was the cause of this decrease in the number of income- 
tax returns? The Secretary does not discuss it, and yet here is 
a decrease In one year of 597,768 persons making income-tax 
returns. What had become of them? We can not suppose that 
it was due to ineflicient administration of the law, as the 
expense of collecting the tax was largely increased, and the 
tax collectors of 1921 had the returns of 1920 to guide them to 
persons having taxable incomes. The Government dragnet 
should have been more perfect in operation in 1921 than in 
1920. The only apparent explanation is that nearly 600,000 
people who had incomes of over $1,000 in 1920 were reduced to 
incomes of less than $1,000 in 1921, in a single year of Repub- 
lican prosperity. 

Painful as this conclusion Is, it is confirmed by an even more 
striking fact shown by these tables. Not all persons who 
make income-tax returns pay income taxes, because under the 
law many are entitled to exemptions which take them out of 
the taxable class. If a person has a gross income that would 
be taxable, he is required to prove that he is not taxable. As 
shown by these tables, all of those so exempt made returns of 
gross incomes of less than $5,000, the figures for the two years 
being as follows: 

Persons making returns but not tared. 


$1,000 to $2,000 

$2,000 to $3,000 

$3,000 to $4,000 
ig r 


Nearly a million of the income-tax payers of 1920 were lost in 
this class, and adding to these the 597,768 decrease of persons 
making returns we have a total of 1,537,419 citizens of the 
United States who had incomes in excess of $1,000 in 1920 and 
who had no taxable incomes in 1921. What an index of dis- 
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More than a million and a half of the business 
men of the country—more than one-fifth of the total income- 
reporting class of 1920—reduced to no taxable income in a single 
year. 


aster is this! 


DUB TO TAXING MASSES FOR CLASSES. 


I submit to you, Senators, that there is no single fact dis- 
closed by these official figures that is more serious than this 
extraordinary decrease in the incomes of the people; that there 
is no other symptom of ill in the body politic that should re- 
ceive more careful attention, or call us to greater effort to dis- 
cover the cause and find a remedy. I do not profess to have 
reached the full solution of this problem, but I venture the 
opinion that it Is largely due to the present system of taxing the 
masses of the people for the benefit of favored classes. By our 
tariff system it is unquestionable that for every dollar received 
by the Government in taxes the people pay three or four dollars 
to the protected manufacturers. By our railroad legislation we 
help the railroad owners, but we do it by taxing all who use 
the railroad through increased passenger and freight rates, 
Such systems necessarily tend to reduce the net Incomes of the 
masses and to narrow the class of income-tax payers. 

Mr. President, I believe that the people are beginning to 
realize the nature of this injustice and to rise in protest against 
it. I do not need to go outside of this Chamber for confirma- 
tion of my belief. The evidence is before us in the persons of 
a dozen Senators who owe their seats to this popular awaken- 
ing. The voters who elected them want a reduction of taxa- 
tion, but they are not the people who have been writing to you 
in favor of the reduction of income taxes. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from New 
Mexico? 

Mr. RALSTON. I yield. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I desire to call the attention of 
the Senator to this one fact: The Senator has emphasized that 
the Secretary of the Treasury is only seeking to deal with the 
net income tax upon individuals. I desire further to present 
the thought that in his own statement, which he has recently 
given to the country, the Secretary of the Treasury has said 
that the one thing which must be insisted upon is the reduc- 
tion of the high surtax upon individual incomes; and I also 
notice, Mr. President, that in the address of the President de- 
livered in New York last night, in referring to the Mellon plan, 
which he indorses in whole, he makes this very significant 
statement: 


These recommendations have been made by the Treasury as the 
expert adviser of the Government. They follow, in their main principle 
of a decrease In high surtaxes— 


So that the concern of the Treasury Department and of the 
President himself does not even relate to the great number of 
people who do pay taxes upon net incomes, but their concern 
deals solely with those who pay the high surtaxes and have the 
very large incomes. 

Mr. RALSTON. I thank the Senator for his comment. 

The persons to whom I have referred no longer have incomes 
to tax, but they are still heavily taxed on most of the necessities 
of life to swell the profits of the favored few. 


TAX-EXEMPT BONDS. 


In explanation of the decrease of income taxes the Secre- 
tary lays especial stress on the effect of tax-exempt bonds 
and strongly the adoption of the pending amendment to 
the Constitution prohibiting the issue of such securities. In 
support of this he offers the usual arguments found in the vig- 
orous propaganda launched on the country by gentlemen who 
are interested in selling the bonds of private corporations and 
who find the competition of tax-exempt public bonds an ob- 
stacle to their enterprises. He says, at page 878, that the 
effect of tax-exempt securities is “to provide a refuge from 
taxation for certain classes of taxpayers, with correspondingly 
higher taxes on all the rest in order to make up the resulting 
deficiency in the revenues“; and, at page 377 of his report, he 
Says: 

The constantly growing mass of tax-exempt securities threatens the 
public revenues, not only of the Federal Government but of the States 
as well, and it is reaching such proportions as to undermine the de- 
velopment of business and indastry. 


In fact, this last proposition is the avowed basis of his entire 
plan of revision, which is mainly, so far as reduction in 
amount is concerned, devoted to the reduction of the taxes on 
large incomes. He states his theory, at page 8 of the Statistics 
of Income, in these words: 


The high rates put pressure on taxpayers to reduce thelr taxable 
income, tend to destroy individual initiative and enterprise, and seri- 
ously impede the development of productive business, Taxpayers sub- 
ject to the higher rates can not afford, for example, to invest in 
American rallroads or industries or embark upon new enterprises in the 
face of taxes that will take 50 per cent or more of any return that 
may be realized. These taxpayers are withdrawing their capita) from 
productive business and investing it instead in tax-exempt securities 
and adopting other lawful methods of avoiding the realization of tax- 
able income. The result is to stop business transactions that would 
normally go through, and to discourage men of wealth from taking the 
risks which are incidental to the development of new business. 


If these statements were well founded they would indeed be 
serious, but they do not seem to be supported by the Secre- 
tary's figures. The figures show that in 1920 (Report, p. 882) 
with total net income returned of $23,735,629,188 the deduction 
on account of tax-exempt bonds was only $61,549,572, or about 
one-fourth of 1 per cent of the incomes. But in 1921 the exemp- 
tion on this account dropped to $46,994,406 (Statistics of In- 
come, p. 41). A decrease in one year of $14,555,162, or almost 
one-fourth of the total similar exemption in 1920, on account 
of tax-exempt bonds, can not be seriously considered às in- 
dicating any growing peril to national revenues or any alarming 
tendency of large income-tax payers to flee to tax-exempt bonds 
for refuge, 

At page 5 of his report the Secretary calls attention to tax- 
exempt bonds in decedents’ estates, and says: 


These cases are remarkable for the way they show how men noted 
for their business ability and initiative have withdrawn their capital 
from productive business and placed it in municipal and other tax-free 
bonds. 


Now, what is shown by the figures as to these decedents’ 
estates, which will be found at page 28 of the Statistics of 
Income? They show that 12,208 decedents, whose estates were 
valued at $2,879,372,168, had $220,668,586 of tax-exempt, or 
partially tax-exempt bonds. In other words, tax-exempt bonds 
constituted less than 8 per cent of these estates. But the 
figures also show that these same estates had $207,206,795 of 
taxable bonds and $968,434,511 of capital stock of private cor- 
porations. On what basis can it be said that these figures 
show that these decedents had “ withdrawn their capital trom 
productive business and placed it in municipal and other tax- 
free bonds”? In reality a comparison of the percentage of 
estates in various forms of investments shows a similarity in 
all classes that is very striking and that completely negatives 
the Secretary’s proposition. I ask to have inserted as a part 
of my remarks a table showing 


Percentage of decedents’ estates in intangibles. 


17| 425; O97} 404) 19.34) 204 
2 4.60) 1.25) 634] 25.73! 17.65 
-29| 443] 1. 1 7.16 31.40] 15.38 
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2 443] 242) 621) 4277| 1107 
80 3.88} B27] 857| 44.57 9.39 
1.90} 5.12) 3.55 7.15 42.73 6.89 
213| 392| 7.50 10.28 30.75] 10.19 
253| 3.26] 624| 9.17] 5228 6.14 
400) 849| 1.85) 421) 57.11 12 
5 213 ~ 08 | ga 47.34 | 16.24 
86 270| 281| 125| 810| 2205 
5.1 48| 618| 6.05 3219 za 
203 4.62) 80| 1244| 45.38 12 
pei 287| 218 3.32 1065) 4681 6.38 
1 Real estate, 5.44. 3 Real estate, 26.37. 
But the Secretary insists on the impending peril. At page 


887 he says: 

It must be clear that graduated additional income taxes can not be 
effective when there exist side by side with them practically unlimited 
quantities of fully tax-exempt securities available to defeat them, and 
that either some way must be found to stop the continued issuance of 
tax-exempt securities or the Federal Government must find some sub- 
stitute for the surtaxes. The issue is immediate and serious, for the 
yleld of the surtaxes has already been reduced to a relatively small 
sum as compared with the early years, and the persistence of the 
present system is distorting our whole economic structure and ham- 
pering the development of business and industry throughout the 
country, 


. 


1924. 


Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Indi- 
ana yield to the Senator from New Mexico? 

Mr. RALSTON. I yield. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I think it important in this 
connection to call attention to a fact which evidently has 
escaped the very observing Secretary of the Treasury. He 
has devoted a good deal of time to calling attention to these 
tax-exempt securities, and has been presenting them as one 
of the perils of the Treasury. I can hardly conceive that he 
has overlooked in that connection a matter which might well 
be remedied by the Congress upon his suggestion. 

The total of tax-exempt securities of the States and munici- 
palities is about $10,500,000,000. The Federal securities out- 
standing amount to something like $22,000,000,000. Except for 
the first issue of the bonds of the Federal Government, all 
the other bonds were made subject to surtaxes. They were 
exempt from the normal tax. In the present revenue law, 
the only tax upon corporations is what is called a normal tax. 
It is one flat tax upon all corporations. The result is that all 
these other Federal bonds and Treasury certificates, amounting 
to something like nineteen or twenty billions of dollars, are, 
by the operation of the present revenue law—which the Seere- 
tary of the Treasury in that respect does not suggest should 
be amended—absolutely tax-exempt to-day in the hands of 
corporations. All these billions of dollars of bonds—these 
4} per cent bonds which were supposed to be subject to the 
surtax, and were subject to the excess-profits tax, in the hands 
of corporations—to-day are absolutely and wholly tax exempt 
when owned by corporations. 

Mr: RALSTON, I thank the Senator for his discussion of 
this subject. He will pardon me for suggesting that he has 
very largely anticipated me. 


Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I am sorry. 
Mr. RALSTON. Mr. President, there is a much less 
alarming explanation of the decrease of surtaxes in the 


unquestionable fact that the enormous profiteering incomes 
of the war period and for some time after have be- 
come impossible now. During the war the United States 
was in the same economie condition as if it were under 
a prohibitive tariff. The only countries that had competed 
to any extent In our markets had turned their entire energies 
to works of destruction. Most of their skilled labor was on 
the battle fleld. Most of their factories were making war muni- 
tions. Ocean transportation was made difficult and dangerous 
by submarines. As a result American manufacturers, miners, 
middlemen, and others had entire possession of the home mar- 
ket, and we all remember how pitilessly they exploited it. It 
was some months after the end of hostilities before the foreign 
factories got to work again; but there has been a gradual in- 
crease of importation and competition, notwithstanding the 
emergency tariff law and its permanent successor, the Me- 
Cumber law. This, with a general movement of the American 
people toward economical living, has put limits on profiteering 
greed and checked the incomes of extortion. I do not mean 
that this is the sole cause of this decrease of enormous incomes, 
and shall call attention to another and possibly more potent 
cause later on; but I desire here to emphasize the fact that 
the Secretary’s ascribing all the ills of the income-tax system 
to tax-exempt bonds is not well founded. 


UNWARRANTED STATEMENT. 


I regret that the Secretary used this expression, “ Practically 
unlimited quantities of fully tax-exempt securities,” and es- 
pecially that he used it in such connection that it will be com- 
monly understood to refer to State and local securities. This 
will necessarily have the effect of strengthening the extraordi- 
nary delusion on this subject which prevails in the country. T 
haye had letters from intelligent men, asserting that one-third 
of the wealth of the country consisted of tax-exempt securities. 
It is a singular fact that with all the statistical agencies we 
have, and all the discussion of this subject, nobody has taken 
the trouble to ascertain jost what amount of tax-exempt securi- 
ties is outstanding, or, if they have, I have not seen where they 
have given it to the public. The Census Bureau, however, has 
just completed in the last few days a tabulation of the 
public debt of the country, which gives a reliable basis of 
estimate, as our tax-exempt securities can not possibly exceed 
the total public debt. 

The census figures give the debt of the National Govern- 
ment at $22,525,773,000, which was the Treasury statement on 
June 30, 1923, of the gross debt. The debt of the State govern- 
ments is given at $1,162,648,000, of the counties at 81.386. 
636,000, and of the cities and all other civil subdivisions at 
$7,731,658,000, making a total of $10,260,942,000, or less than 
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one-half of the national debt. These figures are too large for 
the amount of tax-exempt securities, as they include unliqui- 
dated current debt, unpaid interest, and other items that are 
not avallable for investment,. Of the national evidences of 
debt available for investment there are $2,293,000,000. of fully 
tax-exempt securities, and $19,685,000,000 of partly exempt se- 
curities, or, in other words, securities subject only to surtax. 
Of the State and local debt there is $8,721,141,000 of funded 
debt, and $754,832,000 of Special assessment bonds, a total of 
State and local tax-exempt securities available for investment of 
$9,475,973,000; and this is the “ practically unlimited” amount 
to which the Secretary refers. 


FARM LOAN AND LAND BONDS, 


There is, however, one other form of tax-exempt debt avail- 
able for investment that is not included in these figures, and 
that is the securities of farm loan and land banks, which are 
reported at $1,006,000,000, and which are totally exempt as 
agencies of the National Government by express provision -of 
law. The totals of tax-exempt securities, not including those 
of our insular possessions, therefore stand as follows: 


State and local securities $9, 475, 978, 000 
Farm loan and land CL «AP eld Rea a LY Be 006, 000, 000 
United States Government, fully Nennt A 298, 000, 000 
United States Government, partly exempt 19, 665, 000. 000 


— 82, 489, 9738, 000 


The latest estimates of our national wealth, authorities for 
which will be found at page 306 of the World Almanac for 1924, 
make it $300,000,000,000. Of this amount the tax-exempt se- 
curities might seem to constitute about 11 per cent, but in 
reality they form no part of it whatever, as these estimates of 
total wealth are restricted to tangible property, and do pot 
include credits of any kind. This is proper, because credits 
have no value except as based on tangible property. But for 
purposes of taxation it is necessary to tax credits in order to 
reach fairness, and therefore the taxable wealth of the country 
is largely in excess of the actual wealth, or tangible property ; 
and if we undertake to estimate the relation of 'the amouut of 
tax-exempt bonds to the taxable wealth of the country, we 
must add a large amount to the total tangible wealth, 

For example, one of the largest items of tangible wealth is 
railroail property. The “property investment" or physical 
value of this property in 1921 was $20,329,223,603, on which 
was based $10,226,114,081 of mortgage bonds, $7,275,293,120 of 
common stock and $1,800,000,000 of preferred stock, making a 
total of $19,301,407,201 of securities, of which $17,082,875.998 
was outstanding in the hands of the public. Many other cor- 
porations would show this complete duplication of values, but 
the exact amount is a matter of surmise. One of the largest 
Single items is farm property, which is estimated at $77,924,- 
180,338 and on which there are mortgages of $7,357,700,000. 
Other real estate will probably amount to as much or more and 
with equal encumbrance. 


VOLUME OF 


But the great volume of taxable credits in this country con- 
sists of open accounts and unsecured debts, which are usually 
exempted from actual taxation by being offset by debts. Some 
of these forms of credit are pyramided. For example, the money 
in circulation in the United States is reported at 84, 720,789,527, 
of which six-sevenths is paper or credit money, but on this is 
based over $17,000,000,000 of bank deposits, which are taxable 
property. As most of the business of the country is on a credit 
basis, I think it perfectly safe to estimate that the intangible 
taxable wealth of the country is fully equal to the tangible 
wealth, which Senators will recall I stated to be $300,000,000,000. 
and that in reality tax-exempt securities represent about 6 per 
cent of the taxable wealth of the country. On this basis the 
State and local tax-exempt securities would be less than 2 per 
cent of the taxable wealth of the country, 

But the Secretary's claim is that this practically unlimited ” 
supply of tax-exempt bonds causes the capitalist to withdraw 
his money from productive business in order to escape sur- 
taxes, and one of the basic questions for our consideration is 
whether this idea is well founded. It is an interesting fact 
that another mode of escaping surtaxes has been discovered, to 
which the Secretary gives scant notice. I refer to stock diyi- 
dends, which, from occasional newspaper reports, appear to have 
reached rather large proportions. 

In fact, I find no reference to it either in the Statistics of In- 
come or the Secretary’s report. It is, of course, apparent that 
this means of tax evasion is causing a large investment in pro- 
ductive business by leaving in the business the earnings which 
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under ordinary circumstances would be pald out in dividends, 
but which are now awaiting a reduction of surtaxes before that 
interesting event occurs. It should be noted that this phase of 
the ease lessens to some extent the alleged investment in tax- 
exempt bonds. For some reason the Secretary makes no com- 
ment upon the vast sum in undistributed stock dividends that 
is kept in active business in order to avoid taxes. 


ANOTHER ERROR. 


In this connection it may be well to dispel another delusion, 
which the Secretary voices in these words: 


The growth of tax-excmpt securities, which has resulted directly from 
the high rates of surtax, is at the same time encouraging extravagance 
and reckless expenditure on the part of local authorities. These State 
and local securities will ultimately have to be paid, principal and inter- 
est, out of taxes, thus contributing directly to the heavy local taxation 
which bears so hard on the farmers and small property owners. (Re- 


port, p. 8.) 
And again he says: 


The tax-exempt privilege, with the facility that it gives to borrowing, 
leads in many cases to unnecessary or wasteful public expenditure, and 
this. in turn, is bringing about a menacing increase in the debts of 
States and cities. (Report, p. 878.) 


It is quite true that there has been a decided increase of 
State and local debt in the past decade, and the increase has not 
always been judicious by any means. The Census Bureau re- 
ports the increase from 1912 to 1922 at $6,362,192,000, but the 
local authorities do not borrow money and waste it because it 
is cheap or tax exempt. There is no foundation for such a 
charge. Most of this expenditure, vast as it Is, and sometimes 
perhaps injudictous, is represented by substantial improvements 
which the people consider desirable, 

One of the heaviest items of expenditure has been for good 
roads, which, judiciously or injudiciously, the average farmer 
has been convinced are good investments for him, And this 
expenditure has been enormously increased by the action of the 
National Government in its aid to road construction, which has 
spurred the logal authorities to unusual activity to secure the 
Federal aid. I am not here to discuss the wisdom of this 
policy. Personally, 1 am in favor of good roads, but what 1 
wish to point out is that under the circumstances it is rather 
inconsistent for a Federal official to condemn local expendi- 
tures for good roads as wasteful or reckless expenditure, 
Neither are expenditures for schoolbouses, sewers, drainage 
ditches, and dozens of other expenditures to meet the growing 
needs of the people to be so classed. Of course there are 
doubtless expenses of this character too hastily made and in 
excessive sums. In my own State, however, no municipality 
can contract debt in excess of 2 per cent of its assessed valua- 
tion by constitutional limitation ; and in addition to that, none 
can make a bond issue without consent of the State tax board, 
which is showing so much disposition to curb local expendi- 
tures that there is a rapidly growing demand for a restoration 
of local self-government in this respect. 

There is one more point us to which I think the Secretary is in 
error, and that is his statement at page 385 of his report, He 
suys: 

The valve of tax exemption in the sale of securities depends in large 
measure on the volume of securities available, and once this searcity 
value is destroyed there would, in my judgment, be but little difference, 
with borrowers of equal credit, between the yields of tax-exempt and 
taxable securities. 

This is in direct conflict with the widely accepted theory 
that “tax-exempt bonds are the only bends that pay taxes”; 
that is, that the increased rate of interest required to float tax- 
able bonds will cover the taxes on them, if such taxes were paid; 
but, the owners being unknown, most of such bonds are con- 
cenled from the tax officials and pay no taxes whatever, and 
when owned in other States or countries, of course, pay no 
taxes where issued. 

The facts on which he bases his statement show an attempt 
to deduce a rule or principle for normal conditions from con- 
ditions that are quite abnormal. He said at page 386: 


The comparative ylelds of high-grade State and municipal securities, 
carrying full tax exemptions, and Federal securities without the ex- 
emptions from surtaxes, also indicate the underlying fallacy in your 
figures. The Treasury bonds of 1947-1952, offered by the Federal Gov- 
ernment last October, are, generally speaking, subject to Federal sur- 
taxes and are quoted in the market to yield about 4% per cent, while 
State and municipal securities of the highest grades having full ex- 
emptions from surtaxes are quoted (in New York) to yield about 4 per 
cent to 4,15 per cent, and other State and municipal obligations of not 
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EROE credit are quoted to yield 4} per cent, and even higher. Thig 
3 cates as conclusively as can be that owing to the graduai dilu- 

on of the security market with tax-exempt securities the value of the 
tax exemption to the borrowing State or Federal Government is gradu- 
ally dwindling while the tax exemption still retains its value to the 
wealthy taxpayer. 


por no such deduction can be-drawn from the facts for sev- 
stake bP Deere of on is stated in an Associated Press dis- 
mber 29, 1923, reviewing financial affairs of th 

past year, as follows: s : 


European investors were heavy buyers of American securities through- 
out the year, unsettled conditions abroad influencing them to transfer 
their holdings into dollar investments. Secretary of Commerce Hoover 
has referred frequently to a heavy invisible trade balance against 
America, explaining that the constant flow of gold here in payment of 
American stocks and bonds formed this “ invisible“ balance. 

Obligations of the United States Government have held relatively 
steady, stabilization of their prices having been influenced to a large 
degree by British buying to meet payments of interest and principal on 
the English war debt to this country. The debt agreement permits 
payments on the debt in Liberty bonds at par. 


It is obvious that it is entirely immaterial to a foreign in- 
vestor whether an American bond is tax exempt or not, as he is 
not subject to our taxes, and for payments of the British war 
debt neither tax exemption nor interest rate Is material, as a 
$1,000 bond pays $1,000 of debt, no matter what its rate of 
interest or exemption. As a result chiefly of this influence 
United States bonds are all quoted at a cent or two below par, 
though other influences contribute to the same result. There 
is a very large class of American investors who are not subject 
to surtax, and it is equally immaterial to them whether a bond 
is subject to surtax or not. 


NEW YORK A SELLING MARKET, 


But, in addition to this, the New York market ts a selling 
market and the original war bonds were sold under conditions 
wholly abnormal that affect the resale of them or their replac- 
ing bonds. We all recall that while they were made as attrac- 
tive as possible for investment, they were, in fact, not sold on 
a business basis but on a basis of patriotism. 

The people were urged to “bleed themselves white,” and they 
did it. Those bond issues could never have been floated had it 
not been that thousands of citizens who did not wish to make 
investments, and many who could not make them without ma- 
terial inconvenience, bought all the bonds they could. Before 
they were through paying for them the banks began buying 
them up at some 10 per cent discount, and a very large per- 
centage of the holders were glad to part with their bonds at 
the prices offered. Most of these purchases were taken over 
by New York banks, and consequently New York can afford to 
sell them at a discount and still make a handsome profit. 


NEW YORK IMPOSES INCOME TAX ONLY ON BONDS. 


But further than this, some years ago New York entered on 
a policy of drawing moneyed capital to it by low taxation as 
compared with tangible property. This policy has developed 
until now bonds and other securities are subject in New York 
to no tax but an income tax of 1 per cent. A 5 per cent bond 
for $1,000 would pay a tax of 50 cents, but in most of the 
States bonds are subject to the ad valorem tax, which will 
average 2 per cent or more; and in them a $1,000 bond, if tax- 
able, would pay a tax of $20. In consequence State and local 
tax-exempt bonds are worth more in the State where issued 
than anywhere else and are commonly absorbed in the home 
market. This fact makes them independent of New York con- 
trol, and also interferes with the sale of taxable private bonds 
in which New York parties are interested. Possibly this ac- 
counts for the expressed fears of New York financial authori- 
ties that the people of other States will ruin themselves by the 
Issue of tax-exempt bonds. However that may be, it is evi- 
dent that tax exemption is a matter of slight importance in 
New York compared to what it means in the rest of the coun- 
try, and this is reflected in its market quotations of bonds. 


CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT AGAINST FARMERS’ INTEREST. 


But, according to the Secretary, the peril of tax-exempt 
bonds is not one of the future. It is here now. As he puts it: 
“The issue is immediate and serious,” and to-day the evil “is 
distorting our whole economic structure and hampering the de- 
velopment of business and industry throughout the country.” 

If this be correct, the country is in a very bad way, for he 
does not propose any immediate relief, nor has any other per- 
son proposed an immediate relief. What he proposes is an 
amendment of the Constitution, It is true that he says: 


1924. 
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The resolution has already passed the House of Representatives: by 
a decistve: vote, and within. the next year or two there are sessions of 
most of the State legislatures, se that the time to propose: the amend - 
ment is now; when there: Isg a favorable opportunity for action upon it, 
before the volume of tax-exempt: securities gros to uncontrollable: 
proportions. 


But there is a notable difference between the meeting of a 
legislature and its adoption. of a constitutional’ amendment. 
But for this: distinction, sueh changes: as prohibition and 
womun's suffrage might have been adopted years earlier. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING: OFFICER: Does the Senator from In- 
diana yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. RALSTON, I yield. 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I interrupt the Senator to observe 
that the: proposed amendment was defeated’ in the House a few 
days ago, lacking something like seven or eight votes of the 
necessary’ two-thirds: 

Mr. RALSTON. Whenever the proposed tax-exemption 
amendment reaches: a stage at which there appears to be any 
probability of its adoption, there will be opposition from very 
influential sources that would no doubt delay it for a long: 
time, if not defeat it entirely, Consider them for a moment. 
The theory: of the Seeretary is that the very rich, who are sub- 
jected to high surtaxes, are escaping taxation through tax- 
exempt bonds. If so; the very rich will oppose: the abelition 
of tax-exempt bonds. That is axiomatic, and anyone: who ip 
familiar with legislation knows: that organized’ wealth is a very 
powerful factor: in the control of legislation. But there are 
other influences to be considered. 

There is a large und very important class of corporations, 
such as savings banks und insurance companies, which have 
to. carry extensive convertible reserves for the protection of 
depositors: and. polieyholders,, These: reserves are usually in; 
tax-exempt securities, of which, the corporations of this class 
are larger holders:than any other one class in the country. The 
proposed change would put an. end to. their present system of 
business and force- them, to, a. less satisfactory system. Does 
anyone imagine that. they would, not oppose the amendment if 
they thougbt there was any danger of its adoption and that 
they would not call into action all of their depositors and 
policyholders?. 

But there is. another class that would be vitally affected. 
Under the provisions of the Federal farm,loan act. there have 
sprung up in various parts of the country Federal land banks 
whose securities are nontuxable,. and this feature of relief. to 
agricultural interests: is: commonly. believed. to be one of the 
most. important that has been. devised: If this proposed 
amendment were adopted, future issues of tliese securities 
would become taxable not only for surtaxes but also for State 
and local, purposes, and the latter class of taxes, wliich average 
over 2 per cent ad valorem, are much in: excess of the taxes 
m. income, except. very large incomes. Did it ever occur to 
vou, Senators, that this demand, for the abolition of tax-exempt 
bonds did not become intensive until the farmer began to get 
some benefit from them? Have- yowever considered what would 
become of the Federal land: banks if this.exemption were. taken. 
away from them? I feel confident. that when the agricultural 
organizations. of the country really get to thinking about this. 
proposition of the Secretary of the and what. its prac- 
tical effects on them would be you. will have an influential op- 
position from that source. 

And I may add that I believe the sober second thought. of. the- 
whole people will lead them to opposition. The publie right to, 
issue tax-exempt securities is not created by constitutions. 
There is no such provision in any American constitution. It 
is a riglit upheld by the courts: as au inherent power of sover- 
elguty, and that is why a constitutional! amendment is required’ 
to destroy it. But with us such rights are the outgrowth of 
centuries of experience; and they are not to be destroyed with 
out thorough consideration. Why should this inherent power of 
government be destroyed on account of its supposed temporary 
interference with an income surtax? It is not difficult to 
imagine times of emergency in which this power may become of 
immense; almost vital, importance. The financing of the late 
World War, not only for ourselves but also for our allies, was 
the most remarkable financial achievement in all History. Sup- 
pose that from 1915 on this Government had been deprived of 
the power to issue tax-exempt securities; does any gentleman 
within this Chamber believe that financing the war would not 
have been seriously impeded; if not made impossible? Govern+ 
ments can not afford to tie their own hands and to bar tliem+- 
selves from the prerogatives: of sovereignty on account of a 
temporary interference with a tax system. 


Consider for a moment the inevitable effect of depriving both 
the: States and: the. Federal Government of the power to issue 
taxrexempt bonds. In Indiana, for example, it would be neces- 
sary; to: inerease the interest rate on. public securities: at least 
2 per cent. which the people would have to pay annually: But 
they; would. get no return in taxes from their taxable: bonds, 
for they would no: longer be held in Indiana, but would go to 
New. York where they are practically tax exempt; not from any 
constitutional provision: but: because of the nominal rate of 
taxation imposed: on them. In other words, the people of In- 
diana would have to pay 2 per cent more of interest on their 
funded public debt without any benefit whatever for so doing. 
They- could; of course, adopt the New York system, but they: 
would still. have to pay the additional interest, with practically. 
no return in taxes; and this is what would Happen in the other 
ad valorem, tax States, 

And what would become of national securities? The power 
to tax is the power to destroy, and national. securities would 
come under the taxing power of every municipality in the coun- 
try.. There were localities in my own State where only a. few 
years ago the local tax rate was 5 per cent ad valorem or more. 
Nobody could afford to own: taxable. United: States securities 
in such a locality unless he was an unusually expert tax. dodger. 
Similar conditions existed in a large part of the country when 
our Liberty loans were being floated, and it is obvious that if 
they had not been tax exempt the people of sueh localities could. 
not have afforded to buy at a time when. their financial sup- 
port to the Nation was; most. needed.. They would. liave been. 
practically in a state of financial secession from the Union. 


CONSTITUTIONAL. AMENDMENT! NOT NECESSARY: 


But; Mr. President, this power of issuing tax-exempt bonds is 
not materially interfering’ with. the surtaxes.. The defect in, 
this feature of the income tax law is not constitutional but 
wholly statutory, The chief cause of the decrease of surtaxes: 
is un exemption created by this law, which is continued in the 
proposed revision of the Secretary, and no remedy is required 
3 the simple repeal of the provision, Which is in these 
words: 


Src: 1328. That the various acts authorizing the issues of Liberty 
bonds are amended and supplemented as follows: 

(a) On end after Jannary, 1, 1921, 4 per cent and 41 per cent Lib- 
erty bonds shall be exempt from graduated: additional, income taxes, 
commonly Known as surtaxes, and excess-profits. and war-profits. taxes, 
now or hereafter, imposed by the United. States: upon- the income or 
profits of individuals, partnerships, corporations, or associations. in 
respect to the interest op aggregate principal amounts thereof as 
follows: 

“Until the expiration of two years after the date ot the termination 
of the war between the United: States and the German Government, as 
fixed by the proclamation of the President—thbat-is, November. 14, 1921— 
on $125,000 aggregate principal. amount, and for three years. more on 
$50.000 aggregate. principal amount.” 

(b) The exemptions provided in. subdivision. (a) shall be in addition. 
to the exemptions provided in section 7 of the second Liberty bond act 
and in sddition to the. exemption. provided: in subdivision. (3) of section 
1.of the supplement to the second. Liberty bond act: in respect to bonds 
issued: upon conversion of 3). per cent bonds, but shall be in lien of the 
exemptions provided. and free from the conditions and limitations im- 
posed; in subdivisions (1) and (2) of section 1 of the supplement to 
seeond. Liberty. bond act and in section 2 of the Victory Liberty loan. 
act. 


You: will notice, Mr. President, that this was not effective 
until after January 1. 1921, and it is not difficult to see why it 
should have a very material effect in decreasing the surtax. I 
can: Imagine no reason for such a provision being in the law 
that would not apply with much greater force in opposition to 
the total abolition of tax-exempt bonds: If the Secretary: 
regards the existence: of tax-exempt bends as<peril of imposing 
magnitude and one. that even now “is distorting our whole 
economic structure and hampering the development of business 
and industry throughout the country,” why does lie not ask the 
repeal of this exemption provision? Why not do something at 
once?) We could at least give first aid to the injured in an 
important. way while we are waiting for his amendment to the 
Constitution. Speaking for myself; I am ready, to vote for tlie 
immediate repeal of. this provision and thereby increasing the 
surtaxes to their former producing power. 


EXAMINE: SECRETARY'S: REMEDIDS.. 

And now, Mr. President; that we have seem that the Secre- 
tary’ diagnosis is not entirely reliable and that his proposed 
remedy in: one part, at! least; is questionable; let us look 
further: 
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The Secretary's first remedial proposal is as follows: 


Make a 25 per cent reduction in the tax on earned incomes: The 
fairness of taxing more lightly income from wages, salaries, and pro- 
fessional services than the income from a business or from investment 
is beyond question. In the first case the income is uncertain and 
limited in duration ; sickness or death destroys it and old age diminishes 
it. In the other the source of the income continues; it may be dis- 
posed of during a man’s life, and it descends to his heirs, It Is estl- 
mated that this amendment will mean a loss in revenue of about 
$97,500,000 a year, the greater part of which falls in the lower income 
brackets, 


This statement is substantiated by the figures at page 54 of 
the Statistics of Income, which show that of the total $13,813,- 
169,165 of income reported from “ wages and salaries,” 810,981. 
649,359, or 82 per cent, is reported by those having incomes of 
less than $5,000. I feel sure that the Secretary's position 
against taxing such incomes like incomes derived from invest- 
ment can not be successfully assailed either here or elsewhere, 
But while he points to distinctive differences in the two classes 
of incomes, he does not mention the underlying cause of these 
differences, which is that taxes on salaries and wages are not 
property taxes. His remedy for this unfairness is a special 
reduction of 25 per cent on this class of incomes, and the re- 
sult of all his proposed reductions, as stated on page 11 of his 
report, will be a reduction of $92,750,000 of taxes on incomes 
of less than $6,000. f 

The total taxes paid by those having Incomes of less than 
$6,000 in 1921 was $108,138,449, and this proposed reduction 
would leave $15,388,449 to be paid by this class. Of the 6,136,570 
persons making returns in 1921 of less than $5,000 only 3,064,379 
are taxed, and the remaining 3,072,191 are forced to make re- 
turns under the law to prove that they are not taxable. In 1921 
the 3,064,379 of this class who were taxed paid au average of 
$35.29, and under the Secretary's plan they would pay an aver- 
age of $5.02; but none of them would be wholly released, al- 
though probably half of them would pay less than $5. In the 
class from $5,000 to $6,000 there were only 137,191 persons. 


These facts make me doubt the advisability of the Secretary's | 


specific remedy, not because I question the justice of the prin- 
ciple on which he bases this relief, but because it seems to me 
that it can be made more effective. 

I subscribe to the wisdom of the principle that in taxation 
systems should be avoided which give unnecessury annoyance 
to the taxpayers, It is rarely that one hears so much complalut 
of the annoying character of a law as there is of this one. 
Nine-tenths of the complaints I have heard are uot of the amount 
of the tux, but of the trouble of making out the returns. Every 
Senator here knows how complicated the income-tax forms are 
and how difficult it is to comply exactly with the requirements. 
But the most important asset of any man, and especially any 
business man, is good name; and every business man knows 
that United States inspectors are going over these returns, and 
that if he gets anything wrong he is liable to be arrested for 
violating the law, and even if acquitted many of his fellow citi- 
zens will believe he was trying to defrand the Government. 

The amount of taxes paid on incomes of less than $5,000 in 
1921 was $92,790,309, almost exactly the amount of $92,750,000 
by which the Secretary proposes to reduce the taxes on incomes 
less than $6,000. The incomes of less than $5,000 include all 
those classed as derived from “wages” and most of those 
classed as “salaries.” In the class of less than $5,000 are all 
of the 8,072,191 people who are forced to make return without 
any payment of taxes. In the class of less than 85,000 are 
6,136,570 of the total of 6,662,176, or 92 per cent of all the in- 
come-tax payers. Why not then draw the dividing line at 
$5,000 and relieve this vast number of citizens of this annoyance 
altogether instead of forcing them to submit to it to collect an 
average tax of $5 from them? 


NOT A PRIMARY NATIONAL TAX. 


Not only is this line of demarcation indicated by the Secre- 
tary's figures and his just condemnation of the taxing of wages 
and salaries, but it is supported by other considerations, The 
income tax is not a primary national tax. The makers of our 
Constitution did not contemplate it as desirable, and gave the 
Federal Government no power to levy one. A century and a 

uarter passed before the people granted this power to the 
ederal Government as an addition to its primary taxing 
powers, for the purpose of attaining equality of taxation by 
reaching accumulated wealth that was escaping taxation. It 
was never intended for a poor man’s tax, It was adopted 
because the masses of the people—the people of moderate 
means—were paying more than their fair share of Federal 
taxes through the tariff and excises. The taxing of small in- 
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comes, and especially of those derived from wages and salaries, 
is a perversion of the purpose the people had in mind when the 
sixteenth amendment was adopted. It perpetuates the in- 
equality which the amendment was designed to remove. And 
in this connection I would say that I have much sympathy with 
the position taken by Mr. Frank D. Hatfield in his recent open 
letter to Secretary Mellon in these words: 


You know and everybody knows It is a lamentable fact that there 
has been for 10 years past just one class of citizens upon whom the 
full brunt of high prices and war conditions has fallen with crushing 
effect, and who had no means of escape or relief from these burdens 
as all other classes haye had. I refer to the persons unable through 
age, Ulness, or other disabling causes to work, and who have been 
forced to Hive upon a small fixed income the purchasing power of which 
has constantly dwindled without auy possible way of stemming this 
trend or of expanding in the least the income itself to meet increasing 
expenses. There is a vast army of these unfortunates, Mr. Mellon, 
whose sad cases the Government should have taken cognizance of at 
the war's outset and legislated in behalf of, but it has heartlessly left 
them to suffer growing privations and has never done a thing in relief 
of their helpless condition while scrupulously considering and caring 
for other less worthy and needy citizens, until now, their meager re- 
sources [Increasingly inadequate for thelr needs, we see them on all 
sides at the end of their rope,“ ready to succumb to the pressure of 
the times. And just at this juncture or crisis in the face of the small 
fixed income citizen you come along with a measure discriminating 
against this unfortunate as to tax relief, and going over his bowed 
head to shower relief upon the prosperous, able-bodied wage earner of 
the day, giving carping critics cause to say the proposed discrimination 
is pure, heartless polities—a plain bid for wage earners’ votes. 


Without joining in his reflections on the Secretary's motives, 
I feel that the imposition of an income tax on incomes of 
$1,000 or $2,000 under existing economic conditions is impos- 
ing a hardship on thousands of people wholly out of propor- 
tion to the deprivation to persons of large incomes, notwith- 
standing the mathematical relation of the taxes of these classes. 
The taxation of such incomes to widows and orphans, to the 
aged and Infirm, is no less than a ghastly travesty on the 
beneficent purposes of the original advocates of the income-tax 
system, 

TOO MANY OFFICERS, 


There is another point as to which I am not in sympathy, 
and that is the Secretary's proposal for 28 agents, to whom 
uppeals may be taken in the various States, at salaries of 
$10,000 per year and positions guaranteed for 10 years, Un- 
questionably there should be some local arbiter for the final 
decision of income-tax questions, but this can be provided more 
cheaply aud effectively by simply delegating the power to a 
board composed of the regular tax inspectors. Let the Treas- 
urer designate in each State three inspectors, who shall act as 
a board of appeals, and a fourth who shall act in place of 
either of the other three who may have originally passed on 
the case. Let this decision be final, subject to the person taxed 
having the right of appeal to the Federal court of this dis- 
trict. I think this would dispose of this feature of dissatis- 
faction which is now one of the chief causes of complaint of the 
law, and it would certainly avoid imposing upon the people 
the enormous expense contemplated by the Secretary's plan. 
The lamentable truth is that the people are now officially ridden 
until their backs are bent and their spirits broken. Either we 
will have to reduce the office-holding class in this country or 
sooner or later be prepared to witness the people losing faith 
in the rectitude of the legislative and executive branches of 
our Government. 


PROPERTY SHOULD PAY EXPENSE OF WAR. 


But, Mr. President, there is another consideration which I 
regard of yital importance. While the central purpose of 
taxation is to raise revenue for the expenses of government, 
and while I believe that taxation having other results is to 
be closely scrutinized before adoption, it is a matter of com- 
mon sense that as any kind of tax has some secondary effects 
consideration should be given to them, and that a system pro- 
ducing desirable social and economic effects should be pre- 
ferred to systems lacking this quality. At the present time 
the public mind is largely centered on the peace plan selected 
by Mr. Root and the other distinguished judges in Mr. Bok's 
contest. That plan, moderate and conservative as it appears, 
has been condemned by the Republican leaders in Congress 
as interfering with the desirable isolation of the United States, 
and so far as the present Congress is concerned it may be 
classed as laid on the table. 

I do not desire to enter into any discussion of it here, but 
I do desire to call attention to a peace proposal which does not 
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interfere with the most extreme ideals of isolation. When 
this peace-plan contest was announced, the Christian Science 
Monitor, one of the ablest and best newspapers in the country, 
proposed an amendment to the Federal Constitution to this 
effect: 


In the event of a declaration of war the property, equally with the 
persons, lives, and Mberties of all citizens shall be subject to conscrip- 
tion for the defense of the Nation, and it shall be the duty of the 
President to propose and of Congress to enact the legislation neces- 
sary to give effect to this amendment. 


As the Monitor pointed out, under such an amendment not 
only “the revolting theory that the State might command the 
lives of its youths but that the money of the prosperous should 
be sacred” would be repudiated “but also that Congress 
could adopt laws which would prevent any citizen from making 
a pecuniary profit from a war.” It is axiomatic that if this 
principle were in force everywhere there would be no more war. 
I submit to every gentleman in this Chamber that in his heart 
he knows that if it were known beyond possibility of doubt 
that no person and no country would be allowed to profit by a 
war there would be an end of war at once and forever. Of 
course it would be out of our power to secure the universal 
adoption of this principle, and for that reason the Monitor did 
not submit its plan in the contest, but did give it to the Ameri- 
can people to think about. 

I think there is no gentleman here who does not abhor war 
or who has not publicly announced his readiness to do anything 
possible to prevent it, even to “outlawing” it, or making it 
criminal. I appeal, therefore, to you of the majority in this 
body, who believe in isolation, that inusmuch as you have re- 
jected every peace proposal that has been offered, you should 
stand for this proposal, which does not interfere with isolation. 
But, you may say, our country would stand alone in such action. 
Certainly. That is the privilege of isolation. That was our 
position in the World War. 

Our great Commander in Chief, now numbered with the 
immortals, announced at the outset that we asked no profit 
from the war; that we sought only justice and right. That 
announcement received the plaudits of the world, and to-day it 
is the proudest memory of the war in this Nation. We stood 
absolutely alone, not as “a sceptered monarch wrapped in the 
mantle of his own originality” but as an outraged Nation 
which cast aside the historic purposes of war and demanded 
only justice and humanity. 

But, proud as that record was, it was marred by one defect. 
It was not. and could not be, announced that no citizen of the 
United States should profit by the war; and to-day the one 
humiliating and exasperating memory of that war is of the 
profiteer. It is the knowledge that while the boys were endur- 
ing the hardships of trench warfare or undergoing the horrors 
of shell shock and poisoned gas; while the girls were bravely 
doing their part in canteen and hospital; and while we who 
were left at home reveled in doing our bit by some petty serv- 
ice, or paying additional tax, or doing with one spoonful of 
sugar in our coffee, there were other Americans who were mak- 
ing profits unheard of in times of peace, and by reason of the 
conditions every cent of those profits was taken from their 
fellow citizens. In the whole history of the Nation there was 
never such a heartless pillaging of the people as there was by 
the profiteers of the World War. I do not mean that every 
person who made profits was responsible for this outrage. 
There were thousands who were dragged into the whirlpool 
and were obliged to accept business conditions forced on them 
or sacrifice their business. But, for all that, the fact remains 
that their profits were wrung from their fellow citizens, and 
they should be the last people in the world to oppose a liberal 
surtax or an adjusted compensation law to do justly by the 
boys who offered their lives for them. 

WAR IS NOT OVER. 

It is commonly argued to the public that the war is over and 
that war taxes should be ended. I ask you, Senators, if that 
be true? Is the war over to the maimed and health-wrecked 
soldiers who are scattered throughout the land? Is the war 
over to thousands of war mothers whose sons gave their lives 
in defense of the Nation? Is the war over to the throng of 
widows and orphans that are found all through the country- 
side? Not so. And, further, the war is not over to any of us 
and will not be until the money debt it created has been paid, for 
the United States is a debt-paying Nation. There are European 
nations that went into war lightly, with rosy anticipation of con- 
quest and plunder, which are now reported to be seeking for 
plausible excuses for repudiation of the cost of their folly. We 
are told that they denounce Americans as“ mercenary ” because 
we ask for repayment of loans, But let us thank heaven that the 


spirit of repudiation has not invaded this land, and that what- 
ever European nations may do the United States will pay every 
cent of the money it borrowed to loan them. And if in the 
process of that payment we can rectify any of the injustice and 
wrong that grew out of personal greed while war was in prog- 


ies we shall have performed a double service to our fellow 


CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT NOT NEEDED. 


So far as this country is concerned, there is no need for a 
constitutional amendment to inaugurate the principle that in 
case of war the cost of war shall be borne by the wealth of 
the country and not by the brawn that defends the wealth. 
You can write it into American law forever, now and here, by 
simply striking from the income tax law all provisions for 
taxing incomes of less than 85,000. 

That action if taken would make a total reduction of income 
taxes of $92,750,000, and would leave over $200,000,000 of the 
Secretary’s $300,000,000 possible reduction for the reduction of 
other taxes the payment of adjusted compensation to ex-service 
men or for any other purpose to which Congress may see fit to 
devote it. That action, moreover, would be stronger than a 
constitutional provision. It would be written on the hearts of 
the people and would never be abandoned. If we are ever 
again called to war it would be with the assurance that the 
wealth of the country would pay the cost of the war, as it 
justly should. 

Senators, when I asked my constituents for their votes for 
this office I pledged them that 1 would stand for any plan for 
ending war that had a rationul promise of success, and I sub- 
mit to you that nobody who really wishes to prevent war can 
do less. I submit to you, who believe in isolation, that here is 
an opportunity to do something effective that is entirely consist- 
ent with your faith. Will you say that it would interfere with 
national defense? Not at all. Build all the war ships and 
train all the soldiers you wish, but let the wealth of the coun- 
try pay the bills. Even in a defensive war it is chiefly property 
that is defended. If a seaboard city is attacked the people who 
so desire can retire to places of safety, but most of the property 
can not. Why should not property pay for its own defense? 

Will you say that other nations would not follow our ex- 
ample? Not 80. Let me call your attention to the fact that 
Russia has already adopted this principle by confiscation and 
the red hand of revolution, but has carried it to an extent that 
no sane American would think of. I am no enemy of property 
or property rights, but I believe that the truest friend of prop- 
erty rights to-day is he who tries to curb the growth of anarch- 
istic and communistic sentiment by recognizing that flesh 
and blood, that human life, and human rights are us much en- 
titled to protection as are property and property rights. What 
the world needs now is the example of a great law-abiding nation, 
soberly adopting this principle. not of confiscation but of jnst 
taxation of the profits of accumulated wealth to pay the cost of 
war. If we gave that example we might again vindicate our 
claim to our celebrated monument of Liberty Enlightening the 
World. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, under the law as it stands 
to-day the normal income tax, or the tax on all incomes, lurge 
and small, above $1,000 for single persons and $2,000 for 
married persons or heads of families, is 4 per cent on umounts 
up to and including $4,000 and 8 per cent on larger amounts. 
For those whose incomes exceed $6,000 there is an additional 
tax known as surtax, which is 1 per cent up to $10,000, and 
gradually increases to 50 per cent on incomes of $200,000 and 
over. ‘To illustrate, the total tax rate on an ineome exceeding 
$200,000 is 58 per cent, 8 per cent of which is normal tax 
and 50 per cent surtax. 

Briefly speaking, the so-called Mellon plan for revision of 
income taxes reduces the maximum surtax from 50 per cent to 
25 per cent; it reduces the normal tax on amounts over $4,000 
from 8 per cent to 6 per cent, and on $4,000 and less from 
4 per cent to 8 per cent. His reduction in the maximum surtax 
is thus 50 per cent and in the normal tax only 25 per cent. 
In other words, the Mellon plan reduces the taxes of the 
rich approximately one-half, while it reduces the taxes of the 
poor man or man with moderate income, who is exempt from 
the surtax, just one-fourth. The rich man thus saves in 
percentage of reduction under the Mellon plan twice as much 
as the man with small or moderate inceme. 

Under the present law no distinction is made between in- 
comes derived from wages, salaries, professional services, and 
so forth, and those derived from stocks and bonds. This first 
class is the man’s compensation for personal services, or 
work, frequently manual labor, and has become knowu as 
“earned income.” 
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I have always contended that men who work for their living 
are entitled to more: consideration in the matter of taxation 
than those who receive their incomes with no exertion other 
than clipping coupons; and as early as October, 1921, I intro- 
duced an amendment to the revenue bill reducing the normal 
tax on earned incomes. from 4 per cent to 2 per cent for amounts 
not over $4,000, and from 8 per cent to 4 per cent for greater 
amounts, or just one-half the present tax rate. There is no 
doubt, Mr. President, that this amendment would have. passed 
the Senate and become law but for the opposition of the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, who stated to the then 
chairman of the Finance Committee, the late Mr. Penrose, 
that the plan to make a distinction. between earned and un- 
earned incomes was not workable. Now, two years later, this 
same Secretary of the Treasury has. adopted my plan, bodily, 
except that his reduction on earned incomes is only 25 per cent, 
or just half what I proposed, and he has limited earned incomes 
to those derived from wages, salaries, and professional serv- 
ices, thus excluding farmers, merchants, and other tradesmen. 

It is not hard to find the reason for this change of front. on 
tlie part of the Secretary of the Treasury when one glances 
over the names of those Senators, all Republicans, who op- 
posed my amendment in October, 1921. Of the 86 that voted. 
against my amendment, 11 are no longer Members: of this 
body, and there is little doubt that lack of sympathy for the 
farmer and laborer, and others of small means, is largely, if 
not. wholly, responsible for the defeat of several of these. 

It is also significant that all of those Senators who voted. in. 
favor of my amendment are here to-day. except two. 

With reference to the exclusion of farmers, merchants, and 
other tradesmen from the benefits of the reduction on earned 
incomes. the Mellon definition of such incomes was, a few days 
ago, adopted by the Ways and Means Committee of the House 
by a strict party vote: The Democratic members of the com- 
mittee tried in vain to have the definition. of earned incomes so 
amended. as to include 


reasonable compensation or allowance for personal service where in- 
come is derived from combined personal service and capital in the 
prosecution by unincorporated persons of agriculture or other business. 


This action of the Republican majority of the Ways and 
Means Committee is another illustration of the failure of the 


The Secretary of the Treasury says the plan the Democrats 
offer is political and nothing else“; we answer, his plan is 
for “the rich and no one else.” 

Mr. President, if I had my way, no married man with an 
income of $5,000 or less would be required to pay one cent in 
income tax. He needs all he cam make to support and educate 
his family. 

When. the sixteenth amendment was adopted to authorize an 
income tax to be collected those who favored. it never dreamed. 
it was to be so perverted as to thrust. the hands of the tax- 
gatherer into the pockets of the laborer, farmer, and small 
business man and take from them the necessities of life while 
it relieved the rich of their fair share of the tax burden they 
could so easily carry. The poor man is already taxed indi- 
rectly more than. he can bear through the Republican high 
protective tariff, which increases the price of everything and 
adds to the cost of living, 

The Democratic plan fixes normal income-tax rates at 2 
per cent on amounts of $5,000 and under; 4 per cent from 
7 5 to $8,000; and 6 per cent on all amounts in excess of 


As I have already stated the normal tax rates on amounts of 
$4,000 and under are 4 per cent under existing law and 3 per. 
cent under the Mellon plan; and on amounts in excess of $4,000 
they are 8 per cent under existing law and 6 per cent under 
the Mellon plan. 

We thus see that for small incomes the reduction in the 
normal tax is 50 per cent under the Democratic plan, while 
it is only 25 per cent under the Mellon plan. For incomes in 
excess of $8,000 the reduction is 25 per cent in both plans. 
The tax. rate on earned incomes under the Demoeratic plan: 
is 333 per cent below the normal and surtax rates prescribed 
for unearned income, instead of 25 per cent as Secretary. Mellon, 
proposes. Again the Democratic plan affords greater relief 
to the poor man, or man of moderate means, 

Under the Democratic plan the surtax. graduation eom- 
mences with 1 per cent on incomes from $12,000 to $14,000; 
instead of $10,000 to $12,000 as Secretary Mellon proposes, 
and instead of $6,000 to $8,000 as under existing law. 

The following are some of the Democratic surtax rates: 


Per cent: 
— 


leaders of the Republican Party to appreciate the needs of the (ETE TIE CRIES EM SESS IPOS EORTC 229,809 te 23 boo 
farmer, if it does not indicate a positive antipathy to this most pee OE FRONTAL 9 ae — 5 oon 


honorable class of hard-working citizens. 

I think I can assure those who own and operate farms that 
the farm bloc, of which I am proud to say Iam a member, will 
permit no measure to become law that makes such an unjust. 
and outrageous. discrimination. against. them. 

Mr. President, the greatest objection to the Mellon plan, to 
my mind, is its failure to increase the amount for which each 
person may claim exemption in computing his or her income 
tax, known as the personal exemption, and thus furnish greater 
relief to men, particularly those with families, whose small 
incomes are completely absorbed in providing the necessities 
of life. 

The Democratie substitute plan raises the exemption for 
single persons from $1,000 to $2,000 and for married persons 


— — dad BNA) oY; 


I have here a table showing comparison of surtax rates for 
selected incomes, from which it will be seen that the maximum 
surtax under existing law is 50 per cent and applies to incomes 
of $200,000 and over; the maximum proposed by Secretary: 
Mellon is 25 per cent on $100,000 and over, and the Demoeratic 
surtax maximum is 44 per cent on $92,000 and over. 


Comparison of eurtem rates. 


Pa 2980 Per * Per cent. 


and heads of families from $2,000 to $3,000. The Secretary. of 0. 
the Treasury, who strongly opposes it, in describing before the : ? 
Ways and Means Committee of the House the effect of this 8 6 & 
proposed change, says it— — — — 
effectually removes from the payment of any income those whose At 2 44 
incomes are below $2,000 for single men and $3,000 for married men, 2 — ra 


and who constitute in number more than a majority of the total tax- 
payers. It is obvious that fhis majority will be benefited in their 
direct payment. to the Government to the extent of, say, $15 apiece 
over what they would pay under the Treasury bill. 


Secretary Mellon gives 4,361,357 as the number of taxpayers 
under his plan and 1,878.904 under the Democratic plan. In 
other words, 2;482,453—4,361,357 less 1.878,90+—who: would un- 
der the Mellon plan continue to pay income tax will be wholly 
exempt from such tax under the Democratic plan. 4 

Secretary’ Mellon says the annual tax of these 2,482,453 men 
nud women with small incomes—$1,000 to $3,000 each—would 
be, “say, SIS apiece” under his plan, so the total Toss to the 
Government liy this provision of the Democratic plan would be 
only about $37,000,000, or 2} per cent of the total income tax; 
and this would to some extent be offset by the tremendous say- 
ing in operating expenses resulting from the 57 per cent redue- $20,000 
tion in the number of taxpayers and the incidental elimination 
of more than 2,000,000 returns from men and women who pay 
no income tax on account of deductions and exemptions allowed | $200,000 
them, but are now required to submit income-tax returns. 


Here is a table showing comparative tax for selected incomes 
of married persons without dependents and per cent of reduc- 
tions under the Mellon plan and the Democratic plan as com- 
pared with: existing law: 


1924. 
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From the latest available statistics of the Treasury Depart- 
ment, 1921, it appears that in 1921 6,662,176 persons submitted 
income-tax returns. Of this number 6,652,833 will receive 
greater reductions in their taxes under the Democratic plan 
chan under the Mellon plan, while only 9,343 will receive 
greater reductions under the Mellon plan. ‘These 9,343, who 
are favored by our rich Secretary of the Treasury, are all 
millionaires; at least, their annual income exceeds $55,000, 
which represents 51 per cent interest on $1,000,000. 

For my own State—Georgia—61,671 will receive greater re- 
ductions under the Democratic plan and only 48 will be so 
favored by the Mellon plan, 

It has been truly said that the Mellon plan saves millions 
of dollars for the comparatively few millionaires, while the 
Democratic plan provides much needed relief to millions of 
poor people or people with small incomes. 

The scheme of the Republican administration to foree Con- 
gress to reduce the taxes of those who toil for a living only 25 
per cent and of the millionaire 50 per cent is a reflection on 
our intelligence and an insult to those of us who represent the 
masses of the people instead of the big trusts owned by wealthy 
men like Mr. Mellon. 

The people of this country have not forgotten, Mr. President, 
that Congress repealed the excess-profits tax only two years 
ago and reduced the maximum surtax from 65 per cent to 50 
per cent, thereby saving the wealthy taxpayers about $500,- 
000,000 annually. 

Mr, CARAWAY, Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair), Does 
the Senutor from Georgia yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield with pleasure. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I was just going to call attention to the 
fact that Jack Dempsey, who did all his fighting in the prize 
ring instead of the trenches, will get a larger reduction than 
all farmers combined in Georgia; that he will get a larger re- 
turn from the Mellon plan than the total reduction of all the 
farmers in Georgia, provided that his income this year is as 
great as it was last year. .- 

Mr, HARRIS. That is quite true. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And therefore we would be, I presume, 
perfectly within the right when we infer that men like Demp- 
sey, who felt compelled to stay out of the war and conserve 
his energies to fight in the prize ring, are to be taken care of, 

Mr. HARRIS. 1 thank the Senator for the suggestion. 
Later on I shall make comparison between the earnings of 
western farmers and those of the millionaires who would 
be favored in tax legislation under the Mellon plan. 

I might remind Mr. Mellon and his rich friends, who are so 
eager to have their income taxes reduced, that the Democratic 
surtax rates are substantially below the present rates in many, 
if not most, other large countries. The rates in Great Britain 
closely approach 50 per cent, while the maximum rate in Canada 
is about 65 per cent. 

Profiteering during and since the World War has multiplied 
the fortunes of the wealthy and enriched thousands of others, 
and as a result the number of millionaires in this country is 
more than double the number we had before the war. These 
men have accumulated their wealth through the protection 
afforded by the Government and it is only fair that their 
income tax should be greater in proportion than that of the 
poor man who is not benefited by this protection in the same 
proportion. 

The distinguished Senator from California [Mr. JOHNSON] 
in a recent public address declared— 


We have never in this country had anything like the propaganda 
we now have in behalf of the so-called Mellon plan. It is propaganda 
most carefully prepared and stimulated. 


To show the nature of the propaganda of Secretary Mellon's 
rich supporters, I call attention to a circular letter I received 
a few days ago from the Literary Digest. No doubt every 
Member of this body received these circulars. 

The circular states that copies are being sent to nearly 15,- 
000,000 American voters of all classes, and they must have 
reached all classes and all colors, as well as all ages, whether 
voters or not, for I saw an ignorant negro boy not over 15 
reading, or trying to read, one on the street the day after I 
received mine. 

On the outside of the enyelope by the side of the address in 
bold-faced type appears the following: Vote at once on the 
Mellon plan for tax reduction. Do you favor it or not? This en- 
yelope contains your secret ballot.” The words “tax reduction” 
are in very large, heavy letters and at once attract attention. 
Great emphasis is placed upon the word “reduction” all 
through the circular, which is nothing more nor less than an 
argument, very misleading and unfair, for the Mellon plan, 


together with a warning or threat that you will get no reduc- 
tion in your income tax unless you send in at once your vote 
8 1 plan and let your Senators and Congressmen know you 
avor it. 

You are not asked or given an opportunity to vote on the 
Frear plan—Congressman Frear is a Republican, a member of 
the Ways and Means Committee, and one of the ablest men 
in the House—neither are you asked or given an opportunity 
to vote on the Democratic plan. These two plans are not even 
mentioned in the circular. By inference they are dismissed 
with the remark that Many plans haye been proposed by 
varlous political groups or leaders, but attention has become 
focused almost entirely upon one plan—the Mellon plan.” 

Then follows an appeal for the support of the laborer and 
professional man with small income whose tax reduction under 
the Democratic and Frear plans is twice as great as under 
the Mellon plan. No appeal to the wealthy is apparently con- 
sidered necessary; every millionaire in the United States is in 
favor of the Mellon plan. Surtax, the 50 per cent reduction of 
which is the distinctive feature of the Mellon plan, is not re- 
ferred to; in fact, the word “surtax” does not appear any- 
where in the circular, 

This is what the circular says to catch the vote of the 
laborer and professional man: 

The Mellon plan reduces the taxes on all incomes in varying 
degrees; it provides that an earned income (salary, wages, profes- 
sional services, ete.) shall not be taxed as highly as an income from 
stocks, bonds, ete. 


It does not state that the reduction on earned incomes is 
only 25 per cent below the normal in the Mellon plan, while 
it is 334 per cent ln the Democratic plan, 

With such an artful and misleading presentation of the case, 
is there any doubt as to the vote of the ignorant and uniu- 
formed man or boy, or even of the intelligent citizen who has 
not had the time or opportunity to examine into the subject 
himself? 

The editor of the Literary Digest evidently thinks he will 
fool, frighten, or influence Members of Congress. I predict, 
Mr. President, that he will have a rude awakening when this 
gentleman reads the tux-reduction bill after it passes the 
House and Senate. 

Mr. ASHURST and Mr. McKELLAR addressed the Chalr. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia 
yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield first to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. ASHURST. The able Senator from Georgia has re- 
ferred to the propaganda conducted by the Literary Digest, 
which sent out 15,000,000 return envelopes, making 2 cents ex- 
pended for each vote solicited, which aggregates $300,000 the 
Literary Digest has invested in postuge alone. 

Mr. HARRIS. It would be Interesting to know the reduc- 
tion in the taxes of the Literary Digest under the Mellon plan. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, will the Senator still fur- 
ther yield at that point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Does the Senator from Geor- 
gia yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to read the following excerpt from 
the circular letter sent out by the Literary Digest: 

Controversy on the question of tax reduction is raging at white heat 
in the press and among the eltizens of the Nation. It must be decided 
quickly. The decision rests with Congress, and all Menibers of House 
and Senate are naturally anxious to know the wishes of the people 
with regard to this very important matter. If you want the question 
decided in the way that you believe is right, send in your vote at once, 
that you may help, as every citizen is bound to help, in the decision 
of a great public policy. 

Many other yital issues are to be discussed and decided in this 
important presidential year. You need to know the facts and argu- 
ments as they are fairly and fully presented and weighed on all sides, 
not as they come hot and twisted by prejudice or incomplete informa- 
tion from some eager partisan, 


At the same time they do not mention at all either the Demo- 
eratic plan or the progressive plan; they leave those out of 
consideration, which induces the person to whom this circular 
is sent to believe that the only question is that of tax reduc- 
tion as proposed by Mr. Mellon or no tax reduction at all. In 
that way the Literary Digest is practicing what is really a 
fraud upon the people to whom they send these communications. 

Mr. HARRIS. It is deception and propaganda. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Geor- 
gia yield to me for a moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia 
yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the Senator, 
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Mr. SWANSON. J suggest that the Senator from Georgia 
call the attention of the senior Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. Moses], who is the chairman of a committee which is 
investigating propaganda, to the propaganda of the Literary 
Digest. I understand that up to this time that committee has 
confined its efforts to investigating propaganda of the man who 
is spending money solely for the purpose of trying to create 
world peace. I suggest to the Senator that he call the atten- 
tion of the chairman of the committee to which I have referred 
to this propaganda in connection with tax reduction. 

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the Senator for ‘the suggestion, and 
I shall call it to the attention of the committee. 

Mr. President, the New York Times is supporting the Mellon 
plan. I hold in my hand an article which was published in 
that paper on February 11. This newspaper, in defending 
itself from possible accusation of furthering propaganda and 
of being unfair and unjust, admits that the vote against the 
Mellon plan is getting larger and larger every day. There 
would be comparatively few votes for the Mellon plan if the 
Literary Digest had informed them of the other plan. I read 
from a part of the article, as follows: 


In fact, as if to prove the genuine character of this test of the 
voters’ beliefs, the anti-Mellonites make n gain in the second week's 
tabulation of votes. The West and South are beginning to be heard 
from. Even New England, which the scattering retarns of last week 
seemed to place as the section of the country most in favor of Secre- 
tary Mellon's plan, shows a slight falling of in enthusiasm. The per- 
centages for New England last week were 88.6 in favor to only 11.4 
opposed. This week the percentage runs 86.8 in favor to 13.2 opposed. 
The mid-western section of the country, where probonus sentiment Is 
strongest— 

Mr, President, in his arguments for a radical—50 per cent—re- 
duction in the surtax on large incomes, some of which amount to 
millions. Secretary Mellon has repeatedly asserted that with a 25 
per cent instead of the present 50 per cent surtax the rich man 
will invest his income in railroad and other industrial bonds, 
instead of Federal, State, county, and municipal securities, 
which he now purchases to escape paying income tax. So far 
as I am aware, he has never attempted or condescended to 
show just why this will be true. He knows he ean not do it. 
Possibly, he thinks that the average Senator and Congressman 
knows nothing about finunce and could not be made to under- 
stand the reason for such an intricate problem. One distin- 
guished Senator, Mr. Covzens, a Republican, has had the 
audacity to address several letters to the Secretary of the 
‘Treasury vainly seeking information on the subject. 

The Hon. James A. Funn, a Republican of Wisconsin, in 
his able and splendid speech in the House of Representatives 
on January T states, Experts say a reduction of surtax from 
60 per cent to 25 per cent or even 20 per cent or less will not 
materially affect tax-free investments.” This confirms my own 
mathematical calculations, based upon a fair knowledge of the 
interest paid on State, county, and municipal securities and 
some of the taxable bonds. 

I myself have some comments and conclusions from an ex- 
pert in the Treasury Department to which I should like to call 
the attention of this body. One of the very best men in Secre- 
tary Mellon's department prepared these for me, and 1 call 
them to the attention of this body. Referring to tax-exempt 
securities, this expert states: 

It Is my judgment that a lot of false propaganda on this subject 
has been disseminated. First, does it make any difference in the 
general prosperity of the people whether 10,000 small investors pur- 
chaso a bond issue of $1,000,000 or whether the same is purchased 
by one large investor? It is admitted there js quite a difference in 
the income to the Government, but I can not see why there should 
be any difference in general prosperity, for if the money of the small 
investor is released by the purchase of such bonds by the rich the 
money of the small investor immediately finds its way into the banks 
and trust companies which pool such amounts and make large loans 
to its patrons engaged in all kinds of industrial erterprises. The 
money of the 10,000 smail investors being released is immediately 
pooled by the banks to perform the identical service the $1,000,000 of 
the rich man would perform if it had been loaned to the business man 
instead of invested in tax-exempt securities. Second, who profits by 
the fact that municipal bonds are not subject to the Federal income 
tax? I think it can not be successfully denied that property taxes in 
the States, counties, and cities are largely paid by a direct tax on 
real estate, and that personal property in stocks and bonds held by 
the rich to a great extent escapes such taxes. As a result of the tax- 
exempt feature municipalities are able to secure money for their needs 
at n much lower rate of interest, which is a direct benefit to the small 
home owner or farm owner whose wealth is so largely in real estate 
and can not escape the tax assessor, 


I might add, Mr. President, that the tax-exempt feature of 
Federal farm-loan bonds enables farmers to borrow money at 
about 2 per cent lower interest rate, 

The Secretary of the Treasury evidently thinks it a financial 
crime to give to farmers a cheaper interest rate by means of tax- 
Since 5 9 he thinks that wealth is best em- 

oyed w v oil, distilleries, and brewerie: 
of his is said to be. 05 e 

From the statements of Secretary Mellon and the millionaire 
supporters of his plan one would infer that money Invested in 
tax-exempt securities is actually withdrawn from circulation, 
thus producing a money shortage, with all its attendant evils. 
As a matter of fact, Mr. President, this money, except the part 
used to purchase Federal bonds, is immediately spent in the 
employment of labor and purchase of material by the State, 
county, and municipal governments for public improvements, 
such as highways, water and sewer systems, electric-light plants, 
and so forth, quite as essential to the well-being of the people 
as the railroads and other industries, including oil, In which 
Mr. Mellon and his wealthy friends are so much interested. 

As has been shown in the statement, which I have guoted, from 
the Treasury Department expert, it makes no difference in the 
general prosperity of the country whether the tax-exempt bonds 
are held by a number of small investors or a few millionaires. 
The amount invested in these bonds—Federal, State, county, and 
municipal—is the same in either case, and the money available 
for development of industries, both public and private, is also 
the same. It does, however, make a vast difference in the income 
tax received by the Government, and measures should be taken 
to prevent the rich man from defeating the purpose and intent 
of the law, through abnormal holdings of tax-exempt securities. 

As an additional argument in favor of his proposed 50 per cent 
reduction in the surtax, Secretary Mellon calls attention to the 
decline of large taxable incomes since 1917. With reference to 
this matter the expert in the Treasury Department says: 


It must be admitted that the decrease han been very great, but Mr. 
Mellon does not give the correct explanation of the reasons therefor, 
although the reason suggested by him may properly be urged as one of 
the reasons, but by no means the controlling one, in my judgment. 

First. There was a tremendous payment of stock dividends by large 
corporations for all years subsequent to 1916, thus reducing the taxable 
income of large stockholders. 

Second. There was a failure on the part of many corporations to de- 
clare and pay cash dividends, thus allowing the profite to accumulate 
as surplus beyond the reasonable requirements of the business, as well 
as the using of profits for expansion. 

Third— 


And this is important— 


Tho heads of wealthy families in most cases formed trusts for the 
double purpose of splitting their incomes to avoid surtaxes, while at 
the same time they were splitting their estates and avoiding high rates 
of estate tax. 


Mr. President, the real explanation for the apparent decline 
in large incomes was disclosed recently by the Teapot Dome 
investigation, which at the same time revealed the scheme 
adopted by the rich to evade the surtax on personal incomes. 

It appears from the testimony of Mr. Sinclair's personal coun- 
sel that the principal object of the creation of the Hyva Corpo- 
ration, of which Sinclair is the sole and only stockholder, was to 
have this oil magnate’s fabulous earnings taxed as a corporation 
instead of personal income. Under the present law the tax on 
a corporation is 124 per cent of income, while the normal tax 
and surtax together amount to 58 per cent on personal incomes 
over $200.000. By this questionabie, if not dishonest, practice 
Sinclair saves the difference between 121 per cent and 58 per 
cent of his enormous Income. 

The testimony before the committee of Sinclair's personal 
counsel, Mr. Stanford, is so illuminating that I shall ask you 
to bear with me while I read excerpts from it: 


Senator WALSH. You told us, Mr. Stanford, that the matter of taxa- 
tion was a consideration for the organization of the Hyva Corporation. 
Just what do you mean by that? . 

Mr. STANFORD. Well, the Income tax on corporations is 123 per cent, 
I believe. 

Senator WaLsH. And the idea was that Mr. Sinclair would organize 
this corporation and, no matter what its income might ‘be, he would 
pay 121 per cent tax? 

Mr. Sraxronp. I think that is the universal idea now, and is gen- 
erally done. 

Senator Waisu. Instead of bolding his private interests, on which 
he would be obliged to pay according to the rising surtax? 

Mr. Sranronp. That was one of the circumstances, 
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You will observe, Mr. President, that Mr. Stanford, in offer- 

g an excuse for his client's action, says the organization ofa 
bogus or dummy corporation to evade the surtax “is generally 
done.” 

There is corroboration for this startling revelation in the tes- 
timony of another of Sinclair's personal counsel, Mr. Zevely, 
who stated that he himself had formed one of these personal 
corporations, the Ja Ja Corporation, to which he says he trans- 
ferred the cash received from the sale of 3,500 shares of Sin- 
clair Consolidated, amounting to about $115,000, loaned or 
given to him by Sinclair. These are the stocks that aroused 
the suspicion of Sinclair’s private secre „Mr. Wahlberg. 
from whose testimony it might be inferred t a personal or 
dummy corporation provides a convenient and secret bank 
from which to draw the funds needed for the bribery of public 
officials. 

No doubt this practice has been known to the Secretary of 
the Treasury for some time, yet he has not until recently recom- 
mended to Congress the repeal of the provision of the present 
law limiting to 12} per cent the tax on incomes of corporations. 
Why he has not called this flagrant violation of the spirit, if 
not the letter, of the law, to the attention of the Department of 
Justice is a mystery to me. Possibly he feels, as the public 
well knows, that this discredited department is too busily en- 
gaged in its futile effort to discredit the Wilson administration 
to undertake the prosecution of rich criminals, who contribute 
so liberally to the Republican campaign fund. 

In his statement before the Ways and Means Committee of 
the House, on January 19, Secretary Mellon makes the startling 
and amusing assertion that the farmer and the tenant pay the 
surtax. 

His argument, which is unique, to say the least, in support 
of this assertion is as follows: - 


No thoughtful person longer doubts that, frrespective of his in- 
come, he pays the high surtaxes in the general high price level. For 
example, the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. has bonds maturing next 
year, bearing 32 per cent interest; the Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul 
has maturities in the same year bearing 4 per cent interest. Both 
roads will have to refund on a 6 per cent basis. 

The additional price of money must be paid, not by the roads but 
by their shippers, in freight rates. The farmer, who alone must meet 
world competition in what he sells and in what he buys, pays the 
surtax, 

The New York Renting Commission reports that tenants are in no 
better position to-day than they were in 1920, and that rents have 
risen enormously. Inereased cost of building is not responsible. 
Again the tenant pays the surtax. 


Even if it were true, which I do not admit, that the high 
surtax is responsible for the increase of interest on railroad 
bonds, what ‘influence can this increase have on freight rates? 
It is the operating expenses of the road that regulates the 
rates; the interest on bonds is almost infinitesimal in compari- 
son with wages, upkeep, and other operating expenses. 

The inference from his statement about rents is that the 
high surtax makes money scarce and that building operations 
have thereby been checked. The absurdity or incorrectness of 
this contention is shown by the report on building operations 
in the December bulletin issued by the National City Bank of 
New York. 

This report in part is as follows: 


The revival of building operations is the symptom which carries the 
most encouragement as to probable business conditions in 1924. The 
year 1923 will make a record much above that of any previous one in 
the value of construction work. Bradstreet’s returns of building per- 
mits granted in reporting cities for 10 months foot up $2,590,709,250 
as against $2,080,039,978 in the like period of last year, 


The assertion that the farmer and the tenant pay the surtax 
is on a par with the Republican high tariff slogan of by-gone 
days that “the foreigner pays the tax,” and is equally as 
absurd. The Republican tariff slogan did not deceive the 
voters, neither will they be led astray by Mr. Mellon’s fallacy. 

Mr. President, all this propaganda about surtax is camouflage, 
pure and simple, to conceal the frantic efforts of Mellon and 
his rich friends to reduce their own taxes 50 per cent, while 
they limit the reduction of the taxes of the man of moderate 
means to 25 per cent. Every clerk in his department knows or 
should know this to be true. 

Secretary Mellon himself would profit to the extent of mil- 
lions of dollars by the 50 per cent reduction of surtax he so 
strongly urges. This multimillionaire has steadfastly declined 
to give any information as to his income, but Representative 
Frear, a Republican, says: 


If Mr. Mellon has an estimated 5 per cent net income on his 
fabulous wealth, then $5,000,000 or more annually is probably re- 
ceived by him, or from $15,000 to $20,000 every day of the year. 


It would therefore appear that Mr. Mellon would save 
annually fully $1,250,000 through his plan of making the maxi- 
mum surtax 25 per cent instead of 50 per cent. It is generally 
believed that his saying would amount to about $2,000,000 a 


year. 

The late Senator Watson, my colleague, in an address in the 
Senate, took the position—and Senators will remember it—that 
because of Secretary Mellon's great wealth, which was in- 
vested in breweries, aluminum, oil, and many other great trusts, 
he was disqualified to hold the office of Secretary of the Treas- 
ury. Since Mr. Mellon, himself one of the richest men in the 
world, uses his office to secure a reduction of the taxes of the 
rich, thereby preventing much needed relief to the poor, I am 
constrained to agree with my former colleague. 

Mr. President, there are other sins besides the income-tax 
sop to the rich at the expense of the poor, for which this 
Republican administration will haye to answer to the Ameri- 
can voters, male and female. 

During the last administration, on the recommendation of 
President Wilson, Congress created the Federal Trade Commis- 
sion, which investigates the big trusts and prevents unjust com- 
petition. It was created so that the Government would protect 
the small business men from unfair methods of competition of 
big trusts. The commission had succeeded in showing up the 
unfair methods of some of the big trusts, among them the 
Standard and other oil companies and the Chicago Meat Pack- 
ers’ Trust. As soon as the Republicans got control of Congress 
they tried to throttle the Federal Trade Commission by declin- 
ing to appropriate money for its upkeep. 

The big Meat Packers’ Trust had a lobby here to destroy the 
Trade Commission, the Government’s agency that investigated 
it, and though it failed in this, its influence with the Repub- 
licans was so overpowering that they had Congress pass a law 
taking away from the Trade Commission the control of the 
Meat Packers’ Trust, thus leaving the farmers and cattle grow- 
ers at the mercy of the trust. A Republican Senator charged on 
the floor of the Senate that the lobbyist attorney of the Meat 
Trust actually wrote part of the bill that Congress passed. 

I introduced and passed through the Senate a measure to 
prevent the Standard Oil Co. from discriminating in prices 
they sold oil higher in some stations than others—but the 
Republican leaders in the House defeated it. 

The Federal Trade Commission’s investigation showed that 
there was no competition between the three big oil trusts—the 
Standard Oil Co., the Texas Co., and the Gulf Co. Secretary 
Melon is the largest stockholder in the Gulf Co.; the Mellon 
interests control this company. 

During the last administration Secretary Fall, then a Member 
of the Senate, and other Republican Senators, time and again 
denounced on the floor the policy of President Wilson because 
the President did not favor going to war with Mexico, which 
would have caused the death of many thousand American boys; 
but the American owners of oil lands in Mexico cared nothing 
for the lives of these noble boys; they were only thinking of 
making more millions. President Wilson’s policy kept us out 
of war with Mexico and saved the lives of thousands. 

In order for the Republicans to get control of the Senate it 
was necessary for them to seat Newberry, who had, as a Re- 
publican Senator said on the floor of the Senate, bought his 
seat in the Senate, and asked the Senators to confirm the sale 
by seating him, and the Republicans seated him. Had Ford, 
instead of Newberry, been seated, the Democrats would have 
controlled the Senate. 

It has been charged on the floor of the Senate time and again 
that the manufacturers met with the Republican members of 
the Senate committee behind closed doors and no Democratic 
member of the committee was allowed to be present. Many of 
the manufacturers had contributed to the Republican campaign 
fund, and the tariff duty was placed so high that nearly every- 
thing we wear and eat is taxed heavily. 

Another scandal of the present Republican administration is 
the conduct of certain members of the Tariff Commission. 
Three of these commissioners ought to be disqualified. One of 
them is interested in keeping up the price of sugar. This 
commission is helping the Sugar Trust as well as many others. 

The Republican Party is responsible for the Esch-Cummins 
law, which practically guarantees dividends to the owners— 
most of them living in New York financial centers—of railroad 
stocks, and as a result the increased freight and passenger rates. 

The Republican Party is responsible for the Fordney-Me- 
Cumber high tariff law, which places $3,000,000,000 in indirect 
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taxes on the consumers of this country. All of this money 
goes into the pockets of the manufacturers, who raise their 
prices on the necessities of life, and as a result an extra tax 
burden of $135 a year is placed on the man with a family who 
toils for his living and has no property. The cost of living has 
greatly increased during this Republican administration; it has 
increased constantly ever since President Coolidge took charge— 
the Government's statistics prove this. 

There has been more scandal during this Republican admin- 
istration than any other in the history of our Government. 
We now have the Fall matter, disposing of the oil reserves for 
our Navy, which will be so necessary in event of war, and a 
few months ago we had the corruption in the Veterans’ Bureau, 
resulting in the neglect of our wounded and disabled soldiers, in 
both of which scandals the highest Republican officials were 
involved. The people of the country, regardless of party, have 
lost confidence in the Department of Justice. All are familiar 
with the unjust treatment and discharge without reason or law 
of the eivil-service employees in the Bureau of Engraving and 
Printing, some of whom have died because of such treatment. 

It is known generally that the Fertilizer Trust lobby has 
been openly opposing, and to my mind their propaganda has 
delayed, the Government’s completion and lease of Muscle 
Shoals, which would help furnish munitions to our Army and 
Navy during war and in peace furnish cheap fertilizers to the 
farmers. But can you expect this Republican administration 
to interfere with the Fertilizer Trust’s profits, even to make us 
independent of other countries in the matter of nitrates in war 
or peace? President Wilson planned Muscle Shoals to accom- 
plish this end, but the Fertilizer Trust, through its influence 
with the Republicans, has delayed it. President Wilson planned 
naval oil reserves for our Navy in time of war, but the Re- 
publican administration transferred them to the Secretary of 
the Interior, Fall, and he and Denby, the Secretary of the 
Navy, bartered them away. What is our country coming to? 

Everyone knows that the farmers have needed help more 
than any other class. All prosperity depends upon the farm- 
ers—when you help the farmers you assist all business—but the 
Republican administration believes in helping the trusts in- 
stead of the farmers. 

The Republican administration allowed Doheny and Sinclair 
to make more millions out of the Teapot Dome and other oil 
leases than all the farmers and livestock growers have made 
in all the western States. 

Mr. President, I did not hear President Coolidge’s speech in 
New York last night, but I understand from those who did hear 
it that the greatest applause was when President Coolidge said 
he was opposed to giving the soldiers any more pay and when 
he came out in favor of reducing the high surtax to help the 
millionaires. 

Mr. President, that speech was delivered on the birthday of 
Abraham Lincoln, a man known to be for the people and of the 
people. If a person were to get up in the Senate Chamber or 
anywhere else in this country and say that Abraham Lincoln 
in his time favored reducing the taxes of the wealthy more than 
those of the poor, and that he declined to help the soldiers or 
had been unwilling to help them, every Senator in this Chamber 
would say that such statement does Lincoln an injustice. Presi- 
dent Coolidge will find that the farther he goes from Wall Street 
to deliver a speech of that kind the less applause he will 
receive. 

Mr. President, I have no prejudice against those who 
honestly accumulate great wealth, but if they continue trying 
to avoid bearing their fair share of the burden of taxation 
they will be giving aid and encouragement to socialists and 
others who believe in the confiscation of all property. This 
Republican administration, with all its scandals, by enacting 
legislation for the benefit of the trusts and wealthy class and 
furnishing no relief to those who toil in the field and shop, 
has done more to encourage discontent among our people than 
all the Russian propaganda we hear so much about. 

The Republicans, since they came into control of the Govern- 
ment, have spent millions of dollars trying to discredit the 
Wilson administration in waging and winning the greatest 
war the world has ever known. So anxious were they to do 
this that they devoted all their energies to vain searches for 
criminative evidence and let our soldiers and sailors, victims 
of this war, die of neglect in the streets. Yet now they admit 


that more of graft and incompetency marked their conduct of 
the Spanish-American War and that more men died of prevent- 
able diseases and neglect in 1898 than in the Great War, where 
millions were engaged. We, the Democrats, therefore chal- 
lenge with pride a comparison of our conduct of the Great War 
with theirs of the Spanish-American War, 


I ask to place in the Reconp the amendment I offered in 
1921 reducing the taxes on earned incomes by 50 per cent, 
together with the vote thereon and the statement of the 
chairman, the late Mr. Penrose: 

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, October 24, 1921, p. 6669.) 

Amendment offered by Mr. Harris to bin (H.R. 8245) to reduce and 
equalize taxation, etc.: . 

Provided further, That upon that amount of the net income which 
is received from the labor or personal service of the taxpayer, other 
than salaries paid by the United States, the rate upon the first $4,000 
or fraction thereof of such excess amount shall be 2 per cent and upon 
the second $4,000 or fraction thereof of such excess amount 4 per cent. 
In ascertaining the income subject to the tax imposed by this proviso 
the credits provided in section 216 shall be first allowed against such 
income received from the labor or personal service of the taxpayer, and 
in computing net income the deductions provided in section 214 shall be 
properly apportioned under rules and regulations prescribed by the 
commissioner, with the approval of the Secretary, between such income 
from the labor or personal service of the taxpayer and other income.” 


[From the RECORD, October 24, 1921, p. 6684.] 


On the amendment of Mr. Harris— 

The result was announced—yeas 21, nays 36, as follows: 

Yeas (21): Ashurst, Borah, Broussard, Caraway, Gerry, Harris, 
Heflin, Hitchcock, La Follette, McKellar, Overman, Pittman, Pomerene, 
Ransdell, Reed, Sheppard, Simmons, Stanley, Swanson, Walsh of Massa- 
chusetts, and Walsh of Montana. 

Nays (86): Brandegee, Bursum, Cameron, Capper, Cummins, Curtis, 
Edge, Ernst, France, Frelinghuysen, Gooding, Hale, Harreld, Kellogg, 
Keyes, Lenroot, McCormick, McKinley, McLean, McNary, Moses, Nelson, 
New, Newberry, Nicholson, Norbeck, Oddie, Penrose, Poindexter, Smoot, 
Spencer, Sutherland, Warren, Watson of Indiana, Williams, and Willis. 


[From the Recorp, October 24, 1921, p. 6670. 


Mr. Pgnross. I only wanted to say, Mr. President, if the Senator 
will permit, that not only in the course of the consideration of the 
pending bill, but in the course of the preparation of the bill which is 
now the law, the question of earned and unearned incomes was most 
exhaustively considered by the committee, by the Senate, and by the 
Treasury Department, and the opinion was nearly unanimous on the 
part of all who have examined it that any such provision is impossible 
of administration. Undoubtedly it is plausible, and on its face con- 
clusive as to certain phases, but as a general proposition it is abse- 
lutely Impossible of practical administration, in my opinion, and in the 
opinion of every one conversant with the subject with whom I have 
talked. I therefore hope, in the interest of effective legislation, that the 
amendment will not be agreed to. 


“THE OUTLOOK IN CONGRESS.” 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, the junior 
Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] made a speech recently 
in Massachusetts, the State of his birth, which T would like to 
have printed in the Recorp. I ask unanimous consent that the 
speech be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Couzens in the chair). 15 
there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is here printed, as follows: 


THE OUTLOOK IN CONGRESS. 


Senator WHEELER spoke as follows: 

“Ladies and gentlemen: To-night I sball present the cause of 
the West, and what I believe should be the cause of the East—and 
especially the cause of Massachusetts—and the outlook in Congress 
from a western standpoint. 

“In order, however, to anticipate the outcome of a campaign or 
to predetermine the probable results of a battle, the military expert 
must know something of the character and disposition of the forces 
engaged. In order to discuss intelligently the present ‘Outlook in 
Congress’ we must first take stock of the political elements of which 
Congress is composed. Where have they been, where are they now, 
and where do they propose to go from here? 

“In the evolution of all representative governments the will of 
the people has come to be expressed through the media of political 
parties. These parties are organizations more or less loosely formed 
about some central economic issue. Occasionally there are social or 
other factors involved in the problems, but these most always can 
be traced back to an economic source. Thus the question of human 
slavery, while involving a great moral principle, had its origin in an 
economic issue that divided the Nation and was the underlying cause 
of the Civil War. : 

“It is true that the two great parties that came Into being during 
the first years of the Republic—the Federalist and the anti-Federalist 
Parties—divided on the question of a ‘centralized government,’ a 
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purely potitical issue, but as soon as that was thrashed out, the people 
aligned themselves under the banners of the two great parties which 
under different names have managed the affairs of government up to 
the present time. And these two great parties have represented until 
recent years distinct economic issues. 

“With the election of Thomas Jefferson the old anti-Federalist 
Patty disappeared and in its place came the Democratic Party, while 
the old Federalists after their defeat reappeared as the Whig Party. 
The Whig Party died In 1860, and the Republican, born in 1856, was 
swept into power on the issue of abolition. Since then, for more than 
60 years, the political contests have been between these two domi- 
nant parties representing divergent and usually opposite economic 
principles. 

“From time to time there has been mutiny and rebellion within the 
party camps. Sometimes it has taken the shape of a new political 
organization—a new political party. At other times it has appeared 
in the Halls of Congress, where a group of forward-looking men, known 
as progressives or independents or radicals, have refused to submit to 
party discipline or to be governed by party Interest. 

“The Republican Party, dominated as it has been for the last 50 
years by the ‘vested interests and the ‘predatory rich,’ has been 
torn and rent by repeated insurrections. The independent Repub- 
licans broke uway and supported Horace Greeley, the mugwumps left 
the reservation and voted for Grover Cleveland, then the Bull Moosers 
led by Roosevelt came within an ace of running away with the party 
and all its machinery. Now there is a bunch of progressives in Con- 
gress who are causing the man at the steering wheel all kinds of 
trouble. But that is not all; Hiram Johnson threatens to rally the 
Bull Moosers and do to Coolidge what Roosevelt did to Taft. And in 
the shadow stands Robert M. La Follette, a potential and ever-present 
threat. 

“Owing to changes in the economic condition of the country, the 
old party lines have disappeared. It is true that the Republican Party 
still stands for high protection and the Democratic Party for a low 
tariff—a tariff for revenue only. But there are many Republicans 
who believe that many of our industries do not need protection and 
that many more are overprotected, and there is a growing rebellion 
in Republican ranks against a tariff subsidy led by those who belleve 
in a tariff only up to the point of protection under fair competition. 
On the other hand, there are Democrats that are asking for addi- 
tional protection for something in which they or their friends are 
especially interested. The South, which was once an advocate of a 
tariff for revenue only, sends to Congress several champions of pro- 
tection for southern products and industries. So with many of the 
fundamental political issues it is becoming more and more difficult 
to distinguish a Republican from a Democrat by what he advocates. 
It has deen said of the Republican elephant that ‘you can not tell 
by the looks of its track whether it is going or coming back,’ and 
this Is largely true, too, of the Democratic mule, 

“The overwhelming Republican victory of 1920 was the direct result 
of a national hysteria—the aftermath of the war. There were no 
economic, moral, or social principles involved. It was the result of 
the unreasoning action of a mob. It was a victory of the reactionary 
element—and was made possible because that element controlled prac- 
tically all the avenues of propaganda and used them to stampede the 
people. The election of 1922, however, reversed the verdict of 1920, 
reducing the majorities in both Houses of Congress, and by reason of 
this a mere handful of Senators and Representatives are likely to 
prove a thorn in the side of the administration. For this handful of 
Senators and Representatives are progressives—radicals, if you prefer— 
who hold the balance of power In both Houses. 

“This, then, is the present situation fn Congress—reactionary Re- 
publicans and reactionary Democrats who represent the same eco- 
nomic ideas, the same financial and industrial interests—they are the 
standpatters, the conservatives who are satisfied with the things as 
they are and shy at every new idea. They sit with their faces to 
the past. A change to them means revolution, In every new move- 
ment to better human conditions, in every innovation, however inno- 
cent, they imagine they see a conspiracy to overthrow the Government 
and place a red flag on the White House. These men, no matter what 
their political alignment, belong to one party—the reactionary, the 
conservative party, that is and always will be opposed to human 
progress. They represent the same type of mind as the royalists of 
Europe, of the Czar, the Kaiser, and other rulers who have brought 
Europe to the verge of collapse. They are for the established order 
of things regardless of who established the order, or why. 

“Then we have the progressive Republicans and the progressive 
Democrats. They are alike in everything but name. They stand for 
the same things. They are made up of the forward-looking men and 
women of the Nation. Their faces are toward the rising sun. They 
believe that the world moves and that we as a Nation should move 
with it. They have an abounding faith in the greatness of this Nation 
and in the good sense of the common people, because, as Lincoln said, 
God has made so many of them, 


* must not fail to mention the two Farmer-Labor Senators. These 
men represent an intelligent protest against the dominance of the 
reactionary element in both old parties. They are classified with the 
progressives in the political line-up and no doubt will be found voting 
for progressive measures. 

“ With this marshaling of forces what is the outlook for legislation 
to co session of Congress? What measures are demanded by the 
people 

“First. There is an insistant demand that something be done for the 
relief of the farmers of the Nation. > 

“Second. An adjustment of our tax laws to more equitably distribute 
the burden, so that those who took advantage of the exigencies of the 
war to accumulate profits, pay out of those profits the expenses of the 
‘war, 

Third. An adjusted compensation to those who sacrificed their 
business and their jobs to suffer hardships and risk their lives at the 
call of their country. 

“Fourth. As a step toward the relief of the farmers of the country 
and as an act of justice to the public generally, the repeal of the Esch- 
Cummins law and a reduction of freight and passenger rates. 

“Fifth. A revision of the Federal reserve banking law to the end 
that these great financial institutions be so run that there will bo no 
discrimination against the small merchants, the farmers, and the 
laborers or any class of citizens. s 

“I represent a great State, in which agriculture is the dominant 
industry but where we produce in great quantities other raw materials, 
such as lumber, oll, copper, coal, silver, and other minerals. But these 
latter interests seem to be better able to take care of themselves than 
are the farmers, although all have suffered by reason of special legis- 
lation enacted by Congress in the interests of a few powerful financial 
institutions here in the East. What do the farmers want? They want 
just what the manufacturers here in New England have had—the price 
of their products stabilized so that they, too, can get cost of produc- 
tion plus a reasonable profit on their investment and their labor. They 
want first of all a square deal—-then they can take care of themselves 
and go on feeding the world as they did during the war. 

“When the manufacturing interests of New England come to Wash- 
ington and inform Congress that they can no longer make a profit in 
the manufacture of cotton goods or boots and shoes or hardware or 
woolen goods, because of the economic condition of the world, they are 
not told to zo back home and ‘ diversify’ their business or go to school 
to learn cooperative marketing. No; Congress and the President don't 
tell the manufacturers any such thing. When they ask Congress to 
stabilize the price of their products and compel the American public 
to pay exorbitant prices for the articles they manufacture they are not 
told that it is ‘economically unsound’ to tax the whole people for 
their special benefit by placing a tariff on their products in order to 
give them a monopoly of the American market. Nor are they fold to 
shut down their factories and produce less. But when the farmers 
of the Nation ask for the same treatment given to every other industry, 
he is told that any attempt to place him on a level with other pro- 
ducers would be ‘economically unsound’; that he must go home and 
work out his own salvation; in fact, he is told to go home and ‘slop 
the hogs,’ as President Coolidge virtually told the farmers of the 
entire Nation in his recent message. 

“TI lay no claim to being a prophet or the son of a prophet, bet I 
will venture, nevertheless, to predict that unless the three great men 
from Massachusetts who assume to guide the destinies of the grand old 
Republican Party recognize the fact that there is a portion of the 
United States west of the Hudson River, or even the Mississippi River, 
inhabited by white men who are neither Bolshevists nor communists, 
who demand recognition as a part of the United States—I say, if these 
three great men fail further to recognize these facts, the grand old 
Republican Party will go the way of all fesh, and on its tomb will be 
inscribed ‘Weighed in the balance and found wanting.’ 

“We of the West and Middle West have paid tribute to the manufac- 
turers of the East in the shape of excessive prices for manufactured 
articles since a time when the memory of man runneth not to the 
contrary. The farmers of the West now ask the Government to stabilize 
the price of their products by affording them a monopoly of the Amer- 
ican market until such time as Europe is again in shape to absorb 
our surplus and pay a price that will cover cost of production. 

“Tt is not my province at this time to discuss the details of the 
legislation proposed for the relief of agriculture. But I may say that 
the measure known as the Norris-Sinclair bill provides, in my opinion, 
for the machinery necessary to give the agricultural interests of the 
whole country the necessary temporary assistance, or until Europe is 
in a position to buy our surplus raw materials, such as wheat. 

“The large financial interests of this country are filling the press 
with propaganda tending to secure popular approval of what is known 
as the Mellon plan to reduce taxation. Reduction of taxation is au 
Interesting subject—it Interests everybody, because nobody wants to 
pay taxes. It is said that there ts nothing certain but death and taxa- 
tion, and we all want to dodge both. And some of the big fellows would 
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apparently rather dodge their taxes than death, if we may judge by 
the way they squirm. The Mellon plan proposes to reduce the taxes on 
profits and incomes, claiming that by reducing the rate the Govern- 
ment will get more money. This is on the theory that the less you 
ask, the more you get. 

“TI do not agree with that theory and I do not believe that it will 
work out in practice. A man or a corporation that will evade paying 
a 50 per cent tax will also evade it, or try to, if it is reduced to 25 
per cent. I do not believe in placing a premium on tax evasion by 
any such concession, Further, I believe in making those who made 
huge profits during the war and since then bear the buik of the 
burden of the expense of the war. Then, too, the average citizen 
has a right to be a little suspicious of a scheme for tax reduc- 
tion that is urged by all the big interests that would be benefited 
by the measure. The testimony of a witness who is or may be in- 
terested in the outcome of a case, is always to be regarded with 
suspicion—human nature is human nature. Mr. Mellon is very en- 
thusiastic abont his plan to reduce taxation. So is the reactionary 
press from Maine to California. Just how much the interests owned 
by Mr. Mellon would be benefited by this reduction in taxation I 
shall not presume to say. But I will say that the Mellon plan will 
not reduce the tax burden now borne by the farmers and the workers 
of the country, who haye had no profit nor income aboye a bare living, 
and often not that, for lo, these many years. The taxes they want 
reduced is the tariff tax that has doubled the cost of living, and from 
which, under the present régime, no living man ean escape. The tax 
reductions of the average citizen under the Mellon plan will be negligible. 
Take, for instance, an individual who pays taxes on an income 
of a million dollars will have his taxes reduced in an amount in excess 
of $250,000, while on the other hand 200 citizens, with incomes of 
$5,000, will have their taxes reduced less than $60 each, or a total of 
less than $15,000. 

My friends, they tell us that business is booming, that it has been 
booming for two years, and that the outlook for 1924 is unusually 
bright. They tell us that the railroads have been making money— 
much money—and that they will spend millions in improvements and 
extensions the coming year. We are told out West that the north- 
western roads are going to spend three million good, hard dollars in 
advertising the agricultural resources of the States through which they 
operate—and all this in the face of the fact that 90 per cent of the 
43,000,000 farmers In the United States are bankrupt, can neither 
pay their debts nor their taxes. 

“ President Coolidge disposes of the demands of the ex-service men, 
who fought to a finish the World War, in just nine words: ‘I am 
not in favor of a bonus.’ I do not like the word bonus when applied 
to our returned soldiers. I am not in fayor of a gift or a premium 
or a subsidy to anyone, not even to the Steel Trust or the shipping in- 
terests, But I am in favor of the United States paying its just debts. 
If you owe the men who fought the war a further compensation, and 
I think we do, it should be paid even if we have to increase the taxes 
on the profits of business and incomes during and after the war to 
pay it. We all remember what we promised the boys when they were 
called upon to fight for world democracy. There was nothing too 
good for them—not even the $1.20 per day did not then seem ex- 
cessive—it would be sufficient to buy them cigarettes while they 
fought in the trenches, But when they came back it was another 
story. The interests, relieved of the fear of German invasion and a 
possible indemnity, had no further use for the boys who had risked 
the perils of war that they might pile up profits at home. It is 
simply a question of compensation for service rendered. If the Nation 
owes it, let the debt be paid, and that without any more bickering. 
Congress recognized the principle of adjusted compensation when it 
granted a bonus of $20 per month to employees in Washington in 
recognition of the increased cost of living. 

“One of the chief causes of the present deplorable condition in the 
farming districts is the excessive freight rates charged by the rail- 
roads and authorized by the Interstate Commerce Commission under 
the Esch-Cummins law. Even the President in his annual message 
to Congress said ‘Competent authorities agree that an entire re- 
organization of the rate structure for freight is necessary.’ This 
may mean something and it may mean nothing. That there is 
something rotten in Denmark’ everyone but the railroads them- 
selyes admits. 

“ Wherever the Esch-Cummins law was made an issue in the last 
election, and it was made an issue in nearly every Western State, 
the people demanded its repeal. The proponents of the law and those 
who voted for it in Congress- were, as a general rule, retired to 
private life. I do not intend to discuss the transportation problem, 
it is too big a subject to even touch upon here, but I do want to 
call attention to the fight made by the reactionary forces in the 
Senate to keep Senator Cummins, the coauthor of the law, as chair- 
man of the Interstate Commerce Committee. Notwithstanding the 
mandate of the people wherever they have had a chance to express 
themselves, demanding the repeal of this law, the majority of the 
Republican Senators and one Democrat—Senator Bruce of Maryland 


continue to vote for Cummins for chairman of this important com- 
mittee which has charge of railroad legislation. This was the first 
test of strength in the Senate and the result is uncertain. 

“Fully 50 per cent of the banks in the Northwest have been, 
financially embarrassed during the last two years and many have 
closed their doors, and unless something be done to relieve the situa- 
tion many will close during the coming year, These wholesale 
failures are the direct result of the deflation policy ordered by the 
Federal Reserve Board in 1920. The sudden and arbitrary con- 
traction of credit so deflated the prices of farm products that the 
farmers of the Nation were robbed to the tune of more than $5,000,- 
000,000 on a single crop. And property values decreased in excess 
of $15,000,000,000 in a single year, this amount being more than half 
of the total debt contracted by our Government during the war, 
This is why the West demands a change in the management of the 
Federal reserve system from that of the bankers of Wall Street to 
Government control. 

“What is the outlook in Congress in regard to legislation on these 
important questions? It is too early to venture a guess. We know 
what the people want, but will the reactionary forces allow remedial 
measures to pass? Your guess will be as good as mine. All I can 
say is the progressives still hope to accomplish something. 

“No matter what the Senate and House may do, there still re- 
mains the chance of a presidential yeto. In his annual message the 
President has frankly joined with the reactionaries of the Nation. 
On the railroad situation he said in substance, ‘The freight rates 
are high in places—they must be adjusted, but capital must be pro- 
tected,’ but he made no recommendation about squeezing the water 
out of the railroads, 

“To the demand of the farmers for relief he said, in effect, ‘ You 
people—you farmers in the West don’t know when you are well off. 
You are getting a bigger income than you ever had before. All you 
have to do is to organize and raise less wheat—diversify, and you 
will be happy.’ To the soldiers, in effect, he said ‘You were paid 
enough for the work you did, and we do not intend to take any 
of the profits of the war profiteers or coupon-clipping class to pay 
you any more for what you did.’ 

“There are a number of other questions that are likely to come up 
in the course of this session of Congress. Some of them are adminis- 
trative, like our foreign relations, which affect our markets and husi- 
ness generally. Shall we help solve the economic problems of Europe 
or follow the Hughes policy of isolation, continue to sing the hymns 
of hate and let the world go to smash? 

“You people here in the East are interested in the price and the 
supply of coal. You need it in your business—you need it in your 
homes to keep warm, The coal question comes close to you. In his 
inaugural address the President said that the price of coal was out- 
rageously high. He said that the priccs ought to be reduced and 
profiteering eliminated, but all the Government could do was to 
ascertain the facts as it had done through the coal commission and 
leave it to the Coal Trust to do the right thing. If they did not do 
the right thing, then it might be well to publish that fact also—then 
they would be good. We have reached the point where publicity has 
no effect. The coal barons can ‘snap their fingers at the foeman's 
taunts’ and with Vanderbilt tell the ‘public to be damned.’ The 
Government has spent $600,000 on the coal commission and publicity, ` 
but still the price of coal went up. 

“Samuel Rea, head of the Pennsylyania Railroad, came to the White 
House to tell the President what the policy of the administration 
should be toward the railroads. After the conference President 
Coolidge said: I told Mr. Rea that rates, especially on coal and wheat, 
must be reduced. I told him that the people of New England, for 
example, see coal being drawn past their homes into Canada for lower 
rates than they have to pay. I said to Mr. Rea that there may be 
some sound economical policy to justify this but the people of the 
country must never be allowed to believe that they are being treated 
less favorably than the people of any other country.’ 

“ President Rea returned to Pennsylvania and shortly thereafter the 
railroad executives announced that under no circumstances would the 
railroad rates be reduced—and there is no indication that they will 
be reduced unless Congress takes a hand. You men remember how 
the old Boston & Maine and the New York, New Haven & Hart- 
ford Railroads were considered among the strongest and best in the 
country. Their bonds were regarded as good if not better than those 
of the Goyernment. You doubtless remember, too, how they were 
looted, and the money of the widows and the orphans of good old New 
England families that was invested therein was taken by the stock 
gamblers in Wall Street. Nothing has been suggested by the Govern- 


ment to prevent a repetition of the same thing. And, more than that, 
every effort was put forth to elect Senator Cummins, who has faith- 
fully served the railroads, chairman of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mittee by the railroad bloc in the Senate. 

“In a recent statement given to the press Herbert Hoover lamented 
the decline of party solidarity and the formation of blocs for the 
purpose of securing or preventing desired or obnoxious legislation, 
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He doubtless had in mind the so-called progressive bloc which success- 
fully blocked the ship-subsidy bill during the last session of the Sixty- 
seyenth Congress and which now interferes with the orderly workings 
of the reactionary Republican machine. 

“I do not care to discuss the advantages or disadvantages of two- 
party rule, but the ‘bloc’ in American legislation is not a new thing, 
as the Secretary of Commerce seems to think. We have always had 
them, The financial bloc has always taken care of the interests of 
Wall Street; the railroad bloc never lost sight of the interests of the 
railroads. 

„Just now the progressive bloc is receiving condemnation of the 
regulars who do not seem to be able to understand the psychology of 
a progressive. What is a progressive? A progressive is one who does 
not believe that all virtue and honor and knowledge is in the past. 
A progressive has little respect for old things simply because they are 
old. He has faith in the ultimate triumph of the right and believes 
in the future. Were it not for the progressive this would be a stag- 
nant world. The progressive is not afraid of new ideas—he will try 
out most anything once. Abraham was a progressive. When the Lord 
appeared and said unto him, ‘Get thee out of the country and from 
thy kindred and from thy father’s house into a land that I shall show 
thee and I will make thee a great nation,’ he did not hesitate but went. 
He evidently wanted to see the world and better his condition—he 
wanted to enlarge his horizon, get a broader view. So he went to 
Canaan, while had he been a standpatter he would have stayed at home 
and lived and died in Heran. 

“We are hearing a great deal about radicals. We hear of red 
radicals, radicals of the pink variety, radicals with whiskers pre- 
sumably imported direct from Russia, and just plain radicals without 
any fringes or trimmings. These radicals are supposed to be dangerous 
creatures, forever plotting to overthrow the Government. Indeed, we 

are told that they intend to plant a red flag on the White House. 
What is a radical anyway? Do any of you know? Did you ever see a 
genuine radical? A friend of mine who is an authority on the subject 
of radicals told me that a radica) is a progressive who believes in what 
be advocates. 

“I have been called a radical and I rather like it, because it places 
me in such good company. Christ was the greatest radical of all time. 
He was a breaker of idols, the herald of a new day; He was militant; 
He drove the money changers out of the temple; He denounced cant 
and hypocrisy ; He preached peace on earth and good-will toward men; 
He believed in what he advocated and they crucified Him. 


Count me o'er earth’s chosen heroes—they were souls that stood 
alone, 
While the men they agonized for hurled the contumelious stone; 
Stood serene, and down the future saw the golden beam incline 
To the side of perfect justice, mastered by their faith divine, 
By one man's plain truth to manhood, and to God's supreme design.’ 


“As a native son of Massachusetts I am proud of its history. I am 
proud of the little group of radicals that landed at Plymouth Rock. 
J am proud to be numbered among the radicals of the Revolutionary 
period—men like Samuel Adams and Hancock and Warren, old Israel 
Putnam, and that fiery radical from Virginia, Patrick Henry—all radi- 
cals who were ready to sacrifice their lives, their fortunes, and their 
sacred honor for the cause in which they believed. 

“T am proud to be classed as a radical with Paul Revere, whose 
midnight ride to arouse the minutemen made us a Nation. We all 
do honor to the radicals who were responsible for the Bosten Tea 
Party. We admire the radicals who fought at Lexington and Bunker 
Hill, We honor Charles Sumner for his radical stand on the sub- 
ject of slavery. It is owing to the work of her radical sons that 
Massachusetts has been able to lead the procession of national prog- 
ress in every crisis. As a native son I rejoice in the good fortune 
of an adopted son of the State that made him President of the 
greatest Nation on earth, but T regret that his political philosophy is 
so different from that of the distinguished sons who have represented 
Massachusetts in the past. I hope his administration will bring 
glory to his adopted State, but I fear his policy will bring joy to 
Wall Street and anguish to the hearts of the people as a whole. 

“On this occasion that marks the one hundredth milestone in the 
missionary work of the church it is pleasant to remember that the 
church has ever been progressive—it has never been afraid of a new 
idea. That is the reason why we are here celebrating a century of 
progressive and aggressive missionary work in every corner of the 
world. If Bishop Blake and Doctor Hartman had been cast in the 
regular mold of conservatism, had they not possessed the courage of 
their convictions, the Methodists of this country might still be believing 
the mendaclous propaganda about Russia, framed up and broadcast by 
the lying sleuths of Burns's detective agency and the paid propagandists. 

The Methodist Church has a wonderful opportunity to be of serv- 
ice, not only in Russia and other foreign missionary fields, but right 
here in America. You have an opportunity and I believe it is your 
duty not only to take your Methodism with you into the church on 
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Sunday, but take it with you into the workshop, into the store, the 
bank, and then into the politics of Massachusetts and America. Use 
your united infiuence to send men to the Congress of the United 
States who are progressive in thought and believe in what they 
advocate; men who are not afraid of a new idea; men who have 
convictions and have the courage to maintain them; men who are 
responsive to the will of the common masses of humanity. If you 
are afraid to do so, if the economie pressure is too strong for you, 
if you are too weak kneed to stand up and be counted, if you lack 
the intestinal stamina to fight the good fight for the economic free- 
dom of the masses as your forefathers fought for political freedom 
in 1776, then the Christ when he returns will not recognize you as 
his followers, nor would John Wesley recognize you as Methodists if 
he could return to the materialistic world. 

Let the spirit of seventy-six be abroad in the land and let the proud 
sons and daughters of old New England lead the vanguard of progress 
toward intellectual, political, and economic freedom. 

“You people feel that as Christians and Methodists you should be 
charitable; that you should, out of your abundance, give to the poor 
and needy; that you should comfort the widow and care for the 
fatherless; that the State’ should provide homes for the indigent and 
helpless, penitentiaries for the criminals, and asylums for the un- 
fortunate. We believe in and do all these things and we preach 
morality from the pulpit, but we all know that these are only out- 
ward applications to relieve the patient for the time being. Why 
not go deeper and remove the cause? 

“The people of New England fought to free the chattel slaves of the 
earth. We honor Charles Sumner for the brave and constant fight he 
made for individual and political freedom of the negroes of the South, 
but what are you who honor his memory doing to free the workers of 
the North and the South from economic slavery? 

“When malaria and other forms of disease are prevalent it is well 
and proper to administer to the sick and do all we can te assist them 
to recover thejr health, but who will say that it is not infinitely better 
to spend money and effort to remove the cause of the disease! 

“Do you realize how rare a thing courage is—real courage—the 
courage that will lead a charge against overwhelming odds? The most 
of us would rather follow the lines of least resistance. We had much 
rather go around the hill than over it. Our ministers are perfectly 
safe as long as they confine their preachings to moral ethics and 
band out homeopathic doses of moral platitudes, but the moment they 
attempt to apply the surgeon’s knife and cut out the core of the dis- 
ease, if that disease happens to have an economic origin, the largest 
contributers are likely to object and the daring minister, the disciple 
of truth, is called to another charge. 


“*But I honor the man who is willing to sink 
Half his present repute for the freedom to think, 
And when he has thought, be his cause strong or weak, 
Win risk tiother half for the freedom to speak, 
Caring naught for the vengeance the mob has in store, 
Be that mob the upper ten thousand or lower.’ 


“The other night I spoke in Baltimore. In opening the meeting the 
chairman said that prior to the time when the people had a chance to 
vote directly for United States Senators their faith in our system of 
representative government, although not broken, was badly bent. And 
when we remember the eternal struggle between the forces of right 
and wrong, with— 


Truth forever on the scaffold, wrong forever on the throne,’ 
Let us remember always that 


That scaffold sways the future, and behind the dim unknown 
Standeth God within the shadow keeping watch above his own.’ 

“During the last three years the faith of the people of the West in 
the power that runs the ship of state has been badly bent. Their prop- 
erty has been ruthlessly taken from them by a financial oligarchy by a 
system of deflation that has no parallel in economic history. They 
have repeatedly asked Washington for bread, and so far they have been 
given a stone. Their only hope now rests in the influence of an en- 
lightened public sentiment that will force from a reactionary majority 
a policy of common justice and a square deal.” 


ORDER OF BUSINESS FOR TO-MORROW. 
* Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I would like to know what 
the order for to-morrow is. Is there a unanimous-consent agree- 
ment that we will go into executive session to consider the 
Major case? 

Mr, FLETCHER. Yes; at the close of the morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Couzens in the chair). 
At the close of the morning hour. 

ORDER FOR RECESS. 

Mr. FLETCHER obtained the floor. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator from Florida 
yield to me for a moment? 


2370 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SEN ATE. 


FEBRUARY 13, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent that when the Senate 
closes its session to-day it take a recess until 12 o'clock to- 
morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah asks 
unanimous consent that when the session closes to-day the 
Senate take a recess until noon to-morrow. Is there objec- 
tion? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


SHIPPING SITUATION. 


Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I desire to submit a few 
observations respecting the American merchant marine, A 
statement was made this morning by the senior Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. RANSDELL] that the Emergency Fleet Corpora- 
tion contemplated moving its offices to New York City; at 
least, that there was rumor to that effect, and there is some 
pretty well-founded reason for it, evidently, because the Senator 
followed that with a resolution bearing on that subject, which 
went over until to-morrow. * 

In the Washington Herald of January 31 last appeared this 
statement: 


R. Stanley Dollar, Pacific coast shipping magnate, is in Washington 
personally conducting negotiations with the United States Shipping 
Board for the purchase of 10 passenger vessels. 

Five of the ships are now being operated by his own line, the 
Admiral-Oriental, between Seattle and the Orlent, and five are in the 
Pacific Mail fleet, operating between San Francisco and the Orient. 
Dollar's offer is for “ali 10 or none.“ The amount of his offer was 
not revealed. 


I am prompted to present to the Senate some facts with ref- 
erence to the situation regurding our shipping and some views 
on that subject. There is a general feeling that in order to 
have an American merchant marine, it should be privately 
owned and privately operated, and numerous trade bodies 
throughout the country have adopted resolutions to that effect. 
As against that idea I have never taken any positive stand, 
but my observation leads me to the belief that we will never 
have anything like an adequate American merchant marine in 
the United States upon that basis. I believe the Government 
must own and operate at least a portion of the American ships 
engaged in overseas trade, or we will find ourselves, as we 
were in 1913, carrying only about 9 or 10 per cent of our 
foreign commerce in American bottoms, 

Congress not only authorized but directed the Shipping 
Board, in the act of 1920, to operate the ships, until such time 
as they could be properly and in a good business way disposed 
of, keeping always in mind the expressed primary purpose to 
establish and maintain an adequate American merchant marine, 

Evidently a majority of the board and the officers of the 
Fleet Corporation have been all along opposed ts Government 
operation, and Government ownership as well. 

Congress has failed in no respect to furnish the money re- 
quired and to give full support to the bureau. 

No Government ever more liberally and whole-heartedly 
furnished the means for accomplishing the purpose set forth 
in the merchant marine act of 1920. 

Energetic and persistent effort has been made by competitors, 
by selfish interests, by those who oppose the Government con- 
ducting any business to make our whole plan and purpose a 
failure. 

The Fleet Corporation, supposedly supported by a majority 
of the Shipping Board, has pursued a course which encourage] 
that opposition and opened the way for the insidious and effec- 
tive use of that propaganda. j; 

It appears now all offers to purchase the ships have been 
ridiculously low and absurd: that what sales they have made 
have been at prices which rarely exceed 10 per cent of the 
cost of the vessels. 

Some of the ships, next to our best, costing millions of dollars, 
have been practically given away. 
ment of alleged experienced shipping experts drawing salaries 
from $20,000 to $35,000 per annum. 

Justification for these transactions is based on the idea that 
the Government ought to cease to own and operate ships right 
now. 

To show this interpretation of the law to be erroneous, I 
need only quote the first section of the act of 1920, which has 
not been altered or changed, and is binding on the authorities: 

Be it enacted, etc., That it is necessary for the national defense and 
for the proper growth of its foreign and domestic commerce that the 
United States shall haye a morchant marine of the best equipped and 
most suitable [ypes of vessels sufficient to carry the greater portion 


This under the manage-- 


of its commerce, and serve ns a nayal or military auxiliary in time 
of war or national emergency, untimately to be owned and operated 
privately by citizens of the United States; and it is hereby declared 
to be the policy of the United States to do whatever may be neces- 
sary to develop and encourage the maintenance of such a merchant 
marine, and, in so far as may not be inconsistent with the express 
provisions of this act, the United States Shipping Board shail, in 
the disposition of vessels and shipping property as hereinafter pro- 
vided, in the making of rules and regulations, and in the administra- 
tion of the shipping laws, keep always in view this purpose and 
object as the primary end to be obtained. 


The entire context of the act shows emphasis is to be placed 
on the word “ultimately,” meaning “ eventually,” “in the end,” 
“ finally.” 

What efforts were put forth by private citizens to facilitate 
the Government going out of the business? 

The Shipowners’ Association offered to help solve the problem 
and generously proposed, in effect, to purchase 100 ships at 
about $20 a ton, provided the board would sink the remaining— 
more than 1,200 cargo vessels—and would impose no restrictions 
as to routes and flag. 

That would have terminated the Government’s interests at one 
sudden stroke. The acceptance of such an offer would have 
destroyed all chances for an American merchant marine for 
this generation. 

The board admits they can not now sell the ships. There is 
nothing to do, therefore, but operate them to the extent that 
they may render a proper, useful service, August 20, 1921, in 
the Senate, I said: 


We can not afford to give away these ships or to sink them or to tie 
them up. We can not afford to junk this great enterprise. 


That conclusion was finally reached by President Harding 
after the ship subsidy bill failed to pass. In writing, he directed 
putting into effect the policy of “ Direct Government operation, 
aggressively pursued.” 

That should have been done from the beginning. If it had 
been done there would have been more and better offers for the 
ships, fewer obstacles encountered, and compliance with the laws. 
The policy laid down by Congress should have been pursued. 
That meant the Government agency running the vessels should 
have given definite assurance to the world that the fleet is to be 
permanent, and to all shippers that there will be American bot- 
toms in which to market their goods. Further, plans should 
have been adopted whereby the greatest efficiency and economy 
in operation could be attained. 

Even after taking that firm stand by President Harding the 
policy has not been lived up to or put in force. There has been 
hesitation, halting, extravagance, ill-advised contracts, con- 
fusion, indecision, politics, favoritism, giving the impression all 
the while that the Government’s ownership and apparent opera- 
tion were only temporary and that the Government would soon 
abandon the enterprise. No business could succeed in such cir- 
cumstances. The then chairman of the board proclaimed and 
fairly boasted of the failure he was making of the pretense of 
Government operation. 

The situation has been all along such as may be likened to a 
man crossing a street. If he starts, goes to the middle, and 
ae backs and fills, he will likely be run over by the moving 
t ic 

The Shipping Board started to cross to the side of real Gov- 
ernment operation, went part way, and then circled about, and 
never reached the other side. 

That means self-destruction, suicide. This bureau was made 
the dumping ground for political patronage Useless employees 
and large salaries helped to load down the overhead. 

All this was just what our competitors and the selfish in- 
terests wanted. Why should anyone buy a ship when it was 
a safe bet, as affairs were directed, they would soon be given 
away or go on the scrap heap? 

These interests were gleefully flying over the fast-dying 
merchant marine, feeling sure their day of gratification would 
come. 

Admiral Benson, alone, attended to the operation of 450 
ships, and on May 9, 1921, the comptroller, Mr. Tweedale, tes- 
tified : 


From the beginning of the operation of this fleet to May 1, 1919, 
we paid all the expense of the fleet, the operation of the fleet. and in 
addition to that declared a profit of 848.325.000 and also laid up 
$33,000,000 for depreciation, making a total of $81,325,000. From 
that point, May 1, 1919, down to March 1, 1921, the fleet was operated 
at a profit of $17,000,000. 


At that time, as I recall, there were 78 people in the comp- 
troller's office. 
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After the reorganization of the board in 1921, with Mr. 
Lasker chairman, the number was increased to 1,600. Then, 
operating about 400 ships, with the Fleet Corporation newly 
officered and three shipping men receiving salaries aggregating 
$95,000 a year to run the ships, the losses moved to nearly 
$50,000,000 per annum. A monstrous-record. No wonder they 
may feel the people will not complain if they give the ships 
away. 

Now, President Coolidge has taken up the matter in earnest, 
and he realizes that direct Government operation, “ aggressively 
pursued,” I believe, is the only reasonable, sensible, patriotic 
course and the one demanded by the public interest. 

He agrees that the Emergency Fleet Corporation should be 
the active agency for operating the vessels, and the Shipping 
Board, without foregoing their responsibilities under the law, 
should not attempt to interfere, except in a supervisory way, 
laying down the policy which apparently the President has 
outlined, Further evidence of that determination is the selec- 
tion of Admiral Palmer, at the President’s suggestion, as presi- 
dent of the Fleet Corporation, in place of the chairman of the 
Shipping Board. 

That means, I hope, real, direct Government operation, with 
a will to conduct it on sound business principles and a determi- 
nation to. haye it succeed, with no sort of understanding that 
it is to terminate at any foreseen time. 

If that is done in good faith, I see hopes that we will have 
at least 4,000,000 tons of merchant shipping in overseas trade 
under our flag permanently, increasing as the years go by and 
American commerce requires. It will mean that the United 
States will no longer be almost wholly dependent on foreign 
ships in peace or war. We ought to so announce to the world. 
The Emergency Fleet Corporation should amend its charter by 
eliminating the word “Emergency.” It should be proclaimed 
that the Government is in this enterprise without limit and to 
stay, in order to execute the declared policy “to do whatever 
may be necessary to develop and encourage the maintenance“ 
of a merchant marine, it being recognized as “necessary for 
the national defense and for the proper growth of its foreign 
and domestic commerce that the United States shall have a 
merchant marine of the best equipped and most suitable types 
of vessels, sufficient to carry the greater portion of its com- 
merce and serve as a naval or military auxiliary in time of 
war or national emergency.” (Act 1920.) 

We should proceed to Dieselize and otherwise put in condi- 
tion the best and most suitable ships and keep up and maintain 
our merchant marine. 

One ship drives east, and another drives west, 
With the self-same winds that blow; 

‘Tis the set of the sails and not the gales 
Which tells us the way they go. 


The Fleet Corporation, the administration, have simply tem- 
porized and blundered along, to our discredit and great loss. 

Never before, if we have now, have we set our sails for genu- 
ine Government ownership. and operation in good faith and 
with a will to succeed. Big business, the world over, has held 
its hand against it. Prior to the act of 1920 there was a limi- 
tation of five years fixed by law on Government operation. 
The merchant marine act of June 5, 1920, did away with that 
limitation and declared the policy which only Congress had the 
right to declare. If Admiral Palmer and the Fleet Corpora- 
tion will see to the right “set of the sails” they will succeed, 
and the starred banner will become the symbol of a world com- 
merce. 

Otherwise, within five years there will not be a million tons 
of overseas shipping under our flag, and that will grow less, 
rather than increase, as time goes on. My information is there 
are only 22 American flag freight ships engaged in our foreign 
trade, privately owned, to-day. There are a few mail lines in 
addition. Are we to sacrifice to private interests or scrap the 
1,800 steel Ships owned by the people of this country in order 
to avoid competition with those carrying only an infinitesimal 
portion of the overseas shipments? 

I do not believe the American people have forgotten when 
their surplus products weighed down the terminals on all our 
coasts, unable to reach waiting markets because we had no 
ships, and when freight rates went up and up, as much in some 
instances as 1,000 per cent, and when we were in desperate 
need of transports, tankers, supply ships, and the like. They 
have not forgotten when they poured out their money for Lib- 
erty bonds in order that ships might be speedily built. 
lave the ships. They will not be pleased to find themselves 
obliged to undergo an experience like that of 1915, 1916, 1917 
agam. 

Tke situation is pot hopeless. 
see. 


It can be saved. We will 


They- 


OPERATION OF MERCHANT VESSELS. 


Article I, section 8, of the Constitution grants ample power 
to Congress to provide for the creation of the Fleet Corpora- 
tion with the authority set forth in section 11 of the shipping 
act of 1916. Under that section the corporation formed was to 
be dissolyed at the expiration of five years from the conclusion 
of the European war. But the same constitutional grant gave 
the right to Congress to extend and continue the life of the 
Emergency Fleet Corporation until all vessels are sold, as it 
did by section 12 of the merchant marine act, 1920. 

Congress had the right to enact section 11 and section 12, re- 
ferred to, under any one of several powers granted by section 
8 of Article I of the Constitution. Congress has declared 
a fixed purpose and adopted a definite plan by legislation, such 
purpose and plan being expressed and amplified in the first sec- 
tion of the merchant marine act, 1920, heretofore quoted. 

Frequently throughout the act we are reminded that the 
purpose set forth must be constantly kept in mind, and all 
other provisions are related to and controlled by this declared 
object. Section 5 expressly provides the power of sale im- 
plied in the first section, but this power is subject to very 
definite limitations, among them, (1) business principles must 
be applied to each transaction and (2) any sales plan must 
be subordinated to the primary purpose of the act. The right 
to sell exists only when a sale is— 


consistent with * * * the objects and purposes to be attained 
by the act— 


And— 
to carry out the policy declared in section 1. 


It is the imperative duty of the board, irrespective of the 
personal preferences of its members, to operate the vessels 
for Government account, rather than sacrifice them to private 
interests, if thereby the best interests of the American mer- 
chant marine are advanced, 

Section 14 recognizes that the period through which Gov- 
ernment operation may continue is indefinite. The proviso 
to section 12 emphasizes the idea of the upkeep of the vessel 
and says that until sold they— 


shall be managed and operated by the board * * for the pro- 
motion and maintenance of an efficient merchant marine, pursuant 
to the policy and purposes declared in sections 1 and 5 of this act. 


Without repeating the provisions, it will be seen upon ex- 
amination that ample power to operate vessels exists, not only 
under section 9 of the shipping act, 1916, but also under sec- 
tions of the merchant marine act of 1920, other than section 
7, but Congress deals with the subject further in section 7 in 
combination with positive directions to the Shipping Board 
to establish new routes. That section makes it the duty of 
the Shipping Board to establish and put into operation lines— 


from ports in the United States or any Territory, district, or posses- 
sion thereof, to such world or domestic markets as in its judgment 
are desirable for the promotion, development, expansion, and main- 
tenance of the foreign and coastwise trade of the United States, and 
an adequate postal service. 


The board is not to abandon but to persevere in operations 
on such routes even though they do not pay. A duty rather 
than a limitation is imposed by this section. 

Even if the board proceeded under section 9 of the shipping 
act, conditions precedent haye all taken place. The Presi- 
dent gave the order in writing to proceed to “ Government 
operation, aggressively pursued.” 

A definite mandate has been given the board by the law. 
The board is made the instrument of the Government to give 
effect to the purpose of the American people to have an ade- 
quate merchant marine, not only to serve our commerce, but 
because it is essential to our national life, and they must do 
“whatever may be necessary ” to attain that end. 

It is entirely feasible to have a merchant marine partly 
Government-owned, partly privately owned. The Government 
ships, it is contemplated, should be used in opening up new 
routes and trades; in supplying carriers where needed owing 
to the absence of American flag vessels; in blazing the way for 
private enterprise; in maintaining freight and passenger rates 
which will yield a reasonable return and establish standards 
upon which our private owners may build up profitable in- 
terests, but which will nevertheless restrain and restrict the 
charging of any higher rates by private lines to the detriment 
of American travelers and shippers. 

The power fo sell vessels is not given for the purpose of 
enriching private owners, but it is for the purpose of effec- 
tively attaining the primary purpose of Congress, the main- 
tenance of an adequate American merchant marine. The 
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power and authority given to the Shipping Board and the 
Vleet Corporation are to accomplish this main object, by 
enabling them to do “ whatever may be necessary ” to develop 
and encourage the maintenance of an adequate merchant 
marine under the American flag, for the national defense, and 
for the proper growth of our foreign and domestic commerce. 

In hurrying the ships into private ownership the question 
first arises, will that course be the wise one and the best one 
in reaching the end for which we have planned and to which 
we have aimed? In each case is the proposed sale and are 
the terms such as will result in the attainment of the purpose 
expressed in the law? If—without regard to consequence to 
the future permanent merchant marine, in pursuance of an 
erroneous interpretation of the law and the policy expressed 
by Congress, based on opposition to Government ownership 
and operation and the idea that the public interest requires 
that the Government should retire completely and finally from 
the shipping business—sales haye been made, on those grounds 
and for those reasons, it is possible that such sales may be 
rescued from fraud and bad faith. Such grounds and reasons, 
however, are fallacious and unwarranted. In such cases the 
sales are in contravention of law, even though not fraudulent. 
Sales have been made, I take it, for sound reasons, and in 
undoubted conformity with the law, but some of the sales 
that have been made are open to just criticism, to say the 
least. Each transaction should rest on its own merits. No 
one knows outside the organization the facts and cireum- 
stances in each case. 

There are some sales we are informed about in answer to 
specifie inquiries, and I will allude to them in a moment. 

Two hundred and twenty-nine vessels were sold during the 
years 1922 and 1923, at the total purehase price of $43,169,- 
214.50, as per this statement: 


Ships sold by United States sah 0 age Board, January 1, De- December 


Average sale price per ship, $188,511.85. 


The Shipping Board has 1,308 steel cargo vessels, 2 concrete, 
7 tankers, 21 passenger ships, 3 cargo wooden ships, 4 wooden 
barges, 14 harbor tugs, 1 tug hull. There are in operation 
349 steel cargo ships and the passenger and wooden fleet men- 
tioned. The Shipping Board is running the United States Line, 
New York to Londen. The other vessels are operated by agents 
under contracts whereby the Government pays all losses. Some 
of these contracts require examination, if my information is 
substantially correct. If any of the boats lose money, what 
boats do you suppose will enjoy that privilege? Managing 
agents, who are bullding up their names at Government expense, 
can drop our ships and install ships of another flag. Is this 
thought of in dealing with managing agents? One tank steamer 
operates between Tampico, Mexico, and Port Arthur, Tex. Why 
should a concern in New York be engaged as managing agent, 
receiving $400 per month for each boat as husbanding fees? 
Why, while that is going on, should the operating agent in Port 
Arthur receive $100 per month for each leg of the voyage, the 
boat averaging four round trips per month? In addition to 
that, a subugent at Port Arthur receives $100 per month and a 
subagent at Tampico $50 per month, a total of $1,350 per month, 
or $16,200 per annum, agents’ fees in the operation of this 
tanker. There is need of better shore management. This firm 
in New York is operating seven Shipping Board tankers be- 
tween Pacific coast ports and Atlantic coast ports. There is 
great need of effecting economies and efficiency. It would seem 
that we are paying for those things and we ought to have them 
in greater measure. 

Coming back to sales. When I heard of the Dollar steamship 
contract I made inquiry about it, and the chairman replied, 


sending me a copy of the agreement. I asked for more specific 
information covering the seven ships mentioned in some detail, 
and that was furnished. 

I ask to have these communications and contract inserted in 
the Record without reading. There is a communication from 
Mr. Farley, chairman of the Shipping Board, a copy of the con- 
tract made with the Dollar Co., and a copy of a letter de- 
scribing the several ships, giving the history of some of them 
and showing a schedule of their operations, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


UNITED STATES SHIPPING BOARD, 
OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN, 
Washington, December 17, 1923. 
Hon. Duncan U. FLETCHER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. O. 

My Dran SENATOR: I desire to acknowledge your favor of the 14th 
8 requesting a copy of the contract made with the Robert Dol- 

I am pleased to forward you a copy of that contract, together with 
the financial statement furnished by said company. The details of this 
contract have not been made public, because it was felt that it would 
be most unfair to the American merchant marine, and to the steam- 
ship company in particular, to place this information in the hands of 
our foreign competitors—information which could undoubtedly be used 
to the detriment of the company. ‘The Shipping Board has known that 
inasmuch as the Robert Dollar Co. could not get similar information 
concerning its competitors, the publication of this information would 
be a great handicap to it. 

Sincerely yours, 


EDWARD P. FARLEY, Chairman. 


This agreement entered into this 25th day of September, 1923, be- 
tween the United States of America, represented by the United States 
Shipping Board, hereinafter called the “seller,” and Dollar Steamship 
Line, a California corporation, hereinafter called the “ buyer.” 

Witnesseth : 

‘Whereas the seller is the owner of the following steamers: Presi- 
dent Heyes, President Garfield, President Adams, President Harrison, 
President Van Buren, President Polk, and President Monroe; and 

Whereas the buyer has agreed to purchase said vessels from the 
seller on the terms and conditions hereinafter set forth; and 

Whereas the buyer bas agreed to establish with said vessels and to 
maintain for a period of five years a round-the-world route and service 
as hereinafter set forth; 

Now therefore the parties hereto agree as follows: 


ARTICLE I, 


The seller agrees to sell to the buyer, and the buyer agrees to pur- 
chase from the seller, the steel vessels President Hayes, President Gar- 
feld, President Adams, President Harrison, President Van Buren, 
President Polk, and President Monroe, official Nos. 220858, 221426, 
221203. 220952, 220709, 221054, 220325, respectively, for the sum of 
$550,000 for each vessel, payable as follows: 

(a) On delivery of any vessel by the seller to the buyer, 25 per cent 
in cash, or by an irrevocable letter of credit satisfactory to the seller, 
payable on March 15, 1926, together with interest thereon at the rate 
of 4 per cent per annum from the date of the delivery of the vessel. 

(b) Five per cent of the purchase price per annum on or before the 
15th day of March in the years 1927, 1928, 1929, 1930, 1931, 1932, 
1983, 1924, and 1935, together with interest thereon at the rate of 4 
per cent per annum, payable annually from the date of delivery of the 
vessel. : 

(e) The balance of the purchase price on or before March 15, 1930. 
tegether with interest thereon at the rate of 4 per cent per annum, pay- 
able annually from the date of the delivery of the vessel. 

(d) All of said deferred payments shall be evidenced by negotiable 
promissory notes of the buyer bearing interest at 4 per cent per annum, 
payable annually, which notes shall be substantially in the form of 
Schedule “A,” hereunto annexed. 


ARTICLE II, 


Simultaneously with the delivery of any vessel by the seller to the 
buyer, and with the payment of the aforesaid first installment of the 
purchase price and the execution and delivery of the aforesaid promis- 
sory notes by the buyer to the seller, the seller shall execute and de- 
liver to the buyer a bill of sale for such vessel, in usual Government 
form, conveying the vessel, with warranty but not warranting the 
vessel as to tonnage, quality, condition, or seaworthiness, which bill of 


‘sale shall be substantially in the form of Schedule B.“ hereunto an- 


nexed; and immediately following the execution and delivery of such 
bill of sale by the seller to the buyer, the buyer shall execute and de- 
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liver to the seller a first preferred mortgage on the vessel to secure the 
payment of the deferred installments of the purchase price and the 
aforesaid promissory notes evidencing same, which first preferred 
mortgage shall be substantially in the form of Schedule “ C," hereunto 
annexed, but the execution of such bil! of sale shall not release or 
discharge the covenants contained in Articles VI and VIL hereof. 


ARTICLE M. 


The seller shall use due diligence to deliver four of said vessels 
within the period of four months and the remaining three vessels 
not later than six months from the date of this agreement, but 
if such delivery is prevented for reasons which the seller thinks justi- 
fiable, the time of delivery shall be extended until such vessels can, by 
the exercise of due diligence, be delivered. Said vessels shall be de- 
livered at the ports of New York and/or San Francisco, at the option 
of the seller, classed at the highest classification for vessels of their 
type in the American Bureau of Shipping, and with certificates of the 
United States Steamboat Inspection Service in full force and effect, 
and in the condition that said vessels now are, ordinary wear and tear 
excepted, except that if any of said vessels shall suffer any damage 
by accident between the date hereof and date of delivery to the buyer 
such damage shall be repaired by the seller at its expense. 


ARTICLE Iv. 


The seller shall also deliver with each of said vessels, as part and 
parcel thereof, all boats, tackle, apparel, equipment, spare parts, fur- 
nishings, and appurtenances thereunto appertaining and belonging, as 
shown by the inventory on her last voyage before delivery, whether on 
board the vessel or ashore, in the same good order and condition as 
they now are, ordinary wear and tear excepted, including therein all 
advertising matter in stock pertaining to the vessels, and all plates, 
cuts, and one complete set of builders’ plans and- specifications for each 
vessel, but excluding fuel, consumable stores, submarine signal appa- 
ratus, and leased radio equipment on board said vessels. 


ARTICLE V. 


On delivery of each of said vessels an inventory shall be made of all 
consumable stores and fuel on board, and the same shall be paid for 
by the buyer at current prices prevailing at the time and place of deliv- 
ery to buyer. 

ARTICLE vi. 


The buyer agrees to make with sald vessels not less than a total of 
10 round voyages each year, unless prevented by any causes of what- 
soever kind beyond the control of the buyer, for a period of five suc- 
cessive years from and after the date of the delivery of the first vessel 
to the buyer, in a round-the-world route and service, which shall com- 
mence on the east coast of the United States and continue through the 
Panama Canal to the Pacific, with the buyer's option to call at United 
States Pacific coast ports and Honolulu; thence to Japan, China, Philip- 
Pine Islands, and Straits Settlements, with the buyer's option to call at 
Dutch East Indies and Indian ports; thence through the Suez Canal, 
with the buyer's option to call at any African, eastern Mediterranean, 
and European ports; thence to the east coast of the United States; 
or, at the option of the buyer, any or all voyages may be made in the 
reverse order and said ports or places may be visited in any order: 
Provided, however, That in the event any of the vessels are not de- 
livered to the buyer, and/or after delivery any of the yessels are lost 
or destroyed, the number of voyages herein required shall be reduced 
proportionately. 

ARTICLE YII. 


In the event that the buyer shall fail to make the number of voyages 
required by Article VI hereof, unless prevented by said excepted 
causes, or if the buyer by its act shall render it impossible to make 
the number of voyages required by Article VI hereof, then in such 
case the seller may at once take possession of all of the vessels 
wherever the same may be and the buyer shall forthwith surrender 
the actual possession of the vessels immediately on written demand 
of the seller so to do, and the seller may hold, lease, charter, operate, 
or otherwise use the vessels for the maintenance of said route and 
service, or may use the vessels on any other route or service for 
the remainder of said five-year period, or any part thereof, at its sole 
cost and/or to its sole profit; in the event of the seller taking 
possession of the vessels the buyer agrees, if requested by the seller, 
to place at the service of the seller its entire organization without 
charge for executive salaries, and all-other facilities for the opera- 
tion of the vessels at current published rates, less 10 per cent. 

The seller shall redeliyer said vessels, together with all boats, 
tackle, apparel, equipment, spare parts, furnishings, and appurte- 
nances thereunto appertaining and belonging, to the buyer at the 
end of said five-year perfod at the port or place at which possession 
of the vessels was taken from the buyer in good order and condition, 
ordinary wear and tear excepted, and free and clear of all liens 
and encumbrances, except the mortgage herein provided for, unless 
lost or destroyed. 


In the event of the seller taking possession of the vessels under 
this article, condition surveys of the vessels and inventories of the 
boats, tackle, apparel, equipment, spare parts, furnishings, and ap- 
purtenances thereunto appertaining and belonging, and of fuel and 
consumable stores on board, both on delivery and redelivery af posses- 
sion of the vessels, shall be taken and agreed upon, and all con- 
sumable stores and fuel, and, if taken, all excess boats, tackle, ap- 
parel, equipment, spare parts, furnishings, and appurtenances, shall 
be paid for by the party taking the same at current market prices 
prevailing at the port or place where delivery and/or redelivery of 
the vessels, as the case may be, is made, unless otherwise agreed to. 

During such period as the seller may operate said vessels under 
the provisions hereof, the seller agrees, at its own cost and expense, 
to keep each vessel insured for $550,000, as required by the pro- 
visions of the first preferred mortgage, and to pay the cost of such 
insurance. 

The right to take possession of and operate said vessels, as afore- 
said, shall be the exclusive remedy of the seller against the buyer 
for any failure to maintain said service as herein above provided. 


ARTICLE VIII. 


The buyer shall have the right to change the name of any and 
all of the vessels at any time, 


ARTICLE ix. 


If by reason of anything beyond the contro! of the seller it is unable 
to deliver all of the vessels herein contracted for, the buyer agrees to 
accept such vessels as the seller is able to deliver upon the terms and 
conditions hereinbefore set forth. 


ARTICLE x. 


The buyer shall farnish to the seller a financial statement of its 
assets and Habilities and of its profits and losses at the end of each 
fiscal year in the five-year period during which said route and service 
is to be maintained. 

ARTICLE XL 

All the covenants, stipulations, and agreements in this agreement con- 
tained are, and shall be, binding upon the successors and assigns of the 
parties hereto. 

In witness whereof the parties hereto have executed these presents 
the day and year first aboye written, 

UNITED STATES OP AMERICA, 
By UNITED STATES SHIPPING BoARD, 
By Epwarv P. FARLEY, Chairman. 


Attest: 
CARL P. KREMER, 
Secretary. 
DOLLAR STEAMSHIP Lixn, 
By R. BTANLRY DOLLAR, 
Attest: Vice President, 


WILLIAM J. Bess, 
Assistant Secretary. 
O. K. as to form. 7 
C. G. Parker, 


Districr or COLUMBIA, 8$; 

I, Robert W. Malone, a notary public in and for the District of Co- 
lumbia, do hereby certify that Edward P. Farley, who is chairman of 
the United States Shipping Board, which said Shipping Board for and 
on behalf of the United States of America executed the above and 
foregoing contract on the —— day of September, 1923, personally ap- 
peared before me in said District of Columbia, the said Edward P. 
Farley being personally well known to me as the chairman of said 
United States Shipping Board, which executed for and on behalf of 
the said United States of America the said contract, and acknowledged 
to me that he executed the same as the chairman of said United States 
Shipping Board, and that the same is the free and voluntary act and 
deed of said United States Shipping Board, and of himself as said chair- 
man thereof, for the uses and purposes therein expressed. 

Given under my hand and seal this 25th day of September, 1923. 

[SEAL] Ropgrt W. MALONR, 

Notary Pubiie, 

(My commission expires February 29, 1928.) 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 83: 

I, Robert W. Malone, a notary public in and for the Distriet of Co- 
iumbia, do hereby certify that R. Stanley Dollar, who is vice president 
of Dollar Steamship Line, a corporation organized and existing under 
the laws of the State of California, which executed the above and 
foregoing contract on the 25th day of September, 1923, personally ap- 
peared before me in said District of Columbia, the said R. Stanley 
Dollar being personally well known to me as the vice president of said 
Dollar Steamship Line, which executed said contract, and acknowledged 

| to me that he executed said contract as the vice president of said 
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Dollar Steamship Line, and that the same is the free and voluntary 
act and deed of said Dollar Steamship Line, and of himself as vice 
president thereof, for the uses and purposes therein expressed. 
Given under my band and seal this 25th day of September, 1923. 
{seat.] Ronxar W, MALONE, 
Notary Publio. 


(My commission expires February 29, 1928.) 


SCHEDULE A, 
No. —. 


On or bebore the day of , 19—, for value received, the 
undersigned promises to pay to the United States of America, or order, 
at the office of the United States Shipping Board, Washington, D. C., 
in gold coin or its equivalent in funds current in New York City, the 
sum of dollars, and to pay interest thereon from the date 
hereof at four per centum (4%) per annum, payable annually, in like 
colu or such equivalent, at sald office, on the —— day of in each 
year, until the payment of the principal hereof. 

This note is one of a series of ( ) notes, aggregating 
dollars ( ) principal amount, of like form and tenor, save 
for their respective amounts and/or dates of maturity, all given in 
payment for the American steel vessel or steamship , official 
No. . 

Each of said notes is issued under and secured by a first preferred 
mortgage on the said vessel, which mortgage is dated , 19—, and 
has been negotiated and received by the holder hereof subject to all 
the terms and conditions of said mortgage, and secured thereby to the 
same extent as if said mortgage were set out herein in full. In case 
of any default specified in said mortgage this note may become or be 
declared immediately due and payable in the manner and with the effect 
provided in said mortgage. 

This note may be redeemed at the option of the maker at any time 
by payment of the principal amount hereof, together with accrued 
interest hereon, 

In witness whereof the undersigned has executed this note on the 


— day of » 19—, 
President. 
Attest: 
— — , Secretary. 


, Treasurer. 


UNITED STATES SHIPPING BOARD, 
Washington, December 27, 1923. 
Hon. DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Deir SenAror: In reply to your letters of December 20 and 22 
and in response to your inquiry, I attach hereto a schedule of the 
vessels mentioned in our contract with the Dollar Steamship Line, 
which contains information relative to the dates of delivery, tonnage, 
cost of construction, and present status. 

These vessels were bullt under contract by the New York Sbipbulld- 
ing Co., of Camden, N. J., and are classified as Al (E) in the American 
Bureau of Shipping. : 

The history of the individual vessels is as follows: 


STEAMSHIP “ PRESIDENT ADAMS,” 


This vessel was commissioned on June 24, 1921, and assigned to the 
United States Mail Steamship Co. for employment in the New York- 
London service, was transferred to the United States Lines on August 
29, 1921, and has been engaged in service between New York and Lon- 
don from that date to the present. 


STEAMSHIP “PRESIDENT GARFIELD.” 


Went into active service under the management of the United States 
Lines on March 1, 1922, between New York and London and has so 
continued to the present time. 


STEAMSHIP “PRESIDENT HARRISON.” 


Was assigned to the [Pacific Mall Steamship Co. and went into 
commission on January 6, 1921, and was employed in San Francisco, 
Orient, India service until June 80, 1922. From this date until 
October 19, 1922, vessel was laid up for repairs at San Francisco, at 
which time the Los Angeles Steamship Co. accepted delivery for 
service between Los Angeles and Hawaii. On February 5, 1923, de- 
livery was made to Swayne & Hoyt (Inc.) for operation between 
Pacific ports and east coast South America, in which service vessel 
continued until November 1, 1923; since this date vessel has been laid 
up at San Francisco. 


STEAMSHIP “ PRESIDENT HAYES.” 


Was assigned to the Pacific Mail Steamship Co, and placed in service 
on December 6, 1920, between San Francisco, Orient, and India; was 
tied up in San Francisco on August 2, 1922, and so remained until 


December 16, 1922, at which date Swayne & Hoyt took the vessel 
over for service between Pacific coast ports and east coast South 


America. The vessel is still active in this service. 


U. 8. S. PRESIDENT MONROE,” 


Placed in active service on August 30, 1920, under the management 
of the United States Mall Steamship Co., for operation between New 
York and London. On August 27, 1921, vessel was transferred to the 
United States Lines, under whose management vessel has been, and 
still is, engaged in New York-London service, 


U. 8. S. PRESIDENT POLK.” 


On March 7, 1921, this vessel was assigned to the Pacific Mail 
Steamship Co. for service between San Francisco and oriental and 
Indian ports, and so continued until March 18, 1922, at which date 
she was withdrawn from these operators and placed in the New York- 
London service under the management of United States Lines. This 
vessel has been continuously in its present service up to the present 
time, 


U. s. S. PRESIDENT VAN BUREN.” 


This vessel on October 21, 1920, was assigned to the United States 
Mail Steamship Co. for service between New York and London, and 
so continued until September 12, 1921, on which date transfer was 
made to the United States Lines for operation in the same service. 
The vessel was tied up from October 17, 1921, to February 28, 1922, 
from which date until the present vessel was operated in this service 
continuously. 

From the aboye you will note that five of the seven vessels were 
employed on the New York-London service, while two of them were 
employed in the service between the Pacific coast and the east const 
of South America. In the former trade the average losses were 
$55,484 per voyage, while in the latter trade the average was $110,844 
per voyage, or for the seven ships a loss per year of $3,162,109. The 
ships, though an excellent type, were not in all ways suitable for the 
runs on which they were placed. The Dollar Steamship Co., one of the 
most prominent and efficient American steamship organizations, offered 
to purchase the seven ships for a round-the-world service. After con- 
siderable negotiations the bid submitted by the Dollars was Increased 
to a figure which the board found acceptable, The Dollar company 
have agreed to place the seven ships in a round-the-world service 


with adequate guaranty for its maintenance and regularity. 


The majority of the board therefore feels in this sale it has met the 
desires of Congress and has exercised good business judgment, which 
will result in a substantial saying; it has sold seven of its ships to a 
responsible American company in return for a good price, and it has 
secured the maintenance under the American flag of the first and only 
regular round-the-world passenger service ever inagurated under any 
flag. 

Prior to the sale of the seven ships to the Dollar Steamship Line, 
to which you have referred, the Shipping Board advertised inviting bids 
for the purchase of ships coupled with an agreement on the part of the 
bidder to maintain line service. A copy of the advertisement which 
appeared in many newspapers and periodicals throughout the country 
between April 28, 1928, and May 4, 1923, is sent you herewith, and 
you will notice that it is returnable on May 28, 1928, I also inclose a 
copy of an advertisement for the sale of all of the board’s ships without 
any reference to the maintenance of line service. This advertisement 
had a country-wide publication on February 21, 1922. Under this last 
advertisement large numbers of ships have been sold pursuant to nego- 
tiations which were announced to take place by the advertisement 
itself, and at the present time negotiations for the sale of ships are 
still being entertained with divers persons pursuant to the same un- 
nouncement. 

A number of tenders were received in response to the advertisement 
calling on the bidder to maintain line service, but none of the bids 
eo received were sufficiently definite or acceptable for the board to net 
favorably on them as at first presented, and the board on reviewing 
the bids directed the continuance of negotiations which are still under 
way with some of the bidders, Prior to May 28, 1923, the date fixed 
in the advertisement for bids to reach the board no bids were received 
for any of the ships concerning which you inquire, which were after- 
wards sold to the Dollar Stcamship Line; in fact, the offer of the 
Dollar people was the only one before the board for these particular 
ships. 

There was no further calling for bids or advertisements other than 
above set forth. 

As to the delivery of the ships I beg to inform you that the President 
Harrison was to have been delivered December 26, and I suppose it has 
been delivered. 

The President Hayes will be delivered shortly, just as soon as the 
papers are received on the west coast, where she now is. These papers 
will probably be transmitted to-day, December 27. As to the other 
five ships, they will be delivered about one week apart, starting January 
25, 1924. 


Truly yours, Epwarp P. Fartury, Chairman. 
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Schedule of United States 
cargo 


apes Board combination passenger and 
camers, 502 type. 


President A 
3 
Stato. 


President Garfield, 
ex-Blue Hen 


President Harrison, 
ex-W olverine 


ite. 
President Hayes, 
ex-Creole State. 


President Monroe, 
„„ 


THE PUBLIC’S MONEY! 


ONLY 
From The Evening World, Thursday, January 10, 1924.1 


We have it from men high in authority, in two cases within as 


many days, that in matters relating to the spending or the squapder- 
ing of taxpayers’ money it is not proper the public should know the 
facts. 
impndence on the part of the public's hired men. 


The quiet passing over is of ships costing the American people $30,- | 


000,000. But the Erening World agrees with Senator Fuercuer that 
it ls of “paramount public interest“ that the people, who pay the 
piper, shall be taken into the confidence of their agents who thus lightly 
dispose of public property. 

Then, again, the censuring and repudiating of the report of General 
O'Ryan on the result of the Veterans’ Bureau investigation by Senator 


Reew of the senatorial committee, following the peculiar dropping 


of the investigation In the midst of disclosures, will scarcely make 
favorable impression. The public knows that O'Tyan is not a poli- 
tician. He is not tempted to corer an unsavory mess for the sake of 
party politics, He was interested in the investigation as a soldier— 
as the comrade of the men who haye suffered through the apparent 
squandering of the bureau's funds. And the public is interested in 
his opinion of the findings without any suppressions, moderations, or 
whitewashing by the polltietans of the committee. 

In the case of the Veterans’ Bureau the public knows enough that 
there was scandalous waste or worse. In the case of the sale of 
the ships it knows enough to be suspicious over a transaction which 
turns $30,000,000 worth of the Nation's property to private interests 
for less than $4,000,000. And the politicians m Washington ought to 
know enough to know that the attempt to shroud these transactions 
in a veil of mystery can only accentuate the suspicion that there is 
something rotten m regions not remote. 

It is time to end the unspeakably impudent presumption of poli- 
ticians and public servants that the public has no proper interest in 
the spending or the squandering of the public's money and the sacri- 
ficing of the public's property. 


Mr, FLETCHER. According to the newspapers, Mr. Dollar 
considers the matter closed, and he has no objection to making 
the letters public. I presume it was considered important that 
secrecy should be observed only until the matter was closed. 
The truth is, I am more concerned in the public interest than 
I am in the Dollar Co., and I think the people are entitled 
to know the facts involved in the disposition of their property. 

One argument in fayor of the sale was the five ships running 
from New York to Lendon have been losing money. While they 
were running with full passenger lists they could only carry 
about 140, all told, in each of these ships, and the same number 
of cabin passengers, with a small number of third-class pas- 
sengers in two ships. The third-class passenger business, on 
account of the immigration quotas, was, of course, onty good 
for four months in the year. These ships could carry 10,000 
tons ef cargo, but rarely carried, I believe. over 1.500 tons of 
paying cargo eastbound and seldom ever 1.000 tons westbound. 
The passenger end of the business, evidently, was the one that 
paid. Now, it is proposed to put in the place of these five ships 
sold to the Dollar company five comparatively fast cargo ships on 
the same run. These are ex-Army transports and will consti- 
tute the new freight line. Before this can be done these Hog 
Island types must be altered and reconditioned. The board has 
made contracts covering this matter, as shown by their Tetter, 
which I ask unanimous consent to have inserted in the RECORD 


This is a rather startling statement and implies not a little 


at this point. The letter shows that while these seven combined 


of another, and $390,000 for the reconditioning of another in 
order to have them take their place in this trans-Atlantic 


ess. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the re- 
granted. 


| quest of the Senator from Florida will be 


The matter referred to is as follows: 
Usirzp States SHIPPING Boann, 
OFFICE- OF THE CHAIRMAN, 
Washington, January 17, 192}. 
Hon. DN cAN U. FLETCHER, 
United States Senate. 

Mx Dran Senator: I have your jetter of January 10, 1924. Per- 
haps I can answer your questions on page 1 of your letter with refer- 
ence to the sale of ships by furnishing yeu with a complete list <f all 
ships sold from January 1, 1922, up to and ineluding December 81, 
1928. 

These schedules give the name of the ship, the type and tonnage, the 
motor equipment, the sort of fuel and speed, the year built, the sales 
price, the purchaser, and the dates of sales. 

Cost of reconditioning the Cenfigny type of transport is shown in 
the copy of news release, dated November 15, 1928, announcing the 
awards, inclosed herewith. 

These vessels ave single-screw design, and are known as Hog Island 
type “B” transports. They are combined passenger and cargo vessels 
and dead-weight ‘tonnage is approximately 8,194, and the original cost 
of construction was approximately $3,300,000 each, The cost of recon- 
ditioning has already been stated, and they will be operated by the 
United States Lines, which, as you are aware, is u direct operating unit 
of the United States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corpora tion. 
There are five of these vessels that are thus treated. 

Trusting that this communication furnisbes you with the information 
you desire, I am, 


Very truly yours, Epwarp P. FARLEY, Chairman. 


Usirep States SRwPING BOARD, 
Washington, November 15, 1923. 


(Immediate release.) 


The Shipping Board to-day awarded bids for the reconditioning of 
five of the Hog Island “B” type steamers. Bids were submitted for 
this work by 18 of the leading shipyards of the Hast, including the 
United States navy yards at Brooklyn, N. Y., and Philadelphia, Pa 

The awards were made on the bids submitted by the Federal Ship- 
building Co., New York, of $1,004,650, plant at Kearny, N. J., for the 
reconditioning of the steamships Cantigny, Marne, and Tours, and to 
the Staten Island Shipbuilding Co., Staten Island, N. Y., of $889,500, for 
the reconditioning of the steamship Owrcg, and to the United States 
navy yard, Brooklyn, N. E., of $290,000, for the reconditioning of the 
steamship Atene. The work on these vessels is to be completed in 
periods ranging from 75 to 125 days. These five steamers will be 
placed iu the London trade as fast freight carriers with refrigerator 
facilities, and will take the place of the steamers soid to the Dollar 
Co. to be used in its round-the-world service. 


Mr. FLETCHER. In other words, the five President boats 
are taken out of a service where they are losing money, aud to 
escape that loss, in part, they were sold to the Dollar company. 
The board then proceeds te spend nearly one-half os the total 
proceeds of that sale on other boats which it propeses to put 
into the same service in handling the losing end of the business. 
I confess I am unable to follow the reasaning which justifies 
the complete disposal of five fine combined passenger and freight 
ships, almost new, at practically a nominal figure compared to 
their cost and then employ a large portion of the proceeds to 
equip five other ships to put into the same losing trade and 
restricted to the losing end of that trade. The five ships are 
gone. Is thut maintaining a merchant marine for the people, 
which they demand not merely fer commercial purposes but as 
a real essential to their national protection? 

But the argument is also made that by the Dollar Oo. con- 
tract these five ships are to be operated for five years in an 
“ around-the-world service.” That is not a new service. The 
Barber Line, which has been operating our ships out of New 
York around the world, has been in this service for the past 
three years. The Tampa Interocean Line, whose first around- 
the-world ship was approaching the Suez Canal on January 8, 
is operating Shipping Board vessels. Do they need the competi- 
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tion of the Dollar Co.? Undoubtedly one of the items of 
consideration to the Dollar Co. was the right to employ these 
vessels in intercoastal trade. Was that quite desirable from 
the standpoint of our own shipping; was it fair to American 
private lines now engaged in that service, from which more 
than 20 vessels have recently been withdrawn because of lack 
of business—overtonnage? 

Referring to another sale we know about—the City of Los 
Angeles. I ask to have inserted in the Rxconb the letter of 
December 28 from the chairman of the board in answer to an 
inquiry respecting that sale. 5 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the request 
will be granted. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 

Unirep STATES SHIPPING BOARD, 
Washington, December 23, 1923. 


Hon. DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 
United States Senate Committee on Commerce, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Sexaror: In response to your letter of inquiry of December 
22, I have to inform you as follows: 

The steamship City of Los Angeles, formerly named the Acolus, was 
redellvered to the Shipping Board after use by the military early in 
1920. She was reconditioned at that time at a cost of $2,656,077, 
which covered major huli alterations, the installation of a fuel-oll sys- 
tem, rebuilding of passenger accommodations, and outfitting all depart- 
ments, besides the usual oyerhauling. This work was completed in 
October, 1920, and from then uutil June, 1922, she was operated in the 
board's South American passenger service. 

Thereafter this vessel was assigned to the service established by the 
board between Los Angeles and Honolulu, and upon her entering this 
service the sum of $47,948 was expended in general reconditioning, 
including the renewing of her passenger quarters; the sum of $60,000 
was expended for materials, consisting principally of hotel equipment, 
and, in addition, extras to the extent of $21,976 were ordered for cer- 
tain other items of equipment. 

In August, 1928, the board approved the sale of the City of Los 
Angeles to Los Angeles Steamship Co. for the cash consideration of 
$100,000, the purchasers agreeing to maintain a regular service with this 
vessel, or with one equally as good, between Los Augeles and Honolulu 
for a period of five years, and further agreed to enter into a contract 
within 12 months from the date of sale to expend not less than $450,000 
upon the reconditioning of the ship, of which sum $425,000 would have 
to be applied on the reconditioning and replacement of propulsion 
machinery and auxiliaries thereto. 

I attach copy of advertisement under which offers were invited for 
the purchase of this vessel, which advertisement contains a description 
of her. The offer of Los Angeles Steamship Co. was the only bid re- 
ceived in response to this advertisement. 

This vessel is a seized ex-enemy ship, and accordingly we have no way 
of ascertaining her construction cost. However, based on American 
shipyard prices of 1913, it is estimated that the cost of her construc- 
tion would be approximately $1,861,000. Cox & Stevens, naval archi- 
tects, who appraised the vessel prior to her sale, placed her vaine at 
$200,000 and stated that owing to her poor design, the condition of the 
power plant, and the age and generul condition of the yessel they con- 
sidered that figure a fair and rensonable valuation. 

I trust that this will furnish you with the information desired. 

Very truly yours, 
Eowarp P. Fartey, Chairman. 


Mr. FLETCHER. Here was a boat built in Germany, at a 
cost estimated to be $1,861,000. In 1920 the Shipping Board 
had her reconditioned at a cost of $2,686,077, After June, 1922, 
the board expended in renewing passenger quarters and recon- 
ditioning her the sum of $47,948; for materials and hotel 
equipment the further sum of $60,000 was expended; and, in 
addition, for extras, etc., $21,976; making this vessel cost— 
most of it in three years—$4,677,001. This ship was sold last 
August to the Los Angeles Steamship Co, for $100,000. 

Mr. OVERMAN. The loss was how much? 

Mr. FLETCHER. The loss was $4,500,000, I submit the 
vessel was practically given away. I can not see how such 
a transaction can be justified from any standpoint. More money 
“was spent on her apparel and furnishings within a year pre- 
ceding her sale than she brought. We spent over two and a 
half million dollars on her within three years preceding her 
sale for $100,000. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Does the board give any excuse why that 
was done? Have any reasons for such action been furnished? 

Mr. FLETCHER. The only reason I can see at all is that 
they propose to get rid of these ships as quickly as possible 
and ro get out of the business. That has been the policy, and 
I am attempting to show that that policy is contrary to the 
law laid down by Congress itself. 
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Surely this does not look like the transaction—and I quote 
the language of the law—of “a prudent, solvent business man 
in the sale of similar vessels or property which he is not forced 
to sell.“ (Sec. 5, merchant marine act, 1920.) 

The value of passenger ships is never calculated on the basis 
of dead-weight tons, because the element of considerably greater 
cost of hull, machinery, equipment, apparel, and furniture, 
passenger accommodations, and eyen decorations, enter into the 
cost of passenger ships, all at heavy cost, whereas many of 
these items are not involved at all in the cost of cargo ships. 
Here seven of these fine passenger liners, known as “ President“ 
ships, were sold at about $50 a gross ton, payable 25 per cent 
by letter of credit due March 15, 1925, and the balance on an- 
nual date spread over a period of 13 years. The earnings of 
the first year or two should more than cover the total of all 
deferred payments. This fine fleet of passenger vessels has been, 
in effect, practically given to the Dollar Co., although the. tax- 
payers have put into them over $30,000,000. The statement of 
original cost does not cover what has been put into them since 
they were built. 

The City of Los Angeles is an excellent passenger liner, of 
about 20,000 dead-weight tons, which has been practically 
given away to the Los Angeles Steamship Co., although tax- 
payers’ money to the amount of nearly $3,000,000 went into 
her within a period of three years next preceding the gift. - She 
was sold for $100,000, or ubout $5 a dead-weight ton. There 
is no reservation of the right to requisition in ease of emergency 
or need as to any of these eight splendid ships. Remember, 
these are not ordinary cargo vessels or freight ships, which 
are constantly reported to be a drug on the market. I earnestly 
protest against a repetition of such transactions. In the case 
of freight ships, with which we are overstocked, there would 
be less ground for complaint. 

Pi can never have a permanent merchant marine resting on 

ts. 
gi EXTRAVAGANCE, 

This bureau is not under the civil-service regulations. It 
escapes the Budget Director's scrutiny. The overhead keeps 
surprisingly high. Whether they operate 1,100 ships or 300 
ships does not seem to make any material proportionate differ- 
ence in expenditures. There have been reductions in employ- 
ment, but it is believed much more is to be desired in that 
direction. Take, for instance, the report on attorneys em- 
ployed. (Page 412, CONGRESSIONAL Rxconb, December 19, 1923.) 
Condensed it shows: 

Altorneys employed by United States Shipping Board and Emergency 
Fleet Corporation. 
ACTIVE LISTS. 
Regular staff, United States Shipping Board (includes gen- 

eral counsel, who is also general counsel for Fleet Corpora- 

tion) Gies — —— eee $20, 000 
Regular staff, United States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet 

Corporation. {36 atterveys).- = . 230, 900 


District offices, Emergency Fleet Corporation (25 attorneys)_. 123, 500 
Foreign offices, Emergency Fleet Corporation (2 attorneys)... 9. 600 


Total \(65 attormeys)— 25. a oe eons canna 394, 000 


Nove; The above list does not include any fees paid attorneys enr- 
ployed specially from time to time. 

I respectfully submit that $394,000 per annum is an enormous 
sum to be paid as a fixed charge for lawyers’ fees. This does 
not include fees for special counsel. No doubt many of the 
regular staff and many of the district attorneys, all receiving 
high salaries, could be dispensed with. Practically all of them 
are good Republicans and their selection was based on political 
considerations. That is largely true of the whole personnel. 
If the opinion of April 19, 1923, signed by General Counsel 
Freund and Parker and also by Special Counsel Beecher—in 
which the right of the Shipping Board to operate vessels, as 
proposed in their announced policy about that time, is chal- 
lenged—is indicative of their ability and faithfulness, $20,000 
a year is greatly in excess of the value of the legal services of 


any of them. 
RATES AND PORTS. 


One must wonder what the Shipping Board has done toward 
carrying out the provisions of sections 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, and 
21 of the shipping act of 1916. Very important duties are im- 
posed on the board under that act, and in the hurry of liquida- 
tion I am afraid they have not all received due attention. 
Now is a good time to turn to those matters, and particularly 
sections 17 and 18 should not be ignored. On July 29, 1921— 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, page 4790—I called attention to certain 
discriminations and laid the facts explicitly before the board 
members, which discriminations, I am advised, have never been 
corrected and still obtain in practice. 
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What proceedings bave ever been instituted under section 
237 So far as I can learn, these functions directed in the ship- 
ping act have remained dormant, There is very great need for 
action. With operations more fully assigned to the Fleet Cor- 
poration, and since liquidation seems to be far advanced, it is 
to be hoped there will be time to consider the interests of slip- 
pers and ports, as the law contemplates. 

LEGISLATION, 

What is needed is not so much new or additional laws, or modi- 
fication of existing laws, but rather faithful execution of those 
already on the statute books. Proper administration of what 
we have is all that is required. If some provisions, for in- 
stance with reference to termination of old conventions and 
imposing preferential duties, can not be carried out, all the 
powers Congress possesses in that regard should be exerted to 
accomplish the object expressed in the law. 

I refer now particularly to section 34 of the merchant marine 
act of 1920; and in a decision reported in 112 United States, 
599, the Supreme Court held that Congress can enforce, modify, 
and repeal treaties. If there are 27 conventions or commercial 
treaties standing in the way of the imposition of preferential 
duties and tonnage dues, we ought to denounce those treaties; 
we ought to get rid of them; and we ought to untie our hands, 
so that if we decide to pursue that policy we will be empow- 
ered to do it. We ought to be careful that no such, provision 
as now blocks the way to the legislation recommended in sec- 
tion 34 and section 28 of the merchant marine act of 1920 shall 
be embodied in any further and other treaties or conventions 
which may come before the Senate. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I agree thoroughly with the 
Senator. I have heard this matter discussed ever since I haye 
been in the Senate, and yet I have heard no man make an 
effort to denounce those treaties. Why is not that done? No 
Senator has made an effort to do it, and yet we all think it 
ought to be done, 

Mr. FLETCHER. I will say to the Senator that by the 
merchant marine act of 1920, section 34, we not only authorized 
but we direcfed the President to terminate those treaties, and 
that is the language used—that the President be authorized 
and directed to terminate the treaties that interfere with the 
imposition of preferential duties and tonnage dues, Neither 
President Wilson nor President Harding nor President Coolidge 
has done it; and the claim is, I believe, that to do that sort of 
thing might involve this country in an unpleasant situation with 
regard to foreign affairs. T do not see how that position is 
at all well taken, because the treaties themselves proyide that 
upon giving so many months’ notice either party to them has a 
right to terminate them. 

Mr, OVERMAN. I agree with the Senator, and I know what 
we have done on that subject; and yet has not Congress itself 
the right to denounce the treaties, as we did in the case of 
the Russian treaty? The Senator remembers very well our 
action in that case. 

Mr. FLETCHER, I think Congress has the right, and I be- 
lieve Congress ought to act in that regard. Speaking for my- 
self, I have had the subject in mind; but one difficulty Congress 
has about it is that we do not know what these treaties are. 
We can not sufficiently describe them. If we were to draw a 
bill denouncing a treaty between the United States, for in- 
stance, and some other country, we would want the particulars 
as to that treaty, the date, and so on, so that we could sufi- 
ciently describe it. There are some 27 treaties between 25 
different countries and the United States that are now in the 
way of carrying out section 84 of the merchant marine act, 
and the State Department says it would be unwise to inter- 
fere with them. 

I presume that if one took the trouble to get an accurate de- 
scription of each one of those treaties and put them in an act 
we could probably get legislative action in that way; but we 
ean not denounce them and terminate them by act of Congress 
by merely saying: All conventions and treaties which prevent 
the imposition of preferential duties and tonnage dues on 
American shipping are hereby terminated and denounced.” 
That would be very easy, and I believe Congress would pass 
such an act; but I think we would have to describe each treaty 
in the act of Congress if we proposed to denounce it in that 
way—in other words, repeal the treaty. We have the right, we 
have the power to do it, and I am inclined to think that that 
will be done if we can not accomplish it in any other way. 
The hope has been that it would not be necessary for Con- 
gress to take that step. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fess in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Florida yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 


Mr. FLETCHER. I do. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I deem it my duty to say, in connection 
with the consideration of the proposed commercial treaty with 
Germany, now pending before the Committee on Foreign Re- 
lations, this whole subject matter is under investigation. It 
involves questions of very great importance and of some difti- 
culty. The Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones] appeared 
before the committee during a recent hearing and presented this 
proposal, and representatives of the Tariff Commission and, I 
think, of the State Department have been heard and others 
are to be heard. 

There are two classes of arrangements which relate to this 
subject in our treaties. One is called the fayored-nation clause, 
and the other is termed the national-treatment clause. The 
favored-nation clause, contrary to common acceptation, does not 
interfere with the Government in enforcing a policy of dis- 
crimination in favor of American shipping; but what are 
known as the national-treatment clauses or understandings 
which are contained it many commercial treaties to which this 
Government is a party do interfere with Imposing discrimina- 
tions in favor of our shipping. 

The theory of the State Department and of both former 
President Wilson and former President Harding, as I under- 
stand it, is that to denounce the treaties would be to invite 
retaliatory arrangements among foreign nations, which might 
impose great hardship upon our commerce, and other difticul- 
ties upon American shipping which might prove even greater 
than those under which we now labor, 

I do not undertake at this time to express a conclusion as 
to whether it is practicable to terminate all commercial treaties 
that have in them arrangements which bind us not to favor 
our own shipping against that of other powers; but I point 
out the fact that the policy will be necessarily determined in 
the disposition of the pending treaty with Germany. If we 
are to change our policy and retain perfect freedom to impose 
discriminatory duties in favor of American ships, the pending 
treaty with Germany in all probability will have to be amended 
in very grave particulars, and other commercial treaties with 
the various nations will have to be denounced and new treaties 
negotiated. The subject is not at all simple in its practical 
aspects. It does appear to me to present a great many dif- 
ficulties, 

I merely felt prompted to make that statement, because there 
does not appear to be anyone else here at present who is 
familiar with the situation respecting the German treaty. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I am obliged to the Senator 
for his statement on this subject. I had the privilege yester- 
day of appearing before that committee on this same matter, 
but I did not intend to go into that subject further than io 
insist that the United States ought to be left free to do as it 
may decide best to do with respect to its shipping; and, in 
my judgment, there never was a better time than now in the 
history of the country to change the policy which we have 
heretofore adopted. 

This idea that we are violating our contract when we de- 
nounce a treaty is without the slightest foundation in tha 
world. It Is like a case of this sort: I rent a house from a man 
for a period of time. Upon giving certain notice under the 
contract my rights cease, or his rights are again established. 
Either party has the right to do what the contract provides. 

In this case the contract is, with reference to all these 
treaties and conventions, that either party may terminate them 
upon giving so many months’ notice—in some instances 12 
months, in some instances 3 or 4 months—but there is no vio- 
lation of any contract, there is no bad faith anywhere, when 
either side denounces the treaty, because the treaty provides 
for thate 

Some of these treaties are 50 years old, all out of date, and 
not at all suited to modern conditions or times, They ought 
to have been terminated years ago. It looks to me very much 
as though the State Department itself did not want to take 
the trouble to dig up these old treaties and negotiate new ones. 
It takes a little time and work to do it, but it ought to be done. 

I repeat, there never was a better time than now to Institute 
a new policy, if it be a new policy; and, of course, it varies 
from that which’ we haye been pursuing heretofore with ref- 
erence to other countries. Our polley should be that the 
United States proposes to untie ifs hands with reference to all 
existing treaties, and, with reference to those in the future, 
to leave itself free to do as it may see fit with reference to any 
sort of legislation respecting its shipping. 

I am one of those who believe that the American citizen can 
compete on the high seas with any country in the world. I 
not only do not believe that it is impossible, but I believe that 


it is not even difficult for the American to compete successfully 
with foreign nations in ‘the matter of shipping. There are, 
however, a great many other people who believe that we can 
not compete successfully on account of certain handicaps— 
higher wages paid in American vessels, high cost of construc- 
tion under normal conditions, and so forth. Of course, that does 
not obtain at all now, ‘because people can get ships for almost 
nothing. They can now get steel ships from the Shipping Board 
at one-third what it would cost to build them in any yard in 
the world, so that now there is no difference in the cost of con- 
struction to weigh against us. There is a small difference, prob- 
ably amounting to 2 per cent of the eost of operation, between 
the American wages and the foreign wages; but. in spite of all 
that, the American can win on the high sens, just as he has won 
everywhere else, in my judgment. 

However, there are a great many American people who have 
been discouraged, and American capital has been frightened, 
made timid, in a way, by this talk of losses incurred in operat- 
ing ships, and so forth. They believe that some special pro- 
tection must be given to American shipping, and that this is 
the one way to do it—by laying discriminating duties. either 
by reducing the duties on goods carried in American bottoms or 
increasing the duties on goods in foreign bottoms; and that was 
the policy originally. For 50 years that policy was in opera- 
tion, and at the end of that time we carried 90 per cent of our 
overseas trade in American ships. That is the record on the 
subject; so these gentlemen have a very strong argument to 
make in favor of that sort of legislation. In fact, in 1913 we 
put in the tariff act previsions for discriminating duties, and 
they went out because they violated treaties and conventions. 

In 1920 we directed the President to denounce those treaties 
and conventions, but that has net been done. I believe Con- 
gress means to do that thing. That will, of course, tend to 
encourage the investment of capital in American ships. That 
is one thing that may happen. 

The provision in the tariff act imposing a tax of 50 per cent 
of the cost of repairs made in a foreign yard on American ships 
should be repealed. That is against American shipping, and 
that should not Þe the Jaw. We ought to repeal that. 

Inspection of American vessels should be authorized at Amer- 
ican consulates abroad without having to return to the United 
States once every year for inspection. 

Utilization of the Consular Service and promotion of coopera- 
tion among departments and between shippers and among 
owners and operators, cultivating public spirit and common 
interest among shippers, should be encouraged, all of which 
may be done without further legislation. 

If the merchant marine act, 1920, is enforced as intended, it 
will not be difficult for American ships to compete with any 
in the world on the high seas. American citizens should be 
given every opportunity to organize, secure capital, and take 
onr ships, assured of every encouragement within reason, but 
they must understand the country must and will have a mer- 
chant marine. as declared in the first section of the merchant 
marine act, 1920. It may be partly Government owned and 
partly privately owned and can be without harm to either inter- 
est; but in any erent it must be adequate, and it must be main- 
tained, because it is necessary for our national well-being. 

Let us hope the new régime will avoid and correct mistakes 
in motive, performance, and conception of the past, and will 
demonstrate that they are equal to the task before them. They 
are in charge of a bureau than which there is none more 
important to the Government and to the people of this country. 
Great responsibility rests upon them to do the things necessary 
to achieve the primary, vital end declared by the law under 
which they serve, repeatedly mentioned, and a most serious. 
solemn trust is theirs to discharge in the interest ofeall the 
American people. 

There appeared in the Manufacturers News for July 21, 
1923, an article headed “American vessels losing United States 
trade to European shipping, says report,” which I ask to have 
printed as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 8 


AMERICAN VESSELS LOSING UNITED STATES TRADE TO EUROPEAN SHIPPING, 
SAYS KEPORT. 


Foreign shipping interests are capturing American export and im- 
port trade from American-owned ships, according to a statement re- 
cently issued by the National Merchant Marine Association, based on 
records of the United States Department of Commerce. ‘This state- 
ment shows that total imports and exports carried by American vessels 
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in the first four months of 1923 have shown a steady decline over 
the tonnage carried in 1922. 

The following table, based on the records of the Department of 
Commerce, shows the percentage of the value of our imports and 
exports, separately and combined, transported in American ships at 
various periods: 


The records of the Bureau of Research of the Shipping Board show, 
says ‘the association's statement, that privately owned American ves- 
sels ure losing out faster than are the Shipping Board's boats. The 
board's vessels carried, in the overseas ‘trade, during the 1923 period, 
2.705.000 tons, as compared with 2,804,000 tons in the 1922 period, 
a loss of 90,000 tons, or 4 per cent. The total for private American 
‘vessels, however, decreased from 946,000 to 748,000 tons, a decrease 
For British ships the total cargoes 
carried Increased from 4,022,000 to 4,799,000 tons, a gain of 772,000 
‘tons, or 19 per cent, while other foreign ships showed un advance 
from 8,930,000 to 5,054,000, a gain of 1,124,000 tons, or 28 per cent. 

The Shipping Board, under the direction of Vice Chairman O'Connor, 
has recently completed a survey of the idle ‘fleet of steel vessels, which 
shows more than 800 ships laid up. What disposition is to be made 
of these vessels has not been decided by the Shipping Board. There 
seems to be some difference of opinion, Chairman Farley and Vice 
Chairman O'Connor being reported as favorable to scrapping all that 
are not needed for a reserve—some 200 or 250—while Commissioner 
Plummer recently declared his opposition to scrapping any consid- 
erable number as long as Great Britain continues to enlarge its 
merchant fleet. 

The Shipping Board on July 1 had 3,156,000 tons of merchant ships 
in active service—comprising 281 steel cargo carriers operating on 
specified services, 35 passenger liners, and 55 ships of miscellaneous 
types, including tankers. Inactive tonnage numbered 919 ships of 
5,869,000 tons, while 294,000 tons were carried as “temporarily in- 
active.” 


Mr. FLETCHER. I haye received some letters from the 
Eastern and Gulf Marine Cooks and Stewards’ Association of 
New York City with reference to employment by the Dollar 
Steamship Co. of orientals in their steward department, and 
protesting against that. I ask to have these communications 
from that organization inserted as showing conditions as set up 
by them. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the letters were ordered to be 
printed in the Recoxp, as follows: 


New Tonk Crrr, January 2}, 1925. 
Hon. DUNCAN U. FLETCHER, 
United States Senator, Washington, D. 0. 


HOXORABRLE Sm: Because of the rigorous manner in which you so 
ably protested the sale of the President ships which formerly were that 
part of the fleet of the United States Lines engaged in the London 
route, and because further of the scarcity of employment in marine 
circles, we deem dt expedient that in justice to that vast army of un- 
employed American citizen seamen that the following facts should be 
brought to your honorable attention. ~ 

Briefly the facts are these: These vessels, as you already know, 
were built at an enormous cost to the United States Government, oper- 
ated at.a considerable loss, and sold at ia ridiculous figure to an Ameri- 
can citizen, Mr. Robert Dollar, president of the Dollar ‘Steamship Co. 
On February 7 the President Adams will be the first of the fleet to 
sail, opening the route to the Orient, around the world and return. 
This good American, Mr. Dollar., has issued orders that Chinese labor be 
employed to the exclusion of competent, experienced, and qunlified 
cooks, butchers, bakers, and other attendants in the stewards’ depart- 
ment and who are American citizens. 

To us this is a most flagrant ontrage. Qualified American citizens 
are denied employment on American wessels operating out of an Ameri- 
can port. Orientals who have neither voiee nor vote in the affairs of 
this greet Nation are given firat consideratlon. The immigration laws, 
and more especially that section that applies to orientals, is in great 
danger of being violated. 

I am sure, sir, you will appreciate the Justice of our complaint, and 
as the exponent of fair aud honest denling to which your mngnificent 
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record bears living witness we, the undersigned, do herewith respect- 
fully appeal to you in the hope that you will use the power of your 
high office in correcting this most grievous wrong. $ 
Most respectfully, 
Cras. L. DONOVAN, 
735 Washington Street, New York City. 
Henry L. GILLET, 
143 West One hundred and twenty-third Street, New York City. 
T. Marco, 
620 Hoboken Street, West Hoboken, N. J. 
R. E: SULLIVAN, 
218 River Street, Hoboken, N. J. 
C. BEHMISCH, 


209 East Eigħty-second Street, New York City. 
LESLIE CALVELY, 


9401 Ninety-siath Street, Woodhaven, Long Island, N. Y. 


EASTERN AND GULF MARINE COOKS AND STEWARDS’ ASSOCIATION, 
New York, February 8, 1924. 


Hon. Duncan U. FLETCHER, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

HONORABLE AND Dear SIR: Quite recently some of the members 
of the above-named association wrote you a letter bearing date of 
January 24, 1924, in which they protested against the employment of 
orlentals in the stewards’ department of the Robert Dollar Co.'s vés- 
sels to the exclusion of available good American citizen seamen. You 
most graciously promptly replied assuring them that you would give 
this matter your prompt attention. 

As the secretary of this said association, and on behalf of the 
other officers and members connected herewith, I have the honor to 
herewith assure you that the action taken by the above-mentioned 
members meets with the unanimous indorsement and approval of the 
entire association; and, further, at a meeting recently assembled I 
was authorized to address a letter similar in nature to yours to 
Secretary of Labor Mr. James J. Davis, which was done under date 
of January 28, 1924, and to which I have not to date received a 
reply. 

For your information, honorable sir, I would like to draw your at- 
tention to a most significant comparison. The Cunard and White 
Star Lines (British concerns) during the winter months engage in 
cruises to the Orient and elsewhere, covering practically the same 
route as do the Dollar Co.’s ships. These companies employ a full 
British crew. What, then, should prevent our good American ships 
from employing a full American crew? Is it to be British ships for 
Britishers and American ships for orientals? 

This association's interest and anxiety is based primarily and prin- 
cipally in its desire to see fair play and a just opportunity extended 
to the men who must eventually constitute the American merchant 
marine. 

We realize that it is not within our province as an association to 
attempt to direct or suggest to any steamship company what sort or 
class of labor should be employed by them, We do feel, however, 
that it is our bounden right to protest, and protest vigorously, when 
we see our good American citizenry—upon whom rests the responsi- 
bility of contributing their share toward the liquidation of this 
great Natlon's obligations—discriminated against in preference to a 
class who have neither voice nor vote in its internal or external affairs. 

Should the argument be advanced that orlentals can better with- 
stand the trials and temptations that confront the crews engaged 
in this particular trade, then our answer is, give our American sea- 
men the opportunity at least to so disqualify themselves. It Brit- 
ishers can stand up under it, why not Americans? 

We feel there does not exist the necessity to urge you to under- 
take the defense of these seamen's just rights. Your voice has again 
and again been heard throughout the length and breadth of this broad 
land in support of the people's rights, hence our appeal to you dl- 
rectly. All we are at this time asking is prompt action. 

We propose to giye this matter wide newspaper publicity, but In 
courtesy to you we shall defer such action until we hear the echo 
of your first gun resounding from the Senate Chamber. 

Thanking you in advance for your courtesy and wishing you every 
success in your undertaking, I am, honorable sir, 

Very respectfully and sincerely, 
W. L. Cartiepas, 
Secretary-Treasurer. 


Mr. FLETCHER. I call attention to the fact that under 
the Dollar contract the Dollar Co. has the right to change 
the names of the ships sold to them. My prediction is that the 
Dollar Co. will change the names of these ships and that 
at the end of the five-year period application will be made to 
change the fiag, and the change, in my judgment, will be made. 
The Dollar Co. operated ships under foreign flags just be- 
fore the activities of the German submarines, and then they 
changed some of them to the American flag. 


I have no question in my mind but that at fhe end of the 
five-vear period they will present to the Shipping Board such a 
situation that they will obtain the consent of the board to 
change the flag so that they can use orientals in the various 
departments of the ships. Of course, when that time comes, 
and we discuss this subject again, we can take our text from 
the One hundred and fourth Psalm: “There go the ships,” 
particularly if a poliey of disposing of them such as has ob- 
tained heretofore continues. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL. 


A message from the President of the United Mtes, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on February 11, 
1924, the President had approved and signed the act (S. 794) 
to equip the United States penitentiary, Leavenworth, Kans., 
for the manufacture of supplies for the use of the Government, 
for the compensation of prisoners for their labors, and for 
other purposes. 


TRIBUTE TO FORMER PRESIDENT WILSON, 


Mr. OVERMAN. Mr, President, E have in my hand a short 
tribute to Woodrow Wilson by a very distinguished woman, 
Mrs. Mary Kerr Spencer, formerly regent of the Daughters 
of the American Revolution, which appeared in the Winston 
(N. C.) Journal on February 8, 1924, which I ask to have 
printed in the Recorp. It is very short, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is here printed, as follows: 


MRS. MARY KERR SPENCER'S PI'LOGY. 


It bas been my pleasure on several occasions fo have the honor of 
paying a tribute to Woodrow Wilson—the living hero, patriot, and 
statesman. In the years that have gone hefore every woman was sup- 
posed to be interested in political problems, and just a few weeks before 
Wilson’s second election as President of the United States I stood tn 
the legislative hall in Raleigh and paid my first public tribute to 
America's greatest man. Since then many times it has been my pleas- 
ure to honor him, a living hero. I have been honored with several 
letters from his secretary of appreciation for my humble tributes to 
him—letters which T hoard to-day among my greatest treasures. 

But to-day I bring you with a sorrowful heart and bowed head my 
heart’s tribute to a dead hero, for to-day Woodrow Wilson is dead. 

Living, he was the typical American; in death, he is America’s 
hero, the outstanding American whom God in His wisdom and love had 
brought forth to meet the demand of the time and the occasion, I am 
convinced to-day that for all great crises of life God Himself prepares 
a leader. When the children of Israel were ready for the exodus out 
of Egypt, behold a Moses, and thus on down through all history, When 
the American Colonies were ready for national freedom, behold a Wash- 
ington, When the great heartbreaking, crushing struggle of brother 
against brother tore the heart of our country asunder, when the broken 
and buffeted Nation was about to dissolve forever, there arose on the 
one hand Lincoln, rngged and fearless, schooled in the ways of ad- 
versity, and on the other hand God's own gentleman, our peerless and 
matchless Lee, that incomparable soul, kindred by blood and spirit to 
the mighty Washington—our Lee, who surely led his forces through 
defeat to ultimate yictory. And, again, still later on, aye, so lately 
that our souls still quiver with the lash of the mighty darkness, when 
the dogs of war were howling throughout the earth, when governments 
rocked and crumbled and even fell, when nations hurled death and 
destruction at nations, when the very heart of the world itself was 
bleeding, when virtue was fouled, and little children cried for bread, 
again God, in wisdom and love, had prepared a Nation with a sure 
foundation and high ideals, a Nation builded by the mighty Washington, 
cemented and made undivided by our own beloved Lee and the dauntless 
Lincoln, and for this Nation, in its most critical hour, he had again 
prepared a leader, a leader fitted to bind up the broken and warped and 
torn threads of bleeding humanity and to stand out before the nations 
of the earth in the face of calumny and treachery, in spite of the re- 
pudiation of friends and of foes, foursquare to the work, unabashed, 
and utterly unafraid. 

A man whom we confidently believe, that, that when the yeara 
have wiped away all shadows, and we can view his achievements in 
retrospection, shall stand out among the great men of the earth, tho 
equal certainly and possibly the peer of them all, this man was Wood- 
row Wilson, the man whose heart was warm for all humanity, a 
living exponent of the great brotherhood of man, a man who was 
the outstanding intellectual glant of his age, a man who stood squarely 
upon his own feet, who was the tool of no political party or set of 
men, but rather the exponent of the great principles of democracy, 
a democracy that encompassed the world. 

He was called an intellectual machine. He was called a dreamer 
and an Idealist. This last was true, perhaps, but so were all great 
men all idealists; for what is idealism but the setting of a goal and 
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the living for the purpose of making that goal? And Wilson fought 
for the ideals that he espoused. Fearless of either friend or foe, 
he decided in his own mind what was right in his decisive way and 


swerved not one whit from his estimate. This at times brought forth 
criticism as it needs must ever do, but criticisms were as nothing 
to him, once he was sure of the righteousness of the course he pur- 
sued. And his deyotion to his ideals, his unswerving faith in the 
infallibility of right, set him apart as America’s greatest statesman, 
scholar, patriot, and Christian gentleman, 

His deeds and aspirations are his greatest memorials, and so they 
shall ever be zurough all the days to come. Should he have no other 
monument throughout all ages the spirit of bis League of Nations, 
which was the product of his mind and heart, would herald to all the 
earth his fame and glory, and while bis own Nation has not seen 
fit to enter the league as he wrote it, the time will come eventually, I 
dare to prophesy here to-day, when Wilson will be justified and America 
will in some manner become a member; and by whatever name we may 
call it, and in whatever way she will see fit to enter, the great funda- 
mental principles, I declare to you, which Wilson advocated will be 
the foundation upon which will be builded the final structure, and 
Wilson will be glorified. 

We would honor Woodrow Wilson this afternoon as one of Ameri- 
en's greatest statesmen and Presidents, her greatest scholar, her great- 
est political leader, her greatest idealist and philosopher, and finally 
as America's great Commander in Chief of the finest army, that 
mighty army that fought for the splendid ideals cherished by their 
great Commander in Chief, and which conquered because right must 
ever prevail over wrong. An army which is near your heart and mine, 
aye, an army which contained your boy and mine. 

History will honor Woodrow Wilson through all ages, and to-day 
I pray God that when at last they wrap the mantle of their couch 
around them and lay them down to their last long, silent slumber, that 
the boys who followed Woodrow Wilson may fall asleep with his 
words upon their lips—“ I am ready.” 

Life's victories and defeats all forgotten, friends and foes alike 
forgiven, worn with the infirmities of earth and tired of the constant 
struggle with disease, the door opened and there stepped within the 
mighty soul of Woodrow Wilson. 

All earthly shackies gone, he stands within to-day himself again, 
with quickened spirit and revived intellect. He walks to-day secure 
in his immortality. Ring softly sweet morning bells, fall gently quiet 
evening shadows, for Woodrow Wilson has gone home, 

From out the great silence methinks 1 bear his splendid soul softly 
say: 

“Sunset and evening star— 
And one clear call for me, 
And may there be no moaning of the bar 
When T put out to sea. 


“Rut such a tide as, moving, seems asleep, 
Too full for sound or foam, 

When that which drew from out the boundless deep 
Turns again home. 


“Twilight and evening bel), 
And after that the dark— 
And may there be no sadness of farewell 
When I embark. 


“For though from out our bourne of time and place 
The flood may bear me far, 
I hope to see my Pilot face to face 
When I have crossed the bar.” 


THIRD WORLD'S POULTRY CONGRESS (S. DOC. NO. 45). 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
following message from the President of the United States, 
which was read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to 
be printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith a report by the Secretary of State, with 
an accompanying copy of a letter to him from the Secretary 
of Agriculture, favoring legislation by Congress that will give 
governmental sanction to the holding of the Third World’s 
Poultry Congress in the United States in 1927, and will author- 
ize the Executive to invite participation therein by foreign 
governments. 

I invite the attention of Congress to the reasons presented 
by the Secretary of Agriculture why the holding of this congress 
in the United States would be advantageous to the important 
poultry industry of the country, and I ask for the matter the 
favorable consideration of the Congress. 

It will be observed that no appropriation is asked for at this 
time, but that, if found necessary, the poultry representatives, 


who are planning to raise a fund for the proposed con 
May take steps later to obtain a small appropriation. ee 

It will be further observed that it is desired by the Secretary 
of Agriculture that the invitation to hold the third congress in 
the United States be extended at the meeting of the Second 
World’s Poultry Congress to be held at Barcelona, Spain, May 
10 to 16, 1924. To enable this to be done, prompt consideration 
of the request is important, 


Catvin COOLIDGE, 
THE Ware House, February 18, 1924. 


STATUE OF GENERAL SAN MARTIN (S. DOC. NO. 43). 


The PRESIDENT pro’ tempore laid before the Senate the 
following message from the President of the United States, 
which was read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred 
to the Committee on the Library and ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 


I transmit herewith, for the consideration of Congress, a copy 
of a letter from the Secretary of State informing me of the 
gift by the people of Argentina to the United States of an eques- 
trian statue of General San Martin, and requesting that I suh- 
mit to the Senate and House of Representatives a joint resolu- 
tion authorizing the erection of this statue in the city of 
Washingon. 

To the recommendation of the Secretary of State I give my 
hearty approval, and I trust that Congress will view the mat- 
ter favorably and will make timely provision for the erection 
of the San Martin statue in this city. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 


THE WHITE House, February 13, 1924. 
EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. SMOOT. I move that the Senate proceed to the consid- 
eration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and the Senate 
(at 5 o'clock p. m.) took a recess until to-morrow, Thursday, 
February 14, 1924, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS, 


Executive nominations received by the Senate February 13, 
1924. 


Coast AND Groperic Survey. 


To be aid, with relative rank of ensign in the Navy, by promo- 
tion from junior engineer. 
Bruce Edward Lancaster, of North Carolina, vice E. H. Bern- 
stein, promoted. 
John Alexander McCormick, of Pennsylvania, vice George 
R. A. Kantzler, promoted. 
Daniel Fivel, of Virginia, vice George H. Everett, resigned. 


To be aid, with relative rank of ensign in the Navy, by promo- 
tion from deck oficer. 


William Gibson Craib, of New York, vice Benjamin Frieden- 
burg, promoted, 

William Isaac Brown, of New Jersey, vice Nathan November, 
resigned. 

one! Rittenburg, of Massachusetts, vice A. R. Jessup, re- 
signed. 

George William Tatchell, of New York, vice W. G. Fielder, 
resigned. 

Kenneth Gleason Crosby, of Massachusetts, vice A. H. Wag- 
ener, promoted. 

3 Bast Brown, of Indinna, vice H. E. Finnegan, pro- 
moted. 

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY. 
To be colonel. 

Lieut. Col. William Elmer Hunt, Infantry, from February 5, 

1924. 
To be lieutenant colonel. 


Maj. Charles Greenough Mortimer, Quartermaster Corps, from 

January 23, 1924. 
To be major. 

Capt. Herman Beukema, Field Artillery, from January 23, 

1924. 
To be captains. 

First Lieut. Jesse Knox Freeman, Infantry, from January 
23, 1924. 

First Lieut. Edward Marion George, Quartermaster Corps, 
from January 24, 1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


2381 


First Lieut. Paul Hanford Cartter, Infantry, from February 
1, 1924. 
First Lieut. Horace Joseph Brooks, Infantry, from February 


2, 1924. 
To be first lieutenants. 


Second Lieut. Frederick Bradstreet Dodge, jr., Coast Artil- 
lery Corps, from January 23, 1924. 

Second Lient. Clarkson Deweese McNary, Infantry, from 
January 24, 1924. 

Second Lieut. Bernard Abert Byrne, jr., Infantry, from 
February 1, 1924. 

Second Lieut. Warren Wilson Christian, Infantry, from 
February 1, 1924. 

Second Lieut, Robert Barrett ‘Hutchins, Infantry, from Febru- 
ary 2, 1924. 

APPOINTMENT, BY “TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY. 
CAVALRY. 


Second Lieut. Ralph Mundon Neal, Air Service, with rank 
from June 12, 1923. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 
MARINE CORPS. 


Maj. Elias R. Beadle to be a lieutenant colonel in the Marine 
Corps from the 2d day of August, 1923. 

Capt. William B. Sullivan to be a major in the Marine Corps 
from the 20th day of December, 1923. 

First Lieut. Harry Paul to be a captain in the Marine ‘Corps 
from the 21st day of October, 1922. 

First Lieut. John P. Adams to be a captain in the Marine 
Corps from the 26th day of July, 1923. 

First Lieut. William K. Snyder to be a captain in the Marine 
Corps from the 20th day of December, 1923. 

First Lieut. William T. Evans to be a captain in the Marine 
Corps from the 21st day of December, 1923. 


Posr MASTERS. 
ALABAMA. 


Annie K. Fazenbaker to be postmaster at Fulton, Ala., in 

place of F. H. Furr, resigned. 
CALIFORNIA. 

Wiliam E. Edwards to be postmaster at Westmoreland, 
Calif. Office became presidential October 1, 1923. 

Winfield S. Buchner to be postmaster at Oildale, Calif. 
Oflice became presidential January 1, 1923 

Purley O. Van Deren to be postmaster. at Broderick, Calif. 
in place of J. N. Bennetts, resigned. 


in place of M. E. Woods, 
February 11, 1924. 

Lewis E. Leavell to be postmaster at Novata, Calif., in place 
of M. M. Evers. Incumbent's commission expired August 15, 
1923. 

Frances E. Bennett to be postmaster at Mills College, Calif., 
in place of A. H. Reinhardt. Incumbent's commission expired 
February 11, 1924. 

S. Glen Andrus to be postmaster at Fairoaks, Calif., in place 
of Twonnette Parker, 
ary 11, 1924. 

Anthon G. Heerman to be postmaster at Dinuba, Calif., in 
place of F. M. Brooke. Incumbent’s commission expired Febru- 
ary 11, 1924. 

Katherine H. McLernon to be postmaster at Culver City, 
Calif, in place of K. H. McLernon. Incumbent's commission 
expired February 11, 1924. 

Floyd F. Howard to be postmaster at Courtland, Calif., in 
place of C. W. Arrasmith, Incumbent's commission expired 
February 11, 1924. 

John W. Calvert, jr., to be postmaster at Azusa, Calif., in 
place of G. M. Belles. Incumbent's commission expired Febru- 
ary 11, 1924. 

= COLORADO, 

J. Harry Mallott to be postmaster at Mount Harris, Colo., in 
place of F. G. Colburn. Incumbent’s commission expired An- 
gust 29, 1923. 


Incumbent’s commission expired 


CONNECTICUT. 
Walter M. Slocum to be postmaster at New London, Conn., 
in place of B. F. Mahan, deceased. 
DELAWARE. 
James M. Montgomery to be postmaster at Edgemoor, Del., 


in place of W. C. Day. Incumbent's commission expired Feb- 
ruary 4, 1924. 


Incumbents commission expired Febru- | 


FLORIDA, 


Joseph H. Nelson to be postmaster at Crestview, Fla., in 
place of J. H. Nelson. Incumbent's commission expires Feb · 
ruary 14, 1924. 

HA wall. 


‘William D. McKillop to be postmaster at Kealakekua, Ha- 
waii, in place of W. D. Ackerman, resigned. 

Alice J. Brown to be postmaster at Paia, Hawaii, in place of 
15 9 Brown. Incumbent’s commission expires February 14, 

Frank A. Alameida ‘to ‘be postmaster at Lahaina, Hawaii, in 
place of A. V. Lloyd. Incumbent's commission expired Febru- 
ary 4, 1924. 

IDAHO, 


William W. McNair to be postmaster at Middleton, Idaho. 
Office ‘became presidential January 1, 1924. 
ILLINOIS. 


Sibyl J. Stanley to be postmaster at Keithsburg, III., 
5 70 E. Taylor. Incumbent's commission expired D 
fea 


in place 
ecember 


Towa. 


Frank H. Hoeppner to be postmaster at Traer, Iowa, in place 

= rar Hoeppner. Incumbent's commission expired August 
1 

Hana Hesser to be postmaster at Nichols, Towa, in place of 
E. L. Sampson, deceased. 

Abe Abben to be postmaster at Little Rock, Iowa, in place of 
J. D. Kruse, resigned. 

KENTUCKY. 


Leonard F. Gibbs to be postmaster at Rockport, Ky. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1928. 

Egbert E. Jones to be postmaster at Milton, Ky. Office be- 
came presidential October 1, 1923. 

Howard C. Pentecost to be postmaster at Corydon, Ky., in 
place of B. M. Powell. Incumbent's commission expired August 
20, 1928. \ 

MICHIGAN. 

Elmer C. Clute to be postmaster at Harrison, Mich., in place 

of A. H. Aldrich, resigned. 


MISSOURI. 


Samuel H. Hudson to be postmaster at Granby, Mo., in place 
of W. A. Hendon. Incumbent's commission expired January 23, 


| 1924. 
M. Elizabeth Woods to be postmaster at Wilmington, Calif., | 


James W. Lochridge to be postmaster at Fayette, Mo., in place 
of H. P. Mason. Incumbents commission expired January 23, 
1924. 

NEBRASKA, 


Hans George Lehn to be postmaster at Elba, Nebr. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1924. 

Byron I. Demaray to be postmaster at Alexandria, Nebr., in 
place of M. A. Brinegar, resigned. 


NEW JERSEY. 


Elsie Brown to be postmaster at River Edge, N. J., in place 
of E. A. Kenny, removed. 

Thomas E. Hunt to be postmaster at Penns Grove, N. J., in 
place of T. E. Hunt. Incumbent's commission expired January 
28, 1924. 

Jacob D. Roe to be postmaster at Newton, N. J., in place of 
G. N. Harris. Incumbent's commission expired September 10, 
1923. 

NEW YORK. 


Elizabeth T. Witherel to be postmaster at Lilly Dale, N. Y. 
Office became presidential January 1, 1924. 

Albert B. W. Firmin, removed, to be postmaster at Brooklyn, 
N. Y., in place of W. C. Burton, deceased, 

Everett W. Pope to be postmaster at Hartwick, N. Y., in 
place poi T. B. Luce. Incumbent’s commission expires February 
14, 1924. 

Benjamin R. Erwin to be postmaster at East Rochester, 
N. V., in place of R. B. Worthing. Incumbent’s commission 


expires February 18, 1924. 

Frederick J. Manchester to be postmaster at Clark Mills, 
N. ¥., in place of F. J. Manchester. 
expires February 14, 1924. 

Harrison D. Fuller to be postmaster at Antwerp, N. Y. in 
place of C. W. Owens. Incumbent's commission expires Feb- 
ruary 14, 1924, 


Incumbent’s commission 
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NORTH DAKOTA. 


Christian C. Reimers to be postmaster at Max, N. Dak., in 
place of C. C. Reimers. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 28, 1924. 

Gustave A. Falk to be postmaster at Glen Ullin, N. Dak., in 
place of L. F. Tavis. Incumbent’s commission expired Janu- 
ary 23, 1924. 

OHIO. 

Warren S. Myers to be postmaster at Dupont, Ohio. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1924. 

Clyde E. Bennett to be postmaster at Tippecanoe City, Ohio, 
in place of F. G. Davis, resigned. 

OREGON, 

Jesse E. Hamstreet to be postmaster at Brogan, Oreg. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1923. 

William I. Smith to be postmaster at Redmond, Oreg., in 
place of W. I. Smith. Incumbent's commission expired Feb- 
ruary 11, 1924. 

` PENNSYLVANIA, 

Leroy H. Keisling to be postmaster at Valley View, Pa. 
Office became presidential October 1, 1923. 

Harry C. Myers to be postmaster at Holtwood, Pa. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1923. 

Thomas Collins to be postmaster at Commodore, Pa. 
became presidential July 1, 1923. 

Malcolm H. Shick to be postmaster at Sheffield, Pa., in place 
of pie Pinney. Incumbent’s commission expires February 
14, 1924. 

William W. Thorn to be postmaster at St. Clair, Pa., in place 
of S. E. Devlin. Incumbent's commission expires February 14, 
1924. 

A. Milton Wade to be postmaster at Quarryville, Pa., in place 
of A. H. Fritz. Incumbent’s commission expired September 13, 
1922. 

John H. Francis to be postmaster at Oaks, Pa., in place of 
J. H. Francis. Incumbent's commission expires February 14, 
1924, 

Charles G. Fullerton to be postmaster at Freeport, Pa., in 
place of H. K. McCulloch. Incumbent’s commission expired 
August 5, 1923. 

Joseph N. Ritchey to be postmaster at Falls Creek, Pa., in 
place of Charles Brian. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 4, 1924. s 

Cleo W. Callaway to be postmaster at Shawnee on Delaware, 
Pa. in place of E. H. Ryder, resigned. . 

William A. Leroy to be postmaster at Canonsburg, Pa., in 
place of W. A. Leroy. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 4, 1924. 


Office 


SOUTH CAROLINA, 

Malcolm J. Stanley to be postmaster at Hampton, S. C., in 
place of M. J. Stanley. Incumbent’s commission expired Jan- 
vary 21, 1924. $ 

Ernest E. Brown to be postmaster at Aiken, S. C., in place of 
A. K. Lorenz. Incumbent’s commission expired August 5, 1923. 

TENNESSEE. 


Ben M. Roberson to be postmaster at Loudon, Tenn., in place 
of S. D. Simpson. Incumbent’s commission expired January 23, 
1924. 

Onnie M. Hartsell to be postmaster at Limestone, Tenn., in 
place of A. B. Miller. Incumbent's commission expired Jan- 
uary 23, 1924. 

TEXAS. 

Hal Singleton to be postmaster at O’Donnell, Tex. 
came presidential July 1, 1923. 

William J. Davis to be postmaster at Silsbee, Tex., in place 
of W. J. Davis. Incumbent's commission expired September 5, 
1922. 

Gustay A. Wulfman to be postmaster at Farwell, Tex., in 
place of M. B. Francis. Ineumbent’s commission expired July 
21, 1921, 

Reed J. Smith to be postmaster at Van Horn, Tex., in place 
of W. J. Barker, removed. 

VIRGINIA. 

Charles F. Gauthier to be postmaster at Bristol, Va., in place 
of E. S. Kendrick, removed. 

Emmitt A. Collins to be postmaster at Appalachia, Va., in 
place of S. S. Brooks, removed. 

WASHINGTON. 

Nellie Tyner to be postmaster at Dishman, Wash. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1924. 

John P. Helphrey to be postmaster at Curlew, Wash. Office 
became presidential Jannary 1, 1924. 


Office be- 


5 WEST VIRGINIA. 
rville O. Tope to be postmaster at Peach Creek, W. Va. 
Office became presidential July 1, 1923, ‘ 

Thelma F. Settle to be postmaster at Page, W. Va., in place 
of M. M. Fitzwater, resigned. 

Willis O. Nichols to be postmaster at Oak Hill, W. Va., in 
place of C. M. Jarrell, resigned. 

red F. Holroyd to be postmaster at Glen Rogers, W. Va. 

in place of H. E. Follou, declined. 


CONFIRMATIONS., 
Eeecutive nominations conim by the Senate February 13, 
1924. 


MEMBER OF THE WorLD WAR FOREIGN DEBT COMMISSION. 
Edward N. Hurley to be a member of the World War Fore 
Debt Commission. 2 
REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE, 

Joseph Dominick Scanlan to be register of land office, Miles 
City, Mont. 
POSTMASTERS. 
MAINE. 
Lysle W. Folsom, Springvale. 
; NEW YORK, 

Harold L. Payne, Bainbridge. 
Walter P. Crane, Kingston. 
Frank O, Percival, Mount Upton. 
Franklin D. Allen, jr., Richyille. 
Anna E. McHugh, Seaford. 
Carlyle S. Hoskins, Stillwater, 
John De Frine, Williamson. 

NORTH DAKOTA. 
William Ð. Knox, Antler. 
Albert E. Gutekunst, Drayton, 
Olaf A. Bjella, Epping. 
Ivah A. Miller, Nome, 
James Fitzpatrick, Sawyer. 

PENNSYLVANIA, 
William McCandless, Catasauqua. / 
Hiram G. Johnson, Oil City. 

SOUTH CAROLINA. 
Bennie B. Broadway, Summerton. 


WASHINGTON, 


John F. Moyer, College Place. 
Harry B. Onn, Dryad. 


WITHDRAWAL. 


Erecut ive nomination withdrawn from the Senate February 13, 
1924. 


POSTMASTER. 


Guss E. Smith to be postmaster at Mullins, in the State of 
South Carolina. é 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Wepnespay, February 13, 1924. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon, and was called to order by 
the Speaker. 

The Chaplain, Rey. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Almighty God, who maketh the day to succeed the night and 
causeth the light to shine out of darkness, hear our prayer and 
receive our tributes of gratitude. May our duties be cheerfully 
approached. Prestige, birth, and station matter little, but to 
walk in the strength and courage of Christian manhood matters 
much; so in the light of Thy countenance may we see our 
way. Humbled amid Thy countless blessings, may we find our 
rest and peace in the love and simplicity of the Christ. In His 
name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 


PURE-FOOD AND DRUG LEGISLATION. 


Mr. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the Recorp by publishing a speech delivered 
by Commissioner Gaskill, of the Federal Trade Commission, on 
price-standard measures now pending before this Congress, 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp for the 
purpose indicated. Is there objection? 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Reserving the right to object, 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the name of the author. 

Mr. KELLY. Commissioner Gaskill, of the Federal. Trade 
Commission. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I do not object, but I remember 
that he said the full commission was not reliable. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KELLY. Mr. Speaker, it required more than 20 years 
of agitation and effort to arouse public sentiment to a point 
where it demanded and secured the passage of pure food and 
drug legislation for the express purpose of ending unfair 
practices of adulteration, one of the most insidious forms of 
unfair competition, directly injurious to the public health and 
welfare, 

For the past 10 years there has been agitation and effort to 
secure to the manufacturer of a standard trade-marked article 
the right to maintain a one-price-to-all policy. That is not a 
‘long time, judged by the history of other reforms in merchan- 
dising legislation. The economie principle was enunciated by 
Louis Brandeis in 1913 and was incorporated in a measure 
which has been introduced in Congress with each succeeding 
term. 

There has necessarily been a long process of education, but 
the fundamental issue has been clearly defined. No better 
presentation of the need for such legislation has been made 
than that of Commissioner Nelson B. Gaskill, member of the 
Federal Trade Commission, in his address to the American 
Trade Association Executives in New York City. 

¥ am glad to be able to print this enlightening address in the 
Record: It is as follows: 

PUBLIC INTEREST DEMANDS RESALE Price LEGISLATION. 


I must ask you to accept these remarks as a purely individual ex- 
pression representing my personal views. I make this reservation 
because I have no reason to believe that my fellow members of the 
Federal Trade Commission share my conclusions. That organization 
acts through the concurrence of a majority, and there is reserved to 
each member at all times the utmost freedom of individual action 
and speech. In exercising this prerogative for myself, it must be 
understood that there remains the complete freedom of my fellow 
members to hold and to act upon opposite views. b 


LAW MUST CONFORM TO CHANGING SITUATIONS. 


You will unhesitatingly agree to the proposition that business is a 
purely voluntary assumption on the part of the individual who enters it. 
He is not under compulsion, and he may withdraw from his ehosen 
enterprise at any time he sees fit. He may also conduct it in such a 
way as to make his exit from business a mathematical certainty if he so 
desires, In the conduct of business, however, as a voluntary assump- 
tion, he encounters other individuals likewise voluntarily engaged. 
And this process of encounter continues until the consumer is reached, 
whose position is not one of assumption but fs rather of necessity. 

The conduct of business, therefore, is in last analysis the nice ad- 
justment of voluntary operations with the necessary requirements of 
consumption. This is an exceedingly difficult balance to determine, and 
quite as difficult to maintain, beeause at all stages of the process those 
whose function is consumption stand in opposition to those whose fune- 
tion is production and distribution. And likewise producer and dis- 
tributer separate themselyes temporarily from the relation of consumer 
and move to the solution of the problem in hand with preeminent con- 
cern for that relationship. which is uppermost in their minds. This con- 
test for adjustment, the endeavor to ascertain and preserve an equipoise, 
the effort to determine a formula which will do justice to all of the 
factors and state a correct result, finds no greater success in the provi- 
sions of statute law or in judicial decisions than it does in discussions 
upon the controverted topics between the individuals who may at any 
time constitute the opposing groups. The effort of lawmakers and the 
administrators of law, therefore, must consistently be to secure an 
equipoise of rights assumed on the one hand and arising of necessity 
on the other. The enactment of a law or the handing down of a judi- 
cial decision is in the long run no more decisive than the issue of a 
promissory note is the payment of a debt. The law or the decision 
must conform to the fundamental truth applicable to the situation in 
hand, or it will be revoked in the due course of events by the accumu- 
lation of evidenee to the contrary. 


NEGATION LN LAW MAKING, 


Legislation, whether it deals with questions of morals or questions 
of public policy, usually and properly proceeds by way of negation, 
that is, the denial of certain courses of conduct. This leaves open to 
the individual the exploration and trial of the entire field which his 
efforts may discover, with the exception of that which is distinctly 
prohibited. 


It is well that it is so, because it is very questionable 


whether any body of men at any given time can be endowed with a 
sufficient amount of wisdom to state affirmatively and positively the 
exclusive rules of conduct in affirmative form, shutting out initjative 
beyond the boundaries thus established. ‘This negation In lawmaking 
too often results in the application of the same doctrine in the feld 
of administration. As a result of which, both in legislation and in 
administration, the anticipation of evlls apprehended lends to the 
denial of means and methods which when properly directed are not 
only capable of great good but which are necessary in order that some 
requisite advance may be made. There is necessity for the very great- 
est of care both in legislation and in administration, lest in the effort 
to prevent an injury either to public morals or to public policy the 
necessary avenues of progress are likewise closed. 


TANGLED SKBIN OF CIRCUMSTANCES. 


Tt fs futile or worse for legislatures or administrators to assume that 
things go wrong through the perversity of man or the determination of 
men to do wrong. The course of wisdom ts to take the tangled skein of 
circumstances and unravel its confused threads for the purpose of find- 
ing out wherein the trouble lies. And it will usually be found, if the 
information be sufficiently complete and the inquiry be made with a 
sufficiently acute and disinterested mind, that the situation is com- 
pounded both of right and of wrong. 

That the tangled scheme of things works at all necessarily indicates 
that there is that much of right action expressed In it. That it works 
badly indicates likewise that a part of the mechanism is out of gear. 
Alexander cut the Gordian knot not for the purpose of saving rope, 
but because he was not at all concerned with saving rope. The like 
process applied to a tangled condition of business methods and prac- 
tices is the denial of the whole scheme in which the tangle appears. 
The difference is that in the solution of a business problem both the 
lawmaker and the administrator are primarily concerned with fhe 
necessity of saving the rope. And the use of the drastic prohibition 
destroys the knot by the simple process of eliminating the rope. 

SHERMAN LAW AIMED AT COMBINATIONS. 

To be more precise, it became apparent years ago that one of the 
results of the acquisition of monopolistic power was group price flx- 
ing. And as that at which the Sherman law was aimed was the com- 
bination of multiple units into one, so the unton of their power into 
one result expressed in uniform price came under condemnation. There 
never was in connection with the Sherman law any idea that there 
was or should be any Hmitation upon the right of an individual to 
fix the price of that which lay within his own voluntary assumption, 
namely, something which be produced without contract and which he 
subsequently tendered in the open market. There was, however, an 
unmistakable opposition to the expression of the purpose of multiple 
units by combined effort. 

Before the enforcement of the Sherman law had proceeded very far, 
considerable opposition to the universal application of this principle 
became manifest. This took form in the exemptions afforded to labor 
and te agricultural organizations. But with these exceptions the right 
to fix prices by group action was consistently denied. This denial, 
however, was not based upon any idea of a change in the voluntary 
nature of business operation, but was founded in an antagonism to the 
concerted action of those whose operations separately conducted in 
their entirety would be most conducive to the publie welfare. 


INDIVIDUAL PRODUCER BECOMES TARGET. 


In due course there arose for consideration the action of a manu- 
facturer who had entered into a contract not with other manufac- 
turers but with those who were engaged in the distribution of the 
manufacturers’ products to the consumer, by which the resale prices 
fixed by the manufacturer were carried through to the consumer. 

At once the question arose whether the result which was sought to 
be accomplished by the manufacturer in that instance was of the same 
nature as the result produced by a combination among manufacturers 
themselves to set a uniform price, and therefore whether the same 
rule should be applied. The fundamental difference between the two 
cases, which, it seems to me, must have been lost to sight, was that the 
single manufacturer contracting with his distributers was acting in 
accordance with the full manifestation of the voluntary nature of busi- 
ness, and was reflecting in the contracts for resale which he required 
of his distributers his individual Judgment of the manner and the 
method in which he desired to conduct his business and the prices at 
which he desired to submit his goods for the acceptance or rejection 
of the public. 

He assumed all the responsibilities of voluntary action, because by so 
doing he not only incurred the risk of the rejection of his goods by 
the consumer because of the prices fixed, but he likewise offered himself 
as a target for competing goods at competing prices. By this method 
the manufacturer asserted the independence of the individual and 
assumed its responsibilities. On the other hand, the group of manu- 
facturers who joined a combination to fix prices and establish a uni- 
form price for the products of the group, denied the independence of 
the individual and surrendered the voluntary character of the business 
into a contract with others, who likewise became interdependent, with 
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the result that each unit of the group surrendered to the others a con- 
siderable portion, if not the entirety, of his individuality and transferred 
the nature of hig business from tbat of voluntary assumption to con- 
tractual obligation. 

DOCTOR MILES’S CASE. 


Proceeding by deductive reasoning from the fundamental principle, it 
is manifest that the single element of agreement in the two cases is 
not enough to justify the application of the same rule, because the 
exemption of labor and agriculture from the provisions of the statute 
makes it perfectly clear that the objection to agreement expressed in 
the statute is not a universal principle of necessary application. Nor 
was it sufficient to bring down upon the two cases the same condemna- 
tion that the result of the agreement was the establishment of a price, 
because both laber and agriculture were permitted to determine prices 
by agreement. Therefore that result could not, if these exemptions 
were correct, be universally condemned. The United States Supreme 
Court, however, in the Doctor Miles Medical Co, case, held that a mann- 
facturer could not contract with his distributors to maintain the resale 
price fixed by the manufacturer for the reason that such contracts 
were in restraint of trade. Precisely as though the contract has been 
made by a group of manufacturers, 


RESALB-PRICE CONTRACTS HELD ILLEGAL, 


If resale-price maintenance js a legitimate expression of the voluntary 
character of a manufacturer's business whereby he projects himself and 
his method of doing business through the intervening channels to the 
consumer and himself assumes the risks incident thereto, then the con- 
tract, formal and complete, is the natural, logical, and effective means 
of carrying out this practice. But the court has held not that resale- 
price maintenance ws illegal but that the contract was the objec- 
tlonable feature. And this for the reason that the contract was the 
expression of the unity of mind and purpose between the manufacturer 
and his distributers. Since resale-price maintenance was by inference 
at least, by this and subsequent decisions, held to be lawful, though it 
might not be accomplished by contract, naturally and properly those to 
whom such a practice made appeal sought to accomplish this seemingly 
Tawful end by devices calculated to produce the same result, though not 
capable of condemnation as contracts. And just as soon as they became 
reasonably effective naturally they produced exactly the same results as 
were attributed to the contract system, 


COMMON UNDERSTANDING CONSTITUTES CONTRACT. 


It must be apparent that the distinction is one of form only which 
took no cognizance of substance. The essence of a contract is not pen, 
ink, and paper with some red wafers attached. The yitality of a con- 
tract is the common understanding existing In several minds, which 
common understanding is for the convenience of the parties and for 
subsequent reference expressed in writing. 

Certainly if three men sit down together and discuss their individual 
relation to a common project, and, reaching a common understanding 
with reference thereto, they express that understanding in writing, the 
method of reaching the result is precisely the same if they simply omit 
the memorandum of the agreement which constitutes the written con- 
tract. If these men, leaying the room, thereafter conduct their several 
affairs in exact relation to the understanding arrived at in conference, 
their actions are precisely the same as though a written memorandum 
with the utmost formality had followed their conference. Nor is there 
any real difference if, instead of meeting in person, these supposititious 
individuals discuss their relation by correspondence until by exchange 
of letters they think alike, each knowing that the others are thinking 
in accord. Since the decision in the Miles Medical case, therefore, 
made a contract for resale price maintenance unlawful, a simple proc- 
ess of reasoning would indicate that an understanding not expressed in 
the form of a contract, but otherwise equally clear, was in its essen- 
tiala just as much within the prohibition against accomplishing a 
resale price by unity of action as was the formal contract. And the 
Department of Justice and the Federal Trade Commission proceeded in 
accordance with this line of reasoning. The result was a series of 
decisions culminating in that recently handed down by the United 
States Supreme Court in the action brought by the Federal Trade Com- 
mission against the Beech-Nut Packing Co. And as this is the latest 
of this series, it is worth considering in the light of the analysis of the 
Doctor Miles Medical case, which I attempted above. 


BEERCH-NOU® DECISION. 


In this latest utterance on the subject, resale-price maintenance is 
again sustained as a legal right pertaining to the voluntary assump- 
tion and conduct of business by an individual. Of course, this deci- 
sion has no relation whatever to group price fixing. The court denied 
absolutely the contention advanced by the Government that there was 
no right of refusal to sell for the purpose of maintaining a suggested 
resale price. Yet just as the contract system of the Doctor Miles case 
was condemned, so the policy of the Beech-Nut Co. was condemned as 
an unlawful method of accomplishing a lawful object, because of the 
element of agreement or understanding not expressed in the form of a 
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contract, but effectively operative, as the court found, between the man- 
ufacturer and its distributors. There were certain practices of the 
Beech-Nut Co.'s policy which it was enjoined from using. It was re- 
quired to discontinue the maintenance of a black list, the use of 
identification marks on packages, the use of salesmen or special agents 
to detect price cutters, and the like methods which readily suggest 
themselyes to the mind as means of accomplishing an effectual system 
of resale-price maintenance. 


FURTHER RESTRICTION OF PRODUCER'S RIGHTS. 


Each and every one of these operations would be legitimate expres- 
sion of a manufacturer’s business were it not for the fact that the 
court found that there had been created by the act of the manufacturer 
a common understanding between and among all distributors and the 
manufacturer as to the maintenance of the resale prices, the activity 
offered on the part of the manufacturer to accomplish this result, and 
the reliance which the manufacturer and each distributor were entitled 
to bave in the integrity and effectiveness of the system. In other 
words, the various acts prohibited to the Beech-Nut Co. are not unlaw- 
ful of themselves, but were declared to be so because of the background 
of common understanding against which they were placed. 


PRACTICAL EFFECTS, 


It is a simple matter to project the imagination forward to a 
state of facts upon which it is so dificult to apply the formula of the 
Beech-Nut decision that the illogical nature of the present status 
must be apparent. If in the Beech-Nut case the understanding wus 
seen to exist because of the fullness of explanation made by the manu- 
facturer of his policy, and a frank statement as to the cooperation ir 
the policy which was expected, let us suppose that the manufacturer 
eliminates all explanation and merely suggests a resale price to the 
consumer. Without making any explanation to a price cutter, the 
manufacturer refuses further dealings with him. If other distributors 
complain to the manufacturer of the operations of a price cutter and 
the manufacturer then concludes relations with such a dealer, does 
that juxtaposition indicate the cooperation which brings the Beech- 
Nut rule into operation? It seems to me that such a conclusion 
can not be maintained because the manufacturer under such a con- 
dition possesses a lawful right to discontinue relations with the 
distributor who will not maintain his resale price. The uninvited 
act of a competing distributor complaining to the manufacturer of a 
price cutter certainly can not deprive the manufacturer of his legal 
right to cease relations with the price cutter. The uninvited Interven- 
tion of a third party can not deprive the manufacturer of a legal 
right. But it may be asked, Supposing the manufacturer invites all 
his distributors to report price cutters, does such an invitation invoke 
the Beech-Nut rule? On the face of it it may seem to call for such 
a conclusion. But this again involves a condition in which one may 
state circumstances which make the conclusion so illogical as to defeat 
it. We will assume that a manufacturer merely suggests a resale 
price and that wherever he discovers a price cutter without the use 
of special agents of salesmen, or reports from distributors, he exercises 
what the court allows to be a lawful right of refusal to sell. 

The exercise of these two legal rights by the manufacturer gives rise 
by necessity to a presumption in the mind of each distributor who 
nrust be accredited with a sufficient amount of intelligence to engage 
in some reasoning that the manufacturer is endeavoring to maintain 
and protect a resale price. As each distributor realizes that it is to 
his advantage to maintain this price, the same process of reasoning 
leads him to the conclusion that each of his fellow distributors is 
reasoning in the same way and to the same conclusion. And the mere 
exercise therefore by the manufacturer of his conceded legal rights to 
suggest a resale price and to refuse to sell to a price cutter gives rise 
to that common understanding between manufacturer and distributor 
which was the essence of the contracts in the Doctor Miles case and 
was likewise the essence of the arrangement in the Beech-Fut case, 
And so, it seems to mre, we arrive at a conclusion that that which was 
condemned in the two cases to which I have referred was a matter of 
form rather than of substance. And immediately we arrive at that 
conclusion, it seems to me to be necessary to review the whole course 
of the attitude of law and administration toward this question of resale- 
price maintenance, because if the substance of the relation between the 
manufacturer and his distributers may rise in last analysis from the 
exercise of legal rights on the part of the manufacturer that which 
prevents him [rong exercising those rights in the most effective form 
is an obstacle to progress and should be removed as speedily as possible. 

PUNDAMENTAL FACTS IGNORED, 

The difficulty seems to me to have arisen in the failure to distinguish 
the essential difference between a combination of manufacturers on the 
same plane and an arrangement between a single manufacturer and 
those who are his chosen collaborators in presenting his commodity to 
the consuming public. It is quite clear that the first arrangement is a 


restraint of trade because it prevents the full expression of the indi- 
vidual's voluntary assumption of responsibility and exercise of inde- 
pendent authority over the whole of that relationship in which he has 


1924. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—ILOUSE. 


2385 


placed himself by his own act. From the independent individual con- 
duct of business the general consumer is entitled to expect the utmost 
of effort expressed through efficiency and economy .of operation, to 
market a product at a competitive price. It seems to me that none of 
those arguments apply to a manufacturer who seeks to assert the vol- 
untary nature of his business by assuming entire responsibility for his 
product up to the moment when he encounters the purchasing ability 
or desire of the consumer. 


PRODUCER RESTRICTED TO MOST FXPENSIVE MARKETING METHODS, 


Here again it seems to me we encounter a curious inconsistency. 
It is perfectly well understood that a manufacturer may present his 
products to the consumer direct; that is to say, without the use of an 
intervening wholesaler or retailer. The manufacturer may fix his 
price to the consuming public by presenting that commodity to the 
public himself. Whereby once more we perceive that there is no 
absolutely invariable principle which is contravened when a manufac- 
turer fixes a price to a consumer. This power on the part of the 
manufacturer is not necessarily defeated because of the intervention 
of a distributor. It is so well understood that reference to it is use- 
ful only for the purpose of completing this argument that a manufac- 
turer may create a selling agent and through that agent carry to the 
consumer the price which the manufacturer attaches to his product. 
This arrangement of a selling agent is not generally applied simply 
because it docs not lend itself to all transactions, But where it can 
be applied in the nature of the business the agency contract is a 
perfectly effective method of transmitting the manufacturer's product 
to the consumer at a price which the manufacturer imposes, 

Summing up the situation, the result is that the manufacturer may 
express his legal right of resale-price maintenance by every device 
except that of contract, or written understanding, which is the same 
thing. The most effective method is the one he may not use, 


VOLUNTARY NATURE OF BUSINESS DENIED, 


The foundation of the Doctor Miles Medical Co. case seems to me to be 
faulty. also in this. It argues that the manufacturer aud the dis- 
tributors of his products occupy the same relationship to each otlier 
as competitive manufacturers; that is to say, of opposition in inter- 
est. The distributing agencies with which a manufacturer chooses 
to deal are in a sense in opposition to each other when they are so 
placed that their operations afford contact. But it would be futile to 
say that a wholesaler in New York is in competition or is opposed in 
his making of sales to a wholesaler in San Francisco. or that a re- 
taller In Philadelphia is in competition with a retailer in New Orleans, 
all handling the same product. These distributors in fact are by the 
very nature of their business in close cooperation with the pranu- 
facturer whose products they handle, and if it is expected that there 
will be a different price to the consumer by and through different dis- 
tributing agencies, it is only upon the assumption that the manufac- 
turer either has no legal right to resale-price maintenance or fails to 
exercise it. If the consideration of price movement through dis- 
tributors to the consumer commences with a full recognition of the 
yet undenied right of the manufacturer to resale-price maintenance, 
tue conclusion that there should be room for a price difference at the 
purchasing end through every different distributing form is based upon 
the proposition that there is an intervening power or right which is 
superior to and nullifies the producer's. right to fix a price on his 
products, 

The argument against an effective method of resale-price maintenance 
therefore is in reality based upon this assumption that while a manu- 
facturer has the right to sell his products at his own price there is a 
right in the consumer to create a yariation in that price somewhere 
along the line of distribution. These two antagonistic claims can not 
be equally sound. If there is a right in the consumer to the price varia- 
tion through several distributors, then there is no right on the part of 
the producer to control the prices of his products. But this is to deny 
the yoluntary nature of business. 


STANDARD PRICES BNCOURAGE COMPETITION OF RIVAL PRODUCERS. 


Of course the familiar argument against the practice of resale-price 
maintenance is that it affords an easy method of exacting an undue 
price from the consumer. There are many answers to this argument, 
but chief among them I would place the proposition which I stated in 
the beginning, that neither properly directed legislation nor well con- 
celyed administration denies the exercise of a legal right in order to 
prevent the occurrence of a possible wrong, If undue exaction through 
price maintenance manifests itself the remedy should be directed toward 
a reduction of the price level rather than to a prevention of the prac- 
tice itself, Another answer, and it seems to me a very forcible one, 
is that the manufacturer who assumes to fix the price of his product 
to the consumer exposes himself thereby thoroughly and effectually to 
the operation of competitive prices to a greater extent than the compet- 
ing manufacturer who does not do so. The product must sell upon its 
merits. It is not open to that attraction to buyers which is afforded 
by fluctuations in price and the adyertisement of the bargain sale, 
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Upon its merits it is obligated to meet and sustain itself against the 


offerings of cheaper commodities of the same nature and substitutes 
therefor, > 


And unless there is monopolistic power over the market in a par- 
ticular line, the protected price article must fight its battles in the 
way in which the competitive system truly requires; that is, strictly 
on its merits with reference to its price. If the protected article 
represents a practically monopolistic control, then again the remedy 
is not in the prohibition of the resale price policy, but the correction 
of the monopolistic control if that has been unlawfully obtained, 


RESALE PRICE CONTROL PROTECTS CONSUMER, 


There are possibilities of value in the policy of price protection 
or resale price maintenance which have been to a large extent de- 
feated because of the attitude of the law toward this practice, and 
the restrictions which have been put upon its exercise. Some time 
ago there was brought to the attention of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission a report which stated that a manufacturer of automobiles 
establishing an extensive system throughout the country for the quicx 
provision of duplicate parts and repairs was not only maintaining 
a fixed price upon repair parts but was also entailing upon those 
who handled the repair parts fixed labor charges for making certain 
repairs, in order that the users of the cars in question might obtain 
repair parts and labor at a reasonable and uniform scale. Some one 
without authority had circulated the statement that the Federal Trade 
Commission had condemned the practice and for this reason the manu- 
facturer in question had lifted the parts and labor schedules in cer- 
tain localities. The result had been an exaggerated increase in the 
charges for repair parts and for labor charges. The reported action 
of the Federal Trade Commission in the premises was in fact untrue. 
But the instance affords illustration of the fact that a protected price 
operated as n maximum as well as a minimum contains values which 
have been to a large extent lost because the exercise of the system 
has been so greatly hampered and restricted. 


FORCES COMPETITION IN QUALITY. 


To the inability of a manufacturer to protect the price of his product 
may be attributed quite as much as to any other cause the tendency 
to deterioration of quality, which is a distressing manifestation along 
many lines today. Deterioration of quality is a remedy alternative 
ouly to going out of business which is forced upon the producer who 
can not to any effective degree protect the selling price of his product. 
It is a truism that the purchaser will buy in the cheapest market, and 
even a small variation is sufficient to divert the current of trade. Of 
course, I am exclading any effect of similar nature which is due to the 
legitimate competition of a product competing at a lower price, properly 
fixed. It is not only that purchasers in one community will seek in 
the store in which the desired commodity can be bought at the cheapest 
rate, but with medern transportation available to the purchaser it 1s 
not unusual to see trade diverted from one community to another by 
reason of a difference of a few cents in the selling price of a particular 
commodity, carrying with it, of course, purchases of allied commodi- 
ties as well as that of the specific article in question. Naturally the 
distributor working in accord with the manufacturer's suggested price 
finds himself in peril. The manufacturer can not, unless he is pre- 
pared to meet the expense of direct distribution, fail to recognize 
the unity of interest between himself and his distributors, and 
unless he can prevent his product going into the hands of the 
distributor who is not protecting the selling price the lowered price 
becomes by force of necessity the price which the manufacturer must 
adopt, with whatever changes in the preceding stages of manufac- 
ture and distribution required to meet the lowered return. The 
seeming advantage which the consumer realizes from this condition 18 
illusory and transient. The protected price is a protection to the con- 
sumer which he fails to realize in that once a protected price is estab- 
lished for a commodity its increase is a matter of almost insurmount- 
able difficulty. 


RUINOUS EFFECTS OF “ BARGAIN BAIT” PRACTICE. 


It would be almost impossible to exaggerate the confusion which 
exists in many lines of business because of the impossibility under 
the law and the decisions as they stand of effectively maintaining 
resale-price maintenance. Some time ago I stated my conviction that 
selling below cost, thereby including all the elements of charge upon 
a commodity up to the moment of sale, was not only a wasteful 
and uneconomic method of doing business, but that it was also an 
unfair method of competition. It is useless to expect this practice 
to cease of its own accord. So far as I can see, the law as it stands 
affords no protection against it. The most effective remedy for 
dealing with it is the policy of resale-price maintenance, the practical 
use of which is now denled. At common law, selling below cost or 
below a remunerative price to the seller was not an unlawful method 
of competition unless there was joined with it a discoyerable intent 
to injure a competitor, an accompaniment which may be but is sel- 
dom discernible in present-day practices. The occasions in which 
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there is a price war directed against a competitor are so few as to 
be almost negligible. There is, however, a well-nigh universal prac- 
tice of selling one line below cost, recovering the loss and making 
a profit on the entire transaction through the sale of accompanying 
eommodities at a very much augmented price. This system is nothing 
Jess than ruinous to those who are engaged in the single line which 
is sold below cost, and it relentlessly forces them to the wall. 


CONSUMER MULCTED BY “ CONCRALED PROFITS” ON OTHER SALES. 


There is danger in monopoly; there is injury in restraint trade; 
and these practices are denied by the law because they close the door 
of opportunity to the individual, the maintenance of which as a free 
and open channel is essential not only to American institutions but 
to the exact operation of the competitive system. Where monopoly 
is sought in a relatively few instances, where combinations In re- 
straint of trade occasionally make their appearance, while the alarm 
from these manifestations is justifiable and is not to be minimized, a 
constant danger lies in the practice, now so prevalent, of single-line 
leaders sold below cost for the purpose of inducing other business, or 
establishments in which many lines are sold below cost, with con- 
eealed profits in other sales, which not only equalize the loss but trans- 
late the whole practice into a profit balance. The most effective 
remedy, resule-price maintenance, must, in my opinion, be recovered 
not only for the sake of the manufacturer or the distributor but for 
the sake of those who to-morrow and the day after to-morrow will 
seek to enter into business as individuals and find the door of oppor- 
tunity closed against them unless this unbalanced method of selling 
is checked, 

LEGISLATION ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY. 

To accomplish this result legislation will be needed. This legislation 
should, in my opinion, distinguish clearly between a producer and bis 
selected distributors and those other groups whose agreements may well 
be regarded as inimical to the policy stated in the Sherman law. It 
should require that the protected prices to be fixed by the producer 
should operate as a maximum as well as a minimum, in order that the 
good faith of the practice should be manifest and its exercise removed 
from suspicion as contributing to undue exaction anywhere along the 
line of distribution. And it would be well should such legislation in- 
clude provision for the due publication of the protected prices and any 
changes therein in order that the purchasing public may be advised as 
to the producer's purpose and be guarded against a misrepresentation 
of which the producer may bave no notice. 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR ABUSE READILY PLACED. 


It is likely that there will be abuses of freedom In the exercise of this 
fystem, but the responsibility therefor will be readily placed; and if 
corrective measures are necessary, they can be accurately focused upon 
the sources from which the abuses arise. And even though such abuses 
should be anticipated, that anticipation should not deter us from the 
removal of the barriers which now exist against the effective exercise of 
that which has been constantly and consistently declared to be a legal 
right. Leaving the doors always open for advance along the lines 
wherein true endeavor rightly directed may produce desirable benefits, 
we need have no fear of our ability to cope with the occasional abuse. 
The denial of a right to prevent a possible wrong is itself the greater 
wrong. 

CALENDAR WEDNESDAY. 


The SPEAKER. To-day is Calendar Wednesday, 
LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE. 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for one minute. I wish to submit some letters 
written by some Federal officials concerning the conduct of the 
Police Department of the city of New York in answer to certain 
strictures which have been laid upon the Police Department of 
the city of New York by other Federal officials in connection 
with the enforcement of the prohibition law. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, does the gentleman propose to read the testimony? 

Mr. CELLER. No; letters of commendation by various Fed- 
eral officials, which constitute a satisfactory answer to criti- 
cisms made by certain other Federal officials against the Police 
Department of New York. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, are they connected with the proceedings of the House 
in any way? 

Mr. CELLER. In no way ean I find any method whereby 
these charges can be answered except on the floor of the House. 
The head of the police department named by the official who 
appeared before the committee had no opportunity to defend 
himself in that committee. I desire only to insert a few letters. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Reserving the right to object, I will say 
to my colleague from New York that what we are particularly 
interested in here is not what the Police Department of New 
York are doing but what the Federal officials are doing. 

Mr. CELLER. The Police Department of New York have 
done good work. 
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. I know; but we 
2 Spats have done. 

r. CELLER. The charges in these hearings are 
police department have not done faithful Wan e TNE 
Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I am constrained to 


object. I do not think l 
eres nk this should be made a part of the 


want to know what the 


WAB FINANCE CORPORATION, 


Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House re- 
Solve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the consideration of the bill S. 2249; and, pend- 
ing that, inasmuch as there may be considerable debate on this 
bill, I will ask unanimous consent that there shall be three 
hours’ debate, one-half to be controlled by the gentleman from 
oe [Mr. Wisco] representing that side and one-half by 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that the time of debate shall be extended 
rie oe sei 19 5 3 one-half hours, one-half of the 

e to contro e tleman f 8 
W y gen an from Arkansas and one- 

Mr. WINGO. I suggest 3 hours and 50 minutes. That will 
put us to 4 o'clock this evening. 

Mr. MCFADDEN. I accept that. 

9705 0 an there objection? 

r. of Nebraska. Mr, Speaker, D 
I want to know what it is. N 

The SPEAKER. The Chair stated it; that the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania asked unanimous consent that the time for 
general debate be extended from two hours to three and one- 
half hours, and the gentleman from Arkansas amended that by 
suggesting that it be extended to 3 hours and 50 minutes, one- 
half to be controlled by himself and one-half to be controlled 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. -Would that be confined to the bill? 

The SPEAKER. It would be confined to the bill. 

us 1 33 oe Members who would like to 
speak, sides will not object, but $ 
be chiefly on the bill. i vaene 

The SPEAKER. This request, of course, 
the division of time. 

I have no objection. 


Mr. LONGWORTH. 
yield to some who want to speak «off 


has reference to 


Mr. WINGO. I want to 
the bill, but it is a good time to put them in. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I have no objection. 

Mr, McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I renew the request. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, that the House resolve itself 
into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 
But the action is automatic. The House automatically resolves 
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill S. 2249. The gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. Mappex] will please take the chair. 

Thereupon the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (S. 2249) to extend for nine months the power of 
the War Finance Corporation to make advances under the pro- 
visions of the War Finance Corporation act, as amended, and 
for other purposes, with Mr. Mappen in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill S. 2249, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (S, 2249) to extend for nine months the power of the War 
Finance Corporation to make advances under the provisions of the 
War Finance Corporation act, as amended, and for other purposes, 


Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to dispense with the first reading of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent to dispense with the first reading of the 
bill. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, I do not care to take up the time of the House with 
any long discourse on this bill. It is pretty well understood 
that the reasons set forth for the extension of this measure 
are the situations which have developed in certain sections 
of the country where the War Finance Corporation is now 
giving a great deal of relief. 

Since we passed the agricultural credits act nearly a year 
ago, which act was supposed to take eare of the class of busi- 
ness which the War Finance Corporation has the first year 
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been taking care of, this situation has developed, that there 
is a certain class of business which the intermediate banks 
are not able to handle, but which the War Finance Corpora- 
tion is handling. A sensitive situation exists and it seems 
expedient that the life of the War Finance Corporation be 
extended to December 31, 1924. 

Unless there are some questions to be asked of me I propose 
now to yield to the other side. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCFADDEN. I will. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. What efforts are being made by the 
War Finance Corporation to realize on some of the loans made 
during the war and having them settled up? 

Mr. McFADDEN. I will say to the gentleman that there 
has been quite a reduction of loans, particularly those loans 
which were made during the war period, and that during this 
stress period a good many renewals and readjustments of col- 
lateral have been made. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Is the gentleman in a position to inform 
me whether the loan made to the Brooklyn Rapid Transit Co,, 
amounting to $18,000,000, has been paid or partially paid? 

Mr. McFADDEN. My understanding is that under the re- 
financing operations of the Brooklyn Rapid Transit Co, new 
securities were issued and an adjustment has been made with 
the War Finance Corporation, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Do I understand, then, that what took 
place was that the United States Government now has securities 
of the reorganized Brooklyn Rapid Transit lines? 

Mr. MoFADDEN. I could not say as to that, because I have 
not checked all the details, But I think the annual report of 
the War Finance Corporation gives a full explanation of the 
securities which they hold and no doubt the gentleman can get 
full information by referring to that report. It is a report 
which was filed as of November 30, 1928. As I say, if the 
gentleman will refer to that report, I think he will find full 
information in regard to it. I will say to the gentleman that 
the information I have is of a general nature only. 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman assist me in getting 
accurate information as to what prompted or justified that 
loan? I have been unable to get it and I am very anxious 
to get it. 

Mr. McFADDEN. . I will be very glad to ask the War Fi- 
nance Corporation for that information and supply it to the 
gentleman. : 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCFADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. 
yery fair, but in all of the speeches I have heard the state- 
ment has been made that all of the relief needed was out 
West. Now, I have no objection to giving those good people 
relief, but unless Congress considers some other sections of 
the country it might be construed to mean that Congress does 
not appreciate the fact that there are other parts of the 
country which need some relief. 

Mr. McFADDEN, I will say to the gentleman that an ex- 
tension of the life of the War Finance Corporation will mean 
that it is available to all sections of the country. The War 
Finance Corporation act does not provide for a sectional in- 
stitution at all. 

Mr. SARS of Florida. Knowing my colleague as I do, I 
knew that would be his answer. But all the arguments so far 
have been for one particular section of the country, and I am 
glad to know that the chairman of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency appreciates the fact that other sections of the 
country may need relief. 

Mr. MeFADDEN. My understanding is, if the life of the 
War Finance Corporation is extended, that it will be available 
to all sections of the country at all times, This particular 
stress condition, however, is not applicable to this particular 
bill. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MCFADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Under this extension of time, would the 
War Finance Corporation have authority to grant new loans? 

Mr. McFADDEN. This provides for a continuance of the 
present authority of the War Finance Corporation, and there 
are no enlargements of their functions. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. What funds has the War Finance Cor- 
poration available for the making of new loans? 

Mr. McFADDEN. The War Finance Corporation has a capl- 
tal of $500,000,000, which is available, and they also have 
authority to issue debentures up to several billion dollars, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Does not the gentleman believe their 
activities should be limited to settling up rather than with 
regard to the making of new obligations? 


I have always found my colleague . 


Mr. McFADDEN. There are certain sections of the country 
where the results would be very disastrous if they were forced 
to liquidate at the present time. 

Mr, LAGUARDIA. Have we not provided special provisions 
of law to take care of just those situations? 

Mr. McFADDEN. I do not believe it is necessary to limit 
the activities of the War Finance Corporation. I think it 
would be most unfortunate if at this time a restriction were 
put on its operations, and that is the general feeling. I believe 
the War Finance Corporation will be liquidated as rapidly as 
it is possible to do so, taking into consideration the drastic 
situation which exists at this time in regard to certain sections 
of the country. 

Mr, TAYLOR of Tennessee, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McFADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. What is the aggregate of the 
outstanding loans of the War Finance Corporation? 

Mr. McFADDEN. The report filed in Congress as of Novem- 
ber 30, 1923, shows that at that date the loans outstanding 
8 to $104,000,000, and they are practically the same 
o-day. 

Mr. Chairman, I now yield to the gentleman from Arkansas 
[Mr. Winco] and reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. FULBRIGHT]. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to speak out of the regular order for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not clear whether the Chair 
can put such a request to the committee. 

Mr. WINGO. I will state to the Chair that in the House it 
was suggested we intended to do this, and I think this is the 
proper time to do it, and I think it is a matter for the com- 
mittee to control. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks it is not within the 
province of the Chair, under the rules, to put a request for 
unanimous consent to speak out of order. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I did not quite under- 
stand the gentleman’s request. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asked unanimous consent 
to speak out of order. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I understood that was 
involved in the request of the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. MCFADDEN]. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr, Chairman, I want to suggest to the Chair 
tbat while we may not have formally taken action I was 
under the impression it was suggested that this question would 
be taken up in the committee, and I am advised privately 
that there was an agreement in the House that there would 
be some speeches out of order. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I asked the question of the Speaker 
whether under a mere request for an extension of the debate 
there would be involved the right to speak out of order, and 
the Chair replied in the negative, and thereupon I suggested 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania that he embody that in 
his request, and I understood he did that. 

The CHAIRMAN. It was not embodied in the request. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that even on Calendar Wednesday a Member may speak out of 
order until he is called to order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Unless there is objection; yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Unless there is objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. But the Chair is prohibited from sub- 
mitting such a request. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is by unanimous consent, and when 
objection is made the Member may prefer a unanimous-consent 
request, : 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I suggest then that the gen- 
tleman proceed in order, and no one, I am sure, will call him 
to order. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, on Saturday, February 2, 
Mr. Jerrers, of Alabama, delivered an address on the floor of 
this House in which charges of crookedness and corruption in 
ee Department were made. Among other things he 
said: 

Mr. Chairman, not very long ago, perhaps within the past two months, 
in the income-tax unit of the Bureau of internal Revenue, in the 
Treasury Department, final audit was made of the Federal income: tax 
returns of Mr. Harry F. Sinclair for the years 1917 and 1918. 

These returns involved for one thing the acquisition and sale of the 
stock of one of his oil companies. At the time the company was organ- 
ized Mr. Sinclair was given $5,000,000 worth of stock for the organi- 
zation of the company, which stock he claimed at the time was 
valueless. 8 

Within the above-named period—1917 and 1918— Mr. Harry F. Sin- 
clair sold this stock, which had cost nothing and which he had claimed 
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to be rYalueless, for the sum of $4,000,000, and, notwithstanding the 
fact that this $4,060,000 was all “ pure velret“ to bim, so to speak, 
he, Mr. Sinclair, hod the nerve to clainr as a Joss on this stock approxi- 
mately $1,000,000, which, through pressure brought to bear by person 
or persons in position to wield power in the Treasury Department, was 
passed upon favorably by the income-tax unit and allowed as a deduc- 
tion to said Harry F. Sinclair. 


I quote further from the gentleman from Alabama: 


The American people know now that Harry Sinclair is closely con- 
nected, with the crooked dealing that has been uncovered by the Senate 
committee, and they have a right to know whether or not he has, with 
the ald and influence of person or persons in position of power in the 
Treasury Department, cheated the Government out of big sums of 
money in the way his tax records were put through in that department. 


Further on he says: 


Does the Secretary of the Treasury know of ‘these conditions? I 
believe he does, And I believe he knows of the facts and circumstances 
connected with Harry F. Sinclair's personal-tax records, too. I believe 
a complete check up of those records will disclose rottenness that will 
be a shocking revelation to the American public, and I hope we can 
have such an investigation by competent authority who will really in- 
vestigate it, have it checked by people competent to do the work 
thoroughly and right, and get some assurance, if possible, from the 
Secretary of the Treasury that the records will not be tampered with 
before the whole thing is checked. 


At the time these charges were made it was suggested that 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury Department 
had authority to make the investigation. On Monday, February 
4, I sent the following letter to Mr. Van, chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Treasury Department: 

FEBRUARY 4, 1924. 
Bon. Wu. N. VAILE, 
Washington, D C. 

My Dear Congressman: In view of the statements made by Mr. 
Jerrers, of Alabama, on the floor of the House Saturday afternoon 
wherein crookedness and corruption in the Treasury Department were 
charged, and in view of the further fact that it was stated on the 
floor at that time that the Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury 
Department has authority to make an investigation of this matter, 
may I not suggest that you, as chairman, call a meeting of the cam- 
mittee at once to determine what course to pursue. 

It occurs to me that the gravity of the charges demands prompt 
action, 

Very sincerely yours, 
J. F. FULBRIGHT. 


On Wednesday, February 6, Mr. Van called me over the 
telephone stating that he had already taken up the matter with 
Mr. Jerrers, and that a meeting of the committee would be 
called at such time as would be convenient for Mr. Jerrers 
to appear before the committee. On Thursday morning, Feb- 
ruary 7, I received the following letter from Mr. Vaile: 


Frervary 6, 1924. 
Hon, James F. FULBRIGHT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

My Dear Mu. Furnnionr: A meeting of the Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Treasury Department will be held at the rooms of the 
committee, third floor, Capitol, on Friday morning, February 8, 1924, 
at 10.30 o'clock, for the purpose of considering matters connected 
with the administration of the Treasury Department, 

Lion. LAMAR JEFFERS has been requested to be present, together with 
a representative of the income-tax unit of the Treasury Department. 

Respectfully, 
Ws. N. Vane, Chairman, 


This meeting was postponed until Saturday morning at 10.30, 
at which time a meeting of the committee was held. 

At the very threshold of the contemplated investigation the 
committee was confronted with the provisions of the revenue 
act that prevent any collector, deputy collector, agent, clerk, or 
ether officer or employee of the United States from making 
any disclosures under penalty of a fine or imprisonment, or 
both, and which handicap any investigation of the income-tax 
returns, I refer to section 257, alse subsection 3167 of section 
1311, of the revenue act of 1921. In view of these legal obstacles 
Mr. Jerrers introduced House Joint Resolution No. 176. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. VAILE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanmons consent that 
the gentleman's time be extended five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. We can not extend time in that way. 

Mr. WINGO. I yield the gentleman two additional minutes. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for two 
additional minutes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Under the circumstances it is impera- 
tive to my mind that Congress promptly pass this, or some 
similar resolution, removing all Jegal impediments so that the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury Department, or 
some other committee, may make a thorough and exhaustive 
investigation of the charge made, The investigation should ex- 
tend back just.as many years as conditions warrant without 
regard to whether Republican or Democratic officials may be 
exposed. All parties are opposed to and condemn corruption 
and dishonesty, the public official who violates the law and 
betrays his trust is neither a Democrat nor a Republican—he 
is a criminal, should be hunted down as such and dealt with 
accordingly. 

Recent developments in the investigation conducted by the 
Senate committee have been appalling. If newspaper reports be 
true more sensational developments are yet to come. The 
finger of suspicion is pointing in every direction. The con- 
fidence of the people In public officials has been shaken. ‘The 
tax burden of the farmers, the tolling masses, and the small 
business man is continually increasing while, if the charges 
made by the gentleman from Alabama be true, the immensely 
rich, through criminal connivance with the Treasury Depart- 
ment, are receiving special fayors and in many instances escap- 
ing taxation. 

The Veterans’ Bureau, the Interior Department, the Navy 
Department, the Department of Justice, and the Treasury De- 
partment have heen assailed. Flagrant extravagance, con- 
spiracy, incompetency, stupidity, crookedness, corruption, and 
graft have been charged—in many instances established—and 
in the language of Senator Warts of Montana, The very 
structure of our Government rocks upon its foundation in con- 
sequence of the revelations made in connection with it.” A 
thorough house cleaning is necessary. This saturnalia of cor- 
ruption and dishonesty must end and public confidence must 
be restored. I am not a pessimist; I am an optimist. T have 
the utmost faith in the American people and their institutions. 
Conditions that exist to-day are not an evidence of a failure 
of free government. The fight being made on corruption and 
dishonesty in high places is its vindication. The honesty, m- 
tegrity, and patriotism in official life will rescue the Govern- 
ment from the oily oetopus whose slimy tendrils are now en- 
twined about its varieus departments and restore it tu the 
people where it rightfully belongs. I am sure the House of 
Representatives, the popular branch of the legislative depart- 
ment of our Government, will never fail to function in a crisis 
like this. 

I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend my remarks in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani- 
mous consent to reyise and extend his remarks in the RECORD. 
Is there objection? [After a pause.) The Chair hears none. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. Vanæ]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Colorado is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. VAILE, Mr. Obairman and gentlemen of the House, in 
regard to the matter that has just been referred to by the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. Funsricur) I entirely agree with 
his position that the matter ought to be thoroughly investi- 
gated. It was suggested at the time the gentleman from Ala- 
bama made his statement that there was an existing committee 
of the House which had authority under the general rules of 
the House to make such an investigation. It seemed to me then, 
and it seems to me now, that it was the duty of that committee 
to proceed as far as it could legally proceed with such an in- 
vestigation, and as serious charges had been made on the floor 
of this House it seemed to me and to other members of the 
committee of both parties that seme foundation should be laid 
by the Member preferring those charges to see whether there 
actually was something which the committee should investigate 
further, and for that purpose the chairman of the committee, 
myself, asked the gentleman from Alabama to appear before the 
committee. After several delays, which were accounted for by 
the gentieman's legitimate engagements I am sure, he did 
appear. Now, the gentleman made very serious charges against 
the Treasury Department. ‘Those charges must haye been 
based upon some knowledge which the gentleman had. ‘The 


gentleman declined absolutely before our eommittee to state 
the sources of his information or to answer questions not involy- 
ing the production of any recerd. I will give you a little ex- 
ample of the way in which that examination proveeded. The 
gentleman who just concluded his remarks asked this question: 


1924. 


Mr. Fu.seicat. As I understand it, this 85,000,000 in stock was for 
services rendered in the organization of a company, was it not, Mr. 
Irans? 

Mr. Invynus. I would like to make a preliminary statement regarding 
the situation. Im the first place, I injected this proposition on the 
2d of this month. It takes considerable of a study to get at what 
is in a case, especially in view of the existing laws. So it took me 
several days after I made these remarks to suggest æ line of procedure 
to follow out this thing. 

I brought it up, and I felt that if I had a suggestion as to pro- 
cedure’ I should present it, since I did bring it up, and I felt I ought 
to present it at the earliest possible time. 

But, as I say, it took considerable time—and we have been quite 
busy during the last few days—but on yesterday I did submit to Con- 
gress my suggestion as to procedure. I left you a copy of that last 
night, Mr. Chairman. 


And the suggestion which the gentleman from Alabama 
made in his resolution was the appointment of a select com- 
mittee by both Houses of Congress, a committee of 18, to call 
for all records in the income-tax unit since 1913, opening that 
whole department to the investigation of this committee, re- 
quiring an enormous amount of time and necessarily taking 
18 Members from their regular duties to make such an inves- 
tigation. We were very eager to ascertain whether there was 
probable ground for such an investigation, If there was preb- 
able ground, we wanted to make it. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VAILE. I yield. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Does not the gentleman believe that the 
very fact that my distinguished colleague from New York 
(Mr. Mirus} has repeatedly stated there has been a great fall- 
ing off of the income-tax returns, and hen you compare the 
falling off of returns with existing tax-exempt bonds you find 
a wide margin thefe, would not that be sufficient justification 
for a real investigation of the returns from the income tax? 

Mr. VAILE. The question which the gentleman raised on 
the floor of this House on Saturday involved a charge of fraud 
in the returns of a particular taxpayer, a charge by which the 
Government was supposed to have been deprived of tax on at 
least $1,000,000! worth of property. It is quite possible there 
ought to be a general investigation. I am not proposing to 
go into that, but I do submit to the fairness of this House that 
there ought to be more specific grounds laid to show the reason 
for the investigation. 

Mr. BANKHBAD. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. VAILE. I will yield to the gentieman from Alabama. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Does not the chairman of this Committee 
on Expenditures in the Treasury Department recognize the 
fact that, under existing law and the limitations of that com- 
mittee with reference to the disclosure of evidence, any inves- 
tigation that committee would have undertaken would neces- 
sarily have been ineffectual in accomplishing the real purpose 
which my colleague from Alabama [Mr. Jerrers] had in mind? 

Mr. VAILE. I certainly recognize the limitations of exist- 
ing law, but I do submit that before we go into the question 
of whether those limitations of existing law should be removed 
we should realize that there is great value to them Very likely 
a taxpayer makes a more nearly complete disclosure for the 
very reasen that he is protected by those provisions. There is 
a lot of ground for believing that those limitations are proper 
and should exist, and I say that before going into the question 
of whether we should remove those limitations we should find 
whether there is reasonable ground for believing fraud has been. 
committed. 

Now,, there were some circumstances bearing on the question 
of reasonable grounds within the knowledge of the gentleman 
from Alabama. One question was whether the $5,000,000 was 
not for services in the organization of the company. He de- 
clined to answer. 

Mr. WURZBACH, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VAILE. T will. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Did the gentleman from Alabama make 
any specific charge of fraud except the tax return of Sinclair? 

Mr. VAILE. No specific charge; he made a charge that an. 
investigation would diselose gross corruption. 

Mr. WURZBACH. But the only specific charge was the 
income-tax return? 

Mr. VAILE. That is all. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Did he offer any proof to sustain his 
charge? 

Mr. VAILE. He did not offer any; he declined to do so. 

Mr. JEFFERS. Will the gentleman yield? 3 

Mr. VAILE. Yes. 
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Mr. JEFFERS. I said since I interjected that matter on the 
floor of the House I thought I was due to present a line of 
procedure for some proper procedure, and I have done that in 
the House Joint Resolution 176, which is now before the Rules 
Committee of the House. I will say to the gentleman at this 
time that I am willing to go with the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Expenditures in the Treasury Department to the 
Rules: Committee any time and suggest to the Rules Committee 
that the seven members of the gentleman's own committee be 
placed on this special committee to be appointed, 

Mr. VAILE. I am not overanxious to get extra work. If we 
do in a workmanlike manner the work already assigned to us 
we will be kept busy. But I am chairman of an existing com- 
mittee of this House which has certain duties imposed upon it 
by the rules of the House, and it is ready to investigate this 
matter if there is reasonable grounds fer such investigation. If 
the gentleman will furnish my committee with reasonable 
grounds that such facts exist, which the gentleman has declined 
to furnish, I will introduce a resolution asking the House and 
the Senate to confer authority on my committee or any com- 
mittee to make a therough investigation and call for the ineome- 
tax returns. But the gentleman from Alabama has made no 
such showing of probable cause: 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VAILE. I will yield to the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. WINGO. Does the gentleman think that when a Mem- 
ber of Congress, with the responsibility and under his oath as 
an official of the Government, states specifically certain facts, 
which faets can not be determined by a committee of either 
House and can only be brought out by a committee empowered 
by law to call for the evidence—does the gentleman think that 
is not sufficient to justify an investigation? 

Mr. VAILE. I think when there are obviously some facts 
within the gentleman’s knowledge pertaining to the charge he 
brought. against a public official, against a Cabinet officer, it is 
his duty to state those facts that are within his knowledge. 

Mr. WINGO. Has he not stated them? 

Mr. VAILE. He has: not. 

Mr. WINGO. He stated them on the floor the other day. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Colorado 
has expired. 

Mr. McFADDEN. I yield to the gentleman five minutes 
more. 

Mr. VAILE. The gentleman from Alabama was asked the 
question by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. FULBRIGHT] 
whether the 85.000.000 was for services in organizing corpora- 
tions and he declined to answer the question. 

Mr. JEFFERS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VAILE. Not just at this moment. The gentleman from 
Alabama declined to answer the question. Here is what was 
said: 
perhaps I might want to answer that question, or have it answered, by 
some other witness than myself, and no witness ought to answer qnes- 
tions of this sort, I believe, except under oath. 


And a few minutes later I said: “I want to get definitely 
from Mr. Jerrers whether or not he declines to answer Mr. 
Furnnianr's question,” and asked him, “Can you not say 
whether you decline or not?” to which he replied, “ Not at this. 
moment,” 

I said, “Do you know when Mr. Sinclair’s claim for a de- 
duction of $1,000,000: was favorably allowed as a deduction?” 
to which he refused to give any further answer than what he 
had previously stated on the floor in his speech of the 2d. 

He even refused to tell us who would be able to give the 
answer more definitely than himself on the ground that that 
“would be militating against the cause.” 

Now, is it not remarkable that a Member of the House can 
get up on the floor of the House and charge a Cabinet officer 
with flagrant fraud, involving the cheating of the Government 
out of a million dollars, and decline to answer the question 
“Where did you get the Information; who gave you that in- 
formation?” I think it is the most absurd proposition ever 
presented to this body. 

Mr. RAGON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VAILE. I will yield to the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. RAGON. Is not the specific question there and his de- 
clining to answer because he did not think our committee had 
power to conduct a proper inyestigation? 

Mr. VAILE. That is correct. 

Mr. RAGON. He was willing to go before any committee 
with authority and give any information that he had. That is, 
the reason for not giving the information was because it in- 
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volved a statement by Treasury Department officials, who were, 
under the law, forbidden to make those statements. 

Mr. VAILE. I am asking the gentleman to make a showing 
as to probable cause, The facts are necessarily within his 
knowledge, 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VAILE. Yes. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I will ask the gentleman if it was net 
also stated at the time Mr. Jerrers was being interrogated by 
Commissioner Blair that he could not tell the committee a great 
many things we wanted to know from the fact that all the 
personnel of the department was prohibited from disclosing 
anything under penalty of fine and imprisonment? 

Mr, VAILE. Yes; he referred to the statute; that is correct. 
I am only submitting that some facts were within the gentle- 
man's knowledge, and those facts he declined to give to our 
committee. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VAILE. Yes. 

Mr. WURZBACH. I do not think that the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. Vare] was present on the floor on the day the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Jerrers] made his remarks. 

Mr. VAILE, I was in committee meeting at that time, 

Mr. WURZBACH. I was present; and when he made the 
charge I asked him whether he had any objection to giving his 
sources of information to this House. The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Garner] interposed and stated that there was a 
committee, to wit, the Committee on Expenditures in the Treas- 
ury Department, which was the proper committee to which 
these’ sources of information should be given. 

Mr. VAILE. And that committee was desirous of getting 
them. 

Mr. WURZBACH. And the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
JEFFERS| seemed to agree with that suggestion of Mr. GARNER. 
I assumed after that that the gentleman from Alabama would 
freely and willingly give such sources of information as he had 
to the gentleman's committee. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. VAILE. Certainly. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman from Alabama 
IMr. Jerrers] gave to the House information which came to 
him in connection with the income-tax returns. The gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. Van] and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Wenrzsace] both know very well that it would be a violation 
of law to make public these matters. The gentleman from Ala- 
bama, upon his own responsibility, has given information to the 
House. There is an orderly way in which the House can pro- 
ceed to obtain the information and find out whether he was 
correctly informed. That is by the passage of a law repealing 
the act which prevents making public these matters. What did 
the gentleman desire? The sources of information as to what 
somebody 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Colorado 
has expired. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. McFappen having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, sundry messages in 
writing from the President of the United States were communi- 
cated to the House of Representatives by Mr. Latta, one of his 
secretaries. 

WAR FINANCE CORPORATION. 


The committee again resumed its session. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Alabama [Mr. Jerrrers]. 

Mr. JEFFERS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, I 
did not anticipate that this discussion would come up about 
this matter at this time, but I am perfectly ready to discuss 
it, and, I think, discuss it in a clear way before the House at 
any time. It has been already pointed out that these records 
which will prove this case are, under the law, now absolutely 
surrounded by a wall of secrecy. We must have action by the 
Congress of the United States in order to be able to get at the 
records in the case, and of course it is necessary for any 
investigating committee to have access to those records. 

Mr. VAILE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JEFFERS. Yes. 

Mr. VAILE. Is the gentleman willing to give to our com- 
mittee facts which do not involve the production of records? 

Mr. JEFFERS. I will answer that question immediately. I 
reply to the gentleman from Colorado in a perfectly friendly 
spirit. He stated that he would, under certain circumstances— 
I did not get his point altogether clear—if certain things were 
done or not done, produce a resolution himself asking for 
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power and full authority to investigate this matter thoroughly. 
It would necessarily have to be a joint resolution having the 
concurrence of the Senate and signed by the President in order 
to supersede the existing provisions in the law. If the gentle- 
man will introduce such a resolution, where would it naturally 
go? It would go to the Rules Committee, of course, and when 
the Rules Committee takes up such a resolution for considera- 
tion, I shall then be ready and willing to go before the Rules 
Committee and support the contention that a strong resolution 
with teeth in it should be brought out by the Rules Committee, 
so that the gentleman’s committee, if so empowered by the Rules 
Committee, or a special committee, if so empowered by the 
Committee on Rules, could go into the matter fully and com- 
pletely and have the cases drawn out of the files, That could 
be done by a House joint resolution which supersedes the law, 
and then people would be able to come in before a proper tri- 
bunal and testify, a thing which they would not now under the 
law be permitted to do, 


Mr. VAILE. The gentleman has not yet answered my ques- 
tion as to whether he would furnish my committee or the Rules 
Committee with information not involving the production of 
records from the income-tax unit. 

Mr. JEFFERS. No; to fully prove the charges that I made 
on the floor of the House you have necessarily got to have the 
testimony and have access to the records. I am willing to give 
any committee empowered by Congress to act the necessary 
information, but there must necessarily be something equal to 
a joint resolution which would supersede the present existing 
law before we can go to the heart of the matter, and I contend 
that I am right in saying that for the real good of the cause 
a smattering of information, without access to the records, 
would not do, and should not be put before any committee, in 
thin air, in public, until some tribunal has power and authority 
to go fully into the records. E 

Mr. VAILE. Does the gentleman question the power of the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury Department to act 
in matters not involving the production of records? 

Mr. JEFFERS. To. prove the charges that I made with the 
best evidence, with the real evidence, it would be necessary to 
have those records, Those records are locked up so we can not 
get at the real proof of the pudding and we must necessarily 
be enabled to get at them. 

Mr. VAILE. What was the name of this company of Mr. 
Sinclair's? 

Mr. JEFFERS. To substantiate that, we would want access 
to those records. 

Mr. VAILE. Does the gentleman know it outside of the 
records? 

Mr. JEFFERS, I may; I believe I do. But get a strong 
joint resolution through empowering your committee to act, 
or empowering a special committee, and I will go before the 
committee and give sufficient facts. [Applause on the Demo- 
eratic side.] 

Mr. VAILE. The gentleman may have gotten that informa- 
tion otherwise than from the income-tax unit, Will he tell 
the House whether he did or not? 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JEFFERS. Les. 

Mr. WINGO. Is not the question not the character of the 
evidence or where it is from, but whether or not a fact exists 
that may be demonstrated only by examining the records? 

Mr. VAILE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman give the 
House the name of the income-tax field agent that he says 
was called to Washington twice? 

Mr. JEFFERS. TI will give the House the information when 
we create a tribunal that is empowered by Congress to really 
get the records, which we must have. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama 
has expired. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes more to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. JEFFERS. I certainly am not going to throw open into 
thin air information which will enable people in that depart- 
ment to go down there and change records and substitute rec- 
ords before a congressional committee with sufficient real power 
to do business has a chance to call out such records as the 
committee would want, 

Mr. VAILE. What ground has the gentleman for stating 
that the income-tax unit will change records? 

Mr. JEFFERS. You will find out what is going on there 
now. 

Mr. VAILE. That is just what I want to find out. 

Mr. JEFFERS. A proper tribunal should consider that mat- 
ter. 
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Now I have only a minute or so, and I must decline to yield 
further unless I can get more time. 

That well-known newspaper writer who enjoys such a high 
standing and good reputation in his profession, Mr. David 
Lawrence, was 100 per cent correct when he wrote, in an 
article appearing under his name in the Washington Star of 
Monday, February 11, the plain statement in so many words 
that there have been some flagrant cases in the income-tax 
unit of the Bureau of Internal Revenue of the Treasury 
Department in which employees of the Government, with a 
knowledge of the inside of some big tax question in dispute, 
have resigned and gone to the assistance of the taxpayer for a 
considerable fee. He might have said there are many 
cases instead of some cases and still would have been 100 per 
cent correct. 

In the resolution introduced by Mr. Browntna, of Tennessee, 
and myself you will find mentioned the case of Mr. Doheny. 
In that very case a man who was in on the Doheny case—that 
is, working on the Doheny case while he was an employee of 
the Government in the income-tax unit—went out of the 
employment of the Government and later reappeared down 
there as the representative of the Doheny people to put through 
the very case or cases on which he had worked while an 
employee of the Government in that department. 

Mr. VAILE. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. JEFFERS. In a moment. In the newspaper article I 
have referred to Mr. David Lawrence further said that there 
have been other cases in which a favorable impression made by 
a Treasury employee while handling a case with a big business 
concern has led to a resignation after the case was closed and 
the employment of the Treasury expert in the business of the 
firm affected. 

He was right in that also. We do not have to look further 
than the cases mentioned in House Joint Resolution 176, now 
before the Rules Committee, to find a case in point. Again I 
refer to the Doheny case. 

A man who was in the unit in the income-tax department 
where the Doheny case was closed went out of the Government 
service very soon after the case was closed up and went to 
Catifornia in the employ of the Doheny people at double the 
salary he was receiving as an employee in the income-tax unit. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. JEFFERS. May I have one minute more? 

Mr. WINGO. I yield to the gentleman one minute more. 

Mr. JEFFERS. He said there were men who made good im- 
pressions on the taxpayers while handling their cases, men who 
were later employed by the taxpayers. You do not need to go 
further than the Doheny cases, for that matter, because a man 
who worked on those cases was later hired by the Dohenys. 

Mr. VAIL®. When was he in the service? 

Mr. JEFFERS. He went out of the service some time after 
the Doheny cases were closed in 1923 and went into the service 
of the Dohenys, drawing double the salary he had received 
before, and he was considered by the people in the department 
as a lightweight. If you give us the proper tribunal, we will 
give you more information on that line than you ever heard of. 

In House Joint Resolution 176 you will find mentioned for 
investigation the Income-tax records of Mr. Harry F. Sinclair. 
When Mr. Sinclair’s case was up in the department there were 
several engineers working on it. Two of these engineers were 
familiar with Mr. Sinelair's properties. That is probably why 
they were assigned to the case. They knew something of Mr. 
Sinclair’s holdings and operations. Perhaps some of the other 
engineers who were on the case knew a little about the prop- 
erties, too; but I understand that the two engineers who knew 
most about these properties of Mr. Sinclair each received a 
telegram while they were in the department working on Sin- 
clair’s case from Sinclair's New York office offering each of 
them $50 per day and expenses and urging them to report imme- 
diately for field duty in the West. 

Ah, my friends, it is time to act. The Treasury of the United 
States has, I believe, been done out of many millions of dollars 
of taxes by means of irregular and fraudulent actions in the 
income-tax unit. 

I am earnestly urging the Rules Committee of the House to 
give consideration to House Joint Resolution 176, and I hope we 
can have it out very soon. 

The situation demands quick and thorough action. The leaks 
are still causing losses of great sums of money. 

We have been brought face to face with the bad con- 
ditions by newspaper articles appearing in metropolitan dailies. 
I have endeavored to bring this matter to the attention of Con- 
gress here on the floor of the House. We now have it brought 
squarely to our attention by this article written by David 
Lawrence which appeared in last Monday’s Washington Star. 
It is time to act now. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama 
has again expired. . 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, during my 50 years of life 
I have been a partisan Democrat. I am still a partisan Demo- 
crat. Unfortunately for the country, we are under a Republican 
administration. The Bureau of Engraving and Printing is under 
a Republican administration. The Director of the Bureau of En- 
graving and Printing is a Republican. If I could show to the 
country that a director of that bureau was an improper man 
to discharge his duties, from the political standpoint it would be 
to the interest of my party; and if I could show to the country 
that the administrative features of the Bureau of Engraving 
and Printing were improper and not to the interests of the 
people or the Government, it would be to my interest as a 
partisan Democrat to show it. But as a partisan Democrat it 
is my duty, I take it, as a Representative in Congress to back 
up the facts as they exist and as I have found them in a Goy- 
ernment institution. If the facts are true and to the credit of 
a Republican director of an institution, it is my duty to so 
state, as I find them to exist. 

Now, what is the situation? Under President Harding’s ad- 
ministration, a year or so ago, the President saw fit to remove 
a number. of employees, among whom was the former director. 
There were certain charges of improper conduct, though same 
were unknown to the public. He removed a director. There are 
still charges pending in this House that duplicates of certain 
bonds caused President Harding to remove certain employees 
of that bureau, but all of them antedate the administration of 
the present director. Every charge of improper conduct was 
prior to the present administration of that bureau under Di- 
rector Hill. And after removing these employees President. 
Harding appointed Louis Hill as director and placed him in 
charge of the bureau. 2 

Then what happened? In the administration of his duties as 
dinector, Mr. Hill brought to the Committee on Appropriations 
of this House certain information, which he communicated to 
Mr. MADDEN. “Mr. Mappen,” said he, “if you will put into 
force and effect here power presses instead of hand presses, I 
will save to the Government and the people $1,377,000 a year on 
that one item alone.“ He interested Mr. Mappen, and Mr. 
Mappen took the proposition up with that department and investi- 
gated it, and he developed evidence before his committee, and 
Director Hill convinced him that he was right; and Mr. MADDEN 
just before the last Congress adjourned, in the Treasury appro- 
priation bill that he brought in here provided for that change 
from hand to power presses and incidentally provided that there 
should be dismissed from the bureau and the pay roll of the 
Government 218 plate printers, who thus lost their jobs and 
caused the people's Treasury te stop paying their salaries. 

What happened? Members will remember that during the 
three days of debate on that question that whole front gallery 
up there was filled with plate printers, who were during the 
whole time watching the proceedings of Congress and doing 
everything they could to defeat Mr. Mappen in carrying out 
Director Hill's power-press proposition. But the House on 
both sides backed up Mr. Mappen, and in doing that they 
backed up Director Hill; and the other day, when Mr. MADDEN 
had his Treasury bill in here I had Mr. Mappen state on this 
floor that that vote for power presses was saving now $1,877,000 
for the taxpayers under this Government. That is to the interest 
of my party, as Democrats are taxpayers; it is to the interest 
of the Democrats as well as Republicans, and it would be be- 
yond my duty if I did not so state the facts. 

But soon after we passed that law Congress adjourned and 
many of us went home, and you Members who kept up with 
affairs here in Washington, you who read the newspapers in 
Washington, know that some of the plate printers said, “ We 
are going to get Hill out of this bureau. We are not going 
to permit Hill to stay here”; and there has been a fight on 
him continuously every day since that date; a fight to rnin 
him, not because of what had transpired before that under a 
former administration but because of the fact that he had 
advocated the change from hand to power presses, put 218 men 
out of jobs, and was saving the Government and taxpayers 
$1,377,000 a year. 

Now, let us net have any mistake about the Recorp. Let me 
quote from the Record. If my genial friend from Baltimore 
[Mr. H] will listen to this, J am going to interest him in 
this annual saving of $1,877,000, because he and I work together 
on some propositions, even if we do disagree on others. On 
February 9 I called the attention of the gentleman from Illinois 
IMr. MapbEn] to this proposition. I asked him about Director 
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Hill and what he thought about him. Here is what the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. Mappen] then said: 


I think he is a good man. 


Then, after Mr. Mappen had shown the many savings Director 
Hill had made for the taxpayers of this country, concerning the 
amount saved by this change from hand to power presses, the 
following colloquy occurred: 


Mr. BLANTON, And every year hereafter we will save $1,877,000? 

Mr. MADDEN. We shall save more than that; it is working out so 
that we shall save a good deal more. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yet every day we see in the papers that Director Hill 
will not last more than a day or so longer, as the Secretary of the 
Treasury has agreed to kick him out. 

Mr. MAppEN. I will say to the gentleman from Texas, if he will 
permit, that-as far as I am able I will help to retain Mr. Hill, the 
director of the bureau, in the position he now occupies as long as he 
does the work as well, efficiently, economically, and justly to the 
Treasury and to all concerned as he has in the past. 


That was on February 9, and here is the Washington Times 
of February 12, three days afterwards, and let us see what it 
says. In the large top headlines it proclaims: 


MELLON TO SELECT HILL’S SUCCESSOR THURSDAY, 


That is to-morrow. They even made him state the day on 
which he was going to select his successor. And here is what 
the newspaper says: 

SILENT ON NAME OF MAN PICKED FOR BUREAU JOB—CHANCE PRESENT 
CHIEF MIGHT REGAIN TITLE VANISHES AT SECRETARY’S ANNOUNCEMENT. 


All doubt as to the acceptance of Louis A. Hill's resignation as 
Director of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing was removed 
yesterday, 

At his bi-weekly conference with newspaper men Secretary of the 
Treasury Andrew Mellon announced the name of the new director will 
be made public Thursday. 


That is to-morrow. 


Mellon’s statement is expected to evoke dissatisfaction at the 
Capitol, where Members of both Houses have come out in the last 
week in support of Hill's remaining in office. 


The paper says Mellon’s action in kicking Director Hill out is 
expected to bring about dissatisfaction in the House and in the 
Senate, but that Mr. Mellon is going to kick him out just the same 
to-morrow. Why do not these Washington newspapers, if they 
have the interest of the people and of the Government at heart, 
come out and say that all of these articles against Director 
Hill are influenced by the Plate Printers’ Union of Washington, 
D. C.? I want to tell you, gentlemen, something you do not 
know. There are approximately 20 different organizations of 
organized labor in the Bureau of Engraving and Printing; 
every one of them is backing up Hill except one—this Plate 
Printers’ Union, which had 218 of its members discharged. 
Is not that funny? They are all in favor of Director Hill, a 
Republican, except this one organization of plate printers, and 
it is after Hill because 218 members were separated from the 
pay roll when it was found the Government did not need them 
and could save $1,377,000 a year by using power presses. 

It is the interest of the people of this Government that is 
involved in this question, and that is the reason I said the 
other day that Mr. Secretary Mellon on this proposition was 
showing political weak-kneedness in allowing this influence to 
make him kick a man out of the Bureau of Engraving and 
Printing who does not deserve to be kicked out. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I Will. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. 
assign for his removal? 

Mr. BLANTON. He has never given us one reason on earth 
for kicking Director Hill out. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Has he any reason? 

Mr. BLANTON. He can not give a reason. I know of none. 
I want my distinguished friend to get the last report of Louis 
Hill, the Director of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing, 
and read it; I wish every Member of Congress would get that 
report and read it, because they would find he has done more 
for the taxpayers of this Government than all the directors 
who have been in charge heretofore. He has had the interest 
of the taxpayers at heart. He is a Republican and I am a 
Democrat, but I will back any Republican who fights for the 
interest of the people of this Nation. It is not a partisan ques- 
tion. 

What are we going to do? President Coolidge said the other 
day that he is not going to permit the innocent to suffer in this 
land; he is not going to permit any innocent man to suffer, he 


What reason does the Secretary 


does not care where the demand comes from. In that connec- 
tion I hope President Coolidge will get busy to-day, because if 
he does not get busy he is going to permit his Secretary of the 
Treasury to remove an innocent man, a Director of the Bureau 
of Engraving and Printing who is doing his duty by the people 
of this land, Republicans and Democrats alike, 

: I want to tell Secretary Mellon something. I imagine I have 
investigated this bureau as much as any Member of Congress, 
I have been all over it; I know the character of work in every 
department in it; I know the kind of work they do and how 
they do it, for I haye questioned many employees in it. And 
that is not the only bureau I have been over. I go over these 
many bureaus when we are not in session. Instead of going to 
Europe, the Philippines, Porto Rico, Panama, and other places, 
I am going through these bureaus, and I know something about 
this bureau. And I am going to tell Secretary Mellon some- 
thing. I said I was a partisan Democrat, and here is Director 
Hill, who is a partisan Republican, but if the President allows 
Secretary Mellon to kick Director Hill out to-morrow, an inno- 
cent man, I am going to introduce a resolution in this House 
to-morrow that is going to uncover some things which had been 
existing in that bureau for a long time, and which Director 
Hill has been trying to rectify in behalf of the country, things 
which President Coolidge does not know about and that Secre- 
tary Mellon does not know about, because if Secretary Mellon 
did know about them he would not let the Plate Printers’ Union, 
through these newspapers, hound Director Hill out of office. 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. Does the gentleman know whether Presi- 
dent Harding had any justification whatever for kicking Mr. 
Wilmeth and the other civil-service employees out of the 
Bureau of Engraving and Printing? 

Mr. BLANTON. That is a matter we do not have to concern 
ourselves about on this particular question of Director Hill, 
Suppose President Harding did have reason for kicking them 
out. Does that affect this question? Suppose he did not have 
reason. Does that affect the matter of kicking Director Hill 
out of office? No. Whether he did or did not, this Hill case 
is another question. The former director is out and he does 
not want his job back. Mr. Mellon offered the job back to 
the former director, but he refused it. 

Mr. WATKINS. In the interest of good government, would 
not the gentlemen think the whole thing is involved and inter- 
woven and ought to be investigated? If President Coolidge is 
right in saying that they should all be put back, then Mr. 
Harding was wrong in dismissing them; but if Mr. Harding 
was right in dismissing them, is not President Coolidge wrong 
in insisting that they go back? Both can not be right. 

Mr. BLANTON. I know how the gentleman feels about it, 
and that is a fair question. But here are some men kicked 
out of the department because President Harding thought there 
was something wrong, and he put Director Hill in charge of 
that department, who works for the people all the time. 

He brings about many reforms in behalf of the taxpayers, 
and then without fault on his part President Coolidge decided 
that President Harding did wrong in kicking the former di- 
rector out, and the new President requested Director Hill to 
resign in order to offer that former director’s job back to him, 
and he refused to take it, and the new President has no reason 
now to insist on Hill resigning. Does the gentleman think it 
would be fair to this man Hill, who has been doing right as di- 
rector; the man whom the former President put in charge of 
the bureau, having confidence in him, the man who has done 
his full duty to his country and the people as Director Hill has 
done, when the President has to find somebody to act as director, 
does the gentleman think he ought to kick Hill out and put some 
new man in? 

Mr. WATKINS. Do you not think it the duty of this Con- 
gress to investigate, as the resolution of the gentleman from 
Oregon proposes, to see what the trouble is down there? 

Mr. BLANTON, Certainly we ought to know about it. 

Mr. WATKINS. Can the gentleman tell me why the Commit- 
tee of the House on the Civil Service has not reported the 
Watkins resolution asking for the facts? Does the gentle- 
man know why that has not been done? 

Mr. BLANTON. I happen to know what a good deal of the 
trouble has been down there myself. I have seen some of it, 
but I am not taking a stand either way against those men who 
were kicked out. 

Mr. WATKINS. Some of them are dead, you know. 

Mr. BLANTON. Some of them are dead, and that is one of 
the reasons. But their cases are not material so far as Director 


Hill is concerned. ‘This is a separate proposition. 
Mr. WATKINS. It is very material to them and theirs. 
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Mr. BLANTON. But kicking Hill out is very material to 
him. What effect would that have on those former employees? 
They are not seeking Hill’s job. 

Mr. WATKINS. Why does not the gentleman battle for 
those men and women who haye been kicked out and who 
have been neither condemned nor exonerated—why does not 
the gentleman battle for them instead of battling for Hill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Because I do not know for certain yet 
whether they ought to have been kicked out or not. 

Mr. WATKINS. Why do you not find out? 

Mr. BLANTON. Because that is a matter for Congress. 

Mr. WATKINS. Why do you not take your time and your 
talent now and, instead of battling for Hill, battle for those 
men who have been condemned, as it were, without having had 
a hearing? 

Mr. BLANTON. I cross bridges when I come to them. We 
are going to have an investigation. 

Mr. WATKINS. When? 

Mr. BLANTON. When we get enough Republicans and 
Democrats to vote for the resolution of the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Kina]. Then we will have an investigation. 

Mr. WATKINS. The gentleman from Oregon introduced a 
resolution 60 days ago, and no one has done anything about it. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am ready to vote for it right now. If 
the gentleman will get unanimous consent to take it up right 
now I will vote for it. I want it passed. I want an investiga- 
tion of this bureau. I am going to introduce some evidence 
before them myself which I have seen with my own eyes down 
there, But this kicking Director Hill out is a matter which is 
coming up to-morrow, the newspapers say, for the Secretary 
of the Treasury is going to kick Director Hill out Thursday, 
which is to-morrow, and I am trying to stop him. It would be 
a crime against justice for the Government to kick him out. 
It would be overturning what President Coolidge said when he 
stated he was not going to permit any injustice to be done to 
the innocent of this Nation. He told the Senate that when the 
Senate said, “ You must dismiss a Cabinet officer.” President 
Coolidge said, “I will not do anything until I get ready; I am 
not going to let anybody suffer unless he deserves it.” [Ap- 
plause.] And I say to President Coolidge, Then don't you 
let Louis Hill be kicked out.” 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman from Texas yield for 
a question? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In view of what the gentleman is saying 
in reference to the contemplated action of the President, Mr. 
Denby is not the only man in high position who is having the 
wool pulled over his eyes in this country. 

Mr. BLANTON. If you want my honest opinion, as a Demo- 
crat and as a partisan one, I think Cal Coolidge is as honest 
as the days are long. [Applause.] That is what I think. I 
think he has been overreached. I think he is listening to the 
wrong kind of advice. I predicted that within a few hours 
after that Senate resolution passed President Coolidge would 
have Secretary Denby’s resignation in his hands. I predicted 
that. I was disappointed when he did not require it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Would you give me two more minutes? 

Mr. McFADDEN. I yield the gentleman from Texas five 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for five additional minutes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman now yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I believe that when President Coolidge 
finds out the facts, there is going to be more than one resigna- 
tion in his hands. I believe he is going to go to the bottom 
of the affair, if all of his advisers will give him a chance. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Will the gentleman name the parties? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA and Mr. WURZBACH rose. 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield first to my colleague from Texas, 

Mr. WURZBACH. The gentleman stated that under certain 
conditions he would introduce a resolution to-morrow calling 
attention to irregularities in a certain bureau. Does not the 
gentleman think that if there are any irregularities or any 
crookedness or graft, he ought to offey that resolution regard- 
less of what is done in the matter of the discharge of Mr, Hill? 

Mr. BLANTON. I am first backing the resolution of my 
colleague from Illinois [Mr. Kine]. If his resolution fails, 
I am going to put mine in anyway, but the gentleman from 
Illinois has one that carries out the same purpose. But I 
want to ask my colleague this question. When President 
Harding had confidence in Director Hill and put him in charge 
of that bureau to clean it up—and he has cleaned it up— 
and when President Coolidge has had confidence in him, and 
when the chairman of the great Committee on Appropria- 


tions of this House, Martin B. MADDEN, said here the other 
day that he has confidence in him and is going to back him 
up, do you think we ought to sit still here just because the 
plate printers through the newspapers here are hounding Di- 
rector Hill at the instance of disappointed employees whose 
services the Government no longer needed? Do you think we 
ought to sit still and let Secretary Mellon seek the path of 
least resistance and kick Hill out and put some one else in 
in his place because he thinks we will sit still and let him 
get away with it? If he does, it will stir up more of a mess 
than Mr. Mellon ever dreamed of. 

Mr. WURZBACH. My inquiry was to find out whether the 
ore resolution would depend upon the action as to 
Mr. Hill. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, I am backing the King resolution re- 
gardless of Hill. I am going to introduce a resolution myself, 
if Mr. Mellon lets Hill be kicked out of the department to- 
morrow, and in same I am going to ask Mr. Mellon what he 
did it for, what Hill had done to cause his dismissal, what 
reason Mr. Mellon had for going against the judgment and 
advice of one of the greatest committee chairmen the Republi- 
cans have had since I have been here, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Mappen] and one of the best Republican Con- 
gressmen we have in the House. [Applause.] F 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Is it not true that the discharge of 
these men was incidental to other matters which must be 
investigated? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; I am backing the King resolution. 
I am rather stronger for it than is the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. Kino] himself. [Laughter.] 

Mr. PERKINS. Has any charge been made against Hill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Not one that has been made public. But 
I predict that neither the Times nor the Star nor the News 
vo publish any account of these remarks in Director Hill's 

half, 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. HOWARD]. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, first of all let 
me pay my thanks to the managers of the debate to-day, and 
to the membership generally, for giving me permission to pro- 
ceed, perhaps, a little out of the line of order. 

Mr. Chairman, in the very brief time allotted to me on this 
oceasion I shall be able to touch only two characters in con- 
nection with the request of our soldiers of the late World War 
for an adjustment of their compensation, I shall first ap- 
proach that character who endeavors to defeat adjustment 
legislation by the charge that the payment of adjusted com- 
pensation contemplated by the pending bill for that purpose 
would work no benefit to the average ex-service man. Pre- 
quently that despicable character has asserted that nine-tenths 
of all the money to be distributed by the Government under 
the pending compensation Lill will be practically thrown away. 
Brazenly such libelers of our magnificent men and boys who 
wore the uniform of the Republic during the World War de- 
clare that 90 per cent of all the adjusted compensation which 
may be distributed by the Government will be squandered in 
pool halls, bootleg joints, race-track stables, and gambling dens. 
Immediately after the close of the war no American was so 
lost to sense of shame as to slander the boys who had fought 
and won the greatest war in history. [Applause.] Most 
Americans did not desire to speak ill of our ex-soldiers, because 
most of us were still gratefully remembering their services in 
behalf of our country. I do not believe it is true, as asserted 
by a great foreign writer, that America is a land of forgetters, 
but those who are now designating nine-tenths of our ex- 
service men as profligates and bums are certainly giving com- 
fort to that foreign writer who declared that America always 
“stands ready to sacrifice even her holiest things upon the 
altars of finance.” I would not desire that any American who 
has so slandered our ex-service men shall now regard me as 
endeavoring to answer his infamous argument in his effort to 
defeat fair adjustment of the compensation of our soldiers in 
the late war. I speak now only to the ears of honorable 
Americans who may have been deceived by the scientific propa- 
ganda which has been uttered and so widely disseminated in 
opposition to the petitions of our ex-service men to the Con- 
gress—petitions asking that our Government may be as fair 
in adjusting their compensation as it has been in adjusting the 
compensation of every man or corporation holding a contract 
to furnish material things to the Government during and since 
the close of the Great War. 

One year ago I first heard of the claim that nine-tenths of 
any adjusted compensation paid by the Government to ex- 
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soldiers would be quickly squandered in questionable resorts 
by those to whom the compensation might be paid. That very 
day I enlisted in a movement to gather evidence to carry to 
the ears of good Americans who might be deceived by the con- 
seienceless calumniators of the survivors of the grandest Army 
that ever went forth to battle in the cause of the right. [Ap- 
plause.] I hold that evidence in my hand and am now ready 
to present it to my fellows in this House and to the manhood 
and womanhood of all America. Seeking to know the truth 
regarding the manner in which the average ex-service man 
would desire to employ such adjusted tion as might 
be paid to him by the Government, I joined with others in 
circulating among the ex-soldiers of my own Nebraskaland a 
simple question, reading as follows: 

In event that the Government should award you adjusted compen- 
sation, for what purpose would you probably expend the money? 


That question was submitted to 1,000 ex-service men who 
went out from Nebraska and who now reside within the 
boundaries of that Commonwealth. Eight hundred and twelve 
of the men to whom the question was submitted are enrolled 
in the ranks of the American Legion. One hundred and 
eighty-eight to whom the question was propounded were either 
members of the Veterans of Foreign Wars or nonaffiliated with 
any organization of soldiers. The question was not mailed to 
any soldier, but was spoken to each of the thousand men by 
some member of the committee seeking to know the purposes 
for which the men would most desire to employ the money 
when they should receive it. Each answer was taken down in 
writing by the member of the committee who personally pro- 
pounded the question. The work was done quietly, carefully, 
and conscientiously. Several weeks were consumed in the 
effort, At last the work was finished and the investigating com- 
mittee is prepared to submit report of its investigations. Mani- 
festly, it would not be possible to present in detail each answer 
to the question. The plan adopted was to assemble the answers 
under general headings, showing the following synopsis of the 
views of the 1,000 men to whom the question was propounded: | 


As a payment on purchase of homes in cities and towns___-- — 280 
For purchase of teams or additional farm machinery 274 
For better care, better clothing, and more comforts for wife and os 

chlldre --.----~_------—---- ͤͤ„%„õ! 
For expense of a term in some business college. 47 
For expense ef a trip to the battle fields France.. — 52 
For expense of a contemplated marriage 18 
To provide better accommodation for aged G 12 
To aid unfortunate and neglected soldiers the late war 22 
To aid a brother or sister to attend a teachers“ normal school 

or State university_--_-_____-_--------------------——-~----- 77 
To aid in getting into some small business 32 
To use for “any purpose I damn please 44 


To help buy an automobile for pleasure or business___--_.____ 7 
To buy new books for a law Hbrary-----------~----~--------- 
Number refusing to answer the duestion— mmmn m m 


~ 
ee] 


1, 000 


I have been greatly gratified by the character of the answers | 
submitted. Great was my regard for my Nebraska ex-service 
men before they answered that question, but since receiving 
and compiling their answers my love has budded into affection 
for those rugged fellows whe so grandly represented our country | 
on fields of war and now so magnificently display the higher | 
ideals in time of peace. 

And now I must turn attention to another miserable propagan- 
dist in our midst. Every Member of this House has had a letter 
from him. His letters bear the postmark of that great metropolis 
near our eastern sea, in that golden island zone wherein the war 
profiteers do most abound, a zone wherein the professional 
patrioteers would, if they could, tear every blue star from the 
field of Old Glory and substitute for the stars of the States an 
equal number of the dollar marks of greed. [Applause.] In 
an effort to get a closer glimpse of that character who first 
uttered and published the declaration that an ex-service man 
who asks for adjusted compensation is comme: his own 
patriotism,” I journeyed to that zone where the god of Greed 
has displaced the god of Good upon so many heart altars. I 
wanted to see for myself the abiding place of that dollar-a-year 
patrioteer who had indorsed the adjustment of the compensa- 
tion of every man and corporation holding a Government con- 
tract for material things during the days of the war, yet now 
protests against adjustment of the compensation of the men and 
boys who offered and suffered so much while wearing the 
blessed uniform of the Republic during those same days of 


war. 

At last I stood before a home house more palatial than any 
other of the homes in the fashionable residence section of that 
great city. Long I gazed at that palace home, marking its 
grandeur and architeetural adornment and calculating how its 
cost would cover a thousand such heme houses as shelter the 


families of the employees of the coal baron who called that pal- 
ace his home. While thus engaged there came to my ear, 
seemingly speaking from the ether zone, a little voice, and it 
told me that the profiteering practices of the coal baron who 
owned that gilded home had drawn from women and from chil- 
dren's eyes enough of tears to furnish moisture for the mixing 
of the mortar in all those palace walls. 

In the evening of that day I entered the conservatory con- 
nected with that palace home. I viewed the marvels of the 
florist’s skill in growing blossoms native to our soil and here 
and there a flower gem transplanted from beyond the sea. I 
stood beside a rose bush, and on its branches saw displayed 
the buds of promise and on the topmost bough a full blown ox- 
blood rose. And while with parted lip and widened eye I paid 
my debt of homage to that blood-red rose that same little voice 
of the morning was again companion to my ear. Now it was 
the voice of choking sobs and moans—the voice we hear when 
fall the clods upon the coffin in the new-made grave—and it told 
men that this rarest rose was daily sprinkled with the blood of 
human hearts, hearts pierced by the daggers of poverty and 
despair, wielded by that same war profiteer who crowns his 
infamies of yesterday with his plea of to-day that Congress 
shall deny to our soldier boys a just adjustment of their com- 
pensation. [Applause.] 

And now, Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, let me 
suggest a simple plan to enable every American gentleman to 
find the correct solution of this problem of adjusted compensa- 
tion for the ex-service men. The problem is so simple that it 
calls not for the pencil of a statistician, for the approval of a 
Secretary of the Treasury, nor for the weight of a presidential 
indorsement. But it calls, and the call is almost holy voiced, 
that each one of us shall remember the saered pledge we gave 
to our soldier boys when, they were departing for the war. How 
vividly those departing seenes come back te me. In every vil- 
lage, town, and city in all the land multitudes assembled at 
the railroad station to say good-by to the boys who were leaving 
peaceful homes for the zone of war. Again my heart is beating 
responsive to the pulsing of the hearts of sweethearts in linger- 


| ing last embrace. Again is my soul in agony at witness of the 


sorrow tears and sorrow lines upon the faces of mothers whe 
were giving their own flesh and blood a willing offering upon 


| the altar of their country. Again I hear the trembling voices of 


the aged speaking a farewell blessing upon the loved boys of 
their own lineage. A warning whistle blast is heard. It is the 
signal that in five minutes the train must move. The mayor of 
the village or city raises his hand for silence. He either per- 
sonally speaks or introduces some prominent citizen to speak, in 
the name of all the people, a final municipal farewell to the de- 
parting boys. My sympathy flows freely toward the big, strong 
man who is trying so hard to be as outwardly cheerful as he is 
inwardly sorrowful. At times his words are in choking accent, 


| but he struggles bravely, and in the final moment before de- 


parture of the train he calls upon the multitude of citizens to 
witness and approve the promise and the pledge he is about to 
make to the boys. In the name and on the behalf of my own 
home folks I spoke that same pledge to the boys, and it is rea- 
sonable to presume that each Member of this House, because 
of his prominence in his own home city or town, voiced a lika 
pledge to the magnificent lads his community was giving to 
their country. Do not you remember the pledge we gave to the 
boys on such occasions? These were the words: “ Good-by, boys, 
and God bless you! Our prayers will be with you, and when 
you shall come home again nothing that the home folks can do 
will be too good for you.” May a righteous God burn the words 
of that pledge upon all our hearts. For my part, that pledge 
was given in good faith, and may God help me to be faithful to 
my pledge! [Applause.] 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. CELLER}. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman and Members of the House, I 
noticed with a great deal of surprise in reading the hearings 
before the subcommittee of the House Committee on Appropria- 
tions that there are contained in these hearings a number of 
severe criticisms against the police department of the city of 
New York from which I,come. It is there eharged that the 
police commissioner has been extremely lax in failing to accord 
to the Federal authorities proper cooperation in enforcing the 
prohibition law. I know well that the police department of the 
city of New York is headed by a very fine and able man, Police 
Commissioner Enright. I rise te-day, out of order, te take this 
opportunity to tell the Members of this House that the eriticisms 
contained in these bearings are the most unjust and unwar- 
ranted. I haye here letters of commendation from every Fed- 
eral officer in authority of any consequence in the metropolitan 
district of New York which, if you will give me permission, I 
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intend to place in the Recorp. They praise the efforts of Mr. 
Enright and his force of 14,000 men, and his sincere effort to 
enforce proliibition. 

The trouble with New York prohibition enforcement is not 
with the police department, it is with the people themselves, 
They do not desire prohibition. There is no sanction for it in 
New York. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks in the Recorp and place therein the letters that I 
refer to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the 
manner indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my re- 
marks, I present the following letters from Federal office- 


holders: 
N JANUARY 30, 1920. 


POLICE COMMISSIONER OF THE CITY OF New YORK, 
Police Headquarters, New York, N. Y. 


Sim: This office has heretofore had the cooperation of the police in 
detecting and preventing thefts of property in customs custody. 

Recently, owing to the enforcement of the national prohibition act, 
many thefts of intoxicating liquor have occurred, which have placed a 
great burden upon the force of employees under my command, A 
specific instance is that of the sinking lighter Frank, which had on 
board 710 barrely of whisky, many of which were removed from the 
vessel but recarered by several employees of the customs, aided by 
Captain Hallock and the crew of one of the police patrol boats, all of 
whom I wish to commend for their vigilance and efficiency. 

Respectfully, 
Byron R. Newton, Collector. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
BUREAU OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 
OFFICE OF THE SUPERVISING FEDERAL PROHIBITION AGENT, 
Customhouse, Neto York City, June 29, 1920, 
Fou, RICHARD E. ENRIGHP, 
Police Commissioner, City of New York, 
City Hall, New York. 

My Dran COMMISSIONER: Patrolman Charles Braun, shield No. 104, 
of the One hundred and ninth precinct, rendered great assistance to this 
department recently in the seizure of about 1,076 cases of liquor and the 
theft of 16 other cases which were recovered. 

I wish to express the thanks of this department to Officer Braun for 
bis efficient service in this case. 

Sincerely yours, JAMES SHEVIAN, 
Supervising Federal Prohibition Agent. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE, 
OFFICH OF THE COLLECTOR, SECOND DISTRICT OF NEW YORK, 
New York, N. Y., January 80, 1922. 
Hon. RICHARD E. ENRIGHT, 
Police Commissioner, 
Lafayette Street, New York, N. Y, 

Sır: I wish to take this opportunity to thank you personally for the 
splendid efforts and cooperation rendered to the specially denatured 
alcohol division of the Internal Revenue Service in reference to the 
case of the Model Warehouse, 419 West Thirteenth Street, New York. 

The thoroughness and energy with which the chief inspector's office 
acted is a tribute to the department and is greatly appreciated by this 
office. 


Respectfully, FRANK K. Bowers, Collector. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Unitep States Customs Service, 
New York, March 27, 1922. 
Hon. RICHARD E. ENRIGHT, 
Police Commissioner, New York, N. Y. 

My Desr Sin: The published notice of a change in the command of 
the marine division of your department prompts me to acknowledge 
the services of your men in cooperating with the customs in the en- 
forcement of the revenue and navigation laws and to say that the 
very effective assistance of the police was greatly appreciated on 
numerous occasions. 

The rapidly increasing number of motor boats has made more difficult 
the enforcement of the revenue laws and the motor boat numbering 
act, and credit is given the marine precinct for aid in enforcing the 
law by reporting the movements of unnumbered boats and those run 
by unlicensed operators. 

In requesting that the department’s cooperation be continued and 
that the new commander of the precinct be so advised, I am, sir, 

Respectfully, 
E. DooLine, Collector. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICP, 
OFFICE OF THE COLLECTOR, Disrricr No. 10, 
New York, N. Y., April 25, 1922, 
Hon. RicHarp E. ENRIGHT, 
Police Commissioner, City of New York, 
New York, N. Y. 


Sm: The surveyor has reported to me that he has reduced to pos- 
session the vessels Emma Virginia and Shuicha, together with their 
cargoes of intoxicating liquors, which were in the first instance re- 
covered by the police of the fifty-first precinct at Westchester Creek 
on March 8 last. The officers concerned, I am advised, are Inspector 
George C. Liebers, Capt. Richard O'Connor, and two patrolmen of 
that precinct, who, I understand, detected the attempted fraud upon 
the revenue, and who, I have reason to belleve, were the original 
seizors of the property. 

Under the customs revenue laws (section 4 of the act of June 22, 
1874) any person who is both the detector and seizor of smuggled 
Property may make claim for compensation, such compensation to be 
awarded by the Secretary of the Treasury in such an amount as he 
deems proper, the amount, of course, depending upon what is re- 
covered. If these vessels should be forfeited to the United States 
and sold, the proceeds of sale may possibly be available for an award 
of compensation. At any rate the services of these men, in my judg- 
ment, are entitled to the highest commendation, and if the Treasury 
Department can legally award them compensation I shall be pleased 
to certify to their claims when formally filed. 

Respectfully, H. C. STUART, 
Special Deputy Collector. 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE, 
OFFICE OF THE SURVEYOR, 
New York, V. Y., May 9, 1922. 
The COLLECTOR. 


Sin: In connection with the seizure, on April 26, 1922, of the 
American steam lighter Ideal, I would suggest that a letter of com- 
mendation be forwarded to the police commissioner of this city for 
the alertness displayed by representatives of his department in de- 
tecting and apprehending the vessel referred to near Atlantic Basin, 
Brooklyn, on the night of April 25, 1922, with 2,779 packages of 
liquor on board, the vessel and cargo having been delivered in customs 
custody the following day and formal seizure made thereof. It later 
developed that the liquor had been brought in without being manifested 
and had undoubtedly been laden upon the Ideal off Rockaway Inlet 
from some vessel from Nassau. 

Cooperation of this kind should not be permitted to pass unnoticed, 
particularly as this is not the first instance wherein the police depart- 
ment has aided in the protection of the revenue and against violations 
of the prohibition enforcement act. 


Respectfully, 
M. P. JACKSON, 
Special Deputy Surveyor. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
UNITED STATES CustoMs Seryicn, 
OFFICE or THE COLLECTOR, Districr No. 10, 
New York, N. Y., May 13, 1922, 
Hon. RICHARD E. ENRIGHT, 
Police Commissioner, Oity of New York, New York, N. Y. 


Sır: I take pleasure in forwarding to you a copy of a letter from 
the surveyor of customs at this port dated the 9th instant, commending 
the police officers for their alertness in apprehending the American 
steam lighter Ideal and its cargo of intoxicating liquor on the 26th 
of April last. 

Respectfully, 
N. P. ANDREWS, 
Solicitor to the Collector. 

(Inclosure:) Sgt. Richard Whalen, sixteenth inspection district, 
marine division; Patrolman Cornelius Brasel, sixteenth inspection 
district, marine division; Patrolman Robert Rau, sixteenth inspection 
district, marine division. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE, 
New York, N. Y., January 2, 1923. 
Hon. RICHARD E. ENRIGHT, 
Police Commissioner, City of New York. 

My Dran Mr. Exniohr: I wish to take this opportunity to thank 
you for the assistance the officers of your force rendered to the agents 
on New Year's eve and also on New Year's Day. 
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The cooperation and assistance given by the officers under your 
command certainly were pleasing to the agents and the men who 
were assigned to duty on New Year's eve. The high regard that the 
agents have for the police officers was typified in the work which was 
done on New Year’s eve, and every man is outspoken in his praise of 
the assistance and work done by your officers at the various places, 
especially at the Palais Royal, Plantation, Knickerbocker Grill, Cas- 
cade Roof Gardens, Shanley's, Little Club, and others too numerous to 
mention. 

In conclusion I wish to extend to you and the men under you a 
very happy new year and a very successful one, and may the relations 
which are now established be cemented further in the coming year. 

With kindest personal regards, I remain, 

Respectfully yours, 


E. C. YHLLOwLey, 
Acting Federal Prohibition Director. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
UNITED Srarzs Customs SERVICH, 
OFFICE OF THE COLLECTOR, DisrRtor No. 10, 
New York, N. Y., February 3, 1923. 
Hon. Ricnann E. ENRIGHT, 
Police Commissioner, New York, N. Y. 2 

Sir: Deputy Collector Regan, in charge of the customhouse at Perth 
Amboy, while on patrol duty last evening overhauled the tug John L. 
Cann with a load of several hundred cases of intoxicating liquor. The 
three men were arrested, Mr. Regan stated that he is indebted to the 
assistance rendered him by the marine police, whose boats when sum- 
moned immediately rushed to the scene. 

I am also requested by Mr. Regan to say that the customs authorities 
are much indebted to the assistance and cooperation rendered by the 
police officers of the West New Brighton police station. 

Respectfully, 
H. C. Stewart, Acting Collector. 


Treasury DEPARTMENT, 
UNITED States Customs SERVICE, 
New Tork, V. Y., February 21, 1923. 
Hon. Ricwanp D. ENRIGHT, 
Police. Commissioner, New Fork, N. Y. 

Sin: In connection: with the arrest, January 26, 1923, at Engle 
hausen’s Pier, South Beach, Staten Island, by the police of the seventh 
inspection district, of eight men involved in the landing of the cargo. 
of liquor of the motor boat 12028 at that pier, and who were later 
turned over to representatives of this office on warrants issued by United 
States Commissioner Hennessey, I desire to extend thanks, through you, 
to Police Inspector Bailey, in charge of the seventh inspection district, 
for his courtesy and the active assistance rendered by him in furnishing 
transportation to our representatives and their prisoners from Staple- 
ton, Staten Island, to the United States commissioner’s office, Brooklyn. 

Respectfully, 
THOMAS W. WHITILE, Surveyor. 


— 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Uniren STATES CUSTOMS Service, 
New York, N. Y., February 26, 1923. 
Hon. Ricuarp E, ENRIGHT, 
Police Commissioner, City of New York, 
New York, N. Y. 

Sm: I am in receipt of a report from Inspector of Customs F. R. 
Thropp, of the surveyor's office, dated the 21st instant, relative to the 
apprehension: of the motor boat 12023 with a cargo of liquor at South 
Beach, Staten Islund, on the 26th of January last, such apprehension 
having been accomplished by police officers of the seventh inspection 
district. 

I desire to extend the thanks of the Federal officials concerned in this 
case to Inspector Bailey, of the seventh inspection district, and who 
showed the customs officials every possible courtesy and assistance in 
the investigation, and particularly for having facilitated the transporta- 
tion of our officers and their prisoners from Stapleton, Statem Island, 
to the courthouse in Brooklyn. 

Respectfully, H. C. STUART, 
Special Deputy Collector, 
TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
INTERNAL REVENUD SERVICE, 
Ovvics oF FEDERAL PROHIBITION DIRECTOR, New YORK, 
New York, N. Y., June 6, 1923. 
Hon. RICHARD B. DNRIGHT, 
Police Commissioner, New York City, N. Y. 

Mr Dear COMMISSIONER: The repeal of the State prohibition law has 
caused us to revert to the status that existed during the year 1920. and 
prior to the effective date of the State act on April 4, 1921. The pres- 
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ent situation requires the Federal and the municipa! forces to coordi- 
nate and to combine their respective efforts along one Federal prohibi- 
tion road instead of along the parallel prohibition highways of Federal 
and State enforcement. 

I desire to express my appreciation for the past cooperation of your- 
self and of First Deputy Commissioner John A. Leach and the inspec- 
tors in charge of prohibition squads. This has especially been evidenced 
in connection with our injunction and abatement actions. 

Respectfully, 
PALMER CANFIELD, 
Federal Prohibition Director, 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
Unirep States CUSTOMS Sprvics, 


New York, N. Y., November 1, 1923. 
Hon. RICHARD E. ENRIGHT, 


Police Commissioner, New York City. 


Sm: I desire to call your attention to the excellent work of some of 
your officers in connection with the seizure on October 16, 1923, in 
Eastchester Bay, near City Island, of the motor boat Mirage and its 
cargo of 504 cases of liquor, which has since been appraised at $10,000, 
and to thank you for the general spirit of cooperation of your officers 
in connection with this work. 

Particularly worthy of commendation is the work of Inspector Liebers, 
in charge of the upper Bronx district, and Captain McCormack, of the 
marine squad, with headquarters at Pier A. 

Respectfully, 
THomMas W. WHITTLD, Surveyor. 


TREASURY DAPARTMENT, 
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE, 
New York, N. Y., January , 192}. 
Hon, Ricwargp E. ESRIGAT, 
Police Commissioner, 
City of New York, State of New York. 

Sie: 

* * * £ * * * 

I appreciate all your efforts to assist this department in enforcing 
this law. This division in particular, which comprises the State 
of New York, has recelyed splendid cooperation from members of 
your department. 

At the present time there is a spirit of friendliness existing between 
the officers in charge of the different precincts and the members of 
my staff and I would like to retain this friendship and for that reason 
I do not attempt to criticize the lieutenants in complying with the 
orders of the United States commissioners. I welcome your assistance 
and only hope it will continue and I know that the efforts that are 
now being made will result eventually in successful enforcement of the 
national prohibition act. 

I would like very much to meet you personally, together with a 
member of the United States Attorney's office, in order to devise some 
means of a closer cooperation between the three departments; your 
department, mine, and the offices of the United States Attorney, and 
I await your suggestion in the matter. 

Thanking you for your cooperation with my department, I am 

Respectfully, 
R. Q. MERRICK, 
Divistonal Chief, General Prohibition Agents. 


Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Virginia [Mr. Peery]. 

Mr. PEERY. Mr. Chairman, the claim is made by the party 
in power that the Nation as a whole is enjoying prosperity. 
They say that business is good and industry is thriving. To a 
people whe have been and still are passing through the process 
of postwar deflation the claim is interesting and somewhat re- 
freshing. And we do not hear from the large business interests 
any strong dissent therefrom. The railroads are enjoying in- 
creased earnings, and the manufacturing interests appear to be 
doing fairly well. But there is one class of folks among our 
people to whom this claim brings empty comfort. I refer to the 
farmers of our country. Their response to the claim of prosper- 
ity is one of lamentation, like that of Rachel who wept for her 
children, and would not be comforted because they were not. 

In my home tewn there was an old negro whose eyesight had 
failed. The doctors advised an operation. The operation was 
performed. Shortly afterwards one of his good white friends 
asked him If he could see, to which he replied, “The doctors 
say that I can see.” Some of our friends on the other side may 
say to the farmer that prosperity is abroad in the land, but he 
knows only too well that it has not reached him. Some of the 
outstanding facts are startling. During the past year more 
than 1,000,000 people left the farm. One farmer in every 12 
has been sold out through bankruptcy or foreclosure. The 
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gross income, not per capita but per farm unit, was $715 per 
year. Out of this gross income taxes, upkeep, and expenses 
had to be paid. Under such conditions there is no use to dis- 
cuss for him an American standard of living. 

The President in his address before Congress made the 
statement that, “looked at as a whole, this Nation is in the 
enjoyment of remarkable prosperity,” but he further stated that 
in certain farming sections there are many cases of actual dis- 
tress. If it be true that the Nation as a whole is prosperous, 
it is not a sound and well-balanced prosperity. It is a pros- 
perity enjoyed by the manufacturer and big business man and 
not one which includes the farmer. No sound prosperity can 
exist which does not reach the great basic industry of farm- 
ing. It is the greatest of all industries in our country to-day. 
More than 30,000,000 people in the United States are engaged 
in farming. The value of their investment in land alone aggre- 
gutes $45,000,000,000. A prosperity which does not allow the 
farmer and actual producer a fair return for bis work and in- 
vestment is one that can not long endure. It will sooner or 
later topple and fall. An enduring prosperity can only be one 
which gives a fair return to the man who produces food for 
the feeding of a hungry world. And any economic structure 
which does not allow such fair return to the producer is in- 
equitable and wrong. That the farmers are in distress can not 
be denied. The cry of distress has been voiced by many Mem- 
bers upon the floor of this House at the present session. We 
have heard of the disastrous plight of the wheat farmers of 
the Northwest; we have heard that the livestock producers of 
the West are in distress; and similar stories of woe and dis- 
aster come from the farming sections all over the country. The 
district which I haye the honor to represent has not escaped. 
The production of beef cattle is one of the leading industries 
of the district. There among the bills nature has been some- 
what lavish in her bounty. When the forest is cleared the blue 
grass comes without seeding, and in that blue-grass section, 
high in elevation and well watered from mountain springs, 
cattle find a well-balanced ration in the blue grass alone and 
fatten and finish well. They go to market weighing anywhere 
from 1,350 to 1,650 pounds. They must be marketed within a 
very limited period and upon a very limited market. Our 
cattlemen were compelled during the season just passed to sell 
their cattle at prices equal to or below the level of pre-war 
prices, and heavy losses ensued. 

The cost of production was not realized. And the men en- 
gaged in this industry, who under ordinary and normal condi- 
tions look with sound optimism upon the future, are discouraged 
and look forward with misgivings to the future. 

Labor and other costs have greatly increased. Against the 
labor cost he has no suceessful argument, because of the high 
living cost to the laboring man. The cost of machinery and 
farm supplies and everything which the cattleman must buy 
has not decreased in proportion to the decrease in the price of 
his cattle. And, finally, his cattle, which were purchased by 
him upon an open market, free for all, and where artificial 
restraints do not control, must be sold upon a market prac- 
tically controlled by a few buyers efficiently organized and with 
the power to control both the distribution and sale of their 
products. From the purchasing end of the game, where natural 
economic forces control and where it is a fair and equal match 
of wits and judgment, he goes to the selling end, where the 
other fellow fixes the price at which, out of the force of neces- 
sity, he is compelled to sell. In such a situation this man of 
the soil, who in a bargain where both seller and purchaser 
occupy equal opportunity and equal advantage asks no quarter, 
becomes one of the lonesomest men in the world. 

While the price of cattle has gone back to pre-war levels, 
the price of meats to the consumer has not declined to pre- 
war levels The consumer is not reaping the benefit of the 
decline wliich the producer is compelled to face. The profit is 
accruing to the middlemen; the producer is not coming in for 
a fair share thereof. 

The farmer and livestock producer, like all other classes, are 
suffering from the burden of excessive taxation, both State and 
Federal. . 

They are suffering from high freight rates, which are to-day 
from 50 to 80 per cent higher than they were before the war. 
This works a dual hardship. It reaches the farmer on what he 
has to buy as well as on what he has to sell. 

He is producing upon an increased cost busis and yet is being 
compelled to sell at or below pre-war prices. He produces and 
must sell on a market which he does not control. His situation 
is such that he can not control production; and of necessity 
he can net control the price of his product. He must piant 
when the season comes, else no harvest is gathered. 


He is told that diversification of crops affords a remedy, but 
this suggestion is sometimes merely academie rather than prac- 
tical. The section represented by me is preeminently a grazing 
country. The production of livestock in that blue-grass coun- 
try is the only practical field open to the landowner. And if 
he can not produce livestock at a living profit, he must turn 
to some other business. 

In brief outline these are some of the troubles that confront 
our farmers and cattlemen to-day. They are so serious as to 
cause graye concern among our people for the future. And 
now what of the remedy and how obtained? Shall relief come 
under existing laws ‘or is it necessary to enact new laws? If 
relief either whole or partial can come under existing laws 
then let us invoke existing laws. First, give the farmer the 
benefit of a reduction in freight rates and it seems to me that 
this might be given him under existing laws. Second, cut down 
the tax bill, both State and Federal. That taxes have become 
burdensome is admitted on every hand. The need for a redue- 
tion is imperative, and in the handling of this very important 
question by this Congress, the farmer, who gives his entire time 
to his farm and to the production of food products for the feed- 
ing of the world, is certainly entitled to come within the classi- 
fication of those covered by the earned income. However. as 
stated by the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. SHALLENBERGER], 
upon the floor of this House a few days ago, the farmer is not 
worrying much over the question of the reduction in income 
taxes. At present the vast majority of them are enjoying no 
income and as a consequence have no income tax to pay. He 
is, however, interested in the reduction of all other taxes that 
leyy tribute from him. Tle is interested not only in the reduc- 
tion of direct taxes, but in the reduction of indirect taxes which 
in the end produce the same result. And in this connection, 
while our friends on the other side are considering the various 
suggestions which have as an object the relief of the farmer, 
may I not suggest that it would be glad news to the farmer 
to hear that the tariff tax on the things which he has to buy 
has been reduced and that as a consequence his dollar has a 
greater purchasing power and the things he has to buy may be 
purchased more nearly in proportion to the prices which he 
receives for the things he has to sell. Why, this tariff tax 
haunts him on every hand. He feels it when he sweetens his 
coffee in the morning and then pays tribute to the Sugar Trust. 
Again he is reminded of it when he salts his cattle and adds 
to the profit of the Salt Trust. He is forcibly reminded of it 
when he pays for his fertilizer or when he pays for his farm 
machinery. It levies tribute from him at every turn of the road 
and upon practically everything that he has to buy. When the 
iniquities of the Fordney-McCumber tariff were being exposed 
to the people of the country not only by the Democratic press, 
but by some of the leading papers of the Republican press, the 
provision was added thereto providing that the President of the 
United States could increase or lower the tariff to the extent 
of 50 per cent. While our friends of the other side are so eager 
and anxious to help the farmer, even to the extent of enacting 
new laws, why not help him by a simple process under existing 
law and cut down the tariff tax en the things which he has 
to buy and enable him to buy at a lower cost? That the remedy 
is practical and sound we have very respectable and recent 
Republican authority. In an article appearing in the February, 
1924, number of Public Affairs, under the title“ What’s wrong 
with the farmer?” Senator Carrer, of Kansas, among other 
things, has this to say: 


Briefly, the farmer is discriminated against. He sees no reason why 
he should be expected to sell his products at pre-war prices when 
freight costs are from 50 to 80 per cent above what they were in 1913. 
Last year, says the Department of Agriculture, more than a million 
farmers left the farm. How we are to prosper; how we are even to 
be fed, if farmers can not afford to stay at their tasks, is a problem of 
the deepest moment to all of us. The first thing that is necessary is 
to reduce excessive freight rates at once. There should also be a sub- 
stantial reduction in taxes, a downward revision of the tariff on 
manufactured articles, and a more equitable adjustment of the burdens 
of taxation on such a basis that ability to pay and services rendered 
would be taken into account. 


I call especial attention to the statement therein contained 
that there should be “a downward revision of the tariff on 
manufactured articles.” 

And, finally, I plead for a rigid enforcement of the packer eon- 
trol and stockyards act and the antitrust laws designed to pro- 
tect the farmer and consumer against discrimination, monopo- 
lies, and combinations in restraint of trade. If, as stated by 
Senator Carper, the farmer is being discriminated against, 
and his failure to receive a living price for his products is due 
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to illegal combinations, let the offenders be brought to book and 
held to strict accountability. 

Let not the railroads, the manufacturer, and big business 
man forget that if they exact the lion’s share of any prosperity 
now existing or that may hereafter come, and do not allow to 
the farmer and producer a living return for his service and in- 
vestment, they will pull down upon themselves the very temple 
of prosperity. 

I repeat, sound prosperity can not long exist which leaves 
out of account the farmer and producer. [Applause.] 

Mr. JEFFERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend in the Recorp the remarks I made a few moments ago 
on the floor. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was ne objection. 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Speaker, the Postal Service of the United 
States is the most comprehensive, useful organization that has 
ever been instituted for the benefit of the people. It reaches 
the four corners of the earth. It carries messages of joy and 
sorrow, peace and good will to all mankind. 

A BIT OF HISTORY. 


Its growth has been stupendous since its establishment in 
1677. Benjamin Franklin was the first Postmaster General, 
with the munificent salary of $1,000 a year. The first annual 
report made by Postmaster General Samuel Osgood to Presi- 
dent George Washington showed the gross receipts for the 
United States was $25,000. The service has kept pace with the 
growth of the country. With a population of 110,000,000, the 
postal receipts for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1923, were 
$532,827,925, 

ORIGINAL FUNCTION, 

The original function of the service was the transmission of 
intelligence, and Congress has never completely monopolized 
any other service but that of carrying letters, However, to 
keep pace with the development of the country aud the needs 
of the people such services as the money order, postal savings, 
and the parcel post have been augmented. All such activities, 
which are of a distinct advantage and convenience to the pub- 
lic, should be entirely self-sustaining. 

RELATION OF SERVICE TO BUSINESS, 


To the business world the Postal Service is the main artery 
of communication, trade, and commerce. Through this service 
billions of dollars of business is transacted every year. 

CONFIDENCE IN UNCLE SAM. 


The business people and the general public have such implicit 
confidence in Uncle Sum that they transact their business with 
him without the least hesitation or apprehension. 


CAPACITY OF THE SERVICE. 
Postmaster General New said: 


There is probably no great service, either private or governmental, 
other than the Postal Service. which has the capacity for taking on 
new business without u proportional increase in force and established 
facilities. This ability is phenomenal. The reason lies largely in the 
organization of the department and the service, its adaptability as 
well as efficiency, the versatile character of its genius, and the spirit 
of its personnel, which is preeminently that of service. 

SERVANTS OF THE PEOPLE. 


The postal employees are the servants of the people. Their 
motto is: Service first, efticient and satisfactory.” There are 
many thousands of them engaged every day in the distribu- 
tion, dispatch, and transportation of the mails; besides those 
who are assigned to duty in the money-order, registry, and 
postal-savings departments, These employees are very much 
underpaid. Their salaries are not commensurate with the 
service they perform, and under the present economic condi- 
tious their pay is inadequate to meet the high cost of living. 
The latest Budget figures from Government statistics show that 
it takes an income of $2,458 to maintain an ordinary family. 
The present salary for post-office clerks is from 81.400 to 
$1,800, The postal clerks and their associates are asking for 
an increase in pay to range between $2,000 and $2,400 per year. 

THE KELLY BILL. 

There is pending before the House a bill introduced by Repre- 
sentative KELLY, of Pennsylvania (H. R. 4123), that should be 
enacted into law. This bill has the support of the National 
Federation of Post Office Clerks, the Railway Mail Association, 
the National Association of Letter Carriers, the National Fed- 
eration of Rural Carriers, the League of Third and Fourth 
Class Postmasters, and other bona fide organizations of postal 


employees. 
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In an illuminating statement Thomas F. Flaherty, secretary- 
treasurer of the National Federation of Post Office Clerks, 
points out why Congress should raise postal pay rates, Mr. 
Flaherty says: 

The postal workers are entitled to higher pay for at least two 
substantial reasons. Their compensation is relatively, when measured 
in real wages, less now than a decade ago. It should be readjusted 
upward. 

NOW RENDER MORE SERVICE. 


Furthermore, postal workers are now rendering more service per 
man for less cost to the public than a decade ago. The Postal Service 
is the only large industry that has not increased its rates during 
the past 10 years. In fact, there have been three reductions in parcel- 
post rates during that period. The 2-cent stamp of to-day is worth 
more than in pre-war days. A truly remarkable record. 

In these days of profit sharing in private industry, a record similar 
to that achieved by the Postal Service would mean a bonus or a distri- 
bution of stock to the employees. The postal workers want the owners 
of the Postal Service, the American people, to give them their reward 
in the form of adequate wages. 

The majority of clerks snd carriers were receiving $1,200 a year 
in 1913. To-day they are receiving $1,800 a year. According to 
Government statistics living costs to-day are 70 per cent higher than 
in 1913. Thus the real wages measured in things that money will 
buy are to-day lower than 10 years ago. 


EDITORIAL FROM UNION POSTAL CLERK, 


The following editorial of the Union Postal Clerk, the of- 
fical organ of the National Federation of Post Office Clerks, sets 
forth with unassailable logic the reasons why Congress shoul 
enact the Kelly bill: 

WHY POST-OFFICE CLERKS WANT MORE PAY. 

Here are a few reasons that you might advance to your Members 
of Congress in support of your request for higher pay standards: 

(1) The post-office clerk is a skilled worker rendering services 
vitally necessary to the public. 

(2) His pay, almost entirely, comes from Postal Service earnings 
and not from taxation. 

(3) Postal Service earnings are greatly curtailed because rates of 
postage, which are in reality postal labor costs, have remained sta- 
tionary during a period when other costs have soared, 

(4) The 2-cent stamp of to-day buys more service (labor) for 
postal patrons than 40 years „go. A unique record in these days of 
soaring labor costs. 

(5) The post-office clerk is justly entitled to share in his greater 
productivity. To deny him this right is to indict the Government 
as an employer. 

(6) There is a larger labor turnover in the clerical branch of the 
Postal Service than any other branch of Government employment, due 
largely to unattractive wage and working standards. 

(T) The wage of the post-oflice clerk should insure him— 

a. Comfortable living quarters. 

b. Good, healthful food with an occasional chance to enjoy delicacies, 

c. Enough good clothing for most purposes. 

d. The chance for the wife to buy enough mechanical and physical 
aid to relieve housework of much of its drudgery. 

e. The means to buy books, go to the theater, and give the childrea 
adequate education. 

f. At least a limited amount of recreation. 

g. Some insurance and a little fund of savings, 

(8) Low wages are more costly than high wages. A high standart 
of postal pay means a more dependable Postal Service. the value of 
which can not be calculated. Higher postal pay, therefore, is a 
sound investment for the American people. 


HIGHER POSTAL PAY STANDARDS. 


In his official report to the thirteenth convention of the Na- 
tional Federation of Post Office Clerks, Secretary-Treasurer 
Thomas F. Flaherty makes the following informative statement 
relative to postal wages: 


Developments of the past year make it imperative that we enter our 
legislative efforts toward securing a favorable readjustment of existing 
postal pay standards. We accepted the act of June 5, 1920, not as a 
finality, but as a temporary compromise until such time as we pressed 
for the fulfillment of our ciaims made before the Postal Salary Com- 
mission in 1919-20. 

The time has now arrived. No elaborate array of statistics need be 
presented to prove our contention that the wage award of June 5, 1920, 
was inadequate. In fact, it was the general thought at the time that 
living costs would drop and thus operate to increase the real value of 
the postal dollar. Instead of a drop in prices, there has been a steady 


upward climb in many items directly touching the postal worker's pay 
envelope. This is particularly true of rents. 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2399 


Economists, and in some Instances paid propagandists for large busi- 
ness enterprises, are fond of reminding the workers that wages must 
come out of production. Work more to get more, is the advice. Apply 
this economic truism to the Postal Service and we find a compelling 
reason for higher pay scales. It can not be denied that the output per 
person in the Postal Service to-day is about double that of a decade 
ago. Due to the Introduction of more efficient administrative methods 
and the constant demands of a people keyed to à fast industrial pace, 
the postal workers are producing at a rate unequaled by any other 
postal system anywhere in the world. 

Postal service is cheaper to-day than ever before. The 2-cent stamp 
of 40 years ago will buy more service, which is but a synonym for 
Jabor, than at any previous time. In no other industry is this true. 

Labor costs, then, in the Postal Service have decreased in recent 
years. A truly remarkable record. 

There must be an upward revision of postal wage, even if this in- 
volves a readjustment of postage rates. I think it is the universal wish 
that the service be approximately self-sustaining. It should be run ona 
pPay-as-you-enter basis, the users paying the cost of service they exact. 

Parcel-post rates, for instance, must be raised. Charges for directory 
service and other special services should be imposed. The imposition 
of adequate rates for all classes of mail would make possible the grant- 
ing of substantial wage increases to all groups of postal employees and 
still the service would be self-sustaining. The bogey of a deficit, that 
perpetual obstacle to decent postal wage standards, would be dispelled 
if postage rates were readjusted in keeping with service rendered. 

The most foolish recent legislative act affecting the Postal Service 
was the repeal of the 8-cent first-class postage rate. Mr. Burleson 
rushed to Congress with this unwise recommendation. A continuation 
of that rate would have worked no great hardship, and the revenues 
produced thereby could be used to advantage in meeting urgent service 
needs that are now neglected. 


WIDESPREAD SENTIMENT FOR POSTAL PAY INCREASES. 


The press of the country is practically unanimous in its edi- 
torial expression in favor of higher pay standards in the 
Postal Service. The following editorial in the Chicago Tribune 
of January 24, 1924, is typical of hundreds of expressions from 
the press of the Nation: 


Much of the work is being put upon the shoulders of temporary 
workers, untrained workers, substitutes, and other inefficient men. 
The necessary result is a deterioration of service. Such a deteriora- 
tion is a serious handicap to innumerable lines of business. Delay in 
delivery of letters, parcels, or other items of mail frequently may mean 
loss of contracts, business misunderstandings, and other damaging 
effects. The situation ought to be corrected in the general cause of 
business stimulation and prosperity, It can be corrected to a large 
extent by the simple process of passing the Kelly bill (H. R. 4123) 
which is now before Congress. That bill is designed to raise the scale 
of salaries to a point which will give regular workers in the Postal 
Service a reasonable income and thereby attract efficient and reliable 
men to the work. The salaries it suggests are still small, ranging 
from $2,000 to $2,600. There is nothing exorbitant about such a de- 
mand. Such pay will more than justify itself in the improvement of 
the service and in the improvement of business which it will make pos- 
sible. Incidentally, it is nothing more than justice to the loyal post- 
office workers who were denied such a raise four years ago on the 
ground that living expenses were coming down. 


The editorial quoted above is very significant, coming as it 
does from such a powerful and influential journal as the Trib- 
une, whose hands are ever upon the pulse of the business world 
and which has a thorough understanding of the economic situ- 
ation. The American standard of living should not be lowered. 


REDUCTION OF POSTAL NIGHT WORK. 


There is also pending before the House Post Office Gommittee 
a bill (H. R. 5841) introduced by Representative SCHNEIDER, 
of Wisconsin, that has for its purpose the granting of a time 
differential for postal night workers. This subject of night 
work in our Postal Service has been before Congress for many 
years. I know that the clerks in Boston and elsewhere are 
vitally interested in it. For the information of the many new 
Members of the Sixty-eighth Congress I am herewith submitting 
committee reports on this subject made by the respective Post 
Office Committees in the Sixty-seventh Congress. 

On February 14, 1923, Representative Gorman, of IMlinois— 
a former post-office clerk—submitted the following favorable 
report on a bill to establish a 50-minute hour between 6 p. m. 
and 6 a. m. in the Postal Service: 


Night work has long been the bane of the Postal Service in large 
post offices. In many cities the Post Office Department has been 


unable to obtain a sufficient quota of clerks to perform night work, 
The Civil Service Commission in these cities has held examinations 
for post-office clerks as frequently as five days each week over long 


periods without procuring the needed number of clerks. The clerks 
who are assigned to night work, for the most part, remain in the 
service but a brief time, thereby causing a constant turnoyer in the 
service, which is costly to the Government in money and efficiency. 

Night work fs detrimental to the health of the employees and re- 
tards their social development. The Postmaster General in his last 
annual report refers to night work as irksome and promises to under- 


take to minimize it. The Postal Commission has examined the ques- 
tion of night work and has abundant testimony showing it to be 
deserving of amelioration. The Senate Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads held hearings on the subject of night work in the 
Postal Service on May 11 and 18, 1922, and as a result thereof re- 
ported Senate bill 3773, which provides for a 10-minute-to-the-hour 
differential in favor of night workers in the Postal Service. The 
principle of additional compensation for night work has long been 
recognized by the Government, particularly in the navy yards and 
the Government Printing Office. The Postmaster General, in a recent 
letter to Chairman Halvor Steenerson, stated that this bill with its 
original provision for a 45-minute hour for night workers would result 
in an increased cost of $9,338,827, which of course would be reduced 
to the sum of $6,222,550 by the amendment to a 50-minute hour, as 
herein provided. 


This estimate is predicated upon the need of employing the clerks 
overtime for 10 minutes of each night hour, or hiring additional 
clerks to offset the curtailed night hour, and much of the estimate 
might be reduced by leaving all classes of mail except first class, 
daily newspapers, market quotations, and the like to go over until 
the daytime for distribution; by eficient supervision, and by their 
alacrity, contented employees would be able to inject into their night 
work of shorter hours, 

A SENATE INVESTIGATION OF NIGHT WORK. 

In an informative report to the Sixty-seventh Congress, 
dated January 16, 1923, Senator Townsend, chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads, said in be- 
half of the committee on this subject of postal night work: 

(Report to accompany S. 8773.) 8 

The Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads, to whom was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 8773) to reduce night work in the Postal Service, 
having considered the same, report favorably thereon with the recom- 
mendation that the bill do pass without amendment, 

This bill was introduce subsequently to the consideration of 
Senate Resolution 259, Sixty-seventh Congress, second session, which 
was as follows: 

“ Resolved, That the Senate Committee on Post Offices and Post 
Roads be, and hereby is, authorized to investigate the matter of night 
work by postal employees for the purpose of determining the extent 
of such work and the best method of reducing it, and whether neces- 
sary night work in the Post Office Department should be compensated 
by shorter hours or increased pay. Such committee shall report its 
findings to the Senate with such recommendations as to it may seem de- 
sirable not later than July 1, 1922." 

In accordance with the terms of this resolution the committee sub- 
mitted a report of its findings to the Senate on April 20, 1922, 

During the consideration of this resolution hearings were held on 
May 11 and 18, 1922, The commiltee submitted a request to the Post 
Office Department for information as to the amount of night work in 
the service; its character; Its necessity; the classes of mail handled 
at night and the relative amounts of each class worked; the depart- 
ment's opinion as to whether night work could in any manner be re- 
duced without affecting detrimentally the service to patrons; and the 
department's estimate of the cost of a reduction of the hours con- 
stituting a day’s work during night hours—i. e., between the hours 
of 6 o'clock postmeridian and 6 o'clock antemeridian. 

In order to obtain this Information the department sent out ques- 
tionnalres to over 100 postmasters In charge of the largest post offices 
throughout the country. Departmental representatives presented the 
replies of postmasters to the questionnaires and gave such other in- 
formation as they possessed in reference to the subject matter to the 
committee. Representatives of the employees were also heard, especially 
representatives of employees performing night services. 

As a result of its investigation the committee is convinced at the 
present time much unnecessary night work is being done in the Postal 
Service. It belleves that the department should be able to devise 
methods whereby considerable reduction in the amount of night work 
may be effected. The committee is of the opinion that the passage 
of this bill will exert pressure upon the Post Office Department so that 
ways and means of reorganization of personnel will be adopted to 
eliminate such unnecessary night work. The committee further be- 
lieves additional compensation in the form of a time differential for 
night work, such as is essential to the best interest of the service, 
should be awarded to employees performing such service. 

It is well recognized that night workers in all lines of business are 
not as efficient as those who perform their functions during daylight 
hours. A contented employee in the Postal Service will without ques- 
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tion accomplish more satisfactory work than one who is working un- 
usual hours and under discouraging conditions. The reduction of night 
work as provided in this bill will promote better health and better 
social conditions for the largest possible number of employees in the 
Postal Service. The principle of additional compensation for night work 
has long since been recognized by the Government, the most notable 
beneficiaries being employees of the Government Printing Office. 

It is yery difficult to estimate with exactness the extra cost in 
money which this bill would, impose upon the Post Office Department. 
If the present night force were not reduced, the cost might reach as 
much as $5,000,000; but since the hearings by the committee the 
department has reduced the number of night workers, and by limiting 
night work to first-class mail matter the night forces can be greatly 
reduced. The cause for such a large night force is due largely to the 
daily late mailing of postal matter. It is believed that proper depart- 
mental regulations can be issued materially expediting earlier, mailings. 
The cost is secondary to the efficiency which would be secured through 
that. contentment, which would come from shorter, working hours at 
night. In a majority of cases six hours of work would be equal to that 
now performed in eight hours, The health of men and women would be 
conserved, and that bulwark of our public—the American home 
made happier and better. í x 
_ The only question which divided fhe committee was whether night 
workers, of which there always will be some, should receive special 
consideration by Increased pay or shorter hours, and the majority feel 
that the latter is the better and wiser method. y 


POSTAL EMPLOYMENT STANDARDS. 


In my opinion Congress gives too little attention to postal 
employment standards, We accept our Postal Service as a 
matter of course, something that functions automatically, We 
forget there is à large, pulsating human element in this service. 
We forget there is a postal labor problem, just as there is a 
railroad labor problem or a coal labor problem. Congress 
should show more initiative in putting into effect the improve- 
ments in working conditions sought by the postal employees. 
For the information and guidance of Members of Congress I am 
herewith submitting the legislative program of the National 
Federation of Post Office Clerks as outlined at its thirteenth 
biennial convention : i 


An upward revision of salaries placiug the entrance salary at $2,000; 
second: grade, $2,200; and third grade, $2,400; and two grades of 
special clerks at $2,500 and $2,600. Automatic promotion to be made 
to the first special-clerk grade after not more than two years’, service 
in the $2,400 grade and to the second special-clerk grade after one 
year’s service in the $2,500 grade. 

Amendment of the present retirement law so as to make retirement 
optional after 80 years of service and to increase the maximum annuity 
to $1,500. 

A time differential for all work performed between 6 p. m. and 6 a. m., 
so that 45 minutes’ work between those hours shall be equal to 1 hour 
of day work. 

Time and one-half for all oyertime, and overtime pay to be computed 
ou a basis of 306 days à year. s 

Saturday half holiday, or a 44-hour week. 

Time allowance for scheme study. 

Strict obseryance of seniority in transfers to preferred positions and 
promotions to the supervisory force. 

The establishment of a court of appeals for postal employees in all 
cases of demotion or separation from the service. 

Amendment of the Federal compensation Jaw providing for increase in 
the amount of benefits and amplification of its provisions to cover occu- 
pational diseases, 

Extension of the scope of the Lodge amendment giving credit for 
military service to cover all such employees who were in the Postal 
Service on the date of its passage, March 1, 1921. 


There is no doubt in my mind but what the adoption of the 
above program by the Congress would greatly stabilize postal 
employment and make this necessary public service more effi- 
cient and more dependable. The Government should lead in 
establishing the highest possible working standards in its largest 
business activity—the Postal Service. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from West Virginia, [Mr. ROSENBLOOM. ] 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Mr. Chairman, it would seem that 
every Member of Congress has adopted a new resolution for 
the new year; in fact, a resolution has been introduced to 
investigate about everything but the brand of oil used in the 
paint applied during the summer to protect the Capitol Dome. 
Should there be a Member, however, who has failed to intro- 
duce a resolution, the bill I introduced yesterday may sug- 
gest one—that is H. R. 6886. = 

In presenting the amendment to the tariff act of 1922, which 
I have, I believe the Members of the House should be given a 


brief history of events justifying the introduction and con- 
sideration of the bill. TEST » a 

During the Sixty-seventh Congress, after protracted:hearings 
on the tariff bill extending over a period of some nine months; 
the Ways and Means Committee of the House, by an over: 
whelming vote, which was almost unanimous, recommended to- 
the Congress that a tariff of 85 cents a barrel be imposed. on 
crude oil, petroleum, and that a tariff of 25 cents a barrel be 
imposed on fuel oil. This tariff was intended for the purpose 
of providing reyenue as weil as for the protection of American 
oil-producing interests 
‘Notwithstanding the able arguments of Mr. Fordney, the then 
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, who earnestly 
advocated the adoption of the tariff, the particular section with 
regard to tariff on oil was stricken from the bill and oil was 
placed on the free list. At that time Mr. Fordney made the 
statement that the revenue accruing to the Government from 
this source would: be approximately $50,000,000 a year, which 
Was not disputed. `- aft a2 

The Members who were advocating free oil at that time con- 

tended that if the proposed duty were not imposed it would 
result in advantage to the American consumer of gasoline and 
oils, and there would be a noticeable reduction in the price of 
these commodities as well as conserve American oil for the 
future. Oil was placed on the free list by a vote in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole, which vote was not recorded. 
The object of the amendment which I have offered is to im- 
pose the tax on oil which was requested and recommended by 
the Ways and Means Committee after mature consideration; it 
was shown in the hearings before that committee that prac- 
tically 99 per cent. of the oil produced in foreign countries 
which import the oil to the United States was under the con- 
trol of American interests. In view of the fact that there has 
been no noticeable reduction in the price of gasoline or oil, as 
was predicted by those favoring free oil, nor has Americar 
oil been conserved for the future, it is evident that the amount 
of $50,000,000 per annum, which would have been secured by 
the Treasury through the tariff, has gone to the profit of the 
owners of this foreign oil, and the people of this country are 
not benefited in any. way. 

This revenue would have provided an additional $100,000,000 
in the past two years had the tariff been imposed. This amount 
of money in the Treasury of the United States would permit 
Secretary Mellon to advocate greater reductions in his tax pro- 
gram. It would be more than sufficient to pay the amount 
called for in the adjusted compensation bill, and it will provide 
more money than will be required to pay the cost of the ad- 
justed compensation bill in the next two years, 

In my opinion it is appropriate at this time, in view of recent 
information as to the operations of the American owners of oil 
and oil properties, to call upon them to contribute their rightful 
proportion to the upkeep of the Government, and, as well, 
afford some protection to the private and independent Ameri- 
ean producers of oil—the same as is afforded to producers of 
other commodities in this country. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Les. 

Mr. STEVENSON. My recollection of the matter when it 
came up here was that somebody read a letter or a statement 
from the President of the United States antagonizing that tariff 
on oil. Am I correct or not? 

Nr. ROSENBLOOM. That is correct; but he was informed 
along that subject in the same way as he was when he signed a 
letter indorsing the Teapot Dome lease, as well as other leases. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I understand that the protec- 
tive tariff is levied upon the theory that it will tend to protect 
infant industries. Do I understand the gentleman to claim 
that the oil industry is an infant industry that needs protec- 
tion? 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. 
oil. [Laughter.] 

Mr. LOZInR. I would like to have the gentleman answer my 
question. Is the oil industry an industry that is entitled to a 
tariff tax in order fo enable it to live? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from West 
Virginia has expired. 

Mr. MeFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. WILLIAMSON]. 
~ Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman, I want to confine my 
remarks to the bill under consideration, S. 2249, which proposes 
to extend the War Finance Corporation for a period of nine 
months. I have given a good deal of consideration to the work 
done by the War Finance Corporation, as well as the work 
done by the intermediate credit banks, the Federal farm-loan 


Infants are not as a rule raised on 
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banks, and other governmental credit agencies. The War Fi- 
nance Corporation has a distinct function and a mission which 
can not be performed or carried out by any other agency now 
established. There is no agency to-day which can handle the 
situation that has arisen throughout the Northwest as effec- 
tually as can the War Finance Corporation, The intermediate 
credit banks are doing a splendid work, but they are strictly 
banking institutions, created for the purpose of handling paper 
running for a longer period of time than can be handled through 
regular banking channels, and when you have said that you 
have said all that can be said for the intermediate credit 
banks, ‘There is a considerable amount of slow paper in our 
western banks, which will ultimately be paid if sufficient time 
is allowed borrowers to work out, such as second mortgages 
upon real estate, cattle paper, and various other kinds of se- 
curities that can not be handled through any other govern- 
mental agency nor through the banks. We have many banks 
in our section of the country, including parts of Minnesota, 
North and South Dakotu. Wyoming, and Montana, that are 
entirely solvent, but that, nevertheless, will not be able to re- 
main open for any great length of time unless they get some 
real relief in the way of financial advancement through some 
governmental agency. There is no agency to-day that can take 
up that slow paper, that can handle the second mortgages and 
the character of security they have, outside of the War Finance 
Corporation. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Yes. 

Mr. MeKEOWN. Will the War Finance Corporation be able 
to do that if we extend its time? I am interested to know 
what the effect will be. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. The War Finance Corporation has been 
doing that ever since it was revived and has been doing a splen- 
did work, but, as all know, the War Finance Corporation has 
been gradually collecting in its loans and advances. I do not 
charge that the War Finance Corporation has deliberately 
called in its loans with a view to embarrassing the West, but 
it is a fact that the amount outstanding- has heen greatly re- 
duced. Many of the banks haye established connections with 
the Federal reserve; others with the intermediate credit banks 
and other banking agencies. They haye found other means of 
liquidating liabilities and taking care of their assets. That ex- 
plains in part the large sums which haye been repaid to the 
War Finance Corporation. There are still a large number of 
banks that have not been able to realize on their slow and frozen 
assets and that can not be cared for through any other organi- 
zation than the War Finance Corporation. This bill proposes 
to extend the life of that corporation for nine months. 

Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. Chairman, does the gentleman think 
that an extension of this War Finance Corporation for nine 
months is sufficiently long? I want to hear the gentleman on 
that. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. That is the point that I really rose to 
discuss, We propose in this bill to extend the time for a period 
of nine months, In my judgment—and I think I know the sit- 
uation in the West as well as any man on this floor, because I 
have assisted many of these banks in getting advances from the 
War Finance Corporation—nine months is not sufficient time 


within which to clear up the situation in the Northwest. There 
is another objection to the bill as it now stands. It extends 


the time only until November 30, 1924, so far as the ability of 
the War Finance Corporation to do new business is concerned, 
After that date no new applications for advances can be con- 
sidered. That time occurs prior to the convening of Congress, 
and the corporation will die, so far as new loans are concerned, 
before Congress will have another opportunity to extend its 
life further if that should become necessary. 

I believe it is absolutely essential to the protection of the 
great mid-West that we extend the time for at least one year, 
that is, until February 28, 1925. My own bill provides for 
this length of time. If the situation then has cleared up suf- 
ficiently so that there is no further need of extending the 
time, all well and good. The corporation should not be main- 
tained any longer than is absolutely necessary to take care 
of the emergency. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I want this bill to extend the life of 
the corporation to such a time as Congress will be in session, 
Then we can reextend it if it should become necessary at 
that time. We can not do it under the present bill as it 


now stands, and when the bill is taken up under the 5-minute 
rule I shall offer appropriate amendments to extend the life 
of the War Finance Corporation for one year froni February 
29, 1924, when the corporation will cease functioning, so far 
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as new loans are concerned. The amendments, if adopted, 
will carry it over until February 28. 1925. [Applause.] 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina [Mr, STEVENSON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, to revert first to what the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. WILLIAMS q] says he pro- 
poses to move, so far as an amendment is concerned, for tactical 
reasons we did not think it wise to do that. This is a Senate 
bill. If you are going to do anything for these people, you 
have got to do it and do it quickly. There were 100 bank fail- 
ures in that territory during the month of January. And 
power to assist and assist quickly, and to know that they can 
go on assisting, must be given at once if you are going to save 
the situation. 


Now, if you amend this bill in two or three particulars and 
send it back to the honorable body at the other end of the Cap- 
itol, it may be 30 days before it will go into effect. Your com- 
mittee thought the proper thing to do was to put it through 
just as they sent it here, which gives them the right to accept 
applications up to the 30th day of next November to make loans 
up to the 31st day of December. This Congress will meet again 
under the Constitution on the first Monday in December, and 
the War Finance Corporation will be going forward and thresh- 
ing out applications and making loans that were applied for 
up to the 30th of November, and everybody who is in a pinch, 
knowing that they must get in an application by the 30th of 
November, will get it in, and there will not be any hiatus. 
If it is necessary to extend another year, there will be no 
trouble about that. The farmers haye lots of good friends in 
this body, as well as in the other body. If you want to be 
effective and effective right away, adopt the bill just as it is 
and not give the gentlemen at the other end of the Capitol any 
more time to delay and talk about other things. 


Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 
Mr. STEVENSON, Yes. 


Mr, WILLIAMSON. This will expire on November 30, 1924. 
Congress will not be in session. The corporation will have no 
right to assume that its life will be extended. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Now, let us see how long Congress will 
not be in session. November 30, 1924—I have not a calendar 
here—what day in the week is that? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I do not know. 
five days. But that is not the point. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Then I will make the point. The power 
to accept more applications will expire on the 30th day of 
November. The power to grant applications will expire on the 
Bist of December. In the meantime, on the first Monday of 
December, which is not more than four or five days after the 
30th of November, Congress will meet, and it can very promptly 
correct it, if a correction is needed, and you can extend the 
time. 

You will get now immediate action, and have behind it this 
same Congress with which to get action again, if necessary, 
and the President of the United States in his message recom- 
mended the yery thing we have put in. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I think I gave a wrong impression by 
my statement, or it was misunderstood. They ask for an ex- 
tension after November 30, 1924. 

Mr. STEVENSON. That is next Noyember, November 30, 
1924, that they have got to haye their applications in in order 
to be considered, but they can consider and pass them at any 
time up to December 31, and meanwhile Congress will be in 
session, November 30 is on Sunday and December 1 is on 
Monday. ‘The time to file applications expires on Sunday 
night. Congress meets on Monday morning, and there are 30 
days in which to act upon the proposition. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Does not the gentleman think that 
the bill to extend the life of the War Finance Corporation 
would never get out of the Banking and Currency Committee 
unless it meets first the approval of the President and the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and the Senate Finance Committee? 

Mr. STEVENSON. No. We came here in 1920, with the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury against it, and we reported it out of the 
Committee on Banking and Currency and passed it through 
both Houses. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgin. Did it not come from the Finance 
Committee of the Senate first, and did not the Finance Com- 


It will be about four or 
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mittee of the Senate get the approval of the President before 
they acted? 

Mr. STEVENSON. I do not know as to that. It will expire 
on December 31 anyhow. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I wanted to ask the gentleman whether 
he really believed it would be practicable to introduce the bill 
next December, get it considered by the committees of both 
Houses, and get it passed prior to the time Congress takes its 
Christmas holidays? 

Mr. STEVENSON. All I can answer is that we did that 
with respect to the very Same institution in 1920, in December, 
with the active and violent opposition of the Secretary of the 
Treasury against it. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Why not correct it now? } 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. The trouble about amending it 
now is that if we should amend it, it might not be approved by 
the Senate before the expiration of the power of the board to 
act upon applications. Here is the situation: The entire com- 
mittee is for the extension of the War Finance Corporation. 
If we pass this bill now it will be sent to the President and 
become a law before the 1st day of next month. We thought it 
better to leave the bill as it is, haye it become a law, and have 
it take effect immediately, and not take any chances. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I want to trace the conditions out of 
which this necessity occurs. We have the Federal reserve 
banks for the use of commercial institutions, and in so far as 
furm paper is concerned, you can discount that there to a 
maturity of six months, but that has been demonstrated not to 
be sufficient. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. The gentleman knows we amended 
that in the Intermediate credit act to nine months. 

Mr. STEVENSON. That is correct. Then we have created 
the land banks, which make the long-time loans to the farmers 
on land. We have those two institutions, and at the last Con- 
gress we went ahead and provided banks which would furnish 
intermediate credit, furnish credit to the farmer which was 
longer than he could get through the Federal reserve banks 
und shorter than he could get through the land banks, and we 
did that by creating the intermediate credit banks. Those 
banks are discharging their functions, but they can not take 
care of the situation now because some risk must be taken; 
there must be some tremendous risk taken out in the North- 
west in order to prevent that country from going into bank- 
ruptey. If the intermediate credit banks undertook to carry 
out the purposes that are necessary to be carried out they 
would discredit their power to sell debentures, and their credit 
being goue they would have no capital with which to finance 
the farmer on his legitimate intermediate credit, credit from 
six months to three years, which is absolutely necessary. Con- 
sequently there is no instrumentality that the Government can 
use to meet the situation in the Northwest except the War 
Finance Corporation, which has the right—because it is going 
out of business—to take some risk, and if it is necessary to lose 
some money we shall have to see them lose the money in order 
to save a great section—a great, magnificent section—of the 
Northwest from bankruptcy and from going through a process 
which will result in years of retardation of development and 
the tax-paying power of that country. Consequently we have 
devided—although many of us thought the War Finance Corpo- 
ration ought to be wound up—to extend its life as long as it is 
necessary for the relief of that situation. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I am in thorough accord with the gen- 
tlemun as to the extension of the life of the War Finance 
Corporation, but as a matter of personal inquiry and a matter 
of very vital interest to the State of North Carolina in connec- 
tion with these intermediate banks, has the gentleman thought 
about the difficulty which confronts us in the State of North 
Carolina as to these intermediate banks, where we have a 6 
per cent law? I would like to hear the gentleman on that. 

Mr. STEVENSON. There is no difficulty in North Carolina 
about that. but there is difficulty in South Carolina. Our law 
is an 8 per cent law, and the banks there do not want to take 
this paper and rediscount ft at an intermediate credit bank, 
because the law requires them to discount such paper at not 
more than 7 per cent. and when they break their rate for one 
man they haye to break it for all. Consequently they do not 
want to discount this paper at the intermediate credit bank, 
because they can charge but 7 per cent. However, in North 
Carolina they have a 6 per cent law, and in that State, if they 
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would live up to the law, they could discount every piece of 
such paper they took; but the difficulty is that the North Caro- 
lina bankers want to charge more than their law allows; con- 
sequently they charge 8 per cent, and when they go to the 
intermediate credit bank they are debarred, and they are de- 
barred because they have charged more than the intermediate 
credit law allows. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. Brann]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, I am in favor of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. WILLIAMSON], and I hope 
it will be adopted. 

The position taken by the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. STEVENSON] and the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. STRONG] 
to the effect that this bill can again be extended for another 
year, or some other time, at the next session of Congress, is 
a very doubtful position to assume. I know as much about 
the life and history of this legislation, in my judgment, as 
any member of the committee and I know the troubles which 
confront one who introduces a bill to amend the War Finance 
Corporation act in getting it into this House for a vote. If you 
will allow me to say so, I think the Recorp will show that I 
am the first man in the American Congress to introduce 
a bill to revive the War Finance Corporation act. I think it 
is also true that I was the first man, or probably the first, 
to introduce a bill to extend its life. I am likewise the 
first man in this Congress to introduce a bill, which I did on 
the first day of this session, providing for an extension of one 
year’s time within which to allow borrowers to pay their loans 
or for the-purpose of liquidating the present Indebtedness due 
the corporation. I have had trouble every time I introduced 
these bills in getting a Wearing before our committee. I do not 
charge the chairman of our committee, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. McFappen], as being wholly responsible for 
this, because the chairman as a man is fair, reasonable, con- 
servative, and honest, and as chairman of our committee he 
has made a very efficient, enviable, and able record. But he, 
like the chairman of the Finance Committee of the Senate, is 
more or less subject to orders from headquarters. The rank- 
ing Member of the minority party on this commiitee, one of 
the ablest Members of this Congress and one of the best 
debaters of this House since I have been a Member of it, the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Wrygo], can not in every in- 
stance assist a Democrat in getting his bills out of this com- 
mittee; certainly not, if the chairman of the committee is un- 
willing for them to be acted upon by the committee. 

I introduced my bill providing for an extension for a year 
and to allow another year for payment of loans on the first day 
of this Congress, and in my Judgment it would have been repos- 
ing in the committee room until this good hour if President 
Coolidge had not indorsed and urged the proposition, and I say 
this in no offensive way toward the chairman. The bill would 
never have gotten out of our committee unless President Cool- 
idge had been led to believe by the people who are in distress in 
the West that some sort of legislation like this should be 
adopted. 

I agree with him about It. The farmers in the two Dakotas, 
Montana, Minnesota, and Wyoming are in a distressed condi- 
tion. They are in the condition now that we were in in 1914 
in the Cotton Belt, when cotton was selling for 5 cents per 
pound, and the condition we were in two or three years ago 
when the boll weevil was ravaging the country and the deflation 
policy of the Federal Reserve Board was working its disastrous 
results throughout the agricultural sections of the land. Know- 
ing that our own people are still suffering from economic ills 
and believing that the farmers of the Western States are in dire 
distress, I appeal to the Democrats on this side of the House 
who know about the troubles and the sacrifices of the southern 
cotton grower to come now to the rescue of the western farmer 
and vote for the amendment of the gentleman from South 
Dakota. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Wil the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Yes. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. What was the reason that the commit- 
tee reported against extending it one year? 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. You mean for not adopting the 
amendment of the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. WI 
LIAMSON]? 2 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes; you had this matter up in your 
committee. Why did they not extend it for a longer time? 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. A bill came from the Senate similar 


to Mr. McFappen’s bill which he introduced in the House, which 
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was taken up for consideration, and it was the opinion of both 
the ranking member of the minority and the chairman of 
the committee, as well as other members, that to adopt an 
amendment to it would delay its passage in the Senate. 


Mr. HASTINGS. Will the gentleman yield a moment? 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Yes. 

Mr. HASTINGS, Isit not the gentleman’s opinion that if an 
amendment, such as you suggest, were adopted it would be 
adopted in the Senate to-morrow? 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. They can do that in 24 hours. 

Mr. HASTINGS. And it would not delay it over 48 hours 
anyhow? 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. There is not a legislative body on the 
face of this earth that can pass a bill quicker than the United 
States Senate when it wants to. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Is there not some other reason why 
they do not want the time extended further? 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Well, I will tell you what I believe 
is the real reason. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes; let us just get down to the reasons. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. In my judgment the real reason is 
that it was not recommended by the President or the chairman 
of the War Finance Corporation or the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury for a longer period than nine months, 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia, Is not the gentleman a little in- 
correct about the recommendation of the President? Did he 
uot recommend that it be extended to December 31, 1924? 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia, Yes; and that is just nine months. 
What we want is to have it extended for a year. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I think so too. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. You southern Democrats must 
know as well as these western Republicans and Democrats 
out there know that one can not collect or pay these old debts 
within a year. It takes time for the farmers to work out of 
their present trouble. If the farmers can not pay the bankers, 
the bankers ean not pay the War Finance Corporation, and if 
the War Finance Corporation insists upon the bankers paying 
their debts when they can not collect from the farmers many 
of them will be forced into bankruptey. This is particularly 
true with the small banks all over the South and the West. 

There were 100 banks in the ninth Federal reserve district, 
including the two Dakotas, Montana, Minnesota, and Wyoming, 
that broke during the month of January. Some of them ought 
not to have failed, because they were in a sound condition. 
All they needed was time. All they needed was indulgence, 
and that is what the farmers of the South now need. We can 
not raise a crop with the present heavy expense of making it 
and pay to any great extent on these old debts. I now yield 
tu the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Do I understand my friend is now 
in favor of the amendment that is to be offered? 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. I certainly am. I reserved the 
right in your presence and hearing to take this position when 
it came on the floor. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas.. I voted that way yesterday in the 
committee, and I just wondered what has transpired since. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Nothing has transpired. I ex- 
plained at the time that I reserved the right to vote this way, 
and, as I stated a while ago, I introduced a bill, and I have it 
in my hand here now, on the first day of this session of Con- 
gress, extending part of the provisions of the law for a year, 
I did this because our farmers and banks need indulgence on 
the part of the War Finance Corporation, They are absolutely 
compelled to have more time to pay their indebtedness due the 
corporation. : 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman has expired, 

Mr. WINGO. I yield the gentleman two more minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Branp] 
is recognized for two additional minutes, 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. If you would save the farmers of 
the West and many of the banks and farmers of the South 
from going into bankruptcy or into the hands of receivers, 
you must give them a year or two longer to work out their 
plans and then be able not only to pay their debts of the cur- 
rent year but some of their debts of past years. I do 
not care what position President Coolidge may have taken or 
the War Finance Corporation manager, or what is the opinion 
of anyone else who lives in Washington, because they know 
practically little about the troubles of the farmer. They do 
not come in contact with him, and therefore do not know much 
about the real distress and suffering he and his family have 
been enduring the last few years. If he gets a year’s indul- 
gence on his obligation he may survive and pay his debts. If 
he does not get it, he may not. Every Member, and particularly 
those who have professed so much love for the farmer on this 


floor so often and who in all public utterances manifest so 
much solicitude for him, whose sincerity I do not question, 
now have the opportunity to substantially help him by voting 
for this amendment. While so much is being said and written 
in and out of Congress, and a propaganda, unprecedented in 
the history of the Nation, has been proclaimed from one end of 
the land to the other in support of reduction of income taxes, 
which I fayor as well as the reduction of all other classes of 
taxes, we should not be unmindful of the welfare of the poor 
fellow who has not sufficient property upon which to pay an in- 
come tax and who is carrying crosses and bearing burdens of 
life which are more onerous than those the income-tax payer is 


enduring. [Applause.] 
Mr. WINGO. Mr, Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Alabama. * 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. STHAGALL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
no Member of the House has favored more earnestly than I 
have the use of the powers of the War Finance Corporation to 
deal with economic emergencies that followed the war and 
which in some sections at least exist at this time. The proof 
has shown in the hearings conducted by the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee of the House on the bill before us that there 
haye been hundreds of bank failures in the Northwest during 
recent months. It was shown that there have been about 100 
bank failures in the ninth Federal reserve district alone since 
the beginning of the new year. In the States of Minnesota, 
Montana, North Dakota, and South Dakota, the States com- 
prising the ninth Federal reserve district, 17 national banks 
have failed. It is easy to see the seriousness of this situation, 
It is simply deplorable, and I am sure it gives deep concern to 
every patriotic Member of this House, no matter from what 
section of the country he may come. The War Finance Cor- 
poration has rendered much assistance in this situation, but the 
fact that under the law the period within which the corporation 
is authorized to make loans is about to expire is having a dis- 
couraging effect. Already the possibility of the termination of 
its aid is being felt. I am heartily in favor of the passage of 
the bill before us extending till Noyember 30 the time within 
which the corporation may receive applications for loans. 

I should not object if the measure extended the life of the 
corporation three months longer. But, gentlemen, practically 
speaking, there is very little difference between an extension of 
nine months and an extension for a period of one year. Either 
will give ample time in which to effect great relief to the people 
of the sections now in sore distress. The bill before us is a 
Senate bill and, if we pass it without any change, will become 
a law immediately, and its enactment will have a steadying 
effect and give most helpful reassurance without delay. I 
should have favored an extension for the period of one year 
but for the need for immediate action. ‘The situation is such 
that every day counts, My suggestion to gentlemen who insist 
that the extension should be for a longer period is to avail 
ourselves of the opportunity at hand; and if it is thought neces- 
sary, we can pass the bill introduced by the chairman of the 
Banking and Currency Committee of the House, make the period 
of extension one year, and send that bill to the Senate to 
undergo whatever of delay there must be. To amend the bill 
before us might involve delay that would be hurtful in its effect. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL, Yes; I yield with pleasure to the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON, Does the gentleman think there will be 
any delay in the Senate when this bill was passed unanimously 
and without discussion? Do you think the matter would be 
delayed there? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I hardly think there would be any great 
delay, but that is merely my opinion. That would be taking a 
chance, and the gentleman and I are agreed that the important 
thing is to keep the War Finance Corporation functioning witli- 
out cessation and let it be known at once that this effort is to 
be made to take care of conditions that have recently become so 
serious in some of the States of the West. To make sure of 
best results it seems to me the sensible thing to do is to take 
the measure as it passed the Senate and let it become a law at 
the earliest day practicable. Gentlemen know what is going on 
over in the Senate. Nobody knows what a day may bring forth. 
Gentlemen know the extraordinary situation that exists in that 
body, and no one ean foretell what the Senate will he engaged 
in to-morrow or for the next week or for the next month. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. T will. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Did the gentleman’s committee ever con- 
sider a proposition of extending the time of the War Finance 
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Corporation for something like two or three years in order to 
recover from this depression? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I was coming to that in a moment. I 
speak as one who has been enthusiastic in his support of legis- 
lation to continue the War Finance Corporation. I think I 
know the great value of the services rendered by this organi- 
zation in extending credits to the people of my section and my 
State. One reason why I am so ready now to come to the 
rescue of farmers in sections that are suffering the greatest at 
this time is because I remember with deep gratitude how the 
Representatives from the West helped us revive the War 
Finance Corporation when the farmers of the South were suf- 
fering as the farmers of the Northwest are suffering now. 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The tine of the gentleman from Alabama 
has expired. 

Mr. WINGO. I yield to the gentleman five minutes more. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. Yes. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas, I want to ask the gentleman—and I 
presume his recollection is like mine—at the time the War 
Finance Corporation was reyived, cotton was not probably suf- 
fering the worst slump of any product. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Cotton was suffering and our people were 
in a most serious situation. I was not going to say this, but I 
will in connection with the gentleman's suggestion. I beleve 
the revival of the War Finance Corporation resulted in an in- 
erease in the price of cotton from $15 to $20 a bale in a few 
days’ time. I have no doubt that it resulted in preventing the 
failure of many banks and was exceedingly helpful to farmers, 
who were the worst sufferers in that period of defiation and 
depression. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Win the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield to my friend from Georgia. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. From what was said before our 
committee, does not the gentleman think that the western 
farmers are in the same fix that we were then? 

Mr. STEAGALL. Yes: The western farmers are in the 
same condition, substantially, that we were at the time the 
War Finance Corporation was revived after its activities had 
been terminated upon advice of the Attorney General con- 
struing the law fixing the time for its operation to cease. I 
thought the advice erroneous and I think so very strongly 
now, but that is foreign to what we are considering at this 
time. I want to say to the gentleman from Georgia that 
there is need in his State, in my State, and throughout the 
South now for the work which the War Finance Corporation 
is empowered to do. There are many farmers and some 
country banks in the South who have not yet recovered and 
who still need and deserve every consideration at our hands. 
I want to see every activity and every helpful aid extended 
that can properly be done until the situation is finally re- 
lieved, both in the South and in the great Northwest. 

But I was about to say that the War Finance Corporation 
was established originally as a war measure and it was re- 
vived and continued after the war for the purpose of dealing 
with emergencies and aiding in the relief of conditions growing 
out of the war. I think all of us will agree that we should 
look forward to the time, which I am sure all of us desire to 
see, when conditions will be such that we may stop the ex- 
pense which this organization necessitates and when all 
interests may be financed in a normal way and along lines 
that are considered wise and sound as a pernianent financial 
policy. If the situation is such that the War Finance Cor- 
poration is not needed for loan purposes after the 30th of 
November, it will be very gratifying to me, as I am sure it 
will be to other Members who have given thought to this 
legislation. If it is deemed necessary to further continue its 
activities at that time, there will be only a few days to inter- 
vene between then and the assembling of Congress and any 
necessary legislation can be passed without serious delay. 
I hope, in the meantime, that the great Federal reserve system, 
the farm-loan system, and the intermediate credit banks, 
which we look to as the permanent credit institutions to meet 
the demands of all classes of people, will afford a satisfactory 
supply of credit and that temporary remedies may no longer 
be required. 

Mr. KVALE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEAGALL. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. KVALE. If the gentleman will allow me, I want to say 
that I do not believe that the cotton farmers of the South were 
ever in as bad condition as the wheat farmers of the Northwest 
are to-day. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Well, every man thinks his troubles are 
the worst. No other man’s toothache is ever so bad as your 
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own. I will not attempt to draw comparisons, but I think the 
experiences are pretty much the same, I know a farmer in 
my home county, near the town in whieh I live, who planted 
500 acres in cotton, went in debt for thousands of dollars 
worth of fertilizers, thousands of dollars for labor and sup- 
plies, and only made 10 bales of cotton where he expected to 
make from 300 to 400 bales. If the gentleman ean show me 
a farmer who has fared worse than that, I will admit he is cor- 


rect. 

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama 
has again expired. 

Mr. WINGO. I yield to the gentleman two minutes more. 

Mr. STEAGALL, The case to which I refer is a typical one. 
The same thing in lesser degree happened to thousands and 
thousands of cotton farmers last year. This condition exists in 
many localities of the South. Some sections in the cotton- 
growing States are prospering because others are suffering. 
Because of a total crop failure in some parts there has been an 
increase in price and a reasonable amount of prosperity in other 
sections. The impression that farmers in the cotton-growing 
States are in a prosperous condition everywhere is entirely 
erroneous. What I say applies to my own district, where I have 
personal knowledge of the conditions about which I speak, and 
it is true of the entire Cotton Belt. 

I should like to take this opportunity to discuss agricultural 
conditions in a general way, but I shall not ask for further time 
in which to do so. I fear very much that gentlemen who antici- 
pate the necessity for further extension of the loan-making 
period of the War Finance Corporation are not in error in their 
calculations. In my humble judgment the action we are taking 
only means to ease the patient along and prolong his life by 
treating his symptoms. I hope this may be accomplished until 
the great factors that are destroying agriculture shall be recog- 
nized and a real remedy applied But, gentlemen, we need not 
deceive themselves; there will be no general revival of agricul- 
ture and ne real or satisfactory prosperity among the producers 
of the country until something is done to improve marketing 
conditions, to cut down the spread between the farmer and 
the consumer of his products, and to grant relief from exorbitant 
transportation charges and the unjust and indefensible burden 
of tariff taxes now resting on the backs of the American people. 
[Applause. } 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brack]. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, adverting for a mo- 
ment to the financial situation which exists in the South as 
compared to that which now exists in the Northwest, I want to 
emphasize that throughout this effort to deal with agricultural 
difficulties our Committee on Banking and Currency has en- 
deayored to deal with them always in a wholly nonpartisan way, 
with a view of serving as far as we may serve the interests of 
the entire country. A question of this kind is certainly not a 
partisan question and is far from being a sectional one. As my 
colleague Mr. Sreacatn has correctly said, conditions in the 
South are not such as to entirely eliminate the need of a credit 
agency such as is provided in the War Finance Corporation. 
There were sections of the South in 1923 where the ravages of 
the boli weevil were so great that many farmers who planted an 
acreage from which under ordinary eonditions they might have 
expected a yield of 15 bales reaped a harvest of only one or two 
bales. Of course if that farmer received a dollar a pound for 
his cotton, he would not be making the cost of production. In 
large sections of the South, therefore, the financial conditions 
are still bad, and many banks are overextended, I therefore 
think, speaking of the country generally, it is well to extend the 
active operations of the War Finance Corporation, as provided 
in this bill. 

Getting back now to the main question, I remember when we 
passed the original act, August 24, 1021, reviving the corporation 
there were those who in a way belittled the legislation and said 
that it would do no good; that it would not accomplish any- 
thing. Therefore, in the remaining time that I have at my 
disposal, I shall read a paragraph from the last annual report 
of the War Finance Corporation which gives a brief picture of 
what has been done since its revival in 1921: 


Since the passage of the act on August 24, 1921, the corporation has 
approved 8,154 advances for agricultural and Mvestock purposes, totaling 
$467,503,000—$184,828,000 to banking and financial institutions, $85,- 
342,000 to livestock Ioan companies, and $197,527,000 to cooperative 
marketing associations. 


It should be remembered, ef course, that the corporation 
does not necessarily advance all of the lonns that nre approved, 
because sometimes the full amount of the approved loan has 
not been called for. 
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Of the amounts approved, 8287, 740, 000 had been actually advanced 
on November 30, 1923—$169,708,000 to banking and finance institu- 
tions, $80,000,000 to livestock loan companies, and $37,000,000 to co- 
operative marketing associations, ' 

I know there is a natural inquiry among the Members of the 


House as to how much of this has been paid. Let us see about 
that feature. 


The total repayment received by the corporation to November 30, 
1928, on account of its loans aggregate $211,345,000, which repre- 
sents 73.4 per cent of all the advances. 


There have been considerable repayments since then, and if 
I were making an offhand estimate I would say that neurly 
80 per cent of all the advances have been repaid and the obli- 
gations canceled, 

To say how much good these extensive loaning operations 
have done would be speculative, but I recall that when we 
passed the act in 1921, as the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
STEaGALL] said, cotton was selling at a low price. It was not 
more than 60 or 90 days until it was selling at a very much 
better price; in fact, was bringing an advance of at least 
$20 per bale. Also, the price of livestock advanced to some 
extent, as did other farm products. I would not go so far 
as to say that all of this improvement was due to the re- 
vival of the War Finance Corporation act. I do believe, how- 
ever, that the financial assistance furnished by this corpora- 
tion in that hour of need to the overextended banks and to 
the cooperative marketing associations and other credit 
agencies was very helpful and reassuring and proved it to be 
one of the constructive agencies for improving serious agri- 
cultural difficulties. Of course, many difficulties still exist, 
and no one act of Congress is going to cure them all, The 
continuance of the active operations of the War Finance Cor- 
poration will be a helpful factor, and I am glad to know that 
there is no opposition to its further extension, [Applause.] 

Mr, McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Montana [Mr, LEAVITT]. 

Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Chairman, speaking from the standpoint 
of a Representative of that State of the West which stands 
second in the production of spring wheat and fifth in the pro- 
duction of all kinds of wheat among the States, I wish to ex- 
press my appreciation of that spirit of cooperation which we 
see on the part of the Representatives from the South. It is 
of great importance to the Northwest that the War Finance 
Corporation be given an extended life at this time. I haye 
been greatly pleased with the statement made by different 
Representatives to the effect that this is not to be considered 
the final and permanent cure for existing conditions, but it is 
to be considered only as a temporary measure which will, to 
Some extent, help out the situation while the fundamental 
measures are being worked out and conditions are being re- 
stored to normal. 

So far as the amendment before the House is concerned, of 
course it would be better if we could have a year’s extension 
at this time, but I am not willing, as a Representative of one of 
the great wheat-growing States, to take any steps which are 
likely to interfere with the immediate passage of this bill, so 
that it may go immediately into effect, and word go out into 
that northwestern country that this great organization has been 
given an extended life. The question of whether we should 
amend this to a period of one year should rest wholly upon the 
answer to be made by the chairman of this committee as to 
whether or not, in his opinion, we will be taking any consid- 
erable chance of having this relief measure delayed if we add 
to the time fixed in the bill and thus force it back into confer- 
ence with the Senate. 

Mr. MCFADDEN. I say to the gentleman that I believe we 
would lose more than we gain. I am not opposed particularly 
to the extension for a year, but here is the practical situation 
in which we find ourselves: 

In the first place, the President has asked that this be ex- 
tended to December 31. The War Finance Corporation is in 
accord on that, and the Treasury is in accord, and the Senate 
has passed this bill; and for the purpose of expediting this 
legislation, and realizing the importance of getting the word 
out to the country that that institution has been continued over 
this distress period, we are taking up this Senate bill in 
preference to the House bill, so that it will not have to go 
into conference, but that it may be passed and signed by the 
President almost instantly. 

I think the psychological effect on those sections of the 
country will be such that it will mean much more to the 
country to have this passed now than it would to continue it 
for a year, with the possibility of delay in conference and 


delay in its passage through the Senate again. Therefore I 
hope we can pass it to-day, and get the word out to the country 


that Congress has acted, and acted for the benefit of the present , 


situation. 
Mr. LEAVITT. Mr. Chairman, in view of this statement by 
the chairman of the committee, and in full confidence that 


since the President of the United States, recognizing the con- 


dition that exists now, has recommended this present extension, 
he will, if the same condition exists at the expiration of this 
period, make a like recommendation again, I concur with the 
chairman of the committee that we should not make any 
amendment which might delay, but should pass the measure 
immediately as reported. 


Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen- 


tleman from Georgia [Mr. LARSEN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, I was rather amused at the colloquy which took 
place between the gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. KVALE, and 
the gentleman from Alabama, Mr. STEAGALL, as to what section of 
the country is suffering the most from financial depression. It 
brought to my mind a story I heard as to a conversation said 
to have oceurred in Georgia some months ago. As the story 
goes, x New York banker had been down in Florida, and coming 
back through Georgia en route to New York decided to get a 
little first-hand information regarding the boll-weevil situation 
in the South. Finally he spied a man who looked like a farmer, 
and approaching him he said, “Are you a farmer?” The man 
replied, “Yes.” The banker asked, “In what State do you 
live?” He answered, “In Georgia.” “Good,” said the banker; 
“T was just wanting to get some information regarding Georgia. 
I am a New York banker. I understand that Georgia is in a 
distressed financial condition on account of the boll-weevil pest. 
Do you happen to live in that part of Georgia that is infested 
with the pest?” The farmer answer, “ Yes; I live right in the 
middle of it.” The banker said,. Tell me about it.” 

The farmer replied, “The boll weevil is about the worst 
citizen with which I ever came in contact. He has ruined the 
farmer. We used to worry a lot about the income tax, but we 
do not fret any more about income taxes. We have none to 
pay, but the State, county, and municipal taxes are worrying 
us a great deal. We are unable to pay them. Everybody has 
left the farm except the man who owns it. The negroes have 
gone north and the white tenants have gone south. The man 
who owns the farm can not get away. In many cases the sher- 
iffs have levied upon the farms and advertised them for sale 
As a result it will not be long before all the farms are sold for 
taxes.” 

It touched the heart of the New York banker and he said, 
“My friend, I am deeply touched at the distressing conditions 
which you say surround you. Judging from your statement L 
assume it is almost impossible, even for the most progressive 
farmers of your State, to obtain the necessaries of life.” The 
farmer said, “Yes; that is true; and when we do get it, the 
darn stuff is so rotten that we can not drink it.” [Laughter.] 

But, gentlemen, I come from a section of Georgia that has 
suffered as much from depressed conditions as any section in 
the Union. Five years ago my home county produced 65,000 
bales of cotton. Last year we produced only about 11,000 
bales. This condition has prevailed for some four years and 
is only representative of that section of the State. Something 
should be done for the farmers not only throughout the West, 
but also in Georgia and other sections of the South. 

Mr. Chairman, the report of the committee shows that the 
President of the United States recommended this legislation. 
In principle I have heretofore favored such legislation, and in- 
troduced at least one bill to extend the life of the War Finance 
Corporation. Mr. Chairman, I fail to understand why pro- 
visions of the legislation should limit its loan duration to nine 
months, Why not make it at least one year? 

The privilege of borrowing money for nine months may aid 
the farmer to make a crop, but it will not protect him in mar- 
keting it. Are we only to spare his life to make another crop 
in order that the wolves of finance, speculation, and greed may 
devour him when it is made? For reasons suggested I shall 
vote for every amendment that will extend the borrowing pe- 
riod for a reasonable time, and not merely until after the 
election, as this bill will do. 

If the bill is not amended, I shall nevertheless yote for it upon 
final passage. But, in saying this, I am constrained to add that 
I do not believe it will afford the farmer that substantial aid 
and relief which he desires or deserves. The proposed legisla- 
tion may be the shadow of what he wants, but certainly it is not 
the substance of what he needs. In part it may be, and I think 
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is, hut the real remedy for his troubles must go beyond tem- 
porary credit and the facility to borrow for a short period of 
time. 

The farmer has his limitations and his faults, but he is not 
wholly responsible for his present financial depression. Bad 
banking in the West may have, and I believe has, wrought agri- 
cultural disaster there, but the devastation of the cotton-boll 
weevil has contributed to distress in the South. 

One naturally asks why the wheat farmer in the West and the 
cotton grower of the South do not diversify. The question is 
easy to ask, but the process of diversification is difficult. Changes 
produce disorganization, and disorganization is always hazard- 
ous and expensive, In many instances the one-crop farmer has 
no bunk account and his eredit is exhausted; he knows little or 
nothing as to the growing of other crops. He may undertake to 
grow truck, but vegetables are a new departure, especially so 
far as grading, marketing, and fertilizing are concerned. He 
attempts to compete with experts in these lines, but the trans- 
portation companies and the distributers of his-products in the 
various cities of the land make no allowance for his want of 
skill or concessions on account of his inexperience. As an 
inevitable result he suffers, becomes disheartened, and ofttimes 
goes broke. 

He is told to raise livestock, hogs, cattle, and so forth, to enter 
into the dairy business, to raise poultry, and so forth. He has 
no money with which to build the necessary farmhouses for such 
change, or to purchase poultry or livestock from which to 
raise, or for dairy purposes. He may not even have the feed 
to go through the beginner's period, so without sufficient finance 
or experience to meet competition in fields involving change, 
he struggles along in his accustomed way or leaves the farm 
to engage in some new line of activity where some one else 
may pay the bills and furnish the expense for him to learn. 
Thus it happens that more than a million persons left the 
farms of America last year. We may pity, but certainly we 
should not blame them. 

If we really wish to aid this class of farmers we might do 
so by appropriating a substantial revolving fund to loan them 
for the purchase of necessary poultry and livestock for both 
dairy and meat purposes, or provide them with a variety of 
seeds for other crops than those they now grow and which 
may be profitably produced by them. If we do this and fur- 
nish a few expert demonstrators in these new lines they will 
probably succeed. If they succeed, as they doubtless would 
under such circumstances, would not the Goyernment be well 
repaid not only in the return of its money but in the preserva- 
tion of an already developed farm section and the defense of 
its oppressed citizens? 

But, Mr. Chairman, the farmer of every section has his 
problems. If the majority party in the Congress were willing 
we could, at least in part, help to solve them by legislation. 
We can aid the farmer, and millions of other American citizens, 
by a sane revision of the tariff law. 

If the people in my own State, most of whom are farmers, 


National Treasury last year were the only expenditures im- 
posed upon them by reason of Federal tax laws, they would 
not mind; but when they realize, as all of them do, that in 
addition to the Federal tax collection they contribute many 
millions directly to the wealthy manufacturers of this country 
in order that their products may not come into competition 


with those of foreign countries, they realize that something, for | 


which they are not responsible, is radically wrong. 

But, Mr. Chairman, the farmer has another indictment 
against his Government attributable to Republican misrule. 
If there was ever an excuse for the Esch-Cummins law, he 
Knows the time has now come when he should have relief from 
exorbitant freight rates. He knows that the total freight ton- 
nage of the American railroads for last year were the largest 
in the history of this Government. He also knows that the 
rates charged were never higher; that by reason of this he is 
forced to pay an excessive increased percentage on every article 
that he buys; and that enormous transportation charges con- 
sume a very large portion of what should be his profit on com- 
modities sold, 

Republicans know that these indictments and many more 
exist against their party. Perhaps they may believe the farmer 
will be induced to nol-pros them on account of this pittance 
of money to be loaned them until after the election. They may 
do it, but I do not think so. They will long remember the 
extravagance and graft which has prevailed during the Repub- 
lican administrations of the past three years and the unnec- 
essary delay, if not absolute refusal, to prosecute such guilty 
offenders. November is too close at hand for them to forget. 
The time of the gentleman from Georgia 


The CHATRMAN, 
has expired. 
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Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD, 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks manti 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp, Is there 


objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I make the same 
request, to extend my remarks in the Recorp. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired, and the Clerk will 
read the bill. $ 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc, That the time during which the War Finance 
Corporation may .make advances and purchase notes, drafts, bills of 
exchange, or other securities under the terms of sections 21, 22, 23, 
and 24 of the War Finance Corporation act, as amended, is hereby 
extended to and including November 80, 1924: Provided, That if any 
application for an advance or for the purchase by the War Finance 
Corporation of notes, drafts, bills of exchange, or other securities ig 
received at the office of the corporation in the District of Columbia on 
or before November 30, 1924, such application may be acted upon and 
approved, and the advance may be made or the notes, drafts, bills of 
exchange, or other securities may be purchased at any time prior to 
December 31, 1924. 


Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 1, lines 7 and 8, strike out“ November 30, 1924" and insert in 
lieu thereof “ February 28, 1925." 

On page 2, line 2, strike out November 30, 1924" and insert 
February 28, 1925.“ 

On page 2, line 5, strike out“ December 31, 1924" and insert“ March 
31, 1925." 


Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, this is the same proposition I discussed a few minutes 
ago. This bill provides for an extension of the War Finance 
Corporation for nine months. My amendments, if adopted, will 
extend it for a period of 12 months. The objection has been 
raised on the floor of the House to these suggested amendments 
that if they are adopted there will not be an opportunity to get 
the bill through conference in time to have it go to the Presi- 
dent for his signature before the present act expires by its 
own terms. / 

It seems to me, gentlemen, that there should not be very much 
difficulty in getting this bill throngh conference in a period of 
14 days; and that is the time we stiil have left if the bill passes 
to-day, as I assume it will, in this House. If the chairmen of 
the House and the Senate committees having the bill in charge 
are in favor of it, which I have every reason to believe they 


knew that the more than $19,000,000 which they paid into the are, I believe the conference could be had, an agreement 


reached, and the bill passed by the end of this week. It could 
be sent to the President for his signature Monday. 

There is no opposition to the bill in the House. I do not know 
of a single Member that will vote against it. There is no op- 
position in the Senate. There is no reason why it should not 
be disposed of in conference in a very short time. It seems to 
me that to adopt the bill in its present form, which will end the 
War Finance Corporation on November 80, is the worst kind 
of folly. It is true that within two or three days from that date 
the next session of Congress convenes. There is no reason why 
this bill should not carry the corporation over into the fol- 
lowing year, so that if occasion exists for a further extension 
the Congress can take care of it. Gentlemen say there is no 
reason why a bill can not be introduced at the opening of the 
session and the matter disposed of. But that is not likely to 
happen. Putting this date in November is for a very different 
purpose. If the corporation dies November 30 by statutory 
limitation, it will stay dead. It ought to be continued over 
until February 28, 1925. Then, if the situation demands a fur- 
ther extension, Congress will be in session and there will be 
ample opportunity to have hearings and pass upon the exten- 
sion in the regular way. 

Mr. KVALE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I will. 

Mr. KVALE. The gentleman is a good Republican and a 
member of the committee. Does he mean to intimate that 
he believes that the reasons for extending the corporation 
nine months in place of a year are the reasons of the Presi- 
dent? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. No; I do not. The President recom- 
mended that it be extended to December 31, I think. This 


t 
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would give the Congress opportunity to act in time should fur- The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 


ther extension seem desirable. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Will the gentleman yield right there? 

Mr. ‘WILLIAMSON. Yes. f 

Mr. McFADDEN. My contention is that the operations of 
the War Finance Corporation do not stop on November 30, but 
they can make loans up to December 31. The matter of final 
applications must be in by November 30. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from South 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. 
the gentleman. : 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman from 
South Dakota having one minute more? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I say if the time for filing applications 
expires November 30, then the activities of the corporation 
come to an end as far as accepting new business is concerned. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. In addition to what the gentleman from South 
Dakota [Mr. Wirt1amson] has said about the advisability of 
extending the time to one year instead of nine months I want 
to call your attention to the necessities of it as a business 
proposition as business is done in the banks of the Northwest. 

We are mostly a one-crop country out there—a grain country. 
Heretofore most of the paper which has been held in the coun- 
try banks, and in the larger banks, for that matter, becomes 
due on November 1. That is the usual interest date. The 
busiest time in the world, so far as the country banker is con- 
cerned, is the month of November. That is the time when he 
has to make his collections; that is the time when he tries to 
get his paper into shape, make his collections and renewals; 
and as a usual proposition he can not possibly get it into shape 
until about the first of the year. He needs the months of 
November and December for that purpose. He is therefore in 
no position during the month of November to file his applica- 
tion for a loan with the War Finance Corporation or any other 
concern where they need detailed and authentic information 
before them before they consider the loan in any way, shape, 
or form, 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. I will in a moment. There is another 
proposition of vital importance. You do not want to do any- 
thing here that will force the farmers of the Northwest or 
elsewhere, for that matter, to throw their crops upon the mar- 
kets right after the harvest or the threshing season. If there 
is anything worth while in the conduct of our cooperative asso- 
ciations with reference to agricultural products, it is the 
attempt to handle those products in such a way that they ean 
be placed on the markets in a more or less orderly way. Un- 
less the time proposed in this bill is reasonably extended beyond 
the fall period—extended into the winter months—its indirect 
effect will be to force the farmers whose paper is in those 
banks, whose paper is to-day in many cases pledged with the 
War Finance Corporation, to market their crops in September 
or October so that they can pay whatever possible on interest 
and principal, so the paper can be renewed and put into such 
form that it can be submitted to the War Finance Corporation 
in connection with the bank's formal application for a loan. 
I yield to the gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. STEVENSON. The gentleman does not understand, I 
hope, that the fact that they quit taking applications on the 
80th of November means that the paper is to mature at that 
time. Paper can be made now under this act as it is, to be 
due a year from now. It can be made to be due on the 31st 
of March, 1925. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I understand that very well; but I also 
understand that whenever any bank wants to put in its appli- 
cation to the War Finance Corporation for a loan, that appli- 
cation has to be in proper form. The banker has to submit 
the paper that he intends to discount, or upon which he expects 
to get an advance; he has to have his property statements and 
proper abstracts from each and every debtor in connection with 
the paper he submits; and all of that would have to be done 
if this bill is passed in its present form before the 80th of 
November. It is true, as the gentleman suggests, that the War 
Finance Corporation would have another month in which to 
act on the application and make the paper due at a future 
date; but surely there can be no good reason why, if this ex- 
tension of time is to be granted, it should not be extended for 
the full year rather than for the nine months. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for three minutes more. 


I ask for one minute more, to answer 
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There was no objection. 

Mr. BURTNESS. This extension that is asked for in the 
pending amendment would then give to the bank an oppor- 
tunity to get its affairs into shape, so that the bank can, in 
proper time, file with the War Finance Corporation the proper 
kind of application some time, say, during the month of Jan- 
uary. It will give him an opportunity to close his books for 
the calendar year, put them in shape, where he will know just 
what credit needs he must have. In other words, he will be 
able to file a more intelligent application than he could possibly 
do if he is forced to prepare that application, to run out and 
get his paper in shape, and submit it to the corporation in the 
busiest month of the year—the month of November. That 
would make it possible to render a great deal larger service 
than can be done if you make every banker scattered throughout 
the country run around during September and October, telling 
the farmers that they would have to sell their crops at once, 
so that they could fix up their paper with the bank, because it 
has to have such paper before Noyember 30 if the community 
is to avail itself of the privileges afforded through the War 
Finance Corporation. I earnestly bespeak your favorable con- 
sideration of the amendment. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this 
amendment for the reason that a crisis exists. If a building 
is on fire now we do not want to call out the fire company 
next December. If we were dealing with this proposition of 
extending the War Finance Corporation to-day, as from De- 
cember 1 on, I do not think we would stand a ghost of a show 
of passing this measure, My understanding is that the situa- 
tion is such to-day that we need to get the word out that the 
War Finance Corporation operations are going to be continued. 
An additional reason is this: As everyone knows, as a result 
of the conference that was held in Washington at the call of 
the President some 10 days ago, there is now in process of or- 
ganization a $10,000,000 corporation which is to make loans 
to relieve this desperate situation in several of these Western 
States. The situation at the present moment is that these 
men who are doing this have.a meeting in Chicago to-morrow. 
If we do not pass this resolution to-day these people are 
going to be in a state of uncertainty. My judgment is, if 
we want to give relief whieh seems to be so necessary in these 
different States, we had better act now and take care of the 
emergency in December, if one exists at that time. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. How can the gentleman say that 
it is necessary to pass this bill as it is to-day, when these people 
who are going to meet to-morrow in Chicago will know one 
of two things, that the time will be extended for either 12 
months or 9 months, certainly. 

Mr. McFADDEN. This thing is certain: If we amend this 
bill, it must go fo conference and the men in Chicago will not 
know whether the bill is going to pass or not. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. They will know that it is going 
to pass for either 9 or 12 months, 

Mr. McFADDEN. Oh, I beg the gentleman's pardon. They 
will not know that until the bill gets out of conference and 
has been finally acted on again in the Senate. 

Mr. BRAND of Georgia. Everybody is in favor of the bill 
here and everybody is in favor of the bill in the Senate. The 
only difference would be between 9 months and 12 months. 

Mr. McFADDEN. We know that we are in favor of it, as 
it is, and we know that the Senate is in favor of it as it is, 
because it has passed it; but we do not know what their ob- 
jections may be if we amend it. ; 

Mr. BURTNESS. Can the gentleman conceive of any reason 
why they should oppose the 12-month’s proposition? 

Mr. McFADDEN. No; except the fact that we have the 
recommendation of the President to extend it to December 31, 
The War Finance Corporation, the Treasury Department, and 
the Senate have urged the passing of the bill as it is. There- 
fore I think if we want to expedite and get the psychological 
effects into the gentleman's own State and other sections of 
the country we better pass the bill as it is. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania has expired. 

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Chairman, I want to absolutely back up 
what the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. Buerness] has 
said here. It is absolutely true and correct, so far as it applies 
to that part of the country that he and I live in. I hope, for 


the benefit of the people who live in the Red River Valley, the 
amendment will pass—to give us three months more credit 
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facility. From the seed potatoes that we ship down to Texas 
are grown the potatoes the orators of the country eat. Those 
potatoes are the best that they eat, and that is what has given 
them their inspiration. [Laughter.] Those potatoes are usually 
shipped out during the month of March and the additional credit 
will help much in the marketing of them. I realize that this is 
no fundamental legislation. They say that a drowning man 
grasps for every straw, and we are grabbing at every straw 
that we can see in any place where we can lay hands on it. 

My colleague from Minnesota [Mr. Kvare] stated, in inter- 
rogating one of the Members that spoke, that he believed that 
there is no State that suffers from the present situation as 
much as the State of Minnesota does, This is absolutely cor- 
rect. I understood by the statement of the gentleman from 
Georgia that the President asked that this legislation be ex- 
tended for a priod of one year. I believe if the President made 
that request we should stand by him. I like to have a chance 
to stand by the President once in a while. I do not believe that 
the Senate should be the all-powerful branch of the Govern- 
ment in this country. The House should also have something 
to Say. 

Mr. MCFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WEFALD. Yes. 

Mr. McFADDEN. ‘The gentleman says the President asked 
that this legislation be extended for a period of one year. 
The President recommends that this be extended to December 
31. 

Mr. WEFALD. I understood that he had recommended that 
it be extended for a year. 

Mr. McFADDEN. The gentleman is mistaken. 
mended that it be extended as is done in this bill. 

Mr. WEFALD. Every Member here has the interest of the 
farmers at heart, and there is no reason why the Senate should 
not take this bill as amended here and send it back to the 
House in two days. I am for the amendment. I believe we 
need it. It may help to relieve the desperate banking situation 
and thereby bring some little relief to the farmer. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Does the gentleman want more than five 
minutes? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; five minutes will do. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the debate 
on this amendment close in five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania moves 
that the debate on this amendment close in five minutes. The 
question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr, BLAN- 
TON] is recognized. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, ordinarily, in a bill coming 
from the Committee on Banking and Currency with a unani- 
mous report, I would follow the committee, and ordinarily on 
banking legislation I would follow the position of the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. Winco], who is the ranking member of the 
committee ; but I watched closely the argument of the gentleman 
from Arkansas. I have listened to every word he said in the 
debate as to why this bill ought to be passed. You will remem- 
ber that he said this, that there was some bad banking out in the 
West; bad banking 

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
right there? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. STEAGALL. I know the gentleman does not want to 
misquote the gentleman from Arkansas. The gentleman from 
Arkansas said they had more banks than banking. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; he said they had more banks than 
bankers, And by that he meant there was some bad banking. 
And then he said this bill would help a few such banks. 

Now, this is a war measure; the War Finance Corporation 
is a war institution. We have extended its life time after time. 
It is now five years and three months since the armistice was 
signed. When are we going to quit extending it? I know this 
bill is going to pass, and I know that everybody, probably, will 
vote for it, but I am going to cast my vote against every such 
extension of every war measure from now on. I am going 
te do it. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Does the gentleman know that the exten- 
sion of this War Finance Corporation will give relief to the 
farmers and cattlemen in the Southwest? 

Mr. BLANTON. I know that many of the farmers and 
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ecattlemen in the Southwest are writing me that it is not money 
they want, or additional credit, more than we haye already 


given them by law. They say: “We have enough credit 
facilities already. We are in debt; we want to get out. We 
want better and more dependable markets.” And they say: 
“We want better and cheaper transportation.” Whenever, 
they incur a debt they have to pay it back. It is legislation 
for the promotion of better markets and cheaper transportation 
that they want us to enact in this country, and not the handing 
out of additional loans that they can not pay back. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. t 

Mr. WINGO. I know the gentleman does not want to get 
the wrong impression. I believe the main thing that I wanted 
to direct the gentleman’s attention to was this, that war powers 
are not exercised now—if the gentleman will follow my argu- ' 
ment—the war powers that they exercised during the war were 
repealed two or three years ago. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; I have followed that. 

Mr. WINGO. And one of the principal powers we propose 
to extend now is not the credit-granting power, but the financ- 
ing of the marketing of the surplus products. 

Mr. BLANTON. Does the gentleman from Arkansas really 
believe that this will be beneficial to the producers of this 
country more than the saving of a few banks? f 

Mr. WINGO. I believe that if the War Finance Corporation 
will discharge its duty as authorized by Congress they will not 
only save what few banks are left up in the ninth Federal 
reserve district but I believe it will save the farms of hundreds 
of farmers in the Northwest. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman believes that, while it will 
on change the result very much, I will not vote against the 

Mr. WINGO. It ought not to be necessary to do this, but for 
some reason or other, which I have not time now to stop and 
investigate, the agencies I have referred to have not gone to 
their relief up there, and when those in authority say they will 
work through this, and this is the only thing the administration 
will use, then my sympathy for the farmer makes me say I 
will not stand in the way of giving them the relief. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Arkansas knows more 
about this bill than I do, and I am going to accept his judg- 
ment; but this is the last time I am going to vote to extend 
a war measure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. The question is on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. WILLIAMSON]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
WILLIAMSON) there were—ayes 40, noes 30. 

Mr. MCFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chairman appointed as tellers 
Mr. McFappen and Mr. WILLIAMSON. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported ayes 
59, noes 61. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. McKrown: Page 2, line 7, after the 
figures 1924,“ strike out the period and insert a new paragraph, as 
follows: 

“That all applications for advances to sell notes, drafts, or bills 
of exchange shall be accompanied by an affidavit of the applicant that 
said notes, drafts, or bills of exchange do not provide for the collection 
of any usurious interest under the laws of the States where the same 
are issued.” 


Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, may we have an under- 
standing about the time for debate? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I will not take up very 
much time myself. 

Mr. WINGO. Let me suggest to the gentleman that he ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on this amendment and all 
other amendments to this section close in five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman can not make that request 
until after the gentleman from Oklahoma has finished his 
speech. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I am willing to agree to that. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this amendment and on all amendments to 
this paragrapb close in five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that all debate on this amendment and on 
all amendments to this section close in five minutes. Is there 
objection? i 

There was no objection, 


r *- 
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Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman from Oklahoma yield 
for a question? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes; for a question. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Does not the gentleman understand that 
is already provided in the law? 

Mr. McKEOWN. I do not so understand. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Well, that is in the law, as I understand 
it, and if the gentleman should secure tLe passage of this 
amendment will we not be tangled up with the Senate again and 
delay the passage of this bill? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I just want to show to the 
gentleman the purpose of this amendment. The purpose of this 
amendment is to do away with something that has been going 
on in the past. Bankers heretofore have taken advantage of 
the assistance of the United States Government to relieve 
farmers by charging borrowers who are in great distress ex- 
cessive rates of interest, and that ought not to be permitted by the 
Congress of the United States. The purpose of this amendment 
is to extend the benefit to the farmers, and we are trying to 
extend it out there to help the men who can not help themselves. 
But I have been informed that in the past they have charged 
as high as 25 and 30 per cent, and if you propose to let them 
have this money you ought to safeguard it and see that the 
farmer is not imposed upon, because he is helpless; he can not 
help himself; he has to take the money at whatever terms they 
give him. So I say we should throw every safeguard around 
this bill in order that the farmers may be protected. 

Mr. WINGO. I want to assure the gentleman that they can 
not charge usurious interest. Let me make this suggestion to 
the gentleman as a lawyer. We can not amend the usury laws 
of the States. They are not permitted to take anything that 
is not properly secured, and usurious paper is not properly 
secured. 

Mr. McKEOWN. In reply I will state to the gentleman that 
they had been taking usurious paper for years in the West. 
There they have charged men as much as $20 for $100 for seven 
or eight months, and sometimes as much as $30, You are going 
to extend this credit, but what safeguards are you going to 
give to the men who are going to want this money? Are you 
going to let them go out there and charge these farmers 25 and 
30 per cent and bring those notes in and make this enormous 
profit? 

Now, my amendment is simply to safeguard them, so that 
when a man files an application for a loan he must also file an 
affidavit showing that no question of usury enters into the 
matter, s 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Oklahoma 
has expired, and all time has expired. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
McKeown) there were—ayes 21, noes 40. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 4. That the corporation may from time to time, through re- 
newals, substitutions of new obligations, or otherwise, extend the time 
of payment of any advance made under authority conferred in section 
24 of the War Finance Corporation act, as amended; but the time for 
the payment of any such advance shall not be extended beyond Jan- 
uary 1, 1926, if such advance was originally made on or before January 
1, 1923, or beyond three years from the date upon which such advance 
was originally made, if such advance was originally made after Jan- 
uary 1, 1923. 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. 
ment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Dickinson of Iowa: Page 3, line 2, after 
the period following the figure “ 3,“ insert a new paragraph, as follows: 

“Sec. 5. That the said War Finance Corporation, under the exten- 
sion of powers herein given, is hereby authorized to make a survey of 
the banking conditions in any State in the Union where the banks are 
found to be in distress; that through its own agency or such agencies 
as it may select, the corporation may make an examination of any 
institution making application for relief, and if found that such insti- 
tution has been efficiently and honestly managed and has nonconvertible 
real estate and other sound but nonliquid assets and by reason thereof 
is unable to keep the necessary reserve intact, and that if in its judg- 
ment by making advances to such institution for a period not exceed- 
ing three years said institution will be able to convert such nonliquid 
assets into liquid assets, then the said corporation is hereby author- 
ized to extend to such institution such credit upon such terms and 
security as the condition of the institution may justify.” 


Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 


Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania re- 
Serves the point of order. Does the gentleman from Iowa de- 
sire to be heard? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, if there is any 
excuse existing for an extension of the War Finance Corpora- 
tion at all it is the banking situation in certain States in the 
northwestern section of this country. I believe that the 
marketing situation has been fairly well cared for by the 
farm-credits act, and the cooperative-marketing concerns are 
no longer in distress. That phase of the War Finance Cor- 
poration has been disposed of, but we find in certain sections 
of our country that bank assets have so frozen, by reason of 
deflation in both crop values and land values, that they can 
no longer continue to carry their reserve intact, and that ac- 
counts for the failure of a great many banks in the north- 
western section of this country. The War Finance Corpora- 
tion has done a good work, I do not want to take one item 
of credit away from them that they are entitled to, but I do 
not believe they were on the job, and this is simply a sug- 
gestion that they ought to go to the rescue of the bank that 
can no longer carry its reserve intact. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I yield. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Does not the gentleman realize he is 
putting a limitation on the operations of the War Finance 
Corporation by this very amendment? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I am not putting on a limita- 
tion. I am extending their policies because I know that their 
policies have not been in accordance with the provisions of 
this resolution. 

Mr. ROACH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I yield. 

Mr. ROACH. I may not have correctly caught the purport 
of the intent of the gentleman’s amendment, but it seems to 
me that it would extend the operation of the War Finance 
Corporation for a period of three years and perhaps put the 
Government into the banking business. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Ilowa. Oh, no; the War Finance Cor- 
poration bas a settling period whereby they can make adjust- 
ments of all their loans for a period of three years after the 
expiration date. The expiration date simply limits the time 
when they can accept new loans. Then they have a three-year 
settlement period, and if a bank can reliquidate itself in the 
three-year period, and they find it has been honestly and 
efficiently managed, then under this amendment they can go in 
and accept nonliquid security as collateral and help that in- 
stitution on its feet. 

Mr. ROACH, Would not the fact that they had gone in and 
financed these banks for a period of three years be grounds 
upon which the provisions of the act itself could be continued 
for that length of time. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Oh, no; that is merely the settling 
period. 

Mr. ROACH. Would not the business of the War Finance 
Corporation be continued with the corporation having loans 
extending over a period of three years until those loans were 
repaid? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. They are making loans now for 
a period way beyond the expiration of their right to handle 
new business. 

Mr. ROACH. What I am trying to arrive at is whether or 
not this would actually continue the War Finance Corporation 
for a period of three years. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Not at all. 

Mr. ROACH. I am afraid the gentleman is mistaken about 
that. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. The situation that confronts the 
northwestern banker now is the fact that his assets have 
frozen up on him to where he can not carry his reserve intact. 
I do not care whether you call it poor banking or what you 
eall it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the amendment as not being germane and as an ex- 
tension of powers and not authorized. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas makes a point 
of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is neither germane to the bill nor to the 
section to which it is offered, for even though offered as a new 
paragraph, it still must be germane to the section preceding, 
and it is clearly an extension of powers now existing under 
the law. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the point of order comes too late, because debate has 
been proceeding. 

The CHAIRMAN, No; a point of order had been reserved. 


2410 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 13, 


Mr. McFADDEN. T reserved a point of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. F simply do this to hasten consideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Dickinson] want to be heard? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I contend that when you are re- 
newing an institution like the War Finance Corporation you 
are renewing it for all its purposes, and one of the purposes is 
to make loans, and that involves the whole subject matter, and 
certainly it is germane to put in a section which extends its au- 
thority and increases or decreases the kind of collateral it may 
accept. 

Mr. WINGO, Mr. Chairman, I wish to suggest to the Chair, 
withont any regard to the merits of the proposition, I think 
the gentleman will admit that his amendment is already the 
law. They now have the power to do the very thing provided 
by his amendment. I think the gentleman will admit that. He 
simply wants to emphasize something they are already au- 
thorized to do. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. The facts are, if this amendment 
is adopted, it will change the policy they have been following 
with reference to the acceptance of securities upon which they 
can make loans. 

Mr. WINGO. That is just what I say. What the gentleman 
wants to do is to reiterate the law in another form in order to 
get them to change their policy, their present policy being that 
they do not exercise this power, although they have now that 
power under the law. He wants fo urge them to change their 
policy and go to exercising the power they now have. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is ready to rule. The law is 
clear on this subject: 


.- Bec. 7. That the corporation shall be empowered and authorized to 
make advances, upon such terms, not inconsistent herewith, as it may 
prescribe, for periods not exeeeding five years from the respective dates 
of such advances— - 

¢1) To any bank, banker, or trust company in the United States 
which shall have made, after April 6. 1917, and which shall have out- 
standing any loan or loans to any person, firm, corporation, er asso- 
ciation, conducting an established and going business in the United 
States, whose operations shall be necessary or contributory to the 
prosecution of the war, and evideneed by a note or notes; but no such 
advance shall exceed T5 per cent of the face value of such loan or 
loans, 


It appears that the law already extends the authority sought 
to be conveyed by the amendment of the gentleman. 

Mr. BLANTON: The amendment involves real-estate hold- 
ings. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Oh, no. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, for the purpose of the record, 
I feel I should direct the Chair's attention to the fact that the 
law the Chair has just read is not the law now being extended. 
That is the war-time provision. 

The CHAIRMAN. But the same provision is carried in the 
act, as amended; so, after all, it is the law. 

Mr. WINGO. Sections 21, 22, 23, and 24, which were en- 
acted after that, are the sections we are extending; but the 
facts would be the same if the Chair read the other law. 

The CHAIRMAN, That is what I say. This provision is in 
the law as it exists to-day, so that the amendment the gentle- 
man has pending simply seeks to instruct the War Finance 
Corporation to conduct its business in à certain way. I do not 
think it is subject to a point of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is an interference with their discretion- 
ary powers, Mr. Chairman. Clearly, on, that ground, it is sub- 
ject to a peint of order. You can not interfere with the dis- 
cretionary powers of an executive where his duties are clearly 
defined by law. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks it is germane to the 
subject matter before the House. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Dickinson of Iowa) there were 11 ayes and 45 noes. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise and report the bill withont amendment to 
the House, with the recommendation that the bill pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Mappex, Chairman of the Committee 

of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee had had under consideration the bill (S. 2249) 
to extend for nine months the power of the War Finance Cor- 
poration to make advances under the provisions of the War 
Finance Corporation act, as amended, and for other purposes, 


and had directed him to report the same back without amend- 
ment with the recommendation that the bill do pass. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on the bill to final passage. 

The motion was agreed to. 
9 SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of 


The bill was ordered to be read a third time and was read 
the third time. 


5 rics SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the 


The question was taken; and there were 141 ayes and no noes. 

So the bill was passed. 

On motion of Mr. McFappen, a motion to reconsider the 
vote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reports that this day they had presented to the President of the 
United States for his approval the following bills: 

H. R. 4366. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Great Northern Railway Co., a corporation, to maintain and 
operate or reconstruct, maintain, and operate a bridge across 
the Mississippi Rver; 

H. R. 4498. An act to authorize the State of Illinois to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto 
5 Fox River, in the county of Kendall and State of 
Ilinois; 

H. R. 5273. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co. to construct a 
bridge over the Mississippi River between St. Paul and Minne- 
apolis, Minn.; and 

H. R. 4499. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
and approaches thereto across the Rock River, in the county 
of Winnebago, State of Illinois, in section 24, township 46 
north, range 1 eust of the third principal meridian. 

SWEARING IN OF A MEMBER, 


Mr. Frank Park, a Representative from the second district of 
Georgia, appeared at the bar of the House and teok the oath 
of office prescribed by law. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent the following leave of absence was 
granted: 

To Mr. UrsHaw, for an indefinite period, on account of death 
in the family. 2 

To Mr. Drewry, for five days, on account of sickness, 

STATUE OF GENERAL SAN MARTIN (S. DOO. NO. 43). 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the President of the United States, which was read and, 
with accompanying papers, referred to the Committee ou the 
Library: 

To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith, for the consideration of Congress, a copy 
of a letter from the Secretary of State informing me of the gift 
by the people of Argentina to the United States of an equestrian 
statue of General San Martin and requesting that I submit to 
the Senate and House of Representatives a joint resoiution 
authorizing the erection of this statue in the city of Wash- 
ington. 

To the recommendation of the Secretary of State I give my 
hearty approval, and I trust that Congress will view the matter 
favorably and will make timely provision for the erection of 
the San Martin statue in this city. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 

Tue Waite House, February 13, 1924. 

THIRD WORLD'S POULTRY CONGRESS, 1927 (S. DOC. No. 45). 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following mes- 
sage from the President of the United States, which was read 
and, with accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture: 


To the Congress of the United States: 


I transmit herewith a report by the Secretary of State. with 
an accompanying copy of a letter to him from the Seeretary of 
Agriculture, favoring legislation by Congress that will give 
governmental sanction to the holding of the Third World's 
Poultry Congress in the United States in 1927, and will au- 
thorize the Executive to invite participation therein by foreign 
governments, 

I invite the attention of Congress to the reasons presented 
by the Seeretary of Agriculture why the holding of this con- 
gress in the United States would be advantageous to the 
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important poultry industry of the country, and I ask for the 
matter the favorable consideration of the Congress. 

It win be observed that no appropriation is asked for at this 
time, but that, if found necessary, the poultry representatives, 
who are planning to raise a fund for the proposed congress, 
may take steps later to obtain a small appropriation. 

It will be further observed that it is desired by the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture that the invitation to hold the third con- 
gress in the United States be extended at the meeting of the 
Second World's Poultry Congress to be held at Barcelona, Spain, 
May 10 to 16, 1924. To enable this to be done prompt con- 
sideration of the request is important. - 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 

THe Write Hovse, February 13, 1924. 

COMMITTEE ON PATENTS, 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, there are two vacancies 
existing on the majority side in the Committee on Patents. I 
move that the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. Faust, and the 
gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Ret, be elected to those va- 
cancies. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

ADJOURN MENT. 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 8 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Thurs- 
day, February 14, 1924, at 12 o'clock noon. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTERS ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas: Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, S. 625. A bill to extend the time for the con- 
struction of a bridge across the White River at or near Bates- 
ville, Ark.; without amendment (Rept. No. 189). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. DENISON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 6925. A bill granting the consent of Congress 
to the city of Chicago to construct a bridge across the Calumet 
River at or near One hundred and thirtieth Street in the city 
of Chicago, county of Cook, State of Illinois; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 190). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. S. 2014. An act to authorize the Park-Wood 
Lumber Co. to construct two bridges across the United States 
Canal which conneets Apalachicola River and St. Andrews Bay, 
Fla.; without amendment (Rept. No. 191). Referred to the 
House Calendar, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 

Mr, FULLER: Committee on Invalid Pensions. H. R. 6941. 
A bill granting pensions and increase of pensions to certain 
soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and certain widows and 
dependent children of soldiers and sailors of said war; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 188), Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII the. Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads was discharged from the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 2124) for the relief of Alfred Mason, and the 
same was referred to the Committee on Claims. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 8 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 6941) granting pensions and 
increase of pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil 
War and certain widows and dependent children of soldiers 
and sailors of said war; to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

By Mr. LAGUARDIA: A bill (H. R. 6942) establishing 
transmission and carrying of mail by airplanes and flying ma- 
chines; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. WAINWRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 6943) granting the 
consent of Congress to the village of Port Chester, N. ., and 
the town of Greenwich, Conn., or either of them, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a dam across the Byram River; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 


By Mr. STEVENSON: A bill (H. R. 6944) to amend section 
1, chapter 1, Title I, of the Judicial Code; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HILL of Alabama: A bill (H. R. 6945) to recognize 
the services of certain officers and enlisted men of the Na- 
tional Guard or Organized Militia of the several States and 
Territories and the District of Columbia during the war with 
Spain; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WOLFF: A bill (H. R. 6946) for the purchase of a 
post-office site at Fredericktown, Mo.; to the Committee on 
Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr, SUTHERLAND: A bill (H. R. 6947) to make the 
offices of governor and secretary of the Territory of Alaska 
elective, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Ter- 
ritories. 

By Mr. WAINWRIGHT; A bill (II. R. 6948) to amend sec- 
tion 4 of the act entitled “An act to incorporate the National 
Society of the Sons of the American Revolution,” approved 
June 9, 1906; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RATHBONB: A bill (H. R. 6949) to establish a 
board of parole for the District of Columbia and to determine 
its functions, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: A bill (H. R. 6950) to authorize 
the incorporated town of Cordova, Alaska, to issue bonds not 
to exceed $100,000 for the purpose of constructing and equip- 
ping.a public school building in said town of Cordova, Alaska; 
to the Committee on the Territories. 

By Mr. BOX: A bill (H. R. 6951) for the acquisition of a 
site and the erection thereon of a public building at Jackson- 
ville, Tex.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 

By Mr. WOLFF: A bill (H. R. 6952) for the purchase of a 
post-office site at Ste. Genevieve, Mo.; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6953) for the purchase of a post-office site 
at Festus, Mo.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds, 

By Mr. ZIHLMAN: A bill (H. R. 6954) to provide for the 
rebuilding and restoration of the Washington Monument on 
South Mountain, Md.; to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. WILLIAMSON: A bill (H. R. 6955) granting the con- 
sent of Congress to the State of South Dakota for the construc- 
tion of a bridge across the Missouri River -between Potter 
County and Dewey County, S. Dak.; to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6956) granting the consent of Congress 
to the State of South Dakota for the construction of a bridge 
across the Missouri River between Hughes County and Stan- 
ley County, S. Dak.; to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce, 

By Mr. FOSTER; Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 184) propos- 
ing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KING: Resolution (H. Res. 181) authorizing and 
directing the Committee on Banking and Currency of the House 
to investigate the administration, action, and conduct of the 


‘Treasury Department and the Department of Justice and their 


respective bureaus relating to Government securities, together 
with any investigations or activities by them or either of them 
with reference to duplication of securities, and for other pur- 
poses,” to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. CROWTHER: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of New York, petitioning Congress to enact legislation to 
provide for a substantial increase in the salaries of letter car- 
riers, postal clerks, and post-office employees generally, with a 
view to granting them compensation which will provide amply 
for their maintenance; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads, 

By Mr. CLEARY: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of New York, favoring an increase of compensation being 
granted to postal employees; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. CULLEN: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of New York, petitioning Congress to enact legislation to pro- 
vide for a substantial increase in salaries of letter carriers, 
postal clerks, and post-office employees generally, with a view 
to granting them compensation which will provide amply for 
their maintenance; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads, 

By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of New York, favoring a substantial increase 
in the salaries of letter carriers, postal clerks, and post-office 
employees generally; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 
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By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Montana, asking for appropriations to continue co on 
work on the Flathead irrigation project, and on all the other 
Federal irrigation projects in the State of Montana; to the Com- 
mittee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

By Mr. MacGREGOR: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of New York, petitioning Congress to enact legislation 
providing an increase in the salaries of postal employees; to 
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. GALLIVAN: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Massachusetts, expressing disapproval of the Johnson 
immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. 

By Mr. CARTER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oklahoma, urging Congress to acquire for Federal use the 
Oklahoma Soldiers’ Memorial Hospital, located at Muskogee, 
Okla. ; to the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. COLE of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 6957) granting a pen- 
sion to John Feiereisen; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FULBRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 6958) granting a pension 
y Rebecca Ellen Fowler; tọ the Committee on Invalid Pen- 

ons. 

By Mr. HOLADAY: A bill (H. R. 6959) granting an increase 
of pension to Albert W. Cox; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MORTON D. HULL: A bill (H. R. 6060) for the re- 
lief of Ignatius Shoen; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KETCHAM: A bill (H. R. 6961) granting a pension 
to Lydia J. Austin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McNULTY: A bill (H. R. 6962) authorizing the Sec- 
retary of War to donate to the borough of Bast Newark, State 
of New Jersey, one German cannon or fieldpiece; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6963) authorizing the Secretary of War to 
donate to the town of Harrison, State of New Jersey, one Ger- 
man cannon or fieldpiece ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (II. R. 6964) authorizing the Secretary of War to 
donate to the town of Kearny, State of New Jersey, one German 
cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6965) authorizing the Secretary of War to 
donate to the town of Nutley, State of New Jersey, one German 
cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6966) authorizing the Secretary of War to 
donate to the city of Bayonne, State of New Jersey, one German 
cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr. McREYNOLDS: A bill (H. R. 6967) authorizing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to pay the sum of $180 to W. F. 
Jones, administrator of the estate of J. J. Jones, for war-sav- 
ings stamps destroyed by fire on August 3, 1918; to the Commit- 
tee on Claims. 

By Mr. MAJOR of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 6968) granting an 
increase of pension to Sarah J. Flanagan; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr, NELSON of Maine: A bill (H. R. 6969) granting a 
pension to Flora L. Gammon; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6970) granting a pension to Frances J. 
Whitten ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PURNELL: A bill (H. R. 6971) granting an increase 
of pension to Savannah Huffmire; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 6972) for the relief of Wil- 
liam H. Nelson; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6973) granting a pension to Kinzia S. 
Drinnon; to the Committee on Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6974) granting a pension to Maggie Wil- 
son; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROGERS of New Hampshire: A bill (H. R. 6975) 
granting a pension to Patrick Barrett; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6976) granting a pension to Elizabeth A. 
Weston; to the Committee on Inyalid Pensions. 

By Mr. VINCENT of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 6977) granting 
an increase of pension to Leona G. Howe; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

1046. By Mr. ALDRICH: Petition of Lodge Iolanda Marghe- 
rita, No. 842, Order Sons of Italy, of Westerly, R. L, protesting 


against the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

1047. Also, petition of M. S. Grazzanise Soclety, of Natick, 
R. I., against passage of the Johnson immigration bill; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1048. Also, petition of Rhode Island U. B. A., protesting 
against passage of Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. j 

1049. By Mr. BLOOM: Petition of the board of directors of 
the Harlem Board of Commerce, New York, N. Y., indorsing 
the Edge-Kelly bill providing increase in salary of all postal 
employees; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

1050, By Mr. BRIGGS: Petition of J. R. McKelvey and 
others, in regard to the transportation act of 1920; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1051. By Mr. CROWTHER: Petition of Katherine Taylor 
and other residents of Schenectady, N. Y., indorsing the pro-, 
posed Mellon plan of tax revision; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1052. By Mr. FROTHINGHAM: Petition of citizens of Brock- 
ton, Mass., urging that Senate bill 742 and House bill 2702 be 
enacted into law; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1053. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Associated Jewish Or- 
ganizations of Massachusetts, Boston, Mass., protesting against 
passage of Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Im- 
migration and Naturalization. 

1054. By Mr. MORROW: Petition of Roswell Chamber of 
Commerce, expressing objections to Senate bill 1661; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

1055, Also, petition of New Mexico Wool Growers’ Associa- 
tion, indorsing the work done by the Biological Survey and 
recommending the continuation of its work; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

1056. Also, petition of New Mexico Wool Growers’ Associa- 
tion, that lands along the east side of the Navajo Treaty Res- 
ervation in San Juan and McKinley Counties, heretofore with- 
drawn by presidential order, and adjacent lands subject to 
reclamation under projects now in contemplation, be restored 
for development under such projects, in order to increase the 
taxable wealth of this State, and on which reclaimed lands can 
be produced feed beneficial to the wool growers of New Mexico; 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

1057. Also, petition of Chaves County Farm Bureau, Roswell, 
N. Mex., approving the offer of Mr. Henry Ford to take over 
and operate Muscle Shoals under the terms of his proposal 
submitted to the War Department, and urging their Senators 
and Congressman to vote for the acceptance of this offer; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

1058. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Petition of the 
members of the R. L U. B. A, of Providence, R. I., opposing 
the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and naturalization. 

1059. Also, petition of the members of Lodge Iolanda Mar- 
gherita, No. 342, Order Sons of Italy in America, of Westerly, 
R. I., opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1060. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of members 
of the Kiwanis Club, Reynoldsville, Pa., urging an early and 
satisfactory reduction in Federal taxes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

1061. Also, petition of voters and residents of Reynoldsville, 
Pa., and vicinity, favoring a reduction or removal of nuisance 
and war taxes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1062, Also, petition of Savoia Lodge, No. 570, Order of Sons 
of Italy, Homer City, Pa., in reference to the restrictive immi- 
gration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. 

1063. By Mr. TAGUE: Petition of American citizens of Polish 
birth of Greater Boston at a mass meeting held at Boston, 
Sunday, February 10, protesting against and condemning the 
failure of the German ambassador to the United States to dis- 
play his standard at half-mast during the exercises in connec- 
tion with the death of the late ex-President Woodrow Wilson; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1064. By Mr. TREADWAY: Petition of the city council of 
Westfield, Mass., on February 7, 1924, and approved by the 
mayor of Westfield, Mass., on February 9, 1924, in support 
of legislation to revise and reclassify salaries of all postal 
employees; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

1065. Also, petition of Henry Sweeney and other citizens and 
voters of Adams, Mass., in support of the bill (H. R. 4123) 
having to do with increased pay to postal employees; to tlie 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 
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1066. By Mr. YOUNG: Petitions of 45 citizens of Belfield, 
N. Dak.; E. A. Mickelsen and 50 other citizens of Kathryn, 
N. Pak.; Thomas A. White and 20 other citizens of Gardena, 
N. Dak.; A. B. Rieder and 30 other citizens of Berwick, N. Dak. ; 
M. A. Bonhard and 33 other citizens of Esmond, N. Dak.; A. T. 
Felland and 70 other citizens of Maddock, N. Dak.; Charles 
Bennett and 27 other citizens of Edmunds, N. Dak.; and O. M. 
Ness and 27 other citizens of Mylo, N. Dak., all urging an in- 
crease in the duty on wheat from 30 to 60 cents per bushel, the 
repeal of the drawback provision and the milling-in-bond privi- 
lege of the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act; also urging the 
passage of the Wallace plan for the marketing of wheat; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1067. Also, petitions of 73 citizens of Minnewaukan, N. Dak.; 
11 citizens of Tappen, N. Dak.; F. M. Mathison and other citi- 
zens of Bismarck, N. Dak.; and T. J. Arsheim and other citi- 
zens of Thorne, N. Dak, all urging the passage of the Norris- 
Sinclair bill; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

1068. Also, petitions of K. F. Siegele and other citizens of 
Denhoff, N. Dak.; J. J. Jollie and other citizens of Belcourt, 
N. Dak.; J. S. Cown and other citizeus of Rolla, N. Dak.; Law- 
rence Haas and other citizens of Hamar, N. Dak.; John A, 
Gentz and other citizens of Fullerton, N. Dak.; A. L. Buchholz 
and other citizens of Gardena, N. Dak.; and John Zumbaum 
and other citizens of Baker, N. Dak., all urging the passage of 
the Norris-Sinclair bill; to the Committee on Agriculture. 


SENATE. 
Trrunspar, February 14, 1924. 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, February 13, 1924.) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. i 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Senators answered to their names: 


Ashurst Fletcher MeKiniey Shortridge 
Baul Frazier McLean Smith 
Bayard Hass 1 é Smoot 
Borah Gooding Maytield Spencer 
Brandegee Greene Moses. Stanley 
Bruce ale Norbeck Stephens 
Bursum Harreld Oddie Swanson 
Cay 1 Overman Trammell 
Co Harrison Pepper Wadsworth 
Copeland Heflin Phipps Walsh. Mass. 
‘ouzens Pittman arren 
Cummins Johnson, Minn. Ransdell Watson 
Curtis Jones, N. Mex. Reed. Mo. Weller 
Date Jones, Wash. Reed, Pa. Wheeler 
Dink Keyes Robinson Willis 
Edwards King Sheppard 
Fe Ledge Shields 
Fess McKellar Shipstead 


Mr. CAPPER. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. Norris] is engaged in a hearing before the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce that the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Lennoor], the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Lapp], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. Cameron], the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. Kenprick], the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. Warsa], the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Apamws], and the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. Dl, are detained at a hear- 
ing before the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-nine Senators having 
answered to their names, there is a quorum present. 

REPORT OF DAUGHTERS OF AMERICAN REVOLUTION (S. DOC. No. 47.) 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, out of order, I ask unanimous 
consent to present a report from the Committee on Printing. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the report will be received. 

Mr. MOSES. I ask further unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the resolution. 

Mr. HEFLIN. How long does the Senator think it will 
take? 

Mr. MOSES. One minute. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New 
Hampshire asks unanimous consent for the present considera- 
tion of a resolution, which will be read. 

The resolution (S. Res. 159) was read, considered by unani- 
mous consent, and agreed to, as fellows: 


Resolved, That the report of the Daughters of the American Revo- 
lution for the year ended March 1, 1923, be printed with illustrations, 
as a Senate document. 


STATEMENT BY BISHOP CANDLER ON PENDING LEGISLATION. 


Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recoxp an argument by Bishop Warren A. 
Candler, one of the greatest pulpit orators in the country and a 
great statesman, in regard to legislation now pending before 
Congress. I think it would be of interest to Senators, and I 
therefore ask to have it printed in the RECORD. 


There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be printed 
in the Itecoxp, as follows: x 


MISLEADING LEADERS AND MISLED PEOPLE. 
(By Bishop Warren A. Candler.) 


The American people are very much addicted to the convention habit, 

Every interest and vocation is organized, and the number of associa- 
tions, conventions, and congresses is almost beyond computation. 

Very many of these bodics are directed and dominated by small 
groups of persons, who pull the wires behind the scenes and make 
the other members move at will, as skillful showmen wake puppets 
perform. These makers and managers of convention machinery are 
called “the leaders,” and they generally compose the committee on 
resolutions,” to which all motions introduced are instantly referred 
on their introduction. 7 

When this committee of “leaders” make their report (always dur- 
ing the closing hours of the convention), their “findings” are gener- 
ally adopted with little or no discussion, and adopted without ade- 
quate consideration, Indeed, it is considered bad form, if not dis- 
loyalty to the body, when any member presumes to express dissent from 
their conclusions. Moreover, dissent is futile; for the voting, as well as 
the report, bas been fixed" by the leaders” whose business it is 
to manipulate the meeting from start to finish, 

On the adjournment of the session “ the cut and dried" report of 
these manipulators is published as the matured convictions of all the 
members, although mest of them know little about it and care less. 

This method of the convention mechanics to promote their ambitious 
schemes and dangerous devices is a most pernicious form of personal 
Propaganda. It is no more trustworthy than the prospectus of “a 
wildcat. oil eompany,” whose gushers dv not exist outside of gush- 
ing advertisements, 

Religious and educational conventions constitute the special pre- 
serve—“the happy hunting ground“ of these “machine gunmen.” 
They find particular delight in bringing down religious workers and 
school-teachers, who, in their unsuspicious goodness, are easy game 
for these marksmen of the committee room and the platform. 

A case in point was staged at the recent meeting of the student 
volunteers at Indianapolis. That body i composed of college students 
who are supposed to be volunteers for foreign mission work, alihouch 
most of them will probably never go to the foreign field. But the 
meeting drew together several thousand of these pious young people, 
and the word was sent forth that they all had approved enthusiastically 
the doctrines of pacifism and social equality. Many of them have 
denied that any such action was taken by them. If they had done 
so, what has a convention of school boys and girls, met to consider 
foreign missions, to do with such matters? What qualifications have 
callow youths for passing on such issues? 

Another instance of machine-made wisdom was the attempt of 
the managers of the North Carolina Education Association to constrain 
the Senators and Representatives of that great State in the Federal 
Congress to support the mischievous measure known as “ the Towner- 
Sterling bill.“ The manipulators of the association secured the adop- 
tion of resolutions favoring the passage of the. bill and the secretary 
of the body, in sending copies of this action to the Members of Con- 
gress from North Carolina, stated that it expressed the sentiment of 
15,000 white school-teachers In the State, althongh it may be doubted 
that as many as 1,000 of them know, or care, anything about it. 

That able and patriotic Senator, Hon. Lez S. OVERMAN, made a 
candid and courteous reply to the secretary of the association, which 
answer, fortunately, has been published. It is a clear and cogent 
exposition of this dangerous bill and it deserves the widest circulation 
and the most careful consideration. 

The admirable reply of Senator Overman to the communication 
of the secretary was as follows: 

“T thank you for sending this resolution to me, and assure you I 
shall be glad to give it due consideration, ete. 

“I feel, however, that the teachers of North Carolina are making a 
grave mistake when they ask the Federal Government to interfere with 
eur schools in North Carolina. This Towner-Sterling bil] will take 


| away the State supervision of our schools and give it to the Federal 


Gorernment. It does not appear so on the face of the bill. but that 
will be an easy matter when the Federal Government once enters into 
this sort of administration. Wher it takes control the teachers will 
have to submit to the dictates of the Federal Government. I also fear 
the negro question and mixed schools if this matter is giyen over to 
the Federal Government. We bave to meet these questions every day, 
and they would be absolutely forced upon us if this bill passes und 
becomes a law. 
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“T assure you I respect the voice of the teachers of the State, and 
will give it my sincere consideration. I feel, if this legislation were 
fully explained to the teachers, however, that they would not be 
heartily in favor of its passage.” 

The views of Senator OVERMAN, expressed so kindly, will commend 
themselyes to the approval of the great majority of the teachers of 
North Carolina, who have been misled and then misrepresented by the 
association's handlers. 

Tt is encouraging to note that the people are beginning to understand 
and condemn this unwise Towner-Sterling bill. The more carefully 
they consider it the more strongly will they oppose it. It is worse 
than the old Blair bill, which the country rejected some 40 years ago. 

The National Chamber of Commerce of the United States has con- 
demned it, and the condemnation was expressed through a referendum 
of its members and not by a manipulated yote in a mechanically man- 
aged convention. 

And Hon. John Sharp Williams, of Mississippi, in a letter to Mr. 
Frank H. Andrews, secretary of the Board of Trade of Vicksburg, laid 
bare its“ true inwardness.” Senator Williams wrote as follows: 

My Dear Mr. ANDREWS: I am absolutely opposed to adding another 
Cabinet officer to the President's political family under the guise of a 
secretary of education. I would hate very much to see the educational 
institutions of this country Centralized or made uniform all over the 
country. I saw enough of that sort of thing, teaching every child the 
sume thing every morning throughout a whole country, when I was in 
Germany. One of the good things with us is that the different States 
teach different textbooks, and all children’s minds are not framed in 
exactly the same mold, so that a Yankee remains a Yankee, likewise 
as to a westerner and a southerner, and the diference in their tradi- 
tions and ideals and mode of education and training has been of invalu- 
able benefit to the Republic. I was never great on uniformity anyhow. 

I am, with expression of regard, 

Very traly yours, 
JOHN SHARP WILLIAMS, 

Senator Williams puts the matter clearly and forcibly. His position 
is eminently correct, 

This Towner-Sterling bill is a most pernicious measure. 

It is proposed by it to establish an executive department of educa- 
tion, similar to that of the Department of the Interior, or the Depart- 
ment of Justice, with a secretary in the President's Cabinet to admin- 
ister it. 

It would receive large annual appropriations for distribution among 
the States, and the secretary, by disbursing these large sums upon cer- 
tain conditions, could, and would, color and control the education of 
the youth of the Nation, 

It is far worse in all its features than the vicious Blair bill which 
the people opposed vigorously and defeated overwhelmingly about 40 
years ago. It proposes for the United States a thoroughly Prussianized 
system of education. The creation of a department of religion, with a 
secretary in the President’s Cabinet, would be scarcely more injurious 
or more un-American, 

But some good people clamor for its adoption because they wish to 
extirpate ignorance and promote education in the land. Certain educa- 
tional associations, in which a group of officials propose all sorts of 
resolutions and secure their adoption by a body of unthinking delegates, 
have indorsed this dangerous bill. They claim the teachers of America 
are favorable to it. As a matter of fact, an overwhelming majority of 
the teachers of the United States have never given it a thought. If 
they had, they would oppose it as an unwarranted and hurtful inter- 
ference by the Federal Government with the work of their noble profes- 
sion. All the people will unite against it, as they did against the 
Blair bill, once they understand it. 

But at present the people of the country are asleep on the subject, 
and they need to be aroused. They do not perceive the purpose of the 
bill nor apprehend the wretched consequences of the measure if it 
were adopted. 

The bill bas been reintroduced into the new Congress, and President 
Coolidge has given it mild approval in his first message. The artful 
propagandists who support it are working energetically for it as here- 
tofore. 

Moreover, the people should know that this is only one of many 
schemes to create lucrative positions for politicians, increase Federal 
patronage, and waste public funds. They should understand that a 
number of lobbying bureaus and boards haye headquarters at the 
National Capital, and that by postal propagandism with the citizens 
of the country and personal appeals to Members of Congress they are 
constantly seeking to secure the passage of all sorts of paternalistic 
schemes which rob the Federal Treasury, prostrate the States to 
impotent provinces, and increase the burdens of Federal taxation. 

In cooperation with other unworthy agencies they are reducing the 
Federal Government to a most extravagant and wasteful cooperative 
society, which disguises its extraction of millions of dollars annually 
from the pockets of the taxpayers by sending back a few paltry appro- 
priations to local enterprises and selfish schemes of spurious reformers, 


They not only levy and collect taxes through Federal legislation 
which ought not to be levied, but, by the most insidious nrethods, they 
denature the Government itself, displacing the freedom of a constitu- 
tional Republic with the tyranny of an unscrupulous bureaucracy, The 
Constitution, designed for the defense of the liberties of the people, is 
rapidly becoming an object of contempt upon the part of these dema- 
gogical bureaucrats. 

All the people may as well understand that there is no money in 
the Federal Treasury but their own, and that they can get no more out 
than they put in, although a pilfering majority, by nefarious appro- 
priations, can extract from the Treasury more than the men of such a 
majority put in, and thereby rob all the rest of the Nation. 

That sort of looting the Treasury has been accomplished often. It is 
sometimes called “pork-barrel politics,“ and it well deserves the 
malodorous name. Without violence to truth it might be called rob- 
bery or thievery. 

The people themselves will be forced to furnish the money for all 
the schemes of the bureaucrats, notwithstanding the pretenses of these 
propagandists that they are getting something out of the Government 
for “the dear people.” 

Down with the “ Towner-Sterling bill.“ 
“Amen,” 


And let all the people say 


TEXAS LAND FRAUDS, 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, several days ago I introduced 
a resolution to investigate the land frauds being practiced on 
the people in the lower Rio Grande Valley. I named 10 com- 
panies in my resolution; 10 companies charged with deception, 
misrepresentation, and fraud. The president of one of the 
companies, and a member of another land company, has taken 
it upon himself to come to the Capital where he has been car- 
rying on the scurrilous and cowardly correspondence with me 
through a newspaper in this city. I do not know this indi- 
vidual. I would not know him if I were to see him. He is 
hidden away somewhere writing articles to me and printing them 
in the Washington Post, administration sheet Hd MeLean's 
paper. He has also mailed copies to Senators. So far as I 
know the other eight companies have not indulged in such 
cowardly and reprehensible conduct. Mr, President, I want 
to state for the Senate and for the benefit of this man, if he 
can read and write, and I suppose he can, that the strong-arm 
tactics to which he has resorted in the Rio Grande Valley will 
not be tolerated here. 

I stated the other day, and I state again, that if the infor- 
mation against this man and the other companies is true, he 
and they ought to be in the penitentiary, and I believe will 
be. I can understand how he would like to have the investi- 
gation stopped, coming to the Capital and flaunting scurrilous 
stuff in the columns of the Post, defying me, a United States 
Senator, for asking an investigation and insinuating that the 
Senate would not order the investigation and that I knew it 
would not be had. I guess he changed his mind yesterday 
when the Senate unanimously passed my resolution and ordered 
the investigation. 

I did encounter some opposition in the committee for a while, 
but that seemed to disappear. I want to say this to the credit 
of the Republicans in the Senate, that no one of them could 
be found who had respect enough for this man, who gave 
credence enough to his statements, to inject any of his slander 
and attacks upon me into the record in the Senate. 

The Washington Post and, I suppose, the Associated Press 
report which has gone over the country, in referring to this 
matter yesterday said the inquiry to be conducted by the Post 
8 Committee as the result of the adoption of my resolu- 
tion— 
will be directed especially against any operations of the Alamo Land 
& Sugar Co., of which R. B. Creager, the Republican national com- 
mitteeman of Texas, is president. 


That is not a fair statement of the case. The investigation 
will be especially directed against every crooked land company 
operating in the lower Rio Grande Valley. It will be a fair 
and fearless investigation. We will endeavor to get at “the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth,” and none 
of the tactics employed by this Creager, such as he used on 
an old newspaper man down in the valley who dared to write 
about his reprehensible conduct in these land-fraud cases, will 
be tolerated in this investigation. 

I hold here a Texas newspaper which tells the story of the 
attack on this poor old man. This paper is published in the 
Rio Grande Valley, and it tells how this Creager assaulted an 
old man sitting in the district attorney’s office, in the temple 
of justice, the courthouse—if it may be properly called that— 
leaning back in an office chair, with his heels upon a desk, 
reclining, and this man, accompanied by two other men, the 
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story goes—and I have the newspaper here—walked around by 
the old man and, standing there while his two friends: engaged 
the district attorney ju conversation, assaulted him in a most 
cowardly manner, knocked him out of the chair, and after his 
head struck the concrete floor stamped him in the face with 
his shoe heel. For this act he was indicted at the instance of the 
assistant district attorney, but a few days thereafter the district 
attorney, without consulting the poor old man who had been 
assaulted and beaten nearly to death, dismissed the indictment, 
and this man Creager went free. 

Mr. President, I have information to the effect that Creager 
secured an injunction from a State court against the unfor- 
tunate outraged victims of these tand frauds writing letters 
and mailing them to the Postmaster General telling to their 
Goyernment the cruel things which were being practiced upon 
them. Having been so successful in the valley, with crooks in 
court aud influences that he has about him down there in 
covering up this crooked conduct for months and years, I 
can understand how it is hard for one like him to realize 
why anybody would undertake to go into this matter and in- 
vestigate it unless there was some crooked motive behind such 
aetien, 

Finally, however, this man Creager comes to the Capital; he 
writes letters to various Senators—he wrote to me—this man 
who has been in this land-grant game for months and years 
down in the lower Rio Grande Valley. 

When this man Creager sees an effort made to have a sena- 
torial Investigation, and it looks as though the country is going 
to know the truth about this thing, Creager comes to the Capital, 
under Republican rule, hides himself away somewhere, writes 
from behind his breastworks scurrilous and insulting letters to 
a Senator, seeking to annoy and intimidate him, who is endeav- 
oring to secure an investigation not only of his own crooked 
companies, but of eight others which are doing business in the 
valley. He comes here, Mr. President, right under the nose of 
the President, right in the very heart of the Capital itself, 
sending his insulting literature around to the offices of Senators 
about the Capitol. A good many Republican Senators have 
thrown his scurrilous literature into the wastebasket, be it 
snt to their credit. 

IT must say that F have never seen such bold, brazen, and rep- 
rehensible conduct on the part of anybody since I have been in 
the Congress, now nearly 20 years: I do not believe that under 
any administration, either past or to come, such conduct would 
be permitted at the Capital of our Nation. Grown rich, we are 
told. by the accumulation of money obtained through the prac- 
tice of fraud, 

The man about whom I am talking to you, it is said, was 
offered the ambassadorship to Mexico, but he declined the ap- 
pointment. I think I know why he declined it. I think he 
knew of the information that I had; that is why he declined it, 
fer he knew that he could never be confirmed by the Senate. 

I know a good deal about his activities along the Mexican 
border. I know something about his connection with a certain 
violation of the quarantine law down there, and I think Gov- 
ernment officials have testimony in both instances which may 
be of value later on. 

Mr. President, the question as to the motive back of this 
investigation does not concern this man or the Senate; it does 
not concern the country. The question is, Is he and are the 
others guilty of the charges made in the resolution and petition 
addressed to the Postmaster General? Suppose a man comes 
into court with his hands covered with the blood of some help- 
less mortal whe bas been attacked, as Creager attacked the 
old man, from the back, and the judge Stands him up and says: 
“What say you; are you guilty or not guilty?” and he replies, 
“Why, if your honor please, this witness that told on me does 
not like me; he was inspired by somebody else who does not 
like me to tell that I committed this assault or murder.” What 
would the judge say? The judge would say, the question that 
you must answer is, Are you guilty?’ Of course that is the 
question here. The question with this man Creager is, Have 
your companies used the United States mail to deceive and 
defraud American citizens? Was there reason for this investi- 
gution? The Senate by its action says there is good reason 
for it.” 

1 did not intend to make any reference to a charge con- 
tained in one of these insulting letters to me in which reference 
was made to the Ku-Klux Klan. I determined to fight this 
resolution through the Senate without mentioning that subject, 
and, haying suceeeded in doing that, I will now discuss that 
situation. 

The information that I have in my possession now, informa- 
tion that will astound the Senate and astound the country, was 


given to me not by a member of the Ku-Klux Klan, but by a 
man who tells me that he made speeches against the klan in 
Missouri in 1922. He is a brave, able, upstanding lawyer, a 
courageous, fearless, manly man, and his name is James R. 
Page, of Kansas City, Mo. He is a man who has been through 
some of these prosecutions in the Rio Grande Valley and who 
tried in vain to get a hearing for the unfortunate victims of 
these land frauds. He is the man, Mr. President, who forced 
the indictment of W. E. Stewart, for whom this man Creager 
Is now receiver. He is the man who procured the prosecution 
and indictment of W. E. Stewart on 16 counts in the indict- 
ment, carrying a penalty of 5 years to the count, or 80 years 
in all, for the fraud that he practiced upon these unfortunate 
land-fraud victims. That is who the man is who furnished me 
the information on which I based my resolution. I repeat, he 
has a mass of information that will startle the Nation. 

I want to say this to the Senate: One night in the valley, 
when he was down there in the lower Rio Grande Valley 
aiding these poor people, trying to get somebody to hear those 
who bad been stripped of all they had been able to accumulate 
in a lifetime, those who had been outraged and defrauded, he 
said he heard an automobile below his window. It was stand- 
ing, but the gas was on and ready to go. He had been threat- 
ened and he had a six-shooter on his bed. He woke up when 
he heard the noise and saw two men, one of them standing 
at one of the windows opening out on the veranda and the 
other at another window on the same veranda. He sat up in 
the bed and the six-shooter fell on the floor. He grabbed the 
weapon from the floor and the men on the veranda, seeing that 
he was awake and armed, made their escape quickly, got in 
the automobile, and the chauffeur hurried them away. That 
is a sample of some of the strong-arm tactics resorted to in the 
valley to prevent the investigation of these land-fraud cases, 
But this man did not give up. With stout heart he fought on 
and on, and he is here now in the Capital to be of service in 
the investigation of these crooked land deals in the lower Rio 
Grande Valley. He is not a member of the Ku-Klux Klan. I 
am not a member of the Ku-Klux Klan. I have never been a 
member of the Ku-Klux Klan. I have never met with or had 
conferences with the attorneys for Senator Mayrizrp in the 
contest pending against him. I am not directing or managing 
his contest. I have not heard a Senator mention that contest 
in two months. 

I will say in this connection that long before the Ku-Klux 
Klan was heard of in Texas I made a speech at Austin, in- 
vited there by the legislature of the State to speak on the 
cotton question. One night while I was there I delivered a 
speech to the dear old ladies of the Confederate Home, and 
the present distinguished junior Senator from Texas intro- 
duced me, and I was a guest at his home for dinner. On 
that occasion T learned to know him fairly well, and his charm- 
ing wife, and his fine boys. That was in 1917, five years 
before he became a candidate for the Senate; and I remarked 
at that time that this man would go to the Senate some day. 
He had been railroad commissioner of the State for 10 years, 
and a distinguished Texas Democrat, pow a member of the 
Austin commission, said to me, “He will go to the Senate 
whenever he runs. He is one of the most popular and able 
young Democrats in the State.” My personal friendship for 
him and for his family dates back to 1917. I am also the 
friend of the senior Senator from Texas [Morris SHEPPARD] 
and his splendid family. I repeat, I am not a member of the 
Ku-Klux Klan. I have not been a member of the Ku-Klux 
Klan, I have not met with the lawyers representing Senator 
MayrFrecp in his contest; neither am I directing or leading in 
the management of that contest. 

These statements refute and show to be false the statements 
made by this man Creager, who is seeking to Inject something 
into the situation behind which he can hide. 

Mr. President, I felt that I should refer to that because, also, 
here is an advertising sheet from one of the land companies 
named in my resolution. It was sent to me by a citizen of 
my State. Here is another one from a citizen of my State 
at New Market, Ala., saying that he has agreed to buy some 
land in the Rio Grande Valley and asking me to send him any 
information that I have on the subject. He wants to look into 
the titles to see whether or not they are good. 

Mr. President, last year shortly after the Senate adjourned, 
in going over my State at various places, especially in the 
southern and western part of the State, various people spoke 
to me about these advertisements of the Rio Grande Valley 
land, and I said: “I do not know very much about it. I haye 
heard some talk and seen something in the papers to the 
effect that there were a lot of frauds being practiced down 
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I am going to look into it. Something ought to be 
done.” But the suggestion comes, Where did you get this in- 


there. 


formation? You will hurt the valley.” 
Let me read you the title of an article in Collier's National 
Weekly: 


Land pirates, too. 


That is the name given to a long article in Collier's National 
Weekly. 


Prosperity and solid comfort can be gotten out of the soil, but they 
have to be dug out. Only hard work will do it. Here is the story 
of a man who sells 46-acre plots of desert soil with the promise that 
it will make you rich without effort. He tells frankly how he sells 
them, but the hardest work will raise nothing on the acres he sells— 
nothing but experience. 


That is in Collier's Weekly. Does that look as though he 
wants to hurt the valley? He goes on in that story to tell how 
the valley can be best served by getting rid of the crooks in 
the valley. 

Here is another one from the Country Gentleman entitled: 


The spoilers of the mugle valley. Ruthless land speculators are 


blasting the rich Rio Grande delta. 


Am I hurting the delta, the valley? Mr. President, I am 
the friend of the valley. Both of the Senators from Texas in- 
dorse the investigation that I have asked for regarding the 
Rio Grande frauds. Both of them feel as I would feel if the 
scene of this operation were laid in my State, and people by the 
wholesale from other States were being drawn in there and 
defrauded. If that were the case, I would welcome an investi- 
gation, because an inyestigation will show, if these statements 
are untrue, that everything is all right. If they are true, it 
will separate the chaff from the wheat, the shecp from the 
goats, the saints from the sinners. It will get rid of the crooks 
in the valley and leave the honest land companies doing busi- 
ness there. 

Here is a letter from that first company sending these state- 
ments into my State, the Al Parker Securities Co. Here is 
a letter from one of my constituents, inclosing me a circular 
letter from the A, J. MeCall Land Co., both doing business in 
the valley. The last named is one of those named in my reso- 
lution. Why, Mr. President, they are operating in my State 
and are very active in it. They are operating in South Caro- 
lina, in North Carolina, in Georgia, and in Oklahoma, I have 
a list of names just received, about 250 in the list, and I sup- 
pose there are 50 of them from the State of Oklahoma; they 
have been defrauded by these fraudulent land companies. 

In my State, Mr. President—and I am sure that is true of 
Georgia and South Carolina and Mississippi and North Caro- 
lina—the boll weevil is playing havoc with the cotton produc- 
ers. I drove through a farm last fall when I was speaking over 
the State in October. and a farmer showed me 50 acres of the 
finest land in the country on which he said he would not get 
2 bales of cotton. He has made from 30 to 35 bales on that 
same land in the past. He is very blue and despondent. So 
these agents are going into my State, and they are saying 
to the people there: Why not give up your boll-weevil-in- 
fested area? Why not sell out, lock, stock, and barrel and come 
down into the valley where you will be in a paradise and 
make money and become rich in a little while?” 

Mr. President, if they go in there, I want them to go with 
their eyes open, and I do not want any fraud practiced upon 
them. I am giving them notice, and some of them have already 
acted on it. They are writing to me. I am getting, I sup- 
pose, an average of 40 or 50 letters a day from people telling 
me about how they have been invited to go, and that they did 
intend to go, or that they have been, and saying that I have told 
the truth about just how they are treated. When these land 
people get them in the yalley they will not let them see any- 
body except an agent of the company. Here is a picture— 
I wish Senators could see it—in Collier’s National Weekly. 
It shows a hired gentleman standing on the front porch 
of a palatial home in the Rio Grande Valley, with the pros- 
pective victims standing out in front of him with their mouths 
open, a good many of them, and he is telling them about how 
glorious a land it is, and they pay him so much each time he 
makes that speech, When he gets through with them they are 
kept all together and carried to another place, and then to 
another place, and they are shown a piece of land here and 
are told: “ You can buy this 40 acres of land,” and the man 
thinks he is buying it; and when he gets his deed it is to a 
tract of land 2 miles away, not the land that they deceived 
him into buying, and not the land that he thought he was 
buying. 


They tell him another thing, Mr. President. They say: 
“This land is under this particular irrigation system.” They 
have some serviceable. irrigating systems down there, and they 
are all right for the lands served by them. They will say, 
“Your land is under this or that irrigation system,” but it is 
not true. In many instances the land in question is not under 
any system that is adequate. When the man buys it and parts 
with all the money he has, they take a vendor's lien note on 
the land that he purchases, and he has to make out of the 
ground the stuff that he uses to make that payment. He can 
not get any water to produce the crop, and his crop parches 
and dries up and dies, and when the vendor's lien note is due 
he can not pay it. They foreclose, take back the land, his 
$10,000 is gone, and he is left penniless and a pauper in the 
valley. Thousands of those people—literally thousands of them, 
the information shows—are wandering in the valley, despondent 
and desolate, all of their substance gone. 

As I went over some of these statements I thought about 
the Bible story about a man who journeyed to Jericho and 
fell into the hands of thieves, and they beat him and robbed 
him of his substance and left him on the roadside for dead. 
I thought of that when I read the story of that man who, 
stripped of all that he had accumulated in his lifetime, walked 
upon the street and cried out against these land-fraud com- 
panies in this free land of America, and a deputy sheriff 
hit him over the head with a six-shooter and knocked him 
unconscious. Then they carried him to a hospital, where he 
was treated for six weeks before he recovered. That is the 
bunch of thieves that he fell into; and this W. E. Stewart Co., 
I understand, gave that deputy sheriff a gold watch for his 
activities in connection with intimidating and suppressing these 
poor, unfortunate victims. 

I have a letter here, Mr. President, which I want read to 
the Senate in reply to these statements that have been cir- 
culating about the Capitol before we go into this investigation. 
Here is a letter from a gentleman down there by the name of 
Boyer, of Oneal, Ark. He says: 


They are taking people from right here, Batesville, our county seat, 
through the valley, and selling them land—small tracts for citrus 
fruits. The Ingleman Land Co. are the agents here. I ask you, Why 
does our Government allow such frauds to go on? If there is any- 
thing you can do to help, I wish you all success, and you will surely 
have a little. The people in the valley tried to stop them, and were told 
if they met the excursion train they would be shot down. 


Mr. President, I have information, as I said before, that will 
startie the Senate and the Nation about men lured from their 
homes into the valley, deception practiced upon them, misrep- 
resentations made, and the United States mail the instrumental- 
ity used in sending them these circular letters, in sending them 
their advertisements, in carrying on the letter writing through 
the mail, and the checks completing the transaction. 

I want to say here, before I close, that I have a letter from a 
woman, a widow with two little girls, whose husband left her 
$9,000. They told her what she could do with it in the valley, 
how she could double it in a little while. They took her $9,000, 
and what happened? The land did not produce; she could not 
get the water to irrigate it, and they closed out the notes, She 
lost the land. Her $9,000 is gone. She is a cultured, refined 
woman. Where is she? She is a chambermaid in one of the 
hotels there, getting $12.50 a week. 

Mr. President, they put out the cry that there was no truth 
in these statements. They have managed to prevent an investi- 
gation there. But I referred the other day to a letter I re- 
ceived from a lawyer in New York, Mr. Willett, who brought 
suit against Creager’s company, and who recovered the money 
which these citizens in New York had had stolen from them. 
Proof enough can be offered in this investigation to enable these 
poor victims all over the valley to institute suits against these 
various companies so that they may get back the money un- 
lawfully taken from them. 

In this connection I want to read a statement from the letter 
written to me by Mr. Willett, this New York lawyer: 


Many farmers in western New York, my old home, were induced by 
the Alamo Land & Sugar Co., R. B. Creager, president, to go to Texas, 
where they were induced to purchase land on the Rio Grande River, 
and all of them without exception lost every cent they invested. 


Yet they tell us there is nothing in these charges, that they 
are made to injure somebody because he is against the Ku-Klux 
Klan. 

Mr. President, I used to hunt the red fox a good deal when I 
was a boy. I like the chase now. I learned something of the 
cunning of the old mother fox. In the spring of the year, when 
her young were stored away in a hole in the hills, we would 
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sound the horn and start for the hunting ground. The dogs 
would commence howling, and she could hear them half a mile 
away. She would get up and walk around between her young 
and the dogs and lead them off into the cyclone country, where 
the trees had fallen in every direction. She would walk the logs 
out there and trail the dogs around and lose them in the chase 
10 miles from her issue. That was her purpose in the foxy 
game she was playing. 

So this man Creager seeks to inject something outside of the 
issue here and focus attention upon it in order to hide away. 
I am reciting what the neighbors say about this man. Now, 
listen to the Kansas City Journal, a Republican paper; hear 
what it says on the subject: 


$30,000,000 IN LAND FRAUD, CHARGE—EXPOSURE OF MOST GIGANTIC SWINDLE 
IN HISTORY EXPECTED IN STEWART CASB. 


Exposure of the most gigantic land swindle known in history, it is 
predicted, will follow the indictment last week by a Federal grand 
jury of six officials and agents of the W. E. Stewart Land Co., of 
Kansas City, on charges of fraud in connection with the sale of 40,000 
acrés of semiarid land in Hidalgo County, Tex. 

Thirty million dollars have been paid to land companies since early 
1919 for property in Hidalgo and Cameron Counties on the Rio 
Grande, according to estimates of those familiar with the situation. 

Quite as startling as the amount of money involved in the alleged 
uwindles is the story of how a local court tried to stop, and actually 
did enjoin, the right of petition to the Federal authorities by those 
who claimed they had been defrauded. 

Evidence showing affiliations between the land companies and officials 
in the counties— 


Listen, Senators— 


where the land is sold will be presented when the cases are called for 
trial, probably next month, according to Federal officials, who believe 
convictions will follow. 

Hundreds, perhaps thousands, of men and women in virtually every 
section of the United States have been involved in the land deals, it is 
declared, 


MANY LIFE SAVINGS LOST. 


In many instances the savings of a lifetime went into the property. 
Only in exceptional cases have the purchasers obtained any substan- 
tial return on the investment, it is claimed. 

Scores of the investors, unable to meet deferred payments, have 
lost their property and have left the valley, broken in spirit and 
almost penniless, the grand jury was told. The wonderful land, which 
was to be a haven for their declining years, has been for any only 
a desert mirage. 

Woven into the stories of disappointment run a narrative of political 
influence which, in many Instances, has brought protection from local 
officials, if not the courts, and has brought pressure to bear on men 
high in the councils of the Nation. 


We have set out in this resolution that there are 600 and 
more petitioners, American citizens, who have been defrauded. 
I do not care how humble they are, how poor they may be. 
Many of them are from Ohio, Colorado, Indiana, Iowa, and 
many of the other Northern and Western States. They have a 
right to be heard. Six hundred of them have stated in a peti- 
tion that these men came to Washington and called on the 
Postmaster General and called on the Attorney General regard- 
ing this called-for investigation, and that after that it fell 
asleep and no more has this investigation been heard from. It 
has gone the way of all the earth, and these people are crying 
out for some aid. I have found the letter I have received from 
that poor woman I quoted from awhile ago. She stated: 

Dran Senator; I am for you, and pray God you will get your inves- 
tigation through. I was robbed by the Swallow Land Co.— 


That is Creager’s company— 
of nearly $9,000, and I understand R. B. Creager is an official of said 
company. If you get your investigation through, you may count on 
me, if allowed to do so, to show that I was robbed of nearly $9,000. 
I am a widow with two girls to educate. I am now employed by above 
hotel at $12.50 a week as maid, and I can hardly get by on it. 
Very respectfully, 
Mus. Mary HOFFMAN. 


Now I want to read a little more from this Republican news- 
paper: 

State Senator Dayid M. Proctor, of Kansas City, who is representing 
Mr. Stewart— 


Some yery interesting testimony will develop concerning him, 
before this hearing is over, in connection with an effort to pre- 
vent the trial of this case, 
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State Senator Dayid M. Proctor, of Kansas City, who is representing 
Mr, Stewart in the criminal case now pending, yesterday predicted that 
his client would be acquitted. 

“The stories told concerning the Hidalgo County property are largely 
exaggerated,” said Mr. Proctor. “ It really is a wonderful country, with 
which I am personally acquainted,” 


I agree with that last statement. 
Let me read: 


“I am sure that there has been nothing wrong with the dealings 
between Mr. Stewart and his clients, and I feel positive that he will be 
Proven innocent of the charges.” 


Was he? He was convicted on 16 counts in the indictment, 
5 years to the count—S0 years, I repeat, in all—and his counsel 
was talking then, just as Creager and some others are claiming 
now, that there is nothing in this talk; that it was all fair and 
legitimate. Let us listen to a little more of this: 


Official findings and admissions that fraud has been practiced in the 
sale of lands in the yalley are to be found. The most recent came 
Thursday, when David E. Kirgan, of La Feria, Tex., vice president of 
the W. E. Stewart Land Co., pleaded guilty to charges of fraud charged 
against him in the Federal indictment. Sentence was deferred. 


Now, listen, Senators: 


Mr. Kirgan, his words choked with sobbing as he faced the Federal 
judge, related the age-old story of unquestioned confidence in a friend, 


Listen: 


“I didn’t know I was doing anything wrong,” Mr. Kirgan said. “I 
had such confidence in Mr. Stewart, president of the company, that I 
sold some of the land to my best friends and relatives in Ohio.” 


Mr. President, the details of this scandal will make the Tea- 
pot Dome storm look like a May morning shower. I read fur- 
ner: 


A decision of the circuit court of Rock County, Wis., handed down in 
January, 1921, holds that representations made by representatives of 
the W. E. Stewart Land Co. and Stewart Farm Mortgage Co., J. E. 
Carlson and G. H. Krohn, in the sale of Texas land were false and 
untrue, 


Mr. President, this article is in a Republican paper. That 
is as much as I will read of it at this time. I have several 
others here. That paper speaks about connection with court 
officials, and I haye related incidentally that the indictment for 
assaulting this old man was dismissed against Creager, dis- 
missed in four days after it was returned, and this story in the 
Kansas City Republican paper strongly hints that they have 
connection with courts, not only locally, but nationally, 

Mr. President, I have one letter that Suggests that one Fed- 
eral official, high in authority, may receive commissions from 
land sales. The hearings will disclose whether that is true 
or not. 

As I have thought about these poor, unfortunate people, who 
were lured down into this magic valley—and it is wonderful— 
and stripped of their all, and then when they gathered to- 
gether to talk about it were dispersed like sheep and not 
allowed to talk to each other or to have concert of action about 
getting redress from the Government they love, as I have read 
the testimony down yonder, I thought of another case where 
a lawyer for several of these concerns undertook to speak to 
them and the mayor of the town told him not to say anything 
against these land companies, saying, “ You will hurt the val- 
ley.” I thought, Mr. President, of the corrupt use of money in 
courts in the old days, and we are seeing signs of it in the new 
day, in the living present, 

Now, I want to read a short parable which is apropos of this 
discussion: 


It is a wonderful country. 


A BRIBE WELL WEIGHED. 


A poor man in Turkey claimed a house which a rich neighbor had 
usurped; he held his deeds and documents to prove his right, but his 
more powerful opponent had provided a number of witnesses to invali- 
date them, and to support their evidence more effectually he presented 
the cadi with a bag containing 500 ducats. 

When the cause came to be heard, the poor man told his story and 
produced his writings, but wanted that most essential and only valid 
proof, witnesses. The other, provided with witnesses, laid his whole 
stress on them and on his adversary's defection in law, who could 
produce none; he therefore urged the cadi to give sentence in his 
favor, 

After the most pressing solicitations, the judge calmly drew from 
under his seat the bag of 500 ducats, which the rich man had given 
him as a bribe, saying to him very gravely, “You have been much 
mistaken in the suit; for if the poor man could bring no witnesses in 
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confirmation of his right, I myself can produce at least 500.“ He then 
threw him the bag with reproach and indignation, and decreed the 
house to the poor plaintiff. 


That, Mr. President, is what I hope to see done as.a result 
of this investigation. 

I will detain the Senate but a moment longer. The Senator 
from New York [Mr. WapswortH] and others have some mat- 
ters they want to take up. 

1 praise the valley. It is a fertile spot of earth. They have 
a balmy climate down there. They have some farms well 
irrigated. They have some farmers who are prosperous. They 
have a fine people in the valley. But they have hundreds of 
people stranded in the valley, duped by these land companies 
and defrauded out of all that they possessed. I am fighting 
for them. In fighting for them I am going to help drive the 
crooks out of the valley, destroy the crooked land companies— 
they ought to be destroyed—and open the way to recover money 
that has been fraudulently taken from these people by the 
hundreds and thousands, Millions of money has been taken 
from them. T want to say this for the valley before I take my 
seat. I am a friend of the valley. The newspapers down in 
Texas that have been criticizing my course in this matter do 
not know of the evidence that I have, because the land com- 
panies have kept the facts so securely covered up that nobody 
knows except some one who has been on the inside and who has 
had the courage to fight as this brave attorney from Kansas 
City has fought who has furnished to me the information that 
L have. 

Mr. President, I hope to see the time come, as I believe I 
will, when that valley will be peopled from one side of it to 
the other, when an ample and adequate irrigation system will 
obtain in the valley. I do not believe there is enough water 
in the Rio Grande to irrigate the valley properly. It may 
be that the Government is going to have to aid sometime to 
provide irrigation methods, accumulating water at the flood 
times and storing it away in the hills to be used to irrigate the 
valley in times of drought and need. I repeat, I am not an 
enemy of the valley. I am the friend of every honest man and 
woman in the valley. I am the friend of every honest land com- 
pany in the valley. I am against the crooks and thieves who 
have used the United States mail to pillage and plunder people 
from 15 States of the Union. I am fighting for a hearing for 
American citizens who have been defrauded and robbed and 

left stranded in the lower Rio Grande Valley. The cause of 

these poor, unfortunate, and outraged land-fraud victims is the 
cause of every honest Federal official in the country. Let the 
truth be known and let justice be done. That is all I ask. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I do not desire to inter- 
fere with the arrangement that has been made. The Senator 
from New York [Mr. WapsworrH] has requested that there be 
an executive session at this time, and I recognize that there 
was an order made that we should go into executive session 
after the morning business to-day to discuss the Major case. I 
had hoped this morning, before we went into executive session, 
to occupy the time of the Senate briefly in a discussion of cer- 
tain propaganda that I think is unfair. But if the Senator 
from New York, who has the Major case in charge, desires to 
go into executive session, in view of the time already occupied 
to-day, I shall not insist on proceeding this morning. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I appreciate that consideration on the 
part of the Senator. I think the case to which the Senator 
refers will take a good deal of time. 

Mr. HARRISON, If the Senator desires to go into executive 
session at this time, I want to serve notice now that if it is 
possible in any way in the world to get recognition on Saturday 
morning immediately after the morning business, I am going 
to try to get the attention of the Senate, so that I may discuss 
a matter that I think fs of importance. 

‘Mr. WADSWORTH. I appreciate the generosity of the 
Senator from Mississippi and understand his concern in the 
matter, 

Mr. DIAL and Mr. REED of Missouri addressed the Chair. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I was about to move that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of executive business, 

Mr. REED: of Missouri. Will the Senator withhold his mo- 
tion for about five minutes? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I hope the Senator will let us go into 
executive session. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I shall not detain the Senate longer 
than that length of time. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Very well. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr, President, I have listened to the 
remarks of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Herr] in so far 
as I was able to be in the Chamber. I did not hear all that he 


said. I know something of the Stewart land case controversy. 
I do not want to reflect in anything I say upon any individuals 
who are connected with the Government or with the courts. I 
believe that the judge of the Federal court at Kansas City 
before whom Mr. Stewart was tried and convicted is a man of 
highest honor; T desire to reflect on no official; but I say to the 
Senate that, knowing what I do with reference to this case, it 
is my judgment that the entire transaction ouglit to be impar- 
tially investigated. 

I think it is beyond controversy that many people were mis- 
led, overreached, and defrauded in these land transactions. 
My understanding is that first and last they run into the thou- 
sands, and that every kind of influence that could be obtained 
was employed for the purpose of preventing a prosecution of 
the cases. They succeeded at one time in getting the Federal 
judge to accept a plea of nolo contendere, which is in substance 
a plea of guilty, from Stewart and several of his associates, but 
under the practice the plea of nolo contendere does. not permit 
the assessment of heavy penalty. 

When the matter was again called to the attention of the 
judge of the court he set aside the plea as to Stewart and he 
was compelled to go to trial and was convicted. I understand 
that in the effort to prevent a full disclosure regarding the 
scheme or fraud they have actually gone to the length of 
obtaining injunctions in the courts of Texas against the filing 
of petitions addressed to proper public authorities, a very re- 
markable procedure. 

Taking all the facts together I believe this to be a case that 
ought to be thoroughly and impartially investigated. The facts 
ought to be disclosed, and whosoever, whether in public office or 
out, is guilty of culpable conduct should be brought to the bar 
of ae opinion and, if the facts warrant, to the bar of the 
cou 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Chaf- 
fee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed 
without amendment the bill (S. 2249) to extend for nine months 
the power of the War Finance Corporation to make adyances 
under the provisions of the War Finance Corporation act, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 


APPLICATIONS FOR RELIEF UNDER. SECTION 4 OF INTERSTATE COM- 
MERCE ACT AS TO SHORT AND LONG DISTANCE HAULS (8. DOC, 
No. 50). 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mosrs in the chair), The 
Chair lays before the Senate a letter from the chairman of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, transmitting a report made 
by the commission in response to Senate Resolution 472 of the 
Sixty-seventh Congress. The letter of the chairman of the 
commission will be printed in the Rxconůb and the report will 
be printed as a Senate document and referred to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce. 

The letter is as follows: 


INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION, 
Washington, February 13, 192}, 
To the PRESIDENT OF TAN SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Str: In compliance with the provisions of Senate Resolution 472, 
dated March 3, 1923, the Interstate Commerce Commission has the 
honor to transmit herewith a report giving the information indicated 
in the resolution relating to the administration of section 4 of the 
interstate commerce act. 

As a result of the investigation conducted by the commission in rela- 
tion to paragraph (e) of the resolution approximately a thousand com- 
munications were gathered by its special agents from the files of the 
transcontinental carriers and of a number of shippers’ organizations. 
Thirty typical examples of these communications have been selected 
which have been included in the report. The commission has bad pre- 
pared for its own use in considering this matter a compilation of 
selected examples of the remaining communications covering 121 sten- 
ciled pages. These communications: are of similar import to those set 
forth in the report and are therefore largely cumulative. If the Senate 
expresses a desire to examine them copies will be transmitted at once 
for its use. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Henry C, HALL, Chairman, 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. BURSUM presented petitions of 247 citizens of Raton 
and of 373 citizens of Clovis, Vaughn, and Carlsbad, all in the 
State of New Mexico, praying that no substantial change be 
made in the transportation act of 1920, which were referred to 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. BURSUM. I ask uhanimons consent that a resolution 
adopted by the woolgrowers’ convention of New Mexico, rela- 
tive to the creation of an additional reserve for the Navajo In- 
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dians, be referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs and 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs and ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


Where as it has come to the knowledge of this convention that cer- 
tain interested parties cooperating with the Indian Bureau of the 
United States having arrived at a certain agreement whereby it is pro- 
posed to exchange certain private-owned lands adjacent to the Navajo 
Indian Reservation within the State of New Mexico for lieu lands 
within the said State; and 

Whereas such an agreement or exchange would be detrimental to the 
majority of the sheep raisers and woolgrowers of the northwestern 
part of the State, in the counties of McKinley, San Juan, and Rio 
Arriba ; and 8 

Whereas extension would not only include the privately owned lands 
now within said proposed extension but would add to that now in the 
unappropriated public land amounting to close to 1,000,000 acres of 
land, the greater majority of which is public domain; and 

Whereas It is against the best interest of this important industry to 
extend the limits or increase the acreage of any Indian reservation: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Wool Growers’ Association of New Mewico, in con- 
vention asse ned this 8th day of February, 1925, That we strenuously 
and earnestly oppose the extension of said Navajo Indian Reservation 
to any lands within the counties hereinbefore mentioned; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be sent to each one of 
our Senators in the Congress of the United States from the State of 
New Mexico, namely, Hon. H. O. Bursum, Hon. A. A. Jones, and 
Congressman Hon, JoHN Morrow, urging them to oppose any bill or 
resolution that may be presented to the Congress of the United States 
providing for such an extension of the Navajo Indian Reservation; be 
it further 

Kesoived, That it is the sense of this convention that the said 
Navajo Indian Tribe does not need said land for any purpose whatso- 
ever, and It would retard the growth of this section of the country 
over which this said proposed extension would be made, 


REPORT OF THE COMMITTERE ON THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. BALL, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 1932) to change the name of 
Thirty-seventh Street between Chevy Chase Circle and Reno 
Road, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 145) thereon. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. HALE: 

A bill (S. 2498) granting a pension to Kate D. Talbot (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McNARY: 

A bill (S. 2499) to authorize the acceptance of title under 
the act of March 20, 1922, and to add certain public lands which 
adjoin the Umatilla, Wallowa, and Whitman National Forests; 
to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

By Mr. DALE: 

A bill (S. 2500) to readjust the postage rates on ordinary 
insured and collect-on-delivery domestic parcel-post mail mat- 
ter; to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

By Mr. KING: 

A bill (S. 2501) to extend the provisions of the act entitled 
“An act to pension the survivors of certain Indian wars from 
January 1, 1859, to January 31, 1891, inclusive, and for other 
purposes,” approved March 4, 1917; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 


AMENDMENT OF COTTON FUTURES CONTRACT LAW. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President—— 

Mr. DIAL. Will the Senator from New York yield to me 
just a moment. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield to the Senator from South Caro- 
lina for a moment. 

Mr. DIAL. In the first week of this session I introduced a 
bill, Senate bill 386, proposing an amendment to the cotton 
futures contract law, which was referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. That committee has not yet made a 
report. I have urged it at different times kindly to do so. I 
do not know why a report has been delayed so long. I most 
respectfully request the committee, if it can not agree upon a 
report, to return my amendment without recommendation. I 
would like to have it on the calendar and let the Senate pass 
upon it. I hope the committee will take this course and act 
on my proposed amendment promptly, one way or the other. 


FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION DECISION. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Mr. President, I ask unani- 
mous consent to have printed in the Recorp the findings as to 
the facts and conclusion of the Federal Trade Commission in 
955 case against the Chamber of Commerce of Minneapolis and 
others. 

There being no objection, the decision was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA BEFORE FEDERAL Traps COMMISSION. 


At the regular session of the Federal Trade Commission, held at its 


office in the city of Washington, D. C., on the 28th day of December, 
A. D. 1923. 


Present: Huston Thompson (chairman), Vernon W. van Fleet, Nelson 
P. Gaskill, Victor Murdock, and John F. Nugent, commissioners. 


Federal Trade Commission v, Chamber of Commerce of Minneapolis, 
the Officers and Board of Directors and Members of the Chamber of 
Commerce of Minneapolis, Manager Publishing Co., John H. Adams, 
and John F. Flemming. Docket No. 694. Findings as to the facts 
and conclusions. 


Pursuant to the provisions of an act of Congress approved September 
26, 1914, the Federal Trade Commission issued and served a complaint 
upon the respondents, the Chamber of Commerce of Minneapolis, the 
officers, board of directors, and certain members as fairly representa- 
tive of the whole number of members as a class so numerous as to 
make it impractical to name them all as parties respondent herein, 
Manager Publishing Co., John H. Adams, and John F. Flemming, 
charging them with unfair methods of competition in commerce in 
violation of the provisions of said act. 

Respondents: The Chamber of Commerce of Minneapolis; C. A. Mag- 
nuson, C. M. Case, William Dalrymple, A. C. Andrews, B. F. Benson, 
W. T. Frasier, H. P. Gallaher, J. B. Gilfillan, jr., II. S. Helm, Asher 
Howard, John McLeod, N. H. MacMillan, and F. C. Van Dusen, named 
in the complaint as representative of the whole number of memberg 
and as officers and directors of said chamber of commerce; John G. 
McHugh; Manager Publishing Co.; John H. Adams; and John F. 
Flemming, each of them having entered their appearance by their attor- 
neys and haying each filed their answers to said complaint, and having 
entered into a stipulation in writing as to the facts, thereupon this 
proceeding came on for final hearing, and the commission being fully 
advised in the premises and upon consideration thereof makes this its 
report, stating its findings as to the facts and conclusion, 


FINDINGS AS TO THE FACTS. 


PARAGRAPH 1. That in 1881 the respondent, the Chamber of Com- 
merce of Minneapolis, was incorporated under the laws of the State of 
Minnesota; that continuously ever since said date it was, and is now, 
a nonstock or membership corporation engaged in the business of con- 
ducting a grain exchange for the exclusive use and profit of its mem- 
bers. The said grain exchange was at all times mentioned in the com- 
plaint as the largest wheat market in the United States. Within it 
about 200,000,000 bushels of grain grown in the States of the North- 
west are annually bought, sold, and dealt in in said exchange room by 
said members. It has bought, sold, and exchanged with others com- 
mercial information, consisting, among other things, of price quota- 
tions. These it caused to be transmitted from Its place of business in 
Minneapolis to other grain exchanges and members thereof locatcd in 
yarious States of the Union, and the said chamber received similar 
price quotations from other grain exchanges located in other States. 
During all of the times mentioned in the complaint in this cnse it 
neither bought nor sold grain. That at all times herein mentioned It 
has had its office and principal place of business in the city of Minne- 
apolis, State of Minnesota. 

Par. 2. That the business, government, policies, and control of the 
said chamber during all the times mentioned herein was, and is now, 
vested in a board of directors, including a president and two vice 
presidents; that as a condition precedent to admission to membership 
in said chamber and in consideration for membership therein all appli- 
cants have been required by said chamber to agree, and those admitted 
did agree, to be governed by the charter, rules, regulations, usages, and 
customs of said chamber and by all the amendments thereto, and to 
bind their heirs, executors, administrators, and assigns to be so gov- 
ernèd. 

Par. 3. That the business, practices, and methods of the said mem- 
bers while engaged in buying, selling, shipping, storing, and otherwise 
handling grain have been and are regulated and controlled by said 
charter, rules, regulations, usages, and customs. That the size, power, 
and influence of the individual members themselves, and their various 
business connections, were such that the said chamber became and was 
during the times named herein an important center for the transaction 
of business in wheat, corn, oats, rye, and other grain. 

Pan. 4. That until about 1915 the number of members in said cham- 
ber was limited, and the average price in Minneapolis for membership 
ranged from $3,500 to $4,000; that since said date the number of mem- 
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bers has been unlimited, and the membership fee bas been raised to 
$15,000, so that at the time of the filing and issuance of the complaint 
herein the members of the said chamber were so numerous that all of 
them could not at that time, without manifest inconvenience and op- 
pressive delay, be made parties therein; that the respondents, Ce 
Magnuson, C. M. Case, William Dalrymple, and John 8. McHugh, were 
for the fiscal year of 1917-18, respectively, president, first vice presi- 
dent, second vice president, and secretary of said chamber of com- 
merce; and, with the exception of said John G. McHugh, the said re- 
spondents, together with the respondents, A. C. Andrews, B. F. Benson, 
W. T. Fraser, H. P. Gallaher, J. B; Gilfillan, jr., H. S. Helm, Asher 
Howard, John McLeod, J. H. MacMillan, and F. C. Van Dusen, were 
directors and members of sald chamber of commerce and were all resi- 
dents of the city of Minneapolis and were each and all of them fairly 
representative of the entire membership of said chamber; that many of 
the above-named parties are members of said chamber and are now, and 
were at the time of and for some time preceding the issuance of the 
complaint herein, engaged personally or as an executive officer of a 
corporation which did trade as a member of the chamber of commerce 
as aforesaid in buying, selling, and handling grain in interstate com- 
merce In the city of Minneapolis, State of Minnesota, and throughout 
adjoining States. 

Pan, 5. That the membership of the said chamber is composed chiefly 
of individuals, firms, and corporations engaged in the terminal ele- 
vator, line elevator, and cash and future commission business. Be- 
sides these groups, the said chamber numbers among its members sev- 
eral representative millers and other grain converters and also those 
not engaged in the grain trade. 

The terminal-elevator members, with some exceptions, are those who 
purchased grain in carload lots either in the Minneapolis market or 
outside that market to arrive or to be shipped to that destination, or 
on track or f. o. b. at the shipping point from country elevators and 
other shippers in the States of Minnesota, North Dakota, South Da- 
kota, and Montana. Part of the grain thus purchased was sold by 
them locally at Minneapolis and part of it sold and shipped to mills, 
grain dealers, and others located in various States and Territories 
outside of Minnesota. 

The Hne-elevator members of said chamber were those engaged in the 
business of buying grain upon thelr own account through lines or 
chains of grain elevators located at various country shipping points in 
Minnesota, and also, with exceptions, in North and South Dakota, Mon- 
tana, and other States. The grain thus purchased was shipped by them 
from these elevators, located in numerous instances outside the State 
of Minnesota, to commission houses located in Minneapolis, where it 
was sold by them on a commission basis or was sold on track or to 
arrive and then shipped either to members of the said chamber or to 
grain dealers located in Minnesota or outside of said State. 

The cash-commission members of said chamber were engaged in the 
business of receiving grain on consignment from country shippers 
located primarily in North and South Dakota, Montana, and Minne- 
sota, and in handling of to-arrive sales for such shippers. In con- 
nection with such operations many, if not all, of the cash-commission 
members solicited the business of such country shippers through travel- 
ing solicitors. Through these traveling solicitors the said cash-commis- 
sion members sought the grain business of such shippers, financed by 
loans of money the grain-buying operations of such of them as became 
their customers, bought and sold futures for such customers, supplied 
price quotations and other market news, and supervised the operations 
and accounts of such shippers. 

The future commission-house members executed buying and selling 
orders for grain for future delivery at Minneapolis received by them 
from country and terminsl elevators, mills, exporters, mills and con- 
verters, and others. The execution of these orders by such members 
of the said chamber was made in its exchange room and affected the 
cash and future prices of grain within the State of Minnesota and in 
other States where grain is bought and sold either for spot or future 
delivery. That in all of these kinds of grain-business transactions the 
said members were in competition with others not members of said 
chamber, and especially were in competition with the Equity Coopera- 
tive Exchange and its stockholders, save in the matter of dealing in 
futures, and with the members of the St. Paul Grain Exchange. 

Many of the respondents herein engaged in two or more of the vari- 
ous above-described activities. 

That during the times mentioned in the complaint about 90 per 
cent or more of all grain received at Minneapolis was shipped to and 
dealt in by members of the respondent chamber. Over 60 per cent 
was during that time shipped into Minneapolis from States other than 
Minnesota. About 44 per cent was ground at Minneapolis into fiour 
and other grain products by members of the respondent chamber, and 
the greater part of such flour or products was shipped to various 
States of the United States and into foreign countries. Much grain 
while in transit from other States than Minnesota to points in States 
other than its place of origin was bought and sold in the exchange 
room of the respondent chamber. Some of this grain was bought by 
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grain in interstate commerce, 
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respondent members on track“ at country points either within or 
without Minnesota and shipped to Minneapolis, and contracts were 
made in the exchange room for the purchase and sale of grain to be 
shipped from other States to Minnesota at a future date or within a 
specified time. About 65 per cent of all grain received at Minneapolis 
was shipped on the consignment basis during the years 1913-1917. 
More than one-half of the grain dealt in on the floor of the respondent 
chamber was permitted a “stop over” at Minneapolis for the pur- 
pose of finding a purchaser or to be cleaned, stored, or mixed with 
other grain or converted into flour or other grain products, and then, 
either in its original, improved, or conyerted condition, moved on its 
journey to its final destination. 

Par, 6, That on or about February 17, 1911, the Equity Cooperative 
Exchange was incorporated under the laws of the State of North 
Dakota to buy, sell, ship, store, and otherwise handle grain, seed, etc., 
in State and interstate commerce, and on or about August 1, 1912, 
opened an office and place of business in Minneapolis, Minn,; that 
thereafter and in August, 1914, it moved to St. Paul, Minn., where, in 
conjunction with others, it established the St. Paul Grain Exchange, 
and then became and ever since has been a member thereof. Since 
August, 1914, it has had its principal office and place of business at 
St. Paul, Minn., and other offices and places of business at Fargo, 
N. Dak.; Superior, Wis.; and Great Falls, Mont. As a cooperative 
association its regulations required it, after all of its expenses and 
stock dividends were paid, to distribute the balance of the moneys de- 
rived from sales and commissions, if any, among its stockholders in 
proportion to the patronage it received from them, 

The stockholders of the said Equity Cooperative Exchange numbered 
about 7,000 in May, 1917, and this number had increased to about 
17,500 in September, 1922. None of them were members of the said 
chamber. Practically all of these stockholders resided in North Da- 
kota, South Dakota, Wisconsin, Minnesota, and Montana. They were 
engaged in raising wheat, corn, oats, rye, and other grain in said 
States and in shipping the same to the said places of business of the 
Equity Cooperative Exchange to be sold by it as agent for its said 
stockholders, or to be bought and sold by it on its own account. A 
great deal of said grain is sold and shipped by it for said stockholders 
or itself to purchasers located in places outside of Minnesota, 

The Equity Cooperative Exchange itself owned and operated about 
75 line and terminal local grain elevators located at various points in 
Minnesota and North and South Dakota. At these elevators it bought 
and received grain, shipped it to St, Paul, Minn., and Superior, Wis., 
and there sold the grain on its own account, For the convenience of 
itself and stockholders it owned and operated at St. Paul a terminal 
elevator with a capacity of 750,000 bushels, in which it stored grain 
for itself and stockholders. About 90 per cent of the stock of the said 
exchange was owned by individuals who were actively engaged in the 
production of grain. That, based upon its financial statement, the 
application of the Equity Cooperative Exchange to the Duluth Board 
of Trade for membership therein was favorably passed upon by that 
body, and the said exchange was, on or about October 15, 1922, made a 
member of said board of trade. 

In the above-mentioned transactions of buying and selling grain as 
agent for its stockholders and others and on its own account, and in 
its operation of its line and its terminal elevators, the said Equity 
Cooperative Exchange and its stockholders were engaged in intrastate 
and interstate commerce in competition with many of the members of 
said chamber of commerce as set forth in paragraph 5 hereof. 

Par. 7. The St. Paul Grain Exchange was a nonstock membership 
corporation organized Angust 1, 1914, under the laws of Minnesota to 
conduct a grain exchange and trading place for the use of its members 
and other growers of grain. It neither buys nor sells grain. Its office 
and principal place of business was at St. Paul, Minn. Its member- 
ship consisted of individuals, copartnerships, and corporations, many 
of whom were in competition with members of the respondent chamber 
of commerce engaged in buying, selling, shipping, and warchonsing of 
The rules and regulations by which it 
and its members were governed in said commerce did not prohibit, as 
did the rules of the said chamber, cooperative marketing, but did per- 
mit its members, after all expenses were paid, to distribute the bal- 
ance, if any, of moneys received from sales and commissions among 
their members in proportion to the patronage it received from them. 

Par. 8, The respondent, Manager Publishing Co., was a Maine cor- 
poration organized in 1910, with its office and principal place of busi- 
ness in Minneapolis. Since then it has owned and published at Minne- 
apolis a grain-trade periodical entitled the “Cooperative Manager and 
Farmer,” which It sent to farmer elevator companies, independent grain 
denlers, farmer grain growers, and other persons interested in the grain 
trade of the United States, and especially in the Northwest. 

The respondents, John H. Adams and John F. Flemming, were at all of 
said times residents of Minneapolis and stockholders of the said Mann- 
ger Publishing Co., and the said Adams was editor of the Cooperative 
Manager and Farmer until October, 1916, when the said Flemming suc- 
ceeded him as editor. The policy of the Cooperative Manager and 


Farmer during all of said time was dominated and controlled by the 
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secretary of the respondent chamber, who furnished the data and mate- 
rial for a great number of articles showing the policy hereinafter de- 
scribed. 

Pan. 9. For the guidance and control of its members the chamber of 
commerce passed certain rules and regulations called general rules. Of 
these, Rule VIIL usually known as the “ uniform commission rule,“ was 


first passed in 1882. This rule, with its amendments, required at the 
times mentioned in complaint all members to charge for thelr services, 
for which commissions are charged not less than certain minimum pre- 
scribed rates stated therein, when dealing in specified kinds of grain. 
The said rule required in section 10 that— ` 

“Every member of this association, and every person, firm, and cor- 
poration admitted to trade or to do business therein, hereafter buying 
directly or indirectly for his, their, or its own account, or otherwise, any 
grain or seeds dealt in upon this exchange, in carload lots on track at 
country points for shipment te Minneapolis, or buying any of the same 
to be delivered at Minneapolis, shall make their bids, offers, and pur- 
chases therefor on the basis of the Minneapolis market values, less- 
commission, or a profit at least equal to the established rates of commis- 
sion on said grain or seeds; and in addition, such bids, offers, or pur- 
chases shall be made subject to the usual and the same charges of this 
association, to include, and they shall include, switching, inspection, 
weighing, freight—if a ‘delivered’ bid, and freight on dockage if a 
‘track’ bid—interest on advances and all other charges according to 
the rules of this association, the same as if said grain or seeds were 
handled on commission through said association; and they shall render 
an aceount to the seller for all such purchases, including said charges 
separately stated in detail; and any person, firm, or corporation who 
shall violate any of the provisions of this section shall be liable and 
subject to the same penalties as are provided in section 11 of Rule VIII 
and section T of Rule IV of the general rules of this association.” 

Par. 10, Rule VIII required all members when buying grain “on 
track" at country or other points for shipment to Minneapolis to pay 
no more than the price of the same grain made by the respondent mem- 
bers in the exchange room of the respondent chamber (called “ Min- 
neapolis base price“), less the regularly prescribed commission rate, or 
a profit eqnal to said rate exclusive of freight and other charges. This 
rule in this respect did not apply to the purchase of grain from Omaha, 
Kansas City, and other terminal markets, except at St. Paul, Minn. 

It did not, however, prevent the members from paying less than the 
said base price for such grain but prohibited them from paying more, 
and had a tendency to depress grain prices, The rule prohibited a 
member when buying on his own account carload lots of grain “on 
track” at country points from paying more than the Minneapolis base 
price, less freight and other charges, including the amount of the com- 
mission rate prescribed by the said rule. That is, the rule required the 
said member, in said purchases, to make a charge against the grain 
in the guise of a commission when no commission service was rendered, 
and prohibited the members, under a heavy penalty, from paying more 
for grain “on track” in carload lots at country points for shipment 
to Minneapolis than the sbipper would receive for his grain were it 
being sold at that time In the exchange room of the said chamber in 
a commission transaction. The effect of this was to place “on track” 
purchases of grain precisely upon the same basis as commission trans- 
actions in Minneapolis, and gave to the shipper of grain in carload 
lots at country points to Minneapolis the same amount for his grain 
whether he consigned it to Minneapolis to be gold on commission by a 
member of the chamber or whether he sold it outright “on track” at 
country points or “to arrive” to a member of the respondent chamber. 

To enforce its provisions on this point the rule offered a reward of 
$1,000 to any informant that would furnish evidence that would con- 
vict a member or a concern represented by membership of a violation 
thereof. The penalty provision of the said rule has been enforced by 
the said chamber in a number of instances and the penalty imposed. 

Par. 11. Rule VIII in section 11 forbade any person doing business 
in the chamber to charge less than, or to evade directly or indirectly, 
the regular commission rates established by the rules of the chamber, 
or to assume or rebate any part thereof, and punished a violation 
thereof by a fine of not less than $250 or more than $1,000. The 
penalty provision of this portion of the rule has also been enforced 
and the penalty imposed. 

Under this rule, ang additional specia? rules passed for the purpose, 
the chamber refused membership in it to cooperative associations such 
as the Equity Cooperative Exchange, which returned to the shipper 
earnings or surplus in proportion to the amount of patronage received, 
and prohibited the respondent members from dealing with the said 
Equity Cooperative Exchange. 

This action on the part of the chamber hindered and suppressed 
competition from the ‘cooperative terminal marketing of grain in the 
Northwest, and protected members of the respondent chamber from the 
competition of cooperative associations. 

Par. 12. One of the main functions of the said chamber was to 
maintain an exchange room and trading facilities for the exclusive use 
of its members, In this room the members made sales and purchases 


of cash grain and grain futures either upon their own account or for 
others, as stated in paragraph 5 of these findings. 

Pan. 13. To the floor of this exchange room the chamber invited and 
admitted public telegraph companies to gather the continuous quota- 
tions of prices on the sales of grain offered and aceepted as aforesaid 
in the exchange room during its business hours. These quotations, as 
soon as made, were received by the telegraph companies in the said 
room and were immediately sent by telegraph lines and instruments 
to all of the principal towns and cities, and by means of ticker circuits, 
to the places of business of all who desired to receive and pay for the 
same. The quotations consisted of two kinds, to wit, continuous 
quotations, which meant a telegraphic service supplying price quota- 
tions oftener than 10-minute intervals, and “ periodical” or “ interval” 
service, which consisted of supplying price quotations at intervals 
of more than 10 minutes, 

Par. 14. Grain exchanges have, for many years past, by trade usage 
and custom, been accustomed to permit telegraph companies to furnish, 
and in aecord with such usage and eustom the said telegraph companies 
did furnish, continuous and interval service to other grain exchanges. 
By the same usage and custom each exchange also permitted its mem- 
bers to furnish its own quotations to their customers upon terms and 
regulations agreeable to the exchange, irrespective of the importance or 
the volume of the business done, provided the exchange and its mem- 
bers and their customers did not publish or make a wrongful use of 
such quotations. And the respondent chamber has at al} times per- 
mitted telegraph companies to furnish its “ periodical “ quotations to 
many thousands of nonmembers, some of whom were not in the grain 
business. 

Par. 15. Until October 6, 1902, the respondent chamber permitted 
the telegraph companies operating on its said exchange floor to dis- 
tribute both kinds of its price quotations without requiring them to 
obtain its approval in respect to the parties who sought them. On 
that date the chamber for the first time claimed that the quotations 
were its property, and it then directed the telegraph companies to send 
out continuous“ quotations to such persons only as the said cham- 
ber thereafter approved. 

Pan. 16. Beginning with July 21, 1914, the said chamber, by con- 
tract with the said telegraph companies, thereafter exercised control 
over all its price quotations, and by it claimed the right at any time 
to stop deliveries of all said price quotations, without any excuse 
therefor, by simply notifying “the telegraph companies to stop send- 
ing them to any particular person named.” ‘This contract also re- 
quired the telegraph companies to submit to the chamber for its ap- 
proyal all applications of their subscribers for periodical quotations, 
and the chamber agreed therein to hold the telegraph companies harm- 
less from any dameges arising from the refusal on the part of the 
telegraph companies to furnish them to an applicant. 

Par. 17. After said date both the Equity Cooperative Exchange and 
the St. Paul Grain Exchange made applications at different times to 
the said telegraph companies for service in respect to both kinds of 
said quotations. But the respondent chamber refused each time to 
permit the telegraph companies to furnish either the Equity Coopera- 
tive Exchange or the St. Paul Grain Exchange with such quotations. 
Both these exchanges were able, ready, and willing to pay for such 
quotations and to abide by and to agree to all of the rules and regu- 
lations required by the chamber of all applicants and subscribers for 
its said quotations, and nothing in the conduct of the business of 
either of them prevented them from obeying such regulations, 

Fan. 18. These quotations were at all times and are now necessary 
to anyone dealing in grain in carload tots. No grain in carload lots 
could at said times or can be sold intelligently without the knowledge 
of the said quotations. 

Par. 19. By means of boycott and threats of boycott the said cham- 
ber and the members thereof conspired and agreed among themselves 
and with others to induce its members and others to refuse to buy 
from, sell to, or otherwise deal with the said Equity Cooperative Ex- 
change, its stockholders, or the members of the St. Paul Grain 
Exchange. The said respondents for more than 10 years last past 
have been engaged in a conspiracy and agreement ar--ng themselves 
and with others to annoy, embarrass, and destroy the business of the 
said Equity Cooperative Exchange, its stockholders, and the St. Paul 
Grain Exchange and its members, with the purpose and the intent of 
the said chamber, its officers and members, to secure and maintain for 
it and its members a monopoly of the grain trade at Minneapolis, 
Minn., and within a hundred miles thereof; that all these activities 
mentioned herein in these findings on the part of the said chamber, its 
officers and members, secured and retained for them a monopoly of 
the grain trade at Minneapolis and within a hundred miles thereof, 
and unduly hindered and restrained competition in interstate com- 
merce between the members of the said chamber, on the one hand, and 
the said Equity Cooperative Exchange and its stockholders and the 
members of the St. Panl Grain Exchange on the other. 

Par. 20. The said Equity Cooperative Exchange at Minneapolis, from 
the time it commenced operating in 1907 until August 1, 1912, mar- 
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keted its grain through a nonmember of the said chamber, who, with- 
out objection, sold most of the said grain to members of the said 
chamber. This amount of grain sold by the said Equity Cooperative 
Exchange through the said nonmember until August 1, 1912, was 
small. On or about that date the said Equity Cooperative Exchange 
ceased to sell grain through the said nonmember and established its 
own office in Minneapolis and attempted to operate an independent 
market wherein its members might purchase, sell, and handle grain 
in interstate commerce. Thereupon, in order to hinder, embarrass, 
and destroy the business of the said Equity Cooperative Exchange and 
that of its members as competitive grain dealers, the said chamber of 
commerce, its officers, directors, and members instituted said boycott 
and thereupon continuously refused to buy grain from the said Equity 
Cooperative Exchange. 

Par. 21. The said chamber and its menrbers maintained said boycott, 
among other ways, by the adoption, enforcement, and interpretation 
of certain resolutions, which were printed by said chamber and sent 
to all its members in the form of Circular No. 405, passed October 8, 
1912, and Circular No. 634, passed January 11, 1916. 

Circular No. 405 falsely charged, among other things, that in many 
cases wherein nonmembers of the said chamber solicited shipments of 
grain and employed members of the said chamber to sell it, the ship- 
ments were obtained by the said nonmembers by various false state- 
ments, and closed with the following resolution : 

“Now therefore be it resolved, That members of the chamber of 
commerce are hereby forbidden to act in any manner as the agent or 
representative of any individuals, firms, or corporations in the cities of 
Minneapolis, St. Paul, or elsewhere not members of the chamber of 
commerce who are soliciting shipments of grain from the farmers or 
country shippers in the manner above mentioned or through any scheme, 
artifice, or device by which this association is falsely represented either 
in its dealings or in the right which the shippers get with respect 
thereto, or at all, unless the person so soliciting such shipment can show 
a written statement of the shipper to the effect that he realizes that the 
person receiying such shipment is not a member of the chamber and 
can not get advantages out of the chamber which he could not himself 
get.” 

The effect of this circular was to compel competitors of the members 
of the chamber to hold grain consigned to them until they received the 
written statement from the shipper required by the resolution above, 
This was intended to cause expense, delay, and loss of the business to 
said competitors. 

Par. 22. About January 11, 1916, and with the same purpose, intent, 
and effect, the said chamber and its members printed and published and 
sent to all its members broadcast a second resolution named by it, 
Circular No. 634. This circular falsely charged, among other things, 
the following: That there were persons in the grain trade—meaning the 
Equity Cooperative Exchange and its members and the members of the 
St. Paul Grain Exchange—who were still doing the things charged in 
said Circular No. 405; that some such persons were then using various 
schemes and pretenses to fraudulently conceal the fact that the farmers 
and other shippers pay more than reasonable amounts to market their 
grain through them; and that some of such parties induced some mem- 
bers of the said chamber to make purchases of that grain outside of the 
exchange room of the said chamber and sell it in the said exchange 
room at unreasonable gains to said members and caused the said shipper 
to pay from 2 to 10 commissions; and closed with the following 
resolutions : 

“Now therefore be it resolved, That no member of this association, 
either as owner or commission merchant, or at all, shall hereafter sell 
any grain in the exchange room of the Chamber of Commerce of Min- 
neapolis which such member knows or has reason to believe was origi- 
nally consigned to anyone, either as commission merchant or otherwise, 
from either farmers or country shippers as the result of any of the 
fraudulent or wrongful practices or methods described in said resolution 
of October 8, 1912, or herein; be it further 

“ Resolved, That it is the opinion of the board of directors of this 
association that the making of either profits or commissions which 
directly or indirectly result from deception practiced upon shippers in 
the marketing of their grain can not be too strongly condemned at all 
times by all people and in all places.” 

These circulars containing such rules and resolutions were inter- 
preted by the chamber as forbidding its members to act in any manner 
for the Equity Cooperative Exchange and its stockholders; and the 
secretary for the chamber, in writing to members of the chamber, so 
interpreted them, and in order to enforce the observance of these rules 
and resolutions the chamber required and received from members of 
it disclosures of transactions had by them with the Equity Cooperative 
Exchange or its stockholders. 

Par. 23. The respondents, between May, 1912, and May, 1917, with 
the plan and purpose of injuring and destroying the business of the 
said Equity Cooperative Exchange and the said St. Paul Grain Ex- 
change, published, in trade and daily newspapers, false and misleading 
statements concerning their financial responsibility and the methods 
used by them and their officers and members in transacting business 


in grain. Among these trade and daily newspapers were the Coopera- 
tive Manager and Farmer, the National Grain Grower and Equity 
Farm News, the Fargo Forum, and the Fargo Daily Courler News. 
These publications the respondents circulated and distributed to and 
among customers and prospective customers of the members of the 
said exchanges. They likewise distributed the said articles in reprints, 
pamphlets, and official correspondence, and through traveling grain 
solicitors in the employ of the respondent members of the said cham- 
ber. In these articles the respondents vigorously attacked the said 
Equity Cooperative Exchange and the said St. Paul Grain Exchange, 
especially so in the Cooperative Manager and Farmer; they attacked 
editors who published comments and articles favorable to the said 
Equity Cooperative Exchange; they advised country elevator directors 
not to interfere with the managers of the said country elevators in 
the matter of choosing the persons and places to which their grain 
should be shipped; they pretended to offer expert advice on cooperative 
marketing of grain, while at the same time they conducted a cam- 
paign against cooperative terminal marketing; and they attacked 
country elevators which shipped grain to the said Equity Cooperative 
Exchange. 

Pan, 24. The said National Grain Grower and Equity Farm News 
prior to July, 1913, was the “ official organ” of the American Society 
of Equity, an association of farmers with which the Equity Coopera- 
tive Exchange during the first years of its existence was ullllia ted 
and it supported the Equity Cooperative Exchange and advocated 80. 
operative methods of doing business. In that month the said chamber 
persuaded owners of the National Grain Grower and Equity Farm 
News to refuse to support any longer the said Equity Cooperative 
Exchange and its methods, and to give it any more space therein. 
During the following year the said National Grain Grower and Equity 
Farm News published articles in condemnation of the said Equity 
Cooperative Exchange, and in praise of organized exchanges, par- 
ticularly the said respondent chamber, which during that time paid 
the National Grain Grower and Equity Farm News at least $2,500 
for extra copies. In the same year many thousands of extra copies 
of the said National Grain Grower and Equity Farm News, containing 
said articles defamatory of the said Equity Cooperative Exchange, 
were circulated and paid for by the respondent chamber, while the 
issues of the said National Grain Grower and Equity Farm News still 
bore the legend “ official organ” of the American Society of EQuity, 
notwithstanding this paper had ceased to, be such official organ after 
July, 1913. 

Par, 25. Among the defamatory articles was one that appeared in 
the May, 1912, issue of the said Cooperative Manager and Farmor, 
and republished therein in 1914. This article falsely accused the 
Equity Cooperative Exchange of conducting a fraudulent transaction 
and of charging a shipper “double commission“ on certain carloads 
of grain shipped to said exchange by the Farmers’ Elevator Co.,“ of 
Glenburn, N. Dak. Upon investigation the Railroad and Warehouse 
Commission of Minnesota found and stated that no fraud had been 
committed by the Equity Cooperative Exchange or its sales agent, 
P. E. Cooper, in respect to such transaction. P. E. Cooper thereupon 
demanded retraction by the respondent chamber, but it again referred 
to this matter as a fraudulent transaction in an article entitled “ His- 
tory of Equity Cooperative Exchange,” published in the June, 1914. 
issue of the Cooperative Manager and Farmer. In 1917 the chamber 
also printed and circulated it in a pamphlet entitled “Equity Co- 
operative Exchange Question Book.” These articles aroused the 
Equity Cooperative Exchange to the adoption of a more aggressive 
attitude in carrying out the policy of cooperative marketing. Among 
other things, it changed its management at Minneapolis. In June, 
1914, the Cooperative Manager and Farmer stated as follows: 

“This instance of the Glenburn Farmers’ Elevator Co. in shipping 
to the Equity Cooperative Exchange was made public in May, 1912, 
issue of the Cooperative Manager and Farmer, and the publication of 
this fraud upon the Glenburn Farmers’ Elevator Co. resulted in a 
very great uproar in Equity society circles. In order to satisfy the 
outcry which resulted, Mr. P. E. Cooper was made the ‘goat,’ and 
the Equity Cooperative Exchange proceeded, on August 1, 1912, to 
employ Mr. George F. Loftus, representing the Loftus-Hubbard Co. as 
sales agent.“ (Cam's. Ex. 37, p. 80, 2d col., 2d par.) 

Par. 26. The said chamber collected and furnished to the said 
Cooperative Manager and Farmer practically all of the copy and data 
used in the articles it published detrimental to the said Equity Co- 
operative Exchange. 

Par. 27. Upon the appointment of Loftus on August 1, 1912, as 
manager, the Equity Cooperative Exchange attempted to carry out the 
principles of cooperative marketing by opening at Minneapolis for the 
said exchange a terminal market called the Independent Grain Ex- 
change.” As soon as this was done the respondent chamber estab- 
lished a system of espionage. The secretary of the chamber, to wit, 
respondent John G. McHugh, on August 10, 1912, wrote to respondent 
Timmerman, at that time president of the Commission Merchants’ 
Association, as follows: 
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“ Loftus is now agent for the Equity in: place of Cooper. > 
We believe it might be to interest of Commission Merchants’ Associa- 
tion to keep an eye on operations of Farmers’ Equity Union mentioned 
in their tetter of the 17th.” 

With this letter he inclosed an advertisement of the Equity Co- 
operative Exchange. On August 23, 1912, the sald respondent, John 
G. McHugh, sent a second letter to respondent Timmerman, inclosing 
a letter from the Gould Grain Co. and also a letter from the traveling 
representative of the Gould Grain Co. stating as follows: 

“ Since Loftus has taken over the management of the Equity it is 
probable that their operations will be pushed most aggressively, and 
we believe the commission merchants, through their representatives, 
should keep our office closely advised regarding any information as to 
shipments to this company. We believe the matter deserves the care- 
ful consideration of the Commission Merchants’ Association.” 

Par. 28. The respondent, John G. McHugh, as secretary for the said 
chamber, wrote other letters which were intended to destroy and 
which did injure the credit and standing of the Equity Cooperative 
Exchange with banks, farmers, and customers and the public gen- 
erally. The following letter, dated August 17, 1904, and written by 
J. M. Withrow, an attorney for the respondent chamber, to P. L. Howe, 
at that time a member of the said chamber, is an example. 

“The information which I am receiving at present tends to show 
that the farmers’ elevators which have previously given them accommo- 
dation notes are becoming alarmed over them and the credits which 
they thus created, and I am of the opinion that if inquiries were 
made by a number of banks at the terminals of some of the local 
banks where these elevators were located, asking whether the elevator 
companies were good for obligations for specific sums of from $5,000 to 
$10,000, the officers of these banks would be very likely to let the infor- 
mation leak around as to inquiries being made; more particularly 
would tbat be true in cases where the local officers are Scandinavians, 
and they would undoubtedly begin to worry as to the reasons why 
such inquiries were being made and anxious to secure the return of 
their obligations. If the same thing were done with reference to the 
individuals who signed the $50,000 guaranty which Loftus is using as 
a basis of credit, I think you would find that these men would be 
anxious to get out from under. 

“My private advice is that that is the present condition with Mr. 
Leum, of Maysville, who, I understand, has the best financial rating 
of anyone on that particular guaranty. My understanding is that his 
business competitors and associates have joshed him so much about 
it that he is very much worried over the matter, and a few inquiries 
to his yank would, I think, tend to increase his anxiety. * * + 

“I am writing this matter very fully to you because I consider it 
advisable not to communicate with any other associative (sic) parties 
at present. Besides, I know that you will understand how to handle 
the information.” (Com's. Ex. 145, p. 27.) 4 

The suggestions made in the above letter were carried out with inju- 
rious effect, as shown in the portion of the letter quoted on page 24 
of these findings, 

Pan. 29. Another course of espionage conducted by the respondents 
consisted of tracing shipments ef individual cars of grain consigned 
to the Equity Cooperative Exchange. Based upon the data so secured, 
the respondents then published articles containing false, unfair, and 
misleading statements. Thus in one article respondents listed 428 such 
cars shipped to the said exchange and purported to give the correct prices 
received by the shipper from the said exchange. Concerning this list 
the respondents published in 1914 and republished in substance in 1917 
the following statement: 

“The Equity Cooperative Exchange then accounted to the shipper 
for these cars, as sold at the net price received by them, and then 
charged another commission to the shipper.” * * * 

Whereas the fact was that on 381 of the said 428 cars the Equity 
Cooperative Exchange charged the shippers no commission at all, and, 
furthermore, the prices received by the shipper from the said exchange 
for the sales enumerated therein were higher than the prices indicated 
by the respondents in the said list which accompanied and was a part 
of the said article. 

Another article published during 1917 contains a list of cars sold in 
1915, and was entitled “A list of cars showing recent sales made at 
a loss to shippers.” The sales so published were not recent nor were 
they made at a loss to shippers. The list is incomplete and purports 
to show the profit made by the resale of the cars, while the said list, in 
fact, neither exactly nor approximately represents the profit so made. 
The article takes no consideration of market changes during the time 
which elapsed between the purchase and sale of the cars. In some 
instances no consideration of the condition of the grain was made. In 
other instances prices purporting to haye been received by the shipper 
were inaccurate, and in many instances, where the shipper received 
more than the grain actually brought at resale, such ears were pub- 
lished in a manner and in connection with statements which made it 
appear that the shipper lost money by not consigning such grain to 
respondent members, when in fact the shipper received more than any 
price officially reported by respondent chamber for the same grade and 
quality of grain sold on respondent chamber on the day of such gale, 
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Par. 80. Respondents, during the years 1914 to 1917, frequently 
published statements to the effect that grain consigned to the Equity 
Cooperative Exchange cost the shipper additional commissions for 
each cent of profit made on the resale of grain, and published at the 
same time and in connection therewith that any member of the 
chamber of commerce who would charge more than one commission 
would be expelled from membership, while over 11 per cent of the 
grain consigned to respondent members was resold by them, usually 
at a profit. Some of this grain was sold by the consignee, a mem- 
ber, to another member at one-half cent per bushel, and by that 
member to another, and by him still to another, each making a 
half cent per bushel thereon, and then repurchased by the con- 
signee, who, after passing the title through others and back to 
himself, bought it at a profit in some instances as high as 14 cents 
a bushel. Cars published by respondent as having been sold by the 
Equity below “chamber of commerce values“ actually sold at prices 
higher than any officially published “chamber of commerce values“ 
on the date of the sale. Many other prices received for such cars 
were well within such reported values. In general, the prices re- 
ceived by the Equity Cooperative Exchange for grain consigned to 
it were as high as those prices received for consigned grain by 
members of respondent chamber. A publication known as the Market 
Record, published at Minneapolis, was the official organ of the re- 
spondent chamber for the purpose of publishing the prices at which 
various kinds of grain are sold on respondent chamber’s floor. 
Such prices were published daily and held out to the public as the 
prices at which grain in truth was actually sold. The fact is these 
prices so published were incomplete, in that all sales were not re- 
ported by respondent members, therefore the “ chamber of commerce 
values could not be mathematically determined. 

Par. 31. This same false, unfair, and misleading matter was there- 
after constantly used to the injury and disadvantage of the Equity 
Cooperative Exchange. Though campaign of defamation ceased of- 
ficially in 1917 the matter so eireulted during the preceding five 
years has been, and is now, used by farmers, bankers, country ele- 
vator officials, and shippers to the financial injury of the Equity 
Cooperative Exchange. 

Par. 32, Respondents published in December, 1914, or within two 
or three months of the organization of the St. Panl Grain Exchange, 
an illustrated article derogatory to the St. Paul Grain Exchange, and 
entitled: Equity Exchange moves to St. Paul—The St. Paul depart- 
ment-store mail-order grain exchange.” 

At page 51 this article states: 

“Department stores and barber-supply houses and retall mer- 
chants of St. Paul are not justified in assisting in this deception by 
supporting a make-believe grain exchange such as the so-called St. 
Paul Grain Exchange, even though the activities of the St. Paul 
newspapers in supporting the St. Paul Grain Exchange does bring 
in a few farmers to St. Paul, taking the business away from their 
local merchants; even this does not justify the wrong done aud the 
deception practiced upon the farmers and farmers’ elevator companies 
in the Northwest by the so-called Equity Cooperative Exchange.“ 

Respondent published many other articles containing statements de- 
famatory of the St. Paul Grain Exchange during the period 1914 to 
1917. 

Fan. 33. To eliminate the competition of those engaged in coopera- 
tive methods of marketing grain at Minneapolis and surrounding terri- 
tory the said respondents combined and conspired among themselves 
and with each other to destroy the said Equity Cooperative Exchange 
and to destroy the business of the St. Paul Grain Exchange and that 
of some of its members. As a part of their plan to carry out this 
purpose the respondents persuaded Fred Schmidt, J. Emerson Green- 
field, and Samuel Crumpton, holders of one share each of the capital 
stock of the said Equity Cooperative Exchange, to bring in their own 
names as plaintiffs, against the president and secretary of the said 
exchange, a proceeding by mandamus to obtain data from the books 
of the said cooperative exchange upon which to base another subse- 
quent action to have the said Equity Cooperative Exchange declared 
insolvent, adjudicated a bankrupt, to have a receiver appointed, and its 
charter annulled, 

Par, 34. Accordingly, and on or about July 24, 1914, and in the 
District Court of the Third Judicial District for the State of North 
Dakota, the three said stockholders, by an attorney named Edward 
Engerud, brought a proceeding by mandamus against the president and 
the secretary and treasurer of the said Equity Cooperative Exchange 
to compel them as such officers of the exchange, and the said exchange, 
to permit an examination of the books of the said Equity Cooperative 
Exchange. After a hearing the said district court granted the peti- 
tion of mandamus commanding the cooperative exchange and its said 
president and secretary and treasurer to permit an examination of 
said books. On or about December 15, 1914, the Supreme Court of 
North Dakota affirmed the decision of the district court, and on 
February 2, 1915, denied a petition of the said Equity Cooperative 
Exchange for a rehearing. In consequence of this decision the respond- 
ents examined the books of the said exchange. All of the costs and 
disbursements of these suits, including the fees of said Edward 
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Engerud, attorney for the petitioners, plus the expense attendant upon 
the examination of the said books, were paid by the respondent 
chamber. 

Par. 35, Based upon an examination of the said books made under 
authority of said writ of mandamus and upon about 50 affidavits made 
by as many members of respondent chamber of commerce and at the 
instance of said respondents, the State of North Dakota, on the rela- 
tion of Henry J. Linde, the attorney general of said State, on or 
about April 23, 1915, brought suit to annul the charter of the said 
Equity Cooperative Exchange, to have it declared insolvent and a 
bankrupt, and to have a receiver appointed for it, ‘This suit was 
tried by said Engerud, who was appointed a deputy attorney general 
to said attorney general by the State of North Dakota for the pur- 
pose of conducting this case. This proceeding seeking the appoint- 
ment of a receiver and the annulment of the charter of the Equity 
Cooperative Exchange was dismissed by the court on the ground that 
the exchange was not insolvent. è 

Par, 36. Until the said date of the beginning of the proceeding by 
mandamus the said Greenfield and Crumpton, two of the three plain- 
tits shareholders named above, were partners doing business as a 
commission house located at Superior, Wis., and were acting there as 
sales agents for the said Equity Cooperative Exchange. On that date, 
however, and at the instance of the said chamber of commerce, they 
brought in the United States district court for the fourth division, 
district of Minnesota, against said exchange a suit for damages arising 
from an alleged breach of contract with said firm. This suit was con- 
ducted by an attorney named J. M. Witherow, whose services therein 
were paid by the said respondents. The action was dismissed by 
the court for lack of jurisdiction, and nothing was ever further done to 
recover the amount claimed. The said suit was instituted and prose- 
cuted by said respondents in bad faith with purpose, intent, and effect 
of hindering and obstructing the business of the said Equity Coopera- 
tive Exchange and of injuring its credit and reputation. 

The said Witherow, in reporting to P. L. Howe, a respondent mem- 
ber of said chamber, on August 4, 1914, states: 

The publicity which we have been giving them in the newspapers 
has had a very unfavorable effect upon them and is making many of 
the farmers suspicious of their actions. When I am able to make pub- 
lie the affidavit which I yesterday secured from Mr. Smith, of Vol- 
taire, and also the fact that they were securing accommodation notes 
from the farmers in large amounts, which are being pledged to terminal 
bank, I think you will find the farmers will be very much more 
frightened.” 

Par. 87. To further injure the credit and standing of the Equity Co- 
operative Exchange, the respondent chamber caused inquiries and in- 
vestigations to be made at banks and other financial backers of the 
said exchange and stockholders therein in order to create in them a 
suspicion that all was not well financially with the said exchange and 
its stockholders. 

The following letter is illustrative of this practice : 


Tun CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF MINNEAPOLIS, 
SECRETARY’S OFFICE, 
July 20, 191}. 


Mr. EDWARD ENGERUD, 
Fargo, N. Dak. 

Dean Str: Your letter of recent date addressed to the Cooperative 
Mauaging Farmer, with reference to the results which developed from 
your partial examination of the books of the equitr exchange at Fargo, 
was presented to the undersigned this morning and read with much 
interest. 

I inclose herewith a memorandum which explains itself. The data 
furnished in this memorandum was furnished in a very confidential 
manner, and I desire it to be so treated. An examination of the books 
and records of the Scandinayian-American National Bank, however, 
would disclose the situation to be as set forth in this memorandum. It 
occurred to me that if you were acquainted with the facts and knew 
where information was to be had and what that information would be, 
that it would be possible for you to secure it either by securing 
authority from the Equity Exchange to a chartered accountant to ex- 
amine the records of the Scandinavian-American National Bank of 
Minneapolis or otherwise. 

The names of the farmers’ elevator companies whose notes are held 
by the bank as collateral and the amount of these notes would be very 
interesting and desirable, but this information we were not able to se- 
cure at the time, although it is possible that this may be secured later. 
We consider this very important, as it is entirely possible that the 
amount of the notes of farmers’ elevator companies put up as col- 
lateral by the Equity Cooperative Exchange might exceed many 
times the amount due the Equity Exchange from the farmers’ elevator 
companies. 

We felt that with this information in your hands you would be able 
to take such action as would secure its disclosure without causing the 
undersigned or his informant any embarrassment, 


I believe that the Mr. J. C. Berg, of Hindrum, Minn., mentioned on 
the memorandum inclosed herewith is quite a friend of your partner, 
Mr. Frame. 

Very truly yours, 
Joun G. McHuacu, Secretary. 


Acting under this direction Attorney Engerud “without causing the 
undersigned or his informant embarrassment,” secured by means of 
deposition much information “ concerning farmers’ elevator companies 
whose notes were held by the Scandinavian-American National Bank of 
Minneapolis” and other information of a confidential character. 

Par, 38. These actions cost the said exchange for attorney’s fees, 
witness fees, court costs, and other expenses, including loss of time 
of its officials and employees, not less than $20,000. They injured 
greatly its credit and standing with the public generally and with ship- 
pers of grain. In addition to the direet outlay necessitated by this 
litigation, the credit of the Equity Cooperative Exchange was seriously 
affected thereby and the confidence of the public generally, and the 
grain shippers in particular, was greatly weakened by the charges and 
allegations of unfair and dishonest conduct made and published by the 
plaintiffs in connection with the litigation and proceedings in question, 


CONCLUSION, 


That by reason of the facts set forth above, the respondents and 
all of them, have committed acts to the prejudice of the public and 
competitors of respondent chamber and competitors of the members 
of respondent chamber, and which acts constitute unfair methods of 
competition in commerce within the intent and meaning of section 5 
of an act of Congress, entitled, “An act to create a Federal Trade 
Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for other purposes,” 
approved September 26, 1914. 

By the Commission: 

Huston THompson, Chairman, 

Dated this 28th day of December, A. D., 1923. 

Attest: 


Oris B. Jonxsox, Secretary. 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA BEFORE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION. 


At a regular session of the Federal Trade Commission, held at its 
office in the city of Washington, D. C., on the 28th day of December, 
A. D. 1923. 

Present : Huston Thompson, Chairman ; Vernon W. Van Fleet, Nelson 

B. Gaskill, Victor Murdock, John F. Nugent, commissioners, 

Federal Trade Commission v. The Chamber of Commerce of Minneapolis; 
the Officers and Board of Directors and Members of the Chamber of 
Commerce of Minneapolis; Manager Publishing Co., John H. Adams, 
and John F. Flemming. Docket No. 694. Order to cease and desist. 


This proceeding having been heard by the Federal Trade Commission 
upon the complaint of the commission, the answers of the respondents, 
and the stipulations as to the facts entered into by counsel representing 
the commission and counsel representing respondents, and the com- 
mission having made its findings as to the facts with its conclusion 
that the respondents have violated the provisions of the act of Con- 
gress approved September 26, 1914, entitled “An act to create a 
Federal Trade Commission, to define its powers and duties, and for 
other purposes: 

Now therefore it is ordered, That the respondents, The Chamber 
of Commerce of Minneapolis, C. A. Magnuson, C. M. Case, William 
Dalrymple, A. C. Andrews, B. F, Benson, W. T. Frasier, H. P. Gallaher, 
J. . Jr., H. S. Helm, Asher Howard, John McLeod, J. H. 
Mac , F. C. Van Dusen, John G. McHugh, and all other members, 
officers, directors, agents, servants, and employees of the Chamber of 
Commerce of Minneapolis, Manager Publishing Co., John H. Adams, 
and John T. Flemming, and each of them and their or its officers, 
agents, solicitors, representatives, servants, and employees, and all 
other persons acting under, through, by, or in behalf of them or any 
of them, forever cease and desist: 

From combining and conspiring among themselves or with others, 
directly or indirectly, to interfere with or injure or destroy the busi- 
ness or the reputation of the St. Paul Grain Exchange, or its officers 
and members, or the Equity Cooperative Exchange, or its officers and 
stockholders (or other competitors of the respondent chamber and its 
members) by 

(1) Publishing or causing to be published in any newspaper, periodi- 
cal, pamphlet. or otherwise, or circulating, or causing to be circulated, 
orally or otherwise, among the customers or prospective customers of 
the members of the St. Paul Grain Exchange, or the public generally, 
any false or misleading statements concerning the financial standing, 
the business, or the business methods of the said exchange, its officers 
or members, or concerning the said Equity Cooperative Exchange, its 
officers or stockholders. 

(2) Instituting vexatious or unfounded suits either at law or in 
equity against said Equity Cooperative Exchange with the purpose or 
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intent or with the effect of hindering or obstructing the business of 
the said Equity Cooperative Exchange or injuring its credit and repu- 
tation. 

It is further ordered, That the respondents, the Chamber of Com- 
merce of Minneapolis, C. A. Magnuson, C. M. Case, William Dalrymple, 
A. C. Andrews, B. F. Benson, W. T. Frasier, H. P. Gallaher, J. V. 
Gilfillan, jr., H. S. Helm, Asher Howard, John McLeod, J H. MacMil- 


lan, F. C. Van Dusen, John G. McHugh, and all other members, officers,, 


directors, agents, servants, and employees of the Chamber of Commerce 
of Minneapolis, and each of them, and their or its officers, agents, 
solicitors, representatives, servants, and employees and all persons 
acting under, through, by, or in behalf of it or them, or any of them, 
forever cease and desist from— 

(1) Combining and conspiring among themselves or with others, 
directly or indirectly, to induce, persuade, or compel, and from inducing, 
persuading, or compelling any of the members of said chamber, their 
agents or employees, to refuse to buy from, sell to, or otherwise deal 
with the St. Paul Grain Exchange or its members or the Equity Co- 
operative Exchange or its stockholders, or the customers of any of 
them, because of the patronage dividend plan of doing business adopted 
by the said Equity Cooperative Exchange or by any of the members of 
the said St. Paul Grain Exchange, as more particularly set forth in 
paragraph (4) infra of this order. 

(2 Hindering, obstructing, or preventing any telegraph company or 
other distributing agent from furnishing continuous or periodical price 
quotations of grain to the St. Paul Grain Exchange or its members, or 
to the Equity Cooperative Exchange or its stockholders. 

(3) Passing or enforcing any rule or regulation, or enforcing any 
usage or custom that prohibits or prevents members of the respondent 
chamber from conducting their business of dealing in grain according 
to the cooperative method of marketing grain or according to the 
patronage dividend plan, like or similar to the method or plan adopted 
by the Equity Cooperative Exchange. 

(4) Denying to any duly accredited representatives of any or- 
ganization or association of farmer grain growers or shippers admis- 
sion to membership in said respondent chamber with full and equal 
privileges enjoyed by any or all of its members or by any or all con- 
cerns represented by membership in said respondent chamber of com- 
merce, because of the plan or purpose on the part of such organiza- 
tion or association to pay or purpose to pay patronage dividends or to 
operate or purpose to operate according to the cooperative plan of 
marketing grain, namely, the plan of returning any portion or all of 
its earnings or surplus to its patrons or members on the basis of 
patronage, whether such earnings or surplus is derived from charging 
patrons or members commissions or otherwise. 

(5) Passing or enforcing any rule or regulation or enforcing any 
usage or custom that compels shippers of grain to Minneapolis, Minn., 
from country points, or from St. Paul, Minn., to pay commission or 
other charges unless and until like commissions and charges are pald 
by shippers of grain to Minneapolis from Omaha, Nebr., or from 
Kansas City, Mo., or other such favored markets. 

(6) Passing or enforcing any rule or regulation or enforcing any 
usage or custom that prohibits members of the respondent chamber 
when buying grain on track at country points from paying therefor 
more than the market price of similar grain prevailing at that time in 
the exchange room of the respondent chamber, less freight, commis_ 
sions, and other charges, 

(7) Promulgating, interpreting, or enforcing any rule, custom, regula- 
tion, or usage in such a manner as to require any member of respondent 
chamber to pay to the farmer or country shipper or other person a 
price for grain limited to a price equivalent to or identical with the 
Minneapolis market price or otherwise limit the exercise of free will 
and individual independent judgment of any such member as to the 
price which he shall pay or which he desires to pay farmers, country 
shippers, or others for grain on track at country points. 

It is further ordered, That the respondents, the Chamber of Commerce 
of Minneapolis, C. A. Magnuson, C. M. Case, William Dalrymple, A. C. 
Andrews, B. F. Benson, W. T. Frasier, H. P. Gallaher, J. B. Gilfillan, 
jr., H. S. Helm, Asher Howard, John McLeod, J. H. MacMillan, F. C. 
Van Dusen, John G. McHugh, Manager Publishing Co., Jobn H. Adams, 
and John H. Flemming, shall within 60 days after the service upon them 
of a copy of this order file with the commission a report in writing 
setting forth in detail the manner and form in which they have com- 
plied with the order to cease and desist heretofore set forth. 

By order of the commission, Commissioners Van Fleet and Gaskill 
dissenting. 


[sEax.] Oris B. JOHNSON, Secretary. 


CLAIMS OF CHEROKEE INDIANS. 


Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, will the Senator from New 
York yield to me to ask to have a bill considered? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. If it will take only a short time, I 
yield. 

Mr. HARRELD. I ask unanimous consent to the immediate 
consideration of the bill (S. 2115) conferring jurisdiction upon 
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the Court of Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter 
judgment in any claims which the Cherokee Indians may have 
against the United States, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). The 
Senator from Oklahoma asks unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of Senate bill 2115. Is there objection? 

Mr. OVERMAN. Reserving the right to object, I would like 
to know what the bill is. 

Mr. WARREN, I object for the moment, until I hear what 
the bill may be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be read by the 
Secretary for the information of the Senate. 

The reading clerk read the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
bill. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. HARRELD. The status of this matter is this 

Mr, LODGE. I understand the bill has been taken up and is 
ready to be put on its passage. 

Mr. HARRELD. Before that is done, I wish to say that an 
identical bill has been passed by the House and reported to 
the Senate. I ask that that bill might lie on the table, and it 
is now on-the table. I wish to move to substitute the House 
bill now on the table for the Senate bill. I ask that the House 
bill ay be passed and that the Senate bill be indefinitely post- 
poned. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 
asks to substitute a similar bill passed by the House for the 
Senate bill now before the Senate. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I dislike to stand in 
the way of the passage of the bill, but the Senate knows 
nothing about it. 

Mr. HARRELD. The Senate Committee on Indian Affairs 
has reported favorably on this particular bill, and an identical 
bill, without the change of a word, the dotting of an “i” or the 
crossing of a “t,” has passed the House and been reported to 
the Senate. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. That is true; but the Senate has no 
information before it regarding the measure. 

Mr. HARRELD. This bill has been reported on favorably 
by the Secretary of the Interior, and I have a request from the 
Interior Department to expedite its passage. The Senate com- 
mittee has reported favorably on it; the House has passed a 
similar bill. The reason why I ask for action this morning is 
because I am arranging to leave the city and I wanted to have 
this measure out of the way before leaving. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I am not going to make formal ob- 
jection, but I have seen considerable legislation passed in 
this way. 

Mr. HARRELD. I will say for the benefit of the Senate that 
there are several bills of this character pending. The Secre- 
tary of the Interior has considered the bills and has recom- 
mended a form which the department desires to have used in 
the passage of bills giving to Indian tribes the power to bring 
suits in the Court of Claims. This bill is in that form. The 
department officials have given particular attention to the form 
of this bill. 

Mr. OVERMAN. How much is involved in the claim? 

Mr. HARRELD. I really do not know as to that. The bill 
simply authorizes the bringing in the Court of Claims of an action 
against the Government. The bill, however, does not set forth 
the amount for which it is expected to sue. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Does the Senator know how much is 
claimed? 

Mr. HARRELD. I really am not informed on that question. 

Mr, DIAL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Okla- 
homa yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. HARRELD. I yield. 

Mr. DIAL. How old are the claims? 

Mr. HARRELD. I do not know; but 17 years ago the Gov- 
ernment promised to settle the Cherokee affairs within 6 years. 
Nevertheless, 17 years have gone by, and this is the final step 
in settling their affairs. We are pushing it because we want 
to wind up and settle the affairs of at least one Indian tribe in 
the United States at some time. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Were not $2,000,000 paid out by the Gov- 
ernment on behalf of the Cherokees some years ago? 

Mr. HARRELD. I do not know anything about that. 

Mr, OVERMAN, I refer to the measure in which Senator 
Jones of Arkansas was interested a number of years ago. 
Some $2,000,000, as I recall, were paid out at that time. 


Mr. HARRELD. I think that the affairs of this tribe can 
not be settled without an adjustment of this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Oklahoma for unanimous consent? 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I objected for the moment, 
but I have no objection if action on the bill may be imme- 
diately determined by its passage. However, if it is to occupy 
the entire afternoon, I shall be compelled to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

Mr. HARRELD. I do not think that there is any necessity 
we taking any further time. I will inquire if objection was 
made? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. WARREN. I objected to the bill taking up time; but 
if it is ready to be put on its passage, I do not want to be 
considered as objecting. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understood the Sen- 
ator from Wyoming to enter an objection. 

Mr. HARRELD. I do not think the Senator from Wyoming 
objected. May I suggest that the bill be put on its passage? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. DIAL. I ask that the bill go over, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After four hours and 
forty minutes spent in executive session the doors were re- 
opened, and (at 6 o’clock p. m.) the Senate, in executive ses- 
sion, took a recess until to-morrow, Friday, February 15, 1924, 
at 12 o'clock meridian. 


WITHDRAWAL. 


Ezecutive nomination withdrawn from the Senate February 14 
(legislative day of February 13), 1924. 


SPECIAL COUNSEL FOR PROSECUTION oF CERTAIN OIL LEASES, 


Silas H. Strawn, of Illinois, to be special counsel to have 
charge and control of the prosecution of litigation in connec- 
tion with certain leases of oil lands and incidental contracts 
as provided in Senate Joint Resolution 54, approved February 
8, 1924, which was sent to the Senate on February 8, 1924. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Tuurspay, February 14, 1924. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Now again, O blessed Heavenly Father, come to us with Thy 
Holy Spirit that we may be reminded that in all we do and say 
Thou art nigh. Take care of these lives of ours and give us 
that help that we may bless and give to others. Diligent 
and faithful, patient and hopeful, may we know and under- 
stand that nothing finally wrong can endure. O direct the 
citizens of our fair land and persuade them that a high, 
splendid national life finds its noblest spring of excellence 
in that divine impulse to trust God and believe in the righteous 
destiny of man through Christ. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 


CLERK TO COMMITTEE ON WORLD WAR VETERANS’ LEGISLATION. 


Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, I submit a privileged re- 
port from the Committee on Rules, which I send to the desk 
and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 170. 

Resolved, That there be paid out of the contingent fund of the House 
of Representatives, until otherwise provided by law, compensation at 
the rate of $2,500 per annum for the services of a clerk, and $1,800 
per annum for the services of an assistant clerk, and $720 per annum 
for the services of a janitor, to the Committee on World War Veterans’ 
Legislation, appointments to be made by the chairman. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Line 5, after the word “ clerk,” strike out the words “and $720 per 
annum for the services,” and on line 6, strike out the words “of a 


janitor.” = 
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The SPEAKER. The questi — 

mittee eee 9 on is on agreeing to the com 
he committee amendment was agreed to. 

1 78 SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso- 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, 


m I ask the gentleman in 
charge of the resolution if the 5 at 


provision which authorizes the 


‘chairman to appoint a clerk is not different from the practice 


in regard to other committee clerks? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. I think that is the usual practice, so far 
as I have any knowledge. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, my understanding is that the 
8 1 5 od cak of a committee shall be appointed , 

com. chairm subject to th 
comm Foie an, j © the approval of the 
. CRISP, Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will permit, un- 

der the general rules of the House all of the employees of | 
committees are appointed by the chairman of the committee, 
subject to the approval of the committee. 

Mr. MAPES. Yes; subject to the approval of the committee. 
ae hete any reason why there should be an exception in this 

Mr. UNDERHILL. No reason whateyer. The committee, so 
far as I have any knowledge with respect to it, is a unit upon 


Mr. MAPES. Would it not be well to strike out the language 
— Mean resolution that authorizes the chairman to appoint the 

Mr. UNDERHILL. It would be all right to add to the reso- 
lution “subject to confirmation by the committee.” 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state that the rule of the 
House provides that the chairman shall appoint the clerk or 
the clerks or other employees of a committee subject to its 
Te APRA Wh 

r. 28. y not eliminate that language? 
os E e men eee language? 5 
2 x e langua “appointment to be made b 
the chairman.” or oa z 

Mr. UNDERHILL. That complies with the language of the 
rule, with the exception that it leaves out the statement that 
it shall be subject to confirmation by the committee. 

Mr. MAPES. It makes an exception, and authorizes the 
chairman, without consulting the committee, to make the ap- 
pointments in this case. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. He has that right anyway. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. It strikes me, in view of the 
fact that the rules specifically provide the manner of doing 
this, that that part of the resolution would be subject to a 
point of order anyway, and it would be wise to strike out any 
reference to it. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
there be stricken from the resolution the words “such appoint- 
ments to be made by the chairman,” and that will leave it 
under the general rules of the House. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, that amendment will be 
agreed to. 

There was no objection, 

i ane SPEAKER, The question is on agreeing to the reso- 
ution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed bill of the following 
title, in which the concurrence of the House of Representa- 
tives was requested: 

S. 1609. An act to fix the time for the terms of the United 
States District Courts in the Western District of Virginia. 

The message also announced that the President pro tempore 
had appointed Mr. Stanrrecp and Mr. McKELLAR members of 
the joint select committee on the part of the Senate, as pro- 
vided for in the act of February 16, 1889, as amended by the 
act of March 2, 1895, entitled “An act to authorize and provide 
for the disposition of useless papers in the executive depart- 
ments,” for the disposition of useless papers in the United 
States Civil Service Commission. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED, 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIV, Senate bill of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its 
appropriate committee, as indicated below: 

S. 1609. An act to fix the time for the terms of the United 
States District Courts in the Western District of Virginia; to ` 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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1 REVENUE ACT OF 1924. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr, Speaker, I move that the House 
resoive itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 6715) 
to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide revenue, and for 
other purposes. Pending that I want to see if we can not 
make some arrangements with the other side in respect to the 
length of general debate. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, it was understood 
with the members of the Committee on Ways and Means, at 
least in committee, both Republicans and Democrats, that if 
we could get unanimous consent to close debate by Monday 
next at 4 o'clock that would meet the approval of all; also 

that the time should be equally divided between the two sides. 
ir. GREEN of Iowa. And is that the best the gentlemen 
could agree to? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman from Iowa will not 
contend that is an unreasonable time for general debate. In 
fact. I imagine that he will find, before that time expires, that 
he will have more requests than he can fill. At least that will 
be the fact on this side of the House. I think we should devote 
at least until that time in general debate. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Then, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that all debate upon the bill be confined to the bill; that 
the bill be in order on Monday next; and that general debate 
be continued not later than 4 o'clock on Monday next, at which 
time the reading of the bill shall be begun, I might say that 
there is another unanimous-consent request which I expect to 
present to-morrow, which is to be prepared and put in form by 
the parliamentary clerk and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
Crisp]. That is not ready at this time, so that I am unable to 
submit it. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman also wish to include 
anything in respect to the control of the time? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I wish to add one thing further to the 
request, and that is that the time be equally divide l between 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner], the ranking member 
of the minority, and myself, and to be under our control. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that the general debate on this bill be continued not 
beyond 4 o’clock on Monday next, Monday to be given to the con- 
sideration of the bill; that the general debate shall be confined 
to the subject of the bill; and that the time shall be controlled 
half by himself and half by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GAnner]. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolye itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 6715. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the 
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 
6715. The question is on agre ing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. GRAHAM] 
will please take the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to 
provide revenue, and for other purposes, with Mr. GRAHAM of 
Illinois in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill H. R. 6715, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide 
reyenue, and for other purposes. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Jowa asks unani- 
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed 
with. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I haye had occasion to 
notice that when bills of similar character came before the 
House and the chairman of the committee attempted to give 
an explanation of them he was so continually interrupted by 
questions that after haying talked for an hour or two, or per- 
haps three or four hours, he was unable to make any orderly 
presentation of the bill. For that reason, Mr. Chairman, being 
warned by experience, I shall have to decline to yield to anyone 
for any purpose until I shall have finished my explanation of 
the bill, at which time, if I have any time remaining to be 


used for that purpose, I will yield for any questions that may 
be presented. . 

Mr. Chairman, the first income-tax measure that was ever 
put into operation in this country was passed in 1862. It was 
written so that it occupied only about three pages of an ordi- 
nary law book. The bill that is now about to be presented 
to the House will take about 120 pages, printed in the same 
manner. The reason for the length of the bill will be ex- 
plained later. 

Just about a year ago I went to see the Secretary of the 
Treasury and told him at that time that it was quite apparent 
that the revenue laws of this country needed revision, and that 
in various respects they lacked clearness, and in some instances 
their ambiguity and indefiniteness were such that even the 
department itself had difficulty in construing the provisions 
of the law; that some of its provisions were too harsh on the 
taxpayers; that in other respects the Government was unable 
to obtain the taxes which it ought to receive, for the reason 
that the act afforded frequent opportunity for evasion. 

I therefore suggested to the Secretary of the Treasury at 
that time that a board or committee be appointed for the pur- 
pose of revising the law, a board composed in part of some 
officials connected with the Treasury, and that Mr. Beaman, 
the drafting clerk of the House, be one member of that board. 
That proposition was received favorably by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, who agreed to all that I said at that time; and 
he appointed the board, of which the chief members consisted 
of Mr. A. W. Gregg, who is special assistant to the Secretary 
of the Treasury, and Mr. Middleton Beaman, chief of the draft- 
ing division of the House. 

I want to say at this time that I do not think a better selec- 
tion could possibly have been made. Mr. Gregg, in addition 
to haying a logical mind and a keen perception of the law, 
also has a rare faculty in the way of constructive ability and 
a peculiar ability in the way of explaining the law to members 
of the Ways and Means Committee, so that as a result I am 
sure they have received a better understanding of the law on 
this occasion than at any time before. Of Middleton Beaman's 
ability as a draftsman I need say nothing. He needs no 
encomiums in that respect; his work is too well known to the 
Members of the House and the chairmen of the various com- 
mittees which he has served. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, there never has been a bill presented to the 
House with such painstaking care in the drafting of it as has 
been used in the preparation of this bill. I had occasion to 
sit myself with this revision committee, simply in the capacity 
of a listener, because I had nothing to do with the prepara- 
tion of the forms of the bill; but I sat with them for some 
weeks, and I know that in more than one instance in drafting 
these complicated and difficult provisions of the law they were 
written as many as 20 or 30 times before they succeeded in 
getting forms that were satisfactory. 

We have presented to you now at this time a bill which, so 
far as it is possible to make it clear, has been made plain and 
definite. No other income-tax law that has ever been pre- 
sented to the House, or I believe to any other country, has 
equaled it in clarity, in precision, and in general effectiveness. 
I had often been told—it was told so often that I had come to 
believe it—that the English law was more simple than ours. 
Recently I have had occasion to go over the English law, and 
I find that it is the most complicated system of taxation that 
I ever rested my eyes upon. It is a fact that not only the 
ordinary business man could not understand it, but I doubt 
whether any ordinary lawyer could understand it even after 
having studied it for some time. It is not collected in one 
yolume but scattered through several volumes. It has no 
systematic arrangement, no clear definitions, no logical form, 
but seems to have been loosely thrown together without any 
particular system. In this bill the definitions have first been 
collected, and the bill then proceeds in an orderly and logical 
manner to the final conclusion. 

There are many changes from existing law. The first and 
perhaps one of the most important is the provision in relation 
to the taxes which are to be paid this year. The bill provides 
that on the taxes for the year 1923, to be paid during this cal- 
endar year of 1924, there shall be a reduction of 25 per cent. 

Of course, this flat reduction of 25 per cent is not scientific, 
but it is something that everyone can understand, Even the 
man who runs may read this provision and know exactly what 
it means. He knows he is going to get one-fourth off of his 
taxes for this year. The application of it will be made in the 
first instance by a reduction of 25 per cent in each one of the 
payments to be made. However, it is perfectly plain at this 


time that the bill will not be passed until after the first pay- 
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ment is due this year, and perhaps not until after the second 
payment is due. The manner of application will probably be 
that the amount overpaid on the first payment or two payments 
will be deducted from the next payment falling due. 

So far as I know, no provision in the bill has received such 
unanimous support as this provision: for immediate reduction in. 
taxation, The original Mellon bill, as it is commonly called, 
had no application until the year 1925, when the taxes of 1924 
became due. Every Member, of course, understands that the 
fiscal year splits the calendar year in two. This provision with 
reference to a reduction in the taxes of this year will make a 
reduction in the amount received by the Government for the 
fiseal year 1924 of $128,000,000, as estimated by the Treasury; 
for the fiscal year 1925 it will make a reduction of $104,740,000. 
The reason why the reduction will be so much more in the first 
quarter is because there are many people who make entire pay- 
ments for the year at the time when the first payment becomes 
due; otherwise, of course, the reduction would be the same in 
each part of the fiseal year. 

In addition to the reduction which will be made in the taxes 
falling due this year there will be reductions caused by the 
repeal of certain excise taxes, the amount of which will depend 
on the time when the bill goes into effect. The date when. 
this repeal goes into effect is, in most cases, the time when the 
law is signed by the President. In some instances, however, it 
has been found necessary to extend the time 30 days. The total 
reduction in the amount of excise taxes collected this year will 
be from $50,000,000. to $75,000,000, depending on the time the 
bill becomes a law. 

The general provisions of the law, so far as income-tax col- 
leetions are concerned, do not, as I have said, apply until the 
taxes payable in the year 1924 are to be collected. 

In the income tax the changes in the normal tax are as fol- 
lows: On the first $4,000 the normal tax is reduced from 4 to 3 
per cent, and on the remainder the normal tax is reduced from 
8 to 6 per cent. On the surtaxes a change is made from 
$6,000, where they now begin, to $10,000. The rate begins at 
1 per cent on $10,000 up to $12,000; and an additional 1 per 
cent is added for each $2,000 on a net income up, to $36,000; 
1 per cent is added for the next $4,000 of net income up to 
$40,000; and then 1 per cent more is added for each $6,000. of 
net income up to the maximum of 25 per cent at $100,000 and 
over. 

The tax on earned. income is reduced by 25 per cent of the 
amount of tax attributable thereto, Warned income is defined 
as wages, Salaries, professional fees, and other amounts received 
in compensatiom for personal services actually rendered. It is 
provided that incomes of $5,000 and less shall be considered as 
earned. It is further provided that the amount of earned net 
income shall not be considered in excess of $20,000. The two 
important provisions in this respect, as you will notice, are 
that all net income up to $5,000 shall be considered as earned 
and that no one shall get credit for a greater amount of 
earned income than $20,000: 

The committee had a great deal of difficulty with the defini- 
tion of earned income, and there has been much objection to it 
on the ground that it would not apply to such persons as 
farmers, small-shop keepers, and others whose income is de- 
rived partly from their own personal services and partly from 
capital. The committee found no way to make a satisfactory 
definition which would im such cases draw the line with refer- 
ence to earned income and which could be administered by the 
Government. All the Government experts testified that no 
definition could be formulated which could be administered. In 
order to avoid any difficulty in that respect and to do as nearly 
justice as it was possible to do: under the circumstances, the 
committee inserted this provision, that all net income under 
$5,000 should be regarded as earned income, It did this in the 
belief that this would take care of the farmer, small-shop 
keeper, and a number of others who used a certain amount of 
capital and also contributed their own personal services in 
such a way that they were inextricably mixed so far as the 
returns were concerned, but in fairness were entitled to a re- 
duction in their taxes, as a large portion of their income was 
earned: 

A very important provision in the bill relates to the allow- 
ance for capital losses. It is provided that the amount by 
which the tax is reduced on account of capital losses shall not 
exceed 124 per cent of the losses, and the provision of the 
existing law, that the tax on the sale or disposition of capital 
assets: shall be limited to 124 per cent of the gain, is retained: 

There has been no provision which has probably been so 
little understood as this part of the bill. Not long ago I heard 
a Senator, who would be supposed to be very familiar with the 
bill and certainly thinks he is, saying that this provision of 


capital losses ought not to be carried in the bill, because it 
would operate unfavorably to small corporations. As a matter 
of fact, it has no application to corporations whatever. It 
applies simply to the incomes of individuals. In England, in 
determining the net income, there is considered neither gain nor 
loss from the sale or disposition of capital assets. Undoubtedly 
if we struck out all of the provisions with reference to capital 
gain and capital loss our bill would be very much simplified, 
but they are finding in England, and it would be found here, 
that it would open wide the door for various kinds of evasions, 
and there is no reason that I know of why a man who makes a 
sale of capital assets—which in the bill are defined to be prop- 
erty which has been held for investment purposes for a period 
of two years and where a man sells a tract of land, for ex- 
ample, and makes a large profit out of it—should not pay an 
income tax of some kind upon his gain. 

Previously, under the original revenue bills that were passed 
during the war, capital gain was part of the ordinary income 
and was taxed in the same manner. The result was that we 
found that people were not selling property in which they had 
a profit and the Government was getting very little revenue 
from it. This was especially true where the profit had accumu- 
lated over a number of years, while the tax was all payable in 
one year. On the other hand, if there was a loss they proceeded 
to take it. The result was that we had returns which com- 
prised largely capital losses and practically no capital gains. 
Therefore we proceeded in the law of 1921 to provide that capi- 
tal gains should only be taxed at the rate of 123 per cent at the 
election of the taxpayer, and as soon as we passed that pro- 


vision we found we were getting a great deal more revenue as a 


result of it. People who had property which before they would 
not sell on account of the very high rate which would be taxed. 
against the profit that was made in it, proceeded then to eash 
in their profits and pay their taxes to the Government. By 
reason of this provision the Government has received millions 
of dollars which it would otherwise not have received. Unfor- 
tunately, we were not able to include in the law, by reason of 
opposition in the other House, a similar provision with reference 
to capital losses. It was included in the House bill, but was taken 
out in the Senate. As a result we have found that, in the lan- 
guage of the Secretary of the Treasury, the Government is 
continually being whipsawed/’ because the large investors 
take their profits only when they really need them, but always 


‘take their losses and get full credit. They do that because, as 


the matter stands now, there is only a 124 per cent tax on the 
gains, and they get full credit for the losses. We have there- 
fore inserted in this bill provisions similar to those contained in 
the amendment to the revenue act which passed the House last 
summer, providing that capital gains and capital losses shall 
both be placed on. the same basis; that capital gains shall be 
taxed at 123 per cent, at the election of the taxpayer, and that 
capital losses shall only receive an allowance for deduction at 


the rate of 12} per cent. I really could imagine nothing that is 


fairer, and if this provision is retained in the bill, and I intend 
it shall be if I am able to keep it there, it will result in the addi- 
tion of a large amount of revenue to the Government out of 
whieh it is now being defeated, and sometimes in a very im- 
proper manner. I want to say in this eonnection that even as 
matters stand the Government is getting far more revenue than 
it would if sales of capital assets were taxed at the full rate. 

Another important provision in the bill, which bears indireetly 
on the problem with reference to. tax-exempt securities, is that 
deduction for interest paid on indebtedness, other than interest 
in connection with a trade or business, and a deduction for 
nonbusiness losses, shall be allowed only if and to the extent 
that the sum of these items exceeds the income of the taxpayer 
from wholly tax-exempt securities. 

I wonder how many of the House realize at present that a 
large investor can, if he chooses—and I would not blame him 
for so choosing—borrow money, take the proceeds and put 
them into tax-exempt securities, get allowance for the interest 
that he is paying on the money borrowed, and not be compelled 
to pay any income tax, of course, on the amount of interest that 
he receives from the tax-exempt securities. Not only that, but 
many persons borrow legitimately and properly for various pur- 
poses: not connected with their business, and also carry a large 
amount of tax-exempt securities. 

The same result follows. They are permitted to deduct the 
interest in making up their net income, but they are not charge- 
able with any income tax on the interest which they receive from 
the tax-exempt securities. This provision is specially urged 
by the Treasury, and it will prevent the allowance of deduc- 
tions for interest in this way. Also you will observe that it 
is provided that deductions for nonbusiness losses shall be al- 
iowed only if and to the extent that these items exceed the 
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inceme of the taxpayer from wholly tax-exempt securities. 
In a number of large estates this will prevent the owner 
of the estate from receiving any credit or benefit on account 
of his investment in tax-exempt securities in making up his 
income tax, . 

The sections of the present law with reference to the reor- 
ganization of corporations have been entirely rewritten to 
eliminate existing uncertainties in the present act and to 
include other usual forms of corporate reorganization in the 
advance of business, such as the splitting of one corporation 
into two or more corporations, which I may say under the pres- 
ent law would not be permitted except by forming two entirely 

“pew corporations. Provisions have also been inserted to pre- 
vent the use of the reorganization section to escape proper 
taxation. This is often done so as to increase the basis for 
depreciation or depletion or to increasing the basis for gain or 
loss of assets transferred in the reorganization or by distrib- 
uting as capital gains what are, in effect, dividends out of 
earnings. 

There is no more frequent or common course of evasion at 
the present time than the provisions of the present law with 
reference to ‘reorganization of corporations. They are 80 
extremely broad and so loose that you could drive a four-horse 
team through them, and any good corporation lawyer can 
provide a method of reorganization by which, if a company 
has a large amount of cash on hand, it could be distributed 
without any tax, whereby it could realize the profit which 
it has in real property or other property of that kind, and, 
in short, evade to a large measure not only the corporation 
tax, but in a great many instances the personal income tax. 
The changes which we have proposed in this law will, to a 
large extent at least, prevent these evasions which are now 
occurring. The present bill does not go quite as far as I would 
like to have it go, but most of these evasions will be prevented 
and none of them will be as easy as they were before. 

The deduction for discovery of depletion is limited to 50 
per cent of the net income of the property depleted. This 
applies mostly to cases of discovery of oil wells. At present 
a deduction for discovered depletion may be as great as the 
entire net income on the property depleted, and I have known 
instances where companies actually advertised that they could 
make a distribution cf their dividends, without paying any 
corporation tax and without the person receiving them being 
liable for any income tax. 

Of course, the last part of the statement is absurd, because 
it would not be possible to avoid the personal income tax; but I 
think in many instances they have succeeded in evading the cor- 
poration tax through depletion allowances. We have cut the de- 
pletion allowance 50 per cent, which will strike the House as 
quite liberal even then. Everybody must recognize that if a 
person is in the business trying to find oil, he takes large risks, 
sinking many wells, finding some dry holes, and that a liberal 
allowance must be made for depletion even after valuable prop- 
erty has been discovered. Every barrel of oil that is taken 
out, of course, reduces the value of the property remaining. 
The committee thought that an allowance of not to exceed 50 
per cent of the net profits was very liberal for depletion. 

Another favorite method of evading the personal income tax 
was by the creation of a trust whereby the grantor reserved 
the right to change the trust in favor of himself. In that 
case under the present law the grantor of the trust would not 
pay any tax and he would accomplish a division of the estate 
inte two parts, thereby reducing the surtax. In the pending 
bill we put a stop to that by providing that in such cases the 
income of the trust is to be taxed to the grantor. 

In section 220 of the present law it was sought to penalize 
certain corporations formed to avoid the imposition of the 
surtax. A common form of evasion has been the formation of 
corporations for the purpose of enabling the parties organizing 
them to keep their investments in a corporate form and only pay 
the corporation tax while in fact they were realizing profits as 
mach as they would in any individual case. These companies 
were not being formed to carry on any business, but simply 
for the purpose of holding the stock of some other company for 
investment purposes alone. We have provided that the penal- 
ties under section 220 shall now apply to the income of the 
corporations which shall be taxed. We have also made this 
section apply to investment companies as well as to holding 
companies. 

In the revision of the law a special effort was made to give 
the taxpayer a better opportunity to present his case when he 
thonght the tax was being unjustly levied against him or 
being levied in too great an amount. Fer this purpose a board 
of tax appeals is created, to be appointed by the President and 
to hear the cases. 


A board of tax appeals, the members to be appointed by the 
President, is created to hear all appeals from the assessment 
of additional income and State taxes which will sit locally in 
the various judicial circuits throughout the country. The 
cases of both the Government and the taxpayer are presented 
before the board, which acts impartially, and the practice there 
is similar to that before the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion.. Upon a decision in favor of the Government the addi- 
tional tax can be assessed by the Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue, and the taxpayer is left to his remedy in the court 
for the recovery of the tax; but if the decision is in favor of 
the taxpayer, the commissioner may not assess the tax but is 
left to his remedy in the court in a suit to collect the addi- 
tional tax. In a hearing in the court the findings of the board 
2 oP taken as prima facie eyidence of the facts contained 
t 

I want to say, in addition to that, that the provisions of the 
existing law as to the assessment and collection of income and 
the State taxes and as to the penalties haye been completely 
rewritten with a view to simplifying the provisions and of 
removing the harsh penalties for minor violations of the law. 
The statute of limitations have been made consistent and defi- 
nite. The penalties for failure to comply with the law as to 
making returns and paying the tax when there is no attempt 
on the part of the taxpayer to evade have been greatly re- 
duced, as has also the penalty for negligence in making a return 
in cases where there is no intent to defraud. The interest on 
additional assessments of income taxes is reduced from 6 to 5 
per cent, and provision is made for the payment of interest on 
refunds to the taxpayer at the same rate of 5 per cent. Au- 
thority is granted the commissioner to extend the time of the 

ent of an additional assessment in cases of great hard- 
ship with adequate provision for protecting the Government. 
These provisions have been incorporated into the law for the 
benefit of the taxpayer in order to make the law l-ss harsh 
and to make the collection of taxes by the Government easier. 

We have repealed a large number of excise taxes. These 
matters will be more definitely referred to by a later speaker, 
and I will not go into them at this time, except I will say this: 
That the committee in making up the list of the excise taxes to 
be repealed and those to be reduced did not proceed haphazard, 
but with a definite system. ‘The first thing they considered with 
reference tb all excise taxes was, were the taxes nuisance taxes; 
in other words, were they a source of annoyance and trouble and 
difficulty to the taxpayer aside from the mere matter of payment? 
Another important question which was considered was whether 
they had any injurious effect upon the industry connected 
therewith. Another question was, Did it cost the Government 
as much or more to collect than was actually received? We 
repealed a lot of minor taxes for the reason that it cost the 
Government more to collect them than they received out of 
them. 

Some amusement has been excited by reason of the com- 
mittee having repealed the taxes on the sales of dirks, dag- 
gers, and things like that. We received only $1,051 from this 
source, and it cost more to collect it than was returned to the 
Government. I wish to say a few words with reference to the 
simplification of the law. 

Gentlemen will say, after examining this somewhat lengthy 
document now presented to the House, that, after all, we have a 
system that is complicated and difficult to understand. I agree. 
There is a constant complaint with reference to the complexities 
of the income tax laws. The complaint is not unnatural, but 
what people seek to have done in the way of simplifying the law 
is simply impossible. I could write a tax law that would not be 
more than two or three pages long, perfectly simple, easily 
applied; but in less than a week after it was applied I would be 
hunting the.tall timber because of the injustice and the inequity 
it would effect. ‘The original income tax of 1862—the first one 
to be applied in this country, was simply a tax on gross in- 
comes, with a very few deductions. Even ordinary taxes could 
not be deducted, such as taxes on real estate, nor was there 
any allowance for interest paid, The highest rate in effect 
by the law of 1862 was only 5 per cent, so that it did not make 
really so much difference that people were not permitted to 
make allowances, but when the income tax goes up to the rates 
that must be provided under a progressive income-tax rate, 
anyone can see how great an injustice would be perpetrated by 
putting into effect a tax which bore simply on gross incomes. 

All through the bill you will find a system of allowances, de- 
ductions for depletions and for losses that are now being per- 
mitted to be carried over even into the third year in order to 
equalize conditions with reference to the taxpayer and prevent 
the law from bearing too hard upon him in any particular year. 
All of these previsions are just, and perhaps all of them are nec- 
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essary, but every one tends to complicate the law. The com- 
plications that we have in the present law result from these 
numerous allowances and deductions, which are made all 
through the bill for equalization purposes, which are difficult to 
write and often very difficult to apply, but which on the whole 
tend to mitigate the condition of the taxpayer and prevent the 
tax from imposing undue hardship upon him. 

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that the day will some time come when 
people who are called upon to pay these income taxes will 
realize that after all Congress is endeavoring to cut the ex- 
penses here to the very lowest limit, and to simplify the provi- 
sions of the income tax and other laws as far as possible, and 
that taxes will be paid as something which is due the Govern- 
ment that protects the individual and enables him to make the 
profit upon which the tax is assessed, which profit is due in 
part to the thrift and the work of persons who may not pay the 
tax, but who may contribute to the prosperity of the whole 
community and the building up of the particular fortune on 
which the tax is assessed. 

Mr. Chairman, I have now consumed more time than I in- 
tended, but if any gentleman desires to ask questions I shall 
be very glad to yield. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. 
man yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman has made a very 
forceful and persuasive statement in presenting the bill, and 
the bill has many fine features, features that will be popular. I 
think, by the way, that one of the most popular features is to 
be found in the retroactive effect it is to have on the taxes of 
1923; that is, that they will be diminished 25 per cent. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I am pleased to hear that, because 
that was a proposition of my own. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Undoubtedly that will be as 
popular as a thing could be in any law, but will the gentleman 
please explain the method by which these rebates are to be re- 
turned to the taxpayer? How is he to get them? Is there any 
machinery provided for that in the bill itself or will that be 
left to Treasury regulation? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It is all very fully provided for in the 
law. The taxpayer will continue to pay under the present law 
until this bill goes into effect. As soon as the bill goes into 
effect, on the next payment he will get the deductions for all 
overpayments and will be required to pay only 75 per cent of 
the payment falling due at that time. For example, if this bill 
should not go into effect until after the first payment falls due, 
obviously the taxpayer would be entitled to a credit on the 
next payment for the overpayment he made on the first pay- 
ment as well as the 25 per cent reduction on the second pay- 
ment. That is all fully provided for in the law. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. And if payment has been 
made in full at the beginning of the year, hov long will it take 
before the refund would be made? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The refund then would be due on the 
passage of the law. It will be the duty of the Treasury to 
return it to the taxpayer as soon as possible. I mig t say that 
we have a general provision in the law now that no applica- 
tion is necessary for refunds which are due the taxpayer. It 
becomes the duty of the Treasurer to make the refund as soon 
as it is known. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. 
applied for by the taxpayer. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is correct. 

Mr. DENISON. One of the greatest sources of annoyance 
that comes to my attention is the interminable delay in the 
auditing of the tax aceounts, men being presented with back 
taxes three or four years old. Has the committee done any- 
thing at all, or could they do anything to remedy that situation? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not think the committee could 
do anything. We have a report from the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue, which shows that they are rapidly catching 
up with these back matters. 

Mr. DENISON. Yes; they always make that report. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. On this occasion they are able to 
report progress. We have inserted a provision with reference 
to assessments which we hope will stop the continual reopen- 
ing of cases by reassessments, which are being made and which 
are causing the taxpayers so much difficulty. 

Mr. DENISON. What is that provision? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I can not turn to it very readily now. 
It is contained in the administrative provisions toward the 
end of the bill. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has ex- 
plained to the House how the new bill proposes to avoid eva- 
sions, many of which we all know are notorious. Has the 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 


Without repayment being 
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gentleman made any calculation as to how much additional in- 
come the present provisions of the bill will bring in because of 
that fact, as compared with the previous revenue bill? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The Treasury has estimated that the 
capital-loss provision will bring in $25,000,000 additional rev- 
enue and that the reduction limiting the allowance for tax- 
free income will bring in $24,500,000. There has been no esti- 
mate made, however, with reference to the depletion clause or 
the changes in the provisions with reference to reorganization. 
My own judgment would be that those two matters would 
bring in $10,000,000 or $15,000,000 in addition. But that is 
A LINEBERGHI Ph erega 

r. LID en it would probably a 
$100,000,0002 „ 
mere GREEN of Iowa. Weil, I think that would be a little too 
gh: 

Mr. LINEBERGER. About $75,000,000? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; I should say about $75,000,000. 

Now, since the gentleman has called my attention to it, I 
want to say that the Treasury estimates that the reduction in 
the normal tax by reason of the provisions of this bill will be 
$91,600,000 and that reductions in the surtax will be $101,- 
800,000. The loss on earned income will be $89,500,000, and by 
reason of miscellaneous taxes repealed or reduced, which will 
all go into effect in the next calendar year, $108,040,000, mak- 
ing a total of $390,940,000. The Treasury offsets against this 
what is expected to be gained by capital loss provisions and 
the restriction of allowance on tax-free income totaling $49,- 
500,000, and estimates the net loss by reason of the passage of 
the bill at $341,440,000. These estimates with reference to the 
normal tax and surtax were explained by Mr. McCoy at the 
meeting of the committee yesterday to be estimates of what the 
loss would be two years after the law should be in effect. We 
have no estimate as to what the loss would be the first year 
after the law goes into effect, but I would estimate that amount 
myself to be very much larger than the amount stated by the 
Treasury. And I want to say that the total amount of revenue 
lost by the bill is larger than the reduction which the com- 
mittee originally contemplated and larger than what I think 
ought to be made. For that reason I Sincerely hope that no 
additions will be made to the bill which will cause a further 
loss of revenue. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
ae GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. I understood the gentleman a moment ago to 
say that by the provision of the bill which makes it retro- 
active it will relieve the income-tax payers for 1923. will reduce 
TEE taxes, to the amount of about $225,000,000. Is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It would be $232,750,000 for taxes to 
be paid this calendar year. 

Mr. RANKIN. Now, would not that be relieving the tax- 
payers from the payment of taxes which they have collected 
already from the ultimate consumer during the year 1923? 
And then if that be the case, as the advocates of the Mellon plan 
contend, that these high surtaxes are passed on to the ultimate 
consumer, are we not giving the income-tax payers a bonus 
of $232,000,000 for the year 1923 which they are denying to the 
ex-service men of the country? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know whether the gentleman 
himself is an advocate of the theory that all income taxes are 
passed on, The gentleman is surely aware of the fact that 
I never was, and I know of no economist of reputation that is. 

Mr. RANKIN. I will say to the distinguished gentleman 
from Iowa that that seems to me to be the burden of the song, 
not only of the miscellaneous advocates of the Mellon plan all 
over the country, but it seems to me to be the attitude of the 
President of the United States on that proposition, judging 
from his statement. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will have to ask my friend to con- 
fine himself to questions. I do not want to get into any con- 
troversial matters whatever in opening this discussion. I 
simply wanted to lay the facts before the House, so that the 
Members of the House may be able intelligently to discuss the 
matter afterwards. 

Mr. MILLS. Referring to the question of the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN], the amount estimated for the 
fiscal year 1924 was only $128,000,000, and for 1925, $104,- 
000,000. Under the form of the gentleman’s question and the 
answer of the gentleman from Iowa, I am afraid that the fig- 
ures might be misleading. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I understood the gentleman to refer 
to the calendar year. Of course, the fiscal year divides the 
calendar year into two parts. 
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Mr. RANKIN. We might take into account the accumulated 
taxes that you are going back and relieving those people from 

aying. 

: Mr. MILLS. No taxes paid in 1923 in any way affect it. 
The provisions only refer to taxes paid in 1924. 

Mr. RANKIN. According to the argument of the gentleman 
from New York, those taxes for 1923 have been passed on to 
the ultimate consumer and have already been: collected from 
the le by these large taxpayers. 

Me. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, The same statement might be made as 
to the 1924 taxes paid in 1925, if it had any force at all. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is very true. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yleld? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes, 

Mr. HASTINGS. I want to ask a question for information, 
and not for controversy. I want to see if I understand the 
gentleman correctly. If an application for a refund of taxes is 
made and allowed, is the Secretary of the Treasury authorized 
under the provisions of this bill to pay it out of collected reye- 
nues without an appropriation from Congress? The reason T 
make that inquiry is this: A few days ago I had an inquiry 
from a constituent of mine about the payment of certain taxes 
that had been ordered refunded, and upon making an inquiry 
at the Treasury Department I was told that the appropriation 
was exhausted and that my constituent would have to wait for 
another appropriation, out of which the refund could be made. 
Now, what I want to ask the chairman of the committee is 
whether there is any provision in this bill whereby the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury can refund these taxes without having an 
appropriation made by Congress? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There is a direct provison in the bill 
with reference to refunds, requiring them to be made where 
taxes have been erroneously collected, and there is an express 
provision with reference to this 25 per cent allowance and with 
regard to the refunding of it. 

Mr. HASTINGS. But that is an overpayment. 

Mr. FREAR. With the gentleman’s permission, may I make 
this suggestion? In the case which has been cited we have to 
make general appropriations to meet the refunds; that is under 
a separate provision, and the appropriations which cover the 
refunds have frequently been exhausted, and we will have to 
continue making other additional appropriations. 

Mr. HASTINGS. I thank the gentleman. I got the impres- 
sion from what the chairman of the committee stated that the 
Secretary of the Treasury was authorized to make these re- 
funds without any appropriation by Congress, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There is a standing appropriation ; 
but where there is still a payment to be made, there is no neces- 
sity of making a refund; it is simply a deduction which is to 
be made out of the payment which is to come due and which is 
provided for in the bill, 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Will the gentleman. give us a little fur- 
ther light on what he referred to as nuisance taxes? What was 
the principle applied in determining whether an excise tax was 
a nuisance tax? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will say to the gentleman that that 
will be fully discussed later. Of course the gentleman is aware 
that no precise line can be drawn as to when a tax becomes a 
nuisance tax and when it does not become a nuisance tax; but 
in a general way some taxes are considered nuisance taxes and 
others, which may closely resemble them, are not so considered. 
That is all I can say to the gentleman. A nuisance tax, as the 
expression is commonly used, is one which causes the taxpayer 
a great deal of annoyance and trouble beyond the mere matter 
of payment, and that distinction, I thought, was recognized by 
everybody. Of course all taxes are in one way a nuisance, and 
all taxes are bad. 

Mr. JACOBSTHIN. Does the gentleman mind telling us what 
principle was followed in fixing the surtax rates and in helping 
to estimate what losses in revenues would result under this bill? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
in estimating the surtax rates, as I understood him in his testi- 
mony yesterday, he took the number of taxpayers which he 
estimated would be in each bracket and applied the rates under 
the law thereto. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. The gentleman means of those who had 
paid taxes in previous years? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Not in that way for the estimates 
made as to the effect of the bill. He estimated the number 
which he thought, when the law went into full effect, would be 
in each of those brackets. 


Mr. McCoy made those estimates, and- 


Mr. JACOBSTEIN. What I want to know is on what he 
based his estimate or on what the committee based its estimate. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The committee did not make any esti- 
mates: It took the Treasury estimates. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. And on what were those estimates based? 
Were they just guesses? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I can not say as to that. Mr. McCoy 
made his estimates, I suppose, from previous experience with 
the revenue Iaw and his knowledge and qualification as an 
3 He explained this in part in the hearing had yes- 

y- 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. May I ask one question with regard to 
that? Did the Treasury Department offer any concrete evidence 
to the committee on that point? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know what the gentleman 
would call concrete. If the gentleman will pardon me, I do not 
want to get into any controverted questions. As I have said 
before, I wish to close my remarks at this time, having, as I 
think, explained the chief provisions of the bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I will occupy some 
time. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, while I am 
not feeling well enough physically to explain this bill as I 
would like to do, at the same time I never decline to yield for a 
pertinent question; in fact, my idea of debate in the House 
of Representatives, especially in the Committee of the Whole, 
when one is explaining a bill and not addressing himself to 
some particular subject that he wants the country to be in- 
formed about, is that information is better brought out by 
pertinent questions. One of my very best friends suggested 
that I pursue the policy of the gentlemen from Iowa [Mr. 
Guxzx] and ask that I be permitted to continue without in- 
terruption until I had explained the situation, but I will not 
do that. T will always assume, however, that gentlemen will 
ask a pertinent question for the purpose of getting information. 

Probably it would not be out of place if I called your atten- 
tion to the history of income tax legislation under the six- 
teenth amendment. The gentleman from Iowa, if you will 
recall, referred to the first income tax bill ever passed in this 
country, in 1862, I believe. It was a short measure and was 
drawn for the purpose of securing revenue for war purposes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It was the first one ever put into 
effect. There was one passed in 1861, but before it went into 
effect they passed the other law. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. And that was for war purposes. Un- 
der the sixteenth amendment, the first bill that was ever passed 
in Congress enacting an income tax Jaw under the constitutional 
amendment was in 1913. You will recall that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mirrs] the other day paid a great eulogy— 
and properly so—to Doctor Adams; he praised his ability and 
also spoke of his friendship for the progressive income tax 
feature of the law. I think it is nothing but justice to say, 
however, that Doctor Adams had nothing to do with drawing the 
first income tax measure that was drawn under the sixteenth 
amendment. It will be interesting to you gentlemen to learn 
that when that bill was first under consideration there was a 
tremendous effort made throughout the country to bring pres- 
sure to bear on the committee and on Congress to levy a 
straight income tax rather than a progressive tax, and if I 
may be permitted, without appearing egotistic in referring to 
the efforts of myself at that time, I will say that the gentle- 
man from Missouri, Mr Shackleford, and myself, I think, were 
more responsible for the progressive feature of the income tax 
measure than any other two men in this country, with all due 
deference to the statement made by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mirus], as to Doctor Adams having been the father 
of it. So much for the progressive feature of the income tax. 

If you will recall the income tax law of 1913 contained 6 
progressive rates; the income tax law of 1916 contained 13 
progressive rates, and the income tax law of 1917, while it did 
not carry 50 progressive rates, did carry a maximum rate of 
50 per cent surtax. So you see you started with a 6 per cent 
surtax, a progressive tax, in 1913, and you came to a 13 per 
cent surtax in 1916, arrived at 50 per cent in 1917, and 65 per 
cent in 1918. 

That is my recollection of the history of the income tax under 
the sixteenth amendment. I thought it might be interesting to 
you gentlemen to know how we arrived at our present situation 
concerning the surtaxes, because they will have something to 
do probably with this debate and probably something to do with 
the action of the House. 

I was yery much amused at my friend from Iowa [Mr. 
GREEN] and the enthusiasm with which he explained. this par- 
ticular bill. [Laughter.] He seemed to be very much enam- 


ored of its features. He compliments it most profusely as to 
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its simplicity, and I submit, gentlemen, that if you will turn 
and read the bill and come to the same conélusion as that of the 
gentleman from Iowa I shall have to conclude that you have 
very simple minds. Nobody can read the law that is proposed 


here and come to the conclusion that it is a simple law. It is 
true the majority members of the Committee on Ways and 
Means have written into this bill, to a considerable extent, the 
rulings of the department, but outside of that they have done 
nothing to simplify the administration of the income tax law. 
On the contrary, they have written provisions in here that will 
complicate the law, make it more difficult to be interpreted, and 
especially make it more difficult for taxpayers to make their 
renditions, and I think all will agree with me that that is some 
difficult job at the present time. 

I was amused also at the suggestion of the gentleman from 
Iowa as to his connection with the writing of this bill. He 
seemed to be very happy over the thought that he had one 
child embodied in the pages of the bill, and that was the re- 
mittance of 25 per cent of the taxes for 1923. I wonder if the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] had ever had any talk with 
the Treasury Department before he made that suggestion. I 
imagine he did. I will await his correction if my imagination 
is wrong. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I never had the slightest talk with 
the Treasury or the Secretary of the Treasury in relation to it. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Or any member of the Treasury 
Department? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Nor any member of the Treasury 
Department until after I had proposed it and it had been 
agreed to by the committee. 

Mr, GARNER of Texas. I congratulate the gentleman upon 
having something in the bill of his own making. [Laughter.] 
I will refer, however, to that at a later time in the discussion 
of this measure, or probably I might as well refer to it now 
since it entered into the discussion at the close of the gentle- 
man’s argument. 

Gentlemen, if it is desirable to remit part of the taxes of 
the taxpayer of 1923, I have this question to ask those who 
favor it on the Republican side and also those on the Demo- 
cratic side. If it is desirable to remit any of the taxes of 
the taxpayer for 1923, why do you not give him the same rates 
that you are going to give the taxpayer for 1924? I wait an 
answer from the Republican side. I do not think I need one 
from the Democratic side. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Does the gentleman want an answer? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I do. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It would be absolutely impossible 
at this time when the bill can not be passed until after a 
number of parties have already paid their taxes and already 
made up their returns; and to put in force the system which 
is provided in the bill would produce utter chaos. There 
is only one way of getting at it, and that is the way suggested 
in the bill, by making a simple, flat reduction all the way 
through. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, the mere statement 
of that puts me in mind of the statements that have been going 
throughout the country coming from the Treasury Department. 
The mere making of that statement does not make it true, 
because it is not true. Let us suppose you put into effect for 
1923 the rates that are in this bill. 

The taxpayer makes his rendition to-day or between now 
and March 15, and these rates apply to his taxes. He pays 
under the present plan and pays under the present rates just 
like he would do under your 25 per cent rate; but when this 
law goes into effect, remember, the taxpayer is going to be 
refunded the 25 per cent if he has paid all his taxes, and if 
he has not paid all his taxes, under this bill, you provide that 
he may take out of the last two payments what would be due 
him as a bonus under the 25 per cent. Could you not take 
it out under these rates in the same way? So I ask you again, 
if the rates for 1924 are good for the taxpayer for 1924, why 
do you not give them to the taxpayer for 19237 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Simply because he would have to 
make another return. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. He would not have to make any- 
thing of the kind, and the gentleman knows it, because you 
apply the rates to his returns. You know his income and that 
is all you need to know to apply the new rates. You make 
his return tell how much net income he had, and you can 
apply any rate you want. You can apply the rates in this bill 
to his return for 1923. He makes a return of his net income 
and you can apply these rates instead of giving him a 25 per 
cent deduction. But I was amused, and I think the country 


Will the gentleman yield? 


will be interested because—I never knew it until this morning 
when the gentleman from Iowa told us about it—the gentleman 
from Iowa tells us that it is very probable that the second 
payment on the taxes due for 1923 will be made before this 
bill becomes a law. I understood, and I presume the country 
somewhat understood from newspaper reports, that the Con- 
gress might possibly adjourn around June 1; but we are now 
informed that it will probably be impossible to get this bill 
to the President and make it a law prior to June 15, 1924. 

I think the country will be interested in that statement be- 
cause the country ought to know, and will know, that it is not 
the Democrats who are retarding the putting into effect of tax 
reduction, for let me say in this connection, once and for all— 
and I am going to yield to any Republican member of the com- 
mittee to correct me if I make a statement in this particular 
that is not absolutely borne out by the facts—the Democrats 
of the Ways and Means Committee have used every effort, 
have stood ready at all times, under all conditions existing in 
the committee, to facilitate the reporting of this bill. [Ap- 
plause,] I wait a correction, if that is not true. Yet, gentle- 
men, you have seen the press of this country unjustly criticize 
the Democratic organization for trying to hold back the Mellon 
plan, The propagandists in the country adopt methods that are 
suggested in high places and try to deceive the public in order 
that they may accomplish their own particular desires, and the 
Treasury Department having led the way in the misrepresenta- 
tions, in the misleading statements, in its efforts to hoodwink 
the country, naturally its satellites throughout the country, the 
leaders of the press of the country, take their cue from them 
and make misrepresentations concerning the activities of the 
Democrats on the Ways and Means Committee. [Applause. ] 
So let it be understood, and let the press report it if they will, 
that the Democrats have been from the very beginning of Con- 
gress to the present time and will continue from this moment 
henceforth to use every effort they possibly can to facilitate 
the passage of a bill reducing taxation, and if you do not send 
it to the President prior to June 1 it will not be the fault of 
the Democrats but of the disorganized chaos existing among the 
Republican Members of this House, who are divided into blocs 
and factions. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Gentlemen of the committee, you will recall that on the 10th 
day of November the Secretary of the Treasury addressed a 
letter to the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, Mr. 
GREEN, and made certain suggestions concerning the reduction 
of taxes and the readjustment of taxes. That letter became 
famous and was known finally as the Mellon plan of tax re- 
duction. That was the first intimation on this side of the 
Chamber, and, I doubt not, on that, as to the condition of the 
Treasury. 

Now, remember on November 10 no Democrat or Republican 
in this country, so far as I know, had any knowledge of the 
intentions of the Secretary of the Treasury to make any recom- 
mendations to Congress relative to the increase or the reduc- 
tion of taxes. It was revealed in a letter to the chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee. I ask you in all sincerity 
and in all honesty and frankness was it possible for a Demo- 
crat to suggest a reduction of taxes until he had the informa- 
tion concerning the financial condition of the Treasury. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, GARNER of Texas. I will yield to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. MILLS. I am making this statement from memory, and 
if I am not correct the gentleman will correct me. I was under 
the impression that in June last year the President of the 
United States received in detail the financial situation of the 
Treasury and outlined at that time the possibilities of the 
subject. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. I have no recollection of any such 
communication. I did not receive it and I do not know that I 
saw it in any newspaper in the country. That is all I can 
say concerning that. But anyway how can you tell whether 
there is a surplus in the Treasury until you know how much 
money it is to take to run the Government, and you have to 
have the Budget to tell you how much money is to be spent this 
year. The Budget must make a report showing the outgo and 
the income in order to balance the books and make an intelli- 
gent Budget. We can not tell until the Budget is completed 
and sent to Congress, and that is never done until after Novem- 
ber. There was not a Democrat in the country, however intel- 
ligent, who could consider tax reduction until the Secretary of 
the Treasury wrote this famous letter of November 10. 

Oh, gentlemen, let us be fair. We will be fair; I have 


always been fair, and I do not want to fight in any other way, 
and it makes me mad when the opposition will not fight that 
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way, especially when it has the press of the country misleading 
the public. 

I want to say that I feel sorry for you Republicans in this 
particular. You must, on the Republican side, feel humiliated. 
I know that I would be humiliated if I was a Democrat and a 
Democratic President sat in the White House and we had a 
Democratic Secretary of the Treasury, and the President—my 
President, my party’s President—went throughout the land and 
instead of appealing to your patriotism and intelligence and 
party loyalty, went to the country and said to the people, “ This 
is your fight, and unless you help me the Congress of the 
United States will not pass this bill.” The President of the 
United States, in a speech in New York night before last, went 
over the head of the Congress. No longer appealing to the 
intellect and patriotism of this body, he said it was the fight of 
the people, and they must make Congress do this act, since he 
had not the logic to do it. I say to the Republicans that I 
would feel humiliated if I belonged to a party and my intellect 
and patriotism was of such a character that my President could 
not appeal to me and had to go to the people in order to whip 
us into line and make us think as he did. 

I wonder what sort of political situation the President may 
be in that impels him to say he must appeal from a Congress 
of his own political complexion. Sir, the Constitution pro- 
vides the method of the President communicating with Con- 


gress. 

Mr. President, if you are going to the people, if you are going 
to ignore Congress, how long will these three branches of the 
Government last? I say that any man, whether he be an execu- 
tive officer or the judge of a court, who undertakes to depreciate 
one branch of the Government at the expense of another is not 
worthy of his place. The effort ought to be rebuked by you as 
well as by me. I say that the President of the United States 
has no right to go and appeal to the people to coerce Congress 
to disregard their obligations under the Constitution and com- 
ply with his will as he did. It has never been done, so far as 
I know, except once, and that was in an election. 

Gentlemen, I do not know who wrote this portion of the 
President’s speech. It does not sound like President Coolidge. 
It sounds like the Treasury Department. I am just wondering 
whether the Treasury Department wrote it. I wonder if it 
did. I wonder if the President is only following out the sug- 
gestions that Secretary Mellon, of the Treasury Department, 
bas been making all along since November 10, 1923, to the 
effect that “I will make Congress do my bidding.” He does 
not appeal to your intellect, to your conscience, to your pa- 
triotism, to your party loyalty, but attempts to force you to 
do it. He will bring pressure to bear upon you from every 
source and every particle of influence that he can in order 
to compel you to carry out his bidding. I wonder if President 
Coolidge permitted the Treasury Department to put that in 
his speech. I am not very much of a historian and I do not 
claim to keep up very much with these matters, but I want to 
ask this question now: Do you know of a single President in 
the history of this country who has ever appealed to the 
people over the heads of the Congress? 

Mr. MILLS, I will name one, if the gentleman wants that 
question answered. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Just a moment. 

Mr. MILLS. I want to suggest, if the gentleman desires an 
interruption 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Oh, I shall yield to the gentleman 
if he will be patient. Of course he can not stand the_gaff 
very much, but he will have to do it finally. Does anyone 
know of a single President in the history of the United States 
who has appealed to the people over the head of Congress, ex- 
cept in an appeal to the electors in an election, and this is not 
an appeal to the electors? He says, “ They are going to defeat 
this bill unless you people help me.” Defeat it when? At the 
next election? No; now. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield now? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The result is that he appeals to the 
people now in place of at an election. I wish he would appeal 
to them in the election. I am not very much of a politician, 
but, so help me God, desiring my party to win if I had to cast 
everything else aside and take but one issue in the next elec- 
tion, I would rather have our plan and your plan the issue 
before the American people than anything else on the face of 
God's green earth. [Applause on the Democratic side.] For 
just one time I want to picture before the audience of this 
country the figures, just the figures. I want just to give them 
ae facts and to say, “ Here is our plan, and here is the Mellon 
plan.” — 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. GARNER of Texas. In just a moment. I want to ask 
them which one they will take, and I know what they would 
say. Some would say, like the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MILLs] and his 9,000, Give us the Mellon plan,” whereas some 
five or six million would say, “Give us the Democratic plan.” 
I 5 5 eae 2 tio 8 from New York [Mr. MiILs I. 

. MILLS. r: irman, 10 or 15 m 
PB akon 5 minutes ago the gentle- 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Well, that was my time. 

Mr. MILLS. I understood the gentleman to say that he 
woua be very glad to yield to questions, and that is why 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Oh, yes; but I could not stand here 
and let the gentleman keep the floor. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman asked some minutes ago if we 
could name a single President of the United States who ap- 
pealed to the country in a controversy to persuade the Congress 
to do a certain thing. I would say in ausver that my recollec- 
tion is that the last Democratic Presid did that very thing 
in attempting to coerce the Senate into ratifying the treaty of 
Versailles. [Applause on the Republican side.] Will the 
gentleman yield now for a further question? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. If the gentleman wants to make a 
statement, very well. 

Mr. MILLS. I understood the gentleman to say that he had 
no information until November 10, 1923, as to the financial con- 
dition of the country. Was it not a matter of public and com- 
mon knowledge that the United States Government closed the 
fiscal year with a surplus of over $300,000,000? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That knowledge became public 
property only from the reports of the Treasury Department, 
and those reports went to very few people. How many of you 
gentlemen got them and knew the facts? None of you got them 
as a matter of fact, because Congress was not in session, and 
when Congress is not in session you do not get reports from the 
departments. But I am not going to be diverted by that. 

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a suggestion? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Certainly. 

Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina. I call his attention to the 
fact that eight months before June 30 the same Secretary of 
the Treasury estimated that on June 30 he would have a 
deficit of more than $650,000,000. When it was necessary to 
prove the contrary on June 30, he said that he had a surplus 
of $300,000,000, a difference of a mere billion dollars in a few 
months. While we can admire the facility with which he 
produces a deficit or a surplus, he should not expect the gentle- 
man or any other American to rely on his figures. [Laughter 
and applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt 
but that when we get to the question of estimates the Treasury 
Department will be entirely discredited. Referring to esti- 
mates, I might say that we found out yesterday that Mr. Mel- 
lon uses the kind of actuaries that he desires at different times 
in order to carry out his purpose. It developed yesterday in 
the examination of an actuary from the Treasury Department 
that Mr. Mellon when he wanted a deficit, in order that he 
might have President Harding veto the bonus bill, took differ- 
ent actuaries and had them make up estimates compatible with 
his wishes, and when he wanted a surplus of $300,000,000 he 
went back to the old actuary, Mr. McCoy. That is Mr. Mellon. 
Mr. Mellon wanted to defeat the bonus. That is what he 
wanted to do. There is not a single man who does not know 
the purpose of that deficit. It was to defeat the bonus. I am 
not an advocate of the bonus, as you gentlemen know who were 
in the last Congress, but I almost feel like voting for it be- 
cause of the methods used against it to defeat it. There 
never was a more cowardly, indefensible fight made against 
any measure on the face of this earth by public officials. [Ap- 
plause on the Democratic side.] 

That is a hard statement to make, but the facts bear it out. 
In one year Mr. Mellon tells us you will have a deficit of $650,- 
000,000 in order to defeat a bonus measure, and in the next 
year he advises us we will have a surplus of $335,000,000 when 
he wants a reduction of taxes for the next year. Can you con- 
celve of a more diabolical reversal of action and of estimates 
ever made in this country? That is exactly what Mr. Mellon 
did. Gentlemen, you know in the beginning of the considera- 
tion of these taxes some severe criticism was made of me, and 
I remember some Members of the House made some sugges- 
tions concerning me; I said in a newspaper interview that there 
was propaganda back of the Mellon plan. 

Now, I am going to submit a simple statement in the form of 
a question: If there is a single man in the House that does 
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not think that propaganda was back of the Mellon plan I want 


him to rise in his place. [Applause.] Gentlemen, it is unani- 
mous. There is no such person in the House. So we will ad- 
mit, then, that Mr, Mellon has propaganda back of his effort 
to pass this bill. 

Now, what are the features of this bill that attracted Mr. 
Mellon? I think you will all agree that the particular features 
that attract him to this bill are those with respect to the sur- 
tax, I think we can all agree on that, and I am going to 
make this statement, which I believe is actually borne out by 
the facts, that you can write into the pending bill anything 
else you desire to write into it and if you will just give Mr. 
Mellon the 25 per cent surtax he will take it. [Laughter and 
applause.] But you can write a reduction in the bill for 
8,000,000 taxpayers and retain the 50 per cent that is in the 
bill now and Mr, Mellon will recommend that the President 
veto it. 

Now, just think of dat, gentlemen. Here is a Secretary of 
the Treasury with „000,000 surplus in the Treasury that 
you can remit to the people this year, and the next year, and 
the next. He says, “If you do not reduce the taxes in 
the way I think they ought to be reduced“ —and he says it to 
Congress—“ I will ask the President to veto it.“ I ask you, 
gentlemen, did you ever hear of the Secretary of the Treasury 
in the history of this country that so boldly and so brazenly 
insulted the American Congress by saying, Take my judg- 
ment; it is my Judgment and my wish, or else you take noth- 

” 


Gentlemen, I wish it were so that this campaign could be 
fought out on one issue; and that is whether or not we shall 
comply with the wishes of Andrew Mellon. If we could get that 
issue I have no doubt of the verdict of the people, the Demo- 
cratic tax reduction bill would be overwhelmingly indorsed. 
[Applause.] 

Gentlemen, there are some features of this bill I think to 
which your attention should be called; features which Mr. 
GreEN did not refer to. The features of this bill that appealed 
to the minority are the stopping up of some of the holes in the 
law by which large income-tax payers evaded their taxes. I 
want to join Mr. GREEN in his compliments to Mr. Gregg and 
Mr. Beaman. They did a good job. But I want to call your 
attention, gentleman, to the fact that Mr. Gregg and Mr. Bea- 
man had nothing to do with the fixing of the rates or policy 
of the bill. Neither one of these gentlemen had a thing to do 
with the sections referring to rates. But the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Murs] had a good deal to do with them. The 
gentleman from Iowa spoke about that, and perhaps I had bet- 
ter let you gentlemen know about that now. Mr. Mellon, of 
course, knew what he wanted to do. He needed some man on 
the Committee on Ways and Means who had his view and who 
was capable of presenting it That was a very natural thing 
to do, and I compliment him on his judgment in selecting Mr. 
Mitts. He sent for Mr. Mirrs. Mr. Miris has the ability. Mr. 
Milis's object was to relieve the wealthy people from their 
taxes and at the same time put it through Congress. Mr. Mel- 
Jon not only needed some man who could present his views to 
the committee but who could also present his views to the 
House, and therefore he selected Mr. Mrs. It was Mr. Minis 
and Mr. Mellon; M and M. [Laughter.] 2 

I think when the final result has been achieved Mr. MILLS 
will admit that he gave some assistance. He may be modest 
in his statement. His judgment was predominant in every- 
thing proposed with the exception of rates, and I think the 
gentleman would have got a little higher, with the hope to 
get it through Congress, but Mr. Mellon insisted on 25, and 
25 went in. That is the history of the making of this bill. 
So do not give too much credit to Mr. Gregg and Mr. Beaman, 
except as to the legislative form, Their efforts were confined 
entirely to the legal and administrative language, Mr. Mrlxs's 
efforts were confined to the rates to be inserted. 

I appreciate the efforts of the gentleman from Towa [Mr. 
Green] on the committee. I feel sorry for him. I think all 
gentlemen will feel sorry for him if you love him as I do. 
If he were as courageous as he is honest, he would be a pretty 
good Congressman; and if he just had a kick in him as big 
as his heart, he would be a mighty good Congressman, be- 
cause his heart is in the right place, and he is honest. [Ap- 
plause.] But he is as helpless as an infant in the hands of 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Murs] and the gentle- 
man from Connecticut [Mr. TILSoN J. [Laughter.] He puts 
me in mind of two cats playing with a mouse, he being the 
mouse. But they inveigle him into a situation where he Iost 
the pride of his life. I have heard the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Green] talk about a gift tax; you have all heard that; 
every man who has been here with him has heard him 
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threaten, “I will do this if I can do it.” I heard him say 
that two years ago when we had the 1921 law under consid- 
eration. At that time I heard him threaten them and then 
I saw him backwater. When he had a chance to put in 
a gift tax these gentlemen inveigled him into thinking It 
should not be done because they were all Republicans and 
should act together as Republicans. Then what did they do? 
They slaughtered the gentleman. The gentleman from Iowa 
had his chance and he had it under the rules of procedure 
adopted by party vote, and that included his vote. 

That is where they inveighed him into it. He did not see 
what would happen because he could not see that far; but when 
they get him that far then he goes along because he says, 
“T am a Republican and this is a Republican measure.” In 
their program they did not have the estate or gift tax, but they 
did have the income tax. I called attention to that fact. I 
said, Are you not going to consider the estate tax?” They 
said, “No; we are going to consider that in the Republican 
organization.” And what did they do? They did exactly what 
you would expect the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mims] 
to do. Do you suppose the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Muts] wants the wealth of this country to pay what it ought 
to pay? No, sir. And, Mr. Mills, as long as you dominate the 
Republican side of the House, as long as your intellect and in- 
fluence dominate it, the wealth of this country will never pay 
what it should pay to help run this Government. And you are 
dominating it now. Let that be understood, because it is as 
true as I stand here. You are the dominant factor in the 
Ways and Means Committee on the Republican side, and the 
Republicans have a majority of the committee, and, I say, as 
long as you dominate that side we can not get an estate tax, 
neither can you tax tax-exempt securities at a heavier inherit- 
ance-tax rate, neither will you get a gift tax to protect the 
estate tax as long as the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mirts] is in control. Now, just remember that, because I want 
you all to know how this measure was made up. 

They have stopped up some of the holes but, gentlemen, they 
have not stopped up ali of them and they have not made the 
law simple. That was one of the big things which should have 
been done. 

Let me say in this connection that it has been said, upon 
the very best of authority, that 75 per cent of an income tax 
law depends upon its administration, and in that connection 
I want to call your attention to what the President said at 
New York. He called your attention to the fact that there 
were 206 people who paid income tax in 1916 on incomes of 
over $1,000,000; in 1917 there were 141; in 1918, 67; and it 
dropped to 33 in 1920 and 21 in 1921. 

Gentlemen, I want to call your attention to it. It looks 
awfully significant to me. It seems rather strange to me that 
under a 50 per cent surtax in 1917 you would have 141 tax- 
payers with incomes of over $1,000,000, and then the number 
drops down to 21 under a 50 per cent surtax in 1921. I think, 
gentlemen, you will find it is in the administration of that law. 
I was astounded yesterday when I was told—and I think some 
of you will be somewhat shocked when I tell you—that there 
were six men, so they testified, who paid income taxes last year, 
in the year 1923; on incomes of more than $3,000,000, or nine- 
teen million and some odd dollars, but not a single one of those 
men—now, listen to this statement—paid a single dollar of 
normal tax. Now, do you know the workings of the law? Do 
you know the workings of the income tax law? There is nota 
mane sitting here who does not pay a normal tax, not a single 
man in this House who does not pay a normal tax; but here 
were six millionaires who paid taxes of over $3,000,000 each, or 
a total of $19,000,000 in one year and not one dollar of normal 
tax did they pay. Now, Mr. Dear, I call your attention to that 
because it is worthy of your consideration. Six men paid taxes 
of $3,000,000 and yet not one dollar did they get in wages, rents, 
salaries, or anything that comes within the normal rate; the 
only money they got was dividends from corporations. Now, 
think about that, gentlemen. They said it was an accident, but 
it is strange to me that they should have six accidents, and they 
are the only six who did not meet the normal conditions existing 
in the Treasury Department. [Laughter.] Now, I say it is 
reasonable to conclude, gentlemen, that conditions in the Treas- 
ury Department are such as to indieate that they do not want 
to enforce this law and make the big taxpayers pay what they 
do not believe they ought to pay. [Applause.] If I were the 
tax collector and did not believe a man ought to pay money in 
taxes, it would be mighty easy for me to shun him and give him 
a chance to get away. 

Mr. Mellon says he does not believe they ought to pay and 
the result is he is not making them pay. I undertake to say 


it is possible that if they had had a Secretary of the Treasury 
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who was enforcing the surtax laws of this Nation as they | Supreme Court had to say about it, and let me say just in that 
should have been enforced, we would haye had more than 21 | connection 


millionaires paying taxes last year. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. CS eee 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman, I think, will admit that the 
income tax law was efficiently administered from 1916 to March 
4, 1921. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I hope so. 

Mr. MILLS. Is the gentleman aware that during that time 
incomes of $1,000,000 and more dropped from 206 to 83? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I just quoted that a moment ago. 
They were up to 141 and then dropped to 67 and to 63, and 
then when Mr. Mellon came in they dropped in 1921 to 21. 
That is the difference. The Democrats at least held them to 
67 and 63 under the same rate and the Republicans brought 
them down to 21 in 1921. That is the difference exactly be- 
tween the two. 

Now, gentlemen, let me talk about this bill just a moment, 
because I do not want to occupy the floor too long, but I will 
be glad to answer any question about the bill. As these side 
issues come up, I naturally feel inclined to refer to them. 

Mr. DEAL. Will the gentleman yield before he leaves that 
point? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Certainly. 

Mr. DEAL. Will he explain to us what bearing the failure 
of the Treasury Department to collect the normal tax has upon 
the views that a Member of Congress may have as to what the 
normal tax should be? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I did not say it should be any in- 
ducement. I was only illustrating that to show that probably 
if there was some reform in the Treasury Department and 
somebody there who wanted to collect big taxes, we would 
probably get more of them. 

Mr. DEAL. I have nothing to do with that. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I understand you have not, of 
course. 

Mr. DEAL. I thought you mentioned it as having some 
bearing on my position in reference to the income tax. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I apologize to the gentleman for re- 
ferring to him. I probably ought not to have done that, but I 
recalled his very honest views, very frankly stated, and I com- 
mend him for his honesty and frankness, because he has been 
both frank and honest to this House and to his Democratic 
colleagues. 

I do not know where to commence with this bill. Perhaps 
I had better tell you some of my own individual views, for a 
moment, if it will not annoy you. 

Gentlemen, I believe I have as much respect for the Supreme 
Court as any man in this Hall. I have as much respect for the 
courts of this country as anyone. I believe the stability of 
this Government depends on the continued stability and respect 
of the courts of this country, and there will never be a time 
when I will say anything disrespectful of the Supreme Court 
of the United States or any subordinate court of the Federal 
Government or of the States; but I will tell you what I do say, 
and I think it is a reasonable thing to say, when we find a 
great court like the Supreme Court, as evenly divided as it 
possibly can be, 5 to 4, when a great public question is involved ; 
I think if the Congress again expresses its views touching such 
a great public question, it would not be a reflection upon the 
Supreme Court of the United States. 

If I had my way and could write it into this law, I would not 
do like my friends on the Republican side have done, and about 
which I protested in committee when they did it—I would not 
write into the law an express declaration that stock dividends 
are exempt from taxation, I may be talking to gentlemen who 
are not in agreement with me, one in a hundred or none of them, 
but I would give an opportunity once more to the Supreme 
Court to decide that question. That is not a reflection on the 
Supreme Court. That is a declaration by the Congress that in 
view of the fact that their division was five to four in the 
Supreme Court, “ We once more submit to you the solemn judg- 
ment of the Congress of the United States that stock dividends 
ought to be taxed, and we will leave it to you once more to 
determine.” [Applause.] 

The Republicans do not want to tax wealth under the present 
organization of that party in the Ways and Means Committee, 
and they will not include that provision in this law. They had 
the chance. It was called to their attention. The suggestion 
was made that we take out that express declaration exempting 
all stock dividends, and the gentlemen declined to do it and it 
is their responsibility. I say that if we had our way we would 
have tried that once more and would have seen what the 


Mr. WOODRUFF. Will the gentleman yield? i `| 
Mr. GARNER of Texas. I yield to the gentleman. 4 
Mr. WOODRUFF. I was wondering if the gentleman from 

Texas was not going to give the Members of the House an 

opportunity to vote on that particular proposition, í 
Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman from Texas could 

not keep you from it if you wanted to, Mr. WOODRUFF. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. The gentleman is in favor of that par- 
ticular theory of taxation, 3 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will say that we certainly will be 
glad to vote for the proposition, and under the rules of the 
House of Representative no one can keep the gentleman from 
Michigan or the gentleman from Texas from offering such an 
amendment. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. I was about to remark that I hoped the 
gentleman from Texas would offer such an amendment, because 
you will find there are many Members on the Republican side 
who will vote for it. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I want to say that I am very thank- 
ful to hear that. I want to say to the gentleman from Michi- 
gan that it is usually customary, if you want an amendment to 
have any strength, to have the majority offer it and let the mi- 
nority support it. I am very happy to know that the gentleman 
from Michigan and others, if a proper amendment is offered by 
the minority, will see fit to support it, and I hope they will do so, 
and some other amendments which the minority will have a 
chance to offer. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. I hope the gentleman from Texas will 
not overlook this particular amendment when he is offering his 
amendments. 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Will the gentleman from Texas 
state whether it is a fact or not that the present Secretary of 
oe Treasury was one of the greatest beneficiaries of that de- 
cision? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Well, I do not know. Mr. Mellon 
is one of the largest taxpayers and one of the wealthiest men 
in the United States and the world. He is said to be the third 
wealthiest man in the world. I do not know about that, how- 
ever. I do not know what the condition was as applied to him 
personally. 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. If the gentleman will yield just 
a little further, I would advise the gentleman to look up the 
2 of the Gypsy Oil Co. and the Gulf Oil Co. owned by Mr. 

ellon. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I have not time to look up those 
records, but I do want to call your attention to the stock-divi- 
dend proposition. You know the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GREEN] told you something about the capital-assets provision 
placed in this bill, which is a good one. The Democrats in- 
dorsed that. The Democrats indorse anything that is good in 
this bill. Now, just mark that. You can not find a single ex- 
ception to that. 

I want you Republicans to understand this. The Democrats 
indorse everything that is good in this bill, and if the Repub- 
lican committee had not been made up as the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. Mappen] once told this House it would be the 
result would have been different. The gentleman from Illihois 
[Mr. MADDEN], one of the ablest men in the Congress, one of 
the ablest on either side of the House, frank, candid man, 
sometimes lets his thoughts flow through language that he 
afterwards regrets. In the last Congress he told us frankly 
the Republicans had 169 majority. “We have 243 Members 
east of the Mississippi and north of the Ohio, and we are going 
to write the next tax law of this country.” 

You who were here remember that. They did that; they 
stacked the committee on Brother Green. What did they do 
when they came to elect the Ways and Means Committee; 
where did they go to get them? They elected four and we 
elected four. They got theirs from Illinois, Ohio, Michigan, 
and New York. Mr. Mappen said they were going to do that. 
They did it. They put in four men from the territory that Mr. 
MAppen said was going to write the law. They gave Mr. 
Mitts an assistant from New York. I do not think that he 
needed an assistant except for voting purposes, for he has 
astuteness and ability enough to take care of the situation 
from New York. 

Now, that shows the mind of this committee. They failed to 
do in the capital-stock dividends what they ought to have done. 
But an amendment will be offered. If you take out the capital- 
stock dividends and place in the stock dividends what will 
happen? The fellows that get the stock dividend when they 


Will the gentleman yield? 
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sell it will pay 121 per cent. That is all they pay under this 
bill. If ekg will take them out of that definition when they 
sell it they will come into the higher brackets, and if we put on 
what we hope to do—44 per cent—they will pay 44 per cent in- 
stead of 123 per cent. But these gentlemen will not put it iu. 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] was in favor of it 
‘untii—oh well. [Laughter.} And that is one of the dif 
ferences. Let me tell you another difference the Democrats 
had with the Republicans with reference to a very important 
feature. I am sure Mr. Mellon is very much disappointed in 
the earned-income provision of this bill. It is not the same 
as it was when he wrote it and sent it up here. It is quite 
different. When Mr. Mellon sent it up here it was estimated 
that there would be $11,000,000 benefit to the brackets less than 
$5,000. But the way we have it written the fellows who come 
in under the brackets of less than $5,000 will get $50,000,000. 
The Mellon bill contained a definition of earned income, de- 
fining who alone should be given a 25 per cent tax reduction, 
and I want to see whether you will agree to it. Earned income, 
according to Mr. Mellon’s idea, should be restricted to salary 
and professional fees. There is another clause put in to take 
eare of receivers which Mr. Mrs had put in to take care of 
receivers im New York. But as the Treasury had it it applied 
only to salaries and professional fees. Now the Democrats 
offered an amendment to that provision of the bill and I ask 
you Republicans whether you will join with us in favor of it. 

We offer the amendment to this effect, that where an individual 
combines personal labor and effort with capital—in other 
words, where the farmer or cattle raiser with a certain and 
limited amount of eapital gives his personal time and services 
to his industry—if he should not also have the benefit of the 
earned income reduction of 25 per cent. And why should not 
the small business man have the benefit of it? I want to ask 

. you Republicans if you do not believe that the farmer and the 
small merchant earns his income as much as the doctor, lawyer, 
engineer, or the cashier of a bank? Yet these gentlemen 
would not agree to it. They all said it ought to be done, but 
said it could not be administered. I say let the Treasury De- 
partment try to administer that law. Let us try it and see. 
The reason they would not put it in really was because Mr. 
Mellon did not put it into his bill to begin with, and they did 
not want to do anything that Mr. Mellon did not have in. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will say to the gentleman from 
Texas that he has occupied one hour. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will take a few minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the gentleman from 
Texas will proceed. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. RANKIN. I want to ask the gentleman whether or not 
there is any provision in the bill for the publication of records 
or recording of income-tax returns? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. No. Let me say to the gentleman 
that, in my opinion, there ought to be some way or some method 
by which these returns could be had for the benefit of the 
public. But I want to say in that connection that it is a most 
difficult thing to do. I will go this far and say that I am in 
favor of a provision that any committee of either House shall 
be entitled to get the income-tax returns. Are you gentlemen 
willing to go far enough to provide in this law that any com- 
mittee of either House of Congress may call for the income- 
tax returns of any taxpayer and examine them? Are you will- 
ing to go that far? I ask you, Mr. Mitts, because if you say it 
is all right it will be all right. Would you be willing to go 
that far? No. [Laughter.] 

Mr. RANKIN. I agree with the gentleman thoroughly that 
the income-tax returns ought to be recorded in some public 
record, but I want to ask the gentleman whether or not, in his 
opinion, an amendment to that effect would be in order at the 
proper time? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes; it would be in order; but 
when the gentleman draws that amendment he will find that it 
is the most difficult task he has undertaken for many a day. 

I say that I shall go this far now, without any revocation, 
because I know the practicability of that. I would provide that 
at any time any committee of this or the other branch of Con- 
gress might get the reports touching any man’s income in the 
United States. I am willing to trust Congress. 

Mr. RANKIN. I realize it would be somewhat difficult, but 
at the same time it has been estimated that it would raise 
$250,000,000 to $500,000,000 a year in taxes, and I think that 
would be worth the effort. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. I do not knew about that. I know 


that the arguments made against it are quite appealing, that 


we should not give the public the opportunity to know the 
secrets of every other man's business, and things of that kind. 
In fact, if you undertake to make them a public record, where 
everybody could go and get them, as they do in our county rec- 
ords, I doubt whether there is a building in the country that 
would hold them, 

Mr. RANKIN. The only thing they would have to record 
would be the carbon copies, just as they do in reference to our 
local taxes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That is true; but a carbon copy in 
book form of three and a half million returns, especially the 
bulky returns that corporations make, would take a lot of 
room and would be a tremendous task. 

Mr. RANKIN. It would not take any more room than the 
original returns occupy. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I shall not quarrel with the gentle- 
man. I am for publicity of these returns, if it can be had. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. LOZIER. Is ft not a fact that the laws of every State 
in the Union provide for a public record of every assessment on 
real estate? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. LOZIER. Bonds, notes, securities of different forms, 
but do not list in detail the items which enter into those 
assessments. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. I do not know what the laws 
are in other States, but in the State of Texas I know that you 
make your renditions, and that is included in your renditions. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. To what extent is this data open to 
the Ways and Means Committee? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. It is not available at all. Under 
the law Congress itself can not call for these papers. Just 
imagine that you wanted to look at Mr. Sinclair’s rendition, 
as I think the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Jxrrxns] de- 
sires to. You can not get it. If a resolution should be passed 
by this House calling on the Secretary of the Treasury to 
furnish it with Sinclair’s rendition, he would very properly 
refuse it, because he would tell us that the law does not 
permit him to send it to us. I think that is a mistake. I 
think the House or the Senate, or any committee of the Con- 
gress ought to have the right to send for the report and 
examine it, and I imagine if we could, from what I can 
understand, there would be additional information concerning 
the oil industry in this country. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. Does the gentleman recall when that pro- 
vision as it is now in the law was first put into the law? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I do not. 

Mr. TILSON. Has it not been in there from the time the 
first income tax law was passed? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. It probably has. Of course, we 
did not make and we never could have made, according to the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green], as many mistakes under the 
Democratic administration as they made in the 1921 law, be- 
cause the gentleman told you to-day that this bill amended 
so many features of the act of 1921—and no other law could 
have had as many as that to be amended—for which the Re- 
publicans are responsible. 

Mr. TILSON. But the gentleman was a member of that 
committee and voted to report out that 1921 law, which con- 
tained that same provision about publicity. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes; and the gentleman from Texas 
was also on the conference committee and wanted to eliminate 
a great many of those things, and if the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Green] had had as mueh courage as he had honesty 
we would have cut them out. The result is that the 1921 
act is a monstrosity, and the gentleman from Iowa has to-day 
drawn an indictment against it much stronger than anything 
that I can do. : 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Texas has a 
different idea about courage from what I have and a great 
many other people have. I shall have more remarks to make 
about that later on. With reference to the 1921 act, everyone 
agreed that it was vastly superior to the laws that went be- 
fore it, so that all of the criticisms that apply to the 1921 act 
apply to the others that went before it, and then some. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I congratulate myself 
that I have had sufficient influence to impress the gentleman 
from Iowa with the fact that he should make additional re- 
marks upon this bill. The deductions for corporations are 
ehanged from what they were, and I congratulate the gentleman 
from Iowa—or, rather, the Treasury Department—for writing 
these provisions into the law. If you gentlemen want to be- 
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come advised of just exactly what is in this bill and what is the 
effect of it, all you will have to do is to get your report from 
the Treasury. 

The Treasury Department provided a very elaborate report, 
and then Mr. Green gave the Treasury’s argument on the 
bill, and then Mr. Mrs and 10 others dissented from Mr. 
Green’s performance and wrote one of their own. Was there 
a Congress ever so constituted that a revenue bill came into 
the House of Representatives reported by 11 members of the 
committee, with four reports coming from that committee, one 
report from the chairman of the committee, embracing the 
views of 3 members, the 11 Republicans making a minority 
report, or minority views, then 1 Republican [Mr. FREAR] sub- 
mitting his own minority report, and then 11 Democrats mak- 
ing a minority report? So, Mr. Chairman, the Democrats had 
as many votes in the committee as the Republicans had on this 
tax bill. We had 11 and they had 11. There are 4 over there 
in the balance. I do not know the facts, but from the news- 
paper reports I conclude there is a report written by Mr. 
Mitts and signed by 10 others, and I judge the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Green], the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TIMBER- 
LAKE}, and the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MCLAUGHLIN] 
have viewpoints somewhat alike, that Mr. Murs and his 10 
colleagues have similar viewpoints, and that the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] had his own particular viewpoint. 

To what other particular feature of the bill should your at- 
tention be called at this time? As I told you, the judgment of 
Mr. Murs and Mr. Trtson was very powerful in the committee, 
and when you come to look at the excise taxes you will realize 
that. I do know, however, that there are excise taxes repealed 
in the amended Mellon bill that are more just and defensible 
than some of the ones that have been left in the bill. 

You have left in the bill taxes on notes that one who borrows 
mouey has to give, and you have taxes left in the bill on land 
transfers, and you have taxes left in the bill on autotrucks 
that the farmers buy; and Mr. Truson and Mr. Mus have 
repealed the tax on the manufactured articles that are made in 
their section of the country. As I recall, I think Mr. Tir. sor 
said most of the dirks and daggers and bowie knives are manu- 
factured in his territory. [Laughter.] Naturally he repealed 
those taxes first. Now, think of repealing the taxes on bowie 
knives and dirks and daggers and slingshots before you repeal 
the taxes of the poor man who gives a note in his distress to 
borrow money to supply the necessities of life for self and 
family. [Applause.] 

Where are the carpets manufactured? In the East, so the 
gentleman from New York says to the gentleman from Texas, 
“Take the tax off,” but the poor man in Texas who has an 
autotruck is not contributing, according to Mr. Minis, to the 
road as he should. Those things tear up the roads and Mr. 
Mitus says he should pay taxes. 

I would say this, gentlemen, that before I began to repeal 
the taxes on the carpets of the country I believe I would con- 
sider the question of the trucks of the man who has to make a 
living in this country. In other words, if I were going to 
repeal the excise taxes or making up a bill with the excise taxes 
in it, I would change it a good deal from what is here, from 
what this list is. 

You will remember—let that be recalled—that Mr. Mellon 
did not recommend that any excise taxes be repealed except 
those on telegrams and telephone messages and moving pictures. 
You remember his letter. That is absolutely all he recom- 
mended. He did not care anything for these other things. 
Why did he recommend them? 

I say it is a logical deduction to be drawn from the efforts 
of the moving pictures to put on a propaganda in behalf of his 
plan, that he wanted this tax removed as a reward of their 
efforts to help him pass this bill. I charge him with that. 
Mr. Mitts said:“ You can write anything in this bill you want 
to if you will insert the surtax of Andrew Mellon.” He would 
let you do anything with this bill if you just let him write the 
surtax rates. You did it in the case of telegrams and tele- 
phones, and in the case of fruit juices and candy a remission of 
60 per cent. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. 
tleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. In the committee report it is 
stated that they advocate the repeal of the tax on yachts. 

Mr. GARNER F Texas. Yes; they have them in New York. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. WARD of New York. It is no reflection on New York? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. No. I congratulate the gentleman 


Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 


from New York on having lots of yachts. I am against all these 


war taxes, but when you have got to select some and leave others 
I object te your taking the tax off of yachts and leaving it on the 
poor fellow’s note. Is it possible that when there is a choice 
between the two you want to remit taxes to the fellow who has 
a yacht and not to the poor fellow who has made a note? 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. : 

Mr. DEAL. Will not the gentleman, when the time comes, 
use his efforts to correct those inconsistencies? I will try to 
help the gentleman. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will do that. 

Mr. DEAL. There are many inconsistencies, not only in this 
plan but every other plan. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will be very glad to join the 
gentleman when the time comes to repeal some of these taxes 
and leave in others. 

Now, I have not touched on many things that I wanted to 
take up, but I will tell you how to do that: Give me the right 
to write this bill, and I will reflect the heart and the brain 
and sentiment of 90 per cent of this House, including Repub- 
licans. I can put one more dollar on cigarettes and get 
$60,000,000 increase of revenue. They place $8,000,000 on 
cigarettes. Why do we not tax cigarettes $1 more, and repeal 
some of these other taxes? [Applause.] That is the Demo- 
cratic plan instead of the Republican plan. 

Let me call your attention to some things you do. You 
remember what Mr. Mellon said? Gentlemen, what Mr. Mellon 
wants you to do is to repeal the surtax. He wants to break 
down the progressive income-tax system. He proposes pro- 
gressive taxes, but you never heard him say he was in favor 
of them. I must say that Mr. Mints has so far progressed 
since he has been in Congress that he now favors progressive 
income taxes, but you never heard of Mr. Mellon being in 
favor of them. His purpose is to break down the system 
so far as he can. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I think the gentleman has 
made an impression that leaves a wrong conclusion as to the 
effect of the earned-income feature. He has given the im- 
pression that the income of the farmer and the income of the 
business man is under no circumstances to be considered an 
earned income. It is written in the bill, as reported by the 
committee, that all incomes received by everyone, no matter 
from what source received, by labor or investment, professional 
service, or anything else, ts absolutely complete and includes 
everything. Farm incomes and everything else up to $5,000 is 
conclusively presumed to be an earned income, and the gentle- 
man said further that the only reason why the committee re- 
fused to write the law as he suggested, to consider that in- 
come as from services combined with the use of energy and 
capital, was the difficulty in administering the law. The fact 
is conclusive, presuming the earned income up to $5,000 and 
considering all the other exemptions that are allowed, that the 
benefit of the exemptions would reach 90 per cent of the tax- 
payers of the country, and that was as far in writing that 
feature of the law as was proper or necessary or possible of 
execution. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is 
right, but whe offered that amendment in the committee? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I do not recall who of- 
ferred it. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I do. And what did he offer it for? 
At the time I offered the amendment to include farmers, stock- 
men, and business men in this earned income I said. Then 
why do you not put it in?” But the man who ran that com- 
mittee [Mr. Mrs] in making up this bill, the man who made 
it up in the summer before it came to Congress, saw the effect 
of it, and he said, “I will fix it; I will make all incomes, 
including Andy Mellon’s income and Mr. Mitts’s income, up to 
$5,000 earned income, and I will stop the gentleman from 
Texas from putting in the farmers, stockmen, and business 
men.” Now, farmers, stockmen, and business men who have an 
income are not on a parity with lawyers or doctors with incomes 
of from $5,000 to $20,000, and the gentleman from Michizan 
[Mr. MoLauentax] would not contend they are and no other 
gentleman would contend it. But he will say that the Treasury 
estimates that the $5,000 exemption will take in about 90 per 
cent of the earned-income payers among the farmers, stockmen, 
and busines men. That is the only reason. 

But I want to tell you, gentlemen, that not only would I put on 
a cigarette tax of $1 on the thousand but I would increase the 
inheritance tax and provide a tax whereby the Government 
would get $200,000,000 more into the Treasury every year. 
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And even then I would be providing less than 50 per cent of 
the amount England collects from her citizens or on the estates 
of her citizens when they die. Think of it. We collect less than 
25 per cent of what England collects and less than 83 per cent 
of what France collects on the estates of their citizens when 
they die. The wealth of the United States is many times that 
of England and France. They are civilized people; they know 
what it is to collect taxes, and about systems of taxation. 

Can we not go within 50 per cent of the English rate and 
would we not be justified in doing that? Taking at least 50 
per cent of the English rate and applying it in this country 
we would collect $200,000,000 more and could repeal some 
more of these nuisance war taxes which are placed on us 
and prove so annoying. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman tell the House what the 
rate on the normal tax is in England? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. It is 25 per cent, I think. 

Mr. MILLS. It is 25 per cent. 

Mr, GARNER of Texas. Oh, yes; a 25 per cent normal tax. 
He wants to switch me from the estate tax to the normal tax. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. Murs] does not want 
any estate tax. Do you Mr. Minis? 

Mr. MILLS. Oh, yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Of how much? 

Mr. MILLS. Well, I should favor the present rates, in 
yiew of the fact that some States have a rate that runs up to 
40 per cent. Now, 40 per cent and 25 per cent make 65 
per cent, and when you take 65 per cent of the capital of 
an estate I think you are taking quite as much as you should. 
[Applause.] $ 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, that statement is not 
correct., Every bill which has been offered has contained a pro- 
vision to remit to the State from 20 to 40 per cent. If you 
do that you make uniform rates in this country; that is, if 
you provide for an estate tax. But they do not want any 
estate tax, and why? Because they do not want to pay on 
wealth. Why, sir, I do not want to be personal, and probably 
I would contend for the same thing if I could put myself in 
the gentleman's place. 

When your good father, Mr. Minis, passes away and he 
drops into your lap from $50,000,000 to $100,000,000—not a 
doliar of which you earned yourself—I ask whether it is not 
just, whether it is rot right, and whether it would not be 
proper for you to at least give the Government the right to 
take 25, 35, or even 50 per cent? Is it not, gentlemen, in the 
interest of society that you should take these tremendous 
estates, composed of almost $1,000,000,000, back to the people 
through the Treasury? I love the rights of property owner- 
ship as well as any man who lives. s 

Mr. DEAL. Is that constitutional? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Certainly. Do not ever doubt 
the constitutionality of the estate tax. It looks as though 
some people think it is unconstitutional to collect taxes from 
rich people, but I do not think so. [Applause.] Oh, gentle- 
men talk about the constitutionality of it. The right to in- 
herit property is an artificial right. 

In the olden times the man who had the biggest club took 
it where he found it. In modern times the king loaned it to 
you during your lifetime and when you died it came back to 
him. Then society later on gave you the artificial right, first, 
to have it go to your oldest son and then later on, to whom? 
To your entire family, and then later on to whom you pleased. 
So society having established that artificial right, society, 
under our Constitution, has the right to take it all if it wants 
to. There is no doubt about that. But, sir, loving as I do 
the rights of ownership of property, which is second only to 
the liberty of the citizen, I say that you stand in your own 
light; I say that the men who are keeping the rich from paying 
a just proportion of their taxes, either while they are living or 
when they die, are doing more, in my opinion, to create in this 
country a condition where property will not be safe than 
any other class of people in it. [Applause.] 

Ah, gentlemen, I do not know what you may think about it, 
but I think that society is better off if money is more equally 
distributed among its citizens. I can not conceive how it is 
possible that society is benefited in this Republic by one man 
owning and controlling a billion dollars. I do not understand 
how otherwise you are to take property from him and preserve 
the right of ownership of property and incentive to accumulate 
more, which I am perfectly willing to have the law do, because 
I would not take away the incentive from any man to make 
money, nelther would I take away from him his property justly 
acquired except in the interest of society. If you can not take 
it away from the rich while they are living by high surtaxes or 


by some other method, then, in God’s name, why do you say 
that you can not distribute it back to the people when he is 
dead. A Dillion dollars in the hands of Mr. Ford, with one 
child, we will use as an illustration. The natural accretions, 
they say, are between $100,000,000 or $200,000,000 a year, and 
some say as high as $500,000,000 a year. In the course of time 
he will own $5,000,000,000, and as we go along he will own 
$10,000,000,000. Now, gentlemen, do you think it is beneficial 
to society to continue to pile up these tremendous fortunes? 
I do not think so. I think it is better for the perpetuity of this 
Government that you take a good portion of that property when 
the man dies and hand it back to the people through the Treas- 
ury to equalize and stabilize and distribute the wealth of the 
Nation. I believe in that principle. It is my hobby, probably. 
They say I am a little “nutty” on that question. It may be 
true; but it seems to me that, in the interest both of paying 
for the privilege of transferring the property and the privilege 
of receiving it the man who receives as much as $5,000,000 
without having made a dollar of it ought to be willing to sac- 
rifice or give up some of it to society, which permits him to 
take it, and therefore I would pass a very substantial increase 
in the estate tax, and I certainly would join the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. Green], or will join him, when he offers his 
amendment providing a gift tax to accompany the estate tax 
as a protection to it. 

Mr. KVALE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. KVALE. Is it not a fact that Theodore Roosevelt in 
1912 expressed practically the same sentiment the gentleman is 
expressing on the floor to-day? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I think Mr. Ramsryer has inserted 
some of Mr. Roosevelt’s remarks in his statement before the 
committee, and I want to say to you gentlemen that Mr. RAs- 
SEYER is deserving of as much credit as any man in the Con- 
gress since I have been here for presenting the matter of estate 
taxes as forcibly and as honestly and as equitably as any man 
in the Congress [applause] and, so far as I am concerned, I 
will say frankly that if Mr. RAMSEYER will offer his bill, when 
it comes before the House, although I have not examined the 
rates thoroughly, but only hastily, I am going to support his 
bill in preference to the present law. That much I will tell 
you gentlemen now. I am speaking only for myself and not 
for the committee. I shall support Mr. RAMSEYER because he 
has worked out a very splendid theory and a splendid bill, and 
if he does not get a chance to offer it and will let me do so, 
I will’offer it for him; but I want to give him credit for it. 
In other words, I always play the game fair and square wher- 
ever I go, and whenever a Republican is entitled to the credit 
I want to give it to him; and I wish my Republican friends 
would do the same thing. 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield? : 

x = GARNER of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from New 
ork. 

Mr. CELLER. The impression I gained from his statement 
was that the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts] would 
have us believe that most of the States have inheritance tax 
laws, when, as a matter of fact, there are only a few States 
that have such laws, notably New York, New Jersey, and one 
or two others. 

Mr. BERGER. And Wisconsin. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. I think the gentleman had better inform his 
colleague. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. There are a number of them that 
have inheritance tax laws, but in some of them the rates are 
very small and the extreme one which the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mnrs] uses as an illustration, let me say, is 
the State of California, and of course he always makes it as 
big as he can, just as the Treasury Department does in mak- 
ing its estimates. 

Mr. Chairman, I am about through. I just want to call 
your attention to one thing before I conclude. Mr. Mellon 
told you how he would raise the taxes in case you had to 
have additional taxes and I think I had better read that to 
you so you will know just exactly what his plan is and on 
what he would levy taxes in this country: 


Increase the documentary stamp taxes— 


Now, this is Mr. Mellon. I am giving you his suggestion as 
to how we should increase the revenue— 


Increase the documentary stamp taxes, by approximately doubling the 
present rates, so as to increase the revenue from this source approxi- 
mately $30,000,000 for the fiscal year 1922, and $70,000,000 for the 
fiscal year 1923. These estimated additional proceeds are included 
in Table II. 


** 
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The proposed stamp tax of 2 cents on each check (payable on 
sight or on demand) would yield, it is believed, about $45,000,000 a 
year. The estimated proceeds of this tax have not been included in 
the main totals of Table II. 


I want you to get this, gentlemen, because here is the 
way the Secretary of the Treasury suggests getting additional 
taxes. When you take off these surtaxes, here is what the 
Secretary proposes may be put on. 

“T propose a 2-cent stamp tax on each check and an addi- 
tion of 1-cent postage on first-class mail matter.” Gentlemen, 
here is what the Treasury wants to do, here is the kind of 
people he wants to tax and the kind of tax he wants to levy. 
These are stamp taxes, documentary stamp taxes, a stamp on 
your deeds and your mortgages, and he wants to put 2-cent 
stamps on all checks that you give, whether they are for $2 or 
for $1,000,000. When I offered a suggestion in the committee 
with reference to the stamp tax on checks I wanted a graduated 
tax, and why should not you? It is for the privilege of trans- 
ferring money, and is it not worth more to transfer $1,000,000 
than it is $2? But Mr. Mellon says he wants $45,000,000, and 
that is the way he wants to get it, by increasing postage and 
the stamp tax on checks. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. When were these recommendations made? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. In 1921. The gentleman will find 
it on page 451 of the hearings before the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, the hearings of the Sixty-seventh Congress, 1921-1923. 
Of course, the gentleman from New York did not know about 
it because he and the Secretary were talking about reducing 
the surtaxes. [Laughter on the Democratic side.] We could 
not expect him to know anything about it. 

Mr. LOZIER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Certainly. 

Mr. LOZIER. Is it not a fact that the radical reduction 
in the surtaxes will ultimately drive the United States to a 
sales tax, and is not that the purpose of these men in insisting 
on such a radical reduction? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I know this, you reduce the taxes 
on these men who pay more than $3,000,000 a year, and as you 
reduce their taxes you have to get that money somewhere else. 
There is no doubt about it; it takes so much money to run the 
Government, and it must come from somewhere. When you 
take $19,000,000 off of the taxes of six men, you have to get 
it somewhere else. 

Are you willing to reduce these men’s taxes more than you 
do a million men’s taxes? Are you willing by the passage of 
this bill to reduce the taxes of these six men twice as much 
as you do the taxes of a million men? Is it not true, Mr. 
Mrits? Do you not reduce in your bill the taxes of six men 
more than you do a million men’s taxes? If that is not true, 
I will vote for 25 per cent; and if it is true, let the gentleman 
vote for 44 per cent. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman is wrong. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will leave it to the Treasury 
Department, and I will prove it by the bill. 

Mr. MILLS. How does the gentleman arrive at his deduc- 
tions? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. How much do you reduce them? 
Xou tell me. 

Mr. MILLS. Not being the gentleman from Texas, I will not 
assume as to how much the taxes are being reduced without 
knowing what they pay. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. McCoy told us that there were 
six men who paid an income tax of $19,000,000, not one of whom 
paid any normal tax, but that it was all surtaxes; and now 
you cut the surtax in two, and how much do you lose? Mr. 
McCoy said they paid at the rate of 65 per cent under the 
present law; and you cut them in two, and how much do you 
lose? Gentlemen, over a million taxpayers pay taxes in the 
small brackets—pay $5.50, on an average. That is a statement 
by the Treasury; so that a million men pay five and a half 
million dollars in taxes, and these six men are cut $10,000,000. 
So, do you not cut the tax of these six men twice as much as 
you do the taxes of the million men? 

Now, the Democrats do not do that. The Democrats do reduce 
the taxes of the six- men very much; they reduce them about 
$8,000,000. My recollection is that it is nearly $3,000,000. It 
is a pretty big cut. Nevertheless, we do it; but when we do 
that we exempt from taxation a million and a half of the 
poor people of this country. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 


What dees Mr. Mellen give to this million and a half? In 
place of relieving them from taxes, he cuts the big men's taxes 
in t@ and reduces the little men's taxes 25 per vent. He 
reduced the taxes of a million and a half men 25 per cent and 


reduces the taxes of six men who each pay $3,000,000 in taxes 
50 per cent. Now, that is the difference between the two plans. 
There are the figures, and you can not get away from it. 

Let me tell you something. You may think you can keep 
this from the public between new and the next election as you 
do by propaganda now. You never see our figures beside 
yours, but I know we can get enough money to print papers 
enough to show our plan as compared with the Mellon plan. 
{Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Now, gentlemen, I have gone too far for my own welfare as 
well as consuming your time, but when we get under the five- 
minute rule we hope to further discuss the real crux of this 
bill, and that will be the rate. I hope next Tuesday we can 
take up the rates by unanimous consent and settle it. In other 
words, you are going to get a chance to vote on whether or not 
you will cut six men’s taxes by $10,000,000. You are going to 
have a chance to vote on whether or not you will cut 21 men’s 
taxes who have an income of more than a million dollars a 
year by $19,000,000 or by $6,000,000, That is the difference be- 
tween the two plans. You are going to have to determine 
whether you will give a married man or head of a family an 
exemption of $3,000 before you start to tax him. Would any 
of you say, or would anyone on God's green earth except 
OEN Murs and Andrew Mellon. say, that a married man is 
not entitled to an exemption of $3,000 before you start to tax 
him. When you adopted the income-tax amendment to the 
Constitution you did it in order to tax the rich. You did not 
want to put it on the statute books or the Constitution, but we 
did it anyhow, oyer your protest, with the purpose, and the ex- 
pressed purpose, that we might tax wealth. 

Do you think you are taxing wealth when you begin to tax a 
poor man on an income of $2,000 and up? The reason you will 
not give him an exemption is this: You want to break down 
the income-tax system, and as long as you have him paying 
taxes on an income of from two to three thousand dollars a 
year he is dissatisfied with the law. You would like to break 
it down and in breaking it down you keep the exemptions as 
low as you can. I want to sustain the law because I believe in 
it with all my soul. Therefore, I want to-raise the exemptions 
because I think it is right in the first place, and because I 
want to protect this law from the assaults of such men as the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts] and Mr. Mellon, Secre- 
tary of the Treasury. That is the reason. In the first place, 
there should be an exemption of $3,000 for a married man be- 
fore you start to tax him. In the second place, I want to have 
just as few of these low brackets as we can get, because I can 
see the purpose of these men. They would destroy this tax 
system, working on the lower brackets, and in that way they 
would bring about the destruction of the system. Three million 
five hundred and some odd thousand people pay taxes in the 
country, and over 3,000,000. of them pay on an income of 
under $5,000. If you repealed every tax under $5,000 you 
would lose only $92,000,000. Repeal all of the taxes of people 
with incomes less than $5,000 and you lose only $92,000,000. I 
would do that if I had a chance [applause on Democratic side], 
but I know that I went as high as I could with my exemptions, 
because I did not want to let these men get an underhold. I 
had to guard against that. I could not do what I wanted to do; 
but, God bless you, you give me a Democratic Congress and a 
Democratic President and we will show you something. [Ap- 
plause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. You had a Democratic Congress, and where did 
you put the exemptions? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. We put them at $2,000 and $4,000 
in time of peace. Will you do it now? 

Mr. MILLS. Where did you put them in 1918? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That was in time of war. In time 
of peace, when a dollar was worth twice as much as it is now, 
we put them at $2,000 and $4,000. Will you do it now? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes; if you put the other rates where you put 
them in time of peace. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. We will join you to the extent in- 
telligent and just taxation will admit. In 1917 we carried it up 
to 50 per cent. In time of peace we put it at $2,000 and $4,000, 
and I am trying to edge up on the Republicans a thousand 
dollars at a time. I know I can not get where I want to, be- 
cause I ask him if he will make it what it ought to be now, 
$2,000 and $4,000. You know, and every man knows, that you 
have no right to start to tax a man on the ground that you are 
taxing wealth at an income of $2,000. You onght not to do 
that with a man who has a family. That poor fellow has to be 
taxed through the system of your tariff and otter things, in- 
curring a great increase In his cost of living. When you come 
to the income tax, I hope you will vote for it. Iwant you to vote 


for it. We think we have the best plan. There has been no 
suggestion why it should not be accepted. We are told that 
we are living in the most prosperous times in the history of 
the country. We were told so by the President on night before 
last. He said that we were enjoying the most prosperous con- 
dition ever in the history of the country in time of peace, 

Wonderful progress, money for everything on the face of the 
earth that you needed it for, and yet in that same speech he 
was urging you to cut down the surtaxes in order that you 
might have more money to expand business! Wonderful! 
Business better than it ever was in the history of the country, 
not lacking in money for any purpose on the face of the earth. 
Yet at the same time he is asking you to reduce the surtaxes 
in order that you may realize money for business. I think 
you would better abandon that argument. The only argument 
used now is that it does not bring in much revenue, and let 
me refer to that and I am through, 

I hope gentlemen will get a copy of the hearings we had on 
yesterday. It may seem a little funny to you gentlemen to 
haye a hearing on a bill after it has been reported. Usually 
we try to get what information we can before it is reported, 
but the Republicans in this instance seem to have gone on and 
reported the bill and then to have sought information neces- 
sary to support it after it had been reported. That is not ordi- 
narily customary. We usually have our hearings before we 
report the bill, but you gentlemen on the Republican side of the 
House have adopted a different method, applying especially to 
revenue bills. We heard the expert, Mr. McCoy, yesterday. 
By the way, this expert, Mr. McCoy, was quite emphatic in 
his statement that he had nothing to do with drawing this 
bill. I do not know whether he meant to intimate that he was 
not in favor of it. He wanted it known, however, that he did 
not participate in the drawing of it. I want to show you just 
how Mr. Mellon conducted this affair. When I called on Mr. 
Mellon for a statement of the application of his rates as com- 
pared with the Democratic rates with the only known figures 
in the Treasury Department, the 1921 returns, it took him 22 
days to get the information. He was called on to make an 
estimate for the future on the Democratic plan and under the 
Republican plan, and it did not take him 22 hours. 

What do they do, gentlemen? When you get down to 1921, 
where they can not get away from the figures, we find them 
getting the same amount of revenue from the normal and sur- 
taxes, and when he comes to make an estimate, gentlemen, for 
the future, read what he says. Here is his estimate. I just 
want to read the heading to you, gentlemen, to let you see how 
it sounds to you: 


Mellon plan—Estimated effect upon the revenue of proposed changes 
in the individual income tax will, on the basis of the returns in the 
second year after the law is in full effect. 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. No; I want to make this statement 
now, so that the House can get the full effect of this particular 
statement. You do not say the law will go into full force and 
effect this year, this June. His estimate is for 1927. His esti- 
mate is for the second year. Why not give it for 1925 and 1926? 
But after you pass over both those years he estimates what it 
will be in 1927. This is an honest fellow making this state- 
ment. He did not do it of his own accord. He did it at Mel- 
lon’s suggestion. Why did he not say how much it will be next 
year? Why did you not say, Mr. MILLS? 

Mr. MILLS. They did in the letter of November to Mr. 
GREEN, and you know it. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That is the estimate based on the 
returns of 1920, Why did you skip two years? 

Mr. MILLS. Well, if the gentieman ever yields the floor, 

which I am beginning to doubt, I will be glad to explain. 
Mr. GARNER of Texas. I know I have occupied the floor 
too long. It hurts the gentleman from New York, but I can 
not help it. I know it grinds his feelings considerably to have 
these matters brought to his attention. He has been so incon- 
sistent in all his dealings that when a fair-dealing fellow calls 
attention to it he naturally gets mad. I did not recall how 
much time I had consumed until the gentleman from New York 
reminded me of it. When we get down to the discussion of the 
bill under the five-minute rule I think I shall be able to point 
out some other things. [Prolonged applause.] 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mrts]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
it is difficult to follow the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] 
after he has made one of his characteristic speeches of two 
hours, in which he has touched upon practically everything ex- 
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cept the features of this bill. I have been waiting for some six 
weeks to have the principles upon which the so-called Garner 
rates are constructed explained. I have been waiting for some 
six weeks to learn what was the theory back of the Democratic 
plan and what revenue it would bring in, and after listening to 
the gentleman from Texas for over two hours, I am sorry to 
Say that the only thing I know about them is what I knew 
before, and that is that they are wholly political in character 
and have nothing to do with the science of taxation. 

The gentleman says that he was the father of the income tax 
law. I congratulate him. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman will pardon me. I 
did not say so. I said I had a good deal to do with the pro- 
gressive feature of the income tax law. 

Mr, MILLS. I congratulate him on having had a great deal 
to do with the progressive feature of the tax law. 

I want to call the gentleman’s attention to the fact that 
when he was in control in time of peace his maximum surtax 
was 10 per cent; and I would like him to explain, when next 
he addresses the House, why, if 10 per cent was the maximum 
surtax which he thought was right in 1916—why he considered 
it absolutely essential that we should haye no less than 44 per 
cent to-day? [Applause.] 

I want to commend my friend from Texas on his frankness. 
He is always frank and honest with the House. Originally 
when he was drafting the income tax laws of the United 
States he provided for a fairly low exemption, with the idea, 
as he told me—and I am yiolating no confidence in view of his 
statement to-day—that it was a good thing for the country 
that as many people as possible should contribute to the sup- 
port of the Government, so that they would be interested in 
efficiency and economy in government. [Applause.] ‘To-day 
my friend from Texas has told this House that he wants to 
raise the exemption so as to reduce the number of taxpayers to 
the smallest possible number. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Does the gentleman know that 
we have tariff laws in this country that rob the millions of the 


poor? 

Mr. MILLS. No; the gentleman knows that we have a 
tariff law in this country that is responsible for high wages, 
good times, and work to everyone. [Applause.] 

But here is my good friend from Texas [Mr. Garner] to-day, 
who says, “I want to reduce the number of income-tax payers 
to one million or less.” Why? So as to render income-tax 
payers politically impotent. Why do you want to make them 
politically impotent? Because you are proposing in this 
House—and you think you will carry it on Tuesday—so un- 
scientific, so unfair, so ill-balanced, so indefensible a tax sys- 
tem that you do not dare to impose it upon anything but an in- 
significant minority. [Applause.] That is the truth, and the 
gentleman admitted it this morning, Until I heard the gentle- 
man from Texas, I was under the impression that we were 
dealing with a tax reduction bill, but it seems that that is not 
so. We are to increase taxes, The gentleman complains that 
we have not increased the tax on cigarettes. The gentleman 
complains that we have not imposed a new tax on gifts. The 
gentleman complains that we have not imposed an additional 
tax to the 25 per cent tax on inheritances. In other words, 
with a surplus and an increasing surplus, the only lesson 
which the gentleman -from Texas learns is that this is an op- 
portunity to increase rather than to decrease taxes, 

He says the Democratic Members of this House and of the 
country never knew that tax reductions was contemplated; 
that they never dreamed of it until November, and yet I had 
assumed that everyone in the United States knew, in the first 
week in July, 1923, that the United States Government closed 
the fiscal year with a surplus of $309,000,000, What does that 
mean to anyone engaged in public affairs? What does a sur- 
plus of $309,000,000 mean to any Member of this House in 
which revenue legislation should originate? Why, it means 
only one thing. It means an opportunity to reduce taxes, and 
yet the gentleman would have us believe that it never occurred 
to anyone. Well, if it did not occur to the gentleman from 
Texas and his Democratic colleagues, thank God it did occur 
to a Republican administration, and that it is ready to reduce 
taxes. [Applause.] So much for what my friend said in his 
two hours. 

I want to thank the gentleman from Texas, though. He 
always says some mighty nice things about me personally. 
[Laughter.] He never speaks about me without putting my 
credit in real good standing, so that after he has been out on 
the floor I can go anywhere and borrow money from aqbank. 


[Laughter.] If his estimates of my income are as widely at 
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variance with the facts as his estimates of the probable revenue 
under the Garner plan, that is wholly immaterial. However, I 
do hope my friend from Texas will come up in my district 
next fall and make the same kind of speeches as he does here. 

They may believe them; they may believe him when he 
speaks of the infiuence I have in the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee; they may believe him in my district when he tells them 
of the influence I have on this side of the House. But the 
gentlemen on this side will not be fooled for they know the pur- 
pose of these statements by my friend from Texas, and how he 
hopes, by emphasizing the supposed and alleged influence of a 
Representative from New York, to prejudice, if possible, some 
of my Republican colleagues. He underestimates their intelli- 
gence, but I thank him, because it is good stuff for home con- 
sumption. [Laughter.] And I want to say that I sent his last 
speech to every voter in my district. 

Gentlemen, I am not going to discuss this afternoon the the- 
ories of taxation; I am not going to discuss the reasons for 
the reduction in the surtax rates, although I will admit that 
is the corner stone of tax reform, and I will admit it is the 
corner stone of the Treasury bill. I sought two weeks ago, and 
again last week, when the tax-exempt constitutional amend- 
ment was up, to explain why it was necessary to reduce sur- 
taxes, not for the benefit of the few men who pay them, or for 
the benefit of the much larger number of large income owners 
who do not pay them, but for the benefit of the 107,000,000 
people of this country who do not pay an income tax. But 
this afternoon I want to call the attention of the minority to 
one very important element in the existing situation. Some two 
months ago, when the original Mellon plan came out and was 
followed in the course of 10 days by a critical and rather 
harsh article by the gentleman from Texas, a distinguished 
Democrat in my city said: 


The Democrats are making a great mistake in making that kind 
of a political attack on the Mellon tax-reduction program. It is 
popular; it is going to enlist great public support. The smart thing 
for the minority to do is to go one step better than Mr. Mellon and 
reduce taxes to such an extent that the Treasury can not stand the 
burden. 

He said: 

That is the politics of the situation; they are in the minority; they 
are not responsible for the conduct of the fiscal affairs of the Govern- 
ment, and, therefore, in bidding for popular support it is legitimate 
for them to present a tax schedule which will not satisfy the fiscal 
needs of the Government. 


My friend from Texas has said, and very justly said, that 
during the consideration of this bill before the Ways and Means 
Committee no obstructive tactics of any kind were used; that 
they expedited the consideration of the bill. They did; they 
made practically no suggestions of any kind. ([Laughter.] 
They rendered, to be sure, no affirmative assistance, but neither 
did they, by critical observations, seek to prevent progress. 
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] says that they did 
everything to favor the quick consideration of the bill, put 
no obstructions in the way of the Mellon bill, but actually 
helped its progress. I think that is quite true, but I think that 
for the last six weeks and to-day the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. GARNER] and his Democratic fellow Members, unable and 
not daring to fight this measure in the open, have nevertheless 
sought to accomplish its destruction and insure its defeat by so 
loading it down that it will not bring in sufficient revenue. 

Now, gentlemen, if we were not dealing with an unusual sit- 
uation I should consider that possibly there were legitimate 
tactics for the minority to pursue. But you gentlemen are 
bound to take judicial notice of the existing state of affairs, 
and you gentlemen know, as I believe I know, that when the 
critical moment in this battle comes some 20 or more gentlemen 
who were elected as Republicans will leave the Republican 
side and walk over in a body to the Democratic side, so that 
you will become the majority party. [Applause on the Demo- 
cratic side.] You will become the majority party at that 
critical moment, and therefore yours is the responsibility to see 
that no bill passes this House which dees not make suitable pro- 
vision for the fiscal needs of the Treasury. 

Now, what is the situation? The gentleman from Texas has 
not enlightened the House as to what the Garner rates will 
bring in. He has not had any kind of an estimate made, or 
if he has it has never been presented. The only estimate sub- 
mitted to this House is contained in the minority report, and 
that is only part of an estimate based on 1921. Why 1921? 
Why apply the rates for next year to 1921 income? The 1921 
income returns are perfectly useless for the purposes of de- 
termining 1924 and 1925 revenue. The rates were different; 
the brackets were different; and the income reported was 


different. Mr. McCoy told us only yesterday that whereas the 
taxable income reported in 1921 was $19,000,000,000, the 
taxable income reported last year was $24,000,000,000. Why, in 
the name of common sense, ask Mr. McCoy to figure on 1921? 

If you want a fair estimate of what is going to happen in 
1924, why not have asked Mr. McCoy to compare these rates 
and apply them to present and future conditions and give the 
results? That is what you should have done if you wanted 
fair and accurate results; but that is what the gentleman from 
Texas did not dare to do and has not done. He asked for 1921 
because he knew that income returns for 1921 were lower than 
any other year in the last six or seven years, and therefore if 
he applied his rates to 1921 the loss would be much less than 
if he took actual figures. But even then he did not come out 
whole. Even then, taking 1921, the best year that he could 
find for his purpose, and applying the Garner rates, what does 
he do? He reduces income-tax returns by $347,000,000, and if 
you add to that the $108,000,000 of indirect tax loss, what do 
you get? You get $455,000,000 of tax reduction with a surplus 
of only $323,000,000 available, even on those faked and unre- 
liable figures. 

Now, if we turn to the true figures—and I hope my Demo- 
cratic friend will listen to these figures and look at this table 
which I shall put into the Recorp—here is the loss. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes; gladly. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Were not the estimates of 
revenue to be brought in under the Mellon plan based on the 
1921 figures? 

Mr. MILLS. No; I will say to the gentleman from Tennes- 
see that they were prepared on the basis of 1923, and then Mr. 
McCoy explained to the committee yesterday that he estimated 
the effect of the tax reduction on the income reported in each 
bracket, and then made his estimate of what the returns would 
be for the year after the first year, when these rates went into 
full effect. Subsequently the gentleman from Texas asked 
that the so-called Mellon rates be applied to the 1921 income, 
and they showed a loss of $287,000,000 applied to 1921 as com- 
pared with $347,000,000 for the gentleman’s plan. 

Now, if we apply the rates of Mr. GARNER to future income 
based on the estimates made by Mr. McCoy, who has been mak- 
ing these estimates for every administration, Republican and 
Democratic, since 1913, and whose estimates have never been 
questioned, what do we find? We find that the Garner plan 
will cost the Government of the United States $511,900,000, or 
practically $512,000,000. Add to that $108,000,000 reduction in 
indirect taxes, and you have a total loss of $620,000,000 against 
a Treasury surplus of only $320,000,000. How is the minority, 
that may well on Tuesday become the majority, going to ex- 
plain to the country that they drove through the House of 
Representatives a bill which created a deficit of $300,000,000? 
What must be your purpose? One of two purposes, either to 
cripple the Government of the United States by having in- 
sufficient funds to conduct it, or else to compel a veto of the tax- 
reduction bill by making so great a reduction in the tax levy 
that no President will be justified in signing it, 

Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Gladly. 

Mr. CRISP. I am sure my friend will concede that the mi- 
nority Members of this House have had no opportunity or 
chance whatever to consider any tax returns filed in the Treas- 
ury Department for the year 1923 and the last returns that have 
been given to the public are the returns for the year 1921. 

Mr. MILLS. I want to say to my friend from Georgia that 
I know, of course, anything he says is strictly accurate in so far 
as he is concerned, but as early as January 7 the gentleman 
from Texas asked the Treasury actuary to make certain esti- 
mates based on his plan, and he asked for 1921. He did not ask 
for the future, but I want to say to my friend from Georgia 
that the Treasury actuary did not confine himself to a basis 
which he knew was not fair, but prepared estimates of what 
the los$ would be under the Garner plan in the future; and I 
want to say to the gentleman from Georgia that those estimates 
were available to the gentleman from Texas at least two weeks 
ago, and if he has not submitted them to the Democratic mem- 
bers of the Ways and Means Committee, and if he did not sub- 
mit them to the Demoeratic caucus yesterday, then he is leading 
you gentlemen blindly into a dangerous situation, which I am 
thankful I apprised you of to-day. 

I hope every Member of the House on this side and on that 
side will before Tuesday next read the testimony of Mr. McCoy 
before the Ways and Means Committee yesterday, in which he 
makes the flat statement that according to his best judgment 
the Garner plan means a loss of $511,000,000, and that means 
that the Garner plan from the revenue standpoint is absolutely 
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indefensible and must be redrafted by Tuesday next or you 
gentlemen lay yourselves open to the charge of defeating this 
bill, not directly in the open, but indirectly by so loading it down 
that it can not become a law without crippling the Government. 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Will the gentleman yield at that 
point? 

Mr: MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. As I understand the gentleman, he 
states that should the Garner plan become a law, there would 
be a deficit of something like $800,000,000 or $350,000,0007 

Mr. MILLS. I should say, based on ‘Treasury figures, 
$320,000,000. 

Mr. EVANS-of Montana. I understood him to say that the 
Treasury estimates there is now a surplus of approximately 
how much? 

Mr. MILLS. Three hundred and nine million dollars last 
year and approximately $322,000,000 this year. 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Does ‘not the gentleman conceive 
it possible that there is an error in the matter when he con- 
siders that less than two years ago the Secretary estimated 
there would be a deficit of $600,000,000 and then within two 
years’ time he finds there is a surplus of $300,000,000? 

Mr. MILLS. I want to answer the gentleman very frankly. 
The question has been asked repeatedly, of course for partisan 
purposes, and I want to answer perfectly frankly that I do 
not think the margin of error that prevailed in those days is 
still open to-day, for this reason: The United States Govern- 
ment has an extraordinary method of keeping books. It 
treats the cash it takes in as current revenue, irrespective of 
the source, and all cash paid out as current expenditures. 
In other words, if the United States sells capital assets it 
treats it as current revenue. Now, as a result of the war and 
after the war the United States Government found itself in 
the possession of great supplies or capital assets consisting 
not only of physical property but of securities taken from the 
railroads. If the conditions which prevailed in 1921 and the 
early part of 1922 had continued, it would have been impos- 
sible to sell the securities or realize on the capital assets, but 
as business improved, and as the market for securities im- 
proved, there was a market for railroad securities, and while 
I have not studied the fignres I am informed that the Govern- 
ment disposed of a good many of them and so realized on the 
capital assets that could not be foreseen. This, coupled with 
the fact that they reduced expenditures to a greater extent 
than anticipated and the unexpected improvement of business, 
brought in revenue of three hundred or four hundred million 
dollars more than anticipated; the fact that imports increased 
to a very great extent under the prohibitive tariff—all com- 
bined to throw out that estimate. But these conditions do not 
exist to-day although they do exist to a certain extent. For 
instance, I was talking with a gentleman in the Treasury 
yesterday, and he told me that there was a prospect of dis- 
posing next week of seven or eight million dollars’ worth of 
securities. To the extent that they do, the surplus will be 
increased to that amount, but in making an estimate no man can 
put that kind of contingency into his estimate of revenue. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Certainly. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Does the gentleman think he 
will be able to do that notwithstanding the tax-exempt securities? 


Mr. MILLS. Oh, yes; I want to assure my friend from Ten- 
nessee that there is still a fair market for a certain class of 
securities. Business has not entirely stopped. It is a great 
mistake to interpret what we claim to be merely a restrictive 
tendency into saying that high taxes entirely prohibit business. 
They do not; they do have a restrictive effect on the produc- | 
tive growth of the country, and anything that has a restrictive 
effect is bad. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I will. | 

Mr. BLANTON. If the administration had made np its mind 
that it did not want to pass either the Garner bill or the 
adjusted compensation bill, would it not naturally make an 
argument that the Garner bill would make a big deficit in the 
Treasury, hoping thereby to defeat both measures? 

Mr. MILLS. If the administration wanted to defeat the 
bonus bill it would advocate the Garner bill, because that buries | 
the bonus so deep that you can never dig it out. [Laughter and 
applause on the Republican side.] 

The only mistake the administration made was in being so 
optimistic as to hope to put through a tax reform bill in a 
presidential year. That, in view of the partisan attitude of 
some, appears to be a big error. - 

But let me plead with you, not as Democrats, not as Repub- 
licans, but as Members of the House of Representatives, charged 
with the duty of framing the revenue laws of this country, to 
read Mr. McCoy's estimate of the loss of revenue entailed by 
the Garner plan before you vote on Tuesday next. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] talks very plausibly 
about the effect of the Mellon rates. As a matter of fact, if 
you take the bill reported by the committee, we are relieving 
the incomes under $5,000 by $100,000,000. Out of a total reduc- 
tion of $233,000,006, $100,000,000 goes to the reduction of taxes 
on incomes under $5,000. The tax reductions are apportioned 
among the different classes in the following way: Forty-two per 
cent of tax reduction to incomes of less than $5,000, 72 per cent 
to incomes of less than $10,000, 80 per cent to incomes of less 
than $20,000, 81 per cent to incomes of less than $25,000, 15 
per cent to incomes of over $50,000, and 3 per cent to incomes 
of $100,000 and over. All that the gentleman from Texas talks 
about is incomes over $100,000, and he would have you believe 
that this bill was drafted with the intention of relieving these 
Incomes of over $100,000. The complete answer to that is 
that they only get 3 per cent of the reduction. How can a bill 
be drafted for the benefit of one class that only gets 8 per 
cent of the reduction while the other classes get 97 per cent? 
{Applause on the Republican side.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 


York has expired. 
Does the gentleman from New York 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
want any more time? 

Mr. MILLS. I do not think that I care for any more time. 
I want to insert these tables in the Rxconn as an extension of 
my remarks and to express the hope that my Democratic col- 
leagues will study them with care. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Record. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The tables are as follows: 


BILL AS REPORTED BY WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE, 
Estimated effect upon the revenue of the proposed changes in the individual income tax law, upon the base of returns for the second year after the law is in full effect, 


Income-tax brackets. 


‚— 9ũ ũ „„ „„ „„ 


——⸗ẽ —bñ 


Loss in tax as compared with estimated tax for 1923. 


Certain 
Capital deductions 
Normal tax. losses limited to | Net reduc- 
provision. | nontaxable | tion in tax 
(Los.) (Gain. ) (Gain.) 
$50,000,000 |.........-..-. $800,000 | $1,100,000 898, 100,000 
30,600,000 | $17,500,000 700, 000 1, 000, 060 71,900, 000 
2,000,000 4.400, 500, 000 1,100, 000 18, 800, 000 
1,300, 000 10,100,000 E 1, 000, 000 1, 800, 000 8. 600, 000 
500,000 | 21, 100,000 eel... 2,000, 000 2.100, 000 21,500,000 
300, 000 11. 100, 000 |. 4, 000, 000 4,200, 000 4,200,000 
550,000 6, 600, 000 3, 000, 000 2, 400,000 1,750,000 
450, 000 7,400, 000 2, 000, 000 2,300, 000 2,550, 000 
400, 600 8,100, 000 3, 500, 000 2.800, 000 2.500, 000 
300, 000 7,200, 000 000, 000 2,900, 000 1.600, 000 
200, 000 3, 300, 000 3, 100, 000 1,900,000 
OE nafs EAN ices OTE 25, 000, 000 24,500,000 ᷣ ꝗ½1[1rn/ 
600,000 | 101,800,000 89, 300, 00%%0f ini 223, 400. 000 
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DEMOCRATIC PLAN, 
Estimated effect upon the revenue of the proposed changes in the individual income tax law, upon the base of returns for the second year after the law is in full effect. 


Income-tax brackets, 


Under $5,000 159, 500, 000 
$5,000 to $10,000 500, 000 
5 Ste 
0 7 

2200000 200,000 
$100, 400. 000 
$150 800; 000 
$200. 900; 000 
$200,000 to 200,000. 72525 500,000 
$500,000 to $1,000,000 600, 000 

ver $1,000,000 500! 000 


5 
3 


Loss in tax as compared with estimated tax for 1923. 


Certain 


Capital deductions | Community 
losses limited to Net reduc- 
provision. | nontaxable tion in tax 
inco: col 

RA Pee | $8, $000,000 31,000, 000 3167, 250, 000 
$15, 700, 000 8, 150, 000 400, 000 500, 61, 050, 000 
27, 762, 000 7,150, 000 300, 000 850, 000 37, 762,000 
53,235,000 16,720, 000 800, 000 850, 000 72, 305, 000 
36,230,000 | 15,410,000 1, 900, 000 1, 200, 600 53, 740, 090 
33, 160, 000 5, 570, 000 2,350, 000 3, 000, 000 35, 730, 000 
16, 050, 000 2, 220, 000 2, 450, 000 2, 000, 000 14,720, 000 
19, 280, 000 1,920, 000 2.600, 000 1, 450, 000 38, 050, 000 
19, 380, 000 1,200, 000 1,700, 000 1,250, 000 |; 19, 130, 000 
17, 200, 000 1, 050, 000 1,300, 000 1, 400, 000 16, 150, 000 
17, 680, 000 480, 000 1, 100, 000 1, 500, 000 16, 060, 009 
15,500,000 | 15,000,000} 500,000 
2 077 00 08, 700, 65% EEES EEA EA e 511, 977, 000 


1 Loss. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas, Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes 
to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. OLDFIELD]. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, this is such a big subject, such a long bill, so many tech- 
nicalities in the bill, so many statistics in connection with the 
bill, that it is almost impossible for a member of the com- 
mittee to know where to begin in the discussion of it. I have 
enjoyed the speeches made by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GARNER] and the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mis]. I 
do not know of two gentlemen in this House who are better 
able to sustain the two positions taken on this bill than the 
gentleman from Texas and the gentleman from New York. 

Now, with regard to Mr. McCoy's estimates, I do not believe, 
and I am sure that the Treasury Department knows, that the 
Democratic plan will not lose to the Treasury any $511,000,000. 
The Garner plan—the Democratic plan—has been before the 
country for 30 or 40 days. After this bill was reported they 
brought Mr. McCoy, the actuary, before the committee. The 
bill was reported on Monday last, and Mr. McCoy came before 
the committee yesterday. They brought Mr. McCoy before the 
committee and submitted these estimates. To what purpose? 
For the purpose of discrediting this plan which we have 
evolved, and at the same time trying to sustain the Mellon bill, 
and which we say, which we shall attempt to prove, not only 
to the Democratie side but to the Republican side and to the 
country, was written by and for the especial benefit of the 
big, rich taxpayers of America. There is no doubt about that. 
They say that they will get as much revenue to run this Gov- 
ernment from a 25 per cent surtax as they will from a 50 per 
cent surtax or a 44 per cent surtax, and Mr. McCoy and Secre- 
tary Mellon and the proponents of this bill know that that is 
not true, and in the very nature of things it can not be true. 
It is a silly argument, and any man who will listen to this 
debate until it is concluded will know that that is not a truth- 
ful argument. 

There are many things about this bill that are interesting, 
and there are many things about the history of the bill and the 
history of the legislation that are interesting. The gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Miizs! said that in the first Democratic 
income tax law the surtaxes were 10 per cent in time of peace. 
Certainly. But that was before the war. That was before 
the $22,000,000,000 of war debts had been placed on the shoul- 
ders of the taxpayers of America. Does anyone think that 
these are ordinary peace times, such peace times as we had 
before the war? Of course not. Everybody in this House 
knows and every man in this country knows that the ordinary 
citizenship of America can not in the very nature of things pay 
this great war debt. What they are seeking to do in this bill 
is to shift the burdens of the war debt, which is now more than 
$22,000,000,000, from the shoulders of the wealthier classes of 
the country and place it upon the ordinary citizenship of the 
country; and if they could destroy the income-tax system by 
talking the people of the country and this Congress into the 
proposition of passing a sales tax, they would be the happiest 
people in the world. These gentlemen on this floor are trying 
to cut down the surtaxes of the rich. They say that this bill 
is not introduced and prepared for the purpose of defeating the 
soldiers’ bonus legislation. I want to say here now that the 


Republican Party can win more elections on misrepresenta- 
tions thun any party that ever existed. You know and every- 
one knows that the Republican Party before the last election 
passed a bonus bill in this House. What did they then say? 
They said, “Oh, just wait until after the elections and we will 
pass it through the Senate and it will become a law,” and I 
wager three-fourths of you Republicans who were elected to 
Congress in 1922 told your constituents you would have a bonus 
bill and that the Republicans were going to stand by the sol- 
diers. Half of you were elected under false pretenses. 

Uncle Joe Cannon told me, sitting there during the last Con- 
gress, that the Republicans did not have to tell a single He in 
1920 to be elected, but he said they told every “damned lie“ 
that they could think of, and now they could not make good. 
They did not carry out any of the promises they made to the 
American people, and they come here and say that we will get 
more revenue if we reduce the taxes on the rich, the only 
people who have any money, and place them on the poor, the 
people who can not pay these taxes to pay the war debt, Any- 
body knows that sort of an argument will not convince the 
American people, They talk about this 1921 law being an 
awfully bad act. It is bad. I am going to point out some of 
the things wherein it is bad before I get through with this 
discussion. But the Republicans wrote it. They had a two- 
thirds majority in hoth Houses of Congress, and now they come 
here and would make the people think possibly that the Demo- 
crats of the two Houses were responsible for the legislation. 
They repealed the excess-profits taxes over our protests and 
that relieved the big corporations of America of $450,000,000 
in taxes every year, twice as much as would have been neces- 
sary to pay the soldiers“ bonus. Under the five-minute rule I 
am going to vote for Mr, Frear’s motion to reenact the excess- 
profits tax into the law of this country [applause on the 
Democratic side], so that the corporations of America who 
made $40,000,000,000 during the war will have to pay their 
just proportion of the taxes. They made $20,000,000,000 dur- 
ing the war, more than in any other five years in the history 
of the country, and yet in 1921 the Republicans repealed the 
excess-profits tax and reduced the taxes on corporations to 
123 per cent, with an exemption of $2,000. If a poor little 
insignificant corporation made $2,100 in a year, on the $100 it 
would pay 124 per cent, and if a corperation made a billion 
dollars over $2,000, then that corporation would pay a tax on 
that amount over the $2,000 of 124 per cent. Does any honest 
man think that is right? 

Somebody just made the Republican Party repeal that excess- 
profits tax, and that somebody was not the American people. 
They said they had to reduce this tax; they had to repeal the 
excess-profits tax; they had to lose $450,000,000 a year on the 
taxes of corporations, those same corporations that made from 
eight to ten billion dollars every war year when the boys were 
in France fighting for the country; not only for the country but 
for these same corporations, because they own the country. 
Yet they will lie to the soldiers, and then when the soldiers 
catch them in it, Secretary Mellon and President Coolidge come 
up here and say that we can not have any tax reduction if we 
help the soldiers, Whether you pass this bill or any other bill, 
or whether you pass any bill, if the Democrats and the Re- 
publicans can agree, and I think we can, enough of us, we will 
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pass the soldiers’ bonus bill through this House and send it to 
the Senate: and if President Coolidge wants to veto it, he may 
take the responsibility; but I do not believe the Congress of the 
United States ought to continue to lie to the American soldier. 

Mr. WATKINS. And we will pass it over his veto, if he does. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. The gentleman has referred to $10,000,- 
000,000 a year made by the profiteers during the war as excess 
profits. He is not in favor of their being permitted to do that 
again? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. No. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Then why did the gentleman's adminis- 
tration permit them to do it? 

Mr, OLDFIELD. We did not. We put an excess-profits tax 
on them, and in one year we collected $8,000,000,000 in taxes, 
coming from the corporations and the multimillionaires. We 
had an excess-profits tax, and we put the surtaxes on the rich 
up to 65 per cent. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. But if the gentleman's administration 
had not permitted them to earn that, they would not have had 
to pay those awful taxes. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. We did not permit them to earn it 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Not to earn it, but to steal it. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. And the gentleman wants them to keep the 
loot. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. But the gentleman’s administration per- 
mitted them to get it. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. And the gentleman wants them to keep it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I hope the gentleman from Arkansas 
will not forget that the gentleman’s candidate, Mr. Cox, went 
up and down the country denouncing the excess-profits tax and 
favored their taking it off. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I do not care what Mr. Cox said or what 
anybody else said. I know, and the gentleman from Iowa 
knows, that if it is right to have a graduated income tax on the 
amount that an individual earns, then it is right to have a 
graduated income tax on the amount a corporation earns. There 
is no sense in any other argument than that. 

But, gentlemen, I want to show to you. if I may, where one 
of your loopholes is, and I am going to offer an amendment to 
strike this section out when we get down to the debate on the 
bill under the five-minute rule. I want you gentlemen to listen 
to this: On pages 25, 26, and 27, relating to capital gains and 
losses section, I am going to move to strike out that and para- 
graph C on page 5, and I will tell you why I am going to do it. 
Gentlemen, that is the biggest loophole in this law, and they did 
not dare touch it. They would like to close up all the loopholes 
against the little fellow, and they do that successfully; but 
when it comes to the big fellows they do not want to close up 
the loopholes, and T believe I can prove it to you. 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] said something about 
this provision in his speech to-day—capital gains and capital 
losses. What js the effect of it? There are just three sorts of 
incomes. according to economists in this country and economists 
in other countries. One is received by working for it and earn- 
ing it. The next is received by way of dividends and interest, 
and the next is received as the result of the enhancement in 
value of property. 

All the income a man gets from dividends on stocks, interest 
on notes, and income from personal effects is taxed under the 
normal tax rates and the surtax rates, but when a man has 
property the value of which is increased a thousand per cent, 
what do they do with that? They put it under the 12} per 
cent provision, the same as a corporation, and Secretary Mellon 
would not tax it that much if he could prevent it. No Demo- 
cratic Secretary of the Treasury ever tried to put a thing like 
that over on Claude Kitchin, and no Republican President or 
Secretary of the Treasury would have dared to try it. 

Now, let us look at this for a moment. Every time I hear 
Mr.. McCoy testify I have less and less respect for him than 
I had before. I will tell you why. He has been made to say 
a lot of things by the Treasury Department. Mr. GARNER, day 
after day and week after week, has tried to get estimates from 
Mr. McCoy. He could not furnish estimates, he said, unless 
the Secretary permitted him to do it. He said, “I can not 
do it unless the Secretary orders me to do it.” He comes in 
now with estimates which no doubt he was ordered to make, 
whether they are facts or not. Mr. McCoy said yesterday that 
he thinks striking this provision out and putting such incomes 
under the surtax bracket, where they belong, would not bring 
any more revenue into the Treasury, because the people would 
not sell their property if that were done. 

I do not believe Mr. McCoy in that statement, and I will 
tell you why. There are certain distinguished gentlemen in 
this country, and there were in the last Congress, too, who had 


vast timberlands; some had vast tracts of coal lands. They 
owned the property for two years. Under this provision it 
is an investment. They wanted to sell it. They wanted to 
make a thousand per cent profit. They did not want to pay 
the surtax. But they ought to have been compelled either to 
keep it or pay the tax. That is what ought to have been done. 
Therefore this was put in in the Senate, or in conference, I 
believe, permitting these men who had their money tied up in 
timberlands and coal lands to sell them and pay only 12} per 
cent tax instead of a high surtax. ; 

Now, Mr. McCoy told the committee yesterday that if we 
made those fellows pay the high surtaxes the Treasury would 
get less revenue. I saw some correspondence recently between 
a distinguished man and Secretary Mellon in connection with 
this provision that was placed in the law. This distinguished 
man sold his holdings for some $16,000,000 just before the 1921 
act and paid the high surtaxes, which amounted to about $8,000,- 
000. This money went into the Treasury. If he had waited 
until the 1921 act was passed he would have paid the Govern- 
ment only $2,000,000 in taxes. So Mr. McCoy's argument is 
wrong in this case and no doubt in many others. Let me 
remind the city Members here of what happened in 1921 after 
this section was put on the statute books—the provision put- 
ting all this capital gain and capital loss on the books. What 
happened? A man in New York owned some real estate. Prob- 
ably he had paid a million dollars for that piece of real estate, 
and that real estate enhanced in value $10,000,000. He had not 
earned it. Society had given him that increment. Society had 
made that value, not he. He had not earned a dollar of the 
increased value of that property. It came only through the 
combined masses of the people in New York City. Yet that 
man could sell that property at $10,000,000 profit if he wanted 
to, and instead of going to the high surtax of 50 per cent he 
had to pay ony 124 per cent on the gain of $9,000,000. I say it 
is not just and fair to the interests of the people. It was to 
the interest of big speculators. 

Go down here in this city to the water front. A man can 
buy some property there on the water front, say, for $10,000. 
He goes down there and buys a strip of land on the water 
front where boats must approach from the river. That would 
be a fine landing place for a yacht. If a man owns that prop- 
erty for two years he does not have to pay the 50 per cent 
surtax, but only 123 per cent on the increase. The same is true 
with stocks and bonds—these stock dividends. However, this 
helps nobody except the man who makes over $30,000. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I much prefer not to yield, but I will do 
so. I am afraid I shall forget my train of thought 

Mr. ABERNETHY. My question would have been right 
along this line, but I will not interrupt the gentleman. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I will yield, because my thought has 
already been broken into. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. No; I will not interrupt the gentleman 
now. . 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Of course, the gentleman‘ will understand 
I did not mean to be offensive by not yielding. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I understand that. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Now, that provision of this law does not 
help the man who does not make $30,000 in a transaction like 
that but it helps all those above $30,000. That is on account 
of the surtax and the normal tax combined, because you can 
pay it on either one you want to; that is, the one which is 
more beneficial to the taxpayer. After it gets up to $30,000 
then it begins to help the big man and presses more heavily on 
the little fellow. He pays more than he ought to pay while the 
man who makes over $30,000 pays less than he ought to pay. 
In other words, a reading of that section of the bill will con- 
vince any man who will study it that the Republican Party is 
absolutely owned and controlled by people in this country who 
make over $30,000 a year. I do not believe the party, as an 
organization, is the friend of anybody unless he makes as much 
as 830,000 a year and over. Gentlemen, in 1921 they repealed 
the tax on chewing gum, the tax of 3 per cent on chewing gum, 
and right away they got a $25,000 contribution to the Republi- 
can Party from Wrigley. 

A Mxunzn. He is a Republican. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I know he is a Republican, but he did not 
give the $25,000 to the Republican Party until after it had 
relieved him of the tax of 3 per cent and the product he 
manufactures—chewing gum. That is what I am driving at. 

But that is not all, gentlemen. There are a lot of incon- 
sistencies; there are a lot of these things in this bill which 
should be discussed by members of this committee and the 
Members of this House. You ought to understand them 
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thoroughly, and I want to call your attention to the report 
of Mr. Murs and the 10 others. He is referring to this section, 
and on page 42 he says: 


The railroads of the country have just had a good year, but they 
have been unable for the last few years to obtain the necessary funds 
for permanent improvements by inviting more partners and fresh 
capital and have had to rely on mortgage financing. 


Now, if they had not put that in the report, I would not 
have said anything about the railroads in this argument, but 
that goes to the country and goes to the railroad owners so 
that I want to answer that paragraph. Is it not a wonder, 
gentlemen, that after the experience of the American people 
with the railroad owners—not exactly the railroad owners of 
America but the railroad wreckers of America—that they can 
get anybody to go into partnérship with them and give them 
money with which to carry on their business? I do not want 
to destroy the railroads; I do not want to hurt the railroads 
or any other business institutions in America, but I think it 
comes with poor grace for these men to come here and make 
an argument for a lower surtax rate in order to help the 
railroads to get money in order to carry on their business, 
when everybody knows they wrecked the New York, New Haven 
& Hartford, and that is the reason why they can not get 
partners, 

They wrecked the Frisco line, they wrecked the Rock Island 
road, and the Gould outfit wrecked the Gould system. And 
then these men talk about reducing the surtax in order that 
they may get fresh money to put into their business. 

Everybody knows, and I can prove, that 20 years ago the 
railroads owned every State legislature In this Union; they 
debauched everybody who was debauchable, if you please, in 
the interest of the railroads—not in the interest of the rail- 
roads, either, but in the interest of the men who were prepar- 
ing and fixing to wreck the railroads of the country. And yet 
they come here, my friends, and ask you to reduce the surtaxes 
in order that these same railroads may get additional money. 

Then, gentlemen, they do not want to take off the taxes on 
automobile trucks. Why? Because the automobile trucks in 
our country are competing with the railroads. One railroad 
president a short time ago appeared before a Senate committee 
and said he could not compete with the automobile and the 
trucks. That is largely true in my country. On a 25 or 80 
mile haul they will not load a freight car, pay the freight, and 
unload it, but they will hire trucks and carry the freight in 
that way because they can do it cheaper. And one of the big- 
gest railroad men in America, the highest-salaried railroad 
president in America, getting $120,000 a year, made the state- 
ment before a Senate committee that the railroads could not 
compete with automobile trucks. He was asked, “ What are 
we to do for you?” And he said, “I think you ought to make 
these highways toll roads.” Yes; let the people pay for the 
roads and then make them toll roads and pay for going over 
them, thus reducing the competition with the railroads and 
permitting the railroads to still hold up the people, if you 
please, in freight and passenger rates. And yet they come here 
in this report and want you to reduce the surtaxes, the high 
surtaxes levied on the rich, my friends, because they want 
those people to have money to lend to the railroads and to the 
public utilities, 

The public utilities are in the same fix. The public utilities 
in St. Louis are now in the hands of a receiver, as is the case 
in many other cities of the country, not because they were not a 
paying investment, but because of the wreckers of those institu- 
tions, the wreckers of those big business institutions, wreckers 
who wanted to milk the corporations and let the people and 
taxpayers in the localities hold the bag, if you please. And 
now they say, “You have got to reduce the high surtaxes, 
otherwise you can not get the money.” Oh, gentlemen, that is 
not true; there is not a word of truth in that, and I will tell 
you why. There is no trouble in answering all the arguments 
of these fellows. Let me tell you why it is not true. Every 
week since the Ist day of January there has been over $100,- 
000,000 of new capital put into the corporations of the country. 
That is at the rate of $6,000,000,000 a year in new capital. 
And yet they say we must let the rich off from paying these 
higher surtaxes so that they will have money to lend these in- 
stitutions in order that they may run their business. 

Now, my friends, I do not see how any man can take any 
stock in that sort of an argument, because it can not be true, 
and it is impossible for it to be true. 

They talked the other day about tax-exempt securities. 
jumped us up here and we licked them, and that thing is- dead 
for all time to come. It never should have been brought here, 
and will never be brought here any more. But you take a 


$10,000,000 investment in 5 per cent tax-exempt securities; 
that is $500,000 a year; then you take a $10,000,000 investment 
in Steel Corporation stock or in stock that pays 10 per cent; 
that is $1,000,000, and the surtax on that is $470,000. 

You make $30,000 by having your money invested in the 10 
per cent corporation stock, as compared with a 5 per cent tax- 
exempt security, and that is on a $10,000,000 investment. It is 
more favorable to the stocks the lower down you go. There- 
fore, when they come here and tell the people of this country 
and tell this House that they can not get money in competition 
with tax-exempt securities, they are telling you something that 
if they would study the question they would know was not true, 
and especially does that apply when you say it is necessary to 
reduce the surtaxes. Now, what does all this mean? You 
want to get this broad principle and this basic idea in your 
mind. If you believe that the rich of the country ought to be 
taxed much lower, if you want to cut their surtaxes half in 
two, reduce the taxes on the rich of the country, when the 
time comes that other taxes must be raised you know you will 
have to go somewhere else to get the money. You are bound to 
do that, gentlemen. 

I do not want to take any more time now. How long have I 
talked, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has two minutes remain- 


ing. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. MURPHY. I would like to have your views at this 
point on whether there will be sufficient revenue, if the Garner 
measure is passed, to take care of the soldiers’ adjusted com- 
pensation bill. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Why, certainly I think so, and I will tell 
you another thing. Not all the Democrats are for the soldiers 
adjusted compensation bill, but I think four-fifths of them are, 
and I think two-thirds of them over here are for it. I will say 
two-thirds on each side are for it because it ought not to be a 
partisan question, and if you gentlemen had told the soldiers 
the truth it could not be a partisan question. I do not mean 
personally, but you know what your administration did. 

Mr. MURPHY. Did not both administrations, or, rather, did 
not both parties promise the soldiers adjusted compensation? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MURPHY. In the last campaign. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes; and I am in favor of carrying out 
that promise. I do not believe the politicians or the statesmen 
or the candidates for the Presidency or anybody else should go 
out in the country and promise to do a certain thing and then 
come back here and at the behest of Mr. Mellon or Mr. Coolidge 
or anybody else not make our word good. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield 20 minutes to the gentleman 
from North Dakota [Mr. Youne]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, there were pronounced dif- 
ferences of opinion in our committee in respect to the fixing 
of normal taxes and surtaxes, and these differences are likely 
to continue, judging from the character of the debate had thus 
far. About the only thing upon which we can agree is the 
fundamental principle that income taxes should be imposed ac- 
cording to the ability of each individual to pay. That is the 
theory of a progressive income tax. 7 

To this principle another should be added. When in ad- 
ministration it is found that the income taxes of some are not 
passed on and the taxes of some are passed on to others whose 
incomes are so small they ought not to be called on to pay 
any taxes, either direct or indirect, then a revision should 
be made in the interest of the indirect taxpayers. 

If you gentlemen across the aisle will quit quibbling about 
the relative reductions to be made in the high and low brackets 
and the normal taxes of those now on the tax lists, who are 
all, on account of the present liberal exemptions, well able to 
pay their taxes, and give some thought to what is happening 
to those who are not on the income-tax lists and who in many 
cases are living away below the American standard, perhaps 
we could write a law which would, in fact, help the people 
of small incomes. By helping the immense throng of indirect 
taxpayers, most of whom are in great need of it, we can not 
only do them some good but contribute to the general welfare. 

To visualize this great body of indirect taxpayers who are 
living for the most part substandard I will say there are in the 
United States 41,000,000 people over the age of 16 years who 
are engaged in some gainful occupation. Of these more than 
36,000,000 pay no direct national income taxes. Their incomes, 
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if married and without children, are $2,500 per annum or be- 


low, and if unmarried, $1,000 or below. 
allowed to those with dependents. 

Unfortunately there are obstacles in the way of administer- 
ing a progressive income tax law in such a way that those 
best able to pay can be made to pay, and having paid their taxes 
there is no way to prevent their being passed on. The fact is 
receivers of big incomes are enabled to evade the payment of 
surtaxes by Investing their money in tax-exempt securities, 
The result is there has been a steady decline in the amount of 
taxes paid by those whose incomes fall within the higher 
brackets, and the records show that in a period of six years 
surtaxes collected on incomes above $300,000 in relation to the 
total amount collected for surtaxes have fallen from 67 per 
cent to 23 per cent. The figures are not available for last year, 
but it is believed they will show a still further decrease. 

Those who do pay the high surtaxes attempt to pass them on, 
and in most cases are able to do so, thus adding to the burden 
of indirect taxation. For illustration, in 1918, in order to pay 
8 per cent on a building costing $100,000, it would be necessary 
to have the rents high enough to yield a net income of $8,000. 
Now, for a building costing the same amount, in order to yield 
the same rate of interest for one who pays the high surtaxes, 
it would be necessary to have the rents high enough to yield 
a net income of $19,000. Many illustrations might be given to 
show how the payment of these high surtaxes is passed on 
in the shape of added costs for merchandise, interest rates, and 
so forth. 

The fight now going on in Congress centers around the sur- 
taxes. The bill reported by the committee proposes that the 
highest amount collected shall be 6 per cent normal, plus 25 per 
cent surtax, or a maximum of 31 per cent. Mr. Garner and 
his Democratic associates in Congress propose a 6 per cent nor- 
mal tax, plus 44 per cent surtax, or a maximum of 50 per cent. 

I have no tenderness for men with incomes in the high 
brackets and have no disposition to reduce their taxes simply 
as an accommodation to them. If Congress had the power, I 
would be strongly in favor of making them come through with 
their just share. Unfortunately Mr. Garner and his Demo- 
cratic associates refused last week in Congress to assist us in 
passing a joint resolution to propose an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States to give power to Congress to 
tax the so-called tax-exempt securities, State and municipal 
bonds, and so forth. So we are now obliged to face the situa- 
tion as it is, and if we are going to act intelligently we must 
assume as a fact that those against whom high surtaxes are 
imposed will either evade their payment through investment 
of their funds in tax-exempt securities or else will seek to 
pass on the tax for others to pay in the shape of increased 
cost of merchandise, rents, or interest. 

Both of the addresses delivered by our Democratic colleagues 
on the committee, Messrs. GARNER and OLDFIELD, this afternoon 
were most interesting and entertaining. I want to call atten- 
tion, first of all, to one of the propositions made by the gentle- 
man from Arkansas [Mr. OLDFIELD]. He said that it is the 
purpose of those on this side of the aisle to break down the 
progressive income-tax system by holding down the exemptions, 
I think it is high time for us to look into this question of 
exemptions to see just what the purpose of exemptions is and 
to see whether they are not at the present time, under the 
present law, liberal exemptions. Take the single man who has 
under the present law $1,000 of exemption. If he is making 
$2,000 a year, under this law we are proposing to impose 2} 
per cent, which would be $22.50 which he would have to pay in 
taxes to the United States Government. Is there any reason 
on earth why a single man, without any wife, without any 
children, without any dependents—because if he has dependents 
then he can get a larger exemption—if he has no dependents, is 
there any reason on earth why, if he is getting $2,000 a year, 
he should not pay 2} per cent on $1,000 of it? 

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield a moment? 

Mr. YOUNG. I am sorry I can not yield at this point. The 
thing I want you to keep in mind is that the great bulk of the 
taxpayers of the United States are indirect taxpayers, and 
before we let any man off from paying taxes, who does not 
pass the tax on, we had better see whether or not it should be 
taken off. The man who pays taxes on $1,000 a year does not 
pass it on. This great volume of indirect taxes which must be 
paid is not going to be passed on from men of that kind; there- 
fore I think we ought to be cautious before we take off that 
exemption, when he is perfectly well able to pay it. This is a 
practical question, and if we are going to do the most good 
for the small man or the man with a really small income, we 
must help him in the matter of indirect taxes. 


Larger exemptions are 


Now, take the man who is married. If he has no children, 
he has $2,500 of exemption and does not pay any direct income 
tax, and if his income happens to be $1,000 or $1,500 more 
than that, why can he not pay a small tax on it? Is there any- 
thing unreasonable about that? And, mind you, he is one of 
the men who does not pass the tax on. 

The thing that is grinding down the really poor man, who 
only has an income of $1,000 or $800 or $700, is paying these 
indirect taxes that other people do not pay, and I ask again, 
what is unreasonable about asking a man who has no children 
and no dependents to pay on that portion of his income above 
$2,500? If he happens to have four children, then he can 
make $4,100 of net income before he ever pays a cent of direct 
taxes, because he gets an exemption of $400 for each child. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. Just a little later, perhaps. I want to go a 
little further into this question before I yield. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. The question I wanted to ask was 
right upon that point. 

Mr. YOUNG. What is the question? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. The children must be under 18 
years of age? 

Mr. YOUNG. I do not want to get into any discussion as to 
the particular age at which the exemption ought to end. The 
fact is when he has dependents in his family he can get a 
further deduction, and that means if he has four children he 
ean have $4,100 of income before he pays a cent of direct 
taxes, and if he happens to have an income of $1,000 or more 
above that amount, he ought to pay that tax, and it ought not 
to be reduced, because he is one of the men who, as a rule, 
does not pass the tax on. If you are going to help the man 
who gets $1,000 of income or $700 or $800 of income, you must 
see to it that these indirect taxes are not too great. They can 
prate all they want about sticking the rich man and trying to 
help the little man, but all the tax a little man pays is indi- 
rect, and everything we do in passing this law that increases 
the amount of indirect taxes bears down heavily on that man, 
whether he is a wage earner or farmer, or whatever he is. 

The great body of laborers do not pay any direct taxes. 
They come within this exemption of $2,500. The great ma- 
jority of skilled mechanics even come under $2,500 a year. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I would rather not just at this point. The 
clerks in the stores, as a rule, get less than that, and you can 
go on down the line of the workers. They are not in the class 
that pay direct taxes, and the only interest they have is in the 
amount of indirect taxes that are passed on to them, and if we 
are going to keep in mind those small earners we ought to con- 
sider carefully what we do here and see to what extent taxes 
are going to be passed on for them to pay. 

In North Dakota very few farmers pay a direct income tax. 
We only pay in North Dakota 75 cents per capita in direct 
income taxes, so it is only a small sprinkling that pay any 
direct taxes at all. I do not think there is one farmer in 12 
townships on an average that pays an income tax. In 1922 I 
knew of one farmer who paid an income tax in my home 
county, but I do not think there were any in that county last 
year. Now I ask you—take the State of my friend from 
Arkansas, which only pays an average of 1.07 per capita. In 
South Carolina 74 cents, and I might go on with the data as 
to other States which indicate that the great bulk of the 
farmers throughout the Union are not now paying a direct 
income tax. Their great interest is in seeing a scientific system 
adopted by Congress which will, as far as possible, not permit 
the tax to be passed on to them to pay. 

As between the Garner plan and the Frear plan in that 
respect I think the Frear plan is preferable, and I want to 
testify also that Mr. FREAR is consistent in his advocacy of high 
surtaxes, because he voted last week for the amendment to the 
Constitution to give Congress power to tax the so-called tax 
exempts. But as between those plans and the plan recom- 
mended by our Committee on Ways and Means, I do not think 
there is any comparison at all, because they are excusing a 
very large number of salaried men, reducing their taxes, who 
for the most part do not pass the tax on. And then they are 
holding up the rates in the high brackets of men who either 
do not pay a tax at all or else pay it and then pass it on and 
make the mechanics and the laborers and the farmers pay it. 
The Garner plan is unscientific and, if enacted, will be oppres- 
sive to the people of small incomes. It will also put the Treas- 
ury on the rocks. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes. 
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Mr. WURZBACH. I understand that less than 4,000,000 
men pay a direct income tax. Following along the line of the 
gontleman's argument, there are over 100,000,000 of people in 
this country who are not directly affected by the direct income 
tax. Multiply the three million by five, so as to cover the 
families of the direct income-tax payers, and you have at least 
85 per cent of the American people that are not directly 
affected by an income tax at all. 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes; and those are the men that we ought to 
have in mind when we pass an income tax revision law, be- 
cause they are the most in need. 

Mr. WURZBACH. And this 85 per cent are affected by high 
surtaxes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes; they are the ones we ought to have in 
mind. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Eighty-five per cent of the people are not 
affected by a direct income tax but are affected by the high 


surtax. 

Mr. YOUNG. The gentleman is correct. 

I have already given you figures to show the returns to the 
United States Treasury from the high surtaxes ħave been di- 
minishing from year to year, dropping in six years from 67 
per cent down to 23 per cent. 

Here is another significant fact: There was almost as much 
money collected from surtaxes in 1913 under a maximum surtax 
of 10 per cent as there was in 1921 with a maximum surtax of 
65 per cent. That is a very significant fact. The 1913 law was 
a law prepared largely by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Hutt] while the Democratic Party was in control. 

Now, on this question of the tax-exempt securities of course 
there would be no hesitation upon the part of the Members of 
this House going ahead and preparing a progressive tax all the 
way through, including the big incomes, if they could be col- 
lected, if this Congress had the power not only to write the 
law but to enforce it; that is to say, had the constitutional 
power to do it. When Mr. Hill, the empire builder of the 
Northwest, died he left a very large property to his wife and 
children. Later they got into litigation, and in the court 
proceedings in St. Paul Louis N. Hill testified that when his 
father died all of the estate, or practically all, was what you 
might call in productive industry. He converted his mother’s 
shure into tax-exempt securities and told the court that thereby 
he doubled Mrs. Hill's income, but with great loss, of course, 
to the United States Treasury. I think that is a very good 
illustration of the fact that this Congress has not the power to 
write the rates and then collect them or provide for higher 
surtaxes and then collect them. 

The case of William Rockefeller is also in point. One would 
hardly have supposed that he would withdraw his money from 
an industry like Standard Oil, reputed to be such a big money 
maker, but when he passed away it was found that Mr. Rocke- 
feller had $7,000,000 invested in Standard Oll and over $40,- 
000,000 in tax-exempt securities. These are significant facts, 
and I do not think we ought to shut our eyes to them in writ- 
ing this law. It is no time to play politics. 

Mr, Chairman, perhaps I should not have said that the only 
interest of the indirect-tax payers is in the amount of indirect 
taxes passed on to them. They have a tremendous interest in 
the quickening of business. The Mellon plan if enacted will 
bring about a healthy development of productive enterprise, 
which in turn will bring steady employment for everyone and 
better markets for farmers and others. 

Mr. Garner wants to know, if England can pass a surtax law 
which can be enforced, why we can not. The Parliament of 
England has unlimited power. They have no written Constitu- 
tion in England. Parliament has the power to pass any kind 
of tax law and enforce it. This Congress has not that power. 
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] and his friends 
refused last week to help us get that power by passing a joint 
resolution to propose a constitutional amendment to do away 
with tax-exempt securities. Having done so, it is now the 
rankest hypocrisy for them to put up a howl against the rich 
man and then make a gesture toward trying to make him pay 
a high surtax. Š 

There is a worse thing that a man can do than put his money 
into tax-exempt securities, to my mind, and that is to keep it 
and then charge enough extra on what he sells or what he is 
doing; loaning money, for instance, to pay the tax. That is 
passing on the tax to somebody else. 

Mr. STEVENSON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. For a brief question. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Is it not possible to impose an inheritance 
tax on an estate regardless of the fact that the estate consists 
of tax-exempt securities? If so, would not that reach the Rocke- 
fellers and various other large estates? Is it not a fact that 


that can be done, and has not the Supreme Court of the United 
States so held? 

Mr. YOUNG. I do not know as to that. I should say offi- 
hand that Congress would have the power to impose that tax, 
and it is up to this Congress to say what they will do in that 
direction. At best it would be slow and go only part way. 

T am trying to see what happens to us when they pass the tax 
on for us to pay. Take the question of interest. In North 
Dakota, as I mentioned here a few days ago, only one-seventh 
of the loans are made by the Federal farm-loan banks. About 
six out of every seven of the loans must be obtained through 
private sources. When you get into these surtaxes the men who 
are paying in the middle and higher surtax brackets can not 
afford to invest any money in North Dakota mortgages. They 
can get a very much better return out of tax-exempt securities, 
and so a large number of people who would otherwise be inter- 
ested in buying those North Dakota mortgages or mortgages in 


.| other States are out of the field; they are not competing for 


them; they are not doing anything to bring down the rates. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 
five minutes more. 

Mr. YOUNG, The number that can afford to invest in those 
mortgages is restricted for the reason I mentioned. That means 
that not only are rates going up but there is a very great 
scarcity of money there for the renewing of loans. It has made 
higher rates of interest for farmers to pay in North Dakota and, 
I doubt not, in many of the other States in the West. 

I think those from the cities will find the same thing hap- 
pening. The opportunities to borrow money with which to 
build houses are not quite as they used to be. There are not 
so many people who can afford to invest in that sort of 
security as against the rates that they can get from tax- 
exempt securities. Therefore, it means higher rents and it 
means higher living. costs. 

One purpose of this bill is to divert a large amount of 
money now available for tax-exempt loans to counties and 
cities and school districts into other channels, and one of the 
very best things that will accrue to the Nation, I think, 
on that account is to reduce the extravagance of the States 
and the counties, the citles and the school districts, I can 
remember the time when it was considered a badge of honor 
for a small town to be able to borrow money. There was a 
great deal of crowing about it. Usually it meant months and 
months of negotiation, and the fixing up of their papers took 
a long time. Finally, if they got the money, they considered 
they had done something worth boasting about in the local 
papers. Any public corporation, whether a school district, a 
city, or county, can now get money on any kind of a propo- 
sition. They will eyen loan it on ditch bonds and small issues 
for paving streets, and small issues of one kind and another 
for local and minor improvements. All this tends toward 
extravagance. Our own State of North Dakota when I came 
to Congress owed about $600,000. We now owe $17,000,000, 
aat is in addition to what is owing by the counties and the 
cities. 

This is the second tax-reduction measure that has been 
introduced during what might be called the Harding-Coolidge 
administration as the result of our successful tariff and 
income tax revision laws coupled with commendable economy. 
We took off something like $900,000,000 of excise duties some- 
thing over two years ago beside reducing income-tax rates, 
and in this bill are making still further reductions. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes. 

Mr. MURPHY. The gentleman is a member of this com- 
mittee and is familiar with the schedules. Would the gentle- 
man object to making a statement as to whether there will 
be sufficient revenues to take care of an adjusted-compensation 
measure? 

Mr. YOUNG. So far as I know, if this Congress wants to 
pass a bonus law, it will be able to find the money to pay it. 
So far as I know, there has been no studied effort on the part 
of this committee to use up all of the money so that there will 
not be any money to use for any other governmental purpose. 

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the gentleman, and I assure him 
that I have a serious purpose in asking that question. 

Mr. YOUNG. The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
Byrnes] and some others have been anxious to make it appear 
that Secretary Mellon made a mistake in estimating the reve- 
nues when the bonus bill was before Congress. A complete 
answer has been given to that. It might be well to recall the 
gentleman himself [Mr. Byrnes] and all on his side of the 
House made some wild predictions when the Fordney bill was 
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before Congress, They said it would be found to be prohibitive 
and that practically no revenues would be collected from it, 
and that it would crucify our foreign trade. We now find 
that it brings in almost twice as much revenue as the Under- 
wood law, and our exports and imports have never been as 
great in the history of the Nation. 

They also claim the preparation of a revenue bill in the 
Treasury Department is without precedent. At least one such 
bill was prepared there during the last Democratic administra- 
tion to my own knowledge. Secretary of the Treasury Walker, 
a Democrat, not only prepared a tariff law, but it was passed 
and has always been known as the Walker law. 

I do not, however, blame the Democrats for attacking every- 
body and everything during this debate, because it is easy to 
appreciate how anxious they must be to divert attention from 
their inconsistency and even hypocrisy in voting last week to 
prevent Congress from obtaining constitutional power to force 
the collection of high surtaxes and this week making a parade 
of their willingness and determination to write high surtaxes 
into the law. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Kearns]. 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. Chairman, there are a great many sub- 
jects of taxation covered in this bill. Most of them are not 
controverted. The income-tax rates of this proposed legislation 
are for the most part the debatable features. The question of 
Federal rates of taxation on personal incomes has created 
wider discussion than has any proposal that has been sub- 
mitted to Congress since the question of our entrance into the 
League of Nations was settled at the November election in 
1920. 

In November, 1923, Secretary of the Treasury Mellon, with 
the approval of President Coolidge, submitted to Congress a 
letter in which he advised a reduction in tax rates on all 
incomes that are now subject to taxation by the Federal Goy- 
ernment. In this letter he set forth a schedule of rates that 
each income from the lowest to the highest should pay. This 
proposal was given wide publicity, and I think I am safe in 
saying that it met practically the unanimous approval of the 
people in every section of the United States. So popular was 
this proposed tax reduction that Mr. Mellon and Mr. Coolidge 
were receiving congratulations by letter and by wire from the 
people of this Nation, who were seeing for the first time since 
the war an avenue of escape from burdensome war taxation 
and prices. So fast were these men growing in public favor 
that a few politicians, both in and out of Congress, felt that 
something had to be done to head off this growing sentiment 
in their favor, and from that moment on these few men have 
been attempting to head off if not entirely stifle this popularity. 
To do this they must discredit this tax plan of Mr. Mellon and 
Mr. Coolidge. 

This administration plan of tax reduction was one based on 
a scientific revision—a revision that meant a benefit to every 
man, woman, and child in the United States. But notwith- 
standing this those who sought to discredit the administration 
prepared a tax bill which has been introduced in opposition to 
the Mellon plan. This opposition bill would lower the taxes on 
small incomes, without any thought of a benefit to anyone 
except the taxpayer himself, and would leave with but little 
reduction the high taxes that are now imposed on the income 
derived from capital that is invested in gainful and useful 
enterprises. 

The population of the United States is about 110,000,000. 
Of this 110,000,000, let it be borne in mind only 3,500,000 pay 
an income tax. This bill that was introduced by Mr. Garner 
of Texas in opposition to the Mellon plan of tax reduction 
would give relief only to these 3,500,000 men and women who 
pay income taxes and would leave without any relief from the 
tax burdens the 106,500,000 people who do not pay Federal 
income tax. This Garner bill was not drawn with scientific 
rules as a guide, but it is merely a reduction of the rates of 
taxation, and the reduction is placed where it can not pos- 
sibly do the whole people any good. It seeks to make a radical 
reduction in the taxes of the smaller incomes that are not for 
the most part derived from invested capital and would deny 
substantial reduction on the larger incomes that represent 
capital invested in productive enterprise. 

If tax reduction is the only thing that is sought then the 
public will not benefit by the changing of the rate of taxation. 
Men and women who have incomes that are now subject to 
taxation can well afford to pay the amounts that are now 
assessed against such incomes if only their interests are to 
be considered. But the Mellon plan has in view the propo- 


sition that every man, woman, and child in the United States 
should be benefited directly by this proposed tax revision. I 
mean by that the Mellon plan announces the policy that if 
all the people are to be benefited by tax reduction, the re- 
vision must be controlled by scientifie and well-known eco- 
nomic rules. Under the present law those who receive the large 
incomes that are derived from capital invested in useful and 
gainful enterprise are required to pay to the Government 58 
per cent of their incomes by way of income taxes; that is, of 
every dollar that is thus earned by such invested capital, the 
Government demands as its toll 58 cents. This to a great 
degree has discouraged the investment of great wealth in pro- 
ductive business, but, on the other hand, the owners of this 
wealth in many instances have sought to invest it in non- 
taxable securities of either municipality, county, State, or Na- 
tion. When thus invested neither the security nor its income 
is taxable. Therefore, the law leaves an avenue of escape 
from taxation to those of great wealth who seek to evade the 
payment of their proportionate share of the taxes. 

Mr. Mellon proposes in his bill that this tax of 58 cents of 
each dollar thus earned should be cut to 29 cents on each 
dollar, or 29 per cent of these huge incomes. He proposes 
this not for the purpose of relieving the very rich man from 
taxes, because he does not need relief. If relief was the only 
object in view, then no one should bestow his sympathy upon 
men or women who command these great incomes, because if 
58 per cent is taken they still have sufficient left for their needs. 
But the object in reducing the income tax on big incomes has 
a twofold purpose. 

First. It encourages men who control great capital to in- 
vest it in productive enterprise rather than in nontaxable 
securities, thereby giving employment to those who seek em- 
ployment in the manufacturing of useful and needful articles. 
In this way competition becomes great and to the extent of 
increased competition the cost of living will be reduced. 

Second. If an additional 29 cents out of every dollar earned 
from invested capital could be saved to the manufacturer he 
ought and would be able to sell his commodity whatever it may 
be at a cheaper price to the consuming public. 

It is quite obvious that the manufacturer carries into the 
cost of production every item of expenditure incident to the 
carrying on of his business, Some of these items of expendi- 
tures are as follows: 

Cost of raw materials, cost of labor, wear and tear on 
machinery, depreciation of property, fire insurance, other haz- 
ard insurance, interest on money invested, local and State 
taxes on real estate and personul property connected with the 
manufacturing plant and income tax. Each one of these items 
legitimately enters into the cost of producing the article, what- 
ever it is, that is being manufactured at that plant, and when 
the honest manufacturer is making up his cost of production 
upon which he bases his sale price each one of these items is 
carried into the cost in its entirety. Or, if not, just as far as 
competition will allow. It seems to me that it is a very stupid 
mind that can not see and recognize this very self-evident 
proposition. The high surtaxes are just as much a cost of pro- 
duction as any of the other items mentioned, and they are 
carried into the cost in every instance where trade will permit. 

Now, if this surtax can be materially reduced, say cut in 
half, as the Mellon plan provides, anyone can see that 110,- 
000,000 men, women, and children would be benefited by this 
decrease in the cost of producing the article. Therefore it is 
plain to be seen that the Mellon plan looks after the interests 
of all the people, while the Garner plan would only guard the 
interests of 3,500,000 men and women who are fortunate enough 
to have incomes that require them to pay an income tax. 

In view of the real facts it is only demagoguery to say that 
the Garner bill is looking after the interests of the poor class 
of people and leaving the rich where it finds them. The men 
and women who are required to pay income taxes are not en- 
titled to the sympathy of the 106,500,000 men and women who 
have not incomes requiring them to pay a Federal tax. Cut 
down the cost of production by reducing the taxes on invested 
capital and you reduce the cost of living. The high cost of 
living is the thing that is affecting every home in the United 
States to-day. 

The Members of Congress who profess to be the friends of 
the poor man and vote to keep the cost of living high are mak- 
ing a false profession, and do not let them deceive themselves 
by the thought that they are deceiving the men and women who 
are trying to escape the burden of the high cost of living. 
These Members have a chance to help them, but are refusing 
because it seems that their prejudice for the man of wealth is 
greater than their love for the great masses in America who are 
demanding that the cost of living be reduced. 
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By consulting the Congressional Directory I fina that Mr, 
Garner lives in Uvalde County, Tex. This county has a 
population of 10,769, and in this entire county only about 125 
men and women pay an income tax. Therefore, Mr. GARNER 
by his bill would relieve these 125 inhabitants of his county ofa 
part of their tax, but he refuses to do anything at all for the 
balance of the population numbering 10,644. 

I find, too, that the gentleman from Texas lives in a town 
called Uvalde. Uvalde, according to the last census, had a 
population of a little less than 4,000. Of these 4,000 men and 
women of Uvalde, all of whom, I take it, are friends of Mr. 
Garner, only about 75 of them, including himself, pay an in- 
come tax. Mr. Garner would, therefore, befriend in this in- 
stance himself and 74 of his neighbors by reducing his and 
their taxes, but he absolutely refuses to do anything that 
would relieve from the high cost of living the other 3,925 of the 
population of his own town. He would be magnanimous with 
himself and his 74 fortunate neighbors who are required to 
pay an income tax, but the gentleman would turn a face of 
flint to the other 3,925 who are clamoring for relief, and yet 
the gentleman claims that his bill is the poor man's legis- 
lation. 

I am afraid that the gentleman from Texas and the other 
Members of Congress who would follow him in his blind phi- 
losophy will find it difficult indeed to explain to the men and 
women of their communities who do not pay an income tax 
why they refused to help them by relieving big business from 
this enormous tax, thereby enabling big business to sell cheaper 
to the consuming public. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEARNS. Yes. 

Mr. MURPHY. I want to ask the gentleman this question: 
Suppose the present bill becomes a law; will the revenues then 
be sufficient to take care of an adjusted compensation measure? 

Mr. KEARNS. Mr. McCoy, of the Treasury Department, 
who prepared all of these figures for both sides, claims there 
will be more revenue produced under this bill than under the 
Garner plan. 

If in my own State of Ohio you will eliminate about 12 
counties representing big industrial centers, you will find in 
the other 76 counties there is about 1 person out of each 175 
who pays an income tax. Now, I want to inquire of the 
membership of this House who is posing as the friend of the 
poor family why is it that you seek to reduce the payment of 
taxes for this one man and let the other 174 go without any 
relief at all? You can relieve all if you will force idle capital 
into a productive business. You can force this capital into 
such enterprise if you will free it from this burdensome taxa- 
tion, and the only reason you decline to do it is because you 
are afraid that you will help the big business men of this 
country. It seems that rather than do this many men would 
stand by and see the great masses of the American people con- 
tinue to struggle under the burdensome weight of a high cost 
of living. [Applause.] 

I do not know how true it is, but I am told that there are 
something like 100 Members on the Republican side who, 
rather than help reduce the taxes on incomes that represent 
great wealth, would allow the great masses of the people still 
to suffer under the burdens of this high cost of commodities 
that has become burdensome to every man and woman who 
has not sufficient income to require them to have to pay an 
income tax. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. DICKINSON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri is recog- 
nized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani- 
mous consent to revise and extend his remarks. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I want to make the 
same request. I did not do it before. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas also asks 
unanimous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the 
Record. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, the pending 
bill, of 242 pages, has in it few items or parts about which 
there is much difference of opinion. It relates to changes in 
the administration and policy of income taxes and reduced 
rates, . 
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I believe in income taxation based on the thought that those 
having net incomes after reasonable exemption should bear 
their share of the burdens of government; that those best able 
to pay should of their abundance help to pay taxes. It is a 
part of the Constitution of the United States, and I want ít 
preserved as a part of our fundamental law. I have believed 
in surtaxes and excess-profit taxes, and I have been reluctant 
to cut too heavily, especially the large surtaxes, while an enor- 
mous debt hangs as a heavy burden upon the country. 

All civilized countries now have income tax laws, most of 
them cutting more heavily incomes for tax purposes than ours. 
I fear some persons in high positions and some of great wealth 
and favored interests desire the abandonment of the income 
tax law and desire to have a sales tax substituted. To this I 
am utterly opposed. The contention here is that the income 
taxes are paid by the consuming public. I have believed that 
it is the one tax that is least able to be shifted to the public. 
I want to see the time come when all shall pay their fair share 
of the burdens of government, when tax-exempt securities will 
cease to be issued, so that the income from all securities shall 
be taxed, and when tax evasions of all kinds will cease, and 
particularly when income taxes can not be avoided by returns 
made secret in the Treasury, as now, to the extent that dis- 
closures about tax returns and tax settlements are made a 
felony, thereby inviting false returns and false settlements, 
because there can not be disclosures under existing law. $ 

I am in favor of and would like to see in this revenue bill 
some provision for making tax returns public under proper 
safeguards. [Applause.] 

I have fayored the taxation of stock dividends when dis- 
tributed for the purpose of avoiding taxation, and I have 
hoped that a fair and proper amendment seeking to reach such 
evasions would be written into this bill. 

The outstanding feature of this bill that has attracted so 
much attention is the reduction of surtaxes. Expedition in the 
income-tax division of the Treasury in the settlement of the in- 
come-tax return controversies is desired, and I feel that pub- 
licity of returns, properly safeguarded, should be so written into 
the bill that there shall be fewer false returns. I believe that 
there would then be fewer false returns and fewer contro- 
versies and greater expedition in the handling of tax returns. 
I am told that they are still working on the 1917 returns. 

This bill was written largely on the basis of the facts found 
in 1921. I understood from statements made that the returns 
for 1922 would not be available until some time in the fall. If 
there were less secrecy and more publicity, in my judgment 
there would be greater expedition. 

It has been stated that there is a surplus in the Treasury of 
something like $320,000,000. During the last year I understood 
there had been paid by Great Britain on interest and principal 
as a part of their payment under the amortization plan, by 
which they have 60 years in which to pay their debt, $160,000,- 
000. This makes one-half of the surplus of $320,000,000. 

Mr. Chairman, when the Representatives elect came to Wash- 
ington the 1st of December they had no thought, nor did the 
country believe, that the overshadowing issue at this session 
would be the so-called Mellon plan for a reduction of surtaxes. 
It was thrust upon Congress and the country as the paramount 
issue by the most wonderful and widespread propaganda ever 
attempted, which sought to compel this Congress to yield its 
judgment and bow to the will and orders of the Secretary of 
the Treasury, by means of pressure or threats, before even 
an opportunity was had in the Committee on Ways and 
Means to consider the proposals. It was an expensive propa- 
ganda, costing probably millions of dollars. Usually issues 
come from the people, when the masses have cried aloud for 
relief from intolerable conditions and asked for legislation to 
remedy wrongs, and it was natural to believe that legislation 
would be inaugurated and sought to be passed and put into 
effect that would be helpful to the great basic industry of 
agriculture. 

The farmers had a right to believe that their problems would 
have first attention at the hands of this Congress. Big inter- 
ests and special interests had secured legislation helpful to 
them and hurtful to agriculture. A high tariff had been en- 
acted which raised the prices of everything that the farmer 
was compelled to purchase, and by reason thereof it is esti- 
mated by the American Farm Bureau Federation that a net 
loss to agriculture of over $300,000,000 in one year resulted. 
You do not seek to help him to recover from this loss by this 
measure or otherwise, but when you find a surplus in the 
Treasury, pressure is brought to bear to distribute this surplus 
to the well-to-do. 

A transportation act, at the behest of those who controlled 
the great railroads, had been enacted that raised the freight 
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rates so high that the surplus products of the farm could not 
be shipped to market with profit, because the excessive freight 
rates would eat up all possible profits. Drastic deflation had 
been thrust upon the country by those controlling its finances, 
by which credits were withdrawn and the circulating medium 
reduced in the aggregate of $3,000,000,000, producing bank- 
ruptcy and ruin. 

The manufacturers, transportation, and the great banking 
interests, having secured the legislation desired by them, were 
opposed to Congress being called together in special session to 
remedy the wrongs complained of by the great and basic indus- 
try of agriculture and by the producing and consuming public 
that was paying tribute to the favored interests. They wanted 
no interference or modification of these laws while they reaped 
the benefits of the laws enacted and written in their behalf. 

Those elected in November, 1922, were not permitted to as- 
semble until December, 1923, and were told that issues which 
came from the people would not be considered, and the Ler 
went forth that only appropriation bills would be passed in 
this presidential election year. And it was stated here on the 
floor of the House, if I recall correctly, by the leader of the 
majority, that they expected only to pass this revenue bill and 
the appropriation bills. The slow progress made evident the fact 
that they are dragging along slowly with these great supply 
measures, only two of them to date having passed eyen this 

` House, and it does look as if very little other legislation will be 
undertaken willingly by the party in control. 

The Mellon plan thrust upon this House had, it seems, a 
threefold purpose: First, taking up the time of the Congress by 
shutting off legislation that the party in control desired to be 

postponed; second, cutting in half the large surtaxes enjoyed 
2 those of enormous income; and, third, and perhaps pri- 
marily, the defeat of the soldier adjusted compensation meas- 
ure, indorsed by both of the great political parties in convention 
assembled, which had passed Congress in prior sessions and 
promised to be enacted by those in high authority. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. I will 

Mr. MURPHY. What is the gentleman’s opinion as to the 
revenues? Will they be sufficient if the plan outlined by the 
gentleman's side of the House should pass Congress, and would 
there be enough reyenue to take care of the adjusted compensa- 
tion for the soldiers? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. I am in hopes that there will 
be abundant revenues, whether the bill as written or whether 
the Garner or Democratic substitute is adopted, to meet the 
soldier adjusted compensation measure. As far as I am con- 
cerned, I want to see at this session the soldier adjusted com- 
pensation bill passed, even if one or the other of these bilis 
shall be modified, if necessary, in order to accomplish the result, 
[Applause.] I can not understand, with an overwhelming 
majority on both sides of this House in favor of the soldiers’ 
adjusted compensation bill, when both parties in convention 
assembled have pledged their faith to its enactment and when 
the last President had promised it, why it should not be passed 
by this Congress, elected after the matter had been thoroughly 
discussed in every portion of this country. I feel very strongly 
on this matter, and I would put the welfare of those who 
fought the battles of this last war above mere sordid dollars. 
[Applause.] You have taken care of every interest and every 
class, but you have not carried out the solemn promise made to 
these ex-service men. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. I Will. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I tried to elicit this information from 
another member of the committee, but I was unable to get it, 
and therefore I will ask the gentleman this question: If at the 
present time the corporations are not allowed to issue stock 
dividends which are untaxed? Is that so, that corporations can 
issue stock dividends which are untaxed? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. The Supreme Court held that 
stock-dividend issues were not subject to taxation, by a 5 to 4 
yote. The thought is that they are not now subject to taxation, 
and the committee has proceeded along the line that they were 
not, and there is no provision in this bill making them taxable. 
As far as I am concerned, I would like to see written into this 
bill—as I have desired from its inception—a provision in favor 
of the taxation of stock dividends and the matter put up directly 
to the Supreme Court. [Applause.] 

Mr. ABERNETHY, I will ask the gentleman whether there 
has been any effort on the part of the Republicans on the com- 
mittee to write such a provision into the bill? 


Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. In reply I will say that the 
majority on the committee are Republicans, as iš the majority 
on every other committee in the House, Every department of 
this Government is in the control of the majority party, and I 
will say that if such a provision is not written in the bill the re- 
sponsibility, in part at least, rests with the majority party. 
However, I will not say they are alone responsible for the fact 
that it is not so written in the bill. But I am willing to take 
the judgment of this House and, as far as I am concerned, have 
an appropriate amendment put upon the bill. I have tried to 
reasonably respond to the gentleman’s question. 

The public mind is sought to be engrossed with the thought 
that the reduction of income taxes would be reflected in the re- 
lief and prosperity to those engaged in agriculture and small 
industries. This is a mere prophecy, made by the same inter- 
ests that secured the repeal of the excise-profits tax and a 
reduction to 50 per cent of the higher surtaxes in the last Con- 
gress. The reduction in the aggregate amounted to nearly 
$550,000,000. 

Let me say here that the last expression taken in this House 
upon surtaxes, after the excess-profits tax had been repealed, 
was a reduction of the surtaxes to 50 per cent. When the bill 
came back from the Senate it contained a Senate amendment 
putting in it a 50 per cent provision, and a motion—made, I 
believe, by a Republican—to concur in the Senate amendment 
was made, and 90 Republicans yoted with the Democrats in 
order to fix it at 50 per cent. Now, without any discussion 
before the people and without any debate upon that issue, this 
plan is thrust upon the country at the beginning of this session 
in the manner with which you are fully familiar, 

Now, they come again and by unusual methods seek to cut in 
half, by a reduction of 50 per cent, the existing higher sur- 
taxes. But these people, whom they seek to influence by 
specious arguments, have only small incomes and are suffering 
from the exactions of enormous profits by favored and special 
interests. 

Let me say here, in response to this enormous and expensive 
propaganda seeking to force the hand of Congress, that I in- 
quired of the Treasury Department as to the number of people 
in my district in Missouri who were paying income tax, and I 
received the following response, based on 1921 returns—the 
latest available: 

Personal returns, 1921, by counties. 
Number of returns. 


1, 820 
For 1922 and 1923 I am sure the returns are and will be 
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much smaller. I represent an agricultural district; and when 
these changes are made, and as time runs, with the depression 
that has come to the agricultural section, fewer will pay income 
taxes and fewer make returns. When this bill is finally en- 
acted there will be fewer required to make returns and pay 
any income taxes at all. When the limit is raised from $1,000 
to $2,000 for single persons and to $3,000 for married persons 
there will be fewer returns required and there will be fewer 
income taxes to be paid. Out in my section the depression has 
been so great and the prices so enormous that they have to pay 
by reason of provisions written in the law in behalf of the fa- 
vored interests that the net incomes of that section have been 
reduced enormously. So I take it that so far as this proposed 
law is concerned, in that section and in other sections, it is 
like a battle in the clouds. There are but few to be benefited. 
They can not prosper against the enormous exactions growing 
out of laws passed in the interest of those classes who are able 
to come here and have laws in which they are interested passed 
It has been indicated that we will pass only appropriation 
bills and the Mellon bill. It has been indicated to-day that it 
will not be finally passed until perhaps June. No wonder the 
masses of the people insist that Congress shall meet in January 
after the election so that the will of the people as expressed at 
the polls may be written into laws enacted for their benefit; 
oe big business and special interests that fatten on laws help- 
ful to them, say, “No; let time cool off the passions of the 
people. Let them forget, and we will frame up issues for 
them,” forge that this is a Republic, supposed to be 
founded upon the will of the people as expressed at the polls, 
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and under our popular form of representative government the 
will of the people as expressed by ballot is entitled to be 
written in the laws that should be enacted for the relief and 
benefit of all. 

So, now, we have the Mellon plan, never discussed before the 
people, thrust upon us as a great remedial measure, and the 
great Secretary of the Treasury bids Congress to pass it as by 
him submitted and without change, and threatens this coordi- 
nate branch of the Government with a veto if the bill is 
changed. The threat is made even before the bill is considered 
in committee. Oh, what a triumph for this unusual man, if he 
can successfully dominate this body and secure all he asks, 
Not only will it be a great victory, but he will have won for 
himself and those like him great benefits. I do not believe you 
will yield to his demands, however greatly you may regard his 
ability and genius in financial matters. If you do, and then 
yield to his other demand for the defeat of the soldiers’ ad- 
justed compensation toward which his propaganda is directed, 
then your party should nominate this successful man as your 
candidate for President, and depend upon him and his allied 
interests to finance your campaign and to control the public 
mind by propaganda that will insure approval of your conduct; 
but stop and think before you, who are the Representatives 
of the people, surrender to another branch of the Government 
your right and duty and power to legislate for the benefit and 
in the interest of those whose will and ballots can terminate 
your right to legislate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri is recog- 
nized for 20 additional minutes, 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. Three years ago in November, 
1920, this administration came into power with 7,000,000 ma- 
jority to its credit and 170 majority in this House, and was 
given control of every department of Government, trusted 
as never before by popular vote, and yet, arrogant of power, 
you proceeded to enact legislation demanded by big business 
that has financed your campaigns, and you have met every de- 


mand of the special interests and bave written excessive profits 


into the Federal laws, to be paid by the toiling and the op- 
pressed masses who became impoverished and bankrupt by 
reason of their inability to reap and market the product of their 
labor and to buy the very necessities of life, the prices of which 
had been so largely enhanced by legislation, 

Your action here to-day will be noted by the masses every- 
where, to whom you are responsible. The great majority of 
1920 is gone. Your majority here is small and uncertain. 
Well may you ask the question, Is this reduction of surtaxes 
in response to a demand from the people? They believe in an 
income tax, and some, at least, here are doubtful whether any 
reduction should be made at this time. There was no such issue 
in the campaign. You have already lost favor by reductions 
heretofore made and legislation passed not in the interest of the 
masses, who became aroused and reduced your majority here as 
a rebuke because of your neglect and refusal to regard their 
needs. Be not deceived by the suggestion that the Literary 
Digest has taken a poll of the public thought. Read first the 
kind of literature or letter it has sent out and then determine 
whether you can take that expression in lieu of a vote after 
discussion before the people in open debate. 

I hold in my hand one of the letters sent out. Read it and 
note its unfair suggestions to those whom they asked to sign 
and return. The Literary Digest of February 9 states that 
approximately 15,000,000 of these letters and ballots are being 
distributed in an attempt to secure an expression of the na- 
tional will toward the Mellon plan of tax reduction. The 
ballots are on stamped return cards with carefully prepared let- 
ters with reasons suggested favorable to the Mellon plan. 
I hold in my hand a letter dated January 26 from a promi- 
nent physician of large practice in one of the large counties 
of my district, reading as follows: 


Inclosed find propaganda of which Missouri is flooded to-day. Re- 
minds me of a fellow who had a dollar with two heads—he always 
bet on heads coming up. All of the propaganda sent out that I have 
seen has been paid stuff, in fact, it seems they are expending as much 
money as adjusted compensation would cost, regardless of the merit 
of the soldiers’ adjusted compensation. The means taken to defeat 
it are a disgrace to our country. 


When the Ways and Means Committee met a majority de- 
cided to take up the administration features of the revenue 
bill, and then take up the soldiers’ adjusted compensation 


meastre and then later proceed with the policy and proposed 
reduction of rates, Later a Republican caucus was called 
and by a small majority instructed the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee majority to postpone consideration of the soldiers’ 
adjusted compensation bill until after the revenue bill was 


passed, Those who relied with confidence on the representa- 
tions made by those who came here, those who knew the senti- 
ment in this House had become discouraged and believed that 
perhaps as stated the other day, as I recall, by the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. LonewortH], the Republican majority leader, 
that nothing would be passed except the appropriations and 
revenue bill; which was giving notice to the country that no 
soldier adjusted compensation measure would be passed. It 
ought to be taken care of, and appropriate provisions be made 
therefor. But when it does come we want it speedily passed 
through the House before the revenue bill is concluded so that 
modifications, if necessary, can be made to the end that the 
promises made to the ex-service men will be carried out. God 
forbid that there should ever be another great war in this 
country, but if it comes let us conscript at least the incomes 
of wealth while the soldiers fight the wars to protect the 
property of our country. [Applause.] Let no men profiteer 
in a time of war while the youth of the land is sent to battle 
to protect them. [Applause.] 

Returning to the propaganda and Literary Digest part 
therein: Each letter with stamped return card cost 2 cents, and 
the cost of the 15,000,000 would be $300,000 in stamps alone. 
The query is at whose expense was this additional propaganda? 
Does anyone doubt that the entire propaganda cost millions ot 
dollars? Seeking to put over the Mellon proposals for surtax 
reductions and to defeat the soldier adjusted compensation bill, 
and then copies of the Literary Digest sent to each Congress- 
man to influence his vote here. If the expense of this propa- 
ganda was made to increase the circulation of the Literary 
Digest, and thereby be repaid, I fear it has lost money, unless 
some large fund somewhere has helped to bear the expense of 
this unusual propaganda. If so, it might be helpful to investi- 
gate and turn on the light, so all the people may know from 
what source the money comes and why the propaganda and 
pressure upon Congressmen with thousands and tens of thou- 
sands of letters and paid-for space in the public prints. If 
the Mellon plan of surtax reduction has such merit, why not 
trust the judgment of Congress, by a fair submission on its 
merits, rather than to flood them with letters from persons who 
never saw the bill and are unable to pass judgment on its 
merits. The ulterior motive seems to be to create sentiment 
against the soldier adjusted compensation bill by linking to- 
gether in the same propaganda arguments for the so-called 
Mellon tax-reduction plan and against the soldier adjusted com- 
pensation. If the plan has so much merit, why not submit it 
with confidence, without propaganda, to the sober judgment of 
the Representatives here, clothed with the authority and duty 
to enact into law measures that should be in the interest of all. 
It is a reflection upon this body to seek to compel action by 
any such methods as have been used in the last two months. 
Why is it necessary for such back-fire propaganda to compel 
obedience by passage without amendment of the proposed bill. 
The propaganda has not found favor—it may control a few, 
and a very few, I hope. Its great expenditure to compel by 
pressure the passage of the Mellon plan will be resented, and 
the reasonable substitute that will be offered by those opposed 
to the Mellon brackets will, I hope, be approved. In another 
body strong language has been used in denunciation of the mis- 
leading statements handed out for the purpose of misleading 
the public, and the following language is said to have been 
used in another body, as quoted in the press: 


Men of great wealth seem to have arrived at the conclusion that 
they can and that they will shape public policies, direct legislation, 
and control administration through the influence and power of money. 


The country is aroused not by reason of prejudice against 
wealth but against the conduct of those who seek by unholy 
methods to increase their wealth. 

If there is to be a reduction of surtaxes, then let the reduction 
be well distributed and let many, rather than few, be the 
beneficiaries of said reduction. It has been stated that under 
the Mellon plan one man having an income of a million dollars 
would have his taxes reduced $268,784, while 200 heads of 
families with incomes of $5,000 each—200 times $5,000 is 
$1,000,000—would have, under this plan, a reduction of $22.75 
each, or only $4,550 on $1,000,000, this distributed among 200 
families; and 400 heads of families each having an income of 
$2,500, making a total income of a million dollars, saves nothing 
under this plan. 


I submit here some tables and language taken from the 
report of the Democratic minority members of the Ways and 
Means Committee: 
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The following table shows how the income rates in the proposed 
bill affect individuals in the various States of the Union i» comparison 
with the rates to be offered by the Democrats during consideration 
of the same in the House: 


BENEFICIARIES OF THE DEMOCRATIC TAX REDUCTION PLAN AND OF THB 
MELLON PLAN BY STATES (COMPARATIVE TABLE). 


The following table of the number of persons making income-tax 
returns in 1921 is compiled from the official figures of the Treasury 
Department, contained in the Annual Report of the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue for 1921. 

It shows the total number of persons making Income-tax returns in 
each State and the number benefited more by the Democratic (Garner) 
plan than by the Mellon plan and the number benefited more by the 
Mellon plan than by the Democratic (Garner) plan iu each State. The 
totals show: . 

Democratic plan gives greater benefits than the Mellon plan to 
6,641,262. j 

The Mellon plan gives greater benefits than the Democratie plan to 
9,433. 
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I call especial attention to the figures as they relate to the 
State of Missouri. 


The minority repeat with all emphasis that a very large per cent of 
successful income taxation is in its administration, and they venture 
the opinion that if the Treasury had made one-half the effort to im- 
prove the administration that has been made merely to cut the higher 
surtaxes in half the tax situation would have been vastly improved in 
the minds of the taxpayers. The Democratic proposal, in addition, 
offers in a logical and constructive way more substantial reduction or 
relief to all of the 6,600,000 persons on the income-tax rolls, accord- 
ing to the Treasury statisties for 1921, which are the latest, than 
does the Mellon tax proposal, except as to some 10,000 of the larger 
surtax payers, 

The question of difference, therefore, is whether the Mellon pro- 
posal should be supported in order to give larger relief to these 10,000 
and much less relief to the other 6,600,000, or whether the Democratie 
or Garner proposal should be supported, with the view of giving greater 
relief to this latter number and less, although substantial, recognition 
to the 10,000. 


Mr. Chairman, in conclusion I hope, because of the merits 
contained in the Garner or Democratic substitute proposal, it 
yon be adopted in place of the so-called Mellon surtax-reduction 
plan. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker haying re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Granam of Illinois, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that committee had had under consideration the 
bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide rev- 
enue, and for other purposes, and had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr. 

Doyte, for three days, on account of important business. 
HOUR OF MEETING TO-MORROW. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the House adjourns to-day it adjourn to meet at 11 ` 
o'clock a. m. to-morrow. 5 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


GENERAL LEAVE TO PRINT. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I make the further re- 
quest for unanimous consent that all Members have five legisla- 
tive days after the vote is taken on the pending measure within 
which to extend their own remarks in the Recorp on the pend- 
ing measure. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that all Members have five legislative days after the 
vote is taken on the bill now pending thin which to extend 
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their own remarks in the Recorp on the bill. Is there objec- j| tax. According to newspaper accounts, the Pied Piper had 


tion? 

Mr. BLANTON. 
who speak? 

The SPEAKER. No; all Members of the House, Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection, and if was so ordered. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1924. 


Mr. O'CONNOR of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker, under my 
leave to print I desire to submit an observation or two and 
will then quit. The Mellon plan and the Garner plan have 
been discussed almost to the point of ad nauseam, ‘The 
Recorp is filled with speeches containing tables, estimates, 
and rates in both plans and the deductions to be made from 
them. Pelion has been piled upon Ossa. The leaders on both 
sides have apparently laid it upon each other in furious 
fashion. But, consciously or unconsciously, they are going in 
the same direction and both sides are yielding to the inexora- 
ble logic of events shaped by the master mind of this world. 
And that brings me to the observation that I want to make. 
My chapeau is off to Mr. Andrew Mellon. He ts to big business 
and the financial world what Alexander, Cesar, and Napoleon 
and all the lesser lights of their class thrown together are to 
the military past history of the world. Within three or four 
years he will have accomplished an exploit that ought to send 
his name ringing down the ages, at any rate as long as 
shrewdness, cunning, wonderful financial ability, and the 
very rare power to intellectually confuse, subdue, conquer, and 
then relentlessly drive to the accomplishment of a plan that 
a Nation does not want, may be regarded as the high qualities 
that ought to be venerated by an admiring people. It will 
not be surprising if the people do not reverence this modern 
Midas, for they have a habit of exalting those who plunder 
them and drive them to the shambles. 

And such an attitude will only be in line with the thought 
of Gibbons in his Immortal Decline and Fall of the Roman 
Empire somewhat cynically expressed, but as true to-day 
as when written; just so long as mankind continues to be- 
stow more praise upon their destroyers than upon their bene- 
factors will the thirst for military glory ever be the vice 
of the most exalted characters. And the multitude might 
just as well learn now that the Secretary of the Treasury is 
going to see that they take a patriotic, political interest in 
their country by paying the expense of running the Govern- 
ment and operating a country in which most of them have a 
chance to make a bare living. That governmental idea and 
fallacious economic theory of ability to pay is sheer bunk 
to him, and leads to the intolerable tax results of a relatively 
few rich people paying the expenses of government, with all 
of the fatally mischievous psychological consequences. Oh, 
no—the special interests and favored sons and daughters of 
fortune are enjoying sufficient, if not too much, in the way 
of privilege—they are to be stripped of the exclusive privi- 
lege of paying for > Government that protects them and 
their riches and must share this blessing with the mass of 
their countrymen, because it is an inalienable right and a 
sacred duty which no man or set of men should deny to the 
hewers of wood and the drawers of water. This is soon to 
be a Nation of patriots, because each and every one will pay 
a sales tax and no taxpayer can be a slacker. I thought I 
saw a sardonic grin and an amused cynical sneer on the face 
of a speaker who adroſtly put that prognostication over the 
other day. I am not going to indulge in that twaddle and 
balderdash about speaking “more in sorrow than in anger.” 
I am speaking in sheer admiration of one whose views I op- 
pose, but whose generalship and strategy I am compelled to 
admire. Once more, Mr. Mellon, before I proceed with my 
remarks—mny Kelly—* bedon "—is off to you. 

All of the great generals, military leaders, and strategists 
had to subdne their resisting enemy and wade through slaughter 
and seas of blood in order to secure their desired objectives and 
martial immortality, and by the way left smoldering resent- 
ments behind their victories that finally overtook and over- 
whelmed them and taid them lew in the grave of defeat and 
disaster. But not so with Mellon, the great political and finan- 
cial strategist, who conquers men's minds by subtlety of ap- 
peal to sagacious self-interest never paralleled before in the his- 
tory of this globe. My hat off to Mellon, because I can not help 
but admire slick work. Yea, that is the word“ slick.” 

Let us see what the Mellon plan really is. It is just as clear 
to me as the rhetorical noonday sun, which orators have ap- 
parently given a rest during recent days, and whieh I am 
determined to give another chance. He is driving on calmly, 
coolly, philosophically, untiringly to his goal, and that is a sales 


Mr. Speaker, does that confine it to those 


nothing on him. And a great many people in this country who 
are apparently against the sales tax constitute a large part of 
his shouting legions. How do I figure it? Easy enough. One 
does not have to reach the sunset of life nor have mystical lore 
to see the coming events that cast their shadows before. The 
Mellon plan of tax reduction was designed to appeal to the Fed- 
eral income-tax payers throughout the United States to save a 
little or big jack.“ Whatever surplus there may be, of course, 
will be wiped out and any thought of a surplus for succeeding 
years is prevented by this plan. 

The Garner plan is more appealing in this direction to 
the populace, but I do not think it is disturbing Mr. Mellon 
one jot, because the Garner plan will just as successfully 
make for the next step and work out his big scheme as ex- 
peditiously as his own reduction plan. What is that step? 
The multitude seem to think that Mellon is against an ad- 
justed compensation bill. Of course, he would be if it pre- 
vented his tax reduction plan going into operation, or if he 
thought it was going to cost his group any money. But he 
knows that it will not interfere and that it will have to 
carry its own financial program and solution which means 
a limited sales tax and he will yell for it, if necessary—that is, 
apparently yell for it, though in reality he will be yelling 
for the sales tax, And mark me there will be no escape from 
it. The vast majority of the Members of Congress will vote 
for it. It will pass. It will become a law, that will estab- 
lish it as a part of our fiscal system. The next step will 
then be to make another assault upon the income-tax plan and 
supply the deficit that will be created thereby by broadening 
the base of the sales tax and enlarging its scope. In a few 
years the income tax will be as dead as Hector, sleeping on 
Mount Ida for 3,000 years, and the sales tax will be in 
full swing and operation. Instead of the well-to-do and 
those best able to pay the expense of the Gevernment doing 
So, the full expense will be spread over the entire population. 
Whether or not that will prove a blessing or curse will de- 
velop in time. There is one consolation—if it prove a great 
curse the people will rise up in their wrath and ditch it. 
But the point that I want to stress and which evokes my 
admiration is that Mr. Mellon, greatest of all political and 
financial strategists and wizards, has constructed a road over 
which both contending parties have to march almost in paral- 
lel ranks and columns. Led on by a shouting multitude of 
wise men who at the moment perhaps do not want a sales 
tax, we are all inevitably and inescapably marching under the 
masterful and resistless direction of Andrew Mellon for a 
time at least te the end that he and his group have in view. 

Yes, my friends, my hat, my chapeau, is off to this unrivaled 
magician and genius, who is worthy of anyone's admiration 
even while that one is struggling to express a political hos- 
tility which he knows is futile, for while voting for rates not 
desired by him I know [ am unwillingly furthering the real 
end desired by Mr. Mellon—the sales-tax plan—even though I 
vote against that plan should I be a Member of Congress when 
it is submitted. I bow and take off my hat, Secretary Mellon; 
you are some financier and strategist. Every step Congress has 
taken apparently favors his plan. I regret to say I believe the 
defeat of the proposed amendment looking to the taxation of 
the income of tax-exempt securities instead of retarding has 
accelerated the movement which he has in mind for a general 
Sales tax; nor can a veto by the President of any revenue 
measure we enact alter the situation. The clamor would only 
become more insistently furious for a reduction. It would be- 
come an uproar. Yes; Mr. Mellon is clearly on his way to the 
greatest fiscal victory in financial history; nor can any deficit 
o any more than facilitate the march of this conquering money 

ero. 

I referred to the wise men who are leading and driving us 
on, net by way of sarcasm or irony, for in a multitude of 
counsel there is much wisdom; at least so it is said; and in 
shouting for the reduction planned by Mellon, they may be 
building more wisely than I know. Time alone and the opera- 
tion of the sales tax, which apparently is just as certain as to- 
morrow's sun, alone can tell. The intellectual adroitness of 
the Secretary’s maneuvering lies partially in the position that 
his group can take, if the masses murmur against the sales tax, 
that it is the Legion and the adjusted compensation that are to 
blame, and in that way incense the wage earners and salaried 
people against our soldier boys. 

But there is many a slip twixt the cup and the lip and the 
“wisest plans of men and mice aft gang aglee”—they will 
succeed. I think, in displacing the income tax with the sales 
tax, though I hope not. But who can tell what monster this 
Frankenstein will create, for the very effect they will achieve 
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will become a cause—of what? Whither goest thou? No 
answer. For who can tell? 

One more word, as all orators have had it for many years, 
and I will close. I am for the adjusted compensation and will 
support it, even if financed with a limited sales tax, the most 
noxious decoction from present viewpoint I will have ever had 
to swallow. Separate and apart from justice to our soldiers, 
I wotld deem it anathema, but its damnable poison will be 
neutralized to an extent by association with an act of justice 
which can not longer be delayed without becoming the lasting 
shame and eternal disgrace of what we have always thought 
was a grateful people. 

But my monition—gird your loins and don your armor ye 
champions of the income-tax system and ye opponents of the 
general tax for the greatest battle in your lives and against the 
most powerful foe you ever encountered—privilege, vast wealth, 
corporate greed—reactionism, supported by big guns that un- 
limited capital has in every journalistic stronghold and lit- 
erary fortress and citadel that money commands. 

But in the meantime my chapeau is off to Monsieur Mellon— 
smooth, skillful, slick. On some other occasion I will rise 
from the bleachers and as Colonel Crayfish, a fictitious 
Louisiana Creole gubernatorial candidate, would say, Pay 
my respects and submit my observations in regards to propa- 
ganda and propagandists in a few well-chosen remarks.” 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, weeks before Congress convened 
Members of Congress were flooded with propaganda letters 
urging them to vote for the Mellon plan of tax reduction. 
These letters were inspired by the great corporations that were 
seeking a reduction in surtaxes—men of millions practically 
compelling their unwilling employees to join them in their de- 
mands on Congress when they did not really know on what 
basis Secretary Mellon proposed to reduce taxes or whose taxes 
he proposed to reduce. These same great corporations that 
have by reason of a mere majority decision of the Supreme 
Court escaped taxation on stock dividends under the present 
law are now attempting with the aid of Andrew W. Mellon 
and cohorts to choke down the throats of this membership this 
so-called scientific measure that would further pauperize the 
farmer, that would make the poor poorer and the rich richer, 
It may be “scientific,” as viewed by high financiers like Mr. 
Mellon, and I believe that the majority of this House do con- 
sider it “ scientific” robbery of the small taxpayer for the ben- 
efit of the few millionaire taxpayers. 

Our Republican friends are asking us to vote for the Mellon 
plan, a plan which has been devised by the second richest 
man in the world, and would cut from his own personal taxes 
$400,000 a year and would relieve other great interests of their 
just share of the tax burden, and therefore make the load of 
the poor man even greater. They are asking me to vote for 
a proposition which proposes to cut 50 per cent from the taxes 
of the fellows who were relieved by the last Republican Con- 
gress of over $500,000,000 a year in taxes. Mr. Mellon is not 
only asking us to vote for this measure, he is demanding that 
we do so, and he has the full support of President Coolidge in 
this respect. The leaders of the Republican Congress appre- 
ciate fully the significance of this proposal, as they know they 
must have money for the approaching campaign and they 
expect these same great interests to supply it. We imagine 
we can hear them saying to our Republican friends now, “ No 
cut in our taxes, no money for your next campaign,” for these 
are the birds who furnish the dough—Mr. Wrigley, of chewing- 
gum fame, Mr. Doheny, of oil ill fame, and others we might 
mention. 

I contend that it is not the Mellon plan that the people are 
so much concerned about. It is tax reduction they desire, and 
they do not care by what plan, so long as it is just and equl- 
table and their burden is made lighter. I favor tax reductions 
all along the line. There will be a tax-reduction bill of this 
character passed by this House. I shall vote for the Demo- 
cratic bill, not because it is a Democratic proposal but because 
it does afford the greatest relief to the greatest number and be- 
cause it is just and equitable. But to-day there is no Mellon plan. 
That plan was submitted weeks ago. Our President has stated 
that he would veto any bill that differed materially from the 
Mellon idea of tax reduction; but that was before we had heard 
of the Garner plan, a plan that makes a just cut in the taxes 
of all; that also helps the little fellow, who needs help. Why, 
my colleagues, in 1921 a total of 172,519 persons in Missouri 
filed income-tax statements. The Garner plan would relieve 
172,350 of these individuals, while the so-called Mellon plan 
would relieve but 169 of the very wealthiest men in my State. 
My people sent me here to represent them and, so help me God, 
I am going to try to do it; and my idea of serving my people is 
that I should vote for those measures that will do “ the greatest 
good to the greatest number.” The Treasury actuary appearing 


before the Ways and Means Committee has compared both 
plans. He does not guess. He knows what he is talking about, 
and his statement is that under the Garner plan the Treasury 
will be over a hundred million dollars better off than under the 
so-called Mellon plan. 

My kind of people get under the Democratic plan the desired 
relief, tax reduction; also that which two-thirds of the Mem- 
bers of this House promised to the ex-service men, adjusted 
compensation, and which I personally promised to help them 
get and which my Republican friends on the other side of this 
House promised to help them get. I ask you candidly, Republi- 
cans, What are you going to do? You fooled these boys once, 
Remember these are the fellows who fought for you, who fought 
to save this country for democracy, who took the chance of 
meeting their Maker when they went over the top for $1 a day, 
while the interests were accumulating these vast fortunes. 
What are you going to do about this? Do you think you can lie 
to them the next time? Do you think they will be foolish 
enough to believe you if you do? Well, I do not; and I advise 
you to think well over this matter before you vote for the so- 
called Mellon plan, which relieves only the immensely rich and 
which the President, your steering committee, and leaders 
candidly tell you will not provide for the payment of a soldiers’ 
bonus. After the war every special interest in this country, 
except the ex-service men, had their claims adjusted in such a 
way as to get some four or five billion dollars out of the Treas- 
ury. The railroads got a couple of billion; war contractors got 
many millions; mining interests got other millions, and I ean not 
understand now why the ex-service men, who went to war, 
should not have some adjusted compensation along with the 
large interests of this country. If the railroads and other inter- 
ests mentioned will return their cash adjustments to the 
Treasury I might be willing then to vote against the adjusted 
compensation bill, but only on this condition. Do not be fooled 
by these so-called leaders. Think for yourselves. The so-called 
Mellon plan will materially reduce the taxes of all extremely 
wealthy men and grant only small reductions to men with small 
incomes, but I suppose they are attempting to preserve for the 
public harmony of expression in writing a tax bill which is a 
noble and altruistic thing for them to attempt—large incomes, 
large reductions; small incomes, small reductions. From a 
Republican viewpoint this no doubt seems logical and about 
all they think the public is entitled to in a tax bill But 
why worry about the Mellon plan? It is doomed. His baby is 
dead, These leaders have killed it themselves, and it is but a 
few days more when, with the aid of thoughtful, high-minded 
progressive Republicans who refuse to be fooled, we will bury it. 

Mr. PEAVEY. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, love, to use a 
homely expression, has been diagnosed by some philosophers as 
“an itching of the heart that can not be scratched.” The desire 
for tax reduction is just the same character of disease. “ It can 
not be appeased.” Everyone is for tax reduction, including the 
Members of Congress. This being true, it would naturally 
appear to follow that there was no justification for the tre- 
mendous and expensive campaign of propaganda for the Mel- 
lon tax plan. Of whatever else one may accuse the captains 
of industry and their legal representatives, no sane person 
will ever charge them with being dense, dull-witted, or slug- 
gish in matters pertaining to the expenditures of money, par- 
ticularly when it happens to be their money, and the purpose 
is as onerous as that of the payment of taxes. 

The one great question before Congress and the people in this 
tax-reduction program is, Who is to be given the benefit and in 
what proportion? The bill tendered Congress by Secretary Mel- 
lon is, in my opinion, drawn clearly and selfishly in the interest 
of those who are best able to pay taxes; that is, those with large 
incomes. To be sure, those of moderate incomes, say, $3,000 to 
$10,000 per year, are given a small slice, but it is about the thick- 
ness of those served at a chureh social, while the great mass of 
people who receive $3,000 per year or less are thrown a few 
crumbs in the form of the repeal of some of the so-called 
nuisance taxes. 

Mr. Mellon’s tax plan is, in my judgment, a rich man’s bill 
begotten by wealth in the interest of the rich. Its only 
justification is to be taken from the words of our illustrious 
President when in his New York speech he flatly if not ab- 
jectly admitted that the men of great wealth were evading 
their taxes, and that the generous provisions of the Mellon 
bill might coax them to “come in.” The President in his 
New York address in asking that the public support the Mellon 
tax-reduction plan is quoted as saying: 


It is not because I wish to relieve the wealth, but because I wish 
to relieve the country, in explaining that too bigh an income surtax 
was gradually making it impossible to collect anything at all from 
persons of great wealth. 
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I, as one Member of Congress, and a new one at that, deplore 
the fact that a situation cam arise where the President of 
this great Republic of ours must in the interest of the people 
publicly indorse and support a tax bill that offers as its 
greatest appeal and justification that it may coax the persons 
of wealth to pay their taxes, Think. of it, my colleagues, the 
Government of Washington, Jefferson, and Lincoln reduced 
to the abject. position of coaxing the owners of wealth to pay 
their taxes. 

It is a significant fact that while the President and his 
Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, find themselves in. the 
lamentable position of being unable to collect the taxes from 
persons of great wealth, due to loopholes in and evasions of 
the present law, Secretary Mellon’s bill does not propose a 
single remedy to stop or prevent these disreputable practices. 
Congressman Fnnan's amendments contain four comprehensive 
proposals to make the rich pay in the same proportion as the 
poor. 

First. An amendment to take the income from tax-free se- 
curities. 

Second. An excess-profits tax to stop profiteering. 

Third. A tax on undistributed profits. 

Fourth. An amendment to give publicity to all Federal tax 
records similar to the State law in effect in Wisconsin to-day. 

Will the supporters of the Mellon plan vote for the Frear 
proposals to relieve for all future time the Government and the 
Secretary of the Treasury from the abject position of having 
to, by favored legislation, coax the persons of great wealth to 
pay their taxes? 

That is why I want the Frear proposals in tax reduction, 
beeause the little income-tax payers, like those who live in my 
district, pay their taxes, 

It is not necessary to coax people like the doctors, lawyers, 
bankers, salaried men, smal] business men, and some farmers to 
pay their taxes, they do it as a matter of duty, and should some 
few of them care to do so, they are not allowed to evade the law. 

It must be said, in defense of Secretary Mellon, that he would, 
in the provisions of his tax bill, meet this deplorable situation 
im part by legalizing the wrongful retention of 50 per cent of 
the surtaxes now being withheld entirely. But what a condi- 
tion for the country to face. What will the people think? Why, 
I. know a man in my district right now that faces 18 months in 
Leavenworth because he owes the Government $500 that he 
collected in theater admission taxes, and incident to the de- 
pression and deflation period of 1921 and 1922 this man went 
broke and has not the means with which to pay what he owes. 
His is not an isolated case, 

F shall not complicate this record by discussing the technical 
phases of this bill. I am content to trust such students of taxa- 


tion as my colleague, Mr. Frrar of Wisconsin, whose able 


amendments to the Mellon bill I intend to support. Failing in 
their adoption, my able colleague across the aisle, Mr. GARNER, 
has some Demoeratic ideas on taxation in the form of a bill 
that will, as a next choice, meet with my approval. 

As a Republican coming from an overwhelming Republican 
district I would, as a matter of preference, vote for and sup- 
port a Republican tax measure, but knowing my people as I 
do I feel quite certain that they would never forgive me were 
I to support Mr. Mellon’s tax bill, which, on best figures ob- 
tainable, benefits directly less than one-half of 1 per cent of 
the people in my district, while the amendments offered by Mr. 
Frear, or those contained in the Garner bill, would benefit 
them all directly through the tax reduction offered people of 
moderate incomes of, say, three to ten thousand dollars per 
year, and those receiving less than this amount would be ben- 
efited by the increased prosperity afforded by those receiving 
the reduction, putting this saving immediately into productive 
channels of commerce and trade. 

Mr. Chairman, the people of my district are poor people for 
the most part and I will not vote for any tax measure that does 
not benefit the class of people whom I represent as much or more 
in proportion as it benefits those large incomes. 

Out of the 148,457 income-tax payers in Wisconsin only 107 
would be benefited more under the Mellon plan than in Mr. 
Frear’s proposals as against 148,350 that will benefit should the 
Frear or Garner plan be adopted. Is there anyone so bound and 
tied in his sense of party loyalty that he would ask me to vote 
against the best interest of 148,850 people in my State as against 
those favored 107 under the Mellon plan, not one of whom, I am 
informed, lives in my district? 

There is one phase of the Mellon bill, and the flood of na- 
tional propaganda behind it, gentlemen, that would seem to 


Some Members to contain a degree of merit, and upon which | 


even I must admit its sincerity, namely, its evident purpose of 
defeating the soldiers’ adjusted compensation bill. It must be 
quite plain to most Members now that the nation-wide propa- 


ganda behind the Mellon bill was never expected by its most 
ardent supporters to pass the Mellon plan. It was designed to: 
defeat the soldiers’ past-due war compensation, and unless I 
mistake all the signs it has dismally failed of its pusillanimous 
and niggardly purpose. 

There are approximately 20,000 World War veterans in my 
district, on the best information obtainable;, 19,991 of these 
are for the passage of the adjusted compensation bill; pf the 


remaining 9, 7 of these are at present confined in the State 


hospital for the mentally incapacitated and the remaining 2 
hold highly remunerative positions in two large corporations. 
that are almost violent in their support of the Mellon plan. 
The ex-buddies of these two men have been unable to find 
other well-paying positions for these two deserters, who. have 
both written me dutifully requesting that I support Mr. Mellon's 
tax bill and oppose the bonus. Neither one of them has 
replied to my last letter. 

Mr, Speaker, when the country asked for soldiers in the 
spring of 1917 and 1918, 4,200,000 responded. Those that did 
not volunteer were taken by the scruff of the neck and 
“histed” into line: There was no talk or negotiations about 
the rate of pay. No; none whatever. The boys that came 
back, their folks, and in fact most of the good citizens up 
our way feel that it is about time the account was squared 
up, and F lay claim to being a good citizen myself. I want 
to see the debt paid, even though officers of the late war are 
excepted by the provisions of the act. 

The revenue act passed by the last Congress gave three- 
fourths of the reduction affected to those with large incomes, 
It left nearly all of the war or luxury taxes stand. Many 
of these articles so taxed were of a mature necessary to the 
welfare and living of the workingmen and farmers, and there- 
fore became to this extent a tax on the necessities of life. 

Any revenue bill passed at this session of Congress should 
take this strongly into consideration in its provisions: And 
this the Mellon bill plainly and uncompromisingly fails to do. 
I am therefore opposed to this Mellon bill, Mr. Chairman and 
gentlemen, and I am for the soldiers’ adjusted. compensation. 

In this connection, gentlemen, I would eall your attention 
to a historical, reference on the subject. Cæsar paid his 
soldiers, though at one time his body servants starved. 

Napoleon paid his soldiers, though it beggared him and his 
court followers at one time to do so. 

Cromwell paid his soldiers with charters of liberty and land 
estates. 

Washington paid his soldiers from the first money in the 
National Treasury and in land grants. 

Every allied Government in the late war of any importance 
has paid adjusted compensation to their fighting men. 

America still owes. 

On best figures obtainable from income-tax assessors and 
others, I do not hesitate to say there is not a single individual,, 
corporation, or firm in my district but what will benefit more 
under the Frear or Garner proposals than under the Mellon 
bill. ‘Ninety-nine and one-half per cent of all the income-tax 
payers in my district will benefit more by the Frear proposals 
than by Mr. Mellon's. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I can not and will not vote for 
this bill unless its provisions in the protection of the common 
people is secured by the adoption ef the Frear amendments. 

Failing in this, I feel I must, in the protection of the people E 
represent, vote for Mr. GARNER’S bill, not in a spirit of spite or 
in retaliation, but because Mr. GARNER’s or the Demoeratic plan 
is next to the Frear plan, the only fair measure that by its pro- 
visions is just to the people of the eleventh Wisconsin district. 

Mr. MOREHEAD. Mr. Speaker, when Congress adjourns 
and I return to my constituents with a copy of the monstrosity 
known as H. R. 6715 under my arm I must show them that I 
am not responsible for it. If it was left to me to decide, H. R. 
6715 would soon disappear in its entirety. The people are dis- 
gusted with the complications of the revenue law, and nobody 
understands it, not even the men who are in the revenue serv- 
ice, as evidenced by the large amount of money being returned 
from the United States Treasury to the taxpayers after the 
so-called experts have passed on the taxpayers’ reports. 

In place of 242 pages, as contained in H. R. 6715, one-fourth 
the amount should be sufficient for a revenue Iaw.. I believe 
the correct way should be to tell all good citizens to help them- 
selves in any legitimate enterprise, and the profits obtained 


| therefrom would be theirs to have and to hold and to use as 
their good sense and judgment would dictate to the amount 


of $10,000 or less per annum. 

A graduated tax of a sane amount from $10,000 up is correct 
in theory and just in practice and should be satisfactory to 
those who are fair and fully able to pay it, and could be written 
in a few paragraphs, 


2456 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. - FEBRUARY 14, 


Comparative table sho the total t DU rrie 
All duplications, complications, and scientific methods would Phone . port Hats jie 3 asi — poled 


a 
be abolished by me had I the opportunity. The postmasters the su od —— rates of the Mellon a 
of county-seat towns I would make tax collectors, using the amount and — of reduction ander the shove 7 —— Sane 
officers now drawing pay from the Government and relieving a 
large army of Government employees. 

For example, I take my small business affairs, and millions 
of others are in the same condition. I have never made a re- 
port of my business that I was satisfied with. My intention 
was honest, but it is too complicated. 

I receive rent, I pay rent, I pay interest, I receive interest, 
and pay insurance. Then depreciation, such as fences, resident 
improvements of all kinds, and nothing in the past verging 
on to the complications as have been thrust on a patient peo- 
ple as the present and promised revenue law. In my reports 
I presented and went over them with the internal-revenue col- 
lector, and four years after I was afflicted with a special reve- 
nue man that put in two weeks of going over my accounts, 
which I am satisfied were no nearer right when he was through 
than the reports I made. 

I will return to my constituents very much disappointed, as 
I know they will be, with the actions of this Congress concern- 
ing our revenue laws. Much simpler and much easier under- 
stood methods could be adopted for raising revenue, and it is a 
reflection on the good judgment of the lawmakers of this 
Government to put up to the people such a complicated revenue 
law as H. R. 6715 will be when completed. 

An army of more than 5,000 Government employees is con- 
stantly occupied in going over tax returns of the business men 
of the country to see if they can not find something crooked in 
their reports. In fact, under the present system of taxation, it 
appears to me, the Government is constantly waging warfare 
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The Government should be an aid to people engaged in legiti- 40,000 5,840 4, 1,300 22. 26 4, 1, 
mate business, in place of obstructing and annoying business 5 cian, 4 oe a b 1, 
people. Instead of helping, it appears to me they are trying to 43,000 6,630 5,170 1.400 22.02 rs b 
injure. Good citizens know that the Government must have 44,000 6,900 5,380 1,520 22.03 5, 1 
revenue to meet legitimate governmental expenses, and I know eS ve aon en —— 5. 5 
they are willing to pay a reasonable amount to the support of 47,000 77.750 6,020 1,730 22. 32 5 25 
organized government, but they are thoroughly disgusted with 48,000 8,040 6,240 1,800 22. 38 5, 2, 
the present methods of technical complications being thrust 288 Een 5 bent am & 2 
upon them. 51,000 8,950] 6,900] 2.00 2.90 6; 2. 
The suggestion of the Secretary of the Treasury to create a 52, 000 9, 260 7,130 2,140 n 6, 2 
revenue commission of 28 men at salaries of $10,000 each per 54,00 9,900 7,580 2.30 23.43 7 2 
year is more evidence of the extravagance of our Government 55,000} 10,20 7,810 2,40 265) 7 25 
in the expenditure of the taxpayers’ money, and will be very on 9 — ed —.— — s 2, 
unsatisfactory to the people, who are constantly losing faith in 58,000 | 11,20 83500 2.740 21.37 8, 2 
organized government, and the recent developments in our na- 59,000 | 11, 500 8,740 2) 850 24.50 8, 2 
tional methods of transferring the people’s property to the 2 nae 5 — Nee — 9 2 zu 
favored few has not tended to increase their confidence. 62,000 | 12,660 9,460 3,200 25.28 9, 2 22.01 
There is a much less expensive way to secure revenue for 63,000} 13,030 9,700 3,330 25.55 | 10,2 2 21.71 
support of the Government. The Post Office Department should — — 1 SFF 4 
be made self-supporting. A reasonable inheritance tax would be 66,000} 14,100] 10,440 3,720 28.7 11,250 2 910 20.55 
productive of a large amount of revenue, but should not be de- 67,000 | 14,550} 10,690 3,889 26.53 | 11,620 2, 930 20. 13 
structive or beyond a reasonable amount, as many States have 1 I ou 
inheritance laws. Safeguards should be used, or Federal and 70,000 | 15,740 11,40 4,300 27.31 12730 2.900 10.00 
State combined may deprive heirs of protection that is justly 71,000 | 16,150] 11,700 4,450 27.85 13,140 3,010 18.64 
due them. —.— 7 — ae —— om —— ee 3,030 18, 30 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I shall yote for the proposal 74, 000 17,400 12, 480 4,920} 228| 14,330 22070 12 84 
made by the Hon. JohN M. Garner, of Texas, which would im- 5,000 f 12,740 5,090 22.55] 14,740 3,090 17.33 
measurably benefit people in the less favored circumstances of | 8 18,70 13.0 0 aal 1.370 Buoj 6.4 
life. The payment of taxes is always an irksome task. The 78,000 19,140 13, 540 5,600 2 26 15,990 3,150 16. 46 
rendition of returns to the Government puts one in an ill frame , 000 „ 10 „700 50] 156, 420 3,170 16.18 
of mind. If we can reduce the numbers of those on the lower 8,00 25809 1,080 eee bee et ad Pace 
rungs of the social ladder who pay taxes, we will have a more 82.000 20,060 14,620 6,340 30.25. | 17,730 3, 230 15.41 
contented people. The Garner scheme enlarges the exemptions 83, 000 1,430 | 14,900 6, 530 30.47 | 18,180 3, 250 15.17 
from $1,000 to $2,000 for single people and increases the exemp- | 8 28 15.0 3.60 3.0 190% 20 14.70 
tions to $3,000 for heads of families. This will relieve many 88,000] 2,880 15,70 7120] 31.15] 19,50 3,310 14. 48 
thousands of the payment of taxes and will be a boon to the F 14.25 
country. The present rate has a normal tax of incomes up to | 8.0 480 15.0 770 fle 20,400) 380 1405 
$4,000 and 8 per cent above $8,000. The Gamit or Democratie 90,000 | 24,840 4 7,960 82.04 21,450 3,390 13.65 
plan provides for a considerable reduction in this normal tax. 91,000 | 25,350 ; 8,180 %0 3,410 13. 45 
Under it the normal taxes are 2 per cent on incomes below ee i. eee 5 4 5 
$5,000, and 4 per oar on 3 N 85,000 and 88,000, 94,000 28,900 3, 880 32.94 38, 430 3, 470 12.90 
and 6 per cent on incomes exceeding $8,000. „ à ; . , 500 
On the other hand, the scheme provides for graduated surtax 95,000 | 2 andl EE Ari ere pe dl e ed =o 
97,000 | 28,500 9, 560 33.54 | 24,930 3,570 12, 53 
scale beginning on 1 per cent on incomes of $12,000 ang $14,000 8, 000 29, 040 10000 8 87 25, 490 3,610 12.43 
up to a maximum of 44 per cent on incomes exceeding $92,000. 103.000 28.10 10,300 A7 2,80 3.710 2 


I herewith submit tables of comparison between the Garner tax 
plan and the plan of Mr. Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury: 
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26,000-$10,000_.. 
£10,000-$12,000. 
$12,000-$14,000. 
$£14,000-$16,000. . 
$£16,000-218,000.. 


000 and over. 


000-£96 000. 

000-808 
298, 

000-8200, 000 
$200, 
a — §— 


Democratic surtaw rates, 
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Per cent reduction in Garner and Mellon tar plan. 


cent. 

25,000 . . $100.00] $75.00] 40.00 28.00 60. 00 
$10,000.. ---| _ 620.00]  360.00| 240.00 30.76 53. 84 
$20,000 1,720.00 | 1,260.00 | 1,040.00] 26.74 39. 53 
$30,000 3,520.00 2,680.00 2,340.00] 24.43 30.68 
$40,000 5,840.00 | 4,540.00 | 4,140. 00 22.26 29. 10 
$50,000 8,640.00 | 6,680.00 | 6,440.00] 22.68 25. 46 
$60,000. 11,940.00 | 8,980.00 | 9,240.00 | 24.79 22.61 
$70,000. 15, 740.00 | 11,640.00 | 12,750.00 | 26. 04 18.90 
880,000 20,040. 00 | 14,080. 00 | 16,850.00 | 20.74 15.91 
5000 24,840. 00 | 16,880.00 | 21,450.00 | 32.04 13.64 
$100,000... 30; 140. 00 | 19,940. 00 | 26,430.00 | 33. 84 12.30 
000 86,640.00 | 52,740.00 | 76,430.00 | 89.12 11.78 


The raising of individual exemptions to $2,000 for single per- 
sons and $3,000 for heads of families will result in losses of 
taxes of between $40,000,000 and $50,000,000, but on the other 
hand 800,000 to 1,000,000 individuals who now make tax re- 
turns but pay no taxes on account of reductions allowed will no 
longer need to file returns, and these exemptions will also re- 
lieve 1,646,000 laborers, farmers, and merchants whose tax is 
less than $12 each. These exemptions will also relieve thou- 
sands of heads of families now in the $2,000 to $3,000 bracket. 
Furthermore, the Treasury Department will also be relieved 
of the tremendous burden of receiving, auditing, and checking 
up these returns, the cost of which is more than the income 
received. The loss in revenue aforesaid will be amply made 
up by the surtaxes. 

It has been argued that the high surtaxes going up to 44 
per cent will force capital from industry into the safe refuge 
of tax-exempt securities. This argument has, indeed, been 
overworked. It is true that considerable amounts of money 
have found their way into tax-exempt securities, but we now 
know that the field of tax-exempt securities is not spacious 
enough to hold all the capital that is assumed to have sought 
refuge there. According to the estimate of the Treasury De- 
partment, there is in existence eleven billion of wholly exempt 
Federal and State securities. Permit me at this time to quote 
from the New Republic, issue of January 23, 1924: 


In 1921, it appears from the statistics for income, at least $4,442,- 
000,000 were in the possession of corporations, leaving $6,558,000,000 
for individual ownership. Nor can it be supposed that all of this 
volume, or even a majority of it, is accessible to those who might 
desire to escape the higher surtaxes. The returns for 1922 showed 
only a little over $100,000,000 of tax exempts in all estates of $50,000 
and over which paid inheritance taxes. From this figure we may infer 
that not more than $3,000,000,000, or at most $3,500,000,000, of tax 
exempts were in estates of $50,000 and over in the year 1922. The re- 
maining $3,000,000,000 must have been widely held by persons of small 
property, most of whom were not subject to supertax at all. 

We still have $3,500,000,000 as a refuge for tax dodgers. Not nearly 
all of that sum, however, could have been acquired by persons who were 
in the $300,000-income class in 1916. * * * Such securities are 
widely held simply for their gilt-edged quality. Hardly any person in 
comfortable circumstances goes wholly without them. It would be 
astonishing if the small number of persons with very large incomes had 
succeeded in drawing to themselves over $1,000,000,000, or at most 
$1,500,000,000, of these tax exempts. 

Here, then, is an approximate measure of the accommodations exist- 
ing for tax-dodging capital. Now, if those 1,296 large incomes of 1916 
were, as Secretary Mellon assumes, recurrent incomes and not largely 
windfalls, they must have represented a huge capital. Assuming a rate 
of return of 10 per cent, the capital would have amounted to $10,000,- 
000,000. By 1921 the corresponding capital item had shrunk to $1,500,- 
000,000. Could the missing $8,500,000,000 have gone into tax exempts? 
Into $1,500,000,000 of these? Impossible. 

What became of it then? For the most part it never existed. Those 
incomes of $300,000 which were so numerous in 1916 and 1917 were 
sporadic killings. Those were the years of “ war brides.” They were 
the years when factories capable of turning out war supplies occasion- 
ally changed hands at ten times their pre-war yalue. Such opportuni- 
ties grew infrequent after we entered the war, and at present they are 
so rare that the people read for weeks about the modest $300,000 won 
by the lucky Lieutenant Wood. 8 

The supertax and tax dodgigg have had little to do with the dwin- 
dling of the class of $300,000 incomes. It follows that there is no pos- 
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sibility whatever that Secretary Mellon’s promise of greater returns 
from lower rates will be realized. If the entire volume of tax-exempt 
bonds in the hands of the supertax payers were held by those with in- 
comes above $300,000—and they are not—and if they were all replaced 
by 6 per cent taxable investments on the reduction of the supertax to 
25 per cent—and they would not be—the Treasury would recoyer only 
$65,000,000 in return for the $102,000,000 the supertax reduction 
would cost it. Not half of the $3,500,000,000 is actually in the hands 
ef this class. Nowhere near all of the tax-exempt bonds would be got 
rid of by any class, even if the supertax were reduced. It is possible 
that the Treasury might recover between $20,000,000 and $30,000,000 
out of the $102,000,000 it would sacrifice. Not more. 


Unquestionably there is a great deal of evasion of just in- 
come taxes, particularly among the high income tax classes. 
There would be less evasion if these rates were reduced. Under 
the Garner plan these rates would be reduced 44 per cent. 
Unquestionably too, the argument of the rush of the rich into 
tax-exempt securities has been exaggerated. Tax-exempt 
securities do not possess the power in aiding tax dodgers that 
is ascribed to them by the Treasury Department. ‘This alleged 
potency of tax-exempt securities to dry up the sources of in- 
dustrial capital has been the main argument for the reduction 
of surtaxes to 25 per cent. The argument is to us untenable 
and the proposals of the Treasury Department are properly 
revised by Mr. Garner and the Democratic Members of this 
House so that surtax rates shall be graduated up to 44 per 
cent. 

IN DEFENSE OF THE UNITED STATES SUPREM®B COURT. 


The attempt to tax stock dividends raises a very important 
constitutional question, I would like to say stock dividends 
tax is barred by the important decision of Wisner against 
McCumber reported in Volume 252, United States Reports, page 
189. The distinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER], 
offers an amendment which would tax a stock dividend to the 
extent of its fair market value in the same manner as a diyi- 
dend paid in money. I yield to no man in this House in my 
admiration for the wisdom of my colleague from Texas, yet 
I fear he is in error in offering this amendment in the face 
of the decision of the United States Supreme Court which de- 
clared unconstitutional that portion of revenue tax law of 
1916 which sought to tax stock dividends. 

I have the utmost respect for the United States Supreme 
Court. I may seem a bit old-fashioned in that regard. It is 
quite the custom to attack this court, particularly where the 
decisions are on a 5 to 4 basis. In fact, the decision of 
the Eisner against McCumber case was by a divided court. 
Justices White, Pitney, McReynolds, Van Devanter, and Mc- 
Kenna decided that the tax was unconstitutional, whereas 
Justices Holmes, Brandeis, Day, and Clarke held that the tax 
was constitutional. The fathers of our country well knew that 
decisions of the Supreme Court might be had where the num- 
ber of judges dissenting from would be by one less than the 
number of judges concurring in majority opinions. These good 
statesmen of our early history did not rant and rail against 
such a condition. They knew that such a possibility was in- 
herent in the situation and could not be avoided. The vote 
being close is no good reason why there should be considered 
any instability in the judgment of the court. Majorities of 
one are possible in every democratic tribunal. We must, 
nevertheless, give full faith and credit to that majority of one 
decision. To pass this amendment would be rendering meaning- 
less the decision of the Supreme Court. It would encourage 
lack of respect for that court. The maturest kind of considera- 
tion was given to the circumstances of this amendment by 
the nine judges mentioned above, as well as by the most dis- 
tinguished counsel. There appeared in the case, on one side or 
the other, Messrs. George W. Wickersham, Charles Robinson 
Smith, Charles Evans Hughes, George Wellwood Murray, and 
the then Assistant Attorney General Frierson. It was held 
that a stock dividend is not income but capital, and therefore 
can not be taxed under the sixteenth amendment to the Con- 
stitution without apportionment among the States. We would 
stultify ourselves if we adopted this amendment after the clear- 
cut decision of that court that stock dividends are capital and 
can not be classified as income. I say this with great regret, 
as I should like to see the taxation hand of the Government 
reach out for the purpose of collecting taxes on the many 
millions, if not billions, of dollars’ worth of stock dividends 
heretofore declared as a result of the case of Eisner against 
MeCumber—and declared solely for the purpose of tax evasion. 

DEDUCTION SHOULD BE ALLOWED FOR MEDICAL EXPENSES. 


I am in favor of an amendment introduced by my learned 
colleague, Mr. JACoBsTEIN, to allow the deduction in income- 
tax rates for all necessary expenses incurred during the taxable 


— ae 


year to physicians, nurses, hospitals for medical or surgical 
treatment or services to the taxpayer or the members of his 
immediate family. Due allowance is made for depreciation and 
repair on automobiles, machines, and appliances, yet no allowance 
is made for the repair and depreciation of the human machine. 
The majority side of the House have taken off the tax on dirks, 
daggers, and bowie knives, and yet we are told that we can 
not allow a deduction for doctors’ bills. When illness comes 
it usually comes with a vengeance and ofttimes comes through 
no act of the individual. It is a matter beyond his or her con- 
trol. Every effort should be made by the Government to 
alleviate rather than aggravate the expenses and suffering of 
illness. The term “physician” used in the amendment is all 
embracing and would undoubtedly cover Christian science 
healers, osteopaths, chiropractors, and so forth. ‘The law that 
obtains in each State concerning practicing upon a patient 
shall govern, Expenses incurred through the attendance of 
such recognized physician shall be deductible. 

We allow deduction for bad debts, yet we allow nothing for 
payment of a debt incurred in building up the human body. 
We allow deductions for contributions to charity and allow no 
deductions to care for the sick and disabled. This inconsistency 
is corrected by this amendment. 

Mr. MILLIGAN. Mr. Speaker, I venture the assertion that 
there has been more money expended in spreading propaganda 
for the passage of the so-called Mellon tax bill than has ever 
been spent to secure favorable action on any other act of 
legislation in the history of the Congress. Thousands upon 
thousands of dollars have been spent in sending circular letters 
to the Members of Congress; pages of advertisements carried 
in the metropolitan newspapers; resolutions sent to Congress 
by organizations soliciting passage of this act without the 
slightest change. Such a campaign as this must necessarily 
cost a great amount of money. It has been estimated that the 
postage alone to carry on the poll made by the Literary Digest 
cost some one $300,000. Now, who furnished this money? It 
was not the so-called small taxpayer, who received very little 
relief under the Mellon plan; so it must have been, and could 
only have been, the moneyed interests, the large income-tax 
payers of the United States, who receive the greatest reduction 
by the provisions of the Mellon plan. I am sure that a great 
majority of the people who signed these form letters had never 
read one page of the 242 pages of the so-called Mellon plan. 
Yet by such propaganda as I have mentioned the idea was car- 
ried to the people that the Mellon plan meant tax reduction; 
and, as a drowning man grasps at a straw, so the now over- 
burdened taxpayer fell for the Mellon plan without investigat- 
ing its provisions. 

It is not a question whether the Members of this House are 
in favor of tax reduction. I believe everyone here is willing 
to reduce taxes as much as possible. The question is, Which 
class of taxpayers shall receive the greatest reduction? 

Under the Mellon plan the taxpayer with the large income 
receives the greatest percentage of reduction, while under the 
Democratic, or Garner, plan the taxpayer with the small income 
receives the greatest percentage of reduction. : 

In the Sixty-seventh Congress the surtax on the larger in- 
comes was reduced from 65 per cent to 50 per cent and the 
so-called small income-tax payer received very little relief. 
I believe that this Congress should relieve the small taxpayer— 
the farmer, merchant, and laboring man—who is now over- 
burdened, not only with the income tax but with State, county, 
and municipal taxes. There is no question but that the Garner 
plan brings relief to a greater number of income-tax payers 
than the so-called Mellon plan. 

In 1921 there were 6,662,176 income-tax payers in the United 
States; 6,652,833 of these taxpayers will receive a greater re- 
duction in their taxes under the Democratic, or Garner, plan 
than under the Mellon plan, while on the other hand only 9.343 
of these taxpayers will receive a greater reduction in their 
taxes under the Mellon plan. 

In the State of Missouri in the same year there were 172,519 
persons who paid a Federal income tax; 172,350 of these tax- 
payers will receive a greater reduction in their taxes under 
the Democratic plan than under the Mellon plan, while 169 of 
the Federal income-tax payers of my State receive a greater 
reduction under the Mellon plan than under the Democratic, 
or Garner, plan. These figures prove beyond the shadow of 
a doubt which plan will benefit the greatest number of tax- 
payers. 

The Mellon plan does not change the existing law as to 
exemptions. In the case of a single person the exemption 


is $1,000, as under the present law; in the case of a married 
person, or the head of a family, the exemption is the same as 
provided by present law, $2,000, unless the net income is under 
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$5,000. In such case the exemption for the head of a family, 
or married person living with husband or wife, is $2,500 

The Democratic or Garner plan carries a provision for per- 
sonal exemption in the case of a single person of $2,000 instead 
of $1,000 as provided by the Mellon plan. In the case of the 
head of the family, or married person, the personal exemption 
is $3,000 instead of $2,000 if the income is over $5,000 and 
$2,500 if the income is under $5,000. The exemption of $400 
for each dependent remains the same under both plans, as now 
provided by existing law. 

The Mellon plan proposes to reduce the normal tax of 4 per 
cent on the first $4,000 of net income to 3 per cent. Also it 
provides that the normal tax on incomes over $4,000 shall be 
reduced from 8 per cent to 6 per cent. 

The Democratic or Garner plan proposes to reduce the nor- 
mal tax of 4 per cent on the first $4,000 of net income to 2 
per cent on the first $5,000 of net income, and that the normal 
tax on incomes over $5,000 and not in excess of $8,000 shall be 
reduced from 8 per cent to 4 per cent, and that the normal tax 
on all incomes over $8,000 shall be reduced to 6 per cent. 

Under the present law the surtax begins on all incomes in 
excess of $5,000 and on all incomes in excess of $10,000 under 
the Mellon plan, while under the Democratie or Garner plan 
the surtax begins on all incomes in excess of $12,000. 

The following table, based upon calculations submitted by 
the Treasury Department, of which Mr. Mellon is the head, 
illustrates the total tax payable by a married person under 
the rates of the present law and under the suggested rates of 
the Mellon plan and the Democratic plan: 

h al t 
))) ² T 
suggested rates of the Mellon and Democratic plans and the amount 


and percentage of reduction under the above plans (basis of unearned 
income). 


Present 


Income. | jaw tax. 


bad 
— 
5 


L 


Os Ors reer ree „„ ir ir) „„ 


ESSRASRER SES 
ERES 
8888888 8 


S 


000 

000 
3,000 $20 $15 $5 | 35.00 80 io 60 
4; 000 60 45 15 25.00 $20 40 66. 67 
5, 000 100 75 25 25. 00 40 60 60. 00 
6, 000 160 120 40| 25.00 80 0 50.00 
7,000 250 180 7| 28.00 120 130 52. 00 
8,000 340 240 100 29. 41 160 180 52. 94 
9.000 430 300 130| 30.23 220 210 48. 84 
10, 000 520 360 160 | 0.78 280 240 48.15 
11,000 620 420 190] 30.64 340 280 45. 16 
12,000 720 500 220 30. 55 400 320 44.44 
13,000 830 580 250| 30.12 470 380 43.37 
14,000 940 680 280| 20.78 540 400 42.55 
15,000 1, 00 750 310| 29.24 620 440 41.51 
16,00 | 1, 180 840 340| 28.81 700 480 40. 69 
17,000 | 1,310 940 370 RA 700 520 39. 69 
18,000} 1,440] 1,040 400 277 880 560 38. 88 
19.00 1,58] 13150 430} 2.21 980 600 37.97 
20, 000 1,720 1.200 460| . 74 1,080 640 37.21 
21,00% 1,80 1,80 500 28.59 1100 690 36.70 
200| 2040) 1,500 50 28.47] 1,30 740 35.27 
23,000 2,210 1,830 580] 26.24] 1.420 790 35. 75 
24,000 2380] 1,760 60 2.05 1,540 $40 35. 29 
25,000 | 2,50 1,900 860 25.78 1,670 890 34.77 
25,000 2,740 200 700| 28.54 1,800 940 34.31 
27,000| 23930} 2.190 740} 8.25 1,940 909 33.79 
28,000} 3,120 2340 7 | 25.00} 2.00 1,040 33.33 
29,000 3,320 2,500 8 269! 2230| 1,000 22.8 
30,000 3,520 2,660 80 2. 2380) 1.140 32.39 
31, 000 3,730 2,830 900 24.12 2,540 1,190 31.90 
32,000 3,910] 3,000 940} 23.85) 2700] 1,240 31.47 
33,000] 4,170] 3,180 900 2374] 2870] 1,300 31.18 
34,00% 4,400 3,360 60 3.63 43.00 1.350 30.91 
35,000] 4,630] 3,550 oso} 23.32] 322| 1410 30. 45 
3,000 | 4,80 3,740 10 2.04] 340| 1,460 30. 04 
37,000| 5,100 3,940 160| 271 3,590 1510 29. 61 
38,000] 5340| 4,140 20 2247] 3.780 1,560 29. 21 
30,00 5,590| 440 20 2.36 4.980 1.810 28. 80 
40,000] 5,80 4.540 300 22 4,0 1,660 28 42 
41; 000 6, 100 4,575 350| 213 4,390 1, 710 28. 03 
42,000] 6,30 4,900 400 201 4,800 1,760 21. 67 
43,000 | 6,630] 5,170 460} 202| 482%] r80 27.30 
44,000} 6,900 5,380 50 2203] 500| 1,880 28. 93 
45,000] 7180] 5,590 50 214] 520| 1,910 28. 60 
46,000} 7460| 5800 660| 225 5,500] 1880 2.27 
47,000 7.750 6,020 730 22.32 5,740 2,010 25. 94 
48.000 8.040 240 800 238 590| 2060 25.62 
wwo] geol sæl reol zel væl gol Za 
; 25.00 
000 8,950 900 050| 290 6,740 2 210 24, 69 
000} 9,280 120 10 . 7,000| 2,260 24.41 
000 9,580 350 20 2. 270 2 24.11 
000 | 9,900 580 300} 2. 250 2 23. 4 
000 | 10,230 810 420| 23. 7.890 2 23. 55 
000 0, 560 040 520 23. 8.100 2. 23. 30 
000 | 10,900 270 630 | 24. 8.80 Z 23. 03 
000 240 500 70 24 8.80 2 2 78 
000 590 740 850 24. 8, 980 22. 53 
000 940 980 960 24. 9, 280 22. 28 
000 300 220 oso} 25. 9,5001 2 22.03 
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Comparative table showing the total tae payable by a married person 
without dependents, etc—Continued. 


$62,000 | $12,660 | 39,40 3,200 23.28 $2, 750 21.72 
63,000 | 13,00 9,700 3,330] 25.55 2 790 21. 41 
64,000 13,0 9940| 3,40 25.82 2 820 21.04 
65,000 | 13,780 10,190] 3,580 28.05 2 850 20.68 
66,000} 14,160! 10,40 3,70 25.97 2.870 20. 27 
67,000} 14,550 10,600 3,80 26.53 2.800 19. 88 
68,000} 14,940 10,940] 4,000 28.77 2 910 19.48 
60,000 15,340] 11, 10 4,150 27.05 2.830 19. 10 
70,000} 15,740] 11,40 4,300 27.31 2.950 18 74 
71,000 18,150] 11,700| 4,40 27.35 2.970 18.39 

000 16,560] 11,90 4000] 27.78 2.900 18. 06 
73,000} 10,980 12,20 4,70 2803 3,010 17. 73 
74,000| 17400 12.0 4,920 28. 28 3.030 17.41 
25,000 17,830] 1274| 5,00 28.55 3,050 17.11 
76,000 | 18, 260 „000| 5,20 28.81 3,070 16.81 
77,000} 18 700 13,20 5,40 29.04 3.000 16. 
28000 19,10 13,50 5,600 29.25 3,110 16.25 
79.000 19, 500 13,810 5,780 29.50 3, 130 15.98 
80.000 29,040 14,080} 5,960 20.74 3,150 15.71 
81.000 20,500] 14,30 6,150 30. 09 3,170 15.46 
82 000 20,960] 14,60 634| 30. 3.150 15. 22 
83,000 | 21,430] 14,900 6530| 30.47 3,210 14. 98 
84,000 21,900 15,180 6,720} 30.68 3, 230 14.75 
85,000 | 22380] 15, 40 6929| 30.92 3, 250 14.52 
86,000} 2880 15,740] 712| 31.15 3.270 14.30 
87.000 23,350] 16.020] 7330| 31.39 3,290 14.00 
88,000} 2,840 16,300 7,50 31.83 3.310 13.88 
89,000 24,340 10,590 7,750 31.84 610 3,330 13.68 
90,000! 24,80 10, 80 7,950 32.04 3,350 13.49 
91,000 | 25,350] 1717| 6,180 3227 3,370 13. 29 
92,000 | 25,860] 17 $400] 32.48 3,390 13.11 
8,000 26,380] 17,750 8,60 32 71 3, 410 12.93 
94,000 26,900] 15,00 8,80 3294 3.430 12 75 
95,000 27,40 18,340 9,000) 33.14 3, 430 12.61 
90,000 27.900 18,640| 9,30 33.33 3.490 12.43 
97,000| 28500] 18,940 9,50 33.54 3,530 12.39 
98,000} 29,040] 19,240/ 9800| 33.74 3.570 12. 29 

„000 29900 19,50 10,00 33.97 3, 620 12, 23 
100, 30,140 | 19,80 10,300 3417 3,670 12.18 


It is easily seen from this comparative table that the Demo- 
cratic plan makes the greatest reduction on the smaller incomes, 
which results in relief to the masses of taxpayers, instead of 
the selected few favored under the Mellon plan. 

I hope that after we have passed this legislation giving relief 
to the income-tax payers Congress will pass some needed legis- 
lation giving relief to the farmer of the Nation, who receives 
little, if any, relief under this bill, because a majority of the 
farmers have not had an income for the last four years upon 
which they had to pay an income tax. The question with the 
farmer is not how he can pay his income tax, but how he can 
make an income, which he can not do when the products of 
the farm are selling below cost of production. 

As I stated, the farmer is not suffering from high income-tax 
rates. He is, however, suffering from high freight rates, high 
interest rates, high property tax rates, and high protective 
tariff rates. He pays these high rates with the dollar that he 
receives for his farm products, which, measured in other than 
farm products, is only worth 59.5 cents. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. JACOBSTEIN] offered an amendment, on page 39, line 24, of 
the pending revenue bill, formerly called the Mellon plan but now 
bearing no surname and merely a number, to the effect that all 
necessary expenses actually paid during the year for the services 
of physicians, nurses, and hospitals for the taxpayer or the mem- 
bers of his immediate family should be allowed as a deduction. 
I had prepared and intended to offer an amendment to the same 
general effect, with the addition that the funeral expenses might 
also be deducted. Accordingly I offered my proposition in the 
nature of a “substitute” for the amendment above stated. and 
the effect of my substitute was that all money actually paid out 
for said purposes, not exceeding $500, for the taxpayer, or any 
one member of his family, should be so deducted. I spoke very 
briefly in support of the proposition because it seemed a waste 
of time to talk about an amendment that was manifestly just 
and fair and in the interest of the millions of families of the 
Nation. I realized that certain objections could be made to 
the amendment offered by Mr. JACOBSTEIN, because he put no 
limitation as to the amount, and without such a limit such a 
provision in the law might be abused by collusion between the 
taxpayer and the doctors, hospitals, and undertakers. I do not 
believe that such collusion would be sufficiently widespread to 
be worthy of attention, but with the limitations in my substi- 
tute it Seemed that no reasonable objection could be made. 

So, Mr. Speaker, no “ reasonable” objection was made, though 
the amendment was defeated. The chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee [Mr. Green of Iowa] took the floor against 
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the proposition and argued first of all that the allowance of 
$400 per child was intended by the committee to take care of 
just such a case. The obvious answer to this argument is that 
the $400 is estimated to be the average annual expense of merely 
feeding, clothing, and housing a child, and certainly could not 
cover the emergency case of illness, surgical operations, hospital 
expense, or funeral expenses. Next, the chairman of the com- 
mittee argued that the Members of the House should not pre- 
sume to offer such amendments because the members of the 
committee, assisted by advisers from the Treasury Department 
and elsewhere, are better qualified to draw these provisions 
than anyone else. We hardly expected the chairman of the 
committee to be so frank with the House and the country as to 
state what doubtless he thinks that the Members of the House, 
not members of said committee, are to sit with their mouths 
closed and say nothing and vote as their leaders tell them to 
vote. He speaks of advisers from the Treasury Department. I 
guess he refers to the expert actuaries who estimated the reve- 
nues so close as to miss it by over $900,000,000 in one year. He 
also mentions expert advisers from “elsewhere.” He evidently 
has in mind some persons not members of the committee and 
not from the Treasury Department who know more about reve- 
nue legislation than the ordinary Members of the House. We 
should like to know who these advisers from “ elsewhere” are, 
and we would like to know their post-office addresses. The time 
when letters were headed“ somewhere in France“ has passed. I 
merely want our constituents back home to know that the chair- 
man of the committee has been taking advice from somebody 
who lives elsewhere“ and flouts as a mere “ joke” this serious 
amendment dealing with a serious subject in a most reasonable 
and practical way. 

Next, the chairman of the committee says that the exemptions 
have been raised by the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Garner] from $2,000 to $3,000, and that this extra 
thousand dollars ought to take care of all emergencies. Surely 
the gentleman does not understand that rent and clothes and 
food and charitable, fraternal, and religious donations, to say 
nothing of the little pocket change for pleasure, will soon con- 
sume more than the $3,000, and if misfortune comes—a child is 
sick or the head of the family is sick or injured at work or by 
an automobile, or if the grim reaper enters the home—there will 
be no way to pay these emergency expenses out of the $3,000, so 
that the taxpayer must pay a tax on the money which he dis- 
burses for medical treatment, for surgical operations, for hospi- 
tal charges, and for funeral expenses. That veritably amounts 
to taxing the child at birth, the sick bed, the medicine, and the 
coffin. 

Then, further on, the chairman of the committee argued that 
the amendment and the substitute offered by myself would be 
“impracticable to administer,” and would require the Treasury 
Department to investigate the family affairs of 10,000,000 fami- 
lies, and would throw such a burden on the Treasury Depart- 
ment as to make the administration of the law impossible. He 
has the idea that it would be impossible to require the taxpayer 
to produce the receipt of the doctor, of the hospital, and the 
undertaker, showing the money has been paid. By my question 
I called it to his attention that all of the other deductions 


stipulated in nine subdivisions of the bill require the Treasury. 


Department to investigate and ascertain facts, In other words, 
the law as it has been for years is the same as thé bill under 
consideration, and it provides that if a man has had business 
expenses, paid člerk hire, rent, and so forth, he can get a 
deduction for same, and it was never argued that it was im- 
possible of administration. 

So the taxpayer may obtain his deduction if he shows he has 
paid interest on money borrowed, and that is a question of fact 
for the Treasury Department to obtain in each case. So if the 
taxpayer claims that he has had business losses, a house burned 
without insurance or wrecked by storm, then he can get his 
deductions, but it remains an issue of fact for the Treasury 
Department to ascertain if the claim of the taxpayer was true 
in each case; and so the same argument could have been made 
by the chairman of the committee against the deductions for 
losses sustained for bad debts, by depreciation of property, and 
for contributions to religious, charitable, and educational in- 
stitutions. Whether or not the taxpayer did fail to collect bad 
debts and did suffer depreciation of property and did make 
contributions is a fact, and to be ascertained, as all other facts 
are, if the good faith and honesty of the taxpayer be ques- 


tioned. Therefore the amendment offered by myself merely 


provided for one additional class of deductions, and a class 
just as reasonable and just as practicable as any one of the 
other classes mentioned, and, I respectfully submit, more se- 


curely founded in justice, fairness, reason, common sense, and 
less calculated to provoke disputes between the taxpayer and 
the Treasury Department. The chairman of the committee was 
not fair when he stated it would increase the difficulties of the 
administration of the law in the ratio of 10,000 to 9; it cer- 
tainly could not increase the difficulties in a greater ratio than 
1 to 9, and I doubt if the increase would be more than 1 to 100, 

I herewith print an editorial from the Spartanburg Herald, 
of Spartanburg, S. C., on this subject, making a better argu- 
ment than I could make: 


M’SWAIN’S PROPOSAL. 


According to news from Washington, Representative Meswalx in- 
tends to offer two amendments to the new tax bill. One of these would 
give exemption to expenditures for sickness, hospital costs, medicines, 
and the like. These seem to merit exemption, and Representative 
McSwarn’s idea seems thoroughly just and sensible. 

It has no doubt seemed wrong to all those who have sons and 
daughters at college, for instance, over 18 years old, that the outlay 
for their education should not be exempted from income taxation. A 
boy or girl at college is a dependent, and an expensive one, even if 20 
or 21 years old. Yet the law as it now stands seems to assume that 
after the eighteenth year no son or daughter should be classed as a 
dependent. Does the Government want to hamper and discourage 
parents from giving collegiate education to their children? ‘Surely not. 
Yet the present law does that very thing, and rather encourages a 
parent in stopping the educational process at 18 and putting the 
youngsters to work. It is to be hoped that Mr. Meswalx can get the 
amendment touching this point incorporated into the bill. 

Nor does it seem that anyone who has been compelled to undergo the 
expenditures often necessary to save the health, often the very life, of 
members of his family should be expected to pay tax thereon. Such 
expenses might reasonably enough be deducted from tax-paying income. 
Very often emergency costs under that head cut deeply into a middle- 
class income, and surely ought not to be held as a basis for taxation. 


Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
under the general permission extended to all Members, I desire 
to submit some observations on the tax-reduction measure 
reported out by the Ways and Means Committee and having 
the approval of President Coolidge and the administration Re- 
publicans. 

While I have received many hundreds of letters indorsing 
my stand and appealing to me to use all efforts possible in 
behalf of the plan having the indorsement of President Cool- 
idge, yet I have not received a single letter, post card, telegram, 
telephone call, or communication of any sort in behalf of any 
other plan. 

This seems remarkable, in view of the fact that a revision 
of rates has been temporarily incorporated by the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union changing what was 
originally proposed when the bill was introduced. To my mind 
this attitude of the scrutinizing and intelligent public would in- 
dicate that they know that the scientific plan having the ap- 
proval of those in the Treasury Department is the only plan 
which they favor, hence they have nothing to say of any amend- 
ment designed to defeat the original proposition. I have just 
received a letter from a prominent constituent, as follows: 


We hope you will stand firmly for the Mellon bill In its entirety. 
Reduce the high surtax and put this money into the working capital 
of the country. I know of two instances right in our county which 
I can give you wherein two large real estate deals have not occurred 
merely because a big bite would have been taken out of each trans- 
action as surtax for the Government. The parties involved have no 
objection to paying a reasonable and just tax upon their profits. 
They have objection to having the results of years of labor taken 
away from them because all the profit occurs in one year. By one 
deal not taking place a large factory will not be erected in Union 
County, a great number of men being employed and certainly a goodly 
sum of capital involved, On account of the exorbitant surtax this 
is a loss to us. 


Less than 4 per cent of our population pays individual income 
taxes but the collection thereof is more or less localized, the 
States of New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Ohio 
paying slightly over 50 per cent, or more than all the other 
44 States and Hawaii, Alaska, and District of Columbia com- 
bined. This is an astounding fact. My own State of New Jer- 
sey with less than 3 per cent of the whole population according 
to the census of 1920 having 2 Senators and 12 Representatives, 
pays an amount equal to that of 20 other States and Hawaii, 
having 40 Senators, 80 Representatives, and 1 Delegate. 

New Jersey, with a population of 3,155,900, or 2.98 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $33,258,294, or 4.62 per cent, and 
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tax paid by 20 States and Hawaii 


pays more than the total 
combined, as follows: 


Amount of Per cent of | Per cent of 
tax paid. tax. population. 


North Carolina. 760, 499 2,559, 123 
T 392, 429 1, 760, 257 
Nebraska.. 3,328, 145 1,296,372 
Florida 2, 929, 409 968, 470 
Alabama 2, 712, 826 2, 348, 174 
oy Hameed 1750, 200 $ 13 Ot 
New Hampshire. 759, 
CCCTTTTTPWFWWVWVWTGG TEE 32 oe — 
Delaware „284, 
lina 1, 246, 532 1,683, 724 
Vermont 1, 155, 767 352, 428 
* 1, 089, 136 1,790, 618 
Montana 1,051, 863 548, 889 
Utah. 842, 904 449, 396 
W. £: 783,257 194, 402 
North Dakota 524, 653 636, 547 
516, 637 334,162 
493, 658 431, 386 
New isi 3 5 oh sn 
New Mexico. 4 77 707 


To save the cost of printing I have left out similar computa- 
tions for each State, but have it all in my office. : 

Alabama, with a population of 2,348,174, or 2.22 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $2,713,826, or 0.38 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by six States, as follows: South 
Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New Mexico, and 
Nevada. 

Arizona, with a population of 334,162, or 0.31 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $516,637, or 0.7 per cent, and pays more 
than the total tax paid by New Mexico. 

Arkansas, with a population of 1,752,204, or 1.65 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $1,866,164, or 0.26 per cent, and 
pays more than the total tax paid by three States, as follows: 
Mississippi, New Mexico, and Nevada. 

California; with a population of 3,426,861, or 3.23 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $36,438,432, or 5.06 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by 21 States and Hawaii combined, 
as follows: Colorado, North Carolina, Kansas, Nebraska, Florida, 
Alabama, Arkansas, New Hampshire, Hawaii, Delaware, South 
Carolina, Vermont, Mississippi, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, 
South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New Mexico, and 
Nevada. 

Colorado, with a population of 939,639, or 0.89 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $3,862,862, or 0.54 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by six States, as follows: Mon- 
tana, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, and North 
Dakota. 

Connecticut, with a population of 1,380,631, or 1.30 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $10,633,045, or 1.48 per cent, and 
pays more than the total tax paid by 18 States, as follows: 
Delaware, South Carolina, Vermont, Mississippi, Montana, Utah, 
Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New 
Mexico, and Nevada. 

Delaware, with a population of 223,008, or 0.21 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $1,284,865, or 0.18 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by three States, as follows: North 
Dakota, New Mexico, and Nevada. 

District of Columbia, with a population of 437,571, or 0.41 per 
cent, pays personal income tax of $7,704,564, or 1.08 per cent, 
and pays more than the total tax paid by 11 States, as follows: 
Vermont, Mississippi, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota 
Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New Mexico, and Nevada. 

Florida, with a population of 968,470, or 0.91 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $2,929,409, or 0.41 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by six States, as follows: South 
Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New Mexico, and 
Nevada. 

Georgia, with a population of 2,895,832, or 2.73 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $3,892,645, or 0.54 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by six States, as follows: Mon- 
tana, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, and North 
Dakota. 

Idaho, with a population of 431,866, or 0.41 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $493,658, or 0.07 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by the State of North Dakota. 

Illinois, with a population of 6,485,280, or 6.12 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $68,574,351, or 9.53 per cent, and pays 
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more than the total tax paid by 28 States and Hawaii com- 
bined, as follows: West Virginia, Kentucky, Oklahoma, Vir- 
ginia, Tennessee, Maine, Georgia, Colorado, North Carolina, 
Kansas, Nebraska, Florida, Alabama, Arkansas, New Hamp- 
shire, Hawaii, Delaware, South Carolina, Vermont, Mississippi, 
Montana, Utah, Wyoming. South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, 
North Dakota, New Mexico, and Nevada. 

Indiana, with a population of 2.983.390, or 2.77 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $8,973,653, or 1.25 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by 12 States, as follows: South 
Carolina, Vermont, Mississippi, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, 
South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New Mexico, and 
Nevada. 

Iowa, with a population of 2,404,021, or 2.27 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $5,837,960, or 0.81 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by nine States, as follows: Mon- 
tana, Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North 
Dakota, New Mexico, and Nevada. 

Kansas, with a population of 1,769,257, or 1.67 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $3,392,429, or 0.47 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by six States, as follows: South 
Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New Mexico, and Ne- 
vada. 

Kentucky, with a population of 2,416,630, or 2.28 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $4,297,470, or 0.60 per cent, and 
pays more than the total tax paid by seven States, as follows: 
Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, 
and New Mexico. 

Louisiana, with a population of 1,798,509, or 1.70 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of „ or 0.74 per cent, and 
pays more than the total tax paid by eight States, as follows: 
Montana, Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, 
North Dakota, and New Mexico. 

Maine, with a population of 768,014, or 0.72 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $3,974,861, or 0.55 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by six States, as follows: Mon- 
ans Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, and North 

akota. 

Maryland, with a population of 1,449,661, or 1.37 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $14,537,303, or 2.08 per cent, and 
pays more than the total tax paid by 13 States and Hawaii com- 
bined, as follows: Arkansas, New Hampshire, Hawaii, Dela- 
ware, South Carolina, Vermont, Mississippi, Montana, Utah, 
Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, and North Dakota. 

Massachusetts, with a population of 3,852,356, or 3.63 per 
cent, pays personal income tax of $46,534,644, or 6.47 per 
cent, and pays more than the total tax paid by 23 States and 
Hawaii combined, as follows: Maine, Georgia, Colorado, North - 
Carolina, Kansas, Nebraska; Florida, Alabama, Arkansas, New 
Hampshire, Hawaii, Delaware, South Carolina, Vermont, 
Mississippi, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, 
Idaho, North Dakota. New Mexico, and Nevada. 

Michigan, with a population of 3,668,412, or 3.4 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $24,197,840, or 3.36 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by 17 States and Hawali combined, 
as follows: Nebraska, Florida, Alabama, Arkansas, New Hamp- 
shire, Hawaii, Delaware, South Carolina, Vermont, Mississippi, 
Montana, Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North 
Dakota, and New Mexico. 

Minnesota, with a population of 2,387,125, or 2.25 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $8,697,117, or 1.21 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by 11 States, as follows: South 
Carolina, Vermont, Mississippi, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, 
South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, and New Mexico. 

Mississippi, with a population of 1,790,618, or 1.69 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $1,069,136, or 0.15 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by two States, as follows: North 
Dakota and New Mexico. 

Missouri, with a population of 3,404,055, or 3.21 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $14,660,351, or 2.04 per cent, and 
pays more than the total tax paid by 14 States and Hawaii 
combined, as follows: New Hampshire, Hawaii, Delaware, 
South Carolina, Vermont, Mississippi, Montana, Utah, Wyo- 
ming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New 
Mexico, and Nevada. 

Montana, with a population of 548,889, or 0.52 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $1,051,862, or 0.15 per cent, and pays more 
than the total tax paid by two States, as follows: North Da- 
kota and New Mexico. 

Nebraska, with a population of 1,296,372, or 1.22 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $3,328,145, or 0.46 per cent, and pays 
more than the tetal tax paid by six States, as follows: Utah, 
South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, and New Mexico, 
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Nevada, with a population of 77,407, or 0.07 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $329,296, or 0.05 per cent. Nevada has 
smaller population and pays less tax than any other State. 

New Hampshire, with a population of 443,083, or 0.42 per 
cent, pays personal income tax of $1,759,290, or 0.24 per cent, 
and pays more than the total tax paid by four States, as fol- 
lows: Idaho, North Dakota, New Mexico, and Nevada. 

New Mexico, with a population of 360,350, or 0.34 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $351,629, or 0.05 per cent, and 
pays more than the total tax paid by one State, as follows: 
Nevada. 

New York, with a population of 10,385,227, or 9.8 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $210,768,379, or 29.3 per cent, 
and pays more than the total tax paid by 42 States and 
Hawaii combined, as follows: Michigan, Missouri, Maryland, 
Texas, Connecticut, Rhode Island, Indiana, Wisconsin, Minne- 
sota, District of Columbia, Iowa, Louisiana, Oregon, Wash- 
ington (includes Alaska), West Virginia, Kentucky, Oklahoma, 
Virginia, Tennessee, Maine, Georgia, Colorado, North Caro- 
line, Kansas, Nebraska, Florida, Alabama, Arkansas, New 
Hampshire, Hawaii, Delaware, South Carolina, Vermont, Mis- 
sissippi, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, 
Idaho, North Dakota, New Mexico, and Nevada. 

North Carolina, with a population of 2,559,123, or 2.41 per 
cent, pays personal income tax of $3,760,499, or 0.52 per cent, and 
pays more than the total tax paid by seven States, as follows: 
Utah, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New 
Mexico, and Nevada. 

North Dakota, with a population of 646,872, or 0.61 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $485,783, or 0.07 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by one State—New Mexico. 

Ohio, with a population of 5,759,394, or 5.43 per cent, pays per- 
sonal income tax of $33,574,094, or 4.67 per cent, and pays more 
than the total tax paid by 20 States and Hawaii combined, as 
follows: North Carolina, Kansas, Nebraska. Florida, Alabama, 
Arkansas, New Hampshire, Hawaii, Delaware, South Carolina, 
Vermont, Mississippi, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, New Mexico, and Nevada. 

Oklahoma, with a population of 2,028,283, or 1.91 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $4,206,507, or 0.58 per cent, and 
pays more than the total tax paid by seven States, as follows: 
Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, 
and New Mexico. 

Oregon, with a population of 783,389, or 0.74 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $4,951,580, or 0.68 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by eight States, as follows: Utah, 
Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New 
Mexico, and Nevada. 

Pennsylvania, with a population of 8,720,017, or 8.23 per 
cent, pays personal income tax of $84,660,220, or 11.76 per 
cent, and pays more than the total tax paid by 31 States and 
Hawaii combined, as follows: Louisiana, Oregon, Washington, 
(includes Alaska), West Virginia, Kentucky, Oklahoma, Vir- 
ginia, Tennessee, Maine, Georgia, Colorado, North Carolina, 
Kansas, Nebraska, Florida, Alabama, Arkansas, New Hamp- 
shire, Hawaii, Delaware, South Carolina, Vermont, Mississippi, 
Montana, Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North 
Dakota, New Mexico, and Nevada. 

Rhode Island, with a population of 604,397, or 0.57 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $9,236,328, or 1.28 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by 12 States, as follows: South 
Carolina, Vermont, Mississippi, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, South 
Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New Mexico, and 
Nevada. * 

South Carolina, with a population of 1,683,724, or 1.59 per 
cent, pays personal income tax of $1,246,523, or 0.17 per cent, and 
pays more than the total tax paid by three States, as follows: 
North Dakota, New Mexico, and Nevada. 

South Dakota, with a population of 636,547, or 0.60 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $524,653, or 0.07 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by one State, as follows: North 
Dakota. 

Tennessee, with a population of 2,337,885, or 2.21 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $3,984,051, or 0.55 per cent, and 
pays more than the total tax paid by six States, as follows: 
Montana, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, and North 
Dakota. 

Texas, with a population of 4,663,228, or 4.40 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $12,667,894, or 1.76 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by 13 States and Hawaii combined, 
as follows: Hawaii, Delaware, South Carolina, Vermont, Missis- 
sippi, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, 
North Dakota, New Mexico, and Nevada. 


Utah, with a population of 449,396, or 0.42 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $842,904, or 0.12 per cent, and pays more 
than the total tax paid by two States, as follows: North Da- 
kota and New Mexico, 

Vermont, with a population of 352,428, or 0.33 per cent, pays 
E a ar a 8 or 0.16 per cent, and pays 

ota X d by two States, as follows: Wy 
ming and New Mexico. - om cdl a 

Virginia, with a population of 2,309,187, or 2.18 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $4,161,116, or 0.58 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by seven States, as follows: Utah, 
Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, and 
New Mexico. 

Washington, including Alaska, with a population of 1,411,520, 
or 1.83 per cent, pays personal income tax of $4,909,857, or 0.68 
per cent, and pays more than the total tax paid by eight States, 
as follows: Utah, Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, 
North Dakota, New Mexico, and Nevada. 

West Virginia, with a population of 1,463,701, or 1.38 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $4,579,113, or 0.64 per cent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by eight States, as follows: Utah, 
Wyoming, South Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New 
Mexico, and Nevada. 

Wisconsin, with a population of 2,632,067, or 2.48 per cent, 
pays personal income tax of $8,971,044, or 1.25 percent, and pays 
more than the total tax paid by 12 States, as follows: South 
Carolina, Vermont, Mississippi, Montana, Utah, Wyoming, South 
Dakota, Arizona, Idaho, North Dakota, New Mexico, and 
Nevada. 

Wyoming, with a population of 194,402, or 0.18 per cent, pays 
personal income tax of $783,257, or 0.11 per cent, and pays more 
than the total tax paid by two States, as follows: New Mexico 
and Nevada. 

All of these calculations are based on Treasury Department 
statistics for 1921. 

I believe the facts which I have herewith presented justifies 
the adoption of the Mellon plan and indicates that it will re- 
duce taxation where at the present time it bears most heavily 
upon the income-tax payers, especially those living in New Jer- 
sey, New York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio. 

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, it is my desire to call attention to some of the startling 
irregularities set forth by a comparison of the three tax bills 
we have under consideration. 

The first, of course, is the present revenue law passed in 
1921. The second is the proposed Mellon bill for reduction of 
taxes, and the third is the Garner, or Democratic, plan pro- 
posed as a substitute or amendment to the Mellon plan. I wish 
to show by comparative tables incomes from $1,000 to $5,000,- 
000, setting forth the savings in dollars and cents and also the 
savings reduced to a percentage basis. I do this to take the 
figures out of the large amounts designated by millions, or 
seven figures, and express them in two or four figures to enable 
a person to understand the significance of the proposed Mellon 
plan. 

On November 10, 1923, the honorable Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, Andrew W. Mellon, sent to Chairman Green, of the Ways 
and Means Committee of the House, his letter suggesting his 
plan for reducing taxes, but it is a fact that that letter carried 
a table showing figures up to only $10,000 incomes. 

In part Secretary Mellon says: 

To show the effect of the proposed changes on the income of a 


typical salaried taxpayer, married and having two children, I call 
your attention to the following comparative figures: 


Proposed 


tax. 


Saving to 
taxpayer. 


Present 
tax. 


The above table was sent broadcast, and the natural result 
of such a statement was very apparent in a short time. It 
disclosed a saving to the small-salaried taxpayer that caused 
him to swallow the hook, line, and bait and set him to talking 
for the Mellon plan in the highways and hedges throughout the 
land. It was not until early in December that this table was 
increased, and another table was given to the public, which was 


carried by the newspapers of the country mostly under date of 
Monday, December 3, 1923, as follows: 


Individual savings under the proposed taa-revision plan. 
(By Andrew W. Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury.) 


$2,000... $40.00 $22. 50 
$3,000. 80.00 45. 00 2 
24,000 120.00 67.50 $28.00 $15.7 
$5,000... . 160.00 90.00 68.00 38.25 
$6,000. 240.00 135.00 128.00 72.00 
$7,000. 330, 00 180.00 186. 00 99. 00 
£8,000. 420. 00 225. 00 276.00 144.00 
$9,000. 510.00 270. 00 366. 00 189. 00 
$10,000. 600. 00 318.00 458.00 4. 2 
1,000 $700.00 | 8270. $556. $285. 
12! 825 800.00 425.00 656.00 839. 00 
$13,000. 910.00 490.00 700.00 899. 00 
$14,000. 1,020. 00 555. 00 $76.00 459.00 
$15,000. 1, 140.00 630.00 996.00 520.00 
$16,000. 1, 260. 00 705.00 | 1,116.00 594.00 
$17,000... 1, 390. 00 790.00 | 1,246.00 669.00 
$13,000. 1, 520.00 875.00 | 1,376.00 744.00 
$19,000. 1, 660. 00 970.00 | 1,516.00 £26. 50 
y 1,800.00 | 1,085.00 | 1,856.00 909. 00 
£21,000. 1,960.00 | 1,170.00 | 1,816.00 999. 00 
$22,000. 2,120.00 | 1,275.00 | 1,976.00 1,089. 00 
C 2290.00 | 1, 800.0 2,146.00 1,186. 50 
E EEPE AEEA PAF 2,460.00 | 1,505.40 | 2,316.00 1, 234.00 
Coo EO O ERN 2,640.00 | 1, 630.00 2,406. 00 1,389.00 


To show how the public was deceived as to the large savings 
of the rich, I quote, in part, one of the numerous articles 
printed in metropolitan newspapers; 


Secretary Mellon's proposal to cut income taxes, reduced to its low- 
est possible terms, means that the man of small means, who earns from 
$2,000 to 86,000 a year, and who makes up the predominating bulk of 
income-tax payers, will have his taxes cut an average of 41.61 per 
cent; the few who have incomes of $100,000 or over, 2.59 per cent; 
and the handful who receive $1,000,000 or more a year, less than one- 
quarter of 1 per cent—te be exact, 0.2408 per cent. To the man with 
$3,000 a year it means a saving of $100 a year. 

That is the answer to those politicians who have charged and who 
will charge that the Mellon proposal favors the rich more than it docs 
the average wage earner and the small business man. Essentially it is 
a poor man’s measure, the wealthy sharing directly in less degree thay 
the less well-to-do citizen. 

Indirectly the gain to the wage earner and small business man is 
even greater proportionately. * * Reduced to a graph, the thing 
looks like a great big pie in which the largest share, nearly one-half, 
goes to the man of small means, while the very wealthy get a sliver of 
almost microscopie proportions. 


The Democrats of this Congress are unalterably in favor of 
tax reduction and there can not possibly be a political issue 
when eyeryone is for the same thing, but the question arises 
upon the method of arriving at such a reduction. We feel that 
a gradation process which will give the small taxpayer the 
benefit of the larger saving, and slowly increase the percentage 
as the larger income-tax payers are reached, is ecnomically 
fair. 

The battle of the rich started early, just a little too early, I 
am disposed to think, because the boomerang returned to 
plague and destroy them. About this time the leading news- 
papers of the country carried on their front pages in large 
type, and also blocked off so it could not be overlooked, this: 


I YOU WISH LOWER TAXES WRITE YOUR SENATOR AND CONGRESSMAN. 


Whether or not the public gets relief from excess taxation through 
the adoption of the Mellon plan depends upon how strongly it im- 
presses its wishes upon Congress. The one sure way for the public to 
impress Congress is for those who favor tax reduction to write their 
Senators and Representatives urging them to support the Mellon pro- 
posal. There is no politics in taxation. Taxes fall upon the Republi- 
can, the Democrat, the Socialist, and the Independent as impartially as 
the rain. Difference in political faith, therefore, should not prevent any 
citizen telling his Representatives his wishes in the matter, If you 
wish relief, write at once and urge those who feel as you do to do 
likewise. 


Then the deluge, Letters were received by Members of Con- 
gress by the hundreds and thousands, from persons of whom 
they had never heard, calling them My dear Congressman,” 
and closing with “ Your constituent.” 


-the district or State which the Member represented. 


Most of the letters were 
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printed on a printing press and came from States remote from 


To show how subtle were the propagandists and how unfair 
was the department to the people whom they were trying to 
educate, Mr. Mellon only allowed a table, so far as I was able 
to locate, up to, first, $10,000, and then a second table up to 
$25,000—which really was nothing in comparison to the full 
1 of the proposed Mellon plan—to get into the hands of the 
public. 

It was not until December 28, 1923, that a copy of the tax 
reprint was given to Members of Congress, although efforts were 
made by Democratic members of the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee to obtain more information than the two tables contained 
that were broadcasted over the United States. Consequently 
they were powerless to study the Mellon proposition until they 
received the copy December 28, 1923, along with all the rest 
of the Members of Congress, 

In the first place, in 1921, the latest available figures showed 
that only 6,650,695 persons in continental United States, in- 
cluding Alaska, made income-tax returns. According to the 
census of 1921, which showed a population of 107,833,284, there 
were 101,182,589 persons upon whom an income tax of any kind 
or description had no direct effect whatsover. ‘ 


9 who were not affected directly by income 


— — ——[tö . 101, 182, 589 


I make this illustration to show the utter fallacy of the 
propaganda gotten out in November, December, and January. 
Yes; and even to this good day and hour letters continue to 
come from people in factories, clerks in stores, and others who 
are not affected at all. “Anybody and everybody was urged to 
write their Congressmen. This was done in order to lend color 
to the argument the propagandists intended to advance on the 
floor of the House of Representatives, that the Mellon plan 
would greatly help the poor man, as the gentleman from New 
York, Mr. Mirrs, stated. These propagandists used every 
method of persuasion and coercion known to have these people 
write their Congressmen telling them that they must vote for 
the Mellon plan. 

I here insert copy of a printed letter received from a woman 
in my district who is probably drawing $25 or $30 per week: 


JANUARY 2, 1924, 
Hon. W. E. WILSON, 
Congressman, Washington, D. 0. 

Dear Sin: I respectfully request and urge you to take a persistent 
and aggressive stand for lower Federal taxes and to support a tex- 
reduction plan substantially along the lines recommended in letters 
dated November 10 and December 17, 1923, from the Hon. Andrew 
W. Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury of the United States, to the 
Hon. Wittiam R. Green, Acting Chairman Committee on Ways and 
Means of the House of Representatives; and to refrain from voting 
in favor of any legislation which will interfere with the carrying 
out of such tax-reduction program. 

Very truly yours, ` 
U 

In the same mail from the same city, from a business firm, I 
received a duplicate letter. It contained the same wording, 
punctuation, capital letters, and all, only the member of the 
firm had copied his request on a typewriter in order to make 
it look original, I presume, 

It showed the long arms of the octopus when the offices of 
Members of Congress were flooded with typewritten letters on 
blank paper, inclosed in blank envelopes, but signed in ink or 
pencil, containing this paragraph: 

I feel that business will be greatly benefited, which, of course, will 
result to the advantage of laborers, farmers, and, in fact, everyone. 


Consider for a moment that Members of Congress did not 
receive a copy of the tax reprint until December 28, 1923. It 
contained 344 pages of the most complicated law probably ever 
written. Under date of January 2, 1924, five days after Mem- 
bers of Congress in Weshington received their copies, letters 
were written in Indiana urging me to support this bill on the 
ground that it was an Aladdin lamp and would perform 
miracles. Some of these writers went so far as to say that 
Secretary Mellon was the only man in the United States capable 
of writing a tax-reduction bill. 

It was not until about the first of the year that I was able 
to get figures in the large brackets, and then only up to 
$100,000, from which I made the table following. 
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write something about “ rain.” 
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was hiding in the upper 


brackets among the millions. When I applied the percentage 
basis to those large figures, which reduced them from seven 
to four figures and which brought them out of their hid- 
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emocratic tax 
without dependents) 


Comparison of the Mellon and Democratic taw plans with the present law (married persons without dependents). 


Jalaka asses 


Number of persons making returns in each class for 1921. 


The “nigger in the woodpile” 


Number of persons making returns in each class for 1921. Income. 
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Comparison of the Mellon and D: 
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Here, then, was the reason they refused to give the public 
tables higher than incomes of $25,000. Then it was we found 
that under the Mellon plan the man with the $3,000 to $6,000 
income was saving 25 per cent and was being advertised to the 
world; the man with the $100,000 income was saving 34.17 per 
cent; and the man with the $5,000,000 income was saving 46.39 
per cent, but nothing like this was given to the public. Under 
the Garner, or Democratic, plan we found that the man with the 
83.000 to $6,000 income was saving approximately 60 per cent; 
the man with the $100,000 income was saving 12.31 per cent; 
and the man with the $5,000,000 income was saving 13.73 per 
cent; that is, instead of starting with 25 per cent at a 
$4,000 income and ending with 46.39 per cent at a $5,000,000 
income, which is a gradation upward in the Mellon plan in 
favor of the rich man, the Garner, or Democratic, plan starts 
with 66.67 per cent at a $4,000 income and ends with 13.73 
per cent on a $5,000,000 income, which is a gradation down- 
ward in favor of the poor man. 


Table showing comparative tar and per cent of reductions under the 
Metlon plan an 
ing law. 


the Democratic plan as compared with ewist- 


Per ee reduction 


Amount of tax under— under— 


Demo- 
Democratic: ee peris 
plan, pian. plan. 

Per cent. Per cent. 
$100. 00 $75, 00 $40. 00 25. 00 60.00 
520, 00 360. 00 240. 00 30.76 53. 84 
1,720. 00 1, 260. 00 1,040, 00 26.74 39. 53 
3, 520. 00 2, 660, 00 2, 340. 00 24. 43 30, 68 
5, 840. 00 4, 540. 00 4, 140. 00 22. 26 29.10 
8,640.00 | 6,680.00] 6, 440.00 22. 68 25. 46 
11, 940. 00 8, 980. 00 9, 240. 00 24.79 22. 61 
15, 740,00 | 11, 640.00 | 12,750.00 26. 04 18.99 
20,040.00 | 14, 080. 00 16,850.00 29. 74 15, 91 
24,840.00 | 16,880.00 | 21, 450. 00 32. 04 13. 64 
30,140.00 | 19, 940. 00 26, 430. 00 33. 84 12. 30 
86,640.00} 52,740.00 | 76, 430. 00 39, 12 11.78 


Then it was that we found that the Mellon plan was drawn 
to give immediate relief to the large taxpayer by a sweeping 
cut in surtaxes from the present 50 per cent to a 25 per cent 
rate under the camouflage of general internal-tax reduction. 
The Garner plan is based upon the broad basis of giving relief 
to all income-tax payers, but a much larger percentage of relief 
to the small taxpayer. This is right; this is just and equitable, 
Why should not the man who makes the immense income Pay 
more than the man with the smaller income? 


COMPARISON OF THE MELLON AND DEMOCRATIC FLANS. 


We found also under the Mellon plan that there are 6,489,817 
income-tax payers who came within the bracket up to $10,000. 
There are 160,857 income-tax payers within the bracket from 
$10,000 up to $1,000,000, and only 21 persons—I understand 
that Mr, Mellon is included—who pay a tax on incomes from 
$1,000,000 to $5,000,000, which means a saving of $3,707,200 a 
yenar. Under the Garner plan these same 21 taxpayers would 
Saye only $1,096,680, or 9,433 taxpayers would be benefited 
more by the Mellon plan than by the Garner plan and all of 
them in the higher brackets, whereas 6,641,262 taxpayers would 
be benefited more by the Garner plan than by the Mellon plan, 
and all are in the lower brackets, 

In my own State of Indiana 150,300 persons made income- 
tax returns in 1921, and during the calendar year of 1923 
collections were made amounting to $26,323,657.78 in accord- 
ance with the 1922 returns. Of the total number of per- 
sons making returns for the State of Indiana, 150,214 
would receive more benefit under the Garner plan than 
under the Mellon plan, and only 86 taxpayers would receive 
more benefit under the Mellon plan than under the Garner 
plan. Is there any reason in the world why I should not be 
for the Garner or Democratic plan? The average holds good 
in all States, even New York, the financial center of the 
world, where 1,066,637 persons make income-tax returns. Of 
this number, 1,063,606 would be benefited more by the Garner 
plan than by the Mellon plan, as against 3,031 who would derive 
a prener benefit from the Mellon plan than from the Garner 
plan. 

The following is compiled from the official figures of per- 
sons making income-tax returns in 1921 to the Treasury 
Department: 
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Income-taw returns by States. 


Number 

benefited 

more by 
Democratic 

(Garner) 

plan. 

43, 009 2,974 
18, 477 18 476 
33, 830 33, 820 
889, 082 385, 64T 
69, 676 69, 636 
123, 269 ere 
15, 889 15, 872 
9 70 oat 
5 ee 

í 
611, 558 610, 701 
150, 300 150, 214 
ii, os ee 1 

‘ 

00 496 69, 451 
67, 960 67,910 
44,397 44,355 
112, 963 112, 787 
388, 442 387, 693 
250, 147 249, 883 
124, 501 124,370 
25,614 25, 605 
£ 172,350 
36, 907 36, 902 
71, 83L 
9.716 
386 
096 268, 692 
11.777 
637 1, 083; 608 
44,161 44,109 
18, 440 18, 438 
367, 096 366, 557 
69, 381 69, 349 
62, 804 62, 776 
621, 103 619, 885 
48, 057 47,919 
25, 160 25, 149 
21,681 21, 630 
60, 949 60, 918 
200, 188 200, 034 
26; 128 26, 1H 
17, 748 17,732 
76, 257 76, 225 
115, 688 115, 658 
75, 277 75, 214 
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Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, the country seems not to 
understand the situation. There is no serious suggestion of 
Mr. Mellon or Mr, GARNER, or anyone else now haying the 
ear of the country, to reduce the aggregate of taxes. The 
only dispute here is the matter of reducing the taxes on 
certain subjects, such as large incomes, as suggested by Mr. 
Mellon, On the contrary, Mr. Garner suggests a larger rate 
on huge incomes and also suggests an increase on cigarettes, 
These are mere examples out of a myriad of details, but they 
illustrate the proposition which I make, that the whole 
American people will have to pay just as many dollars of 
taxes into the Treasury of the United States after the adop- 
tion of either the Mellon plan, or the Garner plan, or the 
Frear plan, or any other proposed plan, as they would have 
had to pay if this agitation about tax reduction had never 
started. 

I ADVOCATE REDUCING THE SUM TOTAL OF TAXES COLLECTED FROM THE 
PEOPLE. 


It may be asked, How can this be done? I answer that it 
must be done very gradually to begin with, but that ultimately, 
under my plan, there will be a reduction of fully 50 per cent of 
money taken from the pockets of the people in the form of 
taxes and turned into the Federal Treasury at Washington, 
You are interested to know how. First of all, stop centraliz- 
ing governmental activities in Washington, and cut present 
activities to the bone, and cut off, not hundreds, but thousands 
of the present salary takers, and clock watchers, and holiday 
hunters. Then begin, and begin now, preparing for peace, and 
for permanent peace, by entering upon such policies, both 
internal and external, both domestic and foreign, both national 
and international, as will conduce to, and ultimately induce, 
abiding peace. 

The people of the United States already understand that 
about 90 per cent of the total revenues collected for the Federal 

y represent our war budget. This is made up of in-. 
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Our simplest and soundest contribution toward world peace ought to 
consist in making it most difficult for us to become involved in war; 
and with publie opinion consulted in advance and with plans worked 
out and well understood for effectually controlling both labor and capl- 
tal and thereby eliminating the element of sordid self-interest by put- 
ting profiteering out of everybody's reach the possibility of the United: 
States engaging in another war should attain the irreducible minimum 
consistent with national honor. | 
Ours is a popular form of government—of the people, by the people, | 
for the people; and the majority is supposed to rule. } 
If the Nation be at any time in actual danger, its citizens can safely 
be trusted to rally to its defense; but equally surely may they be 
relied on not to be suddenly stampeded by ill-considered war enthu- 
By amending its own Constitution as outlined, and thus setting a 
practical example which every other nation could—and many, if not all, 
might—follow, the United States would (indirectly as well as directly) 
be taking its place and doing its share toward preserving world peace. 
SAMUEL MCGOWAN. 


Mr. BECK. Mr. Speaker, I had hoped the results of the last 
election would indicate to the Republican Members of Congress 
that it is about time we listen to the voice of the people in- 
stead of following the dictates of those who made $38,000,- 
000,000 out of the war; those who made $20,000,000,000 out 
of the producers of wealth during the last two years, while 
1,240,000 farmers were driven from their homes because they 
could not pay interest and taxes, while thousands of wage 
earners were out of work and their homes were being sold 
under mortgage, while professional people were losing millions 
in Liberty bonds they purchased to aid in the war, while small 
business men were being forced into bankruptcy all over the 
land, and our soldiers were being driven to suicide and into 
penitentiaries through the unpardonable neglect of this, sup- 
posedly, the greatest legislative body in the world. But it 
seems as if some people never learn, even by experience. 

There was a Republican majority of 167 Members in the 
last Congress. That majority has been reduced to 15. The 
total plurality vote by which the Republican Members of the 
last Congress were elected was over 6,300,000. That plurality 
fell off over 50 per cent in the election of the Republican Mem- 
bers in this Congress. The same thing happened in the Sen- 
ate. There can be only one reason for this. That reason 
can be found in what the last Congress did or failed to do, 
The reason for the result of the next election will be found in 
what this Congress and the administration do or fail to do 
between now and next June. 

The administration has done nothing up to date, except to 
offer this bill. No one knows where it came from or how it 
was brought into existence. Its origin, like moonshine, is 
shrouded in mystery. The most that is known about it is that 
all the big business interests of the country are behind it. 
They were behind it even before Congress knew there was such 
a bill. They are spending millions in propaganda for the bill. 
It was “ stillborn” the same as the Esch- Cummins bill was 
born, the same as the Teapot Dome leases were born, the same 
as the sales tas bill will be born. 

GIVE US THIS DAY OUR DAILY BREAD. 


Big business never learns anything except by the Teapot 
Dome route. It cares nothing for the people except the use it 
can make of them. It cares nothing for the Government ex- 
cept what it can make out of it. It cared nothing for the blood 
of the soldiers except to capitalize it. It cares nothing about 
the producers of wealth except to take the wealth they produce. 
It has replaced King James’s version of the Bible with just 
nine words, “ More business in Government and less Govern- 
ment in business,” and has changed its prayer from “ Forgive us 
our trespasses” to “Give us this day our daily oil.” But it 
cares for itself. It cares for the 22,000 millionaires created 
during the war. 

But I am not willing for these profiteers to write a tax bill for 
me or the people I represent. These profiteers are the fellows 
who wrote the Esch-Cummins law that added an average of $360 
a year to the cost of living of every family in the United States, 
They wrote the present tariff law that added another $3,000,- 
000,000 to the annual cost of living in this country. These are 
the fellows who repealed the excess-profits tax and reduced the 
higher surtaxes over 23 per cent on big business in the last 
Congress, and now we are asked to vote another reduction of 
50 per cent for those best able to pay. They told Congress to 
pass the Esch-Cummins law to “revive business.” They told 
us to reduce the higher surtaxes to “ revive business.” Accord- 
ing to the President’s message and the newspapers “ business ” 
is “ revived.” Yet they must have another 50 per cent reduction 
in these taxes to “revive business.” 


terest on the war debt, pensions, hospitals, compensation for 
disabled soldiers, rehabilitation for disabled soldiers, pay to re- 
tired officers, soldiers and sailors, pay for the maintenance of 
forts, magazines and arsenals, money to build battleships, 
cruisers, submarines, airplanes, airplane carriers, oil tankers, 
radio outfits, antiaircraft guns, and thousands of other weapons, 
offensive and defensive, useful only in war and will be anti- 
quated and useless almost hefore being finished, by reason of 
constantly and rapidly growing knowledge and skill. It repre- 
sents the pay of the Army for officers and enlisted men, for 
field artillery, for small arms, for gas warfare, for aeronautic 
service, for signal service, for medical service, and for the 
thousands of other activities of the Army. This hasty enumer- 
ation representing fully 90 per cent of all the dollars that repre- 
sent the total of the Federal budget, shows that the only hope 
of substantial relief is to fight that monster of all monsters, 
that curse of all curses, that archenemy of human happiness 
and prosperity that we call WAR. 
ANY PLAN SUGGESTED IS A STEP TOWARD FINAL SOLUTION. 


Just how much the League of Nations will help toward dis- 
couraging war remains to be seen. Every patriotic and peace- 
loving soul must pray for its highest success in that direction. 
Thousands have made fun of Mr. Bok, but he merely sought 
to put the people to thinking along this line. Ultimately the 
American people will realize a certain obligation of gratitude 
for this effort at education in this direction by Mr. Bok, Per- 
sonally, I am seeking to promote that policy which is an out- 
growth of the great World War, sponsored by the American 
Legion and by the Woman’s Auxiliary of the American Legion. 
That plan proposes to take the profits out of war by compelling 
material resources and industries to do their part of the fight- 
ing “ while the war goes on,” just as the men under urms must 
fight. It contemplates a program of “ pay as you go” in making 
war, just as it has always been “fight as you go.” This matter 
will come up for consideration before the Military Affairs Com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives in Washington on March 
11, 1924, beginning at 10 a.m. 

All persons who believe that thus to take the profits out of 
war, and thereby to discourage war, will ultimately promote 
peace and thereby make it possible finally to reduce the sum 
total of Federal appropriations, and consequently to reduce the 
sum total of Federal taxation, let them write a letter either to 
the Hon. Junius H. Kaun, chairman of said committee, or 
to any member of the committee, including myself, indorsing 
this movement to draw the ugliest and foulest teeth from the 
dogs of war. This idea is represented by House Joint Reso- 
lution 128 and by a bill introduced by Hon. Royar C. Jonn- 
son, being the same approved by the national convention of 
the American Legion. Communications from any person will 
receive careful consideration. 

ADMIRAL M’GOWAN (RETIRED) HAS A PLAN TO DISCOURAGE WAR. 


The thousands of friends of Samuel McGowan, rear admiral, 
retired, United States Navy, will be interested to know that 
he entered the Bok contest and submitted a plan, a copy of 
which I produce and print herewith for the information of the 
country and of interest to his friends. It will be remembered 
that Admiral McGowan served as Paymaster General of the 
United States Navy during the World War, and that his ad- 
ministration of that great office in the purchase of supplies 
to the amount of many millions of dollars has set an example 
for official cleanness and businesslike method and system for 
all public officials for alltime. There was no sort of a“ Teapot 
Dome” scandal connected with his administration. 

A PRIZELESS PEACE OFFERING. 


(One of Mr, Bok's 22,164, written by a South Carolinian.) 


The United States can take its place and do its share toward pre- 
serving world peace by amending the Constitution so as to require— 

. That before war can be declared or participated in (except only in 
the event of attack or invasion) there must be a referendum—each 
legally qualified voter to sign his or her ballot for the purpose of subse- 
quent identification. 

That if the majority of votes cast are for peace there the matter 
ends, 

That if the majority be for war and if Congress thereupon authorizes 
war, every able-bodied citizen between the ages of 18 and 50 years, both 
inclusive, shall be drafted for service, either military or industrial, 
whereyer he or she can be of the most use, assignments to combatant 
duty (at the front or on board fighting ships) to be made as far as 
practicable, first, from among those who voted for war; next, those who 
did not vote; and last those who voted for peace; and all profits in 

excess of 6 per cent received by any person, firm, or corporation from the 
day war is declared untii peace is finally concluded shall be turned ever 
to the Government. 
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ONE MILLIONAIRE SAVES MORE THAN SEVEN CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS. 


Let us see what this bill does by way of reducing tares. 
There are five men in this country whose annual incomes are 
over $5,000,000 each. Under the present law each of these 
men should pay $2,870,640, leaving them over $2,129,860 each 
to live on. This bill saves each of these men seven times as 
much as it saves all the Federal tarpayers in the congressional 
district which I have the honor to represent. It saves these 
five men more money than it does three States like Wisconsin, 
It saves more money for each of these men than it saves for 
260,000 persons with an average income of $3,000 per year. 
It saves more money for a person having an income of $1,000,000 
than it does 10,000 persons with an average income of $5,000 
per year each, It saves more money for a tarpayer whose 
income is $100,000 than it does 60 persons with an income of 
$10,000 each. . 

Let me put it another way. At $3,000 per year it will take 
over 1,666 persons to earn d net income of $5,000,000. This bill 
will reduce the taxes of these 1,666 persons a total of $25,000, 
or one-half a cent on the dollar. But when one man earns a net 
income of $5,000,000 his tares are reduced $1,331,800, or 46 
cents on the dollar. One hundred men having a net income of 
$10,000 each (a total net income of $1,000,000) will get a total 
reduction of $16,000 in tarzes under this bill, while one man 
having a net income of $1,000,000 gets a reduction of $251,800, 
the one 16 cents on the dollar, the other 45 cents. 

Under the Mellon plan the motor vehicle owners are taxed 
over $144,000,000 for the privilege of buying these vehicles and 
repairs. There is no doubt that 90 per cent of this tax rests 
directly upon the shoulders of common folks. They own most 
of the motor vehicles. They own the cheaper cars, the second- 
hand cars, the cars that require the most repairs, and every 
time a part has to be purchased they are taxed for the privilege 
of buying it. It is a tax on misfortune and never should have 
been placed in any law. A motor yehicle is as great a necessity 
for people of small means as almost any other piece of prop- 
erty. Should these people be taxed on the value of their cars, 
pay a license tax in addition thereto, and then be required to 
pay an additional tax for the privilege of buying them, and 
when a part is broken or wornout pay another tax on the re- 
pairs? That is the situation relative to automobiles, trucks, 
and accessories, while the tax on yachts used by men of wealth 
has been entirely taken off by this bill. 

This bill relieves the jewelers and musie dealers to a con- 
siderable extent—relieves them of about 834 per cent of their 
tax—but a jeweler pays his property tax and his income tax, 
if he has any, the same as other people. Why should he be 
required to pay still another tax and then stick a tax bill for 
it under the nose of the purchaser to get it back? That is a, 
sales tax and has no place in any scheme of taxation, 

THE “ SCIENCE’ OF TAX DODGING, 


“ But,” they say, “ this bill is scientific.” It has to go because 
it is “ scientific.” I can see that it is“ scientific“ in the sense 
that the tariff law and the Esch-Cummins act are scientific, 
scientific“ in the sense that it unloads from those best able 
to bear the burden and loads it onto those least able to bear, 
but I see no science in that except the science of “ might,” a 
sort of Teapot Dome “science,” a war fraud “science,” a 
shipping board “science,” an airplane graft “science.” a 
“ science ” like gambling on the stock exchange, a sort of Hog 
Island “ science.” 

But we are told here in Washington not to go into these 
things, that Congress ought to stop its investigation of graft; 
otherwise it will drive the country into communism. We are 
told in New York that our investigation of Teapot Dome and 
other graft is disturbing the stock market and driving the 
country into another panic. “ Panic,” “communism,” if any 
attempt is made to punish official dishonesty. “Panic” and 
“communism,” if any effort is made to secure a government 
of the people, by the people, and for the poeple. But to allow 
these things to continue is probably “ scientific.” 

NO RELIEF FOR FARMERS OR WAGE EARNERS IN THE MELLON BILL. 

This “scientific” bill has been in the making for over a 
year, we are told. It has had so-called “scientific” men work- 
ing upon it, and they have brought in a bill that will, to my 
mind, be of benefit to less than 1,000,000 people, while the other 
105,000,000, who are the most entitled to and most in need of 
relief, get practically no benefit at all. The farmers and wage 
earners will continue to sacrifice their homes to pay taxes and 
interest in the future as in the past, so far as this bill is con- 
cerned, The farmers of Texas will continue to sell cabbage for 
$7 per ton and I'll pay at the rate of $200 per ton in my home 
town, in the future as in the past. and the railroads will con- 
tinue to get five times as much out of that-cabbage as the 


farmers get. The dairy farmers of my State will continue to 
sell their butter for 40 to 45 cents a pound and Washington 
people will continue to pay 65 to 70 cents for that same butter. 
The farmer will continue to sell his wool for 40 cents a pound 
and pay $7 a pound when he buys it back in a suit of clothes. 
The consumer will continue to pay from three to ten times as 
much for what he eats as the farmer gets for producing it. The 
farmer will continue to get less profit out of a carload of stock 
than the railroads get for taking the stock one day and landing 
it at the stockyards the next. 

Before the war a farmer could take 6 hogs weighing 200 
pounds each to market and take home a grain binder. On 
November 10, 1923, it would have taken 20 of those same hogs 
to buy a binder. Before the war an ordinary bedroom suite 
cost 30 bushels of corn. To-day that same suite costs 95 bush- 
els. Before the war a farmer could buy a suit of clothes for 
20 pounds of wool. Now that same suit costs 75 pounds. Before 
the war a farmer could buy a plow for 25 pounds of butter. Now 
that same plow costs 60 pounds. Before the war a wage earner 
paid I day's work for 25 pounds of ordinary meat. Now he 
pays 24 days’ work for that same amount of meat. Before the 
war he paid 4 days’ work for a suit of clothes. Now he pays 
7 days’ work for that same suit. Rent that used to cost him 
& days’ work per month now costs him 8. And yet the farmer 
is told that his whole trouble is due to high wages. The wage 
earner is told his whole trouble is due to the high prices the 
farmer receives, 

PROFITEERING MIDDLEMPN FLEECE PRODUCERS AND CONSUMERS. 


According to the reports of the Department of Agriculture, 
apples which brought the producers in Oregon $2.38 a barrel 
sold to the consumers in New York for $22.50. The New York 
Marketing Commission traced a barrel of apples from a farm 
near Buffalo, where it brought $2.50, through seven different 
hands, to the consumer’s table, costing the consumer $23 a bar- 
rel. In November, 1923, a wage earner in Chicago paid $3 for 
a bushel of potatoes that brought the farmer 70 cents near my 
home city. Where does the difference go? 

The annual food supply costs the consumers of New York City 
about $1,200,000,000, of which the farmers receive one-third, 
or $400,000,000. Nearly all the remaining $800,000,000 goes to 
food gamblers in that city. For every 35 farmers in the United 
States there are 20 dealers in the products of the farm. For 
every 1} farms in the United States there is 1 food gambler 
who makes twice as much out of the products of the farm as 
the farmer who produces the food. Every time a farmer sells 
$2,000 worth of cabbage, tomatoes, potatoes, hogs, apples, milk, 
butter, eggs, and the like, the consumers of the large cities 
pay about $6,000 for them, and most of the difference goes to 
the food gambler. At this rate the food gamblers of the United 
States are levying a tribute of about $2,400 per year on the 
average farm. And what is to be done about it? We are told, 
“The farmer can solve bis own problems. He can help himself.” 


SOME OF THE FACTORS WHICH PREVENT THE FARMER FROM “ HELPING 
HIMSELF,” 


But let us see how this policy of the farmer “helping him- 
self” has worked out. One of the early means he employed 
to “help himself” was the cooperative store. But that failed 
chiefly because of the lack of his training in that line. Coopera- 
tive creameries have been more successful, but they solve only 
one-half of the problem. They have eliminated the profits at 
one end of the line, but the profits of the food gamblers to whom 
the creamery must sell at the central market remain. When the 
cooperative potato growers’ association began to be agitated in 
Minnesota it is said that $500,000 were raised by potato buyers 
to fight it. Five hundred thousand dollars squeezed out of the 
farmers to fight the farmers who have not anything to fight with 
is a formidable proposition. But,” it is said, “if the farmer 
will stick by his cooperative association, if he will not desert 
his fellow farmers, he will win.” That is true, but the trouble 
with that is his economic condition is often such as to force 
him to leave his association when a better price is offered out- 
side, even though he knows it means his ultimate ruination. 
He has interest to pay. Five cents a bushel on his potatoes or 
5 cents a pound on his tobacco will pay it. If he does not get 
that extra 5 cents, he may lose his farm. So he deserts his 
association, gets the 5 cents and one more year’s lease of life. 
He is like a drowning man grasping for a straw. He could 
drown just as well without grabbing the straw, but that is 
not what he does. He grabs the straw and drowns too. 

The California raisin growers practically deeded their farms 
to an association for a period of six years and attempted 
to fix the selling price of raisins, just as the food gamblers 
who formerly bought the raisins of the farmers had fixed it, 
They organized so as to be able to ship their products direct 
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to the local merchants, cutting out the meat packers who were 
making practically all the profits. They were promptly haled 
into court as a combination in restraint of trade. Food gamblers 
ean fix prices and get away with it. Farmers can fix prices 
and get in jail. The milk producers in my State, not being able 
to get the cost of production out of their milk, formed an as- 
sociation and attempted to do only what those who were buying 
the milk had done, namely, fix the price. The farmers had 
been getting $1.45 per 100 pounds for their milk. It cost 
$2.40 to produce it. The dealers were getting $5.25 per hundred. 
The farmers attempted to fix the price at $2.50 per hundred. 
They were promptly brought into court as a combination in 
restraint of trade. 


HOW THE PACKERS “ WORK IT” IN WISCONSIN. 


The farmers of Wisconsin sold stock and raised money to 
fit up three cooperative meat-packing plants. The stock for 
one of these plants was sold by agents sent into the State by 
one of the Chicago packers. No sooner had these plants 
started business than the price of the raw material shot up 
above the market price, and the price of the finished product fell 
below, and the plants one after the other closed their doors, 
and the stockholders were forced to pay heavy losses. The 
furmer can help himself.” Think of it! Can anyone con- 
ceive of how he is going to help himself under such conditions? 
He can not do it with a Congress that will offer him an agri- 
culiural credit bill or a loan of $50,000,000 through the banks. 
It is not credit he wants. It is prices. He can not do it with 
a Congress that will hand him an Esch-Cummins law. He 
can not do it with Government price firing. We had some 
price fizing by the Government during the war. Every time 
the price of what a farmer sold was fired it was fixed below 
the market price, and every time the price was fixed on what 
he bought it was fired above the market price. He can not 
do it with a Congress that will hand him a $3,000,000,000), 
tariff law as a panacea for his ills. He can not do it with a 
Congress that will offer him this tax bill as a cure-all for his 
troubles. He can do it, however, with a Congress that twill give 
him the same control over the products of his own toil that food 
gamblers have after they buy these products from the farmer. 

“Oh,” we are told, “if that is done, the farmers will put 
the prices up to where they will starve us city people out.” 
Is there any more danger of 6,500,000 farmers starving the 
people of the city than there is of the food gamblers doing 
so? There is not a case on record where farmers have been 
uhle to control prices but what prices to the consumers have 
fallen. 

A SALES TAX THE NEXT AIM OF BIG BUSINESS. 

It may be said I am not discussing the bill under considera- 
tion. I am trying to point out the burden that already rests 
upon the basic industry of this country, and the passage of 
this bill will only add to that burden. This bill is only a 
step to another bill, a sales tax, where the consumer will be 
taxed on everything he buys and the income tax will be re 
pealed entirely. Looking to that end we have before us a 
gasoline tax bill coupled with a license tax. a value tax, and 
a horsepower tax on motor vehicles. It is tax, tax, tax! We 
tax the consumer more and more without finding a way for 
him to keep enough of his earnings with which to pay. 

But it has been said in this House that I am not a Republican. 
It is said none of the Wisconsin Members are Republicans. 
It is said that Wisconsin, the most rock-ribbed Republican 
State in the Union, is not Republican. It is rock-ribbed Re- 
publican because the people of that State like its Republicanism. 
Nothing will satisfy its Republicanism except legislation in the 
interest of common folks. 

NOT NECESSARY TO EE EBACTIONARY TO QUALIFY AS A REPUBLICAN. 


But why is the Esch-Cummins law an index to one’s Republi- 
eanism? In what way is the Fordney tariff law an index to 
one's Republicanism? How is one’s Republicanism to be 
challenged by his refusal to vote for either the last revenue bill 
or this bill? There is not a paragraph, a line, a word, or a 
syllable in a single Republican platform from the days of Fre- 
mont to the present that justifies either of these laws. Pro- 
tection to infant industries has always been a cardinal principle 
in Republicanism. But the Steel Trust, the packing industry, 
the railroads, the Sugar Trust, and the like are no longer in- 
fants. They claim to be “bigger than the Government,” and 
they proceed to carry that idea into effect when they success- 
fully jam such legislation as this down the throat of Congress. 

But if such legislation is Republicanism, let the next Republi- 
ean National Convention openly declare for the Esch-Cummins 
law, which, for all practical purposes, gives the railroads the 
right to charge all the traffic will bear. Let it declare for the 


Fordney tariff law that added $3,000,000,000 to the cost of liv- 


ing. Let it declare for the Mellon tax plan that reduces the tax 
on large incomes over 50 per cent, while it reduces those with 
small incomes only 25 per cent. Let it boldly say it favors 
giving our oil reserves, our coal reserves, our timberlands, 
our fisheries, our docks, and other resources belonging to the 
people to the exploitation of the railroads, the packers, and 
the Dohenys, Let it advocate replacing the income tax with a 
sales tax. Let it declare against a soldiers’ adjusted compensa- 
tion. Let it tell the farmer that he is to blame for his troubles, 
that he needs no legislation, that he can help himself. Let it 
tell the wage earners of the United States that it favors the 
injunction as an instrument for settling labor disputes. Let it 
lay its cards face up on the table and tell the country it favors 
a larger annual expenditure for a war machine in these times 
of peace than Germany ever spent during any one year of the 
war. Will it declare for any of these things? No. It never 
has and it never will. The Republican Party does not stand 
for any of these things. It never has and it never will. Yet, 
in the future just as in the past, a few self-styled leaders in 
this House will have the effrontery to say to those who refuse 
to swallow everything that is dished out by them, “ You are no 
Republican.” “Why don’t you go over on the other side of 
the House where you belong?” The so-called leaders of the 
“other side“ are just as “stand pat” as the so-called leaders 
of “this side.” The only difference is, the one comes from the 
North and the other from the South. 


PARTY BOSSES CRACK THE WHIP FOR THB MELLON PLAN, 


I may be hazed; I may be disciplined; I may be read out of 
the Republican Party by a few straw bosses in this House who 
do not know even the first principles of Republicanism; I may 
be called a “ radical,” or “red,” or a “ Bolshevik"; but that 
will not deter me from casting my vote for what I think is 
right. The bluster and bluff and fuming and spouting of our 
Straw bosses is often mistaken by Members for the “ party 
lash.” I have seen men waver and almost collapse on the floor 
of this House trying to determine whether they had better face 
the wrath of the straw boss or the wrath of the people back 
home. So far as I am concerned, the wrath of the straw boss 
does not disturb me in the least. I am coming to where I 
rather enjoy it. His telling me that he will see to it that the 
present Wisconsin Members are left at home in the next Con- 
gress convinces me he has a greatly exaggerated opinion of 
himself. His telling me that the business interests will start 
such a backfire against us that we will not dare to run for 
Congress again shows conclusively that he does not know the 
people of Wisconsin. But that is neither here nor there. I 
am unalterably opposed to this bill because it brings no prac- 
tical relief to the wealth producers of the country. Their prob- 
lems are scarcely touched by this bill. Relieve them from the 
grasp of the food gamblers and they will pay the taxes. But 
they absolutely object to paying the tax of $10,000,000,000 a 
year in profits to food gamblers and other profiteers and then 
be required to pay most of the $4,000,000,000 tax required by 
the Government. 

The real issue presented to us in the Mellon bill is a simple 
one. The predatory big business interests which forced through 
the Esch-Cummins law under the whip and spur of reactionary 
leaders, which made their millions out of the World War and 
have since controlled the Department of Justice and paralyzed 
the efforts of honest men to recover the stolen property of the 
Government, which corrupted officials of the Government in 
order to rob the Nation of its oil reserves—these same interests 
are now knocking at the doors of Congress demanding that they 
be exempted from fair and reasonable taxes. 

In effect, they are asking that they be paid a bonus and that 
the soldiers and sailors who won the war be denied adjusted 
compensation. That is the issue upon which fiey come to us. 
Shall Congress reward those who have systematically pillaged 
the people and the Government and deny justice to those who 
were inducted into the Army and Navy to fight the war? 

President Coolidge, Secretary Mellon, and a majority of those 
who are leading the fight on the Mellon plan are agreed that we 
ean not reduce the taxes of the rich and pay adjusted compensa- 
tion. Their position is so plain that no one can misunderstand 
it. I regret that I can not agree with them. 

The big business interests want something else. They will 
not be satisfied with simply reducing their taxes during the next 
fiseal year. They know that the World War placed a tax 
burden upon this country that it will take a generation to pay. 
Wealth paid smaller taxes in this country during the war than 
it did in any other belligerent country under the sun. The 
rich are now endeavoring to shift that burden almost entirely 
to the backs of the people. Unless we call a halt at this point, 
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big business will not rest until the common people of the coun- | common sons of common men gaye their lives and their service 
try are forced to pay every penny of the cost of the war, out of | in the camp and on the battle field. 


which big business made billions in bloody profits, while the 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend 


mothers and fathers of the land gave until it hurt” and the | my remarks, I insert the following table: 
Comparative table showing amount of tax on incomes of 85,000 and less under the present law, Mellon plan, and Democratic plan. 
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Mr. HAWES. Mr. Speaker, the most dificult problem now 
confronting the American people is that of transportation. 

The daily life of every man, woman, and child is affected by 
it. It is one which involves the pocketbook, the health, com- 
fort, and the business of all. 

It is an important element in the high cost of living. 

Its solution, more than any other one single thing, will help 
to restore our 60-cent dollar to its former 100 per cent value, 

It is the problem which must be solved for the farmer in 
the movement of his crop from the farm to the buyer and 
consumer. 

While the great problem of the railways remains unsolved, 
there are collateral transportation questions which this Con- 
gress can assist in solving now. 

Transportation should be considered as a whole—that is, 
railways, highways, and waterways must ultimately be knit 
into one comprehensive plan for the benefit of all. 

Bach branch of transportation service, while presenting a dis- 
tinct angle, as it arises must be considered in relation to the 
other branches. 

Congress will have before it shortly the question of improved 
waterways and the matter of improved highways and some 
additional railroad regulation. 

The immediate problem, however, is a reduction in the cost 
of transportation. 

We have in the United States approximately 400,000 miles of 
improved highways, over which 15,000,000 motor vehicles 
travel. The Bureau of Public Roads was unable to advise me 
of the cost of these highways, but said it would cost about 
$3,500,000,000 to construct them now. 

Federal aid has been extended in 31,400 miles of roads, the 
Government expending about $243,000,000, matched by $321,- 
000,000 of State money. 

The Government is spending about $80,000,000 annually on 
roads. 

It has been estimated by the highway department that during 
this year $1,040,000,000 will be spent by the Nation and the 
States in this form of improvement. 


SSessssssssssesssssssssss! 


Ken 


person without de- Married person with one de- Married person with two de 
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The horse is almost gone, excepting for certain limited forms 
of work, recreation, and pleasure. He has been supplanted by 
the motor vehicle, : 

Some 20 years ago the motor car was looked upon as a 
vehicle of the rich, to be used for pleasure and recreation. It 
was considered a city toy. 

But to-day we find that 4,500,000 of these motor vehicles are 
used by the farmer—almost one-third of the entire number. 

In the cities and towns they are divided as follows: 

In cities under 50,000 inhabitants, 75 per cent; 

In cities containing between 50,000 and 500,000 inhabitants, 
16 per cent; 

In cities of over 500,000, 9 per cent; and 

In communities under 1,000 inhabitants, 333 per cent are 
owned by farmers. 

These figures show the general distribution and universal 
use of these vehicles, They have revolutionized our country 
in all its aspects, 

There were produced in the United States in the last year 
4,014,000 cars and trucks with a total valuation of $2,510,- 
885,000. The tire business alone amounted to $760,000,000. 

Motor vehicles registered in the United States are 15,000,000. 

The total world registration of motor vehicles is 17,000,000, 
showing that the United States registration is 85 per cent of 
the total. 

These machines in the United States consumed gasoline 
amounting to 5,404,184,000 gallons in 1923. 

There are 43,607 persons engaged in the sale of cars and 
trucks, and for their use there are 50,911 public garages; 
repair shops number 67,802, and stores from which supplies 
are purchased number 65,988. 

These figures give an approximate idea of the place the auto- 
mobile occupies in our domestic life. When we consider its ef- 
fect upon wages, income, credit, comfort, and business it exceeds 
all other industries. 


The Ways and Means Committee of the House reduced dis- 


criminatory taxes upon bowie knives, bowling, fans, candy, 
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telephones, movies, and other industries, but offered no relief 
for the user of the automobile. 

Only approximately 6,500,000 people out of our total of 115,- 
000,000 pay income taxes. And yet each and every owner of 
the 15,000,000 automobiles still pays a war tax of 5 per cent on 
all repair parts, 5 per cent on all accessories, 5 per cent on 
tires, 3 per cent on trucks, and 5 per cent on new automobiles; 
making a total of $586,000,000 placed upon this industry as a 
war measure, and no relief of any kind has been offered by the 
Ways and Means Committee of the House. 

I consider this a transportation tax and therefore an in- 
creased cost of transportation. It is a drain upon passenger 
business and freight business. It is a drain upon the farm, and 
it should be reduced. 

The responsibility for not making this reduction must rest 
upon each Member of the House and the Senate. 

This tax was created in 1918 for war purposes only, and 
where an owner is forced to pay 5 per cent on repair parts 
and 5 per cent on accessoriés, it becomes, in fact, a tax upon 
misfortune or accident. 

Assuming a basis of $800 for a car, the automobile rolling 
stock would amount to over $12,000,000,000, all of which is 
taxed, all of which is transportation pure and simple. 

As 55 per cent of the automobiles are owned in the country 
and rural villages of less than 5,000, where the roads are bad, 
the heaviest burden of tire replacement and broken parts re- 
placement falls largely upon this class of motor-vehicle owners. 

All of these taxes are a weight upon transportation and a tax 
upon transportation. 

They increase the cost of moving every passenger and every 
pound of freight in the United States. 

Every single person in the United States is served every day 
in some form by a motor vehicle. It is not only a factor in 
working the farms and carrying food products to market, but it 
is also a factor in the movement of raw materials and the 
finished product of manufacturing concerns. 

Everyone knows that the daily necessities of life, such as 
bread, meat, milk, fuel, newspapers, laundry, and practically 
everything we use, are delivered by motor vehicles. It is the 
great instrumentality of transportation to-day. 

Take the matter of motor busses alone: There are 51,000 in 
use; 12,500 of these are used for schools and for the transporta- 
tion of school children; 107 street railways are using motor 
busses, and 157 railways are using them on short lines. 

This is not an appeal for the consideration of the manufac- 
turers of motor vehicles, but an appeal to have the war tax re- 
moved from the users of these vehicles. 

Maj. Roy F. Britton, president of the great organization 
known as the Missonri Automobile Club, who is now a na- 
tional authority on all questions relating to roads and automo- 
biles, has furnished me with the latest figures regarding the 
State of Missouri, and these may be accepted as an average of 
the condition in each of our 48 States. 

He places the burden upon the automobile in Missouri as 
foliows: 

1. When a car is purchased a 5 per cent war tax is paid on 
the purchase price. 

2. One dollar to the State for certificate of title. 

8. Registration fee to the State ranging from $5 to $25, 
according to the horsepower of the car, 

4. A city license ranging from $2 to $12, according to the 
horsepower. 

5. A personal-property tax ranging from about $10 per car 
up, if the car is returned at its true value. 

6. In the city of St. Louis automobile owners are paying a 
gasoline tax of one-half cent a gallon. In Kansas City and other 
cities in the State it is 1 cent per gallon, and the State now has 
under consideration a State tax upon gasoline. 

7. After the car is purchased and in operation we again pay 
a Federal war tax on all parts and accessories purchased. This 
applies to tires and everything that goes on an automobile. In 
case of accident or any damage to the car this amounts to a tax 
of 5 per cent on one’s misfortune. 

Mr. Speaker, I shall vote for every measure relating to high- 
ways and waterways which tends to solve the transportation 
problem and reduce the cost of transportation. 

To be consistent and at the same time practical, I shall vote 
to reduce the war tax on automobile transportation to its lowest 
possible level. 

In the State of Missouri 475,000 men and women pay an 
automobile tax, and in the same State only 172,519 of our citi- 
zens pay an income tax. 


I am voting to cut these income taxes and shall so continue 
until they are reduced to the last possible dollar necessary for 
National Government expenses. 

But I would feel inconsistent if I did not, while attempting 
to relieve the burden of our 172,000 income-tax payers, at the 
same time attempt to give relief to the 475,000 citizens who pay 
a transportation tax on the automobile. 

Highways over which the motor vehicle runs is one great 
solution to the transportation problem. 

Let us do our part now in solving this the greatest and most 
complicated of all our national difficulties. 

The highway and the motor vehicle move the home nearer 
to the school. 

It moves the congregation nearer to the church. 

It brings the doctor more quickly to his patient. 

It moves the farm closer to the city. 

It does all of the great things necessary for closer coopera- 
tion and community interest. 

It is the big tie that binds the city to the country. 

It is one of the great solutions to the perplexing and dis- 
tressing farm problem. 

This great instrumentality of cooperation, commerce, and 
community interest should not be taxed beyond its just share, 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, when this bill was under con- 
sideration by the Committee on Ways and Means I made the 
following statement: 


STATEMENT OF HON. CARL HAYDEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF ARIZONA, 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I appear for the purpose of suggesting 
the advisability of retaining the present taxes on notomobile trucks, 
automobiles, motor cycles, tires, Inner tubes, and spare parts. I have 
some figures that I obtained from the Office of Public Roads and the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue showing, first, the sums of money that 
have been expended by Congress on the Federal-aid highway system, 
amounting altogether to $264,782,216 from 1917 to 1923. 

There has been collected from the automobile industry in taxes, 
beginning in 1918, $23,000,000, and down to this last year $146,000,000, 
a gross amount during that period of $589,012,021, or about twice as 
much as Congress has expended on the Federal aid road system. 

There are now, as a result of the Federal highway act, agreements 
between the Federal Government and the various States on the con- 
struction of what is kuown as the 7 per cent system. That system 
consists of 186,881 miles of road in the United States, which practically 
connects every town of 5,000 inhabitants and upward in the United 
States. Of that system at the end of 1923, about 60,000 miles had 
been completed. There were some 8,700 miles graded but not surfaced, 
Last year there was a little over 8,000 miles of the system constructed. 

If we are to keep up Federal aid at the present rate and do not 
increase the appropriations, it will be about fifteen years before the 
people of the United States can obtain the benefit of this Federal aid 
road system. Now it seems to me that it is entirely proper to tax 
the automobile industry to obtain the money to be appropriated by 
Congress for this system of roads. 

Mr. TıLsöòx. Haye you any suggestions as to how many million 
dollars’ worth of roads these heavy trucks have torn up and destroyed 
that will have to be built again? 

Mr. Haypen. The problem of maintenance is most serious, but it is 
being met in most of the States—and I think all the States will adopt 
that means of raising the necessary funds—by levying a tax on gaso- 
line. In my own State a tax of 3 cents per gallon is levied on gasoline, 
and that money is taking care of all our maintenance. The total 
amount of taxes collected by the States from the best figures that I 
could get, directly on automobiles, or by gasoline taxes and registra- 
tion taxes, is about $300,000,000 a year. 

The total expenditures on construction of roads in the past year— 
and it will be about the same this year—is about a billion dollars, 
of which around 40 per cent is paid for by bond issues. About 
$400,000,000 comes from that source, and about $600,000,000 comes 
from direct taxes and gasoline taxes or other taxes on the industry 
or from Federal aid. 

If we are going to complete this Federal-aid road system, I think 
it ought to be paid for by the automobiles that use it. The reason 
that we undertook this program of road construction was because 
of the automobile. ‘There are now over 14,000,000 automobiles in 
the United States, an increase of over 1,000 per cent in less than 
15 years. 

I am looking at this proposal from my own point of view. I do 
not speak for anybody else; this is my own idea, but I would be 
very glad indeed to pay and to continue to pay the present rate of 
Federal taxation on automobiles, if I buy one, or upon tires if and 
when I buy them, if I knew that the money collected went into a 
Federal-aid road fund, I therefore bring a further suggestion to you, 
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which may be within your province to adopt or not. I think it 
would be well if there could be included in this bill language to 
+ this effect [reading] : 

“That beginning with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, all 
moneys received from excise taxes collected under paragraphs (1), 
(2), and (8) of section 700 of Title VII of this act shall be, and 
the same are hereby, reserved and set aside as a special fund in 
the Treasury to be known as the Federalaid highway fund,’ to 
be subject to appropriation from time to time by Congress in car- 
rying out the provisions of the Federal highway act approved 
November 9, 1921 (42 Stat. L. p. 212), and acts amendatory 

thereof and supplemental thereto.” 

In other words, I think Congress should maintain the present taxes 
and take the tax money and put it into a Federal-aid road fund. It is 
true that there was not expended last year as much money as was 
collected; the total collections from this source amounted to $146,- 
000,000 and the total expenditures for Federal aid to only $77,000,000. 
But we are just getting this 7 per cent road system well under way, 
und we must speed It up, because if we do not, as I have pointed ont, 
it will be 15 years before the present plan is carried out. I do not 
believe that the ordinary taxpayer would object, under such circum- 
stances, to paying the present tax. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Hayden, we bave a witness here who wants to 
be heard very briefly, Mr. Washburn, and we will have to go over to 
the House in a few minutes. 

Mr, Harpnx. I have finished, Mr. Chairman. I merely brought this 
suggestion to you with this thought, that you might inquire of the 


actuaries in the department as to what the probable increase in income l 


might be. 

Mr. TreEApway. Is tbis 2 or 3 cents a gallon gasoline tax absorbed 
by the dealer, or is it added directly to the cost? 

Mr. Haybden. It is added directly to the cost by the dealer. 
is no dispute about that, 

(Mr, Haypsen submitted the following:) 

Comparison of Federal-aid highway funds ond excise tages on 

automobiles. 


FEDERAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM AND FOREST FUNDS. 


There 


33 
mm and con- 
struction fores Total. 
funds. 
$49,279. 95, 
837, 176.61 
3,095, 102. 98 
25, 168, 794. 07 
63, 533, 861. 68 
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INTERNAL REVENUÐ COLLECTED, 
Passenger 
auto 
Year ended June 30—| mobiles Total. 
and motor 
cycles. 
, 981, 288 981, 258 
— 4, 991, 771 49, 341, 990 
„315,814 145, 983, 034 
, 388, 1 117, 322, 741 
|, 684, 105, 219, 381 
92, 735, 852 146, 183, 607 
„097, 429 559, 012, 021 


I include in this extension of my remarks some correspond- 
ence that I have had with Mr. Gray Silver, of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation: 


AMERICAN FARM BURBAU FEDERATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 15, 192}. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR, CONGRESSMAN: In these days of continued and extended 
agricultural distress reduction in taxes is one of the greatest reliefs 
that can be given the farmer. The Federal Government can directly 
serve the farmer by the removal of excise or consumption taxes. The 
direct saving to the farmers through lower surtaxes is almost a negli- 
gible amount, as only a very small percentage pay any surtaxes what- 
ever. Further, there is no assurance that the reduction in the sur- 
taxes to those who have to pay them will reduce the profits being 
taken by those who are in a position to do so. The normal tax rate 
is not excessive or burdensome, and therefore should not be reduced 
at all. 


The proposal to reduce surtaxes to 25 per cent is contrary to the best 
information available to us in securing the desired result, namely, ade- 
quate revenue, and we earnestly protest that it be fixed not below 40 
per cent. We believe that additional revenue so raised should be 
equalized by the reduction of direct taxes on items such as automobile 
parts and ligbt trucks, namely, those not exceeding about 1 ton ca- 


pacity. The tax on parts is largely in the nature of a tax on mis- 
fortune and losses and can not well be justified at any time, In so far 
as the farmer is concerned, the light trucks are his horse and wagon in 
these days of mechanical equipment and they should be freed, certainly 
im part if not in whole, from this tax. I also suggest that a graduated 
inheritance tax on tax-free securities might be considered. 

May I say further that I appeal to all friends of agriculture to expe- 
dite the consideration and passage of the tax bill so that we may 
thereby at an early date secure the consideration of Muscle Shoals, 
which we have been assured will be the next measure considered, and 
then other agricultural relief measures in the order in which they may 
be determined as most desirable, 

Sincerely yours, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU. FADERATION, 
By Grax Sirver, Washington Representative, 


WHAT IS THB FARMER’S Yuarty Excrss-Tax BILL? 


(Repair figures based on a survey of the farmer’s use of automobiles 
made by Division of Farm Management, Bureau of Agricultural Eeo- 
nomics, Department of Agriculture. Report appeared as supplement 
to Monthly Crop Report, January, 1924, p. 3.) 

1923, 

Motor vehicles on farms: 


Total vehicles 


„TTT 
TIRE COSTS IN 1923. g 


Average cash ontlay for tires per year as indicated by above survey, $34. 
Multiplying total vehicles on farms by this 


amount gives total tire replacement $153, 000, 000 
Element lm cost for freight, profit, rent, 
8 and other sales costs — 38, 250, 000 
Wholesale value equnls -nnne 114, 750, 000 
Federal excise tax at 5 per cent (farmer's 
misfortune tax on tires) $5, 737, 500 


REPAIRS. . 

Indicated average cash outlay for repairs, $28. 
Assuming that three-quarters ig for parts 
$21, which is believed conservative in 
view of large amount of repair labor 
done on farm, total farm expenditure for 


r — 894, 500, 000 
Element in cost for freight, profit, rent, 
bookkeeping, and other sales costs — 23, 625,000 
Wholesale value equal 70, 875, 000 
Federal excise tax at 5 per cent (farmer's 
misfortune tax on repair part) $3, 543, 750 
Total misfortune tax on parts and 
rf ee Sw SS USSR Se CE Bie ys ah tho 9, 281, 250 
New cars produced in 1923, 3,644,000; 
wholesale value —-_.--..-.-.---_ $2, 243, 385, 000 
Assuming same percentage continued to 
on farms that is indicated by ratio 
farm registration to total registration 
Aer cent). TT. 30. 94 
New cars to farms in 1923, 1,118,453..._. $694, 102, 000 


Federal excise tax at 5 per cent (farmer 
pays in excise taxes on new cars) 84, 705, 100 
New trucks produced in 1923, 370,000; 


wholesale value _-.._.--_-_____. $267, 500, 000 
l same percentage continuing to 
go to farms (per cent) _..__---_______ — 23. 4 
New trucks to farms in 1923, 86.580. $62, 595, 000 
Federal excise tax (farmers pay in excise 
tad on hew tracks) 2222-0 eS — — 1,877,850 
Total Federal automotive excise 


taxes paid by farmors . 48, 804, 200 


Twelve and five-tenths per cent of the average citizen’s income goes 
Si taxes. (Figure from President Coolidge’s Lincoln Day address, 


Sixteen and six-tenths per cent of the farmer’s Income goes for taxes, 


(Figure from National Industrial Conference Board.) 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, February 18, 192}. 
Mr. Gray SILVER, 
Washington Representative, 
American Farm Bureau Federation, Washington, D. O. 

My Dran MR. SILVER: I thank you for your letter of February 15, 
and the attached statements showing the effect of the Federal excise 
taxes upon the farmers of the United States. The only objection 
that I can see to the removal or a material reduction in the excise tax 
on automobiles, trucks, tires, spare parts, etc., is that this will be used 
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as an argument against an increase in the appropriations for Federal 
aid for good roads. I inclose herewith a copy of a statement that I 
made before the Committee on Ways and Means, and would like to 
know what you think of the argument that I then presented. 

In the report of the transportation conference called by the Cham- 
ber of Commerce of the United States on January 24, 1924, 1 find 
the following recommendation : x 

“The entire cost of maintaining the improved highways of the 
country should be borne from special taxes levied against the 
road user. Such taxes should be used for no other purpose.” 

I am sure that we all want to do what is best for the country as 
a whole, but in our anxiety to reduce taxes it seems to me that we 
should not forget the sources of the reyenue to pay for good roads. 

Yours very sincerely, 
CARL HAYDEN, 
Member of Congress, Arizona, 


AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 20, 1924. 
Hon, Cart HAYDEN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Duar Mu. HAYDEN: Acknowledging yours of the 18th and thanking 
you for the same, permit me to say I entirely approve of your state- 
ments made before the Ways and Means Committee. I am also in 
sympathy with the quotation in your letter from the chamber of com- 
merce report of January 24. In fact, I sat in and helped to prepare 
the resolution referred to, namely, the entire cost of maintaining the 
improved highways of the country shouid be borne from special taxes 
levied against the road user. Such taxes should be used for no other 
purpose. 

In writing the letter to you and others which I did, it was not my 
thought to reduce the income from the sources referred to below the 
needed amounts to take care of all expenditures necessary to properly 
provide for the system as contemplated in the legislation setting aside 
7 per cent of the roads to be constructed first, but rather to do the 
constructive thing of providing from that automobile business which is 
constructive and ordinarily profitable rather than from the misfortunes 
and losses incident thereto. 

Also to make the minimum charge upon the small, 1-ton truck, for 
it is the horse and wagon of the farmer of to-day, and a great many 
users of that vehicle must, of necessity, have it for occasional use. I 
know of many orchardists and other farmers who must keep the small 
1-ton truck for other uses, although they use it only a small part of the 
year; for instance, the strawberry growers, for delivering to market 
their strawberries during a harvest season of from some two to six 
weeks; the vegetable growers, for delivering vegetables for a few weeks 
or months for market purposes; the peach growers, for the six weeks 
during the harvesting of peaches; or the apple growers during the six 
weeks or two months of harvesting apples. The remainder of the year 
these trucks stand idle. 

So it seems that there should be a consideration given economies 
involved in the phases I referred to. The prospects are that, in addi- 
tion to the last fiscal year, of $146,000,000 being gathered from auto- 
mobile sources that there will be more automobiles sold and conse- 
quently more taxes collected, The reduction that I suggest and which, 
I believe, is being asked for by the automobile people, would reduce 
last year's estimates some $25,000,000, which is quite likely, in part or 
in whole; to be made up from new vehicles this year. 

My belief is that carrying out the thought you have in mind, and in 
which I concur, we can well forget the tax on repairs and parts and 
reduce them on trucks of 1-ton capacity or less and we will have 
money in excess of the needs for road construction, although I do not 
know that it should nor am I asking that it be taken off of trucks at 
this time. I think that ought to be determined by making the reduc- 
tion this year and seeing what the balance sheet shows as to the money 
needs and the money collected at the end of this fiscal year and then 
readjust again next year. 

If I have not made myself entirely plain I will be very glad to have 
you advise me, for I am whole-hearted in the matter of road building 
on the present plan, namely, the farm-to-market road contributed to 
by Federal moneys, and cooperating with the State and local sources 
of income. In my home State I was the author and patron of the 
good-roads system, under whieh we are getting splendid results from 
the revenue sources aboye referred to, and the $50,000,000 bond issue 
which we authorized is being entirely carried, both in interest and 
retirement, by the license taxes imposed upon vehicle users within the 
State. I mention this last only as further expression of my concur- 
rence in your views submitted to the Ways and Means Committee. 

Very truly yours, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Gray SILVER, Washington Representative. 


Mr. Speaker, I have just voted for the McLaughlin amend- 
ment to eliminate the tax on light trucks and to cut in halt 
the tax on tires and spare parts. I did so with the understand- 


ing that this will relieve the automobile industry of about 

$25,000,000 per annum in taxes. The excise taxes remaining, 

however, will produce about $125,000,000 each year in revenue, - 
and I would like to see at least that sum made available 

hereafter for expenditure for Federal aid to the States in the 

construction of good roads in accordance with the provisions 

of the Federal highway act. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that 
the tax on automobile accessories is a tax on transportation. 
The farmers of to-day are using the automobile and small 
trucks to carry butter, eggs, poultry, and other farm products 
to market. This method of transportation is imperative be- 
cause of the almost prohibitive freight rates now in operation. 

In my own district much of the farm produce is being hauled 
from the farms to the markets because of this situation. The 
markets in some instances are 50, 75, and 100 miles distant. 
The tax imposed on accessories, in addition to the automobile 
tax itself, is simply loading an additional burden on the farm- 
ers at a time when they are least able to stand it, 

Let me call your attention to the situation in my congres- 
sional district, where general farming prevails, and where we 
also do a large dairy business. The amount of milk produced 
in Chautauqua County in 1920 was 21,878,098 gallons, and of 
this amount 19,636,661 gallons were sold. The receipts from 
the sale of this product amounted to $5,868,361. There are 
many creameries in the county, and much of this milk is hauled 
in small trucks and in automobiles. In addition to the milk 
there was produced 34,747 tons of grapes, and many tons of 
this product would have spoiled except for the transportation 
facilities offered by the automobile and truck. Eggs produced 
in Chautauqua County amounted to 1,877,388 dozen. 

Of this amount 1,529,019 dozen were sold, and the value of 
chickens and eggs sold amounted to $1,261,248. This is a large 
business in my section of the country, and much of this product 
is handled by automobiles. There were harvested in my county 
206,956 bushels of small fruits, such as apples, peaches, plums, 
cherries, which have to be moved quickly, and the automobile 
is used for this purpose. 

What is true of Chautauqua County is true of the other two 
counties in my district. Cattaraugus is a great dairy county. 
Cattaraugus produced in 1920 28,734,114 gallons of milk, and 
of this 24,061,450 gallons were sold and much of it transported 
to market and to creameries by small trucks and automobiles. 
When we consider that the value of the dairy products in this 
county amounted to $6,883,815, it can readily be seen why peti- 
tions have been coming in asking for relief from the tax on 
automobiles, trucks, and automobile accessories. 

The county of Allegany is preeminent in dairy products, and 
trucks and automobiles are used extensively to market the farm 
produce. 

It seems to me that if there is any way to relieve the farmers 
from this burden it ought to be done. If it were not for the 
automobile, surely this Congress would not tax the parts of a 
wagon, the parts to the harness. Imagine for a minute a Congress 
placing a tax on the tires of a wagon, the whiffletree, the neck 
yoke, the wagon tongue, or any other part which might have to 
be replaced. There is not a man here who would vote for a tax 
on these parts. 

The automobile is more of a necessity to-day to the average 
farmer than the horses and wagons were a few years ago. This 
is becoming increasingly so because of the high transportation 
rates on the railroads. It is my belief that some way should 
be provided to eliminate these particular taxes from this bill. 

Mr. McLEOD. Mr. Speaker, in supporting this amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. McLauGuutn] 
I wish to say that I consider automobile trucks, automobile 
wagons, and passenger automobiles practically a necessity to 
our present everyday life, and in order that this amendment 
might be considered by you, gentlemen, in not only a very seri- 
ous manner but a most fayorable manner, I believe it would be 
proper for me to first enlighten you regarding the district I 
have the honor to represent. My district composes in territory 
one-half of the city of Detroit proper and includes more than a 
half million people, and I honestly and sincerely believe a crisis 
is at hand at this present moment for not only my district but 
for all of the people of this great Nation. Gentlemen, many 
of you do not realize that in the city of Detroit, with a popula- 
tion of over 1,000,000 people, and more than 200,000 motor 
vehicles, including trucks and passengar cars, within its bound- 
aries, we have but two Representatives here in Congress, and 
I call the latter fact to your attention hoping that you will see 
fit to give equal weight to the wishes of the number of people 
who are entitled to more voices here in Congress. 

I said that automobile trucks, wagons, and passenger cars 
are practically a necessity to our present everyday life, 
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this fact is evidenced by the Important part the automobile is 
taking in the rapid growth and development of this Nation, 
and my only regret is that the automobile-tax relief will not be 
more than has been proposed. As a means of conveyance in 
cities, towns, and rural districts I contend that the automobile 
stands alone, and every Member of this body knows this to be 
a fact, yet we insist on retarding by an excessive taxation 
rather than encouraging a more liberal and a more universal 
use of automobiles. If there no longer exists in this country 
an emergency, then I contend that if we will continue to have 
this country grow more glorious in the future, as she has grown 
glorious in the past, we must eliminate political differences and 
concede to the factions who would see this country develop in 
the progressive manner in which it is destined to develop. The 
people of the present day would not even condescend to enter- 
tain for a moment the idea to revert back to times when we 
had no telephones, railroad trains, nor automobiles. Munici- 
palities in this country are now nearly entirely supplied with 
energy by means of motor power. Automobiles at the present 
day are used nearly exclusively by cities for their fire depart- 
ments, ambulance services, and all municipal emergency work ; 
and in most cities motor busses are competing with street rail- 
ways for the conveyance of millions of people daily. We 
must consider that in this day and age of move quickly“ we 
can not revert back to the horse-drawn vehicle, but must of 
necessity use more universally the automobile, I do not believe 
there is an occupation that requires any form of transporta- 
tion in communities in which the automobile is not used by such 
exclusively, 

I would further like to submit for the information of the 
membership of this House statistics prepared by the National 
Automobile Chamber of Commerce which will enlighten us 
how our individual States are concerned as to the universal 
use of this necessity: 
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The Ford Motor Car Co., for example, which manufactures 
the majority of automobiles in the country, has designed its 
roadster, or two-passenger car, with a rear section that is 
easily converted into a light truck or delivery wagon, and we 


see daily many such automobiles on the streets. I contend 
that there is a very small per cent of the 15,000,000 motor 
vehicles now in use in this country that is not in some way 
used for business, and this fact is just as evident to you as 
it is to the millions who are hoping that this day will see 
action taken by this Congress that will lift the excessive taxa- 
tion from the automobile and its accessories. 

You will ask, how would this lost revenue be substituted? 
Mr. Speaker, there are many commodities not necessary to our 
everyday life which if sufficiently taxed would more than offset 
the repeal of the war excise tax on automobiles and parts, and 
I venture to say that the Ways and Means Committee will 
have very little trouble in making a substitution. 

In closing let me say this for the men who would be suc- 
cessful and do business in a modern and progressive way, we 
penalize him by encumbering and retarding with this unjust 
tax. In other words, we are attempting to discourage modern 
business methods, and I sincerely trust that this Congress will 
not go on record as legislating contrary to the sound, progressive 
means of advancement and improvement that has given this 
country its envious position amongst the nations of the earth. 


ADJOURN MENT, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 
85 minutes p. m.), under the order heretofore made, the House 
adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, February 15, 1924, at 11 


o'clock a. m, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

358. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Department of Justice for the fiscal year 1924, to be 
available during the fiscal year 1925, amounting to $450,000 
(H. Doe. No. 194); to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

859. A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, transmitting 
a draft of proposed legislation to be included in one of the 
deficiency bills: “ The Paymaster General of the Navy is hereby 
authorized and directed to expend from the naval supply ac- 
count fund issues made by order of the Secretary of the Navy, 
pursuant to the directions of the President, for the relief of 
sufferers in Japan following the earthquake which occurred 
September 1, 1923” (H. Doc. No. 195); to the Committees on 
Naval Affairs and Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

360. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting the seventh annual report of the Federal Farm Loan 
Board for the year ending December 31, 1923 (H. Doc. No. 
196) ; to the Committee on Banking and Currency and ordered 
to be printed. 

361. A report of the Joint Commission on Postal Service, 
submitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to methods and 
systems of handling, dispatching, transporting, and delivering 
the mails; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 
5549. A bill to detach Jim Hogg County from the Corpus 
Christi division of the southern judicial district of the State 
of Texas, and attach the same to the Laredo division of the 
southern judicial district of said State; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 192). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. HILL’ of Maryland: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 
1831. A bill to loan to the College of William and Mary in 
Virginia two of the cannon surrendered by the British at 
Yorktown on October 19, 1781; with amendments (Rept. No. 
194). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. HAUGEN: Committee on Agriculture. H. R. 5559. A 
bill to authorize an appropriation to enable the Secretary of 
Agriculture to purchase and distribute valuable seeds; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 205). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LUCE: Committee on the Library. S. J. Res. 57. A joint 
resolution authorizing the erection on public grounds in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia of a statue by Jose Clara personifying 
Serenity“; without amendment (Rept. No. 207). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, s 

Mr. UNDERHILL: Committee on Claims. S. 1572. A bM 
for the relief of the New Jersey Shipbuilding & Dredging Co., 
of Bayonne, N. J.; without amendment (Rept. No. 195). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BECK: Committee on Claims. H. R. 914. A bill grant- 
ing six months’ gratuity pay to Stansfield A, and Elizabeth G. 
Fuller; withont amendment (Rept. No. 196). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. LITTLE: Committee on Claims. H. R. 2123. A bill 
for the relief of the Thompson-Vache Boat Co., of Bonnots Mill, 
Mo.; without amendment (Rept. No. 197). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 3348. A Dill 
authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to pay a certain claim 
as the result of damage sustained to the marine railway of the 
Greenport Basin & Construction Co.; without amendment (Rept. 
No, 198). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. McREYNOLDS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 3504. A 
bill for the relief of Cornelia M. A. Tower; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 199). Referred to the Committee ef the Whole 
House. 

Mr. VINCENT of Michigan: Committee on Claims, H. R. 
8761. A bil for the relief of George A. Nickles; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 200). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. FREDERICKS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 4374. A 
bill for the relief of the American Surety Co. of New York; 
without amendment (Rept. No, 201). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. FREDERICKS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 4760. A 
bill for the relief of the estate of C. M. Cole, of Butler County, 
Ky.; with amendments (Rept. No. 202). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. FREDERICKS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 5762. A 
bill for the relief of Julius Jonas; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 203). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 5967. A bill 
for the relief of Grace Buxton; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
204). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferred as fellows: 

A bill (H. R. 6409) granting a pension to Michael Bibus; 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 6840) granting a pension to George Cohen; 
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 5365) granting a pension to James Percival; 
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 1269) granting an increase of pension to Albert. 
E. Alexander; Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bin (H. R. 5901) granting a pension to Seeger Stevenson; 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS, 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. MOORE of Virginia (by request): A bill (H. R. 6978) 
to amend the act of May 22, 1920, commonly called the civil 
service retirement act; to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

By Mr. HOLADAY: A bill (H. R. 6979) for the construction 
of a public building at Marshall, III.; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. PARK of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 6980) appropriating 
$10,000 for the purpose of establishing a cream-cheese plant 
in southwest Georgia, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6981) for the purchase of a post-office site 
and the erection of a building thereon at Pelham, Ga.; to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6982) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at Camilla, Ga.; to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 


Also, a bill (H. R. 6983) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at Blakely, Ga.; to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6984) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at Cairo, Ga.; to the Committee 
on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 6985) for the purchase of a post-office site 
= 5 Ga.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 

roun 

By Mr. WASON: A bill (H. R. 6986) making an appropria- 
tion to be expended under the provisions of section 7 of the act 
of March 1, 1911, entitled “An act to enable any State to coop- 
erate with any other State or States, or with the United States, 
for the protection of the watersheds of navigable streams, and 
to appoint a commission for the acquisition of lands for the 
purpose of conserving the navigability of navigable rivers,” as 
amended ; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. GARRETT of Texas: A bill (H. R. 6987) to enlarge 
and extend the post-office building at Houston, Tex.; to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. LITTLE: A bill (H. R. 6988) to provide for publish- 
ing parallel reference columns to the Code of the Laws of the 
United States, being House bill 12; to the Committee on Re- 
vision of the Laws. 

By Mr. UNDERHILL: A bill (H. R. 6989) authorizing suits 
against the United States in admiralty for collisions caused 
by and salvage services rendered to public vessels belonging to 
od United States, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 

ms. 

By Mr. BIXLER: A bill (H. R. 6990) to increase the limit 
of cost of the United States post-office building at Franklin, 
Pa.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. CULLEN: A bill (H. R. 6891) to enlarge and extend 
the post-office building at Brooklyn, N. Y.; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. SPROUL of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 6992) to amend 
the act of Congress of March 3, 1921, entitled “An act to amend 
section 3 of the act of Congress of June 28, 1906, entitled ‘An 
act of Congress for the division of the lands and funds of the 
Osage Indians in Oklahoma,’ and for other purposes”; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. KELLER (by request): A bill (H. R. 6998) to amend 
section 21 of chapter 1 of the Judicial Code, relating to affi- 
davits of personal bias or prejudice of judges; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LINEBERGER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 185) 
proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States; to the Committee on Election of President, Vice Presi- 
dent, and Representatives in Congress. 

By Mr. SHREVE: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 186) to pro- 
vide transportation for any beneficiary of the Philippine schol- 
arship endowment fund of the National Society of the Daugh- 
ters of the American Revolution; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 


By Mr. VAILE: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 187) authorizing 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury Department of 
the House of Representatives and the Committee on Expendi- 
tures in the Executive Departments, of the Senate, or either 
of said committees, to investigate income-tax returns of Harry 
F. Sinclair, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Rules, 

By Mr. LUCE: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 188) authorizing 
the erection on public grounds in the city of Washington, D. C., 
of an equestrian statue of Gen. San Martin, which the. people 
of Argentina have presented to the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on the Library. 

By Mr. CONNERY: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Massachusetts, opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ABERNETHY: A bill (H. R. 6994) for the relief of 
Walter L. Seott, Nannie Scott Jenkins, and Rosa Scott White; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BEGG: A bill (H. R. 6995) granting an increase of 
pension to Mary J. Portley; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 6996) providing 
for a preliminary survey of the Wolf River in Wisconsin to 
ascertain some method to control floods; to the Committee on 
Flood Control. 
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By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 6997) granting a pension to 
Margaret A. Addington; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DEAL: A bill (H. R. 6998) for the relief of Lottie 
May Bolin; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. EVANS of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 6999) for the relief of 
Thomas W. Killion; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: A bill (H. R. 7000) for the relief of 
Herman Wagner; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FROTHINGHAM: A bill (H. R. 7001) for the relief 
of William L. Nolan; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KVAL. E: A bill (H. R. 7002) authorizing the Secre- 
tary of War to donate to the town of Bellingham, Minn., one 
German cannon or fieldpiece; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs, 

By Mr. OLDFIELD: A bill (H. R. 7003) granting a pension 
to C. B. Chamness; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PARK of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 7004) for the relief 
of the Georgia, Florida & Alabama Railway Co., a corporation; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SCHNEIDER: A bill (H. R. 7005) authorizing the 
Secretary of War to cause a preliminary examination and sur- 
vey to be made of the outer channel of Green Bay Harbor, 
Wis.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. SPROUL of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 7006) granting a 
pension to Adelia Chill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7007) granting a pension to Margaret B. 
Blunt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7008) granting a pension to Sarah B. 
Jewett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: A bill (H. R. 7009) for 
the relief of P. F. Billingsley; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr, VOIGT: A bill (H. R. 7010) providing for an exami- 
nation and suryey of a deep-water route from Green Bay, Wis., 
to the mouth of the Wisconsin River near Prairie du Chien, 
Wis.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

1069. By Mr. CHINDBLOM: Petition of George G. Avalon 
and 127 others in favor of House bill 184, relating to raising 
canary birds and providing revenue; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1070. By Mr. COLE of Ohio: Petition of residents of the 
eighth Ohio district for the removal of war taxes as far as 
practicable, especially on industrial alcohol; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

1071. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Francesco Abbruzzese, 
74 Dresser Street, South Boston, Mass., protesting against the 
Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

1072. Also, petition of Antonio Abbruzzese, 21 Hecla Street, 
Dorchester, Mass., protesting against the Johnson immigration 
bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1073. Also, petition of the National Shoe Travelers’ Associa- 
tion, Boston, Mass., recommending passage of House bill 2685, 
which will prohibit the collection of a surcharge for the trans- 
portation of persons or baggage in connection with the payment 
for parlor or sleeping car accommodations; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

1074. Also, petition of George Lawley & Son Corporation, 
Boston, Mass., urging elimination of tax on boats; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

1075. , petition of Conrad Meyer, 185 Magnolia Street, 
Roxbury, Mass., protesting against the Johnson immigration 
bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1076. By Mr. GARDNER of Indiana: Petitions of R. C. Ellis, 
R. A. Lapping, B. M. Minigus, Otto Voyles, George A. Newhouse, 
©. R. Hinkebein, Charles F. Callahan, Walter A. Gadient, Wil- 
liam E. Falk, and other citizens, and Ohio Falls Iron Co., all of 
New Albany, Ind., urging Congress to take an aggressive and 
persistent stand for lower taxes and to support a tax-reduction 
plan substantially along the lines recommended by Hon. Andrew 
W. Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury of the United States; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1077. Also, petitions of Charles H. Moser, George H. Hols- 
berg, and John Gienger, all of Jeffersonville, Ind., urging Con- 
gress to take an aggressive and persistent stand for lower 
taxes, and to support a tax-reduction plan substantially along 
the lines recommended by Hon. Andrew W. Mellon, Secretary 
of the Treasury of the United States; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, 


1078. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of members of the Holstein 
Breeders’ Association of Kandiyohi County, Willmar, Minn., 
urging the adoption of the Norbeck-Burtness bill to provide for 
speeding up diversification, and urging the reduction of the in- 
terest rate therein provided to a maximum of 5 per cent; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

1079, Also, petition of citizens of Ortonville, Minn., fayoring 
the reduction or the removal of the so-called nuisance and war 
taxes, especially the tax on industrial alcohol; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

1080. Also, petition of farmers and business men of Big 
Stone County, Minn., in mass meeting assembled at Clinton, 
urging speedy enactment of emergency relief for agriculture in 
the Northwest as proposed in the McNary-Haugen bill; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

1081. Also, petition of farmers of the southern half of Trav- 
erse County, Minn., in mass meeting assembled, urging the en- 
actment into law of the McNary-Haugen bill; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

1082. Also, petition of members of the Auxiliary No. 357, of 
Clark Peterson Post, No. 357, American Legion, Ashby, Minn., 
urging passage of an adjusted compensation measure without 
delay; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1083. By Mr. LEAVITT: Communication of Dorothy E. Tin- 
dall, secretary of Great Falls (Mont.) Union, No. 61, National 
Federation of Federal Employees, urging abolition of Person- 
nel Classification Board; to the Committee on Reform in the 
Civil Service. 

1084. Also, communication of Missoula (Mont.) Chamber of 
Commerce, favoring abolishment of Personnel Classification 
Board and transfer of functions to Civil Service Commission ; 
to the Committee on Reform in the Civil Service. 

1085. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the 
Consumers’ League, of Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring the increase in 
salary for the postal employees; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

1086. By Mr. O'SULLIVAN: Petition of automobile dealers 
of Bridgeport, Conn., in favor of removal of the excise tax on 
automobiles and accessories; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

1087. Also, petition of automobile dealers of New Haven, 
Conn., in favor of removal of the excise tax on automobiles 
and accessories; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

1088. Also, petition of 83 citizens of Ansonia, Conn., in oppo- 
sition to the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

1089. Also, petition of 76 citizens of Derby, Conn., in opposi- 
tion to the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization, 

1090. Also, petition of Giuseppe Aurelis Costanzo Society, of 
Ansonia, Conn., in opposition to the Johnson immigration bill; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1091. Also, petition of Italian-American Political Club, of 
Ansonia, Conn., in opposition to Johnson immigration bill; to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1092. By Mr. SNELL: Petition of citizens of Nicholville, 
N. Y., protesting against tax on alcohol in flavoring extracts; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1093. By Mr. WILSON of Indiana; Petition of Lodge No. 
1231, International Association of Machinists, of Evansville, 
Ind., urging that Congress have enacted into law legislation 
similar to or identical with the Brookhart-Hull bills (S. 742 
and H. R. 2702), requiring that all strictly military supplies be 
manufactured in the Government-owned navy yards and ar- 
senals and providing for stabilizing of production and employ- 
ment in Government industrial establishments by the use of 
these plants for the manufacture of articles required by other 
departments of the Government; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 


SENATE. 
Fray, February 15, 1924. 
(Legislative day of Wednesday, February 13, 1924.) 


The Senate met in executive session at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. After six hours spent in ex- 
ecutive session, the doors were reopened. 

CONFIRMATION OF COL. DUNCAN K. MAJOR, JR. 


On motion of Mr. Warsa of Massachusetts the vote on the 
confirmation of Lieut, Col. Duncan K. Major, jr., to be colonel 
of Infantry in the Regular Army, taken this day in executive 
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session in the Senate, was ordered to be printed in the Recorp.| Describing Lincoln in these words, did we not see in Woodrow Wil- 


The vote resulted—yeas 43, nays 24, not voting 29, as follows: 


YEAS—43. 
Adams George NeLean 
Brandegee Glass McNary Shortridge 
Broussard Gooding oses Smoot 
Bruce Greene Norbeck Spencer 
Bursum Howell Norris ephens 
Cameron Jones, N. Mex. Oddie Swänson 
Couzens Jones, Wash. Overman Wadsworth 
yes 8 alsh, 
Curtis King Phipps Warren 
Edge Lenroot Ransdell Weller 
Ferris McKinley Reed, Pa. 
NAYS—24. 
Ashurst Dale Johnson, Minn. Shep 
Bayard Dial Kendrick Stanley 
Brookhart Dill Lodge Tr: 
Capper Pi Walsh, Mass. 
Caraway Hale Reed, Mo. Wheeler 
Copeland Harrison Ro.inson Illis 
NOT VOTING—29. 
Ball Fletcher McCormick Smith 
Borah rry McKellar ' Stanfield 
Colt Harreld Mayfield Sterling 
Y Harris Neely nde 
Elkins Hetiin Owen Watson 
Ernst Johnson, Calif. Ralston 
Fernald Ladd Shields 
La Follette Simmons 


So Duncan K. Major, jr, was confirmed as a colonel of 
Infantry in the Regular Army. 

The pairs were as follows: 

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. Batt] with the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] ; 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr] with the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. Mayrtetp] ; 

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Ernst] with the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. SHIEŒLDS] ; 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. Frrnatp] with the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] ; 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess] with the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. Neety]; 

The Senator from California [Mr. JoHNson] with the Sen- 
ator from Indiana [Mr. RALSTON] ; 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. McCormick] with the Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN]; 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Stanrrecp] with the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. EDWARDS] ; 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Srertove] with the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. Harrrs]; and 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Harrer] with the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONS]. 


ADDRESS ON WOODROW WILSON BY JOSEPH P. TUMULTY. 


Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the Rxconůb an address on Woodrow Wilson 
by Joseph P. Tumulty, delivered at Newark, N. J., February 13, 
1924, 

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


ADDRESS BY JOSEPH P. TUMULTY AT NEWARK, N. J., FEBRUARY 12, 1924. 


It is now New Jersey's proud boast that she gave to the Nation 
a distinguished son, whose greatness is acclaimed in a mighty concord 
of opinion throughout the civilized world. Greatness like that pos- 
sessed by Woodrow Wilson is a hidden, mystical thing. 

Looking back over the crises of the past 11 years, one sees in Wood- 
row Wilson's handling of delicate affairs of Government, both foreign 
and domestic, the same unusual patience, the same fine industry, the 
same tenacity of purpose which characterized the acts and decisions of 
his predecessor in office, the lamented Abraham Lincoln. 

Though born in the Southland, a field of internecine strife, he was a 
Lincoln devotee, who, by reading and study, became saturated with 
the Lincoln point of view and the Lincoln technique in the handling of 
delicate public problems. Who can read the speech of Woodrow Wilson 
at Hodgenville, Ky., dedicating the Lincoln birthplace, and not see in 
it a picture of the man, as he revealed himself in these words? Speak- 
ing of Lincoln, he said: 

“That brooding spirit had no real familiars. I get the impression 
that it never spoke out in complete self-revelation, and that it could 
not reveal itself completely to anyone. It was a very lonely spirit 
that looked out from underneath those shaggy brows, and compre- 
hended men without fully communing with them, as if, in spite of all 
its genial efforta at comradeship, it dwelt apart, saw its visions of 
duty where no man looked on. There is a very holy and very terrible 
isolation for the conscience of every man who seeks to read destiny in 
the affairs for others as well as for himself, for a nation as well as 
for individuals. That privacy no man can intrude upen. That lonely 
search of the spirit for the right perhaps po man can assist,” 


son, during the critical days of war, the same attitude of aloofness 
manifesting itself where grave matters pressed upon him for solution— 
matters that involved the destinies of nations and peoples? 

Death, at last, holds at bay the criticisms of his enemies. They said 
during the war that his statesmanship was impotent, futile, and with- 
out result; that there was no use appealing to moral force in a worla 
in which the forces of civilization were engaged in a veritable death 
grapple, and yet it requires neither the vision of a seer nor of a 
philosopher to understand that the mightiest blows struck at German 
morale and prestige were those found in the immorta] preachments of 
Woodrow Wilson, that went like shot and shell to destroy what ap- 
peared to be the impregnabie fortress of German power. 

Von Tirpitz in his Memoirs laid stress on the effect of the Wilson 
submarine notes. Ludendorff declares in his book that the “ Wilson 
propaganda that found root in Berlin and finally grew there, eventu- 
ally convinced the German people that it was not they themselves, but 
the Government and militarism that the United States was warring 
against. This was the seed of dissension that ruined German morale 
at home. Von Tirpitz further states that Only the transmitting to 
Germany of the threatening notes of President Wilson, when he in- 
veighed against my submarine campaign during the latter stages of the 
war, prevented Japan from coming to us in a great Germano-Japanese 
alliance, which would haye ended the war at once.” 

The persistent note writing of Woodrow Wilson, so often the subject 
of song and jest, was as mighty a force in winning the war as the 
consummate strategy of Joffre and Foch. New Jersey is, therefore, 
particularly distinguished In the premier position which Woodrow Wil- 
son attained in world affairs, for here in our own beloved State he 
found a laboratory where were tried those experiments which later, 
in a broader field, were utilized to find the solution of the problems 
that confronted him. No one could live with him and struggle with 
him without feeling that bere was a man in whose heart burned a 
passion for humanity. With him humanity was not a thing of shreds 
and patches, a thing divided into races, religions, sections, groups, 
clans, and blocs. To him humanity was a big, pulsating whole, made 
up of men, women, and children of all races and religions; his great 
heart sought to comprehend the interests of those heterogeneous ele- 
ments and to understand their life and their tragedies, far away 
from those artificial lines that divide men. He strove to interpret the 
feeling and aspiration of peace that came to him, hot and bloody, out 
of the trenches, the spirit that has cried down through the centuries 
for peace, everlasting peace—a cry that he seemed to hear above the 
hissing of the shrapnel and the roar of the eannonading. Indeed, there 
was something hidden and nrystical about his greatness. He “ compre- 
hended men without fully communing with them, as if, in spite of all 
genial efforts at comradeship, he dwelt apart and saw visions of duty 
where no man looked on.” They said he was “too proud to fight“; 
that he “ watchfully waited"; that when the country seemed to be 
impatient for war, he held it back. He understood better than bis 
eritics the basis of this impatience, but that in no way hurried him 
into rash or precipitate action. 

At a private dinner in Washington he took cognisance of this ciitical 
situation and, addressing a group of Senators and Congressmen and 
high dignitaries of state, he spoke of the impatience of the country which 
then manifested itself, saying, “I wish that whenever an impulse of 
impatience comes upon us, whenever an impulse to settle a thing some 
short way tempts us, we might close the door and take down some old 
stories of what American idealists and statesmen did in the past, and 
not let any counsel in that does not sound in the authentic voice of 
American tradition, Then we shall be certain what the lines of the 
future are because we shall know we are steering by the lines of the 
past. We shall know that no temporary convenience, no temporary 
expediency will lead us either to be rash or to be cowardly. I would 
be just as much ashamed to be rash as I would to be a coward. Valor 
is self-respecting. Valor is circumspect. Valor strikes when it 
is right to strike. Valor withholds itself from all small “Implications 
and entanglements and waits for the great opportunity when the sword 
will flash as if it carried the light of heaven upon its blade.” 

His enemies criticized him for bis exclusiveness, for bis aloofness, 
and said he did not understand the problems of the average man; that 
there was a wide gulf between this man who stepped from the clois- 
tered retreat of a university into the hurly-burly political life of the 
Nation and the ordinary man. But the fact is, and I speak out of an 
abundant experience covering 11 years of intimate association, no one 
in America had a better understanding of the problems and the life 
of the everyday man. Woodrow Wilson not only understood, but sought 
by every act to relieve his burdens. In'the early days, in New Jersey, 
speaking of the common man, he said: 

“You know that communities are not distinguished by exceptional 
men. They are distinguished by the average of their citizensbip. * * * 
I often think of the poor man when he goes to vote; a moral unit in 
his lonely dignity. When I look back at the genesis of America, I see 
this written over every page, that the nations are renewed from the 
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bottom, not from the top; that the genius which springs up from the 
ranks of unknown men is the genius which renews the youth and the 
energy of the people; and in every age of the world where you stop 
the courses of the blood from the roots you injure the gréat, useful 
structure to the extent that atrophy, death, and decay are sure to ensue. 
This is the reason that an hereditary monarchy does not work; that 
is the reason that an hereditary aristocracy does not work; that is the 
reason that everything of that sort is full of corruption and ready to 
decay. And as I confess my belief in the common man, I know what 
I am saying. The man who is swimming against the stream knows 
the strength of it. The man whọ is in the mêlée knows what blows 
are being struck and what blood is being drawn. The man who is 
*on the make’ is a judge of what is happenirg in America, not the 
man who has made; not the man who has emerged from the flood, not 
the man who is standing on the bank, looking on, but the man who fs 
struggling for his life and for the lives of those who are dearer to 
him than himself. That is the man whose judgment will tell you what 
is going on in America, and that is the man by whose judgment I 
for one wish to be guided.” 

Time and again as I listened to the speeches of Woodrow Wilson 
I was reminded of the great speeches ef Lincoln and thought I saw 
the spirit of the Great Emancipator breathing through sentences like 
these: 

“We are not working for to-day, we are not working for our own 
interest, we are all going to pass away. But think of what is involved. 
Here are the tradition, and the fame, and the prosperity, and the 
purity, and the peace of a great Nation involved. For the time being 
we are that Nation, but the generations that are behind us are pointing 
us forward to the path and saying, Remember the great traditions of 
the American people,” and all those unborn children that will consti- 
tute the generations that are ahead will look back to us, either at 
those whe serve them or at those who betray them. Will any man in 
such circumstances think it worthy to stand and not try to do what 
is possible in so great a cause to save a country, to purify a polity, 
to set up vast reforms which will increase the happiness of mankind? 
God forbid that I should either be daunted or turned away fum a 
great task Hke this.” 

Woodrow Wilson was of heroic mold. There was something in- 
herently great in his actions in his lifetime which did not allow us to 
go behind them. But now that he is dead we can penetrate the mys- 
tery, and, in a spirit ef tolerance, we now understand things we never 
dreamed of before. To use the words of Emerson, be sought the heights 
“to which common duty can very well attain, to suffer and to dare 
with solemnity.” But these rare souls set opinion, success, and life 
at so cheap a rate that they will not soothe their enemies by petitions 
or the show of sorrow, but wear their own habitual greatness. Scipio, 
charged with peculation, refuses to do himself so great a disgrace as 
to wait for justification, though he had the scroll of his accounts in 
his hands, but tears it to pieces before the tribunes. Socrates’s con- 
demnation of himself to be maintained in all honor in the prytaneum 
during his life and Sir Thomas Moore's playfulness at the scaffold 
are of the same strain. In Beaumont and Fletcher's Sea Voyage 
Juletta tells the stout captain and his company— 

“JuLETTA. Why, slaves, 't is in our power to hang ye. 
“ MASTER. Very likely, 
T is in our powers, then, to be hanged, and scorn ye.” 

How this couplet reminds me of Woodrow Wilson when he sought 
to express his scorn of the standpatism and the ultraconservatism of 
European diplomacy in these words: “There is only one thing you 
can not kill, and that is the spirit of free men. I was telling some 
friends to-day of a legendary story of the Middle Ages, of a chieftain 
of one of the half-civilized peoples that overran Europe, commanding 
some of bis men to do a certain thing which they believed te be against 
the traditions of their tribe. They refused, and he blazed out upon 
them, Don't you know that I can put you to death?’ ‘ Yes,’ they 
said, ‘and don't you know that we can die cursing you?’ He ceuld 
not kill their spirits; and he knew perfectly well that if he unjustly 
slew them the whole spirit of their tribe would curse him; they knew 
that if he did an unjust thing out of the blood that they spilt would 
spring up, as it were, armed men, like dragons’ teeth, to overwhelm 
him. The thing that is vindicated in the long run is the right, and 
the only thing that is unconquerable is the truth.” 

And then his pride in the American soldier! Speaking of it in a 
speech delivered at Portland, Oreg., September 15, 1919, he said: 
“You have heard that spirited song of the blind Frenchman, his boy 
at the window, music in the streets, the marching of troops, and he 
says to the lad, See what that is. What do you see, lad? What 
are the colors? What are the men? Is there a banner with red and 
white stripes upon it? Is there a bit of heaven in the corner? Are 
there stars in that piece in the firmament? Ah, thank God, the Amer- 
icans have come! Continuing, he said: “The American Army was 
a revelation to Europe of the heart of a great Nation, and they believe 
in that beart now. You never hear the old sneers. You never hear 
the old intimation that we will seek our interest and not our honor. 
You never hear the old fear that we shall not stand by free men else- 


where who make common cause with us for justice to mankind. Yoa 
hear, on the contrary, confident prediction, confident expectation, a 
confident hope that the whole world will be steadied by the magnificent 
purpose and force of the United States. If I were proud as an Amer- 
ican before I went over there, I was infinitely more proud when I 
came back to feel that I could bring you this message.” 

Woodrow Wilson loved this State. New Jersey was the arena 
wherein he fought and won the initial skirmishes in his great battle for 
ideals and principles for whose vindication he spent his energies and, 
at last. freely gave the singular gift of life. 

To him there were no people more lovable, more devoted. He loved 
New Jersey with the same passion and devotion that the French lavish 
upon the tricolor and the lilies. And New Jersey returned his afec- 
tion by crowning him with her highest honors. 

Woodrow Wilson's passing calls to mind the description by Bunyan 
in Pilgrim’s Progress of Mr. Valiant-for-Truth: 

“Then,” said he, “I am going to my Father's; and though with 
great difficulty I am got hither, yet now I do not repent me of all the 
trouble I have been at to arrive where Iam. My sword I give to him 
that shall succeed me in my pilgrimage, and my courage and skill to 
him that can get it. My marks and scars I carry with me, to be a 
witness for me that I have fought His battles who now will be my 
rewarder. 

“When the day that he must go hence was come, many accompanied 
him to the riverside, into which as he went he said, ‘ Death, where is 
thy sting?’ And as he went down deeper he said, ‘Grave, where is 
thy victory?“ So he passed over, and all the trumpets sounded for 
him on the other side.” 


TRANSACTIONS IN STOCKS OF THE DOHENY AND SINCLAIR 
COMPANIES. 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I desire to call 
attention to some correspondence put in the Recorp a few days 
ago by the chairman of the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys between himself and the governor of the New York 
Stock Exchange asking the assistance of that organization in 
the work the committee is conducting as to the leasing of the 
naval oil reserves, and particularly in running down transac- 
tions in stocks of the Doheny and Sinclair companies. I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the Recorp the article 
which I hold in my hand appearing in the New York Times of 
Sunday, February 10, by Samuel Untermyer, from which I 
read as follows: 


If the committee fails to bore to the very bottom and to drag forth 
the real beneficiaries of the colossal stock-jobbing schemes, based upon 
treachery and greed, the responsibility will rest largely upon Congress 
itself. 

The oil-lease investigators will come squarely up against a blank 
wall when they attempt to run to cover the big steck gamblers who 
profited to the extent of millions of dollars by these huge swindles. 
To the initiated in the tortuous machinery ef the stock exchange 
the announcement that the exchange has been asked to produce ita 
books is amusing. When the committee seeks to run down the deal- 
ings in these stocks and to trace the identities of the leaders who 
shared most heavily in the “ rake-offs” they will be blandly told by 
the “eminently respectable" governors of the New York Stock Ex- 
change that the exchange “keeps no books“ and that “it has no 
records” of any of the billions of dollars of transactions on its floor. 


The article urges the enactment by Congress of legislation 
subjecting this great market organization to the control and 
regulation of the Federal Government. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is ordered accordingly. 

The article referred to is as follows: 


DOUBTS PRODUCTION or OIL-STOCK Facrs—UNTERMYER DECLARES IN- 
VESTIGATORS WILL FACE A BLANK WALL ON EXCHANGE SALES—SAYS 
No RECORDS Arg KEPT—MEMBERS ALSO CAMOUFLAGE DEALS, HE 
CHARGES— BLAMES THIS ON LACK OF REGULATION. 


PALM BEACH, FLA., February 9.—Nonregulation of stock exchanges 
by State or Feđeral Governments was charged by Samuel Untermyer 
to-day with being responsible for the wretched series of scandals,” as 
he termed the Teapot Dome and other oll-land investigations now 
being carried on by the Senate committee. 

“The failure to get to the bottom of these affairs,’ he said, will 
not be due to any lack of courage, industry, or ability on the part of 
the committee, which has able lawyers and investigators among its 
members, of whom Senator WALSH is the most conspicuous; nor will 
the failure be due entirely—though largely—to the unfamiliarity of 
the committee with the complicated, highly technical mechanism of 
stock-exchange operations, nor to the fact that the members of the 
committee have many other important duties and have neither the 
time nor the facilities for the character of preparation that is essential 
for such a task. 
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“If the committee fails to bore to the very bottom and to drag 
forth the real beneficiaries of the colossal stock-jobbing schemes, based 
upon treachery and greed, the responsibility will rest largely upon 
Congress itself. 

“The oil-lease investigators will come squarely up against a blank 
wall when they attempt to run to cover the big stock gamblers who 
profited to the extent of millions of dollars by these huge swindles. 
To the initiated in the tortuous machinery of the stock exchange the 
announcement that the exchange has been asked to produce its books 
is amusing. When the committee seeks to run down the dealings in 
these stocks and to trace the identities of the leaders who shared most 
heavily in the ‘rake-offs’ they will be blandly told by the ‘eminently 
respectable’ governors of the New York Steck Exchange that the 
exchange ‘keeps no books’ and that ‘it has no records’ of any of the 
billions of dollars of transactions on its floor. 


SAYS IT KEEPS NO RECORDS. 


“Tt is the most powerful and far-reaching agency in existence, whose 
quotations of prices are accepted as conclusive by the courts and the 
public bodies of the entire country, and yet it carefully refrains from 
keeping any account of these transactions. Although the stock ex- 
change exercises the most autocratic and far-reaching powers of any 
institution on earth, vitally affecting the entire financial structure of 
the country, the committee will be told that the exchange is engaged 
in no business whatever and that its sole function is to furnish a 
meeting place where its members may deal in securities with one 
another, = 

The public will also learn that while the members of the exchange 
are required to appear and testify, and their books and inner business 
secrets must be at all times open to the most rigid scrutiny of the 
governors of the exchange and their experts, on pain of instant ex- 
pulsion and financial and social ruin, their testimony and their books 
are closed to Congress and its committees and to the courts and other 
public departments of the Government, Federal and State, execpt on 
the impossible condition that its law-breaking members are given com- 
plete immunity from prosecution—all of which unthinkable conditions 
are directly due to the persistent and unpardonable refusal of Congress 
to place the public transactions of this vast international financial 
institution and its members under public regulation and supervision, 

“That the exchange can be subjected to Federal regulation there is 
no question. It has the exclusive distribution of its quotations from 
its floor, through its own agencies and always under its control; to 
every corner of the world, through the use of the mails, telegraph, and 
telephone, in international and interstate commerce; and yet it in- 
sists it is not a publie agency and that its operations must remain 
above and beyond the law—a law unto itself. 

“If the committee ever secures access to the private books of in- 
numerable brokerage houses through whom the dealings in these oil 
stocks were conducted, it will find wholesale manipulation, blind pool 
accounts, so-called ‘numbered’ accounts behind which the identities 
of the customers will be concealed, private ledgers that form no part 
of the general bookkeeping scheme of the brokerage houses, and other 
features devised with the approval of the exchange having for their 
purpose the concealment of the identities of the chief actors in these 
transactions. ; 

SEES THE COMMITTEE HELPLESS. 


“It may be that in view of the wide public interest in these dis- 
tlosures the governors of the exchange will at last awaken to the 
fact that, in order to ‘save their skins’ against the much-neede and 
greatly-dreaded publie regulation of the exchange, they will, on this 
occasion, graciously condescend voluntarily to cooperate with the com- 
mittee by commanding their members to make the disclosures which 
the committee will otherwise be helpless to secure, in which event the 
committee may hope for a fair measure of success. If, however, the 
governors continue their past policy of obstruction and insistence on 
their legal right to defy and circumvent investigation except on con- 
dition of complete immunity, in which they have thus far been upheld 
by the courts solely because Congress has permitted them to enjoy 
immunity from regulation, the committee will find itself helpless. 

“The political power of these men over exchange and public officials 
has been and is so great and far-reaching that, in the face of the daily 
swindles that have been exposed of failing stock exchange brokers and 
promoters and in the face of the daily brazen manipulation of securt- 
ties on the exchanges, these men have thus far successfully defied and 
defeated all efforts at State regulation and will doubtless be permitted 
to continue to do so. 

“ Legislative committees, district attorneys, and other public officials 
have pleaded with the Legislature of the State of New York in vain 
for laws to protect the public. That battle has been definitely lost. 
The exchange has proven itself more powerful than the people of the 
State, which is equally true of the profiteers in the necessities of life, 
and of the fire and casualty companies and their lobbies in the State 
capitol, 

“The subject of supervision and control of stock exchanges, stock 
brokers, and stock promoters is one that comes legitimately under the 
control of Congress, and there lies the real remedy. If the futility of 


the present inquiry in this direction should at last focus public atten- 
tion on this scandalous situation and so spur Congress to action, the 
Lenroot committee will have scored its greatest triumph,” 


PROSECUTION IN CONNECTION WITH LEASES OF NAVAL OIL LANDS. 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I have received 
from Mr. Untermyer, under date of January 29, a telegram 
apropos of the nomination submitted to the Senate a short time 
ago and of the bill which will come before the Senate from the 
House making appropriation for the prosecution of the litigation 
in connection with the naval oil leases, which I ask be read 
from the desk. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the Secretary will read the telegram. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


PALM BEACH, FLA., January 29, 1924. 
Senator WALsH of Montana, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D. 0.: 

May I not express the hope that you as a leader of our bar will take 
this opportunity to publicly repel on Senate floor the unflattering and 
unjust implications against our profession involved in yesterday’s 
House resolution appropriating $100,000 for employment of counsel for 
Government in attacking fraudulent and unauthorized oil leases. It is 
not necessary to pay lawyers for such public services; the contrary as- 
sumption is a grave and unwarranted reflection on our public spirit. 
There is hardly a prominent lawyer in America who would not esteem it 
& privilege to perform such service without pay. We are not as a class 
less patriotic than leading physicians whose custom it is to contribute 
large proportions of thelr valuable time and skill to hospital work, nor 
than you and your distinguished associates who are making vast 
financial sacrifices in the public interest. The custom of paying law- 
yers or of their accepting pay for such service is vicious, degrading, 
and wholly unnecessary; it cheapens the quality of the service. Our 
bar leaders command such large professional incomes that they can 
well afford, and I know they are ever ready and anxious, to con- 
tribute to public service without pay; most of them would much 
prefer to serve under that condition; the contrary assumption is in- 
sulting to our profession, The false impression concerning us that has 
arisen from this vicious custom should be corrected. This is our oppor- 
tunity and no one is better qualified to teach that lesson than yourself, 

SAMUEL UNTERMYER. 


LOANS FOR SPECULATIVE PURPOSES. 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, in view of the statement made 
by the distinguished Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH] with 
respect to the New York Stock Exchange, I desire to invite 
the attention of the Senate to the fact that on the 11th day of 
December last I offered a resolution (S. Res. 57) asking for 
un investigation of the stock exchange and various other agen- 
cies, brokerage houses, and so forth. That resolution is now 
before the Committee on Finance, I have also prepared two 
bills supplemental to the resolution, which I did not care to 
introduce, however, until the investigation had been held. In 
view of the information which we are receiving, and in view 
of the necessity of such an inyestigation, I hope that the chair- 
man of the Finance Committee may call the committee to- 
gether at an early date in order that the resolution may be 
considered. 


VIEWS OF EX-SENATOR THOMAS ON OIL LEGISLATION, 


Mr. BRANDEGEE, Mr. President, I ask permission to have 
inserted in the Record a letter to the editor of the New York 
Times by ex-Senator C. S. Thomas entitled“ Ex-Senator Thomas 
reviews the act of Congress authorizing the leasing of naval 
reserves.” The article was alluded to by one speaker the 
other day, and it gives Senator Thomas’s opinion as to the 
validity of the leases. I think it.would be interesting to have 
it in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the ar- 
ticle will be printed in the Recorp as requested. 

The article is as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Monday, February 11, 1924.1 
OIL LeGIsLATION—Ex-SeENAtTOR THOMAS REVIEWS THE ACT OF CONGRESS 
AUTHORIZING THE LEASING OF NAVAL RESERVES. 
To the Editor of the New York Times: 

Your editorial of February 1 very properly points to the statute 
under whose authority the notorious naval reserve leases and agree- 
ments were made between the Government and the Sinclair and 
Doheny companies, and for whose enactment the Congress is re- 
sponsible. Your comment is both timely and appropriate, since the 


second preamble of the Senate joint resolution affirms that the leases 
and contracts were entered into “ without authority to act in the 
execution thereof for the United States, and in violation of the laws 
of Congress“; an attitude which was uniformly assumed during its 
discussion, although questioned by Senator Couzens of Michigan. 
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If this preamble be sound, the leases and contracts are void, ir- 
respective of official misconduct. That would be only an added ag- 
gravation, not at all essential to a decree of annulment. Hence, it 
would seem to follow that this misconduct, however reprehensible, 
only served to promote the execution of agreement void ab initio. 
With great respect for the very able lawyers upon the investigating 
committee, I am convinced that this conclusion is erroneous, 

The validity of these transactions from the viewpoint of the law 
ean be fairly determined if the subject is considered independent of 
its sordid and disgraceful history. This naturally involves the origin 
and purpose of the statute of June 4, 1920, which alone applies to 
the subject. 

Prior to its enactment the Navy Department had consistently de- 
clined all suggestions for development of the nayal reserves, although 
the sinking of offset wells had long been obviously required for their 
conservation. Rightly or wrongly it pursued the policy of maintain- 
ing the reserves intact for future needs. Meanwhile, efforts to secure 
legislation under which public oil lands, exclusive of the naval re- 
serves, could be developed and outstanding claims thereto adjusted, 
beginning in 1913, finally culminated in the so-called leasing act of 
February 25, 1920. Under this law leases were available for all such 
lands, including those bounding the nayal reserves, from which in- 
creased drainage and loss of gas pressure would inevitably follow 
the sinking of near-by wells. 

The Secretary of the Navy, therefore, on March 5, 1920, presented 
to the House Committee on Naval Affairs a proposed rider to the 
pending naval bill, which— 

“ Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy is directed to take 
possession of all properties within the naval petroleum reserves as 
are or may become vested in the United States; to conserve, develop, 
use, and operate the same in his discretion, directly or by contract, 
lease, or otherwise, and to use, store, exchange, refine, sell, or other- 
wise dispose of the oil and gas products thereof, and those from all 
royalty oils, for the benefit of the United States: And provided, 
That such sums as have been or may be turned into the Treasury 
of the United States from royalty on lands within the naval pe- 
troleum reserves prior to July 1, 1921, not to exceed $500,000, are 
_hereby made available for this purpose until July 1, 1922,” ete. 

In a letter to the chairman, Secretary Daniels very clearly outlined 
the conditions which the proposed legislation was designed to meet. 
Referring to the leasing act passed in February, he declared that some 
of the tracts within the reserves would require “the Government to 
drill offset wells unless oil to the value of millions of dollars is to be 
drawn from Government lands by private owners.” 

He also referred to the recent experience of the Shipping Board and 
the Navy Department in obtaining bids for fuel oil, which showed the 
necessity for the Government to be in a position to furnish its own 
supply of fuel, and concluded that “It therefore becomes imperative, 
even when viewed from an economical standpoint, that machinery be 
provided whereby wells may be drilled for protection against drainage 
from adjacent lands or to provide for the Government's needs. That 
crade oil, whether from the Navy-owned wells, royalties from naval 
reserves, or royalty oil purchased, may be exchanged for refined prod- 
ucts, and that excess oil from protective wells may be sold or storage 
provided for excess oil if considered advisable.” 

The rider was incorporated in the bill and passed the House without 
verbal change. In the Senate three changes, all suggested by Senator 
Smoor, were made, the principal ones being the elimination of the 
word “refine,” thus denying to the department the right to go into the 
business of manufacturing oil products, and the words “or otherwise 
disposed of,” which seemed redundant. It was then passed as an in- 
tegral part of the Navy act of that year, and reads thus: 

“Provided, That the Secretary of the Navy is directed to take posses- 
sion of all properties within the naval petroleum reserves as are or 
may become subject to the control and use by the United States for 
naval purposes and on which there are no pending claims or applica- 
tions for permits or leases under the provisions of the leasing act or 
pending applications for United States patent under any law; to con- 
serve, develop, use, and operate the same in his discretion, directly or 
by contract, lease, or otherwise, and use, store, exchange, or sell the 
oil and gas products thereof, and those from all royalty oil from lands 
in the naval reserve for the benefit of the United States,” etc. 

‘The act also made “such sums as have been or may be turned into 
the Treasury of the United States from royalties on lands within the 
naval reserves prior to July 1, 1921, not to exceed $500,000” available 
for the purpose until July 1, 1922. This modest sum was doubtless 
designed to meet the initial expense of well drilling should the depart- 
ment determine to operate the reserves “ directly.” It was too small to 
serve any other purpose. 

The so-called fixed policy of naval reserve administration hitherto 
prevailing was radically changed by this statute, which must have been 
the intention of Secretary Daniels. His letter to the chairman of the 
House committee so declares in specific terms. And it has that effect, 
whether so intended or not. It is also to be observed that the Senate 
amendments did not enlarge, but restricted the powers which the 


Secretary asked the Congress to confer upon his department. It was 
not permitted to refine the oil, but substantially everything else asked 
for by the Secretary was granted. And its provisions are very broad, 


as Mr. Daniels desired them to be. Indeed, it is difficult to conceive 
of phraseology that could make them broader. 

They clothed him and his official successors with unrestricted au- 
thority to conserve, to develop, to use, and to operate all the reserves, 
or any of them, or any parts of them, in his discretion, either directly 
or by contract, by lease or otherwise. He was empowered to use, to 
store, to exchange, or to sell the ofl and gas products thereof, as well 
as all royalty oil from lands in the naval reserves, The only condition ! 
attached to the disposition of these products is that it shall be “for 
ee benefit of the United States,” and the Secretary is made judge of | 
that. | 

It can not be successfully denied that the law embodies the au- 
thority to do whatever may be necessary to make these expressed 
powers effective. To store the oil, or the fuel ofl for which It may be 
exchanged, storage facilities are essential. Hence oil may be “used” 
or “exchanged” for such facilities to the extent required. To equip ' 
the Secretary with such power of control and operation and to deny 
him the use, if need be, of part of the proceeds of development for 
conserving or storing the remainder would be to defeat the prime ob- 
ject of the law. No such limitation is expressed, and none seems 
to be implied. 

Per contra, the right to “exchange” oil and gas products is ex- 
pressly given. This right can not be restricted in scope or in effect to 
the trading of crude for fuel oil and gasoline; for that would not only 
deny to the word its ordinary legal definition, but would seriously limit 
the “discretion” with which the act vests the Secretary. The ex- 
change of a product differs widely from its sale. There is a wealth of 
authority upon the subject. A sale involves a money consideration for 
the thing sold, while “an exchange, as distinguished from a sale, is 
a contract whereby specific property is given in consideration of the 
receipt of property other than money.” The “ use,” therefore, of part 
of the product of the reserves by exchanging it for storage facilities is 
entirely within the discretionary authority conferred by the act upon 
the Secretary. y 

The Secretary may “store” the oil product of the reserves if in 
his judgment it Is desirable or expedient to do so. But storage facili- 
ties are essential if a storage policy be adopted, and it would be a 
reflection upon the lawmaking power to assume that it would create 
a specific authority and withhold the means for making its exercise 
effective, especially when such an assumption is inconsistent with 
other provisions of the statute. j 

Congress might, of course, have specifically limited the Secretary’s 
discretion, as it might have limited his power to lease the reserves and 
dispose of the proceeds; but it did not do so. It did not even debate 
the question. It might have stricken the storage clause from the bill, 
or inhibited the “use” of of] for the acquisition of storage needs. 
It might have required the Secretary to apply to it for appropriations 
for tank construction. Rut it did none of these things. On the con- 
trary, it empowered him to store, sell, use, or exchange oil as he should 
deem best for the benefit of the United States. The contracts actually 
made are therefore supported both by the language of the act and as 
an essential incident to the storage of oil. 

Had the Secretary determined to develop and operate the reserves 
instead of leasing them he certainly could have used the oil and gas 
for securing pipe-line storage and other needed facilities. He may, 
therefore, contract with another to do so in a similar way on similar 
terms. 

To say that this is extraordinary does not change the conclusion. 
The condition was extraorđinary; so was the subject. The situation 
was novel. The displacement of coal by oil for fuel is both novel and 
revolutionary. It must be available in large quantities at all times if 
the Navy shall properly function. The difficulty of securing it at decent 
rates had been experienced, and Congress was told that “it had become 
imperative that machinery be provided whereby wells may be drilled 
te supply oil for the Government's needs.” In dealing with the sub- 
ject the department and the Congress cooperated for a common and 
yastly important end, involving both protection of lands against drain- 
age already partially depleted of oil and threatened with a further 
depletion “to the value of millions of dollars,” and obtaining a reserve 
of fuel oil for naval consumption. It would seem demonstrable, there- 
fore, that if the policy of naval reserve leases and contracts is wrong 
the law authorizing it is wrong also. It constitutes the genesis of the 
entire procedure, and entails a consequent responsibility for that policy 
upon the lawmaker. As a Member of the Senate at the time, I fully 
indorsed Secretary Daniels’s recommendation and voted for his amend- 
ment. I thought he should have made it long before. 

These leases should have been made to the highest bidder upon open 
competition. But the law did not command it. They may be, and prob- 
ably were, inexpedient, one-sided, and unduly liberal, But that can 
not impair their legality. The validity of the Executive order com- 
mitting the administration of the act to the Secretary of the Interior 
is another and far graver question. Although not wholly without prece- 
dent, it was an extraordinary exercise of authority, difficult, if not 


2480 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 15, 


impossible, of defense. He is a bold man who would assert that by a 
stroke of the pen the President may transfer from one department 
to another the administration of a great public trust created and com- 
mitted by law to the control of a designated trustee. But for the sig- 
nature of the Secretary of the Navy to the agreements in question they 
would probably have no standing, even in a court of equity. 

Moreover, that fraud which vitiates all things seems to haye sat- 
urated the agreements with its poison, thereby enabling the Govern- 
ment to annul them. In discovering and exposing these conditions the 
Public Lands Committee, and Senator Walsh in particular, have ren- 
dered the country an invaluable service for which they can not be too 
highly commended. The act of June 4, 1920, however, admits of a 
single interpretation, whatever be the fate awaiting the leases and 
contracts negotiated by means of it, or of the men who availed them- 
selves of it to betray a great trust and traffic in public affairs for pri- 
vate gain. 

This view of the statute in no wise reflects upon the lawmaking 
branch of the Government. The enactment of the statute is highly 
creditable both to the Secretary who urged and the Congress which en- 
acted it, for it is perfectly obvious that the naval need for oil, should 
a crisis in national affairs be developed, can not be supplied from virgin 
reservoirs in distant reserves, but solely from fuel oil in storage at the 
seaboard and immediately available. It is not the law but its pros- 
titution by those charged with its administration which is challenged 
by the pending inquiry and which wili determine the integrity of the 
agreements under consideration, 

C. S. THOMAS. 

WASHINGTON, February 7, 1924. 


5 EDITORIALS ON THE POLITICAL SITUATION. 


Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Record two editorials from the Tulsa World, 
the leading Republican paper in the State of Oklahoma. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


AS TO PRESIDENT COOLIDGE, 


The World has been mildly censured by various ones for its rather 
stern criticism of President Coolidge in the oil-reserve scandal. 

Therefore, honesty apparently calls for specifications, What the 
World has thought of Calvin Coolidge is a matter of indelible record 
in its files. 

It believed in him as Governér of Massachusetts. It believed in 
him when he was nominated for the Vice Presidency. It believed in 
him again when he was suddenly and very unexpectedly elevated to the 
Chief Magistracy of the Government. It began to doubt him when he 
took over the handicap of Daugherty and retained that questionable 
influence in his administration as President. 

If one is to get anywhere, one must be thoroughly honest regardless 
of finesse or diplomacy. Daugherty and Daughertyism were the great- 
est faults of the Harding administration. Yet, Harding did have some 
excuse for leaning heavily upon the “miracle man” from Ohio. 
Coolidge had no such excuse. 

There is not a newspaper in the United States that we have ever 
read—and some hundreds are perused to ascertain the drift of public 
opinion—but held Daugherty as the weak link in the Harding chain. 
It is relating no secret to say that the country as a whole not only 
hoped for but expected the elimination of Daugherty when Calvin 
-Coolidge ascended to the Presidency. Rightly or wrongly he was con- 
sidered the corrupt influence, the debasing quality in the Harding ad- 
ministration. And, rightly or wrongly, the country felt that his elimi- 
nation would be brought about by Coolidge, if Coolidge was the right- 
eous man of honor and sincere patriot the country had previously be- 
Heved him to be. 

When Daugherty was retained the country became dissatisfied if not 
suspicious. The World believes it states the absolute fact when it 
says that the country believes Harry Daugherty alone is at the bottom 
of Teapot Dome and every other questionable transaction and procedure 
of the Harding and Coolidge administrations. Even in the judgeship 
contest here in Oklahoma the presidential protest against making a 
Federal judgeship a matter of partisan politics was made to appear 
hollow and tragically insincere by the final naming of a man who should 
have been the last of at least a dozen superbly splendid men, and who, 
in the common understanding of Oklahomans, was named finally because 
he had brothers in Alabama who are ostensible members of the Alabama 
delegation to the next Republican National Convention. 

Did Coolidge do this, or did Daugherty without Coolidge’s knowledge? 
Frankly, we don’t know. But in either event the incident is not one to 
inspire confidence or trust. We make no charge against Justice Ken- 
namer, whose nomination is now pending before the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. What we do say is that his nomination, in the circum- 
stances, is an insult to men of established reputation, and against whom 
not one single scintilla of wrongdoing can be charged. And yet he is 
faced with charges of the most serious character, Both Coolidge and 


The 


HARRELD have something to answer for in this respect! 
this stain upon the citizenship of Oklahoma—tbat after months of 
yuibbling and evading and dodging, with a list of splendid available 
men before them, no man could be found qualified to occupy the Federal 
bench save one who must needs defend himself against charges of the 
most serious nature. 

The country wants to believe in Calvin Coolidge, especially the Re- 


For both put 


publicans of the Nation. But how long will such a sentiment last in the 
face of an evident Coolidge disposition to not only retain Daugherty in 
the Cabinet but accord him primacy in political matters? 

Calvin Coolidge can not carry Daugherty indefinitely without for- 
feiting the respect and confidence of men whose support he ought to 
have—must have—if he is to realize his ambition. He may win the 
nomination in spite of all protests, but what profiteth it a man if he 
gain the nomination only to lose the election? 


LET’S BREAK DOWN AND BE HONEST. 


Occasionally the World feels like disregarding all conventions, all 
political considerations, and all hypocrisy. 

This is one of those times. The sun is shining outdoors. The skies, 
as blue and serene as on that morning when Adam was first turned 
loose in the Garden of Eden, looks down upon a physically perfect 
world. The immutable laws of nature are working with that meticulous 
perfection which has ever since been the salvation of man in his 
eternal quest for subsistence and happiness. In short, the world re- 
mains as in the beginning, a perfect complement to man and his 
needs—were it not for the ambitions and the vices of man himself! 

Therefore we feel in a mood to “talk turkey" for the good of our 
immortal soul—and the souls of others who may be attuned to the 
same chord, Therefore let us dissertate upon the subject of the mo- 
ment—presidential ambitions and national oll reserves. 

A syndicate writer of considerable renown, who has studied the art 
of saying things succinctly and then running away from the corrolary 
of his argument—an art that should by no means be despised, since it 
relieves one of all responsibility—said the other day that had Roose- 
velt been present he would have dispatched a warship for Harry Sin- 
clair if there had been any law permitting him to do so; and would 
have certainly dispatched a warship for Harry Sinclair if there had 
been no law forbidding such an act—merely calling attention to the 
most gripping scandal that has grasped the imagination of this country 
since Wilson returned from Versailles with his proposal to abdicate 
national traditions and aspirations in our embracement of idealism 
with its pink-hued clouds and its mirage of translucent and damphoolish 
internationalism ! 

This writer was merely thinking of Sinclair—and overlooking 
weizhtier matters. The World isn’t thinking of Sinclair at all—ex- 
cept as a former Tulsan and friend. What it is thinking of this 
morning is presidential aspirations, presidential inconsequentialities, 
and presidential conspiracies! It is to be assumed that there are 
thousands of men—ready and willing to gain whatever they may at 
the cost of the State—and the capitalization is thoughtfully adopted. 
But there is only one State—and again the capital is used advisedly. 

We elect certain men to protect the State and its possessions against 
the numerous mercenaries who have always been presupposed to exist 
from the days of the barons and brigandage down to the present. 
And after we have elected them we consecrate those men by adminis- 
tering to them an oath that ought to solemnize the proceedings and 
ought to, in fact, consecrate them to the service of the State. 

It is when these men we haye chosen in the wisest, the best, and 
the safest way the mind of man has yet designed, play fast and loose 
with their great charge and harken to the serene voice of some mer- 
cenary, who in a sense has a perfect right to yield to his cupidity, 
that we come suddenly face to face with most serious reflections. 
It is not that we are at all fearful of the Dohenys of big business, 
but that we are forced to lose faith in our political system and in the 
yirtue of those who make pretense of wanting to stand as our agents 
for that political system, and who take solemn oath so to do, then 
betray that oath and us. 

If we are really honest this morning, if that honesty of purpose 
takes us out of the unsafe zone of partisan thinking, we must confess 
that the Coolidge presidential boom is limping badly and ought to 
limp badly. Let it be said that the national oil reserve scandal was 
the handiwork of the Harding administration and that Calvin Coolidge 
had nothing whatever to do with it. What then? 

Must we not face the unescapable fact that the Harding Cabinet 
and the Harding administration were both largely the creation of 
Harry Daugherty, the millstone on Harding from the first; and that 
Coolidge, coming to the Presidency, deliberately took on that millstone 
and as certainly became particeps criminis in all that went before as 
well as all that bas occurred since? 

It is not that folk fear a term of Coolidge so much as they fear 
two terms of Harry Daugherty as directing head of the executive 
department of the United States Government. Since we have but or 
Government, we are justified in being very careful who we intrust it 
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There is a major opinion in the United States—we think it is tre- 
mendously major—that Coolidge should have welcomed the oppor- 
tunity to relieve himself of the man Daugherty when he inherited the 
Presidency; that he should have then and there proven himself a 
leader, and in a mild, yet firm, manner should haye served notice on 
the country that while he would continue the Harding policies so far 
as they referred to the general conduct of the Executive's office, he 
would not handicap himself by taking on what was universally ad- 
mitted was a Harding weakness—the Harding subordinacy to the 
Ohio politician in the Attorney General's office. 

That this tremendous weakness did exist is now abundantly proven, 
and only the half of truth has emerged from its hiding. Coolidge 
stock has gone down with a crash. Likewise Republican stock has 
gone down. At this moment, looking the facts in the face with honest 
courage, one Is forced to admit that if the conspiracy to force Coolidge 
on the Republican Party and the country is persisted in, and the 
conspiracy can be made to win through the advantageous use of the 
Executive authority with southern delegates, such as appointing a judge 
In Oklahoma because the delegates or prospective delegation from 
Alabama indorsed him—if the conspiracy to force Coolidge at any cost 
is persisted in, the history of 1912 will be repeated in 1924. \ 

You see there is but one State in this country and lots of Dohenys 
and Falls and Daugherties. We can’t afford to take too many chances 
with that one State, even though it requires us to abdicate our party 
pride, our party loyalty, and our prejudices inherited from our ances- 
tors to safeguard it. We will have prosperity, and there's the rub. 


PETITIONS, 


Mr. STANLEY (for Mr. Ernst) presented petitions of sun- 
dry citizens in the State of Kentucky, praying that the United 
States participate in the Permanent Court of International 
Justice, which were referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr, DILL presented a petition of sundry citizens in the 
State of Washington, praying for the repeal or reduction of 
the so-called nuisance and war taxes, especially the tax on 
industrial alcohol, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. ROBINSON presented a resolution adopted by the board 
of governors of the Little Rock (Ark.) Board of Commerce, 
urging that no amendment be made to the transportation act 
of 1920, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of F. J. Speiser, secretary of the 
strike committee, Missouri Pacific Federation No. 2, of North 
Little Rock, Ark., praying for the repeal of the so-called Esch- 
Cummins transportation act and abolition of the Railroad 
Labor Board, which was referred to the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce. 

Mr. FESS presented a paper signed by sundry citizens of 
Cincinnati, Ohio, approving the President’s stand on tax reduc- 
tion and the soldiers’ bonus, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. ? 

He also presented petitions, numerously signed, of sundry 
citizens of Piqua, Ohio, praying for the passage of legislation 
reducing taxes, which were referred to the Committee on 
Finance, 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens, being presi- 
dents of- various Italian associations in the city of Youngstown, 
Ohio, praying that the 1920 census be used as a basis for deter- 
mining the quota of immigrants instead of the 1890 census, 
which they state would be discriminatory, which was referred 
to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Richland 
County and Mansfield, Ohio, praying for the passage of legisla- 
tion creating the upper Mississipp! wild-life and fish refuge, 
which was referred to the Committee on Commerce, 

He also presented resolutions adopted at the annual meeting 
of the Belmont County (Ohio) Farm Bureau, favoring accept- 
ance of the bid of Henry Ford for the Muscle Shoals plant, 
and the passage of other legislation beneficial to the farmers, 
which were referred to the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Bucyrus 
and Napoleon, Ohio, praying for the repeal or reduction of the 
so-called nuisance and war taxes, especially the tax on indus- 
trial alcohol, which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by citizens of Belle- 
fontaine, Ohio, in mass meeting assembled, favoring the pas- 
sage of legislation granting adjusted compensation to veterans 
of the World War, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Toledo, 
Ohio, praying for the passage of legislation granting adjusted 
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compensation to veterans of the World War, which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. NORBECK presented petitions and papers in the nature 
of petitions of sundry citizens and postal employees of Yank- 
ton, Brookings, and Huron, all in the State of South Dakota, 
and of St. Paul, Minn., and Sioux City, Iowa, praying for the 
passage of legislation increasing the compensation of employees 
in the Postal Service, which were referred to the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented the petition of Mrs. John Elder and 61 
other members of the Ladies’ Aid Society, Methodist Episcopal 
Church, of Timber Lake, S. Dak., praying for an amendment to 
the Constitution regulating child labor, which was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented the petitions of J. H. Johnson and 113 other 
citizens of Mount Vernon and vicinity, and of Charles J. Deiter 
and 133 other citizens of Redfield and Spink County, all in 
the State of South Dakota, praying for the passage of Senate 
bill 2012, creating an agricultural export commission, which 
were referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. NORBECK: * 

A bill (S. 2502) granting an increase of pension to Eben W. 
Troupe (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

A bill (§. 2508) for the relief of W. H. King (with accom- 
panying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. EDGE: 

A bill (S. 2504) fixing the grade upon retirement of certain 
officers who served in the war with Spain, the Philippine in- 
surrection, or the Boxer rebellion, and the war against Ger- 
many; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 


NAVAL COAL RESERVES IN ALASKA, 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I submit a resolution which I ask may 
lie on the table and be printed. 

The resolution (S. Res. 160) was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Secretary of the Interior is directed to send to 
the Senate: 

(a) A copy of the agreement between the Secretary of the Interior 
and the Secretary of the Navy regarding the transfer of the naval coal 
reserves in the Territory of Alaska from the Nayy Department to the 
Department of the Interior. 

(b) All Executive orders and other papers in the files of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior and its bureaus, or copies thereof if the originals 
are not in the files, authorizing the transfer, including all correspond- 
ence embodying or concerning all agreements, instructions, and re- 
quests by the Navy Department as to the disposition of said naval coal 
reserves and properties thereon, 

(e) All correspondence, opinions, and papers showing and concern- 
Ing the legality for the leasing of said naval coal reserves, as stated by 
the Secretary of the Interior, in view of section 2 of an act to provide 
for the leasing of coal lands in the Territory of Alaska, ete., approved 
October 20, 1914 (38 Stat. 741). 

(d) All leases, applications for leases of said naval coal reserves, 
and correspondence relating thereto, 


s ADDITIONAL CLERKS TO SENATORS. 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania submitted the following resolu- 
tion (S. Res. 161), which was referred to the Committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 


Resolved, That to each Senator (other than chairmen of committees 
to which additional clerks have been assigned) from a State having a 
population in 1920 of more than 5,000,000 persons there shall be 
allowed an additional clerk to be paid at the rate of $2,400 per year; 
and, in addition thereto, to each such Senator from a State having a 
population in 1920 of more than 8,000,000 persons there shall be 
allowed an additional clerk to be paid at the rate of $1,800 a year. 
The salaries of such clerks shall be paid from the contingent fund of 
the Senate. Such clerkships shall continue during the Sixty-eighth 
Congress, 


AMERICAN PROSPERITY AND PEACE (S. DOC. NO. 51). 


Mr. McKINLEY. I present an address delivered by Senator 
MEDIILE McCormick, of Illinois, on January 28, 1924, before the 
Woman’s City Club of Chicago, IIL, on the subject of American 
prosperity and peace, which I ask be printed as a document. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In the absence of objection, 
the address will be printed as a Senate document, 
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INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The unfinished business, 
‘House “bill 5078, is before the Senate and will be proceeded 
with. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1925, and for other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Appropriations with amendments, 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o’clock and 7 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, Feb- 
Tuary 16, 1924, at 12 o'clock meridian, 


‘NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations received by the Senate February 15 
(legislative day of February 13), 1924. 

Spyear COUNSEL FOR PROSECUTION OF CERTAIN OIL LEASES. 

Owen J. Roberts, of Pennsylvania, to be special counsel to 
have charge and control of the prosecution of litigation in 
connection with certain leases of oil lands and incidental con- 
tracts as provided in Senate Joint Resolution 54, approved 
February 8, 1924. 

SURGEON GENERAL, PUBLIO HÈALTH SERVICE. 

Hugh S. Cumming to be Surgeon General of the Public 
Heaith Service. Reappointment; present term expires March 
8, 1924. 


RECEIVER or POBLIC MONEYS. 

Alfred Hogensen, of Idaho, to be receiver of public moneys at 
Boise, Idaho; vice Frank B. Kinyon, whose term expires Feb- 
ruary 19, 1924. 

REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE. 

J. Lindley Green, of Alaska, to be register of the land office 

at Anchorage, Alaska, vice Frank A. Boyle, resigned. 
Coast AND GEODETIC SURVEY. 


Wo be aids, with relative rank of ensign in the Navy, by pro- 


motion from junior engineer. 


Edwin Jay Brown, of Michigan, vice A. W. Skilling, pro- 
moted. 
Glendon Edwin Boothe, of New Mexico, vice Donald W. 

Taylor, promoted. y 
Earle Andrew Deily, of Pennsylvania, vice J. F. Downey, jr., 

promoted. 

Leonard Sargent Hubbard, of Massachusetts, vice H. L. 

Bloomberg, promoted. 

Walter Herbert Bainbridge, of Texas, vice Charles Pierce, 
promotion requested. 

John Carlos Bose, of Texas, vice Alfred Ogram, promotion 
requested. 

To be aids, with relative rank of ensign in the Navy, by pro- 

motion from deck officer. 
John Walter Smith, of Virginia, vice R. W. Byrns, promoted. 
Hubert Alexander Paton, of Arkansas, vice H. W. Tyler, 
promotion requested. 
Robert Crysler Wilson, of New York, vice C. D. Baker, pro- 
motion requested. 

To be junior hydrographic and geodetic engineers, with relative 
rank of lieutenant (junior grade) in the Navy, by promotion 
from aid with relative rank of ensign in the Navy. 

Henry Ward Tyler, of New York, vice Herman Odessey, 
promoted. 
Charles Pierce, of Massachusetts, vice J. S. Rosenthal, re- 


ed. 
Charles Duncan Baker, of Nevada, vice R. R. Moore, pro- 
moted, 
Alfred Ogram, of Georgia, vice F. L. Gallen, promoted. 
Frank Larner, of Kansas, vice L. M. Mower, resigned. 
Thomas Bernard Reed, of Kansas, vice E. F. Lewis, resigned. 
Robert Walker Knox, of Washington, vice H. W. Hemple, 
promoted. > 
Jacob Acil Kibler, of Kansas, vice C. M. Durgin, promoted. 
Hibbert Morse Hill, of Minnesota, vice A. G. Katz, promoted. 
APPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY, 
CHEMICAL WARFARE SERVICE, 


Maj. Edward Fuller Witsell, Infantry, with rank from July 
1, 1920. 
‘Maj. Paul Xavier English, Infantry, with rank from July 1, 
1920. : 
FIELD ARTILLERY, 


Capt. Howard Winthrop Turner, Infantry, with rank from 
July 1, 1920. 


COAST ARTILLERY CORPS. 

Second Lieut, Bordner Frederick Ascher, Air Service, with 

rank from June 12, 1923. 
AIR SERVICE. 

Capt. Robert Chapin Candee, Cavalry (detailed in Air Serv- 
ice), with rank from January 11, 1919. 

Second ‘Lieut. John Sharpe Griffith, Infantry (detailed in 
Air Service), with rank as prescribed by the act of June 80, 


PROMOTIONS IN THE Navy. 
MARINE CORPS, 
The following-named noncommissioned officers in the Marine 
Corps to be second lieutenants in the Marine Corps for a pro- 
bationary period of two years, from the 9th day of February, 


1924: 
Corpl. Richard Fagan, Sergt. William W. Conway. 
Corpl. James E. Jones. Corpl. Clyde Shoesmith. 
Corpl. Theodore A. Holdahl. Corpl. Robert J. Mumford. 

Sergt. Paul A. Curtis, 


Corpl. Ernest E. Shaugh- 
nessey. Sergt. Albert D. Cooley. 
Sergt. Lewis B. Puller. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 


Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 15 
(legislative day of February 18), 1924. 
MEMBER OF THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION. 
Jerome O. Christie, of Illinois. 
Coast AND GEODETIO SURVEY. 
To be aids, with relative rank of ensign in the Navy. 


Bruce Edward Lancaster. Isidor Rittenburg. 

John Alexander McCormick. George William Tatchell. 
Daniel Fivel. Kenneth Gleason Crosby, 
William Gibson Craib, Herschel Bast Brown, 
William Isaac Brown. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY, 


Duncan Kennedy Major, jr., to be colonel, Infantry, 

James Justice to be colonel, Infantry. 

Llewellyn William Oliver to be colonel, Cavalry. 

Arthur Sydney Crown to be colonel, Signal Corps, 

Reginald Edwards McNally to be colonel, Cavalry. 
Ephraim Geoffrey Peyton to be colonel, Infantry, 

William Lewis Reed to be colonel, Infantry. 

Albert N. McClure to be colonel, Quartermaster Corps. 
Edwin Albert Hickman to be colonel, Finance Department. 
William Elliott to be colonel, Quartermaster Corps. 
Andrew Jackson Dougherty to be colonel, Infantry, 

Oliver Stevens Eskridge to be colonel, Infantry. 

Joel Robert Lee to be colonel, Infantry. 

George Evans Stewart to be colonel, Infantry. 

Henry Aloysius Hanigan to be colonel, Infantry. 

James Wadsworth Furlow to be colonel, Field Artillery. 
John Womack Wright to be colonel, Infantry. 

Frederick Rudolph de Funiak, jr., to be colonel, Infantry, 
Ralph McCoy to be colonel, Infantry. : 
Grosvenor Lowrey Townsend to be colonel, Infantry. 
Thomas Leverett Brewer to be colonel, Infantry. 

James Kelly Parsons to be colonel, Infantry. 

Sam Pruitt Herren to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 

Fay Warrington Brabson to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 
Royden Eugene Beebe to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry, 
Edward Appleton Keyes to be lieutenant colonel, Cavalry. 
John Gano Winter to be lieutenant colonel, Cavalry. 
William James O'Loughlin to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry, 
Herbert Edward Mann to be lieutenant colonel, Cavalry. 
Orlando Gray Palmer to be lieutenant colonel, Cavalry. 
Francis Augustus Ruggles to be lieutenant colonel, Field 


Artillery. 


‘Henry Tilghman Bull to be lieutenant: colonel, Cavalry. 
Girard Lindsley McEntee to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry, 
Charles Keller to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 
‘Howard Russell Smalley to be lieutenant colonel, Cavalry, 
John Scott to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 
Noble James Wiley to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 
George Catlett Marshall, jr., to be lieutenant colonel, In- 
fantry. 
Talbot Smith to be lieutenant colonel, Cavalry. 
eee Edwin Davis to be Jieutenant colonel, Quartermaster 
rps. 
William Wallace Overton ‘to be lieutenant colonel, Cavalry. 
‘Samuel Turner Mackall to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 
Walter Campbell Short to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry, 
Frank Fanning Jewett to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 
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Augustus Francis Dannemiller to be lieutenant colonel, In- 
fantry. 

Alfred Asa Hickox to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 

Samuel Greaner Talbott to be lieutenant colonel, Adjutant 
General's Department. 

John Ernest Green to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 

Jason Marion Walling to be lieutenant colonel, Infantry. 

Louis Lehman Korn to be lieutenant colonel, Judge Advocate 
General's Department. 

Fremont Defandorf to be lieutenant colonel, Judge Advocate 
General’s Department. 

Charles Macon Wesson to be lieutenant colonel, Ordnance De- 
partment. 

William Elmer Murray to be lieutenant colonel, Quarter- 
master Corps. 

Richard Bolles Paddock to be major, Field Artillery. 

Carl Spatz to be major, Air Service. 

Harold Roe Bull to be major, Infantry. 

James Byron Haskell to be major, Coast Artillery Corps, 

Charles Morton Milliken to be major, Signal Corps. 

James Fred Byrom to be major, Infantry. 

Woodfin Grady Jones to be major, Infantry. 

James Patrick Hogan to be major, Coast Artillery Corps. 

Paul Clarence Paschal to be major, Infantry. 

John Leo Parkinson to be major, Infantry. 

Rudolph Gwinn Whitten to be major, Infantry. 

Louis Thomas Byrne, to be major, Infantry. 

Gooding Packard to be major, Coast Artillery Corps. 

Glenn Preston Anderson to be major, Coast Artillery Corps. 

Walter Cyrus Gullion to be major, Adjutant General’s De- 
partment. 

Francis Marion Brannan to be major, Infantry. 

Adam Empie Potts to be major, Coast Artillery Corps, 

William Rutledge Orton to be major, Infantry. 

Rufus Sumter Bratton to be major, Infantry. 

Thomas George Lamphier to be major, Air Service. 

Sylvester DeWitt Downs, jr., to be major, Field Artillery. 

Orlando Ward to be major, Field Artillery. 

Benjamin Grant Weir to be major, Air Service. 

Ralph Royce to be major, Air Service. 

Thomas Huntington Monroe to be major, Infantry. 

Roger Burnett Harrison to be major, Infantry. 

Benjamin Fiery Hoge to be major, Cavalry. 

Frederick Herr to be major, Cavalry. 

Clifford James Mathews to be major, Infantry. 

Frank William Milburn to be major, Infantry. 

Isaac Gill, jr., to be major, Infantry. 

John Kennard to be major, Cavalry. 

John Bellinger Thompson to be major, Cavalry. 

Hamner Huston to be major, Infantry. 

Jens Anderson Doe to be major, Infantry. 

Lester Leland Lampert to be major, Infantry. 

Charles Harrison Corlett to be major, Infantry. 

Louis Alexander Falligant to be major, Infantry. 

William Ord Ryan to be major, Field Artillery. 

William Francis Maher to be major, Field Artillery. 

Floyd Hatfield to be major, Infantry. 

Charles Lewis Clifford to be major, Cavalry. 

Benjamin Seymour Stocker to be major, Infantry. 

Oscar Otte Kuentz to be major, Corps of Engineers, 

George Horton Steel to be major, Quartermaster Corps. 

Earl Landreth to be major, Infantry. 

William Edward Raab Covell to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

Joseph Dogan Arthur, jr., to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

John Stewart Bragdon to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

George Jacob Richards to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

John Scott Smylie to be major, Coast Artillery Corps. 

Lehmann Wellington Miller to be major, Corps of Engineers, 

Douglas Lafayette Weart to be major, Corps of Engineers, 

Kenneth Smith Anderson to be captain, Infantry. 

John Hudspeth Crozier to be captain, Infantry. 

Thomas Robert Gibson to be captain, Infantry. 

Joseph Jerome Fraser to be captain, Infantry. 

Egbert Jansen Buckbee to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

George Warren Cooke to be captain, Finance Department. 

Amos Tyree to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Charles Otway Carter to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Franklin Denwood Shawn to be captain, Quartermaster 


rps. 
Charles Julius Isley to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 
Ralph Hibbler Bogle to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 
John Matthew Clarke to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 
Henry John Hunker to be captain, Quartermaster Corps, 
Frederick Eugene Hagen to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

ae Allen McFadden to be captain, Quartermaster 
rps. 


Clifford Michael Ollivetti to be captain, Judge Advocate Gen- 
eral’s Department. 

Norman Paul Williams to be captain, Infantry, 

Lewis Conway Baird to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Robert Grant Cousley to be captain, Infantry. 

Roland Capel Bower to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

David Grove to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Ernest Ward Ely to be captain, Infantry. 

James Horace Barbin to be captain, Infantry. 
5 Charles Leonard Charlebois to be captain, Quartermaster 

orps. 

George Harrison Harrell to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

James Wight Van Osten to be captain, Signal Corps. 

Reuben Lee Fain to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Carey Edwin Goodwyn to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Adolphe Saint Armant Fairbanks to be captain, Corps of En- 
gineers. 

Edward Eccles to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

John William Mayben to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Edward Raeder to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

John Smith Scally to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Allen William Pollitt to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Hamilton Hall Treager Glessner to be captain, Signal Corps. 

Livingston Swentzel to be captain, Signal Corps. 

Elbert Cock to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

James Anderson Beirne Gibson to be captain, Ordnance De- 
partment. 

Frederick Foster Christine to be captain, Air Service. 

Patrick Kelly to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

George Hebard Pryor to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

John Aubrey Wheeler to be captain, Ordnance Department, 

Arthur Walter Stanley to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Paul Frederick Huber to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Graves Barney McGary to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Arthur William Parker to be captain, Quartermaster Corps, 

Herbert Lee Jackson to be captain, Cavalry. 

Randolph James Hernandez to be captain, Quartermaster 
Corps. 

David Sidney Seaton to be captain, Air Service. 

Schenk Henry Griffin to be captain, Corps of Engineers. 

Richard Landrum Smith to be captain, Corps of Engineers. 

Harold Arthur Barnes to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

William Hammond Waugh to be captain, Corps of Engineers, 

Clarence Barnard to be captain, Ordnance Department. 

John Leland Corbett to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Nels Johnson Thorud to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Walter Sutherland Bramble to be captain, Quartermaster 
Corps. 

Harry Diffenbaugh to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

John Van Ness Ingram to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

James Stevenson Crawford to be captain, Ordnance Depart- 
ment. 

Henry Bert Knowles to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Stewart Hancock Elliott to be captain, Ordnance Department. 

Asa Irwin to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Donald Marion McRae to be captain, Infantry. 

John Aloysius Broderick to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

William Mathew Larner to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Charles Bertrand Wickins to be captain, Quartermaster 
Corps. 

Mahlon Kirkbride Taylor to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Van Leslie Prather to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Edward Peter Doyle to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Charles Alexander Brinkley to be captain, Quartermaster 
Corps, 

Hugh Franklin Ewing to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Oliver Stevenson Ferson to be captain, Air Service. 

George Washington Armitage to be captain, Quartermaster 
Corps. 

William McKendree Scott to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Curtis Loyd Stafford to be captain, Cavalry. 

John Edward Brown to be captain, Ordnance Department. 

John Gibbon McCoy to be captain, Chemical Warfare Service. 

John Fawcett to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Charles Elliott Lucas to be captain, Infantry. 

Will Rainwater White to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

George Albert Bentley to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Norris Whitlock Osborn to be captain, Ordnance Department. 

Oliver Louis Overmyer to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Thomas Kenny to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Harrie Dean Whitcomb Riley to be captain, Corps of Engi- 
neers. 

Leon Henry Richmond to be captain, Signal Corps. 

Charles Merrill Savage to be captain, Air Service. 

George Churchill Kenney to be captain, Air Service, 

Bertram John Sherry to be captain, Signal Corps, 
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John Thompson Conover to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 


Harlan Nelson Hartness to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 


Warren Atherton Butler to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. Louis Brainard Ely to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 


Jesse De Witt Cope to be captain, Infantry. 

Eldridge Arnold Green to be captain, Infantry. 

Edward Frederick French to be captain, Signal Corps. 

Jesse Ellis Graham to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Fred Glover Sherrill to be first lieutenant, Finance Depart- 
ment. 

Sol Marks Lipman to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Jerome David Cambre to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Burrowes Goldthwaite Stevens to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
ec Arandiak Thomas MecCone to be first lieutenant, Field Ar- 

Nery. 

Thomas Markham Brinkley to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

John Kennedy Buchanan to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Beverley St. George Tucker to be first lieutenant, Ordnance 
Department. 

Reginald Worth Hubbell to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Lee Earl Gray to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery Corps. 

Donald William Sawtelle to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Paul Wilkins Kendall to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

John Franklin Farley to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Charles Henry Moore to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Alexander John Mackenzie to be first lieutenant, Infantry, 

Wiley Vinton Carter to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Ira Platt Swift to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Wilbur Eugene Dunkelberg to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Arthur Pulsifer to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Farrin Allen Hillard to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Elliott Watkins to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Francis James Gillespie to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Jesse Lewis Gibney to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Robert Hale Vesey to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Clarence Miles Mendenhall, jr., to be first lieutenant, Coast 
Artillery Corps. 

Kester Lovejoy Hastings to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Howard Waite Brimmer to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Charles Milner Smith, jr., to be first lieutenant, Infantry, 

Walter Joseph Muller to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Harry Lovejoy Rogers, jr., to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

George Bryan Conrad to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

William Stephen Murray to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Raymond Wainwright Odor to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

James Clyde Welch to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Miner Welsh Bonwell to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Joseph Magoffin Glasgow to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Elmer Mike Jenkins to be first lieutenant, Infantry, 

James Lawrence Keasler to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Rutherford Dent McGiffert to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Richard Bryan Wheeler to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Thomas Roswell Aaron to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

David Albert Newcomer to be first lieutenant, Corps of 
Engineers. 

Alfred Maximilian Gruenther to be first lieutenant, Field 
Artillery. 

Herbert Bernard Loper to be first lieutenant, Corps of Engi- 
neers. 

Ivan Crawford Lawrence to be first lieutenant, Corps of Engi- 


neers. 

Williston Birkhimer Palmer to be first lieutenant, Field Artil- 
Jery. 
Robert Gibbins Gard to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Robert Ammons Hill to be first lieutenant, Corps of Engi- 


neers. 

David Horn Whittier to be first lieutenant, Ordnance Depart- 
ment. 

Herbert Maury Jones to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery, 

Orville Wells Martin to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Roy Green to be first lieutenant, Corps of Engineers. 

Forrest Eugene Cookson to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Alexander Sharp Bennet to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

George Sheldon Price to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Wyburn Dwight Brown to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Robert Miller Montague to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Charles Pollard Jones to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Anthony Clement McAuliffe to be first lieutenant, Field Artil- 
lery. 

Lester Francis Rhodes to be first lieutenant, Corps of Engi- 
neers. 

Albert Rhett Stuart Barden to be first lieutenant, Field Artil- 
lery. 

Romeo Francis Regnier to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Don Gilmore Shingler to be first lieutenant, Corps of Engi- 
neers, 


Julius Easten Slack to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Bertram Francis Hayford to be first lieutenant, Field Artil- 


Ernest Aaron Bixby to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Robert Rossiter Raymond, jr., to be first lieutenant, Field 
Artillery. 
Harris Fulford Scherer to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 
Thomas Benoit Hedekin to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Joseph Vincil Phelps to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
i Charles Norton McFarland to be first lieutenant, Field Artil- 
ery. 
Charles Alvin Pyle to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
John Ray Hardin to be first lieutenant, Corps of Engineers. 
; William Wilkeson Barton to be first lieutenant, Field. Artil- 
ery. 
; Maurice Place Chadwick to be first lieutenant, Field Artil- 
ery. 
Foster Joseph Tate to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Car] Robinson to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
; Richard Tobin Bennison to be first lieutenant, Field Artil- 
ery. 
Henry John Dick Meyer to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Elton Foster Hammond to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Ernest Marion Brannon to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
Francis George McGill to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
ae Alan Saunders to be first lieutenant, Ordnance Depart- 
men 8 
John Wyville Sheehy to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
James Battle Rivers to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 
John Joseph Burns to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Leslie Edgar Jacoby to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery, 
John Raikes Vance to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
Clarence John Kanaga to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Richard Powell Ovenshine to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
Edwin Virgil Kerr to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Thomas McGregor to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Harrison Howell Dodge Heiberg to be first lieutenant, Cav- 


alry. 
ee Irwin Allen to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery 
rps. 
James Edmund Parker to be first lieutenant, Air Service. 
William Wesson Jervey to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 
George Raymond Burgess to be first lieutenant, Coast Artil- 
lery Corps. 
Edward Lynde Strohbehn to be first lieutenant, Field Artil- 


} lery. 


lery. 
Maurice Keyes Kurtz to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
William Holmes Wenstrom to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 
Paul Lewis Harter to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery 
Corps. 
Leo Clement Paquet to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
Thomas Maurice Crawford to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
Eugene McGinley to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Hugh Brownrigg Waddell to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 
Lester DeLong Flory to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery 


Corps. 

Isaac Haiden Ritchie to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery 
Corps. 

Augustine Francis Shea to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Carlisle Visscher Allan to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Marion Patton Echols to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Francis Otis Wood to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Hobart Hewett to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery Corps. 

Waldemar Sven Broberg to be first lieutenant, Ordnance De- 
partment. 

James Holder Phillips to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

John Edwin Leahy to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Frederick Weed Drury to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Leander Dunbar Syme to be first Heutenant, Infantry. 

Ellis Vern Williamson to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Leroy Clark Wilson to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Nathaniel Alanson Burnell, 2d, to be first lieutenant, Coast 
Artillery Corps. 

John Bartlett Murphy to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

James Lowe Harbaugh, jr., to be first lieutenant, Coast Artil- 
lery Corps. 

Virgil Farrar Shaw to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Paul Alpheus Noel to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Michael Gibson Smith to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Syril Emerson Faine to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Arthur Maxon Parsons to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Harry Welling Barrick to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
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William Travis Van de Graaff to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
Howard Rand Perry, jr., to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
Edward Hamilton Young to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
Nathan Arthur Smith to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
Gerald St. Claire Mickle to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
Benjamin Randolph Farrar to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
Henry Ellis Sanderson, jr., to be first lieutenant, Field Artil- 
Jery. : 
Hugh French Thomason Hoffman to be first lieutenant, Cav- 
al 


ry. 

David Stanley Holbrook to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Walter Scott Winn, jr., to be first Heutenant, Infantry. 

Willard Gordon Wyman to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

John Leonard Whitelaw to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Edward Henry Bowes to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Edwin Malcolm Sutherland to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Joseph Andrew Holly to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Henry Baldwin Nichols to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

William Douglas McNair to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Charles Forrest Wilson to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery 
Corps. 

Robert Francis Carter to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Hugh Garnett Elliott, jr., to be first lieutenant, Field Ar- 
tillery. 

Nathan Farragut Twining to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

William John Crowe to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Norris Stayton to be lieutenant colonel, Quartermaster 
Corps. 
Earl Ewart Gesler to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

James Howard Todd to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Paul Sutphin Edwards to be captain, Signal Corps. 

James Helmus Bogart to be captain, Chemical Warfare 
Service. 

George Whitfield MacMillan to be first lieutenant, Coast Ar- 
tillery Corps. 

L. Hoyt Rockafellow to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Perey Emery Hunt to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Noble Carter to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

John Allen Root to be captain, Ordnance Department. 

John Wallace Cooper to be captain, Quartermaster Corps. 

Joseph Hooker Comstock to be captain, Infantry. 

Roland William McNamee to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

John Carpenter Raaen to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Winfred George Skelton to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Lambert Benel Cain to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Edmund Bower Sebree to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Ignatius Lawrence Donnelly to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Merritt Brandon Booth to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

George Edward Ball to be colonel, Quartermaster Corps. 

Reuben Smith to be colonel, Infantry. 

Russell Potter Reeder to be colonel, Coast Artillery Corps. 

John Burhyte Wilmot Corey to be lieutenant colonel, Field 
Artillery. 

George Allen Taylor to be lieutenant colonel, Field Artillery, 

Ralph Emerson Herring to be lieutenant colonel, Coast Ar- 
tillery Corps. 

John Albert Paegelow to be lieutenant colonel, Air Service. 

Edwin Alexander Bethel to be major, Corps of Engineers, 

John French Conklin to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

Alfred Laing Canahl to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

John Easter Harris to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

William Frazer ‘Tompkins to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

Douglas Hamilton Gillette to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

Carroll Harper Newell to be captain, Infantry. 

Harry Thurber to be captain, Quartermaster Corps, 

Louis Arthur Witney to be captain, Infantry. 

Ade Orrill to be captain, Infantry. 

Oscar Glenn Stevens to be captain, Infantry. 

John Alfred Gilman to be captain, Quartermaster Corps, 

William Thomas Brock to be captain, Infantry. 

John Edward Langley to be captain, Corps of Engineers. 

Raymond Clegg Barlow to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Frank Greene Davis to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Emmett James Bean to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Donald Allen Fay to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Charles Henry Noble to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Walter Towle O'Reilly to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Kenneth Pierce to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Charles Henry Bryan to be lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Vicente Lim to be major, Philippine Scouts, 

Howard Campbell Price to be colonel, Infantry. 

Walter Bogardus McCaskey to be colonel, Infantry. 

Oliver Hart Dockery, jr., to be colonel, Infantry. 

Glen Fay Jenks to be lieutenant colonel, Ordnance Depart- 
ment. 


Clarence Beaumont Ross to be lieutenant colonel, Coast Ar- 
tillery Corps. 

Richard Henry Jordan to be lieutenant colonel, Quartermas- 
ter Corps. 

Paul Alfred Hodgson to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

Donald Angus Davison-to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

Henry Spiese Aurand to be major, Ordnance Department., 

Thomas Bernard Larkin to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

Louis Arthur Witney to be captain, Infantry. 

Ade Orrill to be captain, Infantry. 

Oscar Glenn Stevens to be captain, Infantry. 

William Thomas Brock to be eaptain, Infantry. 

John Edward Langley to be captain, Corps of Engineers. 

Lorenzo Dow Macy to be captain, Infantry. 

George Augustus Jahant to be captain, Infantry. 

Curtis DeWitt Alway to be captain, Infantry. 2 

John Endler to be first lieutenant, Infantry. ; 

John Howell Collier to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Basil Duke Edwards to be major, Judge Advocate General's 
Department. 

Charles Wesley Wood to be first lieutenant, Signal Corps. 

William Anderson Raborg to be major, Field Artillery. 

Charles Conrad Brown to be captain, Field Artillery, 

Kenneth Eugene Webber to be second lieutenant, Coast Ar- 
tillery Corps. 

Hugh Johnston Knerr to be major, Air Service. 

John Robert Thomas, jr., to be colonel, Field Artillery. 

Milton Artells Elliott, jr., to be colonel, Adjutant General's 
Department. 
a Robert Franklin McMillan to be colonel, Coast Artillery 

‘orps. 

William Storrs Bowen to be lieutenant colonel, Coast Artil- 
lery Corps, 
f William Fitzhugh Jones to be lieutenant colonel, Field Artil- 
ery. ~ 
James Brewster Taylor to be lieutenant colonel, Coast Artil- 
lery Corps, 

Edwin Coit Kelton to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

James Allen Lester to be major, Field Artillery. 

Mason James Young to be major, Corps of Engineers. 

Layson Enslow Atkins to be major, Corps of Engineers, 

Louis James Lampke to be captain, Infantry. 

Henry August Andres to be captain, Infantry. 

Clay Anderson to be captain, Corps of Engineers. 

Claude Lesley Kishler to be captain, Coast Artillery Corps. 

Vernon Calhoun DeVotie to be captain, Infantry. 

William McPhail Stewart to be captain, Infantry, 

Willis Arthur Platts to be captain, Infantry. 

Irvin Boston Warner to be captain, Field Artillery. 

Dean Luce to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery Corps. 
9 Coyle McAleyy to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery 

rps. 

George Gordon Elms to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

John Dimmick Armstrong to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Ralph Francis Stearley to be first lieutenant, Cavalry, 

Donald Handley Nelson to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Edward Ora Hopkins to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

James Verne Cole to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Ralph Bernard Kindley to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

John Adam Bruckner, jr., to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 
eas Orlando Wilcox to be chaplain with the rank of cap- 

n. 

Henry William Bobrink to be first lieutenant, Quartermaster 


rps. 
Roy Alphonso Carter to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
John Harry to be second lieutenant, Coast Artillery Corps. 
George Doane Freeman, jr., to be colonel, Infantry. 
Clarence Archibald Frank to be first lieutenant, Infantry. 

Posr MASTERS. 

CONNECTICUT, 
William B. Simon, New Canaan. 

FLORIDA. 


Joseph H. Nelson, Crestview. 
Thomas J. Buiford, Hilliard. 


IDAHO. 


Herbert D. Cheney, Gooding. 
Frank B. Daws, Homedale. 

: LOUISIANA, 
Lavinia A. Parr, Baldwin. 
Joseph A. Gil, Eunice. 
Robert M. Shilling, Oak Grove. 
Otto J. Gutting, Oil City. 
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MASSACHUSETTS, _ 
Thomas Carroll, Bridgewater. 
John F. Megley, Holbrook. 
Frank W. Philbrick, Lancaster. 
Carroll L. Bessom, Mansfield. 
Maud M, Miles, South Sudbury. 
MISSOURI. 
Thomas E. Hubbard, Dexter. 
Hattye M. Sandefur, Holland. 
homas W. Box, Lamar. 
William T. Robinson, La Plata. 
Alexander T, Boothe, Pierce City. 
L. Tom Wilder, Ste. Genevieve. 
Arthur Darby, Urbana. 
5 NEW JERSEY. 
Elmira L. Phillips, Andover. 
John G. Stoughton, Bergenfield. 
Henry Eisberg, Cliffside. 
Stephanie J, Piechowicz, Vauxhall. 
NEW YORK. 
Albert B. W. Firmin, Brooklyn. 
Henry L. Sherman, Glens Falls. 
OKLAHOMA. 
James M. D. Clawdus, Wilson. 
PENNSYLVANIA. 
Clyde S. McNeely, Dauphin. 
Raymond M. Rahn, Enola. 
John ©. McConnell, Essington, 
Lemuel N. Ammon, Gap. 
Robert C. Miller, Gettysburg. 
John N. Sharpsteen, Honesdale. 
William D. MeCormick, Lehighton, 
Ray K. Garman, Lemoyne. 
Isaac A. Mattis, Millersburg. 
Milton E. Birchard, Montrose. 
George J. Miller, Pittston. 
SOUTH CAROLINA. 
Washington M. Ritter, Cope. 
TEXAS. 
Ethyl H. Williams, Angleton. 
Gertrude N. Merrill, Buffalo. 
David A. Young, Commerce. 
Bradley Miller, Cooledge. 
Charles A, Duff, Legion. 
Mary E. Adams, Powell. 
Sam H. French, Purdon. 
Robert E. Jackson, Queen City. 
Luther Bowers, Seagoville. 
WEST VIRGINIA. 
Charlie F. Baldwin, Madison. 
Claude Pepper, Salem. 
WISCONSIN. 
Durant C. Gile, Edgerton. 
WYOMING. 


John W. Morgareidge, Sneridan. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Friar, February 15, 1924, 


The House met at 11 o’clock a. m., and was called to order 
by the Speaker. 

The Chaplain, Rey. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Almighty God, our Heavenly Father, maker of all things pure 
and the author of all life and intelligence and judge of all men, 
abide with us in the fullness of Thy mercy and wisdom. Do 
Thou possess our hearts and minds that we may resist evil and 
overcome difficulty. Amid turbulent conditions and mental dis- 
quietude, Oh, speak to men everywhere, without qualification or 
exemption, “I am the way, the truth, the life,” and unfold to 
them the deep things of God. The Lord protect, bless, and pre- 
serve the soul of the Republic and establish Thou the work of 
Thy servants, In the blessed name of Jesus. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 


A 


REVENUE ACT OF 1924. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, provide revenue, and for 
other purposes; and, pending that motion, I ask unanimous 
consent that an order be taken, the text of which I send to the 
Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent for the adoption of an order, which the Clerk will 
report, 

The Clerk read as Hos: 


Ordered, That immediately after the House resolves itself into com- 
mittee on Tuesday, February 19, sections 210 and 211 and paragraph 
(C) of section 216 of H. R. 6715 shall be read for amendment as one 
paragraph. It shall thereupon be in order for the minority to propose 
an amendment in the nature of a substitute for said sections, which 
substitute for the purpose of amendment shall be considered as an 
original bill and open to amendment under the general rules of the 
House, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for three minutes in explanation of the order, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Towa asks unanimous 
consent to proceed for three minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, Members will recognize 
in the first place that this order includes the sections relating 
to the income tax for discussion next Tuesday. This gives 
notice of the day when the income-tax rates will be taken up, 
so that all Members may be here pending that discussion and 
vote. The agreement has the further advantage that it will 
prevent, I think, the offering of a great many amendments and 
voting thereon in the final vote by the House. 

The ultimate result, as we have all agreed—all the members 
of the Committee on Ways and Means have agreed to it, and 
the leaders on both sides have agreed to it—will be that the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] will present a complete 
plan as a substitute for the bill. Next, it will make it in 
order for the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] to present 
his plan as a substitute for what is commonly known as the 
Garner plan. Then under the terms of the order the whole 
matter will be thrown open for amendment, so that every Mem- 
ber will have a chance to offer such amendments as he sees fit; 
but in the end, after this program has been worked out, we 
will have but one amendment to vote upon as a substitute for 
the provisions of the bill. I understand that the order is en- 
tirely satisfactory to the other side. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the consideration of 
the order? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the order. 

The order was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the 
revenue bill. The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr, GRAHAM] 
will please take the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid- 
eration of the bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, 
to provide revenue, and for other purposes, with Mr. GRAHAM 
of Illinois in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill H. R. 6715, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide rev- 
enue, and for other purposes. 


The CHAIRMAN. At the conclusion of the session yester- 
day the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] had used 2 hours 
and 10 minutes and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] 
had used 3 hours and 5 minutes, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentieman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WATSON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks, 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the To stagnate income and cause capital investments unprofit- 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? able by fullness of taxation is not the philosophy by which 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will | a nation grows in power and wealth. If the surtax is kept at 
permit, I may say that that request has already been granted. | 25 per cent, the second year in its operation would increase 
It was granted to Members generally by the House. a revenue of $100,000,000 to the Government, as estimated by 

The CHAIRMAN: Yes; the Chair understands that each | statisticians. The gain is attributed to taxes derived from 
Member who has spoken on the bill will have five legislative | accumulated incomes saved from the high brackets of the 
days im which to extend his remarks in the discussion of the | Present law. 
bill. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Watson] is ree-| In the taxable year of 1919 there were 250 personal returns 
5 iri. acs Soe ere wi e ean 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the doctrine e taxable year o ere were personal re 
of equitable taxation has been practiced by every governmental | all income classes, including $250,000 and upward, while 1921 
legislative body of modern times. Much has been written on | revealed 330, yet there were 1,329,416 more returns in 1921 than 
taxation; few of the theories have been found to be practicable. in 1919. It is evident that those in the higher-income classes 
The very first principle of taxation is to collect from those changed their investments in a way that their incomes could 
with ability to pay. The present-day tendency is to place an not be reached. A surtax of 25 per cent would draw capital 
overburdened taxation on the rich by drawing from their in- | from nontaxable securities, for capital seeks profit, and high 
comes excessive percentage. This policy prevents capital seek- rate of interest is the alluring goal. I insert statistical tables. 
ing natural sources in the industries and commerce and falls] Tables showing the tax that would be imposed upon the 
to give employment to labor, thereby opening opportunities for | incomes specified under the revision proposed by Secretary 
livelihood. and domestic happiness, and in course of time ad- Mellon, as compared with the present law: 
vancing their incomes for taxable purposes from the lower In order to apply these tables to the State of Pennsylvania the fol- 
to the higher brackets. lowing are the latest statistics available for that State: 

The revenue bill under consideration not only reduces and | Totu number of returns 621, 103 
equalizes but improves the method of taxation. The sections ----------- $1, 937, 342 = 
of the bill containing the administrative features and the indi- returned — BD 
rect taxes from which we are all benefited seem to meet with | Number of joint aerosus 3 and wives, in- 


* 


universal approval. The surtax section, however, is subject | cluding h though living with 
to as many views are there are schools on political economy. — — nnne $1, 221, 524, 166 
I strongly favor a graduated income tax, progressive in its | Heads of familles, number of returns 55,496 
policy. We, however, are encroaching upon: capital when in rth: een en E PAIE a ee $152, 175 aoe 
time of peace we carry surtax to 50 per cent. Capital gives | Net income of same.__________-__.....---._..---- $384, 621. ORG 
better results drawn into the industries and commerce than = thes: women; number of return SES con 8 733 
idle to avoid the tax collector. Nothing discourages. capital neoma OF ame. — „ 2 
more than taxes; nothing pleases the socialist. more than to | Net ince dt me- t. 347 272 = 
tax the rich; nething brings discord quicker than socialistic | Number of ey with various incomes: 
rule. aoe under 893601522 305, 523 
The Secretary of the Treasury in his unparalleled financial F:. m.. ĩ - 
adroitness, for we all recognize his ability, bas recommended a Tax on same, payable 1922. $4; T47, 517 
plan by which the taxpayers will save in 1924 $323,000,000. Tricapa 839,000 Co, BUS UO cassie eee ga | SOS 
The plan substantially is the bill under consideration, Incomes, $50,000 to 8100.565—— 0 
Pennsyivania has 842,662 income-tax payers, who paid in 5 — on same, payable 6 $14, 207, — 
1921 $84,660,226, but under this measure the taxpayers of ances same, payable oo S $30, 833, 483 


Pennsylvania will save nearly $65.000,000 income and excise U 

pon this basis the total ređuetion in the income tax for the State 
taxes for the taxable years of 1923 and 1924, and the State | of Pennsylvania under the Mellon plan would be about $32,000,000 
pays nearly 12 per cent of all the income taxes, out of a total tax of $84,000,000, or a little less than 40 per cent, 


Income tax payable upon certatn nat incomes under the provisions of the bill as reported by the Ways and afeans Committe. 


Income earned not in excess of $5,000. Income all earned. 


Net income. Single man. 4 Head of famity. Single man. Head of family. 


$40.00 Co Ha. 00 C 
80.00 45.00 $20.00 HLS 80.00 45. 00 $20. 00 $11.35 
120. 00 67. 50 60.00 33. 75 120, 00 67. 50 60.00 33.75 
160.00 |) 90.00 100. 00 50.25 150. 00 90. 00 100. 00 56. 25 
240. 00 150.09 160. 00 97.50 240. 00 135..00 160; 00 90.00 
330, 00 210 00 230.00 157.50 330. 00 180. 00 250, 00 135. 00 
420. 00 270. 00 340. 00 217.50 420. 00 225. 00 340.00 180. 00 
510.00 330. 00 430. 00 277. 50 510. 00 270, 00 430. 00 225. 00 
600. 00 390. 00 620, 00 $87.50 600. 00 315. 00 520. 00 270.00 
700. 00 480. 00 620: 00 407.50 700.00 367.50 620.00 322.50 
800. 00 530.00 720.00 477.50 |, 800.00 420. 00 720.00 375. 00 
910. 00 610. 00 830: 00 557.50 910. 00 480. 00 $30. 00 435. 00 
1, 020. 00 690. 00 940. 00 637. 50 1. 00. 00 540. 00 940, 00 495. 00 
1. 140. 00 780.00 1, 080; 00 727.50 1,140; 00 907. 0 1, 030. 00 582. 50 
T, 280. 00 870.00 | 1.180. 00 817.50 | 1,260.00 675.00| 1,180. 00 630. 00 
1, 390. 00 870.00 | 1,310.00 917.50 | 1,300. 00 750.00 | 1,310.00 705.00 
1,50. 00 1,070.00] 1,440.00] 1,017.50) 1,520.00 825.00 | 1. 440.00 780, 00 
1660.00} 1. 180.00 1,580.00] 1,127.50] 1,660.00 907.50 | 1,580. 00 804.50 
1. 800. 00] 1. 200.00] 1, 720. 00 1, 7. 50] 1, 800. 00 990.00 1. 720. 00 845.00 


‘an 
cent on amount in excess of $10,000 and’ not in excess of $12,000, increusing 1 per cont for each $2,000 until $36,000 net income is reached, with a maximum rate 
01257 5 of $100,000 net income. 

ra income: A credit of 25 per cent of the a totel tex on accouns of earned nome. All net income less than $5,000 is deemed to be earned, and all in excess of $20,000 to be 
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Table showing the total taw payable upon certain incomes under the 
rates of the present law and under the suggested rates, 


Net income. 


WY ide Roan cclds ote dene A T $2,612 

CCC TTT —— 

pign 19, 900 19,792 
, > 

888058. 35, 400 35, 292 

200 50, 900 50,792 

66, 400 66, 292 

CCC REE NOT 81,900 81,792 

222 See aN an oe 112, 900 112,792 

143, 900 143, 792 

298, 900 298, 792 


Married person 
with 2 dependent 
children. 


FFC 
SSS SSS SSS 88888888888 


8 Ser SBSSN 


BEB: 
x 


The epoch of our greatest prosperity was written into his- 
tory from 1864 to 1913. The American people were subjected 
to a civil war which brought upon them a great financial 
burden. It was generally prophesied that this national debt 
could not be liquidated. Within a few years it was paid, 
taxes reduced, resources developed, industries thrived, rail- 
ways constructed and extended into our frontiers. Surtaxes 
were not the fashion then, the country wanted capital, thus 
was laid the foundation for our national wealth, Bolshevism 
was not known, socialism was in its infancy. In the age of 
the feudal system capital was not accumulated, wealth con- 
sisted of chattels, not gold and silver coin, the world stood 
still, ignorance and superstition reigned. The system of bank- 
ing was crude, the hidden power of steam and electricity was 
not revealed to give life to machinery that moves the indus- 
tries of the world. When the age awakened from its lethargy 
and realized the value of money as the lawful medium of 
exchange and its social power, the old system of feudal slav- 
ery fast faded away and the value of accumulated fortunes 
was realized and civilization advanced to the perfection as it 
is to-day. 

In the history of all nations, I doubt a revenue bill reported 
within five years after a great war, contained as many reduc- 
tions and equalizations as the one we are now debating. 

Let us not tie up wealth by undue taxation, but rather lib- 
erate it for the benefit of the 40,000,000 men and women em- 
ployed as clerks and artisans, that they may have a chance 
to exercise their ingenuity in the accumulation of wealth— 
wealth the reserve force in the development of the human mind. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
on the other side use some time? 

Mr. COLLIER. I wish the gentleman from Iowa would use 
a little of his time. We have used more time, I think, than 
he has. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman please, I thought 
I had a definite understanding with the gentleman that he 
would go on after the last speaker, and for that reason I have 
not sent for the next speaker. I suppose, then, we had better 
conclude the general debate, if that is what the gentleman 
wants. 

Mr. COLLIER, Well, Mr. Chairman, I will just speak my- 
self, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think the gentleman ought to have 
a larger attendance here, and I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum, for that purpose. 

Mr. CRISP. I was going to make it; but if the chairman 
is willing to make it, he can do so. ; 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of no 
quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently there is no quorum present. 
The Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members faited to 
answer to their names: 


Ayres Edmonds Lindsay Reed, W. Va. 
Bell Fish McFadden Reid, III. 
Black, N. X Frothingham McKenzie Romjue 
Boylan Funk McSwain Rouse 
Brand, Ga, Gallivan MacGregor Sabath 
Britten Garber MacLafferty Sanders, Ind. 
Burdick Geran Mead Sanders, N. Y. 
Butler Gifford Merritt Schall 
Canfield Gilbert Michaelson Scott 
Celler Graham, Pa, Moore, III. Snyder 
Connolly, Pa. Harrison Moores, Ind. Stalker 
Cooper, Ohio Hawes Morehead Sullivan 

sser Hudson orris weet 
Cullen Hull, Tenn. Nelson, Wis. Taylor, Colo, 
Cummings Johnson, S. Nolan Thompson 
Curry Kahn O'Brien Tincher 
Davey Kell O'Connor, La. Upshaw 
Davis, Minn. Kendall Oldfield Vare 

a ent nige Vinson, Ky. 

Dempsey Kerr Perlman Weller 
Dickstein King Phillips Wingo 
Dominick Kunz Porter Winslow 
Doyle LaGuardia Pou Wood 
Drewry Langley uayle Yates 
Dupré Lazaro ansley Zihlman 
Dyer Lehlbach Reed. N. ¥ 
Eagan Lilly Reed, Ark 


The SPEAKER resumed the chair. : 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to make a point of 
order and call attention to the fact that a man sitting in the 
gallery has displayed a large banner from his seat, which is 
now hanging over the railing. I do not know what that banner 
contains, as it is impossible from this distance to read it, but 
it is improper for people in the gallery to put such banners 
down into the House of Representatives. As I say, I do not 
know what that banner contains; it may contain something of 
which I approve, but I am against that practice, and I make a 
point of order against it. x 

zee SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the point of order is well 
taken. 

Mr. BLANTON. And I think that man should be instructed 
that he has no business coming into this House and displaying 
a banner. [Applause.] And, Mr. Speaker, I make the point of 
order that the individual who violated the rules of this House 
should be removed from the gallery. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not think that is a point 
of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then I move it, Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER. Nothing is in order until the report of the 
committee is made, and then the House automatically resolves 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. BLANTON. Of course we are in a parliamentary situ- 
ation where we can now take action. 

The SPEAKER, The Chair thinks so. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois, Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that com- 
mittee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 6715, and 
finding itself without a quorum he had caused the roll to be 
called, whereupon 326 Members answered to their names, a 
quorum, and he handed in a list of the absentees for printing 
in the Journal and Recorp. 

The committee resumed its sitting. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, I have asked for these five minutes for the purpose 
of replying to a statement made by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mirus] in his address to the committee on yester- 
day to the effect that I was in possession of the figures, which 
he inserted in the Record yesterday, some weeks ago. 

I know the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mrrs] did not 
intend to misrepresent me. He probably imagined I had that 
information because he had the information. I did not have 
that information. I did not have either one of the tables 


placed in the Recorp yesterday by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mns] until Wednesday morning, and I call upon 
the different members of the committee. both Republicans and 
Democrats, to tell me when they came into possession of that 


1924. 


information earlier than last Wednesday morning when we had 
our hearing. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mitts] is not here, but my recollection is he said yesterday 
that the gentleman could have obtained the figures. 

Mr. WILLIAM E. HULL. That is what he said. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Oh, the gentleman says I could 
have gotten the figures 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I say my recollection is that is what 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Murs] said. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I might have gotten them if I had 
gone up there with a crowbar and pried open the Treasury 
Department and shanghaied the Secretary and made him give 
them to me. That is the only way I could have got possession 
of them. I did see a part of one of these copies, a secret copy, 
and it was marked “secret” by the Secretary of the Treasury 
himself. I only had two minutes to look at it. It was shown 
to me in confidence, because the Secretary of the Treasury had 
given it out confidentially, and yet I am a member of the 
Ways and Means Committee, but the Secretary did not give 
it to me. 

These gentlemen have been licked to a frazzle, so far as their 
arguments are concerned, You Republicans have been whipped, 
economically speaking, in your argument. You have been 
whipped as to revenues, and now the only thing you can do is, 
after the bill has been reported, and one day before it comes 
up, to resort to estimates, and estimates based on what? 

Gentlemen, they did not give you the estimates for 1924 this 
year. I ask you to answer why. Will some Republican tell me? 
No one answers. The estimates that the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mrs] placed in the Recorp yesterday are for 1927. 
Mr. McCoy spoke to me over the phone about it and he will 
tell you that he told me this, and Mr. Price, the clerk to the 
minority of the Ways and Means Committee, was sitting at his 
side at the time, and when I asked him for an estimate on this 
plan based on 1921, I said, “ What would be the difference be- 
tween the Mellon plan and the Democratic plan for the taxes 
for next year?” and he said, “Yours will get at least 
$100,000,000 more.” [Applause.] That is what he said. I 
know Mr. McCoy will not deny it, and nobody else will deny it. 
Of course he was making a rough estimate from the figures 
then, but when he comes to submit this estimate he dare not make 
it for 1924, because the Democratic plan will show greater reve- 
nue than the Mellon plan, and they will be put out of business. 
{Applause.] The estimate for 1927 instead of 1924 is not Me- 
Coy’s fault. Instead of making the estimate for 1924 they make 
it for 1927. I hope that when the gentlemen on that side, who 
are going to sustain this estimate, come along, they will tell 
you the reason why they made it for 1927 rather than 1924. 
Does it not seem to you that if the actuary of the Treasury 
could make an estimate for 1927, three years from now, he 
could make one for this year? Does it not look reasonable to 
you that if a man can guess for 1927 he can guess more nearly 
accurately for 1924? 

Mr. TYDINGS. It is hard to guess in a presidential year, 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. These figures prepared by Mr. MeCoy 
were printed yesterday in about 100 copies, as I understand. 
I want to say to the gentleman that myself and other Members 
tried to get a copy of them and we were informed we could 
not get any, that they had been sent back for revision and re- 
printing. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I regret the gentleman could not 
get a copy. They should have given him one. I would have 
given him my copy if he had asked for it. I understand from 
the intimations of the Clerk that there are plenty of copies 
available now and the gentleman from North Carolina can get 
one, 
Bal MOORE of Virginia. May I ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Certainly. 3 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. You talked this morning about one 
statistician and his estimates. What has the Treasury done 
with that statistician who about a year ago predicted we were 
going to have a deficit of $600,000,000 for this fiscal year. What 
has become of him? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I presume he has gone. The Secre- 
tary used him for his purpose, which was to defeat the bonus 
and mislead the country, and the result is he probably fired him 
when he got through with him. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 
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Mr. GARNER of Texas. Just one minute more. I want you 
gentlemen to remember and I want you Republicans to re- 
member that when you discuss this estimate, you discuss a 
guess made for 1927, and I defy you to get an estimate for 1924. 
[Applause.] Just turn and look at that estimate a moment and 
you will see its falsity on its face. He estimates you will get 
more revenue under a low rate of taxation than you will under 
a high rate of taxation. No other actuary ever made such an 
estimate in the history of this country, and this actuary can 
only do it by saying there will be good times in 1927 and there 
might be bad times in 1924. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 40 minutes to the gentleman from 
Mississippi [Mr. COLLIER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi is recog- 
nized for 40 minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman from Mississippi 
will permit, I would like to announce that the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. Hawtry] will speak after the remarks of the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
in the course of my remarks this morning I want to also pay 
my respects and analyze the ridiculous attitude taken by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Mints] yesterday in estimating 
three years in advance that there will be a loss somewhere in 
the neighborhood of $600,000,000 under the Democratic plan. I 
think that a careful analysis of the reasons upon which these 
estimates were based will on their face show their absurdity, 
and at the proper time I will pay my respects to that proposi- 
tion, which seems to be about the only thing left that the 
Mellon-plan supporters have upon which to base any kind of 
hope at all. 

I do not believe, my friends, there has ever been a time in 
the history of the American Republic when there was greater 
interest taken by the American people in the matter of tax 
revision than there is to-day. Not more than a decade ago the 
national debt of the United States was less than $1,000,000,000, 
and our annual expenditures, excluding the postal expenditures, 
were in the neighborhood of $700,000,000 only. But to-day a 
different situation confronts the people of the United States. 
The expenses of an unexpected war placed a debt, roughly 
speaking, of $25,000,000,000 on the Government of the United 
States. Governmental expenditures are many times more than 
they were before the war. The annual interest that we pay to 
the holders of American securities on the various Liberty bond 
issues is more than a sufficient sum to have met the total ex- 
penses of the Federal Government less than a decade ago. 

It is now over five years since the armistice was signed and 
there are still upon the statute books many of those methods of 
taxation which we were forced to adopt when we were in the 
midst of hostilities. At that time it was found necessary to 
resort to nearly every known method of taxation. But the war 
has been over for over half a decade and it is time that the 
American people should be given some relief from the burden of 
these heavy war taxes under which they are now staggering. 

The need for tax reduction was recognized by the adminis- 
tration over two years ago, but the revenue act of 1921 gave 
only a small measure of relief. From every section of our 
country now comes a demand that these enormous war taxes be 
reduced. The party in power, recognizing this denfand and 
realizing that it would be dangerous to them to longer delay 
action on a matter of such vital importance to the American 
people, have at last taken steps to bring about some kind of a 
tax revision. 

At the opening of the present Congress, after the long vaca- 
tion of eight months, the Republican majority were in a bad 
way politically speaking. No real economy in governmental 
expenditures had been shown. Taxes were nearly as high as 
they were when we were in the midst of actual hostilities. The 
great Republican majority in the House of 139 in 1921 had 
been reduced to the bare numerical majority of 18 in 1923 
Nor was this majority of 18 an actual majority, for the Re- 
publican Members of this House, disorganized, torn by fac- 
tional differences, hopelessly divided upon many important 
questions now confronting the American people, were absolutely 
unable to legislate on many matters of vital interest both to 
the country and to their party organization. : 

In order to be returned to this House many Republican 
Members found it not only necessary to denounce and re- 
pudiate the acts of their own administration, but they found 
that it was imperative to make affiliations with new parties, 
and, though nominally calling themselves Republicans, are yet 
more hostile to the old Republican guard and its institutions 
than the Democrats themselves. 

The election of 1924 was coming on, and the Republican 
leaders realized that something must be done and done at once 
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or, matters political would go from bad to worse. Therefore, 
Mr. Mellon. wrote his famous letter to Mr. GREEN, chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee, asking for a reduction in Fed- 
eral, taxes. 5 

The plan, as outlined by Mr. Mellon in his. letters to Mr. 
GREEN. was well received. by the public. Reduction in taxation 
is always a popular theme, though never more so than now 
when; the tax, burdens- under which the American people are 
laboring were neyer in times of peace more: oppressive than 
they are to-day, 

No plan for tax revision. was-eyer more adroitly staged.. It 
was brilliantly, conceived. The stage had. been well set by Mr. 
Mellon’s letter. The President's message was. the overture 
and then, the curtain arose. upon. the most gigantic and stu- 
pendous plan of propaganda ever before known in the history 
of the American Congress. 

Long before the details of the Mellon plan were even given 
to Congress the Congress was overwhelmed with letters and: 
telegrams from every section of this country indorsing the 
Mellon plan in all its. particulars, asking us to accept this plan 
without amendment, and. imploring us to vote against any 
other suggestion as to how the Federal taxes might be reduced. 

Especially were the members of the Committee on Ways 
and Means deluged with these letters and telegrams, hundreds 
of them written before Congress had even seen the plan, which 
is embodied in a bill of considerably over 300 pages of printed 
matter, all asking us to support the bill in toto. 

Many of these letters, written at the same time and in differ- 
ent, sections of the country, were identical in language, and 
one differed from the other in not so much as the dotting of 
an “i” or the crossing of a t.“ Some of them were in the 
nature of printed circulars, but, all of them insisted that the 
Mellon plan was the salvation, of the country, though the Con- 
gress itself did not know what the Mellon plan was, save from 
the brief synopsis in the letter Mr. Mellon wrote to Mr. Green 
of Iowa. 

During the time I have been a Member of this House I have 
seen many attempts to put through legislation by a nation-wide 
propaganda, but never can I recall an instance where the propa- 
ganda was conducted on so large a scale as in the efforts to 
pass the Mellon plan, and never before have I known the propa- 
gandists to start: before anyone had knowledge of what was 
in the bill. 

As a matter of curiosity I would really like to know the 
amount of money that has been spent in newspaper publicity 
and in circularizing Congress in the interest of the Mellon 
plan. This, propaganda was carried to such an extent that 
many of the stanch Mellon plan supporters became alarmed 
with the immense amount of circular mail sent out in favor of 
the Treasury proposal. 

All of this propaganda, however, has nothing to do with the 
real merits of the plan. It had some good features in it. There 
are some sections. in the bill that I heartily approve. 
The Secretary of the Treasury has advocated some reductions 
the Democatic minority implored the majority party to adopt 
in the revenue act of 1921. To all such suggestions we again 
give our unqualified: approval. Some new administrative sec- 
tions in the bill close gaps through which in other revenue bills 
the taxpayer passed as he evaded the just payment of his taxes. 
Illumined by the light of many years’ experience in the Treas- 
ury Department in the collecting of income taxes, many of the 
various. sections in existing law have been. broadened and 
clarified to the profit and the convenience of both the Govern- 
ment and the taxpayer. 

We have tried especially to simplify those sections relating 
to corporations in so far as they refer to reorganization and the 
exchanging of stock in one corporation for stock in another 
corporation. I believe the committee, with the able assistance 
of Mr. Gregg from the Treasury Department, has accomplised 
something on this line, 

We have repealed or amended many sales-tax sections, 

We assisted the majority in the removal of the tax on soft 
drinks, clothing, admissions up to 50 cents, carpets and rugs, 
boots, hunting garments, valises, candy, portable electric-light 
fixtures, and various. other items upon which vexatious taxes 
were levied and upon which the returns to the Treasury were 
almost negligible, though the cost of their collection was great. 

We joined the majority in reducing the tax on jewelry and 
silver-plated ware from 10 per cent to 5 per cent. But this tax 
shall not apply to surgical. instruments, €; spectacles, 
or silver-plated. tableware, nor shall the tax apply, to articles 
sold or leased for an amount not in excess of 

A substantial watch is a necessary part of the equipment of. 
many, railroad. men in the performance of their duty. The 


committee recognized this and all watches of the value of $60. 
and under are free from tax. 

Believing that the publie schools are the hope of America 
and that no impediment of any kind should be thrown in their 
way; we removed the $20 tax on all passenger automobiles used 
esnie in conveying children to and from our public 
schools. 

I would have liked to have seen the tax taken off of tires and 
accessories.of automobiles, for such a tax, in view of an existing 
tax on the sale of an automobile, is close. akin to double taxa- 
tion; but the revenue derived from these sources alone is over 
$40,000,000, and the committee in its wisdom decided’ not to 
remove this tax. 

The tax of 3 per cent upon automobile trucks and wagons 
should be repealed: 'Taxes from the automobile schedule bring 
in nearly $150,000,000, of which large sum the tax on automo- 
bile trucks and wagons contribute only about $10,500,000.. This 
tax should have been repealed, and I hope that when the House 
considers: the bill: under the five-minute rule that an amend- 
ment removing this tax will be adopted. 

We gladly joined the majority in removing the tax from 
telegrams and telephone messages, which. tax was not alone 
vexatious, expensive, and annoying but was also a direct tax on: 
business. 

There is an important change in existing law in reference to 
the taxation of earned incomes as distinguished from unearned, 
incomes. There is an arbitrary definition of an earned income 
in the bill. AIL incomes: not in excess of $5,000, whether the 
income is earned or not, are considered earned incomes. A 
deduction of 25 per cent in the tax on all earned incomes up to 
$20,000 is provided in the bill: The arbitrarily declared earned 
income of $5,000 is of course included: in this $20,000 exemption. 

The administrative features of this earned-income: section 
have been simplified and made clear. The tax is computed in 
the regular way and then the deduction is placed on the pro- 
portionate part of the tax that the earned income bears to the 
entire income. For instance; if the taxpayer had an income of 
$15,000, of which $5,000 was earned and $10,000 unearned,. the 
tax would be computed) upon the entire $15,000, which, roughly 
estimated, would be about $900: One-third of this, income of 
$15,000 was. earned income; therefore one-third of the tax of 
$900 will be the tax on the earned income, and upon this one- 
third, $800, a deduction of 25 per cent, or $75, will. be made. 

Iam very much in favor of the distinction in the taxing of 
earned and unearned income, but I am: very much opposed to 
the narrow scope which: the bill before the House has confined 
the definition of an earned income; 

In the bill an earned income is only one that is recelved from 
salaries, wages, or income. received by professional men. This 
definition should be broadened. It should include the income 
received, by a farmer from what. he makes on. his farm, and 
it should also include. the income: received by the small. business 
man, especially where the business is. largely conducted by the 
personal efforts of the owner of such business. We will offer 
an amendment to the bill to broaden the definition. of earned 
income to include the income of farmers and of business men. 
I hope that this amendment will be adopted. 

There should be a distinction between an earned and an un- 
earned income, In unearned income the capital from which 
this- income is. derived remains intact. The income may be 
spent or dissipated each year, yet the capital remains the same. 
Neither the sickness, the incapacity, nor the death of the 
owner of an unearned income affects the capital involved. 

A very different situation is created in reference to earned 
income, which represents not the capital but the individual 
earning capacity of the owner of this income, and which income 
may be diminished, or may entirely cease by reason of. the 
illness, the misfortune, or the death of the- owner of such 
income, 

It is a well-established principle of taxation that the tax. 
burdens should be, as nearly as possible, so distributed that 
they will be borne by those in proportion to their ability to 
pay, and the amendment which we intend to offer conforming; 
to this principle, will, I feel sure, commend itself to the Ameri- 
can people as being both just aud equitable. 

Mr. Chairman, what are the real differences between the 
Mellon plan and the Democratie plan? There are only two 
real points in controversy. 

These differences are the differences in the exemptions and 
the difference in the normal and -surtax rates in the respective 

lans: 
£ First as to exemptions. The Mellon plan does not change- 
existing law in reference to exemptions. In the case of à single 
person there is still an exemption of $1,000; in the cuse of the 


head of a family there is still, as provided by existing law, an 
exemption of $2,000, unless the net income is under $5,000, 
when the exemption for such head of a family, or married 
person living with husband or wife, is $2,500. 

The Democratic plan provides that in the case of a single 
person there shall be a personal exemption of $2,000 instead of 


$1,000, as both existing law and the Mellon plan provide. In 
the case of the head of a family or a married person living 
with husband or wife there shall be a personal exemption of 
$3,000 instead of $2,000 if the income is over $5,000, and $2,500 
if the income is under $2,000, as both the Mellon plan and 
existing law now provide. 

The exemption of $400 for each dependent as is now pre- 
scribed by existing law was left unchanged in both thx Demo- 
eratic and Mellon plans. 

Now what is the difference between the Democratic plan and 
the Mellon plan in the normal tax. 

The Mellon plan provides for a change in the normal tax of 4 
per cent on the first $4,000 of net income to 3 per cent. 

The Democratic plan provides for a change in the normal 
tax of 4 per cent on the first $4,000 of net income to 2 per cent 
on the first $5,000 of net income. 

The Mellon plan provides that the normal tax on all incomes 
over $4,000 shall be 6 per cent instead of 8 per cent, as is now 
provided in existing law. 

The Democratic plan provides that the normal tax on all 
incomes over $5,000, and not over $8,000, shall be 4 per cent 
and that the normal tax on all incomes over $8,000 shall be 
6 per cent. 

The surtaxes in the Mellon plan begin on all incomes in 
excess of $10,000 instead of all incomes in excess of $5,000 as 
provided in existing law. 

The surtaxes in the Democratic plan begin on all incomes in 
excess of $12,000 instead of $5,000 as provided in existing law 
and $10,000 as provided in the Mellon plan. 

The surtax rates in the respective plans are as follows: 
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The following tables, which are based upon calculations made 
by the Treasury Department, will illustrate the difference in the 
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rates contained in the bill reported and the rates that will be 
oe by the Democrats during the consideration of the bill in 
e House: 


able by a married person 


Comparative table showing the total tax 
thout dependents under the rates of the present law and under the 
3 rates of the Mellon and Democratic plans and the amount 
and percentatge of reduction under the above plana (basis of un- 
earned income). 


—.— Mellon Dollars | Percent- | Demo- | Dollars | Percent- 


Income. age re- cratic age re- 
law tax. | plan tax. duction. | plan tax. duction 
SEONG Lc ow AAA ö EA ee ree eat 

S .. TOEA VEEE STEDEN 
3.000 $20 25.00 320 100, 0% 
4.000 60 25. 00 $20 40 66. 67 
5.000 100 25.00 40 60 60.09 
6,000 160 25. 00 80 50 50.00 
7.000 250 180 w| Bm 129 130 52.00 
8.000 340 | 240 100 2.41 160 180 52, 94 
9.000 430 | 300 130| 30.2 220 210 48. 84 
10, 000 520 360 10 30.76 230 240 46.15 
11,000 620 420 190, 30.64 340 280 45.16 
12.000 720 500 220| 30.55 400 320 44. 44 
13,000 830 580 20 30.12 470 360 43.37 
14,000 940 630 230| 20.78 540 400 42.55 
15,000} 1,060 750 310 29.24 620 440 41.51 
16, 000 1,180 840 340| 2 81 700 480 40. 69 
17,000} 1,310 940 370| 28.24 790 520 39, 69 
18.000 1,40 1,040 400 21.77 830 560 38. 88 
19,0% 1,580} 15150 40 27.21 980 600 37.97 
20.000 1720] 1,260 40 2.74 1,080 640 37.21 
24.0% 1.80 1,380 500 28.59 1,100 690 36.70 
2.00 2040] 1,500 540 26.47] 1,300 740 30. 27 
2.000 2.210] 1,630 sso] 2.2 1,40 70 35.75 
21.00 2389| 1,780 6%] 28.05] 1,50 840 35.20 
2.000 2.50 1,900 60 25.78] 1,670 800 34.77 
2.000 2.70 2.040 700 25.54] 1,800 940 34.31 
200| 2.90 2190 740 | 25.25] 1/940 909 33.79 
28.0% | 3129| 2340 730 | 25.00] 2080] 1,040 33.33 
29.000 3.80 2.500 4.69 220 1,000 32. 83 
30,000} 3,520] 2,660 880 2643] 2380] 1,140 32.39 
31.000 3,70 2,830 900 24.12 2.540 1, 190 31. 90 
2200| 3,940] 3,000 90 . 2700 1240 31.47 
33,000} 4,170] 3.180 90 23.74] 2.870 1,300 31.18 
34.000 4. 0 3,50 1,080] 23.63] 3,040 1,380 30. 91 
3.000 £630] 3,550] 1,00 232] 3,20 1/410 30. 45 
3.00) 4,860] 3.70 1.120 2.01 3.400 1,460 30. 04 
37.00 5100 3,990] 1160] 2274] 350| 1,510 29.61 
38.000 5,340 suoj 1,20] 2247] 3,780] 15560 29, 21 
39.000 5.50 4,310} 1,250] 2233| 4,980] 1,610 28, 80 
40,000} 5,80 4,540 1,0 2226| 4,180] 1,660 28.42 
11,000 6,100} 4,575 1,350 22.13 4,390 1,710 28.03 
42,000} 6,360} 4,960] 1,400] 2201] 4,600] 1,760 27.87 
43,000 6,630] 5,170 1,460] 22.02 4,820] 1,810 27.30 
44000} 6,900} 5,380] 1,520 2203| 5,040] 1,860 26. 96 
45,000 7,180 5,500] 1,580 2214] 5,270] 1,910 26. 60 
4,0% 7,40 5,800] 1,680) 2225] 5,500] 1,960 25. 27 
47.000 7,780] 5,00 1,730] 2232| 5,70 2,010 25.94 
48,000 8,00 6,240] 1,800 22.38 5,980] 2,060 25.62 
40,00% 6,340 6460| 1,80 254 6,20 2,110 25.30 
50,000 5,640 6,580] 1,960 2263| 6,480 2,160 25.00 
51,00 8,950]. 6,900} 2,050] 2290] 6,740] 2,210 24. 69 
52,000 9,260 7,120] 2,140] 2 11 7,000] 2,280 24.41 
53,000} 9,580 7,350 2,20 23.27] 757270 2,310 24.11 
54,00% 90,900 77580 2,320] 32.73] 7,80 2,360 23.84 
55,000 10,20 75,810 2,0 2365] 7,820] 25,410 23. 58 
55.0% 10,50 8,00 2, 23.88] 8100| 2,460 23.30 
57,000} 10,900} 8,270 2,680] 24.12 5,380 2/510 23.03 
58,000 11,240] 8500| 2,740 24.37 81680] 2,500 2 75 
50,000 11,590] 8,740 2,80 2459| 8980| 2610 22.53 
60,000} 11,50 8,880 290| 2479| 9,20 2660 22.28 
61,000} 12,300} 9220; 3080] 25.04] 9,500 2,710 22.03 
62,000 12.80 9,460} 3,200] 25.23) 9910] 2,750 21.72 
s000 | 13,00 70| 2330| 25.55] 10,20 2,790 21.41 

64,000} 13,400 9,940 3,40 25.82] 10,580) 24820 21. 
6,000 13,780 10,190] 3,500 26.05] 10,0 22850 20.63 
66,000} 14,180] 10,0 3,720] 26.97] 11,20 2,870 20. 27 
67,000} 14,870 10,690] 3860|- 26.53] 11,680] 2/890 19.36 
68,000 14,90 10,910} soo| 28.77 12,030] 2.910 19.48 
69,000} 15,340| 11,199! 4150] 2.05 40| 2,90 19.10 
70,000} 15,740| 11,40 4300] 2.31 12,790 2/950 18.74 
71,000 16,150] 11,700 4,450] 27.55] 13,180 2,970 18.30 
72.000! 18, 50 11,90 4,600] 27.78 13,570 2,990 18.00 
23,000 10,980 12,20 4,70 28.03 970 3.010 17.73 
74,000} 17,400| 12,480| 4.920 28.28| 14,370| 3,030 17.41 
75,000 | 17,830] 12,740 5, 090 23. 55 780 3, 050 17.11 
76,0% 18.260] 13,00 5.20 28.81| 15,190 3,070 16.81 
27,000 18 7 13,270 5,0 20.04] 15,610] 3,000 16.52 
78,000} 19,140] 13,50 5,600] 20.26] 16030] 3,110 16.25 
79 000 19,590] 13,810 5,780 29.50) 16,460] 3,130 15.98 
80,000} 20,040] 14,080} 5,960) 29.74 16,890] 3,150 15.71 
81,000 20,500] 14,350 6,150] 30.00 17,330] 3,170 15.46 
82,000 20,800 14,620) 6,340] 0.25 17,770 35190 15.22 
83,000} 21,430] 14.950 6,530] 30.77 18,220| 3,210 14.98 
84,000} 21,900] 15,180 6,720 30.68] 18,67 3,230 14.75 
85,000 | 22,380 15,60 6,520 30.92 19,330] 3.250 14.52 
88,000 2,800 15,7 7,120 31.15 19,590 3,270 14.30 
87,000 23,350 16,020| 7,330 1.39 20,080] 3,290 14.09 
88,000 3,840 16,300 7,540 31.83 20,530] 3,310 13.88 
89,000} 24,340 16,590 7,750 31.84 21,010 3,330 13.68 
90, 000 24, 840 16, 880 7, 32. 04 21,490 8, 350 13. 49 
91.000 23,350 17,170 8,180 3227| 2,90 3,370 13.20 
92,000} 25,80 17,0 5,400 3248| 22,470 3,390 13.11 
93,000 26,380] 17,760 8,630] 2 71 2,970 3,410 12,93 
91,000 | 26,900] 18.040 8.80 3294] 23,470 3,430 12.75 
95,000| 27,430 18,340| 9,00 33.14] 2.870 3,480 12.61 
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Comparative table showing the total tas payable by a married person 
without 3 sr nr, i ued. 


ontin 


Dollars | Percent- 
reduc- age re- 
tion. duction. 


Listening to the advocates of the Mellon plan, one would 
be led to the conclusion that there is only one rate that will 
restore conditions to normal and give relief to the overbur- 
dened taxpayers—24 per cent will not do it; 26 per cent 
is as bad as 24 per cent, and it will fail to give relief. No, 
it must be 25 per cent, for Mr. Mellon tells us that is the 
right figure, and we are warned that if we depart from the 
25 per cent rate, so carefully and mathematically worked out 
by the distinguished Secretary of the Treasury, we will be 
confronted with a presidential veto. 

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing sacred about a rate. There 
is of course a certain point above which or below which it 
might be unwise to go in placing minimum and maximum 
rates of taxation. Mr. Mellon believes that the maximum 
rate should be only 25 per cent. We believe that this rate 
should be 44 per cent. We may be right, the Secretary may 
be right, or we may both be wrong, for some other rate be- 
tween 25 per cent and 44 per cent might be a more just 
and equitable rate, but there is nothing sacred, nor is there 
any mathematical exactitude by which anyone can say that 
a certain rate only and no other is the rate that is the proper 
one to put in this bill. Why should 25 per cent instead of 
24 per cent, or 26 per cent, be the exact, the fixed, and only 
rate that is worthy of being considered. At best these rates 
are only estimates fixed on income-tax returns, which vary 
considerably each year, and to my mind it is folly to contend 
that there is anything fixed, sacred, or immutable about a 
particular rate being the only one that should be or shall 
be considered. 

Mr. Mellon tells us that 25 per cent is the only one that 
should be considered and that it is the only one that will 
give relief. Mr. Green, chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee, tells us that 35 per cent is the lowest rate that he 
will go in fixing a maximum tax rate. Mr. Otto Kahn, of 
Kuhn, Loeb & Co., tells us that a rate of less than 40 per 
cent will cause the Government to lose money, yet Mr. Mellon 
says that anything over 85 per cent will cause the Govern- 
ment to lose revenue, Mr. Emory says 33 per cent, and many 
others would fix this maximum rate at various percentage 
figures. 

But the Secretary of the Treasury says that the rates in 
the Democratie plan are so high that they will give no relief 
because they will be too burdensome on the taxpayers. As soon 
as he saw the Democratic plan he rushed into print and de- 
nounced the rates as being unscientific and too high and 
-declared that they were nearly as bad as the existing rates, 
When we answered that by showing how many millions more 
of people in the United States would be benefited by the 
Democratic plan than by the Mellon plan, then the Secretary 
on February 2 comes out in a statement and tells us that the 
rates are too low, and that approximately $600,000,000 will 
be lost to the Treasury if the Democratic plan is adopted. And 
he comes back to his original proposition that the only real 
scientific plan is his rate of 25 per cent. 

The position of Mr. Mellon is very similar to the incident 
of the man who borrowed a kettle from a friend. When the 
kettle was returned it was found to be broken. The owner 
of the kettle demanded reparation. The borrower replied, 
first, that he did not borrow the kettle; second, that the ket- 
tle was broken when he borrowed it; and, third, that the kettle 
was in good condition when he returned it. [Laughter.] The 
Secretary tells us first that the rates in the Democratic plan 
are too high, and, second, that they are too low. He is trying 
to attack us both from the front and the rear at the same 
time. He should elect upon which one of his charges he in- 
tends to rely. I will frankly admit that I am bewildered 
when I am called upon to meet the double charge that the rates 
we impose are too high and that they are too low. 

The fact about this is, Mr. Speaker, that the Secretary is 
mistaken in telling us that the Democratic plan will cause a 
loss of revenue of about $600,000,000. The Secretary is probably 
indulging in estimates as to how much of this loss will be 


- 


caused by what amount he thinks will escape taxation and go 
into tax-exempt securities, and there is no man living who can 
correctly estimate that. Mr. Kahn, one of the great Republican 
financiers, tells us that we will get more revenue at a rate of 40 
per cent than at a rate under 40 per cent, so at best this is only 
an estimate of the Secretary. 

The following tables give a comparative estimate of the 
effects on the revenue of the proposed changes in the individual 
income tax law under the rates in the proposed—Mellon—bill, 
as also under the rates to be offered by the minority during the 
consideration of the bill in the House. These estimates were 
prepared by the Treasury Department, and are as follows: 


Estimated effect upon the revenue of the proposed changes in th 
dual income tas law upon the base of 1921 prin nd . 


DEMOCRATIC PLAN, 


Loss in tax as 
with 1921 returns. 


$5,000 to $10,000... $39,074, 177 
$10,000 to $20,000 40, 934, O15 
7000 to $50,000 31, O41, 554 
$50,000 to 100,000. 6,479, 935 
$100,000 to $150,000 6, 284, 579 
$150,000 to $200,000. - 4, 402, 205 
$200,000 to $300,000. - 5, 650, 005 
,000 to $500,000. . 5, 613, 084 
$500,000 to $1,000,000... : 4, 356, 088 
Over $1,000,000 $ 5, 966, 654 
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The charge made by the Secretary of the Treasury and by 
Mr. Mil Ls, of New York, that in the Democratic plan there will 
be a loss of nearly $600,000,000 is the only matter of importance 
that we have to consider now, for I believe I can safely say 
that we on the Democratic side feel that we have made out our 
case against the Mellon plan. 

The only proposition now confronting us is to dispel the 
charge made by Mr. Mellon and Mr. Mils that the Democratic 
plan will result in the loss of revenue of nearly $600,000,000. 

Let us take up now what the distinguished gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Miris] has to say. I want to pay my tribute 
to the ability of the gentleman. He knows how to take care of 
himself on this floor. He knows how to explain his proposition. 
If his love for the common people of this country were commen- 
surate with his ability, what a useful man he would be. 

I do not want to say that Mr. Milz yesterday intentionally 
made a mistake, but he stated in his speech that the year after 
these rates were enforced there would be a deficit of nearly 
$600,000,000, according to the statement made by that wonder- 
ful clairvoyant in the Treasury Department, the actuary, Mr. 
McCoy. Is there any Member here who, when Mr. Mus made 
that statement yesterday, did not believe and did not get the 
impression from the statement that that deficit of between five 
and six hundred million dollars was going to occur next year, 
instead of three years from now? 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. Yes. 5 

Mr. MILLS. I said the actual deficit would be 8320, 000,000, 
not $600,000,000. I said the loss would be $600,000,000, 

Mr. COLLIER. I am talking about the loss. I realize the 
gentleman said there would be $268,000,000 loss in the normal 
tax, $68,000,000 in the earned income, and $265,000,000 in the 
surtax, but that part is immaterial. Our contention is that 
there will not be any at all. What I am contending now is that 
many Members left the House yesterday under the impression 
that this immense deficit in the Treasury would be next year, 
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instead of three years from now. 
where Mr. Murs stated that it would be one year after the bill 
went into full effect, and while I say I do not charge Mr. MLS 
and do not believe he would make any mistake intentionally, 
yet I do charge him with passing over that part of it mighty 
quickly and failing to emphasize that this deficit was going to 
happen three years from now, instead of next year. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. I am now reading from my remarks of yester- 
day, on page 2441 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, in the right- 
hand column: 


McCoy explained to the committee yesterday that he estimated the 
effect of the tax reduction on the income reported in each bracket, and 
then made his estimate of what the returns would be for the year after 
the first year, when these rates went into full effect. 


Not next year, but the year after the first year when the 
rates go into effect. That is what I said yesterday. 

Mr. COLLIER. That is what I am complaining about. If 
the gentleman did that, then why does he put in his remarks 
this, as you will all see by turning to the | CONGRESSIONAL 
Record on pages 2442-2443 7— 


‘Estimated. effect upon the revenue of the proposed changes in the 
individual tax law, upon the base of returns for the second year after 
the law Js in ‘full effect. 


Mr. MILLS. That is what I said. 

Mr. COLLIER. In other words, my friends, what I am 
contending is that many Members Jeft this House yesterday 
impressed with the idea that the gentleman from New Vork 
had meant to convey the idea that there would be a. deficit 
next year of nearly $600,000,000 in the Federal Treasury. 

Now, I want to say that the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mitts] was very anxious for that to be 1925 instead of 

1927. Let me read from the hearings just for a moment. 
Mr. Murs was talking to this actuary, Mr. MeCoy, who 
comes in the day before the bill was to be considered with 
his wonderful estimate. Mr. Mints asked: 


They took into consideration certain probabilities, the probable 
revenue and increased revenue due to the alteration of rates. In 80 
far as Mr. GARNER is concerned, you prepared two sets of figures, 
did you not? 

Mr. McCoy. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. One based on the actual returns of 1921 and the other 
based upon the probable returns of 1925? 

Mr. McCoy. Well, for the second year after the net was in full 
force. 


So Mr. Mints was harping on 1925 when he was -n the 
committee. 

Now, how are these wonderful estimates arrived at? Look 
at the ridiculous situation. In January, 1922, the Treasury 
Department through its actuaries came before the Committee on 
Ways and Means and told us that there would be a deficit of 
$279,000,000 for the year 1923. Instead of a deficit there was 
a surplus of over $300,000,000. ‘These actuaries’ opinions were 
estimated only on the current year, when they had full infor- 
mation of the condition of business befere them. Mr. MeCoy 
in his testimony day before -yesterday explained, and we all 
know that the income-tax returns depend, whether large or 
small, on the business done in the United States. Now, the 
income-tax returns for 1922 have never been in the hands of 
the actuaries. ‘The income-tax returns ‘for 1923 have not yet 
been considered. The income-tax returns for 1924 have not yet 
been made, 

The income-tax returns for 1925 and 1926 have not yet been 
made and yet this clairvoyant from the Treasury Department 
tells us what business conditions will be in 1927, and tells us 
how much revenue will be paid in income taxes for that year. 
With the conditions, the business conditions of the current year 
before them, the actuaries of the Treasury Department made 
a mistaken estimate of nearly $600,000,000, and in the face of 
this inexcusable mistake in the estimate for only one year the 
Wreasury actuaries now tell us that way yonder in the year 
1927 they know what the actual business conditions will be. 
[Applause, ] 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. In one second. Did they..make their. esti- 
mate on past tax returns? The only returns the Secretary of 
the Treasury had given to the public were the returns for 1921. 
Did they make the estimate on the returns for 1922? No. Did 
they make this estimate on the returns for 1923? No; for there 
had already been a mistake in the estimate for that year of 
nearly -$600,000,000. Mr. MeCoy based his estimate on two 
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premises, two premises of that wonderful clairvoyant who can 
“dip into the future as far as mortal eye can see.“ [Laugh- 
ter.] He based it on two premises: First, that the Democratic 
rates of 44 per cent would be so high that millions of dollars 
of capital that otherwise would go into business would be di- 
verted and go into tax-exempt securities, 

Now, let us read from the testimony and answer his question. 
I want to answer the gentleman’s argument by quoting an 
authority that Mr. Mus can not impeach. I will put his own 
‘witness on the stand—quoting his own -witness. I want to 
answer this clairvoyant by quoting this clairvoyant himself. 
Mr. GanNER said in the hearings day before yesterday: 


But if I understood Mr. McCoy, he said this: 


July 1, especially in the last four months, business picked up, was 
extraordinarily good, and therefore brought in 1,000,000 more taxpay- 
ers; and that it was only on account of the picking up of business that 
the increase in taxes occurred.” 

Mr; McCoy, Yes, 

Mr. Garner. And that was under a 50 per cent surtax? 


Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. For what year? 

Mr. COLLIER. For 1922. 

Now, my friends, if under the maximum income-tax rates, 
under those conditions, in the short space of five months, 
1,000,000 additional taxpayers may be added and a surplus of 
over $300,000,000 ean be brought into the Treasury, why should 
‘anyone'fear that because this surtax has been reduced to 44 
per cent under good business conditions the same thing will not 
again occur? 

Now, what is the other conclusion of Mr.-McCoy’s? 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. Yes. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Does not the gentleman think that that 
great and tremendous advance for business and prospects of 
the future was the result largely of the Fordney-McCumber 
tariff bill? 

Mr. COLLIER. No. If I said “yes” to that I would fool 
myself. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CROWTHER. I know that the gentleman is strong 
for protection for himself; that is, for the products of his 
own State, like other Democrats, and then will vote against 
a bill generally which carries provisions based on the same 
principle. 

Mr. COLLIER. If the gentleman can find in the record of 
this House any record where I have voted for protection on the 
articles produced in the State of Mississippi, then I will admit 
that I am wrong. 

I voted against the tariff on cotton, and it is a fact that it 
constitutes 90 per cent of the agricultural products of my dis- 
trict. But since the gentleman brought up the subject, I want 
the chairman to give me 10 minutes more time so that I may 
devote myself to the discussion of this tariff question. I think 


we ought to vote on the subject in its entirety and not on one 


portion of the subject only. I thank the gentleman from New 
York for his suggestion on that line. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to my friend; yes. 

Mr. CROWTHER. I suggest to the gentleman—— 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a point of 
order, and if I had been here when this colloquy started I 
would have made it earlier. But both gentlemen will remem- 
‘ber that the rule under which we are operating confines debate 
to the bill under consideration, 

Mr. COLLLIER. The gentleman need not be afraid that I 
am going to violate the rule, because I think the tariff question 
is one that is linked up with the question of taxation, and in 
5 the tariff question I think I will, indeed, be in 
order. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Will the gentleman. yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. Let me go on to these other great questions, 
and then I will yield to the gentleman. I expect to have:a lot 
of good times in colloquy with the gentleman from New York. 
He is right in many things but awfully wrong on the tariff. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield? 

‘Mr. COLLIER, I will. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I promise not to inject any- 
thing diverting either to the speaker or, I hope, to the Mel- 
lonites. I have a suggestion to offer to the speaker. He has 
frequently introduced the prophecy of the Mellonites without 
laying a proper foundation; he has introduced the prophecy 
of the Mellonites with reference to the year 1927. Joshua, 
when he made his prophecies, knew that his Master would be 


in control in years ahead, but no Mellonite has any right to 


“That in 1922, up to July, conditions were not so good; but after 
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believe that the Mellonites will be in control in 1927. [Laugh- 
ter and applause. ] 

Mr. COLLIER. There is no question about that, and I thank 
the gentleman very much. 

Now let us come to the other conclusion. What is the other 
reason for this wonderful three-year estimate? The other rea- 
son is that because the Democratic plan is so unscientific, so 
unwise, and, as the Secretary of the Treasury said, according 
to newspaper reports, is nothing but a political makeshift and 
is insincere, the returns to the Treasury will be so small that 
there will not be—— 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield, if he has definitely 
left the discussion of the McCoy estimates, because I would 
like to make that entirely clear. 

Mr. COLLIER. I will be glad to have the gentleman do so. 

Mr. MILLS. Those estimates apply to the year 1926 and not 
to the year 1927. Assuming that this bill is to become a law 
before July 1 and apply to 1925 incomes, the McCoy figures 
apply to the year 1926. 

Mr. COLLIER. That is a difference in calculations. The 
McCoy figures are based on the time when this income law 
shall have been in full effect, and if it did not go into effect 
until July 1 it would not be in full effect for that year and 
would not be in full effect until 1927. But what I want to 
ask my good friend is this: Why is he so terribly interested 
in this 1927 proposition? Why, as the gentleman from Ne- 
braska has said, everybody in this country knows—and I surely 
thought the gentleman from New York knew—that no Repub- 
lican administration would have anything to do with either a 
deficit or a surplus in 1927. [Applause.] 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I dislike very much in the discussion of 
a House bill to use the name of a Cabinet member so often. 
I regret that the Secretary of the Treasury has seen fit to 
criticize the motives and the sincerity of the minority mem- 
bers of the committee because, according to the press reports, 
he is quoted as saying that our bill is nothing but a political 
makeshift and that we are insincere in offering it. If we 
wanted to retaliate in kind there would be abundant circum- 
stances which would bear out our assertion. We could point 
to former plans offered by this great champion of the small 
taxpayer and contrast those former plans with the one he is 
offering to-day, if we wanted to charge the Secretary of the 
Treasury with insincerity, as he has charged us with insin- 
cerity. 

lll wanted to charge him with playing cheap politics, as 
he has charged us with playing cheap politics, we could tell 
you how, when the Secretary came before the committee in 
1921—and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] referred to 
it yesterday—he offered a plan which gave relief to all income- 
tax payers whose incomes were over $66,000, and when the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear]—and I have it right 
here—asked him what suggestions he had to make as to the 
taxpayers under this 40 per cent, or $66,000, he told us he had 
prepared no suggestions along that line at that time. 
when he was asked how we would make up the revenue which 
would be lost on these larger incomes, he suggested, first—and 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr, GARNER] read it into the Recorp 
yesterday—an increase on first-class postage from 2 to 3 cents; 
then a 2-cent stamp tax on every bank check. Then, behind 
all of that there was great propaganda for a general sales 
tax, a tax whereby a poor man with a small income and a 
large family, paying taxes on what he and his family ate and 
the clothes they might wear, might, and in all probability would, 
have to pay more taxes than a rich man with a small family 
and a large income, because the poor man, or even a man out 
of employment, with a large family, might have to pay more 
for things to eat and for things to wear than a rich man with 
a small family. And now the Secretary comes forward with 
a bill which practically takes all taxes off of the small incomes 
and accuses us of playing politics and being insincere. 

My friends, let us remember that in 1921, when the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury lost sight of the small income-tax payers 
of this country, it was just after an election; that was just 
after the Republican Party had gone in by a tremendous ma- 
jority. But growth and development is the law of nature as 
well as of politics, and the small income-tax payer of 1921 
has developed into a giant in 1923. 

But I am not going to accuse the Secretary of insincerity. 
He has appeared often before our committee and he always 
impressed me as being sincere and candid. I know he is 
sincere in wanting this rate to be 25 per cent. All his training 
and all his environment would suggest that. I am only say- 
ing this to show how easy it is to charge other people with 
insincerity. 2 

My friends, there is one little matter I want to discuss 
before I take up with my friend from New York that de- 
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lightful subject of the tariff. It is contended that our tax 
plan will make taxes so high that business will be diverted. 
Let us see about the charge that we are so heavily taxing 
the rich that industry and commerce and agriculture and busi- 
ness will be injured. 

I am going to talk in round numbers because my time is 
running on. In 1921—and they are the only figures we can 
get—there were, in round numbers, $1,400,000,000 paid in in- 
come and corporation taxes. Of this $1,400,000,000, over 
$700,000,000 were corporation taxes which only paid 124 per 
cent. That left $700,000,000 that paid surtax and normal 
tax. Of this $700,000,000, over $425,000,000 would pay a less 
rate under the Democratic plan than under the Mellon plan. 
Therefore, my friends, out of a total tax collection of $1,400,- 
000,000, considerably less than $300,000,000 out of that 
amount will pay a tax rate higher under the Democratic 
plan than under the Mellon plan. Of this $300,000,000, there 
is about $100,000,000 practically that will pay just a little 
more under the Democratic plan. Therefore, in order to 
justify the position of the Secretary and the Supporters of the 
Mellon plan that the Democratic plan is going to disturb 
business, all they have to work on is about $200,000,000, 
which pays a higher tax under the Democratic plan than 
under the Mellon plan; about $200,000,000 or $250,000,000 
out of $1,400,000,000. 

There were in the United States in 1921, acedrding to the 
Report of the Bureau of Internal Revenue, 6,650,695 persons 
who made income-tax returns. Of these 6,650,695 only 9,433 
will be benefited more by the Mellon plan than they will by the 
Democratic plan, while 6,641,262 persons will be benefited more 
by the Democratic plan than by the Mellon plan. 

In the State of Mississippi, which I have the honor in part to 
represent, there were in 1921, according to the report from the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue, 25,614 persons who made income- 
tax returns. Of these 25,614 persons, the Mellon plan will give 
more relief to only 9 of them than the Democratie plan will, 
while the Democratic plan will benefit 25,605 more persons than 
the Mellon plan. 

In the States of Arizona, Idaho, Nevada, New Mexico, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, and Wyoming only 23 persons 
will be benefited more by the Mellon plan than the Democratic 
plan, and 158,531 more persons will be benefited by the Demo- 
cratie plan than they will be under the Mellon plan, 

Let us take some of the big States. Let us take New York, 
Ohio, Illinois, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Massachusetts 
and see how this plan works in those rich States which are 
financial centers of the United States. In these six States there 
were in 1921, 3.323.932 persons who made income-tax returns. 
Of these 3,323,932 persons who made returns 6,798 of these per- 
sons will receive a greater benefit under the Mellon plan than 
they will under the Democratic plan. Of these 3,323,932 per- 
sons in those States who made returns in 1921, 3,817,134 of them 
will receive greater benefit under the Democratic plan than they 
will under the Mellon plan. 

Why, gentlemen, do you know that no income-tax payer with 
incomes over the $3,000,000 bracket paid any normal tax at all, 
They talk about our taking 50 per cent from any one man. 
Why, there are six taxpayers paying on an income in excess 
of $3,000,000 who would pay only 25 per cent on the excess 
of $3,000,000 under the Mellon plan, and yet under the same 
plan a taxpayer with excess of $100,000 would pay a rate of 31 
per cent. These income-tax payers would under the Democratic 
plan pay on the excess of $3,000,000 only 44 per cent. And yet 
they continue to talk about taking half of the income of these 
large taxpayers. 

I want to call your attention to one paragraph in the minority 
report, which is as follows: 


This difference in principle of the two plans is well illustrated 
when under the proposed bill, according to the Treasury estimates, 
the taxes of 21 income-tax payers will be reduced $11,500,000 per 
annum, and that of 1,000,000 income-tax payers, in the lower brackets, 
will be reduced less than $4,000,000 per annum. To put it another 
way, the proposed (Mellon) rates will reduce the taxes of 21 income- 
tax payers three times as much as it will reduce the taxes of 
1,000,000 income-tax payers, whereas under the Democratic plan we 
reduce the taxes of the 21 income-tax payers in round numbers 
$6,000,000 and relieve entirely from income taxation more than 
1,000,000 of the small income-tax payers. The proposed Mellon bill 
is drawn for the purpose of giving principal relief to the large 
taxpayer and our plan is based upon giving relief to all tncome-tax 
payers. but the larger percentage of relief to the small taxpayer. 


Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield for the inevitable question. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will he state, in his judgment, whether 
there will be sufficient income to take care of the soldiers’ ad- 
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justed compensation bill if either the Garner bill passes or the 
Mellon bill, so called, passes? 

Mr. COLLIER. Will the gentleman answer me a question? 

Mr. MURPHY. I do not know that I can; but you are a 
member of this committee and have given the matter careful 
consideration. 

Mr. COLLIER. It has been plainly and unequivocally 
stated that the Mellon plan will not; and I take it, then, the 
gentleman is not for the Mellon plan. 

Mr. MURPHY. Yes; I am going to support any tax meas- 
ure I can that will relieve the burden, but I am also for the 
soldiers’ adjusted compensation bill. I want to know if the 
Garner plan will furnish sufficient income to take care of this 
obligation that this Government, your party and mine, in the 
last campaign promised the soldiers? 

Mr. COLLIER. I want to say to the gentleman, because he 
has asked the question in all sincerity of every speaker who 
has addressed the committee—— 

Mr. MURPHY. I am absolutely sincere. 

Mr. COLLIER. I want to give him a courteous answer. I 
believe, my friends, in fact, we contend that our plan will 
raise for the next year somewhere in the neighborhood of 
$100,000,000 more than the Mellon plan, and whether the 
Mellon plan—which the gentleman says he intends to support 
will raise the money for the soldiers’ bonus or the Garner 
plan, I tell you that the Democratic plan will raise the greater 
amount and come nearer to raising the money for the bonus; 
and I want to say to the gentleman that there are plenty of 
ways of getting the money for the soldiers’ bonus. There is 
no question about that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissipp! has expired. a 

Mr. COLLIER. As the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] 
is not here, I yield myself 10 minutes more in his absence. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi is recog- 
nized for 10 additional minutes. 

Mr. COLLIER. As I understand it, Mr. Mellon has stated 
his plan would not, and I believe from the temper of this 
House and from the speeches I have heard in favor of the 
proposition that some plan can and will be devised, but I want 
to say to the gentleman who tells me he is disposed to support 
the Mellon plan that the Democratic plan will come nearer 
doing it than the Mellon plan. 

My friends, after yielding myself 10 minutes more I intended 
to speak about how the administrative features of this bill per- 
mitted some money to be recovered from capital that has been 
invested in tax-exempt securities. We have provided in that 
section which permits the taxpayer to deduct from his gross 
income the interest he has paid on indebtedness and his losses 
for the year, in order to determine his taxable income, those 
losses of a nonbusiness character only and to the extent when 
such nonbusiness losses exceeds the amount of income the tax- 
payer has received from nontaxable security. 

I will give an illustration. The taxpayer has a taxable in- 
come of $100,000. He also has $30,000 additional income from 
tax-exempt securities. Of course the $30,000 from tax-exempt 
securities is nontaxable. But the taxpayer has a nonbusiness 
loss for the year of $10,000. Under existing law he will be 
permitted to deduct this loss of $10,000 from his income of 
$100,000, and he will be taxed on an income of $90,000. The 
tax-exempt income of $30,000 is not considered at all by the 
Treasury. In the bill the taxpayer will be permitted to de- 
duct his nonbusiness losses only to the extent these losses ex- 
ceed the amount of nontaxable income he has received. In the 
example given the taxpayer would have to show a nonbusiness 
Joss of over $30,000 before any deduction could be made, and, 
therefore, he would have to pay a tax on the income of $100,000, 
instead of deducting $10,000 as he is now permitted under exist- 
ing law. 

I intended to speak at some length about the excise taxes, 
but I have already referred to them. I regret very much the 
committee did not go further in repealing these taxes. 

I would like to see all these nuisance taxes repealed. They 
are an inheritance of the war, when the need for revenue was 
so great that nearly everything upon which a tax eould be 
levied was eagerly sought and a tax placed on it. They ought 
to be repealed now. I regret very much we did not go fur: 
ther along that line. I expect to offer an amendment, if some 
one else does not offer it before I have the opportunity, to re- 
move the stamp taxes on conveyances and deeds and promissory 
notes. I believe that the 3 per cent tax on auto trucks and 
wagons ought to be repealed. We get $144,000;000 from the 
automobile schedule. The tax on auto trucks and wagons of 
only 3 per cent brings in less than $11,000,000. It is a direct 
tax on business and I believe that that tax should be repealed. 


Mr. YOUNG. Will tlie gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLIER, Yes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Has the gentleman taken into account the 
immense sums of money appropriated from the National Treas- 
ury and from the State treasuries for roads. 

Mr. COLLIER. Yes; and I would be willing to switch some 
of these taxes, aS Mr. Garner told you yesterday. Why did 
you take the tax off of yachts and dirks and bowie knives and 
leave it on automobiles and deeds of trust? I would like to 
switch some of those taxes, if we can not do it any other way. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the first time I have ever made a speech 
on a revenue bill that I did not have the pleasure of criticiz- 
ing very severely so many majority Members. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield, with pleasure. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Does the gentleman know how much 
tax was collected on dirks and bowie knives—$1,001. It cost 
the Government more to collect it than the Government got 
out of it. 

Mr. COLLIER. Well, I reckon that is true. The Secretary 
permitted us to do that. 

My friends, this is the first time, I believe, I ever made a 
talk on a revenue measure that I did not have the pleasure of 
criticizing nearly all the majority Members, and I feel the 
deprivation of that right at this moment. 

But it would be unjust and most unfair to criticize any 
Member of the majority. I have been taught from my early 
childhood that it is wrong to hold one man responsible for what 
another man has done. No Member of the majority is respon- 
sible for any material section in this bill. The Constitution 
of the United States plainly and unequivocally directs that all 
matters pertaining to revenue shall originate in the House of 
Representatives. And yet the Ways and Means Committee has 
had no more to do with any material section in the bill than 
the Committee on the Disposition of Useless Papers, and I 
think it would have been better if some of the sections had been 
referred to that committee, [Laughter.] 

But I want to say in fairness that the Secretary was good 
to us. I can find no coercion on the part of the Secretary nor 
from the Executive in reference to our votes on the taxes on 
dirks, stillettos, sword canes, and fans, nor on yachts and 
bowie knives. [Laughter.] But when it came to the material 
sections in this bill—and I hope I am not violating the privi- 
leges or making improper statements and trespassing on any 
of the proprieties that are thrown around the executive ses- 
sions of the committee when I say to you that when it came 
to any material section of this bill I will never forget the 
maddening monotony of the motion of “Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the section as written in the draft be passed.” 

Did it pass, Mr. Chairman? Does the shipwrecked mariner 
sigh for a peaceful haven? Does the drooping flower open its 
petals to breathe the dew of heaven? [Laughter.] Do not 
get the idea that the sections as originally written in the draft 
did not pass, for whenever we endeavored to vote we were 
overwhelmed with a storm of ayes. 

There was one exception. They made one great mistake. 
They let us vote on some of the provisions of the membership 
of the board of appeals. That was a mistake, and it cost us 
dearly too, because after they permitted us to vote on the sec- 
tions, and it was disarranged according to the Treasury plan, 
from then on, much to our sorrow and regret, we were politely 
and courteously and firmly informed that our presence was no 
longer needed. 

The Secretary recommended that there should be a great 
board of 28 members, with a salary of $10,000 each. The mem- 
bers were to be appointed by the Secretary. They were abso- 
lutely under the control of the Secretary, and the board was to 
be under the control of the Treasury Department. The board 
was to pass on all appeals of the citizens of the United States 
against the Treasury Department in the way of tax assess- 
ments. Do vou think it is fair, do you think it is just, do you 
think it is right to the American people that on appeals from 
assessments that the board which is to pass upon these returns 
in the final settlement should be in the same department that 
assessed and collected these taxes? 

We so amended the bill that the members will be appointed 
by the President of the United States, and the board will be 
an independent board and an independent commission, like the 
Tariff Board and other independent commissions. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Wil the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. I will yield to the gentleman from IIIinols. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Is it not fair to say that Republican 
Members voted as well for that proposition, that it was prae- 
tically unanimous? 
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Mr. COLLIER. I do not remember how unanimous it was, 
but in justice to the Republican Members I will say that of 
course some yoted for it because we could not put it over 
unless they did. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi has again expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I will yield myself 10 min- 
utes more. I want to say that I do not know whether it was 
unanimous, but we could not have done it without the sup- 
port of some Republicans. But when we did vote we changed 
the bill and then they gave us no more opportunity. We never 
voted for any of the rates in the bill, When we met the 
previous question was ordered and then another motion was 
made to report the bill to the House; we were not there 10 
minutes and that settled the proposition. We never took a 
vote on a single rate. But we did not care to do that. Why? 
Because these rates were fixed in the Treasury Department; 
they were fixed and prepared in the Treasury Department and 
were presented to the President for his approval and then 
the Mellon plan of over 340 pages, including the rates was 
handed to Mr. Green to put through the House coupled, I 
am told, with a threat that if there was any material change 
made in the bill there would be an Executive veto. There 
was no need to vote on the rates for we all knew that the 
rates fixed by the Treasury Department would be the rates 
in the bill. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. 
yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. Yes. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I notice in this morning's paper that 
the Secretary of the Treasury is represented as being the second 
richest man in the world. Is that true? 

Mr. COLLIER. I do not know. I know a lot of poor folks, 
but I do not know who is the richest man in the world. [Laugh- 
ter.] I have heard that he is a wealthy man, and I reckon, as 
they say down in our country, that he is pretty well fixed. 

Mr. SHARS of Florida. I want to be perfectly fair. I have 
heard that there is nothing new under the sun. Perhaps this 
is something new. I notice in the associated press dispatches 
in a paper published in my State and also given out over the 
radio the following: 


President Coolidge said he wanted to remind the people that unless 
they make their wishes known to Congress, without regard to party, 
this bill (the Mellon bill) will not pass, and urged them to renewed 
efforts. R 


Evidently that was done with the purpose of securing the 
passage of this bill and to force us to vote on something that 
was introduced only on the 7th of February and reported out on 
the 11th of February. It is quite evident that the people could 
know nothing about the bill. 

Mr. COLLIER. I thank the gentleman for his contribution. 
Mr. Chairman, if the taxes that the American people have to 
pay because of this bill were all of the taxes that they have to 
pay, there might be some justification for the Secretary’s ef- 
forts, but let us recall that there is another Republican revenue 
bill on the statute books and it is estimated that from that 
measure from three to four billion dollars, considerably more 
than is expected to be received from this bill, are wrung from 
the pockets of the people every year. 

The taxes collected from the bill under consideration will at 
least go into the Treasury of the United States, but the taxes 
from that other measure will for the most part go not into the 
Treasury of the United States but into the pockets of those 
whom Mr. Mellon is now asking us to relieve. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. COLLIER. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Is the gentleman from Mississippi pro- 
ceeding upon the theory that he announced a little while ago, 
that I need not be afraid that he would observe the rules? 

Mr. COLLIER. Absolutely. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Go ahead then, and I will let the gen- 
tleman not observe the rules. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, when the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. OLIVER] rose yesterday and asked the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mirzs] if he did not think, under the gen- 
eral plan of tax revision, that the tariff might be considered, 
we heard the old stock phrase with which they have tried to 
fool the American people so long, that we were now working 
under a tariff law which had not only increased the wages of 
American labor but had made our country as prosperous as it is 
to-day. When the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] and other 
members of the committee come in and tell us that the American 
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people are now staggering under the burdens of war taxes, we 
find no suggestion from the Secretary of the Treasury or from 
the gentleman from Iowa or any other member of the committee 
to reduce the taxes of a prohibitive tariff, a tariff which the 
great agricultural sections of the country know, if the Republi- 
can members of the Ways and Means Committee do not, has al- 
ready restricted our foreign markets; a tariff which has caused 
to be enacted into law by foreign countries retaliatory tariffs on 
the exports of American commodities, a tariff which has raised 
for the benefit of a few industries only the price of nearly 
everything that is essential not only to the comfort but to the 
actual needs of the American people. 

Now, these great industries, the beneficiaries of this tariff 
act, swollen with these tariff rates, backed by the most gigantic 
Scheme of propaganda, come before us to-day not asking but 
demanding that we reduce the taxes they have to pay, and yet 
they are unwilling to surrender to the American people one 
dollar of the spoils they are wringing from them every year 
by the plundering hand of a tariff. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will not my friend from Mississippi, 
before he repeats that speech on the stump, kindly look at the 
figures with reference to the statement that he is making? If 
he will, he will find that our exports and imports are almost 
double what they were before the war, double what they have 
eyer been in normal times. We are having the greatest foreign 
trade that we have ever seen. 

Mr. COLLIER. I thank the gentleman for using the word 
“figures,” because I forgot something that I wanted to say 
with reference to the statement of Mr. MILLS yesterday. If 
gentlemen will look at the report of the minority and the vari- 
ous other views in the report of the committee, they will find on 
page 85 a comparative statement of the estimated effect upon 
the reyenue of the proposed changes in the individual income 
tax law upon the base of the 1921 returns between the Demo- 
cratic plan and the Mellon plan. On all incomes over $1,000,000, 
21 of them, according to the estimate of Mr. McCoy, under the 
Democratic plan there will be a loss of $468,636 in the normal 
tax while according to the Mellon plan the loss would only be 
$124,663. You will find also on this same estimate from the 
Treasury that on all incomes from $8,000 up to $5,000,000 the 
difference in the normal tax between the Democratic plan and 
the Mellon plan is only $80 in each instance, 

The normal tax under the Mellon plan on $10,000 is $360 and 
under the Democratic plan $280. On an income of $5,000,000 
it would be $299,760 under one plan and $299,680 under the 
other, a difference of only $80, which is found in all incomes 
over $8,000. With a difference of only $80 on incomes ranging 
from $8,000 to $5,000,000, we find that Mr. McCoy made an 
estimate on 21 incomes that the loss under the Democratic plan 
will be over $300,000. It is absolutely ridiculous. 

Mr. MILLS rose. 
eee COLLIER. I will let the gentleman answer in his own 
time. 

Mr. MILLS. I am sure the gentleman does not want to con- 
fuse thousands with millions. 

Lee COLLIER. The gentleman admits that that is a mis- 
take 

Mr. MILLS. That what is? 

Mr. COLLIER. That those estimates are not correct? 

Mr. MILLS. Ob, the estimates are absolutely correct. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, there is no hope for the gen- 
tleman from New York. I have always been told that mathe- 
matics is the only exact science, but the gentleman from New 
York denies that. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 45 minutes to 
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAWLEY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon is recognized 
for 45 minutes. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
the controlling factor in any plan for tax reduction is the 
amount of money required for the support of the Government, 
economically administered. The extent to which taxes can be 
revised downward is the amount of excess revenue, The pro- 
posed reductions will affect the returns for 1924, made in 1925, 
and in subsequent years. In making up this bill and in re- 
porting it the committee gave consideration to these principles. 
It is my intention at this time to speak of the reductions in the 
proposed bill, why they were made, whom they affect, and how 
they operate. 

The bill is based upon the revenues that will be earned under 
its provisions when they are in full effect—that is, for the eal- 
endar year of 1925. By that year the beneficial effect upon 
business it is intended to have will have greatly increased the 
income of the taxpayers, and so increase the revenues receiyed 
at the lower rates proposed in the bill. The net publie income 
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for 1921 was $19,000,000,000. The second year after the pend- 
ing bill becomes effective the estimated net income of the 
country is estimated to be in excess of $25,000,000,000. For 
the year that will elapse before the bill becomes fully effective 
there will be no deficiency in the revenue, as the surplus for the 
next year is estimated at nearly 8400, 000,000. 

The first reduction is found in section 1200 and provides that 
25 per cent of the amount of normal taxes and surtaxes to be 
paid by any taxpayer in 1924, as shown by his return to be 
filed on March 15, 1924, for the year 1923, shall be refunded to 
him. š 

The amount estimated to be returned is $232,750,000, and is 
allocated as follows: 


To the revenues of the fiscal year 1924---.-----_------ $128, 010, 000 
To the revenues of the fiscal year 19252 104, 740, 000 


HOW EFFECTED. 


Under section 1200 (a) and (b) it is provided that if a tax- 
payer remits with his return on March 15, 1924, the full amount 
of his taxes for the year 1923, 25 per cent of the taxes so paid 
will be refunded unless there are taxes still due from him for 
previous years, in which case the refund will be credited to 
these taxes so due, and the balance, if any, will be refunded. 
Or if the Treasury, upon an examination of his return for 1923, 
finds that additional taxes should be levied against him, the 
refund will be 25 per cent of the total of the tax reported in the 
original return plus the additional tax, and settlement will be 
made accordingly. (c) Provides that if the taxpayer elects to 
pay in installments, and the bill becomes law before the last 
installment is due, the 25 per cent rebate will be prorated to 
the four installments. For instance, if John Smith, not in 
arrears for taxes for previous years and upon whom no addi- 
tional taxes are levied, has a taxable income of $1,600, and he 
has paid three installments of $400 each, he will be rebated 
$100 for each of the three installments so paid, and will pay as 
the last installment $360 instead of $400, If he has paid two 
installments of $400 each, he will be refunded $100 for each of 
them and pay $300 for the third and fourth installments, 
(d) Provides how refunds will be made in cases where taxpay- 
ers have been granted an extention of time, (e) for cases where 
the taxpayer has not paid in full the installments theretofore 
due, and (f) for cases where additional taxes are levied. 

This is a Republican proposal and is based upon the sound 
principle that the Government should take from the taxpayers 
only that amount of money necessary for the support of the 
Government and the conduct of its business economically ad- 
ministered. 

Since this is an entirely new proposal in the revenue acts, 
further comment may be justified. Suppose John Smith has 
an income sufficient to cause him to pay a tax, for convenience 
of computation, of $1,600, and he elects to pay it in install- 
ments in order not to pay money into the Government and 
then have it later returned to him. He will pay four install- 
ments of $400 each. I suppose we may safely say that the bill 
will not be enacted prior to the time for the second installment, 
due in June, so that the first time that this reduction will be 
available to the taxpayer will be in his September payment, 
with refunds on preceding installments. If the taxpayer is in 
arrears for taxes of preceding years, or if extra assessments 
for preceding years have been levied that have not yet been 
paid, the amount to his credit when another installment ar- 
rives will be used in liquidation of those arrears of taxes or 
excess of taxes, because the Government has always exacted 
what is due it before refunds are made. 

Suppose Mr. Smith pays his first installment of $400 and 
the second installment of $400 and the bill goes into effect on 
July 1—that is, before another installment is due. Twenty- 
five per cent of his tax of $1,600 is $400, the refund of taxes 
for the year. The Treasury is instructed in the law reenacted 
as section 281 of this bill to immediately return the money. 

The question was asked yesterday whether it was necessary 
for an appropriation to be made in order to return the money. 
The Treasury has an annual appropriation providing the funds 
necessary for the return of money illegally collected. Out of 
that fund now appropriated the Treasury will be enabled to 
return the money so paid; but if before the end of the fiscal 
year this fund is exhausted taxpayers will have to wait until 
the new appropriation goes into effect, or a new installment 
date has arrived on which the refund can then be applied. 
So the Treasury will refund in this case of Mr. Smith $100 
for the first and the second installments, and the third and 
the fourth installments will be reduced to $300 each. If he 
has paid his whole $1,600 with his return on March 16, then, 
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they would return to him immediately upon the enactment of 
the bill 8400. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. In view of the many matters I wish 
to present, I ask gentlemen to confine their interruptions to 
questions. I take pleasure in yielding to the gentleman. 

Mr. BURTNESS. In the event repayment has not been 
made when the third installment becomes due, will not the 
taxpayer then be able simply to remit $200 to take care of the 
third installment? 

Mr. HAWLEY. If the third installment is due before any 
refunds are made, I think such an arrangement can be made. 

In the event that three installments have been paid he will 
have credit of $300, and if the time for the payment of the 
fourth installment has arrived at the time the law goes into 
effect, then he would have no fourth installment to pay, hay- 
ing already paid $1,200. But it must be understood that the 
taxpayer must not be in arrears to the Government in order 
to enable him to get the amount of allowance on the last 
installment, Whatever arrears may exist must first be set- 
tled before any refund is made to him. 

Mr. TIMBERLAKE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield there? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. TIMBERLAKE. One question has not been answered in 
full. The refund would not be due until but a short time 
after the passage of this act. Then it would be refunded, and 
without application by the taxpayer? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. He may remit with his first install- 
ment the whole tax of $1,600. Then, whenever the bill goes 
into effect, that rebate of $400 will be returned to him upon the 
motion of the Treasury immediately, providing there are funds 
available. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. 
yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. As I understand, the principal argu- 
ment for the reduction of the surtax to 25 per cent is the fact 
that it is ultimately passed on to the consumer. I have been 
interested in the elementary question in arithmetic of the gen- 
tleman, and I would like to know whether or not it is intended 
to return this tax on to the payers of the surtax as a bonus? 

Mr. HAWLEY. This refund is the suggestion of Judge 
GREEN of Iowa. I know this, because several weeks before it 
was proposed in the committee he told me he had intended to 
offer an amendment of this kind. It is based upon the theory 
that we have always followed in taxation, that we should take 
no more from the taxpayers than is necessary for the support 
of the Government economically administered, and that we 
should distribute that tax as fairly as possible among all the 
taxpayers. Now, we have taken in, owing to conditions not 
fully anticipated at the time the estimates were made, some 
$320,000,000 more this year than was estimated, and than is 
actually, necessary for the conduct of the Government. We 
are returning the surplus which we took from the people. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Will the gentleman permit another 
question? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then, do I understand the gentleman to 
say that this passes back some $232,000,000 to the taxpayers 
which has been collected from the consumers of the country? 
Did I understand that as the answer of the gentleman to my 
inquiry? 

Mr. HAWLEY. We are returning to the taxpayers surplus 
moneys collected in taxes, because business so improved under 
the lower rates in the revenue act of 1921 that more revenue 
was received than estimated and because.the Republicans have 
also materially reduced the public expenditures. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. For a question. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Suppose that last year you had 
bought an automobile and paid $65 in war tax—taking any car, 
the Reo, the Hudson, or Studebaker. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The matter under discussion does not affect 
that at all. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida, Well, take your grocery merchant. 

Mr. HAWLEY. This does not affect any return except of 
income taxes; this refund is wholly confined to the normal 
taxes and the surtaxes. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. 
husiness, can it not? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I think the gentleman has reference to the 
excise taxes, 
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Mr. HUDSPETH. Then, if my friend from Oregon will per- 
mit, under your bill, if it passes, you will raise only a sufficient 
fund for the administration of the Government and there will 
be no surplus? That is the way I understand my friend. 

Mr. HAWLEY. We have this situation: That out of the 
revenues for the fiscal year 1924, $128,010,000 of this refund 
will be paid, and out of the revenues of the fiscal year 1925, 
$10+4,740,000 will be paid, or a total of $232,750,000. But the 
estimated surplus for the year 1925 from the taxes of 1924 is 
$395,000,000, so that there is a margin of safety of something 
like $90,000,000. We provide for a margin of safety and do not 
return the full amount. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I agree with my friend, but just wanted 
to understand him clearly on that proposition. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. My friend from Oregon has forgotten 
for the moment that there will be a further reduction of a cer- 
tain amount of the excise taxes which will be repealed this 
year. There will perhaps be from $50,000,000 to $75,000,000 
more by which the reyenues will be reduced, but there will be 
an ample margin on which the Treasury can operate. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; we had that in mind. As the chair- 
man says, we did not reduce it to the full amount of the esti- 
mated surplus, because we will lose revenue by the repeal or 
reduction in the excise taxes, but we haye kept a safe margin 
so that the Government would not be left in the embarrassing 
position of having a deficit. I think we have provided an am- 
ple margin of safety. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Then, with the excise taxes, the esti- 
mated margin will be about $90,000,000? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; there would not be that much. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I would like to know what the amount 
will be. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Well, the gentleman from Oregon 
stated what the amount would be as to the income taxes, which 
is substantially correct—$282,000,000; then there will be a loss 
of somewhere between $50,000,000 and $75,000,000 on account 
of the excise taxes which are taken off, most of them immedi- 
ately on the passage of the bill, but some of them 30 days after 
the passage of the bill, so that you would have a loss on the 
excise taxes, I think of about $60,000,000. I think we will prob- 
ably take about $290,000,000 altogether off of the taxes of 1924. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. That would leave about $60,000,000? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. I would think about that for 
the calendar year, but all our estimates are on the fiscal year. 
Mr, SEARS of Florida. Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. HAWLEY. For a question. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. How much would the Western 
Union Telegraph Co. and the other telegraph companies get 
where people who sent telegrams had paid the tax? Would 
the money be paid to the Western Union Co. or to the people 
who paid the tax? 

Mr. HAWLEY. ‘This proposed refund does not affect excise 
taxes at all. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Then, just one other point, and I am 
through. How much would I get back on the amount I pay? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I do not know the items of the gentleman’s 
income nor what deductions and credits may be deductible 
from his gross income. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I pay all of my salary. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The gentleman will receive during the year 
a refund of one-fourth of the amount he pays. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. The gentleman would get one-fourth 
off at the end of the year. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. How many persons or taxpayers will 
this affect? 

Mr. HAWLEY. While returns are made by some 6,600,000 
persons, only some 8,600,000 pay taxes, according to the sta- 
tistics, for the year 1921, which is the last year upon which a 
full report has been published. All who pay normal taxes or 
surtaxes this year for incomes earned in 1928 will participate 
in the refund; that is, between 3,500,000 and 4,000,000 taxpayers. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I want to know how many income tax- 
payers there were in that year and how many would be di- 
rectly affected. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Some 6,000,000 or over make returns, and 
about 60 per cent of that number pay normal taxes or surtaxes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Three and a half million; there are 
7,000,000 who make returns, but only one-half pay taxes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The reason I asked the question was 
that yesterday I heard some gentleman state that there were 
only about three and a half million persons directly affected. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think it is generally spoken of as 
six and a half millions, but the number making income-tax 
returns is increasing every year, so that I should think it would 
be from six and a half millions to seven millions. 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Who would be directly affected by this 
reduction? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Everybody who pays the taxes for 1928 is 
entitled to and will get a refund. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman will yield, I now 
haye the exact figures. For 1923 there were 7,308,200 who made 
returns. 


Mr. CHINBLOM. And about one-half of them paid taxes? 

Mr. HAWLEY. The rates in the bill are based upon the 
earnings estimated to be received after the second year of its 
operation and are expected to earn $341,000,000 less than is 
earned under existing law. 

The reductions proposed are distributed as follows: 


‘De: the wormal tay 2 sh s ö 
E v 61. 269.853 
Sf oe =- 105, 500, 000 
To miscellaneous taxes... 108; 040, 000 
otal enen aS a a a a 406, 940, 000 
The Dill limits the amount that may be deducted from 
gross income on account of capital losses to 124 per cent 
of the loss claimed, and this will increase the revenue 25, 000, 000 
Also certain deductions heretofore in case of tax-free 
income have been reduced, resulting in a saving to the 
ea Shs ea amie tne DL AREA EROS Pe Nae RED Napa EL 84, 500, 000 
Total increases 44 51„ũð,[Cͤ . 69. 800, 000 


Subtracting the total on additional income earned by these 
stop-gaps from the total reductions given above, the net reduc- 
tion effected by the bill as reported by the committee is $347,- 
440,000, and that is as far as we can safely go. 

(See Table VIII.) 

The estimate originally made allotted $89,500,000 to unearned 
incomes. I have an estimate this morning from the Government 
actuary stating that the diminution on earned income will prob- 
ably amount to $105,000,000 and that $50,000,000 of this will be 
on the incomes of persons paying on incomes of $5,000 or less. 
The incomes of $5,000 or less will get $50,000,000 of benefit from 
this limit on the earned income. 

When the committee took up the actual application of this 
reduction to the various taxes the question was, What amount 
should be distributed to the excise taxes and what amount 
should be reserved te the income taxes. After careful investi- 
gation, in order to effect any real reform in the income taxes, 
we found that $108,000,000 could be assigned to reduction of the 
excise taxes and the remainder should be retained for use in 
reforming the income taxes. 

I have here, and will put in the Recorp, an entire Uist of the 
businesses and commodities subject to the indirect or excise 
taxes and the amounts each earned for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1923, and opposite this list I have put every one that 
has been reduced in amount or has been eliminated, for the 
convenience of the Members, for purposes of reference: 

Tanin [.—Amounts collected from sources of revenue listed below 


for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1923, and reductions made in these 
tases by the pending vilt. 7 


Sources of revenue, 
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„81.67 
226.33 
878,701. 05 
4 — 
736, 580, 44 
875, 148, 79 |. 
ing peepee = 2 — s 
Photogra: films tes 718, 401. 
Suden Sy 14,415, 465.83 
Firearms, shells, and.cartridges. 4. S9. . 97 
Hunting and bowie Kuves aines se3045-10 30,455. 17 
Oi nd ee lp za 5 
gar olders, pipes. 5 
Slot- device machines 136, 603. 84 
Liv and livery boots 138, 233.72 138, 233.72 
Hi ents... 18, 274. 28 ` 168, 274. 28 
Yachts and motor boats RA rand ed 
is and rugs........... 8, 809. „ 
Dante = 33 46, 610.27 46, 610.27 
Valises, „Suit cases, ete.. 34, 008. 35 34, 008. 35 
Purses, pocket books, hund 251, 105. 22 151, 105. 22 
Portable light fixtures 229,575. 07 220, 575. 07 
RONG AP N OEI A E E R TT . —— 11,051. 43 
Sculpture, paintings ALa a Sede ee 
Jewel watches, clocks, e 20, 297, 875.91 | 13, 000. 000. 00 
Cereal beverages......... 8,624, 402. 25 3,624, 402. 25 
Uniermented fruit juices. 442,128.94 442, 128.94 
Still drinks. 199, 381. 04 199, 381. 04 
C— . nest ech ceeeaeus pees 204, 037, 26 204, 037. 26 
Estimated. 


1924. 


TaBLE I.—Amounts collected from sources of revenue listed below 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1923, and reductions made in these 
tazes by the pending bili—Continued. 


Sources of revenue. 


$4,283, 805.74 
1, 378,051. 71 


ä —2 * 


8 3 3 f 178 8 
Seat ing capacity of theaters, ete , 712, 656. 
ing cae aisha aie: ee 13, 968.95 
peaton of entertainments 22, 156. 00 
Other public amusements. .......-..-- 116, 509. 25 
Bowling alle epee ane 8 2,371, 092. 43 
Shooting galleries 19, 400. 90 
{i M. veconcasscavsccoens 13, 207.69 
Passenger automobiles fi bire.. 1, 907, 399. 55 
Use of yachts, motor and sail boats. 216, 315.36 
Admission to theaters, concerts, ete. .......-..- 69, 340, 585. 82 
Tickets sold at places other than | * Sata 115,325.37 
Tickets sold by theaters, etc., at excess 34, 667. 13 
Leased boxes or seats. . 24, 703.09 
Roof gardens, cabarets, € et 659, 865. 70 
DURE DEER SFO AT 17, 170, 730. 61 
ee eee 


Total.. 461; 256, 330.75 


ssrsrssesssessessesesssesesesassees ... 


1 Estimated. 


Since the amount by which taxes can be reduced is limited to 
the estimated excess of revenue over the estimated expenses of 
the Government, it is manifestly impossible to do more than 
to use the amount available for the purpose of making reduc- 
tions where the need is greatest and the largest number of 
persons will participate in the benefit. To accomplish this, 
about two-thirds of the amount by which the taxes can be re- 
duced was allotted to the reduction of the income taxes and 
one-third to the reduction of special revenue, excise, and stamp 
taxes. The amounts paid into the Treasury for excise taxes 
listed in the table for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1923, was 
a little over $461,000,000. Before undertaking a revision of the 
special revenue, excise, and stamp taxes the committee held 
hearings at which all who appeared were heard. Upon the 
information presented at the hearings and that obtained from 
other sources the committee based its action. A reduction in 
taxes is a public benefit which should be distributed as widely 
and fairly as possible. Those in greatest need of relief should 
receive most consideration. Some of these taxes imposed a 
burden upon the taxpayers out of all proportion to the revenue 
received and at the same time afforded favorable conditions for 
unfair competition. Some of the taxes could not be collected 
from a very large number of those who should have paid it 
without an expense out of all proportion to the amount col- 
lected. The taxes on candy and beverages are instances of 
this kind. Candy and drinks are sold everywhere, are made 
and sold by thousands. It is not good public policy to collect 
froni some and let others escape. The Treasury made all rea- 
sonable efforts to collect, but any collection approaching any 
degree of completeness is impossible, and a complete collec- 
tion would have made the tax unprofitable. Some manufac- 
turers and dealers who paid considerable amounts of taxes are 
operating at a loss, and the tax further emphasized their dis- 
advantage, Many pay taxes of several kinds for which special 
accounts must be kept at considerable expense. 

After the committee had decided which industries were most 
in need of relief there were several others which we would 
have included had the amount of surplus revenue been greater. 
These should be the subjects of favorable action at the earliest 
practicable date. 

An earnest attempt was made to use the amount available 
for reductions to effect an equalization of taxation in so far 
as that could be done with the comparatively small sum at our 
disposal. 

In Title VI sections 600 and 601 are not included in the 
pending bill, but remain existing law. Section 600 levies a 
tax at the rate of $2.20 per proof gallon on alcohol used for 
nonbeverage purposes. Prior to the war it was $1.10. The 
repeal of the $1.10 imposed during the war was considered, 
but upon examination the preponderance of evidence indi- 
cated that the ultimate consumer would benefit little, if any, 
from the repeal, and the industries using the alcohol, being 
prosperous, could afford to continue paying until further 


reduction in revenue becomes possible. 
Sections 602 and 603 are to be repealed. The number who 
will be benefited, both of dealers and consumers, is very large. 
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The evidence showed that the tax on cereal beverages of 
$3,624,402.25 is paid out of funds other than the profits of the 
business, as the makers are operating at a loss. 

The tax on unfermented fruit juices of $442,128.94 is a bur- 
densome tax. For instance, a glass of lemonade made with 
carbonated water is tax free, but one made with plain water 
pays a tax. The dealer is required to keep count of the num- 
ber of glasses made with plain water, calculate the number of 
gallons, in order to pay the tax of 2 cents per gallon. Also 
it was practically impossible to collect from all dealers, as 
the cost would have exceeded the collections. The committee 
do not suggest that a tax be repealed because it is evaded, 
but where it is unprofitable dealers who pay the tax should 
not be subjected to unfair competition. 

With the repeal of the tax on competing beverages, the tax 
of $199,386.04 on still drinks and of $204,037.26 on mineral 
waters are to be eliminated. 

Except in the cases of concerns having a large output, which 
are a small part of the whole number, the amounts paid by 
each dealer with his monthly return were usually quite small, yet 
he is required to make such return in duplicate and under oath. 

The tax of $4,283,895.71 on fountain sirups and the tax 
of $1,378,051.71 on carbonic-acid gas are to be repealed for 
reasons given above. 

Several questions were asked yesterday and to-day about the 
selection made by the committee. The first inquiry which 
was made—and we held a week’s hearings upon this subject 
especially—was the industry affected by any particular tax 
suffering. For instance, there were several industries that 
presented in their statements evidence to show that they 
were not making money, but were paying their tax out of 
funds previously accumulated. For instance, in the case of 
the cereal beverages one large company has lost $800,000 net 
in the last two or three years, but it has paid during that 
time a very large amount of tax, which further emphesized 
its losses. The committee did not think it proper to tax a 
business that was operating at a loss. This was true also in 
the case of the manufacture of candy and the manufacture of 
several other products affected by the excise taxes. Some 
question has been raised as to why we took the tax from dirks 
of $1,051, and on hunting and bowie knives of $30,000, end on 
yachts and motor boats, $267,000, in all about $300,000, and did 
not reduce the automobile taxes of $146,000,000. The elimina- 
tion of the taxes just mentioned had no relation to a reduction 
in the taxes on the automobile industry. It can be seen readily 
that $300,000 will be of no practical use in reducing taxes 
amounting to $146,000,000. 

The taxes we have taken off in most instances are unprofit- 
able taxes. The beverage taxes and the candy taxes, just 
mentioned, are unprofitable because if they were collected with 
any degree of completion they would cost more than they would 
bring into the Treasury, and they can be collected only in part. 
For instance, in the case of candy many manufacturers make 
a part of their stock and buy the remainder from another, who 
pays the tax. They mingle the stocks, and pay no tax on what 
they manufacture. They escape the tax, but their competitor 
pays the tax. We removed taxes where the levy of the tax 
was in such form that it could not be fairly well collected in 
order to prevent unfair conditions òf competition arising by 
reason of the tax. The tax upon candy is a tax on an article 
of food so widely used as to be a necessity and not a luxury. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Les. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That was a very common form of 
evasion, was it not, for a small dealer in candy to make part 
of his stock and not pay any tax on it? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Les. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. And it resulted in those who did pay 
the tax being treated very unfairly. Then there were also 
certain classes of confections that came directly in competition 
with candy that paid no tax. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; bakery products, for instance. In 
many instances they are exactly like the candy products but 
paid no tax, and in many instances there were substitutes for 
candy products and paid no tax, so that the bakery was tax 
free while the candy manufacturer next door was paying very 
considerable sums in taxes. 

The repeal of the taxes upon hunting garments and liveries 
(paragraphs 12 and 13 of section 900 of the revenue act of 
1921) is recommended for the reasons set out above as to the 
repeal of the tax on candy, and for the further reason that 
the taxes on other sporting goods have already been repealed 
by the revenue act of 1921. This tax was intended to apply 
to sporting clothes, but has been found instead to appiy to 
working clothes. 


‘ 
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We relieved the telegraph and telephone messages of the 
entire tax, amounting to about $33,000,000. It is the last of 
the transportation taxes levied as a result of the war. This 
tax is not only a burden upon business, but is a tax upon a 
public utility so widely used as to be a necessity. 

We removed the taxes to the extent of $33,000,000 from the 
theaters and movie houses. About $1,712,000 is from the tax 
on the seating capacity of the theaters and movie houses and 
the remainder is accounted for by the limit we placed, which 
provided that admissions of 50 cents or less should be tax free. 
The evidence showed that many of the small houses in small 
communities, the neighborhood houses, the chief means of en- 
tertainment in small communities, were closing their doors or 
were giving only part-time service. Many of them showed an 
actual loss in revenue, because they paid out more than they 
had received when the tax was included, and in order to afford 
relief to this form of amusement, which is universal among 
the people, we made the limit I have just mentioned. 

We eliminate the candy tax entirely, for the reasons I have 


ven. 

E Section 904 imposes a tax upon the sale by the manufacturer 
of carpets and rugs, trunks, valises, purses, portable lighting 
fixtures, fans, and similar articles. This tax was in substitu- 
tion for the tax levied by the revenue act of 1918 upon sales by 
the retailer of a much more extensive list of articles. In ac- 
cordance with the general policy of tax reduction, it is de- 
sirable to repeal these taxes entirely, since the articles in ques- 
tion are in a large measure necessities and not luxuries, and 
since the cost of collection of the taxes is out of proportion to 
the revenue yielded. 

We reduced the jewelry tax from $20,000,000 to $13,000,000. 
We had intended to place a manufacturer’s tax in place of the 
retail tax. That is, a manufacturer’s tax on precious stones, 
semiprecious stones, pearls, and precious metals, but upon ex- 
amination we found that this would result in a retailer’s tax In 
the last analysis, because in order to enforce the law any 
jeweler in a small town who inserted a setting in a ring blank, 
or made any other kind of change in jewelry, would need to be 
regarded as a manufacturer. So we changed the form of the 
tax to a retail tax on luxuries. 

All articles of jewelry as defined in existing law, selling at 
$40 or less, are free from tax. Watches up to $60 are free of 
tax. Upon sales of articles of jewelry above $40 and on 
watches costing more than $60 we apply a 5 per cent tax which 
is estimated to return to the Treasury about $7,000,000. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Certainly. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Does that amount of $40 and $60 
apply to one individual? 

Mr. HAWLEY. For instance, if he buys a brooch costing 
$40 and a watch costing $60 he pays no tax. It does not mean 
the aggregate bill must be more than $40 but any item costing 
$40. His total purchases may amount to a large sum at any 
one time, but he will be taxed only on articles whose individual 
price is above the limits stated before. 

Mr. SINNOTT. If he buys jewelry worth $80 do you figure 
on the entire purchase? 

Mr. HAWLEY. If the jewelry is one single article he wiil 
pay a tax of 5 per cent en the $80. If it consists of several 
articles, none costing over $40 (except a watch), he will pay 
no tax. 

Mr. DENISON. That does not mean that if a man purchases 
$80 worth of jewelry he must pay the tax; it is a single item 
costing $40? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Certainly. It must be a single item; that 
is what I understood the gentleman from Oregon to inquire. 
We gave careful consideration to eliminating the tax on auto- 
mobiles, trucks, and automobile parts, and various subdivisions 
of the automobile industry. We found from the testimony of 
Witnesses who appeared in behalf of the repeal of the tax that 
their business was prospering, that it was expanding every 
year, and was more prosperous last year than previously. Tak- 
ing into consideration these two things, that the business was 
prosperous and increasing, we did not take off the tax. We 
would have reduced some of them had the amount available for 
reductions enabled us to do so. 

Mr. YOUNG. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. YOUNG. And taking into account the great sums of 
money that the Federal Government is spending for roads—— 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. Since the business was prosperous and 


increasing there could be no complaint made that the tax was 
embarrassing the business. Consequently, when it came to 
selecting between business embarrassed and in many cases de- 
stroyed by reason of the tax, in comparison with those that 


were progressing, able to bear the tax and increasing their 
business, we gave the preference to the businesses that were 
most in need of relief. Then, as the gentleman from North 
Dakota suggests, the Government is expending very large sums 
and so are the States and local authorities in the construction 
of hard-surfaced roads. These roads are almost entirely for 
the use of automobiles. You seldom see a farmer driving a 
wagon loaded with grain or potatoes or any other farm product 
on these payed highways. He seldom drives a horse and 
buggy upon them, 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I wil. ` 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman means by that 
that the automobiles and trucks wear off the hard-surface roads? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; and otherwise wears them out. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Is it not true that the respective 
States levy a tax for the express purpose of resurfacing those 
roads, and that the Government of the United States con- 
tributes for constructing the original road but does not con- 
tribute to the repairs? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I think only for the original construction. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Now, if the roads after they 
are constructed are kept in repair by the States ought not the 
United States to take that into account and make the posses- 
sion and use of autombiles just as general as possible because 
of SeA naprai benefit which they have been to all of the 
people 

Mr. HAWLEY. Let me say in regard to the last suggestion 
that the committee could not see in the tax any hindrance to 
the possession of automobiles by any citizen for the reason 
that the business is not only prosperous but continually ex- 
panding. f 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The man who is in moderate 
circumstances and has a cheap car for himself and family to 
go out on Sundays or when he has the opportunity is paying 
the tax on the repairs and also on his automobile, whereas 
he ought to be able, in my judgment, to have every facility 
for the use of his car at the least possible expense. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The committee gave very careful considera- 
tion to all of the suggestions that have been made. When we 
were limited to $108,000,000 in the reduction of these excise 
taxes, had we applied any considerable sum to the reduction 
of taxes on automobiles and parts—and for one I would like 
to see them removed and will vote for their being repealed 
at the earliest possible opportunity—we could not have relieved 
those in distress, or could not have effected what seemed to be 
a proper reduction in the income taxes. In making the choice 
between the automobile industry and businesses that were actu- 
ally suffering it seemed to the committee that it ought to do 
Justice to those enterprises that are actually undergoing hard- 
ships because of the taxes required of them. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman is making par- 
ticular reference to the manufacture of automobiles and trucks? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; $145,000,000 covers the entire industry. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I am talking about the tax 

boot oa Does the gentleman refer to tires and acces- 
sories 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I think the gentleman has made it clear, 
but I feel that it ought to be emphasized that to remove the 
tax on trucks and automobiles and accessories would entail 
a loss of revenue of $145,000,000 and that that is absolutely 
out of the question. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; $145,000,000 is $37,000,000 more than 
we could use in reducing all excise taxes. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time have I left? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 15 minutes. 

Mr. WEFALD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. WEFALD. I understood the gentleman to say that the 
committee was limited to a reduction of $108,000,0007 

Mr. HAWLEY. We thought that was all that we could 
assign to the excise taxes. 

Mr. WEFALD. Who limited it? 

Mr. HAWLEY. We did. 

Mr. COLLIER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. COLLIER. The gentleman from Illinois said $145,000,- 
000. I want to ask the gentleman if the tax on trucks and 
wagons will yield less than $11,000,000? 

Mr. HAWLEY. It will yield $10,678,000. 

Mr. COLLIER. That was the tax that I wished to have 
repealed, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2501 


Mr. HAWLEY. But I think the gentleman will agree with 
me thai most of the witnesses who appeared referred te the 
tax on misfortune, by which they meant the tax on tires and 
accessories. That amounts to over $40,000,000, 

Mr. COLLIER. I think that is true. I would like to see 
that repealed. . i 

Mr. MANLOVE. This morning one gentleman referred to 
the reduction in the tax on yachts. Has the gentleman in 
mind now the reason why that tax was taken off? 

Mr. HAWLEY. The situation regarding yachts and motor 
boats is this. They can be made abroad by foreign builders, 
bought by Americun owners and brought in without paying any 
tax; whereas if the American purchaser goes to an American 
yard to have his yacht or motor boat built the tax must be paid. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Les. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is correct, and in ad- 
dition the House will observe the effect of the tax, the way it 
is placed now. The result is that a wealthy man who wants 
to buy a high-priced yacht, a very expensive affair that is 
entirely a luxury, goes abroad and buys it and does not have 
to pay a cent of tax, but the poor man who wants to buy a 
small boat, something to be compared to, say, an automobile, 
has to pay the tax, for the tax is passed on to him. The 
result is the ruin of the manufacturer, and that the wrong 
people are taxed entirely. 

Mr. BACHARACH. And it brings in only $260,000. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. And in addition to the tax on the man- 
ufacturers of yachts and motor boats, there is a tax still 
levied on the use of them by the owner. 

N15 GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr, GARNER of Texas. My impression was that the Repub- 
lican protective tariff took care of that situation—that the for- 
eigners could not very well compete with the manufacturer in 
this country. Is there anything in that? 

Mr. MANLOVE. That is only so long as the yacht is for the 
use of the purchaser, after the purchaser bought it in Germany 
or some other place and brought it bere for his own use. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I wish first to answer the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I want to make a suggestion in respect to 
the gentleman’s answer. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Very well; I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Is it not a fact that not only yachts but 
the contents can be brought in here without paying any duty 
whatsoever? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. How came the Republican Party to 
overlook the protection of that industry? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It is not the question of making a yacht 
to be sold in the United States, but it is a yacht that is bought 
abroad and actually used by the owner and brought in here as 
his property. It is not an importation of a yacht by an Ameri- 
can dealer for sale in the United States. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Do I understand the gentleman to 
say that the Republican tariff theory of protection does not 
levy any tariff on luxuries? Is that what the gentleman means 
to say? 

Mr. HAWLEY. The tariff is levied to protect American in- 
dustry, American labor, and American standards of living. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman said that the reason 
he did not levy a tax on yachts is because they are luxuries. 

Mr. BACHARACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY, For a question. 

Mr. BACHARACH. As a matter of fact, the gentleman from 
Texus knows that by an inadvertence the taxing of yachts was 
left out of the bill. 

Mr, GARNER of Texas. Oh, it was an inadvertence? I did 
not know that the Republican Party ever made such mistakes. 


Mr. BACHARACH. We do when we have the gentleman 
from Texas and others to look after. 

Mr. TREADWAY. And is it not a fact that we had such a 
tremendous job correcting the mistakes that the Democratic 
Party left in their original bill that naturally we could not get 
them all stricken out? 

Mr. HAWLEY. And we placed the tariff at rates that were 
fair in order to equalize the cost of production at home and 
abroad, and especially levied that on the products competing 
with the American factory or farm, because our labor and 
capital are employed in producing those things. 

15 GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I want to add a little further on the 
matter of yachts. The failure to put any duty on yachts was 
not intentional in drawing the bill. We did put a duty upon 
them, but it seems that the Supreme Court made a decision 
in what is known as the case of the Conquerer to the effect 
that they would not be subject to the duty when they were 
purchased abroad and brought into this country by the owner. 
I also call the attention of the House, as the gentleman from 
Oregon did briefly, to the fact that there is another tax on 
yachts levied on their use, according to their size—a tax that 
does not differ much in form and is equivalent to the tax on au- 
tomobiles, so that they will still pay as much tax in proportion 
to what they cost as an automobile. 

Mr. HAWLEY. There are two other taxes I wish to men- 
tion briefly. In the sale of produce on exchanges we reduced 
the tax from 2 cents to 1 cent, effect ug a reduction in the han- 
dling of agricultural products of $3,570,000. We removed one- 
half the tax from pool and billiard tables, reducing the amount 
from $10 to $5, beeause the evidence shows that these enter- 
prises were not prospering. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Does the bill make provision for 
exempting from taxation fraternal organizations and others 
having these amusements? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; so I understand. My time has been 
taken up so much by questions, to which I have been glad to 
yield, that I have not been able to cover all of the matters that 
I had in mind. There are two points I want yet to cover. 

Mr. MURPHY. Before the gentleman concludes I want to 
ask him one question. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Let the gentleman put it. 

Mr. MURPHY, I would like to ask the gentleman, who is a 
member of the Committee on Ways and Means, and has given to 
this matter a close study, what his opinion is of this Mellon 
bill, the Republican measure coming from the Committee on 
Ways and Means; whether it will produce revenue enough to 
take care of the reductions contemplated and take care of the 
soldiers’ adjusted compensation? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I am for the bill as reported by the com- 
mittee, and I am for the soldiers’ adjusted compensation, and 
I think we can take care of them both. 

Mr. MURPHY. Thank you. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The bill provides a special reduction of 25 
per cent on taxes on earned incomes. For instance, John 
Smith has a taxable income of an amount sufficient to require 
him to pay a tax of $2,400 if all his income were unearned. 
However, it happens that two-thirds of this tax, or $1,600, is 
attributable to the salary he receives as the manager of a 
business. His tax will therefore be reduced by 25 per cent of 
$1,600, or $400. 

This reduction is limited to an amount of income not in ex- 
cess of $20,000. The first 85.000 is considered as earned in- 
come, and the taxpayer is required to show that the remaining 
$15,000 is earned income and he will be allowed the whole or 
part as his showing justifies. 

The reduction in tax on aceount of earned income is new. 

The net result of these changes may best be shown by the 
following table for incomes not in excess of $20,000: 


TABLE II.—-Income tar payable upon certain net incomes under the provisions of the bill. 


Net income. 


Income earned not in excess of $5,000. 


Income all darned. 


Single man. Head of family. 
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TABLE Il.—Income tam payable upon certain net incomes under the provisions of the bill—Continued. 


Net income. 


855 
ss 


—U 2 420. 

OO Rerah 510. 
710,000 600. 
711,000. 700. 
212,000 800. 


2 
E 
8888888888888 


214,000 1,020. 
$15,000. 1) 140. 
$16,000. 1; 260. 
$17,000. 1,390. 
$18,000. 1,520. 
$19,000. 1,660. 

20,000 1.800. 


The loss on earned incomes of 85.000 or less amounts to over 
$50,000,000, or about half goes to the relief of the small tax- 
payer. 

The foregoing estimates for earned incomes were made before 
the committee decided that the first $5,000 of income should be 
considered as earhed in any event and the next $15,000 as earned 
if so proved. I have to-day received a revised estimate of the 
loss that will result from the earned-income provisions, 

Taste IJI.. Loss in earned income. 
(Revised estimate furnished by Government actuary.) 
Income-tax brackets : 


Onder $0,000 wee ee Se $50, 000, 000 
GOON tO SIO 00s rca a ae ee ern ra eee 25, 500, 

0,000 th $20,000. 20% olan eck Stak eas 14, 000, 000 
20,000: 10°$50,000.2 2. a .. 3.000, 

nee Peat A N E 2, 775, 000 
488,000 to S100 O a AA 56, 000 
THO 000: t0- 200.0000 re ce A a aA 39, 000 
200,000 to $300,000- 26, 000 
300,000. to $500,000- 30, 000 
500,000 to $1.000,00 4, 000 
Over 51,000 005. 40, 000 


TO a a a aE e re Aes 105, 500, 000 

(See Table VIII.) 8 

As previously stated, the loss on earned incomes has been 
recalculated upon the basis established by the committee and 
is estimated. at $105,500,000 in Table VIII. Fifty million dol- 
lars of this loss is allocated to incomes of $5,000 or less. 

In further explanation of this matter of earned incomes, a 
man, we will assume, has an income sufficient to justify the 
levy of a tax of $16,000 upon him, part from earned income and 
part from unearned. You compute the tax in the case where 
a part of the income is earned as if all the income were un- 
earned. There is no difference until the tax is computed. It 
is the only instance where we subtract a sum from the tax as 
ascertained. The gross income is taken, then the deductions 
made, and then the exemptions to ascertain the net income. 
Then on the net income the tax is computed, which in this 
case we will say is $16,000. Now, it so happens that part of 
his income was earned and part unearned, and the part of the 
tax attributable to the earned income is $2,000. 


Income earned not in excess of $5,000. 


$150.00} $160.00 $97.50] 8240.00 $135.00] 3100. 00 $90. 00 
210.00 250. 00 157. 50 330, 00 180. 00 250. 00 135. 00 
270. 00 340. 00 217. 50 420.00 225. 00 340. 00 180. 00 
330. 00 430. 00 277. 50 510. 00 270.00 430.00 225. 00 
390. 00 520. 00 337. 50 600..00 315. 00 520. 00 270. 00 
460. 00 620. 00 407.50 700.00 367. 50 620. 00 322. 50 
530. 00 720.00 477. 50 800. 00 420.00 720. 00 375. 09 
610.00 $30. 00 557.50 910.00 480. 00 830. 00 435. 00 
690, 00 940. 00 637.50 | 1,020. 00 540. 00 940. 00 495. 00 
780.00 | 1,050. 00 727.50 1,140.00 607.50 | 1,060. 00 562. 50 
870.00 | 1,180. 00 817.50 | 1, 260. 00 675.00 | 1, 180.00 630. 00 
970.00 | 1,310.00 917.50 | 1,390. 00- 750.00 | 1/310. 00 705. 00 

1,070.00 | 1,440.00 | 1,017.50 | 1,520.00 825.00 | 1,440.00 780. 00 

1,180.00} 1,880.00 1,127.50 | 1,660.00 907.50 | 1, 580. 00 802.50 

1, 200. 00 1,720.00] 1. 27.80 1. 800. 00 990.00 | 1,720. 00 945.00 


Tal IV.— Comparison of tawes on earned incomes of $6,000 and leas 
cinder existing law and under pending bill. 


The following official tabulations issued by the Treasury Department 
show the effect on personal incomes of the tax-reduction bill as com- 
pared with the present income tax law: 

{Income tax on earned incomes from $1,200 to $6,000.] 


Married person | Married person 
without donni. with two depend- 
ent children. 


$1, oer) OE Trg REE Ae Pa Eee al US CAUS 
$1,400. 16.00 JC PE EEN DSE 
$1,600.. TEC) (INS OR Saeed beeen ARN ENSE 
$1,800. SL RESON cians ESAS EEE PEN PAAA 
$2,000. 40.00 22.50 

$2,200. 48.00] 277.00 

22.400 50.00 31.50 

$2,600 84.00 38.00 $4 

$2,800 7200| 40.50 12.00 6.75 

$3,000.. 80.00 45.00; 2.00 11.25 

$3,200.. $8.00] 49.50| 2.00 18.7 N 
$3,400.. %.0| 54.00] 35.00 20.25 400 32.25 
$3,600. 104.00 6850] 44.00 24.75 1200 6.75 
$3,300. 112.00 63.00] 5200| 29.95] 20.00 11.25 
$4,000. 120.00} 67.50} 80.00 33.75| 28.00 15.75 
$4,200. 128.00} 22.00 68.00 3825] 36.00 20. 25 
$4,400. 136.00! 78.50 78.00 4275| 44.00 24.75 
$4,600 144.00} 81.00 84.00 77.25 52.00 29. 25 
$4,300. 152.00} 85.50| 9200| 51.75 60.00 33.75 
$5,000. 160.00} 90.00} 100.00 566.25 688.00 38. 25 
$5,200. 178.00 99.00 12.00 7200] 98.00 54.00 
35,100 192.00 108.00 138.00 78.50 104. 00 58. 50 
$5,600. 208.00} 117.00] 144.00] 81.00] 112.00 63. 00 
$5,800... 2.00 126.00] 152.00] 85.50] 120.00 67.50 
88,000. 240.00 135.00 160.00 90.00] 128.00 72.00 


The above table was prepared upon the basis of reducing 
the taxes upon earned incomes to the full amount of such in- 
come, The committee have limited the reduction of 25 per 
290 the tax on such incomes to amounts not exceeding 
$20,000. 


TABLE V.—Estimated effect upon the revenue of the proposed changesi n the individual income tax law upon the base of returns for the second year after the law is in full effect, 


Income-tax brackets. 


y 
er 


(See Table VIII.) 


Loss in tax as compared with estimated tax for 1923. 


Earned · in. aoa a 
al * uctions 
Capital-losses Net reduc- 
Normal tax e . mited to 
oss). Surtax (loss). provision provision nontaxable Hoata tax 
oss) income 
(gain) 
$50,000,000 . . . $25, 750, 000 $900,000 | $1,600,009 | $73,350, 000 
220000 4.440.000 13880. 8,0 1200000 188,005 
1,300,000 | 10,100,000 | 25,000,000 1, 000, 000 2.500, 000 30, 350, 000 
4,500,000 | 21,100,000 | 6,875, 000 2, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 23, 645, 000 
1,300,000 | 11, 100,000 106,000 | 4,000,000 6, 000, 009 996, 000 
550,000 | 6,600,000 69, 090 3,000,000 | 3; 500,000 719,000 
450,000 7, 400, 000 868,000 | 5,000,009 3, 500, 000 1, 408, 000 
„ peal mel peel rma nara 
200, 000 8, 300, 000 50,000 3, 500; 000 4. 500, 000 550; 000 
„ 25,000, 000 235, 000, 000 . 
81, 600, 000 ibi, 800, O0 87, 500,000 etl ee 230, 900, 000 
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Mr. BURTNESS. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. In determining that tax on the earned 
income, just what basis do you take? Do you take the earned 
income, reported as earned income, without making any deduc- 
tions, or do you take off the deductions in order to get a sort 
of net income? 

Mr. HAWLEY. The total amount of earned income is taken. 
Five thousand dollars is considered to be earned income in 
any event. : 

Mr. BURTNESS. I understand that; but I do not know if 
I made my question clear. The report shows $10,000 given 
him by way of salary—that is, the total of earned income— 
but before you get at the figure on which the tax is based, do 
you not have to deduct from that total earned income certain 
deductions? 

Mr. HAWLEY. In arriving at the net income you add to- 
gether all the gross income, which was part earned and part 
unearned, and then you subtract your deductions and exemp- 
tions, and so arrive at the net income, That is the procedure 
irrespective of the nature of the income. 

Mr. BURTNESS. But you have your exemption to deduct. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Having ascertained that this man would pay 
a tax of $16,000, we find that his earned income, on which he is 
entitled to the deduction of 25 per cent, is $8,000, and 25 per 
cent òf $8,000 is $2,000. Subtracting this amount allowed on 
the $8,000 of earned income from the $16,000 tax as computed, 
he pays $14,000 tax. Does that answer the gentleman’s inquiry? 

Mr. YOUNG, I think what my colieague wanted to know is 
how are you going to allot that exemption. If there is 

000—— 


Mr. HAWLEY. The exemptions have to do with ascertaining 
the net taxable income. 

Mr. BURTNESS. There is the matter of the reductions in 
the exemptions that I had in mind, and there are deductions 
for losses, and so on. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Those are deductions from the gross income. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Oregon 
has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. May I have additional time? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman 10 minutes 
more. 

The CHAIRMAN, 
for 10 minutes more. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I understand, in effect, that all of these 
deductions will come out of the unearned income in a way, be- 
cause, if I understand the gentleman correctly, the taxpayers 
will have the benefit of 25 per cent reduction on gross income 
without any deduction whatsoever. 


The gentleman from Oregon is recognized 


Mr. HAWLEY. I do not think that is quite the case. I have. 


stated my understanding of the operation of this provision. 


Mr. BURTNESS. I note that in the bill earned net income 
is defined as being— 


The excess of the amount of the earned income over the sum of the 
earned-income deductions. 


Now, then, is it not plain or is not the conclusion this: That 
your deductions must come from that portion of the tax which 
is regarded as earned, so that if a man has, for instance, 
$8,000 of earned income, but he has taxes or something else 
which amount to a couple of thousand dollars, and which he 
is entitled to subtract from his total income, that that portion 
must come from the tax which is earned and that the 25 per 
cent is based only upon the net earned income and not upon 
the gross earned. income? 

Mr. HADLEY. Is not this true, that regardless of this dis- 
cussion the understanding of the committee in regard to this 
subject is that the taxpayer will make his return exactly as 
he has done heretofore and ascertain his net income and the 
tax thereon as if this provision were not in the bill? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Exactly. 

Mr. HADLEY. Having done that he will then ascertain the 
amount of the tax attributable to his earned income, take one- 
fourth of that and deduct it from the other total? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; I think we have exactly the same un- 
derstanding. 

Mr. HADLEY. And that is the interpretation of the tax 
expert and the understanding of the committee? 

Mr. HAWLEY. So I understand. 

Mr. HADLEY. That is the understanding of the committee 
as it is written in the bill. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The last item I will have time to present 
is the distribution of the balance of the $341,000,000 in a 
reduction of the normal tax and surtaxes. We had 8341. 
000,000 available for effecting reductions under the first esti- 
mate submitted to the committee. We use $108,000,000 of 
that, in round figures, in a reduction of the excise taxes; that 
leaves $233,400,000. It is the purpose of the bill to fill all the 
brackets of the surtax schedule with taxpayers. When the 
taxes were low before the war the upper brackets had many 
taxpayers in them; with an increase of the taxes the number 
diminished, and our theory is that we should collect a reason- 
able tax from thousands and tens of thousands in all these 
brackets rather than to collect a very high tax from a few 
hundreds in the higher brackets. The whole purpose of the 
bill is to cause a revival of business in so far as income-tax 
rates can do so and to multiply the number of taxpayers in 
each bracket. By having a wider base of taxation at a lower 
rate we will attain sufficient moneys for the conduct of the 
Government without handicapping industrial and commercial 
development. 


TABLE VI. Estimated effect upon the revenue of the proposed changes in the individual income tar law, u pon the base of returns for the second year uſter the taw ir in full effect. 


Income-tax brackets. 


The correction to be made for earned revenues I have pre- 
viously presented. 


Normal tases. 


The normal tax on the first $4,000 of taxable income 
On the remainder of the taxable ineome—üw- 


Loss in tax as compared with estimated tax for 1923. 


Certain 
Earned-in- deductions > 
Capital-losses Net reduc- 

ormal tax limited to 
N das). | Surtax (loss). provision provision | nontaxable tion in tax 
(loss). : income Seeg, 

(gain). 
900 00 „ $50, 000, 000 $300,000 | $1,100,000 | $98, 100, 000 
) 
n Selah foc 70% ete a 
300,000 | 11. 100 . — 4, 200, 000 1.300, 000 
550,000 , 600, 000,000 | 2) 400, 000 1,750, 000 
450,000 7, 400, 3, 000, 000 2, 300, 000 2, 550, 000 
400, 000 810, 3,500,000] 2 500, 000 2, 500, 000 
800, 000 200, 3, 000, 000 2, 800, 000 1, 600, 000 
200,000 | 500, 3,500,000 | 3, 100,000 1, 900, 000 

25,000, 000 


That is, the normal tax rates are reduced 25 per cent. 

Before a taxpayer is considered to have an income subject to 
the normal tax he is authorized to make generous deductions 
from his gross income in determining his net income. After 
he has arrived at that net income he subtracts the special 
exemptions, so that he does not pay the normal tax on all of 
his net income but upon a part of it only. These exemptions 
are $1,000 for single persons; $2,500 for the head of a family 
having a net income of $5,000 or less, but when his net Income 
is in excess of $5,000 the exemption is $2,000; and $400 for each 
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5 ild un 7 Tasta VII.—Comparative surtaw table at proposed rates on unearned 
dependent child under 18 years of age, and for other dependents je edd ey Conde. 


physically or mentally deficient. 

The amount allowed for an average family of parents and 
three children is $3,700, which subtracted from the net in- 
come leaves the taxable income. The result is that millions of 
persons pay no income taxes, and only about half of those mak- 
ing returns pay taxes. 

The loss to the revenue from these changes in the normal 
taxes is $91,600,000, of which taxpayers who have incomes 
under $5,000 are benefited to the extent of $50,000,000. 


SURTAXES. 


Surtax on income in each bracket. 


Net-income brackets. 


Under existing law a person having a net income of $6,000 or 33.600 380 250 
less pays no surtax. We have increased this exemption, so that 38,000 320 230 
under the pending bill a person having a net income of $10,000 yj ta — 
Or Ness WHE PAY tt Oe ee deme) et Eea 44.000 380 300 

The following table presents a comparison of the present ; an — — so 
and proposed rates. Since the amount of earned income will | $43,000. 50,000 22 440 320 
be a variable factor, no account is taken of it in this table. 332000. Pao 4 pre — 
However, the taxes given here will be reduced in all cases | 35000 56, 000 25 500 340 
where earned income is a factor by 25 per cent of the amount 8 6 an — w — 
of tax attributable to the earned income up to $20,000. By | $60,000. 62, 000 28 560 360 
keeping this in mind, corrections can be made for earned or | $82,000. eon 2 — — 
mixed incomes with comparative ease. Columns 4 and 6 give | $66.600. 68, 000 31 620 380 
the amount of the surtax for each bracket. By making the | $500 — 5 — an 
necessary additions the total tax can be ascertained. 372,000 74,000 A 680 400 

$74,000 76, 000 35 700 400 
Taste VII.— Comparative surtax table at proposed rates on unearned | $76,000 78,000 36 720 21 420 
income for 1924. $78,000 80, 000 37 740 21 420 
$30,000 82.000 38 760 21 420 
3 VV„ñ nias 
Surtay bi 3 000 
urtax on income in each bracket $36,000... $8, 000 1 820 2 440 
Net · income brackets. S 99, 000 42 840 23 460 
S 92, 000 43 860 2 460 
o 94,000 44 880 2 400 
SOLOS co eaS E 98, 000 45 900 4 480 
$96,000.. 98, 000 46 920 4 480 
Over. $98,000. . 100, 000 47 940 2⁴ 480 
$100,000 150, 000 48 24, 000 25 12,500 
000. 200, 000 49| 24 500 25| 12.500 
Over $200,000. 1 r 1 7 


This table shows the estimated galn or loss in revenue over 


12.000 z 75 i ş% | that estimated under the present law, due to the proposed 
14.00 3 60 2 40 | changes in the revenue act of 1921, and allows for the estimated 
bon $ 5 5 0 | increase in incomes by reason of the readjustment of taxes. 

20, 000 6 120 5 100 The figures opposite each income-tax bracket cover the total 
28 > 1 S 1X | estimated receipts within that bracket. 

25 000 10 200 8 160 The last complete report of the number of persons paying 
— 7 a a 1 ae income taxes is for the year 1921; 6,662,176 persons filed re- 
32, 000 | 13 20 11 20 turns, out of which 3,589,985 paid a tax. 


TABLE VIII. Estimated en cct upon the revenue of the proposed changes in the individual income tax law. 


Loss in tax when all changes are in full effect. On income for calendar year 1924; 
tax collected 1925. 


Income-tax brackets. 


Gh ↄðVud . 308, 200 
irl ꝗ ˙̃ B . ͤ ˙² aT ATEA 658, 200 864, 500,00 $50,000,000 | 31, 000, 00 $2,000,000 | 302, 750, 000 
288825 500 158, 200 

r 
EENT MAE E R 558,200 | 16, 100, 000 25, 500, 000 500,000 | 1,000,000 82, 100, 000 
E PEE N ieee tiaes 228,200 | 2, 000,000 14, 000, 000 500,000 | 1,500,000 | 18,260,000 
ccc ccc TINET $0,200 |, 17300, 000 13,000,000 1,00. 000 2,500,000 | 30, 380.000 
350,000-$100,000 . 16, 500 4, 500, 000 2,775, 000 2.000, 000 3,000, 000 23, 645,000 
$100,000-$150,000. 3,620 | 1,300,000 56,000 | 4,000,000] 6,000,000 996,000 
$150, 000 1,430 550, 000 39,000 | 3,000,000. | 3,500,000 719,000 
A 000. 840 450, 000 26,000} 3,000,000 | 3,500,000 406, 000 
$300, 000. 380 400,000 30,000 | 3,300,000 | 3,500, 000 550,000 
ooo TESE 25 150 300,000 34,000 | 3,000,000 | 4,000, 000 544,000 
Over 51,000, RER E ANNAT 8 3 30 200; 000 40,000 | 3.500, 000 4500000 550,000 
ü VVV ðͤ vb pal (enemy yeni 25,000,000 | 35,000, 000 — 
N 105, 500,000 |... e 239, 400, 000 


This table has been corrected by inserting in the fourth, loss of revenue under the provision as written by the com- 
column, relating to unearned income, the last estimate of | mittee. 
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Taste IX.—Table showing decline of tawable incomes over $300,000. 


Dividends and interest on 
investments. 


Tanne X. 


The income and profits taxes collected 
given below are as follows: 


Ending June 30, 1916 . 61 
Ending June 80, 1917 04. 33 
Ending June 30, 1918.. 28 
Ending June 30, 1919 70 
Ending June 30, 1920 3. 60 
Ending June 30, 1921 75 
Ending June 30, 1922 85 
Fading ae 380 1309 27 timated d including * 

nding June 30. , estima an 

oF aa Ng 5 ee e 1, 850, 000, 000. 00 
Endin une 30, » estima an uding 

$200,000,000 back taxes 1, 800, 000, 000. 00 


The computations given in this table show how the reduc- 
tions in the income taxes, as proposed in the bill, will be dis- 
tributed to those paying taxes in the different brackets. The 
net reduction is estimated to be about $233,400,000 when the 
rates provided in the pending bill have gone into full effect, 
as compared with the estimated return under existing law for 
the calendar year 1923. 


TABLE XI. 


Amount of Per cent 
uction for | reduction for 
Brackets showing amounts of income on which relief of those 
taxes are fo be paid in each bracket. paying taxes 


jin each bracket. 


Total reduction for all incomes below $20,000; 
is, for the first six brackets of the exist- 


From $20,000 to $25,000. 
From $25,000 to $50,000. 
Over $50,000 


Total reduction for all brackets over $20,000; 
that is for 42 brackets of existing law. 


Those paying on incomes of less than $5,000 get 42.03 per 
cent of the reduction proposed of $233,400,000, those paying on 
incomes varying from $5,000 to $10,000 get 80.81 per cent or 
$71,910,540; that is, taxpayers who pay on incomes of $10,000 
or less receive 72.84 per cent of the total reduction proposed, 
or $170,008,560. This is a very large percentage and affords 
very substantial relief to taxpayers having small incomes. 

I have selected $20,000 as the dividing line, because that is 
at the limit of the allowance for earned incomes. All taxable 
incomes below $20,000 receive 80.89 per cent of this reduction, 
or, in round figures, $189,000,000. I submit to you gentlemen 
that that is distributing the reduction to the lower brackets 
very fairly. All incomes from $20,001 and above will benefit 
only 19.11 per cent, or a reduction of $44,602,000. 

The statement that the proposed reduction affects the upper 
brackets more than the lower brackets, I think, is founded on a 
misconception of the facts, because here are the facts. Here are 
the figures, and they show that taxable incomes below $10,000 
gets 73 per cent of the reduction, and all incomes above $10,000 
only get 27 per cent of the reduction. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield for just 
one other question? 7 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. The gentleman has stated that as 
you reduce the surtaxes you invite money into industrial lines. 
What is there now to discourage one who is subjected to a 


high surtax from organizing a family corporation and avoiding 
all surtaxes and enjoying the benefits only of a 124 per cent flat 
rate on the business. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman will permit, that is 
fully provided for in the law. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes; that is provided for in the law. I 
have not the time to go into that, I regret to state. I have some 
matters that seem to me of great importance which I desire to 
present. We reduced the taxes in 1921 when the public net in- 
come was $19,000,000,000. As a result the public net income to- 
day is estimated to be about $24,000,000,000; that is, there has 
been an increase of public income of $5,000,000,000 as a result of 
the former reduction in taxes and the general revival of business. 

If we leave the situation as it is, without affording the relief 
proposed in the“ bill, corporations which have only a 123 per 
cent tax or can set apart a part of their surplus for expansion 
and development of their business have an advantage over indi- 
viduals and unincorporated companies in that when a new 
business starts, whether by an individual or by an unincor- 
porated company, and they go out to get money, they must get 
money that has been taxed at more than 50 per cent, while 
the corporation obtains money that is not so taxed. The reduc- 
tions we propose are for the promotion of competition and the 
development of individual and company business, as well as to 
widely distribute the burdens of taxes; but above all, I desire 
to insist that a sound principle of income taxation is based on a 
graduated scale and where the various brackets, from the 
lowest to the highest, are fairly well filled, so that instead of 
having almost a flat pyramid you have a sharp pyramid and 
collect a fair and reasonable rate upon a varying volume of 
business, 

Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Could the number of taxpayers under 
those several brackets be put in the Recorp? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. I will ask permission to put in the 
Record a large number of tables which I have prepared and 
which I think the committee will find useful. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, HAWLEY. For a question. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. I assume it would follow, then, 
that if you decrease the surtax down to 15 per cent it would 
still increase the returns we would have? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I think the gentleman will acknowledge that 
there is a point of diminishing returns in the collection of taxes, 
but 25 per cent is not a point of diminishing returns. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. In other words, when we took off 
the excess-profits tax from corporations and placed a flat rate 
of 15 per cent we increased the rate to the smaller bracket 
men from 12 to 15 per cent and put them all on the same basis. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The rate on corporations is 124 per cent. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama, Yes; from 124 to 15 per cent. 

Mr. HAWLEY. No. The corporation tax is 12} per cent 
now, raised from 10 per cent when the excess-profit taxes were 
repealed in 1921. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Is it the purpose of the gentle- 
man to eventually cut out many of the brackets so as to put 
all on practically the same basis, as you have in the case of 
corporations? 

Mr. HAWLEY. No. So far as I am concerned, I am in 
favor of a graduated income tax. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. May I have five minutes more? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; I will yield the gentleman five 
minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon is recog- 
nized for five additional minutes. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The proposal to tax the incomes in the 
higher brackets at rates in excess of the maximum of 25 per 
cent in order to secure from the larger incomes a greater 
return results in taxing the active business of the country, 
which is developing our national wealth, employing labor, pur- 
chasing commodities, while the nonproductive billions held by 
those who are escaping taxation by the possession of tax- 
exempt securities are relieved from any burden of the support 
of the country. 

It also handicaps individuals and nonineorporated com- 
panies which need additional capital for expansion or new 
enterprises, as against corporations which have capital taxed 
at a much lower rate. 

If we take half of all incomes over $100,000 in taxes, and the 
State, county, city, school, and other local taxes collect an 
additional sum out of these incomes, we are gradually drying 
up the national prosperity. 
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The taxes collected under State authority exceed in amount 
all the taxes collected by the National Government. 

Furthermore, the State taxes exceed the income taxes col- 
lected by the National Government by about $2,400,000,000. 
When business has paid its proportion of this vast amount, the 
amount paid by the brackets, in existing law, above $60,000, 
at which the 28 per cent rate applies, commerce and industry 
will pay in National, State, and local taxes from $40 to $66 
out of every $100 of taxable income. 

Now, we believe that is a handicap to business, an embarrass- 
ment to industry and commerce, and we believe we can reduce 
the taxes of all the people as proposed in the bill and greatly 
stimulate industry, the employment of labor, the consumption 
of products, and still get all the money we need with half the 
rate of tax. 

The purpose of the bill is to greatly increase the number pay- 
ing taxes in the higher brackets and so obtain from them larger 
amounts of revenue at lower rates. Before the war, when the 
rates were much lower than those now proposed, the number of 
persons paying in the higher brackets was very much larger. 

The following table issued by the Department of Commerce 
states the combined taxation imposed by National and State 
authorities: 


TAXES COLLECTED BY THE NATION, BY STATE GOVERNMENTS, BY COUNTIES, 
AND BY ALL CIVIL DIVISIONS HAVING POWER TO LEVY AND COLLECT 
TAXES, 1922. 


On January 21, 1924, the Department of Commerce issued a state- 
ment in regard to the specified revenues of the National Government, 
of the 48 States and the District of Columbia, and of counties, cities, 
towns, villages, school districts, townships, drainage districts, park dis- 
tricts, and other civil divisions having power to levy and collect taxes. 

The grand total of these revenues is $7,433,.081,000, or an average of 
$68.37 for each person. Of this total, $3,204,133,000 represent the 
revenues of the National Government, consisting of customs, $562,189,- 
000; internal revenue (1) income and profit tax, $1,691,090,000, and 
(2) miscellaneous taxes, $933,699,000; tax on circnlation of national 
banks, $4,304,000; and Federal reserve franchise tax, $10,851,000. 

The total of the revenues of States, counties, cities, townships, and 
other local political units is $4,228,948,000, or an average of $38.90 for 
each person. Of this total, $3,329,380,000, or 78.7 per cent, come from 
general property taxes. Special taxes, including inheritance, income, 
etc., contribute $258,034,000; poll taxes, $29,190,000; Ticenses and 
permits, $408,597,000 ; and special assessments, $203,747,000. 

Taste XII.—Speeifed revenues of the crt oae nai incorporated 


places, townships, school districts, and all ot civil divisions, 1992, 
and of the National Government, 1923. 


[Totals expressed in thonsands.] 


The figures for the National Government for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1923, are $3,630,215,000. The aggregate of all 
taxes collected for that year was $7,859,163,000. 

The committee gave many days to the consideration of amend- 
ments to the existing law the purpose of which was to prevent 
evasions of taxes or, in common parlance, to stop the leaks. I 
think a careful examination of these amendments will convince 
anyone that we have pretty effectually stopped all known or 
anticipated leaks except the greatest one of all, which is the 
investment of money in tax-exempt securities, leading to the 
withdrawal of moneys from investment in business or taxable 
securities. ; 

I have taken part in the preparation of the revenue acts of 
1918, 1921, and 1924 as proposed. The leak caused by tax- 
exempt securities has been a growing difficulty. And the diffi- 
culty increases each year with the continually increasing amount 
of such securities issued. While this vast body of tax-exempt 
securities exists it will be impossible to enact an income tax law 
that will tax all who ought to pay taxes in proportion to their 
ability to pay. 


All persons should pay in proportion to their ability, but the 
law should not handicap that ability by unnecessary burdens. 
The way to lower taxes for all taxpayers is to increase the num- 
ber of taxpayers and to make possible an increase in taxable 
incomes. 

The bill reduces the taxes of all taxpayers and relieves from 
all income taxes a great number now paying in the lower 
brackets. No person whose taxable income is $10,000 or less will 
pay any surtax. 

Before computing the normal tax several exemptions are 
subtracted. The normal rate is reduced 25 per cent. And 
after the tax is computed 25 per cent of the tax will be sub- 
tracted in the case of earned incomes. This will apply prac- 
tically to all taxpayers in the lower brackets. The tax of a 
married man with two children, having an earned income of 
$6,000, will be reduced more than 44 per cent. 

The proponents of the bill desire to raise reyenues sufficient 
for the conduct of the Government at rates of taxation re- 
duced for all, based upon the experience of the past that 
lower rates fill the higher brackets with increased numbers of 
taxpayers. 

The opponents of the bill propose higher surtax rates of 
taxation, with a consequent deficiency in revenue and the 
further depopulation of the higher brackets. 

While we have continually increasing issues of tax-free se- 
curities, running into the billions of dollars, it will be im- 
possible to enact legislation taxing all incomes in proportion 
to ability to pay, since the income from such securities is not 
taxable by the Federal Government, except as to part of its 
own issues. Hundreds of millions of dollars of interest paid 
to the holders of these securities escape all taxation. The 
existence of these securities makes scientific legislation for all 
incomes impossible, because it transfers to other taxpayers the 
burdens this exempt income shonld bear. 

This bill, with its amendments closing the doors to evasions 
of taxes and providing greatly reduced rates of taxation for all, 
eliminating many from the lower brackets and the repeal or 
reduction of many of the so-called nuisance taxes, will afford 
the relief the country needs to the fullest extent present cir- 
cumstances permit. 

I expect in the near future that it will be possible to further 
reduce income taxes and reduce or repeal many other excise 
taxes. 

This bill carries relief to all taxpayers in the aggregate 
amount of over $570.000,000. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SHerwoop}. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, after being bombarded 
for 48 hours with heavy artillery, I thought, perhaps, some- 
thing in lighter vein might be tolerated. In looking over the 
audience I find it is somewhat short. This is the principal 
merit of my speech. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the owners of automobiles 
are subjected to more than their legitimate share of taxation 
in the pending tax bill. I shall discuss that contention from 
a disinterested standpoint. 

I do not own an automobile and never owned one and do 
not expect to own one; hence my view is entirely disinterested. 
My last motor for pleasure driving or for getting around was 
a pair of trotters that could act high and trot fast and could 
keep the middle of the road without a guiding wheel, and never 
killed anybody, not even the farmers’ chickens or pigs—going 
with a slack rein at 10 miles an hour, with my eyes on tha 
surrounding landscape and silent ears to hear the birds sing- 
ing in the trees. 

After I had been smashed up, or rather smashed down, three 
times by the machine buzz wagons, I was compelled to sell my 
trotters, with sadness too deep for tears. 

I am now ready to recognize the inevitable. The auto has 
come to stay, both as a recreative factor and a utility machine. 
With machine politics and machine poetry and canned music, 
the machine motor is inevitable. The horse of the heroics in 
war, the horse of chivalry in the crusades, the horse of 
romance in literature, we shall see no more. 

In our last war—the World War—no bold chevalier rode 
the battle’s front on a red-nostriled war horse to the top of 
the parapet amid the plaudits of the brave boys behind the 
guns. Poison gas, airplanes dropping bombs from the sky, 
machine guns, long-range cannon, and chemical laboratories 
were doing the work of war. 

Even that dizzy perch in the White House is about to be 
filled by machine methods. The office no longer seeks the 
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man. Those old-time days, when the people made the candi- 
date, have gone into the gloom of the dead centuries. 

In the present environment war produces no dramatice poems 
to compare with Lord Byron's Mazeppa or Sir Walter Scott's 
Young Lochinvar or Thomas Buchanan Read's Sheridan’s Ride 
or Father Ryan's Conquered Banner or even Bobby Burns's 
Tam O’Shanter’s Mare. We are going too swiftly now to see 
James Whitcomb Riley’s Frost Upon the Pumpkin. 

It would be impossible in the present environment to produce 
another Washington Irving, who wrote those entrancing tales 
of the Moslem Moors who sang to the black-eyed daughters of 
Andalusia, who danced in the orange groves of the Guadalquivir 
in the heroic age of Moorish chivalry. 

We are in a material age now, and I am going to get down 
to brass tacks. 

The Federal excise tax on all passenger automobiles, acces- 
sories, and parts is 5 per cent. The tax on a Ford car would, 
therefore, vary from a minimum tax of $14 for a runabout to 
$27.40 for the more finished and more expensive product of 
Henry Ford. 

The excise tax on trucks, truck tires, accessories, and parts 
amounts to 3 per cent. The man who buys a shock absorber 
pays his tax on this article. The farmer driving his tlivver 
along the country road must pay a tax on a new axle that he 
buys when an old one breaks in “taking” a deep rut. Taxes 
must be paid on tires, safety lights, and even mufflers. Think 
of taxing a motorist for muffling the noise of a rickety old 
machine, 

The automobile owner is the most taxed individual both as 
to the number and variety of special and general taxes im- 
posed upon him by the Federal, State, county, and municipal 
taxing units. Often the automobile owner residing in the city 
pays as many as seven kinds of taxes in addition to the four 
levied on him by the Federal Government whenever he buys a 
car, a tire, accessory, or a repair part. Among other things, 
he pays: 

. Excise tax. 

. State license fees, 

. State gasoline tax (in 88 States). . 
. State personal property tax. 

City personal property tax. 

State or city driver's license. 

. State title registration fees. 

In some instances the counties add three more taxes by 
duplicating the license, gasoline, and personal-property tax. 
No class of citizen pays so many taxes on one article of use as 
the motorist. The automobile is now a necessity, and it enters 
into every phase of economic, commercial, and social life. 

There are 15,000,000 motorists in the United States, and 
1,074,000 of these motorists live in Ohio. The aŭto taxes at 
present are discriminatory as a whole. The tax on accessories 
is a nuisance tax and the tax on parts that the autoist must 
pay when he has a breakdown is merely a misfortune tax. 

Secretary Wallace, of the Department of Agriculture, recently 
said that Government automobile revenues for the last fiscal 
year ended June 30. 1923, were in round numbers $146,000,000, 
and the withdrawals from the Treasury for Federal-aid high- 
way purposes were approximately $72,000,000, which indicates 
clearly that the owners and operators of motor vehicles are 
bearing more than double the entire Federal expenditure for 
roads. 

The auto tax does not work a great hardship upon the manu- 
facturers or the distributing agents. It is passed on to the 
man who buys the car, and statistics show that the majority 
of the automobiles are purchased on a time basis, and in uddi- 
tion to paying taxes the motorist must pay heavy interest on 
his deferred payments under the designation of “carrying 
charge.” 

The automobile a few years ago was considered a luxury. 
It is now a necessity. Sixty per cent of them are owned by 
farmers who use them largely for business purposes. The 
merchant, the doctor, the banker, the lawyer, business men, 

und factory workers innumerable use the automobile. It is 
rapidly replacing the street car. Traction companies all over 
the country are in a bad way financially because the public 
finds the auto more serviceable, more efficient, and more 
reliable. 

Kindly officials have sought fit to remove the tax on pleasure 
yachts, chewing gum, soft drinks, trunks, valises, purses, 
fountain sirups, hunting and bowie knives, motor boats, dirks, 
knives and daggers, jewelry, hunting and shooting garments, 
and carbonic-acid gas. At no time has there been a tax on hot 
air. I will favor a heavy tax on that any time. 

But the automobile has been overlooked. The humble buyer 
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buying a car and the more expensive the auto, the more the 
buyer must pay. 

The tax on spare parts hits the farmer hardest because he 
encounters the worst roads, most of his trips are long ones, 
and often his machines are loaded, his trucks with produce, 
his pleasure car with children. Bless him. 

If automobiles were luxuries we would expect them to be 
among the most heavily taxed commodities, but they are not 
luxuries, as is best evidenced by the words of the late President 
Harding in his first message to Congress when he said: 


The motor car has become an indispensable instrument in our 
political, social, and industrial life. 


May I not hope that the Ways and Means Committee will 
look carefully into this question and adjust these taxes on the 
basis of even and exact justice and equity? 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio yields back 
three minutes. s 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 45 minutes to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog- 
nized for 45 minutes. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I repeat the request made by 
the chairman of the committee when he said he would prefer 
not to be interrupted until he had finished. I would prefer not 
to be interrupted until I have concluded what I have to say, 
and then, if I bring any response from anyone, and it is con- 
sidered of sufficient importance, I would be very glad to have 
them answer in their own time, if I have none remaining, and I 
shall be very glad to answer them thereafter. 

I do not like to refer to notes, but I feel that this occasion is 
one that requires it in order to present the case in hand. The 
gentleman who talked just before the gentleman from Ohio 
{Mr. SHERWoop], Mr. Hawtry, presented to you a rather ex- 
tended tax statement, and I only suggest this one thing to you 
to show how unintentionally misleading it is to have a dia- 
gram placed before you like the one he offered. He showed 
the enormous amount of money which was paid by the smaller 
taxpayers and the very limited amount apparently by the 
others in the higher brackets; but if you will examine this 
report of the committee, you will find 3,500,000 taxpayers will 
pay $50,000,000 in taxes under the Mellon bill, whereas under 
the same bill there are 21 taxpayers who now pay $19,000,000 
who will then have $11,000,000 cut off from their incomes, and 
that is what we object to. It is as plain as the nose on a 
man’s face. He did not state the number of taxpayers, only 
the amounts involved, and 21 taxpayers with $1,000,000 in- 
comes pay practically one-half as much as the 3,500,000. We 
object to relieving these 21 persons from $11,000,000 taxes 
they now pay, and that will occur under the Mellon plan, if 
adopted. 

Mr. Chairman, in separate views submitted by me on the 
tax bill I have said, in substance, I could not agree with im- 
portant conclusions formed in the majority report of my Re- 
publican colleagues. Administrative corrections and excise- 
tax rates reported in the bill are not matters of disagreement, 
but the surtax cut of 50 per cent and normal-tax cut of only 25 
per cent sent to us by Secretary Mellon for our approval are 
discriminatory and unjust to the great majority of income-tax 
payers of the country. 

I agree with Secretary Mellon's declaratton to Chairman 
Green that surtax rates are in no sense partisan. His recom- 
mendation and accompanying country-wide propaganda in its 
support is beyond question bipartisan, but acceptance of the 
50 per cent high surtax-cut rates by a majority of the majority 
party of the committee, or of 11 members out of the 26, is a 
partisan finding, in my judgment, and unwarranted by any 
party pronouncement. 

The Constitution contains a familiar provision, which reads: 
“Article I, section 7: All bills for raising revenue shall origi- 
nate in the House of Representatives.” The bill containing 
the 50 per cent surtax-cut rates originated in the Treasury or 
in New York City, or in both places. Its acceptance was 
vigorously urged on Congress as a partisan proposal. Its rejec- 
tion or modification is in some places now made a test of party 
regularity. 

I will not again discuss the several amendments which are 
to be introduced affecting a tax on so-called tax-free securi- 
ties, increased inheritance and a new gift tax, an excess-profits 
tax, tax on undistributed profits, and, above all, publicity of 
Treasury-tax proceedings and records. Others will introduce 
some of these amendments, and when they are before the com- 
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been said, if deemed proper to do so. At this time I will not 
repeut arguments supporting these amendments. 

On January 7 I offered a brief analysis of the so-called 
Mellon tax bill and proposed a substitute tax plan with the 
hope, however vain, that it might meet with favor at the 
hands of the committee. The bill now reported by the com- 
mittee, which has received the support of 11 members of the 
majority, is the Mellon bill, unchanged so far as the normal 
tax and surtax provisions are concerned. 

These are the main points in disagreement which have pro- 
voked four separate reports on the bill—one by Chairman 
Green and 2 other Republican Members, a second by 11 Repub- 
lican Members, a third I submitted, and the 11 Democratic 
Members have presented a fourth report. Which, if either, 
will the House accept? 

I do not intend again to discuss the merits of the Mellon 
bill as proposed by a majority of the majority of the commit- 
tee. I am content to leave the bill without the change of a 
comma or period or dotting of an “i” or crossing of a “t” 
as swallowed by the committee without further comment than 
to say that last session Congress repealed the excess-profits 
tax and reduced the surtax from 65 per cent to 50 per cent, or 
a total reduction in taxes to those best able to pay of about 
$500,000,000 annually. Practically nothing was done for the 
little fellow then beyond a slight change in exemptions. 

Profiting by the wholesale reductions in their taxes last ses- 
sion brought about by the same arguments, the same power- 
ful interests then active now seek to go further this year than 
last by cutting their taxes in half, as disclosed by the Mellon 
bill before us, 

When the revenue bill passed the House last session not one 
amendment was permitted to be offered by the interests that 
are now behind the Mellon bill and controlled House action. 
We were bound, gagged, and allowed only to say “aye” or 
“no” on its passage when the bill was sent from the House 
to the Senate. It was a spectacle found in no other partia- 
mentary body in the world. Four hundred and thirty-five Mem- 
bers-elected by the people to represent them were gagged, tied 
hand and foot, and yet it was said they were legislating. 
This was to prove party regularity. Every Member of the 
Sixty-seventh Congress must have felt humiliated when the 
invisible government behind the scenes prevented us from voting 
on a single amendment, but we swallowed our pride and voted 
for the bill as reported from the committee. 


THE SENATE REFUSED A 82 PER CENT BATE AND WE RECEDED. 


The bill came back from the Senate where many amend- 
ments bad been added, and the Senate raised the 32 per cent 
surtax in the House bill, sending it back to us at the present 
rate of 50 per cent. The House when given opportunity re- 
fused to cut the tax below 50 per cent, and when the same 
powers attempted to hold the maximum surtax at 32 per cent 
in the House 94 Republican Members joined with practically 
a solid Democrat vote and put the rate at 50 per cent, as fixed 
by the Senate. That is where it is now. Sixty-four of the 94 
Republicans who voted against reducing the maximum rate 
from 50 per cent to 82 per cent are in the House now. Forty- 
one per cent of these who voted for 32 per cent last session 
were found dropped by the wayside when the Sixty-eighth Con- 
gress met. These are the figures given me. In other words, 
65 Republicans of this House refused to reduce the maximum 
rate below 50 per cent last session. 

By the bill before us, agreed to by 11 members of the commit- 
tee, we find surtax rates cut from 50 per cent to 25 per cent as 
fixed by Mr. Mellon in his bill in addition to the 8500, 000.000 
slash made last year to the same large business interests now 
favored. 

Every one of the 64 Republican Members of this House who 
voted against reducing from 50 per cent to 32 per cent will have 
opportunity to vote on the proposal to reduce to 25 per cent or 
to 35 per cent, which is about the same rate that was repudi- 
ated by these same Members last year. The bill as reported con- 
tains the 25 per cent Mellon maximum rate, but a motion will be 
made to restore the 50 per cent surtax rate. 

In the House every Member assumes his own responsibility 
and we will again have a chance to vote back the 50 per cent 
surtax struck out by the committee, the tax rate fixed by the 
House last session. If the 50 per cent rate fails, we will have 
opportunity te do what we did last session, join with the Demo- 
crats on the next highest rate offered, which now is 44 per cent. 
I am giving no advice at this time beyond presenting an alter- 
native. 


OPPORTUNITY TO VOTE FOR 50 PER CENT SURTAX AGAIN PROMISED, 
In addition, we will have opportunity to vote on a 50 per cent 
reduction of the normal tax, that, if passed, will give the little 
taxpayer double the reduction proposed by the Mellon plan of a 


$200,000,000 cut instead of $100,000,000. If that fails, we may, 
if desired, vote for the Democratic plan that cuts the normal tax 
in half as we have proposed, but their cut is only up to $8,000 
or $10,000 and then returns to the Mellon bill rates of 6 per cent 
normal tax. That is double the cut, however, given the small 
1 who receives a one-quarter cut through the Mellon 


I ask that we cut the normal tax in half throughout, as pro- 
posed six weeks ago, and then we should hold the surtaxes 
where they now are because it is time the little fellow be 
given a fair part of the tax we have been delivering regularly 
to high income-tax payers. 7 

Mr. McCoy appeared before our committee on Wednesday 
and said that under the 50 per cent surtax over $300,000,000 
more was collected than under the old 65 per cent rate. He 
attributed the increase to the lower surtax and if 50 per cent 
brought $300,000,000 increase, it is a tax maximum that ought 
not to be abandoned at the demand of special interests now 
urging a 25 per cent rate in the bill before us. 

The issue is beclouded and camouflaged by tax-free securi- 
ties, pleas of tax dodgers for a reduction to help business, and 
by big business arguments generally, like the invisible govern- 
ment that put through the last revenue bill now lined up solidly 
behind the Mellon bill. Holes have been pricked in the bubbles 
so often I will not again attempt the task. 

The Mellon bill is popular in New York high financial circles, 
but as I predicted last session so I predict again that any op- 
ponent, Republican or Democrat, with a real tax issue who 
knows how to use it will have the advantage when the pri- 
maries and election are reached in November. Last session we 
had 169 Republican majority in the House, and I predicted 
from the reckless surrender to special interests on the tax 
fight that the majority this session would fall nearly 150 
Republican Members. I am not a self-appointed prophet; but if 
we adopt in the House a surtax maximum below 44 per cent, 
the Democratic rate, I make another prediction that there will 
be no necessity for Republicans to divide over the speakership 
in order to get a liberalization of rules next session, for the 
combined Republican vote, judging from the past, will not 
determine the speakership of the next House. [Applause.] 

The Washington Post this morning complains because all 
Republicans are not of the silk-stocking brand of its publisher, 
to follow blind leadership. Fortunately for 99 per cent of the 
country, this complaint is true, and politically and morally the 
country can choose between those who are not frightened by 
cries of party regularity and those who write $100,000 checks, 
only to be torn up with explanations from its publisher that do 
not explain. [Applause.] This, if properly invested, would 
purchase several carloads of cotton stockings for the needy of 
Washington. 

The Mellon bill would incidentally save the publisher of the 
Post many hundreds of thousands of dollars annually in lower 
taxes; and if left to their own judgment, unaffected by party 
lash and propaganda, the Mellon bill would not register 50 
votes in this House, and the vote in the Senate against it would 
be equally decisive. [Applause.] 

This bill was defeated before it was introduced, and was a 
political and economic mistake from the beginning, for which 
its authors alone are responsible. 


TESTING PARTY REGULARITY BY THE MELLON TAX, 


I have voted for every Republican candidate for President 
for over 30 years, so my Republicanism need not be in issue, but 
there are many States west of New England and the Hudson 
River where Republicanism is of a different brand, and while 
it may be able to swing the majority of the majority in the 
committee to vote a 25 per cent maximum surtax now there 
will be another story when a Democratic opponent says out in 
the State of Minnesota or Iowa that of 111,483 income-tax 
payers in one of those States, 111,441 will be more benefited by 
the Garner plan, while only 42, or less than one-tenth of one- 
tenth of 1 per cent, will be more fayored by the Mellon plan, 
Eleven of my colleagues from Iowa voted with 11 Members 
from Wisconsin for the 50 per cent tax and against the 32 per 
cent tax when the bill was passed last session. 

That is not necessarily an infinence in February, but it is a 
serious argument to meet in November, and what is true in 
Towa, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Minnesota is true in practically 
every one of the 48 States, including New York, Massachusetts, 
and Connecticut. 

The vote next November, of course, is not a controlling argu- 
ment; but as an element to be considered I submit the change 
in House membership reflected at both ends of the Capito] since 
passage of the last revenue bill. The same issue is offered again 
to opponents of the Mellon bill now placed before us by the 
committee, 
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A distinguished Member of the House, echoed by several other 
Members, has declared that the equally distinguished Secretary 
of the Treasury may have some understanding of finances but 
he has not an ounce of political judgment as evidenced from the 
tax bill before us. In view of his position last session on the 
tax and tariff bill and on the soldiers’ compensation bill I 
leave others to prove or disprove the charge. 

It is well to remember that then as now a letter was pre- 
sented from the President urging a reduction of surtaxes to 
82 per cent, but 94 Republicans acted on their own judgment 
and responsibility when voting the rate to 50 per cent, where 
it now stands. Again, a letter from the President may be sent 
for our guidance. While interference is resented at the other 
end of the Avenue, it is not considered improper, because usual, 
to tell the House what is wanted. 

THE CONSTITUTION ALONG THE AVENUE. 


Mr. Chairman, under the Constitution the House of Repre- 
sentatives is required to originate all revenue bills. Neither the 
Executive nor che Senate can assume that duty. The House, 
and the House alone, initiates revenue legislation. 

Suggestions have been made in the past and will be made in 
the future by officials who come before the committee, for its 
help and guidance, but never before in the history of the 
country to my knowledge has a Secretary of the Treasury 
drawn up a bill with rates fixed and then said to Congress, 
“Take it, and take it quick, or your Republicanism will be chal- 
lenged.” Challenged by whom, and who has been authorized to 
fix the Mellon bill as the standard for Republicanism? 

It is claimed by the partisan press that the Mellon bill is 
nonpartisan and will be opposed only on political grounds by 
politicians. Why, bless you, the Mellon bill was moved out of 
the committee exactly as it was written on the surtax limits 
by a partisan political majority of Republicans, who would have 
been overwhelmed if submitted to the whole committee. Three 
Republican reports with four Republicans, the latter all op- 
posed to the Mellon rates, show clearly that politics and 
partisanship is found with the bill, but not with its opponents. 

For weeks the press has carried accusations that Secretary 
Melion, under the Mellon bill, will save upward of a million 
dollars in taxes annually, Let us suppose it is only $100,000, 
which seems to be a popular amount these days. If Mr. Mellon 
will profit by his bill, and if the Treasury will lose $100,000, 
or ten times that amount, by the passage of a bill recommended 
by the head of the department, what motive will be ascribed to 
that proposed result? 

I will not use harsh words in reply to charges of partisanship 
or politics, but both charges fit the method of getting the 
Mellon bill out of the committee and its support as a test of 
party regularity. 

We have been informed that New York business interests 
were represented at the Treasury Department when the Mellon 
bill was drawn. 

Men of large wealth are concerned in the passage of that bill, 
21 of whom, paying $19,000,000 in 1921, will relieve the Treas- 
ury of $11,000,000 lower taxes under the 25 per cent maximum 
rate. The invisible government that wrote the bill and that has 
relieved the House from a useless performance of preparing a 
revenue bill has also used every agency in the land to put 
through its bill 

A SCIENTIFIC CUT OF 60 PER CENT SURTAXES, 


First, the bill was declared to be scientific. How scientific? 
I have had some years’ experience, first as legal adviser on 
county tax matters, next for several years as State auditor 
and chairman of the State tax board, and again for several 
years as a member of the taxing committee that is supposed 
to perform the constitutional duty imposed on the House. 
Never have I assumed to be a tax expert, for tax experts, like 
medical experts and other experts, have their own field of 
service, not ordinarily working in legislative channels. 

But I have met tax experts who say the Mellon plan is no 
more scientific than the Garner plan, nor in fact than the 
plan I was bold enough to propose. The Mellon bill is not 
scientific excepting as it deceives the American Congress by 
arguments that have been exploded repeatedly and are as often 
reasserted and again exploded. It is only a scientific tax- 
lifting vehicle of which the average shop-lifting flivver is a 
crude imitation and a jail garage greets the latter. 

When in court we look with suspicion upon a lawyer who is 
trying his case on a contingent fee or on a witness who has a 
strong pecuniary interest in the case and-is not depended upon 
to impress the jury. If a juryman is financially interested in 
the result, he is excused by the judge the moment that interest 
appears. 
Is there any question in the case of the Mellon bill that under 
this rule Mr. Mellon is ineligible to act as an advocate or wit- 


ness or juror in weighing the merits of his bill? Is there any 
question that my colleague from New York on the committee in 
like manner has an interest that should be weighed when he 
gives his advice to the House? For he appears here, I submit, 
in the rôle of advocate, witness, and juror of a bill he helped 
prepare behind closed Treasury doors last fall, and the result 
of his handiwork is the so-called Mellon bill before us, even to 
the identical cut in normal tax and 50 per cent cut in surtax 
rates he helped place on our desks in the bill. I accept his 
handiwork, but submit his interest on behalf of himself and 
others is entitled to weight when his bill is under discussion. 

I am not charging the Secretary or other officials with any 
offense, nor do I complain about his wealth, for all of us 
would be glad to be possessed with more of this world’s goods, 
but I do say that when these conditions are known and this 
self-interest is beyond dispute, that for the Ways and Means 
Committee of the House to swallow the Mellon rates, hook, line, 
and sinker, does not reflect so much on Secretary Mellon as on 
those who have O. K'd the bill that relieves the Secretary from 
the heavy taxes he would otherwise pay toward his support of 
Government, 

PERSONAL INTEREST AND TAX RATES. 

I ask the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mrs], who has 
been closeted in the preparation of the Mellon bill, and whose 
active participation in the work he had proudly admitted—I 
ask him whether or not it is true that Secretary Mellon will 
receive a tax cut of $500,000 or $1,000,000 or $2,000,000 an- 
nually by the passage of the Mellon surtax rates; and if either 
of these amounts is near correct, I ask does he think the dis- 
tinguished Secretary should draft or advise in the preparation 
of a tax bill? And if he thinks so, then I submit his judgment 
to the House for its consideration. 

The Constitution, that places the duty of tax preparation 
with the House, I submit, has been scrapped and thrown into 
the wastebasket by the Secretary of the Treasury through the 
Mellon bill, which has been swallowed practically whole by a 
majority of the committee and is now.before us for acceptance. 

I ask the gentleman from New York another question, and 
if it seems personal I submit that his own connection with the 
Mellon bill entitles the House to the information. I do not 
seek to embarrass my colleague nor to be inquisitive excepting 
as the question may affect the merits of the preparation of the 
Mellon bill, which he helped to fashion. What interest, I ask, 
has the gentleman from New York in the rates found in the 
Mellon bill? Based on his income reported in 1921, I ask 
what would he, under the rates of the Mellon bill, save 
providing he returns his full amount of income for taxation 
purposes, and I believe he is scrupulously careful to perform 
his duty as he sees it and seeks to comply with the tax laws? 
I ask whether he feels he is able to sit here as advocate, 
witness, and juryman, or judge, without being influenced by 
personal considerations? Whatever his answer may be, I ask 
you, my colleagues, what you must say under your oaths of 
office when confronted by a bill, recommended by the Ways and 
Means Committee, that is reported to have been prepared and 
supported by especial beneficiaries under its terms to the ex- 
tent, as currently reported, of many times the salary paid them 
by the Government. A 

All this leads us to ask is any gentleman competent to sit in 
judgment, much less to prepare for our consumption a bill that 
relieves those best able to pay from taxes now paid by them. I 
understand that every man who pays income taxes will be re- 
lieved under the terms of any of the proposals, but a cut of 50 
per cent in higher surtaxes and only 25 per cent in normal 
taxes under the Mellon bill will help only a limited number, 
and these are cared for especially in the bill before us. 

THE TAX BILL AND THE SOLDIERS’ BONUS, 


I have referred only to the tax bill furnished us for passage. 
Never in the history of the country, I submit, has Congress been 
confronted with a similar situation, for in one breath Secretary 
Mellon declares his bill is before us for passage carrying a 50 
per cent tax cut for high surtax payers, in addition to a $500,- 
000,000 tax reduction principally to these same beneficiaries last 
year, while in the next he advises Congress that if we pass his 
bill we must not consider a soldiers’ bonus bill, although prac- 
tically every allied country in the World War has set ours, the 
richest country in the world, an example by giving deserved 
gratuities to their soldiers. 

When the bill was last passed by Congress Secretary Mellon 
urged its veto unless a consumption tax to be paid by the sol- 
diers themselves was used to finance the bill. In other words, 


the Secretary demands, first, the passage of this tax bill, reliey- 
ing those best able to pay from one-half their taxes; second, he 
directs us with equal positiveness not to pass any soldiers’ com- 
pensation bill; and third, he favors a sales tax; if so, that 
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would ultimately be paid largely by the soldiers and later be- 
come substituted for an income tax. Practically every infiuen- 
tial paper in the country and its large advertisers are of the 
same mind. Practically every active friend of the Mellon plan 
is against the bonus and generally for a sales tax to replace the 
income tax. 

Mr. SHERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield? How much 
more would be realized by a tax of 50 per cent instead of 44 
per cent? 

Mr. FREAR. As nearly as can be estimated, about $20,- 
000,000 or $30,000,000 has been estimated, but it all depends on 
the schedules which determine the number of taxpayers in each 
class. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. I will yield when I get through. 

Mr. MURPHY. ‘This is just upon that point the gentleman 
is on. j 

Mr. FREAR. I can anticipate the gentleman’s question. He 
wants to ask, Will the Mellon bill or the Garner bill or my 
bill provide a sufficient amount to pay the soldiers’ adjusted 
compensation? No; we are not providing a dollar, and the 
gentleman knows it; but if you vote to pass my amendments 
for an excess-profits tax or the inheritance tax and gift tax 
or the tax on undistributed profits, you will have several hun- 
dred millions additional surptus and money for the soldiers’ 
bonus. I am with the gentleman, and he is one of the best 
advocates of the bonus on the floor. 

Mr. MURPHY. Then the gentleman does admit that the 
present bill as reported will not furnish revenue enough to 
take care of the soldiers’ adjusted compensation? 

Mr. FREAR. The Mellon bill will not do it, but we can 
substitute tax legislation which will do it. The Mellon bill 
will not. 

This is what took place in our committee: When the chairman 
[ Mr. GREEN of Iowa] attempted to reserve a part of the money for 
the soldiers’ bonus the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts] 
led the opposition because he is honestly opposed to it. If he 
had been in the ditches, if he had been at the front, if he had 
been fighting there—he was a soldier, I understand—he might 
speak with better authority and might favor the bonus bill. 
I have nothing against him. This is simple. I admire him 
personally, and he is a man of large ability; but I say his 
action, more than that of any other member of the committee, 
in my judgment, prevented us from laying aside part of the 
surplus for a soldiers’ bonus bill. 

Mr. MURPHY. Is it not about time that some one should 
ask some one to keep faith with officers of both parties? 

Mr. FREAR. My good friend whom I helped to carry off 
the boat when he was almost dead at Manila is one who 
always impresses me with his sincerity, and I count on him 
for support in the particular proposition that I am to make. 
{Laughter.] We stand together for a soldiers’ compensation 

ill. ; 
THE MELLON BILL, BONUS OPPOSITION, AND SALES TAX. 

Even my friend from New York, who rendered aid in the 
preparation of this bill and is its champion here to-day, has 
introduced a spending tax that in the final analysis is a sales 
tax eventually asked to be substituted for the income tax, as 
several of the sales-tax proponents frankly admitted to the 
committee last session. 

Further, my friend from New York [Mr. Mruts] is an out- 
spoken opponent of the soldiers’ compensation bill and has led 
the fight against that bill in the Republican conference. Again. 
when Chairman Green of the committee sought in committee 
to reserve a portion of the Treasury surplus to apply on a 
soldiers’ compensation bill, it was the gentleman from New 
York who led the successful effort to prevent any surplus be- 
ing left, as moved by Chairman Green. Every Republican 
member of the committee is aware of the effort of the chairman 
to aid the soldiers and the aggressive opposition of the gentle- 
man from New York against them. The tax bill and the 
bonus bill were linked by the Secretary in the same letter. 
He asked for one and opposed the other. It is for us to say 
if a liberal tax cut gratuity of $100,000,000 will be handed 
those who are fighting against the same gratuity or a little 
more to be distributed among 4,000,000 ex-soldiers. 

That is the genesis of the bill that has been O. K'd by 11 
members of the Ways and Means Committee and is now laid 
before you for passage. If the fight had not been waged against 
the rules early in the session so as to permit amendment, the 
Mellon bill would have been crammed down our throats like 
the last revenue bill, without any opportunity to change its 
terms, and we would again have surrendered our legislative 
prerogatives under the demand for party regularity. Thanks 


to those who stood for the right of amendment, the House will 
express itself on the Mellon bill. 

I have no criticism to offer for my colleagues who believe 
in that kind of legislation. Every Member must decide for 
himself, but when we are told by Secretary Mellon that the 
tax bill is a nonpartisan bill, as it should be, and then we have 
it handed us to accept without change in the committee and to 
pass through the House as a party measure, I register my pro- 
test against the bill and against the high-handed legislative 
methods employed. 

Mr. Chairman, I can not submit without protest to a pro- 
ceeding that asks us to surrender our legislative functions 
and severally to act as the legislative tool of the invisible 
government that endeavors to direct legislation while pleading 
nonpartisanship. That brand of republicanism which is com- 
pelled to follow the leader wherever or into whatever tax field 
he leads is not the republicanism of Lincoln nor the ideals for 
which we fight when laying our case before the people. Again 
I declare in the words of the leaders, repeatedly uttered as 
to this Mellon bill, that it is political suicide for any party to 
give it support, and in a spirit of nonpartisanship I would 
rather by far support and vote for the Garner proposal, because 
it will give to my people and over 99 per cent of the income-tax 
payers of the country greater rights and lower taxes than the 
Mellon bill reported by the committee. This is not a general 
Statement, but is a moderate estimate based on the findings of 
tax experts rather than the effusions of Mellon tax orators. 
The proposal advocated by myself is of the same general pur- 
pose and effect as the Garner plan. My plan will be placed 
before you for acceptance or rejection.- 

WHO PREPARED THE MELLON BILL AND WHY? 


Who knows anything about the Mellon bill that is before us? 
Who knows why and by whom the 50 per cent reduction in 
high surtaxes was inserted in the bill? No one witness was 
called to testify in the public hearings before the bill was re- 
ported. Over 100 witnesses testified regarding nuisance taxes 
or other provisions, most of whom urged modifications or 
changes in the bill, but not one witness of the 100 or more told 
had why the 50 per cent surtax cut was placed in the bill or by 
whom. 

We are told it will save the official whose name it bears 
many hundreds of thousands of dollars in taxes annually and 
also many thousands reduction for the gentleman from New 
York, but who claims this to be a scientific bill and why? Tax 
experts with whom I have consulted deny the statement and 
say it is purely a selfish bill which, like the repeal of the 
excess profits law and reduction of 15 per cent surtax last 
Session with a tax cut of $590,000,000, now seeks to grant a 
50 per cent tax cut to the same interests under the plea that 
it is scientific and may coax tax dodgers not to dodge. 

Let us not be deceived. No man is blamed because he seeks 
to reduce his tax. That is human nature; but when we learn 
that the same interests that present this bill have also in- 
dorsed a sales tax, have opposed a soldiers’ bonus bill, and 
are special beneficiaries under the bill, it is time to ask who 
are its authors and who are its beneficiaries. I ask what man 
among you is benefiting a majority of his constituents or any 
considerable portion by supporting this bill that comes from 
the committee precisely as it was framed behind closed doors 
in the Treasury, so far a relates to the controverted normal 
and surtax rates? 

How many of your constituents are benefited by the Mellon 
bill, as compared with the Garner bill or the plan I suggested, 
which was refused consideration by the committee? 

If we are here legislating for special interests, for interests 
that oppose a soldiers’ compensation bill, for interests that 
oppose any income tax as a rule, for interests that support a 
consumption tax, then I say we should support the Mellon bill 
recommended by the committee. If we are to favor the vast 
mass of people, who grub and toil for the necessaries of life 
and who are the people that sent us here to represent them, and 
not special interests, then we will not support the Mellon plan. 

On one side is selfish greed that fights the soldiers’ bonus at 
the same time it seeks to grab half its present taxes from the 
Treasury. On the other are those who believe the soldiers 
should be generously treated and that big business must not 
get the lion’s share of tax reduction, in addition to a half billion 
dollar tax cut given last session. 

IMPRESSIVE STATISTICS. 

In a statement found in the committee report, page 86, it 
appears that of 6,650,695 income-tax payers all but 9,433 will 
receive greater benefits under the Garner bill than under the 
Mellon bill. But the Garner bill is claimed to be partisan, 
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asked as a test of party regularity to repudiate the action then 
taken by both the House and the Senate. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not surrender my. convictions nor 
change front on the question simply because party leaders. now, 
as then, urge us to do so, The Mellon tax plan is a selfish prop- 
osition that ought never to have been presented to Congress and 
is sure of defeat. 

Mr, Chairman, I never lose faith in our form of govern- 
ment. Last summer when I saw the weakened, toppling, 
debt-burdened countries of Europe struggling to maintain their 
position among the nations of the world I was thankful that 
we had the best government of all. Even the rocking of the 
ship by bribery of public officials, recently exposed, and oil 
scandals that have shocked the people are not essentially 
dangerous because at heart the people are right and those who 
succumb to temptation are few and far between, but a danger 
that menaces this Government to-day, in my judgment, lies 
in the power of a few men behind the scenes who seize the 
reins of government and fashion legislation all unknown to 


although it benefits 499 out of every 500 income-tax payers— 
more than the Mellon bill. It is not scientific; but under the 
present surtax rate of 50 per cent Mr. MeCoy told the commit- 
tee that income-tax returns increased $300,000,000 in one year, 
while the report, page 85, shows that a 25 per cent Mellon tax 
reduction will cause a loss of $200,000,000 annually to the 
Treasury, largely absorbed by those who received the $500,- 
000,000 last session. If that is “ scientific,” then one more such 
effort, in order to help high surtax payers to wipe out the re- 
mainder of their surtaxes, will bankrupt the Treasury. 

A 44 per cent maximum rate based on the same schedule 
would leave a loss of nearly $50,000,000 compared with the 
present 50 per cent rate, while a 35 per cent maximum rate 
would bring a Treasury loss of over $100,000,000 based on the 
same schedule. 

Those of you who have been asked to support a maximum 
rate of 85 per cent, I ask, Why should you do so? In addition 
to a clear gift of $500,000,000 in tax reduction last year, the 35 
per cent would bring an additional tax loss of over $100,000,000, 
without adding practically anything to the liquid capital turned 
into business channels. 

No inducement exists for the man to pay 35 per cent in order 
to place his money in business. That is the cry continually 
sounded in our ears; so I ask, On what theory can any man 
make a drop of 60 per cent in surtax rates from 50 per cent to 
85 per cent, which benefits no man nor business but is a clean 
gift to favored interests? But have you ever appreciated the 
amount of sophistry, or what is called in plain English “ bunk,” 
indulged in by those who are anxious to have a tax reduction in 
order to help secure new money for business purposes? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I yield the gentleman five minutes more. 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield the gentleman from Wisconsin five 
minutes. 


tells Congress what he wants in taxation, bonus legislation, 
and other laws; who prepares the bills for passage and then, 
supported by the most terrific propaganda in all history, seeks 
to frighten Members by declaring they are outside the party 
pale unless they support the will of big business? 

What power can cope with these great influences, and how 
shall men in this Chamber be left free to exercise their own 
judgment on legislation? 

I believe nothing is more menacing to our democratic form 
of government to-day than the secret conspiracy, supported 
by misleading propaganda, that extracts from the Treasury 
in one session a half billion dollars in taxes laid against 
enormous profits of corporations and individuals and that 
follows it up this session with the Mellon bill, carrying many 
additional millions to be returned to the pockets of those 
best able to pay. Teapot Dome and its $100,000 bribe is serious 
enough, but a teapot tax that sizzles and boils under the sur- 
face will soon boil over, while hands that kindle the fire from 
behind the curtains will be exposed and their owners brought 
into the light. [Applause.] 

f PROPOSED AMENDMENTS. 

Tħis will be aided by the following amendments to the Mel- 
lon bill, some of which I have briefly referred to and hopa 
will be passed : i 

First. A reduction of normal income tax to 50 per cent, 

Second. A retention of surtaxes to tħe present rate. 

Third. Amendment to section 200, directing the Secretary to 
collect taxes from the income of so-called tax-free securities, 

Fourth. Increased inheritance taxes. 

Fifth. A gift tax, with rates to 25 per cent. 

Sixth. Reenactment of an excess-profits tax. 

Seventh. Amendment to tax undistributed profits. 


STIMULATING BUSINESS WITH A FEATHER. 


Mr. FREAR. These are the facts given by the Treasury ex- 
pert, Mr. MeCoy, to our committee. The total net income in busi- 
ness for 1924, Mr. McCoy estimates, will be $24,000,000,000. The 
total amount to be released by a 25 per cent surtax cut is ad- 
mittedly $200,000,000. This is less than 1 per cent of the total 
net income that will be received, so that the significance of this 
“tax cut to help business,” even to 25 per cent, the Mellon rates, 
is largely “bunkum,” and a cut to 35 per cent, or of about 
$100,000,000, would not tempt anyone to invest the one-half of 1 
per cent of the money to be released to favored taxpayers. If 
so, the one-half of 1 per cent would probably be invested in the 
new Japanese loan that is sure to be oversubscribed by interests 
now demanding a tax reduction to finance local enterprises. 
Yet this is the argument offered in support of the Mellon bill 
before us. 

I understand that, based on 1921 Treasury receipts, 21 tax- 
payers who received over $1,000,000 each in income paid a 
tetal of $19,000,000. Why throw away this tax that under a 
50 per cent surtax is levied on those best able to pay and that 
will lose $11,364,000 to the Treasury under the Mellon bill from 
these 21 individuals alone? 

From whatever angle the Mellon bill is studied I fail to find 
anything scientific or worthy of consideration. It does not 
stand a ghost of a show of passing the House, and I will not 
give further time to the proposal. 

I do wish to present to you a situation that, as legislators, 
you are entitled carefully to consider. 

First. It must be conceded those who prepared the Mellon 
tax bill had a strong personal pecuniary interest in the 50 per 
cent tax cut to 25 per cent. : 

Second. Practically all of those especially benefited by the 
tax cut are large financial interests that prospered during the 
war. 

Third. Practically every interest behind the Mellon bill is 
actively fighting to prevent the passage of a soldiers’ compensa- 
tion bill. 

Fourth. Nearly every interest behind the Mellon bill is in 
favor of substituting a sales tax for the present income tax. 

With that situation confronting us, I ask in all candor how 
any man who believes in taxing according to ability to pay 
and who believes in paying our soldier boys a modest compen- 
sation can support the Mellon plan or a 35 per cent plan that is 
a compromise of principle and not excusable under any argu- 
ment thus far offered. 

It is a rate practically repudiated by the House last session, 
when we sent back to the Senate our approval of the 50 per cent 
rate. If the House, with 169 Republican majority, could take 
that action last session, I now ask why Republicans should be 


This last proposal came within two votes of passing the Senate 
last session. Let us do away with secrecy. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not concerned in ascertaining the party 
that is most responsible for scandals against the Government, 
I believe that good and bad men are found in both parties, but 
wealth, power, and big business is bipartisan; it undermines 
government to-day even as it did in the days of railway con- 
trol. It strikes at the foundations of government to-day, bolder 
and more audacious than ever before. It seizes the avenues of 
publicity through the press that no longer can be trusted, of 
magazines that spend millions of dollars, in the aggregate, in 
sending out misleading propaganda and dishonest methods of 
influencing votes, like the Literary Digest poll on both the 
Mellon plan and the soldiers’ compensation bill. It has the 
support of chambers of commerce, of business leagues, and 
other agencies that are manipulated and used for the one com- 
mon purpose. These are menacing to good government, for they 
re selfish and unscrupulous. Nero fiddled as Rome was burn- 
ing, and selfish moneybags are to-day willing to sacrifice party 
and principle and weaken confidence in and respect for law in 
order to win any prize to be had in the Government grab bag. 

I believe that Members of the House and Senate are called 
upon to take a firm stand against this propaganda and against 
this power which confronts us in the campaign for the Mellon 
bill. 

It is to be followed by an equally pernicious, unjustified fight 
against a soldiers’ bonus bill, That occurred last session, and 
the same forces now forcing the Mellon bill will oppose the 
bonus. The same forces that patted our soldiers on the back, 
that demanded they be taken from their jobs and sent to fight, 
are the same forces that stayed home and profiteered and now 
dodge taxes on the wealth they accumulated. 


the people. What power compares with that of one man who’ 


Eighth. Publicity of all tax records and tax proceedings. 
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ADDENDA. 


Amendments to be offered to the tax bill apart from the amendment 
to cut in half the present normal tax rate and to restore the 50 
per cent present surtax rate which will be offered as an amendment 
or substitute for income-tax rates, 


MISCELLANEOUS AMENDMENTS. 
TAX-FREE SECURITIES, 


That section 200 of the general provisions of the income tax law 
is hereby amended by providing— 

“Subdivision 6. The term ‘taxable incomes, from whatever source 
derived,’ shall include net incomes received from State and municipal 
securities and shall be laid and collected the same as all other taxes.” 

Sec. 2, This act shall not be held unconstitutional or void by the 
Supreme Court without the concurrence of at least all but one of 
the judges and shall remain in full force and effect notwithstanding 
any decision by any inferior court rendered prior to final determina- 
tion by the Supreme Court. 


A PROPOSED BXCESS-PROFITS TAX TO REACH PROFITEERING, 


Repeal section 301 and section 302, revenue laws, 1921, approved 
November 23, 1921, and insert in lieu the following: 

“Sec. 301. That in lieu of the tax imposed by Title III of the 
revenue act of 1918, but in addition to the other taxes imposed by 
this act, these shall be levied, collected, and paid for the calendar 
year 1922 and each year thereafter upon the net income of every 
corporation (except corporations taxable under subdivision (b) of this 
section) a tax equal to the sum of the following: 


[First bracket.} 


“Ten per cent of the amount of the net income in excess of tho 
excess-profits credit (determined under section 312) and not in excess 
of 20 per cent of the invested capital. 


{Second bracket.] 


“Seventy-five per cent of the amount of the net income in excess of 
20 per cent of the invested capital. 
“Reenact balance of excess profits tax law.” 


TAX ON UNDISTRIBUTED PROFITS, 


Section 280 of the revenue act of 1921 is hereby amended by adding 
a new subdivision at the end thereof as follows: 

“(c) In addition to the taxes herein above provided, there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid, for each of the taxable years 1919, 1920, 
1921, 1922, 1923, and for each year thereafter, on that portion of tha 
net income for any such year of every corporation, not distributed in 
the form of cash dividends, a tax upon the amount of such net Income 
for such year in excess of the’ credits provided in section 236, and a 
further deduction of $3,000 for such year at the following rates: 

“Five per cent of the amount of such excess not exceeding 820.000; 

Ten per cent of the amount of such excess not exceeding $100,000 ; 

“ Provided, That if any of such undistributed profits are taxed as 
above provided and the corporation shall have within two years after 
the payment of such tax distributed in money any of the profits upon 
which this tax has been paid, then the corporation shall be entitled, ip 
its next income-tax return, to a credit upon its tax so returned to the 
extent and amount of the tax which it has paid under provisions of 
this subdivision.” 

Upon certificate signed by the Secretary of the Treasury, based upon 
affidavits of two or more reputable officers of any corporation to be 
attached to the record, stating that undistributed profits held or stock 
dividends distributed by such corporation were acted upon by the board 
of directors without purpose, directly or indirectly, to avoid taxation, 
the Secretary may remit from the tax assessment one-half of the retro- 
active tax herein provided for any such year included. 


A BILL TO REQUIRE PUBLICITY OF TAX RECORDS. 


Strike out all of section 257 of an act to reduce and equalize taxation, 
to provide revenue, and for other purposes, approved November 23, 1921, 
and insert: That when returns of any person shall be made as pro- 
vided in this title, the returns, together with any correction thereof 
which may bave been made by the commissioner, they shall be filed in 
the Treasury Department and shall constitute public records and be 
open to inspection as such under the same rules and regulations that 
govern the inspection of other public records.” 

All tax proceedings and determinations subject to reasonable regula- 
tion shall be public, and an advance calendar of all hearings of con- 
tested tax rulings shall be open to the public. 


TAX RATES OF OTHER COUNTRIES. 


Mr. FREAR. At my own expense I had an examination of 
the various tax laws and current comments prepared last spring 
(1923), and believing the result obtained after many weeks 
investigation may be of value as affecting the entire tax ques- 
tion, the memoranda is herewith inserted. 

It should be checked carefully because errors are sure to 
creep in where data are secured from newspapers, magazines, 


When we removed a half billion dollars of their taxes last 
year they immediately prepared for the next campaign. We 
have their plan here—first pass the Mellon bill; then kill the 
bonus, — 

Let us, my friends, break the plan and give the people real 
tax relief that can not be found by the Mellon plan; then pass 
the bonus bill for the boys who brought victory to the Allies 
[applause] ; and if any political party or political leaders wish 
to accept responsibility for any other program, let them do so. 
We have, to my mind, a clear duty to perform, not affected by 
personal interest or politics. Let us not forget those who 
served us during the war when considering the bonus or those 
whom we now represent back home when legislating on tax- 
ation. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. I will. 

Mr. BLANTON. Would the gentleman from Wisconsin have 
us believe that the chairman of this great Committee on Ways 
and Means be in favor of conserving the surplus for the adjusted 
compensation would be sidetracked and put out of the way by 
the gentleman from New York? 

Mr. FREAR. I will leave that to the gentleman from Iowa 
to answer. We were outvoted in committee. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I call the gentleman’s attention to 
the fact that not only 94 Republican Members voted for 50 per 
cent, but 19 Republican Members of the Senate, including the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce] and 5 members of the 
Finance Committee, voted for it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin has again expired. - 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentleman five minutes more. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes. 

Mr. RANKIN. Does the gentleman’s substitute for the bill 
reported by the Ways and Means Committee provide for the 
publication or recording of the income-tax returns? 

Mr. FREAR. Publicity? No; but I am going to offer an 
amendment to the bill when the opportunity offers, and I trust 
the House will consider it carefully, because it is a most im- 
portant question, and came within two votes of passing the 
Senate last session, 

Mr. RANKIN. One more question. The chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee stated to us on yesterday that the 
bill as reported by the committee provided for the reduction of 
taxes for 1923 to the extent of $232,000,000. I want to ask 
whether or not the gentleman is in favor of that provision. 

Mr, FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of it, but if it 
is in the way of a soldiers’ bonus I would immediately move 
to strike it out. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. The gentleman read the provision 
in the Constitution providing that all revenue bills should 
originate in the House of Representatives, and stated that this 
bill was drawn outside of the House. 

Mr. FREAR. Absolutely. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I want to ask if it is not also a 
fact that that bill was prepared even before the present Con- 
gress convened? 

Mr. FREAR. We were so notified by the press. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes: to my colleague from Wisconsin. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. The gentleman from Wisconsin 
Mr. Frear] is the representative of the progressives of the 
House of the Committee on Ways and Means. I want to say 
that we have considered his propositions from time to time 
and we are unanimously back of him on his amendments. 
[Applause. } ; 

Mr. FREAR. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. LITTLE. Did Senator Penrose vote for a 50 per cent 
surtax in the Sixty-seventh Congress? 

Mr. FREAR. I do not remember, and the record is closed 
so far as Senator Penrose is concerned for reasons which we 
all understand. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. What guaranty is there under 
the Mellon plan that the money saved to those who pay high 
surtaxes would be invested in productive enterprises? 

Mr. FREAR. None whatever. [Applause.] 
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and other sources, but it is offered for what it is worth and 
will be of value to the tax student as a basis for study. 


Great Britain (revenue for 1922-23—estimation for 1923-24). 


Nea Seer 


Land tax house duty: 
Mineral rants duty EIN PEA 
Income tax. „„ E T TA 
oT ( ( 

Bees rones HCC 

ion profits E BEEE TS FO R] 


Total receipts from taxes 

Total receipts from nontax revenues 
(post office), Roatan, telephone, mis- 
cellaneous receipts 


Wealth picccsssnsdacusseocmtcss 


Estimated decrease in revenue from reduction of income tax and corporation tax per 
annum (1923-24): 


Income tax reduced from 5s. to 48. 6d. ........... 5 £26, 000, 000 

Corporation profits 1s. to GÜLpwliulwl.B cece ceese ree eceseccctewsscecs 12, 500, 000 

Total decrease JJC 38, 500, 000 
ENGLAND. 


(The £, par value, 84.8668; May 10, 1923, 84.063.) 
A.—TAXeEs ON INCOME. 
SCHEDULE A. 


1. Landlords’ property tax. Paid by tenant; deducts it from his 
rent. On apartment landlord pays directly. 


SCHEDULE B. 


2. On income of farmers (ownership taxed under Schedule A): 
Based on double amount of rent. Certain deductions on losses. Paid 
in two semiannual installments. 


SCHEDULE C. 


3. Tax on holders of Government securities. Taxed at the source. 

Exemptions: 

a. Half-yearly payment of less than 50 shillings ($12.50). 

b. Interest on securities of bank subscriptions to war loans (taxed 
under Schedule D). 

c, Interest on securities under war loan (Schedule D, case 3). 


SCHEDULE D, 


4. Tax on business profits, professional incomes, and all other sources 
of income, 

Case I. Businesses, manufacturers, etc. Corporate bodies, etc., not 
included elsewhere, Deductions: Bad debts, repairs, etc. At discretion 
of commissioners may be assessed at two-thirds amount of rental. In- 
cluded is income from investment of domestic life-insurance funds. 

Case II. Professions, employments not in any other schedule. Basis 
average income for three trade years preceding assessment; assessed 
for quarter and not for year. 

Case III. Income of uncertain annual value not in Schedule A. 
Minimum taxable income that arising from same source preceding year. 

Case IV, Income from foreign and colonial securities. 

Exemption; Interest under Schedule C. Basis assessment, income 
from same source preceding year. 

Case V. Income (stocks, shares, rents, ete.) from foreign colonial 


possessions. Basis of assessment, average of three preceding trade 
years, 
Case VI. Any other annual income. 


SCHEDULE E. 


Tax on salaries of public officials. Includes ecclesiastical persons. 

Rate 1, normai tax, 4s. 6d. in the £, or 224 per cent. (Wall Street 
Journal, January 30, 1923.) 

2. Supertax, incomes over £2,000, 4.9 to 22 per cent. Begins at 
$10,000. Income taxes contributed 36.1 per cent of net revenue, 
1921-22. (Commercial and Financial Chronicle, April 16, 1923.) 
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THE TAXATION OF CORPORATIONS. 
(Seligman, Essays in Taxation, pp. 260-261.) 


In England all corporations are held to be “persons” within 
Schedule D of the income tax, and consequently they pay a tax on 


their net annual profits or gains. The tax, moreover, is paid before 


the dividends are declared. Railroads are also subject to the special 
passenger duty of 5 per cent on receipts from passengers and to a 
corporation duty which is intended to take the place of the “ death 
duties“ on individuals. Even in the matter of local taxation or rates 
the railways are taxed on what amounts roughly to net receipts. In 
theory the real estate of railways, like that of individuals, is rated 
on the basis of rental value—i. e., in the case of railways the property 
is locally taxable on the basis of what a hypothetical tenant would 
give for it if renting it. In practice the gross receipts are taken and 
certain rough deductions permitted. 
B. TAXES ON PROPERTY, 

1. Corporation profits tax: 

a. New rate 6d. in the pound, or 24 per cent, just half of old rate. 
(The Statist, April 21, 1923.) The amount of tax payable must not 
exceed 10 per cent of the balance after interest and dividends, etc., are 
paid out of the capital are deducted. (Excess profits and corpora- 
tion tax, J. Gault, pp. 118-119.) Exemption of £500. 
Reports, April 4, 1921, p. 59.) 

2, Inheritance tax: 

a. Legacy and succession duties are progressive according to the 
remoteness of the relationship of the inheritor to the deceased, about 
10 per cent. 

b. Estate duty, assessed on a progressive scale on the total value of 
the property passing at death, regardless of its distribution, may be as 
high as 40 per cent. Total of possible, 50 per cent. (Essays on taxa- 
tion, Seligman, p. 140.) 

FRANCE. 
(Franc, par value, $0.193; May 10, 1923, $0.06584.) 

(These rates are reported now to be increased 20 per cent.) 

A. Taxes ON INCOME. 
T. GENERAL INCOME TAX ON INDIVIDUAL. 

a. Exemption of 6,000 francs. 

b. Tax, 50 per cent assessed on one twenty-fifth of the difference be- 
tween 6,000 to 20,000 francs, three twenty-fifths from 80,000 to 40,000 
franes, and increasing one twenty-fifth on each fraction of 10,000 francs 
up to 100,000 frances. Then on each 25,000 francs between 100,000 and 
400,000 and 500,000 francs. In excess of this full rate applicable. 

(Commerce Reports, January 30, 1922, pp. 276-277.) 

c. Rate, 50 per cent. Extra increase of 25 per cent for bachelors and 
spinsters over 30 years and 10 per cent for married couples childless 
over 30 years. Reduction of 73 per cent for first two dependents and 
15 per cent for from three upward. s 

Il, SCHEDULED INCOME TAXES, 


(Taxation of incomes, etc., in certain foreign countries. Legislative 
Reference Division, 1921.) 


a. Taxation of agricultural profits. 1. Exemption of 1,500 francs. 
Abatement of one-half on portion between 1,500 and 4,000 francs. 2. 
Rate, 8 per cent. 

b. Salaries, wages, pensions, etc. 1. Salaries on 6,000 to 7,000 francs 
and over, depending on size of commune. 2. Annuities, 2,000 francs 
exempt. 3. Pensions, 3,600 francs exempt. 4. Rate, 6 per cent. 

c. Taxation, professional incomes, 1, On 6,000 to 7,000 francs and 
over, depending on commune, 2. Rate, 6 per cent. 

d. Taxation, industrial profits. 1. Taxed on net income. Amount 
less than 1,500 counted as one-fourth; between 1,500 and 4,000, as 
one-half; the excess of the whole. 2. Rate, 8 per cent. 3. May omit 
from net profits those profits which have borne the 10 per cent dividend 
tax. 

e. Tax on interest, dividends, etc. 1. Due at time of payment. 2, 
Rate, 10 per cent. 

f. Tax on income from improved and unimproved real estate. 1. 
Rate, 10 per cent. 2. However, where the annual income 1s lower than 
that of 1918, not more than 10,000 franes, rate is 5 per cent for next 
five years. 

III. REVENUE FROM THE INCOME TAX, 1922, 

Frances, 2,633,166,000, which is 788,000,000 francs above the official 
estimate. 

Nork.— Income tax of previous year can be deducted from income in 
making returns for current year. 

(Taxes on property and property transactions.) 
B. Taxes ON PROPERTY. 
I. TAX ON CORPORATE PROPERTY. 

Mortmain tax, 13 per cent of next revenue—a. Six francs per million 
of capital of corporation plus. b. Twelve francs per million of capital 
insured plus. c. Tax on annual premiums of 11 per cent. 


(Commerce - 
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II. BUSINDSS TAX (PATENTE). 


a, Fixed rate for each trade. A banker pays 2,000 francs plus 
50 francs for each employee. 

b. Proportion of annual rent paid according to trade. 
-one-tenth the annual rental of premises. 

c. More exceptions than rules. Cumbersome, but good revenue pro- 
ducer, 


Banker pays 


Ill, INHERITANCE TAX, 


(International finance and its reorganization. Elisha M. Friedman, 
p. 120.) 

a. Estate tax ranges from one-fourth of 1 per cent to 8 per cent on 
estates of 2,000 francs or less up to 74 to 39 per cent on fraction ex- 
ceeding 500,000 francs. 

b. Inheritance tax, 1 per eent to 59 per cent, depending on amount 
of inheritance and degree of relationship. 

c. The combined two taxes must not exceed 8 per cent of the value of 
the property. 

C. ON PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS. 
(Commerce Reports, January 80, 1922, p. 279.) 
L REGISTRATION DUTIES. 

a. Fixed tax, usually 6 francs, 

b. Proportional tax. 1, Leases, 60 per cent of annual rent. 2. 
Transfer of debts, 1.25 per cent. 3. Formation of partnerships or cor- 
porations, 1 per cent of the capital. 4. Good will of business, 5 per 
cent. 5. Real estate transfer, 10 per cent, 6. Patent, 5 per cent. 
7. Fire insurance. 

Il, STAMP DUTIES, 

a. Checks, 10 centimes in same town; 20 in outside town. 

b. Commercial bills of exchange 5 to 10 centimes per 100 francs, 

c. Bonds, stock-exchange transactions, etc., bear varying rate. 

French receipts from taxation, 1922. 


(Bradstreet's, February 24, e Reported by Bankers Trust 
0. 


(In million francs.) 


(1) Indirect taxation: 
Registration fees. 2, 900 8 255 
1 = 3 2 n 15 5 
tock- x e operations. . 
Tax on — . 1,018 280 91 
EA e 20 7 7 
Tax on business turnover... 2,280 765 383 
Sustomers. ........ 1,611 851 4183 
Doors, windows, ete. 2,607 97 202 
Colonial products 183 33 6 
RE — hi ae 
Sugar 
Oil and petrol. 235 136 68 
Benzol 9 55 ae 12 Na 
(2) Govermment mong; 
a meree ep intern 3 = 1 10 
ax on automa’ MEAs we 1 1 
8 . 3 1 1 8 2 
Gun powder 4 
Post office....... G 709 39 
egraphs....... 187 12 
Telephones.......-......<00. 5 Al 2 
enterprises. ... mee 6 1 
Total. <i . 3 3 1,884 


FRENCH RECEIPTS FROM TAXATION, 1022. 

Apart from indirect taxation, direct taxation was assessed in France 
amounting in 1922 to 2,587,678,600 francs; 45,487,300 francs were 
also assessed for Alsace and Lorraine. Out of the above total of 
2,587,678.600 francs the assessment for 1922 separately was 2,075,024,- 


200 franca, levied as follows: Franes 

een erde pre ahaa ! TTT sir 8 
S. — ———— „ g 

Fw... RET OC ETANTE 273, 358, 500 
Revenue from liberal professlons . . 

General income tax... 1„ͤ4„ „ —— 993, 923, 200 
rtization charges 3 192, 


The remaining 519,654,400 francs represent amounts levied but stin 
outstanding for previous years. 
French general budget for 1922 in round figures. 


{Wall Street Journal, February 17, 1923, page 4.] Francs. 
Indirect taxation ͤ„ðꝗꝑꝗPÄüi. — 138. 289, 000, 000 
Direct taxation 9 — — 2; 500, 000, 000 
Fans.. — —— ³ — 8, 000, 000, 000 
Various ipts__ 1, 000, 000, 000 
FF 
8 1 4 x 
Be O A NT REET ASE ZIZI 1.300, 000; 000 


The -customs and sales tax brought in 1,600,000,000 less than they 


were counted on for. Sales tax is at rate of 1.10 per cent. 
income tax brought in over 2,500,000,000 francs and 
than were estimated. | 

The scheme to increase by 20 per cent the rates of actual taxation | 
has been rejected by the finance committee and several new proposals 
suggested, | 

One of these is the “Carnet de coupons,” which would enable the 
revenue authorities to obtain accurate information as to the source 
of income, notably those derived from securities. This proposal, which 
is strongly opposed by the finance minister, would, if adopted, yield 
about 700,000,000 francs, 

INTERNATIONAL FINANCE AND ITS REORGANIZATION, 
(By Elisha M. Friedman.) 
FISCAL POLICY OF FRANCE DURING THR WAR. 


France raised a smaller part of her war expenditures by taxes than 
any other belligerent, The tax policy was weak, one sided, and im- 
productive. 

1. The inflation of credit caused a rise in prices which constituted a 
steep and ungraduated income tax on rich and poor. France resorted 
to inflation to avoid further taxation (p. 123). 

2. This was aggravated by consumption taxes increasing cost of 
living. 

8. The sales tax is unreliable, as its yield declines as prices fall. 

4. France's tax policy was unsound and politically undemocratic 
(p. 126). 

5. Probably the most serious mistake from the point of view of 
after-war taxation and the balancing of the Budget was the exemption 
from taxation of income from war loans. Thus the burden of interest 
payable by the State was increased. 


GERMANY. 
(Mark, par value, $0.2382; May 10, 1923, 37,987 to dollar.) 
TAXES ON PROPERTY AND Incomn, 


(The New Tax System of Germany, J, Jastrow, Quarterly Journal of 
Economics, February, 1928, pp. 802-328.) 


A. ON INCOMES. 


1. Progressiye tax from 10 to 60 per cent exceeding 8,000,000 marks. 
Instead of following the English play of levying the tax on those por- 
tions of the income which exceed the margins of subsistence, they levy 
it on the full amount of the wage and then reduce the tax. (Rebates 
come on the tax, not on the income.) States forbidden to levy addi- 
tional income taxes, but receive their quota from the national taxes. 

2. Tax on juristic entities: 

a. Industrial companies pay 35 per cent (20 per cent of the portions 
not distributed to shareholders). Deduction of certain operating ex- 
penses. 

b. Institutions, charitable foundations, ete., pay 10 per cent. 

3. Income tax for 1922 yielded 5338,840,556,000 marks. (The Econo- 
mist, April 28, 1923, p. 892.) Sales tax, 215,867,068,000 marks. 


B. ON PROPERTY. 


The 
788,000,000 more } 


1. Principal sources: 

a. Property (capital levy): 1. Rate for natural persons gradunted 
from 1 to 10 per cent. 2. For corporate bodies, 14 per cent. Certain 
additional taxes for the first 15 years which double or treble the 
amount. 3. Exemption of 400,000 marks. 

b. Inheritances: 1. Taxed according to relationship. Five classes, 
with rates 3 to 14 per cent; each class of 100,000 marks or over have 
additional lines in percentage of the tax; for 100,000 marks, 10 per 
cent of the tax up to 500 per cent on 5,000,000 marks (original tax 
multiplied six times). 2. If the heir owns more than 2,000,000 marks, 
an additional surtax must not exceed haif the amount exceeding 
2,000,000 marks). 8. Gift tax with eye to Invasion of inheritance tax 
developed to position of equality with it. 

c. Tax on income from capital: Fifteen per cent on interest, divi- 
dends, etc. Tax must be paid before interest is paid. An advance levy, 

2. Secondary sources: 

a. Property increments: 1. Tax determines value of property tri- 
ennially. 2. Rates, 1 per cent on 100,000 to 200,000 marks; 2 per 
cent on next 200,000 marks to 10 per cent on increments over 6,000,000 
marks. 3. Exemption where property is not over 200,000 marks, 

b. Forced loan: 1. Noninterest bearing first three years to 1925; 
next year 4 per cent, and after that 5 per cent. Exemption, 100,000 
marks. On next 100,000, 1 to 10 per cent exceeding 1,000,000 marks; 
corporate bodies pay one-half; certain exemptions, 

C. ON PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS, 

1. Corporations: In floating joint-stock companies for industrial 
purposes an association tax“ amounting to 74 per cent, levied on the 
initial capital subscribed by the shareholders. 

2. Securities; Issue of bonds bearing a fixed rate of interest or the 
first transfer of foreign shares subject to a “securities tax.” Occa- 
sionally one-half or 2 per cent. Generally 4 per cent, and on foreign 
shares 74 per cent. Government bonds exempt from this tax, 
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. Sales on the exchanges: Tax on exchange transactions 

On commodities (grain, etc.), two-fifths per cent. 

. Shares for professionul dealers, one-tenth per cent. 

c. Where one party is private customer, three-fifths per cent; when 
both are, 1% per cent. 

4. Percentages: A special income tax on the percentages of the 
boards of directors of joint-stock companies, 20 per cent of the per- 
centage. 

5. Stamp taxes on 

a. Purchases of land. 

b. Drafts, 

6. Reichsbank: Commonwealth regulates its quota of returns by 
special enactment. 
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ITALY. p 
(Lira, par value, $0.193; May 10, 1923, 50.04783.) 
TAXES ON INCOME, 

A. Income derived from capital assessed at 18 per cent. 

B. Income derived jointly from capital and labor, 15 per cent. 

C. Incomes from labor only, 12 per cent, levied on all wages over 
10 lire a day. 

D. Salaries (civil, educational, ete.), 9 per cent. 

Exemption, 2,000 lire a year except when derived exclusively from 
capital. 

Business concerns whose income is derived from capital invested in 
industrial concerns are taxed as income derived jointly from capital 
and labor (15 per cent). 

Joint-stock company, taxable income based on amounts actually 
assigned to and distributed among shareholders, directors, etc, Pay- 
able on all sums distributed and on all assignments of profits, increase 
in the nominal value of shares, or free distribution of new shares. 

SUPERTAX, 


Levied on total income exceeding 4,000 lire per annum, after usual 
family deductions, etc., not less than 2,000 lire taxable. 

Rates, 1 per cent on 2,000 lire to 25 per cent on 1,500,000 lire. 

1. For the year 1922 the income tax yielded over 6,000,000,000 lire. 
(Economic World, November 4, 1922, p. 66.) 

2. (a) The income tax on farm profits is now shared on profit-shar- 
ing basis by the tenant and landowner. (b) Limited to 10 per cent 
and exempted from supplementary taxes. (Economic Review, January 
12, 1928, p. 27.) 

8. New proposal to levy a single income tax to take the place of 
Federal, provincial, and commercial taxes. A certain per cent to be 
allotted Provinces and communes. (Economic World, Saturday, April 
21, 1922.) 1 

PROPERTY AND CORPORATION TAXES. 


1. Tax on buildings varies progressively from 20.72 to 27.75 per 
cent on the amount of rent determined exceeding 1,000 lire annually, 
(Commerce Reports, September 4, 1922, p. 78.) 

2. Tax on land varies from 11.89 to 19.15 per cent on the assumed 
rent exceeding 5,000 lire annually. (Commerce Reports, September 4, 
1922, p. 78.) 

8. Inheritance taxes (the Economic Review, October 6, 1922, p. 211): 

a. Rates 1.80 per cent on an inheritance of 1,000 lire to lineal and 
descendants up to 90 per cent on an inheritance of 20,000,000 lire going 
to distant relative or strangers, 

b. Further registration charge where rights of lands are concerned, 
0.75 per cent. 

c. If legatee is not a lineal ancestory descendant, husband, or wife, 
he must pay an increment of 6, 9.6, or 12 per cent where his share of 
the legacy exceeds 200,000, 400,000, or 600,000 lire, respectively. 

d. Two per cent additional duty on jewelry; 5 per cent additional 
duty on furniture. 

Corporations pay a negotiation tax on par value of stock at the 
rate of 9.42 per cent or 4.2 per thousand for bearer securities and 
0.24 per cent on stock registered in name of owner; partnerships pay 
0.24 per cent of capital invested. (Commerce Reports, September 4, 
1922, p. 78.) 

Corporations pay a tax varying progressively from 5 to 20 per cent 
on bonuses which they distribute to their director, managers, ete. 
May amount to 25 per cent where the bonus exceeds 40,000 lire. 
(Commerce Reports, September 4, 1922, p. 78.) 

A special tax of 15 per cent is imposed on dividends or interest 
from corporation securities made out to bearer. (Commerce Reports, 
September 4, 1922, p. 78.) 

Corporations also pay certain commune“ or small local taxes. 
(Commerce Reports, September 4, 1922, p. 78.) 

RUSSIA. 
INCOME AND PROPERTY TAXES. 
(Soviet Government Tax Reforms, Alazoda Comstock Barrons, May 7, 
1923, p. 12.) 

1. Those taxable “town citizens” and associations whose incomes 

are derived from: 


a. Trade, industry, credit societies, the professions, other specified 
occupations, 


b. Ownership or leasing of urban property. 

c. Money capital, interest, and dividend-bearing scrip. 

d. Specified professions. 

e. Salaries above the scale fixed by special regulation. 

2. No exemption for dependents. 

8. Devised to operate under a depreciating currency. 

4. Progressive scale resembling American surtax except that rates 


are in “tax units“ instead of percentages. The number of units is 
multiplied by the number of rubles fixed as the unit for any given | 
half year. In 1922 first half-year unit was 1,000 rubles, 


Half-yearly income. 


(Soviet Government Tax Reforms, Alazoda Comstock Barrons, May 1, 
1923, p. 12.) 


Thirty units for each 200,000 rubles above 2,000,000, Income of 
2,000,000 pays 300,000 or 15 per cent. Nontaxable income graded ac- 
cording to size of city. For Moscow, first half year, 120,000 rubles, 


PROPERTY TAX. 


Under the new civil code, buildings, tools, machinery, currency, securi- 
ties, household and personal goods may be privately owned. 

1. Above-mentioned goods taxable. 

2, Exemption, property used to carry on business. 

3. Rate: For the first half year the tax unit is 500 rubles (1922 
issue). A person who has 10,000,000 rubles (1922 issue) pays 300 
units or 150,000 rubles or 14 per cent, 

Income from these taxes uncertain, but seems to be improving. In 
November, 1922, they comprised 20.6 of the revenue. 


THE FOOD TAX. 


1, The food tax is paid by the peasants. 

2. The unit is 1 pood (36 pounds rye grain). 
other agricultural products in proportion to value. 

8. Amount of tax determined by— 

a. Number of members of family. 

b. Amount of land cultivated. 

o. Livestock maintained. 

d. Quality of the harvest. 

4. Revenue in 1921-22 translated into gold rubles amounted to 
almost as much as all other sources of revenue combined. 


INDIRECT TAXATION, 


1. Imposed on the theory that the Russian population has been to 
a large degree reduced economically to a common level. 

2. Sokolnikor, of the commissary of finance, said, “ Indirect taxation 
does not bear the antidenrocratic character which it does in capitalistic 
countries where sharp inequalities exist. (Soviet Government Tax 
Reforms, Alazoda Comstock Barrons, May 7, 1923, p. 12.) 

8. Very difficult of collection. Only 6,000,000 rubles for the current 
year, a negligible fraction of the estimated amount. 


Mr. FREAR. Since the above was written I have visited 
Russia and discussed finances with the Commissar of Finance 
and other officials, The Russian tax system has been much 
simplified, and even the sales tax of 3 per cent that had been 
cut one-half will be abandoned next year, 

This tax, abandoned by distressed, tax-burdened Russia, is 
persistently urged by big business interests in this country. 


BELGIUM. 


(The franc, par value, $0.193; May 10, 1923, $0.0570.) 
TAXES ON INCOME. 


(Commerce Reports, November 8, 1920, pp. 636-638.) 

1. Real estate: 

a. Levied on assessed value. 

b. Rate, 10 per cent. Also on personal property, except when profits 
are realized and taxed abroad, when it is 2 per cent. 

c. Exemption; Unproductive tracts, national demands, ete. 

d. Payable by proprietor, but in spite of intent of law is collected 
from tenant. 

e. One-tenth of tax assigned to province; four-tenths to commune 
where property is. (Journal of Commerce, March 16, 1922, p. 10.) 

2. Income from capital: 

a. Dividends, interest, and all returns from invested capital, includ- 
ing State provincial obligations, etc. (unless exempted by special enact- 
ment), stock dividends, apportionment of capital through liquidation, 
etc., and interest on bank deposits. 

b. Stock companies, banks, etc., authorized te collect tax at source. 

c. Rate, 10 per cent, to be raised to 15 per cent on domestic securi- 
ties. (Wall Street Journal, March 7, 1923, p. 13.) 


Payment can be in 
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d. One-half the tax is assigned equally to Province and commune 
where earned. 

3. Professional tax: Income derived from industrial, commercial, agri- 
cultural enterprises, salaries of public and private employees, 

a. Rate; Graduated from 20 per cent on income of 8,000 franes to 
10 per cent on any amount over 48,000 francs. 

b. Exemption: Widows and heads of families less than 8,000 franes. 

e. Deduction of certain business expenses. 

d. One-half professional tax assigned equally to Province and eom- 
munes where earned. 

SURTAXES. 
(Journal of Commerce, March 16, 1922, p. 10.) 


1. Applied by fractions of 5,000 franes. 

2. Starts with one-half of 1 per cent for each fraction comprised in 
total incomes amounting to 20,000 francs or less, progressively up to 
30 per cent on 165,000 francs. 

As a result, a Belgian who has an income of 165,000 francs pays a 
total direct income tax of 40 per cent. 

AUSTRIA. 
(Review of the Foreign Press, March 23, 1923, p. 253.) 
INCOMB AND PROPERTY TAXES, 


1. Income tax: 

a. Rate maximum: Sixty per cent of income; a shareholder’s Income 
paid by the company and by the individual. 

b. Percentage duty, 40 per cent, payable on remuneration of direc- 
tors and managers, althovgh profits tax has already been paid on it. 

e. Profits from industrial undertakings, 48 to 70 per cent in all. 

d. Joint-stock companies: Special profits tax, 70 per cent; income tax 
on dividends reduced by this amount, 40 to 50 per cent; in all, 80 to 85 
per cent, 

2. Special profits tax: 

a. All joint-stock companies. 

b. All private firms with restricted liability. 

c. Rate, about 50 per cent of net profits plus additional charges, dues, 
etc., brings Ìt to 67 per cent. 

3. General profits tax: 

All private firms. 

Rate must not exceed 5 per cent net profits. 

Heavy local taxes in addition. 

INDIRECT TAXES, 

5. Turnover tex: At present 1 per cent; to be raised next year to 
2 per cent. 

6. Exchange tax: Rate, 4 per cent. 

7. Banking turnover tax: Rate, one-fourth per cent on every trans- 
action. 

GREECE. 
New GREEK Tax ON PROFITS. 
(Commerce Reports, May 14, 1923, pp. 449, 450.) 


Date of law: a. August 3, 1922, for domestic corporations; b, Jan- 
uary 21, 1923, applied it to foreign corporations. 

The law and amendment apply to profits made since the beginning 
of 1921, and, as retroactive laws are unconstitutional in Greece, there 
is much opposition from various sources. The law, however, is in 
force. 

Exemptions: a. In the case of incorporated banks, 6 per cent; b. 
in the case of other incorporated enterprises, 10 per cent. 

Example: Bank with working fund of 6,000,000 drachmas has profits 
for year 1922 of 1,800,000 drachmas. 

First amount exempted is deducted, which is at 6 per cent on work- 
ing fund or 360,000 drachmas, leaving taxable balance of 1,440,000 
drachmas, 

1. Amount corresponding to 4 per cent of working fund, i. e., 
240,000, to be taxed according te the scale at the rate of 20 per cent, 
viz, 48,000 drachmas tax. 

2. Amount corresponding to 10 per cent of working fund, i. e., 
600,000 drachmas, to be taxed at 25 per cent, viz, 150,000 drachmas. 

3. Amount corresponding to 10 per cent working fund, i. e., 600,000 
drachmas, to be taxed at 30 per cent, viz, 180,000 drachmas. 

Consequently the bank on its profits of 1,800,000 drachmas will pay 
a tax of 378,000 drachmas. 


Rate of tax varies according to the type of company; that is, bank- 
ing commercial, industrial, or other, 

The law has adopted a system of ascending scale of increase of taxas 
tion and the balance of profit to be taxed, after deductions, must ba 
divided into portions, each of which will be charged with the equivalent 
hy of tax, and will not be taxed in total by the rate mentioned in 

escale, 


NEW GREEK TAX ON PROFITS. 


The above scale will enter into force from the taxation period of the 
year 1922 and on. Regarding profits of the year 1921, the tax will be 
calculated according to a special commandment of the law at a fixed 
rate of 50 per cent without any gradation. 

From the above it is evident that after a company has deducted from 
its profits an amount of 6 per cent per annum on the working fund 
during the year 1921 it must pay half of it to the public treasury. For 
1921, however, the law makes an exception granting the right to tax- 
able companies to pay the tax in 10 equal yearly installments, and in 
addition exempts them from the 10 per cent overtax in favor of the 
forced loan, which from 1922 and on will be applied in addition to the 
above tax. 

SALES TAX. 

Germany, 2 per cent (may represent a tax of 10 per cent, and may be 
greater). 

Austria, 1 per cent, to be raised next year to 2 per cent, 

France, 1.10 per cent. 

Canada, 6 per cent at source, August 1, 1923, 

Belgium, 1 per cent. 

England has no sales tax and Italy none except on luxuries. 

COMMENTS OP New SALES Tax IN CANADA. 
(Manitoba Free Press, Winnepeg, May 14, 1923, p. 9.) 
CLAIM NEW SALES PAX WILL INCREASE PRICES. 

Toronto business men concede the alteration of the method of levying 
the sales tax is the outstanding feature of the finance minister's budget. 
There is not complete unanimity as to whether the cost of goods will 
be increased or not. The general view, however, is that the new sales 
tax of 6 per cent at the source—mannfacture or importation—will in- 
crease the eost of goods to the consumer. 

(The Globe, Toronto, May 14, 1923, p. 11.) 


E. M. Trowern, Dominion secretary of the Retail Merchants Associa- 
tion, is in fayor of the change in tax. He says that the cost of collect- 
ing the old tax was five times the revenue raised. A retail merchant 
had to pay $100 in order to keep track of $20 worth of taxes and the 
Government was put to great expense sending men to small manufas 
turers to cheek their books. 

CAPITAL LEVY. 

À AUSTRIA, 

Act passed July 21, 1920. (Economic Review, August 27, 1920, 
p. 368.) 

1, Payment: a. To be made in three installments per annum pro- 
vided that not more than 40 per cent of tax is immovable. b. If 
capital is for the most part immovable 20 per cent of the levy must 
be paid in three years, 

2. Time limit for the payment of all installments is 20 years. 
a. Five per cent interest to be paid on that part of the levy not paid at once. 
b. Special privileges for these who choose to pay in 5, 10, or 15 years. 

3. Rate of taxation: 3 per cent on first 30,000 taxable kronen to 
65 per cent on 10,000,000 kronen or over. 

4. Exemptions: a. 30,000 kronen exemption for single man; 60,000 
kronen exemption for married man; 80,000 kronen exemption for man 
in ease wife is unable to earn her own living or over 60 years old. 
b. Certain exemptions for children and aged. 

5. For year ending 1921 it yielded about one billion and a half 
kronen. (Am. Rev. of Reviews, April, 1923, p. 400-403.) 

GERMANY. 

On December 3ł, 1919, a national levy was enacted by the German 
National Assembly. 

1. Rates of the levy run from 10 per cent on the first 50,000 marks 
of taxable capital to 65 on taxable capital of more than 2,000,000 
marks. (Reichs-Gisetzblatt, 1919, No. 252, sec. 24.) 

2. Exemptions: a, Small properties up to 5,000 marks. b. Married 
couple—5,000 marks deducted. c. Religious, educational, charitable 
institutions, ete. 

3. Method of payment: a. Paid in one sum. b. Installments. 

(1) Annual payment of 6} per cent of the levy; 5 per cent interest 
on amount owned. a. Can be paid in one, two, or four annual payments. 

4. Result: Germany’s tax proportionately more productive than 
Italy’s. (Am. Rev. of Reviews, April 23, 1923, p. 403.) 

a. During fiscal year 1921-22 it furnished 6.2 per cent of total revenue, 

b. Estimated yield in 1922-23, 7.6 per cent. 

Norz.— The installment idea by which the levy could be spread over 
25 years transposed the original idea into that of a current property. 
tax. Leading financiers vigorously opposed the immediate collection of 
the levy. (Economic Review, Dec. 3, 1920, p. 72.) 
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ITALY. 
(The lira, par value.) 


Late in 1919 a capital levy act was passed by Nitti's government. 
In April 22, 1920, it was eg modified. (Gazetta Ufficiale, May 
1, 1920, pp. 1-813.) 

General provisions. (Am. Review, A. Comstock, pp. 402, 403, April, 
1923): 

1. Payment can be spread over 20 years (so that it can be paid out 
of income). Can be paid im 10 years where property is three-fifths 
personal. 

2. Exemption of 50,000 Hras. 

3. Rates from 4.5 per cent on property exceeding 50,000 lire to 50 
per cent on property of 100,000,000 lire or more. 

4. Date of valuation, January 1, 1920. 

5. Accompanied by a heavy tax on increments of capital gained dur- 
ing the war. 

6. Has remained in force three years. 

7. Yield for fiscal year 1923, 3.8 per cent of total revenue, For the 
preceding year, 4.4 per cent. 

8. Considerably over half the tax paid by owner of securities and 
personal properties. Small proportion of agricultural people pay the 
tax. 

9. Number of people subject to the tax about 1 per cent of the popu- 
lation. (United States Commerce Reports, November, 1920, p. 830.) 


GREECE. 
(The drachma, par value, $0.193; May 10, 1923, $0.0145.) 


Law approved to take effect April 1, 1923. 

1. Nontaxable minimum of 500,000 drachmas. 

2. Levied at progressive rate, 2 per cent to 20 per cent, on fortunes 
larger than 25,000,000 drachmas. 

8. Expected revenue (Minister of Finance), two thousand million 
drachmas, 

4. Capital of limited liability companies taxed at a flat rate of 6 
per cent, shareholders deducting from their property the value of their 
shares. 

5. Tax is payable in 10 half-yearly installments. 

6. Interest at 4 per cent charged for the second and remaining 
installments from the expiration of the period at which the declara- 
tion of @e taxable property must be made up to the end of the month 
at which each installment falls due. 

7. Discount of 20 per cent is allowed for immediate payment of the 
whole tax. (The Economist, March 24, 1923.) 

8. The American equivalent of the exemption is about $5,000, and 
the maximum rate is imposed on more than $250,000. (The Commer- 
cial Financial Chronicle, April 7, 1923.) 

However, it must be kept in mind that the exchange rate is no 
indication of the local purchasing power, which is much greater than 
when converted into United States money. 

CZRCHOSLOVAKIA, 
(Krone at par, $0.2026; May 10, 1923, $0.0297.) 

April I, 1920, the national assembly passed a law levying a tax on 
individuals who on March 1, 1919, owned property valued at more than 
10,000 kronen. . (United States Commerce Reports, April 23, 1920, p. 
460.) 

TWO TAXES. 

1. Levy on capital. a. Rate, 1 per cent on 25,000 kronen graduated 
progressively up to 30 per cent on 10,000,000 kronen. b. Proceeds 
not to be used for current expenses but to be devoted to support of the 
currency and reduction of the debt. (Board of Trade Journal, Sep- 
tember 23, 1920, p. 379.) c. All persons, including foreigners re- 
siding in this country for a year or more, subject to tax. d. Only 
15 per cent to be paid immediately; the rest due in six half-yearly in- 
stallments. (North American Review, February 23, 1923, p. 195.) 

2. Tax on capital increase, a. Measured by the difference of pre- 
war wealth of individuals and that of March 31, 1919. b. Rate, 5 
per cent on increments in wealth of 5,000 kronen to be a tax of 40 
per cent on increments exceeding 10,000,000 marks. 

3. Direct taxation yielded about one billion kronen in 1921, but in- 
direct yielded five times as much, 

SWITZERLAND. 


In 1922 the Socialist Party introduced a bill with a noncurrent levy 
on capital of individuals and corporations, with an exemption of 80,000 
francs, and exemptions for wives, children, etec. 

1. Rates: a. Individuals, 8 per cent on the first 50,000 franes to 60 
per cent in excess of 30,700,000 francs. b. Rate for corporation, 10 
per cent. 

2. Valuation on December 31, 1922. 

3. Payment in three yearly installments. 

4. Revenue from it to go three-fifths to federation and two-fifths 
locally. 

Results: Enormous transfer of capital to other countries before the 
referendum. ‘The bill was defeated and the capital returned. 


ENGLAND, 


In 1916 a capital levy was first proposed by Sidney Webb, who ad- 
vocated a 10 per cent tax on capital. 

In 1917 Bonar Law favored a levy (though he does not at present) 
as a solution to the debt. 

In 1920 the House of Commons appointed a committee to study the 
matter. To them the board of inland revenue submitted a report, 
“Memoranda on suggested taxation of war-time increases in wealth,” 
presenting two detailed methods. of how it could be accomplished. 
Chancellor of Exchequer refused to propose it, and in 1922 again re- 
fused to propose it. 

FRANCB. 
(Review of Reviews (Am.), April, 1928, p. 402.) 

In 1920 finance committee of the Chamber of Deputies considered 
several plans. a. Supported by socialists with whom it originated. 
b. Also by some deputies representing the financial interests who felt 
that a moderate tax might Increase the value of the franc. However, 
it was opposed by the minister of finance and temporarily shelved. 

In 1923 the finance minister accounted for its omission. Salā 
that because of the income and inheritance taxes heavier taxation was 
out of the question. 


INTERNATIONAL FINANCE AND ITS REORGANIZATION. 
(Alisha M, Friedman.) 


“The brilliant success of America’s war financing was due to the 
almost providential inauguration of the income tax in 1913. Britain's 
time-tested income tax was the backbone of her financial structure” 
(p. 17). 

THE COST OF THE PREVIOUS WARS. 


In the 120 years from 1793 to 1913 the cost of war amounted to 
over $24,000,000,000, or about two-thirds of the difference between the 
debts of the world at the two dates. The expenditures of the United 
States in former wars amounted to $5,692,000,000, distributed as 
follows: 


War 7 N with Great Britain — site, 000, 000 
War (1846-1849) with Mexico 173, oer one 
Civil War, 1860-1860 55 . Bae: 3 

Spanish-American War, 1857-1505 — — 1, 922; 608 


The cost of wars to Europe in the same interval amounted to about 
$15,400,000,000. The cost of the World War was over six times as 
great as the cost of all the wars in the previous 20 years (p. 29). 


THA TOTAL DIRECT COST OF THE WAR. 


Several estimates have been made of the cost of the war, the varia- 
tion between which is due to differences as to period covered and dit- 
ferences as to items Included. The statistics branch of the General 
Staf of the United States War Department figured the direct cost of 
the World War to be $186,000,000,000. 

Edgar Crammond in Great Britain estimated the total direct cost of 
the war to be about $210,000,000,000. 

E. L. Bogart, in his very comprehensive study, estimated the total 
direct cost to be $186,333,000,000. 

L. K. Gottlieb estimated that the increase in gross indebtedness of 
the principal belligerents was $212,000,000,000, but this sum included 
about $29,000,000,000 of Russian paper currency, the deduction of 
which would make the increase of gross indebtedness $183,000,000,000. 
Deducting advances among the Allies of about $23,000,000,000 counted 
twice, the net increase in the debt of the world would be $160,000,- 
600,000. The addition of $32,000,000,000 in taxes would make the 
total direct cost of the war $192,000,000,000. 

E. K. A. Seligman reckons the total war expenditures to be about 
$232,000,000,000 and the net war expenses about $210,000,000,000. 
He ascribes his high result to the fact that he uses later figures than 
did otber writers, 

Assuming that the total direct cost of the World War is about 
$200,000,000,000, this figure is ten times the total foreign investments 
aceumulated by Great Britain before the war, or more than five times 
the foreign investments of the entire world. 

In terms of American values, the cost of the war to the world is 
approximately equal to the total estimated wealth of the United 
States, or about four hundred times the annual value of new build- 
ing construction, about fifty times the value of our foreign trade before 
the war, and about sixty times the value of the general stock of gold 
in the United States January 1, 1920. 


DEBT CHARGES, 


The annual debt charges of all the powers enumerated was about 
$9,300,000,000 after the war. Comparing the annual charges before 


the war and after the war by countries, we find that the ratio of the 
increase was fifty-two times for Germany, thirty-eight times for the 
United States, twelve times for Great Britain, eight times for France, 
and six times for Italy. The per capita debt for the United States after 
the war was about 30 per cent of that of Great Britain and about 33 
per cent of that of France (p. 41). 
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DEBT AND NATIONAL WEALTH., 


The United States pre-war national wealth was about 45 per cent 
that of the total for the allied powers and one and six-tenths times that 
of the Central Powers. The other countries in the order of national 
wealth were as follows: Germany, Great Britain, Russia, France, 
Austria, Italy. The pre-war national income of the United States con- 
stituted 54 per cent of that of the allied powers and two and three- 
tenths times that of the Central Powers (p. 42). 

FISCAL POLICY OF GRBAT BRITAIN DURING WAR. 

The experience of the United States in the War of 1812 and in the 
Civil War and of France and Germany in the World War were evi- 
dences of wrong fiscal policies. 

Great Britain, however, adbered to a defined and fairly consistent 
policy throughout the war. A large percentage of her expenses were 
met by taxation. Taxation was vigorous and increasingly heavy 
throughout the war. Not only was the interest on loans fully covered, 
but a large percentage of the war expenditures were met by taxation. 

Direct taxes constituted the chief source of funds. These are demo- 
cratic in character and not easily shifted. The income and excess- 
profits taxes produced over 60 per cent of the total tax revenues. The 
number of sources of tax revenue were few, but rates on these were 
gradually and continually raised throughout the war. The introduc- 
tion late in the war of luxury and consumption taxes was primarily to 
repress nonessential consumption rather than to raise revenue (p. 88). 


Income TAx. 


(The Nation, May 16, 1923, p. 580, copied from Statistischen Reichsamt.) 


For a married man with two children in percentage of incomes from 
100,000 marks to 100,000,000 marks, March, 1923: 


= 2 
1,000,000 marks: 
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* y 9 
17 
36 
16 
10 
20 
2 
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pT YY ESSER ES EO Sa Dp FREE ESE SSE 20 
Jeg bee ee let LS EE eA Ee Re 18 
PRS PLR SINE RR VA eat En oie CPR De E Pa eer a OR RPE NES 20 
OMIEN- SOR OR asin acess, il hi de She ps a 5 
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8 VVVVVVdVVVVVTTVTTTTTTſTTſſTTTTſV—. en 53 
ET se Oe a Te RA Ta SC EEA 26 
Re SOD E E E RE Ea AES ETE se Ra NASA ENS 21 
LU Se te a ̃ ̃ ˙ SA SS Se. 25 
Uniten SIL H 8 
50,000,000 marks : 
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100,000,000 marks: 
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Englan 45 
France- sssi 45 
TOREN- Se eraa a ̃ ̃⅛˙— . — ee 85 
United States 25 


Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. O'Connor]. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the committee, were it not for a few things which have 
been said in this House during the past 48 hours I would not 
have injected myself, being a first-term man, into this debate, 
but I can not let an impression go out to the country that a 
certain gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts], and always 
referred to as the gentleman from New York, speaks for either 
the city or the State of New York. 

This is a subject to which my few remarks could add nothing. 
It has been discussed probably more than any other measure 
before this Congress and especially prior to its introduction, 
prior to its submission to us to pass upon it as a measure that 
may be enacted into law. I am concerned as a Representative 
from the great Empire State with those 1,063,000 taxpayers 
who will fare better under the plan of the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. GARNER], and I am not concerned with the 3.000 
taxpayers who will fare better under the plan of Mr. Mellon. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] I know these 3,000 tax- 
payers are probably all confined within the limits of the district 
represented by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Murs]. 
He speaks for them. They are his constituents. Probably not 


all of them vote for him. Probably a great number of them 
live in New Jersey, but if there are any people who do vote 
for Mr. Mitts, and it is only on a stormy day when they can 
not play golf that he does get a very good vote in his particular 
district, it is just that type of big surtax payers who do vote. 
His district is the result of his own personal gerrymander. As 
a member of the New York State Legislature he had risen 
above those legislative halls and determined to enter national 
politics. Whereupon in connection with the Republican organiza- 
tion in our city he carved out, you might say, from the entrails 
of the Borough of Manhattan a district fitted for himself. 
It starts down in Greenwich Village and ends up in Harlem. 
It touches every one of the other nine congressional districts 
in that borough. You can not follow it north or south, or 
east or west. When you get through walking about his district 
you think you are still living in the pre-Volstead days. He 
did not miss a park, he did not miss a so-called high-class hotel, 
he did not miss a cabaret. He has them all in his district. 
Fifth Avenue is its spinal column. His right elbow rubs my 
left elbow. 

My district is in that great east side of New York from 
Fourteenth to Sixty-third Street, east of his district to the great 
East River. My people know nothing about Mr. Minis, because 
they seldom go so far west. [Laughter.] Like the other 
Members from New York City, I have received thousands of 
those missiles manufactured by Mr. Mellon and his cohorts in 
reference to the so-called Mellon plan, but I can tell you truth- 
fully for myself, and I believe I speak for the other Members 
from New York City except this one distinguished gentleman, 
that none of those messages came from the real honest-to-God 
citizens of that city or State. They were either from the busi- 
ness men who do business in Mr. Mrrxs’s district, or they were 
from the lawyers who have retainers for those business men. 
We are very proud of the people who inhabit the great Empire 
State, and I can assure you gentlemen here that this gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Minis] does not speak for even a small 
fraction of them. It is beyond his power to hoodwink the 
people of that city or that State, and it is beyond the power of 
this great Republican campaign manager now presiding over 
the Treasury to sell those people a gold brick. have 
been all through that. They are interested in tax reduction, 
but never a word out of them as to the surtaxes. There are 
1,063,000 of them who are concerned with the taxation as pro- 
vided for in the plan of the gentleman from Texas, and there 
are only 3,000 of them who are interested in the Mellon plan. 

There was no demand from the people there, of course, for 
the elimination of those excise taxes on dirks and bowie knives 
and yachts. They do not use those things. They see yachts 
occasionally. Once in a while Mr. Morgan's yacht, the Corsair, 
or James Stillman’s palace of revelry interferes with their 
swimming off the docks in the East River. [Laughter.]} 

Mr. CAREW. The name of that yacht of Mr. Stiliman’s, I 
might inform the gentleman, is the Modesty. [Laughter.] 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. It was my own modesty that 
prevented me from mentioning it. 

Those people did not ask to take the tax off moving pictures. 
They know they are going to pay just the same price after 
you do take the tax off. They know that where 15 cents used 
to be the fee, gradually education and mathematics, showed the 
moving-picture man the way to do it. He used to charge 17 
cents, and then he said, “ What’s the use of dealing with pen- 
nies, we will make the admission 18 cents and the tax 2 cents, 
total 20 cents.” It will still be 20 cents after you repeal that 
tax. It is the same way with the soda tax. They will pay 
just as much for an ice-cream soda or for a bag of gumdrops 
after you take off the tax as they do now. 

One thing is amusing, and even though I am a new Member, 
perhaps I am entitled to be amused, but in the list of those 
excise taxes—and I do not know whether it was deliberate or 
not—we find that they have taken off a certain excise tax. 
I imagine the majority of the committee realized the necessity 
for further receptacles to hold these great bonuses granted to 
these surtax payers, and with that thought in their minds they 
took off the tax on purses. 

The people of New York City and of New York State are 
interested in the reduction of taxation, but that reduction must 
be equitable to all the people. It is no patriotic motive that 
moves those gentlemen, This tax reduction idea is not patriotic. 
All it is is selfishness universally applied. No taxpayer and no 
statesman, or one who thinks he is one, can get up on the 
Capitol steps and wrap the American flag around him in favor 
of tax reduction. But if we apply this universally applicable 
selfishness we want to apply it universally. These people in 
New York, like the people of the rest of the country, are looking 
for their share of the reduction of taxes, and they are not 
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willing, like Lazarus, to take the crumbs while Dives is 
feasting on the piece de resistance of a $500,000,000 bonus. 
[Applause.] And Mr. Mrrrs is never going to persuade them 
that that is the way they should be represented in the Congress. 

I sympathize with the position of the gentleman from New 
York., There is only one more thing for him to do—to retire 
to private life and follow his chosen profession of finance or to 
find some further measure that is coming up during this ses- 
sion to be against when that particular measure is demanded 
by the people of such a great cosmopolitan, typical city as New 
York. He is against the bonus. He is for taxing the poor for 
the benefit of the rich or for the relief of the rich at the expense 
of the poor. Well, we are going to be in New York when he 
is on the stump this year, and we are waiting to see what 
position he will take on at least one additional bill that is 
bound to come before this House; and if there is anybody left 
in his district to vote for him, it is going to be somebody who 
Fails yachts or has bought yachts or who uses dirks or bowie 
knives, or something like that where his immediate help was 
appreciated. [Laughter.] 

It is not my privilege, of course, to have sympathy with 
anybody. As a new Member, I should confine my emotions. 
But I appreciate the position in which the gentleman from New 
York finds himself, and probably the position in which a num- 
ber of his cohorts find themselves. They are between the two 
fires, gentlemen of the committee. They are between the Scylla 
of big business and the Charybdis of the electorate. If they 
do not put over this “ Mellon,” well, the Lord help their cam- 
paign chest! It will look like a sink strainer and be about as 
useful; and if they do put it over, New York will be unani- 
mous, and you will be able to count the Republican electoral 
vote of the country on the backofa postage stamp. [Laughter.] 

Now, Mr. Mrrxs knows that; and yesterday when he saw his 
position was futile he was hoping and praying that the 25 per 
cent will not go over, so that he can go back to New York and 
have some possibility of being returned to Congress. 

Appended to this bill as an afterthought—and I so charac- 
terize it advisedly—is a provision in reference to the taxes of 
1923, whereby it is proposed that a flat reduction of 25 per 
cent be refunded to the taxpayers in 1924. I was amused 
yesterday at thè candidness of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Green], the chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and the frankness with which he claimed authorship of that 
measure. 

He stated that not by even a hint or suggestion did it come 
to him from the Treasury Department. He, in his sleepless 
nights of the past two weeks, lying there in his half-wakeful 
moments, with the figures 25, 85, 44 taking human form before 
his eyes, all of a sudden conjured up this great discovery! 
{Laughter.] Well, gentlemen, I do not want to be provincial, 
but I want to say this: On the first day of this year, in the 
New York Legislature, an identical proposition was laid before 
the Legislature of the State of New York, that they reduce by 
a 25 per cent flat reduction the New York State income taxes 
for the year 1923, payable in 1924. And if the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Green] did not there get his inspiration, most of the 
country knows that it must have come from the first annual mes- 
sage of that great Governor of New York. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Unfortunately, the present Governor 
of New York is not so celebrated out in Iowa as in New York 
State. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. That is only a temporary 
condition. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know as to that; that may be. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. The State income tax of New 
York is a flat 1 per cent on residents, and, of course, no other 
plan except the 25 per cent reduction plan would be equitable. 
But as the distinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] 
yesterday pointed out this plan is not equitable, and that was 
one of the chief reasons why I rose here, because there is a 
sinister motive behind it. That plan returns money to tax- 
payers who are not entitled to it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman five 
minutes additional. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for five minutes more. 

Mr. O'CONNOR of New York. In that connection I want to 
read a part of the speech of the President the other night when 
he invaded New York City. He spoke in the district of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Mts], at the Waldorf-Astoria. 


The speech was labeled “Abraham Lincoln,” but so little was 

said about Abraham Lincoln that it is difficult to find it in the 

speech. The President spoke about the Mellon plan, and he 
talked polities. You gentlemen have all read it, but probably 

it would not be amiss for you to refresh your recollection about 

what he said about the bill of the distinguished gentleman from 

Texas. I read: 


Other measures which have been brought forward do not meet this 
requirement. 

They have the appearance of an indirect attempt to defeat a good 
measure with a bad measure. You have heard much of the Garner 
plan. Brought forward to have something different, it purported to re- 
leve the greatest number of taxpayers. It gave not the slightest heed 
to the indirect effect of high taxes, or to the approaching drying up of 
the source of revenue and consequent failure of the progressive income 
tax, or to the destruction of business initiative. It is political in 
theory. When the effect of its provisions was estimated it meant a 
loss of revenue beyond any expected surplus. It is impossible in 
practice. The people will not be misled by such proposals. It is 
entirely possible to have a first-class bill. I want the country to have 
the best there is. 


I commend to the distinguished President the debates of these 
two days as to whether or not his political theories as to 
the Democratic plan will hold water after the Members of this 
House have discussed the question. 

But I want to say this in reference to this flat reduction. 
I believe it is unfair and inequitable. It should not, in any 
event, exceed a certain amount of income or be applicable to 
taxpayers receiving over a certain amount of income, say 
$50,000. My authority for that is Mr. Mellon, and my further 
authority is the President. In his speech in New York the 
President narrated the story of the poor farmer buying a pair 
of shoes, saying: 

The high prices paid and low prices received on the farm are di- 
rectly due to our unsound method of taxation. I shall illustrate by a 
simple example: A farmer ships a steer to Chicago. His tax, the tax 
on the railroad transporting the animal, and of the yards where the 
animal is sold, go into the price of the animal to the packer. The 
packer’s tax goes into the price of the hide to the New England shoe 
manufacturer, The manufacturer's tax goes into the price to the whole- 
saler and the wholesaler’s tax goes into the price of the retailer, who 
in turn adds his tax to the price of the purchaser. So it may be 
said that if the farmer ultimately wears the shoes he pays everybody's 
tax from the farm to his feet. 


Mr. Mellon, prior to the President's statement, flooded this 
country with propaganda to the effect that the big surtax 
payer does not pay taxes; that anyone receiving an income over 
$50.000 collects it from others; that the money does not come 
out of his pocket, but that he collects the taxes from the small 
fellow, the ultimate consumer, and pays them into the Treasury 
of the Government. Yet you now propose at one fell swoop to 
return millions and hundreds of millions of dollars back to these 
men, that money not being theirs, and with no obligation that 
they return it to those poor persons who paid it to them. 

In other words, the “ poor” farmer, whose percentage of per- 
sonal income tax computed on his profits, expended on a pair 
of shoes was 8 cents, receives a refund of 2 cents, while the 
packer, the tanner, the wholesaler, the shoemaker, the retail 
dealer, and so forth, altogether receive a refund of about 50 
cents, no part of which goes back to the farmer who contributed 
the money by which these merchants paid their taxes in the 
first instance. Is that equitable? 

I think that is the most outrageous proposition that is ad- 
vanced in connection with this whole bill. But speaking about 
campaign chests, that does not make a bad little nucleus to 
start with. I believe that is the sinister purpose behind this 
afterthought alleged to have been conjured up by the chairman 
of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Now, gentlemen, I am sorry to have inflicted this on you, but 
New York is not typified in its advocacy of the rights of its 
inhabitants by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Miris]. 
We Members from New York are applying to this subject a 
great old adage which is Just as true to-day as the day it was 
first uttered. It is true socially; it is the keystone of society; 
it is true economically, although Mr. Mellon and Mr. Mers 
will not concur with me; it is true politically, and it always 
has been applied by the Democratic Party from the day of that 
party’s birth. It is an adage that might well be emblazoned 
in gold across the title page of the so-called Garner bill, “ The 
greatest good for the greatest number.” [Applause.] 

Mr. HAWLEY. I yield 40 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut [Mr. TILSONI. [Applause.] 5 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I have been alloted more time 
than will be necessary for the argument I intend to make, so that 
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at the end there will be time enough to answer any questions pro- 


pounded to me that I may be able to answer. For this reason, 
and in order not to interrupt the thread of my argument, I ask 
that in the first portion of my remarks I be not interrupted. 

Mr. Chairman, I was born and brought up a poor boy, and 
though I am now older, I have not in that regard departed 
far from my earlier state and condition. So far as I know 
I have not a wealthy relative in the world, so that the chances 
of my becoming rich by inheritance are indeed remote. As the 
older Members of this House know, I have spent the years of 
best earning capacity in this House, serving at a salary too 
small to meet even the living expenses of a man in our position 
having a family. I have served because I love my State and 
country and enjoy serving them. Nor do I feel regretful, de- 
spite the effect upon my personal fortune, for my life has been 
made rich in the abundance of its experiences, the character of 
its associations, and the satisfaction of having rendered service 
truly worth while, 

These personal references are for the purpose of making it 
clear that what I may say is in no wise prompted, colored, 
or influenced by my selfish personal interests as a direct-tax 
payer. No plan that has been, or is likely to be, proposed 
can possibly make very much difference in the amount of tax 
I must pay into the Treasury. I am, however, deeply in- 
terested, as the head of one of the more than twenty millions of 
families in this country, struggling for the highest and best 
standard of living obtainable, and as such I know, in the 
expenditure of my meager income, what the burden of taxa- 
tion means. 

There is reasonable ground for difference of opinion as to 
many of the taxes carried in this bill, but as to the wisdom or 
folly of high surtax rates there seems to me to be no more 
ground for disagreement than there is to disagree about the 
multiplication table. This, however, seems to be the principal 
bone of contention here, so I shall address myself largely to 
this feature of the bill. 

It has been said that the rule of taxation most universally 
applied is to pluck so as to get the most feathers with the 
least squawking. It would seem that the so-called Democratie 
or Garner plan is bottomed on this rule brought down to date. 
The idea underlying this plan seems to be that if the number 
of squawkers is sufficiently reduced, the combined squawking 
of so small a number may be disregarded at election time. Un- 
fortunately for this plan there are others—millions of others— 
in addition to the small number ostensibly singled out by this 
plan for plucking, who are also being stripped of their feathers 
and more. When these fully realize what is happening to 
them, the din of their million-voiced squawking will drown the 
voice of my good friend and his plan. 

There are certain elementary economic principles and certain 
practically universal traits of human character that must be 
taken into account in the problem of taxation. Explorers are 
still searching the uttermost nooks and crannies of the globe 
for a race, tribe, or people who like to be taxed. Few have 
been found who will pay more taxes than they are legally 
obligated to pay, while most will so adjust their affairs within 
the law as to render themselves liable to just as small an 
amount as possible, Some will go even further, 

If a tax directly imposed upon one can be lawfully passed 
on, or transferred to another, it will be done in most cases. 
For instance, the landlord pays the tax directly, but the tenant 
actually pays all the taxes—Federal, State, and municipal. 

Taxes Imposed upon any productive enterprise are properly 
chargeable as an additional overhead expense and as such 
reckoned in the cost of the product, whether the product be 
services rendered or articles grown or manufactured. ‘These 
taxes become an added expense upon the doing of business, 
which is necessarily reflected in the price of the product to the 
consumer. Having traveled around the circle, we come at last 
to the inevitable, unescapable, ultimate fact that those who use 
the products of business, whether goods, services, or what not, 
in the last analysis must pay the tax. This being so, and it 
ean not be successfully contradicted, it would seem that being 
sincerely interested in lifting the burden of taxation from the 
backs of those least able to bear it, our first and deepest con- 
cern should be to reduce as far as possible the unnecessary 
load now being borne by legitimate business. In so doing we 
shall bring real relief to all, and this is the only way we can 
reach so as to help the great masses of the people who are 
not even mentioned in the income tax laws. 

We shall do well, of course, to reduce somewhat the tax upon 
those of comparatively small incomes; for instance, those who 
pay on $10,000 or under. This is the class to which my good 


friend Garner and myself both belong, so far as our earned 
income is concerned. As to the other kind of income, my 


friend has the advantage of me. We admit that to this group 
1 the aristocracy of brains, as opposed to the plutocracy 
of dollars. i 


On behalf of my friend and myself I admit that we are a 
very deserving class of citizens and entitled to all reasonable 
consideration. The bill, as it stands, offers us quite a slice, 
80 per cent reduction, but my friend Garner adds 23 per cent 
to the cut, making a total reduction of nearly 54 per cent in 
our taxes. It may be well to add in passing that besides my 
good friend and myself there are quite a number of others in 
this fortunate class. It includes, in addition to Members of 
Congress, the lawyer and doctor of modest incomes, a great 
number of skilled mechanics, and others. In fact, there re 
over 3,000,000 of us, or about 90 per cent of all individual 
taxpayers. It is a wonderful reduction, and I should be for 
accepting what my friend offers me if the Treasury could only 
stand the strain and still be able to do the other things more 
important; but how does my friend propose to recoup the losses 
of revenue? 

There are a few lone thousands, less than 10,000, who pay 
on more than $53,000, which is the point at which the Garner 
plan goes above the Mellon plan. My friend stops bidding at 
this point. He does not care what happens to a man who is 
so indecent as to have an income of more than $53,000. Besides 
they are fewer in number than the Greeks who took part in 
the great Anabasis immortalized by Xenophon, and very few 
of them live in the fifteenth congressional district of Texas; 
so why should my friend,worry about them? 

If I correctly understand the plan of my friend it is to take 
off the tax burden entirely from all people except about 
2,000,000 individuals, and to relieve all of these 2,000,000 of a 
substantial part of their burden, except a comparatively small 
number of rich men, so small that they are not worth consider- 
ing. This is what is called “lifting the tax from the backs 
of the poor and placing it upon the shoulders of the rich.” 

Oh, if by wishing we could only make it so. Facts are 
stubborn things to deal with. The theory upon which the 
gentleman from Texas has constructed his bill is so beautiful 
that it isa pity the facts can not be brushed aside; but it can 
not be done. We must face the facts. Figures have been 
accumulating since we first imposed surtaxes, It is easy now 
to see the effect of such taxes and it is now possible to pre- 
dict the effect of any proposed change. For instance, to adopt 
the Garner plan would mean, according to the Actuary of 
the Treasury, a loss to the Treasury of over $600,000,000 
a year. Nothing can be more clearly demonstrated than has 
been the fact that very high surtax rates are not only not pro- 
ductive of revenue but are self-defeating and that they will 
inevitably and utterly destroy the progressive income-tax sys- 
tem, Prof. Thomas S. Adams, the father and best friend of 
the progressive income-tax system, says that a continuance 
of the high surtax rates will soon kill the progressive income 
tax entirely, You may multiply zero by any number you 
please and the product is zero. My 8-year-old daughter was 
having difficulty with the multiplication table and I was 
trying to assist her. I had explained to her that zero multi- 
plied by one equals zero, and likewise that zero multiplied by 
two or any other number, however large, also equals zero. 
This was too much for her, She broke in, saying: “ But, 
Daddy, surely if you multiply zero by a whole hundred it 
will make something.” So here the effort is to try to multi- 
ply a figure rapidly declining toward zero by a tax rate suf- 
ficiently high to produce all the revenue we may need. It 
can not be done. 

In the admirable speech of President Coolidge, delivered in 
New York on Lincoln's birthday, he cited the well-known fact 
that when the surtax on incomes over $300,000 was 10 per cent 
the revenue was about the same as at 65 per cent. He also 
referred to the fact that “in 1916 there were 216 incomes 
of a million dollars or more. Then the high tax rate went into 
effect. The next year there were only 141, and in 1918 but 67. 
In 1919 the number declined to 65. In 1920 it fell to 33, and 
in 1921 it was further reduced to 21.” Next year there will 
be less and like the “10 little Indians all in a line,” the sub- 
traction will probably go on until there is none, 

Those who insist upon the present rates, or the Garner 
rates, are like the ostrich in the timeworn, threadbare illus- 
tration, with their heads under the sand refusing to see the 
cold facts towering before them like a church steeple. They 
refuse to even look at the Treasury figures, which make the 
whole matter plain as a pikestaff. They insist upon the high 
surtaxes despite the fact that the incomes to which they are 
to be applied have largely disappeared. They seem to think, 
like my little girl, that if you multiply zero by a sufficiently 
large figure you will get something. In attempting to pull the 
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wool over the eyes of the people let us not deceive ourselves. 
The people of the country who do not know the multiplication 
table are not so numerous as they once were, and those who do 
not know it are rapidly learning it. They know that by re- 
taining a large multiplier they can not maintain the same 
product if the multiplicand is rapidly diminishing. 

I take the ground that high tax rates defeat themselves by 
driving capital into untaxed channels, and in the end fail to 
produce revenue. No fair-minded person can study the figures 
making up the tax history of the last 10 years without coming 
to this conclusion. The harm done by high surtax rates goes 
much further. They restrict and impede productive enterprise, 
thereby increasing living costs. The effect must follow the 
cause as inevitably as night follows the day. The net result 
of such a system is diametrically opposed to that claimed by 
its proponents in that by driving those best able to pay from 
the taxable field it imposes an undue share of the tax burden 
upon those least able to bear it. 

The other side of the picture is that by reducing inordinate 
rates productive enterprise becomes profitable, and by increas- 
ing the volume of business becomes productive of increased 
revenue. Increased production in its turn affects living costs 
through the economic law of supply and demand. In short, 
stimulating productive enterprise by reducing the high sur- 
taxes is the only means by which the great mass of the people 
who pay no taxes directly can be benefited by tax reduction. 

It has been asserted that the reduction of surtax rates to a 
maximum of 25 per cent will induce no additional capital to 
flow into productive channels. Some have been inclined to 
sneer or scoff at it. I believe that I can demonstrate that it 
will have that effect. 

I assume that it need not be argued that men having capital 
to invest will invest it where, in their judgment, it will be 
most productive of income. If we make our tax laws so that 
under them it is profitable to do so, men of brains and capital 
will use their brains and money in active business. If we leave 
the surtax rates as they are, or even reduce them to 44 per 
cent, they will invest their money in tax-exempt securities and 
spend their time playing golf. 

I have prepared some tables which will illustrate the effect 
of tax rates upon net incomes, which I shall insert at this 
place. 

What reduction in tax rates will induce capital to flow into 
productive enterprise? A person has $100,000 to invest—what 
will he do with it? 

Comparative net return under Mellon plan, Garner plan, and the present law. 
(The basis taken is the top bracket under all plans.) 


MELLON PLAN—NORMAL TAX 6 PER CENT +SURTAX 25 PER CENT=31 PER 
CENT. 


Rate. Net yield.| Net rate. 


Amount to be invested. 


Per cent. Per cent. 
11 $7,590 7.59 
10 6,900 6.90 
9 6,210 6.21 
8 5,520 5.52 
7 4,830 4.83 
6 4,140 4.14 


y 

8 
womens 
Ssszse- 


Per cent. 

$11,000 $6,380 $4,620 4.62 
10, 000 5,800 4, 200 4.20 
9,000 5,220 3,780 3.78 
8,000 4,640 3,360 3.35 
7,000 4,060 2,940 2.04 
6,000 3,480 2,520 252 


The question to the answer of which these tables are directed 
is: What reduction in tax rates will induce capital to flow 
into productive enterprise? Or what rates will drive capital 
into nonproductive fields? In making up the tables I assume 
that a person has reached the top bracket, so that any addi- 


tional income received by him must pay the highest rate. 
Under the Garner plan the top bracket begins at $92,000, and 
under the Mellon plan it is $100,000. So far as my chart is 
concerned, it makes no difference at what figure the top bracket 
is reached. To illustrate, assume that A is a man with a pros- 
perous business yielding him an income of $200,000. At the end 
of the year he finds that he has $100,000 to invest. Will he 
enlarge his business, enter upon some new enterprise, or will 
he invest in tax-exempt securities? The answer will depend 
upon what return he thinks he can net on his investment. The 
chart shows the comparative net return on $100,000 under the 
Mellon plan, the Garner plan, and the present law. 

The net rate, of course, is secured by taking the gross income, 
subtracting the tax, finding the net income, and this, of course, 
determines the net rate of income. 

Taking first the Mellon plan and answering those who say 
that it will not induce capital to flow into productive enter- 
prise, suppose that a taxpayer having $100,000 to invest finds 
some exceptionally fine business opportunity which in his judg- 
ment will pay him 11 per cent. On this he will net a yield of 
7.59 per cent, which is a better return than anything he can 
get on tax-exempt securities. ` 

If he is an active business man and does not mind taking a 
reasonable amount of risk, he will probably invest his money 
in an active business at a prospective profit of, say, 10 per 
cent, although in the East this might not be considered a con- 
seryative investment. If he succeeds in making his 10 per cent 
on this investment, he will earn a net income of 6.90 per cent. 

If he finds a 9 per cent investment, he will still net 6.21 per 
cent on his money; if an 8 per cent, 5.52 per cent; if a 7 per 
cent, 4.83 per cent. He must come all the way down to 6 per 
cent to get a rate of net income lower than the very best of 
the tax-exempt securities, because, as I understand—not hold- 
ing any of them myself—good tax-exempt securities can be 
bought to yield anywhere from 4 per cent to 5} per cent. 

It will thus be seen that under the Mellon plan a man at 
least has a chance to make a profit on his invested capital suf- 
ficient to induce some large investors to invest their money in 
active business rather than in tax-exempt securities. 

Now, take the Garner plan, and suppose that a man finds an 
investment which he thinks will pay him 11 per cent. If he 
is engaged in a productive business, a business which produces 
articles which people must consume, he must charge a pretty 
high price for them if he is to earn 11 per cent on his money. 
Suppose, however, that he finds an 11 per cent investment, and 
after taking the inevitable risk earns the 11 per cent. Under 
the Garner plan it will net him only 54 per cent. I understand 
that there are some tax-exempt securities which may be bought 
to yield even this rate. Surely there are plenty at 44 per cent, 
and the man with the $100,000 to invest must find an investment 
that will pay him 9 per cent in order to net him the equivalent 
of a 41 per cent tax-exempt bond. Why should he not go off 
and play golf or go to Palm Beach and enjoy himself while his 
tax-exempt securities draw interest rather than take the risk, 
when, even if he succeeds, he gets only an income equal to that 
yielded by a gilt-edged tax-exempt security, while, if he fails, 
he loses all, both the interest and the principal? 

Of course the present law is in this regard even worse, be- 
cause under the present law there is a 50 per cent surtax and 
an 8 per cent normal tax, so that even for the 11 per cent in- 
vestment under the present law there is no inducement for a 
man with a large income to inyest in any productive enterprise. 
The fact is that such men are not doing it in increasing num- 
bers, and we are all feeling the ill effects of it. 

Mr. HERSEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. HERSEY. Has the gentleman worked out the Frear plan 
so as to know what it is? A certuin number of men who call 
themselves progressives, as I understood from Mr. FREAR, have 
pledged themselves to vote for his plan, and I do not know but 
what I might vote for it myself if I could understand it. Can 
the gentleman explain it to us? 

Mr. TILSON. I am afraid that I should not be able to 
explain it; and as Mr. Frear himself in his very able way has 
spent something like an hour in explaining it, I do not believe 
that I should dare try to explain it any further at this time. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky: Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I believe the gentleman said that 
an investment which brings 9, 10, and 11 per cent would be of 
a speculative character. 

Mr. TILSON. I should call it so, 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. And undoubtedly in the East it 
would be considered speculative. 
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Mr. TILSON. The gentleman is correct. I speak from my 
own standpoint, of course. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. ‘Taking the gentleman’s table and 
considering the investment as an eastern one, at what point 
would the gentleman consider a conservative investment to 


begin? 

Mr. TILSON. Well, of course an investment which would be 
conservative for one person would not be for another. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Take the ordinary business man. 

Mr. TILSON. If he were a young man, in the prime of life, 
and had a little backlog which would be left if his venture 
failed, I should consider 8 per cent as reasonably conservative 
for him. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Let us take 8 per cent and say 
it is a real-estate investment, and your capital invested brings 
a return of 8 per cent. What is the property tax in New York 
State? 

Mr. TILSON. I do not know what it is in New York, but I 
believe it is pretty high. 

Mr. KINDRED, Nearly 3 per cent. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Now, when you deduct from your 

' net yield the amount of your property tax, would not big 
money have the same opportunity and, under your argument, 
the same reason for investing in tax-exempt securities as they 
would have under the Garner plan? 

Mr. TILSON. I do not know how oppressive the taxes are 
there, but I do know that as a general principle, as I stated 
a few moments ago, the person who uses the real estate must 
pay the tax in the end, whatever it may be. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. If the net yield at 8 per cent is 
5.52 per cent and the property tax, as well as the city, county, 
and State taxes, would be, say, 2 per cent; would not that 
bring the net yield down to 5.52 per cent? 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman’s arithmetic is correct, but 
the local taxes are taken into account before figuring the 
income, 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Would not the big money, under 
that argument, have the same opportunity and the same reason 
to invest their money in tax exempts under the Mellon plan as 
under the Garner plan? 

Mr. TILSON. No; the Garner plan puts the rate just so 
much higher. The rates under the Garner plan, going up to 
50 per cent, take half of the income in taxes, whereas under 
the Mellon plan they take 31 per cent. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. But your yield under the Mellon 
plan, according to that table there before our eyes, is less than 
the income that the tax exempts would bring. 

Mr. TILSON. No; in no case 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Yes; I am taking 5.52 per cent 
as the net yield and deducting your taxes. 

Mr. TILSON. There are no tax exempts, I think, that yield 
above 54 per cent, 

Mr. HAWLEY. Oh, yes; there are some that yield higher 
than that. 

Mr. TILSON. I speak of the tax exempts I know about. 

Mr. MERRITT. I take it the plan of my colleague is based 
on the net income, in all cases, over and above municipal and 
State taxes, because they would be the same under any plan, 

Mr. TILSON. Yes; of course. We have enough troubles of 
our own and enough to do in arranging the Federal taxa- 
tion system so that it will, if possible, let business live to pre- 
vent us from attempting to go into State taxation matters. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. TILSON. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. In reference to the question 
propounded regarding the Frear plan, if I understood the 
proposition submitted by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Frear], it was that his method is for no reduction whatever in 
the surtax, and that being the case, it would produce figures 
substantially similar to what the gentleman has there under 
the present law. 

Mr. TILSON. Yes; so far as the surtax is concerned, the 
present law represents the plan of the gentleman from Wis- 
eonsin. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. So that at the maximum, the 
investor could expect to get no more than 4.62 per cent and 
would stand to go down to 2.52 per cent. 

Mr. TILSON. In other words, under the present law, upon 
reaching the top bracket the man must secure 11 per cent on 
any additional money he invests in order to net him 4.62 per 
cent, 

Mr. BOX. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 


Mr. BOX. If the taxes are all passed on to the user or con- 
sumer, then why are the returns to the capitalist decreased 
with an increasing tax rate? 

Mr. TILSON. I do not know that I understand the gentle- 
man’s question. 

Mr. BOX. The gentleman takes the position that the taxes 
are passed on to the consumer. 

Mr. TILSON, I said wherever they can be. I made that 
very clear, 

Mr. BOX. If that is true, why does an increasing tax rate 
decrease the return of the investor on his money? 

Mr. BOYCE. You mean why is the number of investors 
decreased? 

Mr. BOX. Yes; and why ts the return less? If he does not 
have to pay it or if somebody else pays it for him, why has he 
less return for his money? 

Mr. TILSON. My point is that he is going to the place 
where he can get the highest return on his investment; that is, 
the largest net income on his investment. 

Mr. BOX. If the gentleman will permit, the gentleman is 
arguing that a higher tax reduces his profit so that he is driven 
out of business. 

Mr. ‘TILSON. T did not say so at all. 

Mr. BOX. I thought the gentleman’s figures indicated that 
the higher tax rate reduced the returns or the earning power 
of his money. 

Mr. TILSON. 
invest his money. 

Mr. VAILE. In other words, he has to make a profit in 
order to pass it on. 

Mr. TILSON. Certainly. This determines what kind of in- 
vestment he will make, or to what use he is going to put his 
money. It does not determine the profit in his business by any 
sort of means, but that is one of the reasons why we are paying 
such tremendous prices for everything—because a man must 
make such inordinate profits in order to net even as much as 
tax-exempt securities. ` 

Mr. BOX. And by making such enormous profits can avoid 
the taxes, according to the gentleman’s reasoning, or, in other 
words, by enlarging them can retain his net profits. Is not that 
the effect of the gentleman’s conclusion? 

Mr. TILSON. No; the gentleman adds a good deal to what 
I have said. I simply show that in order to get a yield equal 
to that of a tax-exempt security he must get very large rates 
of income, and on general principles this is passed on, or, at 
et as I said earlier, wherever it can be legally done it is 

one. 

Mr. CAREW. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. I yield to my colleague on the committee. 

Mr. CAREW. Do you think that after he has passed it 
on and collected it and has it he ought to be allowed to keep it? 

Mr. TILSON. Oh, well, that is a different matter entirely. 
That has nothing to do with the matter I am discussing. 

Mr, CAREW. If it were left to you to either let him keep 
it or give it to a veteran, which would you do? 

Mr. TILSON. It depends on whom it belongs to. 

Mr. CAREW. He collected it from the consumer to pay it 
to the Government. 

Mr. TILSON. I would not even for the sake of a veteran, 
much as I should like to do anything reasonable for him, be 
guilty of theft, nor would I be guilty of confiscation under 
the law. 

Mr. CAREW. Would you let him keep it after he collected 
it for the purpose of paying it into the Treasury? 

Mr. TILSON. I do not know for what purpose he col- 
lected it. 

Mr. CAREW. You said he passed it on—he added it in. 

Mr. TILSON. I said earlier, and I repeat, that as far as he 
ean do it any man who pays the tax in his business adds it 
as an overhead in his business and passes it along wherever 
he can. This is so elementary that it needs no argument 
whatsoever. 

Mr. CAREW. He tries to. 

Mr. BOYCE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. BOYCE. I understood you to go further than that and 
say that it was legal and proper for him so to do. 

Mr. TILSON. I did not say proper. I say it is legal, and 
the other day this House refused to pass a constitutional 
amendment which would have prevented him from investing 
in tax-exempt securities. I say that it is legal whether proper 
or not. 

Mr. BOYCE. Why should a man with $100,000 of income 
invest it in 6 per cent securities, not engaged in any produc- 


The tax rate determines where he is going to 
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tive business, pay a tax under any of these plans, without 
any evasion, and yet a man who is engaged in a prodactive 
business at 11 per cent pass his tax on to the consumer? 

Mr. TILSON. If I understand the question, the man who 
has the tax-exempt securities does not evade; he is legally 
avoiding paying any tax. 

Mr. BOYCE. There are many who do. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. I will yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Is it true that the higher taxes are 
passed on down to the consumer? 

Mr. TILSON. Does the gentleman from Texas deny it? 

Mr. WURZBACH. No, I do not deny it; but assuming it 
is true, will it not be more of a benefit to the ultimate con- 
sumer if we have a low rate of taxation than if we have a 
higher rate? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes, and that is the only way we can help 
the ultimate consumer, the only way we can reach him, for 
the average ultimate consumer does not file a tax return at all. 
It was brought out yesterday by the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Kearns] that in the county of the other gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Garner] there are only 125 income-tax payers out 
of a total population of over 10,000. The reduction proposed 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] will relieve the 
125 people, but how does it affect the other 10,000? It does not 
help them in any way whatever. 

Mr. MORGAN. Is it not a fact that every sound business 
man must insist, if he wants to make a reasonable return, in 
adding the tax as a part of the overhead operating expenses? 
Is not that the natural way? Would he not do it and must he 
not do it? 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman states correctly. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Certainly. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman does not in- 
sist that the net income tax can be passed on to the consumer? 

Mr. TILSON. ‘The tax on any business is a part of the 
overhead. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I mean the tax on net income 
that the individual can not pass on to the consumer. 

Mr. TILSON. I think that the experience of everyone doing 
anything is to the contrary. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. On the net income? 

Mr. TILSON. I do not know that I understand what the gen- 
tleman means by the net income, but I de not see any diffi- 
eulty in a man's adding his net income to his overhead in his 
business. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I have not made my question 
clear to the gentleman, Of course, in any business it can be 
passed on. 

Mr. TILSON. But most men are in business. If the tax- 
payer is in business, he figures his expenses; the taxes are a 
part of the expenses and so he can pass them on. 

Mr. CAREW. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. I will yield to my colleague. 

Mr. CAREW. Can he not anticipate his tax? 

Mr. TILSON. I do not know what the gentleman means by 
anticipating the tax. 

Mr. CAREW. As he conducts the business through the year 
he always has in his mind the income tax; he will east ahead 
and anticipate it through the year. 

Mr. TILSON. I think that is correct, 

Mr. CAREW. Whether or not the gentleman believes that 
when he comes to sell his goods he is more regulated by his 
own case and the anticipation of taxes than he is by the com- 
petition of his competitors. 

Mr. TILSON. The law of supply and demand governs in 
most cases. 

Mr. CAREW. Does not competition fix the price? 

Mr. TILSON. The law of supply and demand and com- 
petition. 

Mr. CAREW. And sometimes he is not able to anticipate the 
income tax? "i 
Mr. TILSON. I said that he would pass it on if he could. 

Mr. CAREW. If he did pass it on through the year, at the 
end of the year he has collected it for the Government, but he 
has it in his pocket, and you propose to let him keep it? [Ap- 
plause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. TILSON. I am not discussing taking anything from 
anybody, and the gentleman has not proposed any way that it 
can be taken from him legally. 

Mr. CAREW. I would like to take it and give it to the 
soldier. [Applause.] 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield on that point? 


Mr. TILSON. I will yield to the gentleman, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The reduction for this year will not 
affect the soldiers’ bonus, because I have in my possession a 
letter from the Secretary of War, who says that you can not 
work out the provisions of the soldiers’ bonus for at least nine 
months after it goes into effect, and that will carry it over into 
the next year. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman five minutes 
more. 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman states it correctly. 

Mr. MURPHY. Now will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. 'TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. MURPHY. I was a little curious to notice the figures 
presented to-day by a number of speakers, one explaining that 
it will relieve 19 or 20 men, while the other claims that it 
would relieve three or four thousand. If it is to reduce the 
cost of living, it occurs to me that the three or four thousand 
men engaged in small business that come in direct touch with 
the publie should be relieved in preference to those who fall in 
the higher brackets, ` 

Mr. TILSON. I believe in relieving all, and I think that is 
the best thing about the Mellon proposition. It relieves every- 
body. It is a well thought out, well considered, and well 
constructed bill, and the relief that it brings is general. I think 
this is the best thing about it and the feature of it that dis- 
tinguishes it from all the other so-called plans. 

Mr. MURPHY. The gentleman has studied this: bill very 
carefully. Would he give his views as to whether either the 
Garner plan or the Mellon plan will produce enough revenue to 
take care of a compensation bill for the soldiers? 

Mr. TILSON. I understand that the soldiers’ bonus bill is to 
come up later and is to be considered upon its own merits. It 
has not been considered up to date either from the point of 
view of the Garner plan or the Mellon plan. 

Gentlemen, we are going to win the fight for lower surtaxes, 
because the economic principle for which we contend is sound 
and in the end must prevail. We may lose temporarily, but in 
the end we shall win, if not in this session of Congress then 
in the next session or in the next Congress, for the people 
themselves are going to understand this matter, and when they 
do I have no fear of the result. Fixing the maximum rate at 
an intermediate point between 30 and 50 per cent is not going 
to decide anything. Such a rate will do neither the one thing 
nor the other. It will not get all the revenue that might be 
gotten out of the few large incomes that happen to be caught, 
while, on the other hand, it will tempt none but the most dar- 
ing speculator to embark upon increased productive activity. 
Halting now upon any intermediate ground means simply that 
the battle must be fought all over again. The tax-ridden 
people of this country have been offered a measure of real 
practical relief from the war burdens they have borne so pa- 
tiently. If we fail to grasp it for them now, we shali be 
required by them to do it later. Why not seize the opportunity 
to do it now and thus keep abreast of instead of lagging behind 
the will of the people? [Applause.] 

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. CONNERY. Do I understand the gentleman to say that 
with a 50 per cent surtax it is difficult to collect the tax now? 

Mr. TILSON. Oh, no; I said nothing about the difficulty of 
collecting it at all. 

Mr. CONNERY. The gentleman means that the returns are 
getting lower every year; they are harder to collect; that there 
is less revenue coming into the Government under the 50 per 
cent rate. 

Mr. TILSON. There is less revenue coming into the Treasury 
from the high brackets, but I said nothing about the difficulty 
of collecting it. The figures show that there is less revenue 
coming in. 

Mr. CONNERY. Orginally the tax was 65 per cent, and we 
had more money coming in under the 65 than under the 50 per 
cent. 

Mr. TILSON. Originally it was 10 per cent. 

Mr. CONNERY. I mean under the 1921 law. 

Mr. TILSON, Let us go back a little further. Originally it 
was 10 per cent, and we got just about as much money under 
the 10 per cent as under the 65 per cent. 

Mr. CONNERY. But under the 65 per cent they got more 
than under the 50 per cent, and now it is desired to bring it 
down to 25 per cent, probably guaranteeing that will not get 
anything. 

Mr. TILSON. Oh, not at all. In my judgment, as soon as 
financial matters readjust themselves we shall get more at 25 
per cent than we do at 50 per cent. In my judgment, if we 
wish to get a maximum of reyenue and at the same time with 
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less ‘disturbance of business, I believe that we shall eventually 
go to about 20 per cent, with about a 5 per cent normal tax. 
In my judgment, that would be about the best revenue pro- 
ducer that we could possibly enact. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I got the impression from the 
question just propounded by the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Connery] that there is less money being gathered 
in under the present surtax than during the last year of the 
65 per cent tax. My impression is to the contrary, that there 
is more under the 50 per cent than we got in under the 65 
i cent 
wie Pes TILSON. Of course, many of those in the higher 
brackets have been gradually dropping out. As I said earlier 
in my remarks, they have dropped down from something over 
200 who were paying on over $300,000 to 21. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. That would decrease the 
revenue. 

Mr. TILSON. The revenue from the high brackets has been 
going down like a toboggan. It is going down every year. 
‘Where is no dispute about that. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. WURZBACH. It is my present intention to vote for the 
Mellon or the Coolidge plan, especially the 25 per cent surtax. 
I have heard that the parliamentary situation will be such that 
those believing in the 25 per cent surtax will not be given an 
opportunity to vete on that proposition. Does the gentleman 
know anything about that? 

Mr. TILSON. I can not enlighten the gentleman on the par- 
liamentary situation at all. I have not gone into this matter 
at all. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman from Connecticut 
will permit, the gentleman from Texas is entirely wrong about 
that. The 23 per cent is in the bill at the present time and it 
does not require any vote on that to keep it there, except to 
vote down all of the other propositions to take its place. 

Mr. WURZBAGH. I have understood that a proposition of 
85 per cent will be submitted, that an amendment will be 
offered to the committee bill providing for a 35 per cent surtax. 
I have been told further that if I vote against that amendment 
it will ‘automatically prevent me from voting against the 
Garner plan. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Connecti- 
cut has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I grant one minute to 
the gentleman from Texas, with the permission of the other 
side. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to know 
whether I would have to vote against the 35 per cent amend- 
ment in order to show my preference for the 25 per cent tax? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There is no other way that I know of. 
When you have the rate in the bill, you must vote against any 
change in it in order to manifest your desire to keep it in the 
bill. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Is it a fact that if I vote against the 35 
per cent amendment and my vote helps to defeat that amend- 
ment, that then the Garner plan will go into effect? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, no. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The Garner plan can not go into 
effect unless it be adopted. 

Mr. WURZBACH. The next vote would be taken on that? 
We will be given an opportunity to vote on the 25 per cent plan. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman will be given an 
opportunity to vote on every amendment that is offered. If 
the gentleman will vote down all amendments offered to this 
bill, he will then be voting for the 25 per cent proposition, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man from Connecticut a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. WEFALD. I ask that he be given an additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time is in the control of the gentle- 
man from Texas and the gentieman from Iowa. 

Mr. OLDFIELD, Does the gentleman from Minnesota want 
10 minutes? 

Mr. WEFALD. No; just one additional minute, so that I may 
ask the gentleman from Connecticut or the gentleman from 
Iowa one question. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Green] has time. 
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Mr. OLDFIELD. I will yield to the gentleman two minutes 
to ask the gentleman from Iowa a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota is recog- 
nized for two minutes. 

Mr. WEFALD. I understood that the number of taxpayers 
who had been paying taxes on an income of $300,000 a year 
had been very greatly reduced. 

Mr. TILSON. That is true. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. WEFALD. I would like to ask the gentleman if the 
intention of the representatives of the American people is 
again to greatly increase the number of those who will have 
$300,000 incomes? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I believe I do not understand the 
gentleman’s question. 

Mr. WEFALD. That is a plain question. 

Mr, OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Hawes]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri is recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, 

Mr. HAWES. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, following that 
fatal day in July, 1914, when Europe seemed to go crazy and 
engaged in a great war, destroying lives and property and 
democracy, our Nation looked on, hoping to remain out of it and 
believing that the time would come when it could reach its 
helping hand across and bind up some of the wounds and bring 
help to that distressed country. But after a while we found that 
international law was being violated and destroyed, our ships 
were sunk, our citizens were killed; and the great American 
Nation entered the war, and when it entered it entered unitedly. 

There was no question of the Republican Party or the Demo- 
cratic Party, and our great war chief, President Wilson, called 
upon the Republicans and upon the Democrats, and they both 
responded. This Congress passed laws of an unusual character. 
They were war measures. We entered into that war without 
knowledge of whether a man was a Republican or whether he 
was a Democrat, or what his religion was, or his race or ances- 
try. The whole people united, and the most extraordinary 
requests were made upon Congress, and both sides yielded. They 
ri their partisanship, and with that united spirit we won 

e war, 

Now the war is over. We can never properly recompense 
those who lost their lives, those whose blood was spilled, or 
those who had their bodies maimed. We can not do it in our 
time, nor can our children or our grandchildren. That is one 
thing that we can never do, excepting an expression of gratitude 
and an expression of love. 

Now, this great struggle entailed not only a calling forth of 
man power and patrictism but it caused the expenditure of 
enormous sums of money, for food, in loans, for munitions, until 
we had created a great war bill of $22,000,000,000. 

Now Congress for the first time is asked to take the first 
important step to bring us back to the conditions that pre- 
vailed before the war, back to the times of 1916; and it seems 
to me that the same spirit that animated the Nation, the same 
spirit that animated the House and the Senate at that time 
should prevail in our return to times of peace. In to 
dispose of this $22,000,000,000 of indebtedness it should not be 
a partisan question. [Applause.] The people of the country 
are entitled to have the benefit of the best brains that the 435 
men of this House can give upon this subject of the return to 
peace, just as they had the benefit of that united intelligence 
in preparation for war and in the conduct of the war. 

We picked up the papers not long ago, some three months 
ago, and we were all delighted to find that the first under- 
standable practical problem had been presented to us in a 
quick return to the conditions of peace. That was the ‘state- 
ment of the Secretary of the Treasury that the time has come 
which would justify a reduction of the national tax burden of 
$300,600,000. 

It is unnecessary to say that from every place there came a 
very glad acceptance of these pleasing tidings; and now we are 
called together to exercise the functions of this House in 
assisting to determine how that tax reduction should be brought 
about. And it seems to me that it ought to be decided by 
the united intelligence of this House without the question en- 
tering into the matter of whether a man is a Democrat or a 
Republican or a Socialist, so that the 6,500,000 citizens whe are 
affected by this tax should have the benefit of their united 
intelligence in solving their problem. We must always remem- 
ber that while we have 110,000,000 of people, the income-tax 
burden falls upon only 6,500,000 of that number. 

I have not the time here to discuss the burden of a tariff 
tax. That is another subject. But I believe that the men who 
do pay those income taxes, part Republicans, part Democrats, 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2525 


and only a few Bolshevists, should have the benefit of the 
united intelligence of us all. 

When Congress convened we were soon confronted by four 
different plans. One of these was called the Mellon plan, and, 
so far as I am concerned, it might just as well be calle] the 
“Watermelon plan,” because there is nothing in a name; it is 
in the plan proposed. And there was another plan called the 
Green-Mellon plan, a combination of the two. It has been sug- 
gested that possibly a bright sun and fresh air might ripen 
that Green-Mellon plan into some luscious fruit that would be 
edible and acceptable. Then we have the Garner plan; and 
the Garner plan, it is said, was not for the purpose of garuering 
flowers and fruits, but rather a plan to garner thistles and 
thorns, to the discomfiture of the Green-Mellon plan. In fact, 
it has been stated that this was not a Green-Mellon plan, but 
that it was a Paris-Green-Mellon plan, with poison in it. And 
the fourth plan is that proposed by the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Frear], which is now come to be known, not as the 
Frear plan, but as the “Fear plan.” It is the “Fear plan” 
because it holds the ballots. It holds the threat. It is the 
bucking broncho, Jumping this way and that way, to deter- 
mine for the whole House what the whole House is to do. So 
the people must choose between these four plans. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWES. Yes. 

Mr. MURPHY. While the gentleman is discussing these vari- 
ous plans of taxation I im anxious to know what his opinion 
is as to the revenue which will be derived from any of the four 
plans. Will it be sufficiently large to care for the soldiers’ ad- 
justed compensation bill? 

Mr. HAWES. My friend, I do not know, and there is nobody 
in this House who knows. The best information that can be 
given to you on that subject is a guess, and back of that guess 
will be a lot of bunk. [Laughter,] 

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the gentleman for his frankness. 

Mr. HAWES. Now, I do not desire to go into the whole sub- 
ject of taxation or discuss these various schedules, but it has 
occurred to me that there is dispute, and radical dispute, on 
one portion of the program, and that is the portion that relates 
to the surtax. Personally, if the liberty of voting as I wish to 
vote were accorded me, I should vote for the Mellon plan or I 
should vote for the Frear plan, one of the two, because the 
Green-Mellon plan.and the Garner plan, in my opinion, would 
not effect the result which is sought to be obtained, and that is 
increasing the volume of revenue which that surtax would 
bring the Government and decreasing the attractive power of 
the purchase of tax-exempt securities. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWES. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Just what does the gentleman mean 
when he says if the freedom of voting were granted him? 

Mr. HAWES. The gentleman is so unkind in his partisan- 
ship that he is asking me, a man demanding fair play, to dis- 
close my hand. [Laughter and applause. ] 

But yesterday an issue was raised, an issue of fact, clean-cut 
and unavoidable. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Murs] 
stated that the Garner plan would reduce our income approxi- 
mately $620,000,000, which would create a deficit of $300,000,000 
in our annual revenue. When asked how such a vast difference 
could exist between one plan and the other, he stated that the 
basis of Mr. Garner’s plan was given to Mr. Garner by Mr. 
McCoy, of the Treasury Department, and the basis on which 
he figured the deficit came from the same man, and that same 
man had been employed by the Treasury Department since 
1913 and had been the official adviser of the Wilson adminis- 
tration, of the Harding administration, and of the Coolidge 
administration. 

Asked how he could explain this difference, he said that Mr. 
Garner's figures were based on tax returns for 1921 and that 
his figures, compiled by the same man, were based upon an 
estimation of the tax returns of 1923. Now, both figures hav- 
ing been furnished by the same man in the same department 
of the Government, I hope that the friends of the Garner plan 
and the friends of the Mellon plan—because there is a differ- 
ence between the Mellon plan and the Green-Mellon plan—will 
try to enlighten the House as to who is right. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWES. Yes. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman does not state the 


figures exactly, but that does not make much difference. The 
estimate of Mr. McCoy, based on an estimate for 1927, was 
$510,000,000 less of revenue under the Garner plan, so called, 
and $222,000,000 under the Mellon plan. I asked to-day, and 
have asked a number of times, to be given an estimate for 1924, 
which will be $100,000,000 more in revenue under the Garner 


plan than under the Mellon plan. I explained it to the com- 
mittee this morning and I am sorry the gentleman was not here 
to hear the explanation. 

Mr. HAWES. The gentleman from Texas will admit that 
either his figures are wrong by $300,000,000 or that Mr. Mel- 
lon’s figures are wrong by $300,000,000. 

Mr. GARNER of ‘Texas. No; not at all. 

Mr. HAWES. Why not? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will say to the gentleman from 
Missouri that the difference in the estimates made upon 1921 
under the Mellon plan and the Democratic plan was $47,000,000. 
The figures are now in the Recorp, placed there by me. The 
difference in the estimate made by Mr. McCoy fer 1927 is 
$510,000,000 less under the Garner plan as against $222,000,000 
under the Mellon plan. 

Mr. HAWES. I will say to the gentleman that I did not so 
read the Recorp this morning. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That is what is in the RECORD. 
There have been two estimates made. One was based on 1923, 
comparing the plans, and the difference was $47,000,000 be- 
tween the normal tax and the surtax in favor of the Mellon 
as against the Garner plan, and the revenue, based on the 
1923 returns as applicable to 1927, makes a difference of 
$50,000,000. 

Mr. HAWES. The Recorp this morning distinctly said, if 
I understand the English language—and I heard the gentle- 
man's speech—that the Garner plan would create a deficit of 
$300,000,000. 

Mr, GARNER of Texas. In 1927. 

Mr. HAWES. I did not get that: 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman will have to read the 
Record again. à 

Mr. TILSON. On what basis does the gentleman from 
Texas continually repeat 1927, when the language of the esti- 
mate is just as plain as can be by saying the second year after 
it goes into effect. Now, if the bill goes into effect in 1924, 
the second year is 1926, and I have so understood it. I do not 
know what ground the gentleman from Texas has for con- 
tinually saying it is 1927. 

4 Mr. HAWES. May I respectfully suggest that I have the 
oor? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I appreciate that, but I would like 
to state that the statement made by me is -borne out by the 
Recorp this morning, as the gentleman will ascertain if he will 
refer to it. Let me read this from yesterday's RECORD: 


Estimated effect upon the revenue of the proposed changes in the 
individual income tax law, upon the base of returns for the second year 
after the law is in full effect. 


When would the law be in full effect? If it is passed in 
June of this year it would be in full effect in 1925. 

Mr. TILSON. No. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman can not draw any 
other conclusion than that it would be in full effect in 1925, the 
calendar year 1925, and the second year after the law is in full 
effect would be 1927. 

Mr. HAWES. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Texas and 
the gentleman from Connecticut have had this fight going on 
for three weeks, and I would like to have five minutes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I merely wanted to put the gentle- 
man right in reference to the estimate. 

Mr. HAWES. I was not inviting a contest between the gen- 
tileman from Texas and myself; I was simply clearing the arena 
for a controversy between the gentleman from Texas and the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Go ahead; I am ready for it. 

Mr. HAWES. Now, gentlemen, I understood the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mirus] to say that the plan of Mr. 
Garner would create a deficit of $320,000.000. I thought I 
might have misunderstood him and I asked him personally and 
he told me that was correct. I suggest in to-morrew’s debate 
the House be thoroughly enlightened on both of these plans, 
so that there may be no deficit and no trouble created in the 
future. 

There is one portion of the Garner plan, the Democratic 
plan, however, that meets with my unqualified approval; in 
fact, most of the program does, except that I can not agree 
with the extremes in the matter of surtax. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. 

Mr. HAWES. I would like to have some of the time con- 
sumed by the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee 
and one of his associates. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Would five minutes be sufficient? 

Mr. HAWES. Yes. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
utes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. 
because I am scarce of time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for 10 ad- 
ditional minutes. 

Mr. HAWES. Five minutes will be sufficient. 

That is the difference between the Garner plan and the 
Green-Mellon plan—35 per cent reduction on earned incomes. 

The men who give long years to the development of the 
skilled use of their muscles, or long courses in college for the 
scientific use of their brains, are entitled to have consideration 
given for these periods remoyed from the productive portion 
of their lives, and then, as these men and women approach the 
period of old age and their incomes stop, their muscles slacken 
and their brains become less alert, they are entitled to be given 
consideration during the “fat” years which are preceded by 
the “lean” years of preparation, and the “lean” years which 
come with age. 

This big reduction in earned incomes is, in effect, a species of 
old-age pensions, and its equity is further demonstrated by the 
fact that if the earned income so accumulates that it then takes 
the form of investment, and these investments procure another 
income upon the investment, then the Government will take its 
share in the form of taxes upon the income of the investment. 
But the Government's hands should be halted, and it should be 
restrained in taking from the work of the brain and brawn of 
our people. 

Mr. Chairman, it is reported that the House will devote three 
weeks to a discussion of this measure, and this debate will be 
participated in by men of far greater ability than myself, with 
better-trained minds. May I ask now that particular and spe- 
cific attention shall be given to the statements made yesterday 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitus]? 

He stated in a very confident manner that the so-called 
Garner plan would reduce the income of the Government $620,- 
000,000, which would leave a deficit in our Treasury of $300,- 
000,000, 

This is a startling statement, and when asked for an explana- 
tion the gentleman from New York said that the variance 
between the Garner plan and the Green-Mellon plan arose from 
the fact that a Government expert in the employ of the Treasury 
Department since 1913, and who had served with distinction 
under the administration of President Wilson, during the admin- 
istration of President Harding, and now under the administra- 
tion of President Coolidge, had prepared the estimates upon 
which he based his conclusions and on the estimate upon which 
Mr. Garner had based his conclusions; that he was, in fact. the 
expert upon whom hoth the proponerts of the Green-Mellon 
and the Garner plans relied. 

The gentleman from New York souglit to explain the threat- 
ened deficit of $300,000,000 by the further statement that the 
Garner plan was based upon estimates upon the returns of 
1921 and that the Green-Mellon plan was based upon the esti- 
mated tax of 1923. 

This seems to present two irreconcilable statements of fact. 
One of two things is undoubtedly true: Either Mr. MILES is 
wrong to the extent of $300,000,000 or Mr. Garner is wrong to 
the extent of $300,000,000, 

At the end of a year everyone in the United States will 
know which one is wrong, but that will be too late. We can 
not wait for a demonstration. We should know now, and I 
hope that for the enlightenment of the House and the Nation the 
friends of both plans will further enlighten the House upon 
this very important difference of opinion. 

Mr. Chairman, had I the poor privilege of expressing my 
own individual judgment in the matter of surtaxes I would 
have voted for the 25 per cent tax or the 50 per cent tax, be- 
cause the rates proposed in between are pure guesswork and 
do not seem logical or persuasive. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Can the gentleman use some more 
time on that side? 

Mr. COLLIER. I think we can use some later on. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Does the gentleman wish 
should move the committee do now rise? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. It seems that nobody here is pre- 
pared to go on. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will have to say to the gentlemen 
that I have been very liberal in the matter of time and in 
waiting for them, and I can not give time under the five-minute 
rule to gentlemen to say things which they might just as well 
say at this time, when we are here in session. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will say to the gentleman that 
we have used more time than the gentleman from Iowa, if 
he wants to put it on that ground, 


I will yield the gentleman five min- 


Then you yield him five minutes, 


that I 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. So far as my side is concerned, I 
will do my best, and I think I will be able to hold them down. 
Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will say to the gentleman from 
Iowa that we will be compelled to get through by 4 o'clock 
Monday, so there is no accommodation to be had in the premises. 
I would suggest to the gentleman, however, that we meet at 
11 o'clock to-morrow for the purpose of utilizing the entire day. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have a speaker on his way here. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair might suggest that we can 
read the bill. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
mittee do now rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that 
the committee do now rise. 

The question was being taken, when Mr. Green of Iowa de- 
manded tellers, 

The Chair appointed Mr. Green of Iowa and Mr. COLLIER as 
tellers, 

The committee divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 2, 
noes 30. 

So the motion to rise was rejected. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. ARNOLD]. 7 

Mr. ARNOLD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, there is no question of greater concern before the American 
people to-day than the question of taxation. Federal, State, 
and local taxes haye been mounting higher and higher in recent 
years until the burden of the people has become almost unbear- 
able. The country is groaning under its load of taxation as 
never before, and the eyes of the whole people are now turned 
toward this Congress, anxiously awaiting the result of our de- 
liberations to bring a measure of relief to the people, 

With the greater portion of these taxes, State and local, we 
ean give the people no relief. They must look to the local 
agencies for their relief along this line. As local taxes are 
raised principally by direct taxation, and as the power to levy 
and collect taxes carries with it the power to confiscate and 
destroy property, the local tax situation is of far greater con- 
cern to the masses of the people than the Federal income tax. 
The country realizes all too well that while Federal income 
taxes affect incomes alone and not the corpus of the property, 
it also realizes that the burdens of Federal taxation through 
our income-tax system are entirely too great and not properly 
distributed under the existing law. 

It is fundamental that a genuine tax reduction, Federal or 
local, can not be realized to any appreciable degree without a 
corresponding economy of expenditures, both in the Federal 
Government and in State and local activities. There seems to 
have developed during the past few years an orgy of spending 
and extravagance in Federal, State, and local government that 
is alarming, and unless curbed in some manner the very ex- 
istence of free government will soon become a matter of specu- 
lation and conjecture. Neither the National Congress nor 
the State legislatures can so legislate to bring about substan- 
tial reduction in the face of demands of the people for govern- 
mental and municipal activities requiring vast expenditures of 
money. Economy, like charity, should begin at home, and the 
people have a right to demand and are demanding more rigid 
economy in all governmental affairs. Waste and extravagance 
are no longer tolerated. The people of to-day realize more 
than ever that a public office is a public trust and are demand- 
ing of their servants a strict accounting of their stewardship 
as never before. 

That some measure of relief will be granted in this Congress 
so far as Federal income taxes are concerned is assured. That 
the Members of this Congress on both sides of the aisle are in 
accord as to the necessity and advisability of income-tax reduc- 
tion is beyond question. The only question upon which some 
of us here disagree is as to the amount of reduction that should 
be applied to the various brackets in the scale from the lowest 
to the highest to distribute the burden most equitably and at 
the same time raise the funds necessary for governmental ac- 
tivities. The bill now before us for our consideration submits 
to us a schedule of rates to which I can not subscribe. There 
are some things of merit in this so-called Mellon plan to which 
I can subscribe, especially many of its administrative features 
and its features repealing certain special taxes, but with its 
schedule of normal and surtax rates and its exemption features 
I am not in accord. 

As to the provisions of this measure which are to me meri- 
torious and for the best interest and the common welfare and 
prosperity of the American people, I am willing to join hands 
with the gentlemen across the aisle and assist in writing them 
on the statute books. As to the other provisions, which, to 
my mind, seem unfair, inequitable, and unjust, and not in 


Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
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accord with justice and the welfare and the best interests of the 
American people, I shall resist to the best of my effort and 
ability. I have but one object in view in dealing with this 
question of taxes, but one motive, and that is the general wel- 
fare of the American people, and all that I shall say and all 
that I shall do will be directed to that end, without fear of the 
propagandists and without favor to any man or set of men or 
to any interest or set of interests, be they affected beneficially or 
adversely, without desire to punish, but with the sole desire to 
relieve as far as possible in accordance with the principles of 
equity and geod conscience. 
T At the outset of the consideration of this measure yes: 
before the matter was up for consideration by this Congress— 
an insidious propaganda emanating from certain quarters, the 
like of which ‘the country never before experienced, a far- 
reaching, deep-seated, smooth-running, well-directed propaganda 
was turned loose on the American people and this Congress. 
This bill was not made public until December 28 last. Prior 
to that time its provisions had been carefully guarded and the 
public had no means of knowing its contents until it was made 
public through the regular channels for consideration by this 
body. The unfortunate thing for these propagandists is the fact 
that, while the machinery was all set to stampede the country 
and this Congress into swallowing it whole, to be released imme- 
diately upon the presentation of the bill to the Ways and Means 
Committee, somebody erred, somebody touched the button a 
little too soon and upset the well laid plan to rush public opin- 
ion and stampede this Congress into signing on the dotted Tine. 
The propaganda was released about a week in advance, and it 
is now acting ‘as a boomerang and returns with a well-directed 
slap in the face of its proponents. The press of the country 
carried ‘this propaganda couched in language calculated to mis- 
lead, with its true purposes carefully concealed. The people 
were led to believe that this so-called Mellon plan was a 
panacea for all ills in our National, State, and domestic life, 
carefully worded and handled in such way as to create in the 
minds of the people an entirely false impression of many of its 
provisions. So well was this plan worked out that I received 
letters from people in my district—and I know ‘that other 
Members of this body had a like experience—in which some 
of the people, through this carefully wrought-out propaganda 
and concealment of true conditions, actually had the idea that 
this so-called Mellon plan reduced their local and municipal 
taxes. I received hundreds of letters dated all the way from 
December 14 to December 18 m which people I did not know, 
had never heard of, who did not reside in my ‘district, some 
not in my State, but who resided in the big industrial centers 
where big business sits enthroned, addressed me as their dear 
Congressman, referring ‘to themselves as my constituents, in- 
sisting that I support the Mellon plan in its entirety, These 
men were careful to conceal their identity by writing their 
letters on plain letter paper, sealed, and addressed in en- 
velopes which carried no return by which their identity might 
become known, letters written on the same ‘identical paper, 
word for word in composition, paragraphing, and punctuation, 
without variance of any kind and which could not have been 
the honest, intelligent expression of individual thought. I se- 
lected ‘some of ‘these letters at random ‘and replied to them, 
with a view to learning something of the identity of the 
writers. I will read a copy of one of my replies to this propa- 
ganda, omitting the name and address: 


My Dwar Sm: I received a letter from you under date of December 
19. I do not know you and never heard of you before. The letter is 
written on plain paper without any letterbeading and I am unable to 
tell what business you are engaged in, or what your association or 

_ affiliation may be, 

Will you kindly advise me what agency or interest prompted the 
writing of the letter and what your association or affiliation is in ‘the 
business world? I bave received a number of letters, presumably from 
the same source, but without any indication of the organization prompt- 
ing this letter writing, wherein the identity of the writer in the busi- 
ness world is concealed. wt 

I will thank you for an early reply. I want to get right on all these 
public questions and you will doubtless see that I would be interested 
in knowing the source from which these recommendations come. 


I supposed I would receive the ‘courtesy of a reply, but up to 


the present time none has been received, and I think it is safe 


to say at this late hour none will be. ‘There is but one of two 


conclusions ‘which can be ‘reached from the failure to reply ito 
these letters. One is that the letters themselves were ‘spurious 
and written without authority, and the other is that the pro- 
moters of ‘this propaganda did not want ‘Congress ‘or the public 
to know of their activities in this connection, 
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I think you will all agree with me that if we know the men 
or interests who are back of a proposition we are much better 
enabled to approach that proposition with a view to a correct 
solution, It means but little to a man of ordinary intelligence 
to have expressions from individuals whom he does not know 
or never heard of, when he strongly suspects that back of those 
individuals, ‘concealed from public gaze, are men and interests 
with an ulterior motive directing the activities. In such cases 
I at least want to take a peep behind the scenes and see and 
know the power behind the throne. I want to pierce the smoke 
Screen that is carefully laid for the purpose of concealing the 
motives of the forces behind the ‘screen. 

I believe that the great masses of the American people are 
the ones who are entitled to our first consideration. I do not 
believe that the prosperity, welfare, and glory of the American 
Nation depend upon the number of ultra rich within our bor- 
ders. I do not believe that the prosperity, welfare, and glory 
of the American Nation depend upon hoarded wealth in the 
hands of a few. I believe that the prosperity, welfare, and 
glory of the American Nation depend upon the peace, happi- 
hess, and prosperity of the great masses of our people, and not 
upon the realization of the ambition of those whose object in 
life is to amass great fortunes. I have no quarrel with riches; 
I have no quarrel with the accumulation of wealth. Tt is a 
worthy ambition of any individual to seek to acquire riches, 
and no man should be censured simply because he has amassed 
wealth or seeks to acquire wealth, but when men of great 
wealth seek to evade the laws of the land, when they seek to 
divert to themselves unjustly the fruits of others, when they 
seek to avoid the responsibilities they owe their Government 
of a conscientious and sincere desire and effort to respect and 
maintain inviolate the laws of the land, when they seek to 
avoid their obligations of contributing to their country's sup- 
port in conformity with the justice and spirit of the laws of 
the land, when they seek te wield their power of wealth to gain 
undue ‘advantages over their fellow men, they are deserving of 
no more consideration by reason of their wealth and power and 
influence than any other nonconformist with law and order, 
and should be dealt with in the same manner, 

It has been charged here on this floor that unless surtaxes 
are reduced to a 25 per cent maximum men enjoying incomes 
in the higher brackets would evade taxation. Rates proposed 
by the minority members of the Ways and Means Committee 
and approved by the Democratic Members of this House were 
referred to by no less a personage on the floor of this House 
the other day than the distinguished majority leader as 
“shadow taxes.” If it is possible to evade a 50 per cent maxi- 
mum surtax, men will likewise evade a 25 per cent maximum. 
I do not believe a sugar-coated surtax at any rate will be a 
revenue producer. If evasion and subterfuge can be resorted, 
to ‘by those enjoying incomes in the higher brackets te evade 
taxation on the theory that high surtaxes are mere “shadow 
taxes,” then we had just as well admit our inability to handle 
the situation and ‘concede that men of wealth enjoying big in- 
comes are more powerful than the Government itself. 

If men should respect and obey such laws only as suit their 
convenience or meet their approval and violate laws which do 
not suit their convenience and meet their ‘approval, what an 
unfortunate condition would exist. No law was ever placed 
upon the statute books that suited everybody. Every Jaw is a 
limitation in some way on human activity. The very essence 
of the American principles of government ts obedience te law by 
all alike; and ‘any conception of government that men should 
obey and respect only those laws that suit their convenience ‘in 
a free government leads to but one end, and that is the Gewnfall 
of free government. 

A speech was delivered on the floor of this House on the 24th 
day of January last by the distinguished gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mints]. I realized he was voicing the ‘sentiment of 
what is generally considered in this country as big business. 
I realized that his speech was well considered ‘and deliberately 
delivered. Every word and sentence weighed. After quoting 
from Professor Adams, of Yale, to the effect that corporations 
could ‘not stand a 50 per cent tax, he used these words: 


If a corporation can not stand a 50 per cent tax, neither can the 
individual business man. He can not stand it; he will not stand it; he 
does not stand it. 


Tt was not the plea that the tax was unjust that impressed 
me. It was the ring of defiance ‘to constituted authority. I 
wondered if I could have been mistaken at the import of these 
words. Since then I have carefully read the speech of the 
| gentleman printed in the Recoup, amd I find I was not mistaken 
in the words used nor the general tenor of the speech. The 
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only logical conclusion I could draw from the speech and the 
words used was that big business would submit to law and 
constituted authority so long only as law and constituted au- 
thority met with its approval. He can not stand it; he will 
not stand it; he does not stand it.” In other words, he will 
evade the law, legally if he may, by subterfuge if convenient, 
unlawfully if necessary. It is the civic duty of every patriotice 
American citizen to respect and obey the laws of the land with- 
out equiyocation or evasion, with a conscious desire to respect 
and obey the laws in spirit and in truth and not through fear 
of the application of its penal provisions. 

The Constitution provides that all laws for raising revenue 
should originate in this body. Here we have the spectacle of a 
Jaw for the raising of revenue originating in the office of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, an officer in one of the executive 
departments of this Government, ratified and approved by the 
Chief Executive of the Nation and given to this body, which is 
charged by law with the duty of originating legislation, with a 
command to this body that it must be taken as a whole as 
presented without the dotting of an “i” or the crossing of a t.“ 
I invite the counsel and advice of others. I reserve the right to 
do my own thinking and the right to reach my own conclusions 
and the right to operate in my own sphere of action, and I grant 
to every other man the same right that I claim for myself, but 
no greater right. 

We were told to accept the views of the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and an attempted backfire was built up throughout 
the country to foree and coerce this Congress to sign on the 
dotted line by the most insidious and widespread propaganda 
that has ever been undertaken to force legislative procedure. 
When we consider the fact that Mr. Mellon is the“ high priest“ 
of special privilege I want at least to have the right to inquire 
into zome of the motives that prompt not only his recommenda- 
tions but his demands. He is being heralded throughout the 
country by these propagandists as the master mind of the age 
whose every wish should be heeded without question and with- 
out qualification. 

Mr. BLANTON, Would the gentleman mind an interruption? 

Mr. ARNOLD. I yield. 

Mr. BLANTON. Some of these people who have written to 
me insisting that I support the Mellon plan when I have re- 
plied and sent them the two plans, the Mellon plan and the 
Garner plan—and only this morning I received numerous re- 
plies from such people—stated they were led through error to 
write the Literary Digest in favor of the Mellon plan, and that 
now since they understood the two plans they are in favor of 
the Garner plan. Do you not suppose that if most of these 
people who have honestly written us really understood the two 
propositions most of them would be in favor of the Garner 

lan? 

p Mr. ARNOLD. There is no doubt about it. and there is no 
doubt but that there is an entirely different view coming in 
from the country generally now, since the people of the country 
see that there is at least another plan, and they are beginning 
to realize that that other plan is a much better plan than 
the plan we are asked to swallow by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury. [Applause.] 

Mr. EAGAN. And that notwithstanding the fact that the 
Garner plan has had very little publicity as compared with 
the Mellon plan. 

Mr. ARNOLD. That is true. 

They would have us believe that any man who does not sub- 
scribe to his theory and to his ideas and doctrines is a political 
demagogue and unworthy of trust and confidence by his fellow 
man; that Mr. Mellon has a halo of wisdom and righteousness 
resting on his brow and is free from all semblance of political 
bias or prejudice, with a magnanimous heart and soul whose 
every thought is in the interest of humanity and whose every 
motive is directed to the welfare of the masses of his country- 
men; that his word should be taken and accepted as final, from 
which there is no appeal. 

T am willing to follow Mr. Mellon so far as in my judgment 
his ideas are in conformity with the best interests of the masses 
of the American people, but I deny to him or to any man the 
right to do my thinking for me and decline to follow him blindly 
into the byways he seeks to lead us. Realizing as I do his 
association and connection in the business and financial world, 
I submit that his viewpoint is not the viewpoint of the masses 
of the American people, upon whose welfare and prosperity 
depend the welfare and prosperity of the Nation and the per- 
petuity of our American institutions. The responsibility for 
this legislation rests upon our shoulders. We are responsible 
to our constituents, to the country, and we can not shift the 
responsibility, we can not evade it. Here we have for the 


first time in American political history to my knowledge a 
revenue bill formulated by the Seeretary of the Treasury, an 
officer of this Government holding a responsible executive posi- 
tion, sent to this body with the command that we swallow 
it whole without alteration or deviation. But I would have 
no objection to that alone if in my judgment it was meri- 
0 throughout and to the best interests of the American 
people, 

We are all in favor of tax reduction; everybody knows it; 
the country knows it, but we on this side of the Chamber do 
not believe that the proposed plan of Mr. Mellon is the only 
plan for tax reduction, or that it is the best plan for tax reduc- 
tion. All taxes are a burden. If it were possible to avoid taxes 
entirely, it would be very pleasing to all, but we know that 
ean not be done; we know that it requires money to run the 
Government and to maintain its various activities, and we fur- 
ther know that money paid in conducting and maintaining the 
affairs of Government is the best investment the American 
citizen could make, I am speaking of the judicious and eco- 
nomical administration of government, of course. Every dollar 
that is not judiciously and economically spent in the conduct of 
government affairs is not only not an investment but profligate 
waste. What we have to deal with here is the equitable appor- 
tionment of that burden, and that apportionment is most 
equitable where it is made to fail upon those most able to pay 
and to rest most lightiy upon those least able to pay, viewed 
from an economic and social standpoint. You will find the 
Democratic plan meets this test. 

I do not say big business should be unjustly penalized by 
high surtaxes, I agree that no business should be unjustly 
penalized. 

The Treasury figures available from the 1921 report, the latest 
available, show that the total gross income of all classes is 
$28,328,781,932. The total gross income of all classes up to and 
including the $40,000 bracket is $21,611,964,048, 

The volume of income reflects the business of the country 
and shows that of the total volume of business of the country, 
521.611.964.043 is produced by men enjoying incomes from the 
$40,000 bracket down, while but $1,716,807,889 gross income is 
reported by the men having incomes above the $40,000 bracket. 
The backbone of the industrial and commercial life of the 
Nation is the men whose income is in the lower bracket. 

The total number of people making income-tax returns for 
the year 1921 is 6,650,695. Of this total number making re- 
turns for that year, 6,641,262 are benefited more by the Demo- 
cratic plan than by the Mellon plan, and but 9,433 of the total 
number of income-tax payers of the country are benefited 
more by the Mellon plan than by the Democratic plan. 

I submit to you that the proposed Democratic plan, which 
provides a greater reduction in taxes than the Mellon plan on 
all incomes below the $53,000 bracket, within which is by far 
the greater volume of the country’s business, the best interest 
of the country from a business standpoint demands the adop- 
tion of the Democratic plan. ‘This plan from top to bottom 
submits a schedule of rates that is below the present existing 
rates applying to every class of income-tax payers, and in 
addition to giving greater relief to 6,641,262 taxpayers than 
the Mellon plan, it necessarily follows both from the stand- 
point of the business interests of the country and the greatest 
good to the greatest number it should be adopted. 

In the State of Illinois the totai number of people making 
income-tax returns for the year 1921 was 611,558. Of that 
whole number but 857 are benefited by the Mellon plan more 
than by the Democratic plan, and 610,701 making income-tax 
returns for the year 1921 in the State of Illinois are benefited 
more by the Democratic plan. If we want to foster business, 
then let us adopt the schedule of rates as proposed under the 
Democratic plan; let us increase the exemptions as proposed 
by the Democratic plan and let this burden fall on the people 
who are most able to pay and upon the class of people where it 
creates the least burden upon the business of the country. 

They say that Mr. Mellon is prompted only by the highest 
motives of patriotism: and is wholly devoid of political bias 
or prejudice. I Want to call your attention to the fact that 
in December, 1922, Mr. Mellon predicted a deficiency of $650,- 
000,000 for the year ending June 30 last. At the close of the 
fiscal year 1923 that deficit by his own statement turned out 
to be a surplus of $313,000,000, a difference of almost $1,000,- 
000,000 in the interval of time from December to the following 
July. I know his first figures were but an estimate and any 


man is Hable to err, but when we take into consideration the 
fact that he is the sworn foe of adjusted compensation for the 
ex-service men who made possible his unprecedented prosperity 
and the prosperity of those whom Mr. Mellon here seeks to 
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make secure in their ill-gotten gains. and it was deemed advis- 
able for him to formulate an excuse for President Harding to 
yeto the adjusted compensation bill that was passed by the last 
Congress, he did not hesitate to make use of political expediency 
available at that time to justify a veto by predicting a deficiency 
of $650,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 50, 1923, After 
that crisis was passed, after he had accomplished his purpose 
and defeated the soldiers’ bonus, then to make himself appear 
to the country as the wielder of the magic wand, he reports to 
us a surplus of $313,000,000. That was a preliminary step, 
a paving of the way, preparatory to presenting this present 
tax bill, wherein he seeks to have the surtaxes reduced to the 
minimum, by which he and his favored few will be the chief 
beneficiaries. I submit to you, gentlemen, his estimates are 
figures of convenience. I submit to you in all candor and fair- 
ness that the halo of wisdom and sincerity sought to be placed 
upon his brow can find no resting place there, and that his 
present estimates in connection with this pending measure are 
entitled to no greater weight than his predictions as to the 
Treasury’s solyency when he sought the defeat of adjusted 
compensation. His judgment having proven most fallible in 
former instances, when it best served his interest, is not in- 
fallible now, when he has greater interests to serve. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle- 
man from Missouri [Mr. Mantove] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, how long are we going to run 
this afternoon? 

Mr. MANLOVE. If I am the last speaker, I will make it 
very brief, I will say to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. MANLOVE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, in view of the fact that I am a new Member, I wish to 
especially thank the distinguished chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, Mr. Green of Iowa, for granting me un- 
limited time. However, I shall present my argument as briefly 
as possible. 

I am neither a tax expert nor a political economist. I come 
from a district where men and women indulge little in theories 
or day dreams. They apply workable principles to business, 

Many interesting descriptions have been given here of the 
life and industries peculiar to different sections of our country. 
I have indeed been interested in listening to the men who rep- 
resent the sunny South; those whose interests lie in the 
spinning-wheel sections of New England; in the coal regions 
of Pennsylvania; the furnaces of the Alleghenies; the coke 
ovens along the Monongahela; the steel mills of Indiana; the 
yast wheat acreage of the great Northwest—and to the wonder- 
ful story of industry and enterprise out where the waters of 
the Pacific kiss our western shores. 

This wholesome exchange of ideas brings us to a better under- 
standing of the results we may hope to obtain in the practical 
application of any proposed legislation. So it is with the ques- 
tion now under discussion. 

That you may have in mind the dual interests of the dis- 
trict which I have the honor to represent, let me tell you some- 
thing of that portion of our country which has been christened 
“The Land of a Million Smiles.” In drawing this picture, I 
shall endeavor to present a case which will embody the interests 
of agriculture, capital, and labor closely interlinked and greatly 
dependent upon one another. 

First let me say that what little I have saved from the tax 
collectors is invested in land. I am a farmer. I know the 
farmer’s problems. His interests are my interests, The value 
of every foot of land I own hinges upon his prosperity. One 
of the greatest pleasures of my life has been the realization that 
the pure strains of my registered breeding stock were helping 
to build up a better class of livestock throughout my district. 
I have bred, raised, bought, and sold hundreds of every kind 
of animal ever produced on a southwest Missouri farm. You 
know the schoolbooks tell us that Missouri is first in mules, 
Well, I've owned more of their long-eared daddies than you 
could put in this room. I mention this that you may under- 
stand when presenting my ideas on this tax question that I am 
bearing my farmer friends in mind every minute. 

Southwest Missouri, with an altitude of over 1,000 feet, is a 
beautiful country of rich prairies, low friendly mountains, and 
fertile valleys. Jasper County boasts a larger citizenship than 
any other county in the United States which does not include 
a large city. This same county has more miles of hard-surface 
roads than any other county in America. This portion of my 
State is the natural home of the dairy cow, and Jasper County 
has more registered Jersey cattle than any other county in the 
United States. Lawrence County has what is probably Ameri- 
ca’s third best herd of Holstein cattle, owned by the State of 
Missouri, for the use of the Missouri State Sanatorium, which 
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institution is one of the most efficient in America in the treat- 
ment of incipient tuberculosis, Lawrence County also sup- 
ports a half-million-dollar milk condensery, 

Barton and Vernon Counties are magnificent in wheat, corn, 
and other grain production, as well as rich in coal deposits. 
Last year our berry growers shipped $2,700,000 worth of 
“ Ozark quality“ strawberries, a large portion of which came 
from the scenic and fertile counties of Barry and McDonald in 
the extreme southwest portion of the State. The world’s larg- 
est peony fields are located at the city of Sarcoxie. At Neosho, 
known as the “City of Springs,” the Neosho Advertising Club 
conceived the “fellowship idea,” known around the world as 
the “ Neosho plan,” copied by business men and farmers in over 
a thousand American communities. 

More tomatoes are canned and shipped in southwest Mis- 
souri than from any other equal area in the world. Hundreds 
of acres set in Concord grapes help support an enormous grape- 
juice plant. From this section of the country come those 
en apples, peaches, and cherries you see stamped “ Ozark 

avor.” 

Mr. GARBER. Will the gentleman tell us about the “ Ozark 
Playground ”? 

Mr. MANLOVE. I should like to graphically describe this 
wonderland, but time will not permit. Some day I hope to 
have the opportunity of telling you the whole story of The 
Land of a Million Smiles. Later on I shall also ask permis- 
sion to submit to this body some observations and ideas which 
I believe will work to the benefit of the farmer. For I know 
the gap between the price, 60 cents a pound, which I paid for 
the beefsteak which I took home for supper last night, and 
the price which my farmer friend in southwest Missourl 
received on foot for the steer from which it came. Let me 
observe, also, that notwithstanding we shipped abroad last 
year millions of bushels of wheat, our farmers did not receive 
a price therefor in keeping with that which they had to pay 
for the things which they purchased. For the present I shall 
confine myself to the subject under consideration, but I am 
sure that you will see before I conclude my remarks how the 
farmer is affected, either directly or indirectly, by the reduc- 
82 a8 os asked in all classes affected by the provisions of 

8 3 

Not only do I have the privilege of representing this great 
agricultural district, but in addition, a great mining industry. 
My home city, Joplin, Mo., has long been recognized as the 
world’s greatest lead and zine center. 

Years ago shallow mines were worked by men of moderate 
means. To-day the prospect work, development, and operation 
of a zine mine requires, for the most part, large amounts of 
capital, This capital, to a great extent, has come from eastern 
cities, We have welcomed these investors with open arms. 
However, many of the most prominent mine operators iu the 
Joplin district are men who started life along extremely modest 
paths, and through close application to business, partnerships, 
and fortunate undertakings have become wealthy and extensive 
operators on their own accounts. 

In fact an extensive portion of the whole field of operation 
is now conducted by just such men. I have in mind one of our 
most popular operators, who is now not only the head of a 
body of mines of great magnitude but is the author of a most 
interesting volume recently published entitled, From Shoveler 
to Mayor.” This friend recently told me that if he did not 
get some relief from high taxes he would have to write a 
sequel thereto entitled, “From Mayor Back to Shoveler.“ 
[Laughter.] 

Permit me to draw a little example of the steps necessary in 
this development work before a mine is opened and ready for 
actual operation. In other words, let me explain what it takes 
to make a mine. . 

With his permission I will use, for the sake of illustration, 
my Democrat friend, Mr. BLANTON, to represent the investor. 
I am informed that he is as wealthy as he is able. 

Mr. BLANTON. I plead “Not guilty.” JI am just one of the 
common servants of the people. 

Mr. MANLOVE. The gentleman from Texas is modest. I 
am half right, however. I have observed the gentleman. He 
is a most valuable man in the House and a bear cat for hard 
work, Anyway, the example: First. A tract of land is pur- 
chased or leased. Then it is prospected with a drill; often- 
times as many as 100 drill holes over an area of 40 acres, 
This expense may run as high as $40,000 to the tract being 
prospected. Second. Assuming an ore body is located, the next 
step is to sink a shaft into the ore. This shaft is usually about 
10 feet square and oftentimes costs many thousands of dollars. 
Third, The constructing of what is known as the mill, a 
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building in which the concentrating machinery is located. 
Fourth. A crew of “top” men for the feeders, crushers, jigs, 
and hoisters; a crew of drill men, electricians, shot firers, shov- 
elers, and other workmen for the underground. All this is 
accomplished; the investor is ready for work. Sometimes great 
returns repay the operator for his investment; oftentimes the 
effort ends in failure. 

The distinguished Republican whip of this House holds it 
against me that he made an investment in a Joplin mine which 
failed to properly mature into a bonanza. Though he lost in 
the venture, I congratulate him that he was not dabbling in 
oil. [Laughter.] 

A large and well-equipped mine requires an investment of 
anywhere from one hundred thousand to a million dollars cap- 
ital. We welcome the men who make these investments, because 
the very life of our mining fields depends upon their willingness 
to develop new territery and to spend large sums of money in- 
cident to the hazard and uncertainty of the venture. Their in- 
vestments bring from the earth a wealth which otherwise 
lies sleeping, and which, without development, is of value to 
no one. 

We are not jealous of these investors when success comes, 
and we sympathize with them in failure. This spirit of co- 
operation is shared by the brave miners who swing off into the 
tubs to the tune of the hoister man’s bell and drop like shots 
to the bottom of the mines. Permit me to digress long enough 
to pay a tribute to these miner boys, whom I am proud to 
call my friends, and who had no small part in placing me in 
my seat in this House. Picture, if you will, 500 rosy-cheeked, 
clear-eyed, even-tempered, perfect specimens of Ajax jostling 
and joking at the “dog house” at the end of the shift. Many 
of these men own their own homes, and all take their part 
in the civic, church, and educational advancement of the com- 
munity; all heartily in accord with the mine owners, working 
on a sliding scale without any disputes whatsoever. Every 
miner in the Joplin district is an American-born or a natural- 
ized citizen; they challenge the admiration of the world. [Ap- 

lause. ] 

R You may ask: “What relation ħas this to the question of 
tax reduction?” It all interlinks—farmers, miners, and oper- 
ators. 

There are long-life mines and short-life mines. The coal 
mines of Pennsylvania, where there are proven, uniform bodies 
of coal, are samples of the former; our zinc mines are examples 
of the latter. Consequently it requires little calculation to 
realize that the profits accruing from the zinc mine must be 
very large in order to warrant the venture at all. It would 
not take a political economist to figure out that if the man of 
means can not believe that he has the opportunity of making 
considerable profit he will neither take the hazard of develop- 
ing new fields nor continue the operation of the old. Many 
of the latter are located upon “thin” ground or, in other 
words, upon ground which requires the handling of a large 
tonnage of rock in proportion to the concentrates recovered. 

Without resorting to a tedious compilation of figures, let me 
give you the practical effect of a tax law which takes a large 
portion of the profits when the venture proves a successful one. 
It may be stated in a few words. The man contemplating such 
an investment, with an extremely heavy tax staring him in the 
face, puts his money into tax-exempt securities; the man who 
is working the “ thin mine” shuts down on the theory that the 
“game is not worth the candle,” and likewise puts his money 
into tax-exempt securities. This not only relieves both of them 
of Federal taxes, but likewise of local, county, and State taxes. 
It is a plain deduction that the more capital that goes ont of 
business and into tax-exempt securities by reason of oppressive 
taxation, the more the tax burden will fall on the farmer, the 
business man, the professional man, and the man of moderate 
means. 

When this question first presented itself, I thought, with 
thousands of others, “ Let those with capital pay all the taxes— 
they can afford it.” Applying, however, the practical example 
of what the working effect has been upon certain sections of 
the mining industry of my own county, I arrived at the con- 
clusion that the tax upon profits of capital must not be so high 
as to become confiscatory in nature, or so high that it will 
drive capital into tax-exempt securities. Let me say that my 
conscience is clear by reason of having voted against the fur- 
ther issue of tax-exempt securities. 

Let us sum up the two illustrations: First, capital is em- 
ployed; rich treasures are mined, milled, and shipped; a re- 
turn therefrom comes back to the mine owner; much of this 
money is paid back in a weekly pay roll to the miners; they, in 
turn, put it into the avenue of trade to the merchant, who 
pays it over to the farmer for his produce and other necessities 


of life. This cycle rounds out a condition profitable to all con- 
cerned. Under such prosperous conditions the mine owner and 
those of modest means feel free and willing to pay a reason- 
able tax. 

The second illustration is self-evident. With capital forced 
into tax-exempt securities, the money is no longer employed 
in industrial development; without it, there is no longer a 
weekly pay roll; without the pay roll, either spent directly 
or indirectly by the miner, the merchant can not prosper, and 
without profit he can not be expected to pay an income tax. 
Hence, the Government loses the tax on both accounts. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANLOVE. Most certainly. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The gentleman’s dark picture of his district 
reminds one of the Irishman's interpretation of the messages 
from Port Arthur during the Russian-Japanese war. Messages 
kept coming back from there that Port Arthur was in statue 
quo. Finally they called in an Irishman to interpret the mean- 
ing of that 

Mr. MANLOVE. Yes; and in the words of your Irishman, 
that is not the only district “in a hell of a fix” by reason of 
high taxes. [Applause.] 

Mr. BARKLEY. It seems to be the theory of those support- 
ing the bill as reported by the Ways and Means Committee 
that all the money that is to be saved by those whose incomes 
are above $60,000 is to go into industry and therefore make it 
more prosperous for labor and other employees, but they argue 
that all the income of less than $60,000 is to be poured into a 
sink hole and not benefit anybody. Is it not true that the more 
money you can saye for the average man in your town and 
mine, the more money he will have to buy the necessaries and 
comforts of life, which will increase the market for the prod- 
uce of the manufacturer and give additional labor and permit 
the consumer to enjoy more the necessaries of life? 

Mr. MANLOVE. When the mines are not working there Is 
no pay roli—the farmer, as well as the butcher. the baker, 
and the candlestick maker have no income and are all relieved 
trom payment of income tax. You are arguing backward, 
Many wonderfully rich mines are working, notwithstanding the 
tax—but sections where the ore was not so rich have heen 
crucified. 

Mr, BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANLOVE. I will 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman presents his views in a very 
fair way. If he would calmly and dispassionately take the Mel- 
lon plan and the Garner plan and apply them to the popula- 
tion of his district and upon that decide honestly and squarely 
that the Garner plan would benefit 95 per cent of the income- 
tax payers more than the Mellon plan, which plan would the 
gentleman support? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If the gentleman will yield, I suggest 
that if the gentleman was a Member of the Democratic side 
of the House, the caucus would decide that for him. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, every Member of the Democratic caucus 
voted his sentiments and decided the question for himself. It 
was so unanimous an expression—— 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. You hear Members say that they have to 
vote so and so because the caucus gave them orders to do so. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Is it not better to vote the sentiments of 
a caucus than to vote the sentiments of one man? 

Mr. MANLOVE. Let me answer my friend from Texas by 
saying that some of my Democrat friends have told me that they 
were strongly in favor of a compromise, but that they were 
bound by their caucus. In answering my friend from Kentucky, 
let me say that the people from home sent me here to vote for 
what I think to be their best interest. My allegiance is to them. 
I am tied by no man. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, under the rule we are 
operating the debate must be confined to the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. I think the gentleman is in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. No point of order has been made. 
gentleman will proceed. 

Mr. MANLOVE. No one would argue that the man with 
a large income should escape a reasonable tax. The question 
is, “At what point can that income and surtax rate be placed 
and still not run capital into hiding?” 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman speaks of an investment of 


The 


$200,000 in a lead mine. How much does he expect the man to 
make on that—20 per cent? Suppose he makes 20 per cent, 
that is an income of $40,000. Does not the gentleman know 
that under the Garner plan incomes up to $40,000 receive 
greater benefits than under the Mellon plan? : 

Mr. MANLOVE. Remember, these are short-lived mines. A 
splendid return must be made each year upon the investment 
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in order to cover outlay of original capital, interest, insurance, 
depreciation, and depletion. Otherwise, when the ore body is 
finally exhausted the operator will find he has had what 
appeared to be good annual profits vanish. Many investments 
run much above the $200,000 mark. 

Under the existing high rate of taxation they have had to 
pay into the Federal Treasury so much money that it has had 
the effect of checking, to a large degree, the development of 
the zinc and lead mines in my district. Men of capital—the 
men from Harrisburg, Pittsburgh, and from the Hast gener- 
ally—who have gone there and put their money into the mining 
ventures tell me that they do not care to continue the develop- 
ment in opening up of these new fields, by reason of the fact 
that the Federal taxes are too high. 

Aside from that viewpoint, how will this bill, if enacted into 
a law, affect those who pay no direct income tax at all? This 
bill now under consideration would relieve the people of an 
enormous hidden tax burden commonly known as “ nuisance 
taxes.” Every time one of my constituents enters a picture 
show he pays a Federal tax; every time a child buys candy 
it pays a Federal tax; every time a farmer buys a clock or 
other supplies from a jewelry store he pays a Federal tax. 
Every time one of my constituents takes a drink at a soda 
fountain; sends a telegraph or telephone message; buys a 
trunk or valise, handbag, or suitcase; eats a cereal; buys a 
rug or carpet, a pocketbook, fountain pen, or an electric-light 
fixture, he pays a Federal tax. And this bill would furnish 
relief from this class of taxes, which in the aggregate is a 
heavy burden, although hidden. 

Surveying the question of taxation from every angle as it 
applies to those in all walks of life, I am convinced that every 
person who buys a pair of shoes, or a suit or a hat, pays 
directly or indirectly his or her portion of the normal surtax, 
which was first directly paid by the manufacturer. This is 
evident. The manufacturer simply pays the tax, and then 
adds it to the cost of production and passes it on to the con- 
sumer. 

We might make a mistake in overlooking that fact. I am 
sure my constituents pay more indirect taxes in this form 
than any other. It reaches those who least suspect they are 
paying any tax at all. 

We come again to the same point in our argument of “ Let- 
ting the rich pay.” I am willing. But the rich who are not 
producers have their wealth in tax-exempt securities, and 
those who are manufacturing what necessities we must have 
pay the tax and then pass it on to us, 

The reductions carried in this bill would grant immediate 
relief to taxpayers on the taxes to be paid this year. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MANLOVE. Certainly. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Can you explain how and when 
this law would affect the payment of the income tax we will 
pay this year? 

Mr. MANLOVE. I think so. If you were charged with 
$400 income tax, you could pay it all at one time or in four 
installments. Should this law become effective, you would 
only have to pay $300 of the $400 assessed. Had you already 
paid the $400, you would get a refund of $100. This would 
apply to installment payments ‘in proportion to amounts al- 
ready paid at the time the law became effective. 

My constituents are intelligent. They realize that the war 
left us with a tremendous indebtedness, of whieh there still 
remains unpaid $21,914,067,407.20. 

There are certain fixed Government charges. The annual 
interest on the public debt amounts to $1,055,088,486. Last 
year the Government’s expenditures for the veterans of the 
World War were $447,648,639, an outlay which is approved 
by all; the pension bill carried $264,147,869; Federal appro- 
priations for roads and highways, $11,730,036.98; post offices 
and post roads, $564,174,566.50. 

I gave these examples that we may contemplate the general 
nature of national expenses. We are certainly to be con- 
gratulated that the contemplated reduction in taxes comes from 
the operation of a Budget system and from a more business- 
like method of condutting Government affairs, 

Let me hope that this improved method of considering ex- 
penditures will appeal to every person charged with public 
responsibility in Federal, State, county, and city Government. 

I favor an elimination of enough tax burden from some 
source to afford ample funds with which to build and main- 
tain a summer park and camp for disabled soldiers of all wars, 
Whether this be located on the bank of one of the crystal spring- 
fed streams ,of my district or in some other portion of the 
“Shepherd of the Hills” country would be a question for de- 
cision, But the question of keeping disabled soldier boys within 
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brick walls through the hot summer months surely could find no 
opposition from any source, 

As I look at it, my Democratic friends, the Garner bill would 
not raise as much money as the Mellon plan. Therefore it 
can not be claimed that the Garner plan makes any better pro- 
vision than does the Mellon plan for funds with which to take 
eare of any adjusted compensation for veterans of the World 
War and Spanish-American War. 

Gentlemen, each of us represents some district of which we 
are justly proud, The people at home have their eyes on us, 
They are looking to us for relief. I have spoken entirely with- 
out manuscript, but I need no chart to guide me. My people do 
not expect my judgment to be invincible. They will not demand 
that my logic be always infallible, but they will rightfully 
demand of me that one cardinal principle of sincerity. 

Some of my Democratic friends tell me that they are in favor 
of a compromise, but are bound by party caucus to support the 
Garner plan presented by their side of the House. I am con- 
vinced that many of my Republican friends would favor con- 
cession rather than fail to adopt some manner of a law tending 
to tax reduction. Still, by reason of political maneuvering on 
both sides a deadlock looms ahead. I for one believe the mem- 
bership of this House is too big for such political bickering at 
this time. My constituents, my friends at home, expect more 
than political grandstanding from me, They want relief. When 
opportunity affords I will not disappoint them. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr, Granam of Illinois, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that committee had had under consideration the 
bil H. R. 6715, and had come to no resolution thereon. 


COMMITTEE ON WORLD WAR VETERANS’ LEGISLATION, 


Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce be given 
authority by the House to transfer and deliver to the new Com- 
mittee on World War Veterans’ Legislation all papers, records, 
books, and so forth, now in possession of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce which should properly be 
turned over to the World War Veterans’ Legislation Committee. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent that the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce may be permitted to transfer to the Committee 
on World War Veterans’ Legislation such papers as are in its 
possession as should properly be turned over to the latter com- 
mittee. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

LEAVE TO SIT DURING SESSIONS OF THE HOUSE. 


Mr. FAIRFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Committee on Insular Affairs be permitted to sit dur- 
ing the sessions of the House. > 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, 

LEAVE TO PRINT—SPEECH OF SENATOR UNDERWOOD. 

Mr. MoDUFFIE. Mr. Speaker, some time in January the 
senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. Unperwoop] made some 
remarks in Ohio upon important public questions. I ask unani- 
mous consent to print a copy of those remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. On what subject? 

Mr. McDUFFIE. On several subjects of national importance, 
the question of bureaucracy, one term for the President, the 
bonus question, and matters of that kind. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. A sort of platform? 

Mr. McDUFFIE. I do not know that you could call it a 
platform, They are yery sound remarks, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Haye they not already been put into 
the Senate record? 

Mr. McDUFFIE. No. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. McDUFFIE. Mr. Speaker, under leave granted to me 
I submit the following speech delivered by the senior Senator 
from Alabama, the Hon. Oscar W. UNDERWOOD :; 

ADDRESS OF Senator Oscar W. UNDERWOOD DELIVERED BEFORE THE 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, AEROX, OHIO, AT A LUNCHEON HELD ON 
WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 23, 1924. 

Mr. Toastmaster and gentlemen, it has just been my exceeding good 
fortune to be the guest of the chamber of commerce of your sister city 
of Cleveland, where I was honored by an invitation to address that 
body on matters of more or less public importance at the present time. 
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Permit me to say that I feel equally honored hy your courteous 
invitation to be with you to-day and to address to you a few remarks on 
subjects that may be of interest to our common citizenship. 

First, however, I trust you will indulge me while I offer my con- 
gratulations on those outstanding features that seem to me to belong 
peculiarly to your very remarkable city, which, I am sure, is unique in 
its development and advance along the paths of modern progress. 

The first thing to strike my attention is the unprecedented increase 
in your population—from 69,000 in 1910 to 208,000 in 1920, a 200 
per cent expansion. And while you are thirty-second in population in 
the country, you are fourteenth in industrial importance, 

Your next claim to distinction Hfts you not only out of national 
competition but establishes your preeminence among all the cities of 
the world, first among them in that great twentieth century industry of 
rubber. You consume nearly one-half of the earth’s entire production 
of that commodity. 

The naked savages of Africa, the primitive Indians of Brazil, the 
yellow races of the Asiatic islands, all work ceaselessly by day and 
night that the throbbing of your engines may not be silenced, that the 
fires of your mighty furnaces may not grow cold, and that the magic 
wealth that lies hidden in their forests may find its way to Akron, to 
be here transformed into a thousand articles of commerce that add to 
the comfort and welfare of their civilized brothers. 

Verily, the ancient saying, There is nothing like leather,” must 
needs be changed into “ There is nothing like rubber.” 

Nor are you, fortunately, a city of one industry. I baye seen a 
list of more than 250 different articles of manufacture that are made 
in your city, and I am informed that some of your plants are the 
largest of their kind in the United States, and many rank with the 
greatest elsewhere. 

But turning aside from these material aspects of your greatness, 
there are other features that equally command the admiration of the 
stranger within your gates and which are fully as worthy, although 
in a different sphere. 

You are a veritable city of homes, one-half of your citizens owning 
the houses in which they dwell. Your public parks, noted for their 
beauty ; your municipal improvements; your progressive public schools; 
your many churches; your institutions of benevolence and sanitation ; 
your wide-awake city government; your clean and ably edited news- 
papers—all these attest the high development that goes hand in hand 
with your abounding prosperity. Nor can T refrain from naming the 
alert and public-spirited body of men who compose your chamber of 
commerce, to whose unselfish efforts so much of your public and 
private welfare may justly lay claim. 

Now, having paid the merited tribute to Akron and its people that 
they so well deserve, let me turn for a while to themes of larger 
significance that concern all of us, not as citizens of a municipality 
or State but as voters of a mighty Republic, composed, as it is, of 48 
separate Commonwealths, each sovereign in its own sphere. In this 
connection it is well always to remember, as one of our illustrious 
statesmen once remarked, that “This is a great confederated Re- 
public and not a consolidated empire.” - 

We are at the beginning of a national campaign that promises to 
develop into one of the most strenuous and hardest fought political 
struggles the country has seen for a generation. As to what may arise 
within the next few months to be the all-compelling issue, I, nor any- 
one, can not now foretell. 

The checkerboard of Europe is in dire confusion; we know not, from 
day to day, what shall be the position of the pieces on the morrow. 
Should some new catastrophe overtake that unhappy part of the world, 
I am clear in my own mind that the United States would be irre- 
sistibly drawn into the maelstrom ere the conflict ended. 

We talk about foreign policy, or about the lack of it! I tell you, 
my friends, that this country’s foreign policy is already hewn out for 
it by an inexorable logic of events and that our destiny henceforth is 
unalterably interwoven with the destinies of our sister nations over- 
seas. It is of the lack of vision to see this of which I have com- 
plained ; for it is of this blindness, and this alone, that a selfish policy 
of Inaction and aloofness is born. 

But I shall not discuss the foreign policy of the country with you 
to-day. Nor shall I undertake to go into the domain of a customs 
tariff—another issue that may be dominant in the coming months. 
Nor shall I attempt the discussion of other issues that are now hover- 
ing on the horizon of political warfare, since the welkin will resound 
again and again, till next November, with the clamor of their strife. 

Rather would I speak to you of matters that, while not so obvious 
to the general public, nevertheless approach in their importance the 
gravest issues that confront us to-day. 


ONE-TERM PRESIDENCY, — 


One of these matters is the term of office of our National Execu- 
tive. It is a remarkable fact that this question was, perhaps, the 


subject of more debate and greater diversity of opinion than almost 
any other of the multitude of problems presented to the framers of 
our Federgl Constitution. In James Madison's Reports of Debates 


in the Federal Convention it is referred to on no less than 24 differ- 
ent occasions. And, singularly enough, the topic next approaching it 
in apparent importance is that of reeligibility to election. Every phase 
of the subject, from a short term of three years with reelection, to a 
longer term of seven years with reeligibility, was considered by the 
fathers, who voted sometimes one way and at other times completely 
reversed their position and voted the contrary. Once the States ia 
convention decided by a vote af 5 to 4 that the presidential term 
should be seven years; and by a vote of 7 to 2, that the President 
should be ineligible to reelection. Later on, in the same debate, how- 
ever, some of the members changed their minds, and by a vote of 
States, 6 to 4, declared the President eligible to reelection. Again, 10 
days later, Mason, of Virginia, moved to set aside this decision, and the 
resolution was passed “that the Executive be appointed for seven 
years and be ineligible a second time.” Apparently this was final. 
But when the committee of detail, to whom it was referred, submitted 
its report, another struggle ensued on matters germane to this, and 
general agreement was rendered impossible. 

At last this matter along with many others was handed over to a 
committee of one from each of the 11 States which submitted its report 
for final action. 

Among the arguments presented for consideration as to Senators and 
Representatives was one that seemed in the end to prevail. It was to 
the effect that in a short term the moment the Senator or Representa- 
tive began to be fairly familiar with his duties and to be fairly 
efficient m their performance his term expired and he was, as they said, 
“returned to the body of the people” for fear lest another term in 
Congress should“ breed a lust of power.“ And along with the absten- 
tion from limiting the terms of Senators and Representatives went the 
limitation of the term of the President, and four years was prescribed 
as the tenure of office. 

The Constitution was so construed by the first of our Presidents 
and his immediate successors—which construction has been made a 
part of the Innate consciousness of the people—that custom has fixed 
the eligibility of the President to two terms of four years each. 

Washington set the exumple. Had he been willing to accept a 
third term, which the people would only too gladly have accorded him, 
probably we should have a precedent, to be often followed, of eligi- 
bility for 12 years instead of 8. 

Thomas Jefferson first called attention to the inadvisability of a 
third term. Some two years before the conclusion of his second term 
the Legislature of Vermont offered a resolution inviting him to become 
a candidate for still another term. Georgia, Maryland, Rhode Island, 
New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, and North Carolina followed 
with similar resolutions, more than a year elapsing between the first 
and the last. Jefferson had hitherto made no reply, but in December, 
1807, a few weeks before the congressional caucus, whose duty it was 
to make presidential nominations, he gave his answer to the invitations 
of Vermont, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania, declining a third term, 
and giving his reasons therefor. He said in that ever-memorable reply : 
“That I should lay down my charge at a proper period is as much a 
duty as to have borne it faithfully. If some termination to the 
services of the Chief Magistrate be not fixed by the Constitution or sup- 
plied by practice, his office, nominally for years, will in fact become for 
life, and history shows how easily that degenerates into an inheritance. 
Believing that a representative government responsible at short periods 
of election is that which produces the greatest sum of happiness to 
mankind, I feel it a duty to do no act which shall essentially impair 
that prinicple; and I should unwillingly be the first person who, dis- 
regarding the sound precedent set by an illustrious predecessor, should 
furnish the first example of prolongation beyond the second term of 
office.” 

It is hardly to be questioned that these words of Jefferson sank into 
the minds of the American people and became so firmly embedded in 
the national consciousness that they form to-day a part of the unwrit 
ten law of the land. 

The next President upon whom a third term was urged was that 
sturdy hero of Democracy, Andrew Jackson. He not only refused to 
consider it but even advocated a time limit inserted in the Constitu- 
tion. At the instance of his friends, however, he abandoned the idea 
as impracticable at the time, but voiced his fears in a message of 
“ prophecy and warning to his fellow citizens, the people of the United 
States.” 

Coming down to later times, the question grose again during the 
second term of Grant. The press all over the country reechoed the 
cry of the New York Herald that Cwesarism was upon us and that our 
republican institutions were in danger of being overthrown by the 
probable candidacy of the “man on horseback” for a third term. So 
agitated were the people that on the approaching presidential elec- 
tion in 1876 the House of Representatives passed a resolution, by 
a vote of 234 to 12, indorsing the precedent established by Wash- 
ington and condemning a departure from that time-honored custom 
as “unwise, unpatriotic, and fraught with peril to otr free insti- 
tutions.” 
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Two Presidents have written their opinions on this subject, one of 
them speaking from years of experience. Benjamin Harrison says: 
“In practice the popular opinion has limited the eligibility of the 
President to one reelection. But some of our leading and most 
thoughtful public men have challenged the wisdom of the four-year 
term and have advocated six years, usually accompanied with a pro- 
hibition of a second term. And unless some method can be devised 
by which a less considerable part of the four-year term must be given 
` to hearing applicants for office and to making appointments, it would 
be wise to give the President, by extending the term, a better chance 
to show what he can do for the country. It must be admitted, also, 
that ineligibility to a second term will give the Executive action 
greater independence.” Woodrow Wilson years ago also criticized 
the present presidential term. He wrote: “ Efficiency is the only just 
foundation for confidence in a public officer under republican insti- 
tutions no less than monarchs; and short termis which cut off the 
efficient as surely and inexorably as the inefficient are quite as repug- 
nant to republican as to monarchical rules of wisdom. Unhappily, 
however, this not American doctrine. A President is dismissed almost 
as soon as he has learned the dutles of his office.” 

Jefferson himself said in his autobiography: “ My wish was that 
the President should be elected for seven years and be ineligible 
afterwards.” 

The three Presidents who have brought this question of a third term 
home to the people are Grant, of whom I have already spoken; Cleve- 
land, nominated three times but defeated in the second election; and 
Roosevelt, who first assumed the office by succession, and who after his 
nomination for a second term, on the night of the election, publicly 
stated that he would not be a candidate for reelection. 

In the case of Cleveland, he was the only President except Van 
Buren who was ever defeated and later on renominated ; and there were 
those, even in his own party, who looked upon a third nomination as 
violative of immemorial custom. Roosevelt's experience in recent years 
we all remember. The same argument, the same abuse, and the same 
spirit of unrelenting opposition to even the shadow of a third term. 

We are just recovering fronr the shock of a tragedy the pathos of 
which has moved the world. One of Ohio's great, noble-hearted sons 
has succumbed to the exacting rigors of his office, striving with an 
exemplary patience and heroic consciousness of duty to crowd into his 
short four years of office a host of herculean labors. Had he been 
allotted a larger space of time he might have spared his strength and 
conserved his powers to their fulfillment. 

As it is now, view it as we may, an election to the Presidency means 
the sacrifice of perhaps half the term to party demands, which can not 
be ignored or thrust aside so long as party loyalty exists or party ties 
exert a binding force. It is not a mere personal ambition that thus 
dominates the President. If he is conscientious and truly imbued with 
those abstract principles of government for which his party stands, he 
must more or less recognize his obligations to see them made perma- 
nent and abiding for the good of his country. This means that those 
countless hours of labor and careful study which should be devoted 
to the pressing questions.of government that pertain to his high office 
must be given up to questions of party expediency and practical poli- 
tics, so called, that the opposite party may not steal a march and plant 
itself within the breastworks of the Capital at the next election. 

Relieve the newly elected President of his eligibility to another term 
and he will cease to be the center of political maneuver. Free your 
Executive from this intolerable yoke about his neck and you will leave 
him free to devote all his powers, all his energies, and all his strength 
of intellect to the great masses of the people, whom he directly repre- 
sents and to whom he stands in closer relationship than any other 
` agency of government. 

I speak neither in reproach nor in condemnation of those who are 
perforce compelled to follow the tacties made almost obligatory un- 
der the pregent system. But I say, change the system. Make the 
term six years or seven years, and make the Executive. ineligible to re- 
election, and you -will have removed all temptation to further personal 
ambition ; you will bave taken ont of the sphere of partisanship the one 
man in the country who should stand above and beyond it; and you 
will have purified the very air of politics itself by giving it worthier 
motives and loftier ideals. 

Another thing, the unsettlement of business throughont the country 
every four years is entirely too frequent a disturbance of our affairs of 
trade and traffic. The heayy financial losses thus incurred, added to 
the ever-increasing costs of the elections in the States, the expenses 
borne by the candidates, and the thousand and one other burdens inci- 
dent to the event make a total that, if it could be fairly reckoned, 
would doubtless awaken the people from their apparent lethargy and 
stir them to prompt and effective action. 

As to the danger of a third term—that is so remote at present, and 
the people are so firmly intrenched in their opposition to the thought 
of it, that it is hardly to be considered as an argument. But the 
lengthening of the term to six or seven years wonld give the Executive, 


„as President Harrison said, “a better chance to show what he can 


do for the country.” And the additional safeguard of ineligibility to 
another term weuld forever set at rest any fears, however unfounded, 
as to a life dictatorship or an official hereditament. 


— BUREAUCRACY. 


There is another question in which I should like to-day to enlist your 
very earnest interest and sympathy. It is one the importance of which, 
I fear, has been overlooked by the country; yet it relates to a condi- 
tion so serious that it must have the immediate attention of the best 
and most influential thought of the Nation in order that disaster may 
be averted. Much and precious time has been lost already, but we are 
not too late to strangle this detestable thing, which attacks and eats 
into the very vitals of government. 

What I am referring to is called bureaucracy—officialdom—func- 
tlonarism. It is, in few words, the outgrowth of a continued concen- 
tration of administrative power in the Government departments and 
bureaus, resulting inevitably in undue Interference on the part of 
officials not only in the details of government but in matters outside 
the scope of their functions and which should be beyond their med- 
dling if our country is to endure as a democracy. 

In the United States the evil was peace bred and war fed. War and 
after-the-war nourishment has grown it into a monster. 

Bureaucracy has been a contributing cause to the decay of Furope. 
Germany was honeycombed with it long prior to the fall of the Empire. 
Twenty years ago France awakened to its blighting influence and her 
publicists and critics filled the press with their clamor aguinst it. 
Some of her economists even attributed what they chose to call Anglo- 
Saxon superiority largely to the freedom from bureaucracy in Anglo- 
Saxon countries; and only a year or so ago the League of Nations, 
which, say what you will, set Austria on her feet, stipulated in its 
contract with that country that she should get rid of at least a hun- 
dred thousand bureaucratic employees, 

Bureaucracy has an added peril to our own Republic. Not alone 
in the establishment of a government of bureaucrats, not alone in the 
enormous burdens to the taxpayer, not alone in the eneryation to 
themselves and the loss to constructive industry of hundreds of thou- 
sands of able-bodied men and women, but in the weapon afforded. the 
political party in power, with its legion of henchmen securely in- 
trenched in their offices and the threat afforded to the party out of 
power, with its army of ex-officeholders, all of whom may be said to 
have but one polities—that of retaining or regaining their jobs. 

e have at present, according to the latest figures by the Civil 
Service Commission, 64,959 employees in the District of Columbia and 
483,547 additional employees in the United States at large—a total 
of 548,506—all civilians employed by the Federal Government, It is a 
veritable host beside which our Army and Navy sink into insignifi- 
cance ; and yet it is proposed at every session of Congress to add to the 
swollen funetions of government still further activities, to create more 
bureaus, and to increase the already stupendous array of civilians on 
the Federal pay rolls. 

It is indeed time to eall a halt. Our Federal Government is becom- 
ing more and more centralized; our States are becoming less and less 
autonomous. Unless our steps are retraced or brought to a standstill, 
in a few years we will find ourselves menaced by a danger from within 
that will be more serious to the safety and preservation of our institu- 
tions than any from without, 

And now, my friends, in conclusion I have chosen, as you see, rather 
to dwell upon two subjects that are from their nature not so apt to 
be conspicuous in the public eye. I have elected to speak of them to- 
day not only because of that fact, but because they are of vital im- 
portance to the Republic, They do not appeal to the great masses of 
the people so forcibly as those issues which touch them more nearly in 
their daily affairs of life—their business, their homes, their income 
but they are nevertheless of indispensable importance in the adminis- 
tration of the Government. It is true they are more or less secreted 
from the public gaze, but those ailments that are hidden are often 
more dangerous than those that are visible. And for this reason, it 
seems to me, those of us who are close to the great Federal arteries of 
legislation owe it as a duty to those of our fellow citizens who are 
more closely occupied with their private affairs to sound a note of 
warning as the occasion may demand. 

if I shall have succeeded in conveying to you my own impression as 
to the gravity of the question of a longer presidential term without re- 
eligibility and the inescapable necessity of a return to the undying 
principles of local self-government and State autonomy, I shall indeed 
have realized my hopes in thus accepting the invitation you have so 
generously extended. ’ 


ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL, 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that this day they had presented to the President of 
the United States for his approval the following bill: 

H. R. 4817. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Minois and the State of Iowa, or either of them, to 
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construct a bridge across the Mississippi River connecting the 
county of Whiteside, III., and the county of Clinton, Iowa. 
HOUR OF MEETING TO-MORROW. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the House adjourns to-day it adjourn to meet at 11 
o'clock to-morrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


ADJOURN MENT. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 
45 minutes p. m.), under the order heretofore made, the House 
adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, February 16, 1924, at 11 


o’clock a. m. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. SABATH: Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. H. R. 6540. A bill to limit the immigration of aliens into 
the United States, and for other purposes; minority views (part 
2 of Rept. No. 176). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. WYANT: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 6487. A bill granting the consent of Congress to 
the Clarks Ferry Bridge Co. and its successors to construct a 
bridge across the Susquehanna River at or near the railroad 
station of Clarks Ferry, Pa.; without amendment (Rept. No. 
208). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana: Committee on Disposition of Use- 
less Executive Papers. Report on the disposition of useless 
records, papers, and documents in the Post Office Department 
(Rept. No. 206). 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BACON: A bill (H. R. 7011) to create a commission 
to ascertain the feasibility of establishing a national conserva- 
tory of music; to the Committee on Education. 

By Mr. STRONG of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 7012) to amend 
the packers and stockyards act, 1921, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. BELL: A bill (H. R. 7013) to amend the war risk 
insurance act, as amended; to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mr. MILLS: A bill (H. R. 7014) to permit the Secretary 
of War to dispose of and the Port of New York Authority to 
acquire the Hoboken shore line; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. WINSLOW: A bill (H. R. 7015) to authorize the 
purchase in the open market of certain supplies for use on the 
Panama Canal or in the Canal Zone; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PAIGE: A bill (H. R 7016) reclassifying the salaries 
of postmasters and employees of the Postal Service and re- 
adjusting their salaries and compensation on an equitable basis, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

By Mr. SWANK: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oklahoma, petitioning the Congress of the United States to 
defeat that part of S. 2065, by Mr. Harretp, which provides for 
the repeal of 1 per cent gross production tax on royalties re- 
ceived by the Osage Tribe of Indians from oil and gas pro- 
duced in Osage County, Okla.; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. TINKHAM: Memorial of the Legislature „f the 
State of Massachusetts, opposing the Johnson immigration bill 
in its present form; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

By Mr. McCLINTIC: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Oklahoma, petitioning Congress to defeat that part 
of S. 2065, by Mr. Harretp, which provides for the repeal of 1 
per cent gross production tax on royalties received by the Osage 
Tribe of Indians from oil and gas produced in Osage County, 
Okla.; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GARBER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oklahoma, urging Congress to pass a bill to increase the com- 
pensation of postal employees; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
opposing that part of Senate bill 2065, by Senator 


which provides for the repeal of 1 per cent gross production 
tax on royalties received by the Osage Tribe of Indians from 
oil and gas produced in Osage County; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ALLGOOD: A bill (H. R. 7017) granting an increase 
2 pension to John Watts; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. BACHARACH: A bill (H. R. 7018) for the relief of 
Joy Bright Little; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. BACON: A bill (H. R. 7019) authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury to pay certain claims, the result of a fire 
in the Government ordnance plant at Baldwin, N. Y.; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. FAIRFIELD: A bill (H. R. 7020) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Josephine F. Pequignot; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FISH: A bill (H. R. 7021) for the relief of William 
McCormack; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7022) for the relief of John J. Torpey; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH: A bill (H. R. 7023) granting a 
pension to Clara H. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MURPHY: A bill (H. R. 7024) granting a pension to 
Louise Deemer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. OLDFIELD: A bill (H. R. 7025) providing for the 
purchase of certain inventions, designs, and methods of aircraft, 
aircraft parts, and aviation technique of Edwin Fairfax Naulty 
and Leslie Fairfax Naulty, of New York; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7026) providing for the purchase of certain 
inventions, designs, methods of aircraft, aircraft parts, and 
aviation technique of Edwin Fairfax Naulty and Leslie Fairfax 
Naulty, of New York; to the Committee on Appropriations, 

By Mr. PATTERSON: A bill (H. R. 7027) for the relief of 
George Beach; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 7028) granting 
an increase of pension to Lydia J. Lawson; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H. R. 7029) granting an increase of 
pension to Ada May; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

1094. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of the Kalo- 
rama Citizens’ Association, Washington, D. C., asking Congress 
to grant to the citizens of the District of Columbia the right of 
suffrage; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1095, Also (by request), petition of 21 citizens of Indianapolis, 
Ind., asking for the repeal of all unfair excise taxes; also of 
J. E. Murray, New York City, favoring tax reduction; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, 

1096. By Mr. ALDRICH: Petition of Polish American citizens 
of Rhode Island, opposing passage of the Johnson immigration 
bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1097. Also, petition of Loggia Monte Civita D'Itri, No. 710, 
Sons of Italy, Cranston, R. L, protesting against the passage of 
the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

1098. Also, petition of Societa’ di M. S. Cittadini Calabro 
Americani (Inc.), Westerly, R. I., against passage of the John- 
son immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

1099. By Mr. CORNING: Petition of Capital City Lodge, No. 
1145, International Association of Machinists, Albany, N. Y., 
requesting the early enactment into law of House bill 2702, a 
bill to relieve unemployment among civilian workers of the 
Government, to remove the financial incentive to war, to sta- 
bilize production in Federal industrial plants, to promote the 
economical and eflicient operation of these plants, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1100. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Massachusetts Mutual 
Life Insurance Co., Boston, Mass., recommending early and 
favorable action on the Paige bill (H. R. 5552), relating to sal- 
aries of post-office employees; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

1101. Also, petition of National Leather Co., Boston, Mass., 
urging early and favorable action on House bill 4517, the pur- 


pose of which is to put the foreign service of the Department 
of Commerce on a permanent basis; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

1102. Also, petition of O. E. Spooner, Boston, Mass., recom- 
mending repeal of telephone and telegraph tall taxes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

1103. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of the Rock Island Associa- 
tion of Mechanical and Power Plant Employees, No. 121, of 
Shawnee, Okla., consisting of 540 men, protesting against any 
amendment or modification of the transportation .act of 1920 
until after the act has been fully and fairly tried out; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1104. By Mr. LEAVITT: Petition of Kenneth A. Lewis, secre- 
tary-treasurer of Local No, 224, Federal Employees Union, 
Crow Agency, Mont., requesting abolition of the Personnel 
Classification Board and the transfer of its functions to the 
Civil Service Commission; to the Committee on the Civil Sery- 


ice, 

1105. Also, petition of J. F. Young, president, and Wiliam E. 
Meidel, secretary, of Local No. 186, Federal Employees’ Union, 
Poplar, Mont., requesting abolition of the Bureau of Efficiency 
and the transfer of its functions to the Civil Service Commis- 
sion; to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

1106. By Mr. MAGEE of Pennsylvania: Protest of J. B. For- 
tunato, attorney, of Pittsburgh, Pa., against that provision of 
the selective immigration bill discriminating against Italians; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1107. Also, protest of Hadassah Chapter, Women's Zionist 
Organization, of Pittsburgh, Pa., against unjust discrimination 
of selective immigration bill affecting nationalities from par- 
ticular sections of Europe; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

1108. By Mr. RAINEY: Petition of Chamber of Commerce, 
Jacksonville, II., opposing amendments to the transportation 
act; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1109. By Mr. ROSENBLOOM: Petition of the Italian Citi- 
zeus’ Club, Mr. Joseph A. Germano, president, and Lodge No. 
716, Sons of Italy, Mr. Hario Santella, president, both of the 
city of Weirton, W. Va., protesting against the provisions of the 
immigration bill (H. R. 101) reducing the immigration per- 
centage for Italy to the basis of the year 1890 for the purpose 
of quota; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1110. By Mr. TAGUE : Petitions of the Caltano Bruno Society, 
the Duke of Abbruzzi Society, and Lodge Giosue Carducci, No. 
242, Sons of Italy, all of Boston, Mass., protesting against the 
enactment of the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1111. By Mr. TILLMAN: Petition of 143 citizens of Arkansas, 
urging Congress to remove or reduce nuisance or war taxes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 7 
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The Chaplain, Rev. J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Our Father who art in heaven, hallowed be Thy name. We 
beseech of Thee that in our hearts that name shall be hallowed, 
and as Thou dost teach_us, O Christ, to pray, we beseech of 
Thee that Thy will may be done in earth as it is in heaven. 
Deliver us from the willfulness of our own natures and into 
happy accord with Thine own purpose for us, so that as our 
wills are Thine and Thou hast given them to us, we beseech 
of Thee that we may return them to Thee in fullest accord with 
Thy great mind and heart. The Lord be with us constantly 
and help us in all the forms of duty which may come to us. 

We would not forget before Thee this morning one of this 
important and impressive gathering who met with a severe 
accident. We pray that Thou wilt give unto him certainty of 
Thy presence and grant such physical aid that there may be 
assured unto him recovery. Hear and answer. Through Jesus 
Christ our Lord. Amen. 


On request of Mr. Lopce and by unanimous consent, the read- 
ing of the Journal of the proceedings of the legislative day of 
Wednesday last was dispensed with and the Journal was ap- 
proved, g 

PROPAGANDA FOR MELLON TAX PLAN, 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask that there may be read 
at the desk a letter which I addressed this morning to the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses], chairman of a 


subcommittee of the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads, | 


in regard to a matter which occurred the other day. 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
reading of the letter? The Chair hears none, and the Secre- 
tary will read it, 

The letter was read, as follows: 


Fesruary 16, 1924. 
Hon. Grondn H. Mosns, 
United States Senate. 

My Dran Senator Moses: Under Senate Resolution No, 107 you, as 
chairman, are investigating the expenditure of money and the use of 
publicity to influence legislation. 

Senator Jounson of California, in a public address recently deliv- 
ered, said: “ We have never in this country had anything like the 
propaganda we have now in behalf ef the so-called Mellon plan. It is 
propaganda most carefully prepared and stimulated.” 

It was charged on the floor of the Senate on February 13 last 
that the Literary Digest, a periodical published in New York City, 
was expending for postage alone $300,000, ostensibly to obtain and 
publish the opinion of 15,000,000 voters with reference to this plan, 
but in reality to place in the hands of these voters a circular letter 
which is nothing more nor less than an argument, and a misleading 
one, for the Mellon plan. 

Likewise, full-page advertisements haye been and are appearing in 
many of the leading papers, paid for by the Literary Digest, and 
directing to accomplish this_result. It will be observed from these 
advertisements that the Literary Digest’s circular letter does not men- 
tion either the Democratic or the Progressive plan, but requests a vote 
for or against the Mellon plan. It is apparent to anyone that the 
Literary Digest's effort is an effort organized and financed to control 
public opinion and secure action of Congress in behalf of this plan of 
taxation, 

In response to a suggestion on the floor of the Senate made by 
Senator Swanson, of Virginia, I promised to call to your attention, 
and to the attention of the committee of which you are chairman, this 
matter, and therefore permit me to suggest that you would be render- 
ing the public a great service if the officials of the Literary Digest, 
responsible for this propaganda, be brought immediately before the 
committee and ascertain from them the sources of the fund they are 
expending and the purposes for which the expenditures are made. I 
sincerely hope this will be done, 

With best wishes, I am, 


Respectfully, WX. J. Hargis. 


Mr. HARRIS. I sent a copy of that letter to the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway], who is also on the subcommit- 
tee, and I hope they will investigate the matter at once. The 
resolution creating the committee provided that they should 
investigate whence the propaganda came to influence legisla- 
tion. There has been no similar propaganda in the country 
that I know of. 

I ask that the Literary Digest circular letter and what is 
on the envelope containing it may be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


VOTE AT ONCE ON THE MELLON PLAN FOR TAX REDUCTION—DO YOU FAVOR 
IT OR NOT?—THIS ENVELOPE CONTAINS YOUR SECRET BALLOT. 


EDITORIAL OFFICE THE LITERARY DIGEST, 
New York, N. Y., January, 1925. 
W. J. HARRIS, 
8300 Sieteenth Street NW., Washington, D. O. 


Dran Ste: Please mark an X under the Tes“ or the No“ on 
the inclosed s t ballot on tax reduction and mail at once. 

The demand for tax reduction is the paramount issue before the 
country to-day. The only question in dispute is how to secure the 
reduction. Many plans have been proposed by various political groups 
or leaders, but attention has become focused almost entirely upon one 
plan—the Mellon plan. 

The Mellon plan reduces the taxes on all incomes in varying degrees; 
it provides that an earned income (salary, wages, professional sery- 
ices, ete.) shall not be taxed as highly as an income from stocks, 
bonds, etc. The so-called nuisance taxes, such as the moving-picture 
admission tax, the telephone tax, and the telegraph tax also are elimi- 
nated. 

On the back of this letter you will find a table showing the saving 
to the taxpayer under the Mellon plan. 

This measure, however, is not without strong opposition. An im- 
portant fault with the plan, according to such leaders as William G. 
McAdoo, ex-Secretary of the Treasury, and Commander John R. Quinn, 
of the American Legion, is that it excludes the soldiers’ bonus, which 
they strongly believe should be paid and which they claim can be paid 
without preventing some tax reduction. 

On the other band, Secretary Mellon says it will be impossible to 
reduce taxes in this generation if we pay a bonus. President Coolidge 


also disapproves of a bonus, in fact and principle, and has given un- 
qualified support to the Mellon plan. 
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Do you favor the Mellon plan for tax reduction or not? 
Tour vote, with those of nearly 15,000,000 American voters of all 
classes and all sections of the country, is now asked. Do not fail to 


vote. Your secret ballot, with return postage prepaid, is inclosed. 

The entire Nation will watch this great poll of the people with in- 
tense interest. More than half the total number of voters of the 
United States at the last presidential election will be reached. All 
political parties and all classes and occupations will be included with 
that absolute impartiality which is now universally recognized as the 
unvarying policy of the Literary Digest. No matter who or what is 
favored or opposed by the people, the Digest reports the arguments 
exactly as they are, never intruding any opinion of its own editors or 
publishers and never seeking to influence the opinions of its readers. 

Controversy on the question of tax reduction is raging at white 
heat in the press and among the citizens of the Nation. It must be 
decided quickly. The decision rests with Congress, and all members 
of House and Senate are naturally anxious to know the wishes of the 
people with regard to this very important matter. If you want the 
question decided in the way that you believe is right, send in your 
vote at once that you may help, as every citizen is bound to help, in 
the decision of a great public policy. 

Many other vital issues are to be discussed and decided in this im- 
portant presidential year. You need to know the facts and arguments 
as they are fairly and fully presented and weighed on all sides, not as 
they come hot and twisted by prejudice or incomplete information from 
some eager partisan. The Literary Digest is your safe and sure source 
of the truth and the arguments from all sides, which must be judged 
and compared to form a just and wise conclusion. 

How is the struggle between “ wets” and “drys” to be settled? 

What will Congress do with the coal problem in the interest of the 
householder? 

What part shall this country take in the troublesome affairs of Eu- 
rope to protect peace and stabilize business? 

Shall the United States enter the world court? 

What shall be done regarding the twelve billions of dollars owed us 
by foreign governments? 

Shall immigration be further restricted or the door be opened wider? 

What can be done for the farmer and agriculture? 

Will railroad rates be reduced? 

You will need the Literary Digest this year if you want the relief 
of one clear, impartial voice in the midst of the passionate clamor of 
conflicting political claims and opinions. 

The returns on the great national poll on the Mellon tax reduc- 
tion will appear in detail in the Digest from week to week. You will 
want to watch them. 

The Digest will be more necessary than ever during 1924. Millions 
of men and women look to it each week for guidance, because it can 
be relied upon. The price is $4 for 52 issues, and attached to your 
ballot is a convenient order form which you can detach, sign, and 
mail, but you need not pay for the subscription ($4) until our bill 
reaches you later on. 

Detach, mark, and mail your ballot to-day. Then if you want 
first information of the progress of this great national poll, and a 
complete presentation of all the important issues of this presidential 
year, sign and mail also the Literary Digest order card. 

Sincerely, 
Ws. Seaver Woops, Editor. 

[P. S.: If you send your subscription for the Literary Digest 
we will give you free the big, cloth-bound, new 1924 Atlas of the 
World and Gazetteer, with its 124 pages of maps, in colors, and 64 
pages of text information, as described on the inclosed Digest order 
card.) 


How the Mellon plan would reduce individual income tages. 


E171 E E A 
$2,000. $22. 
$3,000. Pre A RE eae 
$4,000. 67.50 | $28.00] $15.75 
$5,000. 90.00] 68.00 38. 25 
$6,000. 135.00 | 128.00 72. 00 
$7,000. 180.00} 186.00 99. 00 
$8,000.. 225.00 | 278.00 144.00 
$9,000. 270.00 | 386. 00 159. 00 
$10,000 315.00 | 456.00 234. 00 
$11,000 370.00 | 556.00 | 286.50 
$12.000. 425.00 | 656.00] 339. 00 
$13,000. 490.00 | 766.00] 399.00 
$14,000. 555.00 | 876.00] 459.00 
$15,000. 630.00 | 996.00 | 52.50 
$16,000.. 705.00 | 1,116.00 | 554.00 
$17,000.. 790.00 | 1,246.00 | 09. 00 
(17 REI RR RE Rest ie Cen Cal 875.00 | 1,376.00 | 744.00 
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How the Mellon plan would reduce individual income tares—Continued, 


ent children. 

Proposed. 
660.00 | $970.00 $826. 50 
800.00 | 1,065. 00 909. 00 
960.00 | 1,170.00 999.00 
120,00 | 1,275.00 1.089. 00 
290.00 | 1,390.00 1,186, 50 
460. 00 | 1, 505. 00 1, 284. 00 
640.00 | 1,630, 00 1,389. 00 
600.00 | 2,720.00 2,612, 00 
920.00 | 4,600. 00 4,992. 00 
720.00 | 6,740. 00 5,632. 00 
220. 00 19, 900. 00 19, 792. 00 


ADDITIONAL TAX REDUCTIONS PROPOSED BY THE MELLON PLAN. 

In addition to the reductions of all income taxes, as shown in the 
table above, the Mellon plan proposes to abolish the so-called nuisance 
taxes, as well as the tax on theater and motion-picture admissions, 
and the tax on telegrams and telephones. 


(Post card.) 
THE LITERARY DIGEST, 
3545-360 Fourth Avenue, New York, N. Y.: 


SECRET BALLOT—NO SIGNATURE—NO CONDITION—NO OBLIGATION—JUST 
MARK AND MAIL AT ONCE, 


Do you favor the Mellon plan for tax reduction? 
Secretary Mellon says his plan can not be carried out if the bonus 


to ex-service men is paid. 


To assist in tabulation by States, please write the name of your 
State here: 

This is your order for the Literary Digest to keep you posted on the 
great tax-reduction poll and all the issues and results of the presi- 
dential campaign. 

Sign and mail this card separately on or before February 18, 1924, 


THE LITERARY DIGEST, 
354-860 Fourth Avenue, New York, N. Y. 

GENTLEMEN; Please enter my subscription for the Literary Digest 
for one year beginning at once, and reserve for me a copy of the new 
1924 atlas of the world and gazetteer, cloth binding, which I am to 
have free. I will remit the price of the subscription, $4 (if you are 


If you favor the Mellon plan, mark a [X] under “Yes.” 


If you oppose the Mellon plan, mark a [X] under “No.” 


already a Digest subscriber, terms of this offer will be sent to you 
upon application), on receipt of your bill within 30 days from date, and 
notification that the atlas is ready to be sent to me, delivery charges 
prepaid. 


Free with your Digest subscription, a new 1924 cloth-bound atlas 
of the world and gazetteer; 59 pages of new maps of foreign countries 
in four colors; 64 pages of new maps of United States and Canada in 
three colors; 64 pages of indexed and new descriptive text matter; 
large colored map of the world and another of North America; the 
latest census of United States, of British Empire and its colonies and 
dominions, of France, and all other civilized countries; United States 
presidential votes; latest information as to principal countries, cities, 
towns, rivers, climates, governments, peoples, religions, products; de- 
tails as to manufacturing; means of communication, as transportation, 
telegraph, telephone lines, cables; characteristics of chief cities and 
important institutions. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


Mr. BAYARD. On behalf of a number of citizens of Wil- 
mington, Del., I present a petition addressed to the President of 
the Senate of the United States asking that action be taken 
upon the recommendation of the late President Harding in his 
message to the Senate of February 24, 1923, that the Senate 
enter the world court. I move that the petition be referred 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

The motion was agreed to. 


1924. 
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Mr. ROBINSON presented a resolution adopted by the board 
of directors of the Memphis (Tenn.) Chamber of Commerce, 
opposing the amending of the transportation act of 1920 and 
favoring the continuance of the rate-making power in the In- 
terstate Commerce Commission, which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens in the State 
of Arkansas, praying for the repeal or reduction of the so- 
called nuisance and war taxes, especially the tax on industrial 
alcohol, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution of Frank Fried Post, No. 18, 
the American Legion, Department of Arkansas, of Mena, Ark., 
condemning the action of the German Embassy in Washington 
for its failure to half-mast the flag on the occasion of the death 
of former President Wilson, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented petitions, numerously signed, of sundry 
letter carriers of Conway and Cleburne Counties, in the State 
of Arkansas, praying for the enactment of legislation granting 
a 6-cent per mile equipment allowance to rural letter carriers, 
which were referred to the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads. 

Mr. WILLIS presented a resolution adopted by Russellville 
Grange, No. 353, Patrons of Husbandry, of Portland, Oreg., 
favoring the restriction of immigration and the adoption of a 
five-year immigration holiday, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico presented petitions, numerously 
signed, of sundry citizens, employees of the Atchison, Topeka 
& Santa Fe Railway system, of Raton, Albuquerque, Belen, 
and Clovis, in the State of New Mexico, praying that no sub- 
stantial change be made in the transportation act of 1920, 
which were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. KING presented a resolution adopted by the Salt Lake 
Chamber of Commerce and Commercial Club, of Salt Lake City, 
Utah, protesting against the passage of Senate bill 1222, to 
grant certain lands to Brigham Young University for educa- 
tional purposes, which was referred to the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys. 

Mr. LADD presented the petition of G. H. Hoople and sundry 
other citizens of Hoople and vicinity, in the State of North 
Dakota, praying for the passage of the so-called Norris-Sinclair 
bill providing aid to agriculture, which was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented the petition of Anders Stortiom and 14 
other citizens of Kathryn, N. Dak., praying for the passage 
of legislation granting adjusted compensation to World War 
veterans, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota presented memorials of Her- 
mann Schumann, chairman of the church board of St. John’s 
Lutheran Congregation of Hollywood, New Germany, and of 
A. H. Wollenburg and sundry other citizens of Waltham and 
Mower Counties, all in the State of Minnesota, remonstrating 
against the passage of legislation creating a Federal depart- 
ment of education, which were referred to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

He also presented petitions of Knute K. Lee and 85 other 
citizens of Grant County, and of 126 other citizens, all in the 
State of Minnesota, praying for the passage of the so-called 
Norris-Sinclair bill providing aid to agriculture, which were 
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented the memorial of Eveleth Chapter Hadassah, 
Women’s Zionist Organization, signed by Mrs. E. F. Freier, of 
Eleveth, Minn., remonstrating against the passage of the so- 
called Johnson restrictive immigration bill, which was referred 
to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Italian Ameri- 
canization Club of Minnesota and the Christaforo Columbo 
Society, of Duluth, both in the State of Minnesota, protesting 
against the passage of the so-called Johnson restrictive immi- 
gration bill, as being discriminatory, etc., which were referred 
to the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. CURTIS presented resolutions of the United Trades and 
Labor Council of Pittsburg, and of the faculty of the Lawrence 
High School, of Lawrence, both in the State of Kansas, favoring 
the enactment of legislation restricting the production of nar- 
cotics to medical and scientific needs, which were referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented memorials of sundry citizens of Ramona 
and of Norton*County, in the State of Kansas, remonstrating 
against the enactment of legislation creating a Federal de- 
partment of education, which were referred to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 


He also presented a resolution adopted by the Junto Club of 
Emporia, Kans., favoring the enactment of legislation creating . 
a Federal department of education, which was referred to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented resolutions of the Chambers of Commerce of 
Beloit and Kansas City, in the State of Kansas, protesting 
against the making of any substantial change in the transporta- 
tion act of 1920, which were referred to the Committee on In- 
terstate Commerce. 

He also presented petitions, numerously signed, of members 
of the shop associations of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Railway System, of Dodge City, Emporia, and Hutchinson, and 
of members of the Santa Fe Supervisors’ Association of the 
Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway System, of Topeka, all 
in the State of Kansas, praying that no substantial change be 
made in the transportation act of 1920, which were referred to 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce. : 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Pratt County 
Medical Society, at Cullison, Kans., protesting against the im- 
position of a tax greater under the so-called Harrison Narcotic 
Act than may be necessary to give jurisdiction to the Federal 
Government, and favoring the passage of legislation allowing 
physicians in computing income tax to deduct travel expenses 
in attending society meetings, etc., which were referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Kansas State 
Live Stock Association, at Wichita, Kans., favoring the free- 
area plan of testing cattle for tuberculosis in Kansas and the 
general adoption of the plan, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Kansas State 
Live Stock Association, at Wichita, Kans., favoring the passage 
of legislation reducing taxes, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

He also presented a letter in the nature of a petition by the 
committee of the Herington Shop Federation, of Herington, 
Kans., praying for the prompt and equitable settlement of the 
present strike or lockout on the Rock Island Railroad and for 
the passage of legislation beneficial to the workers of the coun- 
try, which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Kansas State 
Live Stock Association, at Wichita, Kans., favoring the passage 
of legislation looking to a reduction of freight rates, which was 
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. CAPPER presented a resolution of the United Trades and 
Labor Council, of Pittsburg, Kans., favoring the enactment of 
legislation restricting the production and use of narcotics to 
medical and scientific needs, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Kansas 
City, Kans., praying for the enactment of legislation granting 
increased salaries to letter carriers, which was referred to the 
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by members of the 
Junto Club, of Emporia, Kans., favoring the enactment of 
legislation creating a Federal department of education, which 
was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Denison, 
Mayetta, and Holton, in the State of Kansas, praying that the 
United States participate in the Permanent Court of Inter- 
national Justice, which was referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

He also presented petitions, numerously signed, of members 
of the shop associations of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Railway system, of Hutchinson, Chanute, and Topeka, in the 
State of Kansas, praying that no substantial change be made 
in the transportation act of 1920, which were referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of the Woman’s Christian Tem- 
perance Union of Winfield, Kans., favoring the passage of 
legislation restricting immigration for the next five years, which 
was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented petitions, numerously signed, of sundry 
citizens, being farmers, merchants, bankers, and stockmen, of 
Paola, Kans., protesting against the passage of Senate bill 2089, 
amending the packer and stockyards act, which were referred 
to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 


CONDEMNATION OF ACTION OF GERMAN EMBASSY. 


Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I desire to have printed 
in the Recorp a resolution of the American Legion deploring 
the action of the German Embassy in not lowering the flag 
during the funeral of President Wilson. 
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There being no objection, the resolution was ordered to be 
Printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


$ Prrr County Post, No. 39, THs AMERICAN LEGIÓN, 

f Greenville, N. C. 

A resolution condemning the act of the German Embassy In not flying 
at half mast the German national colors following the death of 
ex-President Woodrow Wilson. 

Whereas it has come to the attention of the members of the Ameri- 
can Legion of Pitt County, N. C., that following the death of our 
war-time President, Woodrow Wilson, the German Embassy in Wash- 
ington, D. C., did wilifully neglect or refuse to fly at half-mast the 
German national colors as a token of respect to tbe departed ex- 
President; and 

Whereas Woodrow Wilson was the great head of the American 
land and sea forces during the World War and as such did greatly 
assist our allies and hasten the conclusion of the conflict, and in 
so doing made himself a brother-in-arms to every service man, and 
gåve to the world, friend and enemy alike, unstinted, loving, loyal 
service; and 

Whereas Woodrow Wlison, as an ex-President of the United States 
of America, was entitled to all marks of respect and honor; and 

Whereas the German Embassy at Washington, D..C., did such marks 
fail to render: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Pitt County Post of the American Legion, 

1. That it greatly deplores and positively resents the attitude dis- 
played by the German Embassy. 

2. That the proper authorities take all necessary steps to rectify 
such inimical action and to provide means that such dees not again 
occur, 

3. That copies of this resolution be forwarded to the Senators from 
North Carolina, a copy be spread upon the post minutes, and the 
same be published in a local newspaper. 

A. M. Schorr, M. D., 

K. B. Pace, M. D., 

S. L. BRIDGERS, 
Resolution Committee. 


“THE PRESIDENT'S RESPONSIBILITY.” 


Mr. FLETCHER. I ask that there may be printed in the 
Recorp an item from the Philadelphia North American of 
February 15, an article entitled, “The President's responsi- 
bitity.” 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair heats none, and it is so ordered. 

The article is as follows: 


THE PRESIDENT’S RESPONSIBILITY. 


Few official ntterances of recent years were awaited with keener 
expectancy than was the Lincoln day address of President Coolidge, 
in New York, for it had been announced that he would not only 
define the domestic and foreign policies of his administration, but 
would deal in straightforward fashion with the issue uppermost in 
the public mind, the oil lease conspiracy. But those who had expected 
him to lay down a definite program of procedure against the corrup- 
tionists and their abettors, and declare a policy so vigorous that it 
would restore confidence in the Government, were doomed to dis- 
appointment. 

Judicious friends of Mr. Coolidge must perceive that his treatment 
of this question was so inadequate as to give the impression of being 
almost perfunctory. Consider the circumstances. As President, he is 
the legatee and responsible head of a deeply besmirched administra- 
tion, the disclosures of corruption or scandal involving the Veterans’ 
Bureau, the agencies of prohibition enforcement and the Departments 
of Justice, the Navy and the Interior. Yet he retains in his Cabinet 
two oficials who aided in the scheme corruptly carried out by ex- 
Secretary Fall. And he spared just one-twelfth of his address for a 
discussion of this momentous situation. 

Moreover, his remarks were as lacking in definiteness as they were 
meager in extent, comprising merely a homily upon the excellence of 
official virtue and the deplorable nature of official delinquency, with 
some general assurances that the innocent will be protected and the 
guilty punished by impartial enforcement of law. Expressing “scorn 
and indignation” over “ the prostitution of high place to private profit” 
and a “deep sense of bumiliation at such gross betrayal of trust,” 
the President observed with due solemnity that “character is the 
only secure foundation of the State,” but was encouraged because 
“the high moral standards of the people were revealed by their instant 
reaction against wrongdoing.” 

To a Nation profoundly shocked he offered the soothing observations 
that “the forces of evil do not long triumph” and “the power of 
justice can not long be delayed.” But he made it plain that he con- 
sidered nothing was required of him beyond reliance upon the slow, 
uncertain processes of law. The unmistakable implication was that 


he proposes to protect officials whose acts have created intense antag- 
onism and distrust in the public mind, unless and until criminality can 
be legally established against them. 

Standing alone, this would be regarded as wholly inadequate treat- 
ment of a grave crisis in governmental affairs. But when read in 
connection with the President's statement of the previous day, re- 
jecting the Senate’s advice that Secretary Denby’s resignation be asked, 
it appeared to many citizens to signify an effort by the Chief Executive 
to evade his peculiar responsibility and to protect unfit officials. 

It should be said at once that in so far as this impression is based 
upon Mr. Coolidge’s sharp rejoinder to the Senate it is unjustified. He 
was entirely within his constitutional rights in refusing to permit that 
body to dictate his action in respect to members of his Cabinet. “Dis- 
missal other than by impeachment,” he wrote, “Is exclusively an Execu- 
tive function,” and he did well to assert bis prerogative, 

On the other hand, the emergency that existed justified the Senate in 
passing à resolution expressing its judgment that Secretary Denby's 
part in the óil lease scandal required his immediate elimination from 
office. Formal condemnation of a member of the Cabinet by the United 
States Senate constitutes the severest censure conceivable. There is no 
more reason to say that the 35 Democrats who voted for the resolution 
were actuated by mere partisanship than there is to say that the 34 
Republicans who voted against it bad similar motives, There is no 
minimizing the fact that the resolution was passed by a body in which 
the Republicans hold 51 of the 96 seats; and it is known that many of 
the 34 Republicans who voted against it did so because they could not 
approve the form, and not because they wanted to protect Denby. 

Turning to other passages in President Coolidge’s address, a refresh- 
ing contrast is to be noted. When dealing with such matters as taxa- 
tion and the bonus, the speaker discarded the rOle of essayist and ex- 
pressed himself with candor, courage, and precision. Virtually one- 
half of his speech was devoted to these subjects, and these passages 
comprised an impressive array of facts, illustrations, and arguments. 
Direct in form and offered as individual convictions, his declarations 
exhibited a purpose to assume personal responsibility for the adminis- 
tration proposals in the face of formidable opposition. After review- 
ing illuminatingly the financial situation of the Government, he ex- 
pounded clearly the provisions of the administration bill, devoting 
special attention to justifying the reducing of the surtax rates. He 
said: 

“In time of war finances, like all else, must yield to national de- 
tense and preservation. In time of peace finances, like all else, should 
minister to the general welfare. I wish to include In the program 
a reduction In the high surtax rates, not that small incomes may be 
required to pay more and large incomes be required to pay less, but 
that more revenue may be secured from large incomes and taxes on 
small incomes may be reduced; not because I wish to relieve the 
Wealthy, but because I wish to relieve the country. I am for the bill 
because it will reduce taxes on all classes of income; because it will 
encourage business; because it will decrease the cost of living; be- 
cause it is economically, socially, and morally sound.” 

With equal definiteness he declared against the bonus project: 

The granting of a bonus would jeopardize the welfare of the whole 
country. It would mean the indefinite postponement of any tax reduc- 
tion, another increase in the cost of living, more drying up of the 
sources of credit, and a probable raising of the rates of interest; all 
of which would result in inflation and higher prices, with the grave 
danger of ultimate disaster to our financial system. We have been. 
through one period of deflation, and the country does not want to take 
the risk of another like experience. A few months of good times are 
worth more to the service men themselves than anything they could 
receive in the way of a bonus. 

Attentive observers will perceive a clear revelation of President 
Coolidge's outstanding characteristics in the contrast furnished by his 
brief, almost casual, treatment of events which have undermined pub- 
lic belief in the Government, and the explicit, forceful manner in 
which he deals with fiscal proposals. In the first Instance, the en- 
tire responsibility devolves upon him—responsibility for initiative, for 
leadership, for action, and he offers nothing beyond generalities and a 
reliance upon legal process; in the second instance, he presents a de- 
tailed plan drafted by a competent and trusted expert, and advocates 
it with courage and conviction. In other words, he shows the quali- 
ties of a conscientious and capable administrator of formally devised 
plans, none of the qualities of an executive equipped to master an 
emergency calling for aggressive leadership. 

The same characteristics are revealed in his discussion of the Mexi- 
enn policy. Here, again, be was provided with a carefully formulated 
policy by an efficient Secretary of State, and carried it out with ad- 
mirable directness. But no one can share the burden of dealing with 
the oiltease scandal. The responsibility for action rests upon him 
alone. And for action he substitutes moral aphorisms and a pledge to 


Jet the law take its course. 
Especially important and commendable, we think, was the Presi- 
dent's discussion of the urgent needs of agriculture; not merely be- 
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cause of the measures suggested, but because he took occasion to drive 
home fundamental truths for the enlightenment of a metropolitan 
audience, made up largely of men who do not understand, and do not 
care to understand, the vital importance of the farm industry. It 
was well for an assemblage of New Yorkers to hear the President of 
the United States declare: 

“Without a healthy, productive, and prosperous agriculture there 
can be no real national prosperity. There is something radically 
wrong when agriculture is found in its present state of depression at 
a time when manufacturing, transportation, and commerce are, on the 
whole, in a remarkable state of prosperity. I want to emphasize your 
intimate dependence upon agricultural welfare. You have a direct 
economic and financial interest. You can not long prosper with that 
great population and great area in distress. You have a political in- 
terest; unsound economic conditions are not conducive to sound legis- 
lation. The farm has a social value which can not be overestimated. 
It is the natural home of liberty and the support of courage and char- 
acter. In all the Nation it is the chief abiding place of the spirit of 
independence.” 

In no sense inspiring, the President's address, we think, in most 
parts revealed thoughtfulness and conviction. But we find in it a 
grave defect in his complete failure to grapple with the essential 
problem of the ofl lease scandals, which is how to overcome the pro- 
found distrust of the integrity of the public service which has been 
implanted in the minds of the American people. 

While defending Denby, Senator PEPPER was moved to say: “The 
people are profoundly shocked; confidence in public men is badly 
shaken; something like an explosion has occurred perilously near the 
foundations of the Republic.” The very structure of our Govern- 
ment,“ declared Senator ROBINSON, “rocks upon its foundation. There 
is but one way to restore to it that confidence which is indispensable 
to its security, namely, to visit upon the perpetrators of the crime the 
extreme rigors of the law and to drive from the public service every- 
one through whose connivance or supineness it became possible.” 


The supreme duty of the President in this hour, transcending mat- 


ters of fiscal policy or foreign policy, or anything else, is to repair the 
shattered confidence of the American people in their Government. 
Never in the world can this be done merely by triumphant vindication 
of his rights against senatorial usurpation, by appointing special coun- 
sel to set in motion the leisurely and complicated processes of law, 
and by delivering maxims of political morality, meantime keeping as 
trusted advisers two officials whose conduct has helped to create public 
distrust of the whole system. 

President Coolidge properly avows his responsibility to see that the 
law is rigorously applied. But he exhibits profound misunderstanding 
in assuming that his duty is bounded by the task of procuring the pun- 
ishment of men whose guilt may be established by law. Crimes have 
been committed which call for the functioning of prosecutor, judge, 
and jury; there have been, in addition, offenses which are not indict- 
able yet are not to be tolerated or condoned. Legal action may, 
in the course of years, undo fraud and punish corruption, but only 
Executive action can overcome a condition not less injurious, and that 
is the presence in the Cabinet of men who probably have avoided 
criminal liability yet none the less have affronted public honor and 
forfeited public confidence. 

Let PresXient Coolidge be ever so stern and vigilant in invoking the 
outraged law and he will still fail, most lamentably, in the perform- 
ance of his duty, which is to restore faith in the integrity of the Gov- 
ernment, unless by prompt and uncompromising Executive action he 
shall eliminate the men who are morally culpable even if legally 
immune. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, 


Mr. RANSDELL, from the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, to which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. 
Res. 60) to stimulate crop production in the United States, 
reported it with amendments. 

Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 2892) authorizing an appro- 
priation to indemnify damages caused by the search for the 
body of Admiral John Paul Jones, reported it with an amend- 
ment and submitted a report (No. 146) thereon. 

Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which was 
referred the bill (H. R. 584) to authorize the county of 
Multnomah, Oreg., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
and approaches thereto across the Willamette River, in the 
city of Portland, Oreg., in the vicinity of the present site of 
Sellwood Ferry, reported it without amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 147) thereon, 

“BIG FIVE” MEAT-PACKING COMPANIES, 

Mr. LADD. From the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry I report back favorably Senate Resolution 145. It will 
only take a moment, and I ask unanimous consent for its 
immediate consideration. 


Hie PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be 
8 

The Reaprna CLERK. From the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry Senate Resolution 145, submitted by Mr. Lapp 
on the 7th instant, directing the Attorney General to report 
immediately to the Senate all information now in his posses- 
sion relating to the steps taken by him to secure compliance 
by the “ Big Five” meat-packing companies with the terms of 
the consent decree entered in the Supreme Court of the District 
of Columbia on February 27, 1920. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. OVERMAN, Let the resolution be read. 

Mr. LODGE. I would like to have the resolution rend. 

The resolution was read, considered by unanimous consent, 
and agreed to, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Attorney General be, and he hereby is, directed 
to report immediately to the Senate all information now in his posses- 
sion relating to the steps taken by him to secure compliance by the 
“Big Five” meat-packing companies with the terms of the consent 
decree entered in the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia on 
February 27, 1920, agreed to by the said “ Big Five” packers, and to 
report in full to the Senate concerning the status of each of the defend- 
ants with relation to divesting themselves of the so-called unrelated 
items according to the terms of the said decree, and to advise fully con- 
cerning noncompliance, if any there be, with the terms of the decree by 
any one or more of the said packers. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED. 


Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows; 

By Mr. BORAH: 

A bill (S. 2505) to repeal an act entitled “An act to define, 
regulate, and punish trading with the enemy, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved October 6, 1917, as amended, and for other 
purposes ; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. LODGE: 

A bill (S. 2506) authorizing an appropriation for the pay- 
ment of claims arising out of the occupation of Vera Cruz, 
Mexico, by American forces in 1914; to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

A bill (S. 2507) to amend section 2 of the act relative to 
eee and citizenship of married women, approved 
September 22, 1922; to the Committee on Immigration. 

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE: 

A bill (S. 2508) to amend an act entitled “An act to provide 
compensation for employees of the United States suffering in- 
juries while in the performance of their duties, and for other 
purposes,” approved September 7, 1916; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRANDEGEB: 

A bill (S. 2509) granting an increase of pension to Johanna 
Neil (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. SHIPSTEAD: 

A bill (S. 2511) for the relief of John Gorman; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

A bill (S. 2512) granting the consent of Congress to the 
counties of Sibley and Scott, Minn., to construct a bridge 
across the Minnesota River; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. MOSES: 

A bill (S. 2513) providing that unpaid letters of the first 
class shall be transmitted to destination and postage thereon 
paid upon delivery; to the Committee on Post Offices and 
Post Roads. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A bill (8. 2514) to promote forest conservation, to extend 
the national forests, to raise a revenue from forest products, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

By Mr. BROUSSARD: 

A bill (S. 2515) granting a pension to Norman P. Evans 
(with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota: 

A bill (S. 2516) granting a pension to Hannah Case (with 
accompanying papers); and 

A bill (S. 2517) granting an increase of pension to Caroline 
Shoutz; to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (S. 2518) for the relief of Austin G. Tainter; 

A bill (S. 2519) to extend the benefits of the employers’ 
liability act of September 7, 1916, to Carol E. Reeves (with 
accompanying papers); and 
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A bill (S. 2520) to give the Court of Claims weden The resolution (S. Res. 162) was referred to the Committee 
to hear and adjudge the claims of the estate of John Frazer, to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, 


deceased, and others; to the Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts: 

A bill (S. 2521) granting a pension to Annie R. Bowers (with 
accompanying papers) ; 

A bill (S. 2522) granting a pension to John Scott (with ac- 
companying papers); and 

A bill (S. 2523) granting a pension to Charles F. Stetson 
‘(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McNARY: rs 

A bill (S. 2524) to amend an act to regulate radio com- 
munication, approved August 13, 1912, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. SPENCER: 

A bill (S. 2525) for the relief of Henry Martin; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 
` By Mr. HARRELD: 

A bill (S. 2526) providing for an allotment of lands from 
the Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Indian Reservation in Okla- 
homa to J. F. Rowell, an enrolled member of the Kiowa Tribe; 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. WARREN: 

A bill (S. 2527) for the payment of claims for damages to 
and loss of private property incident to the training, practice, 
operation, or maintenance of the Army (with accompanying 
papers) ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SWANSON: 

A bill (S. 2528) granting an increase of pension to George 
W. Elder; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIS: 

A bill (S. 2529) granting an increase of pension to Mary J. 
Beecher (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. JONES of New Mexico: 

A bill (S. 2530) for the relief of Omer D. Lewis; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

A bill (S. 2581) to amend an act entitled “An act making 
appropriations for the service of the Post Office Department for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1913, and for other purposes”; 
to the Sommittee on Post Offices and Post Roads. . 

By Mr. CAPPER: A 

A bill (S. 2532) to amend in certain particulars the national 
defense act of June 3, 1916, as amended; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. HARRELD: ° 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 81) creating a joint committee 
of three Members of the Senate and three Members of the 
House to investigate the administration of Indian affairs in the 
State of Oklahoma; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 


WILLIAM HENRY BOYCE, SR. 


Mr. OVERMAN. In lieu of Senate bill 2170, for the relief 
of W. H. Boyce, which I introduced a short time ago, I intro- 
dure another bill which I send to the desk for the relief of 
William Henry Byce, sr., and call the attention of the chair- 
man of the Finance Committee to it. It is recommended by the 
Treasury Department and I ask that it be referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

The bill (S. 2510) for the relief of William Henry Boyce, 
sr., was read twice by its title and referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

AMENDMENTS TO TREASURY AND POST OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. JONES of Washington submitted an amendment proposing 
to increase the appropriation for wages of workmen, and other 
employees at the Seattle, Wash., assay office from $8,200 to 
$9,450, and to increase the appropriation for incidental and 
contingent expenses of the office from $5,000 to $6,000, intended 
to be proposed by him to House bill 6349, the Treasury and 
Post Office Departments appropriation bill, which was referred 
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. SHEPPARD submitted an amendment proposing to in- 
sert in the items for quarantine stations, the words “ Galveston, 
Texas, Quarantine Station: For improving existing facilities, 
$7,350,” intended to be proposed by him to House bill 6349, the 
Treasury and Post Office Departments appropriation bill, which 
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed. : 


HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON TERRITORIES AND INSULAR 
POSSESSIONS. 


Mr. WILLIS. At the request of the Senator from California 
(Mr. Jounson], I submit a resolution authorizing the Com- 
mittee on Territories and Insular Possessions to hold hearings, 
and I ask that it be referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 


as follows: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Territories and Insular Possessions, 
or any subcommittee thereof, be, and hereby is, authorized during the 
Sixty-eighth Congress to send for persons, books, and papers, to admin- 
ister oaths, and to employ a stenographer at a cost not exceeding 25 
cents per hundred words to report such hearings as may be had in 
connection with any subject which may be before said committee, the 
expenses thereof to be paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate, 
and that the committee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during 
the sessions or recesses of the Senate. 


NOMINATIONS OF COUNSEL IN OIL-LEASE FRAUD CASES. 


Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate takes up the question of the confirmation of 
the counsel in the oil cases, they being Mr. Roberts and Mr. 
Pomerene, that the nominations may be considered in open 
executive session. 
aE ORGS Mr. President, has morning business been con- 
clu 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion 
that the request of the Senator from Washington must be pre- 
sented to the Senate when it goes into executive session. 

Mr. DILL. What is the ruling of the Chair? K 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion 
that the request made by the Senator from Washington must 
be made after the Senate shall have gone into executive session. 

Mr. ASHURST. I respectfully appeal from the decision. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, on yesterday I was informed that 
such a request must be made in open Senate. 

Mr. LODGE. No. 

Mr. DILL. I may remind the Chair that when the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopez] made the request for unani- 
mous consent to consider the treaty with Colombia, which I 
3 recently to investigate, he made the request in open 

ate. 

Mr. LODGE. Under the rules treaties may be considered in 
open session if the Senate so votes, but that is not true of 
nominations. 

Mr. DILL. But if the Senate by unanimous consent—— 

Mr. LODGE. But there will be no unanimous consent. 

Mr. DILL. But if the Senate by unanimous consent desires 
to proceed to consider a nomination in open executive session 
there is nothing to prohibit it. 

Mr. LODGE. There will not be unanimous consent for that. 

Mr. DILL. I desired my request to be submitted to the 
Senate to see whether or not unanimous consent would be 
granted. 

Mr. LODGE. I repeat there will be no unanimous consent 
given for the consideration of the nominations in open execu- 
tive session. . 

Mr. DILL. Does the Senator from Massachusetts object? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I submit, Mr. President, that the Sena- 
tor from Washington is entitled to have his request for unani- 
mous consent submitted to the Senate. 

4 Mr. LODGE. I did not mean to interfere with that being 
one. 

Mr. DILL. That is what I am asking for. 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly; the request may be submitted to the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Washing- 
ton asks unanimous consent that the nominations of Mr. Roberts 
and Mr. Pomerene may be considered by the Senate in open 
executive session. Is there objection? 

Mr. LODGE. I object. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massa- 
chusetts objects. 

Mr. DILL. Then, Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
consider the nominations of Mr. Roberts and Mr. Pomerene 
in open executive session. 

Mr, LODGE. Mr. President, of course that motion is not in 
order. Nominations, under the rule of the Senate, must be con- 
sidered in executive session with closed doors. Moreover, if 
the question about considering nominations in open executive 
session is to be discussed, under Rule XXXV I make the point 
of order that the subject is one which should be discussed with 
closed doors, and I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of the subject with closed doors. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I second the motion, Mr. President. 

Mr, LODGE. The motion is made and seconded, and, under 
Rule XXXV, the Senate should now go into executive session. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTR. Mr. President, I believe the morning 
business has not been concluded. 
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Mr. DILL. A point of order was raised but not ruled upon. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Morning business has not 
as yet been concluded. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Then I will later make the motion 
which I intended to make. 

Mr. DILL. A point of order was made by the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Loper], but the Chair did not rule as to 
whether or not the point of order was sustained. 

The question of an open executive session in this instance 
affects something in which the entire country is interested. 
Senators may seal the doors of the Senate, but they will not 
seal the lips of the people of the United States, and they will 
not silence the expression of public opinion by such an act. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I do not consider that this 
episode has closed by any means, and I regret to see the able 
Senator from Washington take his seat. We will fight this to 
a finish now. 

Mr. DILL. I took my seat because it was ruled by tho 
Chair that the motion was out of order. 

Mr. ASHURST. I appealed from the decision of the Chair, 
This episode has hardly begun, much less closed. 

Mr. DILL. I remind the Senator from Arizona that the 
Chair stated that this matter could not be considered until the 
morning business had been concluded. 

Mr. ASIIURST. Then I appeal from the decision of the 
Chair, and on the appeal I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. DILL. But morning business has not yet been con- 
cluded. 

Mr. ASHURST. When it is announced that morning busi- 
ness is concluded some other technical Senator will arise and 
endeavor to secure secrecy on this question. 

Mr. DILL. But there will not be secrecy on this question; 
I will say that. 

Mr. MOSES. There is not any. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion 
that until morning business shall have been concluded the 
motion of the Senator from Washington is not in order. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. What is the order of business, Mr. 
President? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The order of business is the 
introduction of bills and joint resolutions. If there be no fur- 
ther bills or joint resolutions—— 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Are concurrent and other resolutions 
now in order? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. They will be in a moment. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I so understand. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If there be no further bills 
and joint resolutions, concurrent and other resolutions are now 
in order. 

SALE OF FLOUR AND BREAD. 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I offer the resolution which I send to 
the desk, and ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the 
resolution. 

The Secretary read the resolution (S. Res. 163), as follows: 


Whereas the price of bread is being maintained at substantially the 
level of war prices while the price of wheat has declined to pre-war 
Jevels; and 

Whereas bread made by American flour is selling in England at an 
average retail price of 4 cents a pound, as compared with an average 
of 8.7 cents in the United States; and : 

Whereas the financial reports of four milling and baking companies 
so far as published disclose enormous profits during recent years; and 

Whereas excessive bread prices have caused a decrease in the con- 
sumption of bread in the United States amounting to 44 loaves per 
person per year; and 

Whereas this reduction of bread consumption has largely decreased 
the domestic market for wheat and thus contributed to the distress and 
widespread bankruptcy of wheat farnrers; and 

Whereas bread prices in American cities are artificially maintained at 
excessive levels, apparently by combinations and conspiracies in re- 
straint of trade; and 

Whereas there has recently been formed a huge merger of baking 
companies; and 

Whereas the production and distribution of bread has ceased to be 
a local industry and has in large measure assumed the character of 
interstate commerce: 

Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is hereby, 
directed to lavestigate the production, distribution, transportation, and 
sale of flour and bread, Including by-products, and report its findings 
in full to the Senate, showing the costs, prices, and profits at each 
stage of the process of production and distribution from the time the 
wheat leaves the farm until the bread is delivered to the consumer: 
the extent and methods of price fixing, price maintenance, and price 


discrimination; the develpoments in the direction of monopoly and con- 
centration of control in the milling and baking industries, and all eyi- 
dence indicating the existence of agreements, conspiracies, or combina- 
tions in restraint of trade. 


Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent for the present consideration of the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I have not the slightest 
objection to the adoption of the resolution proper, but for one I 
am not willing to vote in favor of all the assertions made in the 


preamble. 

Mr. LA FOLLETT. I ask, Mr. 5 for the adoption of 
the resolution without the 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have no see to that whatsoever. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
consideration of the resolution? 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and 
agreed to, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and It is hereby, 
directed to investigate the production, distribution, transportation, and 
sale of flour and bread, including by-products, and report its findings in 
full to the Senate, showing the costs, prices, and profits at each stage of 
the process of production and distribution from the time the wheat 
leayes the farm until the bread is delivered to the consumer; the 
extent and methods of price fixing, price maintenance, and price dis- 
crimination; the developments in the direction of monopoly and con- 
centration of control in the milling and baking industries, and all evi- 
dence indicating the existence of agreements, conspiracies, or combina- 
tions in restraint of trade, 


Mr. WADSWORTH. It is understood that the preamble is 
stricken out? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The preamble, the Chair 
understands, is stricken from the resolution. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The preamble, of course, having been 
read by the reading clerk, will appear in the Recorp. That is 
quite sufficient. 

AGRICULTURAL CONDITIONS. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I think it not 
inappropriate in connection with the resolution which has just 
been adopted to ask the chairman of the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry about when we may hope to have reported 
from the committee legislation designed to meet the deplorable 
situation which confronts the farmers of the country to-day. 
I am receiving a great many letters from farmers in my State, 
pointing out the very deplorable conditions there and asking 
when we are likely to do anything to help them, especially, 
to take care of the coming year’s crop. I know that it is a 
very difficult problem. I have assured those who have written 
me that the agricultural committee is giving very careful study 
to the problem, but I should like to have a brief statement 
from the chairman of the committee if he can give it, as to 
what the situation is in the committee and about when we may 
hope to have some recommendations from that committee. 

NOMINATIONS OF COUNSEL IN OIL LEASE FRAUD CASES. 


Mr. HARRISON. I rise to a parliamentary inquiry, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. HARRISON. I had understood that there was an order 
adopted yesterday by unanimous consent that immediately on 
the conclusion of the morning business the Senate should go 
into executive session. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has not before 
him the unanimous-consent agreement which was entered into. 
It was made in executive session when the reporters were not 
present. 

Mr. HARRISON. The reason I propound the inquiry is 
this: I served notice that this morning at the close of the 
morning business I was going to proceed to discuss a certain 
question. I am perfectly willing to step aside in order that 
the Senate may go into executive session, but, if we are not 
going to do that, I desire to proceed with the discussion of the 
question which I wish to bring to the attention of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is informed that 
the unanimous-consent agreement was that at the close of rou- 
tine morning business the Senate should go into executive 
session. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I rise to a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state his 
parliamentary inqu 

Mr. DILL. IS ilk under the rules no procedure by which 
the Senate may consider a nomination in open executive session? 


2542 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 16, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands that 
there is a procedure through which it may consider a nomina- 
tion in open executive session. 

Mr. DILL. I asked unanimous consent that such procedure 
be followed. That request was objected to, and I then made a 
motion, to which the Senator from Massachusetts objected, but 
I never heard any ruling on that motion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair held that the 
time had not arrived when the motion could be made. 

Mr. DILL. Has morning business been concluded? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has not so an- 
nounced up to this time, 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I did not desire 
to occupy any time, but I thought probably the chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry could in a minute or 
two make a statement that would be satisfactory. I do not ex- 
pect to take any time myself. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I have no desire to interfere 
with a unanimous-consent agreement, still I am not trying to 
avoid the question that has been propounded by the Senator 
from Washington and addressed to me. I think I can answer 
the Senator, but if doing so and taking the floor to do it would 
violate a unanimous-consent agreement I will take the floor and 
answer the inquiry at some future time. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I withdraw the question. 

Mr. NORRIS. But I do not wish it to be understood that I 
am trying to avoid the question which the Senator from Wash- 
ington has asked me. He has asked a very proper question. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, we were informed yesterday, 
in response, I believe, to a question propounded by the junior 
Senator from Washington [Mr. Dru], that in open legislative 
session was the eligible, indeed the proper, time to move to 
consider nominations in open executive session. Now, when we 
are in legislative session, we are told that such motion ought 
to be made in executive session. 

Without discussing the question as to the advisability of 
considering these nominees in open executive session, I believe 
that in a spirit of fairness we ought to have a definite under- 
standing and reach a definite conclusion. I am of opinion— 
I admit that my opinion possibly is not of any great weight— 
that numerous precedents exist in the Senate where motions 
have been made in legislative session and agreed to and nomi- 
nees were considered in open executive session pursuant to 
such motion. 

I think the Senator from Washington is doing well to pursue 
the matter further. My vehemency is not directed toward the 
Chair. It is a manner that I have cultivated for years. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair did not intend to 
be understood as ruling that this motion could not be made in 
open legislative session. : 

Mr. ASHURST. The junior Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Dirt] is able to take care of himself and to take care of this 
motion; and he is in order in making this motion at this time. 
If he fails to have a vote upon his motion at this time, I can 
tell him what will happen. Just as soon as the gavel falls and 
the announcement is made that morning business is closed 
under the alleged preyious unanimous-consent agreement we 
will go into executive session; and when we get into executive 
session the Senator will be told that he should have made the 
motion in open legislative session. I have no objection to 
golf, but I am not particularly enamored of ping-pong, and I 
do not like to see a question ping-ponged around in this way. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I may say to the Senator 

Mr. LODGE. I ask for the regular order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The regular order at this 
time is the introduction of concurrent and other resolutions. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, on a resolution, then, that I 
wish to introduce soon. I have given study to the Mellon plan 
of taxation, and 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, that is not the regular order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The point of order made by 
the Senator from Massachusetts is sustained. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I rise to a question of high 
personal privilege, exalted personal privilege, and on that 
question I wish to say that I discussed the Mellon taxation 
plan here about three weeks ago. Since that time I have re- 
ceived a great flood of letters; in fact, I received one morning 
a packet of letters from my State, all addressed on the same 
typewriting machine, all the envelopes bearing the return card 
of the same company, excoriating me for presuming to put 
my humble opinion into the scales against the opinion of Secre- 
tary Mellon. In reply to those excoriating letters I have sent 


out the following letter on the Mellon plan; 


I am heartily in favor of the adjusted compensation (bonus) bill for 
ex- service men. 

I am opposed to the issuance of tax-exempt securities. Security 
holders should pay their fair part of the taxes. The benefits and 
burdens of Government should be distributed to all persons with as 
near an approach to equality as may be possible. 

The Sixty-seventh Congress repealed the excess-profits tax and re- 
duced the surtaxes from a maximum of 65 per cent to a maximum 
of 50 per cent, which is a reduction of the tax on wealth of over 
$500,000,000 annually. The same Congress passed the Fordney-Mc- 
Cumber tariff bill, which brings $500,000,000 annually to the Govern- 
ment and $3,500,000,000 annually to the protected industries. It 
seems, therefore, that these same interests ought not now to seek for 
a reduction in their taxes disproportionate to the reduction proposed 
to be granted to the citizens of relatively small or modest incomes. 


Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I rise to a question of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Massachu- 
setts will state it. 

Mr. LODGE. No question of personal privilege has been 
stated. We are violating the unanimous-consent agreement. We 
are also violating the regular order of business, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has already sus- 
tained the point of order made by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts, and the Senator from Arizona is at the present time 
out of order. 

Mr. ASHURST. I cheerfully take my seat, Mr. President. 


UNITED STATES SHIPPING BOARD. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a resolution coming over from a previous day, which 
will be stated. 

The reading clerk read Senate Resolution 155, submitted by 
Mr. Ranspert on the 13th instant, as follows: 


Resolved, That the United States Shipping Board be, and it is hereby, 
directed to inform the Senate of the United Statés immediately what, if 
any, plans are being considered by it, or by the United States Emer: 
gency Fleet Corporation, for the removal of the offices of the said 
Fleet Corporation to the city of New York, and further, what are the 
reasons for such removal if said plan is being so considered; be it 
further 

Resolved, That the United States Shipping Board submit such plan, 
if any, to the United States Senate for approval before any action is 
taken thereon. 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, is that resolution debatable? 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of opinion that 
i is debatable. The question is upon agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 
pene ASHURST. Then I claim the floor, and I thank the 
air. 

As I was saying, Mr. President, in reply to the propaganda 
that has been sent out in support of the Mellon plan, I sent 
out a letter; and my learned friend the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Longe] took charge of the affairs of the 
Senate just as I was reading the concluding paragraph of my 
letter. I have no objection to that, because it so happened 
that he was parliamentarily correct, but I hope he will permit 
me to read the concluding paragraph of the letter, so that it 
will all go into the Recorp at the same time: 


The American people are all entitled to tax reduction, and I am 
fighting to secure for citizens such as yourself the same proportionate 
degree of tax reduction that Mr. Mellon's plan grants to himself. 


I surrender the floor. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I have no es- 
pecial objection to the first part of the resolution. I desire 
to say to the Senator from Louisiana, however, that just a few 
minutes ago I called up Mr. Palmer, the president of the Emer- 
gency Fleet Corporation, and mentioned this resolution. He 
said that the thought of removing from Washington the head- 
quarters of the Emergency Fleet Corporation never had entered 
his mind; that he had not given it any consideration whatever, 

I think the less we interfere with the administration of the- 
Emergency Fleet Corporation the more likely they are to ad- 
minister the law efficiently. Personally, I should like to see 
the headquarters of the Emergency Fleet Corporation away 
from Washington City. I do not think it ought to go to New 
York, but I do not pretend to know enough about the situation 
to pass what might be considered an intelligent opinion with 
reference to it. I should like to see it at Philadelphia, or Nor- 
folk, or Charleston, or some other place away from Congress. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, 
not at Seattle? A 
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Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes; at Seattle or at San Fran- 
cisco would be a fine loeation. 

As I say, however, while I have no especial objection to the 
first part of the resolution, when it comes to the second part 
of the resolution E do not think we have any right to order 
the Shipping Board or any other administrative body of the 
Government to do this or that, other than to furnish us in- 


formation. That is a legislative act that the Senate can not 
complete, Of course, Congress could order them not to do it 
without the consent of Congress, if such a resolution had the 
approval of the President; but I think the last part of the reso- 
lution, under which we direct them not to do this until the 
matter has been submitted to the Senate and has had the ap- 
proval of the Senate, is beyond our power. The Senate can 
not legislate-alone; so I suggest that the Senator strike out 
that part of it and have the other part agreed to. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I have no especial objec- 
tion to striking out the last three lines of the resolution. I 
believe no one in this body will accuse me of being unfriendly 
to the Shipping Board. I think I have evinced my friendship 
by a very consistent course of upholding the hands of the Ship- 
ping Board ever since its creation several years ago. 

I do not know that my information is correct. The informa- 
tion came to me that the Emergency Fleet Corporation was 
going to move its offices to the city of New York. Personally, I 
should dislike very much to see that done. It certainly would 
cost a very large sum of money for office rent alone to have 
these offices in New York. The Emergency Fleet Corporation 
is one of the agencies of the Government, and I, for one, as a 
representative in part of the State of Louisiana, which has the 
second greatest maritime port in America, should like to have 
the offices of our great Shipping Board in the city of Washing- 
ton, where I can, at least occasionally, get in touch with them 
if I must. I do not think it would be right for them to inter- 
fere with the line of business that has been established here 
for years by taking this great organization away from this 
city without giving Congress a chance to consider it and to 
know something about it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Louisiana yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield for a question. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It is, of course, competent for Congress to 
prescribe the place where the Emergency Fleet Corporation 
shall establish and maintain its offices. I inquire, for informa- 
tion, why the Senator suggests in his resolution that the plan 
of the Emergency Fleet Corporation relative to the location of 
its offices should be submitted to the Senate rather than to the 
Congress as a whole? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I think the suggestion of the Senator is 
well taken. It should be submitted to Congress as a whole; 
but, as stated in the beginning of my remarks, I have no objec- 
tion to eliminating those three lines. If the resolution is 
passed, and the Emergency Fleet Corporation in good faith 
desire to move their headquarters to the city of New York or 
elsewhere, and submit their reasons to Congress before at- 
tempting to make the removal, it will give Congress an oppor- 
tunity to act thereon. That is all I wish. I hope I have been 
misinformed; it may be that I was unduly alarmed; but when 
I heard this, coming from what I conceived to be good au- 
thority. I thought I would ask a simple business question in 
regard to it. 

It does not require any investigation, I will say to the Chair. 
It does not require the appointment of any committees to look 
into it. The Shipping Board and the Emergency Fleet Corpo- 
ration can tell Congress yes or no on this subject. If they say 
they have no such intention, that settles it. 

Mr. EDGE. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield. 

Mr. EDGE. Does not the Senator, as a member of the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, feel that the information he desires could 
be obtained by addressing a letter to the Shipping Board or 
using the telephone? And if he then feels that the reasons 
assigned are unbusinesslike, of course the question could be 
taken up here. 

Mr. RANSDELL. No; I do not think it would be unbusiness- 
like. I understood this was going to be done at once, I will say 
to the Senator, and I wanted to block it if it was going to be 
done. Strange things are sometimes done, and I was not going 
to write a letter and then have the movement made after my 
letter was written. I wanted to stop it right here. I wanted to 
give the country notice that this thing was being contemplated. 
That is why I introduced the resolution in the Senate. 

Mr. EDGE. A telephone inquiry, it seems to me, would have 
gotten the information about as quickly as it could be obtained 


through the passage of a Senate resolution. If there is anything 
that the country 

Mr. RANSDELL. That may be the Senator’s way of proceed - 
ing, but I preferred the method I have taken; and I am not an 
excitable man, either. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Wim the Senator yield for a suggestion? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield. 

Mr. EDGE. I thought the Senator had yielded to me. I was 
just trying to finish my statement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Louisiana 
has the floor. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield to the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr, EDGE. I agree with the Senator from Louisiana that if 
the inquiry had brought forth an indication of any effort to do 
something that should have publicity, or be brought to the atten- 
tion of the country, then a resolution of the Senate would 
undoubtedly be in order; but if nothing is contemplated but a 
transfer of the headquarters in the course of business, it seems 
to me we can save a lot of time. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield now to the Senator from Arkansas, 

Mr. ROBINSON. I only wanted to suggest that a letter from 
a member of the Emergency Fleet Corporation would have 
an unofficial character, and would not necessarily imply de- 
cision by the Emergency Fleet Corporation; but the response 
to a Senate resolution would be formal, and if the Emergency 
Fleet Corporation formally replied to the Senate resolution 
that no intention existed of making the removal, I think that 
would be conclusive. A letter would not be conclusive. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Louisiana yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I hope the Senator did not 
understand that anything I said would impute to him a lack 
of interest in the Shipping Board. I certainly did not intend 
to suggest anything of the kind. As the Senator said, he has 
been one of the most earnest and consistent supporters of the 
merchant marine in all the efforts we have made to build it 
up, and if anything I said gave him any impression that I had 
a contrary opinion in mind I hope he will just forget it, be- 
cause I did not intend it. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I ask for a vote on my resolution, with 
the last three lines omitted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the resolution, modified by striking out the last three lines. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, President, in view of what has been 
said I think perhaps the resolution will accomplish the result 
even with the last three lines stricken out. I would rather 
like to have the information called for in the Resolved 
further” clause, but. if the Senator who moves the resolution 
is willing to strike that out I have no objection. I think the 
other part of it is quite an important matter, and I should be 
glad to have the reply a matter of record. r 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the resolution as modified. 

. The resolution as modified was agreed to. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The morning business is 

now closed. 


NOMINATIONS OF COUNSEL IN OIL LEASE FRAUD CASES. 


Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I move that the Senate consider 
the nominations of Mr. Roberts and Mr. Pomerene in open ex- 
ecutive session. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair desires to make 
a statement with regard to his former statement. The Chair is 
of opinion that under ordinary circumstances the motion would 
be in order, were it not for the unanimous-consent agreement 
entered into yesterday, which requires the Senate upon the 
conclusion of morning business to-day to enter in executive 
Session. Unless the Senate desires to violate and repudiate 
that unanimous-consent agreement, the Chair is compelled to 
hold that the motion is not in order. a 

Mr. LODGE. Regular order! 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I appeal from the decision of the 


Chair. 

Mr. ROBINSON. May I make a suggestion to the Senator 
from Washington? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arkansas, 

Mr. ROBINSON. I feel constrained to say that I think the 
decision of the Chair is correct and in conformity with the 
rules and precedents of the Senate. But the Senator from 
Washington is not without a remedy. When the Senate pro- 
ceeds to the consideration of executive business he can then 
submit his motion in executive session. He can ask that the 
vote be taken as in open executive session. If that is denied, 
he can ask that the injunction of secrecy upon his motion be 
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removed, and in my experience in the Senate there has been 
no denial of such a request. 

Mr. DILL, I will say, in reply to the Senator, that the 
difficulty with all this is that the entire discussion of this 
whole situation will be behind closed doors and in the dark, 
as the work on this Teapot Dome matter has been in the dark, 
and that is what I am fighting, 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator can move that the whole pro- 
ceeding be conducted in open session and he can have a vote of 
the Senate upon that motion, If the Senate rejects his motion, 
the proceedings would continue in executive session, it is true. 

Mr. DILL. The President ruled that ordinarily such a mo- 
tion would be in order, and that my motion would now be in 
order had the agreement not been made yesterday. He used 
the expression “ordinarily,” and I take it that is a dictum 
ruling. If it is the case that ordinarily a motion for an open 
executive session would be in order, I submit that there is 
nothing in the unanimous-consent agreement which prohibits 
the ordinary thing being done when these nominations come up. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I do not wish to put myself 
in the attitude of opposing the motion of the Senator from 
Washington, of course. I was merely making a suggestion as 
to what I thought the procedure ought to be. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator from Arkansas allow me? 

Mr. LODGE. I ask for the regular order, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The regular order is the 
Senator from Washington has appealed from the ruling of the 
Chair, and the question is, Shall the ruling of the Chair stand 
as the decision of the Senate? 

Mr. DILL. On that I ask for a roll call. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The yeas and nays are de- 
manded. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, the appeal is debatable, is 
it not? 

Mr. BRANDEGER. Mr. President, I think it becomes per- 
tinent, if an appeal is to be taken or has been taken, that we 
should know exactly what the unanimous-consent agreement 
was, and I ask to have it read to the Senate. 

Mr. LODGE. It was made in executive session. 
have to send for the Journal of the executive session. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I would like to hear it, because the 
whole question revolves upon the construction of the unani- 
mous-econsent agreement, as I take it. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mon- 
tana. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I thought I had the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator has the floor. 

Mr. HARRISON. I am going to proceed to discuss another 
question if this matter continues much longer. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President 

Mr. HARRISON. I still have the floor, have I not? 

. The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missis- 
sippi has the floor. The question is on the appeal of the Sena- 
tor from Washington from the decision of the Chair. 

Mr. HARRISON. That is debatable. I desire to ask a ques- 
tion. I had an impression—I may have gotten it from a 
Senator or in a discussion on the floor 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Will the Senator from Mississippi 
yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi yield? 

Mr. HARRISON. In one moment. When the Senator from 
Washington stated that he wanted to make a motion to have 
un open executive session, I thought everyone was of the opin- 
ion that he was going to make such a motion. I do not think 
he should be precluded by the unanimous-consent agreement 
that immediately after the morning hour was over we were 
to go into executive session. I do not think the motion is in 
order, but I do not think it is out of order on the ground which 
the distinguished Senator from Massachusetts has advanced. I 
think a motion like this has to lie over a day, being a motion 
to change the rules of the Senate. 

Mr. LODGE. That is another stage. I am not unaware of it. 

Mr. HARRISON. I understand a point of order has been 
made against the motion now, and I shall vote to sustain the 
Chair when the question comes up, although I am heartily in 
favor of open executive sessions and have been fighting for 
them here. I do not see any reason in the world why the mat- 
ter could not be discussed in an open executive session of the 
Senate. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think the Senator from Washington will 
recall that T asked unanimous consent last night in executive 


We shall 


session that we proceed to the consideration of these nomina- 
tions at the conclusion of the morning business to-day. The 
Senator from Washington then suggested that there be included 
in the request that they be considered in open session, and I 
replied that that matter could be decided when we reached it. 

Mr. DILL, As I understood the Senator from Wisconsin— 
and I may be mistaken—he said that was a matter that I 
should take up in open session of the Senate. 

Mr. LENROOT. No; the Senator is mistaken in that. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Mr. President, I rise simply to 
supplement the request of the Senator from Connecticut. I 
would like to hear the unanimous-consent agreement read and 
then be advised of what the motion is upon which we are 
called on to vote, 

Mr. HARRISON. There was no report made. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I want to have the unani- 
mous-consent agreement read at the desk before I vote. Unani- 
mous-consent agreements are always printed on the calendar. 

Mr, LODGE, The agreement was made in executive ses- 
sion, and the Official Reporters were not present. The only 
record we have, of course, is the entry in the Journal. 

Mr. ASHURST. If there is an entry in the Journal, I am 
content, and subside. I would like to have the Clerk read the 
entry in the Journal. 

Mr. LODGE. It is an entry in the Executive Journal. 

Mr. ASHURST. The entry in the Journal will be sufficient. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair can only state 
his recollection of the unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. DILL. Is there not a journal of the executive session? 

Mr. LODGE. Of course the Executive Journal can only be 
read in executive session. I do not know how full the entry is. 

Mr, DILL. Then how can we bring here a unanimous-con- 
sent agreement of which there is no record to defeat action 
in the open Senate? 

Mr. ASHURST. Will the Senator from Massachusetts pass 
it around among Senators for our inspection, privately? 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, it seems to me perfectly ap- 
parent that we must take one horn of this dilemma or the 
other. If an open session is to be controlled by an order made 
in executive session, then it must follow that we must have 
that order here. Any other procedure would be perfectly 
foolish, it seems to me. 

Mr. LODGE, Let it be read. 

Mr. NORRIS. It is not understood. Let it be read. 

Mr. LODGE. I have no objection to its being read. 

Mr. NORRIS. It seems to me that if there is a secret 
agreement by which the open session is to be controlled, which 
agreement nobody has opportunity to read or see, it can not 
have any effect. We ought to have that unanimous-consent 
agreement read at the call of Senators, even though it was 
made in executive session. 

8 LODGE, Certainly; let it be read by unanimous con- 
sent. 

Mr. NORRIS. It ought to be read anyway, whether there is 
unanimous consent or not. 

Mr. BORAH. Win the Senator from Mississippi yield to 
me? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. I understand the objection which the Senator 
from Massachusetts now makes to the point of order is that 
it is in conflict with the unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. LODGE. The point of order I just made? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes. 

Mr. LODGE. I did make the point of order that it is in 
conflict with the unanimous-consent agreement, which I. under- 
stood, as I recall it—we have nothing but our recollections— 
was to take effect immediately on the conclusion of the morn- 
ing business. Of course, if the Secretary will read the entry 
in the Journal, we will know. 

Mr. NORRIS. I call for the reading of the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement. I think I have a right to demand it, 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly; let it be read. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair has called for it 
many times, but it is not before the Chair. 

Mr. NORRIS. Can not the Chair order it? 

Mr. CURTIS. The executive clerk has gone after it. 

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator from Massachu- 
setts if he would have any objection, when we get into executive 
session, to the Senator from Washington making his request for 
unanimous consent that the executive session be in the open? 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly not. It is his right to do that. 

Mr. HARRISON. He can then make his motion to proceed 
in open executive session of the Senate, if no point be raised. 

Mr. LODGE. But being a motion to suspend the rules, it 
would have to go over for one day under the rule. 
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Mr. BORAH. It must go over if anybody raises that point; 
but if no one raises the point, it will not have to go over. 

Mr. LODGE. Personally I have no objection to discussing it. 
I only want it to be in executive session. 

Mr. BORAH. I should like to see this matter disposed of 
to-day, and I should like to see it disposed of in open session; 
but I very much fear we will lose the entire day trying to get 
it into the open session. 

I think that the Senator from Washington will in all proba- 
bility have no trouble carrying his motion when we get into 
executive session. 

Mr. DILL. But if a point of order is raised then the motion 
must lie over for a day. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well, then; if that advantage is taken, 
there can be no vote on these names to-day. 

Mr. BORAH. That is the point. I trust that the point will 
not be raised. 

Mr. NORRIS. That raises, it seems to me, a different propo- 
sition. Personally, I have no idea whatever that this kind of a 
motion is a motion to amend the rules and must therefore lie 
over for a day. It has been made often. I have made it in 
executive session myself when I tried to have something con- 
sidered in open executive session. The question, as far as I 
remember, never was raised that the motion had to lie over a 
day. 

The Senate has the right to consider a nomination in open 
executive session if it wants to do so. The only question arising 
is where must that motion be made—in open executive session 
or in executive session with the doors closed. I have made it 
myself and have heard others make it in secret executive session 
many times. It is not a proposition to amend the rules. It has 
to do with the particular nomination and with nothing else. 

Mr. LODGE. There is no provision in the rules for taking 
any nominations, one or twenty, as there is in regard to treaties. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand. 

Mr. LODGE. ‘Therefore, in order to take it up at once, if we 
are going to follow the rules strictly, we have to give notice of a 
motion to suspend the rule. . 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not have any idea that the Senator is 
right about that. Of course, he may be right and I may be 
wrong; but the practice has been invariable that a Senator may 
make the motion to consider in open executive session a nomi- 
nation that may then be before the Senate in executive session, 
and it is decided whether we shall open the doors or continue in 
executive session with the doors closed. 

Mr. FLETCHER. What becomes of paragraph 2, Rule 
XXXVIII, page 41 of the Rules of the Senate, to the effect 
that— 


All information communicated or remarks made by a Senator when 
acting upon nominations concerning the character or qualifications of 
the person nominated, also all votes upon any nomination, shall be kept 
secret. 


Mr. NORRIS. I can answer that very readily. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. What the journal of the 
executive clerk shows in respect to the unanimous consent 
agreement is that it was— 


Agreed that the Senate, at the conclusion of morning business, pro- 
ceed to the consideration of the nomination of Atlee Pomerene and 
Owen J. Roberts as special oil case counsel. 


Mr. DILL. Then there is no mention of executive session, 
so that the ruling of the Chair that ordinarily my motion would 
be in order would no longer stand? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair does not so con- 
strue it. The nominations by the rules of the Senate are con- 
sidered in executive session. 

Mr. CURTIS. I suggest that the Senator from Washington 
withdraw his appeal and let us go into executive session and 
then vote on the question in executive session, 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I want to be heard on that, 

Mr. DILL. May I ask the Senator from Kansag if I may 
be permitted to get a roll-call vote on my motion in executive 
session? 

Mr. CURTIS. I am perfectly willing. So far as I am con- 
cerned, I will hold up my hand when a request is made for a 
yea and nay roll call. 

Mr, ASHURST. Mr. President, I hold in my hand a sheet of 
white paper with certain black marks on it. It does not import 
any verity. It is not the Executive Journal, It simply says: 


On motion of Mr, Lenroor and by unanimous consent it was agreed 
that the Senate, at the conclusion of morning business, proceed to the 


I assert that this has been copied from a pencil memorandum 
made since the debate began. I assert it is not the Executive 
Journal, and I have a right to see the Executive Journal. If 
this purports to be copied from the Executive Journal let the 
Journal be brought in and not a few black marks upon a sheet 
of white paper. I assert that it was copied from the pencil 
memorandum within the last 10 minutes, and I assert that 
a pencil memorandum was not copied from the Executive 

ournal. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. All that the Chair can say 
in response to that statement is that he asked the executive 
clerk to bring to the Chair a copy of the unanimous-consent 
agreement. The Chair does not know anything more about the 
Executive Journal than does the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr, President, a point of order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New 
Mexico will state the point of order. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico, I think a great number of Sena- 
tors are attempting to disclose what occurred in executive 
session. 

Mr. LODGE. Absolutely. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. And the Chair is undertaking to 
disclose what occurred in executive session. I submit the whole 
debate is out of order, and that we have no right to disclose 
what occurred in executive session, under the rules, and that is 
what everybody is attempting to do. 

Mr. LODGE. That is a perfectly good point. . 

Mr. ASHURST. How may we undertake to find out what 
Was done unless we consult with the Executive Journal, the 
written memorial? I want to inspect the written memorial, 
the Executive Journal, which the officers of the Senate assert 
is the record made at that time of the agreement, so we may 
see whether or not we are violating the agreement contained 
in the Executive Journal. 

Mr. LODGE. I ask for a ruling upon the point of order made 
by the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I insist upon my point of order, 
but I want it understood that I am not going to oppose consid- 
eration of the nominations in open executive session. However, 
I do insist that this whole discussion is out of order, because 
necessarily we are disclosing things which under the rules we 
haye no right to consider or discuss in open session. 

Mr. LODGE. I simply ask for a ruling on the point of order 
made by the Senator from New Mexico, because it takes prece- 
dence necessarily, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is a very novel point to 
the Chair. The Chair is at a loss to know how it can order 
the Senate into executive session without disclosing something 
that has occurred at some former time in executive session. 
The Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. DILL. As I understand 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon the 
appeal of the Senator from Washington [Mr. Dict] from the 
ruling of the Chair. 

Mr. DILL. On that I want to be heard. 

Mr. HARRISON. I think there will be no objection, if we 
go into executive session, to the Senator from Washington 
making his motion and that there may be a record vote on it, 
and it shall be published. If we can get that assurance, I 
understand he will withdraw his appeal. 

Mr. LODGE. I do not object. 

Mr. HARRISON. I understand that both the Senator from 
Massachusetts and the Senator from Kansas have agreed to 
that suggestion. 

Mr. CURTIS. 
do that. 

Mr. DILL. I think it is evident from the remarks of others 
who were present at the executive session that it was under- 
stood that opportunity to make the motion would be given. I 
am not familiar with all the rules of the Senate. I am 
reminded to-day of what I read one time that Senator Ingalls 
said to the effect that the rules of the Senate existed to be 
called attention to when they were broken, and I am im- 
pressed with that statement to-day. 

I did appeal from the decision of the Chair on the ground 
stated when I made it, because ordinarily I would have that 
right, but since that time my attention has been called to the 
rule which provides that such a motion must lie over for one 
day. For that reason I do not desire to appeal from the deci- 
sion of the Chair if that be the ground on which the ruling 
is based. Now, if there can be an understanding that I may 


I have no objection; I think we ought to 


consideration of the nominations of Atlee Pomerene and Owen J.| be permitted to make such a motion, and that we may have a 


Roberts as special oil counsel. 


LXV—161 


į roll-call vote on that motion, and the roll-call vote be pub- 
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lished, I am perfectly willing to withdraw the appeal and 
make no further attempt to delay going into executive session. 

Mr. BROOKHART obtained the floor. 

Mr. LODGE. I withhold an objection. I retain the right to 
make an objection. 

Mr. BROOKHART. My proposition is this. I am not very 
familiar with the rules, but no one has cited any rule that re- 
quires this motion to lie over a day. The motion is simply to 
go into open executive session. The unanimous-consent agree- 
ment was to go into executive session, without saying whether 
it would be open executive session or closed executive session. 
The motion is in no wise in violation of the unanimous-consent 
agreement. I think we ought to have the right to make that 
motion in open executive session. I do not want to proceed 
unless there be something more clearly stated with reference to 
ie Senator's objection that this is an attempted violation of 

e rule. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, all that the unanimous-con- 
sent agreement did was to agree that immediately at the close 
of morning business we should proceed to the consideration of 
the confirmation of two nominations. The limit of the unani- 
mous-consent agreement was the consideration of the confirma- 
tion of two nominations. Immediately paragraph 2 of Rule 
XXXVIII comes into effect, that when acting upon executive 
business—and the confirmation of these names is executive 
business—then automatically the galleries are cleared and the 
Senate proceeds in executive session. All these other questions 
come up after we go into executive session. Immediately upon 
the close of morning business—and morning business has been 
declared to have been closed—the nomination of these men 
comes up in executive session. I submit that the only thing 
the Chair can do is to put the Senate now into executive ses- 
sion. 

‘The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Washing- 
ton withdraws his appeal from the ruling of the Chair on con- 
dition that he be permitted to make the motion and have a roll 
call on the motion. 

Mr. BRANDEGER. Mr. President. the Chair has in my opin- 
ion stated correctly what tlie question is. It is upon the 
appeal of the Senator from Washington. Now, simply to save 
the time of the Senate in debating the merits of the appeal and 
a roll call thereon, I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate is in executive session the Senator from Washington 
{Mr. DI shall have the right to make his motion to consider 
the confirmation of these two lawyers to prosecute the oil 
fraud cases in open executive session, and that there. be a 
roll call thereon—— 

Mr. LODGE. He has the right to make it. 

Mr. LA FOLLETT. And that the roll call be made public. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Yes. I ask unanimous consent that that 
be done, simply in the interest of saving tinie. 

Mr. LODGE. I desire to say before giving my assent, that 
this is a very large and important question. It overturns the 
entire system pursued by the Senate since the rules were 
adopted, I think in 1806. There must be time to consider that. 
There will be some debate on that proposition in executive 
session. I am not going to agree to fixing any time. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. What time? 

Mr. LODGE. The time for taking a vote. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. That is not ineluded. The minute we 
decide in executive session whether we will consider the nomi- 
nations in open or closed executive sessien, then it is subject 
to procedure under all the rules of the Senate as to vote and 
everything else. 

Mr. LODGE. When we bave considered what? 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. When we have decided in the Senate 
whether we will continue in secret session or whether we will 
proceed in open executive session. 

Mr. LODGE. The motion is being made to consider the 
two nominations in open executive session. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. That will be the motion. 

Mr. LODGE. Yes; that will be the motion. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. If that is carried, then it follows as a 
Matter of consent that we will finally vote on 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator did not understand me. It is 
that motion that I want time to debate. 

Mr, BRANDEGEE. I had assumed that it was a debatable 
motion. 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly it is a debatable motion. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Then, of course, there is no cloture that 
would deprive any Senator of the privilege of debating it. 
I would like to have the request put to the Senate. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Let me ask the Senator from 
Connecticut if he will not include in his request that the 
question shall be determined by majority vote? That will 


avoid any question with reference to violating the rules or 
anything of that kind. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Very well; and that action on the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Washington be determined by ma- 
jority vote of the Senators present and voting. 

Mr. LODGE. That would happen in any event. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I thought so. 

Mr. LODGE. Unless the point were made that the rule had 
to be suspended. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is what we want to meet. 

Mr. LODGE. It can not be met in that way. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. That point may be met if the Senate 
shall unanimously consent that the motion may be made. 

Mr. LODGE. Unanimous consent disposes of it, of course. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. What objection can there be to 
including that in the unanimous-consent agreement? 

. LODGE. Because that is an attempt to change the 
Mr. BRANDEGEE. I included it in the request for unani- 
mous consent with no hope of getting anything. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands the 
Senator from Massachusetts to object to the unanimous-consent 
agreement? 

Mr. LODGE. Not to the unanimous-consent agreement as 
now proposed. I do not object to that. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore: The Secretary will state the 
proposed unanimous- consent agreement so that there may be 
no further misunderstanding with regard to its terms. 

Mr. LODGE. As we have the reporter here, I should like to 
have the request for unanimous consent read to the Senate so 
that we may know just what it is. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Do Senators understand the 
preposed unanimous-consent agreement sufficiently, or is it 
desired to wait until it is produced by the reporters? 

Mr. SMITH. I suggest to the Senator from Connecticut that 
he dictate to the reporter what his request was. 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Connecticut has already 
stated it. 

Mr. SMITH. 
no such record. 

Mr. LODGE. No; there has been a change of reporters in 
the meantime. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE, I had supposed that the regular re- 
porters were on their job while I had been speaking and that 
they took down what I said. If it is desired to investigate or 
verify the reporters, I will vote for it. [Laughter.] 

Mr. LODGE. I repeat, there has been a change of reporters, 

The Reporter appeared and read as follows: 


Now, simply to save the time of the Senate in debating the merits’ 
of the appeal and the roll call thereon, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate is in executive session the Senator from Washington 
(Mr. DILL] shall have the right to make his motion to consider the 
confirmation of these two lawyers to prosecute the oll fraud cases in 
open executive session, and that there be a roll call thereon. 


Mr. BRANDEGEE. ‘Then the Senator from Wisconsin made 
a suggestion, which I adopted as a part of the request. Let 
the Reporter continue to read the interpolation of the Senator 
from Wisconsin, which was that the roll call should be made 
public. è 

Mr. NORRIS. I suggest that the Reporter has the floor ani 
he must not be interrupted without his consent. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BRANDEGEER. Without interrupting, I was endeavoring 
to be a coadjutor of the Reporter. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Let the Reporter read a little further. 

Mr. BRANDEGEDR. The suggestion was that the roll call 
be made public. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, there is a point about the pro- 
posed agreement as to which I am not clear, and that is 
whether a two-thirds vote will be required. 

Mr. BRANDEGER. No. The senior Senator from Washing- 
ton [Mr. Jones] made a suggestion as to determining the 
question by majority vote, which I accepted. I accepted every- 
thing that was thrown my way in the hope of harmony. 

Mr. DILL. I think that a majority vote ought to control as 
it does ordinarily. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. There is no question but what it would 
without the suggestion of the Senator from Washington, but 
if he had a doubt as to that I was willing to incorporate it in 
the agreement. 

Mr. DILL. Why does my colleague insist on a two-thirds vote? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. My colleague does not under- 
stand me. I do not insist on a two-thirds vote. I was trying 


I understand the reporter claims that he has 


to make sure that majority rule would apply, and I think it 
does apply now without any question. 
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Mr. DILL. If the majority rule applies, very well. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Is there objection to the 
unanimous-consent agreement as read? 

Mr. OVERMAN. I ask that it may be read again. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator desire to 
have it read again? 

Mr. OVERMAN. I do, because there was some suggestion 
made by the Senator from Wisconsin in regard to it which I 
did not catch. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
consent will be read again. 

The reporter read as follows: 

Now simply to save the time of the Senate in debating the merits 
of the appeal and the roll call thereon, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the Senate is in executive session the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr, DILL] shall have the right to make his motion to con- 
sider the confirmation of these two lawyers to prosecute the oil fraud 
cases in open executive session, and that there be a roll call thereon, 
and that action on the motion of the Senator from Washington be 
determined by majority vote of the Senators present and voting, and 
that the roll call be made public. 


Mr. DILL. The agreement provides that the ban of secrecy 
Shall be lifted and that the vote shall be published. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. It also provides that the roll call shall 
be made public. 

Mr. FLETCHER. In other words, that the injunction of 
secrecy shall be removed. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Yes; that it shall be removed from the 
roll call, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair hears no ob- 
jection to the agreement proposed by the Senator from Con- 
necticut. and the agreement is entered into. The Sergeant at 
Arms will clear the galleries and close the doors. 

Thereupon (at 1 o'clock and 20 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of executive business with closed 
doors, After 1 hour and 30 minutes spent in executive session, 
the doors were reopened. 


NOMINATIONS OF ATLEE POMERENE AND OWEN J. ROBERTS. 


Pursuant to the unanimous-consent agreement, the vote by 
which it was decided that the Senate would consider in open 
executive session the nominations of Atlee Pomerene, of Ohio, 
and Owen J. Roberts, of Pennsylvania, to be special counsel 
to have charge and control of the prosecution of litigation in 
connection with certain leases of oil lands and incidental con- 
tracts, as provided in Senate Joint Resolution 54, approved 
February 8, 1924, was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 

The yote resulted—yeas 69, nays 2, not voting 25, as follows: 


The request for unanimous 


YEAS—69. 
Adams Ferris Lenroot Shields 
Ashurst Fletcher Lodge Shipstead 
Bayard Frazier McKellar Smith 
Borah George McKinley Spencer 
Brandegee Glass McNa Stanley 
Brookhart Gooding Mayfield Stephens 
Broussard Hale Moses Swanson 
Bruce Narreld Norris Trammell 
Bursum Harris Oddie Wadsworth 
Cameron Harrison Overman Walsh, Mass. 
Capper Heftin Pepper Walsh, Mont. 
Caraway Howell Phipps Warren 
Couzens Johnson, Minn. Pittman Weller 
Cummins Jones, N. Mex, Ransdell Wheeler 
Curtis Jones, Wash. Reed, Mo. Willis 
Dale Kendrick Reed, Pa. 
Dill Keyes Robinson 
Edge Ladd Sheppard 
NAYS—2. 
Fess Norbeck 
NOT VOTING—25. 
Ball Fernald McLean Stanfield 
Colt rry Neely Sterling 
Copeland Greene Owen Underwood 
Dial Johnson, Calif. Ralston Watson 
Edwards Kin Shortridge 
Elkins La Follette Simmons 
Ernst MeCormick Smoot 


So the Senate decided to consider the nominations in open 
executive session. 

Mr. DALE announced the necessary absence of his colleague 
[Mr. Greene], and stated that if his colleague were present he 
would vote “ yea.” 

Mr. McNARY announced that if the Senator from Oregon 
(Mr. StanFretp] were present, he would vote yea.” 

Mr. LODGE announced that he was paired with the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. Unperwoop], and that he understood that 
if Mr. UNDERWwoop were present, he would vote “ yea,” so that 
he [Mr. Loper] was free to vote, and he voted “ yea.” 


Mr. FLETCHER transferred his pair with the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. BALL] to the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
Gerry], and voted “ yea.” 

Mr. SMITH transferred his pair with the Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Exnsr] to the Senator from Indiana [Mr. RALSTON], 
and voted “ yea.” 

Mr. GLASS announced that he was paired with the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. McLean], but he was informed that Mr. 
McLean, if present, would vote “ yea,” so that he was free to 
vote, and he voted “ yea.” 

Mr. HARRELD announced that he was paired with the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Sraracons], but he was informed that 
Mr. Sruxuors, if present, would vote “ yea,” so that he was free 
to vote, and he voted “ yea.” 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, it has been agreed that the 
vote just taken may be made public. While the Senate was in 
Secret executive session I made a statement respecting the votes 
of two Senators which I desire to have appear in the Recorn, 
and a statement was also made respecting another Senator. I 
ask unanimous consent to make in the public Recorp now the 
statement which I made in the executive session respecting the 
vote of the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UnpErwoop] and 
the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONS]. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and leave is granted. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the senior Senator from 
Alabama and the senior Senator from North Carolina were 
both unavoidably absent. If they had been present, each of 
them would have voted in the affirmative. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I desire to make a statement 
in regard to the Senator with whom I am paired [Mr. UNDER- 
woop]. I announced, when the roll was called, that I was 
paired with the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDER- 
woop], and in his absence withheld my vote, but that if I were 
at liberty to vote, I should vote in the affirmative. When I 
heard the announcement of the Senator from Arkansas I felt 
at liberty to yote. 


VOTE ON CONFIRMATION OF COL. DUNCAN K. MAJOR, JR. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, while the Senate was in 
secret executive session considering the nomination of Lieu- 
tenant Colonel Major to be promoted to the rank of colonel, I 
made a statement with reference to the absence and vote of a 
Senator which I now ask may be permitted to appear in the 
Recorp. I ask unanimous consent that I be allowed to repeat 
the statement for the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 
Chair hears none, and leave is granted. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I stated and repeat that the junior Sen- 
ator from Tennessee [Mr. McKetiar] was unavoidably absent 
during that vote, and my information was that if he were 
present. he would vote in the negative.“ 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, just a moment on the matter 
about which the Senator from Arkansas has just spoken. I 
desire to say that that statement is absolutely correct, and I 
ask unanimous consent that I may now repeat a statement that 
was made in secret executive session. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. WILLIS. When the roll was called in secret executive 
session I announced that I was paired with the junior Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. McKerrar], and that not knowing how 
he would vote, I withheld my vote. Subsequently the Senator 
from Arkansas announced that he was advised that if the 
Senator from Tennessee were present, he would vote nay. I 
therefore said that I felt at liberty to vote, and I did vote 
nay. 

NOMINATION OF ATLEE POMERENE AS SPECIAL COUNSEL. 

Mr. JONES of Washington and Mr. WALSH of Montana 
addressed the Chair. - 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Wash- 
ington. Allow the Chair to state the question. The question is, 
Will the Senate advise and consent to the nomination of Atlee 
Pomerene as special counsel for the prosecution of litigation in 
connection with certain leases of oil lands and incidental con- 
tracts? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. My colleague [Mr. DILL] told me 
just two or three minutes ago that he expected to speak on this 
nomination. I do not see him on the floor. I am sure he does 
intend to. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 


The 
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The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Ferris La Follette Sheppard 
323 5 

yar eteher 

2 zeorge McKellar Shortridge 
Brandegee Glass McKinley Smith 
Brookhart Gooding McNary Smoot 
Broussard Hale Moses Spencer 
Bruce Harreld Norbeck 1 
Bursum Harris Norris Stephens 
Cameron Harrison e Swanson 
Caraway Heflin Overman Trammell 
Couzens Howell Pepper Wadsworth 
Cum Johnson, Minn. Phipps ‘alsh, 
Curtis Jones, N. Mex, Pittman Walsh, Mont. 
Dale Jones, W: Ransdell Warren 
Dial Kendrick Reed, Mo. Weller 
Dill Keyes 5 

e King Robinson Willis 

Ernst Lai Mayfield 


Mr. CURTIS. I was requested to announce that the Sen- 
ator from Delaware [Mr. BALL] is absent because of a death 
in his family. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-five Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. The 
question is, Will the Senate advise and consent to the appoint- 
ment of Atlee Pomerene? 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, in every great lawsuit there are 
two factors. One is the evidence upon which the case is built 
and the other is the attorneys who handle the evidence. In 
this case the importance of the attorneys can not be overesti- 
mated from the standpoint of public opinion. 

The Senate, through the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, has unearthed sufficient evidence up. to this time to 
cause it to pass by unanimous vote a resolution providing for 
the employment of attorneys outside the Department of Justice. 
Those who are familiar with the work of the committee know 
that there is much more evidence to be gathered. The fact of 
the matter is that about five members of that committee have 
really borne the burden and the American people are particu- 
larly indebted to them for the evidence now before the country 
for action. I refer to the Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH], 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Lexnoor], the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Lapp], and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. KENDRICK} who 
started all this. Other Senators on the committee have been 
in attendance part of the time. Other Senators have taken 
part at times. But the records of the committee will show 
that the five Senators whom I have named have been present 
almost continuously at every meeting of the committee. Of the 
five, the Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsm] has borne the 
burden of the investigation, especially during its earlier stages. 

The tedious, the devious, and the circuitous routes that have 
been necessary to follow to reach the result that has been 
reached, can be known only to those who have watched the 
investigation in the committee room. ‘To-day the Senator from 
Montana is tired and worn out. He needs attorneys now who 
will lift the burden from his shoulders in order that he may 
become simply an assistant to them. 

It seems to me that the attorneys chosen ought to be men of 
such big reputation, of such big ability, and of such big experi- 
ence in the handling of legal cases of this character that they 
could take over the burdens of the further investigation. It 
seems to me that the one man above all others who should be 
satisfied with the attorneys appointed to conduct the case is 
the Senator from Montana, who has given of his strength to 
such a tremendous extent, and he is not satisfied with the 
counsel presented here. 

I do not want to go inte any partisan political discussion at 
this time. I think the investigation has gone beyond party 
lines and party considerations. If I am any judge of what the 
people of the country are thinking to-day, from the information 
that comes to me by word of mouth as well as by letter, they 
are not considering it from a partisan standpoint. They think 
a great national scandal has been unearthed. The case de- 
mands the biggest men that the country has in its legal pro- 
fession. 

That leads me to say that the views of the Senator from 
Montana as to attorneys have not been favorably considered by 
the President. I think it is only fair that the Senate and the 
country should know the history of the appointment of these 
attorneys, particularly in connection with the Senator from 
Montana, who has had charge of the investigation. 

When the first two names on the list of attorneys were sent 
to the Senate, the Senator from Montana was consulted as to 
their being satisfactory some two days after they had been 
named. Then when it developed that one of them was not 
available because of his connections, the Senator from Montana 


was told that the President desired to see him in connection 
with the appointment. Conferring with the President’s repre- 
sentatives, the name of Mr. Pomerene was discussed about 6 
or 7 o’clock in the evening. It was not until the next day that 
the Senator from Montana learned that Mr. Pomerene’s ap- 
pointment had been given out about 2 o’clock on the previous 
afternoon. So that he had been consulted twice by the Presi- 
dent after the appointments had been made. 

When the appointments came to the Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys, as a member of the committee, I asked for 
hearings for certain representatives of railroad organizations 
who desired to protest especially against the nomination of Mr. 
Pomerene and against Mr. Strawn. This resulted in the nomi- 
nations being delayed, and I may say that I dislike to delay 
the nominations, because expedition is of the utmost impor- 
tance. However, as a result, certain connections were found 
on the part of Mr. Strawn that made it seem inadvisable to the 
committee and to the President that he should continue longer. 

I want to say for Mr. Strawn, however, that I do not believe 
he deceived anybody or that he was in any way connected with 
the particular Standard Oil activities of the bank of which 
he is a director or that he knew of the floating of the bonds 
of the Sinclair Co, But it was recognized instantly that 
the very fact that he was a director of the bank that had 
floated the Sinclair stock, even though he knew it not, and the 
fact that he had a large ownership of stock in that bank made 
him no longer available. This was not because he lacked legal 
ability so much, not because the committee believed that he 
was not an honest lawyer who would put his best efforts into 
the case, but because they knew that the public mind is in 
such a state to-day that it will not tolerate a man in the prose- 
cution of the case who was even connected in that way with 
the oil companies which were concerned. 

So the President was informed of the committee's views 
and suggestions were made as to the kind of prosecutor that 
the committee believed should be appointed. May I pause for a 
moment to remind Senators of the kind of a case that is. It is 
a big case. Nobody knows the exact value of the properties 
involved. It is estimated at probably a billion dollars. Mr. 
Doheny, Mr. Sinclair, and Mr. Fall will have the best attor- 
neys their millions can employ. The United States Government 
needs the biggest and best prosecutors that can be had to meet 
those attorneys in the courtroom and carry the criminal prose- 
cution to conyiction. 

The United States Government needs the biggest and best 
public-lands lawyer that can be had in this country, a man 
familiar with the equity practice in the Federal courts, for 
this is an equity case, if he is to cope successfully with the 
attorneys whom the opposition will have on the other side of 
the case. We need for a prosecutor in this case a man with a 
national reputation. He should be known as a champion of the 
people before he is appointed to the position, in order that 
the people may have confidence in him from the hour of his 
appointment, in order that the people will believe that the best 
legal talent will be exercised by a man who by his very ex- 
perience and practice at the bar is inherently fighting the case 
of the people. 

And yet in the appointment of Mr. Pomerene the President 
has chosen a man who has had no experience at all in public 
land law, a man who has had no practice in equity cases in 
the Federal courts, with the exception of one case, since he 
left the Senate. And this is the attorney who is to have 
peas of the prosecution of these cases as the attorney in 

ief, © 

Mr. Roberts, the other man suggested, so far as I can learn, is 
a reputable trial lawyer at the bar in Philadelphia, but he, too, 
knows nothing about publie land law. He, too, has no national 
reputation. He is a stranger to the public mind. Thus the 
Senate is asked to confirm the nomination of two attorneys 
neither of whom has ever made a national-reputation as law- 
yers, neither of whom is fitted to handle the cases as com- 
pared with the men whom they must necessarily oppose. 

I recognize fully, I hope, that ordinarily the power of con- 
firmation in the Senate is more or less a perfunctory power in 
most cases and seldom goes further than the consideration of 
the reputation and general ability and character of a man. 
The ordinary appointee of the President is selected to earry 
out his particular policies as his agent, and, as such, is purely 
an administrative officer; but in this ease there is a vast dif- 
ference. The attorneys in this case will not be the representa- 
tives of the President to carry out his administrative policy. 
These attorneys are not te act under the Attorney General; 
these attorneys are to represent not merely the President, but 
also the Senate and, most of all, the American people. It was 


the Senate which unearthed the facts upon which this prose- 
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cution will begin and upon which we shall seek to return the equity practice ina big way and who are familiar with handling 


lands to the Government. This scandal has reached such pro- 
portions, by rumor and otherwise, that the American people 
to-day are beginning to suspect the entire body of governmental 
officials: here. 

Considered merely from the standpoint of the ability of these 
men, it seems to me that the Senate is fully justified in refus- 
ing to confirm Mr. Pomerene because of his lack of experience 
and fitness to cope with the attorneys with wham he must cope 
in. this -case and attempt to prosecute it in the eonrts. I say 
this in no spirit .of personal animosity to or criticism of Mr. 
Pomerene. He is a fine gentleman, I think he is an honest 
man, and I think he is a good lawyer, considering the practice 
he has had; but we must look this matter in the face. When 
we do that we find that his practice has been .confined largely 
to Canton and the surrounding counties in Ohio, He was a 
‘Member of the Senate for 12 years, until defeated in 1922. 

I do not belittle the value of experience in a legislative body, 
but I know, from the short period I served in the House of Rep- 
resentatives, how destructive service in a great legislative body 
is to the building up and development of the legal mind. From 
the days when I first studied Jaw I learned that the law is a 
jealous mistress, and that he who would excel in it must 
indeed consecrate himself to the law. There is needed in this 
case a lawyer Who has consecrated his abilities, through:a life- 
time practically, to the law, in order that he may go into this 
case with the confidence of the country to meet every phase 
and every turn of the opposition that will confront: him on 
behalf of men who have made ithe boast that they will make 
a hundred million dollars ut leust out of the leuses of the naval 
oil reserves. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

The PRDSIDENT pro tempore. Dees the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr, DILL. Yes. 

Mr. DIAL. I should like to call the Senators attention to 

some of Mr. Pomerene's activities. Does the Senator happen 
to know that Mr. Pomerene was elected and served as city 
solicitor in his home county from 1887 to 1891, and was elected 
the prosecuting attorney of Stark County in 1896 aud served 
three years? " 
Yes, I will say to the Senator from South Oar- 
Olina; I know ‘that. I know more than that. I know he has 
had considerable experience outside of public ofice in addition 
to that. I have at no time said that he did not have the ability 
of the ordinary lawyer; but this is an extraordinary case; the 
eyes of the country are fixed upon this case to an extraordinary 
degree, and the men who prosecute it will not meet other men 
whose legal practice has been -canfined to a town like Canton 
und a county like Stark or a few surrounding counties in north- 
ern Ohio. He will meet men whose business has been for 
years to try great lawsuits involving millions and even billions 
of dollars. I do not want to be understood here as belittling 
the ahility of ex-Senator Pomerene, but I do want the Senate 
to look the facts in the face. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr, President, does not the ‘Senator from Wash- 
ington know that some of the best Jawyers in the country eome 
from small towns? Has not that been the -history of the 
country? 

Mr. DILL. But I do not know:of any lawyers who developed 
into the greatest lawyers in the country by remaining in small 
towns. Of course great lawyers come from small towns. Many 
of them are developed from country boys out en the farm whose 
struggles develop great ability in later years. However, I come 
back to remind Senators of the necessity of public confidence in 
the men whom we are choosing here. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senater from 
Washington yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. DILL. I yield. 

Mr. STANLEY. Is not the population of Ganton, Ohio, larger 
than the number of the total inhabitants of the hame towns of 
Webster and John Marshall combined at the time they achieved 
their great reputations? 

Mr. DILL. That, question goes-back to the dns when we had 
a population of a very few million people, when the small towns 
of which the Senator from Kentucky speaks were far larger in 
comparison than they wonld be te-day. The Senator can not 
by any such suggestion as that divert attention from the fact 
that the men who will be on the other side of this ease will 
be men of great legal ability who have had practice in the 
great cases affecting the property of the entire Nation, and it 
is not proper even for comparison to go back to the time of such 
men as Webster and Clay and Calhoun. We are picking men 
now to try this case against attorneys who are familiar with 


rcases of this 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, will the Senator again yield? 

e PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. DILL. Wes. 

Mr. DIAL. Who did the Senator from Washington say ap- 
pentog before the committee to oppose Mr. Pomerene’s nomina- 
tion 

Mr. DILL. I said that representatives of the railway brother- 
hoods appeared there for that purpose. 

Mr. DIAL. Did anyone else appear? 

Mr. DILL. No. Nobody, however, appeared to oppose Mr. 
Strawn ; but facts came out of such a nature that, not question- 
ing his ability, showed that his connections were such that they 
would destroy public confidence in him. 

Now, let me call the attention of Senators to another consid- 
eration. If these cases are won, then all I huve said amounts. to 
very little or nothing; but if these cases sliould be lost, then upon 
the Senate must fall the responsibility of having agreed with 
the President that these were fit and proper men to try these 
cases. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. DILL. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. I do not desire to interrupt the Jogical course 
of the Senator's argument, and perhaps he intends to touch 
later upon the questian which I have in mind. 

Mr. DILL. Iam glad to have the Senator interrupt me. 

Mr. WILLIS. I understood the Senator to say that the 
inguiry had developed some facts touching the connections of 
Mr. Pomerene that shook confidence in him. I understood the 
Senator to say something to that effect. I trust he will be more 
explicit ‘than that. 

Mr. DILL. I may say to the Senator that I have not 
reached that as yet—— 

Mr. WILLIS. Very well. 

Mr. DILL. But I will take it up now since the Senator 
ruises that question. 

Mr. WILLIS. It will be just as well to have the Senator 
discuss it Inter ff he prefers, 

Mr. DILL, I Will take it up now because I have no prepared 
address as such, and I may say to the Senate that I bad not 
intended to make any extended address this morning until 
the fight developed here over the hearing of this case in 
public rather than behind closed doors. 

Objection was made to Mr. Pomerene on the ground that he 
is a corporation attorney and particularly a railroad attorney. 
In the first place, his firm is one of the big corporation firms 
of Ohio, and by his own statements on record his firm is the 
representative of 15 of the railroads of this country, ‘including 
the big Pennsylvania ‘system. He is looked upon as a railroad 
attorney. I do not-want to be placed in the attitude of saying 
that because a man tries a case for the railroads he can not 
honestly try a case in the interest of the people. I recognize 
the honesty of the legal profession, and I do not at this time 
impute anything against Mr. Pomerene's ‘tendencies or his 
legal honesty; but I do say, in the light of the information 
that has been given the country repeatedly of the interlocking 
directorates of railroads, ‘banks, and oil companies, that sus- 
picion may ibe aroused in the minds of the public, and there is 
something to be considered in the fact that Mr. Pomerene is 
known as a railroad attorney. 

I want:to be fair, and I will say that the ruilrond brotherhood 
vepresentatives called attention to the fact that Mr. Pomerene 
voted for the Esch-Cummins bill, but they «said they did not 
urge that as a reason against his being retained. They re- 
marked, however, that practically as soon as he got out of the 
Senate he went into the employ of the very railroads which ‘he 
had voted to assist, and that that had excited public distrust of 
him as a public prosecutor. 

In addition to thet, I think his firm is the representative of 
a-railway company in Cleveland that is trying to secure money 
from the city to the extent of something like four or five ‘hun- 
dred thousand dollars—I am not certain as to the amount. 

These things that I mention are in themselves not conclusive, 
If Mr. Pomerene were a lawyer of great outstanding ability 
and experience, I should be inclined to waive any such con- 
siderations, because the country could be led to see that the 
Senate hada reason for disregarding corporate connections in 
view .of the great ability and great leadership in ‘the profession 
of the man chosen; but when we choose a:man who has shown 
no such leadership and mo such ability, then his corporate con- 
nections become doubly important. If it were recognized that 
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because Mr. Strawn, whose honesty as a lawyer nobody has 
questioned any more than that of Mr. Pomerene has been 
questioned, happened to be connected with an institution which 
had some business relationship with an oil company, he should 
not be employed in this case, certainly the same consideration 
may be urged, though in a lesser degree, against a man whose 
connection is with the great railroad corporations of the 
country. pi 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. DILL. Yes. 

Mr. EDGE. As I have followed the Senator, he seems to be 
developing the contention that a lawyer selected to represent 
the Government should be one who has gone beyond what has 
been termed the “country class” of lawyers. I think that is 
the term used. I do not mean to refer to the country lawyer 
in any offensive manner, but I mean a lawyer of small en- 
vironment. If that is a correct analysis of the Senator's view- 
point, will he tell the Senate what type of business of the 
larger class or more widely developed class he thinks a lawyer 
should have been connected with to render him available for 
this great service? 

Mr. DILL. The Senator's analysis, in the first place, is not 
correct. I do not believe that because a man has tried cases 
for a corporation, or because he has represented corporations 
in lawsuits, he can not try this case, and I may say that I 
believe simply because he is a railroad attorney that does not 
in itself disqualify him; but there is something more than legal 
ability to consider here, and that is public opinion. If these 
cases should fail, we will be to blame, first, for selecting men 
without the legal ability they ought to have possessed to 
handle a case like this; and, second, having selected men who 
have been connected with great corporate interests when the 
whole governmental system is under suspicion. 

There is one other phase of the railroad men’s objections 
that I want to mention here. 

They charged that Mr. Pomerene was on the pay roll of a 
propaganda organization in favor of railroad legislation. Mr. 
Pomerene admitted that he had been making propaganda 
speeches for an organization in this city, and that he had been 
paid a considerable sum of money—$1,000, as I remember—for 
making some five or six speeches. I mention this as simply 
another fact to arouse public suspicion in the minds of the 
people as to his ability and fairness in this sort of a case. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. DILL. Yes. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Will the Senator state the name of the 
organization or association? 

Mr. DILL. I am sorry I can not give the name. I think the 
Senator from Wisconsin can give it. 

Mr. LENROOT. The National Transportation Institute. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The National Transportation Insti- 
tute? 

Mr. DILL. Yes. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I thought so. 

Mr. DILL. The National Transportation Institute, which is 
an organization for railroad-propaganda purposes purely and 


simply. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It has some history back of it. 
Mr. DILL. Its history shows that it is an organization for 


the purpose of propagandizing in the interest of the railroads 
and the legislation they desire. 

I am not going to take the time of the Senate further. I 
raised the protest in the committee. It resulted in facts being 
disclosed that everybody agreed disqualified one man, not be- 
cause of any question as to his ability or his legal honesty, but 
simply because the public would not have faith in him, I 
think it raised serious doubts as to the public’s confidence in 


the other man; and, for my part, I can not consent, and by my | 


vote I shall not consent, to the confirmation of this man as the 
attorney to try this case, the success of which, I believe, will 
greatly affect the people’s confidence in their Government in 
the future. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. DILL. I do. 


Mr. STANLEY. I heartily sympathize with the earnest de- 


sire of the Senator from Washington to secure a great lawyer 
who is in hearty accord with a great and profound movement 
for the amelioration of the people of this country not only 
from acts that are venal, criminal, but from acts that are 
within the letter while they are in violation of the spirit of 


the law; and within that range come all of the exempt activi- 
ties of great corporations which manage to escape the penalties 
denounced by the law while they do the things that the law 
was designed to punish. 

I have spent some very laborious years of my life in an 
earnest effort to strengthen the law and to arouse public senti- 
ment to the enormity of this offense of organized extortion, of 
the creation and operation of monoplies, of the use of rebates 
and other abuses of carriers; and if there were a probability of 
securing some one who is in hearty sympathy with the Senator's 
opinion, it might be well. Does the Senator think, however, 
understanding the situation as it exists, that there is any very 
great probability that the present Chief Executive of the 
United States will under any circumstances or any pressure 
name a man more progressive than Mr. Pomerene? 

Mr. DILL. I must frankly admit to the Senator that I have 
not the faith that that would happen that I wish I could have 
in the President of the United States. I want to say in that 
connection that the Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsu], who 
has made this brilliant fight and made possible this case being 
brought where it is, I know is discouraged. He is disappointed. 
He is disheartened that the work he has done, the possibilities 
he has opened should now be consigned into the hands of 
mediocre attorneys, comparatively speaking, who must meet 
attorneys of the ability that they will have to meet. 

Mr. STANLEY. Right in that connection, let me say that I 
would have nothing I have said interpreted, and I hope nothing 
will be interpreted, as even inferentially a criticism of the high 
integrity and ardent patriotism of Senator Pomerene. I do 
not agree with Senator Pomerene about a great many things, 
but I concede to him absolute honesty of purpose, and from 
intimate association with him on the committee and elsewhere, 
I have always regarded him as a man of stainless integrity, 
inspired by a genuine desire to serve his country. 

Mr. DILL. I want to say, in reply to the Senator, that I 
hope nothing I have said has given the impression 

Mr. STANLEY. No; I was talking about what I said. 

Mr. DILL. And I want to make clear my own position, 
namely, that I hope nothing I have said can be impliedly 
construed as questioning Mr. Pomerene’s honesty or his in- 
tegrity in any sense; but I have tried to talk primarily as to 
his ability and experience as a lawyer, and the fact that it 
is not particularly notable, being combined with the corporate 
connections that are such common cause of suspicion in the 
public mind. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epce] a moment ago 
wanted to know whether it would be possible to get for this 
work anybody besides some country lawyer who was not a 
eorporation representative. I think I should have answered 
that question then by calling attention to some of the great 
trial lawyers in this country who are free from the suspicion 
of corporate connection. I have in mind such men as Mr. 
Whipple, in New England; Mr. Daly, in Indiana; and the 
man I mentioned on this floor before anybody was appointed, 
Mr. Justice Brandeis. I think this case is big enough to jus- 
tify his being asked to leave the Supreme Court temporarily 
to try this case, and then be reappointed when it is over, in order 
that the people may have faith in the counsel who will take 
charge of it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. DILL. I do. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I should like to inquire if Mr. Pomerene 
was employed by the railroad companies before he was a 
Senator? 

Mr. DILL. I can not answer that question. I may say 
that I do not recall what Senator Pomerene said as to that, 
and it was not so charged. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I think I am correct in 
saying that he had tried two cases for the Pennsylvania road 
prior to that time, 

Mr. DILL. I had forgotten that. 
a retained attorney as such. 

Mr. BROOKHART. As to this Transportation Institute, 
he only represented that since he retired? 

Mr. DILL. Since he retired from the Senate. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That is an organization of railroads 
to put out propaganda to support the things they want in 
Congress? 

Mr. DILL. I so understand. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, I understand that the Senator, 
since I left the Chamber for a moment, answered the question 
that I propounded earlier by mentioning the names of three 
attorneys who, as I understand his statement, have never in 


At any rate he was not 
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either case represented in their large fields of activity railroads 
or corporations or banks? 

Mr. DILL. No; I did not say that. I said that they had 
such great ability as prosecutors, that they were such outstand- 
ing lawyers, that the people would have such confidence in 
them that they would overlook their connections. 

Mr. EDGE. I thought I understood the Senator in his pre- 
vious remarks to state that lawyers who represented railroads, 
because of their probable relationship to banks or other cor- 
porations, were not available for the service. 

Mr. DILL. I said there was a vast difference between a man 
occasionally representing or trying a case for a railroad and 
being a paid retainer, a regular attorney, and known in the 
public mind as a railroad attorney and a corporation attorney. 

Mr. EDGE. My object in asking the questions I have asked is 
simply to find out from the Senator whether he believed, after 
a lawyer bad left the smaller environment of a country practice 
and had become great and had become recognized as a legal 
authority or a lawyer pleading successfully in the courts, that it 
made him unavailable if he represented banking institutions or 
corporations or railroads? 

Mr. DILL. The word “represented” is not a fair word to 
use. As I said a moment ago, there is a difference between a 
man engaged in the general practice of the law, who may repre- 
sent all sides and all classes of people, and a man whose time 
and work and attention and thought as a lawyer are continually 
devoted to the business of corporations and against the people at 
large. That was the distinction I was trying to make. 

Mr. EDGE. Referring to the nominee in question, as I 
understood the Senator's statement, his firm was retained by 
certain railroad corporations. 

Mr. DILL. Yes. 

Mr. EDGE. Do I understand that in the Senator's judgment 
that would exclude him from representing the Government in a 
satisfactory manner? 

Mr. DILL, I did not say that; but I said that, taken in con- 
nection with, the fact that he is an ordinary lawyer, as attorneys 
go, makes it doubly objectionable. If he were a great trial 
lawyer, or if he were a lawyer with great experience in cases 
of this sort, then I should be willing, I say, and I think the 
publie would be willing, to overlook connections of that kind. 
Because of his great ability they would feel more confidence 
in him. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator frem 
Washington yield to the Senater frem Iowa? 

Mr. DILL. I do. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I desire to ask if the fact that Mr, 
Pomerene took employment with and went out representing 
this transportation institute, which puts on a false face and 
pretends to be a nonpartisan body in the interest of the whole 
people, when in fact it is supported by and is a secret prapa- 
ganda institution for the railroad corporations themselves, does 
not weigh more against his fitness for this position than his 
mere employment as a local attorney for the railroads? 

Mr. DILL. I think that is undoubtedly true. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senater from Kentucky? 

Mr. DILL. I am always glad to yield to the Senator. 

Mr. STANLEY. I hope I am not critical, but I very much 
fear that the able and accomplished Senator from Washington 
is unreasonable in this matter; that be is expecting too much 
of our Chief Executive. The President of the United States 
has already taken the Senator from Washington into his con- 
fidence—— 

Mr. DILL. No, no. 

Mr. STANLEY. And the Senator from Kentucky and all of 
us, and has told us that he will not do or say anything which 
shall interfere with the activities er impair the dignity of the 
Secretary of the Navy until he has heard from the attorneys 
whom he has appointed. 

It is human nature for the President to hope that his Secre- 
tary will be vindicated. These attorneys must not only pass 
on the guilt of Fall but they must determine the fitness of 
Denby. 

Does not the Senator from Washington expect that the 
President of the United States will go out and find some man 
of his type and his way of thinking? What chance would he 
have if he depended on the Senator from Washington or the 
Senator from Montana to vindicate Mr. Denby? I do not 
believe Senator Pomerene will do it, but I am morally certain 
that when the President of the United States goes hunting for 


a lawyer he will never be caught in the progressive woods, 


All things considered, I am pleasantly surprised to have the 


| President suggest so good a man. 


Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I would like to ask a ques- 
tion of the Senator from Kentucky, If the President wanted 
to vindicate Mr. Denby, why did he not get the opinion of the 
Attorney General, Mr, Daugherty? 

Mr. STANLEY. He did not want to damn Mr. Denby. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I am not responsible—and I am 
thankful I am not—for the actions of the President of the 
United States, and I do not care to drag into this discussion 
other propositions. I want to make it clear, further, that I 
am not concerned so much with the political viewpoint of the 
nominee, as to whether he be progressive or reactionary, when 
he is chosen to try these lawsuits, but I am concerned that his 
connections and his ability shall be such that the people will 
believe in his mastery of the subject and his freedom to win 
the case which he tries. 

I recognize that Mr. Pomerene differs in his ideas of political 
democracy from me, but I do not urge that against him as a 
lawyer. He is just as patriotic and just as high minded as I 
am, and I hope nothing I have said has given any other im- 
pression. But that he was repudiated by the people of the 
State of Ohio is a fact; he has lost their confidence politically— 
I am not saying he has as a lawyer—and that is another thing 
that tends to destroy public confidence in him as a prosecutor. 

I do not know whether Mr. Pomerene was picked to repre- 
sent the Democratic Party in this or not, but there seems to be 
an understanding that a Republican and a Democrat shall be 
chosen to handle this prosecution. For my part, I do not care 
anything about the politics of these men. I am concerned 
about their ability and ‘their fitness te win this case, and to 
command the public confidence. But since a Republican and 
a Democrat are to be chosen, if that be the policy, it seems to 
me that in all fairness, not politically speaking, but from the 
standpoint of legal ability, the Democrat should be the kind 
of a Democrat who would command the support of the Demo- 
cratic member of the committee who has won this case up to 
the present time. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield te the Senator frem Massachusetts? 

Mr. DILL. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I suppose the Senator will 
agree with me that these attorneys will become more or less 
the agents of the Chief Executive, that they will be in touch 
with liim, and have to make reports to him from time to time; 
that their industry and their enthusiasm will be measured 
somewhat by his interest and enthusiasm in the successful 
prosecution of these cases. I suppose the Senater will agree 
with that. I ask this question, Has the Senator, as a member 
of the committee, or has any other member of the coramittee, 
any reason to believe that for the sake of politics or for the 
sake of covering up the facts there is any disposition on the 
part of the Chief Executive or the executive branch of this 
Government not to prosecute these oil-scandal eases with en- 
thusiasm and with zeal and with vigor to a successful com- 
pletion? 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I do not want to go into the mo- 
tives of the President of the United States. There may be 
justification for the suggestion of the Senator 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do not mean to make any 
suggestion. I have beard it suggested that the committee have 
received ne cooperation whatever from the executive depart- 
ment: j 

Mr. DILL. Certainly not 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I want to know if the Sen- 
ator is convinced, the resolution having been passed, the peo- 
ple of this country may reasonably expect that the executive 
departments, all ef them, are going to get behind this prosecu- 
tion and manifest an interest in the successful presecution of 
these cases? 

Mr. DILL. I can only say to the Senator that I hope the 
President is anxious and enthusiastic to prosecute these cases. 
There is a phase of that question which does require considera- 
tion for a moment, and that is that when the President picks 
men who are ordinary lawyers, considered from a national 
standpoint, and who have corporate connections of which the 
people are suspicious, there is a probability that the public will 
believe that the cases are not being prosecuted with the vigor 
with which they should be prosecuted, with which the Senate 
desires to have them prosecuted. The danger is that the people 
will think, because the President selects as attorneys men who 
are not the great outstanding members of the profession, that 
he is not desirous of having these cases prosecuted to their 
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fullest success, and if the Senate permits this confirmation to 
go through the Senate must share the responsibility. As one 
Senator, I refuse to have any part in the responsibility. Such 
a selection will arouse suspicion in the public mind, and if the 
cases fail, as they may fail, it will cause a revulsion of feeling 
in this country that will endanger the very Government itself. 

I want to say, Mr. President, that with the state of the 
public mind as it is to-day, this is no time to do things which 
encourage public suspicion. The American people everywhere 
are doubtful about the men here in Washington unearthing all 
the facts. They are questioning the sincerity of many of us 
and the selection of counsel who do not command public confi- 
dence when the counsel are so extremely important as they are 
in this case will but add to the public suspicion, already too 
great, 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator if he 
considers a vote in a political contest, when a gentleman is a 
candidate for the Senate of the United States, any indication 
whatever in regard to his legal ability, and if he thinks that if 
a man is defeated in a political contest that thereafter he shall 
be damned legally? 

Mr. DILL. I do not. He was defeated politically, and I 
only spoke of a political defeat, and did not refer to that in 
connection with his legal ability. I recognize another feature 
in this case about which I want to speak before I sit down. 
There is in the Senate what is popularly referred to in the 
country as “senatorial courtesy,” and I have been told by 
people outside the Senate that there was no use opposing the 
confirmation of Mr. Pomerene, because of senatorial courtesy. 
I do not believe Senators can afford to or that they should vote 
for confirmation on account of senatorial courtesy merely. I 
recognize, as every man must recognize, that association and 
fellowship with a fellow Member here does tend to make him 
unwilling to do anything against the man who has been his 
associate in this body. But I remind Senators again that this 
is not an ordinary case, that it is an extraordinary case, and 
the country wants more courtesy to the interest and the cause 
of the people than courtesy to an ex-Senator. I believe that 
the duty of every Member here—and I am not implying that 
any man will not do his duty—is to lift himself above the 
associations he may have had with Mr. Pomerene, and vote 
on this proposition from the viewpoint of the American people, 
instead of from his viewpoint as an acquaintance and friend 
of a former Senator. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, I want to call the atten- 
tion of the Senator to the fact that in the conduct of the 
contested-election case of Truman H. Newberry, while Mr. 
Pomerene was a Member of the Senate, in my judgment 
Senator Pomerene exercised the greatest skill and ability in 
the management of that matter. I am sure the Senator will 
recall that case, and will recall how much in the public eye 
it was, and how successful the fight Senator Pomerene made 
eventually was. 

Mr. DILL. The Senator recognizes, however, that there is 
a vast difference between a political trial, such as the New- 
berry case was, and a trial of these cases involving the re- 
covery of land, and criminal prosecutions, against the ablest 
attorneys of the country. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. He had some of the ablest attorneys of 
the country against him in the Newberry case, and I doubt 
if the Newberry case was much more political than this will be. 

Mr. DILL. But the trial of the Newberry case was under 
rules of the Senate and not under the rules of a court of law. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Ordinarily I would say that a lawyer who 
handled himself as well as Senator Pomerene did in the conduct 
of that case would probably handle himself nearly as well in 
this case, in my judgment, if not quite as well. 

Mr. DILL. The Senator, of course, is entitled to his opinion 
on that. I do not care to take any more of the time of the 
Senate, unless some one has some other question. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I find myself in a peculiar 
situation so far as this case is concerned, because this nominee 
I have known some twenty-odd years. In that time he has been 
active in all the political contests of Ohio. Sometimes he has 
been a candidate, and quite frequently I have been a candidate. 
He has sueceeded more frequently than I have, I think. 

But in every one of those contests I have been against Mr. 
Pomerene. He was a candidate for the office of lieutenant 
governor, It chanced that we belonged to different political 
parties and that I was active in behalf of his opponent. He 
was a candidate for the Senate, and honorably, I trust, yet 
as vigorously as I knew how, I opposed him in that election. 
So that it can not be for a moment supposed that I have any 
political bias in his favor. 


Yet, in fairness, I think that it ought to be said that the 
acquaintanceship that I had with Mr. Pomerene before I came 
to this body, the favorable opinion I had of him as an honor- 
able opponent and as an able leader of his party, was heightened 
by the experience I have had here. 

Some question has been raised here as to whether or not 
former Senator Pomerene is progressive. I do not know 
whether I understand just what that term means, it is used 
in such varying connections; but this I do know touching 
Atlee Pomerene, that he came into prominence in the politics 
of Ohio as a representative of what was called the progressive 
wing of the party to which he belonged. He was an intimate 
associate of the late Tom L. Johnson, of Cleveland, Ohio, who 
for many years was a national figure, and while I was not a 
member of the convention, for reasons that will occur to Sena- 
tors, I very well remember the contest in the Democratic Party 
in Ohio in which Mr. Pomerene was put forward as the repre- 
sentative and the candidate of the more progressive wing of 
the party, and won as such candidate. He was elected to the 
office of lieutenant governor of Ohio and served with ability 
and distinction and honor. Subsequently he was elected to the 


-Senate of the United States, where he served honorably for 


12 years. He is not now a Member of this body. We re- 
cently had an election in Ohio in which I very vigorously sup- 
ported his opponent, my present colleague, the junior Senator 
from Olfio [Mr. Fuss]. 

I am speaking of this groundwork in order that it may be 
understood that I am not at all prejudiced in this man’s favor, 
and yet, Mr. President, I should be a coward if I did not say 
that which is in my heart to say, and that is I believe that 
Atlee Pomerene is an honorable, able, courageous man; that 
he was an honor to the State which he here represented in 
part; and that he is big enough for the place for which he has 
been nominated by the President of the United States. 

Some unfavorable comparisons have been made because it is 
said Mr. Pomerene comes from Canton, Ohio. Just since when 
has it become a disgrace to come from Canton, Ohio? 

There have been some fairly good Americans and some fairly 
good lawyers who have practiced at the bar of Canton, Ohio. 
William McKinley was one of them, and incidentally Mr. Pom- 
erene and Major McKinley were neighbors and intimate friends. 
Another fairly good lawyer who practiced at the bar of Canton, 
Ohio, was John McSweeney, a great Democrat, and one of 
the greatest lawyers that Ohio has produced. 

Then another fairly good lawyer came out of that little 
country town, which is bigger than any place in the State 
which is represented in part by the junior Senator from Wash- 
ington, with two exceptions. There are only two cities in the 
State of Washington that are as big as Canton, Ohio. Canton, 
Ohio, has a population of something above 87,000 by the last 
census; as a matter of fact its population now approaches 
100,000. It is not a little tank town somewhere. It is a great 
city with a great population of great people. 

But I was speaking of some of the lawyers from this little 
town of Canton, Ohio. Another fairly good lawyer came out 
a few years ago. His name was William R. Day, one-time 
Seeretary of State of the United States, and a man who served 
with most distinguished ability as a member of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. And there are others. So that 
the inference that would be drawn from the fact that Canton 
is not as big as New York or Philadelphia is, it seems to me, 
without proper foundation. 

Now a question has been made as to the experience and 
ability and fitness of this man. I note from the Congressional 
Directory that which I had not known, because I did not know 
Mr. Pomerene in his college days, that he was a graduate of 
Princeton College in 1884 and a graduate of the Cincinnati 
Law School in 1886. Lawyers will recognize that the Cincinnati 
Law School has a very splendid and deserved reputation. He 
subsequently served as city solicitor of his city and served as 
prosecuting attorney of Stark County, Ohio, in which the city 
of Canton is located. I do not pretend to know in detail of 
his legal experience except as it is set forth in the facts I 
have just recited. I know that he did have sufficient legal 
experience to win the confidence of one of the most forward- 
looking, progressive Democrats in Ohio at that time, and that 
was the gentleman whom I named a few moments ago, the 
late Tom L. Johnson. He regarded Mr. Pomerene as a lawyer 
of distinguished ability, and there was no question raised in 
those days at least about the relationship and the affiliations 
of Mr. Pomerene. 

I know nothing about the Institute of Transportation, but I 
venture to say that whatever connection Atlee Pomerene has 
had or now has with the Institute of Transportation is perfectly 
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honorable. To me it is a strange doctrine that if a lawyer ac- 
cepts honorable employment in the open his motives should be 
called in question, particularly when the employment has no 
particular relation with the employment now under considera- 
tion. So much for his legal experience. 

I venture to say that Senators who were associated with him 
here during the 12 years of his service—I was here with him 
only a short time—could, if they cared to do so, bear testimony 
to the courage and integrity and clearheadedness and ability of 
the then senior Senator from Ohio. I never heard it questioned 
in any court, and in the campaign it was never questioned. One 
of the finest honors that came to my present colleague, the 
junior Senator from Ohio, was the fact that upon his own merit 
he was able to defeat a man of that character against whom 
and against whose record, from the standpoint of ability and 
courage, no word was uttered in that campaign by my col- 
league or by any of his friends. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
yield to his colleague? 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. FESS. I simply desire to say this much about the man 
with whom I had a contest in Ohio. I have known him for 
many years professionally; I have known him politically, not 
much socially; but I know Atlee Pomerene as a man of un- 
usual ability as a lawyer, which must have been clearly mani- 
fested in the remarkable manner in which he conducted the 
many investigations that were conducted by order of the Senate. 
I knew him as a witness once in one of the investigations. I 
recognized that no person who knows ability would question 
his ability and power as a cross-examiner. AS a lawyer it 
would appear to me that he would fill the position and meet the 
requirements contemplated by the pending investigation. 

I knew him very well politically. I do not believe that there 
is a more upstanding, honorable, and courageous man in either 
party in my State than Senater Atlee Pomerene. 

As my colleague has stated, the contest was carried on with- 
out one single suggestion that went to the question of the char- 
acter of Mr. Pomerene. As a man of courage, I know no 
superior. As a man of probity, there certainly can be no ques- 
tion about him. With my knowledge of this former opponent 
of mine, I am free to say that I stated to the authorities here 
thut it uppeared to me that Mr. Pomerene would be a very good 
representative of one of the political parties to carry on the 
investigation. I have never known his Democracy to be ques- 
tioned, and certainly I did not think it was questioned when I 
was in a contest with him two years ago. 

It would appear to me that with the knowledge of our Mem- 
bers here with reference to this former Member of the Senate 
there could be no question about his fitness, and especially about 
the propriety of the conduct of the Senate of the United States 
in confirming his nomination. I am very hopeful that it will 
be done without any hesitation. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I thank my colleague for the 
interruption and for the additional information he has brought 
to the Senate. 

I had stated in part the career of this man in the Senate for 
12 years, where in most trying times it will be recognized by 
everybody on both sides of the aisle that he was a leader and 
that he never dodged a vote. Nobody controlled Atlee Pomerene. 
Sometimes we disagreed with him very sharply, but no one eyer 
questioned his ability or his integrity. Sometimes votes were 
cast by him and positions taken by him that were perhaps unfor- 
tunate from his own political standpoint, but that did not make 
any difference to him, He is a man who undertakes to do the 
thing that he believes to be right. 

Now, my friend, the Senator from Washington [Mr. DILL], 
in his very interesting and respectful statement of the reasons 
why he is opposed to the confirmation of this nomination, has, I 
think, indirectly disclosed what is the real objection in the 
minds of a good many people. He has disclosed the reason why 
some yery splendid and estimable gentlemen are opposed to the 
confirmation, and that is because Mr. Pomerene voted for the 
law known as the Esch-Cummins law. 

I can not speak with much authority on that because I was 
not then a Member of this body, and not having been a Member 
and not having any personal recollection about it, when a ref- 
erence was made I thought it might be interesting to look up 
that matter and see whether voting for and sustaining the so- 
called Esch-Cummins law is really a valid ground for objection. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ohio 
yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield, 


Does the Senator from Ohio 


Mr. DILL. I think I stated very conclusively that that was 
not a reason on my part and that the representatives of the 
railroad brotherhoods stated it was not a reason on their part, 
and that they mentioned it in connection with the fact that imme- 
diately after he got out of the Senate he took employment with 
the railroads which that act, it was claimed, would benefit. 

Mr. WILLIS. I entirely absolve the Senator from any state- 
ment to the effect that he assigned that as a reason; but I am 
saying upon my own responsibility that some of the clamor in 
the country against the confirmation of this nomination comes 
from those who were opposed and are opposed to Mr. Pomerene 
because, in season and out of season, he supported the Esch- 
Cummins law, which I do not defend nor attack. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ohio 
yield to the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I am not familiar with the facts, 
and I wish to know if it is the fact that there was a prominent 
law firm in Cleveland, that it had some clients, that among the 
clients were some railroads, and that Mr. Pomerene was invited 
into that firm? Is not that the fact with reference to how Mr. 
Pomerene comes to be connected with the railways? Is that 
ve fact, or what is the fact? Does the Senator from Ohio 

now? 

Mr. WILLIS. I will give the Senator from Missouri all 
the information I have upon that point, for I think the ques- 
tion is a very pertinent and proper one. I do not have this 
information, of course, from ex-Senator Pomerene; I do not 
know how the negotiations were carried on; I know nothing 
about that. It is my information in general that after the 
termination of his service here ex-Senator Pomerene did re- 
ceive an invitation to enter a law firm in Cleveland, Ohio. 
That law firm is known as the firm of Squire, Saunders & 
Dempsey. While I am not availing myself of this opportunity 
to advertise any particular law firm, it would be recognized 
in Ohio anywhere that that firm is one of the most powerful, 
most able, and high-class law firms in the State. It is a fact 
that the firm of Squire, Saunders & Dempsey has a very large 
practice. It is well known as a firm of corporation lawyers; 
there is no doubt about that. As to whether they represent any 
railroad or a number of railroads I do not know, 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator from Ohio yield to me? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ohio 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly. 

Mr. LENROOT. I will state, Mr. President, that I think 
the fact is that the firm did represent 15 railroads, the largest 
among them being the Pennsylvania Railroad; that ex-Senator 
Pomerene was consulted with reference to two matters, one of 
them affecting the Wheeling & Lake Erie road with reference 
to a question of valuation. Upon that matter he appeared be- 
fore the Interstate Commerce Commission, and before making 
that appearance it was necessary for him to note all of the 
railroad clients of his firm. He was only consulted with ref- 
erence to one other matter, and that was a claim of deprecia- 
tion upon the part of one of the railroads which the firm rep- 
resents. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Is it not also true that the firm repre- 
sented those railroad corporations prior to Senator Pomerene 
being connected with the firm? 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the senior Senator 
from Ohio yield to his colleague? 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. FESS. Is it not thought in Ohio that the invitation to 
become a member of that firm was a very unusual recognition 
of Mr. Pomerene's ability as a lawyer? 

Mr. WILLIS. That is unquestionably true, Mr. President. 

Mr. FESS. It is the largest law firm we have in the State 
of Ohio. 

Mr. WILLIS. Really, any lawyer in Ohio would feel it a dis- 
tinct honor to be invited to enter the firm of Squire, Saunders 
& Dempsey. 

However, Mr. President, I was speaking about the Esch-Cum- 
mins law, and I repeat I absolve the Senator from Washington 
from any such attitude, but I propose it, as my own humble 
opinion, that a portion of the opposition and the clamor against 
the confirmation of this nominee does proceed from the fact that 
he not only voted for the Esch-Cummins law but that he never 
recanted and always stood up and fought for the law in foul 
and in fair weather. 
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I was just about to observe that not having been a Member 
of this body at the time that legislation was enacted, and there- 
fore haying no personal recollection of it, I examined the 
Recorp to ascertain whether Mr. Pomerene had gotten into 
bad company on his side of the aisle when that measure was 
under consideration. I find here on examining the roll call that 
on the original passage of the bill in this body 18 distinguished 
Senators on the other side of the aisle voted for the passage of 
the bill According to the Rrconp, they were the present senior 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. STANLEY]; the then Senator from 
Colorado, Mr. Thomas; the present senior Senator from Ala- 
bama [Mr. Unvrrwoop], and the distinguished Senator who has 
brought such great ability—and I use that phrase only because 
I can not think of a more forceful and appropriate one—the 
senior Senator from Montana [Mr. Wars], who has brought 
such great ability and such untiring energy to this investiga- 
tion, voted for that bill. The then Senator from Mississippi, 
Mr. Williams; the then Senator from Maryland, Mr. Smith; 
the present distinguished, eloquent, and amiable leader on the 
other side of the aisle, the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
Ronrxsod ]; the able Senator from Louisiana [Mr. RANSDELL] ; 
the then Senator from Montana, Mr. Myers; the then leader 
of the minority, the Senator from Nebraska, Mr. Hitchcock; 
the lamented late Senator from Alabama, Mr. Bankhead; the 
then Senator Gay, of the State of Louisiana; and the Senator 
from Ohio, Mr. Pomerene, also voted for the Esch-Cummins 
bill. There were 18 of them who voted for the bill when it 
originally passed this body. 

Mr. BROGKHART. Mr. President 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Does the Senator from Ohio know how 
many of those Senators are not now Members of the Senate? 

Mr. WILLIS. The Senator from Iowa can get out of that 
whatever joy the contemplation of it is calculated to bring. 
Iam simply reciting the history here. 

Then, when the bill had gone to conference and the con- 
ference report eame back to the Senate, two more distin- 
guished Senators had gotten religion on the subject; and I 
find that, whereas there were but 13 who voted for the bill on 
its original passage, there were 15 who voted for the adoption 
of the conference report on the bill. The Democratic Senators 
who voted for the conference report were the then Senator 
from Florida [Mr, FLETCHER] ; the then Senator from Louis- 
iana, Mr. Gay; the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass]; the 
then Senator from Montana, Mr. Myers; the then Senator 
from California, Mr. Phelan; the then Senator from Ohio, 
Mr. Pomerene; the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. RANSDELL] ; 
and again my beloved friend, the leader of the minority, the 
senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosrnson]; the senior 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHretps}; the then Senator from 
Georgia, Mr. Smith; the then Senator from Maryland, Mr. 
Smith; the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD]; 
and again the Senator from Montana [Mr. WatsH]; and the 
then Senator from Mississippi, Mr. Williams. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
from Ohio a question? 

Mr, WILLIS. Certainly. 

Mr. HARRISON. If he had been a Member of the Senate 
at that time, how would he have voted? 

Mr. WILLIS. I do not know. I did not have to pass upon 
that question. I am not criticizing anybody who voted for 
it or who voted against it; I am merely reciting history for the 
edification of my friends. 


Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
moment? 
Mr. WILLIS. I yield to my colleague. 


Mr. FESS. Reverting to the question of the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. Brooxnarr] suggesting that Mr. Pomerene may have 
been defeated because he voted for the Esch-Cummins law, I 
should like to say that the gentleman who defeated him voted 
also for that law. 

Mr. WILLIS. I again thank my colleague for his apt sug- 
gestion. 

Mr. NORRIS. In that case the electorate were confronted 
with a choice of two evils, I presume. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WILLIS. We will allow the electorate to pass upon 
that. 

Mr. President, I have recited this bit of histery not at all 
for the purpose of criticizing anybody or complimenting any- 
body, but merely to call attention to the fact that we are in 
a hectic frame of mind here when it is suggested that because 
a man supported the Esch- Cummins law his appointment 
should not be confirmed in this instance. Would there be any 
man so foolish as to say for a moment that because the Sen- 
ator from Montana [Mr. WAtsH], in the exercise of his sound 


and courageous and honest judgment, felt that that bill ought 
to be passed, therefore he is to some extent disqualified to 
carry on the inquiry which has been going on here, or that the 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. STANLEY], or any other Senator 
who voted for that measure is in some mysterious way to be 
disqualified for a position of trust? 

Mr. President, if the Senate will consider this question 
simply upon its merits and without listening to clamor that 
is without foundation, if they will think of the splendid char- . 
acter of this man, of his ed service, of his unques- 
tioned courage, of his unfaltering honesty, and his ability to 
serve in this or any other capacity within the gift of the 
raph woe believe this nominee will be confirmed by a very large 
majority. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Mr. President, I became a Member 
of the Senate at the same time that Senator Pomerene entered 
it. I served with him for 12 years. I knew him intimately. 
I served with him on committees where legal questions of im- 
portance came up for discussion. I know that he is a good 
lawyer; I know that he is an honest man; I know that he has 
a superabundance of courage. If he had been a little more of 
a dodger, if he had been a little more careful to trim his sails 
to catch the winds of favor, he would have still been in the 
Senate. I think he made some mistakes. I think he made 
Some statements in the heat of campaigns that he ought not 
to have made. I am not in accord with the statements re- 
ferred to. I think they hurt him with the electorate. Neither 
am I criticizing the electorate of Ohio. I think he made some 
statements about labor that were unjustly harsh. These state- 
ments hurt him at the polls. But are we to refuse to confirm 
Pomerene because in a campaign he made some statements that 
were criticized, which cost him votes? If we were to take that 
course, we would exclude every man who possesses any virility, 
any courage, any nerve, or who amounts to anything on the 
floor of the Senate. 

I remember when one of our brother Senators here made 
a speech, and was misquoted in the papers, and there were a 
lot of people in the country who clamored for his dismissal 
from the Senate; and yet, although I differ from him every 
day, I say that he is one of the most useful men in this body. 

We were told that Senator Pomerene came from this small 
town. Well, it turns out to be a pretty good-sized city. But 
that argument will not do. I have tried a few lawsuits in my 
life, and I am not half as much afraid of an attorney from 
a great city with a great reputation as I am of a country lawyer 
who knows his case. Every lawyer who bears the scars of 
many conflicts knows that I speak the truth. It will not do 
to say that a man who comes from Canton, Ohio, or any par- 
ticular town, can not be a competent man. 

I believe that John Sherman came from Mansfield, Ohio. 
That was not a very big town. Abraham Lineoln did not come 
to the office of President from a great city, and yet he brought 
with him in the temple of his brain the wonderful visions of a 
Nation rennited and puissant. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, BRANDEGEE in the chair). 
aoe the Senator from Missouri yield to the Senator from 

hio? 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I do. 

Mr. WILLIS. I trust the Senator will permit me to remind 
the Senate, in connection with the argument he is so ably mak- 
ing, that not only did John Sherman come from Mansfield, Ohio, 
but the distinguished Senator from Missouri [Mr. REED] came 
from Mansfield, Ohio. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. My people took me away from there 
when I was 3 years old, so Mansfield is not chargeable with any 
great responsibility. 

Patrick Henry, whose clarion voice called these Colonies to 
war, probably never saw a town as big as Canton, Ohio. George 
Washington might have been referred to by a certain class of 
critics as nothing but a farmer; they might, indeed, have called 
him a granger; and yet he was in many respects at the time he 
lived the master mind of the world. If I recall rightly, Robert 
E. Lee, who is recognized as the military genius of his day, was 
not the inhabitant of a large town, for while he owned Arling- 
ten, across the river, and was a planter, if I am not mistaken, 
Washington at that time was not as large as Canton, Ohio, is 
to-day. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President. will the Senator permit another 
interruption? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis- 
souri further yield to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. I do. 

Mr. WILLIS. I wonder if the Senator will permit me to call 
attention to the fact, in connection with what he is very prop- 
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erly reciting, that the junior Senator from Washington IMr. 
Pitt], who has made this eloquent address here, came from 
Fredericktown, Ohio, which has a population of about 279? 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I want to say to the Senator that 
I was not even from Fredericktown; I was from out in the 


country. I am not being proposed or considered here, however. 

Mr. REED of Missouri. Why did not somebody out in the 
great State of Washington, when they were electing a man in 
Washington to grapple with these great problems that come be- 
fore the Senate, raise the question that the Senator did not live 
in a large city? They wisely, I think, searched for and found 
a man who had brains enough to be distinguished in his State, 
even if he did come from a small town. 

As we go down the list of the world’s great men we find that 
most of them came from outside great citles. You remember 
that they said of Napoleon Bonaparte that he was only a little 
Corsican, but he mastered the world. Stonewall Jackson was 
not the inhabitant of a large city. Warren G. Harding came 
from a very much smaller town than Canton. William Me- 
Kinley, as has already been said, came from Canton. Why, 
William Jennings Bryan did not come from so big a town as 
Canton. Let me say now, at a time when Mr. Byran’s sun is 
not in the zenith, that I do not agree with him on many things; 
I disagree with him on so many things that perhaps I ought 
not to attempt to be his eulogist, and I am not; but he has cut 
a large figure in the affairs of the Nation and the world, and he 
has done some very splendid things. I do not have to agree 
with him or dispute with him on the question of evolution to 
say that. 

There is nothing in the small-town argument. 

There is nothing in the argument that a man can not repre- 
sent the Government in the pending controversies because he 
joined a law firm that represents some railroads, I do not 
know what is the nature of the representation of Mr. Pomerene’s 
firm, but my impression is that the firm are probably the local 
counsel for those roads, and that they are not the general 
counsel. 

But it is said that railroads may have some stockholders or 
may have some directors who may have some interest in banks, 
and that banks notoriously may have some interest in oil, Not 
very many sound banks haye much to do with oil, They may 
be depositories of money, but they keep out of the oil stocks 
and the oil game if they last long as banks, because they know 
that a few crooked oil operators can break any bank about 
us readily as they have broken the reputation of poor Albert 
Fall. I do not know where n man can become the representa- 
tiye of great institutions, and thus establish this reputation as 
a great lawyer which seems to be so essential here, unless he 
represents somebody or something that has some money. If 
you are going to say that a man is ineligible because he repre- 
sents railroads, and some of the people concerned in railroads 
have something to do with banks, and some banks have some- 
thing to do with oil, you will soon be in a sorry fix. 

Mr. President, what is it we are seeking for here? 
seeking for an honest man and an efficient lawyer. Now, it 
is not my business to pronounce a eulogy upon lawyers. It is 
the custom for people to sneer at the legal profession. I make 
the assertion that it is the greatest profession and has the 
highest ideals of any of the professions. It could not exist if 
it were not for that fact, because the client must put his repu- 
tation, his life, his liberty, his property in the keeping of the 
lawyer. It is one of the rarest things in the world to find a 
lawyer who will betray his client or who will fail to render 
efficient service. There are such lawyers, of course, just as 
there appears to be one Member of a Cabinet who has de- 
famed his position; but there is one thing that no lawyer of 
standing will ever do; he will never take a case when his envi- 
ronment is such that he can not serve his client to the very end. 

When you concede that Atlee Pomerene is an honest man, 
and that he is willing to take this case, that settles that proposi- 
tion; for, if he be an honest man—and he is—he would not 
think of touching this case if there were a solitary alignment 
or engagement that would interfere with his battling to the 
end and putting his whole soul into the case. Neither can we 
afford to indulge prejudice because of a vote on the Esch- 
Cummins bill. I voted against the Esch-Cummins bill myself 
because of certain provisions in it that I did not like; but 
just as good men as I dare to be, just as good men as I hope 
to be, who studied that bill as much as and more than I did, 
voted for it. I have the right to my opinion, and they have 
the right to theirs. Who would think of barring my friend 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rostnson] from representing 
the United States in a case to be tried because he voted for 
the Esch-Cummins bill, or my friend the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. WatsH], both of them splendid lawyers? The first 
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thing you would have to do, if you went to them to employ 
them, would be to state your case. If they were not in a 
position to serve you with every attribute of their souls and 
every element of their minds, they would tell you they dia not 
want the case, 

I think we can carry objections to a point where they be- 
come ridiculous. I am going to say here, though it is aside from 
the case, that I think Mr. Strawn would have represented the 
United States faithfully. I know him. He is on the other 
side of a lawsuit from me, and I know he has a head full 
of brains. I believe he is a man of the highest honor, and I 
know he would not have touched this case unless he could 
have fought it to the end. But he is out of the question now. 

If you are to get a lawyer who has had experience, you 
have to find one who has had clients and who has clients. If 
you get a lawyer who has clients, you are likely to find that 
he represents some large concerns, and if he represents some 
large concerns, somebody who owns some stock in one of those 
concerns may possibly own some stock in another concern, and 
somebody who belongs to that may own some stock in an oil 
company. | 

Remember, we are not engaged in a general attack on the 
oil industry. There are tens of thousands of men who own 
stock in oil companies who are just as honest and straightfor- 
ward men as there are in the world. We are considering a 
case where there seems to have been a conspiracy between two 
or three great oil companies—the Standard, which is united 
in interest with the Sinclair; the Sinclair Oil Co.; and Mr. 
Doheny’s company—and we are concerned with certain transac- 
tions they had with the Federal Government. We believe that 
crimes were committed, and we need lawyers to do two things; 
to prosecute the crimes, and to bring action to recover this 
property. All we need is to get two lawyers, honest men and 
great lawyers. And I remark that any great lawyer is an 
honest man. He could not be a great lawyer without that, 
for if you take honesty from him, he ceases to be fit to be 
called a lawyer at all. We need men of experience, and Sena- 
tor Pomerene has had an experience which will be more valu- 
able in this case than any experience he could have gained 
in the courts during a like period of time. Senator Pomerene put 
in 12 years in this body studying questions of government. Heis 
familiar with all departments. He is familiar with their 


methods of doing business. He, to a large extent, knows the 


personnel. He knows how the departments are approached. 
This experience will qualify him to trace the frauds and 
crimes, and the instrumentalities by them employed. 

I say that if he had not been concerned in this investiga- 
tion, doing the brilliant and splendid work he has done, if my 
friend the Senator from Montana [Mr. Wars] had continued 
to live out in the beautiful city of Helena and continued to 
practice law there with all the activity he formerly exhibited. 
and had been brought down co the trial of this case he would 
not be as well equipped as he is with his 10 years’ experience 
in this body, with his legal experience back of him. 

I would like to see the vote on this confirmation unanimous. 
We have been confirming men from this body because of our 
knowledge of them and intimate acquaintance with them. It 
is not necessary that everything a man shall have done shall 
have pleased us. If that were necessary I could not get a 
vote in this body if my life were at stake. 

I have said something sometime that has displeased all 
Senators, and I thought they were all wrong when they did not 
agree with me, too. But I hope that we can extend to each 
other that candor of judgment, that charity of judgment, and 
that breadth of judgment which will enable us all to pursue 
our independent courses, express our independent views, and 
maintain a mutual respect, if not an affection. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I want briefly to discuss one 
phase of this case which has not so far been discussed. Before 
I do that I want to say that I have the very highest regard 
for ex-Senator Pomerene. I think he is a man of a great deal 
of ability, undoubtedly a good lawyer. 

The country is greatly indebted to the Senator from Mon- 
tana [Mr. WatsH] for the disclosures that have been made, 
and which will eventually be very beneficial to our country. 
He is not the only man entitled to credit in this case, but he is 
entitled to a great deal of the credit. The junior Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. KENDnick] and the senior Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. La Fotterre], who sits before me, were the 
pioneers in this investigation, but the investigation itself, 
which, if Senators will think for a moment, they will agree 
required an enormous amount of research and study entirely 
outside of the sessions of the Senate, was carried on mostly 
by the Senator from Montana [Mr. WatsH], 
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When these great disclosures were laid bare, after the Sen- 
ator from Montana had worked for weeks and months tirelessly 
and without rest, it became apparent that there ought to be 
some ane outside of the Department of Justice to take charge 
of the litigation which the investigation clearly showed would 
be necessary. 

The Senator from Montana was the author of the joint reso- 
lution, which is now a law, authorizing and directing the 
President of the United States to employ legal counsel outside 
of the Department of Justice to take charge of this matter. 
I was dumbfounded, I was amazed, in fact I was nearly 
broken hearted, when I read in the newspapers that in the 
selection of these counsel to take up this work and carry it 
on the Senator from Montana had not been consulted by the 
President of the United States. We have been told to-day by 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. Dr! in the very able 
speech that he has made on this question that the Senator from 
Montana was not consulted. 

It seems to me that if I had been President of the United 
States the very first man I would have sent for would have 
been the Senator from Montana. He knew more about the 
peculiar legal propositions connected with that investigation, 
and which had then been brought to light, than any other living 
man. He knew all about the legal questions involved, both 
eivil and criminal. He had done his work with great ability, 
had followed the line of duty wherever it led, and when it came 
to selecting somebody te carry on the cases in the courts, he 
was ignored. I felt humiliated. It seemed to me that that 
gave justification fer criticism to be made that the administra- 
tion was more or less taking the political situation into ac- 
count, and acting under such influence. 

I do not know how the Senator from Montana feels about 
these nominations, but I do believe that the Senate owes some- 
thing to the Senator from Montana, and that the country owes 
him something. I do not believe he has been treated exactly 
right in the matter. I de not even know how he feels about it, 
and without in any way saying a word against ex-Senator 
Pomerene, I am not going to vote fer his confirmation against 
the judgment of the Senator from Montana if that Senator 
feels that Mr. Pomerene onght to be rejected. I feel that, 
more than any ether person connected with the legal phase of 
this investigation, the Senator from Montana ought to have 
been consulted, and if I had had it in charge as President, it 
seems to me I would have felt that until the Senator frem 
Montana had convinced me that be was unreasonable or un- 
fair about it, or until I thonght he was not pushing it as he 
should have pushed it, I never would have appointed anybody 
who was unsatisfactery to him. 

I do not know whether that is a logical position to take or 
not, but I think there is more than a legal proposition involved 
in this matter. I think there is a lot in what the Senator from 
Washington has said. The country is alive on this question. 
They feel that a great wreng has been done in high places by 
men who are high and distinguished in the country. There is 
a belief, I hope not general, but more or less prevalent, that 
there is a lack of honor and honesty pervading other places in 
eur governmental structure. I hope it may be demonstrated 
that that is unfounded, but when the common people of this 
country lose confidence in their Government, the day of our 
Government has gone. Any free government must have the 
confidence of a great majority ef its peeple, and in order to re- 
tain it, at times we must go beyond the real technicalities of a 
legal proposition. 

It seemed to me that such a time had come to the President 
ef the United States when he was selecting these counsel. 
That confidence must be retained fer the good of our country 
and for the good of humanity in the civilized world. That is 
more important than this oil question, however great and im- 
portant that may be. That confidence can be retained if, 
when we see a man like the Senator from Montana doing a 
great work, working day and night, for the good of his coun- 
try, we refuse to discard him and cast him aside when we come 
te make some appointment that has to deal directly with the 
evidence which he has disclosed and brought to light. 

I feel so deeply about this, Mr. President, that it seems to 
me, although he might be my best friend and the most able 
lawyer in the United States who was presented here, if I 
thought his confirmation meant, even indirectly, a slight to the 
man who has done so much in this investigation, I would not 
be a party to his confirmation. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator fram Ohio? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator. 


Mr. WILLIS. I know the Senator from Nebraska always 
seeks to be fair. I wonder if he will permit me to suggest to 
him that I think he, and perhaps all of us, in our approval 
and I join with him in the approval—of the distinguished 
services rendered by the Senator from Montana, have done 
an injustice to the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor]. 
In my own view, if Senators are to be consulted in this matter, 
I believe that the Senator from Wisconsin, the chairman of the 
committee, has rendered the Senate and the country a very 
distinguished service. I speak of that not at all to detract 
from what has been said touching the work of the Senator 
from Montana, but because I think it is due to the Senator 
sron See who is chairman of the committee, that this 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT. I would like to say that I thank the Sena- 
tor from Ohio, but I would prefer not to be discussed in con- 
nection with this matter at all, I have said on the floor of the 
Senate before that I would be the last to deny to the Senator 
from Montana any of the credit to which he is entitled, and 
he is entitled to the credit for bringing this matter to light. 
I am sorry that my name has been brought into it. 

Mr. NORRIS. Iam not casting any reflection on individuals. 
There are other Senators sitting around me who are just as 
patriotic as the Senator from Montana. I am not casting any 
reflection on the junior Senator from Wisconsin by any means. 
It does not follow from anything I have said, but I would like 
to call attention, now that it has been mentioned, to the fact 
that the President of the United States, if newspaper accounts 
are correet, when he had under consideration the question of 
selecting these attorneys, sent for the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Lexroor]. But I am not objecting to that. It was very 
proper. He was chairman of the committee. If I had been 
President of the United States, I would have sent for him. 
It seems to me that there are three men I would have sent for. 
I would have sent for the chairman of the committee because 
he was chairman ef the committee. I would have sent for the 
auther of the resolution, who sits before me. I would have 
seat for the man who did the work in bringing out the evidence, 
the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, the Senator surely does not 
mean to intimate that the President did not send for the senior 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Fotterre]? I assumed that, 
of course, he did. 

Mr. NORRIS. No, I am not making any intimation. I am 
just telling what I believe te be the facts in the matter and 
what I think are the undisputed facts. That may be right or 
wrong. 

We are presented now with a proposition upon which we 
must act. I do not want to be misunderstood. More impor- 
tant that the Senate itself, more important tham ali the work 
the Senator from Montana has done, is the fact that we want 
the people of the country to retain confidenee in eur Govern- 
ment and in our publie officials. I think when we ignore, as 
was perhaps done without any intention of being done—I 
eoncede it was without any such intention—the work of the 
Senator from Mentana in not consulting him in the selection 
of these attorneys, we have a tendency to cast some reflection 
upon the work and cause some doubt to exist in the minds 
of thousands of people, with some that there is something 
wrong with the Senator from Montana that we did not con- 
sult him, and with others that there is something wrong with 
the President that he did not consult him. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Nebraska yield to the Senater from Arkansas? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It will be recalled by the Senator from 
Nebraska that the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. KENDRICK] 
something like two years ago presented a resolution 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I mentioned the Senator's name awhile 
ago. ` 

Mr. ROBINSON. In connection with these same oil leases, 
just about the time the leases were made, and that the Presi- 
dent did not consult him. The President failed to consult 
the junior Senator from Wyoming as well as the Senator 
from Montana. It also appears that the President did econ- 
sult, at least as to one of these selections, the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Perrse] who was against both resolutions 
which the Senate passed in connection with the oil investiga- 
tion. Now, I want to ask the Senator from Nebraska if the 
Senate should reject the nomination of Mr. Pomerene, what 
assurance can the Senator from Nebraska give us that the 
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President would consult either the Senator from Wyoming, 
the Senator from Montana, or anyone else? 

Mr. NORRIS. I can not give any assurance. I do not pre- 
tend to give any assurance. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Then may I suggest to the Senator that if 
the pending nomination is rejected there might be presented to 
the Senate the name of a lawyer less able and less acceptable to 
the Senator himself, who, according to his own statement, finds 
the nominee, Mr, Pomerene, to be an honorable and able man. 
I suggest to the Senator from Nebraska that he might have 
to consider the name of a lawyer who is less able and less 
acceptable. 

Mr. NORRIS. I know that; Mr. President. That is not any- 
thing new. 

Mr. ROBINSON, I have not suggested that it was anything 
new. 

Mr. NORRIS. I thought the Senator was giving me some- 
thing new, or thought that he was, 

Mr. ROBINSON. I thought perhaps the Senator's logic was 
not working clear through. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think my logic has worked clear through, 
but that the Senator has not discovered where it is coming out. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Neither, I think, has the Senator from 
Nebraska. : 

Mr. NORRIS. Possibly I have not, but as long as it is logical 
and continues to be logical it will come out at the right place. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. No; I will not yield yet. I want to take up 
what the Senator from Arkansas has suggested. I have not yet 
said that I am opposed to this confirmation; in fact, I think 
from what I said it could fairly be said that I am favorable to 
it unless 

Mr. ROBINSON. Oh, Mr. President, the Senator certainly 
said—— 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator wants to interrupt me, I hope 
he will do it loudly enough so I can hear all that he says, I 
said unless the Senator from Montana shall be opposed to it. I 
am going to follow the Senator from Montana in this matter, 
and I wanted to make that clear. I do not know where he is 
going, but I wanted to make it clear that if he went against the 
confirmation and I followed him it was because I felt somewhat 
a resentment against the way he was treated and that I 
thought the people of the United States would feel that way. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. NORRIS. In a moment I will yield. I will yield to any- 
body if I may just be given time. I was not going to cast a 
vote like that without explaining it because of the regard that 
I have already expressed for Senator Pomerene. If I vote 
against his confirmation it is not because I have anything 
against him but because T believe in the great question that is 
presented that there ought to be shown here in the Senate some 
regard for the work done by the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
Warsa]. I do not know who the next man would be if one is 
rejected. J would consider him in the same way and do it over 
again a thousand times if necessary. I am not able to tell what 
somebody may do after I have finished what I believe to be 
my duty, and while I would like to be able to know, I do not 
know how I can know. I expect I will find out in due time, and 
when that time comes I will know. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator now yield 
to me? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes: I yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I think the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Dar] indicated in his remarks that a number of names had 
been suggested that would be acceptable to the Senator from 
Montana, but it does not appear that the Executive has con- 
sidered any of them. 

Mr, NORRIS. I do not know as to that, I have not gone 
into the detail of it in talking with the Senator from Montana. 
L have only talked with him just a few words. I do not know 
myself what position he expects to take on this nomination. 
No one has said a word about the work of the Senator from 
Montana in this discussion, and if it had not been for his. work 
this matter would not have been disclosed. I want to go the 
full limit. I believe that in a question of this kind, as, in fact, 
I believe in most any kind of question, the matter of politics 
ought to be entirely disregarded, and while it is claimed that it 
is. disregarded, we find that no consultation has been held in 
selecting these attorneys with the man above all others who 
ought to have been consulted and whose advice ought to be 
followed if it is within the bounds of reason, and nobody doubts 
but what it would be such. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Nebraska yield to the Senator from Kansas? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to state to the Senate that so far as 
the selection of Mr: Pomerene is concerned, I think that in the 
debate on the floor this afternoon the President has been done an 
injustice. I was requested on the morning of the day of the 
announcement of the appointment of Mr. Pomerene to consult 
with the Senator from Montana [Mr. WAtsH] and several 
other Senators. I tried my best to get in communication with 
the Senator from Montana. I did consult with other Senators 
about Mr. Pomerene and other attorneys. About 1 o’clock or 
a little later in the afternoon—— 

Mr. NORRIS: Now, Mr. President—— 

Mr. CURTIS. I think the President is entitled to this 
statement. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not going to discriminate. I am not 
to pretend that he is not entitled to it, but I want to ask the 
Senator before he goes any further why did the President 
have to get the Senator from Kansas in order to get in com- 
munication with the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. CURTIS. I had been told that the President did tele- 
phone the office of the Senator from Montana and had been 
unable to locate him. I myself telephoned the Senator's office 
and was unable to locate him after having received a telephone 
message from the White House about 1 o'clock urging me to 
see him as soon as possible. I did not then know that Senator 
Pomerene was there, but I understood that he was, 

A little later, after having telephoned his office and his hotel, 
I found that the Senator from Montana had gone out with the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], and of course I made no 
further effort to locate him, because I could not learn where 
they went. I had no further communication from the White 
House. That evening, not knowing that the matter had been 
settled, I called upon the Senator from Montana and talked 
with him about Senator Pomerene and several other attorneys. 
Meantime I understand the appointment was made about 2 
or half past 2 in the afternoon, after it was found that the 
Senator from Montana could not be located earlier in the 
afternoon. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Mr. President, I had hoped that 
no reference would be made to the matter referred to by the 
Senator from Kansas; but inasmuch as it has been related, I 
should like to make a statement of the actual facts. 

On Saturday afternoon, following the withdrawal of the 
name of Mr. Gregory, the day being an exceedingly pleasant 
one, and my duties, as well as those of other Senators, having 
been very exacting, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON ] 
and I went out to play golf. That is why I could not be located 
on the afternoon of Saturday at my ofice. We got through 
with our game about a quarter to 6 in the evening, and coming 
in met at the clubhouse the Secretary to the President, who 
advised us that the President had been seeking us all after- 
noon and had not been able to locate us, The Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON} stated that we would be glad to see 
him the next day, which would be Sunday. Mr. Slemp replied 
that he would like to see us very much that evening and 
would probably call us up. 

When I returned to my apartment, I had hardly gotten in 
when I had a telephone call from the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Curtis] asking if he could come to see me: I said, of course, 
he could come at once. He told me that the President had been 
endeavoring to reach me in order to consult me about the 
counsel to take the place of Mr. Gregory, but had been unable 
to locate me. He said, “I have a list here of the names: of 
gentlemen who have been mentioned in connection with the 
place.” That, I should say, was about quarter to 7 o’clock 
in the evening. We went over the list, and I expressed my 
views about those gentlemen whem I knew and mentioned to 
him a number of other gentlemen, as he requested, whom I 
thought would be equal to the task. He thanked me and left. 

Imagine my utter astonishment when I picked up the news- 
paper next morning, to be advised by the newspaper that during 
the forenoon of Saturday, while we were engaged in an effort 
to get Mr, Fall to testify, the President had selected Mr. Pom- 
erene for the place. I learned subsequently that that informa- 
tion. was not entirely accurate. 

I got the information from Senator Pomerene himself, 
whom I asked to come to my office with Mr. Strawn, not for 
that purpose, but to confer abont some of the difficult’ problems 
that were before the committee. Senator Pomerene advised me 
that between 12 and 1 o’clock of Saturday he had been re- 
quested by Mr. Slemp to come to lunch with the President 
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at 1 o’clock. He went there, and upon finishing lunch, about 
2 o'clock, they retired to the President's library, when the 
President asked him to take this position, and he promptly 
accepted. That having been done, the President said that 
he wanted to talk with Senator WatsxH about it. 

Now, that this matter has been mooted, I might also add that 
that was the second time the President desired to confer with 
me after he had made his choice. Two days after the public 
press had announced that President Coolidge had selected Mr. 
Strawn and Mr. Gregory, the Senator from Arkansas and my- 
self were called to the White House, and I was astonished when 
I arrived to be told by the President that he desired to consult 
with us on the selection of counsel. 

A few evenings ago, after I had done my day’s work, I had 
a telephone call from the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
PEPPER] who subsequently called at my apartment, having 
asked if he could come. I said, “ Of course.” He came and 
told me that he had come to talk with me about Mr. Roberts, 
of Philadelphia, whom he had recommended to the President 
for the position for which he has been named. He proceeded 
to tell about Mr. Roberts’ qualifications. I might say here, 
by the way, that Mr. Roberts has since been before the com- 
mittee and left a decidedly favorable impression upon me. I 
asked the Senator from Pennsylvania if the President had ar- 
rived at a conclusion on the matter, and he said that he was 
thinking favorably of the appointment of Mr. Roberts. Whether 
the President had arrived at a definite determination at that 
time or not, I am unable to say, but the nomination has come 
here. Of course, I was not able to say anything about Mr. 
Roberts, never having heard of him. These are the facts 
concerning the part I have had in the matter. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota obtained the floor. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the Senator from Min- 
nesota yield to me for a moment? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. I yield. 

Mr. PEPPER. I do not know how profitable it is to discuss 
these questions to which our attention has been directed for 
the last half hour, but I am quite sure that the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WatsH] will be glad to know that when I had 
the pleasure of calling upon him and of making to him the 
suggestion which I did make respecting the availability of 
Mr. Roberts for this place, the situation was exactly as I 
stated to him, namely, that I did venture to suggest the name 
of Mr. Roberts to the President, and that after discussing the 
matter with him went, with the President's express approval, 
to call on the Senator from Montana, the President at that 
time not ever having seen Mr. Roberts. 

The Senator from Montana received me with the greatest 
courtesy and consideration, and of him I asked no committing 
statement whatsoever or any affirmative or negative expression 
regarding Mr. Roberts, saying merely that I wished to elicit 
the information whether or not he knew of anything that 
made the further suggestion of Mr. Roberts's name inadvis- 
able. I withdrew and the next morning took Mr. Roberts to 
call upon the President. Those gentlemen discussed the situ- 
ation, and as we were leaving the President said that he was 
quite uncertain as to whom of several gentlemen he would 
choose and whose name he would send to the Senate. 

I mention this merely that the Senator from Montana may 
be well assured that when I had the pleasure of calling upon 
him after my interview with the President, so far from the 
selection of Mr. Roberts being determined upon, the President 
had not even seen Mr. Roberts or conferred with him. It was 
only at a time subsequent to the visit of Mr. Roberts to the 
White House on the following day that, in my absence and 
without my knowledge, the President came to the conclusion 
which resulted in sending the nomination to the Senate. 

It so happened that I was in the chair when the message 
from the President was presented to the Senate, and when it 
was opened at the desk the name of Mr. Roberts appeared in it. 
That was the first information I had of the decision to which 
the President had come. 

I think in fairness to all concerned I should make this state- 
ment, and I do so in order to relieve the Senator from Montana 
of the misapprehension that at the time of my call on him I 
was discussing with him something which was already an ac- 
complished fact. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Min- 
nesota yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator from Pennsylvania 
having given me the assurance that the President had not yet 
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arrived at a definite conclusion with respect to the matter, of 
course I assume that to be the case. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota. Mr. President, I intend to 
oecupy only a few moments of the time of the Senate. I have 
been here for nearly three months and I have not as yet taken 
part in the discussion, except to the extent of about five minutes 
on one occasion, because I haye been thinking about the mem- 
ber of the American family that is sick, namely, the American 
farmer, and in a family the sick one should be first taken care 
of. Therefore I have not “ butted in” and I have not taken up 
very much of the time of this body. I have been awaiting the 
time when other matters should be cleared away so that legis- 
lation pertaining to the welfare of the farmers might be con- 
sidered. 

Mr. President, I can say that I am certainly going to school 
when I listen to the great lawyers of the Senate discussing 
questions pro and con. It does not make a bit of difference to 
me which way the Senator from Montana may vote on the con- 
firmation of the two gentlemen whose names have been sent in; 
I expect now to be in the minority, where I always used to be. 
That, however, does not make any difference with me, for we 
must have minorities. I have been surprised sometimes to find 
myself sitting on the Republican side and voting with the 
Democrats most of the time so far, but I expect when it comes 
to great fundamental principles that the Democrats stick with 
the Republicans anyway. I have come to that conclusion from 
taking some notice of what has been going on in this the 
greatest deliberative body in the world. 

I wish to say that the common people of the country have 
been looking upon the deliberations of this great body. I am 
fresh from the people; I think only one Senator was elected 
subsequent to the time I was elected. I know what the com- 
mon people want, and I want to say so that every Senator will 
hear it that there is to-day among the people of this country a 
great suspicion of the Government. I am not here pleading for 
the great Republican Party that is in power. If I were con- 
cerned about the party I would tell them right out that they 
ought to look out and they ought to change their tactics, or 
else they are going to go out of business. However, they are 
bright enough to look into the future themselves. 

The lawyer Senator from Ohio—he is not in his seat now— 
mentioned a few things concerning which I wish to correct 
him. He said that there is not any suspicion of these men and 
of their connections. We found that while the President picked 
one lawyer after another, there was some oil on them, and he 
withdrew the nominations, and then tried to pick some one else. 
Here we are confronted with the name of one gentleman, that 
of the former Senator from Ohio, Mr. Pomerene. I agree that 
he is an able man; there is no question about that at all; but 
how is it about his connections at the present time? Organized 
labor in this country is against him, and I think the organized 
farmers, whom I represent in a direct way, are also against 
that man. I know the remark that the gentleman made in my 
face when I, together with other farmers and a few attorneys 
from the great Northwestern States, appeared before the Inter- 
state Commerce Committee. He called us, “ You sinners up in 
the Northwest” at one time, but, of course, that may not be 
much to mention at this time to the Senate. 

For instance, the farmers found out about McAdoo. The 
people in my section of the country had great confidence in 
McAdoo. A good many of the leading Democrats of the North- 
west—and, of course. in Minnesota there is not very much left 
of the Democratic Party, as you all know—thought that McAdoo 
was going to be the Democratic nominee. What happened? 
After they found out that he got $159,000 from Doheny or Sin- 
clair—I do not care who it was—the Democrats there—and I 
have a letter from one of the leading Democrats from Minne- 
sota to that effect—said, “Good-by, McAdoo!” [Laughter.] 
McAdoo himself is beginning to worry. He is in Chicago now, 
or will be there in a few days, to confer with the faithful ones, 
to determine whether or not he should continue in the race for 
the Presidency of the United States. These are the connections 
that we ought to be a little afraid of. ` 

I do not care if I am going to stand alone, I shall vote against 
Pomerene. There has been a Senator in this body who has 
been in the minority for a long, long time, but I think he will 
not be there very much longer, for his power is gaining strength 
daily. While I can not be pitted against the lawyers of the 
Senate—and I hope they will not ask me any technical ques- 
tions, because they get me stuck right off—I know that I am 
here with my vote, and, of course, before this session shall be 
over when measures for the farmers come before the Senate I 
wish to say that I will be heard from. 

In conclusion let me say when you talk about great, promi- 
nent lawyers, like the orator from Missouri, have we not had 
great men in Europe? Of course we have had them there. 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


2599 


Well, they ran Europe, did they not? But they ran Europe into 
a mess. The great statesmen of this country have begun to run 
the United States into a mess; so even if we have to pick a 
little country lawyer—it does not make any difference at all 
about that—let us pick the right man, and let the President of 
these great United States understand that the organized farm- 
ers and the organized -workers of America, like the workers in 
England, are slowly but steadily gaining power. On top of this 
I Want to add that if you can not find a suitable lawyer in the 
Republican Party—of.course, Mr. Roberts has been picked—you 
ought to pick one somewhere else. If you can not find one in 
the Democratic Party, I invite the President of the United 
States to go to the Parmer-Labor Party, and it will be a na- 
tional party, and pick one there. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I do not wish to postpone for 
more than.a moment the vote, which I know the Senate desires 
to take to-night; but I.could not permit the vote to come on the 
confirmation of Senator Pomerene without saying one personal 
word in regard to him. 

I served with him here for 12 years. I served with him for 
many years on the Committee on Foreign Relations. I think I 
may say he is a friend. He is a man for whom I have the 
greatest possible respect. We have never agreed politically; 
we are of different parties, and we disagreed on all great public 
questions; but he is a man of honor, a man of ability, a mam of 
energy, a man to be trusted. What we need in the great work 
which devolves upon the two men whose names are now before 
us are energy, patriotism, determination to serve the country 
with disregard of everything else. I do not believe there is a 
man in the country who can be trusted to serve the United 
States more disinterestedly, to the utmost of his power and with 
his large legal knowledge, than Senator Pomerene, of Ohio. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Mr, President, I shall detain the 
Senate but a few minutes. 

I am opposed to the confirmation of both of these nominees, 
and I desire to tell the Senate briefly the grounds and reasons 
upon which I place my opposition. 

I have felt that a large part of the discussion this afternoon 
was pitched in a very low key. The ideals which present them- 
selves to some Senators are not mine by any means. 

The distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr. Wuxis] has taken 
up the suggestion that Canton is a small town, He has taken 
up the suggestion that Senator Pomerene voted for the Esch- 
Cummins law. Of course, whenever the Senator from Ohio, 
in that rotund and resonant voice of his, lays down even the 
most indisputable proposition, it sounds fine. He addressed 
the Senate a few days ago and secured some very generous ap- 
plause by reading from the proceedings of the Democratic con- 
vention out in San Francisco that some fellow, whoever he was, 
rose and made a fulsome address to the convention nominating 
Mr. Doheny, a Democrat, for Vice President of the United 
States. Of course, the convention promptly turned him down. 
He did not get enough vetes to cause anybody to remember 
that he had even been mentioned in connection with the thing, 
and it was necessary to go to the record of the proceedings to 
recall it; and yet that was argument of some character. 

And so the Senator extols the town of Canton, and many of 
the great lawyers who have come from that town, and justly 
so. We are reminded that John Marshall came from a small 
town; that Patrick Henry came from a small town, I have not 
heard anybody argue that Senator Pomerene was not equal to 
this task because he came from a small town, even the town of 
Canton, 

Much as may be said about it, I remember perfectly well 
that the Senator from Washington [Mr. Drtr] declared that 
neither he nor any one for whom he spoke was opposed to 
Senator Pomerene because he voted for the Esch-Cummins law; 
yet great, eloquent addresses are made to this body upon these 
irrelevant questions. 

Mr. President, I undertake to say that there is no man in 
this body who bas a higher personal regard for Senator Pom- 
erene than myself, or a greater esteem for his unquestioned 
courage and his stainless integrity. Let that be distinetly 
understood. I do not care what his professional connections 
are. He may represent 40 railroads for all I care. I know 
him to be a thoroughly honest lawyer. The eulogies pro- 
nounced upon him in that regard are equally irrelevant, be- 
cause no one has questioned his integrity. It is no pleasant 
task to me to stand here and oppose his confirmation. 

There are but two qualifications, so far as I can see, that 
need be considered in connection with action such as the Senate 
is now called upon to take. Those are, is the man honest, and 
is he capable? That Senator Pomerene answers the first re- 


quirement, no one questions; no one dare question. No one 


will defend any more strenuously or any more fervently than 
will I his honesty and his courage. 

I am opposed to Senator Pomerene because I do not think 
he has had the experience or the training as a lawyer to fit 
him for this tremendously important task; and I venture to 
say that if this were the private business of any one of the 96 
Members of this body, if this were his property and it had been 
filched from him, and he was desirous of finding a lawyer to 
recover it for him and to prosecute those who through criminal 
acts accomplished the rape, he never would select Senator 
Pomerene for the task; and if we were the directors of a great 
corporation which had thus been robbed of its property, and 
we were ‘sitting down to consider whom we should select for 
this business task, I should like to see the man who will rise 
here and say that he would select Senator Pomerene. 

Senator Pomerene told us with perfect frankness about his 
experience and his skill as a lawyer. He told us that he had 
been city solicitor of his city. Why, there are 10,000 cities 
in this country, and each of them has a solicitor or some officer 
acting in a similar capacity. He was county attorney of his 
county. There are 3,200 counties in the United States, and 
each one of them has its county attorney. 

Senator Pomerene told us that his practice prior to the time 
that he came to the Senate was confined to the city of Canton 
and the counties adjacent thereto; that he had never tried a 
ease in the Federal court, either civil or criminal, either law or 
equity; and yet we are going to intrust him with the institu- 
tion of some equity actions amounting in their magnitude to 
something, I think, of which the records of our courts probably 
have never had a parallel! 

Mr. President, it is not a matter alone with ‘Senator 
Pomerene—and I say it with regret here in public—that he has 
not had any practice in the Federal courts; but if a man 
was a practicing lawyer for 20 years, and if he handled any 
interest of any consequence whatever, how could he keep out 
of the Federal courts? Every foreign corporation that is sued in 
an amount exceeding $2,000—or, under the recent law, $3,000— 
has a perfect right to transfer its case to the Federal court, 
and usually does so. Every case involving a Federal question 
of any character whatever may be instituted in the Federal 
court, or transferred there from a State court. 

Mr. President, I feel like doing the public business as I 
would do my own private business. If I went to select a 
lawyer to undertake so tremendous a task as the one we are 
imposing upon these men, and found that his experience was no 
greater than that, I should regard myself as derelict in my 
duty to the corporation I was chosen to represent if I entrusted 
him with this work. How can I do otherwise, Mr. President, 
as a representative of the public? And, Mr. President, if it 
were not for the political considerations involved in this 
matter, I ean not conceive how the President of the United 
States ever would have made this selection. 

Since Senator Pomerene quit the Senate and got into this 
firm in Cleveland, he bas been concerned in an equity case 
of some considerable consequence, That is his experience in 
that branch of the profession. 

That is all I care to say about Senator Pomerene. 

Now with reference to Mr. Roberts: Mr. Roberts came before 
the committee after he was named by the President, and, as I 
said some time ago, he left upon me a very favorable impres- 
sion. I have no doubt he is an able, and I have no doubt he is 
also an upright, lawyer. But, Mr. President, in the selection 
of a lawyer to handle this matter we must consider the im- 
portance of having him enjoy the confidence of the country. 

Mr. President, Mr. Roberts was never heard of by a single 
member of the committee which passed upon the question—the 
committee to whom his fitness was submitted fer consideration. 
He enjoys a reputation so local in its character that no member 
of the committee had ever heard of him, ever knew that such a 
man existed. 

These are the two men. Bear in mind that they are called 
upon to handle litigation that involves the most intricate and 
most profound questions arising under the law in relation to 
the dispogition of the public lands, and neither of them has ever 
had oecasion to inform himself in regard thereto, and each of 
them tells us that the whole thing is a sealed book to him, that 
he does not know anything about it. 

Mr. President, neither of these gentlemen would be competent 
to take my place in the committee and go on with the examina- 
tion of these witnesses with respect to some of the most im- 
portant legal questions and questions of fact that have been 
exposed. Fortunately, about all of the testimony to be heard 
by the committee upon those aspects of the case has already 
been submitted. Practically every consideration arising under 
the law that might be advanced either for or against a legal 
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proposition asserted in connection with the matter has already 
been advanced, but some questions will arise in litigation, and 
these men will go into what is to them a perfectly strange, a 
perfectly new branch and division of the law. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. ASHURST. Are we to understand from the Senator 
from Montana that the two nominees have practically stated 
before the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys that the 
great public-land questions, and the laws relating to the subject. 
are a sealed book to them—that they said that before the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Certainly. Both of them have 
told us, and that is a very reasonable supposition. 

When the President of the United States did me the honor, 
in connection with the Senator from Arkansas, to ask me to 
come to the White House and talk about the selection of the 
counsel two days after the selections had been giyen to the 
public press, I ventured to suggest to him, as I had to members 
of the committee, that at least one of the lawyers ought to be 
a man who has had some occasion to inform himself about 
these intricate questions which arise under the public land laws, 
and to be informed with respect of them? 

There are able lawyers in this body, and there always have 
been. These questions have arisen from time to time upon this 
floor, as Senators all know, and we from the West, who have 
had occasion to inform ourselves about them, to debate them 
before the courts in some of the most strenuous contests that 
have arisen in the legal history of this country, we who feel 
that we know them from the ground up, discuss them here, 
and the rest of the great lawyers of this body sit silent. They 
do not undertake to discuss them from this floor. 

It is impossible to try this litigation unless the one who 
undertakes to represent the Government of the United States 
in the premises has an intimate knowledge of these matters. 

This predicament was suggested to Mr. Roberts, and he ven- 
tured the opinion that there must be some lawyers in the 
Department of Justice who are familiar with that branch of the 
law. Doubtless that is so. There are lawyers in the Depart- 
ment of the Interior who, of course, are familiar with that 
branch of the law; but under the circumstances of this case 
are we to go into either of those departments for the purpose of 
getting legal assistance to carry out the purpose of the Con- 
gress in relation to these lands? 

That is all I care to say. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I will take only a moment of 
the time of the Senate. I am very glad the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. Wasn] has cleared the air and stated ex- 
plicitly the only issues to be decided by the Senate; first, as 
to the integrity of these nominees; and, second, as to their 
ability to do the work they will be called upon to perform. 

With reference to Senator Pomerene, he is known to nearly 
every Member of this body. Each Senator has formed his judg- 
ment, not only as to his integrity, which no one questions, 
but as to his ability as a lawyer. 

It has not yet appeared, but it will appear when the other 
nomination comes before the Senate for consideration, that Mr. 
Roberts has had a very extensive practice in the Federal courts, 
equity cases, and this involves the matter of procedure, so far 
as that is concerned. The questions of law to be argued, the 
facts to be assembled, the presentation of both facts and law 
to the court are not different in a Federal court from what 
they are in a State court. I think it will be agreed that the 
practice that Mr. Pomerene had before coming to the Senate as 
a prosecuting attorney in the trial of many important crimi- 
nal actions, among them the trial for murder of one charged 
with the killing of President McKinley's brother-in-law, gave 
him a very extensive experience in the field of criminal law. 
With reference to his civil practice, it appears that when he 
was elected to the Senate he was in partnership with Judge 
Shields, now a member of the Federal Circuit Court of Ap- 
peals, and their practice was so large that they were selecting 
their practice and were constantly called upon to assist other 
attorneys in the trial of cases. s 

With reference to the land law involved, it is true that there 
are some questions of land- law involved, but throughout this 
entire discussion when the joint resolution, so ably argued by 
the Senator from Montana, was before the Senate the Senate 
will remember that the major questions involved did not concern 
land law at all. They involved the legality of these contracts, 
the want of power to make them in the first instance, whether 
the statutes had been followed in the making of them, and the 
question of fraud. 

There are just two questions of land law involved, one as to 
whether or not the alleged claims of the Pioneer and Belgo 
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oil companies had any such foundation as to form a considera- 
tion for the million dollars paid by the Sinclair company, or 
whether it was really a conspiracy, and that a million dollars 
was paid for the purpose of keeping those companies, or the 
Midwest, or the Standard out of competition in the securing 
of the lease of the Teapot Dome. 

The only other question of land law involved is that of the 
control the Secretary of the Navy had under the act of June 
4, 1920, which provided that he should have control and juris- 
diction over the unclaimed lands within the naval reserves. 
There a question of land law is involved, as to what really 
did constitute claims and what did not. But those are inci- 
dental and are not the major questions involved. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. I want to ask the Senator whether there 
would not be involved in this litigation the title to that section 
of land which was secured by the Southern Pacific Railroad? 

Mr. LENROOT. I beg the Senator's pardon. There is a 
real question of land law involved in relation to section 36 about 
which the Senate passed a separate resolution. That, I may 
say, depends first upon the facts found by the Secretary of the 
Interior. I do want to make that correction, and I thank the 
Senator from Nebraska, because there is a real question of 
land law involved in that case, 

In conclusion, Mr. President, of course if any Senator doubts 
either the integrity or the ability of Senator Pomerene, asso- 
ciated with Mr. Roberts if he shall be confirmed, or some other 
lawyer who has had an extensive Federal practice, he should 
vote against the confirmation. But I would like to make this 
observation, the suggestion is made that individual Senators 
would not select Senator Pomerene to try their own cases of 
that magnitude. Exactly the same thing might be said of 
any lawyer who has been suggested by anybody. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If the Senator will pardon me, I 
should have added that I am perfectly certain the President of 
the United States would not. 

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, the Senator is entitled to his 
opinion concerning that. So far as Mr. Sherman Whipple is 
concerned, a man whom I know very well, and whom I esteem 
very highly, and who served a committee in the other House 
of which I was a member in a very important investigation, I 
doubt whether there are three Senators upon this floor who 
would personally select Mr. Whipple, or any other individual 
lawyer who might be named, to handle any case he had of 
this magnitude. 

The Senate has a responsibility to perform, of course. If 
Senators believe that there is any lack of integrity or lack of 
ability on the part of any man nominated for any office, it 
is his duty, of course, to vote against him. But we are not 
making selections in the first instance. That is no power of 
ours, and whoever is finally selected and confirmed it must 
be remembered that the President of the United States will 
be held primarily responsible by the people of the United States 
for the proper conduct of the litigation that will follow. 

I shall vote for the confirmation of both Mr. Pomerene and 
Mr. Roberts. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I shall not take up the 
time of the Senate for over three minutes. 

I want to say that I think the American people owe a debt 
of gratitude to the Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH] and to 
the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forterre}, par- 
ticularly to the senior Senator from Montana, for having had 
the courage to deliver the few remarks he did deliver a few 
minutes ago. 

I am astounded, after all these mayths of investigation, that 
now, at the eleventh hour, when counsel is to be selected for 
the prosecution of these cases, the senior Senator from Wis- 
eonsin,. who introduced the resolution, and the senior Senator 
from Montana, who has been carrying on the investigation, 
should not have been consulted by those who have the power 
to make these appointments. 

I want to call to the attention of the Senate the point of view 
of the Senator from Washington [Mr. Ditt] and of the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. Watsu] and of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. Norrts] that there is more involved in this litigation than 
merely the prosecution of some man who has committed a crime. 
I call attention to the idea that the confidence of the American 
people should be restored, that their faith in their own Goy- 
ernment should be restored, because in this trial is net only 
Involved the criminal act of some individual or individuals 
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before the courts of justice but the very Government itself 
stands indicted before the bar of public opinion. Before that 
bar stands indicted those who have controlled the destinies of 
both the Republican and the Democratic Parties in the last 
dozen years. The record shows that they have both accepted 
money from the same sources of corruption. The record shows 
that they have both labored for the same master. They have 
only worked in different shifts except in cases of emergency, 
and then the record shows they have combined their efforts in 
behalf of special privilege. 

Now, when we come to select counsel it is my opinion that 
we should be very careful to select it from among that large 
group of lawyers in public life in America who have in court 
and on the public platform and during all their lives shown 
that their loyalty has always been, first, last, and all the time, to 
America and to the American people and not to the large cor- 
porations of the country. I vote no. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want to say a word in reply 
to the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Suipsteap], who has 
just taken his seat. The Senator says that the great men of 
the two great parties are working for the same master. I 
deny it. No Democrat has been found to be corrupt while 
holding an office intrusted to him by the American people. A 
Democrat, when he is charged with national responsibility 
selected by and trusted by the people, lives faithfully up to that 
great trust. Some three or four Democrats who have been in 
office in the Nation in the years passed have since their retire- 
ment from the offices they held—as they had a right to do— 
taken cases and represented various people in the general prac- 
tice of the law. They were out of office then and had a right 
to decide for themselves what character of cases they would 
take, and the party and the people have the right now to say 
whether they will in the light of their records elect them to 
office again. What they do after they leave oflice is a question 
for them and their conscience. What is to be done when it 
comes to asking to be elected to high office again is for the 
people to determine in the face of their record as it is. 

But I challenge the Senator or anybody else in the Senate or 
outside of the Senate to point to a single Democrat who while 
in office had anything whatever to do with this Teapot Dome 
Scandal. You can not name him. There is not one. All of 
the scandal and crookedness and corruption attached to this 
awful and shocking thing properly belong at the door of the 
Republican Party. There is no escape from that. It was done 
by men high in the Republican Cabinet, and done with the ap- 
proyal of a Republican President. What a Democrat as a 
private citizen does after he puts off the robes of office in ac- 
cepting this or that employment for a livelihood ought not and 
ean not in fairness be charged against the spotless record of the 
Democratic Party for the clean and honest administration of 
the Government of the people. 

Senators on the other side whose party is covered all over 
with the slime of the Teapot Dome scandal, of course, rejoice 
to hear that some Democrat who once filled high office but who 
is now a private citizen has accepted a fee from somebody to 
represent them in another nation. That has nothing on earth to 
do with the proposition here. I am sorry that anything has 
transpired that causes criticism of a Democrat even in the 
private walks of life. 

There is as much difference between the conduct of those 
two parties to-day as there is between noontime on a bright, 
clear day and midnight darkness on a dark, dark night. The 
Republican Party has been weighed in the balance and found 
wanting. The Republican Party is going to be lashed from 
power in the coming election. I think every intelligent man 
and woman in the country believes that is true. 

I want something done about this Teapot Dome matter. I am 
not satisfied in every particular with either one of the gentle- 
men named. The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER], a 
very able and distinguished Senator, as has been suggested, 
opposed all of the resolutions that we have passed through the 
Senate, and yet he recommended one of these lawyers, Mr. Rob- 
erts, to be appointed by the President. The Senator from Mon- 
tana claims that neither one of them has had the experience 
necessary to fit him for the task he is going to be called upon to 
perform for the Government. But I do not know whether we 
can better the situation by turning them down. 

I do not know about that, but I do know that we have a 
Republican President, a Republican administration, and a Re- 
publican Attorney General, and, in spite of all that, that Doheny 
and Sinclair are taking six or seven thousand barrels of oil 
out of this great oil reservoir of the Nation every day, and I 
want to stop it just as soon as it is possible to do so. Why 


LXV——162 


does not the Attorney General stop it now? He can do it with- 
out authority from the Senate, but he will not or has not done 
it. If he will not, we ought to have lawyers representing the 
Government take hold of the matter as speedily as possible. So 
8 are up against a proposition that is embarrassing and 
serious. 


Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. When the Senator said that we need some 
lawyer to take hold of it, why does he criticize the Attorney 
General for not doing it? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I understand from that suggestion that the 
Senator from Arkansas does not class the Attorney General as 
a real lawyer. I repeat, Senators, something has got to be 
done, and it should be done at an early day. I do not know, if 
these lawyers should be rejected, whether we would have two 
abler men than they are presented for our consideration. Noth- 
ing has been said by anyone against the honor and integrity 
of either one of them. I do not suppose anything along that 
line could be said. I know the former Senator from Ohio well 
and have served with him here. I did not agree with him on 
some things, but he is an able and an honorable man. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I had not intended to say 
anything with respect to this subject. I appreciate that what 
I am going to say will not influence any Members of this body, 
I rather regret that the Senator who preceded me has made 
the statement that the Democratic Party is as clean as a 
hound’s tooth, or something to that effect. 

The thing that nauseates me is the fact that the President 
of the United States in selecting these men has apparently not 
given any consideration at all to their qualifications. We find 
him first selecting Mr. Gregory, without ascertaining whether 
he was employed by any oil company. We find him then select- 
ing Mr. Strawn, without inquiring whether or not he was con- 
nected in any way with any oil interests. Then we find him, 
without any hesitation at all, coming over into the Democratie 
Party and picking out, not a man qualified in the law, but a 
man qualified as a politician. Why, the President of the 
United States knew when he appointed Mr. Pomerene that it 
would be difficult for many Members in this body who had 
served with him here to vote against him, It seems to me that 
he was deliberately taking advantage of that fact. 

In the selection of the gentleman from Philadelphia it is 
apparent to people of the country, and it is apparent to Mem- 
bers of the United States Senate, that the only recommenda- 
tion he needed and the only investigation that was made con- 
cerning him apparently was the fact that the-senior Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pepper] walked in there and suggested 
his name. 

I say to you that the people of the United States are watch- 
ing us much more closely that we believe they are. I say to 
Members of the Senate that I do not agree with some of the 
things that have been said here in suggesting that we have 
not any responsibility in the matter. 

We have just as much responsibility in the matter as has the 
President of the United States. It is our duty to go on rejecting 
men just as fast as they come up before us when we know that 
the people of the United States are not going to have any confi- 
dence in them. You may be as squeamish about It as you wish, 
but I say that the fact that a man served in this body as a 
United States Senator and then stepped out of here and became 
an attorney for the railroad interests of the country, with their 
interlocking directories with the Standard Oil Company, is going 
to make the American people at the very outset doubtful as to 
whether we are going to have a serious prosecution of these 
questions. 

It is said that we want action. Of course we want action, but 
what is there, I ask, to prevent the Attorney General of the 
United States from going out before a United States commis- 
sioner to-night and having a complaint issued for Doheny? 
What is there to preyent the present Attorney General from 
going out and having a complaint issued against each and every 
one of these men who have confessedly violated the law either 
in giving perjured testimony before the committee or by bribing 
those in high office or by accepting bribes? 

I am not one of those who think that any man when he leaves 
the Senate of the United States has a right to accept fees and 
accept remuneration from some of the great corporate interests 
of the country. We all know that some of the Democrats and 
some of the Republicans who have accepted money for their 
services would not have received it if it had not been for the 
fact that the men employing them thought that they had some 
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pull. There ought to be a stop put to that practice. There ought 
to be a law enacted preventing Members of the United States 
Senate when they leave this body from accepting retainers from 
large corporations for several years after they go out of here. 
It holds out the hope to a great many men, when they see 
others leaving this body and then immediately accepting large 
retainer fees from the corporate interests of the country, that 
they may be elected by the people of their country and then, if 
they are afterwards repudiated by the people because of the 
fact that they do not truly represent them, that they can imme- 
diately be retained when they leave the United States Senate, if 
not sooner, by some large corporation. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr, President, the late and gifted James G. 
Blain in his Twenty Years of Congress in discussing the 
character of his great contemporaries in Congress who differed 
with him politically paid one of the most beautiful tributes to 
the moral worth of the South that has ever fallen from any 
pen. It was worthy of the knightliness of him who was called 
the “ Plumed Knight” of his own party. He said much more 
graphically than I can say—because I repeat the substance of 
it—that for 30 years during the dominance of their party the 
great representatives from the South conserved the public inter- 
est and economized public expenditure with the same economy 
and with the same care as if they had been handling their own 
private fortunes. 

I go further than that, Mr. President. We are trustees to an 
express trust; the public are our wards as well as our masters 
so far as the expenditure of publie funds is concerned. A man can 
much more easily reconcile to his conscience the careless em- 
ployment of an attorney where only his own personal fortunes 
are at stake than he can to an interested or political or a 
timid selection where the money of the people is at stake. 
That ought not to be the ranting of a demagogue. It strikes 
me that it ought to come intuitively from the conscience of 
every honest man. I talk politics here, as well as the rest of 
you, but I believe that sentiment finds its response in the honest 
hearts of the great majority of the honest and patriotic men who 
honor me with their attention now upon both sides of the 
Chamber. 

When this debate began I felt resentful. I agree with the 
great Senator from Montana that the questions of the size of a 
town or the votes cast by a Senator for this or that measure 
are utterly immaterial and unworthy of this body—frivolous 
badinage which one hears upon the hustings or in a convention. 

I have served for many years on the same committee with 
Atlee Pomerene. He was not only my colleague in the Senate; 
he was my neighbor. He is a great lawyer; there is no doubt 
about that—any lawyer who knows a lawyer will tell you that— 
a keen, a powerful, and an incisive intellect, a man of as 
flawless courage and as sensitive honor as ever adorned this 
body since I have been a member of it. 

I haye seen him repeatedly do things that I knew were 
detrimental to his best political interest. Being his friend— 
and his very dear friend—I have made bold to ask, “ Why do 
you do that? It will cost you votes; it will hurt you.” He 
would look at me out of those dauntless eyes of his and say, 
“ Because it is right, sir.“ That was Atlee Pomerene. I was 
grieved; it hurt me to be convinced by the great Senator from 
Montana, and yet it is all as clear as plate glass. Our duty 
can not be mistaken. 

Senators, here is a technical question. I know nothing 
about it; nor does any other lawyer in this body know any- 
thing about it who has never been acquainted with the land 
Jaws and procedure of suits affecting the public lands. In the 
hearings the question comes up, What is the status of a well 
that reaches the Shannon sands, 400 feet below, and producing 
five barrels of oil a day, one side claiming that under the law 
it is a producing well and entitled to certain rights and the 
other claiming that it is not? What do I know; what does 
any other lawyer—in New York or New Orleans—know about 
a question of that kind? It is a technical question which 
requires technical knowledge and technical experience, and a 
billion dollars are at stake, On my conscience, I will vote in 
this matter with the great Senator from Montana as if it were 
my money, as if it were my family’s fortune, at stake. It 
hurts me to do it, but I shall sleep better after doing so. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Kentucky yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. STANLEY. I do. 


Mx. DILL, In the light of what the Senator has just 
said, what does the Senator think will be the effect on the 
ublic opinion of this country when learning, as they will, of 
e most courageous speech of the Senator from Montana, if 

the Senate disregards his advice and over his objection, based 


on reasons that no one could find better, proceeds to confirm 
these men and put them in charge of this case? 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, it would take too long to 
answer that question, and I have already imposed upon the 
patience of the Senate. I will, however, say this to the 
Senator—and then I am through—that it makes me sick at 
heart. I know as every other man knows who has an inti- 
mate and personal knowledge of conditions upon the Continent 
that there is only one country in Europe to-day with its feet 
upon the ground—and its institutions are shaking—and that 
is Great Britain, Every other government. in Europe is 
shattered by a lack of faith of the people in their own~govern- 
ment; and to-day we are on the edge of the abyss; to-day 
there is less faith in the Government than there was when 
men were, as Blaine said, punctiliously careful, and it strikes 
me at this hour, that high officials instead of being indifferent 
to public suspicion and public contempt, and Saying like old 
Louis XV, drunk in his seraglio, “ After us the deluge,” they 
should be tender of public suspicion, for a little longer to defy 
public opinion, a little Jonger to pursue the Bourbon policies 
of the past, and it will indeed be, “ After us the deluge.” 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I will detain the Senate for only 
a few moments. I yield to no one in my respect for the ability 
and the courage of the Senator from Montana [Mr. WatsH]. 
I think that the treatment accorded him by the President has 
not been just. If I had been the President I would have sent 
for that Senator and would have consulted him in regard to 
the Democrat counsel to be appointed, and I would have sent 
for the chairman of the Public Lands Committee and perhaps 
for the chairman of the Judiciary Committee and asked them 
to suggest a lawyer on the other side. But, Mr. President, 
that was not done. It is not a question of our selecting 
lawyers; we have no authority to do that; although from what 
some Members of the Senate say, it seems that there is a desire 
in some quarters to select {lem by popular vote or some other 
process of that sort. The question now is whether or not we 
will confirm the gentlemen who have been selected. 

I know nothing whatever of Mr. Roberts, but I have heard it 
whispered around that there is some objection to him because 
he made a speech against Government ownership of railroads. 
For that I commend him instead of condemning him. He is 
recommended by the able Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Perper}. I feel that that Senator would not impose upon the 
President or upon the Senator or upon anybody else. He him- 
self is one of the outstanding lawyers of the country; he knows 
this man well, and I am willing to take his advice. 

Now to discuss briefly the nomination of Mr. Pomerene, He 
is a gentleman by nature; he is an educated man; he is a man 
of experience. His biography telis us that he graduated at 
Princeton and subsequently graduated from the Cincinnati Law 
School; that he was attorney for his county and his city for 
several years, and a prosecuting attorney at that, Subse- 
quently he came to the Senate, and certainly the Senate is a 
great law school. Any lawyer would be very dull indeed who 
could sit here for a short time without. improving himself. 
There is no question about Mr, Pomerene's honesty ; nobody can 
raise a question as to that. 

As for the questions involved in the oil cases being technical, 
any lawyer who fs able to handle any case at all knows that 
every case is technical; he knows he has got to study the facts 
in conjunction with the law of the particular case ; but the same 
law applies in the State as in the United States courts, and the 
same rules of practice very largely obtain in those courts. To 
talk about this man, who is one of the ablest men in the United 
States, fearless, strong, and honest, not being competent to 
conduct the lawsuit in the oil cases, to my mind is absolutely 
out of place. He would not have accepted the position unless 
he had felt himself qualified to undertake the tusk. 

The same books, the same rulings, the same decisions of the 
court are open to every man, no matter what may be his tech- 
nical experience. Technical knowledge is not at all necessary. 
Take, for example, a recent action of the great Judiciary Com- 
mittee of the Senate, presided over by the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE]. Some days ago a lawyer whose 
home was in the mountains in my State was nominated to be 
judge of the eastern district of the State to try, among others, 
admiralty cases. The man nominated never had an admiralty 
case in his life, I presume—he is an able man and I say noth- 
ing against him—but the members of the committee thought 
nothing of the point that he had had no practice in the ad- 
miralty court and possibly never had an admiralty case in his 
life, and recommended his confirmation for judge. 

Mr. President, I am sorry that any opposition has developed 
against Mr. Pomerene. I had hoped that he certainly would be 
confirmed to the position for which he has been nominated. I 


ghould like to say more, for I can not say too much in his 
Yavor, but my time is limited. He is a man, I repeat, of 
ability; he is conscientious and, of course, is able to try these 
cases. As I have said, he would not have thought of accepting 
the position if he had not been able to handle them. I do not 
know any other man in the country who is better qualified not 
so much from experience but by nature and attainments. 

Mr, CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
for just a moment? 

Mr. DIAL. I have concluded and yield the floor. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I merely wish to ask the Senator a ques- 
tion. What surprises me is the statement in one breath that 
Mr. Pomerene is an inefficient country lawyer and the state- 
ment in the next that 15 railroads have hired him, All 
concede that he is honest and can not be corruptly used, and 
it is presumed that the railroads thought he had some ability. 
He ought not to be indicted on both grounds, that he does not 
know enough, and then that the railroads have hired him. 

Mr. DIAL. I did not say anything about that phase of the 
matter. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is true; but I do not understand the 
indictment of those who are opposing him. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I never heard of a railroad hir- 
ing an ignoramus for an attorney. That must be one thing said 
to the credit of the railroads. I may say further that I can not 
lose my respect for a man if after he leaves the Senate he 
succeeds in securing desirable private employment. I would 
feel that we had spent our time here to very little purpose if 
we had not made some reputation. I presume from the argu- 
ment of my good friend on my left that he would enjoin a man 
from making a living after he has ceased to be a Member of 
the Senate. It is indeed new law to me that a man can be 
kept from seeking employment in private life. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President, may I say in reply to the Senator, 
that I do not think he is justified in saying that I would try 
to enjoin anybody. I simply said that might affect his accepta- 
bility to the public. 3 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Dar] has referred to a speech said to 
have been delivered by Mr. Roberts, whose nomination we are 
considering. I have here a copy of the speech as it is reported 
in the New York Times of Friday, February 16, 1923; and as 
it gives some kind of a clue to this gentleman’s trend of 
thought, I ask that it be read from the desk. 

Mr. DIAL. I never saw the speech, Mr. President. I simply 
heard that he had made a speech, but I do not know what it 
was. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Secretary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


DEFENDS HIGH PAY FOR OIL OFFICIALS—LAWYER SAYS SENATE INQUIRY 
IS PROPAGANDA FOR NATIONALIZATION OF INDUSTRY—CITES VALUE OF 
SERVICE—CONSUMERS THE BENEFICIARIES THROUGH INCREASED PRO- 
DUCTION, SPEAKBR ASSERTS AT TRUST COMPANIES’ DINNER. 


The investigations of the Senate subcommittee into the oil industry, 
which disclosed that A. C. Bedford, chairman, and Walter C. Teagle, 
president of the Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey, received salaries 
of $125,000 a year each and that six other officials received $100,000 
was attacked as “ propaganda“ for the nationalization of industry by 
Owen J. Roberts, Philadelphia lawyer, last night at the twelfth annual 
dinner of the trust companies of the United States at the Waldorf- 
Astoria. The dinner was given by the trust company division of the 
American Bankers’ Association. 

The members of the trust company organization cheered when the 
lawyer said that the Standard Oil officials earned every dollar of the big 
salaries paid them, because it was their business to increase production, 
which meant price reductions to the consumer. 

“Now, gentleman,” said Mr. Roberts, “what will nationalization 
bring? ‘Oh,’ says the propagandist, ‘the man who gets $100,000 will 
be displaced and we will put a man in for $5,000 who will do his work.“ 
Will any of the $95,000 fall into your pockets by way of reduced price? 
Well, some of it may, on the surface of things, but let me tell you this: 
A loose-jointed, badly run Government industry will result, and while 
you don't pay it in the price of gasoline you will pay it not only on 
the gasoline you buy in taxes but you will pay the other fellow's gaso- 
line in the taxes that you yourself pay. 

“What is the answer? Are we prepared to revise our ideas of goy- 


If there be no objection, the 


ernment? Are we prepared to go into a frank state of socialism in 
this country, with all that it means in the suppression of ambition, in 
the deterrence of industry, in the holding back of men who want to 
arrange their affairs for their good and the economic good, then for the 
good of us all—are we to go into a state of ‘socialism, or are you men 
and men like you, who form the public opinion of this country, prepared 
to get out, take off your coats, and root for old-fashioned Anglo-Saxon 
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individualism, where a man does not have to figure how, first of all, he 
can do a perfectly honorable business thing without first calculating 
what all the prohibitory statutes say; and don’t. secondly, have such 
taxes levied upon him that he can’t determine whether to go into a 
business proposition for fear of the resulting tax liability?” 

Mr. Roberts said he was not an advocate of prohibition, but he de- 
nounced the eighteenth amendment as the insertion of a “ policy regula- 
tion“ Into the Constitution which was reduced to the status of a city” 
ordinance. He attacked the Government for the condition in which the 
railroads were left at the end of Government operation, and assailed 
Government generally for absorbing too much control over everything. 

“ Everywhere you turn judicial and semijudicial administrative com- 
missioners, investigating bodies, inspectors of every known variety are 
found. The result is that the business man in America to-day feels 
that he is doing business with a minion of Government looking over his 
shoulder with an upraised arm and a threatening scowl.” 

Theodore G. Smith, vice president of the Central Union Trust Co., 
was toastmaster. 


Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I do not feel that I should 
allow this yote to be taken without saying something. 

It pains me more to take a position opposed to that of the 
Senator from Montana in this matter than it would to vote 
against Senator Pomerene. I not only admire his work in the 
matter, but I have admired all of his work since I have known 
him. I think I have loved him more than I have loved almost 
any man who is not related to me. I know personally the in- 
tense feeling he has in this matter. I wish it were possible 
that he could take charge of this litigation himself. I wish it 
were possible for the United States Senate to select some one 
who might do this; and it may not be impossible to arrive at 
some such conclusion as that. The joint resolution that we 
adopted here, directing the President to employ special counsel, 
did not limit the counsel, as I recall, to two. There is room 
for more. Why is it not possible for the President of the 
United States to accept the yoluntary services of some of the 
greatest lawyers in this country, who are ready now to volun- 
teer their services? Could not they assist these lawyers? 
Would not they be glad to cooperate with them? ~ 

I should like to see those who are most interested in this 
body—at least those who have shown the most interest, such 
as the Senator from Montana [Mr. WatsH] and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. La Fotterre]—assist in drafting the 
pleadings that will come before the courts in this case. Those 
things are not impossible; but what we are now confronted 
with is a necessity for action. 

When are we going to act? Suppose we turn down this 
nomination. What will be the result? Will we then have 
Mr. Whipple’s or Mr. Untermyer’s name sent in to us, or will 
we have some other name sent in to us that will meet the 
requirements of the situation? 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Nevada yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Certainly. 

Mr. DILL. Does not the Senator think that if the Senate 
rejected these appointments on the grounds that have been 
stated here, the President would realize that the Senate looked 
upon these appointments differently than it looks upon the ordi- 
nary appointments sent here for confirmation, and that the 
Senate was insistent that the views of the Senator from Mon- 
tana should be carefully considered before further appointments 
were made? 

Mr. PITTMAN, If the President has considered anything of 
the kind, he has not indicated it in a single one of his appoint- 
ments. 

Mr. DILL. I agree to that. 

Mr. PITTMAN. And I will say to the Senator from Washing- 
ton that there is nothing to indicate that he ever will agree 
with us with regard to the kind of attorneys that should be 
appointed. 

Mr. DILL. Does not the Senator think that the Senate can 
well afford to try to impress him with the fact that the Senate 
wants the Senator from Montana consulted? 

Mr. PITTMAN. There is the exact question. Do we gain 
more by weeks of delay in attempting to impress upon the 
President what is the best thing to do, or do we gain more by 
action? I agree with the Senxtor from Montana that if I were 
employing attorneys personally I would not employ these at- 
torneys; but if their appointment were forced upon me, and I 
had to delay action until I accepted them, I would accept them, 
and then I would go out and get some experienced attorneys. 
That is the whole transaction, and that ts what we are up 
against in a matter of this kind. 
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If there were no chance of future action, I might be inclined 
to fellow the policy of fighting it out for months and months; 
but the door is not closed by the confirmation of these two gentle- 
men. 

I insist that the very minute this confirmation takes place 
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys should try to 
agree on three other capable men—such men as the Senator 
from Montana has in mind—and let them offer their services 
voluntarily as three other members of the board of attorneys. 
Are five attorneys too many in a matter of the magnitude of 
this? I do not think they are. I know they are not. I am 
satisfied that inside of three days from now, if the Public 
Lands Committee call for volunteer attorneys, we will have 
10 or 15 or 20 of the greatest names in the United States pre- 
sented to them to tender to the President of the United States 
as counsel in this matter. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Nevada yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. PITTMAN. I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. Does not the Senator think, then, under 
those circumstances, that the two men who have been appointed 
by the President to draw the salary and not do the work would 
be a hindrance rather than a help to the great lawyers who 
might be called in? y 

Mr. PITTMAN. No; I do not think they would be a hin- 
drance. If these men are as little experienced as they are 
painted to be, I do not conceive that they would interfere 
in the drawing of a bill in equity. As a matter of fact, I 
think they would be very glad to have some one who has 
drawn many an equity bill sit down and dictate it to a stenog- 
rapher. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me to: 
ask a question? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Nevada yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Les, sir. 

Mr. SMITH. Does not the Senator think that in view of 
the discussion that has gone on here this afternoon as to the 
qualifications of these men, and the earnest desire evidenced: 
by all the speakers, representing the different sections of 
this country, that this matter should be thoroughly sifted, 
and that men should be selected who know the law particularly 
relating to the peculiarities of this case, involving as it does 
not only great property of the United States but the good 
name and the good intent of this body, and that justice should 
be done not only to the United States, but to the good name 
of all of us as officers of the United States—does not the 
Senator think that the President of the United States, in the 
light of that, if we reject these men, will do his best to ful- 
fill the conditions outlined by the speeches this afternoon? 

Mr. PITTuAN. Mr. President, I do not know. 

Mr. SMITH. Does not the Senator think—— 

Mr. PITTMAN, I should like to answer the Senator’s first 
question. first. 

Mr. SMITH. I want to put this question to the Senator: 
If we reject these men, we will advise the public as to how 
the Senate feels in the premises, and we will leave the re- 
sponsibility, then, with the President to meet the conditions 
that we have evidence this afternoon, will we not? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I can not say that the 
President of the United States is not satisfied in his own 
mind that these are men perfectly qualified for these positions. 
I do not know whether he ever would come to the same con- 
clusion that some of us would come to as to the requirements 
of these lawyers. It is barely possible that no 10 men in 
this body could agree on the selection of two lawyers. I 
know whom I would select if I were trying to recover the 
property. Very probably the Senator from Montana knows 
whom he would select. 

But when it came down to having the Senator from South 
Carolina, the Senator from Massachusetts, the Senator from 
Montana, the Senator from Arkansas, and the Senator from 
Louisiana try to agree on two attorneys, it might take us weeks 
if our property interests were involved in the matter. 

We are considering Senator Pomerene. If there were any- 
thing suggested affecting his integrity, if there were anything 
which might influence him away from his judgment and his 
intelligence, then, of course, we would not consent to his ap- 
pointment; but the question that is raised against him is that 
he has not the experience, that he has not had sufficient 
practice; that is all. T agree that he has not had suffi- 
cient practice, but the President of the United States thinks 
he has. 


Now, let us see the position we are in. We do not nominate 
this man. We are charged with the duty of stating whether 
we will consent to this nomination. That is all. If it were 
provided that the Senate should nominate, I would vote right 
now against such nominations; but that is not the situation. 
The President shall nominate, It is his primary responsibility, 
We have the constitutional power to refuse to consent to these 
appointments. I would utilize that power, as far as I am con- 
cerned, in many a case. As I have said before, I would use 
it if there were a question of honesty involved, even if there 
were a question of ability or intelligence involved. If there 
were a question of an association which, in my opinion, might 
warp. the action of any nominee, I would use that power of 
consent, 

I assert now that we have not anything upon which to base 
the hope that the President of the United States, if we turn 
this man down, will send us the name of a man who is any 
better. He has already refused to take the advice of the 
Senator from Montana or any of the other Senators on thig 
side. What leads Senators to believe that he will take their 
advice now? Where has he gone to look for his appointees? 
Senators talk about this matter involving a special character 
of litigation, and of these men not knowing about oil litigation. 
Where would the President have to go to get a lawyer who 
knows something about oil litigation? He would have to go 
to the oil country. 

Do Senators expect him to go out into the West and pick up 
a lawyer? They know he will not. If this nomination is 
turned down, what will happen? One of the distinguished 
Senators on the other side will name another man. Whom will 
they name? Whom would the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts name? Whom would the distinguished Senator 
from New York name? Certainly a man we do not know. 
Are Senators sure he would be any better than the man now 
named? I want to say that in my heart I am afraid that he 
would be worse than Atlee Pomerene. The lawyers who are 
known here in the East are more intimately connected with the 
great interests, which subject them to influence in this kind 
of a case, than Atlee Pomerene. Pomerene is not subject to 
influence, and that is the first start in a fight of this kind, 
where there are billions involved. Pomerene has a splendid 
mind, and that is the first start in a great legal fight. Pom- 
erene is fearless, and that is another great element in a fight 
of this kind. He has not had the experience, I will admit, but 
I tell Senators what we can do. We can start this thing. We 
ean consent to this appointment. We can tell the lawyers to 
get out their injunction as quickly as possible, and surely those 
lawyers know enough to lay a complaint upon which they can 
base a temporary injunction. There is not a lawyer in this 
body who could not draft a bill in equity upon which to base 
a temporary injunction. Let them get a start. If we do not 
let them get a start, the country, instead of applauding us for 
trying to get the right kind of lawyers, will condemn us for 
interfering with the President of the United States. It is 
his responsibility, as well as ours. His responsibility is to 
appoint; our responsibility to consent. His responsibility is 
to select competent men. Our responsibility is to see whether 
or not there is something fundamentally wrong with the 
nominees, Those are the two functions of these two branches. 

I do not dare, in my own conscience, to stop this matter any 
longer. As was said’ before, the oil companies are taking 
thousands and thousands of barrels of oil out of the ground 
every day. Not only that, but they are preparing to sink more 
wells. Let action start to-morrow. Let the lawyers get their 
injunction out, as they can do. They can wire to San Fran- 
cisco and have their temporary injunction granted by Tuesday. 
Then, if this body is not satisfied with these two attorneys, 
let us pass another resolution. We passed the other practically 
by unanimous vote. Let us pass another resolution on Monday, 
if you please, requiring and directing the President of the 
United States to employ three more attorneys, and then let us 
fight it out on the question of who those three attorneys will 
be, or five more attorneys, if you please. But let us get a 
start in this matter. Let us do something. There is no hope 
on earth of carrying on this kind of a fight with the President 
of the United States. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the pending question is the 
confirmation of Senator Pomerene. If we can have a vote 
upon that question, and if further debate is desired on the 
other nominee, I would ask that a recess be taken until Monday. 
I shall be quite content to vote upon both nominations now. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, I think I should 
say a word. Just before the adjournment of the Congress in 
the spring of last year it was decided that five members of the 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys should constitute 
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a quorum, and that the investigation, under the resolution 
offered by the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La For- 
LETTE] should begin on the 15th of October. At that time only 
the then chairman of the committee, the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. Satoor], the Senator from Montana [Mr. WatsH], and I 
were in the city. We were advised that the junior Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] and the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. Lapp] would arrive within a few days. 

The taking of testimony was deferred for a week, until the 
22d of October, At that time no member of the Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys had made any preparation whatever 
for the hearings, except the distinguished Senator from Mon- 
tana. Evidently during the summer recess he had been devot- 
ing a very great deal of time and thought to the investigation. 
The result was that when we finally began our hearings, on 
the 22d of October, the Senator from Montana was prepared 
to discuss in detail substantially every legal question involved 
in connection with the leases under discussion. 

The hearings were confined largely to the question of the 
legality of the leases and the physical facts which bore upon 
the advisability of entering into the leases. The hearings 
proceeded, and I should enjoy very much the privilege of re- 
citing somewhat in detail just the way developments came 
about. 

While the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], who was then 
chairman of the committee, always joined in afferding to the 
Senator from Montana the right to issue subpoenas and facili- 
ties of that sort, and while the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Lenunoor}, after he became chairman of the committee, pursued 
a like course, I say to the Senate that for everything which 
was developed in this investigation, up to and including the 
disclosures developed in Florida, the Senator from Montana is 
entitled to the entire credit. I say that because I was there 
and I knew what was going on. Owing to his persistence 
solely, with the facilities provided, however, by others, has 
this stupendous fraud been developed. 

By unanimous vote the Senate decided that, in its opinion, 
a stupendous fraud had been committed. It decided that 
counsel should be employed, not connected with the Depart- 
ment of Justice, to carry on this important litigation, both 
civil and criminal. There was one man in this country who 
was thoroughly familiar with the various questions which 
would arise, and that one man was the Senator from Montana. 

I have read in the papers utterances from the distinguished 
President of the United States to the effect that, in his opinion, 
this question was beyond politics. I had hoped that that was 
true, but if it were beyond politics, and if this question should 
be dealt with as sane people would deal with it, as a great 
executive would deal with it, dissociated from polities, what 
is the one thing that would naturally follow? I can not con- 
ceive that any man charged with the responsibility of selecting 
counsel to carry out this great work should have satisfied him- 
self to proceed without first calling into consultation the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Montana. 

I regret this situation. I have proceeded in the investiga- 
tion in the committee fully mindful of the seriousness of the 
task which we were pursuing. It has finally reached the point 
of action by the Senate. The Senate unanimously decided upon 
this course, and it is inconceivable to me that the ease should 
have been brought to where it now is. 

We are confronted with this situation, Here a distinguished 
former member of this body has been suggested as one of the 
counsel. I sat with him here for six years, I now occupy the 
seat which he occupied. I have listened to his discussion of 
questions here, both legal and economic, presented in a logical 
and in a tremendously satisfactory way. I believe that he is 
honest. I believe that he has ability. I do not believe that he 
has the kind of legal knowledge and experience which one 
should have in order to prosecute these particular cases. But 
what shall I do as a Senator confronted with the question 
of a vote upon the confirmation of this nomination? I have 
not the slightest hope that we will ever get a better man than 
Atlee Pomerene named by the President of the United States 
for this position, and to vote against his confirmation, it seems 
to me, would be considered in the light of a lack of confidence 
in his integrity and his ability. I lack neither, but I do be- 
lieve that we ought to have had a man of different experience 
and different knowledge in the law. I have no hope whutever 
‘that we would get a better man than Pomerene named by the 
President of the United States. Notwithstanding the very 
deep feeling I have upon the subject I intend to vote for his 
confirmation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is, Will the 
Senate advise and consent to the appointment of Atlee Pom- 
erence? 


Mr. LENROOT. I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll, z 

Mr. FLETCHER (when his name was called). I havea gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from Delaware [Mr. Batt], who is 
absent on account of a death in his family. I am advised that 
if present he would vote as I am about to vote. 1 vote yea.” 

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). Being advised that 
the junior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLean], with whom 
I am paired, would vote as I shall vote, I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. DALE (when Mr. Grrenz’s name was called). I wish to 
announce that because of a lamentable accident to my able and 
popular colleague, the senior Senator from Vermout [Mr. 
GREENE], he is in the hospital, I am very sorry to have to give 
this as the reason for his absence. I am informed that if he 
were present he would vote “ yea ” on this question. 

Mr. HARRELD (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Sracaons]. 
I understand that if he were present he would vote as I intend 
to vote. I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS]. I 
understand that if he were present he would vote as I intend 
to vote. I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called). I 
am authorized to announce that my pair, the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. Frenarp], would vote upon this question as I intend 
to vote. I therefore vote “ yea.” 

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UnpEerwoop]. I am 
informed that if present he would vote as I shall vote, and I 
therefore vote “ yea.” 

Mr. OVERMAN (when Mr. Sracmons’s name was called). 
My colleague is necessarily absent from the city. He is paired 
with the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. HARRELD]. 

Mr. SMITH (when his name was called). I haye a general 


pair with the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Srertine). In 
his absence I withhold my vote. 
Mr. McNARY (when Mr. StaNrreip’s name was called). My 


colleague is necessarily absent from the city. I am advised that 
if he were present he would vote “ yea.” 

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr], 
I understand that if present he would vote as I would vote. I 
vote “yea.” 

Mr. ROBINSON (when Mr. UnpERwoop’s name was called). 
The senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. Unprerwoop] is neces- 
sarily absent. He requested me to announce that if he were 
present he would vote “ yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The junior Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
Ratston] is unavoidably absent. If he were present he would 
vote “ yea.” 

The roll call resulted—yeas 59, nays 13, as follows: 


3 YEAS—59. 
Bayard Ernst King Reed, Pa. 
Borah Fess Lenroot Robinson 
Brandegee Fletcher Lodge Shields 
Broussard George McKellar Smoot 
Bruce Glass McKinley Spencer 
Bursum Gooding MeNar, Stephens 
Cameron Hale Mayfield Swanson 
Capper Harreld Trammell 
Caraway Harrison Norbeck Wadsworth 
‘ouzens Heflin Overman Walsh, Mass. 
Cummins Howell Pepper Warren 
Curtis Jones, N. Mex. Phipps Watson 
Dale Jones, Wash. Pittman Weller 
Dial Kendrick Ransdell Willis 
Edge Keyes Mo, 
NAYS—13. 

Adams Frazier Sheppard Wheeler 
Ashurst Johnson, Minn. Shipstead 
Brookhart La Follette Stanley 
Dill Norris Walsh, Mont, 

NOT VOTING—24 
Ball Ferris MeCormick Shortridge 
Colt Gerry McLean Simmons 
Copeland Greene Neely Smith 
Edwards Harris Oddie Stuntield 
Elkins Johnson, Calif. Owen Stecling 
Fernald dd Ralston Underwood 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The yeas are 59, the nays 
13. So the Senate advises and consents to the nomination of 
Atlee Pomerene as special counsel. The President will be 


notified of Mr. Pomerene’s confirmation. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am advised that further debate is desired 
upon the other nomination. I therefore ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Senate in open executive session take a recess 
until Monday at 12 o'clock. 
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Mr. ROBINSON. 

Mi. REED of Pennsylvania. Will the Senator couple with 
that & request that we may have a call of the calendar on the 
first legislative day following after the nominations of Mr. 
Roberts and Mr. Cohen have been disposed of? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I have no objection to that. 

Mr. BRUCE. I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made. 

Mr. LENROOT. Is there objection to my request? 

Mr. KING. Not to the first part. 

Mr. LENROOT. I repeat my request for unanimous con- 
sent that the Senate, in open executive session, take a recess 
until next Monday at 12 o'clock. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate is-in open 
executive session, and the Senator from Wisconsin asks unani- 
mous consent that it now take a recess until Monday at 12 
o'clock. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate (at 7 o'clock and 15 
minutes) in open executive session took a recess until Monday, 
February 18, 1924, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


I see no objection to that course. 


CONFIRMATION, 
Derecutive nomination confirmed by the Senate February 16, 1924. 


Atlee Pomerene to be special counsel to have charge and 
control of the prosecution of litigation in connection with cer- 
tain leases of oil lands and incidental contracts as provided in 
Senate Joint Resolution 54, approved February 8, 1924. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Saturpay, February 16, 1924. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon, and was called to order 
by the Speaker. 

The Chaplain, Rey. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Blessed Lord, we come to Thee in the Name that is above 
every name. Let Thy morning light of promise be in our hearts, 
for Thy goodness is infinitely in excess of our necessities and 
Thy merey exceeds our sins, Forgive our imperfections and 
pass by our misconceptions. Purify all motives by which our 
lives are determined, and may we ever hold fast the truth that 
he that dwelleth in God dwelleth in love, for God is love. Oh, 
urge this truth to every heart. May we enjoy life, but always 
hold it on the highest plane by keeping steadfast in faith, pure 
in love, and bright with spiritual hope. Come to us and to our 
hearthstones, and be our rest in the time of mystery, our help 
in the time of distress, our joy in the night of sorrow, and be 
our balm for every wound. When earth's little while is over, 
may we enjoy the life eternal. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 
NAVAL OIL RESERVE NO. 1. 


Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table Senate Joint Resolution No. 71 
and consider it. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker's table Senate Joint Res- 
olution No, 71 and eonsider it. The Clerk will report it by 
title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Joint resolution (S. J. Res. 71) directing the Secretary of the Interior 
to institute proceedings touching sections 16 and 36, township 30 south, 
range 23 east, Mount Diablo meridian. 


The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the consideration of 
the resolution? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Speaker, will it take much time? 

Mr. SINNOTT, Very little. I shall not want over five min- 
utes myself, if necessary. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I do not know, Mr. Speaker; there 
is so much time pressed for over here. We have applications 
for eight hours and have only four hours to yield. 

Mr. SINNOTT. This is only a companion piece of legislation 
to what we passed unanimously in the House the other day in 
regard to the naval oil reserves. It passed unanimously in the 
Senate. I think it should be taken up at once, so that the liti- 


gation in respect to these lands should go forward at the same 
time with that in regard to the naval oil reserve, x 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Let me say to the gentleman that I 
will try to arrange things so that it will be taken up the last 
thing in the session to-day. 

Mr. SINNOTT. I am willing to present it without any de- 
bate. I have spoken to the ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Public Lands, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. Raker], and it is satisfactory to him. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will try to arrange, if the gentle- 
men on the other side will approve, to have it taken up the 
very last thing when we rise. 

Mr. SINNOTT, We could pass it now in two minutes, I do 
not think there will be any discussion at all. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know about that. I am 
afraid there might be. 

Mr. SINNOTT. I do not intend to discuss it myself. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will give the gentleman a chance 
this evening. A 

Mr. SINNOTT. We could pass it in a minute, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. So far as I know, the matter 
is not objected to. I understand the gentleman has conferred 
with the ranking minority member of the committee? 

Mr. SINNOTT, Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I have conferred with some of 
the minority Members, but not all. I understand it will not be 
objected to. 

Mr. SINNOTT, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
Senate Joint Resolution 71 be taken from the Speaker’s table 
and considered without debate. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani- 
mous consent that Senate Joint Resolution 71 be reported 
from the Speaker's table and considered without debate. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection, 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report it. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Joint resolution (S. J. Res. 71) directing the Secretary of the In- 
terior to Institute proceedings touching sections 16 and 36, township 
80 south, range 23 east, Mount Diablo meridian. 

Resolved, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he hereby 
is, directed forthwith to institute proceedings to assert and establish 
the title of the United States to sections 16 and 36, township 30 south, 
range 23 east, Mount Diablo meridian, within the exterior limits of 
naval reserve No. 1, in the State of California, and the President of 
the United States is hereby authorized and directed to employ special 
counsel to prosecute such proceedings and any suit or suits ancillary 
thereto or necessary or desirable to arrest the exhaustion of the oil 
within said sections 16 and 86 pending such proceedings. j 


The SPHAKER. The question is on the third reading of the 
resolution. 

The resolution was ordered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1924. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, provide revenue, and 
for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. GRAHAM] 
will resume the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid- 
eration of the bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxa- 
tion, to provide revenue, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
GraHAmM of Illinois in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill H. R. 6715, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] 
has used 5 hours and 11 minutes, and the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. Garner] 5 hours and 45 minutes. The gentleman from 
Towa is recognized. 

Mr, COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. OLIVER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 
of the Congress, in any tax policy Congress is final. It is, 
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therefore, essential that the right rules of justice be enacted 
by the highest legislature of America. The courts can not 
interfere with the rates which we lay down and they can not 
interpret the law except to enforce those rates. We establish, 
as the final arbiters of America, who shall receive the tax 
reduction which the surplus warrants. It therefore becomes 
our duty to consider not so much rates as to consider prin- 
ciples. 

I am mindful of my own campaign in New York, where a 
very remarkable woman and a very noble woman, Mrs. Edna 
Standish, called into her home a group of others who were 
interested in the welfare of the people there and discussed the 
economic condition of the country in so far as it affected each 
home in my district. These women organized a campaign and 
they went around with market baskets on their arms in which 
were simple pamphlets on which was printed the Republican tar- 
iff taxation on the necessities of life, on foodstuffs, on clothing, 
on furniture, and on everything. which both the poor and the 
rich need, and for which the poor must struggle more greatly 
than the rich. They organized that campaign and fought it 
in my district, and I pledged them that when I came to Con- 
gress I would fight to take taxes off the necessities of life 
and put them back on the millionaire. I told them at that 
time that Congress had repealed the excess-profits tax by 
which $500,000,000 was taken from the backs of those able to 
pay it and that the tariff law had imposed taxes on the very 
foodstuffs the poor must always have. I promised them I 
would do that, and yet when I came to this Congress the first 
proposition I find, in so far as taxation is concerned, is an 
effort made by Mr. Mellon to take taxes off the millionaire and 
leave them on the poor. I can not vote for the Mellon plan 
and face these good women who helped me fight my campaign. 

I am now concerned with the doctrine of morality that is 
back of a tax and underneath a tax, and I intend to state 
that doctrine, which is: The correct moral principle is that 
of taxation according to ability, as modified by sacrifice. This 
means that a man -with a large income should not only pay 
more than the man with a small income but also that he 
should yield up a larger proportion. If an income of $5,000 
is taxed 4 per cent, an income of $25,000 ought to be assessed 
more than 4 per cent, for the simple reason that the man 
with a higher income undergoes a smaller sacrifice in paying 
4 per cent to the Government than does the man with the 
$5,000 income. His sacrifice is less because the money which 
he parts with would have been expended for less important 
goods than the money which is taken from the man with the 
smaller income. In homely language, a dollar is worth less to 
the rich man than to the man in poor and moderate circum- 
stances. Therefore it should be taxed at a higher rate, 

And the same principle applies to the reduction of taxes, I 
find that the Mellon plan provides for a reduction in the taxes 
of a man with an income of $1,000,000 to the extent of 50 per 
cent and for a man with an income of $4,000 to the extent of 
25 per cent. In contrast with that we find that the Garner 
plan provides for a reduction as to the man with an income of 
$4,000. to the extent of 67 per cent, and for the man with an 
income of $1,000,000 to the extent of 11 per cent. ` 

The Mellon plan strikes against the truth of the moral 
principle that underlies taxation, and it will sink on that 
rock. It can not pass that rock. The public of this country 
is entitled to know not only the figures of tax reduction but 
the principles of tax reduction. 

I have bound myself in caucus not because the Garner plan 
is the Democratic plan but because it is based on the basis of 
moral justice to the masses of this community. I believe our 
caueus action, resulting in an agreement to stand together and 
fight for a just plan, was a righteous caucus action, because 
if we had not caucused there might have been an opportunity 
in this Congress for the passage of a plan which would give 
to the rich a greater percentage of reduction than is given 


to the poor. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. ‘Then it was necessary to bind some of 
the gentlemen’s Members by caucus action? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. It was not , because 
they were willing to bind themselves to fight for the right. 
io iter ies aba Why did you not let them do it yolun- 

y 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. They would have done it vol- 
untarily, but they stood as a party, and the doctrine of that 
party is that there shall be a reduction of taxation on just 
principles. 

Mr. CASEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Yes. 


Mr. CASEY. Have not the Democrats of the House as 
much right to confer about a plan of taxation as the Republi- 
can members of the Ways and Means Committee have a 
right to put the Democrats out and bind themselves as to 
what they should bring in after consulting with the steering 
committee? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. They certainly have. And I 
never saw a more enthusiastic set of Members meet in caucus 
and vote for the right principle of tax reduction than was 
the case in connection with the Democratic caucus. [Ap- 
plause.] The Democrats voted voluntarily; the Republicans 
were coerced. There was no effort made to coerce us; no- 
body was advertised into supporting the Garner plan, but we 
supported our plan as against the greatest advertising propa- 
ganda in America. And I will say this, that Teapot Dome 
and the Mellon plan are the two best-advertised swindles in 
American history. 

Mr. LOZIER. And the Fordney-MeCumber tariff law. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Yes; and the Fordney-McCum- 
ber tariff law. I do not see why, if you have a surplus in 
the Treasury, we should not pay it to the people who have 
created the surplus; and when the surplus was created as 
much by tariff taxation on the necessities of life as by the 
income tax law, I do not see why the millionaires should get 
the bulk of the reduction and the man who paid taxes to the 
‘Government on the necessities of life should be left out of the 
plan. [Applause.]} 

President Coolidge says that the Mellon plan is designed “ to 
give every home a better chance.” Yes; it will give every 
home a better chance that has a butler, a nurse for each child, 
and a couple of footmen on the ear; it will help the home of a 
man who has a cabin up in the Adirondacks and a bungalow at 
Palm Beach. Such a home will be benefited by the Mellon plan. 
But I would like to know about the homes on Brendon Hill, 
where I come from, where everyone works for a living, sup- 
ports a family, enjoys but simple luxuries and performs his 
duties to America gladly, and down on Prospect Avenue, and 
down on Third Avenue, and Webster Avenue, in my district. 
Not one man there in 25,000 will get a benefit under the Mellon 
plan. It is a Wall Street not a Bronx plan. I would like to 
have. President Coolidge show those people there how much the 
Mellon plan benefits their homes. Three thousand people will 
be benefited in the whole State of New York by the Mellon 
plan, while by the Garner plan 1,600,000 people are benefited 
in our State. I would like some one to talk with the people 
who live in the apartment houses there and are driven, with 
their backs to the wall, to pay the rent and to meet the bilis 
for the necessities of life—I would like some one to tell them 
how the Mellon plan helps them in their struggle for the neces- 
sities of life. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, OLIVER of New York. Certainly, sir. 

Mr. McSWAIN. As a matter of fact, since the Mellon plan 
is rather ill-defined, is not the protective tariff scheme also a 
part of that plan? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Of course, you can not discuss 
taxation in this Government unless you discuss all the schemes 
of taxation we have, and the Fordney-McCumber tariff has pro- 
duced a great revenue to the Government, and it came from a 
tax on the necessities of life more than from anything else, 
and when you start to divide up a surplus which was saved 
out of the moneys of the poor people that paid through a tariff, 
you ought tu have some consideration for them. The Mellon 
plan gives the surplus to the men who made gravy out of the 
blood of war but does not give anything to the soldier who shed 
the blood, or the poor man who paid his taxes. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Certainly. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. Did not that tariff bill open our 
factories throughout this country and put 6,000,000 idle men 
back to work In the shops? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. I do not believe the tariff bill 
opened any factories in this country and I do not believe that 
any idle men were put back in the shops. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois, What did do that? 
` Mr. OLIVER of New York. The cessation of the war, sir, 
was suflicient to open up a lot of things that had been closed 
down during the war, and many of them that were closed 
were nonessential things, too. Do not believe all your Republi- 
can propaganda. 

Mr. SPROUL of Minois. The cessation of war put these 
men on the streets and closed the factories. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. If the gentleman is sorry the 
war was fought, all right. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. No; I am glad it was fought 
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Mr. OLIVER of New York. The American people are not 
dependent upon the Fordney-McCumber tariff, and when we 
had the Underwood tariff the factories were open and men 
were not idle and the country was prosperous, and the gentle- 
man must not forget that. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? The figures 
do not show that. The figures show that when the war broke 
out we were fast coming to an industrial depression in this 
country. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Of course, when the war broke 
out so far as this country was concerned; but the gentleman 
must remember that a war had been going on in Burope for 
several years before we entered it and, of course, there was a 
lack of imports into this country, because all the labor of 
Burope was diverted into the European war. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. And the European war revived industry 
which had been languishing under the Underwood tariff before 
the European war started. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. The Underwood tariff was ratified 
by the people in the second election of Woodrow Wilson and 
the Fordney-MeCumber tariff was the thing that broke the 
back of the Harding administration right in the middle of that 


administration. The people have decided the question. [Ap- 
plause.] 
Mr. CASEY. Will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. OLIVER of New York. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield the gentleman from New York five 
additional minutes. 

Mr. CASEY. Is it not a fact that that same act took from 
the pockets of the taxpayer about $4,500,000,000 and put 
$500,000,000 into the Treasury and $4,000,000,000 into the 
pockets of the profiteers? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. It did, and it created the mil- 
lionaires that the Mellon plan is designed to save. [Applause.] 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield again? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Certainly. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does the gentleman remember that in 
the summer of 1914, before the European war broke out, there 
were 4,00,000 men unemployed in this country under the Under- 
wood tariff? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. That was not under the Under- 
wood tariff at all. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. 
tariff. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. It was the relic of the old Re- 
publican administration that brought about unemployment in 
this country. The gentleman, of course, smiles and smiles be- 
cause he thinks that some day, now that he is pampering the 
rich, perhaps the rich will smile on him; but I will say to the 
country and to the people of my district that I do not want 
them to live in reflected prosperity. I do not want to see the 
Government of the United States turn its surplus into the 
bulging pockets of the rich and ask the poor to wait until the 
benevolence of the rich gives them a secondhand prosperity. 
A gift tax might discourage the benevolence of the rich. We 
ean not depend upon living in the smiles of the rich man. A 
man who looks through the fence at the garden of the rich 
need not think that he possesses the flowers. We want to see 
a law enacted here on the moral principle that every man gets 
his just due under the law, and I would advise the people of 
the country to take their prosperity from the tax rate and not 
take it second hand as a gift from the rich. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Now, will the gentleman yield? 
tell the gentleman why I smiled. I smiled 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. I will yield for a question. 
What is only fair. I object to a speech. Let the gentleman 
reply in his own time. This is the second time I have ap- 
peared on the floor, and I do not want to be interrupted by a 
speech. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I was smiling because I know that was 
the result of a Democratic administration. 

Mr. McSWAIN, The gentleman ought to know the rules of 
the House. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. They say, “Cut your piece of 
cake.” Who is cutting the cake? It is not the people of the 
country who are cutting the cake. You will find a group of 
21 rich men sitting around cutting the cake of this great sur- 
plus, and what does the man of moderate means get? He 
hardly gets a crumb from the cake. When they are dividing 
up a “melon” I do not see why they give the man of moderate 
means only the pits and permit the men with millions of dol- 


It was the result of the Underwood 


I will 


lars to eat into the red right up to their ears. I do not see 
that that is a fair arrangement of the festive board. 

I want to see a just taxation law based on the principle 
of morality, that a man pays according to his means to pay, 
and that when a man is fighting for the necessities of life that 
the Government should not take from him anything that helps 
him wage that battle. I am willing to vote for tax reduction, 
but I want to see a fair and an honorable tax reduction. 
When you have $323,000,000 to divide up as a surplus and 
you give it to the people, I want to see it divided so it will do 
the greatest good to the greatest number, and I believe when 
America does that it will redeem itself. 

The public has lost all confidence in government to-day. 
The yeterans’ fraud, the Teapot Dome, your effort to sell the 
ships of the Government for about 10 per cent of their value, 
and then by subsidy give the purchasers the means to pay for 
them—this has cracked all public confidence in government— 
and now when you intend to give 21 millionaires $6,000,000 
and 1,000.000 people only $4,000,000 I tell you that public 
confidence, which is 90 per cent of the power of public gov- 
ernment, will be withdrawn completely from our American 
system of affairs. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. I will 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. It would have been a good idea if 
the Democratic Party when in power 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Oh, I did not yield to the gentle- 
man for a speech. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois. The gentleman referred to the sale 
of the ships, and I am not making a speech. Mr. Vanderlip, of 
New York, corroborated the statement of the gentleman that 
the people and the bankers were losing confidence in the Goy- 
ernment. 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Yes; and the people lost confi- 
dence in him. I do not know of a more ghoulish thing than 
the statement of Mr. Vanderlip. I did not know a man could 
be so depraved that when a man goes to his grave with affec- 
tion, love, and honor, and the heart homage of an entire 
people, that he should desecrate the grave and attempt to rob 
him of all the honor he had in life. Ghouls only rob the grave 
of the bones of the dead, but this man tried to rob the dead 
of the character and love and honor that America had bestowed 
so justly upon him. [Applause.] 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp the several amendments, including 
particularly the amendment which is to be proposed as a sub- 
stitute for the Garner amendment or for the provision in the 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks unan- 
imous consent to have printed in the Rreconp the amendments 
that are to be offered. Is there objection? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Reserving the right to object—and 
I do not intend to object, but I hope I may have permission to 
print the amendments that will be offered by me to the normal, 
surtax, and exemptions portions of the bill. I understand 
they will be printed in bill form, and probably the amend- 
ments of the gentleman from Wisconsin will be printed in bill 
form, but it might not be out of place to have them go in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman wants his amendments 
to go in with those of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
FREAR]. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes; at the same time and in the 
same place. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin and the gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS OF Mr. FREAR. 


Mr. FREAR. I will offer an amendment first to seek to tax 
direct tax-free securities. 
The proposed amendments referred to are as follows: 


Insert, after line 12, page 4, a new subdivision : 

“(G) The term “Taxable incomes from whatever source derived” 
shall include net incomes received from every source including Federal, 
State, and municipal securities, except where specifically exempted by 
act of Congress, and shall be laid and collected the same as all other 
taxes.” 

FREAR AMENDMENT OR SUBSTITUTE FOR THE GARNER SUBSTITUTE FOR 
COMMITTEE BILL. 

Amend section 210, line 24, page 29, by striking out the figure 6 
and inserting the figure 4, and on page 30, line 3, of the same section, 
by striking out the figure 3 and inserting the figure 2; and 


1924. 


Amend section 211 by striking out all the section relating to surtax 
from line 20, on page 30, to line 26, on page 32, inclusive, and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the following: 

“Sec, 211. In addition to the normal tax imposed by section 210 
of this act there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each taxable 
year upon the net income of every individual a surtax equal to the sum 
of the following: 

“One per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$6,000 and does not exceed $10,000; 

“Two per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$10,000 and does not exceed $12,000; 

“Three per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$12,000 and does not exceed $14,000; 

“Four per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$14,000 and does not exceed $16,000 ; 

“Five per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$16,000 and does not exceed $18,000; 

“Six per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$18,000 and does not exceed $20,000; 

“Bight per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$20.000 and does not exceed $22,000; 

“Nine per cent of the amount by which the net income 
822.000 and does not exceed $24,000; 

“Ten per cent of the amount by which the net income 
824.000 and does not exceed $26,000; 

“Eleven per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$26,000 and does not exceed $28,000; 

“Twelve per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$28.000 and does not exceed 530,000; 

“Thirteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$30,000 and does not exceed $32,000; 

* Fifteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$52,000 and does not exceed $36,000; 

“Sixteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$36,000 and does not exceed $38,000 ; 

“Seventeen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$38,000 and does not exceed $40,000; 

“Pighteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$40,000 and does not exceed $42,000; 

“ Nineteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$42,000 and does not exceed $44,000; 

“ Forty-six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$96,000 and does not exceed $98,000; 

“ Forty-seven per cent of the amount by which the net Income ex- 
ceeds $98,000 and does not exceed $100,000 ; 

“ Forty-eight per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $100,000 and does not exceed $150,000 ; 

“ Forty-nine per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$150,000 and does not exceed $200,000; 

“ Fifty per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$200,000. 

“(b) In the case of a bona fide sale of mines, oil or gas wells, or any 
interest therein, where the principal value of the property has been 
demonstrated by prospecting or exploration and discovery work done 
by the taxpayer, the portion of the tax imposed by this section 
attributable to such sale shall not exceed, for the calendar year 1921, 
20 per cent, and for each calendar year thereafter 16 per cent, of 
the selling price of such property or interest.” 


UNDISTRIBUTED PROFITS. 


Section 280 of the revenue act of 1921 is hereby amended by adding 
a new subdivision at the end thereof as follows: 

„(e) In addition to the taxes herein above provided, there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid, for each of the taxable years 1919, 1920, 
1921, 1922, 1923, and for each year thereafter on that portion of the 
net income for any such year of every corporation, not distributed in 
the form of cash dividends, a tax upon the amount of such net income 
for such year in excess of the credits provided in section 236, and a 
further deduction of $3,000 for such year at the following rates: 

“ Five per cent of the amount of such excess not exceeding $20.000; 

“Ten per cent of the amount of such excess above $100,000: 

“ Provided, That if any of such undistributed profits are taxed as 
above provided and the corporation shall have within two years after 
the payment of such tax distributed in money any of the profits upon 
which this tax has been paid, then the corporation shall be entitled, 
in its next income-tax return, to a credit upon its tax so returned 
to the extent and amount of the tax which it has paid under provisions 
of this subdivision.” 

Upon certificate signed by the Secretary of the Treasury, based upon 
affidayits of two or more reputable officers of any corporation to be 
attached to the record, stating that undistributed profits held or stock 
dividends distributed by such corporation were acted upon by the board 
of directors without purpose, directly or indirectly, to avoid taxation, 
the Secretary may remit from the tax assessment one-half of the 
retroactive tax herein provided for any such year included.” 


exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 


exceeds 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2569 


PUBLICITY OF TAX RECORDS. 


Amend section 257, pages 109 and 110, by striking out all of said 
section and inserting: 

“ Sec. 257. That when returns of any person shall be made as pro- 
vided in this title the returns, together with any correction thereof 
which may bave bwen made by the commissioner, they shall be filed in 
the Treasury Department and shall constitute public records and be 
open to inspection as such under the same rules and regulations that 
govern the inspection of other public records. 

“All proceedings and determinations subject to reasonable regulation 
shall be public, and an advance calendar of all hearings of contested 
tax rulings shall be open to the public.” 


PROPOSED AMENDMENTS BY Mr. GARNER OF TPXAS. 


Amendments intended to be proposed by Mr. Garner of Texas to the 
bill (II. R. 6715) entitled “A bill to reduce and equalize taxation, to 
provide revenue, and for other purposes.” 

Page 29, strike out lines 19 to 25, inclusive, and lines 1 to 18, 
inclusive, on page 30, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 


“NORMAL TAX. 


“Swe. 210. (a) In lieu of the tax imposed by section 210 of the 
revenue act of 1921 there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each 
taxable year upon the net income of every citizen or resident of the 
United States a normal tax equal to the sum of the following: 

“(1) Two per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
the credits provided in section 216 and does not exceed $5,000; 

“(2) Four per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$5,000 and does not exceed $8,000; and 

“(3) Six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$8,000. 

“(b) In lieu of the tax imposed by section 210 of the revenue act of 
1921 there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each taxable year 
upon the net income of every nonresident alien (other than a resident 
of a contiguous country) a normal tax of 6 per cent of the amount of 
the net income in excess of the credits provided in section 216; 

(e) In lieu of the tax imposed by section 210 of the revenue act of 
1921 there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each taxable year 
upon the net income of every nonresident alien individual, a resident of 
a contiguous country, a normal tax equal to the sum of the following: 

“(1) Two per cent of the amount of the net income attributable to 
wages, salaries, professional fees, or other amounts received as com- 
pensation for personal services actually performed in the United States, 
in excess of the credits provided in subdivisions (d) and (e) of 
section 216; but the amount taxable at such 2 per cent rate shall not 
exceed $4,000; and 

“(2) Six per cent of the amount of the net income in excess of the 
sum of (A) the amount taxed under paragraph (1), plus (B) the credits 
provided in section 216." 

Strike out lines 19 to 25, inclusive, page 30; lines 1 to 24, inclusive, 
page 31; lines 1 to 26, inclusive, page 82; lines 1 to 7, inclusive, puge 
38, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 


“ SURTAX. 


“Sec. 211. (a) In lieu of the tax imposed by section 211 of the 
revenue act of 1921, but in addition to the normal tax imposed by sec- 
tion 210 of this act, there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each 
taxable year upon the net income of every individual a surtax equal 
to the sum of the following: 

“One per cent of the amount by which the 
$12,000 and does not exceed $14,000; 

“Two per cent of the amount by which the 
$14,000 and does not exceed $16,000; 

“Three per cent of the amount by which the 
$16,000 and does not exceed $18,000; 

“Four per cent of the amount by which the 
$18,000 and does not exceed $20,000; 

“Five per cent of the amount by which the 
$20,000 and does not exceed $22,000; 

Six per cent of the amount by which the 
$22,000 and does not exceed $24,000; 

„Seven per cent of the amount by which the 
$24,000 and does not excead 826,000; 

“Eight per cent of the amount by which the 
$26,000 and does not exceed $28,000; 

“Nine per cent of the amount by which the 
$28,000 and does not exceed $30,000; 

“Ten per cent of the amount by which the 
$30,000 and does not exceed $32,000; 

“Eleven per cent of the amount by which the 
$32,000 and does not exceed $84,000 ; 

“Twelve per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$34,000 and does not exceed 836,000; 

“Thirteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$86,000 and does not exceed $38,000; 
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“ Fourteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$38,000 and does not exceed $40,000; 

“Fifteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$40,000 and does. not exceed $42,000; 

“Sixteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
842.000 and does not exceed $44,000; 

„Seventeen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$44,000 and does not exceed $46,000; 

“ Eighteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$46,000 and does. not exceed $48,000 ; e 

“Nineteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$48,000 and does not exceed $50,000; 

“Twenty per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$50,000 and does not exceed $52,000; 

“Twenty-one per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $52,000 and does not exceed $54,000; 

“Twenty-two per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $54,000 and does not exceed $56,000 ; 

“Twenty-three per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $56,000 and does not exceed $58,000 ; 

“Twenty-four per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $58,000 and does not exceed $60,000 ; 

“Twenty-five per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $60,000 and does not exceed $61,000; 

“Twenty-six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
561,000 and does not exceed $62,000; 

“ Twenty-seven per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $62,000 and does not exceed $63,000 ; 

“Twenty-eight per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $63,000 and does not exceed $64,000; 

“Twenty-nine per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $64,000 and does not exceed $65,000; 

“Thirty per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$65,000 and does not exceed $66,000 ; 

“Thirty-one per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$66,000 and does not exceed $68,000 ; 

“ Thirty-two per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$88,000 and does not exceed $70,000; 

“ Thirty-three per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $70,000 and does not exceed $72,000; 

“Thirty-four per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$72,000 and does not exceed $74,000; 

“ Thirty-five per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$74,000 and does not exceed $76,000; 

“Thirty-six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$76,000 and does not exceed $78,000; 

“Thirty-seven per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $78,000 and does not exceed $80,000 ; 

“Thirty-eight per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds: $80,000 and does not exceed $82,000; 

“ Thirty-nine per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$82,000 and does not exceed $84,000; 

“Forty per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$84,000 and does not exceed $86,000 ; 

“Forty-one per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$86,000 and does not exceed $88,000 ; 

“Forty-two per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$88,000 and does not exceed $90,000 ; 

“ Forty-three per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$90,000 and does not exceed 892,000; 

“ Forty-four per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$92,000. 

“(b) In the case of a bona fide sale of mines, ofl, or gas wells, or 
any interest therein, where the principal value of the property has 
been demonstrated by prospecting or exploration and discovery work 
done by the taxpayer, the portion of the tax imposed by this section 
attributable to such sale shall not exceed 16 per cent of the selling 
price of such property or interest.” 

Page 46, strike out lines 9 to 24, inclusive, and insert in lien thereof 
the following: 

“(c) In the case of a single person, a personal exemption of $2,000; 
or in the case of the head of a family or a married person living with 
husband or wife, a personal exemption of $3,000. A husband and 
wife living together shall receive but one personal exemption. If such 
husband and wife make separate returns, the personal exemption may 
be taken by either or divided between them.” : 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Georgia [Mr. LANKFORD]. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 


House, during the last two days of debate we have listened to 
some remarkable arguments. During the short time allotted 
me I desire to answer some of them. Here we see issues so 
differently. Some see from the standpoint of the very wealthy 
and some from the viewpoint of the common folks. 
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Thus it is that many tax measures as well as measures deal- | 
ing with other matters of very different natures and with very 
different purposes are offered. First I want to discuss the two 
ideas which I find here, which are probably most conflicting 
with each other. 

A gentleman recently asked his son whether or not he ex- 
pected to be able to pass an approaching examination, and 
the boy replied, “ Father, I hope to ooze through.” 

Thus it is with many of the measures that are now being 
offered to solve the present troubles of the farmer and people 
generally. The theory of those in power seems to be that if 
the Congress will only help the railroads, the Wall Street 
bankers, the big manufacturing monopolies, and the immensely 
rich, enough will ooze through for the laboring man, the 
farmer, and the common folks, The contention of the powers 
that be is that the way to feed a starving dumb brute is to give 
some thoughtless, selfish man all he desires to eat and per- 
haps he will leave enough bones for the poor dog to gnaw. 
They say that the way to feed a starving Lazarus is to put 
all the good things on the rich man’s table in order that 

may perhaps get some of the crumbs that fall there- 
from. They say the way to help the American laborer, the 
American farmer, and the common folks is to fill the hands of 
the manufacturing interests and the immensely rich full of the 
wealth of the greatest Nation on earth and enough will drip 
through their greedy fingers for the sustenance and support 
of the great common folks, and that the American laborer 
and the American farmer may enjoy the privilege of falling 
down at the feet of corporate interests and sucking from the 
ground the drippings from their greedy hands. It is urged 
that the way to maintain an American standard of wages and 
the way to help the American laborer and the way to cure 
all the ills that the American farmer is now heir to is to pro- 
tect by tariff solely and only the big manufacturing interests 
and that there will be enough drippings that will ooze through 
the pockets of the protected interests to keep alive the laborer 
and the common folks. 

They say that although hundreds of millions of dollars will 
be taken from the common folks by the reprofiteering party's 
profiteerative tariff that all will be well, for that the profiteer- 
ing manufacturing interests of New England and the North 
will become more wealthy, and that so long as the big rich 
are protected and made whole the country is safe, and that all 
that the common folks need will eventually ooze through for 
them and their children. In order to save the country it was 
proposed to loan the railroads $500,000,000, and from time to 
time millions are being loaned to the railroads. It takes a 
yery large amount in the hands of the big rich for the drip- 
pings to do the common folks much good. The greedy corporate 
interests do not let much ooze through for those below. The 
same Washington paper a few months ago carried three remark- 
able items when considered together. One said the Secretary 
of the Treasury says the Government is now unable to pay a 
bonus to returned soldiers, and the President agrees with the 
Secretary. Second item said that the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury and the President advocate Government loaning $500,- 
000,000 to the railroads and that the Government has plenty 
of money to make the loan. The third item said tariff bill re- 
ported, the bill later passed, putting heavy burdens on consum- 
ing public, which is made up of returned soldiers, their 
brothers and sisters, fathers and mothers, and relatives, in 
order to make the rich richer, the mighty mightier, and the 
powerful more powerful, and so that the big manufacturing 
interests might save the country, and so that there might be 
more drippings from the hands of the rich for suffering, striv- 
ing, struggling common people. 

It takes the O. K. of the millionaires of Congress to get a 
bill of any consequence up for consideration here in Congress, 
After a bill gets the O. K. of the multimillionaires of Congress 
and those here that willingly do the bidding of the big rich, 
it is then that the bill is as a general rule brought up under a 
rule, so that Members here who are anxious to help the com- 
mon folks are as helpless as babies to offer a helpful amend- 
ment and the bill passes practically as approved by the men of 
big wealth. 

With regard to the legislation enacted “for the people,” 
President Wilson had this to say: 


Legislation as we nowadays conduct it is not conducted in the open. 
It is not threshed out in open debate upon the floors of our assemblies, 
It is, on the contrary, framed, digested, and concluded in committee 


‘rooms. It is in committee rooms that legislation not desired by the 
interests dies. 


It is in committee rooms that legislation desired by 
the interests Is framed and brought forth. 


1924. 
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The real problem which interests the powers that be is how 
much can they do for the big interests and not let the common 
folks know it, and how little can they do for the poor fellow 
below and yet make him believe they are doing wonders for 
him, Every moye is to deprive the several States of their rights 
and centralize everything in Washington, and then when all is 
centralized here, deprive all committees of their rights except 
one or two, and centralize everything in one or two committees 
and then centralize in less than half a dozen men the power of 
these committees, so that the States will be deprived of not 
only the constitutional right of government of their local affairs 
but the congressional districts will be deprived of representa- 
tion. For a Representative in Congress, who has not the power 
to help make the laws of his Nation but who must bear part 
of the blame for their victousness, to attempt to act is to give 
a pretended service worse than no representation. This is 
becoming rapidly a government of the people, by the million- 
aires, for the corporate interests. Our forefathers never fought 
for such a mockery of freedom and such a form of government 
will perish from the face of the earth. 

The late Woodrow Wilson in his book, The New Freedom, 
published soon after his campaign of 1912, discussed the domi- 
nation of the Government by big interests, He said: 


Our Government has been for the past few years under the control 
of heads of great allied corporations with special interests. It has 
not controlled these interests and assigned them a proper place in the 
whole scheme of business; it has submitted itself to their control. 


And further along he said: 


Suppose you go to Washington and try to get at your Government. 
You will always find that while you are politely listened to, the men 
really consulted are the men who have the biggest stake, the big 
bankers, the big manufacturers, the big masters of commerce, the heads 
of railroad corporations and of steamship corporations. I haye no 
objection to these men being consulted, because they also, though they 
do not themselves seem to admit it, are part of the people of the 
United States. But I do very seriously object to these gentlemen 
being chiefly consulted, and particularly to their being exclusively 
consulted. z 


The representatives of the people here in Congress must 
assert their rights and do away with the present shameful 
mockery or bear the blame of helping in the downfall of a 
great Nation. Let us demand something more for the common 
folks than that which oozes through from the legislation for 
the folks higher up. The theory that the big rich must be 
helped in order to help the common folks is all wrong. I pro- 
test. Such an adea is wickedly vicious. Wall Street and its 
financial satelites are not the life-giving power of the Nation. 
Great wealth improperly used is the great cancerous sore on 
our body politic. The corporate interests never gained our in- 
dependence. Wall Street never added to American history a 
single page shining with the glory of a great Nation. The 
immensely rich never made nor saved the Nation. The big 
rich never won the last war and the prosperity of the great 
interests does not mean the prosperity of the common folks. 
It ofttimes means the opposite. 

Mr. Chairman, I saw a picture a few days ago which im- 
pressed me very much, for it represented the truth. A great 
many men were standing on each other’s shoulders. Only 
one was standing on the ground, two were on his shoulders, 
and two on the shoulders of each above until the column was 
very wide at the top and very high. And this is what the 
men were saying. Some at the top said, “ We are bankers: we 
handie the money for all.” Some said, “ We are lawyers; we 
practice law for all.” Some said, We are doctors; we cure 


all.“ Some said, We are merchants; we sell to all.“ Some 
said, We are railroad owners; we haul all.“ Some said, 
“We are lawmakers; we make laws for all.“ And sọ on. 


Down at the bottom, holding up the entire crowd, was one man 
whose body was bent with the heavy load above and whose 
face was bowed down almost to the ground, who said, “I am 
a farmer; I support them all.” How true to life is this pic- 
ture. To me the farming interest of this Nation is the very 
foundation of our country; all else is but the house built above. 
If we would make our Nation strong we must take care of our 
food and clothes producing agencies. We must help the farmer. 
Much of our legislation for other interests only has a tendency 
to hurt the farmer and not to help him, and thus we weaken 
him and hurt our Nation. 

Can not we legislate some fur the farmer directly and not 
by a circuity and indirectly? When a great piece of legisla- 


tion is enacted the big banking interests seek to obtain posses- 
sion of it and run it for the immensely rich and not for the 
common good. The regional banking system is a great organi- 


zation but it proves too often to be a powerful engine for the 
interests of great wealth and against the farming interest. It 
was used recently to crush the farmer just at the time when 
he was seeking to market his hard-earned crop. The regional 
banking system, a good institution in the beginning, can be 
easily manipulated for the big interest. 

A few men hold in the hollow of their hands too much power. 
This is also true of our Interstate Commerce Commission and 
of many other branches of our Government. We are centraliz- 
ing in the hands of a few men all the rights of our people and 
the destiny of our Nation. The big rich no longer have to 
convince the whole people or their Congressmen of a proposi- 
tion for the interest of the millionaires. They pay no attention 
to States or State authorities. If they can reach, in most in- 
stances, one or two men by reason, money, or corrupt influence, 
then they get what they desire regardless of the ultimate 
effects on the common people or the Nation. The people are 
losing all their liberties. They no longer have the right to 
elect men to control their affairs, They yet go through the 
farce of electing certain officials, but these are rapidly being 
deprived of all authority, and the real authority to do the 
things which are really worth while and mean everything to 
the people is in men whom the people did not elect and who 
generally do not know the people whose rights they are 
juggling and in many instances do not like the people whose 
affairs of life and death they are handling as seemeth best 
to them and to their masters. The big rich have the situation 
very much in hand when all power is in the hands of so few 
men. With power greatly centralized the big interests have 
but to get some one in control of the situation who is owned 
by them or whom they can buy or who believes that if the big 
rich are taken care of enough will ooze through their hands 
for the common folks. It fills me with dismay to contemplate 
how many there are who believe in letting the men of money 
have all the good things of life and who argue that every- 
thing is safe if the big bankers, big manufacturers, or other 
big interests are prosperous. They believe plenty will ooze 
through for the common folks. The great pity is that many 
men who are friends of the common folks can be stampeded by 
propaganda of the big rich into doing the will of the big 
interests. 

The devil is most successful when some splendid human 
being is misled into doing his will. The big interest of the 
Nation is most likely to triumph when an acknowledged friend 
of the common people is swept off his feet by the wiles of the 
big rich and makes a fight against those he loves and for those 
who are his enemies and his friend’s enemies, Last week on 
this floor when the so-called tax-exempt securities resolution 
was up for consideration I saw friends of the common people 
pleading for the resolution so that money would be made harder 
to get and more costly for community, city, county, and State 
improvements, as well as for good roads, for education of little 
boys and girls, and for the farmers of the Nation; and so that, 
as it was admitted, the big corporate and wealthy interests 
could get money more readily and on less interest. Friends of 
the common people were here urging that on all money borrowed 
by the common people for municipal or county improvements the 
common people should pay from 1 per cent to 2 per cent more 
interest to the bond purchaser in order that the Government 
could have the right to try to get only part of the identical 
money back as taxes. They were misled into urging that their 
constituents be forced to pay many thousands of dollars annu- 
ally to the big bond purchasers in order that the Government 
might have the chance with much cost to possibly get back as 
taxes about three-fifths of the amount paid. It was suggested 
that the bill should pass so as to make the very wealthy bond 
purchaser pay more faxes. You do not hurt the big bond buyer 
much if you make him pay $3 tax out of every $5 he holds back 
for tax purposes in the purchase of his bonds. 

Ah, Mr. Chairman, the tragedy of it! I saw friends of little 
children trying to force the parents of little boys and girls to pay 
extra, 1 to 2 per cent, on all money they get for school purposes, 
so that the bond purchaser could hold it and let part of it 
possibly ooze through as national taxes. Friends of good roads 
were seeking to put the same burden on the building of good 
roads for the same purpose. I saw friends of the farmer in a 
mad rush urging a scheme to put millions of dollars extra 
interest burden on all farmers borrowing long-term money in 
the future, so that practically all the extra interest could be 
kept by the big loan concerns and so the Government might 
possibly get back as taxes a small part of the amount so paid 
out under our rural-credits system. In other words, they would 
mulct the farmers in untold millions of dollars of extra interest 
so as to give the United States Government the chance to get 
back as taxes less than one dollar out of every twenty so paid. 
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If we could only keep the Wall Street interests from stamped- 
ing the friends of the common people here, there is no sufficient 
reason why some helpful legislation for the common folks should 
not be enacted. Those who represent here only and solely the 
big rich are always awake to every opportunity to serve the one 
and only constituent to whem they are loyal. They conceal as 
far as possible their real motive. They call the worst bills by 
the prettiest names and gain help by the mere naming of a bill. 
Again, they gain support for vicious legislation by mixing a little 
of the good in with the bad. There were rights of the people 
infringed and destroyed in the Esch-Cummins railroad bill, be- 
cause there was a little good in the bill, which could never in 
the world have been abridged as a separate or independent 
proposition. The so-called tax-exempt securities resolution came 
near passing last week simply because it had a pretty name. 
In fact, it has many names, all pretty. 

Listen to a few of them. One a bill to prevent issuance of 
tax-exempt securities. Why not call it what it really is, to wit, 
a bill to put a very heavy tax on all farmers borrowing money; 
on all bends for educational purposes; on good-roads bonds; 
and on all other municipal, county, and State bonds. It was 
also called a bill to tax the idle rich and also a bill to make the 
wealthy bear their share of the expenses of the Nation. The 
idle rich and the wealthy people of the Nation are quite in 
favor of us trying to collect taxes out of them if they are given 
the power to collect out of the common people in advance ali 
money necessary to pay the tax required as well as more money 
for keeps. Why was not the bill called by a name showing its 
real purpose, to wit, a bill to force the sellers of rural-credits 
bonds, geed-roads bonds, and other improvement bonds to fur- 
nish money to the idle rich te pay their taxes and extra money to 
he kept by them. Why did not they call the bill a bill to en- 
courage the charging of higher interest to farmers and the 
common people generally, to destroy the Federal ruraberedits 
system of the Nation, to block the good-roads more, and for 
other purposes? How long will Members come here and urge 
that large sums of money be donated to the big rich by the 
common folks or by the Government on the theory that enough 
will ooze through the iron safes of the people of wealth to 
take care of the common folks? The proponents of the so-called 
Mellon tax plan hoped to get it passed by propaganda, and at 
first swept many off their feet, but in this matter, as in many 
others, the second thought is the best. The move has the best 
name possible, and there is some good in the bill. We are all 
for tax reduction of the right kind. One thing we may be sure 
of, and that is that the multimillionaire Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, Mr. Mellon, the author of the Mellon plan, and those that 
think like him do not lose any time worrying about people who 
are poor or have only a small income. When they offer any 
thing good to the common folks it is for the purpose of leading 
them into the slaughter pen of the Wall Street interests, even as 
a butcher with a few grains of corn leads a drove of hogs to 
the butcher’s ax and to certain death. 

Mr. Mellon, if he thought he could pass it, would propose a 
bill taking all taxes off of the wealthy and saddling a vicious 
sales tax on the poorest of the poor, and even on little innocent 
children everywhere. He is for the millionaire classes as against 
the millions of the masses. His objective now is to reduce 
the taxes of the big rich at any cost, even if a deficiency to 
meet governmental needs should develop. Many of those now 
pleading for relief for the rich will soon be saying we need a 
vicious sales tax on everybody in order to raise the revenue we 
need. I favor the Garner tax-reduction plan as being fairer to 
the man of small income. I know that the President in his 
Lincoln day speech in New York last Tuesday night urged 
reduction of taxes of the big rich. I shall vote for a reduction 
of taxes of all classes, but I will not vote for all the reduction 
on big incomes desired by Mr. Mellon. We see things from 
different angles; he has in mind helping men whose wealth is so 
great that they do not know the extent thereof. I want to 
help the common folks whose burdens are so great that they 
fall under the weight of them as they carry them and then 
struggle again to their feet and push onward with scarcely 
enough strength left to plod ahead. I repeat, many say “ Help 
the rich and all will be well.” They say “ Deliver more wealth 
to the rich and enough will ooze through their pockets for the 
common folks.” 

Mr. Chairman, I am glad I am not one of those who believe 
that the greatest tax reduction should be given the wealthier 
class and that all laws should be for their interest. I do not 
share the belief that if the Government loans them billions of 
doliars or by law helps them to make millions unjustly that 
enough will ooze through their hands for the millions of people 
who occupy less fortunate positions financially. I am not will- 
ing by my vote to help pass unfair laws here to help the million- 


aires of the country add unconscionable profits to what they 
stole from the common folks during the World War, and then 
help them put it in iron safes and securely lock them against 
all taxes, and then put those iron safes on the backs of the poor 
and lash them with whips of necessity and beat and burn them 
with red-hot irons of unjust laws, forcing them to sacrifice their 
lives ofttimes trying to carry the unfair load, and then say to 
them it is all for your good; enough of the silver and gold in 
the locked safes you are carrying will ooze through to keep life 
going in you and yours. [Applause.]} 

Oh, what remarkable arguments are sometimes made here on 
this floor! 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, it has been said 
that surtaxes should be greatly reduced so that the tax will not 
be passed on to be paid by the common people. If all surtaxes 
are passed on to be paid by the people lower down, then the 
surtax payer is unconcerned about his surtax, except the book- 
keeping feature. If we make them low, he passes on a small 
amount; if large, he passes on a large amount. If we take off 
all surtaxes, then he passes none on and no revenue is raised. 
If we make the surtax high, it does not hurt the big rich, as he 
passes it all on, if this argument is good, and yet large revenue 
is raised. The truth is this argument is not good. All the sur- 
tax is not and can not be passed on to be paid by the people 
lower down. 

I favor a high surtax on big incomes for several reasons, as 
follows: First, because a considerable amount of much-needed 
revenue can be raised this way. Second, in this way the people 
can get back part of the money stolen by profiteers during the 
great World War and can by this method make the big rich 
bear part of the burdens of the war through which we have 
just passed; thus killing to a large extent the willingness of 
the big rich to see another war waged. [Applause.] Third, I 
believe in high surtaxes, because in this way we can prevent 
to a considerable extent the rapid accumulation of enormous 
fortunes. Large fortunes are not good for society and always 
mean an extra burden on common folks. Fourth, large incomes 
are not as a rule earned by the physical effort or mental effort 
of the man who receives them, and in most instances are taken 
from the public by unfair methods or as a result of downright 
profiteering, and in equity and good conscience belong not to 
the man of big fortune but belong to the public, to which they 
should be returned. Fourth, a large surtax has a wholesome 
effect in that it makes less inviting big speculation, profiteering, 
and stealing from the public, for stealing is not very inviting 
when it is known that the stolen articles must be returned to 
the true and lawful owner. Another very faulty argument is 
that the big rich will perjure themselves and otherwise com- 
mit felonies in order to steal from the Nation the tax money 
legally and morally due the Nation. and that, therefore, in order 
to save the big rich from committing perjury and from stealing, 
the thing the big rich wants should be yielded gladly. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Does not the gentleman think that if they 
will make the returns publie, so that yeu and I can go and find 
out who has told the truth and who has not, and put them in 
the penitentiary, that it would be a good thing? 

Mr. LANKFORD. There is no doubt about that. They 
ought to make them public, and they ought to be investigated, 
and when a millionaire perjures himself to hold back thousands 
of taxes due by him, he ought to be put in a Federal peni- 
tentiary. Wecan not stop them from stealing by simply saying 
that we are going to relieve them of the tax. You might just 
as well say to the negro who steals chickens, “Come and get a 
chicken whenever you want one,” and by this method stop 
him from stealing. I know a man who tried that on a darkey. 
The negro was stealing his hogs, and he would always get off 
with the hog that the man particularly did not want to lose. 
He would steal the farmer's brood sow or other favorite hog, 
and finally the farmer decided that he would stop him from 
stealing. So he called him to his home one day and be said: 
“Bill, I know that you are stealing my hogs, and I do not in- 
tend to put you in the chain gang, but I want you to quit steal- 
ing, because you always get the wrong one. I will make this 
trade with you: If you will come to me whenever you need a 
hog, I will just make you a present of one to save you stealing, 
because I do not want you to come up here and steal the wrong 
one.” Bill said, “ Boss, that is a pretty fair proposition, I think, 
but let me tell you I do not want to give up any of my privi- 
leges.” [Laughter.] If we make that kind of a proposition to 
these people who perjure themselves to prevent the payment of 
just taxes, I think they will keep on plundering the public. 
They do not want to give up any of their privileges. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mrs] 
made a wonderful argument here in behalf of the big rich. Mr. 
Mirzs understands finance. When many of you were teaching 
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school, he was studying finance, When you were running loco- 
motive engines, he was studying the manipulation of money. 
When you were plowing in the fields, he was studying money, 
and when you were practicing law he was studying finance and 
money and how to manipulate that money in order to get more 
money himself and for others who think as he does. And when 
you are here in Congress studying bills for your constituents 
down home, it matters not what those bills may be, he is study- 
ing money and the manipulation of money and taxation and 
finance, and he knows them. He understands as much about 
them, or more about them, than any other one man. He can 
draw as fine a distinction as any fellow you ever saw to prove 
his point. He can carry his point by argument, by juggling 

as easily as any man who has ever been on this floor. 
When I heard him make the argument here the other day I 
was reminded of a story which I heard some time ago. A man 
served out his time at a Federal penitentiary and enme here to 
Washington. He went to a café and he said to the owner of 
the café, “ I am hungry; I want something to eat.” The owner 
ef the café said, Well, we can not feed you unless you have 
enough money to pay for your meal.” The man said, “I am 
not as bad a man as you think I am; I did not burn a railroad 
bridge, I did not wreck a train, and I did not run away with 
another man’s wife. I have served my sentence, I have no 
money, but I want something to eat, because I am hungry.” 
The owner of the café then asked him, “ What did you do?” 
and he said, “I took a $20 bill and I split it open, and I took 
a $1 bill and I split that open, then I took half of the 1 and 
half of the 20 and put them together, and I passed them off 
for $40 and thus made $19 by the process, and I got caught and 
served my time.” The man who operated the café, or restau- 
rant, called the head waiter and said, “ Here, take this man 
and carry him back to a table and give him whatever he wants 
to eat, and just as much as he wants to eat, and when he gets 
through bring him back to me, because I am going to hire this 
fellow to slice ham sandwiches.” [Laughter.] 

If my good friend Mrmrs was to apply for that job the man 
who was employed to slice the ham sandwiches by the café 
owner would not have a chance. Mr. Miits knows how to 
manipulate money to make it look like forty when it is twenty- 
one and to make it look like one when it is twenty. He knows 


how to show a deficiency when be wants a deficiency, and he. 


knows how to show a surplus in the Treasury when he wants a 

` surplus He knows how to argue finance and statistics, be- 
cause he has studied them. That is his side of the proposition 
which he studied most carefully. 

Much has been said here about the question of whether or 
not the Garner plan or the Mellon plan would produce a de- 
ficlency in the Treasury or a surplus. Mr. Mellon is not con- 
cerned very much about whether there will be a surplus in the 
Treasury or a deficiency. Mr. Garner hit the keynote of the 
situation the other day when he said, “ Let Mr. Mellon write 
the surtax part of it, and he will let us write all of the rest of 
the bill.“ Mr. Mellon is studying about the reduction of taxes of 
the big rich. He does not much care, I take it, if the bill shows 
a deficiency, because then he can argue that we ought to have a 
sales tax; he can argue that we ought to have a 3-cent postage; 
le can argue for a tax on checks; he can argue for whatever 
form of taxation he might want to make the common fellow 
and the common people pay all of the taxes. As I remarked a 
few minutes ago, a year or two ago I saw three remarkable 
statements in the same newspaper. One of those statements 
said that it is proposed to loan the railroads $500,000,000, and 

that the Secretary of the Treasury said that there was suffi- 
cient money in the Treasury to make the loans. In that same 
Washington Post was carried an item that the President would 
veto any bill paying the soldiers’ bonus, because the Secretary 
of the Treasury said there was not enough money in the Treas- 
ury to pay a soldiers’ bonus And in the same newspaper was 
the report that the McCumber-fordney tariff bill had been re- 
ported out. Why? For the purpose of raising revenue for the 
Government. That was the alleged purpose. That bill was 
passed, taxing the returned soldiers, taxing their fathers and 
their mothers, and taxing their little children before they were 
born, and then again taxing their parents even after they were 
dead and in their coffins) Whenever the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mitts] wants to show a surplus in the Treasury for 
the purpose of making an argument along the line of reducing 
the taxes of the big rich, he can do it. When he and Mr. Mel- 
lon want to show a deficiency for the purpose of refusing · to 
pay the soldiers’ bonus, they can show it. 

They are very much like the old darkey who had a pig ina 
sack. Some one caught him looking the other way and slipped 
the pig out and put in a puppy. The old darkey looked in the 
sack and said, “Awhile ago you were a pig and now you are a 


puppy.” A little later, when he was not looking, they slipped 
the puppy out and put the pig back. The old darkey again 
looked into the sack and said, Well, you have turned back to 
a pig again.” Then they caught him unawares again and took 
out the pig and put back the puppy. The old darkey looked 
into the sack again and said, Well, I declare, you are the fun- 
niest pig I ever saw. When you want to be a pig you are a 
pig, and when you want to be a puppy you are a puppy.” 
[Laughter,] 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Georgia 
has expired. $ 

Mr. LANKFORD. May I have two minutes more time? 

Mr. COLLIER. I give the gentleman two minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia is recog- 
nized for two additional minutes. 

Mr. LANKFORD. So it is, my friends, with the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mitts], and with Mr. Mellon, Whenever 
Mr. Murs and Mr. Mellon want to show a deficiency, they 
proceed to show it; but when they want to show a surplus, 
they show that. Whenever they want to be a big pig, and 
try to hog large sums of money they can do that; and when 
they want to be a puppy, and bark for the Wall Street interest 
they can do that, [Applanse.] 

Gentlemen of the House, Mr. Mellon has his heart set on 
serving the big rich of the Nation. I am not for his bill. I 
am for the Democratic or Garner bill, as I am convinced it 
will lessen the tax burdens of the common folks much more 
than the other plan. The advocates of the Mellon plan put 
the profiteer ahead of the patriot. They are for the millionaire 
classes as against the millions of masses. They believe in 
gold or we bust instead of “In God we trust.” [Applause.] 

Let us pass a tax bill here which will give relief to the 
poor and leave those most able to pay a considerable portion 
of the yet too heavy burden of taxes. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Quin]. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Mississippi is recog- 
nized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, this debate on the 
so-called Mellon bill has proceeded to the point where I observe 
in this morning's Post, the stand- pat organ of the special inter- 
ests, that the Mellon bill, that was backed by the Old Guard, 
with President Coolidge and Mr. Mellon as the exponents of 
big business, will be thrown into the discard, so the stand- 
pat Republicans in Congress are not going to stand by it. 
They are going to suggest a compromise between the schedules 
on the surtaxes proposed by the Democrats and the progressive 
Republican proposition, hoping to get the rates fixed on big 
incomes lower than that proposed by the Garner or Democratic 
plan. They saw victory in the air for the Democratic plan. 

Let us analyze this proposed tax reduction bill proposed. 
by Mr. Mellon. First, from what source does it come? I 
have always been told to “Beware of Greeks bearing gifts.” 
My friends on the Republican side, you know, to start with, 
that at the Chicago convention big business picked your candi- 
dates for President and Vice President. You know that the 
candidates were elected, and since the day they went into 
office they have surrounded themselves with the exponents 
of big business in all of the Cabinet positions. I desire to 
say that what legislation has been put across since the 4th 
of March, 1921, has been for the special-privileged class, to 
exploit and plunder the American people. Your Fordney tariff 
bill has proved to be such an outrageous measure that the 
honest men among big business have found that it has en- 
raged the farmers and laboring people all over the United 
States. Your other tax measure proceeded to give in the form 
of stock dividends profits of 200, 300, and 400 per cent which 
escaped taxation, and under it the profiteers played with the 
American public. Now, when a new tax measure is proposed 
from that same source, the chief exponent of big business, Mr. 
Mellon, proposes a scheme by which he will relieve the holders 
of big incomes, so that the tax burden can be passed along 
to the American people. He proposes, and cold-bloodedly pro- 
poses, a scheme to take it off the big rich in order to prevent 
the soldiers of the United States from receiving their adjusted 
compensation. Not only did he work that scheme out cold- 
bloodedly and advisedly, but he had the President of the United 
States submit to the American Congress the proposition that 
it should not be changed so far as one dollar is concerned 
in the rate. 

Not only that, but since this bill has been ready to be reported 
to the House the President of the United States, in a speech in 
the city of New York, made the same statement, that the Con- 
gress, the Representatives of the people of this Republic, 


. 


should really haye no voice in the taxation scheme proposed by 
the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Never has there been a time in all the history of this Republic 
when wealth has assumed such arrogance as it has assumed 
now. It is riding with whip and spur; it has gone at such a 
rapid pace until it has adjuncts through which it operates. 
Take what has heretofore been presumed to be a newspaper or 
magazine purporting to give a digest of the news, the Literary 
Digest. It went out with a scheme to help bolster up this 
propaganda, a one-sided propaganda for the big rich of this 
country to be relieved under this Mellon plan. Not only that 
but there is another adjunct of big business, the United States 
Chamber of Commerce in this city, which sent propaganda 
broadcast to all the civic organizations, chambers of commerce, 
Kiwanis Clubs, and exchange clubs in all the towns, villages, 
and cities of this Republic propaganda to assist big wealth, 
organized wealth, in putting through this Mellon tax bill. Not 
only that but they have the metropolitan press all the way from 
the Atlantic Ocean to the Pacific Ocean, even going down to 
sunny Florida with their propaganda, and they go to the 
Canadian line endeavoring to fool the American people and 
browbeat their Representatives in the lower House of Congress 
into passing a bill which will mulct the people of this Republic 
and relieve the powerful, with their big incomes, from paying 
their just proportion of taxes to support the Government. 

All kinds of activities are advocated, new activities for the 
Government, and yet with one stroke big business, through this 
propaganda and through the men it has in the Treasury Depart- 
ment and in the office of the President of the United States, 
insists that the Congress of the United States shall pass this 
measure unamended, a measure which we all know will be for 
the relief of big business. They are endeavoring to fool the 
people through every kind of specious and fallacious argument. 
The truth has no place in their vocabulary. It would bank- 
rupt the English language for me to tell what I think of the 
men in high places who are endeavoring through legislation 
to rob the people of this Republic. The settling day is coming 
for this group that is endeavoring to put over all of this hum- 
buggery, especially at a time when the taxpayers of this coun- 
try are groaning, when in the Northwest the poor farmers are 
almost ready to take their shotguns—when many banks in 
small cities throughout the Northwest have gone into the hands 
of receivers—against these people who have subsidized the rail- 
roads by giving them $2,000,000,000; railroads that are robbing 
the farmers through their method of classification of rates on 
livestock and all kinds of farm products. But these interests 
have the gall and effrontery to come along in the face of all 
that and put on a tariff bill and an embargo on all the stuff the 
farmers buy—and in a market without any competition—while 
what they have to sell must be sold below cost, Notwithstand- 
ing all that, the exponents of big business say that these few 
people who are plundering through special privilege shall be 
given under the Mellon bill the benefit of 50 per cent in the 
amount they are paying the Government and keep it in their 
pockets. 

They have gone further and said this must be done so that it 
will assist business and give poor men jobs in order to buy that 
which the farmers produce. Do you believe they will be suc- 
cessful in fooling the public when voting time comes? It is my 
judgment the voters will take a cat-o’-nine-tails and whip them 
out of power when they go to the polls in November of this 
year. [Applause.] The people of this country can not be 
lulled to sleep when their burdens are heavy; they can not be 
lulled to sleep when men get up at 4 O'elock in the morning, 
go out and feed their stock, and go to the plow handles, and 
wait for the sunlight to come. You can not fool that class of 
people. They will wake up and realize that the Republican 
Party, which has been in power, has been organized in the last 
two or three years for the special purpose of allowing a 
privileged few to prey upon the masses of the people of this 
country. The time is at hand, gentlemen, when the judgment 
day is coming for your party. You are to be judged by your 
fruits, as every tree is judged that way, according to biblical 
history. 

Be it said to the credit of the progressives in the Republican 
Party that you are not willing to put this iniquitous measure 
into force. Those gentlemen have the patriotism and courage 
to stand up against your organization and say, “ We will fight 
the battles of the people.” It took courage for a man to make 


the speech that the distinguished gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Frear] made yesterday. He spoke from his heart. He 
told the truth, and there is not a man on your side of the 
House who doubts a single syllable in his speech. He knows, 
as a member of the Ways and Means Committee, how this 
humbuggery has been proposed, how it has been planned, and 
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what you have attempted to put through this House. Now, 
when you fail to have the votes and your courage flickers 
right on the threshold of voting time next Tuesday, you come 
along and put 35 per cent on the big rich and you give a group 
of 21 big taxpayers $10,000,000 a year and a group of 3,000 
at least $100,000,000 per year of the money which they ought to 
pay into the Treasury of the United States. You will not take 
it away from the Treasury and put it where the people of this 
country need it, where the soldiers of this country demand it 
shall go in order that they shall receive the just compensation 
to which they are entitled, and the old guard on the Republican 
side of the House says, We can not accept the Garner plan; 
we can not accept a measure that will give at least a fair share 
of the taxes on the big wealth of this country to the Treasury 
of this Republic.” 

Not only that, but your whole scheme and system of running 
the Government through extravagance and through waste 
makes it necessary to take from the powerful incomes of this 
country their just proportion in order to carry on the activities 
of the Government and in order to meet the pay rolls and the 
expenditures that you are proposing to put through this very 
Congress. 

- Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIN. I have only 15 minutes, and the gentleman must 
excuse me. 

This money can not come as if by magic. All of this talk 
of the magazines and of this administration that has been 
going out to the country that they want to put on the tax roll 
tax-exempt securities, while at the same time they propose to 
let them hold all they have in their safe now, but those in the 
future must be taxed—that is humbuggery. It is nothing but 
an attempt to draw a veil over the eyes of the people and let 
them continue to be robbed by special-privilege legislation, 
plunderers, and looters through organized processes of the law. 
I thank you. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa is recognized 
for 30 minutes. [Applause.] 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, discussion on this revenue bill has been both interest- 
ing and instructive. I shall address myself to but one phase 
of the bill, and that is the estate tax, which you will find comes 
under title 3 of the bill, beginning on page 124. I regret that 
this revenue bill could not be considered from an entirely non- 
partisan standpoint. Of course, neither side is blameless for 
the partisanship that has been injected into this bill. That 
portion of the bill which has to do with the estate tax has not 
been discussed very much. It has only been referred to a few 
times. Up to this time no partisanship has been injected into 
this portion of the bill. I shall discuss it from a nonpartisan 
standpoint. No one can discuss it from any other standpoint. 

For a number of years I have been interested in the question 
of estate taxes or inheritance taxes. Three times I have ap- 
peared before the Ways and Means Committee presenting argu- 
ments why the estate taxes of the Federal Government should 
be increased. Bach time I have had a very respectful hearing, 
and twice I discussed the subject quite extensively. I have made 
a few short addresses on this subject before this body. 

This morning I am not before you with any set speech. Since 
I started some years ago in the advocacy of increased estate 
taxes, naturally some objections have been raised to my posi- 
tion. I intend to answer some of those objections to-day. If 
you will permit me to proceed without interruption for about 10 
minutes in order to make a preliminary statement I shall be per- 
fectly willing to yield for any questions that may occur to the 
minds of any of the Members with reference to the estate taxes. 

Estate taxes are urged principally for two reasons. One is 
that we need this source of revenue to meet the running ex- 
penses of the Government. The second reason has been very 
ably urged by leading financiers, statesmen, and economists, 
and that is that this tax should be used to prevent the concen- 
tration and perpetuation of large fortunes in the hands of 
those who contribute nothing, or very little, to the creation of 
those fortunes. A third reason urged during the last few years 
for estate taxes is that as we have a large national debt 
that ought to be paid by the generation making that debt, 
we ought to have a specific source from which payments on 
this large national debt created during the World War could 
be made. I am not going to take tp your time to call atten- 
tion to the growth of large fortunes in this country and the 
tendency of wealth teward concentration. The membership of 
this House is composed of intelligent men who know about this 
tendency. They also know that it is an evil tendency. If 
there are any here who have not been impressed with the fact 
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thut this tendency is evil, I doubt whether anything I could say 
here to-duy or any facts that I might present would have any 
avail to change their minds. 

Some gentlemen here talk about getting back on a peace-time 
basis of taxation. We will never get back to a peace-time basis 
of taxation until the immense war debt is paid. In other words, 
the war will not be over until the debt incurred by the war 
has been paid. We of this generation, who created that debt, 
ought to pay it, as future generations will have their own re- 
sponsibilities and obligations to deal with. 

Mr. KINDRED. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I have asked Members not to interrupt 
me for about 10 minutes, after which time I shall be glad to 

jeld. 

á There is another thing I wish to say in a preliminary way 
and that is to assure those of you who have not had occasion 
to give special study to this subject that the proposal to levy 
estate taxes and to increase estate taxes is not a dream of 
modern reformers. The estate tax has beeti advocated by lead- 
ing financiers, statesmen, and economists for many years. 
For the benefit of those who have not gone into this subject 
thoroughly I wish to present a few short excerpts from men of 
prominence and distinction in the fields of finance, statesman- 
ship, and economics. 

Andrew Carnegie, the leading financier of the last generation, 
was one of the most enthusiastic advocates of large estate taxes 
we ever had in this or any other country. Mr. Carnegie advo- 
cated this form of taxation chiefly for the reason that it would 
be a means to prevent the concentration of large fortunes in the 
hands of those who contribute little or nothing to their creation. 
Mr. Carnegie was firmly convinced and repeatedly so stated that 
“of all forms of taxation this seems the wisest.” Then from 
his Gospel of Wealth, which was wriften and published a num- 
ber of years before his death, I read this excerpt: 


The growing disposition to tax more and more heavily large estates 
left at death is a cheering indication of the growth of a salutary change 
in public opinion. Of all forms of taxation this seems the wisest. 
* „ By taxing estates heavily at death the State marks its con- 
demnation of the selfish millionaire’s unworthy life, It is desirable that 
nations should go much further in this direction. Indeed, it is difficult 
to set bounds to the share of a rich man's estate which should go at his 
death to the public through the agency of the State, and by all means 
such taxes should be graduated, beginning at nothing upon moderate 
sums to dependents, and increasing rapidly as the amounts swell. 


At another place in his book he advocates that at least half 
of the large fortunes should go to the State at the death of the 
owners. 

Mr. FREAR. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I will yield. 

Mr. FREAR. In view of the faet that we learn that Mr. 
William Rockefeller's estate left $43,000,000 and over, out of the 
sixty million and odd dollars, in tax-free securities which can 
not be reached to-day, what amount would the gentleman's 
proposal reach of those tax-free securities if he introduced and 
had his bill enacted into law? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. The amendment that I have prepared and 
which I intend to offer at the proper time provides for increase 
of the present rates of about 50 or 60 per cent. These rates 
will return into the Treasury more than 50 per cent more than 
what is now collected if the law is properly administered. 
This will be especially true if we also have a gift tax to prevent 
men from distributing their estates before they die. If my 
amendment is enacted into law and supported by a proper gift- 
tax amendment, and both are properly administered, there is 
no doubt in my mind that they will net from two to three times 
the amount that is now collected. 

Mr. FREAR. The gentleman said 50 or 60 per cent. The 
gentleman means 25 per cent. . 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I propose in my amendment to increase 
the rates in each of the brackets about 50 per eent. 

Further, in regard to the attitude of Mr. Carnegie along this 
line, in a speech he delivered in 1892, before we had large gov- 
ernmental expenditures, when the National Government was 
spending between $300,000,000 and $400;000,000 a year and 
the States and municipalities were also on a much smaller 
expenditure basis than now, he said in this speech before the 
young men in New York City: 

Every dollar of taxes required might be obtained in this Manner 
without interfering in the least with the forces which tend to the 
development of the country through the production of wealth. 


As I said before, the Federal expenses at that time were be- 


tween $300,000,000 and $400,000,000. As you know, they are 
much larger to-day. However, to-day the combined Federal 


estate taxes and the State inheritance taxes yield only about 
$211,000,000, 

Now, if, as Mr, Carnegie suggests in his address back in 
1892, all taxes could be raised in this way and at the same 
time not interfere with enterprise, certainly at this time we 
can go very much higher in our rates than to yield $211,000,000, 

In addition to Mr. Carnegie, the financier whom I have 
quoted to you, one of the greatest statesmen of the last genera- 
tion was also an enthusiast for high inheritance taxes. I refer 
to Theodore Roosevelt. I will not quote from him except from 
his message to Congress in December, 1907. He said: 


The Government has the absolute right to decide as to the terms 
upon which a man shall receive a bequest or devise from another. 
A heavy progressive tax tipon a very large fortune is in no way such 
a tax upon thrift and industry as a like tax would be on a small 
fortune. No advantage comes either to the country as a whole or to 
the individuals Inheriting the money by permitting the transmission 
in their entirety of the enormous fortunes that would be affected by 
such a tax. Our aim is to recognize what Lincoln pointed out—to 
insist that there should be an equality of right before the law, and 
at least an approximate equality in the conditions under which each 
man obtains the chance to show the stuff that is In him when com- 
pared to his fellows. 


Another reason urged for inheritance taxes is that owners 
of valuable lands and other property acquired by inheritance 
are enabled to live on the income without effort and to remain 
idle instead of doing productive work. The community loses 
the productive power of these men. If such men are deprived 
of their incomes and thereby forced to do productive work, the 
community would gain by this addition to its list of productive 
workers. This would make for national prosperity. 

An inheritance tax is not a tax upon industry and does not 
injuriously affect business. Neither does such a tax dis- 
courage enterprise nor lessen the desire of men to accumu- 
late. On this point no man can with greater authority 
than Carnegie. In his Gospel of Wealth he says: 


Nor need it be feared that this policy would sap the root of enter- 
prise and render men less anxious to accumulate, for to the class 
whose ambition it is to leave great fortunes and be talked about after 
their deaths it will attract even more attention and indeed be a some- 
what nobler ambition to haye enormous sums paid over to the State 
from their fortunes. 


As bearing on this point I quote the words of Charles M. 
fresh multimillionaire head of the Bethlehem Steet Cor- 
poration: 


I'm not working for money. I've made more money now than I'il ever 
spend. I'm not working for my children. I haven't any. I’m working 
for the sake of my work. It's my child, my all, Not long ago I had 
a fabulous offer for my business. I refused it. What would I do 
without my work? 


Now, that you may get my general attitude toward taxation, 
I want to tell you what I have repeatedly told the Ways and 
Means Committee, and that is that I am opposed to excessive 
income taxes. Income taxes—I care not whether they be 10 
per cent, 25 per cent, or 50 per cent—are a tax on enterprise. 
As we need this source of revenue to meet the running ex- 
penses of the Government, and this source is absolutely neces- 
sary now for that purpose, I am for those taxes. However, 
income taxes should not be any higher than is necessary to 
räise the revenues to meet the operating expenses of the Goy- 
ernment. An inheritance tax is not a tax on enterprise. On 
this proposition economists generally are agreed. An inherit- 
ance tax is a tax on the accident of birth. 

Furthermore, an inheritance tax is not inimical to the insti- 
tution of private property. Neither Mr. Carnegie nor Mr. 
Roosevelt were tinctured in the least with socialism or 
communism. They were individualists, but both recognized 
the growing concentration of wealth in the hands of a few as 
inimical not only to the welfare of society, but to the very 
existence of the Government itself. You know history as well 
as I do. You know what happened in France a little over 
a hundred years ago. You know what has recently happened 
in Russia, and what is now going on all over central Europe. 
People will endure a certain amount of economic oppression. 
If that oppression is not relieved in an orderly way by making 
wealth bear its just proportion of the burdens, the time 
comes when the people will no longer endure, and the more 
intelligent the people are the less they will endure. There 
comes a place when that oppression must stop and it is the 
business of statesmanship to take heed before the breaking 
point is reached. 
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Other countries have had their revolutions. The reasons for 
them were chiefly economic. I am not looking for a revolution 
in this country, but I am looking for the people more and 
more to insist in an orderly way that wealth be required to 
bear its just obligation both to society and to the Nation: 

John Stuart Mill was an old-school economist and believed 
in the institution of private property with all his heart. In 
the first volume of his three-volume work, in discussing the 
distribution of wealth, of inheritance, and so forth, he has this 
to say about private property in connection with inheritances 
and inheritance taxes. 

He says: 

Private property, in every defense made of it, is supposed to mean 
the guaranty to the individuals of the fruits of their own labor and ab- 
stinence. The guaranty to them of the fruits of the labor and absti- 
nence of others, transmitted to them without any merit or exertion of 
their own, is not of the essence of the institution, but a mere incidental 
consequence, which, when it reaches a certain height, does not promote, 
but conflicts with the ends which render private property legitimate. 


At this point I want to make my position perfectly clear in 
regard to the general question of wealth. I have not the least 
prejudice against wealth as such. I want our tax laws so 
framed as to encourage men to invest and to accumulate 
wealth. Every honest enterprise and every honest accumula- 
tion of wealth ought to be encouraged by our laws. So far as it 
is consistent with the welfare of the greatest number I want 
the fewest restraints on enterprise. I want enterprise and ac- 
cumulations of wealth” encouraged. There are many large 
fortunes in this country that were honestly accumulated. The 
fortune of Henry Ford is usually referred to as one of them. 
There are, however, many fortunes that were not thus honestly 
accumulated. Those fortunes owe their existence to special 
privilege, dishonesty, and illegal methods. Men who accumu- 
late large fortunes through honest enterprise are public bene- 
factors. When such fortunes are to be handed on to some one 
else, to an heir or legatee, who has contributed nothing to the 
ereation of such fortune, an entirely different proposition con- 
fronts us. Henry Ford renders a public service and many other 
wealthy men I could name render similar services. While a 
man is by honest enterprise accumulating wealth, he should be 
interfered with as little as possible. However, when such a 
man dies leaving a large fortune what his heirs or legatees 
get is an economic power to command the labor and services of 
others who did not have the good fortune to have wealthy an- 
cestors. 

In this country we do not recognize inherited political power. 
Men are given political power because of the confidence the 
publie reposes in them. At the termination of their terms of 
office or death not one iota of the political power which they 
exercised during their years in office or lifetime can be trans- 
mitted to their heirs. We do recognize, and I think rightly 
so, the right of inheritance in economic power. I would be the 
last one to favor the abolition of all inheritance laws, but I 
do believe that the amount of economic power thus to be trans- 
mitted to an heir or legatee without exertion on his part, 
without his contributing to the welfare of society and the 
creation of the fortune he is to enjoy, should by law be limited 
for the reasons so ably set forth by Mr. Carnegie, the financier; 
Mr. Roosevelt, the statesman; and John Stuart Mill, the old- 
school economist. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. FREAR, While the gentleman is expressing himself 
so clearly and forcibly—and most of us agree with him, I think, 
in regard to Henry Ford's fortune and what he has accom- 
plished—will the gentleman also discuss just briefly the oil that 
goes into Henry Ford's machines, and show how that was 
accumulated, and what ought to be done in cases of that kind 
where the companies controlling it have exclusive rights to 
control and make prices and can raise and lower prices under 
the trust that controls oil? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Of course, when I say that I am opposed 
to hampering enterprise and that men should be encouraged in 
the accumulation of wealth, I am speaking of honest enterprise 
and honest accumulations. Where men through legislative 
favors or through dishonesty acquire or attempt to acquire eco- 
nomie power other laws ought to reach them. 

Mr. HERSEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. HERSEY. I understand that the gentleman wishes to 
raise the inheritance taxes that are offered in the present bill 
before us. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. HERSEY. Does the gentleman intend to offer an amend- 
ment? . 


Mr. RAMSEYER. I have one in preparation. 

Mr. HERSEY. How much does the gentleman intend to raise 
the inheritance taxes? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. As I stated before, it averages in the dif- 
ferent brackets from 50 to 60 per cent increase. 

Mr. HERSEY. How does the gentleman want to fix the 
surtax? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I am only discussing the estate taxes. 

Mr. HERSEY. Is the gentleman changing the surtaxes in the 
present bill? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I am not discussing the surtaxes. I am 
simply discussing one feature of the bill, the estate tax. 

1 MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yie 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. As I understand the amendments 
which the gentleman expects to offer, they will name rates very 
appreciably lower than the rates that obtain in England and 
France at this time. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I was just coming to that. The estate 
or inheritance tax is a democratic tax, and I do not mean 
that in a partisan sense. In the past the most democratic 
countries have resorted most to the estate taxes. England 
of the European countries has used it more than any other 
European country. Usually France is referred to as the next 
most democratic country of Europe, and in France they utilize 
this kind of a tax almost as much as they do in Great Britain. 
Great Britain has now an estate tax that runs up to 40 per 
cent maximum on fortunes in excess of $10,000,000. Great 
Britain started with the estate tax back in 1894. Her maxi- 
mum then was 8 per cent. She amended her law in 1907, 
and her maximum was 12 per cent. She amended the law 
in 1909, and her maximum was 15 per cent. She again 
amended the law in August, 1914, right at the outbreak of 
the war, and her maximum was placed at 20 per cent. 

When I was before the Ways and Means Committee one 
member of it asked me whether the English rates to-day were 
not war rates. The rates that are in effect to-day in Erg- 
land, with a maximum of 40 per cent, were put into effect 
in 1919, almost a year after the armistice, and by one of the 
most conservative Parliaments that Great Britain has ever 
had. Great Britain under this law three years ago collected 
$231,000,000, A question that was put to me before the Ways 
and Means Committee and once on the floor of the House in 
objection to our raising our estate-tax rates was that our 
national tax plus the State tax is greater than the estate 
tax of Great Britain. The total income from this source of 
Great Britain is $231,000,000. Three years ago our total col- 
lected into the Federal Treasury from this source was $154,- 
000,000. In order to get what was collected by the States I 
personally wrote a letter to every State treasurer in the United 
States. I got answers from every one of them. At that time 
there were three States that did not have inheritance tax laws. 
The 43 States that reported gave me a total collected by 
the States three years ago of $57,000,000.. Since that time 
ue ee from this into the Federal Treasury has dimin- 
shed. 

I think last year we collected only $126,000,000. Taking tlie 
two gums, $154,000,000 and $57,000,000, we have $211,000,000, 
or $20,000,000 less than Great Britain collects annually. The 
significance of this can only be gotten when we recall that the 
national wealth of the United States is from three to five times 
greater than the national wealth of Great Britain, so that 
if we would impress the same burdens on the estates in this 
country that they do in Great Britain we would collect from 
three to five times as much as Great Britain collects, and three 
times $231,000,000 is almost $700,000,000. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The gentleman's figures are not the 
figures of the British Empire. He is merely giving the figures 
for England, Scotland, and Wales? g 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. In comparison with the figures 
for the entire United States, Federal and State? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. THATCHER. That is a federal tax in the British 
Empire? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Their taxes are national in scope. I am 
talking only about Great Britain. 

Mr. THATCHER. Is there such a thing as a local inheritance 


tax in the British Empire? 
Mr. RAMSEYER. There is but one tax in Great Britain. 
There are no local inheritance taxes in Great Britain. The 
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Provinces of the British Empire have their own revenue laws 
and some of them have inheritance taxes. 

Mr. BOYCE, Great Britain, unlike our country, is not a 
confederation. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. That is correct. 


Mr. BOYCE. We have the two distinct governments, Na- 
tional and State. Now, does the gentleman think—TI ask, ap- 
preciating as I do his very clear and splendid argument that 
he has been making on this subject—does he think that the 
rates that he proposes should be so great for the National Goy- 
ernment? Does he or does he not? . 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I get your question. I will discuss that 
right now, unless the gavel falls too goon, The statement is 
frequently made here—I think the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mitts] stated the other day—that the State rates run 
up as high as 40 per cent. I have the rates of every State in 
the Union. No State rates, even on collateral heirs, run as 
high as 40 per cent. 

The highest State rate of any State in the Union, and that 
on collateral heirs, is in the State of Arkansas, where it runs 
up to 82 per cent on estates over $1,000,000. Mind you, that 
is on collateral heirs. The highest percentage for near rela- 
tives in Arkansas in the highest bracket is 8 per cent. So far 
as I know, nobody from Arkansas has filed any complaint 
against or opposition to increasing the national estate taxes. 
In the State of New York, which is typical, the highest per- 
centage on group 1 beneficiaries, who are near relatives, is 
4 per cent. In this same State the maximum percentage on 
the highest bracket for distant relatives is 8 per cent. The 
inheritance tax rates of the different States are nearly all grad- 
uated; that is, a very small percentage, usually 1 per cent, 
on small estates and a little more on large estates. Cali- 
fornia has among the highest rates of any State in the Union. 
The maximum of their graduated inheritance tax rates for 
near relatives is 12 per cent. The highest for distant relatives 
is 20 per cent. 

I realize that there is an overlapping and conflict between 
Federal and State estate tax laws. The Federal Government 
is in the estate tax business and is going to stay there. There 
is no serious proposal either to repeal or to reduce the Federal 
estate taxes. There is a growing insistence that the Federal 
Government should increase the present rates. In order to get 
the benefit from estate taxes for the reasons urged by Mr. 
Carnegie, Mr. Roosevelt, and also John Stuart Mill—that is, 
for the leveling of large fortunes and to prevent the concentra- 
tion of wealth—these taxes should be quite uniform through- 
out the United States. I believe, and I have urged before the 
Ways and Means Committee, that if the Federal estate taxes 
are increased a certain portion should be returned to the State 
from which it was coflected, or that each estate charged by 
any State with the payment of an inheritance tax should be 
given a certain percentage of credit on the tax Imposed by the 
Federal Government. I think something along this line should 
be done, especially if we increase the estate taxes and also 
impose a gift tax. In that event we ought to enact into law 
the recommendations contained in the platform of the Pro- 
gressive Party of 1912. There are some Members in this House 
who enthusiastically followed Theodore Roosevelt in 1912 on 
that platform. With the plank of that platform right here 
before me I can answer the distinguished gentleman from Dela- 
ware [Mr. Boyce]. Let me read a few lines from that plat- 
form: 


We believe in a graduated inheritance tax as a national means of 
equalizing— 


Note that— 
the obligations of holders of property to Government. 
Not to raise revenue, but for the purpose of— 


equalizing the obligations of holders of property to Government; and 
we hereby pledge our party to enact such a Federal law as will tax 
large inheritances, returning to the States an equitable percentage of 
all amounts collected. 


The CHAIRMAN, 
expired, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman 
five minutes more, 5 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for five 
minutes more. 

Mr. FREAR. May I ask the gentleman a question right in 
that connection? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I believe if these taxes are increased, as 
they ought to be, there should be some equitable arrangement 


The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
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such as is suggested in the Progressive platform of 1912. Now 
I yield. 

Mr. FREAR. That was the very question I was going to ask 
the gentleman. In my bill I propose to require a credit of 25 
per cent to be returned, thereby securing uniformity and en- 
couragement in getting the Federal taxes. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Iam rather of the opinion that the gentle- 
man’s proposal is really better than my own. 

Mr. CROWTHER, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER, I yield. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Has the gentleman anticipated the dan- 
ger that might arise in the settlement of an estate where there 
had been great development going on and there was no sur- 
plus in actual money and there would be difficulty in procuring 
that money without detriment to the industry? 

Mr. RAMSBEYER. I realize that it may be necessary to 
liberalize the laws with respect to administering estates if 
greater burdens are imposed on the estates. I wish to call the 
gentleman's attention to the fact that in Great Britain the tax 
burdens on estates are six or seven times greater than they are 
in this country. I have not heard of any hardships on estates 
on account of that. For a number of years I have read the 
report of the British Chancellor of the Exchequer and no ref- 
erence has been made in any of those reports that the adminis- 
tration of their estate tax laws are a burden or cause a loss 
to estates. I have never read in any of those reports or any- 
where else even a suggestion that the British estate taxes should 
be reduced. However, if our laws need liberalizing along that 
line I shall be very glad to assist in bringing that about. 

Mr. FREAR. Three years are allowed to-day, if necessary, 
in order to enable them to adjust matters. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Another reason why estate taxes should 
be made more uniform and Federal and State governments 
should cooperate is that some States are haying low inheritance 
taxes purposely to encourage men of wealth to become domiciled 
there. Recently I noticed that the Legislature of Florida pro- 
posed a constitutional amendment to prohibit in that State the 
imposition of any inheritance or income taxes., This constitu- 
tional amendment will be voted on by the people of Florida at 
this coming fall election. Such an amendment, in my opinion, 
could have but one object and that is to make that State a 
haven of retreat for men of great wealth. Of course, by moving 
to a State like that men of wealth could not escape the Federal 
estate and income taxes. They would only be assured that no 
State inheritance or income taxes would be levied until a change 
was made in the State constitution. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
expired. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I would like to have five minutes more. 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman may have five minutes more, 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
five minutes, 

Mr, RAMSEYER. I am much obliged to my friend from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. BERGER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. BERGER. I did not want to interrupt the gentleman 
before, but the gentleman stated that he was opposed to direct 
taxes because they are a tax on enterprise. Does the gentle- 
man prefer an indirect tax? 

Mr. RAMSBYER. The gentleman from Wisconsin did not 
correctly understand me. I told the House that income 
taxes were a tax on enterprise. and I was opposed to exces- 
sive income taxes, and that the income taxes should be no 
higher than necessary to meet the running expenses of tha 
Government. In other words, you can use the estate tax to 
equalize the distribution of wealth, but I do not believe you 
can effectively use the income tax or surtax for that purpose. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. KINDRED. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. KINDRED. The gentleman stated in another connec- 
tion in his able speech that in his opinion—an opinion that I 
highly respect—the present generation should pay the whole 
enormous cost connected with the World War. Is it not a fact, 
however, that the great weight of opinion, a very respectable 
weight of opinion on the part of financiers and economists, 
tends to show that that great debt should be spread over 50 
or 75 years? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I promised to yield only to questions on 
estate taxes. Since the gentleman has asked the question he 
did, I will tell him for his information that I have a speech 
ready on national debts and sometime in the near future, if I 
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ean get 30 or 40 minutes, I shall devote the whole time to that 
subject. 

Mr. KINDRED. I hope the gentleman will get the time. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I thank the gentleman for his generous 
hope. There is one other thing that I am very anxious to call 
to your attention before conciuding, and that is the very small 
tax burden we place on estates as compared to the taxes we put 
on the incomes of the people of the Nation. The gross income 
of the Nation is approximately $56,000,000,000. Last year, to 
meet the operating expenses of all government in the United 
States—National, State, county, and so forth—we collected from 
the people close to 88,000, 000, 000. In other words, about one- 
seventh of the gross earnings of the people of the United 
States last year were used in paying expenses of government. 
One-seventh is over 14 per cent. Most of that represents a tax 
on enterprise. 

I have before me here a volume on Inheritance Tax, by West. 
From this volume it appears from careful estimates on the 
devolution of property in the States of New York and Massa- 
chusetts made some years ago, exempting $10,000 for each 
estate, that one-fiftieth of the property changes hands annually 
on account of the death of the owners of such property. Do 
you get that? In other words, about 2 per cent of all the 
property of the country, exempting $10,000 of each estate, de- 
scends to heirs or devisees annually. What does that amount to? 

According to Congressman ACKERMAN, of New Jersey, whom 
I consider as good an authority as we have on finance and finan- 
cial statistics, in a speech he made a couple of years ago, he 
estimated our national wealth at $400,000,000,000. Making the 
810,000 exemption for each estate, according to Mr. West, 2 per 
cent of this amount changes hands each year; that is, de- 
scends to heirs and legatees and becomes subject to estate 
and inheritance tax laws. Two per cent of 8400,000, 000,000 is 
$8,000,000,000. Property to the value of $8,000,000,000 in this 
country becomes annually subject to estate and inheritance tax 
laws of the Federal and State Governments. Under the laws, 
both National and State, the highest we have ever collected is 
$211,000,000. By quick calculation you will ascertain that 
$211,000,000 is a little over 2 per cent of $8,000,000,000, the 
amount of property that changes hands annually in this country 
on account of the death of its owners. 

So you see that under our system of taxation, to get the neces- 
sary money to run the various activities of government—Na- 
tional, State, and local—we take 14 per cent of the gross earn- 
ings of the people of the Nation. Most of this represents a tax 
on the enterprise of the people, while on the other hand, from 
estate taxes, which all economists agree are not a tax on enter- 
prise and are most easily collected, we collect only a little over 
2 per cent on the value of estates annually. 

Now, what objection can there be to us getting our heads 
together to figure out a way to do something better along that 
line? Up to date I have not yet been able to get a majority of 
the members of the Ways and Means Committee to do anything, 
although I have been before that committee three times. If 
that committee will not act, why can not the Members of: the 
House with these facts befere them get their heads together and 
work out some way to lift the tax load from enterprise and from 
the backs of the workers and producers and place it where, 
according to all thoughtful financiers, statesmen, and econo- 
mists, it will not affect, or affect but little, the enterprise of the 
people? [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr, Chairman, I yield the gentleman one 
more minute, so that I may make this statement, and he may 
reply to it if he desires: That the gentleman may depend 
upon it that he will have the cooperation of every Democratic 
member of the Ways and Means Committee in working out this 
problem. Applause. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Of course, I thank the gentleman very 
much for his statement and I am sure the statement was made 
in all sincerity. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Would the gentleman like a little more time? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. No; I am through unless there are 
some questions. Unless somebody desires to ask me some 
questions, I shall conclude. 

Mr. MURPHY. I would like to ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. My time is up, and unless I can get addi- 
tional time, I can not yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman two 


minutes more in order to answer questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa is recognized 
for two additional minutes. 

Mr. MURPHY. The gentleman has studied this measure 
very carefully, and I would like to know whether he thinks 
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it will produce revenue enough to take care of the soldiers’ 
adjusted compensation. [Applause.] 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I will state to the gentleman that the 
bills I introduced beth in this Congress and in the last Con- 
gress had for their purpose to increase estate taxes to pro- 
vide for the payment of the national debt and adjusted com- 
pensation to the soldiers. 

Mr. MURPHY. What is the gentleman’s judgment as to 
whether any of the bills now before the Lfouse will do the very | 
thing which both parties are pledged to do if they keep faith 
with the soldier? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Of course, my bill will help, and if we go 
as strongly as the British rates we can not only pay the ad- 
justed compensation, but we will pay off the national debt in 


20 years. 


Mr. KINDRED. When does the gentleman hope to get his 
bill providing for soldiers’ bonus up for passage? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Very soon; I intend to offer some amend- 
ments to this bill when it comes up for amendments, 

Mr. KINDRED. I am for the gentleman’s bill. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama, Does the gentleman in his bill 
make any difference between securities that are tax-exempt and 
owned by the decedent and those on which he has paid taxes 
during his lifetime? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I do not, but I know there are several 
bills pending having that object in view. 

Mr. OLIVER of Alabama. If it is true, as has been pointed 
out, that great wealth is escaping taxation during the life- 
time of the decedent by investing in tax-exempt securities does 
not the gentleman's study of the situation lead him to conclude 
that by placing a heayy graduated tax on that class of securi- 
ties it might serve the purpose of unloading in the lifetime of 
the parties who make those investments? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I am not one of those who believes. that 
there is anything immoral about tax-exempt securities. I 
know there is a tremendous prejudice against such securities 
now and that is partly induced by the propaganda from the 
Secretary of the Treasury. 

However, I think it would be unwise to start the policy of 
taxing one class of property by an inheritance tax more than 
another just because at the time there happens to be a preju- 
dice against that class of property. If we start that policy, it 
might be that next year or 10 years from now there will be a 
prejudice against railroad stocks and bonds, like there was 
20 or 25 years ago. Then somebody might rise up and say, 
“We will get those fellows when they die and we will put an 
additional inheritance tax on that class of property.” I think 
to start along that line now would greatly injure the objects 
for which estate taxes are imposed. 

Gentlemen, I must conclude. In closing I call your attention 
to a few paragraphs from Mr. Carnegie's article, “My part- 
ners, the people,” which reads as follows: 


The people see how equivocnily in many cases, how unfairly in 
others, fortunes have been made. Especially have the numerous fnil- 
ures of prominent men in official position to perform their duties prop- 
erly deeply impressed them and produced a strong feeling of antagonism 
to wealth and millionaires as a class. * © + As wealth comes mainly 
from the community, it should be administered as a sacred trust by 
the temporary recipient for the public good. Property in one sense is 
a mere creature of the law. Whether the holder be permitted to be- 
queath it to his successors, and to what extent and how, are simply 
questions of policy for the people through the Government to de- 
termine 

Funds collected by the Government from the estates of the million- 
aires at death would fever be likely otherwise to be put to so good a 
use as the payment of Government expenditures, relieving the people 
in part from the burden of taxation. * * * 

Meanwhile, as the masses become more intelligent, they may be ex- 
pected to criticize and denounce the growth of fortunes which fail to 
contribute largely to the publie good, and finally to insist that they 
shall be made to do so. The first step to this end should be heavy 
graduated death taxes upon wealth * * » 

Indications of alarm are sometimes seen regarding present condi- 
tions. Fears are expressed that a war of classes may arise. On the 
contrary, there are not but healthful signs in the awakening. intelli- 
gence and deep interest of the masses in this problem, 


In this you will note that Carnegie says, “ As the masses be- 
come more intelligent” they will insist more and more on cer- 
tain things being done, and the way to remedy the evil of 
which he speaks is to begin with heavy graduated death taxes 
upon wealth.” The intelligence of the masses has reached 
the point predicted by Mr. Carnegie. It is now up to the mem- 


1924, 
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bership of this House to enact legislation demanded by the 
intelligent masses along the line that I have undertaken to 
outline this afternoon. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
expired. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, I submit for printing in 
the Rxconẽůb a table showing the Federal estate tax brackets, 
the rates imposed by existing law, the rates proposed in the 
course of my remarks, and the approximate rates under exist- 
ing inheritance tax laws of Great Britain, 


Net value of estate. 


Proposed |Great Britain 


Existing 
amend- (approxi- 
law. mate). 
Per cent 5 Per cent. 
BOO P AT T T ANA a 1 1 4to7 
$50,000 to $100,000. ůꝶ0rm 444 2 2 5 tos 
$100,000 to $150,000. ꝗ½nůhnns᷑̃ꝑL“ 2 3 9 to 10 
$150,009 to 8250, 0% 0a 3 4 10 to 11 
240000 to 280 000. é ô| tol 
$450,000 to $7 7 0 
$750,000 to 81,000,000. 8 12 18 
24, 900 to 32000000 10 33108 
$1,500, to $2,000, 2 0 
35585 5 0 1 
000 to $4,000,000... 2 27 
$4,000,000 to $5,000,000.. 18 27 25 
$5,000,000 to 88,000,000. 20 30 30 to 33 
$8,000,000 to $10,000,000. 2 35 35 
$10,000,000 and Or. 25 40 40 


Mr. Chairman, I also submit for printing in the RECORD a 
table showing the inheritance-tax rates of Great Britain under 
its acts of Parliament beginning August 1, 1894, and including 
the present rates, which went into effect July 1, 1919: 


Estate duty is leyied and paid upon the principal value ascertained 
of all property, real or personal, settled or unsettled, which passes on 
the death of every person dying after August 1, 1894. 

Another duty called settlement-estate duty was imposed concurrently 
with estate duty from 1894 to 1914, first at the rate of £1 per cent 
and later at the rate of £2 per cent. Settlement-estate duty was 
abolished by section 14 of the finance act, 1894, in the case of persons 
dying after May 11, 1914. 


Where 75 rod pore value | Rate of duty, per cent, where the death occurred— 


£100.. £50 1 1 
£500.. 1,000 2 2 
£1,000 5,000 3 3 
i 10, 000 4 4 

15, 000 5 5 

EAE 20.000 5 8 

25, 000 6 7 

30,000 6 8 

40, 000 6 9 

50, 000 7 10 

60, 000 7 11 

70,000 7 12 

75,000 8 13 

80,000 8 13 

90, 000 8 13 

100; 000 8 14 

110,000 9 11 

130; 000 9 15 

150, 000 9 16 

175,000 10 17 

200,000 10 18 


death, the 
entioned 


or upon any other property 80 more than 
o rate at which duty would have been ps ble if such settl 
rict., c. 7, sec. 12 (.) 


the 19th of April, 1907, any settled ie gle in would, under subsection 2 of 

ted with other pro 
rovided in that section, sl 
for the purposes of the principal act (finance act, 1894), instead of being so aggregated, 


be treated as an estate by itself. 
* The amount of duty is, where n to be reduced so as not to exceed the 


ecessary, 

est amount which would be ble at the next lower rate plus the amount b; 
which the value of the estate 3 the value on which the hi; 50 
would be so payable at the lower rate. 


est amount of duty 


Where * 185 ee value | Rate of duty, per cent, where the death occurred— 


RES 8 8 pon 
ug. 1, r. 13, r. 29, ug. 
8 does Let and | 1907, and | 1900,and |1914, and Aft, 
Aing, e e | Rae's, | 
19, K. 20, 16, ug. 1, . 
Toor.’ | “roo.” | “1914.” | 19o. 
£225,000 7 11 12 1 
250, 000 6 7 11 12 20 
300, 000 7 8 il 13 2t 
350, 000 7 8 11 14 2 
400, 000 7 8 11 15 23 
450, 000 7 8 12 16 21 
500, 000 7 8 12 16 25 
600, 000 7 9 12 17 26 
750,000 7 0 13 18 25 
800; 000 7 10 13 18 27 
000, 000 7 10 14 19 2 
250, 000 8 | 410411 15 20 30 
1.500, 000 8 | 410° 16 20 33 
000, 000 8 11012 15 20 35 
500, 000 8 | 110-13 15 20 40 
000, 000 8 | 410414 16 20 4) 
„ 8 | 410415 15 20 40 


* On 21,000,000. 

$ On the remainder. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, I had hoped to be given an opportunity to vote for what 
has been called the Mellon plan of tax revision and reduction. 
I have been ready, and I am still ready, to vote for it straight. 
I do not believe that we shall find for it a substitute that will 
either satisfy the people or serve their welfare so adequately. 

I had hoped also that this Congress would distinguish itself 
by enacting a revenue law based on economic truth and not on 
political considerations, My understanding is that overtures 
were made across the aisle to frame such a bill, a bill based on 
the business needs of the country and not on the need of votes 
for ourselves in the pending political campaign. For one, I 
have been willing, and I am still willing, to vote for such a 
bipartisan or nonpartisan bill, waiving all party credit or ad- 
vantage. Out of the combined intelligence and patriotism of 
this House I believe we had an opportunity to serve the coun- 
try as it had never before been served in the making of a 
revenue law. 

But the reply to these overtures has been a double negative. 
The Democrats met and under their two-thirds rule bound all 
their partisans to a bill that was shaped for party advantage, 
as they see it. Later, those who have on many vital matters 
separated themselyes from the Republican Party framed a 
third bill, shaped according to the political exigencies as they 
view them. ~ 

In these dissenting measures we have been given an exhibi- 
tion of competitive bidding for popular favor and for votes. 
The so-called Mellon plan was worked out by experts, by men 
who have been administering revenue laws and who have 
studied finance scientifically. They have had regard for reve- 
nue requirements and also for business development. 

The rates they proposed, when published, met with such in- 
stantaneous and universal approval that they aroused envy. 
The political wise men thereupon decided that something must 
be done to discount this popularity, lest it should inure to the 
benefit of the party in power. 

The Democratic leader on the Ways and Means Committee 
therefore undertook to frame a bill in the form of a bid for 
even greater popular favor. To this end he proposed further 
reductions in the normal income rates, but did so without due 
regurd for the Government’s need of revenues. Not to be 
outdone in such competitive bidding, a group of insurgents, so 
called, framed a bill with still lower normal income-tax rates. 

But to cap it all, a United States Senator, one who is talked 
of as a candidate for the nomination for President of the 
United States, came forward with the most extraordinary 
competitive bid of all. He proposed to exempt from all Fed- 
eral taxation all those “ poor taxpayers” whose incomes fall 
under $5,000 a year net, regardless of the fact that a man who 
has such an income may hardly be regarded as “ poor,” and 
ought properly to contribute something to the support of the 
Government under whose flag he is privileged to live in peace 
and prosperity. [Applause.] I submit that this astute Sena- 
tor has outbid all his rivals in this mad political competition 
for popular favor and for votes. 

These processes may more properly be described as vote 
making than as tax-law making. 

Coupled with these competitive bids for the favor and the 
votes of the so-styled “poor,” we have had an exhibition of 
competitive bidding in the popular political pastime known 
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among us as “soaking the rich.” The Mellon plan “soaked” 
these predatory “ pirates and parasites " only 25 per cent, plus a 
normal income tax of 6 per cent, making 31 per cent in all. 
But to the political bidders, taking almost one-third of some 
men's incomes was not enough. So in a spirit of reckless com- 
petition the Democrats bid it up to 44 per cent, plus 6 per cent 
normal income tax, making 50 per cent in all. And the “ in- 
surgents ” promptly made a higher bid, that of 50 per cent sur- 
tax, plus 6 per cent normal income tax, making a total of 56 
per cent. What the Senator with presidential aspirations, 
playing a lone band, may bid in this direction has not yet been 
revealed. The country waits breathlessly to hear the move- 
ments of his mind. 

We have thus an exhibition of competitive sops for the poor 
and competitive penalties for the rich, and here in this august 
House of Representatives we call this tax-law making. Is it 
not more a political farce comedy of such serious import that 
it borders on tragedy? 

In passing, I wonder why the competitive bidders stopped at 50 
or even 56 per cent. Their competitors in Russia have dared to 
take 100 per cent of income, and they have included the capital 
ef the victims in their magnificent political adventure. I wonder 
why their emulators in this country lack the courage expressed 
in 100 per cent? Why be a fraction when one can be the whole 
unit? 

The Treasury experts have tried to demonstrate by facts and 
by figures that these higher surtaxes are uneconomic; that 
they handicap business, while they yield less in revenue than 
would lower taxes. They have satisfied all reasonable men 
that these high taxes are unsound and unproductive as to rev- 
enues for the Government. But I did not need such arguments 
to determine my vote on them. To me such taxes are politically 
immoral. I do not believe that we have the right to use the 
power of taxation for the confiscation of either property or 
the income of property. [Applause.] The power to tax is the 
most arbitrary and drastic power reposed in governments. It 
is a power so great that it should never be used unjustly, cer- 
tainly not against the poor, and not even against the rich. It 
should atways be used to create and not to destroy. Nor should 
it ever be used to discourage thrift or enterprise. 

All taxes should be levied on all property or incomes as 
nearly alike as possible, with only such reasonable gradations 
as may be based on ability to pay, so that wealth first of all and 
most of all shall be made to bear its proportionately just share 
of the publie burdens. 

We are told that these semiconfiscatory taxes are proposed in 
the name of the people and that their purpose is to promote the 
welfare of the people. I do not believe this. I venture so far 
as to deny it. The people of my district are not going to be 
benefited by reckless taxes recklessly levied and to be as reck- 
lessly distributed, if not wasted, by extravagant political spend- 
ers. On the contrary, in the end the people of my district will 
suffer injury from these excessive taxes on capital and industry 
in the form of higher interest rates and higher prices for all 
they have to buy. 

Let us not try to deceive the people longer or further, nor 
to deceive ourselves in their name. The people have grown 
more tired of political promises and political “bunk” than 
they are of even political taxes. 

What the people on the farms are suffering from most of 
all at this time is the fact that they have to pay more propor- 
tionately for what they have to buy than they receive for 
what they have to sell. And they are becoming wise enough 
to see and to know that these high prices they are paying have 
some relation the excessive taxes that are being laid on 
capital and industry. 

A quarter of a million people live in the district which I 
have the honor to represent in this House. The fifth district 
of Iowa is a typical mid-western district. That means that 
it is a typical American district. It is of seven 
counties, all of them intensively agricultural, with diversified 
farming intelligently developed and that to the highest de- 
gree. In two of the counties we have developed wholesale 
business and manufacturing to a like degree. 

Since the Mellon plan was published I have received hun- 
dreds of letters from my district. ‘These letters have been 
written by men and also by women in all the walks of life—by 
farmers, by laboring men, by business men, by railroad men, 
and by manufacturers. In not one of these letters have I 
found a single protest or even objection expressed to the Mellon 
plan, But, on the contrary, in hundreds of these letters the 
plan has been commended and I have been congratulated on 
my oft-expressed adherence to it. 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield for a question, 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Yes. 


Mr. WATKINS. What percentage would you say of all the 
voters or of all the people living in your district would the 
hundreds of letters you have received represent? 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Not a large percentage. 

Mr. WATKINS. Probably less than 1 per cent? 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. I would think so. 

Mr. WATKINS. In other words, you have not heard from 
99 per cent of the people in your district? 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. No; but I assume that those who had 
any objections to this plan would have taken means of letting 
me know about them. 

Mr. WATKINS. They will in November. 

Mr. BLANTON, Would the gentleman mind another inter- 
ruption? 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. I yield. 

Mr. BLANTON. As the gentleman knows, I am against 
Bolshevism 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yielded for a question and 
not for a speech. 

Mr. BLANTON, Did I understand the gentleman to say 
that anyone who would vote for a 50 per cent surtax would ba 
a Bolshevik? 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. No; I did not. 

Mr. BLANTON. Or a half Bolshevik—I was following the 
ge Demane language pretty closely and that was the meaning 

got. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. I would not make the statement as 
broad as that, but I do say that as you approach 100 per cent 
confiscation of either property or the income of property, that 
you do approach Bolshevism or the principles of Bolshevism. 

Mr. BLANTON. I wanted to remind my friend from Iowa 
that if he took that position he would immediately convict 94 
Republicans who voted for this 50 per cent surtax in the last 
Congress of being half Bolsheviks. 

— CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas will be in 
order. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. The men who voted for a 50 per cent 
surtax do approach the Russian standard of government. [Ap- 
plause.] I Will go that far. 

Mr. KINDRED. Win the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. KINDRED. The gentleman is making an excellent ad- 
dress, and I have listened to him with great pleasure, and I 
was especially interested in the active canvass he has been able 
to make of his district.. Has the gentleman heard from a very 
large percentage of those who have written to him that they 
not only favor the Mellon plan, but that they also favor ad- 
justed compensation or a soldiers’ bonus? 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. I think a majority of the people in niy 
district favor the adjusted compensation bill, and I am going to 
vote for it as I have before. 

Mr. KINDRED. Good; so am I. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. This attitude of approval on the part 
of the people of my district I believe is due to the fact that they 
believe that the rates proposed in what is now known as the 
administration bill are fair and just to all alike; that they will 
relieve in a reasonable measure the small taxpayers of their 
burdens, and that they will.set free the now handicapped forces 
of capital to undertake new enterprises and to give new impetus 
to industrial development. In other words, my constituents 
believe in promoting prosperity, and they believe that the pro- 
posed tax revision and reduction will promote the prosperity 
in which they believe and which they desire. 

I have never found that the people of my State prospered un- 
less the people of the whole country prospered. Prosperity is 
not something that can be permanently local, or ‘that can be 
confined to a class. It must be general, and it must be universal. 
We share alike in prosperity, and suffer alike in adversity. 

When the factories are running full blast .and business is 
booming the country over, we never are called upon to pass ca- 
lamity resolutions in the agricultural States. 

If you want to help the men who toil on the Jand under the 
sun and who in the sweat of their faces feed the Nation and 
help feed the world, then pass laws that will develop the in- 
dustries of the country and not laws that will depress them. 
Pass laws that will give employment to labor at good and even 
high wages, so that men who labor may consume and pay like 
high prices for the products of the farms. 

No law that drives capital out of productive industry and 
into tax-exempt securities and that drives business into cyclone 
cellars has ever helped .a man on an Iowa farm. 

If you want to relieve the Middle West, where agricultural 
production is most centered, then relieve also the industrial 
centers where consumption of food products is the greatest, 
and the way to relieve them is to set free the capital that is now 
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handicapped by excessive taxation and invite it back Into pro- 
duetiye industries. 

I know of no higher service that I can render my constituents 
by my utterances or by my votes in this Chamber than to speak 
and vote for such laws as will increase and multiply the busi- 
ness and industrial activities in all the great centers of our 
Nation. When labor is well employed at the highest wages pos- 
sible, and when capital finds encouragement and remuneration, 
I know that my constituents will share in the general welfare 
and prosperity. 

Men in politics and in Congress may conjure with the words 
“poor” and “rich,” but they shall do so in vain in the face of 
the popular approval that has been given to the plan of tax 
revision and reduction which, unfortunately for the country, is 
now confronted with what looks like an inevitable combined op- 
position in this House. 

In conclusion let me say for myself that I have no other 
desire or thought than to serve not only my constituents but my 
State and Nation to the best of my abilities; I have no other 
motive or purpose. And in such service I include my advocacy 
of the bill which probably will not be passed in this session of 
Congress. But it is within my view and prediction that if the 
people are denied the relief and the encouragement that I 
believe are embodied in this bill, that they will elect a Congress 
that will give them what they want and what they need. 


Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr, MURPHY. The gentleman ‘has given this tax measure 
very close study, and I would like for him to tell the House 
whether in his judgment it will produce revenue enough to 
take care of the adjusted compensation for the soldiers. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman’s time be extended in order that he may 
answer the stereotyped question. 

Mr. MURPHY. That is very kind of the gentleman from 
Texas; but I can take care of myself. Will the gentleman 
answer my question? 

Mr. TILSON. I yield the gentleman from Iowa one more 
minute to conclude. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. T will answer the gentleman’s question 
by saying I am in favor of the adjusted compensation Dill. 

Mr. MURPHY. Thank you. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. And I am not going to change my mind 
on that. 

The words Republican and Democratic should not have been 
heard in this Chamber during the consideration of this revenue 
measure. The phrases “my constituents” and “your con- 
stituents” should have been merged into the larger phrase 
“our country.” We should not meet in this Chamber to make 
a political game of the welfare and the prosperity of 110,000,000 
people. We should sit here as business men and not as poli- 
ticians. We should not gamble with other people's stakes. We 
should not risk in our petty game of polities what has been 
intrusted to us. We should sit here as trustees and as admin- 
istrators of the property of all the people. [Applause.] 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman use some time on that 
side? 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. MAJOR]. 

Mr. MAJOR of Missouri. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, there is only one issue before the House at this 
time, and that is the proper plan of reduction; that is, just 
how the reduction is to be made. There seems to be two views 
before us—one which has been called the Mellon plan and the 
other the Garner plan. The Mellon plan proposes to make 
reduction by reducing the rate on large incomes and the Garner 
plan by practically leaving the rate on large incomes where it 
was placed by you gentlemen on the Republican side of this 
House in the Sixty-seventh Congress, and to give the benefit 
of the reduction that is to be made to the smaller taxpayers 
and the payers of taxes on earned incomes. The one proposes 
in substance to reduce the tax on the wealth of the country 50 
5 cent and the other to reduce the tax of the small taxpayer 

per cent. On this proposition the alignment is where it has 
ever been—where the interests of the wealth of this country 
are arrayed on one side of a question and the interests of the 
masses on the other. We find the Granp Ol D Parry, as we 


have always found it, championing the cause of the wealth 
and the interests, and the Democrats and Progressives of this 
House battling for the great masses. Arrayed on the one side 
we find the metropolitan press, largely controlled by these 


same interests and ably assisted by a well-planned propaganda, 
the extent of which I haye never known in this country. 
Papers, magazines, letters, telegrams, and all other forms of 
propaganda are being sent here by the ton, I do not believe 
that I misstate the facts when I say that many of these letters 
are from people who have never seen and know nothing of the 
plan about which they write, yet request us to support. Whole 
pages of metropolitan papers are devoted to the advocacy of 
the Mellon plan. Letters already prepared, and stamped and 
directed envelopes, are furnished to our constituents for this 
purpose. 

There is now being conducted by the Literary Digest what 
they are pleased to call a poll “on the Mellon plan for tax 
reduction.” I understand that ballots have been sent to 
15,000,000 citizens to get their views as to whether they favor 
the Mellon plan” or “oppose the Mellon plan,” and from the 
issue of February 16, in which is set forth the table of votes 
received up to and including February 1, 1924, there is not a 
State in the Union but what a majority has not voted for “ the 
Mellon plan for tax reduction.” In view of this remarkable 
showing would it be amiss to ask the question: “ Were these 
people voting for any particular plan for tax reduction or just 
for tax reduction?” 

Weall agree that the taxes of which the great masses of people 
are complaining are ad valorem taxes and not income taxes; 
the taxes that are levied by cities, counties, and States on iands, 
buildings, and personal property, and not Federal taxes. Con- 
gress has no control whatever over ad valorem taxes, and they 
inust be paid without regard as to whether the taxpayer is pros- 
perous or insolvent. The taxes with which we are now deal- 
ing—Federal taxes, the only taxes contemplated by this bill 
are the income taxes and surtaxes, and these taxes are only paid 
when the citizen is prosperous. If he is unsuccessfal and 
makes no gain he pays no direct taxes to the United States. 
On the other hand, if he is successful he is taxed in proportion 
to his net profit. If a poll was to be taken would it not have 
been better to have sent the ballots to the payers of income 
taxes together with the two plans now before us and esked 
for a choice? In answer to this it might be said they could 
not get a list of income-tax payers. They could at least have 
accompanied the ballot with a query as to whether or not the 
recipient was an income-tax payer; and if so, which plan te 
preferred? If this question had been propounded to the payers 
of these taxes together with the two plans the result of the 
poll would have been far different, and properly so, from what 
is now shown. The people are for tax reduction and it was 
for tax reduction they were voting and not for the Mellon plan 
or any other plan. It is safe to say that not 1 in 10 who 
voted for the proposition ever read the Mellon plan—a bill of 
242 pages—and not one in a thousand of those who expressed 
a preference in this poll ever compared the Mellon plan with 
the Garner plan. Return postage accompanied these ballots 
and postage took them to their destination. At least 1 cent 
was required each way, and 2 cents postage for 15,000,000 letters 
cost somebody $300,000. Who paid it? And it would not he amiss 
to ask who has been paying for the pages in the metropolitan 
papers and magazines, advocating the passage of the Mellon 
plan, and for the stationery and stnmps on the specially pre- 
pared letters we have been receiving, urging us to adopt the 
Mellon plan. 

The President in his New York speech a few days ago, In 
advocating the passage of the Mellon plan, said: 


Surtaxes increase progressively until on an income of $100,000. or 
more they reach a maximum of 25 per cent, which, with the normal 
tax of 6 per cent, make large incomes pay in all 81 per cent. 


This statement to the layman or to anyone who has not 
examined carefully the rates and provisions of the income-tax 
law as it is now written, of either the Mellon plan or the 
Garner plan, is very misleading because it gives the impression 
that the 31 per cent is to be taken on the lump amount of 
$100,000, whereas, under the Mellon plan, a married man with 
two dependent children, with an income of $100,000, after 
deducting his exemptions of S2, S0 0 would have $97,200: income 
subject to normal tax. Four thousand dollars of this would be 
figured at 3 per cent, making $120; $93,200 at 6 per cent, 
making $5,592, or a total normal tax of $5,712. Then the 
$100,000 at the various surtax rates would amount to $14,080 
surtax; total normal and surtaxes, $19,792, or 19.7 per cent of 
total income of $100,000, and not 31 per cent as the President 
would have us believe. This estimate does not include the 
probability that a part of this $100,000 income was derived 
from dividends, which if true, would not be subject to the 
normal tax, or the probability that a part of this $100,000 was 
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earned income, which, if true, would be subject to the reduc- 
tion given to earned incomes. 

The President in this same speech, in illustrating the iniquities 
of high surtax rates and the result upon national development, 
said: 


If we had a tax whereby on the first working day the Government 
took 5 per cent of your wages, on the second day 10 per cent, on the 
third day 20 per cent, on the fourth day 30 per cent, on the fifth day 
50 per cent, and on the sixth day 60 per cent, how many of you would 
continue to work on the last two days of the week? It is the same with 
capital. Surplus income will go into tax-exempt securities, It will 
refuse to take the risk incidental to embarking in business. 


The illustration given is misleading and entirely loses sight 
of the fact that the progressive surtax increases with the net 
income. His illustration proceeds on the theory that your wages 
would remain the same for the first, second, third, fourth, fifth, 
and sixth days of the week, \-hereas, either under the law as it 
now exists, the Mellon plan, or the Garner plan, the rate in- 
creases only as the net income increases. Then, again, in this 
Same speech he said, in attempting to bring the people around 
to the Mellon plan, that— 


the high prices paid and the low prices received on the farm are directly 
due to our unsound method of taxation. 


Why the “our”? ‘To this I will revert a little later 


I shall illustrate by a simple example. A farmer ships a steer to 
Chicago. His tax, the tax on the railroad transporting the animal, and 
of the yards where the animal is sold go into the price of the animal to 
the packer. The packer's tax goes into the price of the hide to the New 
England shoe manufacturer, The manufacturer’s tax goes into the price 
to the wholesaler, and the wholesaler'n tax goes into the price of the 
tax to the retailer, who in turn adds his tax in his price to the pur- 
chaser ; so it may be said that if the farmer ultimately wears the shoes, 
he pays everybody's taxes from the farm to his fe: *. 


What a wonderful discovery! I wonder why the Republicans 
in the Sixty-sixth Congress did not make this most astounding 
discovery. I wonder why the Sixty-seventh Congress, also 
Republican, did not see what the cause of the trouble was to the 
farmer; the low prices he has been receiving for his produce 
and the high prices he has been compelled to pay for what he 
bought all caused by making the wealth of this country pay its 
proportionate share of these taxes. And this speech was made 
on Lincoln's birthday—that great American who, if I am not 
mistaken, said: 7 


You can fool all of the people part of the time and part of the people 
all of the time, but you can’t fool all of the people all of the time, 


It reminds me of a campaign back in Missouri when I was a 
boy. There were several candidates running for Congress. 
Colonel Bush, of Saline County, was making a speech, and in 
this speech he was telling something on Col. John T. Heard, who 
was then a Member and a candidate for reelection. Heard stood 
it as long as he could, and, becoming excited by Bush's state- 
ment, he got up and, shaking his finger in Bush’s face, said, 
“Colonel Bush, I brand that statement as an infamous lie.” 
Thereupon Colonel Bush replied, “John, that is what I have been 
telling them all the time, but, gol darn it, they won’t believe me.” 
I will not dwell on the statement further, for I really do not 
believe the President expected the American people to take this 
statement seriously. Although not a member of his party, if he 
wants to do something to help the farmers and the great masses 
of this country, I would advise him to send a special message to 
Congress directing them to take up and at once repeal the provi- 
sions of the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act, which compels them 
to pay tribute to the great manufacturing interests of this coun- 
try for everything they have to buy. 5 

Notwithstanding all misleading statements and the propa- 
ganda to which I have heretofore referred, the people of this 
country are not fooled, but know exactly the issues herein 
involved. To illustrate this I will read a letter recently 
received from one of my constituents in Polk County, Mo.: 


BOLIVAR, MO., January 30, 1923. 
Hon. SAMUEL C. Mayor, M. C., 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Sin: I am writing you to let you know what an old farmer 
way out in the sticks thinks of the tax-reduction propositions 
before Congress. I understand we (farmers) pay all taxes and profits. 
We are told the income tax is collected off the people, which we all 
admit. That being true—first, Why are they so anxious to have the 
tax reduced? Second, Why won’t they collect the same amount off 
the dear people, after the reduction is made, as they did before it 
Was made and stick all the reduction in their pockets? When you 
reduce the income tax you add that amount to the farmer’s burden. 
That the farmers are in a strait all admit. How can you expect a 


farmer to prosper when he has to sell in a world market and buy 
in a protected market? -Increase the income and surtax, so you can 
pay a good big bonus. I don't care what you do with this letter. 
James W. JOHNSON, 
A Constituent. 


This letter is from, as he himself says, an old farmer way out 
in the sticks. I further desire to quote from the preface of the 
latest edition on “ Income Tax Procedure, 1924,” by Robert H. 
Montgomery, C. P. A., of Lybrand, Ross Bros. & Montgomery, 
attorney at law; former president American Association of 
Public Accountants; professor of accounting, Columbia Uni- 
versity, the following extract: 


But Congress pays no attention to resolutions calling for reduction 
in taxes when the resolutions emanate from a few who pay most of 
the taxes. The chief reason for this inattention is that most reso- 
lutions are highly inconsistent. The big taxpayer always claims that 
he represents the best interests of the little taxpayer. He says; “I 
really do not pay these high taxes; I pass them on to the ultimate 
consumer. Therefore it is to their interest that I be relieved.” If 
he does not pay, net, the high taxes, why his constant solicitude to 
have them reduced? It may be treason, but I suspect the big fellow 
wants his taxes reduced and also hopes to continue his profits, which 
he believes will be taxed at the lower rates. I am sure that the 
little fellow is afraid of that very contingency and sees much merit 
in high rates, some of which are not passed on. 


The letter from the farmer way back in Missouri and the 
extract from the preface of one of the most noted authorities 
on income tax law and procedure in the United States, a resi- 
dent of New York, have the situation sized up exactly alike, and 
that is that the payers of large income taxes, even if they were 
successful in securing the reduction in the rates for which they 
are contending, would in their judgment simply put the reduc- 
tion in their pockets and continue their profits. 

I do not understand all this talk about the payers of high 
surtaxes not paying their taxes. It seems that there ought to 
be some way to compel these taxpayers to pay as well as there 
is a way to compel the small taxpayer to pay. 

The gentlemen on the other side of this aisle during the last 
three years have had control of both the Senate and House of 
Representatives as well as the President of the United States. 
You had the power to enact any legislation that you may have 
deemed of benefit to the American people. and the power to 
repeal any acts which you thought detrimental to the people of 
this country. You either did not know what was for their 
benefit and interest, or, knowing, did not see fit to enact such 
legislation. You must take one horn or the other of the dilemma. 
At the opening of the Sixty-sixth Congress you had a majority 
in both the House and Senate, and the President of the United 
States, Woodrow Wilson, urged upon you to pass a tax reduc- 
tion bill, using the following language: 


And credit and enterprise alike will be quickened by timely and 
helpful legislation with regard to taxation, I hope that the Congress 
will find it possible to undertake an early reconsideration of Federal 
taxes in order to make our system of taxation more simple and easy 
of administration, and the taxes themselves as little burdensome as 
they can be made and yet suflice to support the Government and meet 
all its obligations. * * * The main thing we shall have to care 
for is that our taxation shall rest as lightly as possible on the pro- 
ductive resources of the country, that its rates shall be stable, and 
that it shall be constant in its revenue yielding power. We have found 
the main sources from which it must be drawn, I take it for granted 
that its mainstays will henceforth be the income tax, the excess-profits 
tax, and the estate tax. All these can so be adjusted to yield con- 
stant and adequate returms and yet not constitute a too grievous 
burden on the taxpayer. 


You made no move in this direction, but, instead, busied your- 
selves with the creation of investigating committees, and at an 
enormous cost to the taxpayers of this country you searched 
high and low for evidence of fraud in the conduct of the war. 
You found no fraud, but the discovery you made was what 
everyone else knew—that the greatest war in the history of 
the world had been successfully conducted and won under a 
Democratic administration. In the Sixty-seventh Congress you 
not only had the Senate and House but the President as well, 
and what did you give to the people? You gave to the masses 
the Fordney-McCumber tariff act, which I am informed brings 
in an annual revenue to the Government of $500,000,000 but at a 
cost of $4,000,000,000 a year to the American people. You re- 
vised the tax laws; you passed a tax reduction bill, and had 
the absolute power to pass any kind of a bill that your imagina- 
tion may have conceived. What did you do? You passed an 
act to repeal the excess-profits tax and cut down the surtax of 
the large taxpayer of this country from 65 per cent to 50 per 
cent, reducing the income of the Government approximately 
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$511,000,000 annually and to the small ineome-tax payer you 
gave little relief. : 

I am glad to say there are some good provisions in the Mel- 
lon plan. Iam very much in favor of tax reduction, but am not 
willing to go as far as Mr. Mellon has gone in reducing the 
taxes of the wealth of this country. I prefer the Garner plan: 

Because under the Mellon plan the exemptions are only $1,000 
for single persons and $2,500 for married persons, while under 
the Garner plan the exemptions are $2,000 for single persons 
and $3,000 for married persons; 

Because the fixed normal rate under the Mellon plan is 3 per 
cent on amounts of $4,000 and under, 6 per cent on amounts 
from $4,000 to $10,000, and 8 per cent on all amounts over 
$10,000; while under the Garner plan the rate is 2 per cent on 
amounts of $5,000 and under, 4 per cent on amounts from 
$5,000 to $10,000, and 6 per cent on amounts in excess of 
$10,000 ; 

Because under the Democratic substitute, or Garner plan, the 
Mellon earned-income proposal is extended to farmers, mer- 
chants, and tradesmen who invest in their business and person- 
ally conduct the same and thus derive their income, as well as 
incomes from professions, and entitles them to a reduction 
of 334 per cent below the normal and surtax rates, while under 
the Mellon plan these same incomes only get a reduction of 25 
per cent; 

Because of the 172,519. income taxpayers in Missouri in 1921, 
172,350 will receive a greater reduction in their taxes under the 
Democratic substitute, or Garner plan, than under the Mellon 
plan, while only 169 will receive a greater reduction under the 
Mellon plan than under the Democratic plan—172,350 benefited 
by the adoption of the Democratic plan, 169 by the adoption of 
the Mellon plan. I think these reasons sufficient to convince 
anyone as to which plan would be best for the country and 
should be adopted. : 

In conclusion, it appears to me, as I believe that it does to a 
majority of the people, that this proposal to make this radical 
reduction in the surtaxes as set forth in the Mellon plan was 
not so much with an idea of having it enacted into law as it 
was to show an appreciation of favors rendered in the past to 
the payers of these high surtaxes, and that the majority party 
of this House were really their friends and made an earnest 
effort to do all they could for them, so when the time arrives, 
as it will soon, for them to reciprocate, they will be ready and 
willing to come across this time with their campaign contribu- 
tions as they did two years ago after the repeal of the excess- 
profits tax, the reduction of the surtaxes from 65 per cent to 
50 per cent, and the passage of the Fordney-McCumber tariff 
act. They believe in reciprocity. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr, Chairman, I would like to know how the 
time stands. 4 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Sanpers of Indiana). The gentle- 
man from Texas has consumed seven hours and one minute 
and the gentleman from Iowa six hours and four minutes. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway] 30 minutes. 

[By unanimous consent, Mr. TreaApway was given leave to 
revise and extend his remarks in the Reconrp.] 

Mr. TREAD WAT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, it is not my purpose to discuss at any length the intri- 
cacies of the bill before the House (H. R. 6715). The tax 
problem, under any circumstances, is the most intricate of 
governmental functions. The senior members of the Ways 
and Means Committee, as well as Members of the House who 
served during the World War, do not need to be reminded of 
the frantic efforts we made to reach all possible lines of taxa- 
tion, both in the highest brackets of surtaxes, all direct taxes, 
and the miscellaneous or indirect taxes. The members of a 
strictly nonpartisan committee vied with each other to make 
these rates as high as possible and secure the greatest revenue 
for the emergency we faced. The resulting legislation, com- 
bined with the Liberty loans, furnished both ourselves and our 
allies with ample means, 

There could have been but one result—namely, inflated prices 
and high cost of living. 

In 1913 the per capita tax in this country was $22.73. In 
1922 it was $64.63—an increase of nearly $42 in taxation—re- 
sulting in $4,000,000,000 of less available money in general 
circulation. We need no better illustration of the reason for 
high prices and the low value of the dollar. 

In 1921 a partial revision of the revenue act of 1918 was 
made and such reductions adopted as seemed to meet the re- 
quirements at that time. Owing to the careful management of 
the Government's business affairs and the success of the Budget 
system, large savings have been made, and to-day it is no 
longer necessury to levy the taxes of 1921, which in the last 


two years have produced an average surplus of nearly 
$310,000,000. 

The same nonpartisan spirit shown during the war period 
by the then minority in placing all necessary taxes on the 
people should now be followed by the present minority in a 
nonpartisan effort to reduce the taxation from the shoulders 
of the American people. The answer of the Democrats is the 
partisan debate that they have been conducting here for the 
past three days. 

The President in his very able Lincoln Day address in New 
York on Monday night said: 


Immediately upon my taking office it was determined, after confer- 
ence with Seeretary Mellon, that the Treasury should study the possi- 
bility of tax reduction for the purpose of securing relief to all tax- 
Payers of the country and emancipating business from unreasonable 
and hampering exactions. 


In referring to the recommendations now before us, the 
President further says: 

They follow in their main principle of a decrease in high surtaxes, 
which is only another name for war taxes, the views of two preceding 
Secretaries of the Treasury, both of them Democrats of pronounced 
ability. 


The President, in the course of his able and complete argu- 
ment on taxation, used two illustrations which I think can not 
be too strongly emphasized, and I again quote: 

An expanding prosperity requires that the largest possible amount of 
surplus income should be Invested in productive enterprise under the 
direction of the best personal ability. This will not be done if the 
rewards of such action are very largely taken away by taxation. 
If we had a tax whereby on the first working day the Government 
took 5 per cent of your wages, on the second day 10 per cent, on the 
third day 20 per cent, on the fourth day 30 per cent, on the fifth day 
50 per cent, and on the sixth day 60 per cent, how many of you would 
continue to work on the last two days of the week? It is the same 
with capital. Surplus income will go into tax-exempt securities. It 
will refuse to take the risk incidental to embarking in business, * * * 

The high prices paid and low prices received on the farm are di- 
rectly due to our unsound method of taxation. I shall illustrate by a 
simple example: A farmer ships a steer to Chicago. His tax, the tax 
on the railroad transporting the animal, and of the yards where the 
animal is sold go into the price of the animal to the packer. The 
packer’s tax goes into the price of the hide to the New England shoe 
manufacturer. The manufacturer's tax goes into the price to the 
wholesaler, and the wholesaler’s tax goes into the price to the retailer, 
who in turn adds his tax in ‘his price to the purchaser. So it may be 
said that if the farmer ultimately wears the shoes he pays everybody's 
4axes from the farm to his feet. It is for this reason that high taxes 
mean a high price level, and a high price level in its turn means diffi- 
culty in meeting world competition. Most of all, the farmer suffers 
from the effect of this high price level. In what he buys he meets 
domestic costs of high taxes and the high price level. In what he sella 
he meets world competition with a low price level. 


The desperation of the Democracy in their effort to defeat 
the bill under consideration is shown by the criticism that has 
already been hurled at the President of the United States for 
his thorough and complete explanation of the tax system in the 
presence of a very large audience and within the hearing of 
thousands of others throughout the country. 

I can not conceive of a partisanship so blind as not to admit 
the validity of his argument. 

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Corte] yesterday 
made references to methods of procedure in the Ways and 
Means Committee. I had always supposed that committee 
matters were executive, but he having encroached on that re- 
quirement will justify me in doing the same to-day. My recol- 
lection of the happenings are somewhat different from his 
statement on the floor, and in order not to be unduly criticized 
for referring to committee happenings I am using the press 
accounts which I assume the gentleman will admit were fairly 
accurate, 

The first knowledge the majority had that partisanship was 
to enter into the preparation of this bill was the publication 
of the Democratic substitute in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
under date of January 7, which came from Mr. GARNER of 
Texas, and was presented by him, as he says, in behalf of him- 
self and his associates on the committee, and which he labeled 
at that time as the Democratic tax proposals. He was asked 
in the committee by the chairman in effect whether changes 
in that program would be considered by his party associates, 
and he replied that he had seen nothing to cause him to 
change his views. In other words, we were told by the Demo- 
erats before the least consideration had been given to the 
normal or surtax questions that they, the Democrats, would 
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make a partisan issue of it, and now they have the effrontery 
to tell this House that the partisanship was inaugurated by 
the Republicans. 

The manner in which they could have shown that they arose 
above partisanship would have been to cooperate in the prepara- 
tion of the entire bill and in considering the normal and sur- 
taxes. They were not politely asked to retire. They notified 
the Republicans that they had their measure and would not 
consider any changes therein. 

Let me refresh the memory of the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi as to the exact circumstances by reading an extract from 
the statement given out by the chairman of the committee and 
which appeared in the public prints of January 31: 


In accordance with the evident wishes of the people of this country 
the Ways and Means Committee has for several weeks been diligently 
at work upon a tax-reduction measure. The basis of consideration was 
the recommendations of the Secretary of the Treasury, and in his 
letter to the chairman presenting these recommendations the Secretary 
stated that the subject of tax revision was a nonpartisan one. That 
it ought to be so is obvious. The bill to date has been considered on 
a nonpartisan basis, and the Republican members are strongly of the 
opinion that this course should have been pursued to the end with the 
entire bill, including surtax rates. With this in mind the Republican 
members have refrained up to the present time from meeting as Re- 
publicans for the preparation of a schedule of income-tax rates on a 
party basis. On the other hand, the Democratic members of the com- 
mittee have met as Democrats and as partisans, have prepared an 
income-tax schedule which they haye presented to the country and 
Congress as the Democratic program, and have so labeled it in this 
statement which appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of January 7. 

If anything more was needed to make the attitude of the Demo- 
cratic Members definite, it was settled by their failure to accept the 
Republican offer made at a committee meeting last week to take up 
the income-tax schedule in the full committee and consider it from 
a nonpartisan basis, with a view to reporting a bill to the House 
which should receive the support of both Democratic and Republican 
Members, 

Our Democratic colleagues, having refused to consider our offer of 
compromise and having made it evident that they propose to support, 
unchanged, the so-called Garner plan, the Republican Members are, on 
their part, compelled to meet in separate conference in order to frame 
a schedule of rates for the bill to present to the full committee. 


This statement is an accurate one of the circumstances, and 
is expressly used at this time for the purpose of keeping the 
record correct. 

Mr. BLANTON. Would it interrupt the gentleman too much 
to ask him to answer a question? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Not at all. 

Mr. BLANTON, The gentleman intimates that the Demo- 
crats should be censored for proposing a plan. Does not the 
gentleman think when the Secretary of the Treasury proposes 
a plan and says that it must be passed without any changes, 
„without crossing a ‘t’ or dotting an i,“ and the Democrats 
think that is not a proper plan—does not the gentleman think 
it is the duty of the Democratic members of the Ways and 
Means Committee to propose a better plan for the people? 
There is nothing wrong about that, is there? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I most heartily agree with the gentle- 
man that it was their duty, if they could, to propose a better 
plan, but they could not do it and they have not tried. They 
were working from a partisan viewpoint rather than for the 
benefit of the country. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. We were up against what we deemed a 
partisan proposition when we were confined to the Mellon plan, 
and the Democrats patriotically proposed a better plan. 

Mr. TREADWAY. The gentleman is mistaken; the Republi- 
cans were not up against it, nor were the Democrats. All we 
asked our Democratic associates was to sit in and revise if they 
saw fit, but they did not want to do that. On the Tth day of 
January the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] printed in 
the ConGrkssIonaAL Record the statement which I have here 
headed “The Democratic substitute.” They wanted partisan- 
ship, they threw down the partisanship gauntlet, and we took 
it up, and I am glad we did, because we got a better bill re- 
ported out of the committee than if they had stayed with it. 

Mr. TAGUE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. 

Mr. TAGUE. Is it not a fact that just as soon as the com- 
mittee got through with the administrative part of the bill the 
chairman of the committee declared the meeting adjourned 
subject to the call of the Chair, and is it not also a fact that 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY] asked the chairman 
of the committee if it was not the intention of the chairman 


and the Republican members to take up the surtax proposition 
in the bill? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I think the gentleman is correct in all but 
the last sentence: “The chairman declared the committee ad- 
journed and left the room.” The gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
Rainey] was on his feet very quickly urging consideration of 
an amendment he had previously suggested which had some- 
thing to do with the administrative features of the bill. So 
far as I recall, he did not ask the general question that my 
colleague says he did, to take up the surtax. I want to remind 
the gentleman of a further incident that happened one week 
previous. We are now talking about committee matters; he 
has referred to an executive matter that was not public, and 
what I have referred to was in the public print. But we are 
encroaching on executive proceedings of committee work. 
What did occur was this: The week previous, as the chairman 
of the committee [Mr. Green] said in his statement to the 
press, Mr. Green directly asked the question of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner] if he would consider the surtax and 
the normal tax in the committee, or whether the Democrats in- 
tended to stand on the Garner Democratic substitute. There is 
the first partisanship. We did not inject the partisanship issue 
into the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. TAGUE. Will the gentleman tell us what was Mr. 
GARNER’S answer? 

Mr, TREADWAY. I have quoted it once. He was asked in 
the committee by the chairman, in effect, whether changes in 
that program would be considered by his party associates, and 
Mr. Garner replied that he had seen nothing to cause him to 
change his view. 

In other words, he stood on the Garner substitute plan which 
had been printed in the Recorp January 7, and later 164 mem- 
bers of your party bound themselves by caucus to vote for it, 
whether they approved its provisions or not. If that is not 
partisanship, I do not know what is. 

Mr. TAGUE. The gentleman wants to be fair? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I do. 

Mr. TAGUE. Is it not a fact that the only document we 
had before us and the only figures we had before us were the 
figures presented by the Secretary of the Treasury, and is it 
not a fact also that the bill the gentleman signed his name to 
is the identical bill without any change whatever? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Oh, it is as different as darkness from 
daylight, 

Mr. TAGUE. Except the excise taxes. 

Mr. TREADWAY. The bill is no more like the original than 
daylight like darkness. 

Mr. TAGUE. I refer to the surtax and the normal tax. 

Mr. TREADWAY. The rates are as suggested, and I am 
glad they are, because the experience, advice, and information 
that has come to the committee and the debate on the floor 
that we have had for the past three days show by this means 
that a fair amount of the capital of the country will be encour- 
aged and put into the channels of trade rather than tied up in 
tax-exempt securities. 

Mr. TAGUE. If that is true, is it not also a fact that the 
gentleman and his associates entered that committee with one 
vie view, with one only, and they have reported out that 


Mr. TREADWAY. No. We had the one bill, that is true. 
It was the one suggestion to which no one was bound, and 
there was no reason in the world why by argument and votes 
and the assistance of the Democrats, if they had acted in a 
nonpartisan way, those rates could not have been changed. 
We have not such a tremendous majority in the Committee 
on Ways and Means that we could control it in any way, no 
matter what happened. The Democrats wanted to play poli- 
ties, and we called their bluff. 

Mr. TAGUE. Oh, that is not so, and the gentleman knows 
it, unless he wants to claim that the chairman of the com- 
mittee and the other members who have reported bills are 
playing politics too. 

Mr. TRHADWAY. Well, our kind of polities is going to be 
successful in this instance. 

Mr. TAGUE. Oh, do not be so sure about that. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. With pleasure, 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman admits that there is par- 
tisanship here. He says that it was brought in by somebody 
and he called the hand. He admits, therefore, that there is 
partisanship? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Why, we had to call the hand. We would 
have been a bunch of chumps if we sat around here and let 
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the Democrats have all the partisanship. We only let them 
begin it. That is the difference between us. 

Mr. BLANTON. According to the gentleman’s own ŝtate- 
ment there is partisanship. Then this must be the situation: 
There is the partisan Republican Mellon bill and there is the 
partisan Democratic Garner bill. The gentleman seems to 
be pretty much exercised about the possibility of his bill 
not passing. It has not appealed to either the Republican 
Members or to the Progressive Republican Members on his 
side of the House. The gentleman’s Republican Party is in 
charge of the committees and of the House, and yet he can 
not pass his bill. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I shall make a little reference to that 
last statement later in my remarks, if I have the time. I 
merely wish to call the gentleman's attention to the letter sent 
to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] in November in 
reference to this very matter of partisanship. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The date of the letter is the 10th of 
November. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes; this is the right one that I have 
here. I shall insert it in the Recorp, because I do not want 
to take all of my time in looking through it to find the par- 
ticular portion that I want. The purport of Mr. Mellon’s 
statement was that it was for the benefit of all of the people 
of the country; that the same thought had been recommended 
by the two previous Secretaries of the Treasury, and there 
was no partisanship in the measure of any kind. And there 
was not until it was injected by the Democratic minority. 

The extract from Mr. Mellon’s letter to which I refer is as 
follows; 


The readjustment of the surtaxes, moreover, is not in any sense a 
partisan measure. It has been recommended, on substantially this 
basis, by every Secretary of the Treasury since the end of the war, 
irrespective of party. The present system is a failure. It was an 
emergency measure, adopted under the pressure of war necessity, and 
not to be counted upon as a permanent part of our revenue structure. 
For a short period the surtaxes yielded much revenue, but their pro- 
ductivity has been constantly shrinking, and the Treasury's experience 
shows that the high rates now in effect are progressively becoming less 
productive of revenue. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I shall be very glad to yield if I can 
have some more time. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I just came in in time to hear the 
gentleman say that the arguments developed so far and the 
views before the committee justified only the rates inserted in 
the bill by the gentleman and his 10 colleagues—the so-called 
Mellon rates. I wonder if the gentleman is going to adhere to 
those rates, 

Mr. TREADWAY. I will agree to adhere to them if the gen- 
tleman will help us pass them for the benefit of the whole 
people of the country. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I just wanted to know if the gentle- 
man was going to stick to what he thinks is the proper rate. 
Is the gentleman going to insist on the 25 per cent surtax? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. If by my vote I can pass the 25 per 
cent surtax rates, I shall stick to them until my term in Con- 
gress expires. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I hope the gentleman will do that. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Of course, the gentleman from Texas 
thinks that one way of killing the bill and not getting any- 
thing worth while for the American people is to try and have 
the 44 per cent of the Garner plan. That is what the gentleman 
wants to accomplish by looking for a cleavage among the Re- 
publican membership. The gentleman is an astute politician, 
and we are proud of him. While we do not like his style, yet 
his methods are perfectly justifiable. 

Mr. GARNER, of Texas. Does the gentleman speak for the 
President when he says that he will veto the bill? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I speak only for the Representative of 
the first district of Massachusetts, and if the gentleman from 
Texas could see the sentiment that has been aroused in behalf 
of this legislation by the voters of the first district he would 
hesitate to think that there is the least chance for success of 
any candidate favoring his rates either in the State or district. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas, That might be true. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I am speaking only for myself. Do not 
confuse me with either my colleagues or anyone else. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. But the gentleman has said that if 
these rates were inserted that he speaks of the President would 
veto the bill. : 

Mr. TREADWAY. Oh, I never made any statement referring 
in any way to the attitude of the President on this bill. 
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Mr. GARNER of Texas. Iam very glad to hear that the gen- 
tleman thinks he will sign it. 

Mr. TREADWAY. The gentleman should not put words in 
my mouth. I do not see where I would ever get any authority 
to speak for the President. Let me further say, as I said a few 
days ago in making another speech, and I repeat what I then 
said, if there is one man in this country to-day who is able to 
speak for himself it is the present occupant of the White House. 
5 does not need any gentleman here on the floor to look after 

m. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In the event that the Committee of the 
Whole should adopt the Garner plan, which now appears to be 
quite likely 

Mr. TREADWAY. Oh, we do not admit any such thing. I 
can not answer the gentleman's question, because I do not agree 
with his premise. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. And the bill comes back to the House 
with the Garner plan, will the gentleman vote for it or 
against it? 

Mr. TREADWAY. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. 


Let me see; how far off is that bridge? 
Oh, about a week. 

Mr. TREADWAY. All right. Next week will be ample time 
to find out whether we are going to cross that bridge or not. 
In the first place, I do not know whether that bridge is there, 
and in any event next week will be ample time to find out 
whether we are going to cross it or not. 

Naturally there are disappointments in the bill. This is 
always the case in any extensive legislative procedure. There 
are a number of changes that I personally would have been 
glad to see made. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] 
called attention to some of the miscellaneous taxes which he 
would have written differently. I agree with him in only one 
instance. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I congratulate the gentleman. 

Mr. TREADWAY. He knows as well as the rest of the com- 
mittee that the reason for removing the tax on bowie knives, 
dirks, and other similar articles was not that they happened to 
be made in any particular section, but that the inconvenience and 
trouble of collecting the tax was greater than the revenue yie!ded. 
I would join him in removing the tax on parts and accessories 
of automobiles when they are replacements. I would also be 
glad to see the farmer’s truck, with which he delivers the 
produce of his own farm to market, relieved of taxation. I 
confess, however, inability to draft proper provision for ac- 
complishing these purposes. The idea of removing the entire 
automobile tax, in order to accomplish the purpose I have just 
referred to, is illogical. A number of miscellaneous taxes were 
removed that directly affected business production, but this, of 
course, can not be argued in favor of removing the automobile 
tax. 

The greatest disappointment of the bill to me is the failure 
to bring about simplification. Section 1327 of the act of 1921 
established a board, known as the Tax Simplification Board. 
Its duties were defined in paragraph D as follows: 


It shall be the duty of the board to investigate the procedure of 
and the forms used by the bureau in the administration of the internal 
revenue laws and make recommendations in respect to the simpli- 
fication thereof. The board shall make a report to the Congress on 
or before the first Monday of December in each year. 


When this section was drafted it was the expectation of the 
committee that, as a result of this investigation, very marked 
changes would be possible in both the phraseology of the law 
and particularly in the forms used by the public in making 
their returns. Forms will be considerably simplified, not as a 
result of any recommendation of this board but automatically 
through the changes we have suggested in the bill before the 
House, The report this commission made in a letter to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives on December 3, 1923, 
shows the board took its job altogether too seriously, and in- 
stead of simplifying the forms of the taxpayer, enters into a 
long discussion and recommends legislation entirely outside of 
its province. But aside from the failure of this board to 
properly interpret the section under which it was established 
other reasons can be readily given why in its general nature a 
tax return must be complicated. The present bill is the out- 
growth of the language of the acts of 1913, 1918, and 1921, to- 
gether with departmental regulations and interpretations on 
these acts. If the experts of to-day were writing a new law I 
am confident the language would be simpler and easier to 
understand. 

But I am sorry to say it will not be materially simplified in 
phraseology above the $5,000 mark. The board, I claim, far 
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overreached itself in what it conceived to be its duty under 
the proposed legislation. What we wanted was to satisfy the 
mind of the taxpayer, when he made out his return, that he 
was making an honest return and that the report was as simple 
asit could be made, One reason why this can not be accomplished 
is that the present law is the result of the original act of 1913, 
as amended in 1918 and again amended in 1921, and both the 
phraseology of the law and the regulations of the department 
have naturally brought about complications which we could 
not overcome, I feel certain that had the experts who as- 
sisted in the drafting of this bill had the original problem 
before them, it would have been solved in satisfactory form. 
As I say, I asked the expert, Mr. Gregg, one of the most in- 
telligent gentlemen I have ever had the pleasure of meeting, 
if he would not translate into simple Yankee English the pro- 


possible to put that into plain English.” 
difficulty -of making a simplified report. 

In view of this situation, the many lawyers and expert 
accountants need not feel the phraseology of the 1924 act 
will deprive them of a profitable livelihood. 

Certain parts of the speech of the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr, Garner] would indicate that he considered it a crime to 
reduce to any appreciable extent the surtaxes. He said it was 


That explains the 


of the Treasury to break down the progressive surtax system. 


How is it he overlooked the fact that two former Democratic | 


Secretaries of the Treasury, as well as President Wilson him- 
self, have advocated this change? His efforts to hurry the 


told us that he and his colleagues were anxious to cooperate 
with us. If there was this tremendous anxiety on his part his 
cooperation can still be exhibited by withdrawing the so-called 
Garner plan gotten up for purely partisan purposes. 

The demagogic howl to put the burden on the rich is fine. 
I am almost disposed to think I possibly would subscribe to 
it if anyone can show a practical, legal, and constitutional 
means of its accomplishment, I have always favored reaching 
the great quantity of tax-exempt securities and had hoped 
this Congress would submit a constitutional amendment to the 
States on the question. The decrease in the number of large 
income-tax payments is conclusive proof that the slogan of 
tax the rich has no merit. The figures have been quoted very 
frequently, but they will bear repetition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts has expired. 

Mr. TREADWAY. May I have 15 minutes more? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. On behalf of the chairman I 
will yield to the gentleman 15 minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Massachusetts is 
recognized for 15 minutes more. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I will insert the references to the number 
of income-tax payers and the increase in number as the result 
of the high surtaxes. It has been in the Record before, but the 
repetition of good things is not a detriment. 

The number of income-tax payers at $100,000 and over in 
1916 was 6,633, and the amount they paid totaled $1,856,187,000. 

The number of income-tax payers at $300,000 in 1916 was 
1,296, and the amount they paid was $1,500,000,000. 

In 1921 the number of income-tax payers in the $100,000 and 
over class was 2,352, and the amount they paid was $463,003,000. 

In the $300,000 income class the number paying in 1921 was 
246, and the amount they paid was $153,000,000. 

The total number of returns for 1916 was 437,000. The total 
number of returns for 1921 was 6,662,000; of these 3,589,000 
paid taxes. 

The amount of decrease was from $500,000,000 to $153,000,000. 
The decrease in amount of incomes reported of over $100,000 
fell from $934,000,000 to $332,000,000. A similar decrease for 
reports on $300,000 was manifest in returns dropping from 
$1,500,000,000 to $153,000,000. These examples show the abso- 
lute futility of endeavoring to reach persons of large incomes 
through the high surtax brackets. 

Let me give you an illustration of the same general character 
in State taxes. I have a communication here from the com- 
missioner of State taxes in Massachusetts. Some years ago 
we used to have the same tax on intangibles as on property, 
and as the result very small return in revenue. lay we 


have an income tax of a small per cent upon incomes derived 
from intangibles, and it has resulted in as much tangible prop- 
erty tax being collected and a very large amount of intangible, 
showing that unless you do have a fair degree of liberality 
toward high incomes they will surely escape it, whether it is 


were taxed upon their income. 
| profitable to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 


| the amount received was only $14,598,938. 
have been able to find more tangible property, and as of April 1, 1923, 


by this tax-exempt provision or some other. I insert my corre- 
spondence with the income commissioner of the State of Mas- 
sachusetts: i 
JANUARY 8, 1924. 
Hon. Henry F. Lona, 
Tax Commissioner, State House, Boston, Mass. 

My Dran Mr. COMMISSIONER : I wish to get some statistics bearing on 
the results obtained in Massachusetts by the change in the method of 
taxing intangibles. You will recall that formerly intangibles were 
taxed the same as tangibles at so much per thousand. Later they 
I understand that the change was 
I would like to 
obtain the exact statistics, so far as you have them, showing the 


amount received from intangibles before the change in the law and 
| the amount now received. 
visions we were then reading. He said, “I regret it is im- 


Thanking you in advance for your attention to this letter and for 
any information you may send, I am, 
Sincerely yours, 
ALLEN T. TREADWAY. 
Tun COMMONWBALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, 
DEPARTMENT OP CORPORATIONS AND TAXATION, 
State House, Boston, January 10, 192}. 


Hon. ALLEN T. TREADWAY, 
his deliberate judgment that it was the purpose of the Secretary | 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 
Duar MR. TREADWAY : Your letter of January 8 is just before me. 
January 1, 1917, our present income tax law went into effect, so 


that April 1, 1916, was the last year that the assessors levied a tax 
on intangibles at the local rate. 
legislation would be amusing if not so far-fetched. He kindly | 


As of April 1, 1916, the total tax received from a tax on tangibles 
and intangibles was $23,328,159. The first year of the income tax 
showed that as of April 1, 1917, when only tangible property was taxed, 
Bach year the assessors 


a tax was received from tangible property alone of $27,533,352, not- 
withstanding that as of January 1, 1920, merchandise owned by for- 
eign corporations no longer was taxed locally, These figures clearly 
show that Massachusetts is now getting as much out of tangible prop- 
erty alone as they previously got out of the tax on tangibles and 
intangibles. 

The entire proceeds of the income tax, exclusive of the cost of ad- 
ministration, is distributed to the cities and towns on three different 
measures of distribution. The average yield of the income tax since 
its inception is approximately $15,000,000, which is all velvet“ for 
the cities and towns, the amount collected each year being as follows: 


Amount collected. 


$12, 540, 822. 
14, 958, 319. 24 
15, 791, 895. 13 
17, 550, 223. 
14, 912, 352. 22 


12, 586. 566. 48 

s 14, 300, 000. 00 
The real success of the income tax is not only to be measured as a 
revenue producer but is to be measured by the encouragement it gives 
to a person to invest. Under the old law, irrespective of whether a 
stock or a bond paid any interest or dividends, a tax was laid on the 
principal amount. Under the income tax law no tax is laid unless 
there is an income. The tax on the income is 6 per cent, which with, 
say, 5 per cent as a fair yield, means approximately a 3-mill tax, 
but only on property which yields income. 

The experience of other States has been that intangibles have gradu- 
ally crept out of sight or have been made liquid, so that they have 
flowed away from the taxing authorities, and there has been a con- 
stantly diminishing revenue from the tax on intangibles. Some States 
have undertaken to stop this decrease by putting a mill tax at a flat 
rate, but that includes income producers as well as nonincome pro- 
ducers. The income tax as we have it classified does not touch the 
principal at all, 

Very truly yours, 


We have heard many references in the course of this debate 
to the so-ealled yacht tax, and the Ways and Means Committee 
has been criticized for taking this item out of the present law. 
As usual, our Democratic friends while professing fairness 
do not practice it. Why have not they said there were two 
taxes on yachts? One a manufacturer’s tax; another a user's 
tax. One we desire to repeal, the other to eontinue. The word 
“yacht” is somewhat deceiving. Under the decision of the 
United States Supreme Court the large pleasure yacht to whieh 
our friends refer is no longer purchased in this country. The 
yachtsman can purchase it abroad fully equipped and bring 
it to this country, under the decision to which I have referred, 
without payment of one cent of duty. Consequently our yacht 
builders ate confining themselves solely to the construction of 


Henry F. LONG, Commissioner. 
* 
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ordinary motor boats and the like which can be used for fishing 
or pleasure purposes by the average citizen, either on lake or 
harbor. On boats of this character, under section 803, a 
tonnage tax is levied based on the length by the owner and 
user thereof. 

Here is an advertisement taken from a sporting pullication 
showing that a new boat, complete, like this [indicating] can 
be purchased abroad for one-half the American cost. The 
boat built in America would cost $40,000, complete, with rotor, 
and the same boat built abroad can be built and sold for 
$15,000. Is anybody in America going to pay that additional 
cost? It is absolutely ridiculous, and therefore the idea that 
this item in the tax bill applies to the rich man’s yacht as a 
luxury falls of its own weight. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield there? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The fact is that under the decision 
of the Supreme Court the way in which the tax was applied 
exempted the rich man, and the only man who had to pay the 
tax was a poor man buying a small motor boat. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. The tax was imposed on the 
length of the boat and the cost of the boat itself. Our Demo- 
cratic friends have gotten so that the progressive scale seems 
io have gone to their heads, and they will not even let us tax 
yachts on it. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The fact is that these small boats, 
now exempted from the first tax, are the only articles on which 
we have levied two taxes. We will stil collect one tax. 

Mr. TREADWAY. The gentleman’s statement is borne out 
by the facts. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. 
yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Will the gentleman state the amount in 
dollars realized from it? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. It is almost identical on the two 
items. I tried to find from the Treasury Department yesterday 
what part of the purchaser’s tax was on large yachts. They 
said in all probability there could not be any, under the prin- 
ciple by which the yacht builders in this country are building 
only small boats, showing how this business has depreciated. 
The income tax was $406,000 in 1922, and in 1928, $267,000, 
tax by tonnage is about $215,000, which will be retained in the 
phraseology of the bill, as the gentleman from Illinois well 
knows, The complaint in regard to this item can be explained 
in another way. I took pains to look up yesterday the effect 
on the yacht tax in the income of the tax districts, and I find 
that in the districts represented by six Democratic Members 
of the committee there was not a cent paid under this tax, 
and that in two others almost an infinitesimal tax had been 
paid, the two combined representing $300. 

The only Democratic Members representing districts contrib- 
uting to this tax reside in Massachusetts, Illinois, and Pennsyl- 
vania, all three also having Republican Members. It is the 
same old story—‘ Let George do it,” and the Democrats have 
always shows a courteous and kindly disposition to let all 
possible taxes be paid elsewhere than by the section which 
they themselves represent. The yacht tax is an excellent illus- 
tration of the manner in which they would like, in all proba- 
bility, to have all taxes laid, and I am sorry to say a good 
many of them are laid in that way. The more taxes of this kind 
the Democrats infliet upon residents of States represented by 
Republicans the better they are suited. 

Let me return to my general argument. It is very clear that 
in order to secure capital and turn it into productive enter- 
prise, a return must be found at least competitive with or 
more attractive than tax-exempt securities, It is doubtful if a 
rate of 25 per cent would accomplish this purpose, provided 
the rates had not been so materially higher over a period of 
years. The advice of the best business experience available 
is that with a surtax rate of 25 per cent maximum we will 
invite capital into productive enterprise. 

It seems strange that partisanship predominates in this body 
under these circumstances. Suggestions of the Secretary of 
the Treasury were so emphatically approved by the people 
of the country that our Democratic friends on the Ways and 
Means Committee found themselves floundering in the quick- 
sand of Republican oblivion. Desperation both marked their 
countenances and their actions. They, therefore, appear before 
you to-day not favoring tax revision and hardly favoring tax 
reduction. The difference between the present law on surtaxes 
and the so-called Garner program is so slight as to appear 
almost ridiculous. We know that appeals to our Democratic 
friends are unavailing. An arbitrary caucus counts more with 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 


them than reason, judgment, common sense, and the welfare 
of the American people. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman says that Secretary 
Mellon’s plan appeals to the entire country overwhelmingly, 
and if that is so, I was wondering why it did not appeal to the 
Republican side of the House. 

Mr. TREADWAY. The gentleman from Texas asked me a 
question a few moments ago and tried to make me speak for 
others, I speak for myself and let my colleagues do the same. 
I give them and the Democrats the same courtesy of their own 
opinions that I claim for myself. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I was just wondering why it is that 
the Mellon plan, so called, appeals so overwhelmingly to the 
country, and yet the patriotism and intelligence on the Repub- 
lican side can not step in with the country. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Why did not the Democrats take their 
places, then, and come in? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. They did, because the Mellon plan 
does not appeal to the country. 

Mr. TREADWAY, It does appeal to the country. The gen- 
tleman from Texas and I never can agree on that premise. The 
press of this country, even in his own State, in all probability, 
will back me up rather than the gentleman from Texas. How- 
ever, we like to have these little“ run ins”; they do not do any- 
body any harm and probably do not do anybody very much 
good. 

Mr. MURPHY. While the gentleman is in good humor—— 

Mr. TREADWAY. I hope I am always that. I will have to 
have more time, because I would like to get into the Recorp 
some important parts of my speech. Would the gentleman like 
me to answer his question even before he asks it? 

Mr. MURPHY. Yes. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I know exactly what the gentleman is 
going to ask. 

Mr. MURPHY. I would like to have the gentleman’s good 
judgment as to whether the Mellon plan will take care of 
adjusted compensation for the soldier? [Applause.] 

Mr. TREADWAY. I shall be very glad to answer my friend’s 
question. I do not know whether the present surplus we are 
accumulating of $300,000,000 a year would eventually pay for 
adjusted compensation or not. Mr. Mellon says—and I like his 
financing ideas better than my own; he is much more compe- 
tent, in spite of my Democratic friends’ opinions, to pass judg- 
ment—that we can not reduce taxes at all and pay adjusted 
compensation to the soldiers. 

Mr. MURPHY. That is the point I am trying to bring out. 
I am on this side of the aisle and I am going to support this 
tax measure, but my intelligence will not allow me to follow 
blindly one who is $1,000,000,000 out of the way when he talks 
of adjusted compensation. All of his other figures are correct. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I am very much surprised that when a 
man makes a mistake he should make a mistake of $1,000,- 
000,000 and still the rest of his figures be correct. I am sure 
my friend is confused on this point. 

Mr. MURPHY. That is what surprises me. 

Mr. TREADWAY. But I want to answer the gentleman's 
question fairly and squarely. There is an old adage in New 
England which has probably gotten out into Ohio, that you 
can not eat your cake and have it.” That is as nearly a reply 
to the gentleman's inquiry as I can make. 

Mr. MURPHY and Mr. WURZBACH rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield; and if so, to 
whom? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I am surrounded on all sides, but I think 
I had better finish with the gentleman from Ohio. Of course, 
time is no object, and I must have further time. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, The gentleman has already been given 
45 minutes. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I really want to get into the RECORD 
some important parts of my speech, but let me answer these 
questions, and then I will not permit any further interruptions. 

Mr. MURPHY. The thing which surprises me is that when- 
ever it comes to talking about adjusted compensation for the 
soldiers we can not find the money, yet two Congresses have 
passed an adjusted compensation bill for the soldiers, and the 
information furnished the President caused him to veto those 
bills; yet, in the light of events which have followed, it was 
shown that the information furnished was almost $1,000,000,000 
out of the way. : 


Mr. TREADWAY. Is this a speech or a question? 


Mr. MURPHY. That is what I am trying to find out. I 
am trying to find out from those who have studied this bill 
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whether there is any chance whatever of lowering taxes and 
taking care of adjusted compensation at the same time. 

Mr. TREADWAY. We were instructed by the Republican 
conference—but not hidebound like the Democrats are—to re- 


port a revenue revision and reduction bill. We have worked 
laboriously ever since that instruction was given, and here is 
the fruit of the work, I want to say this to the gentleman from 
Ohio; I have noticed the form of his previous questions, and in 
them he has said there has been some promise made by some- 
body In both parties. I have recently looked over the platforms 
of the Republican and Democratic Parties of 1920, and so far I 
have been unable to find that any such promise exists. 

Now, one other statement. I have recently carried on a 
referendum vote in my district, sending inquiries to 78,000 
yoters, and the returns on this very question are 11 to 6 against 
the payment. of a bonus, I am certain, however, there will 
be ample funds so that the laws in behalf of the sick, wounded, 
and families of deceased soldiers can at this session be liberal- 
ized. I shall be glad to support bills of this -kind. 

I will now yield to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Wurz- 
BACH]. 

Mr. WURZBACH. In view of the fact that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner] voted against the bonus bill, and 
will probably vote against it again, does it appear reasonable 
that provision should be made in the Garner bill for the pay- 
ment of a bonus? 

Mr. TREADWAY. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GAR- 
NER] says he is reducing taxes more than the Republicans, 
therefore there can not be as much revenue left when he gets 
through, and that appears to be true from his own reasoning. 

I now desire to proceed without interruption. 

It would seem to me that the merits of the case and the un- 
doubted public support for the Ways and Means Committee 
bill would take precedence in the minds of our colleagues over 
the desperation shown in voting for the Garner plan. Many 
times the Democratic leaders on this floor express sorrow or 
regret, as evidenced by crocodile tears, for the Republicans, 
and, from their viewpoint, the errors we make. In my mem- 
bership in this House there has never been a better time for 
the return of sympathy than what the Republicans are able to- 
day to contribute to the Democrats. We truly regret that parti- 
sanship and the party whip have misled vou into failing to 
rise to a great opportunity in behalf of the American people. 

BENEFITS TO MR. AVERAGE MAN. 

We have heard the banterings and wailings in the interests 
of the small taxpayer. It is his ease that I intend to plead 
now in offering a few explanations of what this bill proposes 
to accomplish. I never have had a great deal of interest in the 
man of very large income. His ability to care for his own in- 
terests preclude the necessity of intrusion on our part. The 
one who should appeal to our interest and secure our particular 
support and assistance is the average man, and I therefore 
wish briefly to explain in simple language what certain features 
of this bill do for Mr, Average Man. Three years ago I spoke 
in his behalf, and now I ask your attention to the merits of this 
bill in his interest. 

Mr. Average Man is the most numerous of taxpayers, and it 
is therefore in his behalf that the greatest interest should be 
shown. Let us look at the number of returns within certain 
brackets. For instance, we find that under $5,000 there are 
3,064,379 taxpayers, ten times as many as in the five next 
brackets and six times as many as the total of the other 
brackets. It is estimated that the total reduction in this 
bracket will amount to $98,000,000, nearly one-half of the total 
estimated reduction, a showing in the aggregate of figures that 
Mr. Average Man having the lowest rate of taxation is very 
substantially benefited. His normal tax is reduced 25 per 
cent, or from 4 to 3 per cent, bringing a loss in revenue to. the 
Government of $50,000,000. All other brackets aggregate 
$41,600,000. 

His next benefit is under the earned income provision, 
whereby, according to the definition in the bill, all income 
under $5,000 is regarded as earned. So that he is receiving 
another 25 per eent reduction under this elause. So much for 
the advantage given Mr. Average Man under tke direct taxes. 

Now let us pass to indirect or miscellaneous taxes, fre- 
quently referred to as nuisance taxes. It is, of course, impos- 
sible to estimate what part of these taxes are paid by Mr. 
Average Man, who receives an income of $5,000 or less, but it 
is undisputed that his part in proportion to his ability to pay 
is very large. J 

The existing law provides a tax on telephone and telegraph 
messages of 5 cents where the charge is from 14 fo 50 cents, 
or if the charge is more than 50 cents the tax is 10 cents. 
This tax is paid directly by the user of the telephone or the 


sender of a telegraph message. The total item of reduction is 
over $29,000,000. Under section 602 of the present law there is 
an entire remission of the tax on all cereal beverages, mineral 
waters, and carbonic-acid gas aggregating about $10,320,000. 
The proportionate part of this entire item is indirectly paid by 
the consumer, and it is very apparent that the greatest con- 
sumption comes from Mr. Average Man and his family. 

On a hot summer’s night or on a Saturday afternoon when 
he has a half holiday Mr. Average Man starts for some recrea- 
tion with his wife and children. They are hardly on their way 
when the youngsters begin teasing for a glass of soda or 
lemonade, a bottle of soft drink, or to be taken to a moving- 
picture show. 

The generous father desires to comply with these various 
requests. Indirectly the tax on beverages has taken, as stated 
above, more than ten millions from the people because, argue as 
we may, the ultimate consumer is the one paying the bill. 

The admission tax to the neighborhood movie theater, where 
the charge is never more than 50 cents, is entirely removed, so 
that Mr. Average Man and his family probably attending the 
movies once a week will save the entire amount now assessed 
against admission to moving-picture shows, and therefore will 
be benefited for the greater part of the aggregate of $33,000,000. 

In the tax on candy, 70 per cent is paid on the cheaper 
grades sold to the consuming publie. The penny lollypop and 
the stick of licorice will no longer contribute its part toward 
this $11,000,000 tax. Children of Mr. Average Man will either 
receive a better grade of candy at the same price or more in 
quantity. 

Under section 904 many articles in use in the home of Mr. 
Average Man will no longer be taxed, such as the better grades 
of carpets and rugs and articles of travel. 

The greatest change under section 905, the section carrying 
the jewelry tax, is aimed to meet the needs of Mr. Average 
Man wherein he will not be required to pay a so-called luxury 
tax upon the cheaper articles of jewelry which he occasionally 
desires to buy for his wife and daughters, Any article under 
$40 will be untaxed. As the family grows up, the boy or girl 
either earns a watch or father wants to present them with a 
good, useful timepiece. We also have in this country thou- 
sands of railroad men who, as part of their business equip- 
ment, must have an accurate timepiece. When sold for under 
$60 they will no longer pay a tax. Now and again Mr. Aver- 
age Man feels the need of relaxation by himself and is fond 
either of billiards or of bowling. If he is a member of a club 
or organization, there will be no additional charge for the use 
of the table or the alley. If he visits a public alley or billiard 
parlor, the owner of that establishment will pay only one-half 
of what the rate now is, which will reduce Mr. Average Man’s 
cost by over $2,000,000. It will thus be seen that the claims of 
the opponents of this bill that the average man is not given 
proper consideration is as fallacious as the substitute bill is 
partisan. 

Again, Mr. Average Man will receive the benefit of the 25 
per cent reduction in his return of this year on the tax of 
1923. Our Democratic friends were so surprised at this sug- 
gestion the day after it was announced that they tried to offset 
the popularity of its effect among the people of the country 
by setting up a “me, too,” claim. As usual, they were left at 
the post and too late tried to make a spurt after the race was 
won by the popular appeal to the minds of the people. 

There are also many persons who would qualify under the 
title of Mr. Average Man who pay no Federal tax. Such per- 
sons and their families are the ones for whom we should be 
particularly solicitous. It is natural that at first thought a 
person in this class should feel that he was no part of the tax- 
ing system, not directly being called upon to make a tax return. 
In the examples I have just given of Mr. Average Man he is a 
factor, but under the direct taxes he is not called upon to make 
payment. A very little thought, however, will show him that 
a general tax reform and reduction are more important to him 
than to the man with a sufficient income to make direct pay- 
ment. Fourteen billions of dollars tied up in nontaxable se- 
curities to-day, being added to at the rate of one and one- 
quarter billions per year, mean just that much less money in 
circulation and not in competitive business from which Mr. 
Average Man secures his livelihood. If competitive business 
is active, the demand for labor is keen and employment is 
available for Mr, Average Man. 

On the other hand, his cost of living is bound to deerease. 
No better illustration is needed than the one that has pre- 
viously been used here, that of the cost of building apartment 
houses. The man of means invested in building, say, 10 years 
ago $100,000; a net return of $8,000 would be a good business 
proposition. ‘To-day the same building would eost- $200,000 
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and the owner would be obliged, in order to secure the same re- 
turn on his investment that he did 10 years ago, to boost the 
rents so they would bring in $38,000. Many of the men in the 
elass of Mr. Average Man, to whom I have been referring, do 
not own their own homes. He, therefore, is the one from whom 
‘the owner of the property must secure the advanced amount of 
rent in order to obtain interest on the investment. He would 
therefore pay at least three times as much for the same class 
of property as in 1913. For the owner of the property to pay 
high surtax rates the rent of each apartment in his building 
must be correspondingly increased. The ultimate consumer 
pays the tax. In this case the ultimate consumer is Mr. 
Average Man. With the reduction of the surtax rates the 
landlord will naturally reduce his rents, and the benefit to Mr. 
Average Man living in an apartment is entirely obvious. 

Let me close as I began, by stating it is greatly to be re- 
gretted that partisanship will take the place of judgment in 
this House on a question so seriously affecting the American 
people as that of tax reduction and tax reform. Let me con- 
sole with the Democrats by prophesying that their lack of 
judgment being exhibited here in consideration of this measure 
will be resented by the American people at the elections in 
November. If this just and proper measure in behalf of the 
American people is so mutilated by the Democratic partisan- 


ship as not to accomplish the benefit the people believe will 


accrue to them from the bill, I do not hesitate to prophesy 
that we shall see many vacant seats on the Democratic side 
und that there will be an ample Republican majority to again 
revise the revenue ‘act in a manner ‘that will meet the wishes 


of the people. [Applause.] 
Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield for one more 
question? 


Mr, TRHADWAY. I believe my time has expired. 


Mr. ‘BLANTON. No; the gentleman's time has not yet. 


expired. 
Mr. TREADWAY. Yes; I will yield. 


Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman spoke of reducing the tax 
on billiard and pool tables one-half. I want to call his atten- 


tion to the fact that in American Legion clubrooms—— 
Mr. TREADWAY. Oh, clubs of that kind are omitted en- 
tirely. 


Mr, BLANTON. I understand; but ‘the gentleman did not 


state that. 

Mr. TREADWAY. That is so apparent in the bill itself 
I thought that a gentleman who keeps himself so thoroughly 
familiarized with all pending legislation as the gentleman 
from ‘Texas would not have overlooked it. . 

Mr. BLANTON. I wanted to call the gentieman’s attention 
to that very fact, because he indicated that only one-half of 
the tax had been taken off, and in order to stop the flood of 
letters coming to us I wanted the gentleman to state that in 
the case of those clubs all of the tax has been taken off. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I am very glad to call the gentleman's 
attention to that omission. When it does not appear in the 
bill, of course that means it is omitted entirely. 

Mr. BLANTON. I just wanted the gentleman to say in 
his speech that on American Legion clubrooms the entire tax 
is to be removed. 

Mr. TREADWAY. And not only that kind of club but all 
the private organizations. ‘The only tax that will apply, so 
‘far as billiard and bowling rooms are concerned, is to those 
which are run under private management for profit. In that 
case the tax is reduced one-half. 

Mr. LOWREY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. GREEN -of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield back the 
balance of his time? 2 

Mr. TRBADWAY. I do not like to be discourteous, and 1 
will yield to the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. LOWREY. I understood the gentleman to say that he 
lived in a district where there was no prospect of any Demo- 
crat ever being elected to Congress, or something of that kind. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Thirty years ago there was one elected 
for one term, a very eminent gentleman who is now a justice 
of the Supreme Court of Massachusetts. He made a most 
excellent Representative, as he does a justice, and I feel 
highly honored to be one of his successors, 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. Litry]. 

Mr. LILLY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
while I am heartily in favor of tax reduction to the very 
minimum consistent with the financial safety of the Nation, I 
can not consistently support the present bill as reported by the 
Ways and Means Committee. There are-some good features in 
the bill as reported, and I want to congratulate the committee 
upon them, but my chief reason for not supporting the bill in its 
present form is the apparent discrimination between the large 


and small taxpayer. It has always been the theory und practice 
of this Government in levying a tax for the administration of 
the Government that the rich shall bear the largest portion of 
the burden of taxation. It is a fundamental principle that the 
strong by their financial help shall support the weak, and I 
can not interpret the bill in its present form in any other way 
than that it is discriminatory. 

In the question of surtax, the main issue, the bill as reported 
seeks to cut the surtax of the rich from 50 per cent to 25 per 
cent, which is relieving this class of exactly 50 per cent of its 
present income-tax burden, while the taxpayer whose income is 
below $30,000 is enly getting a 25 per cent reduction. When 
we seek to lift the burdens of taxation from the wealthy and 
fasten them on the poorer classes we are endangering the very 
fundamental principles of taxation, and should this bill be ex- 
tended too far along this line it would ultimately result in the 
destruction of the income-tax system and would cause unrest 
and financial chaos in our Nation. The man who receives an 
income of $30,000 to $100,000 and upward usually receives it 
from dividends, as disclosed by public records. Should he be 
5 instead of the man or woman with an income earned 

y toil? 

The district in West Virginia represented by me has be- 
tween 275,000 and 800,000 people; this is divided into about 
four classes. There are a few millicaaires, but I want to say 
to the gentlemen of this House that with very few exceptions 
they are men with big, open hearts and are ready, willing, 
and anxious to bear their just proportion of taxation. When 
a civic improvement is launched for roads, schools, or cther 
improvements by the issuance of bonds they are the first to go 
out and champion the cause and help put it over: neither 
are ‘they lobbying around Washington or writing and wiring 
their Representative to support the Mellon tax plan in the 
manner other Representatives are being appealed to along this 
line. I will admit I have received hundreds of letters and tele- 
grams requesting my support of the Mellon tax plan, but 
with few exceptions they have come from multimillionaires 
from outside my district. The next class is the small -business 
man, who is likewise big hearted and loyal. The third class 
is the laboring man—the man who goes under the earth in the 
coal mines and who works on the railroads of West Virginia— 
whose income ranges from $1,500 to $3,000. The fourth class 
is the farmer, who is not affected by the present income tax 
for the reason that he is operating at a loss and has been since 
1921. He is in a class by himself. What he has to buy is a 
great deal higher than before the war and still climbing 
higher all the time, and what he has to sell he is compelled to 
sell at a price less than the cost of production, This condi- 
tion, I want to impress upon you gentlemen, is brought about 
by the action of the Republican Sixty-seventh Congress by its 
passage of the iniquitous Fordney-MeCumber ‘tariff bill. The 
poor miner and railroader are likewise affected. He hardly 
makes a living; he toils long and steadily; his work is hazard- 
ous, yet he is forced to contribute to the coffers of the trusts 
from the time he sweetens his coffee at breakfast until he goes 
to bed at night, and unless this tariff is repealed he will have 
to continue to do this on most of the articles he, purchases from 
the time he begins to struggle for a living until he dies. I hope 
and sincerely believe that this condition will be greatly reme- 
died after this year—I mean, after the next election, when a 
Democratic Congress and ,President are elected. 

There are other unjust discriminations in this bill. The re- 
duction on the estate tax is, in my judgment, a very unwise 
thing. It is fundamentally wrong for a person to come into 
possession of a large estate which is built up without any will 
or effort upon his part to be relieved or almost entirely relieved 


of forfeiting any part of this to the Treasury of the Govern- 


ment. It is like receiving something for nothing, and certainly 
a part of it should revert to the Government. 

In the war-tax exemptions I notice that yachts are not taxed. 
Who owns yachts? I can say to you frankly that, although we 
have some navigable streams in West Virginia, you will find no 
miners, railroaders, or small business men owning private 
yachts, but in New York and other places you will find most 
every millionaire owning one. Why should they not pay a tax 
on these vessels? 

The arguments of the proponents of this bill are not logical. 
It is a known fact that in order to produce revenue by taxation 
the wealth of the country must be taxed, and the very idea 
that to relieve the rich man of 50 per cent of his surtax as 
now paid, or 44 per cent as held in the Garner bill, would pro- 
duce more revenue, is unreasonable and unreliable. When we 
want money where do wo go to get it—to the man who has it or 
to the man who has not it? Therefore, in order to produce 
revenue from taxation it is necessary to tax those who have 
wealth, There is another peculiarity about this bill, It is 


2590 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 16, 


wea. 

called the Mellon tax bill. It originated in the office of the 
Secretary of the Treasury. With few exceptions it is reported 
out of the committee exactly as dictated by Mr. Mellon. The 
Democratic minority had to depend entirely upon men selected 
by Mr. Mellon to examine the Treasury records to report the 
approximate amount of revenue that would be derived under 
the Garner plan. Mr. Nellon's estimates as to the probable 
condition of the Treasury in the future, given at various times 
when the conditions warranted it, are peculiar. For instance, 
when the matter of the soldiers’ bonus came up in the Sixty- 
seyenth Congress Mr. Mellon gave out an estimate that the 
Treasury was facing a deficit of something over $3,000,000,000, 
and that if the bonus were passed it would be far more, yet in 
a year from this time he seeks to put through a tax reduction, 
probably for political purposes, in which he shows a large sur- 
plus in the Treasury of several million dollars. Now he says 
that if the Garner bill is passed it will create a deficit in the 
Treasury, and if the Mellon plan is adopted there will be a 
surplus. At the same time he recommends that the surtax be 
cut from 50 per cent to 25 per cent on the wealthy. Gentlemen, 
these estimates of Mr. Mellon’s, according to my opinion, to 
say the least, are not reliable. Mr. MeAdoo and others who 
are just as expert as Mr. Mellon show that the Garner bill, 
if passed, will not leave a deficit but will, on the other hand, 
create a large surplus. 

According to the statistics in my State, last year there were 
78.277 people making income-tax returns. Out of this number, 
under the proposed Mellon plan, the number benefited more 
than by the Garner plan would be 63, while the number 
benefited more by the Garner plan would be 75,214, and as I 
was elected and sent here to participate in legislation by a 
majority of my constituents, I deem it my duty to vote for 
such economical and just measures as will benefit the largest 
number of my constituents. Hence, I will support and vote 
for the Garner plan. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TAGUE]. 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
this bill contains many provisions of taxation, and most of 
them have already been referred to in the general debate. It 
contains many provisions tending to correct evils in the present 
revenue law and plug up holes through which evasions of just 
taxes were had. It is an important question, for it directly 
affects every man, woman, and child in the United States, for 
they all pay their proportion of the expenses of running our 
Government. Since it is a proposition which affects every citi- 
zen of the country this should be a bill drawn in a fair and 
impartial manner and without resort to partisanship. Let me 
now proceed to elte some instances to show that this is a 
strictly partisan measure. 

The Mellon plan for the readjustment of the income tax law 
was submitted to the Congress with the unqualified indorse- 
ment and approval of the President of the United States. He 
assured us, and those closely associated with him urged, that 
the plan, which is nationally known by the name of the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, was for the relief of all of our people. 
We assumed, without subordinating thought to sarcastic inter- 
pretation, that “all the people” included the Democrats, and 
that those of us who haye been honored with an assignment to 
the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of Repre- 
sentatives would be accorded the privilege of meeting the evi- 
dent desires of the President by joining with the Republicans 
on that committee in the thorough analysis of the plan and the 
perfecting of a bill through the medium of which “all the 
people,” the rich and the poor, the workmen and the executives 
of industry, would be accorded their pro rata modicum of relief 
from the heavy taxes made necessary by and imposed during 
the World War. 

Long before this session opened there was an insistent 
demand from the people of the country and by the press for a 
reduction of taxes. Then, when the report of the Secretary of 
the Treausry was made public, it began to appear that the 
burden of taxation could be lessened. Several weeks before 
December 3, the date on which this Congress convened, Secre- 
tary Mellon submitted, with a letter, to Hon. WILLIAM R. 
Green a plan by which he thought taxes could be reduced, and 
claimed that by his plan the taxes would be Jessened in the most 
equitable and eyen manner for all of the people. This plan 
was, in effect, the draft of a revenue bill and comes danger- 
ously near upsetting the processes of our American Govern- 
ment. No former Secretary of the Treasury has so ruthlessly 


usurped the rights of Congress as has Secretary Mellon in 
drafting a revenue bill, and then by means of pernicious propa- 
ganda insisted that not one “t” was to be crossed, not one 
Long before this session opened, long 


“i” was to be dotted. 


before even the members of the Ways and Means Committee 
had received a comprehensive outline of the Mellon plan the 
press of the country commenced their bombardment for the 
Mellon plan. So skillfully was this done that the people of the 
country soon came to regard the Mellon plan and tax reduc- 
tion as synonymous; any deviation from the Mellon plan was 
played up to mean a blow at tax reduction, and any Member 
of Congress who dared to criticize Mr. Mellon’s plan was termed 
a “demagogue.” To show how skillfully this propaganda for 
the Mellon plan has been carried on I would like to insert right 
here in my remarks an editorial from the American Legion 
Weekly of February 15, 1924, commenting on a so-called poll 
which is being conducted by one of the magazines of the coun- 
try. The claims made in this editorial are absolutely fair and 
worthy of the consideration of every Member of this House: 


ARE YOU STILL BEATING YOUR WIFE? 


The Weekly regrets that it is obliged to print on another page a 
warning against the national poll being conducted by the Literary 
Digest on tax reduction. But this step is necessary to parry a blow’ 
which threatens to be as powerful and as unfair as any which have 
been aimed at the cause of adjusted compensation for ex-service men in 
the recent frenzied weeks. 

Read the reproduction of the Literary Digest's ballot. About the first 
thing you will note is that, large and loud, it sounds that battle slogan 
of blind and selfish financial interests: “ Secretary Mellon says his plan 
can not be carried out if the bonus to ex-service men is paid.” 

To 15,000,000 people the Digest has sent this statement. This is 
propagandizing on a grand scale, It is pernicious propagandizing. A 
good many of the 15,000,000 people who receive this ballot are going 
to believe that it is tax reduction or the “bonus — that the issue is 
that clean cut, that it isn’t possible to pay a “bonus” and also to 
reduce taxes reasonably—yes, even reduce them, probably, as Mr. 
pegs leit, have them reduced, 50 per cent off on multimillionaires 
and all. 

In giving such prominence to this slogan of greedy capital the Digest, 
had it been fair, would have included an opposite opinion, Accom- 
punying the post-card ballot goes a 4-page explanation of the Mellon plan 
and the vote upon it—in reality an adroitly worded brief for this 
scheme designed to create the impression that it would make every- 
thing hunky-dory for the average taxpayer. No word about the large 
slashes in the taxes of the multimillionaires. No adequate mention of 
any other viewpoint on tax reduction. No attempt to make it clear 
that, while everyone favors tax reduction exactly as everyone favors 
three square meals a day, it still might be possible to secure tax reduc- 
tion under some other plan than Mr. Mellon's. In the Digest's expla- 
nation there was, indeed, a bare statement that there was an oppo- 
sition viewpoint to the Mellon plan. The Digest, therefore, must have 
known about it. But it did not give it equal prominence on its ballot. 
This was unfair. 

The thing most important, of course, is, what significance will the 
Digest itself attach to the result of the poll? Will votes for the 
Mellon plan be considered as votes against compensation? So ambigu- 
ous are the ballot and the instructlons that a voter can not know. The 
Weekly is advised by the Literary Digest, however, that it expects those 
who favor the “bonus” to vote “no” on the tax plan. 

This means that hundreds of thousands are going to vote “ yes" on 
the Mellon plan and not know that they will be counted as voting 
against compensation. It means that, so far as adjusted compensa- 
tion is concerned, the results of the poll will be worthless. 


The minority members of the Committee on Ways and 
Means approached the responsibility as conveyed to them in 
the Mellon plan for the readjustment of the income tax law 
with the honest purpose of securing all the facts at the dis- 
posal of the committee. Regardless of former proceedings of 
the Ways and Means Committee, we believed that the call of 
President Coolidge for adjournment of partisanship was a 
special occasion calling for serious and impartial consideration 
of the needs of the people of the United States. With that 
thought in our minds, I say, we approached our responsi- 
bilities imbued with a desire to have the best possible tax- 
reduction program prepared. How did the majority members 
of the committee treat the minority? I will tell you. 

At the outset, when hearings were commenced on this bill, 
the majority and minority members of the committee met to- 
gether and proceeded to analyze the tax-reduction plan sub- 
mitted by the Secretary of the Treasury. With his access to 
the official records of his department he was in a position to 
prepare all manner of data in support of his plan. Naturally, 
some of this data we could not understand, so we asked that 
certain records and figures be placed at the disposal of the 
committee. Our requests were met with delays, rather in- 
complete records, and failure of the Treasury Department to 
furnish the full committee with material it should have in 
order to meet the tax-reduction proposition fairly. It very 
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soon became evident that certain information was to be 
placed at the disposal of the majority members of the com- 
mittee, but it was.to be withheld from the minority members. 
Majority members in committee meetings soon began referring 
to certain records and figures which had been submitted. by 
the Treasury Department, and the Democrats discovered that 
the majority members of the committee had possession of more 
official data than the minority, It was obvious that the at- 
tempt was being made to railroad the Mellon plan through the 
committee under the guise of a strictly nonpartisan measure. 
The refusal of the Secretary of the Treasury to supply the 
full committee with statistics and. figures showed that this 
was. to be a strictly partisan measure and paved the way for 
reasonable suspicion that the Mellon plan was a gift horse 
after all. 

Identified now as a Republican measure, the Mellon plan 
entered rather a stormy passage. Members of the Republican 
Party in Congress assailed it as failing to meet the tax- 
reduction situation fairly; outlines of more equitable plans 
of tax reduction were prepared and made public, and the 
Secretary of the Treasury drew back further into his cave and 
refused to give the full committee any more official data. 
Then it was decided that the minority members of the com- 
mittee were no longer needed in preparing the bill, so execu- 
tive meetings of the majority members of the committee were 
held to which came the experts of the Treasury Department. 
The chairman of the committee called a meeting of the full 
committee, and a vote was had on reporting the bill. The 
attitude of the majority toward the minority was Take it 
or lenve it.“ And this was supposed to be a nonpartisan 
measure; a balm for the wounds of all of the people of the 
country. 

The bill as reported is really a reward for persons of large 
income for their ingenuity in discovering. means by. which 
they could evade payment to the Government. of their just 
share of taxation. Since they have stated they will not pay 
taxes unless the rates for higher incomes are reduced nothing 
remains but for the Government of the people to get down on 
its marrow and plead. This bill is an humble plea from the 
Government; a docile petition to wealth to please pay its 
taxes, The rocks have been removed from the path and the 
way made easy. 

The result of these private meetings are now known to you 
for you have before you three bills prepared by the majority. 
It was found, much to the disgust of Mr. Mellon, that there 
were at least some members of his official family over whom he 
had no control and that they had minds of their own. 

I can not, in the brief time that I have at my disposal, try to 
discuss the figures and estimates in this bill, but intend later 
under the reading of the bill to do so. I believe these have 
already been discussed sufficiently to have the Members under- 
stand them, at least for present consideration of the bill. 

I do say, however, that from all the figures and estimates 
that I have been able to obtain I believe the Garner plan will 
meet all the requirements for the needs of the Government 
and that it best serves the people; that it will net sufficient 
returns for the running of the Government; and, that it keeps 
alive the first principle of taxation for Government needs, 
“That the burden of taxation must be borne by those best able 
to pay.“ The Mellon bill is a direct denial of this principle and 
places the burden on those least able to pay. 

I believe that the best method of relleving taxes would be to 
place before the country the needs of the Government and then 
decide which is the best way to meet uses. One of the 
first questions asked by the minority through their leader was 
whether in making up this tax reduction we were to consider 
the question of an adjusted compensation bill which had been 
promised by the Republican Party to the soldiers and sailors 
of the country. Immediately we were informed that that qnes- 
tion had been sidetracked for the present and those who were 
in a position to know know that that sounds the death knell of 
the adjusted compensation bill. 

I am one of those who believe that most of the Members of 
this House are in favor of adjusted compensation and want 
to see it pass at this session, but I can not understand why so 
many well-meaning Members on the Republican side of the 
House allowed themselves to be misled as they have been on 
this question. We are all practical men in this body and we 
should be able to meet this situation without trying to fool our- 
selves, for after all we are only fooling ourselves. 

When we came to this session we had placed before us the 
Mellon bill which had the indorsement of the President and 
we were told that we were to accept it as it was: that this bill 
was to be passed and that if we attempted to pass an adjusted 
compensation bill it would receive the veto of the President, 


A few days after we convened the President appeared before 
the Congress and emphatically told the country, as well as this 
Congress, that he was opposed to a soldiers’ bonus. 

You were also later told by Secretary Mellon that if you 
attempted to pass a bonus bill that there would be no tax re- 
duction, and by that notice he intentionally dealt a deathblow 
to adjusted compensation. 

You Republicans attended the caucus of your party and you 
voted to get the tax bill out of the way before-you would con- 
sider an adjusted compensation bill. By that vote you allowed 
your party loyalty to your leaders to get the best of your judg- 
ment and to my mind you voted away your chance to do the 
thing which I believe you wanted to do, pass the adjusted 
compensation bill. Do you really believe that you have a 
chance to pass a bill for the soldiers after you pass this tax 
bill? How are you going to do so? 

Do you believe that you are going to be able to pass a bonus 
bill over the veto of the President, who says that he is opposed to 
it, and that means that he will veto it? 

Do you not know that the same forces behind the Mellon bill 
will howl that the passage of a bonus bill will mean more taxes? 

I have a very high regard for the President, for I know him. 
I served with him as a member of the legislature of my State, 
and I know that he is honest. I dislike to think that President 
Coolidge’s methods. of reasoning have undergone so decided a 
change with regard to the debt of gratitude owed the veterans 
of the World War as is evidenced by a comparison of his re- 
marks in 1919 and in 1923. In 1919, when he was Governor 
of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and Massachusetts boys 
were returning from the arena of the war—70,000 did not re- 
turn—he said, in giving executive approval that a bonus of 
$100 should be paid to the returning soldiers: 


There is nothing that the Commonwealth can do which will exceed 
the debt of gratitude owed to the men who have maintained by their 
10 and their sacrifices the ideals on which our institutions are 
ounded. 


In spite of the fact that payment of the soldier bonus in Mus- 
sachusetts resulted in an increase of $3 in poll taxes throughout 
the Commonwealth for the years 1920, 1921, 1922, and 1925, 
the then Governor Coolidge exhibited no such concern for tax 
reduction as he evinced on December 6, 1923, when, in an 
address to the Congress, he stated: 


But I do not favor the granting of a bonus. 


If you imagine Calvin Coolidge will not veto an adjusted 
compensation bill if it is presented for his signature, you do not 
know the man as I have known him. He has said he is opposed 
to the granting of a bonus, what he says he generally means, 
and I know of no occasion where he has withdrawn from a defi- 
nite stand he has once taken. 

Accordingly, I make this contention, that unless the subject 
of adjusted compensation is made part of the revenue bill the 
Members of this Congress will be afforded scant opportunity to 
consider adjusted compensation during this session, You will 
return to your districts in the summer with the task of trying 
to explain to your: ex-service men why adjusted compensation 
was again sidetracked. It is:really time we had a show-down 
on this subject. Promises have been made and repeatedly 
broken. Regardless of your attitude on adjusted compensation 
you should stand ready to sink or swim on the proposition, and 
this is the time. Unless there is inserted in this retenue bill a 
provision for the payment of adjusted compensation it will be 
necessary to reconsider the entire tax problem of the country 
before adjusted compensation can. be considered. Now is the 
time for this Congress to act on the matter; after this bill is 
passed it will be too late, and big interests know it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAGUE. Les. 

Mr. BLANTON. The State act which the President signed 
while Governor of Massachusetts was a bonus act pure and 
simple, because the State was giving a gratnity to its soldiers 
who served the United States, but the adjusted compensation 
act is a debt of honor that the Government owed these men 
when it sent them to France on such a small salary, and if 
the President, while Governor of Massachusetts, signed the 
bonus act of the State of Massachusetts how can he now re- 
fuse to sign the debt-of-honor act, adjusting the compensation 
of soldiers, on behalf of the Government? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Will my colleague yield? 

Mr. TAGUE. Certainly. 

Mr. TREADWAY. My colleague also referred to the fact 
that there was a direct method of payment of a flat sum of 
$100 to every ex-service man in the State of Massachusetts 


and the Iaw itself provided the means of payment, did it not? 
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Mr. TAGUE. 


I said that, and every adjusted compensation 
act is a direct tax on the people just the same as that one was. 
A like provision should be in this bill if adjusted compensation 
is seriously considered by the Republicans who framed this b 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 


Mr. COLLIER. I yield 10 minutes more to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. TAGUE. I dislike to take any more time of the com- 
mittee, but there are one or two other sections of this bill I 
want to briefly touch upon. I would like to discuss the bill in 
its every phase, if I could do so, but time would not permit. 
There are some other phases of the bill which I believe deserve 
the consideration of this House. 

The majority in its report laid great stress on the fact that 
we should release money for business investments, and stated 
that without a reduction of the surtaxes investment in busi- 
ness and industry will be retarded and that revenue would 
diminish. To me that is a new mathematical proposition—that 
the more money you zet and the higher surtaxes you have 
the less revenue you obtain for the needs of the Government. 
I can not compute my figures in that manner, but let me, in 
passing, refer to one other matter. 

On page 42 of the report of the majority of the committee, with 
regard to the matter of money released to go into industry, the 
report says: 


The railroads of the country have just had a good year, but they 
have been unable for the last few years to obtain the necessary funds 
for permanent improvements by inviting more partners and fresh 
capital, and have had to rely on mortgege financing. 


I want to direct the attention of every Member in this House 
to the railroad situation of this country, It can not be said 
that the condition of some of the railroads of the country to- 
day was caused by the war. It can not be said that their de- 
plorable condition was caused by accident. It was rather the 
acts of unscrupulous men who robbed and plundered the 
treasuries of some of the railroads of this country for their 
own benefit. 

I know whereof I speak., In my own State of Massachusetts 
I served on the committee which investigated the theft of the 
capital of some of the railroads in New England. I also want 
to refer to the New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad 
scandal, to the Boston & Maine Railroad scandal, to the street- 
railway scandal, to the destruction of competing steamboat 
lines by the New Haven Railroad, and then ask yourselves why 
the people of these United States will not put their money into 
these securities. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
these are only a few of the exhibitions by these men in high 
finance that cause the people to hesitate before again trusting 
them with their sayings. They took from the people of New 
England over $400,000,000 and drove the value of their securi- 
ties in these railroads to practically nothing. Railroad stocks 
selling at over $200 a share are now selling at $13 a share; 
street-railroad lines and railroad companies in the hands of re- 
ceivers; steamboat lines sold upon the market for practically 
nothing; and then these men come forward after their un- 
scrupulous methods and say, Give us more of the money of 
the people of this Nation that we may play with it.” 

Reference was made here to-day to the Rockefeller millions. 
It was men like Rockefeller and his associates who wrecked 
the Boston & Maine Railroad and the New York, New Haven & 
Hartford Railroad. For years Mr. Rockefeller played with the 
money of the people of this Nation, and when old age was 
coming and he thought he had played with the people’s money 
long enough he took his earnings out of industry and stocks 
and placed them in nontaxable securities, where they could not 
be touched by the taxation system of the Government, which 
had protected him all these years. I am not afraid of nontax- 
able securities. There will be a time when we will reach non- 
taxable securities, and the time is not far distant. When the 
railroads apply to_the people of this Nation for more money, 
let me say that the people of the country have lost confidence 
in railroad stocks and bonds and will no longer take them. 

We will have more investigations in time to come perhaps, 
and we will have exposés as we are having to-day at the other 
end of the Capitol; but, my friends, business will never be 
good, the people will never trust the men in high finance again, 
until they resort to different methods than those of deception, 
bribery, and corruption. 

There appeared before your committee representatives from 
the farmers’ organizations. They pleaded with the committee 
not to reduce surtaxes below the present law. They told us 
of the terrible condition of the farmers of the country, and 
that hundreds of thousands were losing their homes, and their 


farms were being taken away from them. The ordinary means 
of getting a livelihood were being denied them, and they ap- 
pealed to your committee not to reduce taxes of the rich, be- 
cause the taxes that were to be reduced would fall upon the 
farmers of the country. 

I can not understand for the life of me how a Member rep- 
resenting a farming district can stand on this floor and adyo- 
cate a bill which shows upon its face that it is an attempt to 
unload the taxes upon the shoulders of the farmers and small 
business men of the country and present the reduction as a 
gift to the already rich. These taxes you are now trying to re- 
move from the backs of the rich, if you do by any means pass 
the Mellon bill, and I do not think you will, will result in every 
farmer and small business man in the country being obliged to 
carry the burden of increased taxation. You know that is so. 
I know it is so. 

Now, my friends, there is much more that could be said. I 
would like to answer a few statements made by my colleague 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway] about partisanship and 
the attitude of the majority toward the minority, but time will 
not permit. I will say that from the time the minority met 
the majority, from the first day until the day when we were 
invited to leave the committee room by the majority, it was the 
intention of the Democratic members of that committee to meet 
this bill and treat it fairly. We believed in tax reduction then, 
as we now believe in tax reduction, but we want a tax reduction 
that will meet the wants of the people of this country fairly. 
We do not want to pass a tax reduction bill that will allow the 
people to say of us “ You have been willing to relieve the rich 
and put the burden upon those least able to bear it.” No, my 
friends, that is why we bring forward the Garner bill. And 
let me say to my friends that we are not driven into our vote by 
a party caucus, because every Member had a chance to vote as 
he saw fit, just as you Republican Members in party caucus 
voted to lay aside the adjusted compensation act, and the Re- 
publican members of the Ways and Means Committee, voicing 
the sentiment of that caucus, have voted so to do. 

We do not claim our bill to be perfect, and amendments will 
be offered to make it so. Different opinions have been ex- 
pressed as to the reduction of the excise taxes, and among 
those taxes, I might add, the tax on auto trucks and acces- 
sories, which I believe should be reduced. The auto truck is 
no longer a luxury, but is a yery important adjunct of our 
transportation system. It is just as essential to business to-day 
as anything connected with business, and should be encouraged 
instead of being discouraged. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TAGUE. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Did the gentleman from Massachusetts 
ever hear a gentleman on this side of the aisle say, as one of 
your most competent Members said yesterday, that if he were 
at liberty to vote his own way be would support the Mellon 
bill? 

Mr. TAGUE. I have heard some prominent gentlemen on 
your side of the House say within a few days that they wished 
they could vote their wishes and instead of voting for 25 per 
cent they would vote for 50. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman knows that on this 
side of the aisle we have no binding caucus. 

Mr. TAGUE. You did on the soldier's compensation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. I will yield to the gentleman five minutes 
more. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Yesterday a prominent Member of the 
gentleman’s party, than whom there is no better lawyer in 
either branch of Congress, said in the course of his speech 
„If I were at liberty, I would vote for“ so and so. Now, 
bas the gentleman from Massachusetts ever heard a Member 
of Congress on this side of the aisle make a statement of 
that sort? 

Mr. TAGUE. I do not know that I have. I am not respon- 
sible for the gentleman who made the statement. If I were 
in his place I would stand up and vote the way my conscience 
dictated to me to vote, party caucus or no party caucus. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Is it not a fact that the gentleman 
asked to be relieved? 

Mr. TAGUE. I do not know. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Was the gentleman at the caucus? 

Mr. TAGUE. I was; I did not hear the statement, and I do 
not know to whom the gentleman from Ohio refers. ; 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I refer to the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. Hawes] standing in the place where the gentleman now 
stands who said, “ If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote so 
and so.” 

Mr. TAGUE. I do not know that that was said. 
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Mr. LONGWORTH. Has the gentleman ever heard a Mem- 


Mr. TAGUE. I think I have confined my remarks to the 


ber on this side of the aisle make a statement of that kind | bill. It is other gentlemen on the floor, who have interrupted 


or one approaching it? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Would my friend from Ohio be 
willing to tell everything that took place in the Republican 
conference? We have never asked them to do it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? The difference 
between the two sides is that the Democratic caucus leaves 
it to the individual Democrats to decide in caucus what they 
are going to do, while our Republican brothers through their 
steering committee go to the Republican Members and say, 
“ Here, you get into line, and if you don’t we will do so and 
so to you.” 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman from Texas deny 
that that caucus the other day was binding upon every man? 

Mr. BLANTON. Of course it is binding. It was an agree- 
ment between the Democratic Members entered into volun- 
tarily, reached after an open and free discussion of their indi- 
vidual judgments. They were not whipped into line. They 
were individual members of the Democratie Party acting fear- 
lessly but agreeing upon what the policy of their party should 
be in behalf of the people of the country. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Then why did the gentleman from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Hawes] yesterday say, “If I were at liberty, I 
would not vote for the Garner plan“? 

Mr. BLANTON. For the same reason that the Republicans 
have never yet been able to agree—— 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Oh, answer the question, if the gentle- 
man desires to say anything. 

Mr. BLANTON. I heard Mr. Hawes in the caucus, and he 
openly and freely discussed his views in a perfectly good 
humor, and the conclusion of the caucus was reached after 
hearing the views of all Democrats. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman ever read the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD? 

Mr. BLANTON, Oh, he was just talking facetiously, recog- 
nizing that Democrats in caucuses do reach wise agreements. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman ever read the Con- 
GRESSTONAL Recorp outside of his own speeches? 

Mr. BLANTON, Oh, the gentleman from Missouri was talk- 
ing facetiously in order to try to bring once again a smile to 
the face of the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. WOLFF, I wish to say for the benefit of the gentleman 
from Ohio that I was a member of that Democratic caucus 
and that I am not going to yote for the Garner plan. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I congratulate the gentleman. 

Mr. WOLFF. And I am not going to vote for the Mellon 
plan. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Evidently the gentleman does not re- 
gard the caucus as binding. Permit me to read what the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Hawes] said: 


Personally, if the liberty of voting as I wish were accorded me, I 
would vote for the Mellon plan. 


Who deprived him of the liberty of voting as he wished? 

Mr. BLANTON. He did himself, under reasonable Demo- 
cratic regulations. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The Democratic caucus deprived him 
of that. 

Mr. WOLFF. Fot at all. Here is a gentleman in the Demo- 
cratic caucus who said that he is not going to vote for it. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Let me say to the gentleman from 
Ohio that there will be a dozen Democrats on this side who will 
vote to amend the Garner plan. Let me tell him the difference 
between the Republican process and the Democratic process. 
The Democrats all get together at one time and thrash out their 
views, whereas the gentleman from Ohio takes the Republicans 
State by State and behind closed doors and whips them into 
line. That is the difference between the Republican process 
and the Democratic process. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I now ask the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Garner] the same question that I asked the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Taduzl. Did he ever hear a gentle- 
man on this side of the aisle in announcing his position upon 
a great and vital measure say “If I were at liberty to vote 
-as I wished, I would do so and so.” 

Mr, GARNER of Texas. No; because the gentleman adopts 
different methods to whip his people into line. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that debate is not proceeding on the bill as required by 
the rules. 


The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Mares). The gentleman from Mas- 


sachusetts will confine his remarks to the bill. 
LXV——164 


me, who have not confined their remarks to the bill. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I was not finding any fault with the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I want to say in conclusion 
just this word. I have not been swept off my feet and I do 
not intend to be swept off my feet by the propaganda that has 
been sent throughout- this country. I represent in this body a 
district which perhaps can lay claim to as much of the wealth 
of the Nation as any district in the country. I say that ad- 
visedly. I represent the greater part of the business district 
of the city of Boston. I have received more than 6,000 letters 
of propaganda on this bill and I want to say to this body, with 
considerable satisfaction, that of the 6,000 letters I have re- 
ceived I haye received less than 50 from the business men of 
my district. There is no more cosmopolitan district in the 
United States—aliens if you will, men who came to this 
country seeking opportunity and wishing to enjoy all of the 
great blessing that you and I have enjoyed. They are becom- 
ing citizens every day. You have not found them trying to 
evade their just taxation. These men have been told that this 
is a Government of all of the people, and that as part of the 
Government they must pay their share of the country’s taxes; 
but, alas, they have this horrible example before them of men 
of means, controling millions of dollars, refusing defiantly the 
will of the Congress of the United States—hiding their riches 
and placing these riches where the Government can not get any 
return from them. Is that American citizenshiu; and have 
these men forgotten their obligations and their duties as 
citizens when they defiantly say as they now do, “Unless - 
you give me what I ask, unless you give me what I want, I 
shall refuse to contribute to the requirements of my Govern- 
ment”? This is what confronts us to-day and this is what the 
passage of the Mellon plan means. By the passage of the 
Garner plan, with the amendments that Mr. GARNER will pro- 
pose, we will save the situation, and we will put taxation back 
where it belongs, so that the rich and poor alike must pay their 
A of taxation. [Applause on the Democratic 
side. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonawortH]. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I underrated the humil- 
iation in which the gentleman from Missouri IMr. Hawes] 
finds himself, because I had not read the peroration of his 
speech, which is as follows: 

Mr, Chairman, had I the poor privilege of expressing my own indi- 
vidual judgment— 


Think of it—had I the poor privilege of expressing my own 
individual judgment! . 


had I the poor privilege of expressing my own individual judgment in 
the matter of surtaxes, I would have voted for the 25 per cent tax, or 
the 50 per cent tax, because the rates imposed in between are pure 
guesswork and do not seem to be logical or persuasive. 


So the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Hawes] finds himself 
in a position where he has not even the poor privilege of ex- 
pressing his individual judgment or the judgment of his con- 
stituents! Why? Because you called a caucus to force, if you 
‘could, upon Congress this so-called Garner plan, and no gentle- 
man can vote for anything else and still remain a Democrat. 

Mr. STENGLE. Is it not a fact that, while we are discuss- 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I am delighted to yield to the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. STENGLE. Is it not a fact, that while we are discuss- 
ing the caucus, the gentleman’s own State delegation, the Re- 
publican members of it, held a caucus this morning and decided 
on 37 per cent? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. It is absolutely not a fact in any possi- 
ble respect. The gentleman is wrong in every way that he 
could be wrong, because, in the first place, there was no meet- 
ing, and in the second place, if there had been, there would 
have been no such resolution, and in the third place, men from 
Ohio on the Republican side do not have caucuses that bind 
them. So the gentleman is thoroughly and absolutely wrong, 
as are most of his colleagues. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio has 
expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. UNDERHILL]. 

Mr, UNDERHILL. Mr. Chairman, it seems as though this 
is Massachusetts day. You have heard in succession from 
three Massachusetts Representatives. I have wondered since 
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I have been a Member of Congress if a question of legislation 
could possibly be discussed in this Chamber without the intro- 
duction of partisan politics, I do not know if that is possible, 
but I have a few observations to make, and I hope that per- 
haps for the first time, at least for the first time since I have 
been a Member, a public question may be discussed without a 
word of partisanship. 

Mr. Chairman, a few days ago Congress was engaged in an 
effort to force into industry large fortunes which are now 
going into tax exempts through the medium of a constitutional 
amendment which would not be ratified by the States until 
long after conditions prevailing have passed. No one who 
voted for that amendment can vote against this legislation and 
remain consistent. Those who voted against the amendment 
because of constitutional objections can also vote for this bill, 
which will accomplish the desired result by direct action 
through a common-sense, substantial, sound economic reduction 
of the income tax. The man or woman with an income must 
invest it or suffer loss, since idle capital is shrinking capital. 
Unless excessive taxation drives the owner to the purchase of 
tax-exempt securities, investment is made in productive indus- 
tries, such as factories, mines, stores, banks, apartment houses, 
and the thousand forms of business enterprise. When the 
Government takes a large part of a man’s or woman's income, 
does the Government invest it in factories, stores, mines, farms, 
houses, inventions, hotels, railways, or any other form of in- 
dustry whatever? It does not. The money goes to defray the 
gigantic and ofttimes useless expenses of the Government. A 
remedy for this situation has been frequently urged, but is 
always opposed by those who appeal to prejudice through the 
class cry of “Soak the rich.” This endeavor to soak the rich 
ignores the fact that it withdraws from industry and commerce 
the necessary capital, increases interest charges, and in con- 
seguence everyone has to suffer. 

Money is not being invested in tax-exempt securities for the 
purpose of escaping taxation so much as it is to secure a sound 
and safe investment. An investor may see possibilities of a 
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much larger return in industry or public-service investments, | 
but realizes the element of uncertainty and prefers to take the | 


smaller return rather ‘than risk his principal. How many, in 
view of past experiences, are willing to take the chance of 
losing the accumulation of their thrift and industry over a 
long period of years and invest those savings, due in many in- 
stances to sacrifice of all luxuries and in some instances 
necessities, in such an uncertainty as business which under the 
present law is subject to a tax far beyond the prosperity and 
safety of the business? 
It is almost confiscation to-day. It is hard to impress this 
upon the politician, that there must be sufficient capital in ‘the 
hands of the employer in order that it may be distributed 
through the medium of employment to the general public. It 
is management more than money and leadership more than 
labor that makes for progress and prosperity. When 25 per 
cent of the time of the employers of this country is wasted in 


an effort to make up tax returns, 25 per cent of efficiency of | 


management and leadership is lost; there is 25 per cent neglect 
of employee and employment, 25 per cent of time given to ex- 
pert accountants and lawyers In making out tax returns prop- 
erly, not to escape taxation hut to escape jail or bankruptcy. 


This is one of the fundamental reasons for the increased cost 
of living and also increased expenditures on the part of those | 


who can ill afford the additional burden. The best way to in- 


crease production and prosperity is to increase the number of 


employers and the number of employed. It is one of the hard- 


est and most difficult propositions to find a man or group of | 


men who can successfully employ labor. Within the last few 
years it has become a great indoor sport of the politician and 
the demagogue to accuse and abuse the business man. ‘The 
man who has smoke coming from his chimneys and keeps the 


wheels of industry turning in any other country on the face of 


the globe, except Russia, is a ‘benefactor. But in the United 
States of America a man who has smoke coming from his 
chimney and the wheels of industry humming is a malefactor. 


Soak him! He is working anywhere from 14 to 24 hours a day. 


He adds to the wealth of the Nation and incidentally to his 
own wealth. He would like to put the money he makes back 
into business. But the Government says, No; you must 
pay it to us as a surtax.” Hard times come, He may lose 
money, but the Government does not advance him ‘his losses or 
reimburse him for his labor. Tf this man prefers to take the 
fruits of his thrift and imdustry and put them into the only 
positively safe investment he ‘knows under present conditions, 
tax-exempt bonds, and ‘spends his time playing golf or in travel 
or some other recreation without the worries and cares and 
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risks of business, is he to be censured or is he to be commended 
asa man of good business judgment? 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Mr, Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. In a moment. 

Can a man be censured when he sees the writing on the wall 
that in his days of prosperity he can not put aside a fund for 
the future calamities? What is the result? He retires, and the 
only safe thing for him to do is to retire and invest in tax 
exempts. Now, then, what becomes of the employees, who have 
been happily located for many years? ‘The Government has 
closed the factory in its foolish effort to exact more money 
from the man who owns the mill. It has driven him from 
business, and the employees have joined the rank of the unem- 
ployed. 

Now I yield. 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. I just listened a few moments 
ago to the gentleman from Oregon, who insisted that this tax 
was passed on to the consumers, through a pair-of-shoes illus- 
tration. Now, the gentleman at present on the floor insists 
that men will not invest their money by reason of this taxa- 
tion. Where is the man hurt in investing his money in enter- 
prise if, as contended by the gentleman from Oregon, he passes 
it on to the consumer? Which is the correct theory to follow? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Of course he passes it on to the con- 
sumer. That is not a very pleasant prospect either for the 
manufacturer or the merchant. He gets the complaints of his 
customers, whom he wants to treat fairly, and he gets the 
condemnation of the politician, who accuses him for doing this 
very thing. I say if he has a fair, even break, a gambler's 
«chance, he will continue in business. 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. One of you stated that he will 
not continue in business by reason of these taxes and the 
other says he passes the taxes on. Which is the correct theory? 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Both are correct. The successful man 
retires ; his successor passes it on to the ‘consumer, and takes 
his chances of bankruptcy. 

The public interest is paramount, and when the public opinion 
coincides with the public interest, as it does in this instance to 
the greatest degree I have ever witnessed, the politician and 
the stateman must give heed. Do not delude yourself that 
this is propaganda. The people are in earnest. They are 
not now so keen to soak the rich for they have found that they 
themselves are eventually the greatest sufferers every time 
this soaking process is attempted. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
|| ehusetts has expired, 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Chairman, may I have one minute 
more? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
man one minute. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Give capital an even chance and you 
will get a favorable and almost immediate reaction. There 
will be no necessity now or in the future for a constitutional 
amendment to reach tax-exempt securities, 

This is not a partisan question and there is not a word of 
partisanship in what I have said. It applies equally to all 
parties and affects all classes, 

The public of all classes are 1 for bread. Do you 
propose to give them a stone? [Applause 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, * yield 20 minutes to 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. LITTLE}. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas is recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask that I may be allowed 
to proceed without interruption until I shall have finished my 
remarks. If my memory serves me correctly the gentleman 
from Massachusetts who has just addressed us voted against 
the Jast Republican tariff, and his remarks here lead me to 
have less confidence in the Republicanism of this one. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LITTLE. Not until I have finished my remarks. 

In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of February 14, page 2441, I 
find this statement by Mr. Murs, the gentleman from New 
York: 

I am not going to discuss the reasons for the reduction in the sur- 
tax rates, although I will admit that it is the corner stone of tax re- 
form, and I will admit it is the corner stone of the Treasury bill. 


Since he is candid so far, he should have added that it is, 
primarily simply a plan to enable a man with great wealth to 
avoid paying his income tax. He may have taken it for 
granted that every intelligent man knows that. 

However, other reasons have been advanced. We are told 
that if we will permit them to quit paying their taxes they will) 


| 
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Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle- 


ji 
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sell their tax exempts and put them into active business and 
will reduce the high cost of living. 

Turning to page 2442 of the Recorp of February 14 we find 
that he entirely explodes the theory his followers are giving. 
He says: 

The tax reductions are apportioned * * è 3 per cent to incomes 
of $100,000 and over. How can a bill be drafted for the benefit of 
one class that only gets 3 per cent of the reduction while other 
classes get 97 per cent? 


If the total reduction is $233,000,000 in taxes and men with 
incomes of $100,000 or more are only relieved a total of 3 per 
cent of that, they will receive, in round numbers, a relief of only 
$7,000,000. The gentleman has demonstrated at one fell swoop 
that the corner stone of his bill is an eggshell. The lady doth 
protest too much. 

The surtax on incomes of $200,000 or more is 50 per cent 
and on incomes of $100,000 to $200,000 48 and 49 per cent. 
Speaking in round numbers of a 50 per cent surtax on the 
amounts from $100,000 up, this bill will reduce them 50 per 
cent and give them a gain of $7,000,000, according to the gentle- 
man from New York, on page 2442 of the Rxconb for February 
14. If this analysis is correct they are now paying only 
$14,000,000. If $14,000,000 is 50 per cent of their present in- 
comes, those people only have incomes totaling $28,000,000. 
Why, it is a drop in the bucket in the great ocean of American 
business, That will not give relief to anybody, even the poor, 
suffering, oppressed, and down-trodden billionaires. Twenty- 
eight million dollars is 10 per cent on $280,000,000. The gentle- 
man from New York has been very thoroughly certified to us 
by the leaders of both political parties as the bulwark of the 
corner stone of this bill, and according to his own figures the 
people for whom the bill was drawn and who are the corner stone 
of the bill only have $280,000,000 in business subject to taxation. 

How much of those great fortunes are held in tax-exempt 
securities? The gentleman has not undertaken to specify, so 
far as I have learned, any amount that will be turned loose to 
other business purposes, but it is evident that the relief they 
receive from this bill can not possibly be of any serious as- 
sistance to them or to this country. We will be compelled to 
rely on the relief given the rest of us for any aid to the busi- 
ness of this country. Why not let them have the pleasure of 
continuing to contribute toward paying the war debts of the 
Republic? Their contribution will not be a noticeable one if 
they are relieved. 

Those advocates of relief for the great incomes who are 
gifted with the higher flights of imagination, demagogues for 
Midas, fondly tell us that the big men pay no taxes, that they 
pass it all on to the poor man. Then why relieve them? The 
average man then should get the relief. Why not just honestly 
face the actual God’s truth? They fix their prices as high as 
the traffic will bear, and the only reason they don't make them 
higher is because the people would cease to buy. When we 
reduce their taxes, their price remains the same and we are 
simply adding to their profits by great bounties. That is why 
when we cut their taxes in the Sixty-seventh Congress from 
73 per cent to 58 per cent they made no diminutions in the cost 
of living and invested no more money in active business subject 
to taxes. I can not help but feel that it would be better for 
the Nation and for them if they would just candidly confess 
that this is simply an effort to diminish their taxes and main- 
tain the highest market price the people will stand. 

78 AND 88 PER CENT. 

Fortunately we can judge of what they will accomplish by 
what happened when they were relieved of 15 per cent by the 
Sixty-seventh Congress, When the war was in progress this 
Government levied a tax of 73 per cent on the great incomes 
and a much greater tax on the lives of the young men of this 
country. 

One hundred thousand of the young men of the country 
paid their taxes in full and came not back. Thousands more, 
the lame, the halt, and the blind, still carry that tax and will 
to their deaths. The rich men of this country should thank 
God that they are able to pay a small part of these debts. 
[Applause.] How can any man have any respect for men of 
enormous fortunes who come here wringing their hands and 
crying for a relief of 3 per cent, amounting to only $7,000,000? 
What happened when the Sixty-seventh Congress cut their 
surtax by 15 per cent? Did they launch any great fortunes 
into business? Did they lift the burden of the high cost of 
living from the shoulders of any poor man? Did it cost any- 
body 15 per cent less to live? They had already put on every- 
thing the traffic would bear, and they adhered to it, as they 
will in all events. Did they found, establish, and broaden 
the business of this country? These gentlemen should at 


least come here and answer those questions and answer them 
affirmatively. Anything else than that would show a total 
disregard for public opinion. Cesar said, All Gaul is divided 
into three parts.” The report of this committee indicates that 
he underestimated. It is divided among several more than 
three. [Applause.] Equally presumptuous and grotesque is 
the claim that inducing a part of the holders of tax exempts to 
sell to some other parties would take money out from under tax- 
exempt securities. Every dollar one man sells will be bought 
by some other man. This is not “a dagger I see before me.” 
This is a fake. 

The other day I heard a gentleman in this House tell us 
that if great wealth were compelled to pay these surtaxes it 
would decline to make the great profits and thus avoid paying 
the taxes, This is sabotage, pure and simple. [Applause.] 
Every man who indulges in it is an enemy to his country and 
a traitor to its people. The women of this country might with 
good warrant refuse to bear boy babies until the men agreed 
to quit killing them. One might understand how weak men 
in the roar and shock of battle might seek safety for their 
lives elsewhere, but how can human nature reach so low a 
Standard as that of the malingering tax dodger with wealth 
beyond the dreams of avarice who hides his fortune from 
the taxgatherer and refuses to assist his fellow citizens in 
discharging the great war debts that hang over them? 

A great statesman said long ago, “The love of money is 
the root of evil.” At different epochs in the world’s history 
we find curious fantasies and fallacies taking possession of the 
human mind. We have now a dementia pecunia which ex- 
presses itself in the parrotlike cry that “the people want 
to soak the rich” [laughter], which threatens a total revolu- 
tion in society and destruction of the foundations of our 
liberties. “The fear of the Lord is the beginning of wisdom,” 
gentlemen, and it has become the duty of this Congress to put 
the fear of God in the hearts of these demented victims of 
enormous wealth. [Applause.] 

BOUNTY AND BONUS, 


There are before this House two propositions. One is to 
grant a bonus to the boys who went over the top in the gray 
of the morning on the fields of France. The other is to grant 
a bounty to the great millionaires who take their breakfasts 
in bed at 11 in the morning. Which are you for? The idea 
that we ought to grant a bounty to men with millions is the 
most astounding proposal ever made to a legislative body in the 
annals of mankind. Jack Cade and John Ball in their wildest 
moments never ventured such supreme audacity. Danton and 
Robespierre never launched anything so entirely unparalleled 
in the field of human reason. 

The proponents of this plan to reverse Robin Hood's famous 
theory, and thus rob the poor to help the rich, would grant to a 
man with a $5,000,000 unearned income a “ relief” of $1,331,000 
per annum. Surely, future people will think that in this House, 
where such a proposition is seriously discussed, “the sweet 
bells jingle out of tune.” 

This suggestion has received the entire attention, apparently, 
of the committee on which is devolved the duty of preparing 
our laws for taxes. Even the distinguished gentleman from 
Texas has joined in the high tide of effort to rescue the rich 
from their money piles which threaten to engulf them. He 
wants to give them a relief of 6 per cent per annum, which 
would of itself be ample and sufficient interest on all their 
money. j 

The men with the great fortunes in tax-exempt securities 
claim they have in effect a contract with the States and the 
Nation that exempts them from taxes forever till the securities 
mature. That a man with one hundred millions of dollars can 
carry it safe from the taxes that other people pay is evidently 
against public policy, and if there were any such contract he- 
tween private citizens the courts would hold it void. If there 
is any such contract, it is void, and everyone of them should be 
made to pay his legal taxes like other people. Every contract 
is made subject to such changes in the Constitution of the 
United States as the people see fit to make. I have introduced 
a proposed amendment to the Constitution which will en- 
courage every one of them to pay his taxes like other people 
and to engage in the business of the country which is subject 
to taxation. It reads as follows: 


SECTION 1. The United States shall have power to lay and collect 
taxes on income derived from any securities issued by or under the 
authority of the United States or any State before or after the ratifica- 
tion of this article whenever said income so derived shall exceed the 
sum of $12,500 per annum. 


I am glad there are here those to defend such men. The 
meanest criminal in the courts of this country will have an 
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attorney assigned to him by the court. While these men who 
have amassed enormous wealth and sheltered themselves behind 
technical claims to avoid paying their taxes and contributing 
to lifting the burden of twenty billions of debt from the backs 
of the people of this country whose sons fought its wars are 
malingering tax dodgers, guilty of sabotage far in excess of any 
practiced by the most desperate and poverty-stricken laberers, 
they have a right to be heard. 

The lists show that in Kansas there is no man who pays taxes 
on an income of $100,000 or more. The 3 per cent relief on the 
suffering millionaires will not reach the State where I live. 
The people who receive it are amply and ably represented here 
in the arguments on this floor, and to be just with them they 
devote themselves to presenting the plans to help the people 
they represent, and waste no time on the people of Kansas and 
their needs and necessities. The farmers of our Commonwealth 
have had very little assistance from the advocates of a bounty 
to the great incomes, and they can safely confide the welfare 
and the equities of the great fortunes to those who speak for 
them so ably and eloquently here. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway] said a 
few moments ago that “a very able young man from the 
Treasury,” a Mr. Gregg, had werked on this proposed legisla- 
tion, but had explained to the committee that he could not write 
it all “in plain English.” In my judgment, Mr. Chairman, we 
should not abandon the English language in writing the tax 
bills of this country. The language of Alexander Hamilton, 
Albert Gallatin, Richard Rush, Robert J. Walker, Salmen P. 
Chase, John Sherman, and John G. Carliste is good enough in 
which to write the tax laws for the American people yet. 
Let us stick to it. 

The gentleman from New York informs us in the quotation I 
made from him that these big incomes pay only a nominal share 
of the $233,000,000 taxes that will be reduced. It appears 
that these income taxes are paid practically all by average 
men and men of moderate means and moderate fortunes. 
Let us have somebody write the tax bill that can write “ plain 
English” for them. That is where the tax reductions should 
be made and are needed. If they pass all these taxes on to 
the consumer, as they claim, it is plain why they do not get 
and do not need any great relief. Let the consumer's taxes be 
relieved In whatever amounts he pays that the great fortunes 
should pay. 

SIXTY-SEVENTH CONGRESS, 

In the Sixty-seventh Congress this House voted to reduce 
that tax to 32 per cent. The Senators promptly increased it 
to 58 per cent, 50 per cent of it surtax, and returned it to the 
House. A desperate effort was made to fix it at 40. The 
gentlemen at the other end of the Capitol arranged for a 58 
per cent tax on great incomes and made themselves safe and 
sound at home with their constituents. We were then asked 
to hold the sack and leave them all the credit for compelling 
great wealth to pay its taxes. The House declined to do so, 
just as they should decline to cut a cent off of the big surtaxes 
now. However, Congress reduced the taxes on the big incomes 
by 15 per cent. You know what resulted—70 Republican Mem- 
bers of this House stayed at home. Those gentle faces are 
missing here. Who is this poor general that wants to lose 
another half of his army in order to maintain the corner stone 
of this proposition and reduce the surtaxes? [Applause.] 
The friend of the people with big incomes would grant a benus 
of $1,331,000 a year to every man with a $5,000,000 unearned 
income. That amount of money will pay a bonus of $500 each 
to 2,662 men. The axiom that we should legislate for the 
greatest good of the greatest number seems to indicate that 
that would be the better way te expend this money. The Gov- 
ernment records indicate now that none of these men are pay- 
ing taxes on $5,000,000 incomes. Great incomes were frequent 
enough after the war. Where are they now? Disappeared 
like breath into the frosty morning air on the tax returns. 
Has anybody heard of any great fortunes destroyed? Is the 
country so poorly conditioned that we have no great incomes 
from our wonderful businesses? No man here really believes 
it. These perjured, malingering tax dodgers should be in the 
penitentiary where they belong. [Applause.] 

This concealment of great fertunes to escape taxation is the 
greatest record of perjury and theft, the greatest piece of 
sabotage of the wealth of a nation in all time since they piled 
the gold of Egypt knee deep in the sarcophagus of the Pharaoh 
3,000 years ago. 

I repeat that this devotion to wealth is a species of insanity 
that now afflicts the whole world. Under the authority of the 
State and Nation, every great fortune can be taken over by the 
Government under the Constitution whenever its owner dies. 
An inheritance tax of 25 per cent by the Nation and 25 per cent 
by the State can already assimilate into the Treasury half of 


every very great fortune. Personally, I would prefer that men 
pay their taxes as long as they live and bequeath a reasonable 
share of their property to their children. You haye seen what 
has happened in Russia and will happen in England. Where 
is the wealth of the Czars? English nobles already, thanks to 
the war and Lloyd-George, are paying a land tax that they 
have been dodging for five centuries. Do you want the next 
tax law made by radicals or reds? How long do you think the 
people of this country will permit great fortunes to : oid their 
taxes? How long will it be before the State and the Nation 
levy an inheritance tax of 80 per cent and pay off the debts of 
this Nation in a few short years? Oh, you ostriches, take your 
heads out of the sands and face the future and be content to 
pay your taxes as long as you live. [Applause.] 

You are at the parting ef the ways. You are called upon to 
choose between the heroes who fight our country’s battles and 
the malingering tax dodgers who plunder its wealth. “ Under 
which king, Bezonian? Speak or die.” 


What's wealth to them whose faith and truth 
On war's red touchstone rang true metal, 
Who ventured life and love and youth 
For the great prize of death in battle? 


[Applause] 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LITTLE. Yes 

Mr. MURPHY. I did not get to hear all of the gentleman's 
speech, but I quite agree with a goed deal that is in it. 

Mr. LITTLE. I thank you. 

Mr. MURPHY. I am just a little curious to know what the 
gentleman’s idea is with reference to the ability of the Govern- 
ment to take care of the soldiers’ adjusted compensation In 
the event that any tax bill that is now before the House should 


pass? h 

Mr. LITTLE. The gentleman asks me a very dificult 
question. The greatest financier in the country guessed a 
billion dollars wrong on that last year. [Laughter and ap- 
plause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas yields back 
two minutes. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Gzeenweop]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, having 
but 10 minutes, I prefer to proceed without interruption to the 
end. 

The Constitution provides that all revenue measures shall 
arise in the House of Representatives. Like the declaration of 
war, this special delegated power to tax, was placed by the 
framers of our fundamental law in the hands of the people's 
representatives. 

A very startling policy of the administration has been in- 
augurated by the Executive. Through the Secretary of the 
Treasury, we have here a full-fledged detailed revenue bill 
written outside of our Ways and Means Committee and pro- 
posed here as the Mellon plan and heralded by the subsidized 
press of the country as the only plan of taxation that will 
suffice to meet the needs of our country. I for one resent the 
idea of the Secretary of the Treasury usurping this function of 
Congress, and I resent accepting his program without the 
dotting of an “i” or the crossing of a “t” Because Andrew 
Mellon is reputed to be the third richest man in the United 
States convinces me that he is not the proper person to ad- 
minister the duties of the Treasury Department in the interest 
of the whole people. I call now upon my colleagues to refuse 
to accept his biased views on surtaxes and to refuse to crown 
him as the financial autocrat of our America. 

Our colleague from New York [Mr. Mres] in this House 
recently, in speaking on the economic features of the income 
tax, said there was another theory concerning this method of 
taxation. I was lead to conclude that this second theory, which 
he termed the “ social effect of the law,“ did not meet with his 
hearty indorsement. 

I believe the people throngh the States ratified the sixteenth 
amendment to our Federal Constitution allowing the levy of an 
income tax, in order to place the burden of taxation upon the 
wealth of our country and upon those who are best able to 
carry this burden. Certainly it is as fair a tax as has ever been 
proposed. 

The gigantic fortunes of our country have been accumulated 
through the special privileges of legislation; by governmental 
grants of natural resources in coal, oil, gas, water power; by 
corporations who receive the charter privileges from the Gov- 
ernment; by the accretions of value to real estate and 
where society and not the individual creates this value. Why 
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should not these immense fortunes, ereated by special privilege, 
corporate rights, monopoly, and power specially conferred, be- 
come partners with the people who produce this wealth and 
through their Goyernment collect the partner’s share of the 
profit? [Applause.] 

In time of war we conscript the youth of our land. I say 
that we should also conscript the wealth of the land to pay 
the debts of our Government. ; 

IS PROPERTY MOR® SACRED THAN LIFE AND BLOOD? 

I join with my colleague from Virginia, Mr. Moore, in saying 
that this social feature and advantage of equalization of classes 
should be further produced by Increased inheritance and gift 
taxes. I hope this bill will be amended to adequately reach 
these sources of property. 

No one man ever produced the wealth of Henry Ford or of 
Andrew Mellon but by the combined producing effort of thou- 
sends of men. I believe that taxation by government be for 
the equalizing process to keep the rich from becoming over- 
opulent, and to relieve the poor from becoming destitute. The 
true purpose of law, as I conceive it, in its highest efficiency, 
“is to restrain the strong and to likewise protect the weak.” 

J am not so much impressed that excess profits of corpora- 
tions should be taxed unreasonably, so long as the individuals 
in such corporations are taxed upon their incomes derived there- 
from. The company effort, as the agency of making profits, 
should not be wounded and killed, as we have reached the 
economic development now where corporations are needed to 
promote our business and continue to promote progress. Such 
corporations should be regulated by law and not allowed to 
‘domineer or oppress freedom of commerce and production, or 
to destroy by unjust methods. 

However, to allow these increased profits, earned and belong- 
ing to the stockholder, to escape just taxation as stock divi- 
dends is a travesty upon justice, and if the Supreme Court 
can not see the justice of such a tax or reach it under the 
present law, then it is the duty of Congress to become specific 
in this revenue bill upon that particular feature. 

Of course, we should not adopt the ideas of the President or 
the Treasury Department in regard to our duty to the soldiers 
of the World War ‘This is not a money or economic question. 

This is the question of paying our just debts in a spirit of 
patriotism. It is a just debt that our country owes, and the 
statute of limitations will never run against this debt. 

If this double-barreled propaganda of Andrew Mellon to 
the taxpayers of the country leads every taxpayer in my dis- 
trict into the delusion of believing that they can only have 
tax reduction by denying the soldier boys their adjusted com- 
pensation, I want to say now that I will disregard the deluded 
taxpayer and stand with the boys who wore the uniform and 
listened to the singing of the bullets while the moneyed in- 
terests accumulated fortunes, which they are now trying to 
selfishly conserve. [Applause.] 

I am ready to vote for a soldiers’ adjusted compensation bill 
first, and then frame our revenue bill accordingly. 

Iam a profound believer in the greatest good to the greatest 
number. I am a disciple of Thomas Jefferson and Woodrow 
Wilson, and have a desire to serve the great common people 
of our country who produce its wealth but do not always get 
their share in the divide. [Applause.] 

Whenever there is the question of earnings upon one side and 
diyidends on the other, I desire to banish selfishness from my 
heart, let the spirit of democracy prevail, and decide by voting 
for the earnings, the wages, and the necessities of the poorer class. 

In this process of equalization we can apply a leveling-out 
process that will promote more equal opportunity, curb ex- 
treme wealth, and help extreme poverty. 

Goldsmith, in the Deserted Village, observing that the homes 
of the peasantry had drifted into the clutches of the landed 
patricians, voiced his regrets: 

Til fares the land, to hastening ills a prey, 
When wealth accumulates and men decay. 
Princes and lords may flourish or may fade— 
A breath can make them, as a breath has made; 
But a bold peasantry, their country’s pride, 
When once destroyed, can never be supplied. 


I am for the Garner bill—greatest good for greatest number. 
[Applause.] 
By legislation let us have equality and promote democracy. 
Oh! greed, stony-hearted greed, 
Strike thy dread shackles from the limbs of men; 
Let love fing wide thy chained and bolted doors 
That bar the path to brotherhood. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. COLLIER. Does the gentleman yield back any time? 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back one minute, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Wurzpace]. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for 10 minutes, 

Mr. WURZBACH. Mr, Chairman, my primary purpose in 
addressing the House to-day is to go on record as being in favor 
of the Mellon plan of taxation, with specific reference to the 
25 per cent maximum surtax. I think we might as well call the 
Mellon plan the Coolidge plan, because President Coolidge— 
in whom I have great confidence—has approved that plan. It 
seems to be a favorite pastime in these days to criticize men 
holding publie office who happen to be fortunate enough to own 
more wealth than the average man. I have heard criticisms 
made against Mr. Mellon. So long as a man acquires his wealth 
in an honest way, he ought not to be criticized simply because 
he is wealthy. It is the hope and desire of every normal being 
to acquire wealth. To deny that statement is socialistic dem- 
agogy. I am sure the $12,000 which Mr. Mellon receives in 
public service as against the amount of money he could honestly 
earn in private life would exceed the amount it is claimed he 
will profit by the enactment of the Mellon plan. The public 
services of this quiet, unassuming gentleman call for praise, not 
censure. I do not envy or begrudge men of larger means than 
mine their wealth if honestly acquired, nor should any man in 
this great Republic having a decent regard for its Constitution 
and laws entertain that feeling of envy and hatred toward men 
of wealth who are willing to take upon themselves the burden 
of patriotic publie service. 

I feel I am in a peculiar attitude with respect to this bill. I 
do not often indulge in the criticism of Members on the Repub- 
lican side of the House. I am Republican, and I submit to 
you gentlemen on my side of the House that I have been a 
fairly consistent and regular Republican. I think it can be 
said even that I vote with the party as regularly as any man 
on this side, but it does seem anomalous to me that a com- 
mittee—a Republican committee, if you please—should report 
out a bill providing for a 25 per cent maximum surtax and in 
substantial compliance with the Mellon plan and then be put 
under the impression that I nor any other Member favoring 
the Mellon plan is to be given an opportunity to vote upon 
that plan carrying the 25 per cent rate, I do not believe it is 
sound political principle or good politics for a Republican com- 
mittee to present a bill unless the Republican Members signing 
the bill at least make a sincere effort to enact into law the 
main provisions of that bill. It has been charged openly and 
whispered about in cloakroom and lobby that there is an 
understanding among Republican Members that no attempt will 
be made to incorporate the rates of the Mellon plan, and that 
the parliamentary situation will be brought about so that a 
Republican Member will not be permitted to vote for the plan 
reported out by our own committee. I strenuously object to 
that. Such a compromise of principle will not gain us the 
people’s respect nor the voters’ support next November, It will 
in a measure humiliate our President and burden him with a 
responsibility we ourselves should bear with courage. Non- 
partisan experts of the Treasury Department agree that the 
Mellon plan is scientific. President Coolidge approves the plan. 
The Garner 44 per cent plan, or any other plan carrying a 
maximum surtax between 25 per cent and 44 per cent or over 
44 per cent, is based upon guesswork and unscientific to the 
last degree. In my humble judgment, we Republicans ought to 
place our committee tax-rate plan against the Garner tax-rate 
plan. If we are defeated by a coalition vote of Democrats 
bound by party caucus and Republicans who nearly always 
vote with the Democrats on important issues, and the Garner 
plan is adopted as a substitute, the President will be given a 
fair chance to veto and thus place the responsibility for no tax 
reduction where it belongs—on the Democratic Party. 

I think President Coolidge would have the courage—and he 
always displays courage—to veto that kind of a bill; and the 
American people would applaud his action. I believe further 
that the American people would then hold the temporary ma- 
jority party—made up of caucus-instructed Democrats and that 
class of “floating” Republicans heretofore mentioned—respon- 
sible for the failure to enact the legislation for tax reduction 
and tax revision which the American people are demanding 
to-day. 

I like to stand up and fight, even if I go down fighting, I 
think we ought to stand our ground and not surrender our 
guns but make a brave fight. 

It seems Republican Congressmen haye an idea that they 
can work out their individual political salvation in their own 
way. Perhaps they can. I want to say that in my opinion 
Calvin Coolidge is decidedly the strongest asset we have in the 
Republican Party to-day. [Applause.] I do not say we ought 
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to hang to his coat tails, but I do say we had better not step 
on his coat tails and stop his onward march. He has caught 
the popular fancy because of a clearness of judgment, honesty 
of purpose, fair-mindedness, and an unquestioned courage, all 
equal to those same virtues so abundantly found in the char- 
acter of the immortal Lincoln. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Hawes] the other day 
referred to this 35 per cent plan—and I suppose we might 
as well recognize its existence, though not yet publicly an- 
nounced—as the Green-Mellon plan. I think that is a good 
name, but I do not like green melons; I want them ripe, red, 
and juicy. If I can not get the 25 per cent surtax I may, with 
great reluctance, vote for the Green-Mellon 35 per cent plan as 
the least of three evils. I would rather have the 35 per cent 
surtax than to have the 44 per cent surtax or the Frear plan, 
These two plans are not green melons. They are worse than 
that. They are much overripe—they are simply rotten. If Iam 
forced to choose between green melons and rotten melons, I 
guess I will take my chances with the former. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WURZBACH. I have only a little time, otherwise I 
would be glad to yield to my friend. I know we are all of 
us just a little bit too much inclined to look to our reelections. 
I am convinced of one thing from my experience in politics— 
my congressional political experience has been brief, but I have 
had some local political experience at home. Our people in 
Texas—and our people are just like your people—do not want 
a man to run away from his own shadow. They want him to 
stand up and fight. If he errs in honest judgment, he is only 
slightly criticized, if at all; but if ever they get the impression 
that a man is one of these ear-to-the-ground statesmen or a 
self-seeking demagogue, he is a cooked goose in Texas, I 
know that is true in my district. 

Mr. HAWES. Will the gentleman yield for one question? 

Mr. WURZBACH. Yes. 

Mr. HAWES. 
away from the Mellon plan was the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LoNxdWonrH] and that the second man was the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Green], both declaring before the bill was reported 
that it would not pass? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I object to the gentleman from Mis- 
souri putting statements into my mouth which I have not 
made, 

Mr. BARKLEY. If there is any jealousy between the gen- 
tleman from Ohio and the gentleman from Iowa as to which 
ran away first, we might compromise. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The “gentleman from Iowa” does 
not know anything about running away. 

Mr. WURZBACH. I happen to be the only Republican Rep- 
resentative from the State of Texas, and probably the only 
Representative from that State that favors the Mellon plan 
with only such amendments as will not change the substantial 
provisions. I am in favor of that portion of the Republican 
committee plan as now written which provides for separate 
income-tax returns in Texas and other community property 
States. 

Mr. BLANTON, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WURZBACH. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman is for the Mellon plan, and 
that is the plan which says that no adjusted compensation may 
be paid to soldiers in the San Antonio district of Texas. How 
is the gentleman going to go back there and face those people— 
not the soldiers—but the people who stand for that adjusted 
compensation? 

Mr. WURZBACH. I am going to answer that, and I am 
glad you asked it. It is not claimed, and it could not be 
claimed, by the advocates of the Garner plan that they are 
providing in their bill for a sum sufficient to take care of the 
bonus? 

Mr. BLANTON. But we are going to pass a bonus bill. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Wait until I get through. 

Mr. BLANTON. We are going to pass one. 

Mr. WURZBACH. That is all right, but they are not claim- 
ing that the Garner plan will take care of it, and we could 
not expect that the gentlemen who are demanding the Garner 
plan intended to make provision, or did make provision, in their 
bill for a bonus fund. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER], 
who is the senior Democratic member on the Ways and Means 
Committee, the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Cortrer]—one 
of the leading advocates of the Garner plan—both voted against 
the adjusted compensation bill in the last Congress. [Applause.] 


And gentlemen may rest assured that those men, opposed as 
they were then, unless they have heard from home during the 
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last few days to induce them to change their former yote against 
adjusted compensation, are not going to provide for money in 
a bill to perform a thing that they are opposed to doing. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the gentleman be permitted to proceed for five more 
minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from California. asks 
unanimous consent that the gentleman from Texas may proceed 
for five additional minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LINEBERGER, Did not the Republican leadership vote 
for the adjusted compensation bill in the last Congress? 

Mr. WURZBACH. Yes. Mr. Mondell, who at that time was 
Republican floor leader, voted for the bonus, 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonaworrH] our present floor 
leader, I might add, also voted for it, and the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT], then and now Democratic floor leader, 
also voted against it. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. And our leader is still for it. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Now, gentlemen, here is the situation to 
which I wish to call your attention, because some of you may 
give me credit for having unusual courage in voting as I am 
going to vote, but that is not true. My people, I believe, are 
for the Mellon plan as expressed in the Republican committee 
bill at this time, and will be stronger for it when they better 
understand its provisions, You will be surprised that in my 
State, the Democratic State of Texas, you can find no favorable 
editorial comment upon the Garner plan, but they do comment 
With enthusiastic approyal almost unanimously on the Mellon 
plan of taxation. I am talking about the big papers in Texas 
that I have had opportunity to read. I have read more ridicule 
of the Garner plan in Democratic Texas newspapers than I have 
heard on the floor of this House. But that is not the reason 
I am going to vote as indicated. I have many good reasons, 
= of which I will not be able to give in the limited time avail-. 
able. 


I think you gentlemen on the Democratic side will conclude 
before you get through with this campaign that you have out- 
demagogued yourselves, for this reason: You look upon the 3 
per cent of taxpayers as an entire and separate entity. You 
forget that 97 per cent of the people of this country do not 
pay any income tax at all. Suppose we be liberal and multiply 
the 3 per cent by 5 in order to get in the whole family of the 
direct taxpayers, that would be 15 per cent. You have then 
85 per cent of the American people who are not hurt by the 
payment of any income tax. Therefore they are not affected 
one way or the other by the Mellon plan or by the Garner plan; 
but here is the point: It is unquestioned 

Mr. MURPHY rose. 

Mr. WURZBACH. 
man’s question before. 

Mr. MURPHY. You have been speaking of the Garner plan, 
and I am sure you have given this matter serious study. 

Mr. WURZBACH. No; I have only tried to hit the high 
points, I am not a tax expert at all, but I think a blind man 
can see the general principles of the proposition. 

Mr. MURPHY. Would you mind telling the Congress 
whether it is your best judgment that the Mellon plan will 
produce enough revenue to take care of the soldiers’ adjusted 
compensation bill? 

Mr. WURZBACH. The Mellon plan is the only scientific 
plan that has been presented. It comes from the Treasury 
Department. I do not know how much money the 35 per cent 
proposition will bring to the Government, nor do I know how 
much the 44 per cent will produce, nor does any Member of 
the House, but we know approximately how much the Mellon 
plan will produce. It is admitted, and nobody will deny, that 
taxes are passed down to the ultimate consumer. I suggested 
here the other day that that was an assumption and was 
almost ridiculed. They said that is an established fact, and 
I know it is. Now, take the 85 per cent of the American peo- 
ple who can not be hurt by direct taxes or surtaxes, whatever 
the rate may be, looking at those people and keeping in mind 
that taxes are passed down to the ultimate consumer, is it not 
axiomatic that fewer and less of those expressed in the in- 
creased cost of living of this 85 per cent taxes, and the burdens 
that go with them, will be passed down to this e 
of American citizens who are too poor to pay a dir income 
tax, if you have only a 25 per cent rate than if you have a 
44 per cent rate? 

Mr. BARBOUR. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. WURZBACH. Yes. 


I thought I had answered the gentle- 


Mr. BARBOUR. How can the gentleman give us any rea- 
sonable assurance that that will be the faet? 

Mr. WURZBACH. What fact? 

Mr. BARBOUR. That if the maximum rate is made 25 per 
cent that fewer of the tax burdens will be passed down to the 
people who do not pay income taxes, 

Mr. WURZBACH. That is mathematical. I say that if my 
premise is correct—and I thought that was generally agreed 
upon—that high surtaxes are passed down to the consumer—if 
that is true, then you can not get away from the conclusion that 
a 44 per cent tax rate will mean a larger passing down to the 
consumer than a 25 per cent tax rate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. WURZBAOH. May I have a little more time? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mow much more time does the gentle- 
man need? i 

Mr. WURZ BACH. I would like to have 5 or 10 minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield the gentleman five minutes 
more, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Would the gentleman yield for 
one question right in that connection? 

Mr. WURZBAOCH. I am going to refer to the gentleman in 
just a moment. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. This question is right in that con- 
nection. Do you believe that these high surtaxes are passed 
on to the consumer? : 

Mr. WURZBAOH. ‘Yes; and T learned that from you Demo- 
crats, with reference to the tariff law. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It was true then, was it not? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I just wanted to put the gentleman 
on record as believing that these high surtaxes are passed down, 
because if you vote for a proposition to remit 25 per cent you 
are giving them back what they have already collected from 
the people. 

Mr. WURZBACH. I am going to agree with the Democrats 
for once on one part of the argument they have made on this 
floor year after year, that if you put a_tariff or duty on im- 
ported goods, they pass that duty down to the ultimate con- 
sumer, and you are estopped now to deny that proposition. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WURZBACH. No; I can not yield. 

Mr. BARBOUR, Will the gentleman yield for just another 
question? 

Mr. WURZBACH. No; I would rather continue my remarks. 

I am not afraid to defend my vote in Texas. My people are 
fair-minded, They think that to take 31 per cent—nearly one- 
third—of a man’s income is as much as any Government ought 
to take away from any of its citizens, and I agree with them 
on that, and that is the tax under the Mellon plan, made up 
of 25 per cent surtax and the normal 6 per cent tax. The 
people in Texas believe in reasonable taxation, but they have 
not come to the point where they believe in legislative con- 
fiseation of property. 

Now, with reference to the 3 per cent of the people who pay 
direct taxes, I think there has been a fair distribution there, 
when you consider that the taxpayers of this country who pay 
less than $5,000 of income taxes—and they are in the very 
lowest bracket—that 42 or 43 per eent of the entire deduction 
provided in the Mellon plan is credited to them; and going a 
step further to the taxpayers below $10,000, you have 72 per 
cent, or nearly three-fourths of the entire deduction provided 
for by the Mellon plan, is credited to these smaller income-tax 
payers. 

i-think that is fair and just. The Democrats, especially those 
Democrats that voted against tax-free securities the other day, 
ought not now to be taking the position that they are and attempt- 
ing to put up the surtaxes to 44 per cent. When you Democrats 
voted against that resolution you provided the hiding places for 
tax-exempt securities that will be issued during the next 50 
years until you have securities running up perhaps to $50,000,- 
000,000, enough to take care of the money of all the rich men 
who are desirous of avoiding their duty in the payment of taxes. 
[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield the gentleman five minutes 
more. 

Mr. WURZBACH. I want to make a short reference to the 
criticisms that have been made of Mr. Mellon and his esti- 
mates. They make great capital of the fact that he estimated 
about a year or so age that there would ‘be a ‘deficit at the 
end of the fiscal year of 1928 of $600,000,000 in the United 
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States Treasury, when as a matter of fact there was shown 
a surplus of about $309,000,000, a mistake in estimate of about 
$900,000,000 ! 

It is not unnatural he made that mistake. He perhaps lis- 
tened or heard of the argument you gentlemen on the Demo- 
cratic side made when we were discussing the Fordney tariff 
Jaw. You prophesied that the rates under that Republican 
bill were so high that there would be no importation of foreign 
goods and therefore no revenue to the Government. That was 
one of your favorite arguments. But, as a matter of fact, 
under the beneficent administration of Republicanism we had 
greater receipts of customs than we ever had in this country, 
and several hundreds of millions of dollars more than Mr. 
Mellon or even any Republican anticipated. If you created 
that impression you are partly responsible for the fact that 
Mr. Mellon did not take these increased customs receipts into 
consideration. 

Under a Republican administration we reduced the actual 
expenditures of the Government for the fiscal year 1923 over 
and above the estimated expenditures by over $230,000,000, 

I think it is pretty safe business; I think the American people 
are going to compliment us and also the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury if he remains on the safe side in making his estimate. You 
and we also referred to a lot of war material as “ junk.” We 
considered it as junk. Under a previous administration you 
had approved sales of property by private negotiations, without 
chance of competitive bidding in many cases, but the present 
Secretary of War initiated a change in that respect. Shortly 
after Mr. Weeks went into office he sold property at public 
auction and stopped private sales, and we have derived millions 
of dollars more than we anticipated. [Applause.] So that we 
reduced the expenditures of the Government nearly, or approxi- 
mately, $300,000,000, and we collected about $700,000,000 more 
than any of us anticipated. Take the two together and you have 
the sum of about $1,000,000,000, and that corresponds exactly 
with Mr. Mellon’s figures. The difference between a balance 
on hand of $300,000,000 and an estimated deficit of $600,000,000 
amounts to almost exactly the sum by which you claimed Sec- 
retary Mellon failed in his estimate. 

Now my friend Mr. Garner of Texas was the senior Demo- 
cratic member of the Committee on Ways and Means. He could 
not lead the way; he could hardly follow his committee when 
you had the emergency tariff law before the House. He had 
the hardest time in the world even to follow along in a limping 
way. You gentlemen remember that he forgot to insert in the 
Recor» that famous tariff speech. [Laughter.] And now, lo 
and behold, in his partisan fight against real tax reduction and 
revision my good friend is not only leading the Democratic 
hosts but he has come over here on our side and leads all of our 
“floating Republicans“ under his flag into their camp. He sure 
is leading now. I want to compliment him for his shrewdness 
and political sagacity. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I want to take two 
minutes, After the remarks made by the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BARKEY], I want to say I never ran away from 
anything. Every Member of the House knows that. I simply 
exercise my right as a Member of the House to express my 
views upon legislation. Gentlemen of the House know what 1 
went up against. I knew it and I knew what the New York 
and Philadelphia papers would say. I faced it. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Yes. 

Mr. MURPHY. Is it not a fact and do you not know that 
there is a mild revolution here, so that neither the Republican 
Party nor the Democratic Party alone can pass this bill or any 
other bill in this House? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, I only took two minutes, and T can 
not go into that. I never cast any vote in order that I might 
get votes back in my own district. If I expressed my opinion 
‘by my vote, in accordance with what most of the people of my 
district think, I probably would cast it as the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Wuxzsacn] just said, for the Mellon plan without 
dotting an “i” or crossing a “t.” I never souglit to retain my 
position in that manner and never will. I have never asked 
any special fayors in my district. I represent an agricultural 
district pure and simple. I never cast a vote to get votes in 
wy district.or favored particularly agricultural matters. Every 
Member of this House knows that, and I resent any insinua- 
tion to the contrary. [Applause.] 

Mr GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I think the com- 
mittee is entitled to know that the gentleman from Towa [Mr. 
Green] has been very courageous in this matter. [Applause.] 
I say that to these Democrats. I want to congratulate the Re- 


‘publican side of the House for quitting the Mellon plan and 
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coming to Mr, Green of Iowa. I think the country is entitled 
to congratulations for the good judgment and patriotism of the 
Republican side of the House, which has been demonstrated by 
quitting the Secretary of the Treasury, who undertook to dic- 
tate, and coming to the chairman of the Ways and Means Com- 


mittee. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to assure the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. Green] that my suggestion of some 
jealousy that might exist as between him and the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. LonewortH] as to which one of them ran away 
from the Mellon plan first was probably a little unjust. The 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] conyinces me that he did not 
run away from Mr. Mellon because he never was with him, but 
I doubt whether the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LONGWORTH] 
could say the same thing. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I took the statement of the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY] rather more in the nature of a 
jest than anything else. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It was intended to be facetious. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But I feared that some others who 
might be listening, who did not know the circumstances, might 
put a wrong construction upon it. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. The gentleman from Ohio is on the floor 
and he can answer for himself. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I desire to discuss this measure, not from 
the standpoint of the financial expert or as an expert economist, 
because I do not pretend to possess those qualities, but from 
the standpoint of some things which have occurred to me during 
this debate which do have some bearing upon the economic 
side of the measure. It has been stated here by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Murs] and by other gentlemen who have 
argued for the abandoned Mellon plan, that in order to have 
prosperity in the country, in order that industry may be busy 
and labor employed, it is necessary to do two things. One of 
those things is to withdraw the tax-exempt securities from the 
markets of the United States, and the other to reduce the sur- 
tax as proposed in this measure by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury. Those gentlemen have seemed to me to assume that in 
order to withdraw from tax-exempt securities the billions of dol- 
lars now invested in them the only thing necessary is to reduce 
the surtaxes as provided in this measure as now drawn. In 
the first place it is financially impossible to withdraw the funds 
that are now invested in tax-exempt securities for any purpose. 
These gentlemen seem to have assumed that immediately upon 
the passage of an amendment to the Constitution, which was de- 
feated a few days ago, or immediately upon the enactment of 
this legislation all of the money invested in tax-exempt securi- 
ties will be withdrawn from those channels and invested in 
active industry. All I need to say to show the impossibility of 
that is simply this. These tax-exempt securities are not due 
and the amount of money invested in them can not be with- 
drawn from them until they become due and are paid off by 
the State, county, or city which issued them. 

Even if it were possible for the money now invested in these 
tax-exempt securities to be withdrawn before becoming due and 
paid, the only way by which the identical money could be with- 
drawn would be to sell those securities to somebody else with 
an equal amount of money, which would likewise be equally 
withdrawn from active industry, and put into these tax-exempt 
securities, It strikes me as ridiculous as an argument that a 
reduction in the surtax rates in this bill or in any bill or in any 
tax program can, ipso facto, withdraw one dollar from tax- 
exempt securities and put it into active industry. It is a 
financial impossibility. 

The other theory advanced by gentlemen who favor the Mel- 
lon plan or who even favor now the 35 per cent is that all 
those affected by the high surtax rate on incomes above $53,000 
per annum are going to put the amount they save by reduced taxes 
back into industry, while all those who receive less than $53,000 
incomes are going to dump their savings into a sink hole, and 
that it will result in no benefit to the country. In the first 
place, there is no guaranty here, and there can not be any 
guaranty, that the immensely wealthy people of the country, 
the 9.500 who, I believe, are affected more favorably by the so- 
called Mellon plan, will put their savings by reason of the 
adoption of the Mellon plan back into industry, It is a mere 
assumption, and they are decidedly more apt to expend the 
amount of money they save by any reduction in ways that are 
not essential to the country’s prosperity than those who draw 
less than $50,000 per year. 

It has been shown here that the number of people who will 
be affected more fayorably by the Democratic plan than by 


either the Mellon plan or the steering committee plan, which 
has recently been evolved and which I think probably ought to 
be called the “Green plan,” is something like six and a half 
millions, who pay income taxes upon incomes below $53,000 per 
year. Those incomes range all the way from $1,500 or $2,000 
up to $53,000 per year. It is my belief that the money saved 
by those 6,500,000 taxpayers who draw incomes of less than 
$53,000 can with more assurance be expected to be put back 
into industry than the savings upon the incomes of the 9,500 
of more than $53,000 a year. 

There is no scarcity of money, so far as I have been able to 
observe, with reference to industry. There has not been a 
single bond issue floated in the United States in recent years 
that has not been oversubscribed, whether issued by an oil 
company, a railroad compatiy, or any other industry in the 
country, and only this week the Financial World has announced 
that the $150,000,000 loan to Japan was oversubscribed more 
than 50 per cent during the week. When industry wants money 
it finds it What American industry needs is not more capital 
but a wider market for the things they are producing by the 
capital invested in their industries. [Applause.] 

Roughly speaking, we haye in this country a surplus of 25 
per cent of manufactured products and something like 40 per 
cent of agricultural products, and the only way by which indus- 
try or agriculture with a surplus of 25 or 40 per cent, or any 
other per cent in its output, can prosper is by finding a mar- 
ket; and on the Republican side you could contribute more to 
the benefit and prosperity of industry in this country, and of 
agriculture, by abandoning your policy of isolation and seclu- 
sion and trying to help find a market in the world for American 
products of the farm and factory than by undertaking to 
relieve the enormously wealthy people of the country of 50 
per cent of the amount of taxes which they are now paying, 
in the hope or on the theory that it will be put into industry 
and add to the unmarketable surplus already being produced. 
oe are of no value without markets in which to sell 

em. 

I say that every dollar saved by every man and woman in the 
United States who belongs to that class who draw a small in- 
come will go back into industry. Every dollar that they save 
in income taxes will go to buy clothing, and food, and shoes, 
and vehicles, and the comforts and necessaries of life; and 
every dollar of that will reach some industry, will give more 
employment to labor, will give a greater profit to industry and 
eapital; and while it is doing so it will give greater comfort 
and ease to those who earn their living in the sweat of their 
brow and contribute thereby to the prosperity of our country. 
[Applause.] Hence I am not convinced that in order to make 
industry prosper you must rake up some sort of fantastic 
scheme by which all the money invested in public securities 
shall be suddenly withdrawn, or, on the other hand, that you 
must hold out to us the mirage that all the enormously wealthy 
people who will save money under the Mellon plan or under the 
Green plan are immediately to dump their savings back into 
industry and bring about a sort of paradise of prosperity from 
one end of the country to the other. ; 

Now, I should like very much to vote for the greatest possible 
reduction in taxes upon everybody, but I adhere to that theory, 
which I think is correct, and especially is the fundamental 
policy of the Democratic Party with reference to taxes, that 
every man ought to contribute to the support of his Govern- 
ment as it has enabled him to prosper during the year. [Ap- 
plause. ] 

Under the Democratic plan I believe the average man among 
the 6,000,000 will enjoy an average saving of something like 
$20 or $30 per person, but under the Mellon plan, if the surtax 
is reduced, 50 per cent, the average amount saved to the man 
whose income is over $50,000 will be between $15,000 and 
$16,000 a year. 

Now, the $5 or the $50 or the $100 that will be saved by the 
ordinary man, who is the ordinary taxpayer—and over 
8,000,000 of them are men who pay on income of less than 
$5,000 a year—whether the saying is $10 or $50 or $100, will be 
carried to his wife and children in the market basket, or by 
the enjoyment of greater comforts and greater luxuries and 
more of the necessities of life; while the man who is saving 
under the Mellon plan $15,000 or $20,000 a year may take that 
saving and take a trip to Europe, or invest it in more tax-exempt 
securities, or use it for nonessential purposes; so that it is 
folly to attempt to make the American people believe that the 
enormous surtaxes to be taken off by Mr. Mellon are going, for 
altruistic reasons, to be put back into industry, and that 
all the rest of us who would save $10 or $50 or $100 by the re- 
duction of our taxes are going to squander that money and that 
it will not go back into industry, either directly or indirectly. 
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So I am for the Garner plan, not because the caucus has told 
me to be for it, but because I believe it deals out the greater 
measure of justice to all the people up and down the scale of 
life than the Mellon plan or the Green plan. 

Much has been said here about the caucus. It does not lie in 
the mouth of you gentlemen to talk about our side being bound 
by a caucus. It is always a good thing for the members of any 
party in a legislative body to get together and thrash out differ- 
ences and then put up a united front on any question that may 
be presented. [Applause.] But if we are to be bound by our 
deliberate action, acting together and acting after discussion, I 
would rather be bound to vote by the unanimous action of the 
Democratic caucus or, if a Republican, to be bound by the 
unanimous action of a Republican caucus, than to be compelled 
to vote according to the dictates of a caucus not held in the 
House of Representatives, but held in the office of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, to which no Member, even on the Repub- 
lican side, was invited. [Applause.] 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to my good friend from Ohio. 

Mr. BEGG. Does the gentleman believe it is absolutely fair 
to bind absent Members to that caucus simply because two- 
thirds of the membership present believed that way? Does 
the gentleman believe that is permitting freedom of action? 

Mr. BARKLEY Yes; I do, because if he comes under the 
rule adopted for that purpose he can recuse himself, although 
not participating in the conference. 

Mr. BOYCE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. BOYCE. I would like to know if Mr. Garner at that 
meeting did not make it manifest to everyone present that.he 
had no pride of opinion, to use his own words, I think, about 
the Garner plan, and that each and all were at liberty to vote 
their judgment upon it? 

Mr. BARKLEY. That was not only true, but there was 
more real discussion and deliberation in our caucus a few 
days ago than has occurred in any similar body or group of 
men on the Republican side since the beginning of this discus- 
sion on the tax bill. 

Mr. BEGG. I question the accuracy of that statement. 

Mr. BOYCE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. BOYCE. I will ask you if there was any attempt on 
the part of anybody to coerce any member of that caucus, 
but on the contrary was not each and every member perfectly 
free to exercise his own inclination and judgment? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; and there is never any attempt on the 
part of any Democratic caucus to coerce the intelligence of 
any member of the party. We discuss our differences; express 
our views as free men, not intimidated by some outside force; 
reach our own conclusions; and abide by our untrammeled 
action. 

_ Mr. LONGWORTH. Why did the gentleman from Missouri 
make that statement here? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I did not hear his statement and can not 
speak for him here, 

Mr. LONGWORTH. But the fact is the gentleman from Mis- 
souri admitted on the floor of the House that he was coerced 
and that he could not vote his individual opinion. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The gentleman from Missouri must be the 
judge of whether he was coerced or not; but there was noth- 
ing which went on in the caucus that coerced any man. He 
made his fight there and abides by the result. [Applause.] 

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman get his leader, the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. Garrett] or the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Garner] to make the statement to their membership in the 
House that they are free to vote their convictions on this bill? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; the gentleman himself may not vote 
his own convictions, though he says he has not been bound by 
anybody. 

Mr. BEGG. Of course, they will not make that statement. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; they will not make that statement be- 
cause it is not necessary to make it and because it is not neces- 
sary to deny a thing that is not true on its face. [Applause]. 

Mr. BEGG. How can the gentleman say it is not true when 
one of his own party men says it is true? 

Mr. BARKLEY. We have taken our action, and by practi- 
cally unanimous vote decided to vote for the Garner plan as a 
party measure. [Applause.] We are wliling to go before the 
country on it as an issue if it is made an issue, [fApplause.] 


And we do not have to swallow the dictates of the Secretary of 
the Treasury or after his dictates have been abandoned we are 
not required to follow the dictates of your steering committee. 
Let me ask the gentleman this question: Whose dictation are 
you going to follow? 


Mr. BEGG. I am going to follow my own. And does the 
gentleman dare to say that is true on his side? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Is the gentleman going to vote for the 25 
per cent surtax or the 35 per cent surtax? 

Mr. BEGG. I suggest to the gentleman that he wait until the 
roll is called and he will then see. Is the gentleman going to 
yote his own convictions? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Absolutely; yes, sir; I am going to vote 
my own convictions, and I voted them in the caucus when I 
voted for the Garner plan. X 

Mr. CARTER. Will the gentleman permit me to suggest 
that the answer of the gentleman from Ohio indicates that he 
has not yet gotten his instructions? 

Mr. BEGG. The “gentleman from Ohio” does not need to 
get any instructions. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The gentleman from Ohio has abandoned 
the Secretary of the Treasury and must now listen to the 
steering committee, and possibly he will not know until to- 
morrow morning whether to abandon the new plan. 

Mr. BEGG. I would like to ask the gentleman if he will 
ask the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Hawes] if he feels abso- 
lutely free to vote his convictions? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The gentleman from Missouri will take care 
of himself. “ 

Mr. BEGG. If you will permit me to do so, I would like to 
ask him that question. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The gentleman from Missouri is amply 
able to take care of himself and he will do so; he will not only 
do it as to his vote on this bill but he will do it back in Mis- 
souri in November. 

Mr. HAWES. Will the gentleman from Kentucky give me 
sufficient time to answer the gentleman’s question? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. HAWES. The difference between the position of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonewortH], the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Green], and my own position is this: I favored 
what I considered the scientific plan of a surtax suggested by 
Mr. Mellon. I went into my caucus and fought for it, the best 
I knew how, and I was whipped. Now, the position of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoNcworrH] was this: Carrying 
a commission from the Republican Party and carrying the 
burden of responsibility for Republican leadership, three weeks 
ago he gave a statement to the papers that the Mellon plan 
could not be adopted, followed some two or three weeks later 
by a statement from the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee that he personally favored a 35 per cent surtax. 
The difference between those two gentlemen and myself is 
this: They ran away under fire, murdered the President’s 
program, murdered Secretary Mellon’s program, while I went 
as far as I could. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Missouri knows 
better when he makes that statement, because I never ran away 
from anything. I never favored the Mellon plan. 

Mr. HAWES. The gentleman stated in the papers that he 
favored a 35 per cent surtax. His commander in chief is the 
President of the United States. è 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I stand here as the Representative in 
Congress of a sovereign district. The President has no au- 
thority over me under the Constitution or in any other way. 
On the contrary, the Constitution confers upon Congress the 
sole right to legislate, while the President’s duty was to exe- 
cute the laws enacted by Congress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kentucky 
has expired. 

Mr. HAWES. Just the same, you beth ran away. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I never ran away from anything. I 
could not run away in this case. I simply stood where I always 
stood, and the gentleman from Missouri stands there not dar- 
ing to carry out his own convictions and to excuse himself 
makes charges against others which he can not substantiate. 

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman from Missouri now answer 
my question? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, may I have five minutes 
more? 

Mr. BEGG. Does the gentleman from Missouri feel free to 
vote as he feels? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I yield five addi- 
tional minutes to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. HAWES. Will the gentleman from Kentucky yield to 
me for a minute? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky is recog- 
nized for five additional minutes. Does the gentleman from 
Kentucky yield to the gentleman from Missouri? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 
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Mr. HAWES. ‘The leadership in my party is the Democratic 
caucus, while the leadership in the gentleman's party is the 
President of the United States. I have obeyed the leadership 
in my party, which is a three-fourths majority expressed in 
caucus. 

Mr. BEGG. Then the gentleman does not feel free to vote 
his own convictions? 

Mr. HAWES. The gentleman from Ohio will obey the leader- 
ship of his party, which is not a majority of votes. 

Mr. BEGG. Then the gentleman admits he is not free to 
vote his convictions? 

Mr. HAWES. I am not. 

Mr. CARTER. He voted them in the caucus. 

Mr. HAWES. I expressed my opinion amongst my Demo- 
cratic colleagues and I bowed to the majority rule, and the 
difference is that your leadership was afraid to call a caucus. 

Mr. BEGG. Oh, no; not at all. 

Mr. HAWES. Not that the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Loxcworra] and the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] did 
not have the desire, but they were afraid to submit the program 
of the President of the United States to a Republican caucus. 
[Applause. ] 

Mr. BEGG. No; that is not so at all. The only point in 
the whole procedure is that the gentleman from Kentucky de- 
nied that the caucus bound his colleagues, and I take it that the 
gentleman from Missouri admits that the caucus does bind the 
Members. 

Mr. HAWES. I do; and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LonawortH] and the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. \Green] will 
go before the country saying they did the best they could for 
the Mellon plan, and they did not do anything of the kind. 
They murdered the Mellon plan. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I will say to my friend from Missouri that 
the statement given out by the Republican leader in favor of a 
35 per cent surtax was given out before the bill was ever re- 
ported by the Ways and Means Committee to this House, but I 
think my friend from Missouri is mistaken about one thing— 
that there has not been any Republican caucus. There has been 
one. It was held, according to the morning newspapers, last 
night. I do not know whether my friend from Ohio was there 

or whether he was even invited to be there. [Laughter.] 

But after abandoning the plan proposed and the one in whose 
behalf we have been flooded with propaganda for months, set 
on foot by the Secretary of the Treasury, 10 Republicans got 
together last night in a. caucus, all by themselves, and decided 
they would abandon the Mellon plan and adopt a 35 per cent 
plan, which is nearer the Garner plan than it is the Mellon plan, 
and force you to vote for it when it comes up next Tuesday, 
although you had no hand in fixing that program. [Applause.] 

Mr. LOZIER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 

Mr. LOZIER. Will the gentleman from Kentucky ask the 
gentleman from Ohio whether or not the other day, in Speaker 
GILLerr’s room or in a room near this hall, there was a meeting 
of the leading Republicans with a view to agreeing upon a 35 
per cent surtax or some other tax upon which they could secure 
the votes not only of the Republicans but the progressive Repub- 
licans? Will you ask the gentleman that question? 

Mr. BEGG. He does not need to ask me. I will answer 
that; no. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Let me ask you this question. In the 
morning paper your leader gave out.a statement that after 
their caucus met last night and decided on this 35 per cent 

Mr. BEGG. What is the gentleman talking about—a caucus? 

Mr. BARKLEY, The 10 members of your party who met 
to hurry the Mellon plan. 

Mr. BEGG. Who were the 10? 

Mr. BARKLEY. The steering committee, and one or two 
more. After they met last night they gave out the statement 
that if they could not get 35 per cent, they were going gradu- 
ally up toward the Garner plan until they got as near as 
possible to 44 per cent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BEGG. The leader did not give out that statement. 

Mr. BARKLEY, Are you going to follow your little caucus 
or are you going to vote your convictions. [Applause.] You 
do not know yet, because you have not been told what condi- 
tion your own bill may be in when your leaders get through 
with it. [Applause.] 

* Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, T yield 15 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. LAGUARDIA]. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, in the early days of this 
‘session when some of us were looking for an isle of safety we 
had some hope that we might find fellow progressives among 
the independent Members on the Democratic side of the House. 


This tax question is becoming more confusing every moment. 
A few days ago, after a resolution had been passed on the 
other side of ‘the Capitol, the President of the United States, in 
commenting upon that resolution, said that the subject matter 
of the resolution was “exclusively an Executive function.” 
Many approved of his stand. I had hopes ‘that this House, 
adopting the words of the President, in reply to the Mellon 
plan, would say that the matter of taxation is “exclusively a 
legislative function.“ [Applause.] I could not understand or 
see how there was anything sacred about a 25 per cent surtax 
limit, and I had hopes that we could have discussed ‘it on the 
floor of the House and determined the sense of the numerical 
majority of this House as to what the proper, fair, and effective 
surtax ought to be. But now those of us who do not believe in 
caucus and those of us who do not believe that the Secretary of 
the Treasury has the last word, find ourselves in a pretty 
predicament. With the Democratic caucus figure and the Mel- 
lon ultimatum where are we going to go? [Laughter and ap- 
plause.] Mr. Mellon says 25 per cent. You gentlemen have 
caucused and say 44 per cent. There is nothing more to dis- 
cuss. Mr. Mellon refuses to discuss the surtax rate. The 
Democratic Members dare not. What is going to become of 
this tax-reduction program? 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Certainly. 

Mr. LINEBERGHER. Mr. Green does not refuse to discuss it. 
You can come over with the 35 per cent crowd, 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. We will see about that. [Laughter.] 
Thirty-five per cent is at least a starting point, but I'am pri- 
marily interested in the normal tax. We must first settle the 
normal tax. I want to know what is going to happen to the 
normal tax. I favor a 2 per cent and 4 per cent normal instead 
of the committee's 8 per cent and 6 per eent. I am frank 
enough to Say that I do not have to resort to camouflage 
3 in order to favor a so-called progressive income 

* 

When you are taxing income and you run into 25, 85, and 
40 per cent, it is no longer a revenue, scientific, or a progres- 
sive tax. It is a social tax, and I am in favor of it and I am 
not afraid to say I believe in a social tax. It is consistent with 
the progress of the Republic. Let us be frank about this. If 
we are going to have a social tax, let us look at it from that 
angle. The danger of the concentration of enormous fortunes 
in a few hands is quite obvious—we are now witnesses to a 
national scandal, the result of enormous fortunes. A great 
deal has been said here about releasing money for business, 
for new deyelopments, for new enterprises. “Reduce taxes 
and encourage business” is the slogan, It was pointed out that 
in order to release money bringing a return of 8 per cent, the 
25 per cent would leave a net income of 6 per eent. Since 
when have our millionaires been satisfied with 8 per cent? 
Men with enormous fortunes and large incomes do not release 
their money on ‘hazardous new enterprises. They let others 
do it and then come in. This country was developed before 
we had large fortunes. It is after the development became 
successful and exploitation set in that your large fortunes are 
made. ‘The financial history of the country will prove that 
our present millionaires never risked much in pioneer ventures. 
What happens when there is a new enterprise? ‘The large 
fortunes or the large interests in a new enterprise are always 
protected by the bonds and ‘the physical property is back .of 
the bonds. The investors in the stock take the risk. The bond- 
holders generally get a large slice of the stock as bonus with 
the bonds. If it is not a go—no loss to the bondholders—s 
all to the unprotected stockholders. If it is a success—little 
profit to the unprotected ‘stockholders and big profits to the 
“ ground-floor bondholders.“ 

Go into the railroad dining cars and you will see every rail- 
road in the land advertising the fact on their menus that they 
have thousands of stockholders; that the company belongs to 
the people. That is true, now that railroad stock is somewhat 
hazardous, but the bonds of the railroads are concentrated. 
In the good old days of railroading, before we had Government 
regulation, the railroad policy, as made famous by a -prominent 
railroad president and stock manipulator was, The pnblic 
be damned.” Now it is, “Come, dear public, buy stock. There 
will be little dividends after all the interest on the bonded 
indebtedness is paid. The railroads are yours.” So it is in 
mining industries, and the American people are now receiving 
‘a liberal education in the development, financing, and control 


of the Nation's oil resources. s 


So I do not see much in the argument that you are going to 
release money for new enterprises if vou reduce the taxes. I 
also refuse to acquiesce in the argument that because there has 
been tax dodging we should reduce taxes. If that is sound, you 
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may say there has been bootlegging and therefore you must re- 
peal the prohibition law. In fact there is more justification for 
the latter than there is for the former. [Applause.] 

Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will. 

Mr. WURZBACH. If there was a legitimate way there would 
be no necessity for bootlegging; and does not that apply exactly 
to the proposition—the fact that we make it an inducement to 
invest money in tax-exempt securities by having high surtaxes? 
Would not that result if we had reasonable or lower surtaxes 
and lower taxes all down the line? I think the gentleman’s 
illustration is a good one. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Does not the gentleman believe that tax 
exemption has been overworked for the last few weeks in the 
House? 

Mr. WURZBACH. No; I understand the gentleman from 
New York voted against it and he had some reason, because the 
city of New York wanted to issue some bonds. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I think the tax exemption has been over- 
worked. If we could obtain accurate figures from the Secretary 
of the Treasury as to the amount outstanding of tax-exempt 
bonds in the country and the amount of tax returns, I would be 
willing to be convinced by the figures. But you will find that 
the decreased returns in the surtax brackets are far greater 
than all the outstanding tax-exempt bonds in the whole country. 
You have got a system of tax dodging and the average payer 
of surtaxes has become callous in his tax-dodging proclivities. 

A few days ago there were hearings in the Committee on 
Immigration, and there was a provision in the proposed bill 
before the committee that anyone who went to Ellis Island 
to claim a relative coming from the other side would have to 
show his income by the receipt for the payment of his income 
tax. How do you get that? Anyone going to claim a relative 
at Ellis Island who said that he was willing to support the 
immigrant had to prove his ability by showing his income-tax 
receipts. Why, such a provision should be in the Committee 
on Ways and Means. Now, make your tax returns public. 
Put teeth into the law and let us try and collect what is owing 
to the Government, and then we would be in a position to know 
just what reduction should be made, if any. 

Mr. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. I will. 

Mr. RAKER. The gentleman from Texas suggests the ap- 
plication of the bootlegger to the tax dodger—has it not always 
been the fact that men dislike to pay taxes? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; and men like to drink booze. 
[Laughter. ] 

Mr. RAKER. One thing is to fix it so that men can not 
get booze and the other is to put teeth into the law so that you 
make men pay their taxes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; that is fair, coming from the State 
of California to the State of New York. My State pays the 
taxes, the gentleman's State furnishes the grapes that the 
bootleggers make the wine of. [Laughter.] 

Now, there is another very important matter that is closely 
related to the bill before us, and that is the question of the 
bonus. I am sure you men do not want to simply give a lip 
bonus. What a farce it would be if we voted a bonus bill in 
this House after having reduced the revenues of the country 
so that we know it would be impossible to pay that bonus. I 
say that in voting on this measure, if you are sincere in your 
stand for the bonus, if you are not voting for the bonus with 
the hope that it will come back with a presidential veto—and 
I believe some Members are voting with their fingers crossed— 
you must take into account the cost of the bonus for the first, 
second, third, fourth, and fifth years, and now is the time to 
do it. [Applause.] I am glad to see the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia agreeing with me once. 

Mr. LINE BERGER. I agree with the gentleman from New 
York on many things, particularly the adjusted compensation. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. So I hope this very important measure 
may be decided on its merits. We depend a good deal, of course, 
on the chairman of our committee, but the chairman of our 
committee has been in a very unhappy position lately. [Laugh- 
ter.] The gentleman from Iowa-is very much in the position of 
a flier in a dual-control flying machine and has the other 
fellow frozen on the control so that he can not fly his machine, 
Make Mellon get off the legislative control, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have been quite happy for the 
last few days because so many gentlemen agree with me. 
[Laughter.] 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. I hope the gentleman will agree with us 


before we are through with the bill. The people of the country 


“tion. 


do want a reduction of taxes, and it was very unfortunate, I 
will say, that the Democratic side of the House caucused on 
this very important measure, and thus prevented one-half the 
membership of the House from discussing, debating, and agree- 
ing with those of us who are anxious to yote a real reduction 
of taxes, bringing relief where relief is needed. I had hoped 
that after the general debate, when we got down to business under 
the five-minute rule, we could have had such full and frank 
discussion as would have brought out a real bill, originating in 
and representing the wishes of the House of Representatives. 
I repeat what I said in the outset, that if you have already 
bound your Members on a given rate, and we have facing us 
another arbitrary decision or viewpoint, I do not know how we 
are going to get anywhere under such conditions. Come, let 
us loosen all shackles—executive, administrative, and politi- 
cal—and agree on a real, constructive, well-balanced income- 
tax schedule. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Green] and myself have had a tentative agreement about 
a proposed program for the balance of to-day’s sitting. I 
suggest that the gentleman from Iowa state what that is now. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of the 
Members of the House it has been agreed between myself and 
the gentleman from Mississippi, so far as we can make such 
an agreement, that we would recess at 5.30 o'clock until 7 
o'clock, and then run for an hour or two this evening, and 
perhaps longer than that. ` 

Mr. COLLIER. I think that will permit nearly all of the 
speakers we have over to conclude, including the time that we 
have on Monday. Some gentlemen asked me here if there is 
likely to be any roll call this evening. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I should think not; there is no neces- 
sity for that. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin |Mr. Browne]. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, I do not think 
that the people of the country are very much interested as 
to the fact of whether this bill is a Republican bill or a Demo- 
cratic bill. The people of the country want a revenue bill 
which is going to reduce taxes, and I believe the majority of 
the people want a bill which will raise revenue enough to pro- 
vide for adjusted compensation for the boys. My friend from 
Texas [Mr. Wunznach] in his remarks endeavored to read 
some of us out of the Republican Party because we refuse to 
support the Mellon bill reducing surtaxes from 50 per cent to 
25 per cent and favoring the men with incomes in excess of 
$100,000 at the expense of people with modest incomes. I 
have heard similar remarks before, outside of the House of 
Representatives, but I am not at all alarmed about any threat 
of that kind, or my standing in the Republican Party in Wis- 
consin. They have tried to read myself and colleagues out of 
the Republican Party before for voting according to our con- ` 
victions, but they have not been at all successful, and many 
of our critics have been retired by their constituents in their 
too zealous efforts to be regular. They have tried to read my 
friend and colleague, Representative Cooper, out of the party 
for 28 years, but he comes here this Congress with a larger 
majority than he ever had in his lifetime. 

Mr. WURZBACH rose. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. In just a moment. It is quite 
remarkable and absurd when you come to analyze this ques- 
We have before us a purely economic question. If you 
are in favor of a 25 per cent reduction, the Mellon plan, swal- 
lowed whole, you are a good Republican; if you are in favor of 
going up to 35 per cent you are a pretty good Republican; but 
if you go up to 50 per cent you are a bad Republican, accord- 
ing to my friend from Texas [Mr. WurzsacH] and many others. 

The Democrats are just as partisan in that respect; they 
have had a caucus and bound themselves to a caucus rule; and 
my friend from Missouri [Mr. Hawes] a moment ago said 
that he is in favor of the Mellon bill; that he conscientiously 
believes, and his good judgment tells him, that the Mellon 
bill is right. Yet notwithstanding he goes into the Democratic 
caucus and he feels bound by the caucus and bound to vote con- 
trary to his convictions. I do not believe in caucus rule or par- 
tisan politics of that kind. I do not believe in making a politi- 
eal or partisan question out of a purely economic question. I 
do not think that you can make me a poor Republican because 
I vote for a 50 per cent surtax, which ail of us voted for two 
years ago. Mr. Mellon told us at that time that it was going to 
ruin this country; that we would not get enough revenue if we 
voted for a 50 per cent surtax. He favored a 32 per cent sur- 
tax, and a majority in this House followed his advice. I did 
not vote for the 82 per cent surtax, but voted for a 50 per cent 
surtax and had my Republicanism questioned by some of the 
House leaders who have since been repudiated by the voters of 
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their districts. The matter went over to the Senate. The Re- am in favor of raising the tax in any or all of these ways in- 


publicans there voted: for a-50:per cent surtax. You were a good 
Republican for voting for a 50 per cent surtax in the Senate 
but a poor Republican for voting. for a 50 per cent surtax in 
the House of Representatives, 200 feet away. You can see the 
absurdity of it. None of the Republican Senators could have 
passed the acid test prescribed by the Republican leaders in the 
House of Representatives. We finally passed a 50 per cent 
surtax after defeating it once, and we raised more money than 
Mr. Mellon expected by over $300,000,000. Perhaps a Republi- 
can from Texas. may be absolutely dependent upon what the 
administration says regarding the way he shall vote. The Re- 
publican campaign committee may point out to him that he 
must obey them. I would rather resign my seat in Congress 
than. be dictated to as to how I shall vote by any organization 
of any kind or any political party caucus. 

Mr. WURZBACH rose. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Wait a moment until I get 
through. I want to discuss briefly a part of the bill which I 
think is unjust and which I think ought to be amended. That 
is in regard to the taxation of motor vehicles The tax has 
been reduced somewhat on motor vehicles, but I think it is 
still an unjust tax. You propose to tax automobile trucks, 
and automobile wagons, and so forth, 3 per cent, and parts 5 per 
cent. The justification for taxing automobiles and automobile 
trucks has been that they wear out the roads. That is a 
plausible reason, but the fact is that our entire Federal 
appropriations for post ronds amounts to only about one-half 
of the tax we get from automobiles and automobile trucks. 
Another thing that ought to be taken into consideration is 
that the Federal Government does not pay one cent for the 
' maintenance of highways. The highways are maintained by 
the States. .If there is any tax to be put on automobile 
vehicles, especially trucks that are a means of transportation, 
that tax ought to be levied by the State and used in the State 
for the maintenance of the roads. Just see what the result 
of our taxing motor vehicles is. The Federal Government 
has $580,012,021 in taxes from auto vehicles and accessories, 
while our total appropriations for rural post roads from 1916, 
when the first highway appropriation was passed, has amounted 
to $243,664.205.27 or less than half of the tax we have re- 
ceived from motor vehicles. 

Each State makes the motor vehicles pay a license fee 
that it thinks is sufficient to maintain the roads. This is 
legitimate and proper, for the State has to pay for maintaining 
the roads. 

That is the second tax. Then many of the States are put- 
ting on a third tax, a gasoline tax. Then the automobile or 
the automobile truck is taxed by the township assessor, and he 
taxes it the same as he taxes all property, according to the 

full value. That is a fourth tax. You are taxing the means 
of transportation, and the cost of transportation enters very 
largely into the cost of everything, and is too high to-day. 
The automobile is no more a rich man’s toy or plaything. It 
is used by everybody. There is practically one automobile 
for every family in the United States. It is just as common 
as the horse and wagon was 25 years ago, and does not de- 
serve being taxed to death any more than the horse and 
wagon did. It would be just as logical for the Federal Gov- 


ernment to start in and tax the locomotive. and the sleeping 


ear, or the day coach, or the Pullman coach, as it is to tax 
an automobile or an automobile truck. 

This was a war measure. We raised in taxes, as I say, 
something like $589,012,021, already paid, and I believe the 
motor industry is an industry on which we ought to reduce 
the taxation a great deal more than it has been reduced in 
this bill. It is a tax that is easily shifted to the consumer, 
and the consumer pays it, and that tax is shifted and paid 
by every family in this country. It also increases the cost 
of transportation of a large tonnage of goods carried by the 
automobile truck, which is becoming one of the modern 
means of transportation. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Of course, so far as the automobile 
tax is concerned, like any other of these excise taxes, we 
would have been glad to take it off, realizing that taxes of 
that kind are not good things, Would the gentlemen sug- 
gest where we should put it? 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. I should raise it from an in- 
heritance tax or an excess-profits tax. I would not put it on a 
manufactured product. I would raise it from a gift tax, and I 
am in favor of an inheritance tax or an excess-profits tax. I 


stead of putting a tax on a manufactured product which is 
used by practically every citizen of this country. 


THE MELLON BILL, 


I am receiving many letters and much propaganda in favor 
of the Mellon bill and urging me to take the advice of Secretary 
Mellon. Now, I want to say a word about taking the advice of 
experts. According to my friend from Texas, you might as 
well give a power of attorney to some steering committee or to 
Secretary Mellon and let them vote for you as to come here and 
vote yourselves. I do not believe that is what the 250,000 
people of a Representative’s district want their Representative 
to do, Mr. Mellon's opinion ought to be taken into considera- 
tion, but we must remember this, that so-called experts are 
not always right and may be prejudiced as much as anybody 
else, or may speak for a certain group of financiers, Mr. 
Mellon gave his opinion here before, and I wish to call your 
attention to it. On January 24, 1922, in reply to a letter of 
Mr. Fordney, chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
Mr. Mellon said in part: 


I am glad, in accordance with your request, to present the latest 
figures as to the probable receipts and expenditures of the Government 
for the fiscal years 1922 and 1923. It appears from the statement that 
for 1922 the Budget estimate indicates a deficit of $24,000,000. 


He was then using this estimate as an argument against the 
bonus. In President Harding’s veto message of September 19, 
1922, based upon Expert Mellon's figures, he used this deficit 
as a reason for vetoing the soldiers’ adjusted compensation bill. 
The fiscal year 1922 ended with a surplus of $313,000,000. Ex- 
pert Mellon came within $337,000,000 of being right. President 
Harding in his veto message, obtaining his figures from Mr. 
Mellon, made this statement in regard to the deficit predicted 
for the fiscal year 1923. President Harding, relying on Bxpert 
Mellon's estimates, stated the latest Budget figures for the cur- * 
rent fiscal year, 1923, showed an estimated deficit of more than 
$650,000,000. The fiscal year 1923 ended with a surplus of 
$309,000,000. The diference, therefore, between the predicted 
deficit of $650,000,000. and the actual surplus of $309,000,000 
equals $959,000,000. 

Taking the errors of judgment, HFxpert Mellon’s estimates for 
1922 and 1923 are as follows: 1922, $337,000,000; 1923, $959,- 
000,000; total error in Mellon's estimates, $1,296,000,000. Both of 
these estimates, which were erroneous and fell short over one 
billion and a quarter dollars of what proved later to be the 
true facts, assisted Mr. Mellon in his argument against the ad- 
justed compensation bill and killed the bill by causing the 
President's veto. 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield there? 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Yes. 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Did the Secretary make an esti- 
mate for 1924? 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. He did. Secretary Mellon pre- 
dicted a deficit for the year 1924 at the time he was advising 
the President to veto the adjysted compensation bill, yet he now 
admits we will have a surplus in 1924 of $329,000,000. 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. There seems to be a progression in 

the figures. 
Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Yes; a progression in mistaken 
estimates. The World’s Work, which is against the soldiers’ 
bonus and has been opposing the adjusted compensation, tells 
about President Harding’s opposition, and says: 


His campaign against the measure, however, has been based upon 
the lack of money. The course of events made his plea a little ridicu- 
lous; instead of the enormous deficit which the Treasury Department 
had foretold, the Government ended the year more than $300,000,000 
to the good. The soldier’s advocates were not slow to grasp their 
advantage; the administration’s experts were either bad guessers or 
they had deliberately misled the public; the demonstrated fact was 
that new taxation was not needed to mect their demands, the money 
was already in hand to pay the bonus, or, at least, the first installment. 

That the bonus will pass early in the new session, and that it will pass, 
if necessary, over the President's veto has for some time been an accepted 
commonplace in Washington. Mr. Mellon's letter to Congressman 
Gneen has given something of a shock to this program, but only a 
temporary one. The reason is that it repeats the Harding mistake. 
His position is not unfairly interpreted as a statement that the coun- 
try can have either the bonus or tax reduction, but that it can not 
have both. In view of the strange course of national finances a year 
ago this conclusion does not necessarily follow. If the Treasury fore- 
cast was so many hundreds of millions wrong in 1922-23, is it impos- 
sible that it will be so in the year 1923-24? 
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MELLON TAX BILL, 

The tax bill proposed by the majority of the committee pro- 
vides for a reduction in the normal tax ef 25 per cent and a 
reduction of the surtax of 50 per cent, This, translated inte 
plain language, will result as follows: 


First, a 8 cent normal tax cut $92, 000, 000 
Second, a 50 per cent surtax cut 102, 000, 000 
( re e epee es Ss, O 


The substitute bill proposed by Representative FREAR, a mem- 
ber of the Ways and Means Committee, who assisted in draft- 
ing the bill, proposes a 50 per cent eut in the normal tax and 
the leaving of the surtaxes as they are to-day. ‘This, translated 
into plain language, is— 


First, a 50 per cent normal tax cut, leaving $184, 000, 000 
Second, no surtax cut. 
Tf ered | eee OD, OOD 


I herewith give the amount that a taxpayer (a married man 
with two children) would pay on an income from $4,000 to 
$10,000 a year according to the existing tax law, the proposed 
Mellon tax law, and the Frear substitute: 


5 


815.75 $10. 50 
38. 25 25. 50 
72.00 48.00 
99. 00 76. 00 
144.00 114. 00 
189.00 158, 00 
24. 00 195. 00 


In other words, the Frear amendment reduces the taxes of the 
small taxpayer over 60 per cent and gradually lessens the re- 
duction as the income inereases. While the Mellon bill begins 
by reducing the surtaxes 50 per cent on the man with a million- 
dollar inconie. 

The following will show how tax reduction under the Mellon 
plan is to be distributed among individual taxpayers: 


Income of 583.000.000 SE inn RES Fa ee! SIE $1, 500, 000. 00 
Toinne Oi SP O90 M00 ane x as 251, 784. 00 
Income of 8500.000 . PAS HA PAS SUE 116, 784. 00 
Income of 8250000 = 49, 284. 00 
Income 10, 284. 00 
Income 1. 944, 00 
Income 1, 107. 00 
Income 747. 00 
ene ary ge ECT CES . Se 469. 50 
Income of 222. 00 
Income of 29. 75 
Income of 12. 75 


the Mellon?“ 

A person with $1,000,000 income saves under the Mellon plan 
$251.784. 

Fifty heads of families, each having an income of $20,000— 
total $1,000,000—save under the Mellon plan $35,350, or $707 
each. 

One hundred heads of families, each having an income of 
$10,000—total $1,000,000—save under the Mellon plan $22,200, 
or $220 each. 

SURTAXES CAN NOT BE SHIFTED, 

The main argument oft repeated in favor of the Mellon bill 
is that all taxes can be shifted and the ultimate consumer pays 
the taxes in the long run. 

Professor Seligman, of Columbia University, in his work, 
The Incidence of Taxation; Professor Taussig, formerly of 
Harvard University, in his work, The Principles of Economics; 
and Professor Ely, of the University of Wisconsin, in his Out- 
lines of Economics; Thomas S. Adams, professor of economics 
and finance, Yale; and Alyn Young, professor of economics, 
of Cornell University, all agree that the only way in which a 
surtax upon net income can be shifte to the consumers of the 
country is through a raise in price, and that prices are fixed 
and governed by cost, and that a tar upon net income does not 
enter into cost at all. Moreover, in the case of the great num- 
ber of commodities produced by monopolies those prices are 
fixed without reference even to the cost. They are fixed at the 
paint where they will receive all that the traffic will bear. 
In cases where prices are fixed through competition the price 
is ultimately fixed by the high cost of the marginal producer 
where that cost meets the margin of utility, and that unless a 
tax enters Into the cost it can not affect prices. Take, for 
example, Henry Ford, whose annual income is estimated at at 


least $100,000,000. Suppose Mr. Ford’s surtaxes are reduced 
from the present rate of 50 per cent above $200,000 to 25 per 
cent, as Mr. Mellon advises, does anyone believe that Henry 
Ford would lower the price of his automobile? Of course not. 
What is true of Ford is true of every other manufacturer. 
It can not be shown that high surtaxes increase the cost to 
the consumer or that they inerease freight rates nor rents. 
If surtaxes could be shifted as contended, the big income-tax 
payers of the United States would not be complaining the way 
they are to-day. 
REAL ESTATE AND VISIBLE PERSONAL PROPERTY PAY HIGH TAXES. 


The farmer and real-estate owner and the owner of visible 
personal property is paying an enormous tax to-day. The 
owner of city real estate can shift his tax and compel the 
renter to pay. The farmer can not shift his tax because he 
does not make the price on anything he sells: High taxes and 
high freight rates are ruining agriculture. When we repealed 
the excess-profits tax, which was, in fact, a profiteer tax, the 
Government lost in a single year, according to the estimate of 
the Secretary of the Treasury, over $400,000,000. Who made 
up that amount? Federal expenses were not one dolar less 
because the excess- profits tax was repealed. The cost of living 
inereased instead of decreasing, as the amount of revenue was 
made up by a high tariff schedule which threw a tremendous 
burden upon the consumer, especially the farmer, who could not 


shift the burden. 
FARMER HEARD HIT. 


The Secretary of the Department of Agriculture informs us 
that 84 per cent of the farmers who owned their farms in 15 
corn and wheat producing States lost their farms with or 
without legal process between January, 1920, and March, 1923. 
Besides these, 15 per cent of this number were for a time 
actually insolvent by holding their land “ through the leniency 
of creditors,” as the Department of Agriculture puts it. 

Tenant farmers fared still worse. Fourteen per cent lost 
their farms, while on top, of that 21 per cent were spared such 
losses only because their creditors did not push them to the 
wall. These are staggering figures. They are personal trag- 
edies to large numbers of our countrymen and they mean also 
a tremendous loss in our industrial system. 

AN BEXCESS-PROFITS TAX SHOULD BE PLACED IN THIS BILL. 


In the Sixty-seventh Congress I voted and spoke against 
the repeal of the excess-profits tax, which is a tax on corpora- 
tions that make over § per cent net upon their investments. I 
voted to amend the present income tax bill by reenacting the 
excess-profits tax. The excess-profits tax means just what it 
says—“a tax on excess profits” It is not a tax on normal 
profits. Many corporations in the last year have made profits 
of over 100 per cent. These corporations only paid 12} per 
eent on their profits. 

I believe that the law shouid be amended so that there 
would be no discretion with the Secretary of the Treasury in 
regard to stock dividends, se that corporations that delib- 
erately and fraudulently and for the purposes of escaping taxa- 
tion deelare a stock dividend instead of a cash dividend 
should have the stock dividend taxed. 

The Standard Oil Co. of Indiana, by means of stock divi- 
dends, increased its capital stock from $30,000,000 to $100,- 
000,000. Every stockholder received over three times the 
amount ef his stock in the form of a stock dividend, which 
could be sold in the stock markets for mere than par, and yet 
these stock dividends paid no tax. E 

Here are a few of the large stock dividends that have been 
declared during the last year: 

Stock dividend. 


Per cent. 


An amendment to the present income tax law taxing stock 
dividends was proposed by Representative Frear and voted for 
by the progressive Republicans and Democrats. 

There is no question but what if steck dividends are paid 
or if a corporation permits its gains and profits to accumulate 
beyond the reasonable profits ef the business that such profits 
can be taxed. They amount to simply an evasion of the true 
spirit of the law. 
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On October 11, 1923, the press of the country stated that 
stocks of the Standard Oi! Co. and subsidiaries increased in 
value $1,060,944,532.. This increase is reported from 31 of the 
38 companies of the Standard Oil. The papers also stated 
that oil stocks have soared through expectations of hugh stock 
dividends. 

The Standard Oil Co. of New York declared a $150,000,000 
stock dividend and 100 per cent dividend in the California 
company, and with like dividends in other branches. 

The Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey, besides declaring a 20 
per cent cash dividend, accumulated $592,000,000, or nearly six 
times the amount of its common stock, which is to be distributed 
in a stock dividend. These vast earnings did not pay a cent of 
tax, because they were labeled stock dividends. Yet any stock- 
holder could have sold them in the market for more than dollar 
for dollar. z 

MOVEMENT TO REPEAL INCOME TAX. 


There is a concerted effort on the part of big business to 
eventually repeal all income taxes and substitute in their place 
sale or consumption taxes, a tax placed upon everything that we 
eat and wear, The same interests that are opposing the sur- 
taxes to-day opposed the enactment of the income tax law 
and prevented us from having an income tax law for over 
80 years after public sentiment wanted it. 

The Sixty-seventh Congress repealed the excess-profits tax 
and reduced the surtaxes from a maximum of 65 per cent to 
a maximum of 50 per cent, which was a reduction of the tax 
on wealth of over $500.000,000 annually. It does not seem 
right, therefore, that these same large income-tax payers 
at the very next session of Congress should ask for a reduction 
in their taxes disproportionately to the reduction proposed to 
be granted to those of relatively small incomes. 


OUR NATIONAL DEBT. 


At the present time we have a national debt of over $21,000,- 
000,000, upon which we are paying almost $1,000,000,000 a year 
interest. The greatest achievement of the Republican admin- 
istration, in my mind, was reducing our indebtedness $1,626,- 
562,851 during the two fiscal years of the Republican adminis- 
tration. This saves us over $50,000,000 a year in interest. 

WE SHOULD CONTINUE TO REDUCE OUR NATIONAL DEBT. 


This large indebtedness of the United States was contracted 
during the World War and is just as sacred a debt now as it 
was when it was contracted. I believe that we should con- 
tinue to reduce our national debt. There is a homely and 
rugged notion in the average American heart that the burdens 
of Government should be borne by everybody in proportion to 
their ability to bear them, and .the authorities on taxation 
agree that every person owes an obligation to pay taxes in 
proportion to his ability to pay. In time of war we conscripted 
the strong and healthy and the best-fitted young men, physically, 
to bear the burdens of Government. Why should not the same 
rule hold in time of peace? Why should not those who finan- 
cially are the best able to bear the burdens of Government 
maintain those burdens in proportion to their financial ability? 

I place in the Recorp a letter that I wrote to Alexander H. 
Revell, of Chicago, Ill, in response to his letter to me which 
attempts to answer the standard arguments made in favor of 
the Mellon bill: 

Hovuss OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, January 9, 1924. 
Mr. ALEXANDER H. REVELL, 
Chicago, M 

My Dear Sm: Your letter and brief on the question of taxation 
has been duly received and contents carefully noted. 

You lay down one proposition as elementary, to wit: 

“All taxes are paid either directly or indirectly by the consumer.” 
If you are right in this statement, there would be no use of Congress 
attempting to draft any taxation bill, I admit that a great many 
taxes may be shifted. I have always been in favor of a surtax on 
incomes, and also an excess-profits tax, for the reason that it is 
very much more difficult to shift these taxes on the consumer than 
nny other taxes. 

You state that all taxes can be shifted to the consumer. Take a 
specific case, for instance yourself, individually; please inform me 
how you, Alexander H. Revell, can shift your surtax or could shift 
an excess-profits tax If one was imposed upon the consumer of your 
own products? 

+ > $ . + * * 


What incentive would it be for a man to place his money in exempt 
securities, which would not bring a maximum of 5 per cent interest, 
to avoid an excess-profit tax when the excess-profit tax only applies to 
net incomes of over 8 per cent? 
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If all taxes, including surtaxes and excess-profit taxes, can be shifted 
so easily to the consumer, why would people who pay the largest taxes 
put their money in tax-free bonds? Why wouldn’t they simply laugh 
and let the consumer pay? Isn't it inconsistent to claim that the 
surtax can be shifted and large incomes escape taxation, and yet if you 
impose the tax it will drive capital out of business ami into exempt 
securities? Surely it can't do both. 

Take the largest manufacturer and probably the wealthiest man in 
the United States, Henry Tord, for an example. Does anyone seriously 
believe that Henry Ford will go out of business, liquidate, and buy 
some of the $33,000,000,000 exempt securities that you speak of if 
he is compelled to pay a 50 per cent surtax for all income over 
$200,000, as the present law provides? To argue that he would do it, 
the burden of proof would be upon you to show that he would make 
more upon these exempt securitics than he now makes from his busi- 
ness. Would Ford charge more for his car if he paid the same surtax 
next year that he does this? Of course not. The only difference 
would be that the Government would continue getting several hundred 
million dollars in taxes instead of Ford. What is true of Ford is true 
of others. I have never heard of Henry Ford complaining of his taxes, 
and simply use his name because he is a manufacturer with a very 
large income, 

There is a homely and rugged notion in the average American heart 
that the burdens of Government should be borne by everybody in pro- 
portion to their ability to bear them. 

In time of war you conscript the strong and healthy and, physically, 
the best-fitted young men to bear the burdens of the Government. You 
do not select the physically weak but those having the ability to fight. 
Should not the same rule hold in time of peace? Shonldn’t those 
who financially are the best able to bear the burdens of Government 
maintain these burdens in proportion to their financial ability? 

Is it a great sacrifice for a man having an income of $500,000 or 
$1,000,000 a year to pay a surtax of 50 per cent on his income of 
over $200,000 to pay off the war debt, which is just as sacred and 
as much of an obligation now as it was during the war when the debt 
was contracted? 

I shall be very glad to hear from you as to the questions I raise in 
this letter. 

Yours very truly, 


The CHAIRMAN. 
of the House. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Connery]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is rec- 
ognized for two minutes. s 

Mr. CONNERY. Mr. Chairman, it has been my endeavor to 
approach the subject of reduction of taxes from an entirely non- 
partisan viewpoint. Perhaps I have been more fortunate than 
many of my colleagues in not having had my office inundated 
by a flood of propaganda from my district asking me to sign 
on the dotted line of the Mellon plan without dotting an “i” or 
crossing a “t.” This does not mean, however, that I have not 
received these propaganda letters. Hundreds of letters have 
come to me, not from my own district but from headquarters 
of high finance throughout the country—letters pleading, com- 
manding, demanding, and coercing. The citizens of my own dis- 
trict have been kind enough to leave to the judgment of their 
Representative in Congress the question of voting for their best 
interests. For this consideration on their part I can not be too 
grateful. 

Invariably in these form letters on the Mellon plan sent out 
by the big moneyed interests the writers informed me that they 
were absolutely opposed to any legislation that would give a 
bonus to able-bodied veterans. Now, gentlemen, I am frank to 
say that if these letters favoring the Mellon plan had come to 
me from the men and women of my district, who have to work 
and work hard to earn a decent living, educate their children, and 
who are striving constantly to better their condition, I would 
think long and earnestly before voting against the Mellon plan. 

But when I see this agitation for lowering the surtaxes to 
25 per cent coming from the same old crowd who gave three 
cheers and a tiger when the Government adjusted the compen- 
sation of the railroads to the tune of $764,271,000, and who sent 
up another great cry of joy when the war contractors received 
adjusted compensation to the extent of $700,000,000, and when 
I know that these are the same men who promised the earth 
and all upon it to the service men if they would only please 
protect them and their millions from the mailed fist of Ger- 
many, I can not but smile—a rueful smile, I will admit—and 
think of the old saying that “ Republics are ungrateful.” 
Nevertheless I am sanguine enough to believe that the Sixty- 
eighth Congress is going down through history as the Congress 
which passed the long-overdue adjusted compensation bill. 


Epw. E. BROWNE. 
That right has been granted by an order 
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Let me proceed a bit further. These days I have only to look 


at the letterheads of the wonderful missives of organized big 
business which come into my office to realize before I read 
them that some measure is up, or is coming up, before Con- 


gress that will benefit the working people of the country, and 
that the writers are absolutely against such measures passing 
the House. 

There is no doubt but what the close of the first session of 
the Sixty-eighth Congress will see some bill passed reducing 
taxes. If we would have clear consciences at that time, then 
the great question before us now is, Are we going to legislate 
for a mere handful of financiers or for the great bulk of the 
American people? In my home State of Massachusetts, under 
the Mellon plan 749 persons will be more benefited than under 
the Garner plan, while 887,693 persons will be more benefited 
by the Garner plan than by the Mellon plan. 

Gentlemen, I was sent here by my constituents to legislate 
for the greatest good of all the American people, and after 
weighing and considering both, the Mellon plan, in my judg- 
ment, legislates in favor of a small minority, and the Garner 
plan, I believe, legislates for the large majority. I unhesitat- 
ingly choose the latter. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Wooprurr}. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, the debate on the tax- 
reduction proposals now before the House has been most illu- 
minating. There are a few points in connection therewith 
which have not, so far as I know, been touched upon by the 
different Members in their discussion of this very important 
question. It is not my purpose to take the time of the House 
in covering ground already covered by other Members. I 
merely intend to cover some points which to my mind are very 
important and which have a direct bearing upon the effect of 
the Mellon proposal if it should be enacted into law. 

The theories advaneed by Mr. Mellon in his advocacy of fur- 
ther reduction in the taxes on wealth are as follows: : 

1. That it will induce capital to leave tax-exempt securities 
and go into industry. 

2. That it will benefit the consuming public by passing along 
to the consumer the reduction effected in the tax on the larger 
incomes. 

3. That it is impossible to collect the higher surtaxes for 
the reason that these taxpayers seek means whereby they can 
and do avoid paying their taxes, 

During the debate it has been brought out that the percent- 
age of tax-free securities as compared to investments in other 
securities and lines of business is a negligible factor; that if 
all large income owners were so inclined it would be impossible 
for them to invest more than a small percentage of their in- 
comes in this class of securities. Further, it is a known fact 
that at no time in the history of the country has there been so 
much money invested in industry and other lines of investment 
as at the present time. It has also been shown that there is 
no lack of money available for industry and other business 
purposes. It would be interesting, I think, to Secure a report 
from the several stock exchanges and boards of trade through- 
out the country as to the amount of business done by them 
during the past year and to know how this compares with the 
business done in other years. I think it would be found that 
at no time in the history of the country have industrial stocks 
moved more readily and more rapidly than during the past 
year. 

A very significant thing occurred yesterday. It was an- 
nounced in a New York dispatch appearing in the Washington 
Star of last evening that the proposed Japanese loan of 
$150,000,000 was opened yesterday morning and at noon the 
books were closed. It was estimated that this loan was over- 
subscribed 50 per cent. These bonds, I understand, carry an 
interest rate of 61 per cent and were sold for from 0.92 to 
above par. 

The stock exchanges opened for business at 10 o'clock yes- 
terday morning, and two hours later more than $200,000,000 
had been offered for investment in a foreign security bearing 
an interest rate of only 63 per cent. And I want you gen- 
tlemen to appreciate the fact that these are not tax-exempt 
securities. They are subject to beth the normal and sur- 
taxes under. our law, and I wish to submit that if it is pos- 
sible to raise more than $200,000,000 in two hours for for- 
eign investment at 64 per cent it is possible to secure ali 
money necessary for legitimate domestic business purposes. 
This, I think, completely disposes of the theory that it is 
necessary to reduce the tax on large incomes in order to 


induce capital to seek investments in other than tax-exempt 
securities. 

Two years ago Mr. Mellon presented to the Ways and 
Means Committee a plan wherein he proposed a repeal of 
the excess-profits tax and a reduction of the surtax from 65 
per cent to 25 per cent, giving as his reason that it was 
necessary to offer this great inducement to capital in order 
that the then industrial depression might be lifted from the 
country. It will be recalled that the country was at that 
time in the greatest industrial depression that it had ever 
known; that industry everywhere had either halted or was 
stumbling along on half time, The Secretary of Labor on 
July 21, 1921, just before the revenue bill was presented to 
the House, issued a statement to the effect that there were 
5,635,000 wage earners in the United States out of employ- 
ment. This will indicate more clearly than anything I can 
say just what the conditions were. 

At that time it appeared to many that Mr. Mellon’s proposal 
was a sound one. There were some of us who disagreed with 
him on this, and there were sufficient Members of the House 
and Senate who declined to go as far as he proposed in reduc- 
ing the taxes on wealth, so that surtaxes instead of being re- 
duced from 65 per cent to 25 per cent were reduced from 63 
per cent to 50 per eent. The excess-profits tax was repealed. 
It is estimated that the reduction of the surtax from 65 per 
cent to 50 per cent and the repeal of the excess-profits tax 
relieved wealth of taxation in the amount of $600,000,000 a 
year. 

Just at this point it is pertinent to say that the only recog- 
nition given the people of small incomes in the 1921 tax reduc- 
tion was an additional $500 exemption and an increased ex- 
emption of $200 each for not more than two dependent chil- 
dren. Aside from this no man with an income of less than 
$68,000 per year was given any reduction whatsoever. The 
entire $600,000,000 reduction in taxes was given to those whose 
incomes exceeded $68,000 per year, and to the business institu- 
tions whose net incomes were more than 8 per cent. ‘The 1921 
law repealed the excess-profits tax which applied only to the 
net profits above 8 per cent and increased the normal corpora- 
tion tax from 10 per cent to 124 per cent, thereby increasing 
the tax of the conservative business organization which was 
willing to do business at a reasonable profit and giving a reduc- 
tion of tax to the many concerns whose net profits exceed the 
8 per cent just mentioned. 

Mr. Mellon was very decided in his opinion at that time that 
a 50 per cent surtax would not do the thing he wished to have 
done; that it would not relieve capital to such an extent that 
it would seek investment in industry; that industry could not 
recover unless the surtax was reduced to 25 per cent. 

It is interesting to note the effect of the reduction of tax 
carried in the revenue bill of 1921 and the refusal of Congress 
to accede to Mr. Mellon's demand that the surtaxes be reduced 
to 25 per cent, and in this connection I want to read a letter 
I have recently received from Hon. Francis I. Jones, Director 
General of the United States Employment Service, Department 
of Labor, and which, in view of Mr. Mellon's statements two 
years ago and now, is most illuminating: 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
UNITED STATES EMPLOYMENT SERVICE, 
Washington, D. O., January 14, 1924. 
Hon. Roy O. WOODRUFF, 
United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR CONGRESSMAN: Replying to your letter of the 9th instant, 
I regret that I am unable to supply you with the desired infermation. 
On July 21, 1921, the Secretary of Labor made a statement that there 
were 5,635,000 wage earners out of employment. This was an estimate 
prepared by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. As you recall, a confer- 
ence was called by the President to consider the unemployment ques- 
tion. This service was called npon to make a survey of unemployment 
in September, 1921. Out of the population of 35,430,910, 2,301,588 
were found to be out of employment. There was no guesswork in 
making this survey. It was taken from pay-roll data, with the pres- 
tige of the President's interest back of the call, and we were able to 
get first-hand information without trouble or delay. 

There has been no special survey of the unemployed made since, 
with the exception that this service makes a monthly survey in 65 
of the principal industrial centers of the country of the 14 basic in- 
dustries, ineluding 1,428 industrial plants employing 501 and upward. 

By May, 1923, not only were all the unemployed absorbed but there 
was an actual shortage existing in several lines of industry. June 
showed about the same amount empleyed as May. There was a slight 
Gecline in July, and August was practically the same as July. A very 
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slight decline was noted in October and November, and a still further 
decline in December, which, however, was not serious, and was undoubt- 
edly attributable to seasonal work. 

I have a chart which I am sure would prove of interest to you. I 
should be pleased to bring it down some time, or if it is more con- 
venlent for you to come here I shall be very glad to go over this mat- 


ter with you. I shall await your pleasure in the matter. 
Regretting that we can not give you more information, I am, 
Respectfully yours, 
Francis I, Jones, Director General. 


I had asked for a detailed report from him as to the unem- 
ployment of labor by periods covering each month from 1921 
until the present time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Will the gentleman from Iowa yield me 
five additional minutes? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; I yield the gentleman five addi- 
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan is recog- 
nized for five additional minutes. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. ‘The tax-reduction measure of 1921 went 
into effect on January 1, 1922. It is interesting to note the 
immediate effect it had in the way of encouraging business, 
Mr. Mellon's theory that business could not recover unless sur- 
taxes were reduced to 25 per cent has been completely ex- 
ploded by the facts which developed after the enactment of the 
1921 law. Conditions in this country to-day, as far as employ- 
ment of labor is concerned, are as favorable as they have been 
at any time in our history at this season of the year. Labor 
everywhere is employed, and at high wages. Prosperity ex- 
tends to every section of our country except the farm sections, 
and nobody seriously maintains, I believe, that a further reduc- 
tion of the tax on wealth will accrue to the benefit of the farm- 
ing population. 

In other words, gentleman, the thing which Mr. Mellon now 
aims to do by a further reduction in the surtax from 50 per 
cent to 25 per cent has already been accomplished with the 
surtax at 50 per cent. Business is moving as rapidly as it is 
healthy for it to move, labor is employed. and in the cities 
we are enjoying a greater degree of prosperity than we have 
ever before enjoyed in the history of the country. The past 
year has been one of outstanding prosperity for business, and 
every business prophet now declares that the current year will 
see a material increase. This situation has been brought 
about while the higher surtaxes have been in the law, and it 
is difficult to see how a reduction of the same can improve this 
condition. 

It is further argued by Mr. Mellon that this proposed reduc- 
tion of the surtax from 50 per cent to 25 per cent will ma- 
terially benefit the little fellow, the man whose income is so 
small that he finds it unnecessary under the law to submit a 
tax return; that this reduction will be reflected in a cor- 
responding reduction in the cost of living. 

Let us examine the results of previous reductions of the 
tax on wealth and learn if we can, just what may be expected 
from this proposed reduction. The Members of the House 
will recall the fact that in 1918, in order to secure revenues 
for prosecution of the war, Congress in its wisdom increased 
the then existing excess-profits tax to 40 per cent and 80 
per cent. In 1919 after the war had ended, upon the theory 
that it would reduce the cost of living, which we all know was 
exceedingly high at that time, the Congress reduced the ex- 
cess-profits tax from 40 per cent and 80 per cent to 20 per 
cent and 40 per cent. 

Prof. David Friday, one of the foremost political econo- 
mists in the country, in a statement to the Ways and Means 
Committee of the House said: 


Prices in 1918 averaged 197 as against 175 in 1917 and 160 the 
month previous to our entering the war. Despite the reduction of 
the tax in 1919, prices stood at 238 in December of that year. 

What we have then is a rise of 60 per cent in the price level 
before any excess-profits tax was either levied or discussed, and a 
further rise of 27 points before the tax was passed. Then a com- 
paratively slight rise in prices during the period of our highest ex- 
cess-profits taxes, and a renewed and rapid rise when the amount 
of the tax was cut in half. 


In 1921, when it was proposed to repeal the excess-profits 
taxes and reduce the surtax from 65 per cent to 25 per cent, it 
was again argued that this reduction in tax would benefit the 
consuming public; that the reduction was a panacea for the high 
cost of living. It is well, in view of the fact that one of Mr. Mel- 
lon’s arguments at this time is based upon the theory that this 
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proposed tax reduction on wealth will be passed on to and 
benefit the consuming public, to examine the result of the tax 
reduction of 1921. Naturally, we all expected some beneficial 
results to the consuming public from the tax reduction of two 
years ago. However, the facts are that, instead of the cost of 
es haying been reduced, there has been an increase of 10 per 
cent, 

It is also argued by Mr. Mellon and by the proponents of this 
bill that one of the potent reasons why it is necessary to reduce 
the surtax from 50 per cent to 25 per cent is the fact that people 
with large incomes decline to pay their taxes and find legal and 
other methods of tax evasion. They maintain that if the tax is 
reduced to the extent they advocate these men, who are now 
evading the payment of their taxes, will come forward and meet 
the 25 per cent rate. In my opinion this is the most ridiculous 
of all the arguments they present. If a man is constitutionally 
a tax evader, he will be just as active and just as resourceful 
in evading the 25 per cent tax as he is In evading the 50 per cent 
tax. Willingness to pay a tax is largely a matter of morals and 
loyalty to the Government. We can not improve a man’s morals 
or increase his patriotism by reducing his tax from 50 per cent 
to 25 per cent, and claims to the contrary are ridiculous, 

Mr. Chairman, the wealth of the conntry- was given a reduc- 
tion of $600,000,000 in tax two years ago. People of moderate 
incomes were given practically no consideration at that time. 
Nor has the consuming public been given the relief they were 
promised as a result of that tax reduction. Mr. Mellon now 
proposes a further reduction of 50 per eent on the larger in- 
comes, but insists upon a reduction of only 25 per cent on the 
incomes of those less able to pay. It seems to me that if a 
cut of 50 per cent is good and is necessary for those having 
large incomes it is just as good and just as necessary for those 
having the smaller incomes. The theory that the people should 
be taxed in proportion to their ability to pay is a correct one. 
It does and should meet the approval of the people. A tax is 
largely in the nature of a payment for the benefits we receive 
as citizens of the country, and we should pay in proportion to 
the benefits we receive. 

We find ourselves in a position where we can reduce the 
taxes of the country very materially. I do not propose to vote 
a 50 per cent cut in taxes to those well able to pay the tax 
they now pay, and at the same time vote only a 25 per cent re 
duction to those less able to pay. I am opposed to the Mellon 
plan as it is presented to the House and shall so vote when the 
roll is called. I will, however, vote for any measure which in a 
greater degree equalizes tux reduction for everybody. [Ap- 
plause. ] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman from Mary- 
land [Mr. Hitt]. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr, Chairman and members of 
the committee, my friend from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] usually 
is very generous about yielding. I am sorry he would not 
yield a few moments ago. 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield now. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. No; I can understand why the 
gentleman did not yield. He was making nn address to an 
imaginary colleague. He did not seem to know that the gen- 
teman from Texas [Mr. Worzsacu] was not at the moment 
on the floor of the House, and all I wanted to ask him was 
did he not think that Mr. Wünznacnt had become on his re- 
election more or less “ permanent” rather than temporary? 

Gentleman of the House, in discussing this revenue bill of 
1924 we have three definite propositions at the present time. 
One proposition is labeled by the minority report the Demo- 
cratic tax plan.” The other is labeled the “ Mellon tax plan,” 
and we have the present law. 

On both sides of the House it is agreed that the present law 
should be changed. I speak us one who voted against the pro- 
posed constitutional amendment for tax-exempt securities. I 
speak as one who favors an adjusted compensation act for the 
soldiers of the past war; but I speak as one who believes that 
adjusted compensation and tax reduction, both of which I think 
a majority of the American people want, are separate things 
which should stand entirely on their separate bases. I have yet 
to see any provision for the soldiers’ bonus or adjusted compen- 
sation to be made under the Democratic tax plan, which is gener- 
ally called the Garner plan. If any gentleman cares to take 
part of my time and point that out to me, I should be glad to 
have him do so. 8 

As a matter of fact, tax reduction ought not to bé a matter 
of party polities, but apparently it can not help being a matter 
of party polities any more than the tariff can. We Members of 


the House do not know all the inside and outside workings of 
the tariff, but I, as a comparatively new Member of the House, 
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know that I have watched the tariff framed by the Republican 
Party for 20 years, and I have watched the tariff framed by the 
Democratic Party for a number of years, and I think that the 
general results of elections, nationally, in this country show 
that the people believe that the Republican theory of tariff is 
better than the Democratic theory of tariff. 

We have two theories here, the so-called Mellon plan and the 
so-called Garner plan, the Garner plan being the only plan 
which has definitely been stamped as a party plan. 

The minority calls it the “ Democratic plan.” Personally I 
propose to vote for the so-called Mellon plan because I believe, 
like the tariff which has been framed by the Republican Party 
in the past, it is a better plan on the whole than the plan called 
the Garner plan or the Democratic plan. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I will. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Does the Mellon plan make provision for 
the soldiers’ bonus? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. The Mellon plan does as much as 
the Garner plan, and indirectly more so, as I will explain. I 
favor a surtax of 25 per cent and the gentleman favors one of 
50. Now, I want to ask the gentleman a question. Will the 
gentleman tell me how much more income for the Government 
in the next two years will be raised by a surtax of 50 per cent 
than by a surtax of 25 per cent under the Mellon plan? I 
would like to hear the gentleman, for I know he is sincerely 
interested in the Garner plan, and I would like to hear him 
discuss it and tell us what the plan he has will do. 

Mr. COLLIER. Let me say that I do not think anyone can 
answer it except the clairvoyant that they have called in at 
the Treasury Department, who can anticipate business condi- 
tions for two years. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I am sure the gentleman would not 
put his party on record as being in favor of a plan which makes 
a difference between 25 and 50 per cent surtax without being 
able to tell what the revenue is going to be. 

Mr. COLLIER. Does the gentleman know what the Garner 
plan is? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I do. 

Mr. COLLIER. Does he know what the rates are? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes. 

Mr. COLLIER. Then he must know that the rate is 44 per 
eent and not 50 per cent. He must know that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner] stated on the floor that, according 
to the estimate, the Garner plan will bring in a hundred million 
dollars more than the Mellon plan. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. The gentleman states that the 
Garner plan has a surtax of 44 per cent, which will produce in 
revenue a hundred million dollars more than the 25 per cent 
surtax of the Mellon plan? 

Mr. COLLIER. That is the estimate. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. That is, 44 per cent plus 6 per cent 
income tax equals 50 per cent. If that is the situation, there 
is something reserved under the Mellon plan to the Nation as 
a tax that will pay the bonus. One reason I am against the 
Garner plan is that the Treasury experts say it will lose $200,- 
000,000 a year of needed ordinary annual revenue; but if you 
say it will bring in a hundred million dollars more than the 
Mellon plan, adopt the Mellon plan and there is something left 
to pay the bonus. 

Restated, the proposition is simple. The Mellon plan is de- 
vised to raise annually the amount needed for ordinary annual 
expenses. The Treasury experts say that the Mellon plan will 
do this. They also say that the Garner plan will not, by two 
hundred millions a year, raise this needed annual revenue. 
Therefore the Garner plan, in the endeavor to make a great 
appearance of reduction, fails to produce the needed revenue 
and becomes not a scientific tax measure but merely a specious 
would-be vote catcher. 

I am strongly in favor of adjusted compensation for the 
ex-service people of the World War. 

I am for it as a debt due the soldiers and sailors, not for 
the uncompensable dangers they faced or were ready to face, 
but in order to equalize in some small measure the pay they 
received from the Government with the pay the munitions 
factory workers, the camp carpenters ‘and laborers, and other 
civil employees received from the Government for work where 
there was no danger or possibility of danger from the submarine 
on the sea or aerial bombs, machine guns, rifle fire, or gas on 

nd. 

I am for tax reduction as proposed by the Mellon plan. I 
am for a cash adjusted compensation, but these are separate 
matters and should stand entirely alone, 
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The Mellon plan does not tap all the sources of American 
revenue, It places a 25 per cent surtax on the largest incomes; . 
that is, a 25 per cent surtax plus a normal 6 per cent tax, 
which means a 31 per cent total tax. This and the other 
features of the Mellon plan will raise the needed money each 
year for the normal needs of the Government. But, if my 
distinguished colleague [Mr. Correr) is correct in his estimate 
of the Garner plan, that plan will produce one hundred millions a 
year more than the Mellon surtax by means of the surtax of 44 
per cent, which, plus the normal 6 per cent tax, is a 50 per 
cent tax on the largest incomes. Therefore the 50 per cent 
Garner tax will, according to its proponents, produce more than 
the annual needed revenue. The 50 per cent Garner plan will 
produce one hundred millions a year more than the 31 per cent 
Mellon plan; or, using the terms of the surtax above, the 44 
per cent Garner plan will produce one hundred millions more 
annual revenue than the 25 per cent Mellon plan. 

The proponents of the Garner plan propose to pay the adjusted 
compensation out of the $100,000,000. In the first place 
the Treasury experts say that the Garner surtax will not do this. 
In the second place. in the interest of sound finance, adjusted 
compensation should not be paid out of general revenues. It 
should be paid from specific taxes that will end when the 
bonus is paid, not out of uncertain general revenues, which are 
raised for general purposes. The bonus is a war expense and 
it should be separately financed as a war expense. It should 
be paid once and for all. It differs from annual payments to 
the wounded and disabled, which can not be paid once and 
finally, but depend on the life of the disabled person. 

Therefore, according to, its enemies, the Mellon plan leaves 
us a 25 per cent possible tax above the 25 per cent surtax it im- 
poses, that could raise $100,000,000 a year as a source of pay- 
ment of adjusted compensation. I cite this to show the fallacy 
of the claim for the Garner plan that it provides for the bonus. 

The Mellon plan does not claim to provide for the bonus; the 
Garner plan does so claim, but its claim is fallacious. Note 
the testimony of Mr. McCoy, Government actuary, before the 
Ways and Means Committee: 


Mr. Frean. What would be the reduction at 44 per cent on the pres- 
ent basis? On the Garner bill, I take it, there would be about $48,000,- 
000 reduction from the present 50 per cent rates? 

Mr. McCoy. At 44 per cent Mr. Garner's plan gives a loss in sur- 
tax of $139,000,000, as compared with $200,000,000 of Mr. Mellon's, 
applied to the 1921 returns. 

Mr. Frear. That would make a difference of $61,000,000, but that 
includes surtaxes between $6,000 and $10,000, but I believe the figures 
would not be far from my estimates. 

The CHAIRMAN. I did not get those figures. How much was the loss 
in surtax? 

Mr. McCoy. The loss in surtax under Mr. Garner's plan would be 
$189,000,000, and under Mr. Mellon's plan $200,000,000, applied to 
the 1921 returns, 

Mr. Frear. I was going to ask, Mr. McCoy, if there should be an 
agreement as to a surtax of 35 per cent, would that release money for 
business among those who paid the 35 per cent surtax? 

Mr. McCoy. It would, for a couple of years, 

Mr. Frear. Is that the basis? I thought it was 20 to 22 per cent 
and along there, and that 25 per cent was really a maximum to coax 
the taxpayer to sell his tax exempts and invest In business. At least 
we were so informed by the Secretary. Would 35 per cent be a fair 
rate? 

Mr. McCoy. Do you mean for normal times? 

Mr. Frear. For the times that exist now. 

Mr. McCoy. Well, for the first year there is no doubt a 35 per 
cent rate would bring a larger revenue than 25 per cent; but after 
the second or third year it would not. 

Mr. Fnnan. Would 38 per cent tempt people who were paying 
more than 35 per cent surtax to put their money into business and to 
pay the 35 per cent surtax? 

Mr. McCoy. It would have very much the same effect that the 1921 
revenue act had. It would stimulate business very much for the first 
year and for the second year, and like the 1921 revenue act is doing 
now, a couple of years more, and we will haye another year like 1921. 


The claim, therefore, that the Garner plan will finance the 
bonus by the excess of its 44 per cent surtax over the 25 per 
cent Mellon surtax is not financially correct, For the bonus 
we must look outside both the Garner and the Mellon plans, 
but the Garner plan fruitlessly taps a source that may be used 
outside of the Mellon plan as part of a plan to finance the bonus. 
Therefore, as an annual producer of ordinary revenue the 
Mellon is better than the Garner plan. 
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Let us look for a moment at the effect of the Mellon 
plan on the kind of incomes in which most of my constitu- 
ents are interested—that is, earned incomes of from $1,000 


Income tax payable upon certain net incomes under the provisions of the bill as reported by fhe Ways and Means Committee. 


Net income. 


4,000 .. . -.- 
$2,000.. $40. 00 
$3,000... 80. 00 
$4,000... ee cence cee E ——b ꝛ6mũ7ũ32ꝛꝛ2%? 23 120. 00 
$5,000. 160. 00 
$6,000. 240. 00 
$7,000. 330. 00 
$8,000. 420.00 
$9,000... 510. 00 
810,000. —— —Uÿ ſ.fͤœ ꝝͥ UUU·⸗ũ *r Ah œꝛ322-: 600, 00 


For the fiscal year 1923, the present excess of ordinary re- 
ceipts over total expenditures chargeable against ordinary re- 
ceipts was $309,657,460.30. For the fiscal year 1924 the sur- 
plus is estimated to be $329,639,924, and for the fiscal year 1925, 
$395,681,634. 

The Mellon plan provides for two forms of tax reduction: 

(1) Temporary and immediate relief to taxpayers by a 25 per cent 
reduction of the income tax payable in the year 1924 on 1923 taxable 


income. The estimated reduction resulting from this provision is as 

follows: 

e . Ji28; 610; 000 

DORE FENE LORU eee 08,740; 000 
Total reduction ũñéĩ7 —— 232, 750, 000 


(2) Permanent relief by the revision of the revenue act of 1921 
through the reduction of certain taxes and the repeal of others. The 
estimated reduction after the bill is in full operation, as compared 
with estimated income that will be returned for 1923, is as follows: 
Reduction in estimated revenue after bill is in full operation, as com- 

pared with estimated income that will be returned for 1923. 
i 600, 000 
01, 800, 000 


Earned income_..__--.-..---____-....... 89. 500, 000 
Miscellaneous taxes 108, 040, 000 
J y l 
Increase in estimated revenue: 
Capital loss provision $25, 000, 000 
Certain deductions limited to tax-free 
income 24, 500, 000 
oll... a a aa iaaa, 900 090 
FR NB ete 0 


I am not a tax expert and do not pretend to be. I have, 
however, studied both the majority and minority reports of the 
Ways and Means Committee, I have read much of the testi- 
mony before the committee, and I have listened carefully for 
several days to the debate on this floor. I have heard the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] defend his plan against 
the arguments of the chairman of the committee [Mr. Green], 
and I have heard the gentleman from New York [Mr. MILLS] 
point out the unsoundness of the Garner plan. 5 

As a result of all of this, I have finally made up my own 
mind that I am for the Mellon plan as it stands. I shall vote 
for all of its elements without any compromise, and I do this 
as one who voted against the tax-exempt security proposed 
amendment to the Constitution. In my opinion, the sixteenth 
amendment means what it says, and Evans against Gore, Two 
hundred and fifty-third United States, 245, does not decide that 
the sixteenth amendment is meaningless and that another 
amendment is necessary. ‘ 

I vote against the Treasury Department's recommendations 
when my best judgment so demands, but on the Mellon tax- 
reduction plan I am for it from top to bottom, and shall yote 
for it just as it stands. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mary- 
land has expired. - 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I wish to ask 
the gentleman from Iowa, the chairman of the committee, if 
it is understood that there will be no business dene to-night 
except debate? x 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is all 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr, JEFFERS]. 


Income earned not in excess of $5,000. 


—— 2 


to $10,000 a year. Here is the estimate made for the Ways 
and Means Committee by the Treasury experts under the 
Mellon plan: 


SAS SSa RB 
888888888 
888888885 
888888888 
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Mr. JEFFERS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
my service in Congress has not been over a very long period 
of years but from the study which I have been able to make 
of the subject of tax legislation I believe that it is safe to say 
that never before has there been such a bold and brazen and 
extensive organized effort to push a legislative plan through 
Congress without clearly and fairly explaining all the provi- 
sions of the plan as has been the case in the stupendous effort 
which was made to swamp the country with propaganda in 
favor. of the so-called Mellon plan and to swamp Congress with 
appeals for its passage. It seems that it was an effort to fairly 
sweep Congress off its feet and to steam roller the so-called 
Mellon plan through without even giving to Congress or to the 
country a fair explanation of all of the provisions of this 
measure. 

The Secretary of the Treasury gave to the country his own 
statement regarding the plan, explaining only certain features 
of the bill, his explanation having been prepared by his own 
Treasury experts, of course. 

Secretary Mellon having sponsored the bill, the President 
of the United States immediately placed upon it his stamp of 
approval, and the President gave out the information that he 
would not countenance any modification of the Mellon plan, the 
inference being that he would veto any revenue bill which was 
not strictly the Mellon plan. In other words, Congress was 
practically ordered blindly to swallow a revenue bill at the 
behest of the Secretary of the Treasury and under the threat 
of a presidential veto if the bill was not followed and adopted 
in its entirety. 

The propaganda campaign was not one of enlightenment, but 
was one for the suppression of the truth, especially with refer- 
ence to a great many sections of the bill which were not ex- 
plained in Secretary Mellon's public letter. It was not a 
campaign of education, but was, at least in some instances that 
I will illustrate, a campaign of coercion. 

I have had a great many letters from my State and of 
course Ido not refer to the letters that I have received from 
my constituents when I speak of a campaign of coercion, as 
you will readily see if you will follow me for a moment. 

I am always glad to hear from the people of the good dis- 
trict which I have the honor to represent In this body, especi- 
ally regarding any public business in which they feel interested. 

I am well aware of the fact that my people want tax re- 
duction; they have told me so in their letters. It is perfectly 
natural for them to desire tax reduction, And I am, of course, 
favorable to fair and equitable tax reduction to such extent 
as may now be feasible to reduce Federal taxes. I am in 
agreement with my constituency on that, I believe, 

But, gentlemen, while we all welcome letters and communi- 
eations of all kinds from the citizens whom we represent here, 
and while we are always glad to have their suggestions and 
advice, I believe I correctly state the present situation when 
I say that there is a certain reaction now amongst the mem- 
bership of this House against the principle of the monster 
propaganda campaign that has been so vigorously carried on 
all over this country in behalf of the so-called Mellon plan, 
and most certainly there is a strong reaction against the 
methods used in some quarters by people interested in foster- 
ing and pushing that propaganda scheme. 

We have all had many letters from various interests in dif- 
ferent parts of the country—most of them, however, from 
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New York—and some have been arrogant and actually threat- 
ening in their tone. 

To receive letters from the folks at home is one thing, and 
that is all right, but this flood of commanding letters from in- 
dividuals and corporations who are simply pushing a great 
program of insidious propaganda is a horse of another color 
[applause], especially when it appeared from the tone of 
their communications that they were practically demanding 
that I put on a blind bridle and tie myself up, without reser- 
vation, to a certain so-called plan which, in its entirety, makes 
up a document that is several hundred pages long and which 
the Members of Congress had had little or no time to study. 

Oh, some people would have had us believe that the matter of 
the schedules of surtax and normal tax percentages constituted 
practically the whole tax bill, but of course we know that that 
is an erroneous impression. Now, for example, we know that 
the merchants and business people of the country and the great 
mass of the people of America who make up the consuming 
publie are intensely interested in getting relief from the excise 
taxes, commonly called nuisance taxes, and they will all testify 
to the fact that there is something else in this bill besides the 
matter of a schedule of surtax rates. I just mention that at 
this point by way of illustration; there are many other things 
in the bill, too, that are very important to the American people, 
and I will try to touch on certain features of the bill in these 
few remarks. 

Now I have made reference to the principle of the great propa- 
ganda campaign, und to the methods used, and I want to illus- 
trate what I mean by showing these few communications which 
I have here. These are samples selected from many comunica- 
tions of similar nature which have come to the attention of 
Members of Congress. I include them in my remarks, as they 
are illustrative on the point. 

Here is a letter received from New York and signed“ Em- 
ployees’ Mutual Life Insurance Co.,“ which I will read, and 
which shows very clearly the extremes to which large busi- 
ness firms were going in order to try to further the propaganda 
in behalf of the Mellon plan. This letter speaks eloquently for 


itself: 
JANUARY 8TH, 


Dear CONGRESSMAN: I just wish to let you know that employees of 
large firms in New York City are being forced to sign petitions for the 
Mellon plan and against the bonus, 

I am employed with the Mutual Life Insurance Co. of New York 
City; 99 per cent of its employees are for your tax plan and also in 
favor of the bonus. But we were forced to sign Mellon petitions. 
What next? Will they force us to yote for a dummy named Coold—age 

Hoping you success, we are, 

EMPLOYEES MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE Co. 


Here is another letter, and this one you will find self-explana- 
tory, too. You will note that the writer says that the blank 
ballots, upon which the employees were requested to vote“ ves“ 
or “no” upon the simple question of whether or not they 
favored the Mellon plan, were distributed even to the office boys 
and errand girls. This letter shows that the employees had 
practically no knowledge as to what the Mellon plan was at 
the time when they were requested to vote on it. I think this 
is a very interesting and illuminating communication. For ob- 
vious reasons the name of the writer is withheld. 


Fepuvary 7, 1924, 

Dear Sin: May I call your attention to a very flagrant use of propa- 
ganda in connection with the Mellon plan? 

I am employed by one of the largest trust companies in this city. 
Last week at the instance of the chamber of commerce, we were fur- 
nished with a ballot and were requested to vote“ yes” or “no” upon 
the simple question of whether we favored the Mellon plan or not. 
The ballots were distributed to practically everyone at the bank; even 
the office boys and errand girls received them. The vote was almost 
unanimously in favor of the plan, the figure being, I believe, 98 per 
cent, 

I questioned quite a large number of my fellow employees as to their 
knowledge of the plan, and in all but a few instances found that it 
extended no further than a vague idea that “ taxes would be reduced.” 
In no single instance could I find a person—and I asked a great many— 
who could say that he or she was familiar with the plan or knew the 
provisions of the substitute Garner plan. 

In the light of such facts a referendum of this sort seems the great- 
est farce. In considering facts and figures as to the overwhelming 
favor the plan has evoked, I trust that due allowance will be made 
for such cases as the one above cited, 

Yours very truly, S 
(Signed) —. 


To Hon. JoHN N. GARNER, 
The Ways and Means Committee, Washington, D. Q. 


But as an example of brazen effrontery I think the blue 
ribbon goes to the following letter addressed “to all Aeolian 
employees“ and signed by one W. V. Swords. I commend it 
to you for your careful consideration. I understand the 
Aeolian Co. is a large musical-instrument company, with head- 
quarters in New York City, and that Mr. Swords is an official 
of the company, perhaps the general manager. 

Here is the letter: 


To all Acolian Employees: 


It is of the utmost importance and a matter of vital interest to all 
of us that the program of tax revision, commonly called the Mellon 
plan, be passed at the present session of Congress. 

It is also vitally important that the so-called bonus bill should not 
be passed. 

I am asking that you write at once to the two Senators representing 
New York State at Washington, as well as the Representative of your 
voting district, that you, as one of their constituents, desire them, as 
representing you, to vote for the Mellon bill without changes and to 
vote against any kind of a bonus Dill. 

Write your letter for the Representative of your district and send 
it to Miss Reilly, executive offices, Forty-second Street, and she will 
forward it to the Evening Mail, who will be glad to fill in the name 
of the proper Representative, provided you give your voting address 
at the bottom of the letter. 

The two Senators are James W. Wapsworts Jr., and Dr. ROYAL C. 
COPELAND, 

Address the Senators in care of the United States Senate at Wash- 
ington and your Representative in care of the House of Representa- 
tives, Washington, addressing each one as “ Honorable,” 

We shall check up our pay roll within the next couple of weeks to 
find out those who have written and those who have not. 

Sincerely yours, 


W. V. Sworps, 


Imagine that sort of a club over the heads of working men 
and women in America, “the land of the free and the home 
of the brave.” We have little cause to boast of our democracy 
or to claim that we live under a great republican form of 
government when employers can coerce their employees in any 
such manner. 

You will note that after telling the employees what position 
they are expected to take on certain issues, and after ordering 
them to write to their Senators and Representatives the general 
manager winds up with this gentle but significant hint: 


We shall check up our pay roll within the next couple of weeks to 
find out those who have written and those who have not. 


Citizens in America deprived of their own right of opinion! 
a is the way they worked the propaganda for the Mellon 
plan. 

These reprehensible and un-American methods were not con- 
fined to New York alone. The very arrogance of the Mellon 
plan itself was reflected in the arrogance and unfairness of its 
proponents in other sections of the country besides New York. 

I invite your attention to this illuminating letter on the point. 
This letter was written to Senator AsHurst from the Governor 
of the State of Arizona. 

You will find all of this letter interesting, but I want to call 
your attention especially to this statement contained in it: 


You will, therefore, understand that economie pressure is being ap- 
plied by the railroad to compel the employees to indorse the Mellon 
taxation plan. 


The letter is as follows: 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE, STATE HOUSE, 
Phoenix, Ariz., January 7, 1924. 

My Dear Mr. ASHURST: I am in receipt of a communication from 
an employee of the Arizona Hastern Railroad in Arizona, submitting 
several letters received by bim and which are addressed to all of the 
agents of that railroad in the State. 

Included among the documents is a copy of an editorial which ap- 
peared in the New York Herald of December 26, 1923, on the subject 
of the Mellon taxation plan and the soldiers’ bonus. The editorial ad- 
vocates the flooding by voters of the Congressmen and Senators with 
communications on the subject. 

The letters from the Arizona Eastern to its agents Instruct them to 
interview various business men and citizens in their communities—a 
list of names being submitted—and to urge that these citizens write 
the Congressmen and Senators asking support for the Mellon plan, and 
the agents are requested to notify the vice president and general man- 
ager of the railroad that the letters have been written. 

It appears that the agents have not been enthusiastic about the 
matter, and they have received letters and telegrams daily from either 
the president, vice president, general manager, or the superintendent, 
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the latest message reading to the effect that not sufficient interest is 
being taken by agents and insisting that a better showing be made. 
You will, therefore, understand that economic pressure is being ap- 
plied by the railroad to compel the employees to indorse the Mellon 
taxation plan. 
I am calling this te your attention for your information and such 
action as you may desire to take. 
Very truly yours, 
Hon. Hexry F. ASHURST, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


These letters show, better than I could tell, what the principle 
of this propaganda campaign was and what were some of the 
methods used. Is jt any great wonder that the campaign has 
failed? 

The last letter which I shall introduce was written by the 
Washington, D. C., office of the American Bankers’ League to 
the president of a small bank down South. You will note that 
in this letter the banker to whom the letter was written was 
requested to please sign the card inclosed and return it to the 
Washington office if the banker favors the Mellon tax-reduction 
plan. I assume that they did not desire the cards to be re- 
turned by any who might be opposed to the Mellon plan or in 
favor of some other plan. 

It is also significant in connection with this letter that they 
request the banker to write or wire to Senators and Congress- 
men, but they instruct the banker to give his views on the 
Mellon tax-reduction plan “in your own language.” Of course, 
the idea of that was to camouflage the fact that the propaganda 
was working: s 

American BANKERS’ LEAGUE (NONPARTISAN), 
Washington, D. C., January 8, 1924. 

Drar Sim: If you have not already done so, please write or wire your 
Senators and Congressmen, also the chairman of the House Ways and 
Means Committee, the Senate Finance Committee, and the senior 
minority members of these committees, who are shown on the inclosed 
plan of procedure, giving your views on the Mellon tax-reduction plan 
in your own language. 

If you favor the Mellon tax-reduction plan, please sign the inclosed 
card and return to this office. 

Please send us copies of letters that go forward or advise us of any 
activities in your community in tax matters. 

Yours truly, J. A. ARNOLD, 


It soon became apparent that this great publicity campaign 
had overreached itself. It was much overdone and it became 
a boomerang. The reaction has been certain and sure. When 
the propaganda for the Melon plan was first flashed upon the 
moving-picture screens it was usually loudly applauded; but 
later, according to newspaper stories, the same propaganda 
was hissed when it appeared on the screens. The people had 
begun to learn about the Mellon scheme and to see through it. 

It is commonly known that the bill was drafted in the Treas- 
ury Department, probably in the Solieitor's office. Mr. Gregg, 
the youthful expert, was, I am told, the go-between between the 
committee drafting the bill and the Secretary of the Treasury 
himself, transmitting the views of the Secretary to the drafting 
committee and making reports from the committee back to the 
Secretary. It is fitting now, therefore, that he should, and he 
does, keep in close contact daily with the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mrs] while the plan is under consideration here in 
the House. Mr. Mitts is the mainspring on the Republican 
side behind what is left of the so-called Mellon plan. 

This Mr. Gregg is the same young man who so glibly ex- 
plained many provisions of the bill before the Ways and Means 
Committee, Mr. Gregg is no doubt a very smart young man, 
and he is no doubt an expert at compiling figures and an expert 
at explaining the many intricate provisions in this bill, and as 
the 25-year-old young man that he is, he deserves a great deal 
of credit for the position which he has attained. He no doubt 
knows the theory of taxation, but he has not had the actual 
practical experience down in the income-tax unit which would 
give him practical knowledge from such experience as to the 
possible loopholes in this complicated bill through which vast 
amounts of taxes could escape. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JEFFERS. Not now. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman is speaking about Mr. 
Gregg. What does the gentleman know about Mr. Gregg? 

Mr. JEFFERS. I have just stated what I know about him. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman did not meet with the 


Gro. W. P. Hunt, Governor, 


Committee on Ways and Means, which had Mr. Gregg with it 
for over six weeks and heard him every day. 

Mr. JEFFERS. Why, I just said he explained the pro- 
visions of the bill to the committee, did I not? 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. I understood the gentleman to say that 
he does not know enough to be reliable in his explanation. 

Mr, JEFFERS. Oh, no; what I said is this—I will read it 
over to the gentleman: Mr. Gregg is no doubt a very smart 
young man, and he is no doubt an expert at compiling figures 
and an expert at explaining the many intricate provisions in 
this bill, and as the 25-year-old young man that he is he deserves 
a great deal of credit for the position which he has attained. He 
no doubt knows the theory of taxation, but he has not had the 
actual practical experience down in the income-tax unit which 
would give him practical knowledge from such experience as 
to the possible loopholes in this complicated bill through which 
vast amounts of taxes could escape. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Mr. Chairman, as a member of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means I respectfully dissent from that. 
There is not a member of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
not even a Democratic member, who will join in that view of 
Mr. Gregg. 

Mr. JEFFERS. The gentleman is entitled to his views, of 
course, but whether the gentleman is entitled to speak for all 
other members of the Ways and Means Committee is another 
matter. 

Why, I recall that we heard the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Treapw’y] say just this afternoon that he felt 
greatly disappointed that there had been a failure to bring 
about simplification in the law, and that Mr. Gregg had said 
that it was dificult to tell, in plain words, what was meant by 
somé of the complicated phraseology of the law. Now, the 
point I am making is that if the complications of certain sec- 
tions of this bill, or the phraseology, make it so difficult that 
the expert, Mr. Gregg, can not even translate them into plain 
words, then how can Mr. Gregg see the possible loopholes in 
the law through which taxes can escape, especially as Mr, 
Gregg's knowledge is theoretical and not practical, as he has 
not had the practical experience down in the unit where he 
would learn how these intricate complications in the law 
actually do work out? 

I did not say that Mr, Gregg is not a very brilliant young 
man. From all that I hear of him I feel sure that he must 
be very good. But I did say that he had probably explained 
the provisions of the bill very glibly in his own theoretical and 
technical way, and that he had not had the practical experience 
down in the unit which would teach him what is actually going 
on down there. 

The law needs to be simplified and it should be done by men 
who have had plenty of practical experience and who, there- 
fore, would know how to point out the weaknesses and possible 
loopholes in the law. 

Now, then, Mr Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
nobody had access to that bill, in which was embodied the so- 
ealled Mellon plan. It seemed it was a secret document. 

However, a definite challenge was made early in December 
by the Democratic members of the Ways and Means Committee 
that the bill should be printed and given to the Members of 
Congress for their consideration and study, and the Demo- 
cratic members of the Ways and Means Committee stated that 
if the bill was not forthcoming they would go to the country, 
through the press, on the manifest unfairness of the situation, 
and as a result of that challenge the bill was brought out into 
the open. 

Consequently the first print of the bill, consisting of 844 
pages, was handed to us on December 18, 1923. 

But from November 10, 1923, the date Secretary Mellon put 
his first notice in the press concerning his plan, until the day 
we first saw the bill, December 18, 1923, more than a month, 
Members of Congress were flooded with letters asking them to 
support the Mellon plan, when, as a matter of fact, we had not, 
up to December 18, 1923, had any opportunity to see the bill. 

Then when the light was thus thrown on Mr. Mellon's plan 
the Ways and Means Committee proceeded to find some of the 
bad spots, Democrats and Republicans alike joining hands 
in remodeling the scheme of the Secretary of the Treasury, 

They changed many features, and they knocked out some of 
Mr. Mellon's pet provisions, which might well be termed some 
of the very foundation stones of Mr. Mellon's plan. 

But even after all this, when the bill was finally reported 
to the House by the committee it was announced in the papers 
that the decision of the House Ways and Means Committee 
was to accept the Mellon tax proposal in entirety. 

Of course that was a false impression that was given out, 
and why the advocates of the Mellon plan wanted to give out 
that statement to the press I do not know because it looks like 
they surely would have foreseen that within a very few days 
the country was going to find out the truth—that the Mellon 
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tax plan certainly nevet was accepted by all the members of 
the Ways and Means Committee. Not even all of the Republi- 
can members ever accepted it, and Chairman GREEN himself 
has stated consistently all along that he was not in agree- 
ment with the Mellon plan. He has been openly opposed to 


the time. 


the surtax rates proposed in the Mellon plan 
ng accepted, 


So the claim that the so-called Mellon plan is 
even by the Republicans, is a fallacy. 

The Mellon plan has crumbled. Let me call your attention 
to an extract from an article in this morning’s Washington 
Post. Bear in mind that the Washington Post is the adminis- 
tration sheet here now. 


While the House was putting in another day discussing the revenue 
bill, Representative LoNawortn, the party leader, held a conference 
with about 10 others directing the Republicans’ campaign. After- 
wards it was announced that no attempt would be made to obtain a 
vote on the 25 per cent surtax maximum when a show-down comes 
next week on the incomre-tax schedule. 


You will note that the article says that the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. LonewortH] and about 10 others who are 
directing the Republican campaign decided that no attempt 
would be made to even obtain a vote on the 25 per cent surtax 
maximum when the show-down comes next week on the income- 
tax schedule. They have already quit the Mellon plan. They 
have decided to forsake Mr. Mellon’s maximum surtax rate 
and will go to a 35 per cent rate to start with rather than 
stand by the 25 per cent rate which has been demanded and 
- insisted upon by the Secretary of the Treasury and also by 
President Coolidge himself. 

It will be recalled that some time back, while the bill was 
still in the Ways and Means Committee, the Republicans gave 
out the statement that they had offered the Democrats a com- 
promise on the rate schedule for the bill and that the Demo- 
crats refused the compromise, That charge has been repeated 
at various times since then. That charge never was true. 

The Republicans in the committee, realizing then that they 
could not even rally their own forces to the rates of the Melion 
proposal, were the ones who were desirous of seeking the com- 
promise, They made the suggestion to the Democrats that they 
compromise, that is true, but when the Democrats said, in 
effect, “All right, if you want to compromise, put your cards 
on the table, name the particulars of the compromise offer 
that you wish to make, and we will consider the proposition,” 
the Republicans refused to outline any details of any com- 
promise offer, but wanted the Democrats to agree to a com- 
promise without knowing what the compromise offer would be. 
The Republicans made the overture for the trade, but they 
had the temerity to want the Democrats to take “a pig in a 
poke,” so to speak, and when the Democrats correctly declined 
to make that kind of a trade then the Republicans yelled like 
a bunch of quitters, putting up the false cry that they had tried 
to compromise with the Democrats, but the Democrats refused. 

The Republican majority of the Ways and Means Committee 
then used that as a pretext for barring the Democratic members 
from the further sessions of the committee. 

Mr. Garner said afterwards that he could not consider a 
blanket offer for a compromise, without particulars, as an offer 
that could properly be acted upon. The Republicans, he said, 
had their plan, the Democrats had their plan, and if the 
majority party wanted to compromise they should have come 
forward with a compromise measure showing some details or 
particulars and then the Democrats could have conferred with 
them on it. 

So the claim that the Democrats were the ones responsible 
for a failure to reach a compromise is another fallacy. 

RELIEF NEEDED FROM THE EXCISE TAXES. 


Now, we all must realize that one form of taxation which 
has been particularly burdensome to the business people all 
over the country, especially to the small retail distributors 
such as drug stores, grocery stores, 5 and 10 cent stores, and 
general stores located in our cities and in our small towns and 
in the rural districts, and which has been also particularly 
worrisome and obnoxious to the consuming public, ts taxation 
by these various little war excise taxes, or so-called nuisance 
taxes. They are rightly named nuisance taxes, too, for they 
are a real nuisance to both the business people and the con- 
sumers. 

The Ways and Means Committee has made a good many 
improvements on the plan offered by Secretary Mellon, and I 
congratulate the committee on the good work they have done 
along these lines, and I hope the House will be able to go yet 
further toward wiping out these hampering nuisance taxes as 
far as possible. 


They constitute what we might call the underbrush in the 
taxation system, and undoubtedly they should be cleared out 
of the way as fast as Congress can consistently cut them off. 

Mr. Mellon’s plan offered no relief, so far as the excise taxes 
are concerned, to average business people such as jewelers. 
People with their money invested in the jewelry business have 
been seriously handicapped by the continuation of the excise 
taxes on the articles they have for sale. Now the Ways and 
Means Committee, the Republican members and Democratic 
members joining hands, has proposed a large measure of relief 
for these business people. The nuisance tax will be removed 
from articles of jewelry selling for less than $40. This will 
probably cover most of the articles of jewelry usually bought 
as gifts or otherwise by people of modest means and will, I 
believe, be a great help to business people in that line. 

Mr. Mellon's plan did not propose to remove the nuisance 
tax from candies. I understand that at least 50 per cent of 
the output of candy in the country is in the form of these 
“penny goods” and the plain grades of candy which are 
largely consumed by the children. The Ways and Means Com- 
mittee is recommending that we wipe that nuisance tax out 
of the bill. 

All drug stores, merchants, and all those handling soft 
drinks, unfermented fruit juices, still drinks, mineral waters, 
fountain sirups, bottled soft drinks, and corbonic-acid gas will 
be very much gratified, I am sure, to know that, although the 
Mellon tax plan did not propose to take the nuisance tax off 
of all those articles, the Ways and Means Committee of the 
House, Republicans and Democrats together, has decided that 
it is time those nuisance taxes were taken off. Small mer- 
chants and business people are largely interested in these 
items, and the consumers of the nickel drinks are the rank 
and file of the people. I believe it will be the most welcome 
relief that could come to these business people and I am for it. 

There are millions of users of motor vehicles of all kinds 
who are paying the excise or nuisance taxes on automobiles, 
trucks, all sorts of motor-vehicle parts, and tires and acces- 
sories of all kinds. These include many people in business 
and a great many farmers who use cars and trucks for busi- 
ness purposes as well as pleasure. There are thousands of 
dealers who are amongst our best business people. It is esti- 
mated that the farmers stand about one-third of all the nui- 
sance taxes on cars, trucks, parts, tires, and accessories. The 
motor car or truck that the average farmer uses is a neces- 
sity to him, not a luxury. These millions of users and these 
thousands of dealers are praying now for relief from nuisance 
taxes. The Secretary of the Treasury and his experts forgot 
them when they framed up what was known as the Mellon 
plan and provided no relief for them along this line. I am 
in favor of granting all the relief to them now as may be feasi- 
ble, and I hope it.can be worked out here in the House some 
way. 

In reducing Federal taxes I believe that special attention 
should be given to the cleaning away of these irksome and 
pestiferous nuisance taxes so far as we can. 7 

The overhead expense of collecting them is heavy, and in 
some cases the expense of collecting these taxes does practi- 
cally eat up all the revenue derived from them. 

They are a constant irritant to the public and are the 
greatest burden to the business people who have to collect 
them and account for them. If all these excise or nuisance 
taxes could be repealed it would mean that an incalculable 
amount of work would be lifted from the shoulders of the 
business people of the country, especially the small business 
people, many of whom, as a matter of fact, can ill afford to 
have the great amount of detailed work done which is neces- 
sary in order for them to keep accounts of these nuisance taxes 
collected on all these items. 

Another little tax which ought to come off is the so-called 
occupational tax on brokers of $50 per annum. A man who 
merely has a small office and a telephone in his office is con- 
sidered a broker, although he sells for another on commission 
basis and does not carry a stock of goods, and yet he must pay 
this $50 occupational tax as a broker. This is a discriminatory 
tax on these men, and I feel it ought to be removed, and I 
hope it can be done when we get down to that part of the bill. 
Mr. Melion’s plan overlooked them, but I think we ought to give 
them relief. 

UNLIMITED EARNED INCOME RESTRICTED, 

In placing the restriction that it did on the unlimited earned 
income proposition in the Mellon plan the Ways and Means 
Committee performed a good service, but when the committee 
did thus limit the reduction to incomes up to $20,000 a year 
they hit the Mellon plan a blow which disfigured the Secre- 
tary’s proposal in that respect so that it was hardly 1ecog- 
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nizable afterwards by some of those who had been most heartlly 
in favor of the Secretary’s unlimited earned income proposition. 
The committee also declared all incomes below $5,000 to be 
considered as earned income for the purpose of this tax dif- 
ferential 

At the same time when the committee limited the reduc- 
tion to incomes up to $20,000 a year we recall that the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Garner] offered an amendment designed 
to bring farmers and small business men under the benefits of 
the earned-income reduction. This amendment was rejected in 
the committee by a strict party vote, the Republicans voting 
against it. On this point I beg leave to quote the following 
from the Democratic report which accompanied the bill to the 
House: 

The Mellon bill proposes to give a 25 per cent reduction to tax- 
payers whose incomes are earned and the bill confines this benefit 
to salaried and professional people. The minority are in sympathy 
with and give a reduction in taxes on earned income over unearned 
income, but we believe it unconscionable and unjust to confine this 
benefit to professional and salaried people and exclude from it farmers 
and small business men throughout the United States. The minority 
is in fayor of extending this benefit to those engaged in agriculture 
and small business where both limited capital and personal services 
are combined. In the Committee on Ways and Means we offered 
such an amendment but it was defeated by the majority. 


I agree with the sentiment thus expressed in the Democratic 
report and hope we further perfect the bill along this line when 
it is considered in the House. 

PROPOSED BOARD OF TAX APPEALS. 


In the Mellon bill it was proposed that a new board of tax 
appeals should be created. Some very plausible reasons were 
offered as to why such an appeal board was needed. 

But the joker in the proposal was that the bill provided that 
the members of this tribunal should all be appointed by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, not to be confirmed by the Senate or 
anybody else. 

if that had gone through, it would have meant that Mr. 
Mellon would have been able to provide soft berths for as many 
as 28 of his friends at $10,000 each per annum, and it would 
have been up to those men to pass on the income-tax questions 
concerning and involving Mr. Mellon's own great interests. Mr. 
Mellon and his family are heavily interested in more than half 
a hundred great corporations. 

Would it have been a fair proposition for a man in his posi- 
tion to have been able to personally name the members of such 
a board of tax appeals, and not only name all the members of 
the board but keep the board within the Treasury Department, 
where it would have been under his own direct and personal 
control and where it would have had to pass on questions com- 
ing up in connection with the many great interests in which 
the Secretary is himself heavily interested financially? 

It was a monstrous proposal for him to make, and, with all 
due respect to Mr. Mellon, I must say that I think he had his 
nerve when he made it. While dealing out only a small amount 
of relief to people of modest incomes and to the small tax- 
payers of the country, Mr. Mellon certainly did propose to hand 
himself a nice, large, juicy portion. 

The Ways and Means Committee promptly changed that part 
of the bill, taking the proposed board of tax appeals out from 
the control of the Treasury Department, and again I think the 
committee is to be congratulated for a good bit of work. Cases 
where the taxpayer and the income-tax unit of the Treasury 
Department are in disagreement are to be heard before the 
proposed board of tax appeals, and so it is perfectly obvious 
that such an appeal board should certainly not be a part of the 
Treasury Department, under the control of the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

SUGGESTIONS ON BOARD OF TAX APPEALS, 

1. I have already stated that this board of tax appeals 
should be outside of the jurisdiction of the Secretary of the 
Treasury. I think that is apparent to everyone, and the Ways 
and Means Committee has already changed the original Mellon 
plan in that respect. 

2. The board should have real power. I should think that the 
board should have jurisdiction of applications for final deter- 
mination and assessment of taxes; should have power and 
authority to make, or cause to be made, redeterminations of all 
factors in any case appearing to the board to be incorrect, or 
not substantially correct, regardless of any rules of procedure 
in force in the Trensury Department or Bureau of Internal 
Revenue; should have the right to apply to the proper court— 
I should think the Court of Claims—for an order suspending the 
operation of decisions on principles of law by the Secretary of 
the Treasury or by the Commissioner or Solicitor of Internal 


Revenue, and upon such application the court should grant an im- 
mediate preliminary hearing for the determination of questions 
at issue; should have power to requisition and obtain the case of 
any taxpayer for review, either upon its own initiative or upon 
any presentation to the board of information indicating any- 
thing like fraud, favoritism, gross error, or erroneous principles 
employed in its authority, and the board should have power to 
redetermine the tax in any such case, subject to the Court of 
Claims; should have power to investigate charges of fraud or 
malpractice against any taxpayer, his agents, accountants, or 
attorneys, and to initiate any investigation as the board may 
deem necessary, and should have power to disbar any such 
agent, accountant, or attorney from practicing before the de- 
partment in internal-revenue matters; these few suggestions 
are given to outline in a tentative way what I should think 
should be the broad jurisdiction and powers of a board of tax 
appeais. 

3. The board should be sufficiently under the direct super- 
vision of the courts to render it free from suspicion of favor- 
itism, political influence, and unfairness. 

4. The personnel of the board should consist of a suitable 
division of members under the following classifications: 

N Federal court judges, not subject to any civil-service 
rating; 

(b) Attorneys with an understanding of principles of ac- 
counting and versed in income tax law; 

(c) Certified public accountants or chartered accountants 
with a knowledge of law and of income tax law; 

(d) Business executives, capable men who have made suc- 
cessful records in business; there should be some business men 
on the board who have the taxpayer's point of view and who 
will expedite matters in a business manner; 

(e) Engineers and valuation experts who have had reason- 
able experience on appraisal boards whose valuations were for 
both buyer and seller; 

(f) Economists should be on the board to give advice cover- 
ing the desirability of any changes intended to help economic 
conditions and matters of that nature. 

There should be some definite regulations regarding the 
selection of the members of the board. As a suggestion, I 
would say that the members of the board might be selected by 
the Court of Claims from a list of parties prepared as to quali- 
fications by the Civil Service Commission. I think the quali- 
fications required should be stated in the law. No political 
influence should be allowed to determine eligibility or to pre- 
scribe arbitrary requirements not contained in the law. 

This board of appeals would be a very powerful agency, and 
its creation and every detail connected with its creation de- 
serves most careful and thoughtful consideration on the part 
of Members of Congress. 

SECRECY PROVISIONS NEED AMENDING, 


The existing secrecy provisions in the law should be properly 
amended. I believe bad and fraudulent practices have become 
prevalent in the income-tax unit of the Treasury Department 
because of the cloak of secrecy now protecting every record 
in that division of the Treasury Department. 

It is a fact now that not even a committee of the Congress 
of the United States can examine into the income-tax records 
of any individuals or corporations, even though that committee 
of Congress might have good reason to believe that certain in- 
come-tax records should be investigated. The insurmountable 
wall of secrecy now existing in the law would effectively block 
any such proposed investigation. This is a bad state of affairs 
and should be corrected. 

THE DOHENY CASB. 


Were it not for the tight secrecy provisions in the law Con- 
gress might now be able to find out about some peculiar things 
pertaining to the income-tax records of E. L, Doheny, for ex- 
ample, and the corporations in which he is interested. 

Here is a man who, it appears, has paid money right and 
left, bribing people to do things for him in connection with 
fraudulent deals perpetrated against his country and his 
Governinent. 

What things might be peculiar now regarding his income- 
tax returns? 

Well, why was it that after his income-tax records were 
fixed up in January, 1923, and after they had rested undis- 
turbed in the files down there in the income-tax unit for more 
than a year, they were suddenly sent for just a few days ago 
by some one in the Treasury Department? Who sent for 
them, ‘and what for? 

Some one may say that the officials of the department might 
have sent down for Doheny’s income-tax records just to look 
them over and see if there might be anything wrong with them 
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in view of what has been disclosed concerning Doheny by the 
Senate investigation, 

But if that be the case, why did not those vigilant officials 
send for Doheny’s case a month ago, or whenever it was that 
Doheny first admitted sending Mr. Fall that $100,000 in cash? 

No; they did not send for Doheny’s case then. 

On February 2 I made some remarks here in the House 
regarding the necessity of an investigation of the income tax 
unit of the Treasury Department. A few days later Doheny’s 
case was sent for and taken from the file. 

Another significant thing about the Doheny income: tax case 
was that a certain employee of the Government, while in 
his. official capacity as such governmental employee, held eonfer- 
ences both here in the department and in New York with 
Doheny’s representative regarding Doheny’s case and then 
later quit the Government and reappeared in the department as 
the representative of Mr. Doheny, handling the same case of 
Mr. Doheny’s that he had worked on himself while he was. a 
Government employee in that department. 

And let me mention another thing about the transaction of 
Mr. Doheny with the income-tax unit that I think is a little 
peculiar: After the Doheny case was closed in January, 1923, 
a man who had worked. on the case in the unit where the case 
was audited quit the department and went to work for the 
Doheny people out in California at just double the salary he 
received while he was with the Government. 

Something very peculiar there, my friends; and there are a 
great many flagrant cases that ought certainly to be probed 
thoroughly to the very bottom, and I want to express the hope 
that every Member here will join me in my effort to get action 
on a joint resolution (H. J. Res. 176) which I have introduced 
and which is now before our Rules Committee seeking to have 
a congressional committee fully empowered and authorized 
to really investigate certain income-tax records and other in- 
come-tax records as the committee may, in its judgment, deem 
desirable. [Applause.] 

A few days ago I stated here on the floor that I thought 
David Lawrence was 100 per cent correct when he stated in an 
article that there have been some flagrant cases in which 
employees of the Government with a knowledge of the inside 
of some big tax question in dispute have resigned and gone to 
the assistance of the taxpayer for a considerable fee. That 
very thing had occurred in the Doheny case to which I have 
just called attention and I so stated in my remarks a few days 
ago on the floor here. 

And just to-day there appears in the Washington Star an 
article on that very subject. I read you the following extracts 
from that article: 


Secretary Mellon took steps to-day to curtail the practice under 
which former Treasury officials have acted in some cases as attorneys 
for claimants before the department in cases which were pending while 
they were in Government service, 

* * * s s . » 

The new regulations will not invalidate any existing contract be- 
tween agent and client, and there is a proviso allowing for special 
consent under specific conditions. 

At present former employees of the Internal Revenue Bureau are 
handling cases involving hundreds of millions of dollars. To a lesser 
extent the order will affect customs. lawyers. 


That article says they are handling cases involving hundreds 
of millions of dollars. The worst of it is that cases involving 
other hundreds of millions of dollars have already been handled. 
They are locking the stable door after the horse has been stolen, 
Iam afraid, in a great many cases. 

Of course, I do not mean to charge that fraud would be prac- 
tieed by all former employees now practicing before the de- 
partments. I do not mean that at all. But I do believe, and 
I belleve a real investigation will prove, that in a great many 
eases fraud has been practiced, and I believe the United States 
Treasury has been cheated out of millions of dollars rightfully 
due the Government in connection with the settlement of some 
very big income-tax cases. 

Mr. MANSFIELD, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JEFFERS. I yield: 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Does the gentleman believe that Mr. Fall 
in. his tax returm gave in the amounts shown to have been paid 
to him by certain parties? 

Mr. JEFFERS. I should like for Congress to be able to lift 


the veil of secrecy now completely hiding those records; so that 
Congress could find out. I hope we can have a real inves- 
tigation down there, and I hope, too, that the secrecy provisions: 
in: the law will be properly. amended. 

So much for the drastic seerecy provisions in the law. 


EXPENSIVE LEAKS: 


It has been stated by those who advocnte the surtax rates in 
the Mellon plan that any rate higher than that proposed in 
that plan would be unproductive of revenue, and the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mirzs] and others have remarked 
about the drop that has already occurred in the total amount, 
or in the net amount, derived from taxation. 

But no figures have been presented here by Mr. MELS, or by 
any other representative of Mr. Mellon’s plan, to show Congress 
how much of that drop In our revenue has been due to yery 
large allowances that have been granted by the Treasury De- 
partment, especially to big people in the oil business, as refunds 
to: those people on such things as alleged discovery values, 
alleged loss of useful value, alleged increased depletion, and the 
depreciation on values as of March 1, 1913, and additional 
allowances to oil and gas companies for leasehold’ values in 
1918 and later years. 

The Secretary of the Treasury has been very much exer- 
cised about taxes escaping on tax-exempt bonds issued for 
schoolhouses, roads, hospitals, drainage projects, and all such 
worthy developments, but he has drawn no attention whatso- 
eyer to the amount that is getting away on what might be 
termed as tax-exempt oil. It would not surprise me to find 
that the excessive grants which have been allowed, and are 
still going on, to oil interests are amounting to a greater loss 
of revenue to our Government than the loss sustained on ac- 
count of tax-exempt bonds, the proceeds of which are put to 
good use right away for such worthy public benefits and 
improvements as I have just enumerated. 

Yes, gentlemen, there are indeed a lot of other things that 
deserye our especial attention besides the surtax and normal 
tax schedules, and I am sure it would be very interesting to 
know how much these items I have mentioned, and other 
things too numerous to mention here now, have cost the Gov- 
ernment because of excessive allowances and excessive refunds. 

In my opinion the oil scandals are not confined to Teapot 
Dome: King Oil has greased the way for many an excessive 
3 through the income-tax unit of the Treasury Depart- 
men 

The greatest and blackest drama in the history of the Na- 
tion, entitled “Oil,” is on the boards at this time. As its 
scenes have been unfolded before our eyes we have been 
shocked and shamed by the revelations that we have seen.“ 
The stage is here in the Capital City of the Nation. The prin- 
cipal parts have been taken by players who have come from 
all parts of our great country. It has been a most disgraceful 
performance thus far; as the hideous scents have dragged 
themselves across the stage it has left a slimy, greasy trail; it 
has soiled all who have been partakers in the rotten mess; and 
the end is not yet. 

There is the sign of the black trail of oil in the Treasury 
Department regulations, in Treasury decisions, in the Solic- 
itor’s opinions, in the valuations—oll, oil everywhere, 

One of the scandals is, in my opinion, in the administration 
of the provisions in the law for allowances for discovery. It 
seems to me that allowances for discovery are given practi- 
cally to the oil industry alone. The oil industry may deduct 
itsi losses and expenses from income, as anyone else may, and 
then in addition it is given a big subsidy in the form of so- 
called) “ discovery.” 

What does it mean? 

When: is a well supposed to be discovered? 

What are the limitations upon allowances for discovery for 
the oil industry? 4 

All those things are left within the discretion of the Com- 
missioner of Internal Revenue, or the Solicitor of the Treasury 
Department, or the Secretary of the Treasury. Those officials 
have it within their power to cover these: vast questions with 
their decisions or opinions or regulations when any special 
cases come up for settlement. 

These things ought to be clearly and arbitrarily defined by 
law. I do not believe that the revenue bill ought to be left 
open in so many very important places for interpretation by 
those who are responsible for its administration. 

Arbitrary laws may possibly result in some inequalities, but 
I believe that many words and phrases in this income tax law 
should certainly be more clearly and arbitrarily defined than 
now seems to be the case. I believe that such a reform would 
make for more expeditious administration of the income tax 
law, and that is certainly one objective that is much to be de- 
sired. More arbitrariness, If you: please, written clearly into 
the law would tend to cut out gross. favoritism, make it fairly: 
administered to all alike, make for more speed in handling 
cases, reduce the number of solicitor’s opinions and conference 
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decisions, and eut out months and years of delay and waste of 
time, all of which would tend to reduce the heavy overhead 
cost of administration. 

Let me call your attention to one or two examples illustra- 
tive of words or phrases in the wording of this bill that I think 
ought in some definite and understandable way to be defined 
in the bill. 

On page 59, line 18, we find the words “ the reasonable needs 

` of the business.” I believe it will be left within the discretion 
of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue to say what that might 
mean. 

On page 39, lines 16 and 17, and also in other places in the 
bill, we find the words “a reasonable allowance for salaries 
or other compensation for personal services actually rendered.” 
Who will decide, in the different cases that present themselves 
involving large amounts of taxes, what is the meaning of 
“ reasonable allowance” for these things, and what does “ ac- 
tually rendered” mean? 

Who really understands sections 201, 202, 203, and 204? In 
trying to read those sections you will find that to understand 
some provision in one of them you will be referred to another 
one of them and then in order to understand that one to which 
you have been referred you will be referred again to still an- 
other one, and so you can take a case around and around in 
those four sections until you are in a hopeless maze, and then 
if you want to delay the game still longer I think you could 
litigate the case to the Supreme Court over the meaning intended 
by the word “recognized,” which appears, for example, on 
page 5, line 10. That word appears several times in those sec- 
tions. Who can tell what meaning is intended by that word 
as it is used there? Is it not subject to interpretation? Who 
will render opinions defining that word in various cases over 
which there may be disputes over the intended meaning of 
that word? 

I venture to say that not even the expert, Mr. Gregg himself, 
could exactly define to Congress what is, or what might pos- 
sibly be, the legal significance of that word as used in various 
places in those sections. I am not an expert, by any manner 
of means. I do not claim to be able to offer the remedy. I 
have endeavored as best I could to familiarize myself with 
the many technical and complicated provisions and proposals 
contained in this bill within the time that we have had to 
study it. I offer these criticisms as just one humble Member 
of this body. It does seem to me that the great experts that 
are at the disposal of the Treasury Department could take 
the four sections that I have just mentioned, for example, 
and boil them down so that they would be clear and under- 
standable to the average citizen of the country. I do not 
believe that revenue agents themselves, or eyen auditors or 
tax experts, will be able to clearly decipher those sections as 
they are now written. 

TAX REDUCTION ON THE WAY. 


We are going to have tax reduction. We are going to have 
tax reduction along the lines of the Democratic plan, that plan 
which bears the name of Mr. Garner of Texas, the senior 
Democratic member of the Ways and Means Committee. [Ap- 
plause. ] 

The Democratic plan will raise the exemptions on individuals 
from the present law of $1,000 for single persons and $2,500 for 
heads of families to $2,000 for single persons and $3,000 for 
heads of families. 

The proposed Mellon bill provides no increase whatever in 
these personal tax exemptions. 

The Democratic plan proposes normal taxes of 2 per cent on 
incomes below $5,000; 4 per cent between $5,000 and $8,000; 
6 per cent on incomes exceeding $8,000. 

The Mellon plan proposes normal rates of 3 per cent on 
incomes up to $4,000 and 6 per cent on incomes exceeding 

The Democratic plan proposes surtaxes beginning at 1 per 
cent on incomes between $12,000 and $14,000 and graduating 
up to a maximum of 44 per cent on incomes exceeding $92,000 
per year. 

Under the present law the maximum surtax rate is 50 per 
cent on incomes in excess of $200,000. 

The Melion plan proposes surtax beginning at 1 per cent on 
incomes between $10,000 and $12,000 and running progressively 
up to 25 per cent on incomes of $100,000. 

Under the Democratic plan people who have incomes of less 
than $10,000 per year will be relieved to the extent of about 
$140,000, it is estimated, while under the Mellon plan people 
who have incomes of less than $10,000 will be relieved of only 
about $50,000. 

The Democratic plan provides more relief for people of small 
or modest incomes than does the Mellon plan, while the Mellon 


plan provides greater relief for a comparatively small number 
of people who have very large incomes than does the Demo- 
cratic plan. 

Out of the income-tax payers in my own State, the State of 
Alabama, 42,974 out of a total of 43,009 will be benefited more 
by the Democratic plan than they would by the Mellon plan, 
while only 85 Alabama taxpayers would be benefited to a 
055 extent by the Mellon plan than by the Democratic 
plan. 


ALONG FAIR LINES. 


The Democratic plan is in line with the fundamental prin- 
ciple of the progressive system of income taxation, as I under- 
stand it. The system of taxation by taxing incomes is not 
intended and never was intended to place the greater burden 
of the revenue to be raised by that system of taxation upon the 
little fellow or the fellow with the small income. I believe it 
is in keeping with that principle that the relief of tax reduction 
be granted most liberally to those who have the small or modest 
incomes, upon which they must live and keep their families. 
They actually need every nickel of relief from taxes that can 
consistently be given to them. 

Permit me to read this short extract from the report made 
on this bill by the Democratic members of the Ways and Means 
Committee: 


The minority are of opinion that the smaller taxpayers should for 
the present have their exemptions raised from $1,000 and $2,000 to 
$2,000 and $3,000, respectively, according to whether a taxpayer is a 
single person or the head of a family or married. This view is based 
upon the facts that during the past few years State and local taxes 
have been doubled and trebled, and that under our general property tax 
laws in the States the medium and smaller property owners have little 
intangible property, with the result that their tangible property is ex- 
posed to tax assessors and assessed for taxes in a far greater propor- 
tion than the property of larger owners, the intangible portion of which 
is chiefly concealed, and so evades most State and local taxation, 

The second ground is that the present unusually high tariff law 
which has resulted in notoriously high prices as to many or most staple 
articles of common use, falls most heavily on those same smaller 
income-tax payers, while a large class of the big taxpayers receive those 
special tariff benefits and other special governmental benefits. The 
result also is that its chief burden of more than $3,000,000,000 is borne 
by the smaller income-tax payers. 

It is deemed both wise and equitable, therefore, to raise the income- 
tax exemptions for those classes while the other tax conditions men- 
tioned exist. The fact should also be borne in mind that the income 
tax comprises but one of our several Federal, State, and local tax 
methods, while the same 110,000,000 American people must bear the 
common load of Federal, State, and local taxation. 


It seems to me that that is a plain, clear, and logical state- 
ment, and I commend it to you. The Mellon plan does not offer 
any raise at all on the personal exemptions of the individual 
taxpayer. I think it is right that the Democratic plan does 
propose to give this aid. ; 

The proponents of the Mellon plan have never been able to 
explain it successfully. There is no doubt that it suits Mr. 
Mellon, but it never did suit the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Green], the genial chairman of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, and almost a month ago he [Chairman Green] and 
the majority floor leader, Mr. Loneworrn, served notice on 
President Coolidge that Mr. Melbon's surtax rates would cer- 
tainly have to be revised upward. 

It seemed that Mr. Mellon wanted Congress and the country 
to aecept his plan without question simply because it was the 
plan he said was the best plan in theory. 

Then when the Democratic schedule was proposed, Mr. Mellon 
and President Coolidge immediately charged that the Demo- 
cratic plan was political in purpose and nothing else. Now, 
as a matter of fact, it was pure claptrap politics for Secretary 
Mellon and President Coolidge to charge that the Democratic 
plan was wholly political in purpose without offering evidence 
or proof to show that their contention was correct. 

Mr. Mellon has not been able to prove conclusively at all, 
by any line of reasoning or by any set of figures, that his pro- 
posed plan would be any better from an economic point of view 
than the proposed Democratic plan. But of course anyone 
can very readily see what a wonderful thing a tax plan like 
the Mellon plan would be for the few people in the country 
who are in the same class financially as Mr, Mellon. 

If in truth Mr. Mellon's plan is the one and only scientific 
plan, then why has he not been able to so explain it to the 
membership of this House? He has had the benefit of all the 
expert help that money could secure for him. I say, if his 
plan is the only scientific plan it does seem to me that with all 
the expert aid he has at his command he could have fairly 
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demonstrated that fact beyond all doubt to Members of Con- 
gress, 

If the Mellon plan is the only scientific plan, why has he not 
been able to satisfy the Republican Members to that effect? 

The truth of the matter is that Secretary Mellon and Mr. 
Minus, of New York, have failed in their efforts to convince 
even their own side of the House with their hollow claims that 
the Mellon plan is scientific and that the Democratic plan is 
unscientific. 

They put the plan out but they have not been able to make 
good on it. They haye not even proven it to the Republicans in 
Congress, 

The Mellon plan has been abandoned and forsaken. The Re- 
publican floor leader and his lieutenants are coming up on their 
surtax rates all the time; and if we do not get to a vote on this 
matter soon they will be right up with the maximum surtax 
rates provided in the Democratic plan. Mr. LonewortH has 
already stated, so the papers said this morning, that the Mellon 
surtax schedule would not even be allowed to be voted on. 

The attempt to simply put the Mellon plan over the top with 
an immense propaganda campaign back of it was unsuccessful. 
The proponents of the Mellon plan have been unable to explain 
satisfactorily the alleged principle of the plan. Republican 
leaders have long since stated that a higher maximum surtax 
rate would have to be reached than that suggested in the Mel- 
lon plan. ‘To-day they are suggesting 35 per cent or even pos- 
sibly higher. They are nearer the figures of the Democratic 
plan right now than they are to the Mellon plan. The Mellon 
plan is doomed, it is practically dead, and will soon be buried 
completely in an avalanche of votes. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr, Trusox having 
assumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore, Mr. GRAHAM of Illi- 
nois, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that committee had had under 
consideration the bill H. R. 6715, and had come to no resolution 
thereon, 

WOODROW WILSON. 


Mr. AYRES. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend my remarks 
I insert herewith the following address: 


INTIMACIES IN THE Lire op Nation’s Wan Cr Dear WITH IN 
MEMORIAL AppRESS—WoopROW WILSON EULOGIZED AND IMMORTALIZED 
IN HEARTS OF THOUSANDs OF WicHITANS WHO CROWDED INTO FoRuM 
For EXERCISES SUNDAY AFTERNOON. 


“The vision lives. 

“The prophet is dead.” 

Thus was Woodrow Wilson eulogized and immortalized in the hearts 
of thousands of persons who crowded into the Forum Sunday afternoon 
to hear the memorial address of Victor Murdock, editor in chief of the 
Eagle. : 

“He went to the nations of this world with an idea that came of 
the time of 2,000 years ago, and he led them through the wilderness of 
miserles and the errors of war, and like Moses of old he pointed out to 
them the sight of the promised land,” Mr. Murdock said. 

The memorial services, presided over by Earl Elliott, city manager, 
opened with the playing of “ The Star-Spangled Banner” by the Ameri- 
can Legion Band. Boy Scouts served as ushers, 

The invocation, a fervid prayer by Col. Bruce Griffith, chaplain of 
the Thomas Hopkins Post of the American Legion, was followed by Mr. 
Murdock's address. The sounding of taps closed the meeting.“ 

Intimacies in the life of the former President were dealt with in 
the memorial address, from the time of his boyhood up to and through 
his career as the Nation's chief. The large audience was visibly im- 
pressed. 

Mr. Murdock's address follows: 

“Gentlemen of the American Legion and friends, the hour hangs 
heavy on our hearts, The Captain in the greatest of all the wars has 
fallen. A great American, a great mind, a great heart, a leader of 
leaders among the nations of the world has passed and to me a friend 
has gone into the shadows where for each of us a grave is hidden. 

“ We are met here in his memory. Last Armistice Day I was one of 
a little group of citizens who marched through the streets of Wash- 
ington to hear his last address in public. 

“ When we came to the Wilson home the Boy Scouts were there; the 
Boy Scouts whom Wilson loved, whom all this Nation loves as being a 
real contribution to the health of our Nation. They were there and 
with their poles were pushing back the multitude and making a space, 
They placed a little group of Legion men in front of the door, Woodrow 
Wilson was helped out by two servants and he stood there a moment 
wavering. 


TEARS BORN OF CHARACTER. 

“And I heard him ask some one near him who these men immediately 
in front of him were. And some one told him that they were Legion 
men, and I saw out of that set face a rare thing in Woodrow Wilson. 
I saw him cry. And I said to myself, ‘Why those tears? Are they 
born of weakness? Yes, in part. Are they born of sentiment? Yes, 
in part. But they are born of something else. They are born not 
wholly because of sentiment, not wholly because of his physical weak- 
ness, but because of his character.’ When Horace Greeley was dying 
he said to those about him: Fame isa vapor. Popularity an accident; 
riches take wings. Those who bless to-day’ will curse to-morrow. 
Only one thing endures, character.’ 

“And what was Woodrow Wilson’s character? We can only know 
that by studying the man and we can only know the man by taking up, 
one at a time, three of his attributes—his mind, his heart, and his 
soul. 

“What was his mind? When Woodrow Wilson graduated from Prince- 
ton, he went to Atlanta, Ga., and took up the practice of law. He 
failed. His was not a lawyer’s mind. His was a legislator’s mind. 
A lawyer applies the law as it exists to the fact. The legislator applies 
the fact to a proposed change in law. When he failed in law, Woodrow 
Wilson did the natural thing. He began to delve into the parliamentary 
systems of the world. He studied in particular the English system. 
He wrote extensively on it. He studied the American system. 

CHANGED LAWS OF STATE. 


“He was elected Governor of New Jersey. Immediately he began 
to change the laws. He succeeded in having enacted a direct primary 
in this State, one of the most conservative States in the Union. He 
touched on the great trust question, the problem of corporation laws 
in New Jersey, 

“Eventually he became President. Almost immediately upon his 
taking the President's chair, he began to drive his mind along the 
line of its fornter bent. He stood for and drove through the reserve 
act, the new antitrust acts, and many other great pieces of legislation. 

“And then came Mexico, I saw Diaz personally, the year of the 
revolution. He was a magnificent old Indian, but an autocrat, and 
during his long régimé that which takes place with all governments 
had taken place in Mexico to excess. The land had gravitated into the 
hands of a few. Diaz fled and Madero became President of Mexico. 
He was most foully murdered. Huerta took the government, It was 
up to Woodrow Wilson to recognize Huerta and he would not do it. 
He had no compromise with murder. There was a long, tedious period 
of watchful waiting. The war in Europe raged. 

“ Now, Woodrow Wilson, in my opinion, never had in the beginning 
but one thought so far as we were concerned teward that war. He 
made up his mind that we must stay out of it. Nes, why? I will tell 
you why I think he thought we should stay out, and when I do so I 
conclude with a treatment of his mind and come into another attribute, 
Woodrow Wilson's heart. This was why: 


LOVED HIS BOY FRIENDS, 


“ Woodrow Wilson's grandfather was an Irish immigrant and all the 
Wilson boys were printers at Steubenville, Ohio, except Woodrow's father, 
Joseph Wilson, and he went into the ministry. Joseph took his wife, 
the daughter of a man by the name of Woodrow, who was also a Scotch 
Presbyterian, and they traveled all over the southeastern part of the 
United States. They were poor, life was scant, and living meager. 
Mighty few folks know it, but Woodrow Wilson did not have the early 
advantages of Jack Abbot, there, and myself. He was 14 years old be- 
fore he entered school. He was a barefoot poy, passing from town to 
town, playing with other boys, going swimming with the dog, riding 
horses bareback, stubbing his toe, going to bed without washing his feet 
at night, and doing everything that a boy of that age in that part of 
the country does. He loved his boy friends. They were everything to 
him, because he was marked in a singular way by destiny to love young 
men. 

‘His folks finally landed in North Carolina, and by scraping and sav- 
ing and scrimping they got him through Princeton. He failed at the 
law. He wrote all these books. He reached the post of teacher in a 
girls’ school in Pennsylvania. A little later he became a professor in 
an academy in Connecticut and eventually he became president of 
Princeton. And what happened? 

“AIL his old memories, all his old camaraderies with the boys in his 
travels, all his love of youth met a tremendous affront. Princeton had 
been called by a former President the college of rich men's sons. There 
were 11 exclusive clubs at Princeton, to which admission was possible 
only to the boys of the third and fourth years; boys of the first and 
second years could not get in and boys without money were handicapped. 

“Wilson fought the system. He fought it because he loved youth and 
he hated to see the son of any American suffer humiliation. He fought 
it because he was a great Democrat, because he loved his country. He 


established a similar club for boys of the first and second years, but it 
was not much of a victory. Finally the institution needed money to 
develop its post-graduate courses. Some one came along and offered 
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$300,000, but with conditions. Wilson fought it and won. Some one 
came along and offered a million dollars with the same idea, and Wilson, 
for the youth of America, fonght it and won. And some one offered 
$3,000,000 for the same purpose, and Woodrow Wilson fought it and 
lost, 


AFTER RECESS. 


The recess having expired, the House was called to order b 
Mr. Titson as Speaker pro tempore. s 


REVENUE ACT OF 1924. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the revenue bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Iowa 
moves that the House resolve itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the revenue bill. The question is on agreeing to 
that motion. 

The motion was agreed to, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Illinois 
IMr. Granam] will take the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxa- 
tion, to provide revenue, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
GraHam of Illinois in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the revenue bill, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes, 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississipp! [Mr. 
CoLLIER] is recognized. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yleld 15 minutes to the gen- 
9 ye 8 [Mr. VINSON ]. 

e CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky is recog- 
nized for 15 minutes. = 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 
of the committee, the Nation in which we profess our pride 
was constructed in the original mold of representative govern- 
ment. By and through the Members of this House great dis- 
tricts and their greater people express their viewpoint upon 
the vital issues and give voice to their choice in the legislation 
presented. 

Representing a good people, a great district which, with the 
whole of our country, has suffered and yet suffers the unfair 
discriminations in our tax problem, I am constrained, though 
a new Member of but few days’ service, to speak a word in 
their behalf. 

Upon yesterday the distinguished gentleman from Connecti- 
cut [Mr. T1rson] who, as a member of the Committee on Ways 
and Means, reported this bill as presented to them by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, divided the persons paying income 
tax into two distinct classes. The first class, though created 
by him, will be designated by me as the “ ultrarich „; the other 
class, always the last class, will be referred to as “the people.” 
The ultrarich are those who will benefit under the Mellon 
plan, those who, saving sums that stagger the Imagination, 
would be in position to reinvest these savings and thereby 
create more wealth for themselves and their posterity. The 
people are those benefiting more under the Garner bill, and the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Trrsox] has the temerity to 
dub them “squawkers.” 

Mr. Chairman, let me say that, back in Kentucky, the emblem 
under which the Democracy of that Commonwealth exercise 
their right of suffrage, is “A game coek in the act of crowing,” 
and under that emblem the good people of Kentucky voted last 
November in such numbers as to give Hon. W. J. Fields, our 
Democratie candidate for governor—seven terms an honored 
‘member of your body—a majority of more than 50,000. [Ap- 
plause.] That splendid vote of faith in Mr. Fields was ac- 
centuated and augmented through the failure of the Republican 
pate and national administrations to keep the faith with the 
people, 

A “squawker,” according to Mr. Titson, is a person who 
benefits more under the Garner plan than under the Mellon 
plan. Permit me to say that im the entire State of Kentucky, 
casting more than 900,000 votes in the past presidential race, 
there are only 45 persons who are not “squawkers.” In the 
numbers paying income taxes in Kentucky there are 69,451 
more persons that will benefit by the adoption of the Garner 
plan, whereas there are 45 antisquawkers benefiting under the 
Mellon plan. And though Kentucky is a close State politically. 
if the national administration will continue their reactionary 
work in the interest of “ big money,” all of the good Republicans 
in Kentueky will be squawking under the “ rooster.” 

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Trtson] does not seem 
to like “ squawking,” but if they do not give heed to the cries 
of the real people of our country there will be “ weeping, wail- 


WAS AGAINST AUTOCRACY. 

“Herein was his love of democracy. Herein was his love of the very 
sinew of that democracy, the youth of the land. He was for equality 
and against aristocracy and Its thin American shadow, snobbery in the 
rich and in the powerful. Wilson loved youth. Wilson wanted to keep 
the boys that he had known down South, the boys that he had known 
in the schools, out of the war. He knew the miseries of war and he 
knew the splendid brotherhood of the battle field. He was widely, deeply 
read. He knew the story of the half-caste Gunga Dhin and the tribute 
that the British soldier paid to him: 


Ie lifted up my head, 
He plugged me where I bled. 
He gave me half a pint of water, green 
It was crawling, and it stunk; 
But of all the drinks I've drunk 
I am gratefullest to the one of Gunga Dhin.’ 


“Woodrow Wilson knew what war was. He knew its terrors, its 
miseries. And he made up his mind to keep this Nation out of that 
war. Wilson said in that period as he stood there and looked out those 
back windows of the White House across the Potomac, ‘Oh, men come 
here and say, Tou must keep me out of the war,” and the same men 
say, But you must protect the national honor.“ And he turned to 
the window as Lincoln had turned, and he said, ‘ Oh, if the hour comes 
when I can no longer do both!’ And the hour came. 


WILSON SPEAKS THE WORD. 


“Unrestricted submarine warfare was declared, and Germany held 
that an armed American on an American merchant vessel was a pirate 
and subject to the laws applicable to pirates. And Wilson spoke the 
word and we were in. 

“He watched you Legion men in camp. He watched you sternly. He 
watched you embark and he watched you disembark. He watched your 
progress through France to the front sternly. And then when America, 
represented by its youth, with the finshed cheek of daring, 3,000 miles 
from its base, with the English falling back, the French war weary, the 
Italians distraught, the Russians collapsed; when the American boys 
struck the enemy on the point of the chin and sent him reeling back, 
Wilson, with his nation, rejoiced. And then came the thought, ah, 
what of the dead! What of the weeping mother at home! 

“In Kansas and in Georgia, in North Carolina and Virginia? What 
about the anxious father; what about the stricken sister? What of 
the boy lying there who won this victory, the boy cold in death? Did 
he do this to make the world safe for democracy? Oh, yes. Did he 
do this to save civilization? Oh, yes. Did he do this to end this war? 
Oh, yes. But it was not enough; and, as through the being of Moses 
of old and Elijah, God that moment flashed a yision through the soul 
of Woodrow Wilson, and he cried, ‘He died to end all war!’ And 
Woodrow Wilson led the world to that vision. He followed his early 
bent of giving it a parliamentary form. He went to the nations of this 
world with an idea that divinely came 2,000 years ago, and he led them 
throngh the wilderness, and, like Moses to the children of Israel, he 
pointed out to them the sight of the promised land. 

VISION LIVES; PROPHET is DEAD. 


“The vision lives. The prophet is dead. Does Woodrow Wilson 
live? Well, choose you between the Persian and the Christian. Hear 
Omar Khayyam, who compared life to the passing of a caravan over 
the desert from treeless horizon to treeless horizon: 

A moment's halt, a momentary taste 
Of Being from the will amidst the waste, 
And lo! the phantom caravan has reached 
The Nothing it set out from! Oh—make haste. 

“And now listen to the Christian Paul amid the brass and marbles 
of Rome, with his feet in the blood of martyrs: ‘ Behold, I show you a 
mystery. We shall not all die, but we shall be changed in the twin- 
kling of an eye at the last trump. For this corruptible must put on 
the incorruptible. This mortality must put on immortality, As in 
Adam all men die, even so in Christ are all men made alive.’ 

“The vision lives. Woodrow Wilson lives. Your comrades left 
behind in France live. His life, their lives, shine bright on the past, 
but brighter on the future. He and they were great among the living. 
They are glorified among the dead.” 

RECESS. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the House now stand in recess until 7 o’clock and 80 min- 
utes p. m. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Accordingly (at 6 o'clock and 2 minutes p. m.) the House 
stood in recess until 7 o’clock and 80 minutes p. m. N 


ing, and gnashing of teeth,” all of which will avail them 
not, Even in the gentleman’s own State—Connecticut—there 
are 123,096 squawkers, that many persons receiving more benefit 
under the Garner plan than under the Andrew Mellon plan, 
and only 178 persons in that State receiving more benefit under 
the Mellon bill. 

And remember there are 6,641,262 squawkers in America 
who will benefit more under the Garner bill as compared to 
9,433 who will not benefit their purses thereunder. 

Seriously, gentlemen, the Andrew Gump Mellon plan reminds 
me of the Andy and Min of the cartoons, and particularly to 
their status when financial straits are struck, and when the 
sunshine of prosperity, sponsored by Uncle Bim, shines down 
upon them. This series of cartoons contains the philosophy 
in life that reaches us all if we are honest enough to admit it. 

We see Andy Gump in financial difficulties. He is humble, 
crestfallen, beseeching a word of favor from the wife of his 
bosom, Min. But let riches return to him and we see the ar- 
rogant Czar of the home, proud of his business acumen, 
dominant in all matters, asking no quarter. 

The Andrew of the Treasury may be likened to the Andrew 
of the cartoons in his attitude toward Congress and the country. 
When the bonus bill was up for passage in the last Congress, 
according to the Secretary, the Treasury was depleted, the 
country was on the rocks, and Andrew of the Treasury begged 
Congress to save the country and the Treasury, and not pass 
the bonus bill. A short time intervenes—a tax bill to reduce 
the taxes of the ultrarich is pending, and now the magician 
of the Treasury waves his wand, and it is full to overflowing. 
No longer does he beseech ; no longer does he petition ; no longer 
is he subservient to his country, but he commands, he asserts 
the leadership of the country, he breathes out defiance, and in- 
sists that the country swallow his program, bait, hook, line, and 
sinker. 

Using the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts] as his 
spokesman, he proclaims that the ultra rich will not obey the 
laws of the land in the payment of their taxes under the Garner 
law, even though in rate they are lower than the rates now 
existing as a part of the organic law of the land. Were a lesser 
light to use such language, were such statements to come from 
a man representing the real people of America, the distinguished 
gentleman from New York would jump to his feet and be the 
first to cry out, “ Treason!” 

It may be that some would say, “ Well, Andy Gump was 100 
per cent for the people,” all of which was true of him as a 
candidate. Mr. Mellon would have been 100 per cent for the 
people before election, but after the election he would have 
forgotten his pledges, just like some of my good friends upon 
that side of the Chamber will have forgotten their promises if 
they vote for the Mellon plan. 

One hundred per cent for the people. Yes; but after induc- 
tion into oflice it is so easy to cut up figures; people are so 
careless with large sums of money—$25,000, $68,000—that can 
be confused in the minds of some to be six and eight cows; 
$100,000 carried down in an old satchel; a note for $100,000 
with name torn off. It occurs to me that of the 100 per cent 
for the people possibly possessed by the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania, the financial wizard of all time, that in his splendid 
art of legerdemain a cipher may have been dropped from these 
figures and added to the right side of the column of the ultra- 
rich when the excess-profits taxes were repealed, and lo and 
behold to-day we have the spectacle of seeing him want to take 
the other cipher off and give it to his rich friends, in which 
event he would stand in his true light of being 1 per cent for 
the common people of America. 

The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. TrLson] presented a 
chart yesterday setting forth the income, tax, net yield, and 
rate of interest derived from an investment of $100,000 at 
rates running from 6 per cent to 11 per cent per annum, and 
sought to prove that the reason big business bought tax-exempt 
securities was because of the high surtax rate. 

Ile was asked by me what a conservative rate of income was 
in the East, and he stated that we might consider 8 per cent 
yield a conservative investment. That is radically different 
from our section of the country. Six per cent per annum is a 
conservative yield. But we will consider the figures of the 
gentleman upon that basis. This is under the Mellon plan. 


Amount invested so etre cee casin aire $100, 000 
EA Oe a OR a A A ee ae per cent 8 
1 D ͤ ..... E ere —. 000 

. ———ä—fÿwð ... eee ree eas — 2. 480 


— per cent 


Upon its face it shows that you can buy tax exempts that 
will pay you as much as a yield of 8 per cent with the Mellon 
taxes deducted, and after you have paid your property tax— 
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take your own State and figure it—the actual net yield will be 
less than that rendered by any tax-exempt securities. 

Which chart and figures actually demolish their argument in 
respect of the larger income purchasing tax exempts to save 


paying surtax rates; they buy these securities for safe in- 
vestment. 


That is, taking 8 per cent as a conservative yield, which I 
think is high, you pay your income tax under the Mellon plan 


and it makes a yield of 5.52 per cent per annum. The security 


is a taxable one; it is a security upon which you have to pay 
other taxes unless you evade taxation. If it is invested in 
real estate, you have several kinds of taxes to pay on it; the 
tax that you pay to your city, county, and State; now deduct 
the other taxes from 5.52 per cent and you will have less than 
the tax-exempt securities will pay. Take the table of the 
gentleman from Connecticut, which will be found on page 2521 
of the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of February 15, 1924, and I think 
if you will study this table it will prove to you that the ultra- 
rich do not invest in tax-exempt securities except because of 
their safety as an investment. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. I do. 

Mr. MORGAN. Is not the gentleman aware of the fact that 
the majority portion of investments in nontaxable securities 
by the rich referred to is to escape the high surtaxes and keep 
out of the high surtax rates? Or, in other words, those who in- 
vest in nontaxable securities are very largely those who would 
come within the higher brackets and therefore would escape the 
58 per cent? ` 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. My opinion on that would be 
simply my guess. It may be that the larger amounts of the 
tax exempts are owned by the persons in the higher brackets. 
But I submit to you when you take the yield of 8 per cent, on 
the illustration of the gentleman from Connecticut, on $100,- 
000—and you can follow it on down to $5,000,000, if you want 
to—the same rate of yield will obtain. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky has expired. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. May I have five minutes more? 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentleman five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky is recog- 
nized for five minutes more. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. You take $100,000 at 8 per cent 
yield, and deduct your income tax, and take your rate, and it 
will be 5.52 per cent per annum. If you do not evade paying 
the other taxes it will be down to less than 4} per cent, the 
interest rate of the Federal tax exempts at the present time. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. Do you pay any tax on stock dividends re- 
ceived in your State? : 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. No, sir. 

Mr. TILSON. So that if the 8 per cent Investment was in a 
domestic stock, the property tax would not apply? 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. No, sir: but the tax on your cor- 
poration that issued this dividend, unless they evade the taxes, 
would go into the treasury of the State. And unless they can 
evade their income tax, a fair portion of that earning will go 
into the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. TILSON. But if the stockholder had an 8 per cent divi- 
dend, and he paid no tax on the stock—— 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. If you are dealing with it as a 
domestic proposition you would be paying a high rate. What 
is a fair rate of return upon a real-estate investment in your 
State? Ten per cent gross? 

Mr. TILSON. Ten per cent gross. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. Then deduct your insurance, de- 
preciation, repairs, city, county, and State taxes, and see where 
you will be on that basis. 

Mr. TILSON. It is figured that 10 per cent is required to 
produce a 6 per cent return on your investment. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. It has been repeatedly stated that 
the higher surtax rates paid by the ultra rich are merely passed 
on to the ultimate consumer. If this be the case, why do they 
worry about the payment of these taxes? 

It occurs to me that the reduction in the surtax in the 
upper brackets—the ultrarich—would create this condition. 
Prices would not be reduced to any appreciable extent. They 
would simply pocket the difference; it is human nature for 
them to do it. It would result in the same thing that hap- 
pened in the anthracite coal regions, so vividly portrayed by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Casey], who upon the 
floor of this House charged that the Coal Trust has added 10 
cents per ton of every ton of coal mined in those regions for 
the purpose of paying for the protection under the workmen's 
compensation act, when, in point of fact, according to the 
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statement of the gentleman—no contradiction having been in- | Savings of an tarnapers with income leas than $54,900 per annum under 


terposed—the actual cost of this protection was 8 cents per 
ton; by this subterfuge the Coal Trust puts $5,000,000 per 
annum of the people’s money into their own pocket. 

I trust that you will not think me presumptious in making an 
attack upon the infallible Mr. Mellon. But you know the story 
of David and Goliath, and while I do not expect the stone to 
strike our Secretary in the temple and topple him over, I am in- 
clined to the idea that he can be shown to be vulnerable at least. 

Pursuant to a request made, Mr. Mellon submitted a report, 
which is copied in full upon page 85 of the report of the com- 
mittee in respect of this bill. It purports to show what loss 
to the country will be sustained under the Garner bill, and also 
that loss under the Mellon plan. 

Dealing with the normal tax, we find in this report that 21 
persons are in the bracket above $1,000,000 and that the loss 
under the Garner plan is stated to be $468,636, whereas under 
the Mellon plan, with these same 21 persons, the loss will be 
$124,663, the difference, according to this report, being the 
sum of $343,973. This is given as the loss in normal tax. This 
is inaccurate. The basic difference in the normal tax between 
the two plans is $80, and when you reach the $1,000,000 bracket 
the tax—normal tax—under the Garner plan is only 880 less 
than that paid under the Mellon plan. Take out the tables and 
see with your own eyes. 


In any sum in this bracket there can only be a difference 
of $80 in the normal tax of that person; and there can only 
be 21 persons, therefore, as we used to say in mathematics, 
$80 multiplied by 21 persons will give us $1,680. Q. E. D. 
The difference in the normal tax among the 21 persons paying 
it can only be $1,680. 

Now, gentlemen, I have prepared a table showing the sav- 
ings of all taxpayers in the sums stipulated: Those with 
incomes less than $54,000 per annum under the Democratie 
bill, using the case of a married person without a dependent; 
and also a table showing those with an income of more than 
$54,000 under the Mellon bill. It is between incomes of $54,000 
and $55,000 per annum and those larger than $55,000 per 
annum that the ultrarich pay more taxes under the Mellon plan 
than under the Garner plan. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky has again expired. 

Mr. VINSON of Kentucky. These are the tables: 

Egira tases paid by those having an income of more than $553,000 under 
the Democratic bill. 
(Married person without dependents.) 


$55,000. “$90 $90 $10 
$58,000: 80 140 60 
$57.000. % 200 1% 
PS AALIS PL TE EGET 80 260 180 
$59,000. 50 320 240 
* — 1 = 1 — 
000, > ei 
$50,000. 80} 2,800 2.810 
$90,000. s0 | 4,690 4.610 
| TCI RR eS i oa pa ed AL ey Nn s| 6,710 6.630 
$200,000.. s| 2710| 25,630 
$500,000 | 82710] 82630 
$1,000,000 80| 1770| 177,630 
$2,000,000. 80.| 367,710 | 367,630 
$3,000,000. 80| 557,710 | 557-630 
AT TEE SEE ENE REINT 247,710 217, 30 
$5, s| 9373710] 937, 


Savings of all taepayers with income less than $54,000 per annum under 
Democratie bill. 
(Married person without dependents.) 


Democratic billi—Continued, 


It is the self-same, time-honored, worn-out arguments, dressed 


up a trifle differently, which are expounded to support the 
Mellon plan. It is the same argument that you heard in the 
fight against the income tax law in its inception; it is the same 
argument that you listened to in their fight against the reserve 
banking system; it is the same line of logic spluttered forth 
in the tax-exempt securities debate; it is the same argument 
that the “ultrarich,” “ big money,” “special privilege” always 
use to save unto themselves large sums of money. 

The question submitted p each representative can be boiled 
down to one sentence. Itis“ Whom will you represent in your 
vote?” Will it be the “ultrarich,” “big money,” “ special 
privilege,” or will it be “the people”? For me, the answer is 
easy—it is a pleasure for me to vote for the people. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. PHLIPS]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, my colleague from New York [Mr. LaGuagpta] stated 
a pertinent fact when he said high surtax legislation is social 
legislation. 

If income tax laws are enacted solely for the purpose of 
securing revenue on an equitable basis for the legitimate needs 
of the Government, then there is no justification for a gradu- 
ated or progressive surtax. If the primary or secondary pur- 
pose of taxation is to penalize the thrifty and pardon the spend- 
thrift, to diminish enterprise and increase indolence, to con- 
demn capitalism and condone communism, to replace indi- 
vidualism with socialism, then a graduated income tax is 
logical, but to be consistent we should also advocate a gradu- 
ated property tax. If the principle involved in the graduated 
surtax is correct, it should be extended so that the farm of 
100 acres will bear more than twice as much taxes for local 
and State purposes as the farm of 50 acres of the same value 
per acre, and the $25,000 house should be taxed more than five 
times as much as the $5,000 house. 

The Government should resort to graduated surtaxes only 
temporarily and during times of great emergency, because they 
ean not be justified economically or ethically and are not in 
accord with the teachings of the Master as elaborated in the 
parables of the pounds and the talents. Before going into a 
far country the master delivered to each of his 10 servants 
1 pound, and when he had returned he called his servants to 
demand an accounting and inquired what each had gained by 
trading. The first said, “Lord, Thy pound hath gained 10 
pounds,” and he said because “thou has been faithful in a very 
little have thou authority over 10 cities.” And to the second, 
likewise who had gained 5 pounds, “ Be thou over five cities.” 
On the other hand, from the man who had made no effort to 
increase that which was intrusted to him the pound which he 
had been given was taken away and given to the man that 
gained 10 pounds. It would seem that lest at some future 
time this parable might be considered an unduly paradoxical 
doctrine or might be ascribed to an interpolation or misrepre- 
sentation the Great Teacher also gave us a similar parable, 
the parable of the talents. 

And to one he gave 5 talents, to another 2, and to another 1. 
The man with 5 talents traded and made 5 other talents, and 
he who had been given 2 talents made also other 2, but he 
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who had received 1 talent hid his lord’s money. To the man 
who had gained 5 talents and likewise to the man who had 
gained 2 talents he said: Thou has been faithful over a few 
things. I will make thee ruler over many things. Enter thou 
into the joy of thy Lord.” But to the man who had ihid his 
talent he said: Thou wicked and slothful servant,” and he 
took his 1 talent and gave it to him who had 10 talents. 

There are but a small percentage of our citizens, some three 
and a half million out of more than a hundred million, that 
pay an income tax, and for many of them the direct taxes are 
so small that they are a joke. The tax paid by a married man 
having an income of $3,000 amounts to $20, or 0.6 of 1 per 
cent, The man with.an income of $8,000 pays a tax of $340, or 
42 per cent. But the indirect taxes paid through purchases 
amount to probably 25 per cent, or $750, in the one case, and 
$2,000 in the other. The income surtax payers comprise such a 
small minority of the voters, there being approximately 500,000. 
surtax payers in a voting population of 45,000,000, or a little 
over 1 per cent, that it virtually amounts to taxation without 
representation. 

The income taxpayers are exploited by those whose acts are 
directed by political expediency and their rights therefore re- 
ceive but Little consideration. The power to tax is the power 
to destroy, and if we persist in our present course taxation 
within a few generations will absorb all income, destroy the 
value of capital, prevent all expansion, and substitute for our 
form of government a paternalistic, socialistic, communistic, or 
soviet form of government. 

Only a small percentage of the people, perhaps less than 5 
per cent, certainly not more than 10 per cent, have the ability 
or the desire to spend less than they receive. To this small 
percentage we owe much, perhaps most of what we are proud 
to call our civilization, for these savers, these conservers of 
wealth have made possible our banks and business houses, 
our transportation systems and public utilities, our industrial 
establishments and institutions of learning, our hospitals and 
homes for the aged. These frugal and conservative people 
should not be condemned, for, largely through worthy and 
commendable motives, they increase the wealth of the world, 
add comforts, open new doors of opportunity, expand the 
horizon of human endeayor, and encourage enterprise by mak- 
ing it possible to reward industry and ingenuity. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania has expired. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Can I have a few minutes more? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman two minutes 
more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
recognized for two minutes more. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. It is for us to decide whether we wish to 
follow the constructive precepts of Christ or the destructive 
dogma of Lenin. The former will make the miserable more 
comfortable, while the latter can do no more than make the 
comfortable miserable. 

Obviously, I am for the Mellon plan because it provides for a 
greater reduction of taxes than any other plan that might be 
seriously considered at this time. However, tn my opinion, it is 
a mistake to differentiate between earned and so-called un- 
earned income. Such discrimination will have a bad psycho- 
logical effect, since many will imply that the incorrectly termed 
unearned income is an illegal, illegitimate income and should be 
confiscated. The man who saves and invests and thus provides 
for his old age and his dependents is entitled to benefit from 
-income thus derived to the same extent that he is entitled to 
benefit from income secured earlier in life through the appli- 
cation of his earning capacity in any vocation or profession. 
The very fact that the proposed law is so drastic that its 
advocates fear it will discourage and prevent the accumulation 
and laying aside of earnings is a most severe arraignment and 
condemnation of the high surtax system of taxation. 

Mr. KVALE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes. 

Mr. KVALE. Did I understand the gentleman to cite the 
parable of the talents in favor of the Mellon plan? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I recited the parable of the talents to con- 
amend the man who saves and accumulates, instead of the man 
who is a spendthrift. [Applause.] 

Mr. KVALE. I would suggest that the gentleman read the 
other addresses and sermons by Jesus of Nazareth. It is the 
most remarkable exegesis I have ever heard of. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. Youne], 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, there have been a number of 
provisions in this bill which have been severely criticized dur- 
ing this long debate, and quite a number of the provisions have 
not been referred to at all. There are a number of admirable 
things in this bill, I think, even from the standpoint of the 
gentlemen across the aisle. One of those provisions is ‘that 
which establishes a board of appeals. 

Every taxpayer has the constitutional right to have his day 
in court, and it should be made inexpensive for him to do so. 
I want to quote a few words from Judge Story, the great con- 
stitutional lawyer, in that regard. He said, in the case of 
Cary v. Curtis (3 Howard, 236): i 


I know of no power, indeed, of which a free people ought to be more 
Jealous than of that of levying taxes and duties, and yet if it is to 
rest with a mere executive funtionary of the Government absolutely 
and finally to decide what taxes and duties are leyiable under a par- 
ticular act, without any power of appeal to any judicial tribunal, it 
seems to me that we have no security whatsoever for the rights of 
the citizens; and if Congress possesses a constitutional authority to 
vest such summary and final power of interpretation In an executive 
functionary, I know no other subject within the reach of legislation 
which may not be exclusively confided in the same way to an execu- 
tive functionary; nay, to the Executive himself. 


Dr. Frank J. Goodnow, in his Principles of Constitutional 
Government, says: 


The sole function of the court in a tax case is to decide whether the 
tax has really been levied or not, whether the legislature has said the 
citizen before the court has been taxed at all or by the correct amount. 
To deprive the citizen of the right to have that issue sifted and tested 
before an independent judicial body, either by giving him no such 
appeal or by technicality or -expensive procedure rendering such 
appeal, if nominally given, impracticable in use, is to deprive him of 
a right so fundamental—the right to show his governmental adminis- 
trators have illegally taken his money—that without it constitutional 
liberty is indeed impossible. 


The late President Wilson, in his Constitutional Government 
in the United States, sets forth admirably the constitutional 
right of the individual to a judicial review of the acts of Gov- 
ernment officials. He said: 


A man is not free through representative assemblies; he is free in 
his own action, in his own dealings with the persons and powers about 
him, or he is not free at all. There is no such thing as corporate lib- 
erty. Liberty belongs to the individual or it does not exist. 

And so the instrumentalities through which individuals are afforded 
protection against the Injustice or the unwarranted exactions of gov- 
ernment are central to the whole structure of a constitutional system. 
From the very outset in modern constitutional history until now it 
has invariably been recognized as one of the essentials of constitutional 
government that the individual should be provided with some tribunal 
to which he could resort with the confident expectation that he should 
find justice there—not only justice as against other individuals who 
had disregarded bis rights or sought to disregard them but also jus- 
tice against the government itself, a perfect protection against all 
violations of law, Constitutional government is par excellence a gov- 
ernment of law. 


Now, it is true that under the present law it is possible to get 
a judicial review, but it is very slow and expensive. In order 


‘to get a judicial review under the law as it exists to-day a man 


must pay his tax and pay it under protest; then he must file 
a claim for refund; then the Government has six months 
within which to accept or reject it; then after that he must 
begin an action in the courts. Under the provision proposed in 
this bill the board of appeals will furnish a court where the 
taxpayers will have, first, a prompt trial; second, a trial at a 
minimum of expense where the procedure will be simplicity 
itself; and third, there will be uniformity of decisions. The 
latter is a very important thing because now it is almost im- 
possible to get uniformity of decisions, at least, until these 
cases finally reach the Supreme Court, and that requires a long 
time. They begin in the district court, appeal to the court of 
appeals, and from there they go to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. The various United States district courts 
throughout the country, in the first instance, hold differently, 
so that there is no uniformity and there is not very much 
chance to get it without waiting until appeals reach the United 
States Supreme Court. Under the proposed system in this bill 
we will have one set of judges or members of this board of 
appeals which will result in uniformity in decisions, promptness, 
and all of this at a minimum of expense. 

Now, another very important thing to which I want to call 
your attention is that this board of appeals, as finally provided 
for in this bill, is absolutely free from executive control, The 
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Secretary of the Treasury will have no more power or influence 
over the board than my friend from Wisconsin [Mr. NELSON] 
will have, or anybody else in the United States. It is to be an 
independent organization. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. That was the work of the Ways 
and Means Committee, because under the Mellon plan this 
board was under the control of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
was It not? : 

Mr. YOUNG. I want to be perfectly fair, and I think if you 
will read over the orignal draft carefully you will come to the 
conclusion that it was designed that this board was to be an 
independent board, but the Ways and Means Committee thought 
it could be strengthened and be made more specific and cer- 
tain, so there was some added language. 

Mr. RAGON. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. RAGON. The gentleman may intend to cover this, but 
where do these boards of appeal meet? 

Mr. YOUNG. They are to meet throughout the United States 
and their meeting places will be governed very largely by the 
number of cases in the various portions of the country. There 
will be 7 boards, there are 27 members to be provided, and 
there will be 3 members to a board. 

Something was said a few days ago as to an unnecessarily 
large number of these men being appointed to office, the in- 
ference being that the offices were simply being created in 
order that some one might get a salary. At this time they 
have about 27 men doing this appellate work in the Treasury 
Department. The Government has no attorneys before these 
boards to represent the interests of the Government, and they 
sit as both judges and attorneys for the Government. Under 
the new law the Department of Justice will represent the inter- 
ests of the Government of the United States, and the members 
of the board will act only as judges. The new procedure will 
take more time, but it will be a better proceeding and it will 
be a judicial proceeding. 

But gentlemen can see that it will take very much more time. 
At present these 27 men have a procedure which is carried on 
in a very simple way, and when these cases are considered in 
a more formal way under the new procedure it is probable 
that the number of men provided for will not be sufficient to 
take care of the work. 

Mr. RAGON. I do not think the number we have is enough, 
but I think we ought to bring these boards a little closer to 
the taxpayer, so that he will not have to come to Washington 
to settle his claim. 

Mr. YOUNG. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. RAGON. Is there any provision in this bill whereby 
an Arkansas taxpayer can have his case adjudicated a little 
closer to his home? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes; his case will be considered in his own 
State, without any doubt. 

Mr. RAGON. How will this board or court get there? 

Mr. YOUNG. The chairman of the board will make the as- 
signments and the assignments will be made according to the 
business in the various portions of the country. Undoubtedly 
these boards will hold sittings in each State, at least one a 
year, and if there should be business requiring the holding of 
additional sittings, no doubt they would be held. 

Mr. BROWNING. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. Yes. 

Mr. BROWNING. Will these hearings be public? 

Mr, YOUNG. Oh, yes, indeed. There will be a court stenog- 
rapher to take down the entire proceedings; the Government of 
the United States will be represented; the claimant will have 
the right to be represented if he desires it, or he can file his 
own statement, and a taxpayer might well do without an attor- 
ney in many cases, 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is only fair to say that the present 
officials in charge of appeals in the Treasury Department are 
high-grade men. It is not better men we seek but better legal 
procedure. The office of the solicitor of internal revenue, 
under the direction of Mr. Hartson, is the best organized and 
most efficient I have had the pleasure of becoming acquainted 
with during my service here of 11 years, and this also reflects 
eredit upon McKenzie Moss, Assistant Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, and Mr. Blair, Commissioner of Internal Revenue. 

Mr. BROWNING. The records of these taxpayers who apply 
to this court will be made public; is that true? 

Mr. YOUNG. Everything will be made public; yes. Of course, 
there will not be a transcript of the testimony unless they take 
an appeal, but the whole proceeding is the same as you would 
have in your own district court at home. [Applause.] 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the gen- 
neona 5 (Mr. Lozrer]. 

e AN. The gentleman from Missouri r - 
nized for 20 minutes. i ee 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, one of the fundamental principles in my political creed 
is that no Government, State or National, should collect more 
taxes than are needed to pay the expenses of the Government, 
honestly and economically administered. I therefore favor a 
reduction of Federal taxes, as does every Democrat and Repub- 
lican Member of Congress, so fas as I can ascertain. The dis- 
agreement comes, however, in deciding how the tax cut should 
be applied, whose taxes should be reduced, and the extent of 
this reduction. 

Two plans have been proposed, to wit: 

(a) The Mellon plan, which makes only slight reductions on 
small incomes but makes tremendously large reductions in the 
taxes on great incomes. 

(b) The Garner or Democratic plan, which makes a larger 
reduction in taxes of persons having small incomes but leaves 
the taxes on great incomes higher than under the Mellon plan. 

A careful analysis and comparison of these two plans will 
disclose some striking conditions: 

First. On all incomes up to $55,000 annually the Garner plan 
proposes a larger reduction than is proposed by the Mellon plan, 
and on all incomes over $55,000 annually the Mellon plan pro- 
poses greater reductions than the Garner plan. There is not 
even one person in the second Missouri district, that I have the 
honor to represent, who has a net taxable income of $55,000 or 
more annually. Therefore every income-tax payer in my dis- 
trict, be he Democrat or Republican, will get a larger reduc- 
tion and pay less taxes under the Garner plan than under the 
Mellon plan. Why should I vote for the Mellon plan and against 
the Garner plan when by so doing I would increase the tax 
burden of every income-tax payer in my district? If a person’s 
net taxable income is more than $55,000 annually, he will prob- 
ably prefer the Mellon plan, but if his net taxable income is less 
than $55,000 annually, he should favor the Garner plan, be- 
cause his taxes will be less under the Garner plan than under 
the Mellon plan. 

Second. Six million six hundred and sixty-two thousand one 
hundred and seventy-six persons made income-tax returns in 
1921. Of that number 6,652,833 will get a greater reduction in 
their taxes under the Garner plan than under the Mellon plan, 
and only 9,348 will receive a greater reduction in their taxes 
under the Mellon plan than under the Garner plan. These fig- 
ures are from the latest available official, undoctored, uncolored, 
untainted statistics of the Treasury Department. 

Third. In the State of Missouri there were 172,519 income- 
tax payers, of whom 172,350 will receive a greater reduction 
in their taxes under the Garner plan than under the Mellon 
plan and only 169 persons in Missouri will receive a greater 
reduction in their taxes under the Mellon plan than under the 
Garner plan. Why, then, should any Representative from Mis- 
souri vote for the Mellon bill? 

Fourth. Of the 6,600,000 income-tax payers in America more 
than 6,000,000 of them have taxable incomes of $10,000 or less, 
and every one of these 6,000,000 income-tax payers will get a 
smaller reduction under the Mellon pian than they would get 
under the Garner plan. 

Fifth. Under the Garner plan the tax begins with incomes of 
82.000 for single persons and $3,000 for married persons without 
dependents. By exempting incomes below these amounts, re- 
spectively, 2,400,000 single and married persons who are now 
compelled to make returns but pay no tax are relieved from 
making tax returns and 1,646,000 persons with incomes of 
$1,000 to $2,000 are relieved from paying taxes and making 
returns. Under the Garner plan the normal rates on incomes 
up to $10,000 are cut in half. The Mellon plan proposes a 
reduction of only 25 per cent on normal rates. 

Sixth. Under the Garner plan the surtax rates do not begin 
until $12,000 income is reached. The Mellon plan begins 
surtax rates at $10,000. Under the present law the surtax 
begins at $6,000. So the small taxpayer (on all incomes up to 
$55,000) gets more benefit under the Garner plan on both nor- 
mal taxes and surtaxes than he would get under the Mellon 

Jan. 

Seventh. The Garner plan, while affording greater reduc- 
tions to the 6,000,000 smaller taxpayers, does not deal unjustly 
with those who have exceedingly large incomes. The maximum 
surtax rate was reduced 15 per cent (from 65 per cent to 50 
per cent) by the Sixty-seventh Congress, and now Mr. Mellon 
proposes to reduce it to 25 per cent, while the Garner plan 
fixes the highest surtax at 44 per cent. This is a fair adjust- 
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ment in view of the further fact that the last Congress also 
repealed the excess-profits tax, thereby saving those who had 
enormous incomes $450,000,000. 

Eighth. Both the Garner plan and the Mellon plan pro- 
vide for substantial reductions in excise taxes, sales taxes, 


taxes on commodities and taxes on miscellaneous articles 
generally designated as “nuisance” taxes, and the Democrats in 
Congress will, I think, support most of the Mellon provisions 
relating to these taxes, but will probably, on motion to amend, 
urge greater reductions, because these taxes affect the greater 
mass of our people who are not sufficiently prosperous to have 
taxable incomes, 

I may add that many people think that the Mellon plan, if 
enacted, will result in a general reduction of taxation. This 
is u mistake, The Mellon plan does not reach local, county, 
or State taxes, nor does it reduce tariff taxes, which consti- 
tute the largest tax burden and which exact several billion 
dollars annually from the people in the way of increased prices 
on commodities they buy. I am in favor of tax reduction, but 
I am not willing to grant enormous reductions to the owners of 
swollen fortunes acquired as a result of war profiteering unless 
there is a fair and just reduction of the taxes of the so-called 
common people, who constitute nine-tenths of our population, 

May I say that a great many people who are voting in the 
Literary Digest and a great many people who are talking about 
the Mellon plan have never read the pending bill and haye no 
comprehension of its provisions. They have an idea that the 
Mellon plan proposes to reduce taxation generally over the 
United States, when, as a matter of fact, it proposes nothing of 
the kind, There are two classes of taxpayers in the United 
States and a very limited number, a comparatively small num- 
ber, have incomes bringing them within the income-tax paying 
class, and at least 90 per cent of the people in America do not 
come within the provisions of the income tax law, and conse- 
quently this measure provides no remedy of any kind or char- 
acter for those persons. 

I åm in favor of a tax reduction, but I am not willing to 
reduce the tax burdens of the men of vast fortunes to the ex- 
tent proposed by the pending measure. No one can study 
the financial history of this Nation before, during, or since the 
World War and say that wealth has paid its proportionate 
part of the expenses of that great conflict or for maintaining our 
institutions. On the other hand, I call your attention to the 
fact that for the last 75 years the wealth and the potential 
resources of this Nation have been exploited by the capitalistic 
classes. Have we forgotten that following the Civil War 
period our vast public domain, amounting to hundreds of 
millions of acres, was granted and given away, practically as 
a gift, to the Pacific railroad companies? Haye we forgotten 
the fact that the heritage of your children and mine, so far 
as the public domain is concerned, was squandered recklessly 
at a time when the people were not aware of what Congress 
was doing? 

No man can read the legislative and political history of this 
Nation, examine these great land grants, by which this price- 
less heritage, our great public domain, with all its potential 
wealth—wealth of farm, forest, field, mountain, mine, and 
plain—all that vast domain, a great empire, with the scratch 
of a pen was given away; and more than that, gentlemen, how 
the capitalistic classes, by the manipulation of the markets, 
by inducing people to invest in railroad securities, and then by 
spurious receiverships and foreclosure sales, destroyed the 
value of these securities, and in many other ways, from time 
to time, exploited the resources and people of this Nation. 

There has never been a great national emergency when 
capital did not exploit this Nation and lay greedy hands on 
its resources. 

You say the war is over and that we should get rid of war 
taxes. Let me tell you, gentlemen, the war is over so far as 
the marshaling of armies is concerned, so far as carnage and 
bloodshed are concerned, but war conditions and war indebted- 
ness exist, and until that indebtedness is liquidated and those 
conditions remedied, there can be no permanent escape from 
the burden of taxation. Wealth must pay her proportionate 
part of the expenses of the war and her just part of the present 
expense of maintaining our institutions. 

In 1920 there were 7,259,944 people who made income-tax 
returns. In 1921 the number had fallen off 597,768, dropping 
down to 6,662,000. In 1920 the personal incomes were $1,075,- 
053,686. In 1921 personal incomes had dropped to $719,000,000, 
a falling off ef $255,666,580 in one year. Income and profit taxes 
in 1920 amounted to $3,956,936,008, and in 1921 these taxes had 


fallen to $3,228,137,673, and in 1922 they amounted to only 
$2,086,918,465, or a falling off of $1,870,017,538 in three years. 
The decline in the total internal-revenue taxes in the last four 


years has been so great as to become alarming, as the fvilow- 
ing table will demonstrate: 


Total internal revenue. 
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Something has been said about the income of the American 
people. I said the other day in an address that before the war 
our national income was about $34,500,000,000. I said since the 
war it was about $37,000,000,000, measured in dollars with the 
buying power they had in 1918. The very distinguished and 
able gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Ramseyer], who addressed this 
House this morning and made an argument so logical, whole- 
some, and economically sound that it will be remembered when 
much that has been said in this debate is forgotten, stated that 
our national income was about $56,000,000,000. I am quoting 
from memory. This is true, but when you reduce this amount 
to the terms of prices of 1913 and consider the purchasing power 
of the dollar now and then, the present national income based 
on the value of the dollar as it existed in 1913 is probably from 
$37,000,000,000 to $39,000,000,000 annually, From 1910 to 1919 
the average national income was from thirty-four to forty 
billion dollars. 

If the annual income in America is now about $56,000,000,000, 
it is very evident nothing like the net incomes are being re- 
turned for taxation. 

Obviously the swollen fortunes have not paid during or since 
the war their just proportionate part of the expenses of this 
Government. [Applause.] 

But they say the Mellon plan is a scientific plan. Who de- 
termines whether or not it Is in harmony with a scientific for- 
mula? Who is the judge as to whether or not 25 per cent sur- 
tax is a scientific basis? “Upon what meat doth this our Caesar 
[Mr. Mellon] feed that he is grown so great?” Is he the only 
man in America who can formulate a scientific system of taxa- 
tion? They say he is a god in finance. I have heard some of 
his worshipers say that he is the greatest Secretary of the 
Treasury since Alexander Hamilton. Shades of that immortal 
man! They said the same thing about Fouquet, superintendent 
of finances under Louis XIV. He had the reputation of being 
the greatest financial wizard of the world. Yet when Louis 
XIV discarded him and installed Colbert, a man unknown to 
fame, the first year of the administration of that silent, re- 
sourceful, unostentatious financial genius he doubled the treas- 
ury receipts of France without increasing the tax schedules of 
the nation. On one occasion the King asked Fouquet for some 
money, and the latter replied: “ Sire, there is none in Your 
Majesty’s coffers, but Cardinal Mazarin will lend you some.” 
So, when adjusted compensation is suggested, Mr. Mellon says 
there is no money, but he has no trouble finding all the money 
he needs for other purposes. 

Mr. Mellon and his blind devotees claim that a maximum 
surtax rate of 25 per cent is scientific and that it is the only 
rate that is scientific, and that all other suggested rates are 
“political makeshifts.“ It follows, therefore, according to 
these gentlemen, that 24} per cent or 25} per cent would be 
unscientific. Three Republican members of the Ways and 
Means Committee, including Chairman Green, do not favor the 
25 per cent and openly declare that they favor a maximum 
surtax rate of not less than 35 per cent. Will any gentleman 
on the other side of the House claim that 35 per cent or 44 
per cent is less scientific than 25 per cent? 

Practically all of the Republican Members of this House, 
including the party leaders and members of the steering com- 
mittee, have abandoned and discarded the so-called scientifia 
Mellon rate” of 25 per cent and are declaring on the floor of 
the House that they will support a maximum surtax rate of 
35 per cent; and it is no secret that the distinguished gentle- 
man from Ohio, Mr. LonewortH, as party leader and in the 
name of his party, has made overtures to the Progressive Re- 
publicans for an agreement on the basis of a 37} per cent 
maximum surtax. In other words, a large majority of the 
Republican Members of Congress have never favored and do 
not now favor the Mellon plan, because that plan can not be 
defended and because they know that it is neither just nor 
scientific. The Republican Members of this House are now 
running over each other to get to vote for a maximum surtax 
rate of 85 per cent or 87} per cent, possibly 40 per cent, and 
they are deserting the Mellon plan just like rats desert a 
sinking ship. 

If 25 per cent is a scientific basis, why not 26 per cent, why 
not 27 per cent, why not 28 per cent, why not 35 per cent, why 
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not 44 per cent? If 25 per cent is scientific, is not 85 per cent 
scientific? If you say 35 per cent is not scientific, then you 
Republicans confess you are voting for a system that you admit 
yourselves is not scientific. I assert that Mr. Mellon has no 
right to say his schedules are scientific and all others 
makeshifts. 

But they say that the consumer pays the taxes ultimately. 
Gentlemen, why do these people who are now paying heavy 
surtaxes want the surtax rates reduced? Why their interest, 
why the propaganda, why all the argument? Do they want the 
amount reduced so they can distribute it to the people? If a 
man who makes carpets, who has grown immensely wealthy 
under the operation of Schedule K, and they have changed the 
name because it became infamous after the Taft speech at 
Minneapolis—this tariff schedule was so indefensible that when 
they wrote the next tariff bill they dropped the letters and 
numbered the schedules 1, 2, 3, and 4, and so forth, instead of 
A, B, C, D, and so forth, because they wanted to get away from 
the infamy of Schedule K—if a man that is making carpets, 
one of the most highly protected industries in the United States, 
should, as a result of this reduction of surtaxes at the end of 
the year have or save $100,000, do you tell me he would dis- 
tribute any of it to his customers? He wants the surtaxes re- 
duced so he can save the money for his own selfish interest 
and not to distribute to his customers, not to let it filter down 
to the common people, but he wants it to put into his pocket. 
[Applause. ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, under leave to extend and sup- 
plement my remarks in the Recorp, I desire to call attention to 
the attitude of two great agricultural organizations toward 
the pending measure, the Mellon tax bill. I refer to the 
National Grange and to the American Farm Bureau Federa- 
tion. These organizations have a very large membership and 
are entitled to speak for and reflect the wishes of the agri- 
cultural classes, because it will be conceded that each of these 
organizations has rendered the American farmers a service, 
the extent of which can not be measured in dollars and cents, 

I especially wish to remind the Representatives from agricul- 
tural districts that if they support the Mellon plan they will 
thereby ignore the wishes of a large majority of their con- 
stituents, and they can not vote for the Mellon schedules and 
at the same time promote and conserve the interests and wel- 
fare of their constituents, because there is probably not one of 
their constituents who will receive as great a tax reduction 
under the Mellon plan as under the Garner plan. 

In this connection I desire to quote from a letter received 
by me from the American Farm Bureau Federation, which re- 
flects the attitude of that organization on the pending measure: 


The direct saving to the farmers through lower surtaxes is almost 
a negligible amount, as only a yery small percentage pay any surtaxes 
whatever. Further, there is no assurance that the reduction in the 
surtaxes to those who have to pay them will reduce the profits being 
taken by those who are in a position to do so. The normal tax rate 
is not excessive or burdensome and therefore should not be reduced at 
all. a 

The proposal to reduce surtaxes to 25 per cent is contrary to the 
best information available to us in securing the desired result, namely, 
adequate revenue, and we earnestly protest that it be fixed not below 
40 per cent. 

However, I can not accept the proposal that there should be 


no reduction in the normal tax rate. I believe that the normal 
tax rate should be reduced, because it imposes a tremendous 


- burden on millions of the persons having small or moderate in- 


eomes, who are already struggling under a very heavy burden 
of taxation, municipal, State, and Federal. 

The National Grange, in its fifty-seventh annual session, held 
in Pittsburgh recently, went on record in opposition to the 
Mellon plan, and adopted the following resolution: 


Whereas the Secretary of the Treasury has proposed lowering the 
higher schedule of the Federal income tax: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we are opposed to any such reduction, and fayor ap- 
plying apy surplus on our debts. 


The National Grange also declared its hostility to a sales 
tax law. The hostility of the National Grange to the Mellon 
plan, a sales tax, and tax-exempt securities was brought to 
the attention of Chairman Green, of the Ways and Means 
Committee, by a letter from T. C. Atkeson, Washington repre- 
sentative of the National Grange, which letter was published 
in this month’s issue of the official organ of the National 
Grange. 

Personally, I hold Mr. Green in very high esteem, and I 
am sure that deep down in his heart he has no love for the 


surtax provisions in the pending measure, which he, 
feels he should support because of party expediency or, rather, 
because the Republican Representatives from the New England 
and Middle Atlantic States are in the saddle and are control- 
ling and directing the policies of the Republican Party. 

Sooner or later the American farmer will realize— 

First. That he is the victim of class legislation by which 
the manufacturers and other special-privilege classes enjoy 
unearned and undeserved bounties, 

Second. That the interests of the agricultural West have 
been ignored by the Republicans in the East, who dominate 
the Republican Party organization, dictate its policies, and 
force their will on the Representatives from the agricultural 
States, thereby enriching the manufacturer at the expense of 
the farmer. 

Third. That no substantial relief can be expected from the 
Republican Party, because that party is now dominated by the 
representatives of the special-privilege classes, who have done 
nothing to relieve the farmer of the economic handicap under 
which he has labored so long. I can not understand why the 
Republican farmers in the West will permit a few representa- 
tives of special privilege to take charge of the party organiza- 
tion and dictate its policies, especially when those policies are 
driving the American farmer rapidly toward a state of in- 
solvency. I am hoping that the rank and file of the Republican 
Party in the great agricultural States will assert their rights, 
throw off the yoke fastened on their necks by the manufac- 
turers and other special-privilege classes. The Republican 
farmer has nothing to say in determining the policies and leg- 
islative program of his party. The manufacturers and capi- 
talistie classes are in complete control of the party machinery 
of the Republican Party, and the only interest they have in the 
Republican farmer is to get his vote and support so that they 
can continue to legislate for a favored few and at the expense 
of the great agricultural interests of this Nation. 

I have the greatest respect for the men and women who con- 
stitute both the Republican and Democratic Parties. There is 
no difference between the rank and file of the Republican 
Party and the rank and file of the Democratic Party. The 
masses, without regard to party affiliation, constitute the bone 
and the sinew of this Nation. The individual membership of both 
parties are always patriotic, sincere, honest, and desirous of 
promoting the best interests of our land and Nation. But too 
often the individual members of a party have nothing to Say 
when it comes to writing platforms and formulating legis- 
lative policies. Too often party organizations are controlled 
by a favored few who override the will of the masses and 
prostitute the party organization for the accomplishment of 
their selfish and sinister purposes. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. ALLEN]. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, when the income-tax law was 
first enacted it created more fear than any other law that 
was ever put on the statute books. Many taxpayers were so 
intimidated that they presented their entire income for taxa- 
tion without claiming exemption or deduction in order that 
they might be free of any suspicion or trouble that might arise. 
I have known many a taxpayer to pay a tax when he was not 
required to do so simply to show his patriotism. 

The system for ascertaining and determining the tax which 
is to be paid is very complex and technical. The tax return 
and instruction sheet present a conglomerated, incomprehensi- 
ble set of demands that can not be explained by experts or 
specialists, to say nothing of the ordinary man. The tax 
should be simplified so that all persons could pay their tax 
with pleasure instead of fear. I say fear, because those who 
pay a tax are not and can not be assured that they have dis- 
charged their duty satisfactorily; they must live in constant 
fear that they will be notified of an additional assessment, or 
have a distraint warrant served on them, or be placed under 
arrest. Such laws are not in keeping with the free spirit of 
the American Government. One thing we must do when we 
pass this tax law, and that is to make it so clear and compre- 
hensible that it will not be misunderstood. We must make 
provisions so that people can be sure that they have discharged 
all obligations when they have paid their tax; then there 
will be no fear, and every taxpayer will pay, and pay with 
pleasure, and will feel that he has done his duty as an Ameri- 
ean citizen. 

Mr. Chairman, the world has problems too great for any one 
nation to solve; it will take the most harmonious cooperation 
of the strongest nations to work out these solutions. However, 


no doubt, 


most men are not concerned so much about world problems as 
they are about their own individual problems, and the most 
serious question for the head of a family is the provision of 
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food and clothing for his family. He may deny them education 
and pleasure, but he must provide food. 

The most essential factor in our Government and all other 
governments is taxes. It may do without war implements, 
national parks, and pleasure resorts, but it can not continue 
to exist without taxes. Revenue is the great problem of this 
Nation and all other nations; it is a demand that every man has 
to meet in some form. The time to give up a portion of your 
income arrives as regularly as the Fourth of July, Christmas, or 
your birthday. Instead of a pleasure it is a worry; those who 
have it and can pay, hate to pay; those who are willing to pay, 
don’t have it to pay. The roads do not cross, but run into 
each other; those who have to pay try to force their burden 
on the less fortunate, and those who do not have to pay insist 
that those who have the wealth should bear the burden, and 
justly so. 

In this problem the same difficulty confronts our Govern- 
ment that confronted the founders of the Declaration of In- 
dependence and the builders of the Constitution—the danger of 
granting special privilege to some and forcing heavy burdens 
on others. 

We may not have sufficient ground to stand on, and no place 
of privilege except the “ big road.” We may not have a penny 
in the bank or a dollar in our pocket; we may not even own 
the pick and shovel which we use in the ditch. However, 
we pay taxes just the same as if we owned houses and lands, 
securities and bonds, fields and factories, or automobiles and 
diamonds, 

To sustain life we must all eat. If the grocer's landlord pays 
higher taxes, the grocer pays higher rent, and the consumer 
pays higher prices for his food. There is another requirement 
for a contented mind and a strong body, and that is sleep. The 
man who owns the house that shelters us has his taxes in- 
creased, and we have our rent increased, and thus we pay the 
tax. 

If the railroads are taxed higher, we pay more for our 
tickets, more for our fuel, and more for our parcel post. To 
be sure, Jones pays the freight.“ Higher tax on gas, electric, 
street-car, auto-bus companies means that we must pay higher 
tax for these privileges. 

It is plain enough how this principle works in a direct way, 
but the indirect way is more secluded and not so easily under- 
stood. It is like a merchant's trade-mark, not for everyone 
to know. 

Higher taxes on financial institutions mean higher interest 
on loans and mortgages, which is added to the rent we pay or 
the cost of the house we buy. It has been estimated that every 
time we pay $1 to the railroad we pay 5 cents for taxes. It 
makes no particular difference who pays the taxes directly to 
the collector—the railroad, the landlord, or the grocer—we all 
pay our share indirectly whether we own taxable property or 
earn taxable income. 

It has been stated—and is undisputed—that out of every $8 
of our national income $1 goes for taxes, Federal, State, or 
local. The child that costs its parents $8 per month for school 
maintenance costs an extra dollar for taxes; the parent who 
sends his child away to college and pays $24 for room, pays 
$3 for taxes; and the Congressman who pays $150 per month 
for an apartment or house, pays $18 for taxes. He pays this 
and he can not shift the burden to anyone else—it has already 
been shifted to him. 

The present noneconomic and unjust system of taxation 
should be replaced by one which will encourage right living 
and eliminate waste. You all know how your people as well as 
my people are clamoring for relief, and only by the whole- 
hearted cooperative efforts of every Member of this House will 
we be able to work out a tax system that will check the wave 
of discontent that threatens this Government. 

A large part of the discontent is due to the fact that the 
people do not understand the principle of taxation or how the 
taxes are used. If we economize in Government expenditures 
and reduce taxes just as low as we possibly can and educate 
people so that they know just why they are taxed and how 
the money is expended, then we will have no complaint on the 
tax question, It is most desirable at all times to keep that 
system in operation which will be most satisfactory and ac- 
ceptable to the people, and the most ideal form which can 
exist is that pian which will raise the most money with the 
least amount of harm, 

One form of taxation which has been particularly obnoxious 
to the people of the country is the so-called nuisance tax. More 
grumbling and discontent has been heard about the nuisance 
taxes than about any other one tax. They have been a nuisance 
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in every sense of the word, and now that they are no longer 
necessary the people ought not to be worried by them any more, 
and I am in favor of removing this cause of dissatisfaction im- 
mediately, 

There are many phases of this bill which should be amended 
and others which should be totally repealed. My people are 
demanding that the tax on replacement of automobile acces- 
sories be repealed, and I expect to do my best to have it re- 
pealed. As I have said, I expect to work for the repeal of the 
tax on candy and the other nuisance taxes. I also favor the 
reduction of the tax on shells and cartridges that are to be 
used solely for hunting purposes. I favor the increase of tax 
= estates, which will create more tax with the least amount of 

arm, 

There should be a reduction of all taxes, and I am heartily 
in favor of and will support the plan that is going to bring 
the greatest relief to the largest number of people. It is now 
generally conceded that the Garner plan will benefit a larger 
number of people than the Mellon plan. It is inevitable that 
changes will be made in both plans, and I expect to use all my 
ability and the knowledge gained by six years’ experience with 
the Revenue Department in working out and securing passage 
of amendments that will finally make a law that is acceptable 
to the majority of the people. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 40 minutes to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BERGER]. 

Mr. BERGER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, when last I had the honor to address this House— 
about five years ago—eyery seat was taken. The galleries 
were packed. The occasion was that I was to be lynched. 
And I was lynched. At that time I promised this House that 
I would come back. 

I said au revoir! And here I am to fulfill my promise. I 
came back. [Laughter.] 

Now, gentlemen, in having myself reelected and reelected 
again I did as much of a service to the old parties as to my 
own. The day will come—and the day will come soon—when 
the so-called radicals will be in the majority in our American 
Congress. By yindicating representative government I have 
also protected the conseryatives—and even the reactionaries— 
against any such outrage as was committed against me. My 
continuous reelection was genuine democracy at work. 

I hope no House will ever try to exclude a man who was 
regularly and legally elected—no matter what opinions he 
may represent—and this House was wise indeed when it seated 
me without a dissenting vote. 

On this occasion, gentlemen, I also want to express my ad- 
miration for the fifth. district of Wisconsin, which made this 
vindication possible, by adhering so nobly and so persistently 
to the idea of representative government—and to me person- 
ally. I hope, if the occasion should occur again—and democ- 
racy thus endangered again—the next man will find a district 
as loyal and as enlightened as the fifth district of Wisconsin, 
which, in my opinion, comprises the highest average intelli- 
gence of a highly intelligent State. I am proud of my State, 
the foremost State in this Union in more than one respect. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The gentleman has never been in Texas. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. BERGER. Oh, yes; I have been in Texas, and I may 
have something to tell about Texas later. You know what 
the man said he would do if he owned Texas and the other 
hot place. 

The State of Wisconsin, however, is not only noted for its 
beautiful scenery and the great variety of its products; it is 
also known to fame because Wisconsin has sent 10 Progres- 
sives and 1 Socialist to Congress. We can also claim the 
leader of the Progressives, Senator Roserr Marion La For- 
LETTE. This proves we have a thinking population. 

Mr. Chairman, what I am going to say to-night, however, 
may not be liked by either side—not even by my Progressive 
friends—I am afraid. 

A MINORITY OF ONE SPEAKING FOR MORE THAN A MILLION. 


In this House I am a party all to myself. It was said that 
when I want to have a caucus I could have one in a telephone 
booth. 

But remember, gentlemen, while I am alone in this Congress, 
I am the sole representative of more than a million voters, who 
would be entitled to more than 20 Members if we had propor- 
tional representation. And it is a pity that I am alone, because 
all kinds of political and economic ideas ought to be strongly 
expressed in this House, 

And especially the Socialist Party should be more numer- 
ously represented. 


2626 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


- FEBRUARY 16, 


Whatever remarks I may make to-night, I hope it will be 
understood that I make them “with good will to all and ill will 
to none,” to use an expression of Abraham Lincoln. 

I shall not say very much about the Mellon tax bill, however. 

We have had this income tax bill up for discussion for three 
days and one night. 

NINE-TEXTHS OF PEOPLE NEED NOT FILE INCOME-TAX REPORTS. 

There is one phase of the tax bill, however, that has not been 
discussed at all. One speaker only, the gentleman from Mis- 
souri, merely mentioned the fact that just 4,800,000 persons of 
our great country are really concerned in the Mellon bill or in 
any Federal income tax bill now before the House, because only 
that number is paying the Federal income tax. 

Since nobody has spoken for the other 19,000,000 households— 
for the people who are creating the wealth of the Nation and are 
the genuine taxpayers—it is natural that I should speak for 
them. These people do not have their names on the Federal 
income returns, because they earn less than $2,000 a year, but 
they number more than four-fifths, and probably nine-tenths, of 
our population. 

They do all of the hard and useful work that is being done 
in this country. Without their work our civilization would be 
impossible and our country could not exist. But Congress does 
not lose any time on them. They pay neither income tax nor 
surtax. 

Still, they pay it all in the end. They pay all kinds of taxes. 
They pay, especially, indirect taxes whenever they buy a pair 
of shoes or even a loaf of bread. Congress, however, does not 
bother its 582 heads much about them. We are chiefly con- 
cerned with the welfare or the troubles of that tenth part of 
our population whose names appear on the Federal income-tax 
returns. 

Those are the “dear peepul ”—and only those. 

There are 4,361,455 persons, according to the official report 
based on the tax returns of 1921—that will pay an income tax. 

Of that number 83 per cent pay on incomes of less than 
$5,000. About 300 persons pay on a yearly income of more than 
$300,000 and 21 pay on a yearly income of over $1,000,000. 

What is this country coming to, gentlemen? 

There are more than 19,000,000 families in this country that 
must live on less than $2,000 a year. According to statisticians 
it takes a minimum of $1,980 for a family of five to live ever 
so modestly, considering the present prices of necessities. This 
means that about 19,000,000 families are always on the border 
of pauperism. They are in danger of starvation whenever the 
head of the family is out of work for any length of time, unless 
the wife and the minor children find employment. 

MAJORITY OF NATION INSECURD. EN OLD AGB. 

I have listened carefully to the discussion of the Mellon bill 
and I have made up my mind how to vote. But instead of bick- 
ering about lowering the surtax—if we did our duty rightly— 
we ought to consider ways and means to combat the danger 

-which is threatening the 19,000,000 and their dependents—not 
the jealousies of the 4,300,000 about an exact division of the 
Spoils. 

An old-age pension for workingmen, an efficient child labor 
law, a solution of the housing problem for the working people, 
a modification of the Volstead Act, precautions against mass 
unemployment at the next industrial crisis, and remedies against 
the pauperization of the farmers are each and every one of them 
of greater importance than the Mellon bill or any variety of it. 

Many workingmen and working women have to go to the 
poorhouse when they get to be 60 years old—after they have 
worked all of their lives—or be dependent on the charity of 
their children. Under the present circumstances the working 
people can not, as a rule, save enough for thelr old age. The 
poorhouse is very often their “haven of refuge.” We have 
crowded poorhouses everywhere, even in Wisconsin. This is 
a disgrace to our civilization. 

WE ARP SHORT A MILLION HOUSES, 

We ought, also, to take care of the housing of the working 
people, especially in the cities. I understand we are short about 
1,000,000 houses, and instead of discussing the woes of the 
individuals who have an income of more than $300,000 an- 
nually, as to whether these fine ladies and gentlemen are to 
pay 25 per cent or 50 per cent surtax, why not use some of the 
surplus to take care of the housing of the workers? 

Admittedly, this housing shortage was caused by the war, 
for which the Federal Government is responsible, not the 
States. The Federal Government ought, therefore, assist in 
solving the question. Other national governments do so, not 
only France and Belgium, but many other countries. It is 
being done in England at the present time. 


CHILD LABOR HAS INCRBASED 20 PER CENT IN THRER YEARS. 

Child labor has increased immensely since 1920. In 1920 we 
had 1,061,000 children at work. I understand that during the 
last three years that number has increased about 20 per cent, 
mainly because the child labor act has been declared uncon- 
stitutional. Oh, yes; we have won the war to make the world 
safe for democracy. 

The Volstead Act ought to be amended. It was insane and 
criminal legislation. 

All law must be based upon the habits of a people. European 
nations, of which the American people are the offspring, have 
used alcoholic beverages as a drink for thousands of years. 
These inherited habits can not change overnight. Thousands 
are killed by poison moonshine and other concoctions which 
are the deplorable result of the foolish Volstead law. Under 
that law it has become fashionable to be a lawbreaker, and rich 
and poor alike are “fashionable” in this respect. 

The Volstead law must be changed in a sensible way so as 
to take care of the many millions who are accustomed to light 
wines and beer that do not intoxicate, but who now indulge in 
alcoholic poisons that not only intoxicate but kill. 

PREPARING POR THD COMING STORM—-OF UNEMPLOYMENT. 

Another thing is even more important. We are going to 
have an industrial crisis in a few years. I can not tell ex- 
actly when the “panic” will come, but under the capitalistic 
profit system—~where we always must produce more than the 
people can buy with thelr wages—we are bound to have indus- 
trial crises—so-called “panics ”—about every 15 or 20 years. 
There was a mild “panic” in 1907, which threatened a repeti- 
tion in 1914, when the World War came and used up the 
surplus. 

The “panic” of 1921 was artificial—it was a case of “de- 
flation™ dictated by “ high finance.“ 

But within five years we shall have a real crisis. Why not 
prepare for that? This is not socialism. I am not one of those 
who believe that we can have full-fledged socialism—a coopera- 
tive commonwealth—within a year or within one generation. 
I would not want full-fledged socialism within a generation. 
We saw how Marxism worked in Russia. Nevertheless the 
next phase of civilization must be some kind of a socialist civili- 
zation if civilization is to survive. The violent Russian experi- 
ment was the result of violent Czarism, of a rotten government 
breaking down before the economic conditions were ripe for a 
change. Our rotten plutocracy—in no way more intelligent 
than the Czar's antocracy—onght to profit by the example. 

There were some strong men in Russia to take care of their 
opportunity, and they got hold of the Government and used it 
for their experiment, 

By the way, I knew Nikolai Lenin personally. Of all tha 
prominent men that I knew in the Socialist movement, Lenin 
would have been probably the last that I would have 
to do the things that he has done. I took him to be a fanatical 
and impractical theorist—a writer of books and pamphlets but 
not a man of action. Yet when opportunity offered itself Lenin 
developed wonderfully. 

Well, so was Robespierre a theorist. I gave Lenin six 
months’ time for his experiment when he took control in Novem- 
ber, 1917, but it has lasted six years, and it may last another 
8 
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CREATING 22,000,000 LANDOWNER IN RUSSIA. 


There is one side of Lenin's experiment which is not at all 
communistic—which is really anticommunistic—but where he 
has succeeded beyond his own expectation. And there his work 
will not be undone in a hurry. He learned that one thing prob- 
ably from the French Revolution. 

Lenin created a new class of owning farmers, He created 
22,000,000 owners of land in Russia, where there were less than 
2,000,000 before. In other words, he confiscated the big estates 
from the Russian nobles and the Russian capitalists and gave 
these lands for little or no money to the peasantry. And there 
is no power on earth—and England, France, and the United 
States have tried it—that can put a Czar and the old conditions 
back into Russia. Those 22,000,000 new owners of land will 
resist to the bitter end, and the gates of hell can not prevail 
against them. 

Of course, Lenin’s communism will not last; of that I am sure. 
As a matter of fact, Lenin himself had given up most of it and 
his successors will be compelled to give up the rest. But the 
former owners will never get back their property. 

The new system which will develop will undoubtedly be 
superior to the old system, which was an anomaly in the twentieth 
century. To have made a clean slate of it—that will be con- 
sidered Lenin’s great contribution to the world’s civilization. 
I am not a communist and have never agreed with Lenin, but 
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he has proved to be the greatest man of our generation, even 
though he started out to establish a giant communist common- 
wealth and has established 22,000,000 individualistic farm 
owners instead. 

THE BRITISH WAY OF DOING THINGS. 

There is one other country that is now very much in the 
eyes of the civilized world—Great Britain. 

There they have a socialist government of the type that I 
would have if the socialists could get control of this country 
at the present time. The English Labor Party has a program 
which is probably a little more radical than the immediate de- 
mands of the American socialists. For instance, the English 
Labor Party has a capital levy on its program. We do not ask 
for that this year nor next year, and I believe the English party 
will be slow to put it in force. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman explain why 
they have dropped that in their program to-day? 

Mr. BERGER. They have dropped it for two or three rea- 
sons. The first reason is that they could not carry it out, and 
that is undoubtedly a very good reason. The English Labor 
Tarty is only a minority in Parliament. The laborites have 
about 30 per cent of the seats. They have 192 members out 
of some 615. 

The second reason is that they have also learned a thing 
or two from the example of Russia. Reactionaries never 
learn, while socialists always do. In order to build well 
one can not build too fast. And they would rather take a 
hundred years to build a new commonwealth, a new economic 
system that will last, than try to do it in a hundred days and 
fail. That is really the English method. 

OUR AIM IS PRACEABLE EVOLUTION, NOT BLOODY REVOLUTION. 

Moreover, I would rather use a hundred years to bring about 
a new world, a better world, by evolution, with all the bless- 
ings of civilization, than bring it about by a bloody revolution, 
as they have in Russia, by shooting down about 30,000 men 
and women. I have not the exact figures—probably no one 
has—but I think that it was something in the neighborhood 
of that number—very few when compared with the number the 
yarious Czars killed in peace and war in any given year. And 
even that violent upheaval was only due to the fact that in 
Russia the autocracy was stupid, ignorant, and corrupt. In 
Russia the ruling class looked upon government and public 
trust as nothing but huge sources of profits and plunder. 

This is also a warning for other countries where the ruling 
class is ignorant, more or less stupid, and corrupt; where there 
is constant profiteering, based upon bribery, direct or indirect, 
by hiring ex-Cabinet members as “attorneys” for big cor- 
porations. 

In America also we shall soon have to decide the question 
whether the English or the Russian method is to be followed. 
What is it to be—a MacDonald or a MacLenin? 

A reyolution in this country would be very vicious—the 
American Legion and the Ku-Klux Klan are great schools for 
violence and mob rule. 

TO MAKE SURE OF PROPERTY RIGHTS MAKE SURE THAT BYERYBODY HAS 
PROPERTY. 

As I view the situation, our main fight, Mr. Chairman and 
gentlemen, ought to be an earnest and ceaseless fight against 
poverty. 

If you want to defend property and make sure of property 
rights—and that, gentlemen, seems to be your chief aim— 
see to it that everybody in our country gets property. 

The moment that everybody has property, property rights 
will be safe. So long, however, as only a few people have 
sufficient property, or when but a few people have the over- 
whelming share of all property, you can not guarantee its pos- 
session to the owners, even if you do pay a bonus occasionally 
to the chosen Pretorian Guard. 

That is why ancient Rome went down before a handful of 
German barbarians. That is why feudalism broke down in 
France, although Louis XVI had a heroic Swiss guard to de- 
fend him. 

In France before the French Revolution nearly one-third of 
all the land was owned by the King. Another third was owned 
by the church and the nobility. The last third only was owned 
by the 25,000,000 Frenchmen—the rest of the people. You 
know what happened. Frenchmen were bound to own France. 
They beheaded their King, many princes and more than 2,000 
nobles, one archbishop, a dozen bishops, and 700 priests, but 
when the thing was all over the 25,000,000 Frenchmen owned 
France. There are 6,000,000 peasant owners in France now. 
POVERTY IS THE MOTHER OF MISERY AND GRANDMOTHER OF REVOLUTION. 


Again I say, then, gentlemen, our main fight ought to be to 
combat poverty. Poverty is a curse. Poverty is the mother 


of ignorance, of crime, of disease. Poverty is dangerous to 
everybody but it is especially dangerous to the ruling class. 

Tax figures are of minor importance, in my opinion, when 
compared with this great social question. 

There is another important matter that we must consider— 
we must try to eradicate corruption. 

Mr. Chairman, if I were a politician—which I am not—I 
would say, “This Teapot Dome scandal is politically just 
the thing to favor the growth of the Socialist Party. These 
scandals go to show how rotten capitalist government really 
is. Our capitalistic rulers are crooks! Politics is simply a 
business with them, in which bribery and ‘pull’ are capital- 
ized at millions upon millions.” The public plunderers con- 
tribute to the election expenses of both parties and dictate 
the appointments. Especially since the Democrats are as much 
involved in it as the Republicans. Even the New York World 
conjugates the name of the leading Democratic candidate: 
“ McAdoo, McAdid, McAdone.” [Laughter.] 

If I were just a common American politician I would glory 
in these oil explosions and graft exposures. The Democrats 
were gloating when they believed that only prominent Repub- 
licans were concerned. At first some great speeches were 
made by certain Democrats. They are silent now. 

From the beginning I considered these revelations a tragedy. 
I look further. I know that the Teapot Dome affair is not an 
ordinary scandal, I suspect that there are a hundred other 
teapots boiling in the country that we have not heard of. 
Bribery is everywhere at work. The poison is infecting every 
part of our body politic—and even our big private business 
is mostly crooked. 

If we could wipe that out just by sending Mr. Fall to prison, 


or by punishing Mr. Doheny, or by locking up Mr. Sinclair, 


that would be the thing to do. 

But we can not do it. 

There are too many cases to be punished. 

During the war one hundred times as much money was stolen 
and wasted as is involved in the Teapot Dome. Why did not 
Mr. Daugherty, or why did not the Republican Party, prose- 
cute? And why did they not show up the Democratic Party, 
or rather the Woodrow Wilson administration? I will tell 
you why. There were too many prominent Republican busi- 
ness men concerned in that public plunder. 

THE TRACKS GOT TOO HOT. 


A witty Republican told me in the cloakroom: 

“Tt is like the situation out West, where I live, when a 
man went hunting bear. The hunter told how he had fol- 
lowed the bear until 4 o'clock in the afternoon and then came 
home. When asked, ‘Why did you not go farther?’ he an- 
swered: Well, to tell the truth, the tracks got too hot.“ 

It was the same story when the Republicans were hunting the 
Democratic war profiteers—the tracks got too hot; there were 
big Republican tracks. 

And now we see the same thing happening to the Democrats 
hunting Republican bear. Whenever they find they have a 
real gusher to besmirch the Republican Party it also spilis its 
contents of oil over the Democratic organization. There you 
are. 
Still more deplorable is another fact. 

America is the only country where the working class, too, has 
been reached by the general corruption. The organized workers 
also have their venal bosses, especially in the large cities. The 
virus evidently has infected the broad mass of our common 
people. That is not the case in Europe, except in France. 

WORKING CLASS IS HONEST IN EUROPE, 


The working class, as such, is honest in Great Britain, Ger- 
many, the Scandinavian countries, Holland, Switzerland, and 
the Slavic countries, including Russia. Ours is really the only 
civilized white country where leaders of the working class will 
sell out, where they often use their positions for graft, as 
has been shown in New York, Chicago, San Francisco, and other 
places. That is the greatest tragedy. For this reason: If we 
want to have a better world and a better civilization, the great 
mass of the people must remain untainted, because that is 
where a nation must rejuvenate itself. Every new society must 
come up from below, must emerge from the mass. 

Well, certain working-class leaders evidently have learned the 
crooked business from the employers, especially from the con- 
tractors, with whom they are continuously in touch. That will 
explain the condition, but not excuse it, of course. 

In Europe working-class leadership may sometimes be wrong; 
it often is wrong. It may be fanatical; it often is fanatical. 
These leaders often do things they should not; but on the 
whole they are honest. That rule holds good for the labor 
leaders of all the countries that I have mentioned. 
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All the world has the greatest respect for men like J. Ramsay 
MacDonald, Philip Snowden, Arthur Henderson, E. D. Morel, 
or Tom Shaw; and everybody who knows them esteems the 
leaders of the German working class very highly. The same 
may be said of Russian leaders. They may have been wrong 
at times, but in the main they are absolutely honest. 

This ig the case everywhere in Europe, except in France, 
where occasionally one reads of cases of corruption. 

That the moral fiber of our people has deteriorated is plainly 
shown by the questionable reaction of the common people to the 
latest revelation of bribery and corruption. 

THE UPSHOT OF THE AMBITION OF THE “ GO-GETTERS.” 

When this Teapot Dome scandal came out, what kind of con- 
versation could you overhear in the street cars and in public 
places? People would say, “ Well, all of them are thieves, of 
course, They make the big fellows divvy up.“ But why not? 
If I were there, I would do the same thing.“ 

Or you would hear: “I wish I had the chance. I would 
make them come across with more.” 

Gentlemen, this is the result of the morals of business suc- 
cess. It is the upshot of making the dollar the god of the 
country. The effect of the ambition of the “go getter,” of 
the Rotary Club, the Kiwanis, the Lions, and so forth. 

It means: Get money, my son; get it honestly if you can, but 
get it anyhow. 

On the Mellon bill both parties are playing polities. That is 
clear. 

DEMOCRATS SIX AND ONE-HALF YER CENT BETTER POLITICIANS THAN 
REPUBLICANS THIS TIME. 

The difference between the various propositions is really 
slight, except as to the amount of surtax. The original Mellon 
bill proposes 25 per cent—they have already come up to 374 
per cent—while the Democrats want 44 per cent as the maxi- 
mum figure. 

The Democrats are for the “dear peepul” this time. They 
are playing “ good politics” this time—64 per cent better poli- 
tics than the Republicans. But how many persons in the aver- 
age southern district pay any Federal income tax at all? 

Moreover, the Republicans had bad luck. ‘They had their 
“Fall” in midwinter. : 

Nevertheless the Republicans made a master stroke when 
they proposed a 25 per cent reduction on the 1923 taxes. I do 
not know who proposed it, but probably the gentleman from 
Towa [Mr. Green]. 

It will be a pleasant surprise to the American taxpayers to 
have money returned. The gentleman is evidently a states- 
man, although not according to the definition of Czar Reed. 
Czar Reed's definition of a statesman was “a successful poli- 
tician dead.” Well, the Democrats being beaten to it, ought to 
demand a reduction of 50 per cent for 1923. These 4,300,000 
Federal taxpayers would like that still better. 

We are told all of these immense sums—direct income taxes 
and the many indirect taxes—are necessary as the result of 
the war. And, therefore, I will say a few words about the 
war. 

To begin with, I am fully in accord with those of my pro- 
gressive friends who are making an honest effort to make 
those of our big patriots, who put the “pay” into the word 
“naytriot,” pay taxes. Let them pay. They made the war 
pay in war time, now let them pay for the war in peace time. 

The trouble is only that we will soon find that we can not 
get much out of them. They did not profiteer and steal in 
order to pay it back to Uncle Sam. 

HAVE NEVER RETRACTED A WORD OF WHAT I SAID ABOUT OUR PARTICIPATION 
IN THE WAR, 

As for the war itself, I was excluded from Congress be- 
cause I was opposed to the war and said so openly in speeches 
and articles. And now, gentlemen, permit me to tell you a 
great secret: I am still opposed to war and more so than ever. 

I have never retracted a word of anything I have said 
about the war and against our participation in that hellish 
conflict. I have never taken back a sentence of all the hun- 
dreds and hundreds of articles I have written in my paper 
about the war and against our participation in that war. 
It almost cost me my life. A sentence of 20 years in the peni- 
tentiary at my age is worse than a death sentence. Never- 
theless, if I had to do it over again, I would do it all over 
again as sure as my name is Victor BERGER. I would do so 
with more vim and more energy than ever, because now I know 
more positively than ever that my position was right. 

WORLD WAR WAS THE GREATEST CRIME IN HISTORY. 
I will not go into details now. I will simply state that 


everything I have predicted as a result of the war has hap- 
pened. Everything has come true and more has come true 
- than I had predicted—I am sorry to say. 


That war was the greatest crime against the white race in 
the history of the world, and our participation in that crime 
was as stupid as it was criminal—and it was brought about by 
the most thorough propaganda ever known. 

ENGLISH STATESMEN WISH NOW WE HAD NEVER ENTERED, 

But some English statesmen, who for years used every means 
that they could find to lure us into the war, say now: The 
world, and especially England, would have been much better 
off if America had stayed out. The war would have ended in 
a draw with neither side a victor. Every country would have 
gone back to work.” 

That is the English opinion to-day. They have to combat 
French militarism and French imperialism to-day, which is a 
hundred times worse and more dangerous than German mill- 
tarism and imperialism ever was. 

MANY MEMBERS IN PARLIAMENT WHO WERE IN PRISON DURING THR WAR. 


But the leaders of the England of to-day were under a cloud 
during the war. Men like Macdonald were practically fugi- 
tives in 1917 and 1918, and for some time before. Macdonald 
was defeated in 1918, and the Labor Party at that time elected 
very few members to Parliament, while to-day it has 192, 
There are 23 members in the English Parliament to-day who 
were in prison for being opposed to the war. The world has 
changed in five years, has it not? 

Thinking people the world over now agree that the war was 
a capitalistic war and an imperialistic war, and that it was 
based on a million lies. And these lies are still at work. 
The profiteers and thieves are still at work inventing patriotic 
legends to excuse and justify the horrible crime, 

All of my male relatives of military age were in the war; 
two volunteered from my table, and one of my nephews paid 
the supreme price. Neither of them enlisted, however, because 
he believed in the justice of the war; they simply enlisted be- 
cause they knew they would otherwise be drafted. 

WHAT WI GOT OUT OF THIS WAR. 


And what did we get out of the war? One hundred and 
twenty-three thousand dead; over 200,000 cripples, $40,000,- 
000,000 of costs; besides losing most of our traditions as to 
liberty and freedom. We gained 23,000 new millionaires, 
These millionaires represent the only visible asset—invisible, 
however, in many cases when the tax assessor comes around. 

But I am not going to discuss the war to-night. I will only 
say that I am proud of the fact that the socialists and the 
radicals opposed the war. 

After all, there is so little difference between the socialists 
and the progressives, and the so-called radicals of every de- 
5 that I can not understand why they do not get to- 
gether. 

SOME REASONS WHY THE SOCIALIST MOVEMENT HAS MADE SLOW HBADWAY 
IN THIS COUNTRY. 

But it is claimed that the radical movement is making slow 
progress in this country because our Constitution is so won- 
derful, because our economic conditions are so satisfactory. 
Moreover, certain professors claim that there is so much liberty 
here that no radical movement can take root. Palmer and 
Daugherty must smile when they read such stuff. 

The socialist movement made little headway so far because 
until recently we had colonial conditions in the United States. 
A handful of people came here 250 years ago, found one of the 
richest continents on the earth—and it cost them nothing ex- 
cept a few bullets with which to kill the Indians. Of course, in 
some cases these newcomers did pay a ridiculously small sum, 
as, for instance, a few gallons of whisky for Manhattan Island. 
But practically they got this big continent for nothing. 

Now, remember, gentlemen, when I say America had “ colonial 
conditions,” I mean to convey the idea that land was free and 
plentiful—some of the best land on earth. 

Moreoyer, from that time on we had a tremendous white 
immigration. We had very cheap and very efficient labor for 
the asking. For 250 years this labor came in continuously. 
You got Englishmen, Irishmen, Germans, Hollanders, Jews, 
Italians, Poles, Russians, and all the other nationalities. 
You got the most efficient and most intelligent workingmen 
and working women—raised to manhood and womanhood in 
other countries—to come here at their own expense to work 
for you at long hours and low wages—because this was doing 
better than they eould do in their own over-populated coun- 
tries. 

But the older settler could develop his business, sell land 
to the newcomer and get ahead upon the shoulders of the man 
who came later. This rule held good until lately. When I 
came to Wisconsin some 45 years ago, the northern half 
of the State had immense pine woods—a primeval forest. 
Germans and Scandinavians came there and bought the land 
very cheaply; that is, they got the cut-over land after some of 
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our wealthy American lumbermen had denuded the land—and 
made lots of money out of selling the pine—wasting four-fifths 
of the timber. They would sell the cut-over land to these 
Germans and Scandinavians on time payments and at a low 
price—and any man who was willing to work very hard clear- 
ing the stumps and making a farm—could do so. And many 
hundreds of thousands of them did so. 

If you go there now, you will find one of the foremost Com- 
monwealths in the country, unequaled in many ways by any 
other not only as to farm houses and barns but also as to 
schools, roads, cooperative creameries, and so forth. They got 
the land cheap, yet it was their labor, together with the oppor- 
tunity to labor, that did it. 

BUT COLONIAL CONDITIONS HAVE DISAPPEARED—NO MORE FRONTIER, 

But these opportunities no longer exist. You can not re- 
peat that. There is no other Wisconsin. There is no other 
Minnesota. There is not even another Iowa or Kansas, Condi- 
tions have changed. There is no “ frontier” in our country left 
any more. The chances we had 100 years ago, or eyen 40 years 
ago, to become independent are not here to-day. 

This is the reason, gentlemen, why we were so successful in 
this country. We had plenty of land and plenty of intelligent 
and efficient—yet cheap—immigrant labor. Those two elements 
were undoubtedly the corner stones of our prosperity. 

It was not on account of the sacrosanct Constitution that this 
country made such headway. I believe we would have made as 
good headway, or even better headway, if we had had no written 
Constitution. 

England has no written constitution. Anything the Parlia- 
ment does in England is constitutional. It was said that the 
English. Parliament can do anything except make a man out of 
a woman. They can make any law that can get a majority in 
Parliament. 

In our country it is different. 

OUR STATESMEN STILL THINK IN THE TERMS OF THEIR GRANDFATHERS. 

Our statesmen take a great deal of pride in telling you that 
they have inherited their ideas from their fathers and grand- 
fathers. The average Democrat is a Democrat because his 
father was a Democrat. The same with the Republicans, many 
of them. They are Republicans because their fathers were Re- 
publicans or their grandfathers. There is probably the addi- 
tional reason that their grandfathers fought in the war to pre- 
serve the Union. And, by the way, that was one of the few 
wars where they really fought to free somebody—to free a 
race—although that was not the intention when the war began. 

Otherwise both parties, or the spokesmen of both parties, use 
the same language and the same slogans that have been in use 
for 100 years or 120 years. The world has gone on, but the 
political and economic ideas of our country have stood still. 

One hundred and twenty years ago we did not have any rail- 
road, any telegraph or telephone; steam and electric power were 
unknown, not to mention automobiles, airplanes, and radios, At 
that time a corporation meant a city; but we are still using the 
terms of that time, or at least our lawmakers are. 

You can tell that by listening to the debate during the last 
three days. And with all due respect to the gentlemen of the 
House, there were really only three or four speeches made, and 
the rest of them simply repeated with more or less emphasis 
what the other gentlemen said. I do not mean to be impolite; 
I am simply stating a fact. 

Mr. KVALE. And rubbing it in. 

Mr. BERGER, Unfortunately that is true, but you will have 
a chance to rub it Into me. 

BOTH OLD PARTIES THE TOOLS OF WALL STREET, 

Well, both the Republican and the Democratic Parties are 
simply capitalistic political organizations, representing well- 
defined economic interests. The Republican Party represents 
mainly the manufacturing and banking interests of the country, 
while the Democrats represent such odds and ends as they can 
get. And both of the old parties are the tools of Wall Street 
whenever Wall Street wants to use them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, in view of the compli- 
ment that the gentleman has paid us I yield the gentleman 10 
minutes more. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BERGER. It must be pleasant for both parties to hear 
the truth for once. Moreover, it must be admitted in all candor 
that the Republican Party is usually the favorite party of Wall 
Street; on the whole it is more up to date. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa rose. 

Mr. BERGER. I will gladly yield when I am through with 
my remarks. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I was just going to ask about the 
progressives. 


Mr. BERGER. I shall reach them pretty soon. [Laughter.] 
During the war the Wall Street group of financiers dealing in 
international securities preferred the Democratic Party. You 
see, Pierpont Morgan and his crowd own the Republican Party; 
that is true. But Wilson happened to be President; and having 
a chance to use the Democratic Party also, why should they not 
use it? I think the fiscal agents of the Allies showed a great 
deal of wisdom by associating themselves with the Democratic 
Party and thus making the “ patriotism” of that time unani- 
mous. - 

WALL STREET IS BI-PARTISAN. 

Our capitalistic friends support both parties. All big corpo- 
rations pay into the funds of both parties. Nobody will deny 
that. Sinclair stated it on the stand some months ago, and the 
information did not create the slightest ripple. 

Wall Street is bi-partisan. Our oil magnates—or our trust 
magnates—will buy a Cabinet officer whether he be Democrat 
or Republican. It simply depends which party is in power. 
They will buy the son-in-law of the President and send him 
to Mexico to overawe the Mexican Government. A Roosevelt 
and a McAdoo look alike to them. 

OIL MAGNATES HIRE AND FIRÐ CABINET MEMBERS OF BOTH PARTIES, 

They will hire as many as four or five Democratic ex- 
members of the Cabinet—hire them and fire them. And they 
will hire and fire Republican Cabinet members. These states- 
men are lawyers. They want big fees. It is their life’s ambi- 
tion to be hired by the biggest corporation. And it is also 
their business to be fired, although the latter is “ bad business.” 

There is no difference between the two old parties, except 
that one crowd is in and the other crowd wants to get in. 
And they have played this game of “ins” and “outs” very 
successfully for many years. It is a sham battle, which the 
leaders recognize as such. 

MR. MANN ANSWERING A QUESTION, 

The following happened here some 13 years ago. I got to 
be on good terms with Mr. James R. Mann, a gentleman almost 
too good to be a Republican leader. But he was a Republican 
and a partisan Republican. I took a personal liking to him, 
and used to sit near him. 

After I had been in the House for some time I spoke up 
one day: “Jim, you know that I attend the sessions pretty 
regularly.” He answered, “Yes.” Then I said, “ Will you 
do me a favor and explain one thing?” He said, “I will if 
I can.” Whereupon I asked him, “ Please tell me the differ- 
ence between the Republican and Democratic Parties.” He 
looked at me seriously for a while and then said earnestly, 
“Victor, there is none.” 

And there is none. 

THE CLEAVAGE 1S WITHIN THE OLD PARTIES, NOT BETWEEN THEM, 

There are some differences within the old parties. There is 
much more difference between my friend and colleague from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Netson] and the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GREEN] than there is between that gentleman and most of 
the conservative gentleman on the Democratic side; or be- 
tween the gentleman from New York [Mr. Munis] and many 
of the venerable gentlemen on the Democratic side. 

There are serious differences within the Republican and 
within the Democratic Parties, and therefore there ought to be 
a new alignment. 


THE LITTLE TAIL TRYING TO WAG BIG TWO-HEADED ANIMAL. 


The party emblems of the two old parties are an elephant 
for the Republican Party and a donkey for the Democratic 
Party. These two animals have evidently amalgamated and 
have become one. It is a mythical animal with one body an 
two heads—one is the Republican elephant head with the big 
trunk; the other head with the long ears came from the donkey. 
But the most remarkable part is the wiggling tail—the progres- 
sive faction. [Laughter.] 

And that thin tail is trying to wag the big, fat animal. It 
is a hopeless undertaking. It can not be done—neither in the 
House nor in the Senate. All the tail can accomplish is “to 
get sore,” and thus make trouble for the animal, because the 
tail is part of its anatomy. However, whenever the animal 
moves the tail goes with it. [Laughter.] 

I would like to ask my progressive friends—and, as I say, I 
shall probably vote with them on many questions because there 
is not much difference between honest progressives and the 
socialists—except that the socialists go further in their pro- 
gram. However, as far as the progressives go at all they 
march on socialist lines. In Wisconsin—the native State of 
progressivism—they have adopted some planks of our plat- 
form, trying to do the best they can with them. But a 
progressive is naturally timid—he is afraid of being called 
a Bolshevik—and thus they have not made much headway at all 
with these sound and solid planks, There is virtually no rea- 
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son why honest progressives should stay out of the Socialist 
Party. 

Moreover, as long as they stay in the old parties they are 
not only fooling themselves, but they really form a big stum- 
bling block in the way of real progress. 


THE GREAT “ VICTORY ” OF THE PROGRESSIVES IN CHANGING THE RULER. 


It was a great “ victory,” you will remember, which we won 
about five weeks ago. After a wordy battle of three weeks, 
my illustrious friend and colleague from Wisconsin, the leader 
of the progressives [Mr. Netson], won the victory. He fought 
like a hero, and he conquered. 

The victory was won with the help of the Democrats and 
could not have been won without them. Did the Demo- 
crats help in order to help “free speech” in the House? Oh, 
no! It was a Democratic rule that had to be repealed. They 
did it in order to worry the Republicans. And what did the 
victory accomplish? With 150 Members signed to a petition a 
bill can be taken away from a committee and brought before 
the House to be voted upon. 

Just imagine! How wonderful! If 150 Members sign a peti- 
tion, the bill may be brought before the House; and if the 
House votes to take it up, then the matter can be taken up 
in the House. Great guns! Some accomplishment, I must 
admit! [Laughter.] I would not give a cheese sandwich for 
the accomplishment. How often will my progressive friends 
have the chance to take a bill away from a committee and 
bring it up here for a vote? Not unless the Democrats also 
want the bill. 

REPUBLICAN AND DEMOCRATIC PARTIES CHARACTERIZED. 


I have edited a daily paper for many years; I have written 
editorials for many years; I have studied political conditions 
and economies for many years. There is no difference in prin- 
ciple between the Republican Party and the Democratic Party. 

The Republican Party is the conservative party of capital- 
ism—ultraconservative; it is bound to lead the country into 
trouble because, unlike the Tories in England, our Republican 
Party does not know how to yield and when to yield. 

But the Democratic Party is even worse, because the Demo- 
cratic Party is reactionary. 

The Republican Party would like to keep up the capitalistic 
system as it is, and the Democratic Party, at times at least, 
would like to go back to antebellum conditions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin has again expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes 
more to the gentleman. 

Mr. BERGER. I do not know that it is worth while, after 
all. I feel that both parties are paralyzed and blinded by com- 
placency. Both old parties—whenever they do not represent 
the big capitalist interests—are identified with a middie class 
that thinks only in terms of property and can think no other 
is i THIS IS THE GEOLOGICAL PERIOD OF MR. BABBITT. 

I know that I do not convince anybody here. 

We live in the geological period of Mr. Babbitt. 

Mr. Babbitt is Congressman; Mr. Babbitt is a member of 
the Cabinet; and Mr. Babbitt is our Chief Executive, for that 
matter. Only the United States Treasury is in charge of Mr. 
Astoroilbilt. 

THE PRESENT AND ULTIMATE AIMS OF THE SOCIALIST PARTY. 


Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. BERGER. Gladly. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman please tell 
us what the Socialist Party really stands for—give us some- 
thing of an outline of the party's principles? 

Mr. BERGER. I can state them in very few sentences. 
The Socialist Party stands for the collective ownership and 
democratic management of all of the social means of pro- 
duction and distribution. 

We will start with the national ownership of the country's 
natural resources, such as mines, oil wells, forests, and so 
forth. With this must go the national ownership of the means 
of transportation and communication—railroads, telegraphs, 
telephones. Furthermore, we must carry out everywhere the 
principle of public ownership of public utilities. 

Our country has made a good start in the reserving of some 
national forests, only the start came somewhat late. 

The socialists would go further after these things have been 
accomplished, but this would do for some time. Our aim is 
finally to get hold of all of the trusts. The national ownership 
and democratic management of the trusts is the end of the 
road, as far as I can see it. 


What will happen after that I am not bothering my head 
about, because that is a pretty large program. There I have 
given it to you in a few words. - 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman please 
answer this objection that is made to the socialistic theory— 
that it really leads to autocracy, where a few will control 
and prescribe the conditions for the many. 


WE WANT SOCIALISM, NOT COMMUNISM. 


Mr. BERGER. It should not, because our aim is a social 
democracy, not communism. And as far as my experience in 
the Socialist Party goes, it is all the other way. There is too 
much democracy, so much that at times the management of the 
party has a tendency to become inefficient. 

As for autocracy, I might answer the gentleman that we could 
not easily get any more autocracy than we have to-day. To- 
day the profiteers prescribe for us how much we haye to pay for 
everything. 

The vast wealth produced annually by the people is an inex- 
haustible source of plunder, which never ceases and about 
which we have nothing to say. We are plundered from the day 
when we are born—when they sell the cradle we use—and they 
keep on fleecing us all of the time wherever we turn until we 
die. And then we are plundered when we have to buy a coffin 
from the coffin trust. 

There is autocracy for you. 

I am absolutely opposed to communism, however, which pre- 
supposes autocracy and despotism. 

Mr. BOYCE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BERGER. Certainly. 

Mr. BOYCE. You would have the state and not the people 
the supreme power? 

Mr. BERGER. It depends upon what you call the state. I 
do not want the capitalistic state supreme. The state is much 
too supreme for me now. 

Mr. BOYCE. Would the gentleman be willing to destroy the 
individualistic character of the American Government in order 
to make the state supreme? 


AMERICAN GOVERNMENT IS PATERNAL TO THE BIG CAPITALISTS—NOT 
INDIVIDUALISTIC. 


Mr. BERGER. The American Government has no indi- 
vidualistie character. It is paternal to the big capitalists. 
Thomas Jefferson wanted individualism—but Jefferson did not 
write the Constitution. Those that wrote it were capitalists 
or the attorneys of the capitalist class of that time. Our Goy- 
ernment has no individualistic character, 

Mr. BOYCE. It was so founded. 

Mr. BERGER. Not much so in the beginning and not at all 
now. The American Constitution was written by men like 
James Madison, Gouverneur Morris, and others of the same 
type. A more reactionary charter is not in existence to-day 
than our American Constitution, which was bitterly assalled 
even 130 years ago by Thomas Jefferson and his friends. 

Mr. BOYCE. The gentleman is a well-informed, enlightened 
man. 

Mr. BERGER. I thank the gentleman for his good opinion. 

Mr. BOYCE. Is he not aware that the things he suggests 
predominated in ancient Greece and had the effect to destroy 
the government? 

THERE WERE ALL SORTS OF GOVERNMENT IN GREBCE—IT WAS A COUNTRY 
OF CITY STATES, 

Mr. BERGER. Ancient Greece was made up of city repub- 
lics and had a dozen different constitutions. Aristotle, the 
Greek philosopher, in his well-known book, Politia, praised 
especially the constitutions of three cities. He praised the con- 
Stitutions of Carthage, of Crete, and the name of the third I 
do not remember. He liked the constitution of Carthage best, 
for the reason that it could be changed so readily. He disliked 
the constitutions of Sparta and Athens, because they were so 
hard to change. And he would dislike ours for the same reason. 

Socialism was neyer practiced in Greece. Socialism is a mod- 
ern theory based upon the use of machinery and the control over 
forces of nature, like steam, electricity, and so forth; unknown 


to antiquity. The ancients practiced Communism, however, in 
some instances. 
Mr. BOYCE. Is the gentleman aware that the word which 


we use so freely to-day, “idiot,” which is so well known, and 
which applies to a mental disorder, was applied to the citizenry 
of ancient Greece who did not believe in the state of Greece? 
Would you have it so here? 

Mr. BERGER. The people living in the vicinity of the 
mountain of Ida were supposed to be particularly stupid. Our 


idiots, however, are usually native and 100 per cent American. 
There was no state of Greece. There were many towns, cities, 
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and islands forming independent, semi-independent, and depend- 
ent states. There was never a state of Greece until the days of 
Alexander the Great, who conquered all of Greece. The first 
man who tried to unite all of Greece under his rule was Philip 
of Macedonia, the father of Alexander the Great. He suc- 
ceeded in defeating Athens and was admitted to the Amphicty- 
onic Council, His son, Alexander, destroyed Thebes and de- 
feated the Spartans, and was really the first man to unite all of 
Greece. 

Mr. BOYCE. The gentleman has already suggested in the 
course of his remarks or rather alluded to corruption existing 
In America. 

Mr. BERGER. I have not told one-half of what I ought to 


Bay. 

Mr. BOYCE. The gentleman stated that it is reaching down 
among the masses. 

Mr. BERGER. Les. 

Mr. BOYCE. Particularly those who undertake to control 
the masses. The men who are in charge, I believe I under- 
stood the gentleman to say. 


GREATEST MENACE TO AMERICA IS THE AUTOCRACY OF THE PLUTOCRAT. 


Mr. BERGER, Yes; the gentleman is right. Certain leaders 
of labor organizations are dangerous because they can be bribed 
and bought, But the greatest danger is the growing political 
power of corrupt wealth. The greatest menace to America is 
the autocracy of the plutoerat. 


MEMORANDA, 
A. 


Here is a list of the parliamentary bodies in which the 
Socialists are represented and the size of the socialist dele- 
gations: 

The British Labor Party has 192 members in Parliament, or 30.9 per 
cent of the total, 

German socialists hold 173 seats in the Reichstag, or 37.7 per cent. 

Austrian e have 67 members in the Reichsrat, or 40.2 per 
cent. 

Belgium, 68 AE or 36.6 per cent. 

Denmark, 48, or 32 per cent. 

Esthonia, 20, or 20 per cent. 

France, 50, or 8.6 per cent. 

Finland, 53, or 26.5 per cent, á 

Italy, 41, or 7.7 per cent. 

Flungary, 25, or 10.2 per cent. 

Holland, 20, or 20 per cent, 

Latvia, 37, or 87 per cent. 

Lithuania, 11, or 15.1 per cent. 

Norway, 8, or 5.3 per cent. 

Poland, 41, or 9.9 per cent. 

Rumania, 1. 

Sweden, 93, or 40.4 per cent. 

Switzerland, 43, or 21.7 per cent. 

Czechoslovakia, 82, or 28 per cent. 

Yugoslavia, 3, or 1 per cent. 

B. 


The following is the official report as to the income-tax 
figures; it is taken from the committee’s report: 


Estimated individual income upon the base of 1921 returns. 


Number paying tax 
Income-tax brackets : in each bracket. 
UG 85,000 ais a esr ene scene 3, 589, 985 
$5,000 to S310000; 2 TTT ee acces de 525, 606 


Number paying tax 
in — bracket. 


300.000 to 8 
Over 581,000,000 


4. 361, 851 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin has again expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Lowrey]. 

Mr. LOWREY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I can hardly 
begin in 10 minutes to say what I have prepared. I used to 
have a distinguished old friend in Chicago—I have had a good 
many distinguished friends, for that matter, but not a great 
many of them hailing from Chicago. But this old gentleman 
by reason of his long residence in the Windy City had a good 
opportunity to study along a certain line, and so he went onto 


the lyceum platform with a lecture on fools, and he RE, 
his admission tickets in this way: “Lecture on Fools. Admit 


one.” [Laughter.] 

Now, I should be willing to admit a good many more Members 
to the House than are here to-night. I should have been will- 
ing to admit all of them, from the majority leader up to the 
minority leader, I believe; and I think I can hardly be ex- 
pected to confine myself to the subject of this debate and dis- 
cuss the Mellon plan, with all of its propaganda and agitation, 
and still steer entirely clear of the subject of my old friend’s 
lyceum lecture. I may trespass upon his subject a little. 

Some of you remember the old rhyme— 


Of fools the world has such a store 
That he who would not meet an ass 

Must stay at home and bolt his door 
And break his looking-glass. 


[Laughter.] 

A lawyer down in the eighth congressional district of Mis- 
sissippi, the district represented by my friend Mr. COLLIER, 
lost his mind. Now, that is a catastrophe that can not pos- 
sibly happen to some of the lawyers in that district. But this 
one had a mind and lost it, and came up into the fourth dis- 
trict, which is represented by my friend Mr. Bussy, looking 
around for some congenial association, and he said to a citizen 
of the fourth district, pathetically, “ My friend, I have lost my 
mind. I am crazy.” The citizen said, You are? I am sorry 
for you, my friend. Where are you from and what do you do?” 
“I am from Jackson,” replied the unfortunate, “and I try to 
make an honest living practicing law.” “ Well, my friend,” 
said the citizen, “If you have been trying a thing of that sort 
you are not crazy; you are just an ordinary darn fool.” 
[Laughter.] 

Now, I regret to expose the weakness of a kind-hearted col- 
league, but my good friend from Texas [Mr. Garner] has 
shown a grade of intelligence that is scarcely above the intelli- 
gence of Editor Bok. Mr. Bok was so fond and foolish as to 
suppose that he had a legal right, if not a moral right, to 
encourage the American people to think on the question of 
world peace and the rehabilitation of Europe and express 
their thoughts on that subject. The gentleman from Texas has 
presumed that he may with impunity lead the people to think 
and to speak out on the question of the kind and the amount 
of taxation under which they are to be placed, a question on 
which our Revolutionary fathers once dared to think in spite 
of high officials. 

Why does not the bold Texan have prudence enough to quit 
when the horn blows, and to step over on the side where the 
propaganda is full and free and financially supported? In 
proof of this last phrase, let me show you four full pages of 
advertisements on the Mellon plan that appeared in one issue 
of one paper in Cleveland, Ohio. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 
suggestion right there? 

Mr. LOWREY. Yes. 

Mr. LOZIER. I wrote to the publisher of that paper and 
asked him what his rates were for advertisements for a page 
I have his answer, in which he said it was $640. It cost 
about $2,500. Who paid for it? 

Mr. LOWREY. Mr. Chairman, in the beginning of this 
Government there were two theories put forward. One was 
that the national existence could best be safeguarded by 
making the Federal Government a partner of big business. 
“We are in a very bad way, financially,” reasoned Alexander 
Hamilton, “and we must haye money if we are to establish 
ourselves among the nations of the world. Certain men among 
us do have money, and if we can ally their interests so closely 
with the interests of the Government as to force them to 
support the Government in self protection, then we shall be 
strong.” But Thomas Jefferson reasoned: “ This Government 
is nothing if it does not seek first the interest of the average 
citizen, and if it does not have its chief support in the affections 
of its people rather than in the pocketbooks of its plutocrats.” 
Up to this day these two theories have been in conflict, our 
friend, the socialist, to the contrary notwithstanding. 

Twelve years ago Woodrow Wilson declared that the record 
ot the Republican Party in control of the Government has 
been a record of pandering to the selfish interests of big 
business. He rededicated his party to the principles of Jef- 
ferson. 

The record of the Republican Party during the last three 

since its return to power indicates that Wilson was 
right. For eight years the Democrats were in control of 
the executive branch of the Government, and for six of those 
eight years they had a responsible majority in Congress. 


During those eight years the Republican Party constituted the 
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opposition, whose duty it was to keep watch lest the party 
in power should give itself over to corruption and betray 


the best interests of the people. Finally, by combining those 
dissatisfied elements which inevitably come out of periods of 
great national stress, the Republicans came back into power. 
Now for three years they have been in power. 

During their eight years of responsible minorityship and 
their three years of responsible majorityship, with all their 
hue and ery, they have failed to uncover any really corrupt 
betrayal of the best interests of the people by the Democratic 
administration which guided this country from 1913 to 1921. 
And so they have had to resort to the assertion that Woodrow 
Wilson and his aids, though honest, were mistaken. 

I rose, Mr. Chairman, not to dwell on the corruption of 
any administration. Corruption in administration is bad 
enough, but that does not threaten irreparably our national 
welfare. That can be found out and exposed and punished, 
because at heart the people are honest, and if there be any 
in high position that are dishonest, they can not, for policy’s 
sake, defend their fellows who haye been uncovered in iniquity. 

But misgovernment may be under the law as well as against 
the law. The law itself may be made the embodiment of evil 
and the instrument of injustice, 

The Republican Party, as we have indicated, is founded on 
the principle that the masses of the people can best be served 
indirectly through the classes. This doctrine of indirect bene- 
fit to the multitudes is one of the strangest things in all 
political philosophy, and one of the oldest. It is the original 
ee by which the oppressor sought to justify his oppres- 
sion, 

We are told, for instance, that the wage earner and the 
salaried man can best be benefited by our enacting tariff 
laws which will enable the manufacturer to charge higher 
prices for the things they must buy, and, charging higher 
prices, in turn to pay higher wages. 

Curious doctrine that. We will take more money away from 
you in order to be able to pay you more money, but, of course, 
we keep our share as it passes through. And this other thing 
they will tell us—by adding tax to you and taking tax away 
from us we will be able to pay you more money with which to 
pay youf tax. In other words, let us pay our taxes indirectly 
through you and neither of us will feel it as much. We will not, 
at any rate. 

These men are blind, Mr. Chairman. The indirection is in 
the other direction. By guaranteeing prosperity to the average 
man we guarantee it to the man above, for the man above is 
dependent on the average man, not the reverse. 

Let us examine this Mellon bill. The Constitution, which we 
all so anxiously protect, plainly provides that— 


The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties, im- 
posts, and excises to pay debts and provide for the common defense and 
general welfare of the United States, etc. 


It says nothing about the duty of Congress to frame its reve- 
nue measures at the direction of the Executive. In truth, that 
is the chief thing it does not say. That is the thing against 
which the Anglo-Saxon people have rebelled repeatedly. So 
long as a representative assembly holds the purse strings of 
the Nation the people are safe. Once a representative assembly 
relaxes its hold on those purse strings in favor of the Executive, 
the people and their best interests are in jeopardy. That has 
been demonstrated over and over from the time of Henry VII 
to the time of Andrew Mellon. 

I do not object to the principle of placing a great business 
man in a great business position in the executive branch of 
the Government, so long as we can find great business men who 
will endeavor faithfully to carry out the will of the people as 
expressed through the Congress. Thomas Jefferson did that, 
and called one of the greatest business men this country has 
seen to be his Secretary of the Treasury; but Albert Gallatin 
recognized that it was his task to execute the dictates of Con- 
gress, not to dictate to Congress. 

No matter how honest a man of great wealth may be, and 
many of them are honest, it is exceedingly difficult for such a 
man to understand humanity and its needs. It is perfectly 
natural, it is almost inevitable, that he shall become a disciple 
of the indirect doctrine of government. To him the interest 
of his own class becomes paramount. The best interests of 
the Nation, and hence the best interests of the common man, 
become dependent on the best interests of his class. Unless 
we prosper, he reasons, there can be no real prosperity, and 
hence the best thing to do is to contribute directly to our pros- 
peer: and prosperity will through us come indirectly to every- 


y. 
And so we come to Mr. Mellon’s frank assertion that the 
best way to reduce taxes is to reduce at the top; that his con- 


cern is chiefly with those who pay high surtaxes. His whole 
course of thought has been directed by his point of view. 

There are two questions here, The first is one of abstract 
fairness to the individual who is taxed. The second, one of 
best results from the standpoint of the whole community. 

As for the first, it is probable that no tax has ever been 
levied which seemed perfectly fair in all its aspects to the 
individual who paid it. Smith thinks that as compared with 
Jones he pays more than his due, and Jones thinks that he 
himself is the one who pays too much. Two per cent as under 
the proposed Democratic measure, or 3 per cent as under the 
Mellon measure, or 4 per cent as under the present measure, 
is too much to exact from a man who is already paying 
directly or indirectly to tax purposes $1 out of every $7 he 
spends, when he has a total income of less than $5,000, if 
there is any way out of it. And 50 per cent as under the 
present law, or 44 per cent as under the Garner measure, or 
25 per cent as under the Mellon measure is too much to exact 
from a man who has an income of $200,000, if there is any 
way out of it. But there is no way out of it. We have the 
national burden, and it has to be carried. It is simply a ques- 
tion as to how it can most equitably be distributed. 

I submit that it is less burden for a man who has an income 
of $200,000 to pay half of it as tax than for a man who has an 
income of less than $5,000 to pay 4 per cent as tax. To say 
the least, there are few of us who would hesitate between 
the incomes, with their respective burdens, if a choice were 
offered us. I submit further—and if this be socialism, make 
the most of it—that the man who has an income of $5,000 gen- 
erally earns it by the direct expenditure of his own energy 
and by an actual personal contribution of its equivalent to 
society, while the man who has the great income less often 
comes into it as a reward for his actual personal contribution. 
Fortune, society, and government, through the very nature of 
things, are allied with the man of large means, and it often seems 
that they are allied against the man of small means. If we must 
have taxation, that taxation ought in some measure to equalize 
this inevitable condition. Even Secretary Mellon confesses 
that when he proposes 3 per cent on the small income as 
against 25 per cent on the large income. 

The question then is simply one as to what rates will give 
the best results to the whole community. 

Here Secretary Mellon throws emphasis on what he asserts 
is the dwindling of large taxable incomes. He says that these 
taxable incomes have been forced into tax-exempt securities. 
From the propaganda that bas been reaching some of us on 
this point it is evident that more recently such incomes have 
been diverted into lobbying funds. I doubt whether ever in 
our history such a concerted effort has been made by the great 
interests of the country to mislead the people and the Con- 
gress and to magnify a thing that on close examination shrink 
into insignificance. There are certain facts about tax-exempt 
securities that are obvious to anybody who takes the trouble 
to note them. 

The first of these is that the sum total of tax-exempt securi- 
ties in the country now seems pretty well stabilized. Durin 
the war and immediately thereafter we had a great flood o 
such securities. Now we are retrenching everywhere—in Na- 
tional, State, and municipal governments, 

As rapidly as possible we will pay off and take up these se- 
curities. Nothing but another great war could cause any large 
increase in them. And the money which is now invested in 
them can not be taken out. If persons now holding such securi- 
ties are induced by any means to sell them, other persons must 
buy them, and the amount of money tied up in nontaxable paper 
and thereby held out of private industry is not changed. Mr. 
Mellon seeks to make it appear that by a simple twist of the 
wrist Congress can take all this investment which is now 
escaping taxation and turn it into taxable industry. I think 
it would be a reflection on Mr. Melion’s proven intelligence to 
say that he really believes such a thing possible. 

Again, Mr. Mellon seeks to make the impression that a rich 
man seeking to escape taxation simply has to call his broker 
and tax-exempt securities issued for his especial benefit will 
be forthcoming. That, as I have just shown, is not true. Tax- 
exempt investments can not be had for the asking, but only as 
our various governments issue them, and the sum total of 
them does not seem now to be on the increase. 

There is another proposition which is obvious. Tax-exempt 
securities go on the market in competition with taxable se- 
curities, and they form. only about one-tenth of the total 
security investment of the country. In competition of this 


sort they are forced to absorb value to account for their ex- 
emption. Having an investment to make, and seeking a given 
income, if the bond I am about to buy is taxable I pay only 
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99 for it; if it is nontaxable, I pay 101 for it. Competition 
forces me to do that. Hence, the tax exemption does not 
amount to so much after all, and the administration has given 
us a second tempest in a teapot. 

The gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Orr! said some 
things along this line Thursday which I presume to quote: 


Every week since the ist day of January there has been over 
$100,000,000 of new capital put into the corporations of the country. 
That is at the rate of $6,000,000.000 a year in new capital. And yet 
they say we must let the rich off from paying these higher surtaxes 
so that they will have money to lend these institutions in order that 
they may run their business. 

Now, my friends, I do not see how any man can take any stock in 
that sert of an argument, because it can not be true, and it is im- 
possible for it to be true. 

They talked the other day about tax-exempt securities. They jumped 
us up here and we licked them, and that thing is dead for all time to 
come. It never should have been brought here, and will never be 
brought here any more. But you take a $10,000,000 investment in 5 
per cent tax-exempt securities; that is $500,000 a year; then you take 
a $10,000,000 investment in Steel Corporation stock or in stock that 
pays 10 per cent; that is $1,000,000, and the surtax on that is $470,000. 

You make $30,000 by haying your money invested in the 10 per cent 
corporation stock, as compared with a 5 per cent tax-exempt security, 
and that is on a $10,000,000 investment. It is more favorable to the 
stocks the lower down you go. Therefore, when they come here and 
tell the people of this country and tell this House that they can not 
get money in competition with tax-exempt securities they are telling 
you something that if they would study the question they would know 
was not true, and especially does that apply when you say it is neces- 
sary to reduce the surtaxes. f 


President Coolidge calls attention to the breakdown in large 
incomes as reported by the Treasury Department. He is greatly 
disturbed because 206 men paid tax on incomes of more than 
a million dollars in 1916 and only 21 paid such tax in 1921. He 
is afraid that this presages national disaster. The only way he 
ean account for this situation is by presuming that these in- 
comes have taken refuge in tax-exempt securities. But the 
President made that speech on Tuesday night. Perhaps he 
knows better now, if he has troubled himself to read Senator 
RALston’s great speech in the Senate on Wednesday, as I hope 
he has. It may pay the President to follow anything the 
Senator has to say these days rather closely. Among other 
things, the Senator shows rather conclusively that large in- 
comes have not sought tax-exempt refuge to the extent that 
those who have these large incomes and those who serve them 
would have us believe. I quote the following from the Senator: 


If these statements were well founded they would indeed be serious, 
but they do not seem to be supported by the Secretary’s figures. The 
figures show that in 1920 (Report, p. 382) with total net income re- 
turned of $23,735,629,183 the deduction on account of tax-exempt bonds 
was only $61,549,572, or about one-fourth of 1 per cent of the incomes. 
But in 1921 the exemption on this account dropped to $46,994,406 
(Statistics of Income, p. 41). A decrease in one year of $14,555,162, 
or almost one-fourth of the total similar exemption in 1920, on account 
of tax-exempt bonds, can not be seriously considered as indicating 
any growing peril to national revenues or any alarming tendency of 
large income-tax payers to flee to tax-exempt bonds for refuge. 

At page 5 of his report the Secretary calls attention to tax-exempt 
bonds in decedents’ estates, and says: 

“These cases are remarkable for the way they show how men noted 
for their business ability and initiative have withdrawn their capital 
from productive business and placed it in municipal and other tax-free 
bonds.” 

Now, what is shown by the figures as to these decedents’ estates, 
which will be found at page 28 of the Statistics of Income? They 
show that 12,203 decedents, whose estates were valucd at $2,879,372,- 
168, had $220,668,586 of tax-exempt or partially tax-exempt bonds. 
In other words, tax-exempt bonds constituted less than 8 per cent of 
these estates. But the figures also show that these same estates had 
$207,206,795 of taxable bonds and $968,434,511 of capital stock of 
private corporations. On what basis can it be said that these figures 
show that these decedents had “ withdrawn their capital from pro- 
ductive business and placed it in municipal and other tax-free bonds”? 
In reality a comparison of the percentage of estates in various forms of 
investments shows a similarity in all classes that is very striking and 
that completely negatives the Secretary's proposition. 


Somehow I do not find myself able to become greatly excited 
about the breaking up of these huge incomes. On the whole 
I regard it as a good sign. I am more concerned by the break- 
down in small incomes, as shown by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury’s report. It seems that 360,000 persons who had taxable in- 
comes of less than $5,000 in 1920 did not have taxable incomes 


at all in 1921, This seems to me to be a serious situation, unless 
the Secretary and the President can explain that they, too, hid 
their wealth in tax-exempt securities. 

Before closing this argument let me refer briefly to one other 
matter discussed in the President’s Lincoln’s Birthday speech. 
He says, wisely: 


The necessary observance of these principles requires, at the present 
time, that a large amount of attention should be given to agriculture, 
This is an interest on which it is estimated that more than 40,000,000 
of our people are directly or indirectly dependent. It represents an 
investment several times as large as that of all the railroads of the 
country. It has an aggregate production of over $8,000,000,000 each 
year, Yet with all these vast resources of production and consumption, 
and the, vast purchasing power for the products of the farm, which 
is represented by the prosperity of our industry and commerce, with 
here and there an exception, agriculture as a whole languishes. 


And again: 


When there is a difficulty which affects so large a population, so large 
an area, and so important an interest as that of agriculture, it is dis- 
tinctly a national question. It scarcely needs to be pointed out that 
agriculture is of vital importance to our country. It is the primary 
source of sustenance, enterprise, industry, and wealth. Everyone ought 
to know that it is basic and fundamental. Without a healthy, pro- 
ductive, and prosperous agriculture there can be no real national pros- 
perity, It is perfectly obvious that there is something radically wrong 
when agriculture is found in its present state of depression at a time 
when manufacturing, transportation, and commerce are on the whole in 
a remarkable state of prosperity. 


And still again— 


Most of all, the farmer suffers from the effect of this high price level. 
In what he buys he meets domestic costs of high taxes and the high 


price level. In what he sells he meets world competition with a low 
price level, 
And finally— 


What I am most anxious to impress upon the prosperous part of our 
country is the utmost necessity that they should be willing to make 
sacrifices for the assistance of the unsuccessful part. 


I confess that all this is entirely beyond my comprehension. 
Our President is called a silent man. He must also be a man 
void of any sense of humor and incapable of appreciating the 
ridiculous. Otherwise how could he say these things with a 
straight face and still lead or, rather, follow his party in their 
policies, as shown by this tax bill and by the still worse in- 
iquity of the Fordney-McCumber tariff? 

The plain truth of the matter, Mr. Chairman, is that the 
Republican Party is serving its old master. It is owned lock, 
stock, and barrel by big business. That part of it which is 
corruptible big business has not scrupled to corrupt. Ends 
which can not be reached through direct corruption—and this 
House as a whole is personally incorruptible—have been sought 
indirectly. This Mellon measure is not a measure to relieve 
the people or to encourage legitimate business. Under a great 
“indirect benefit” smoke screen, financed by the lords and 
masters of the Republican Party, who have held back at 
nothing, from buying newspapers to buying public officials, 
they have sought to influence and intimidate this Congress by 
every means known to the game. Their deliberate intent has 
been to load the burden on the fellow lower down. They will 
do well to remember that one may fool all the people part of 
the time, and part of the people all of the time, but not all of 
the people all of the time. And they will do well to accom- 
plish what they can while they may, for verily their days are 
numbered. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 12 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr, Unprerwoop]. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 
for 12 minutes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, I have been listening to arguments here for days. The 
arguments have been sharp, pointed, and illuminating. As I 
listened this thought came—how time-old and historical the 
tax problem is. It has always been burdensome. It bore 
down upon the parents of the Savior when they had to make 
the annual journey by the motor power of a mule to pay their 
taxes; it bore heavily in the days of the Revolution; and, gen- 
tlemen, it bears heavily to-day. 


Society and government can not stand without taxation. We 


have greater privileges to-day, therefore greater taxes; but, 
gentlemen, I say that it is the grave duty of this Congress to 
advance a plan of relief which will equalize taxes as far as 
possible, Atlas, with the world on his shoulde:s, had a burden 
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light as air in comparison with some of the unjust taxes the 
small taxpayer shoulders to-day. 

It has been quite interesting to me, and I suppose to many 
other Members, to listen to the arguments for and against the 
Mellon plan; likewise the Garner or substitute plan. I have 
carefully studied both plans. Taxes are paid by all of us 
alike, both Democrats and Republicans. We must all bear our 
share of the expense and burden of our Government. 

It is not a question whether the Members of this House are 
in favor of tax reduction. I believe everyone here is willing 
to reduce taxes as much as possible. The question is, which 
class of taxpayers shall receive the greatest reduction? 

I am going to vote against the Mellon plan of personal income 
tax and vote for the Garner plan. These are my reasons: The 
last Congress reduced the taxes on big incomes from 65 per cent 
to 50 per cent. Mellon now proposes to reduce it to 25 per cent, 
The last Congress also reduced their taxes $500,000,000. The 
Mellon rates on personal income would give a reduction of 50 
per cent in the taxes on big incomes and a 25 per cent reduction 
in the taxes on small incomes. If we are legislating for all 
classes, why not balance the scales and give a little relief on 
the side of the small fellow? The Democratic or Garner rates 
on personal incomes will do this. They will relieve millions of 
small income-tax payers who are now compelled to make returns 
but pay no taxes from making returns. They will relieve mil- 
lions of small income-tax payers from paying taxes. 

The so-called small income-tax payer received very little relief 
from the last Congress. I believe that this Congress should 
relieve the small taxpayer—the farmer, merchant, and laboring 
man—who is now overburdened not only with the Income tax 
but with state, county, and municipal taxes. Gentlemen, my 
plea is for fair relief to all, and it can be done. It must be 
done. I favor tax reduction, but I am not willing to reduce the 
taxes of those having big incomes to the extent proposed by 
Mellon. There is no question but that the Garner plan brings 
relief to a greater number of taxpayers than the so-called 
Mellon plan. I do not believe it was the purpose of those who 
drafted our income tax law to place the hand of the tax- 
gatherer into the pockets of the small home owner and wage 
earners of this country. Why hamper the man “whose brow 
is wet with honest sweat, who earns whateler he can”? He 
needs all his small income to clothe, educate, and support his 
family. 

I believe that the taxes on personal incomes should be in- 
creasingly heavy as the income increases in amount, The man 
who has a personal income of $100,000 to $5,000,000 a year can 
pay a heavier income tax more easily than the one who makes 
less. Under the Mellon plan the big taxpayer would get the 
“melon,” while the small taxpayer would receive the “ rind.” 

In 1921 there were 6,662,176 income-tax payers in the United 
States who made income-tax returns; 6,652,833 of these tax- 
payers will receive a greater reduction in their taxes under 
the Democratic plan than under the Mellon plan, while on the 
other hand only 9,343 wealthy income-tax payers will receive 
a big reduction in their taxes under the Mellon plan. Mellon 
proposes to relieve 21 big income-tax payers to the extent of 
$11,500,000 per annum. He will save about $1,000,000 in his 
income tax per annum under his bill. 

In the State of Ohio in the same year there were 367,096 per- 
sons who made Federal income-tax returns; 366,657 of these 
taxpayers will receive a greater reduction in their taxes under 
the Garner plan than under the Mellon plan, while 439 wealthy 
Federal income-tax payers of my State will receive a greater re- 
duction under the Mellon plan than under the Democratic or 
Garner plan. Every person in my State and district, be he 
Democrat or Republican, whose income is $55,000 or less will be 
benefited more under the Democratic rates. These figures prove 
beyond the shadow of a doubt which plan will benefit the great- 
est number of taxpayers. 

The Mellon plan does not change the existing law as to ex- 
emptions. In the case of a single person the exemption Is 
$1,000, as under the present law; in the case of a married per- 
son or the head of a family, the exemption is the same, as pro- 
vided by present law—$2,000—unless the net income is under 
$5,000. In such case the exemption for the head of a family, 
or married person living with husband or wife, is $2,500. 

The Democratic or Garner plan carries a provision for per- 
sonal exemption in the case of a single person of $2,000, instead 
of $1,000, as provided by the Mellon plan. In the case of the 
head of the family or married person the personal exemption is 
$3,000, instead of $2,000, if the income is over $5,000, and $2,500 
if the income is under $5,000. The exemption of $400 for each 
dependent remains the same under both plans, as now provided 
by existing law. 

The Mellon plan proposes to reduce the normal tax of 4 
per cent on the first $4,000 of net income to 8 per cent. Also, 


it provides that the normal tax on incomes over $4,000 shall 
be reduced from 8 per cent to 6 per cent. 

The Democratic or Garner plan proposes to reduce the 
normal tax of 4 per cent on the first $4,000 of net income to 
2 per cent on the first $5,000 of net income, and that the normal 
tax on incomes over $5,000 and not in excess of $8,000 shall 
be reduced from 8 per cent to 4 per cent, and that the normal 
tax on all incomes over $8,000 shall be reduced to 6 per cent. 

Under the present law the surtax begins on ‘all incomes in 
excess of $6,000 and on all incomes in excess of $10,000 under 
the Mellon plan, while under the Democratic or Garner plan 
the surtax begins on all incomes in excess of $12,000. 

Mellon says the millionaires are dodging their taxes. He 
says they will not pay a high surtax on their large incomes; 
that we should reduce surtax rates on incomes over $100,000 
from 50 per cent to 25 per cent, then they will be honest and 
Settle up. If the tax-dodging millionaires will not pay a 50 
per cent surtax, would it make them honest or help their con- 
sciences to reduce their taxes one-half, or to 25 per cent? If 
they are now evading their taxes, we should stop up the loop- 
holes and put teeth in our income laws. They should obey 
the law the same as any other man. Another reason given by 
Mellon for the big reduction is that the eapitalists need the 
money for new enterprises. If this is a good reason, why not’ 
grant the same relief to the farmer and small business man? 
I have carefully studied the reasons advanced by Mellon for 
the big reduction in the surtax rate on large incomes but do 
not believe they are just or fair. I do aot believe there is any 
easy or logical means of passing on to the public taxes which 
eur Government collects upon personal income, 

The huge fortunes which haye been made and are being 
created in this country are made possible by our tremendous 
natural resourees with which God Almighty endowed the land, 
Those resources have been exploited and have piled up many 
great fortunes that to a large extent do not represent so much 
erentive genius as the ability to translate natural wealth into 
money. Wealth is necessary to conduct and maintain our busi- 
ness structure, but I believe that the big fortunes, which were 
made possible by the exploitation of the natural resources of 
the American people, ought to pay a generous share for the 
conduct of the Government, which makes them possible and 
which keeps them in existence. 

The big business interests and the war-made millionaires 
want more than a reduction of their taxes. They know that the 
World War placed a tax burden on this country that it will 
take a generation to pay. In time of war we conscript the 
youth of our land. I do not believe that property is more 
sacred than blood. If necessary, we should conscript wealth 
to help pay our country’s debts. Wealth paid smaller taxes in 
this country during the war than it did in any other country 
under the sun. The rich are now endeavoring to shift the 
burden of our war debt almost entirely to the backs of the 
people. Unless we stop it, big business will not rest until the 
common people are forced to pay every penny of the cost of the 
war. I am going to vote for an increase in the estate-tax rates 
and the institution of a gift tax to make those rates effective, 
as I believe all fortunes over $50,000, many of them amounting 
to millions of dollars, should pay a generous share for the con- 
duct of our Government. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, you can not deceive the Ameri- 
can people. You can not deceive the ex-service man. The 
Mellon bill would sandbag adjusted compensation and untax the 
rich. This agitation for lowering surtaxes to 25 per cent comes 
from the same old crowd of war profiteers and peace profiteers 
who made billions in profits while the mothers and fathers of 
the land “ gave until it hurt” and the common sons of common 
men gave their lives and their service in the camps and on the 
battle field. These great fortunes were protected by our noble 
boys, who bared their breasts to the bullets of the enemy and 
slept in the vermin-infested trenches in France. 

It is from the same old crowd who were active in having the 
Government adjust the compensation of the railroads to the 
tune of $764,271,000. They were again overjoyed when the war 
contractors received adjusted compensation to the extent of 
$700,000,000. 

The same selfish interests threaten the welfare of this Repub- 
lic in the widespread propaganda by the big wealth of this 
country attempting to coerce, browbeat, and intimidate thig 
Congress into passing the Mellon bill. Wall Street and the 
moneyed interests of this country have spent thousands of dol- 
lars in propaganda, in sending cireular letters to Members of 
Congress, for pages of paid advertising carried in the big news- 
papers, trying to pass the Mellon bill without the -slightest 
change. It has been estimated that the postage alone to carry 
on the poll made by the Literary Digest cost over $400,000. 
Who furnished this money? It was not the small income-tax 
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payer, who receives little relief under the Mellon bill. I am 
sure the great majority of the people have not read one page 
of the 242 pages of the so-called Mellon plan, but by such 
propaganda as I have mentioned the idea was carried to the 
people that the Mellon plan meant tax reduction, and as a 
drowning man grasps at a straw so the now overburdened tax- 
payers grasped at the Mellon plan without investigating its 
provisions. The good people back home not only want com- 
mon honesty in Government but they also desire tax reduction 
that will be fair to all taxpayers. 

I am going to vote for the reduction or removal of the war, 
excise, or nuisance taxes on automobiles, tires, tubes, and 
accessories. The automobile is a necessity, but it is overtaxed 
to-day. In Ohio we have 1,074,000 automobile owners who 
would benefit by the reduction or the removal of this tax. 
They are now paying three taxes: First, the Federal tax; 
second, a State license tax; and, third, a personal property 
tax. It is time they were given some relief. No relief is 
given in the Mellon bill to the 15,000,000 automobile owners of 
America. We can not give relief to the heavy local taxes 
which the people dre bearing, but we can relieve 90 per cent 
of the people of our country by repealing or reducing many of 
the war, excise, and nuisance taxes. I trust we can do this. 

The people want relief from the high cost of living. A revision 
of the high and unfair freight rates by this Congress would 
help the people of my district and the entire country more than 
a reduction of their Federal income taxes. The consumers of 
the country want relief and a lower cost of the necessities of 
life. I will haye more to say on these questions at a later date. 

Gentlemen, I trust that by proper amendments offered on the 
floor of this House the people of this country will be given 
honest, equitable, and fair tax reduction. I trust that we can 
pass a tax bill that will avoid the extreme views of any class. 
I favor a reduction in the ‘axes of those of small incomes to the 
lowest possible point. I oppose a big reduction in the taxes on 
large personal incomes. 

The people are earnestiy demanding and appealing for lower 
taxes and for further efforts toward a more simple, honest, and 
economical administration of our Government. I shall ear- 
nestly try to perform my duty to the people. I have tried at 
all times to square my vote with my conscience and my best 
judgment, A congressional honor and mantle becomes one of 
dishonor and shame when purchased at the price of the sacri- 
fice and surrender of independent political thought and manly 
self-respect. I do not oppose the wealth of our country. It is 
necessary to conduct and maintain our business structure. I 
would not destroy the incentive to accumulate, but wealth must 
bear its share of the cost and expense of our Government. It 
should not ask special privilege at our hands. I do hope that 
when we finish considering this tax bill that this Congress 
may say to the country that substantial relief has been given 
to all classes of taxpayers and that our act will stand the 
test of analysis, the test of honesty, the test of equality, and 
that it will do justice to all taxpayers. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker pro tem- 
pore haying resumed the chair, Mr. Granas of Illinois, Chair- 
man of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union, reported that that committee had had under con- 
sideration the bill H. R. 6715, and had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

HOUR OF MEETING MONDAY. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that when the House adjourns to-day it adjourn to meet 
at 11 clock Monday next. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, I read a statement in the paper made by the majority 
leader to the effect that unless the debate stopped we would 
have to have night sessions. I was wondering why that state- 
Ment was given out, because it seems to me the talk is about 
equally divided. Can the chairman of the committee tell us 
when this debate will close? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman repeat who made 
such a statement? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
made any such statement. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. I think that statement was al- 
leged to have been made before the House agreed on the 
rule to close debate Monday afternoon at 4 o'clock. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. That was my impression, Mr. 
Speaker, and I withdraw my objection. 


The majority leader. 
I do not think the majority leader 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Iowa 
asks unanimous consent that when the House adjourns to-day 
it adjourn to meet at 11 o’clock Monday next. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 


ADJOURNMENT. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 10 o'clock 
and 9 minutes p. m.), under the order heretofore made, the 
House adjourned until Monday, February 18, 1924, at 11 o’clock 
a. m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

362. Letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a list of 
leases granted by the Secretary of War under authority of the 
act of July 28, 1892, during the calendar year 1923; to the 
Committee on Expenditures in the War Department, 

363. Communication from the President of the United States, 
transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation for the 
Department of the Interior for the fiscal year 1924, pertaining 
to the Indian Service, amounting to $300,000; to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

864. Communication from the President of the United States, 
transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation for the 
District of Columbia for the employment of special legal serv- 
ices for the Public Utilities Commission for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1924, $4,500; to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Pensions 
was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 4874) 
granting a pension to Mary L. Bender, and the same was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 7030) providing that time 
spent in a hospital by vocational trainee shall not be considered 
as time spent in training; to the Committee on World War Vet- 
erans’ Legislation. 

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 7081) to authorize the Secretary 
of Commerce and the Secretary of War to exchange the Long 
Point, N. C., lighthouse reservation and a portion of the War 
Department reservation at Coinjock, N. C.; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FUNK: A bill (H. R. 7032) to provide for the purchase 
of a site and the erection of a public building at Fairbury, III.; 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. KINDRED: A bill (H. R. 7033) for the purchase of 
a site for the erection thereon of a public building at Jamaica, 
N. X.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. WINSLOW: A bill (H. R. 7034) to establish in the 
Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce of the Department 
of Commerce a foreign commerce service of the United States, - 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. : 

By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 7035) to designate the time- 
and places of holding terms of the United States District Court 
for the District of Montana; to the Committee on the J udiciary. 

By Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 7086) con- 
ferring jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to hear, examine, 
consider, and adjudicate claims which the Seneca and Cayuga 
Indians may have against the United Staes, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. LOGAN: A bill (H. R. 7037) to authorize any mem- 
ber of the bar of the Supreme Court of the United States to 
practice in any United States court without further qualifica- 
tions; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HULL of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 7088) to amend in 
certain particulars the national defense act of June 3, 1916, as 
amended; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. McKEOWN: A bill (H. R. 7039) to amend section 72 
of chapter 23, printing act, approved January 12, 1895; to the 
Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. WOLFF: A bill (H. R. 7040) to authorize the coin- 
age of Roosevelt, Harding, and Wilson 24-cent memorial coins; 
to the Committee on Coinage, Weights, and Measures. 
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By Mr. VAILE: A bill (H. R. 7041) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to provide compensation for employees of the United 
States suffering injuries while in the performance of their 
duties, and for other purposes,” approved September 7, 1916; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WILLIAMSON: A bill (H. R. 7042) to authorize 
pro rata distribution of certain funds to the Rosebud Sioux 
Indians; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. VAILE: A bill (H. R. 7043) to amend section 1 of 
the act entitled “An act to readjust the pay and allowances of 
the commissioned and enlisted personnel of the Army, Navy, 
Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetie Survey, and 
Public Health Service,” approved June 10, 1922; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MADDEN: A bill (H. R. 7044) to provide for the 
diversion or withdrawal of water from Lake Michigan by the 
Sanitary District of Chicago, and fixing the maximum amount 
of such diversion or withdrawal, and to provide for the preser- 
vation of and compensation for diminishing levels of Lakes 
Michigan, Huron, Erie, and Ontario, due to such diversion or 
withdrawal; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 

By Mr. BOYCE: A bill (H. R. 7045) to authorize the Secre- 
tary of War to surrender, release, and quitclaim, by deed, to 
the Commissioners of Lewes, Del, certain land in the county of 
Sussex, State of Delaware; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr. HAUGEN: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 189) authoriz- 
ing the President to extend invitations for foreign governments 
to participate in a world's poultry congress; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

By Mr. McLDOD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 190) te amend 
section 3 of the joint resolution entitled“ Joint resolution for 
the purpose of promoting efficiency for the utilization of the 
resources and industries of the United States, and so forth,” 
approved February 8, 1918; te the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. BLANTON: Resotutien (H. Res. 182) requesting and 
directing the Commissioners of the District of Columbia to 
cause forthwith a survey of housing and rental conditions in the 
District of Columbia. and for other purposes; to the Committee 
cn the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma: Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Oklahoma, urging Congress to grant relief to 
postal employees; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
urging Congress to defeat Senate bill 2065, whieh proposes to 
repeal section 5 of the act of Congress approved Mareh 3, 1921, 
relating to gross-production tax on oil; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ANDREW: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Massachusetts, opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to the 
Committee om Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. HASTINGS: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oklahoma, petitioning Congress to make a per capita pay- 
ment to the Choctaw and Chickasaw Indians; te the Committee 
on Indians Affairs. ; 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
petitioning Members of Congress from Oklahoma to introduce a 
bill previding for a survey to determine feasibility and cost of 
impounding fleed waters of Oklahoma to prevent floods and 
using such waters for irrigation purposes; to the Committee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
favoring the making of a per capita payment te the Choctaw 
and Chickasaw Indians; to the Committee on Indian Affairs, 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
favoring the passage of legislation by Congress providing for a 
survey to determine the feasibility and cost of impounding 
flood waters of Oklahoma to prevent flood and using such 
waters for irrigation purposes; to the Committee on Irriga- 
tion and Reclamation. 

Also. memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
petitioning the Congress of the United States as to its policy 
relative to the Officers’ Reserve Corps; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
favoring the defeat of H. R. 2065, which provides for the repeal 
of 1 per cent gross-production tax on royalties received by the 
Osage Indians from oil and gas produced in Osage County, 
Okla.; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
favoring an increase of compensation being granted to postal 
employees ; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
petitioning Congress and Director of Veterans’ Bureau on sub- 


ject of hospitalization of Oklahoma’s disabled soldiers; to the 
Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma, 
petitioning Congress and Director of the Veterans’ Bureau to 
acquire for the Federal Government the Oklahoma Soldiers’ 
Hospital, at Muskogee, Okla.; to the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ Legislation. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ARNOLD: A bill (H. R.7046) granting a pension to 
Mary E. Goudy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. BEGG: A bill (IH. R. 7047) granting a pension to 
Clara R. Stutsman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BUCKLEY: A bill (H. R. 7048) granting a pension 
to R. H. Hendershot; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BULWINKLE: A bill (H. R. 7049) granting an 
increase of pension to Jane Allen; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7050) granting an increase of pension to 
Lovady Austin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CURRY: A bill (H. R.7051) for the relief of Emile 
Generenx ; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: A bin (H. R. 7052) for the relief of 
Geston P. Hunt; to the Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. 7053) for the relief of the 
Pitt River Power Co.; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HICKEY: A bill (H. R. 7054) granting a pension to 
Lodenia Speelman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 7055) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Albert Long; to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

By Mr. KING: A bill (H. R. 7056) granting a pension to 
Charles Diesron; to the Committee on Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7057) granting an increase of pension to 
Joseph J. Johnson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SHREVE: A bill (H. R. 7058) granting a pension to 
Maude A. Norman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 7059) for the 
relief of James F. Rowell; to the Committee on Indian Affairs, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7060) granting an increase of pension to 
Carrie Baker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WASON: A bill (H. R. 7061) granting a pension to 
Sarah W. Cameron; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


PETITIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

1112. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of the United 
States Tariff Commission, transmitting a petition favoring the 
creation of an agricultural expert commission to handle farm 
commodities; to the Committee on Agriculture, 

1118. Also (by request), petition of sundry citizens of Polson 
and Lake County, Mont., requesting that the adjusted compen- 
2 bill be enacted into law; to the Committee on Ways and 

euns. 

1114. By Mr. ALDRICH: Petition of the Miriam Hospital 
Association, of Providence, R. I., opposing passage of the John- 
son immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

1115. Also, petition of Loggia Partenope, No. 453, Order Sons 
of Italy, Peace Dale, R. L, protesting against passage of John- 
son immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

1116. By Mr. CONNERY: Petition of the city council of the 
city of Lawrence, Mass., opposing the Johnson immigration bill; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1117. Also, petition of the Massachusetts Fish and Game 
Protective Association, urging the enactment into law of House 
bill 745; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

1118. Also, petition of a mass meeting representing the Jew- 
ish community of seventh congressional district of Massachu- 
setts, opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1119. By Mr. COOK: Petition of the First Presbyterian 
Church, the First Christian Church, the Church of God, the 
First United Brethren Church, the First Methodist Church, all 
of Huntington, Ind.; the Church of Christ and the Methodist 
Episcopal Church, both of Andrews, Ind., for enforcement of 
the eighteenth amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1120. By Mr. CURRY: Petition of sundry citizens of Vallejo, 
Calif., indorsing House bill 2702, providing for the more ex- 
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tensive use of Government owned and operated establishments; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1121. By Mr. DEAL: Petition of 42 citizens of Portsmouth, 
Va., urging that legislation similar to Senate bill 742 and House 
bill 2702 be enacted into law; to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs, : 

1122. By Mr. FENN: Petition of the Avoda Club, of Hartford, 
Conn., against the passage of the Johnson immigration bill; to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1123. Also, petition of Hartford Camp, No. 50, Connecticut 
Division, Sons of Veterans, Hartford, Conn., favoring increases 
in the pensions of veterans of the Civil War and their widows; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

1124. Also, petitions of the Archimede Political Club, of New 
Britain, Conn.; sundry citizens of Southington, Conn.; and sun- 
dry citizens of Hartford, Conn., all protesting against the pas- 
sage of the so-called Johnson immigration bill; to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1125. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Howes Bros. Co., Bos- 
ton, Mass., recommending early and favorable consideration of 
House bill 4517, designed to put the foreign service of the De- 
partment of Commerce on a permanent basis; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1126. Also, petition of Mosquito Fleet Yacht Club, E. L. Hop- 
kins, commodore, urging elimination of tax on boats; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

1127. Also, petition of William H. K. Burke, Boston, Mass., 
recommending early and favorable consideration of the pro- 
posed child-labor amendment to the Constitution; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

1128. By Mr. KAHN: Petition of the San Francisco Chamber 
of Commerce and citizens of San Francisco, and other districts 
of California, urging passage of the Mellon tax bill; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

1129. By Mr. KING: Petition of Michael O'Meara and 30 
other citizens of Geneseo, III., asking that the present railroad 
transportation act shall not be amended but remain as it is; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1180. By Mr. KVALE; Petition of Bennel G. Samstad Post, 
No. 375, Atwater, Minn., unanimously urging the enactment of 
an adjusted compensation measure; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1131. Also, petition of Otto I. Ronningen, Madison, Minn., 
and other citizens of Madison, Dawson, Appleton, and Orton- 
ville Minn., opposing the Mellon tax-reduction program and 
urging the enactment of bonus legislation; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

1132. Also, petition of members of Norway Lake Ramrod 
Club, Kandiyohi County, Minn., favoring the establishment of 
public shooting grounds and game refuges as provided in H. R. 
745; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

1133. By Mr. LEATHERWOOD: Petition of Brigham Rotary 
Club, of Brigham City, Utah, opposing any change in the 
transportation act of 1920 at the present time; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1134. Also, petition of Richfield Chamber of Commerce, Rich- 
field, Utah, opposing any material change in the transportation 
act of 1920 at this time; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

1135. By Mr. LEAVITT: Petition of C. F. Coleman, secretary 
of the Trades and Labor Assembly at Lewistown, Mont., and 
15 other members, urging the passage of H. R. 2702, a bill to 
relieve unemployment among civilian workers of the Govern- 
ment, to remove the financial incentives to war, to stabilize 
production in Federal industrial plants, to promote the eco- 
nomical and efficient operation of these plants, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1136. By Mr. MacGREGOR: Petition of Buffalo Aerie, No. 
46, Fraternal Order of Eagles, in reference to immigration re- 
striction; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1137. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Petition of mem- 
bers of Loggia Partenope. No. 453, Order of Sons of Italy, of 
Peacedale, R. I., opposing the passage of the Johnson immigra- 
tion bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1138. Also, petition of members of the State committee of 
Polish-American citizens of Rhode Island, opposing the John- 
son immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization, 

1139. By Mr. YOUNG: Petitions of John A. Beck and 29 other 
citizens of McClusky, N. Dak.; N. J. Krebsbach and 86 other 
citizens of Kongsberg, N. Dak.; K. W. Haviland and 19 other 
citizens of Hope, N. Dak.; J. Edgar Wagar and 20 other citizens 
of Bantry, N. Duk.; S. O. Bidne and 81 other citizens of Oberon, 
N. Dak., urging an increase in the tariff on wheat from 30 to 
60 cents per bushel, the repeal of the drawback provision, and 
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the milling-in-bond provision of the Fordney-McCumber law; 


also the passage of the Wallace plan for the marketing 
of wheat; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1140. Also, petitions of Mr. Andrew Tingelstad and 84 other 
citizens of St. John, N. Dak., and E. S. Stone and 61 other citi- 
zens of Leeds, N. Dak., urging a reduction in the tax on alcohol; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1141. Also petitions of Gilbert B. Rice and 25 other citizens of 
Esmond, N. Dak.; Christ Hagedorn and other citizens of Rus- 
sell, N. Dak.; Fred J. Woodrow and other citizens of Rock Lake, 
N. Dak.; Henry Pfau and other citizens of Upham, N. Dak.; 
Peter Dickson and other citizens of Sarles, N. Dak.; Mrs. J. P. 
Parkinson and other citizens of Willow City, N. Dak.; Jens 
Myhre and other citizens of New Rockford, N. Dak.; Elias Nel- 
son and other citizens of Milton, N. Dak.; A. C. Johnson and 
A. O. Brager, of Leeds, N. Dak.; H. H Olson and other citizens 
of New Rockford, N. Dak.; F. A. Kruger and other citizens of 
Drake, N. Dak.; R. S. Conklin and others of New Leipzig, N. 
Dak.; Charles Gran and others of Crete, N. Dak.; Anna Melin 
and other citizens of Sheyenne, N. Dak., all urging the pas- 
sage of the Norris-Sinclair bill; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. 


SENATE. 
Monvay, February 18, 1924. 


(Legislative day of Saturday, February 16, 1924. 


The Senate met in open executive session at 12 o'clock me- 
ridian, on the expiration of the recess. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

ae PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Ernst Ladd Reed, Pa. 
Ashurst Ferris La Follette Robinson 
Bayard Fletcher Lenroot Sheppard 
Borah Frazier Lodge Shields 
Brandegee George McKellar Shipstead 
hart Gerry McKinley Shortridge 
Broussard Glass MeNar. Simmons 
Bruce Gooding Maytield Smith 
Bursum Hale oses Smoot 
eron Harreld Neely Spencer 
pper Harris Norbeck Stanley 
Caraway Harrison Norris Stephens 
Couzens Heflin Oddie Swanson 
Cummins Howell Overman Trammell 
Curtis Johnson, Minn. Owen Wadsworth 
Dale Jones, N. Mex. Pepper Watson 
Dial Jones, Wash. Phipps Weller 
Dill Kendrick Pittman Willis 
Edge Keyes Ransdell 
Edwards King Reed, Mo, 2 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-elght Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. 


NOMINATION OF OWEN J. ROBERTS AS SPECIAL COUNSEL, 


The Senate in open executive session, pursuant to its order, 
proceeded to consider the nomination of Owen J. Roberts, of 
Pennsylvania, to be special counsel in the prosecution of litiga- 
tion in connection with certain leases of oil lands and incidental 
contracts, as provided in Senate Joint Resolution 54, approved 
February 8, 1924. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is, Will the 
Senate advise and consent to the appointment of Owen J. 
Roberts, of Pennsylvania, as special counsel? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, as I have known Owen J. 
Roberts intimately for many years, I desire to bear witness to 
what seem to me his eminent qualifications for the task to 
which he has been called by the President. For 25 years he has 
been engaged in the active practice of his profession at a bar 
which is not without men of ability. He has emerged from the 
struggles of the forum with a character unimpaired, a reputa- 
tion unsmirched. He has stood the fire test of professional life, 
He is recognized by his entire community as a gentleman of 
integrity and honor. 

Senators, the man is In the prime of life. He is 49 years of 
age and a tower of physical strength. He is a ceaseless and 
tireless worker. When he is not in court he will be found in 
his office early and late. He has recognized that the law is a 
jealous mistress and has given but little time to activities out- 
side the scope of the profession. 

There was a time, Mr. President, when it was doubtful which 
of two courses his life would take. He began as a student and 
teacher of the law, and for a while he seemed destined to 
academic work; but essentially the man is a fighting Welshman, 
and he broke from the law school and entered the active life of 
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the courts. He began his experiences in active practice as an 
assistant district attorney in Philadelphia and for several years 
prosecuted with effect criminals at the bar of the courts. In the 
meantime he was building up a civil practice which has attained 
proportions second to none in our community. He has been in 
court continuously for 20 years. Day after day, week after 
week, term after term, he has tried all kinds of cases and has 
acquired equal facility in the trial of all of them. He is an 
admirable jury lawyer. He has the courage, the thoroughness 
of preparation, the resourcefulness, and the personality neces- 
sary for success in that difficult branch of professional work. 
And he has attained it. 

He is successful in the trial of equity cases, of which he has 
tried many in the Federal and State courts. Senators will find 
his name on one side or the other of many of the important 
cuses of the last 10 years in our local courts of first instance, 
in the United States district court and the circuit court of 
appeals, and in the superior and supreme courts of the State. 
He has argued many of the important cases coming up from 
Pennsylvania to the Supreme Court of the United States here in 
Washington. 

Mr. President, this man is in no sense a representative of big 
interests. In what I am going to say I shall not for a moment 
admit that a lawyer of courage and independence forfeits either 
of those qualities merely because he accepts the retainer of 
large concerns, but it is a simple matter of fact that Owen 
Roberts has built up his practice through individual effort and 
not as the representative of any of our great concerns. In 
Philadelphia, when we speak of the large interests, we usually 
mean the Pennsylvania Railroad Co., the Reading Railroad Co., 
the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co.; we mean the Philadelphia 
Electric, the U. G. I., and the great banking house of Morgan, 
which does business in Philadelphia under the name of Drexel & 
Co. Roberts represents none of these. He has always been 
ready to take cases against them. Only recently in the United 
States court he recovered against the Reading Railroad Co. 
the largest verdict in my recollection in that court in a per- 
sonal injury case. That was a verdict of $55,000 against the 
railroad company. He is in no sense, Mr. President, the repre- 
sentative of large interests. 

It has been suggested here, and will no doubt be suggested 
again, that Mr. Roberts is of a mind opposed to the policies 
which we in the Senate think are the sound policies for this 
Government to pursue with regard to public lands and the 
conservation of its natural resources. Mr. President, nothing 
is further from the truth. I ask Senators to believe me that 
if I thought there was anything in that point of view I should 
not stand here to advocate Mr. Roberts’s confirmation. Many 
years ago I represented Gifford Pinchot before the joint com- 
mittee of the Senate and House of Representatives in the 
Ballinger-Pinchot controversy. At that time I fought as hard 
as I could for the vindication of the policies which have been 
reversed in recent times. I am as desirous as is any other 
Senator in this Chamber of vindicating the policies in which I 
believe. If I thought there was another man in my State, or 
at the American bar, who I knew to be better qualified for the 
task that is proposed than is Mr. Roberts, I should not be 
advocating the confirmation of Mr. Roberts. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. To the appropriation bill, which is pend- 
ing to pay the counsel in the oil cases, I have offered the follow- 
ing amendment: 


Provided, No part of this appropriation shall be available for the 
salary or compensation of any person appointed hereunder who is or 
may be connected, or may have been connected, with any oil company, 
directly or indirectly, as an officer or as its counsel. 


The question I wish to ask the Senator from Pennsylvania is: 
Would Mr. Roberts come within that provision in any way? 
Would it affect him in any way? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Roberts certainly would not be in any wise 
affected by the amendment proposed by the Senator from Ten- 
nessee. Neither Mr. Roberts nor his firm represents or has rep- 
resented any of the oil companies. After diligent inquiry the 
only contact that I have been able to discover between Mr. 
Roberts’s professional work or his personal interests and the oil 
industry in any form is that his firm represented a firm of bank- 
ers and brokers which was dissolved about four years ago—a firm 
named Montgomery & Co.—doing business in Philadelphia and 
New York, which firm were members of an underwriting syndi- 
cate that floated some of these oil securities; but Mr. Roberts 


represented the banker who was a party to the syndicate float- 
ing the securities and never represented the oil company. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. : 

Mr. NORRIS. Since the Senator from Pennsylvania is so 
well acquainted with this nominee, I wish to get his idea as to 
the speech that was made by this gentleman at a banquet given, 
as I understand, by a trust company in New York, which it 
seems to me throws some light on his general viewpoint. 

I would not find fault with a man because he had a corpora- 
tion for his client, however great the corporation might be; 
and I do not think it would necessarily follow, even though he 
represented an oil company, that he would not do his duty in 
this instance; but, outside of his local connections, on the occa- 
sion referred to Mr. Roberts made a speech from which it 
Seems to me we get his general viewpoint on this case, In 
that speech, as I take it, he criticizes the Senate committee for 
investigating the oil question and rather ridiculed the idea of 
the Senate committee undertaking to investigate the Standard 
Oil Co. or anybody else. He was not employed on that occa- 
sion by anybody; the speech was voluntary; and he had no 
client on that occasion, as I understand. Has the Senator from 
Pennsylvania read the speech to which I refer? 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I answer the inquiry by saying 
that I have read in a file of the New York Times what pur- 
ports to be a résumé of a speech delivered by Mr, Roberts at a 
trust company or bankers’ dinner in New York sometime in 
February, I think, of 1923. I have not interrogated Mr. Roberts 
in regard to it; but I have seen an interview during the last 
two or three days attributed to him in a newspaper in which he 
denies that he made the criticism or comment upon the inves- 
tigation or spoke of the salaries of those connected with oil 
companies in the way that is attributed to him in the news- 
paper, but he says with the greatest frankness that the sub- 
stance of the view which he then expressed was his view then 
and is now, namely, that he is an individualist by temperament 
and training; that he is opposed to the socialization of indus- 
try or Government control of business or utilities and he did 
speak strongly about what he regarded as the unjustifiable 
interference of Government in business, while safeguarding him- 
self by the careful recognition of not only the importance but 
the necessity of Government regulation. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, if he was—and I judge that 
he was in substance—correctly quoted, then in the speech that 
I have read I take it that at least at the beginning of this oil 
investigation he had no sympathy with it whatever, and that he 
thought we ought to let those fellows alone and allow them to 
make as much money as they could and pay as large salaries 
as they desired. I take it in a general way from that speech 
that from his viewpoint he was not in favor of any such inves- 
tigation, and the investigation in which he is about to be em- 
ployed has to some extent grown out of the investigation that 
he was then criticizing. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I do not think that by the 
wildest stretch of imagination, assuming that Mr. Roberts said 
everything that was attributed to him in the newspapers, could 
it be suggested that anything that he said had any application 
to the public business, the care of the public lands, the con- 
servation of public property, or the assertion of the rights of 
the United States. 

Mr. President, if this man were of the type of those who be- 
lieve in making it easy for other people to acquire interests in 
the property of his clients, I could well understand that he 
might be unfit to represent the United States; but when his 
whole heart and soul are in the proposition that those who have 
been despoiled of property should have their rights vindicated, 
I know of no better representative for Uncle Sam than this 
same earnest, careful, and energetic lawyer. If he is given a 
commission by your confirmation, Senators, you will find that 
you have put a dynamo into action. 

This man will be tireless; he will be relentless, and he will 
be effective. Do not imagine for a moment that he will be at a 
disadvantage when he meets lawyers, no matter how eminent, 
arrayed against him on the other side. He holds his own in 
the battles of the forum in a fashion that is not surpassed by 
anybody within my observation in recent years, and I have 
seen a great part of the bar in action. 

I have been just a little amused here, Mr. President, at the 
slighting way in which Senators have spoken of this man. We 


have a fashion here in the Senate, when the other man is out 
of our presence, of saying slighting things and of imputing 
motives; and that is well enough; but I have thought to my- 
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self when Senators were speaking thus of Mr. Roberts that if 
some of us were to step out of the Senate, where we are at 
home, and into the courts, where he is at home, and were to 
engage with him in the contest of the forum there would later 
be some senatorial funerals wherever the fragments happened 
to be found. This man can take care of himself, and he will 
take care of himself If you honor him with your confidence. 

I have heard it said here that his reputation Is not national. 
Senators, will you consider how few men at the American bar 
to-day attain national prominence until they have reached an 
age where their energy has been worn out in attaining it? 
Very few men can be rightly called national figures at the bar 
who still retain the fire and the energy which should be put at the 
disposal of a cause like this. Some of the names that have been 
mentioned on this floor as types of men of national reputation 
who ought to have been selected are men, although I have had 
considerable knowledge of the American bar for 30 years, of 
whom I never previously heard. I mention this not in the least 
to discredit them but merely to show that a man in active 
practice in various sections of the country may be in entire 
ignorance of men who through a great stretch of the country 
possess high qualities of a professional character and may be 
men of sterling integrity in their communities. 

I do not mean that I am in ignorance of the names of some 
of the men who have been proposed. The Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. DLL] spoke of Mr. Justice Brandeis. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I will say with great candor that if Louis Brandeis were 
at the bar to-day I should regard him as an ideal man to have 
charge of the prosecution of these cases. Fourteen years ago, 
when I represented Gifford Pinchot in the Pinchot-Ballinger 
controversy, Louis Brandeis represented Glavis, the land agent 
who figured largely in that transaction, as the Senator from 
Florida, among others, will remember; and Louis Brandeis 
and I lived together and worked together for months, and laid 
the foundation of a friendship that has extended to the present 
time. I yield to nobody in my regard for him. If he were at 
the active bar, I am not at all sure that I should not be advo- 
cating him, as did the Senator from Washington. 

Sherman Whipple has been mentioned. Mr. President, when 
it became my duty, as receiver of the Bay State Gas Co. 15 
years ago, to fight the Standard Oil interests in the eastern 
part of this country, at a time when they were much more 
strongly entrenched than they are now, I selected Sherman 
Whipple as my attorney, and he and I worked together for 
years in that enterprise. We recovered a decree for a million 
and a half of dollars against Henry H. Rogers, and we collected 
every cent of it. If Sherman Whipple were as young to-day 
as he was then, I think it is quite likely that I should be adyo- 
cating him for this task. But to-day Owen J. Roberts is the 
man who, by temperament, by training, by character, by ex- 
perience, by enthusiasm, and by personality, seems to me to be 
fitted for the task to which he has been called. 

It is not an enviable task, Senators; it is not an enviable 
task. We are proposing, if we confirm this nomination, to 
place upon the shoulders of these two men the most grievous 
professional responsibility that can fall to the lot of lawyers, 
and that is to undertake te conduct of great cases which have 
been prejudged by the Senate and by the people. It takes men 
of surpassing qualities to prove adequate to that kind of a fire 
test. I for one fancy that there will be many things done 
which individual Senators will think they could have done 
better had they been selected for the task. Taking it by and 
large, however, I believe that if you confirm this nomination, 
as you confirmed Senator Pomerene’s, you will give your mark 
of approval to a very good working team, men who will very 
well supplement one another's qualifications. 

What one is surpassingly strong in, the other may supple- 
ment by qualities which the first lacks; and there will be, I 
am sure, a division of labor between these men which will work 
for the welfare of their clients. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I believe the Senator has 
already enlightened us regarding the matter which has been 
called to my attention this morning by the clerk of the Sen- 
ator from Montana [Mr. Warsa]. As we all know, the Sen- 
ator from Montana himself is not in the city, and this morning 
his clerk received a telephone message from Philadelphia re- 
garding Mr. Roberts. In that message attention was called 
to the firm of Montgomery & Co., bankers, and the connection 
of Mr. Roberts with that firm of bankers. The statement is 
made that Mr. Roberts is a member of the law firm of Roberts 
& Montgomery, and that Mr. Montgomery has a brother who 
was a member of the firm of Montgomery & Co., and that that 


firm of bankers was the representative in Philadelphia of the 
Sinclair oil interests, and that Mr. Roberts's. law firm was 
the attorney for the firm of bankers. I think the Senator 
threw some light upon that subject a while ago in his remarks, 
but ea not understand distinctly just what he did say 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I think I can enlighten the 
Senator; and members of the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys who are present will recognize that I am right in 
Saying that that transaction was fully disclosed or stated by 
Mr. Roberts when he was before the committee. 

The facts are these: There was in Philadelphia for a number 
of years a firm called Montgomery, Clothier & Tyler, beginning 
in a small way and attaining some prominence, which did the 
business of bankers and brokers. The Montgomery who was a 
member of that firm is a brother of the Montgomery who is a 
partner of Mr. Roberts. The firm finally became Montgomery 
& Co.; and while doing business under the name of Mont- 
gomery & Co. they did on three several occasions, through their 
New York office, join in underwriting some of the oil securi- 
ties which were being sold through an underwriting syndicate 
in the New York market. That firm was dissolved four years 
ago, and long before the transactions in issue developed. 
Montgomery, the man who gave the firm his name, retired from 
business, is now living abroad, or traveling or sojourning 
abroad; and the firm which has sueceeded to the business—a 
firm called Janney & Co., composed of young men who had 
been in the old combinatlon—is doing business in a very 
reputable but relatively small way in Philadelphia. 

The point about which the Senator from New Mexico in- 
quires, however—and it is an abundantly proper inquiry to 
make—is a point which, I take it, was satisfactorily explained 
to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, because, if I 
am rightly informed, the report of the committee in favor of 
confirmation is a unanimous report, saving that the Senator 
from Montana thought it proper not to vote. 

May I ask the Senator from New Mexico whether he thinks 
I have fairly answered his inquiry? ` 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I believe the Senator has, and 
I am sorry that I was not in attendance upon the meeting 
of the committee which considered the confirmation of Mr. 
Roberts. I was in the Senate Chamber and engaged here at 
that time, and did not know that the committee was going to 
consider those nominations at the time it did. I think the. 
Senator’s explanation is quite comprehensive. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. President, Mr. Roberts is a Republican. He never has 
been active in our politics in Pennsylvania. He has confined 
himself very closely to the practice of his profession. I 
believe, sir, that there is nothing in the utterance attributed 
to him at the dinner referred to, which happened a year or 
so ago, which in the least degree disqualifies him for the task 
that lies ahead. 

I am well aware that we can find lawyers at the American 
bar who will try these cases more effectively in the newspapers. 
I am well aware that there are celebrities, a few of them, 
who are now enjoying the relaxation which their labors have 
earned for them. But I really believe, Mr. President, that 
if the Senate wants to get down to brass tacks in this propo- 
sition the thing to do is to turn to one of the States of the 
Union, take a man in the prime of life who has risen to the 
top of the bar in his State, and give him a chance to serve 
the Nation as a whole. I believe that the history of the bar 
discloses that that is the way In which the most worthy 
national reputations have been won at the bar. A man has 
worked his way up from the lower levels of the profession 
until he is among the leaders of the bar of his State, and then 
suddenly opportunity has come and he has been asked to 
function in a wider field. In this way men attain national 
prominence, and when they attain it thus they have earned it. 

I am not overstating it, Senators, when I say that this man 
has risen to the top of the profession in his State; and it is 
no mean State, and the bar of Pennsylyania has been no mean 
bar. If you ask any of the judges of first instance throughout 
our Commonwealth, if you ask any of the judges of our supreme 
and superior courts, or of the United States courts, either the 
district or the circuit court of appeals, at either end of the 
State, I am quite sure you will be told that Owen Roberts, in 
the unanimous judgment of those men, is the peer of any man 
practicing at the bar in Philadelphia, and in many respects that 
he has no equal. 

I am trying to measure my words, because this is not one 
of those cases, Senators, in which any one of us would feel like 
forcing his friend forward for his friend's sake, any more than 
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in war time he would seek to force upon one who was dear to 
him a commission of danger. I am trying to speak from the 
point of view of the man who believes t we have in our 
State a lawyer who is adequate to this great national emer- 
gency; and I believe, as I said a minute ago, that you will 
have put a dynamo into commission if you confirm the Presi- 
dent’s nomination of this hard-fighting, learned, and resource- 
ful Welshman. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is, Will the 
Senate advise and consent to the nomination of Owen J. Rob- 
erts as special counsel? 

Mr. LENROOT. I call for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. FLETCHER (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the senior Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL]. 
I understand that if present he would vote as I intend to vote, 
and I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. DALE (when Mr. GREENE’S name was called). It is 
well known to the Senate that my colleague [Mr. GREENE] is 
absent on account of illness. I am informed that if he were 
present he would vote “ yea.” 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called). 
I have a general pair with the senior Senator from Maine [Mr. 
FERNALD]. I am advised that if he were present he would 
vote as I intend to vote, and I therefore vote “ yea.” 

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD]. 
I am informed that if present he would vote as I intend to 
vote, and I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. OVERMAN (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WARREN]. 
I understand that if he were present he would vote as I shall 
vote, and I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. SMITH (when his name was called). I have been in- 
formed that my general pair, the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. Svertine], would if present vote as I intend to vote, and I 
vote “ yea.” 

Mr. STEPHENS (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess]. I am advised 
that if present he would vote as I intend to vote, and therefore 
I vote “yea.” 

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I have a 
pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr], 
who is absent. I am informed that if he were present he would 
vote as I shall vote, and I therefore vote “ yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 5 

Mr. OWEN. I am informed that if present my pair, the senior 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. McCormick], would vote “ yea” on 
this question, and therefore I am at liberty to vote. I vote 

Mr. ROBINSON. The senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
Unperwoop] is unavoidably absent. If he were present, on this 
question he would vote “ yea.” 

I wish to state further that the junior Senator from Indiana 
IMr. Rarston] is also necessarily absent, and if he were present 
he would also vote “ yea.” 

Mr. GLASS (after having voted in the affirmative). I have 
a general pair with the junior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McLean], but I permit my vote to stand, because I am advised 
that if present he would vote as I have voted. 

The roll call resulted—yeas 68, nays 8, as follows: 


YEAS—68. 
Kin Pittman 
peared man Ladi Randell 
Borah Ferris Lenroot Reed, Mo. 
Brandegee Fletcher Lod Reed, Pa. 
Broussard George McKellar Robinson 
Bruce Gerry McKinley Shields 
Bursum Glass McNar, Shortridge 
Cameron Goodin Mayfield Simmons 
Capper Harrel Moses Smith 
Caraway Harris Neely Smoot 
Couzens Harrison Norbeck Stephens 
Cummins Heflin Norris Swanson 
Curtis Howell Oddie Trammell 
Dale Jones, N. Mex. Overman Wadsworth 
Dial Jones, Wash. Owen Watson 
pill Kendrick Pepper Weller 
Edge Keyes Phipps Willis 
NAYS—8, 
Frazier La Follette hipstead 
Bee hart Johnson, Minn. Sheppard Eripata 
NOT VOTING—20. 
ess ` McLean Sterling 
Polt Bade Ralston nderwood 


Hale Spencer aish, Mass, 
iki Johnson, Calif. Stanfield Walsh, Mont, 
Fernald McCormick Stanley Warren 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On this question the yeas 


are 68, the nays are 8. So the Senate advises and corsents 

to the appointment of Mr. Roberts as special counsel. The 

President will be notified of Mr. Roberts’s confirmation. 
EXECUTIVE SESSION WITH CLOSED DOORS. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I suppose it is 
not necessary to do so, but I move that the Senate proceed 
to ne consideration of executive business in secret executive 
session, 


Mr. BORAH. May I ask why we should go into secret 


session? 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion 
that under the unanimous consent-agreement it is the duty of 
the Chair to order at once the galleries cleared and the doors 
closed, that the Senate may proceed with executive business 
in the ordinary way. That being the opinion of the Chair, 
unless the Senate otherwise orders, the Sergeant at Arms will 
clear the galleries and close the doors, 

The Senate proceeded to the consideration of executive busi- 
ness with closed doors. After four hours spent in secret ex- 
ecutive session, the doors were reopened, and the Senate pro- 
ceeded to the consideration of legislative business. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Chaffee, 
one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed without 
amendment the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 71) directing the 
Secretary of the Interior to institute proceedings touching 
sections 16 and 86, township 80 south, range 23 east, Mount 
Diablo meridian. 


WAR FRAUD CONTRACT CASES, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a 
communication from the Attorney General, in response to 
Senate Resolution 189 (agreed to February 1, 1924, submitted 
by Mr. Kine), relative to the disposition of the $1,000,000 ap- 
propriation for the prosecution of frauds against the Govern- 
ment growing out of war contracts, etc., which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. WILLIS. I ask that the letter of the Attorney General 
be printed in the Rxconb, and that the whole report be printed 
as a Senate document. 

. There being no objection, the whole report was ordered to 
be printed as a Senate document, and the letter of the At- 
torney General was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as 
follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D. O., February 14, 1924. 
The honorable the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE PRO TEMPORE, 
United States Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C. 

Stn: In obedience to Senate Resolution 139, directing the Attorney 
General to report to the Senate what disposition has been made of the 
$1,000,000 appropriated for t- prosecution of frauds against the 
Government growing out of war contracts, and also to report to the 
Senate the number of actions, if any, which have been brought to 
prosecute such frauds or to recover moneys due the Government, and 
the status of each case, and particularly to report to the Senate what 
disposition has been made by him of the case of the Government 
against the Wright-Martin Aircraft Co. of New York, I have the honor 
to transmit herewith a report which embraces all of the transactions 
of the War Transactions Section of the Department of Justice, since 
its organization, including a special report specifically requested in 
said resolution concerning the Wright-Martin Aircraft Co. 

Prior to the presentation of such resolution, I began the preparation 
of a report to be submitted to the President covering the work of the 
so-called War Transactions Section of the Department of Justice, which 
report embraces the class of cases and transactions generally referred 
to in said resolution, and having submitted said report to the President, 
the report herewith submitted is substantially the same as that trans- 
mitted to him, 

The character of cases embraced in Senate Resolution 139 are in 
charge of what is known as the War Transactions Section of the De- 
partment of Justice, which section was organized as the result of an 
act of Congress passed on the 22d day of May, 1922, appropriating 
$500,000 for the prosecution of criminal and civil actions growing out of 
war transactions. I instituted a plan and set up an organization in 
this section embracing the following subdivisions: 

(1) Aviation. Having in charge all cases growing out of aviation 
contracts, construction and development, and expenditures. This divi- 
gion was originally in charge of Mr. Meier Steinbrink, of New York, 
who was succeeded by Judge M. D. Purdy in the latter part of 1923. 

(2) Camps and cantonments. Having in charge cases growing out ot 
camp and cantonment contracts, construction, and expenditures. This 
division is in charge of Hon. Roscoe C. McCulloch. 
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(3) Quartermaster Corps. Having In charge cases growing out of 
Quartermaster Corps contracts and expenditures. This division is in 
charge of Hon. C. Frank Reavis. 

(4) Ordnance and foreign contracts: Having in charge cases grow- 
ing out of ordnance contracts and expenditures; also foreign con- 
tracts and expenditures. This division was in charge of Colonel 
Henry W. Anderson until February 1, 1924, when he resigned and 
was succeeded by Hon. John Paul, 

(5) Miscellaneous cases: This division is in charge of the advisory 
council and embraces all cases especially assigned to it and all cases 
in the hands of district attorneys throughout the United States grow- 
ing out of war contracts. 

In addition to these special subdivisions there was created an 
advisory council, composed of three special assistants to the Attorney 
General, whose duty it is, upon the direction of the Attorney General 
or upon the request of any special assistant to the Attorney General 
in charge of one of the subdivisions of this section, to render opinions 
on the law and procedure in any given case. This advisory council 
was originally composed of ex-Senator Charles 8. Thomas, Judge 
Thomas M. Bigger, and Judge Charles Kerr. Upon the resignation of 
Senator Thomas, who desired to return to private practice, Govenor 
Thomas W. Hardwick, of Georgia, was appointed and is now serving. 

There was also created a division of auditing and investigation, of 
which Mr. James Cameron was made director. This division has 
charge of all audits and statements of account and renders assistance 
in the preparation and trial of actions requiring the services of 
accountants. 

During the past year, upon the recommendation of the Secretary 
of War and the Atterney General, there was created, under Executive 
direction, a joint board of survey, composed of representatives from 
the War Department and the Department of Justice, the chairman of 
which is the Assistant Secretary of War. The purpose and object 
of this board is to examine unaudited claims heretofore settled and, 
if found irregular, to report them to the Department of Justice for 
such action as a further examination may suggest. The work accom- 
plished by this board will be found in the accompanying report, 

At the time of the organization of the war transactions section 
there were about 300 cases or claims in the Department of Justice 
growing- out of war contracts. Under the direction of the advisory 
council these cases were carefully abstracted and each important step 
noted in large abstract books prepared for that purpose, and all steps 
since taken have been likewise recorded. All cases which have since 
come to this section have been similarly treated. These cases and all 
cases subsequently received, as soon as abstracted, were and have been 
apportioned among the several subdivisions according to their classi- 
fication, 

The head of each subdivision has direction over all attorneys work- 
ing under him, and whenever any differences of opinion arise or advice 
is desired the matter in question is submitted to the advisory council, 
which renders its opinion either in writing or in council, which opinion 
is submitted to the Attorney General before final action is taken. 

Upon the organization of the war transactions section I requested 
that all persons against whom the Government was asserting a claim 
be given an opportunity to be heard before final action, if they so 
requested, and this procedure has been strictly adhered to in the 
disposition of each case. When a case has been prepared and is ready 
for submission the law and facts as presented are carefully consid- 
ered by the council and an opinion rendered in writing, which opinion 
is submitted to the Attorney General and, if concurred in by him, is 
submitted to the department from which it is derived for consideration 
and approval. If not concurred in by the Attorney General, the ad- 
visory council and attorneys in charge are called in council and the 
whole question reconsidered. This in general has been the procedure 
in all matters of importance under consideration by this section, and 
is here recited for the purpose of advising you of the exact method 
adopted and carried out in the disposition of war transactions cases. 

The report herewith submitted has been prepared in detail for the 
purpose of advising the President, and likewise the Senate in response 
to its resolution, as to the exact status of each case that has been con- 
sidered and is now pending and the disposition of such cases and 
claims as have been settled. It embraces— 

(a) A list of criminal cases, including war transactions pending and 
closed, under appropriate headings. 

(b) A list of all cases in the Ordnance Division pending and closed, 
together with a reference to the cases recently transmitted to the 
Department of Justice by the Joint Survey Board. 

(c) A list of cases in the Quartermaster Division, pending and 
closed, including reference to the quartermaster survey unit. 

(d) A list of cases in the Aircraft Division, pending and closed, in- 
cluding special reference to the Wright-Martin case. 

(e) A list of all cases growing out of the construction of camps and 
cantonments, and their present status. 

(f) A list of the claims disposed of and pending in the hands of 
United States attorneys. 
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(g) A list of unclassified miscellaneous claims. 

(h) A list of claims on which actions haye been brought, amount 
claimed, and post-office address of defendants. 

(i) A list of claims pending with receivers or trustees in bankruptcy. 

(j) A list of claims in which judgments have been procured. 

(k) A list of claims collected in full, amounts and post-office ad- 
dresses, 

(1) A list of cases involving compromise settlements, amounts and 
post-office addresses. 

(m) A list of cases returned to the department from which received, 
as presenting no apparent cause for consideration. 

(n) A list of claims upon which no suits have been brought thus far. 

(o) A financial statement showing in detail all disbursements under 
the two appropriations of $500,000 each. 

(p) The work of the auditing and investigation unit. 

A brief summary of the report shows: 

(1) A total of $62,842,741.23 for which suits are pending. 

(2) A total of $2,686,418.43 pending with receivers or trustees. 

(3) Judgments unpaid amounting to $48,308, 

(4) A total of collections paid in full of $2,485,685.9T. 

(5) A total of collections involving compromise of $1,875,263.51. 

(6) A total of all collections amounting to $4,360,949.48. 

(7) Collections practically determined and in process of consumma- 
tion, $4,480,000. 

(8) A total of claims returned amounting to $790,547.40. 

(9) A total upon which suit has not been brought in process of hear- 
ing and determination of $40,943,967.50, 

[NOTE : The accompanying report does not show in detail the amount 
of claims attempted to be collected against the Government in the Court 
of Claims. The work of the war-transactions section has not been 
confined merely to prosecuting claims, but in many instances it has been 
found necessary to defend claims instituted against the Government. In 
order that this work—viz, the defense of claims instituted against the 
Government—might be conducted economically and efficiently, I in- 
structed the attorneys of the Department of Justice proper and those of 
the war-transactions section to assist each other and cooperate at all 
times. This cooperation has been most helpful, and its benefits and 
results are especially noticeable in the work of resisting claims against 
the Government, as the following will show: 

In the Court of Claims alone the total number of cases pending on 
December 1, 1923, was 2,200. The amount claimed in such cases against 
the Government was $1,783,830,467.72. 

Of these 2,200 cases, 1,514 arose out of the World War. In practi- 
cally all of the 1,514 cases before the Court of Claims alone the war- 
transactions section and the regular branch of the Department of 
Justice in charge of the defense of claims against the Government are, 
under my direction, cooperating efficiently and economically. 

During the period from July 1, 1922, to December 1, 1923, 387 cases 
growing out of the World War and pending in the Court of Claims have 
been disposed of. The total amount claimed against the Government in 
these cases so disposed of was $18,052,794.84. The total amount of 
judgments obtained against the Government by these claimants was only 
$3,061,476.42, and of this $3,061,476.42 the Government always ad- 
mitted a liability of $1,250,000 and was at all times willing to pay such 
amount. The amount recovered, including interest in this case, a Ship- 
ping Board case for a ship requisitioned by the Government and blown 
up by a German submarine, was $1,351,381.81. 

It would be difficult at this time to give an accurate statement 
of all such cases where claims are asserted against the Government, 
and I do not consider it necessary to do so inasmuch as the resolution 
does not so require.] 

The attention of the Senate is directed to the fact that contracts 
executed during the war are novel and intricate to construe and in- 
volve many questions of law which the courts have not hitherto con- 
sidered. It has been necessary, therefore, in many instances to bring 
suits in which these questions are involved and whose determination 
is necessary before many adjustments can be made. A sufficient num- 
ber of cases have been brought to test all cases, and for this reason 
suits have been deferred in many cases involving the same questions 
pending court action in order to avoid the expense incident to the 
preparation and conduct of a multiplicity of actions. 

It has been found in many instances in the preparation of suits 
that the testimony was scattered and hard to obtain, and that wit- 
nesses were more or less reluctant to make statements or render 
assistance. This has not only been a source of delay ofttimes but a 
not infrequent embarrassment as well. 


The time and labor incident to the preparation of suits and adjust- 


ments of claims out of court are not reflected in this report. 

With respect to criminal proceedings the attention of the Senate is 
directed to the fact that all consummated acts of a criminal nature 
prior to November 17, 1918, are barred by limitation, and that only 
those instances where additional acts of criminalty were committed 
after that date can there be a criminal prosecution for the reason 
that the act of November 17, 1921, extending the statute of limita- 
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tions to six years could not be retroactive as to any case against 
which the bar had then run. For this reason many of the indictable 
crimes committed during the war can not now be presented to a 
grand jury. 

Manifestly it would be unfair to many persons or companies under 
investigation to make public the fact that they are being investigated, 
and for that reason it is to be presumed that your body will regard 
this report as to them in a more or less confidential way. I made 
it a policy of this department from the beginning of this particular 
work that no publicity should be given to any case under investigation. 
I feel that a great injustice might be done to individuals, a great 
majority of whom desired to and did transact business with the 
Government on an honorable basis, and I feel it to be a duty of the 
Government to protect the innocent as well as to enforce the law 
against those who have violated it. 

It is believed the attached report will fully meet the demands 
of your resolution, but if it does not, this department will be glad 
to respond to any further demands you may make, and in this 
connection I may add that the records of the war transactions 
section are at all times open to the inspection of any Member of 
the Senate or other person or official having a right to examine them. 

As to the Wright-Martin Aircraft Co. case, about which you 
especially inquire, you are advised that this claim was transmitted 
to the Department of Justice by the Secretary of War in the month 
of October, 1921. This was prior to the organization of the war 
transactions section of the Department of Justice. As this was 
one of the first contracts of that character which had been trans- 
mitted to the Department of Justice, and realizing the importance 
of securing a correct interpretation of the rights of the Government 
under these aircraft contracts, I deemed it advisable to secure the 
services of a lawyer of known ability and high standing in his 
profession to have charge of the prosecution of this claim. After 
diligent inquiry, and upon the recommendation of those In whose 
judgment I haye the greatest confidence, Mr. Meler Steinbrink, of 
New York, was selected. Mr. Steinbrink had been a valuable assist- 
ant to Secretary Hughes in an exhaustive investigation of this 
subject. He accepted the employment and the papers in the case 
were delivered to him, with instructions to thoroughly investigate the 
claim upon both the facts and the law and report his conclusions. 
Mr. Steinbrink did make such investigation and examination, and 
on the 23d day of October, 1922, filed a written report with me, 
in which he stated that as a result of his investigation and study 
of the case it was his opinion that the Government would be unable 
to legally sustain its claim. Mr. Steinbrink also submitted his 
report to the advisory council of the war transactions section. 
The council, upon consideration of the report, found that they could 
not concur in the conclusions announced in the report, and caused 
to be prepared a brief in the nature of a reply to Mr. Steinbrink's 
report. This brief was submitted to Mr. Steinbrink. Shortly there- 
after Mr. Steinbrink, who had been selected to have charge of all 
aircraft cases with the exception of the Dayton airplane case, which 
had been committed to another attorney, reported that the brief had 
resulted in conyincing him that he was in error in holding that the 
Government would be unable to legally establish any part of the 
claim. In March, 1923, the business of the alrcraft section having 
increased to such an extent that it was necessary to have special 
assistants, attorneys, and accountants to take charge of the detail 
work, Mr, Steinbrink was retained in charge in a general advisory 
capacity. 

Negotiations in the Wright-Martin case have since been going forward 
through Mr. Cameron, chief of the Accounting Division, with the offi- 
cials and auditors of the Wright-Martin Co., looking toward an agree- 
ment as to certain matters of accounting which it was felt might greatly 
limit the scope of the inquiry and perhaps limit the controversy to the 
determination of the legal questions only. 

Most of the claims growing out of contracts for the production of 
aircraft have come to the department during the past six or eight 
months. Three large claims of this character bad, however, previously 
come to the department. Prior to the report of Mr. Steinbrink on the 
Wright-Martin claim proceedings had been instituted on two of these 
claims, viz, that against the Dayton Airplane Co. and that against 
the Dusenberg Motors Corporation. The extent of recovery under all 
of these contracts for construction of airplanes for the Government, 
and in some, perhaps, the right to recover at all, must depend upon the 
determination by judicial decision of certain leading questions involved. 
The two cases in which proceedings have already been instituted in- 
yolve practically all of these questions, and the decision in these cases 
will control and fix the extent of or the right to recover in the others. 

It was also learned by inquiry at our division of accounting and in- 
vestigation that the amount of auditing necessary to the preparation 
of an action in court on the Wright-Martin claim would involve an 
expenditure which could not be borne by the appropriation for the 
war transactions section, In addition to the other expenses necessarily 
incurred and to be incurred. 


It has been the opinion of those in charge of this and similar claims 
in the department that it would be inadvisable to prosecute further 
actions involving the same legal questions, upon the decision of which 
only can the Government's right be established, until the cases al- 
ready brought shall haye been decided. Detailed reference to this 
case will appear in the general report. 

I further direct your attention to the fact that there has been estab- 

Ushed between the war transactions section and the Department of 
Justice, having in charge the defense of all actions in the Court of 
Claims, an arrangement whereby counterclaims will be asserted in all 
actions pending in that court where the Government has a Gaim against 
the plaintif growing out of war transactions. This will materially in- 
crease the work of the war transactions section, but so many suits are 
now pending in the Court of Claims against the Government some such 
arrangement had become necessary, Hon, Thomas S. Crago has been 
put in charge of this work. Reference to cases in which counterclaims 
of this character have been interposed will be found in the attached 
report. 
In conclusion may I say that, heretofore, the Department of Justice, 
in prosecuting the legal business of the Government, has not deemed it 
to be a wise policy to disclose the status of pending cases, either civil 
or criminal, while the same were under investigation and before they 
were submitted to the court. 

Obvious considerations of embarrassment and disadvantage to the 
Government in adopting a course of full publicity with respect to such 
matters while the same were still under consideration by the depart- 
ment have prevented the adoption of such a policy. < 

Likewise, in many instances it migbt have worked great hardship 
and injustice on corporations and individuals whose contracts and 
dealings with the Government were under investigation to publish to 
the world such fact, for if such corporations and individuals were 
guiltless of wrongdoing, still the mere publication of the fact that they 
were under investigation might work hardship and injury to them. 
For these reasons the Department of Justice for many years, under all 
administrations, has maintained the consistent policy that it was in- 
compatible with the public interest to disclose to the publie the details 
of such transactions while still pending and under investigation by 
the department. 

Still, no considerations except those above indicated have inspired 
the Department of Justice, during my administration of its affairs, 
and if the Senate wishes to make public information about these cases 
and transactions while the same are still under investigation by the 
department, the responsibility of such publicity must rest upon the 
Senate, as the department has nothing to conceal in connection with 
these matters and its dealings with each of them have been on such 
a plane and of such a character that it has no objection to the public 
having full knowledge of the facts. 

z Trusting I have fully complied with the purpose of your resolution, 
am, 
Respectfully yours, H. M. Daveuenry, 
Attorney General. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. BURSUM presented memorials of sundry members of 
shop associations of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
system at Belen, in the State of New Mexico, remonstrating 
against the making of any substantial change in the transporta- 
tion act of 1920, which were referred to the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce, 

Mr. CAPPER presented memorials, numerously signed, of 
members of the Santa Fe Supervisors’ Association of the Atchi- 
son, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway system, of Kansas City and 
Emporia, and of members of shop associations of the Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Railway system, of Kansas City, Argentine, 
Rosedale, Leavenworth, Florence, Newton, Strong City, Cot- 
tonwood Falls, and Wichita, all in the State of Kansas, remon- 
strating against the making of any substantial change in the 
trnsportation act of 1920, which were referred to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. JONES of Washington presented a memorial of sundry 
citizens in the State of Washington, remonstrating against the 
passage of House bill 2878, to authorize the sale of lands 
allotted to Indians under the Moses agreement of July 7, 1883, 
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. KING presented a resolution of the Utah State Auto- 
mobile Association, protesting against the passage of Senate 
bill 1222, to grant certain lands to Brigham Young University 
for educational purposes, which was referred to the Committee 
on Public Lands and Surveys. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Oregon Wool 
Growers’ Association, in convention assembled at Pendleton, 
Oreg., protesting against the present high grazing fees in the 
national forests, which was referred to the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry. 
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7 Mr. LADD presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Wheelock, N. Dak., praying for the repeal or reduction of the 
so-called nuisance and war taxes, especially the tax on industrial 
alcohol, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Kindred, 
Daveuport, Walcott, New England, Scranton, and De Sart, all 
in the State of North Dakota, praying for the imposition of 
increased tariff duties on wheat, and the repeal of the draw- 
back provision and the milling-in-bond privilege of the Fordney- 
McCumber Tariff Act of 1922, which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Rock Lake, 
Souris, Sheyenne, Lansford, Mohall, Abercrombie, Walcott, 
Christine, Wheelock, Heaton, Calvin, and Wellsburg, all in the 
State of North Dakota, praying for the passage of the so-called 
Norris-Sinclair bill, providing aid to agriculture, which were 
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. WILLIS presented resolutions of the Kiwanis Clubs of 
Bast Liverpool, Pomeroy, and Painesville, in the State of Ohio, 
favoring the adoption of the so-called Mellon tax-reduction 
plan, which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented resolutions of the Chamber of Commerce of 
Worthington; the Howard A. Bair Post, No. 423, the American 
Legion, of Rittman; the Cincinnati Post, No. 270, the Ameri- 
can Legion, of Cincinnati; and of the Monclova Post, No. 556, 
the American Legion, of Lucas County, Department of Ohio, all 
in the State of Ohio, favoring the enactment of legislation 
granting adjusted compensation to veterans of the World War, 
which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution of the Akron and Summit 
County Federation of Women's Clubs, of Akron, Ohio, favoring 
an amendment to the Constitution regulating child labor, which 
was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


REPORTS OF THE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, 


Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon : 

A bill (S. 2108) to grant the consent of Congress to the South- 
ern Railway Co. to maintain a bridge across the Tennessee 
River at Knoxville, in the county of Knox, State of Tennessee 
(Rept. No. 148); 

A bill (A. R. 2818) to grant the consent of Congress to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate a dam and spillway across the 
Waccamaw River, in North Carolina (Rept. No. 149) ; 

A bill (H. R. 3845) to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Little Calumet River at Riverdale, III. (Rept. No. 
150) ; 3 
A bill (II. R. 4120) granting the consent of Congress to the 
Greater Wenatchee Irrigation District to construct, maintain, 
and operate a bridge across the Columbia River (Rept. No. 


151) ; 

A bill (H. R. 4182) authorizing the city of Ludington, Mason 
County, Mich., to construct a bridge across an arm of Pere 
Marquette Lake (Rept. No. 152) ; k 

A bill (H. R. 4187) to legalize a bridge across the St. Louis 
River, in Carlton County, State of Minnesota (Rept. No. 153) ; 

A bill (H. R. 4984) to authorize the Clay County bridge dis- 
trict, in the State of Arkansas, to construct a bridge over Cur- 
rent River (Rept. No. 154) ; 

A bill (H. R. 5337) granting the consent of Congress to con- 
struct a bridge over the St. Croix River, between Vanceboro, 
Me., and St. Croix, New Brunswick (Rept. No. 155) ; 

A bill (H. R. 5348) granting the consent of Congress for the 
construction of a bridge across the St. John River, between 
Fort Kent, Me., and Clairs, Province of New Brunswick, Canada 
(Rept. No. 156) ; and 

A bill (H. R. 5624) authorizing the construction of a bridge 
across the Ohio River to connect the city of Benwood, W. Va., 
and the city of Bellaire, Ohio (Rept. No. 157). 

Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 2332) granting the consent of Congress 
to the State of South Dakota for the construction of a bridge 
across the Missouri River between Hughes County and Stanley 
County, S. Dak., reported it with an amendment, and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 158) thereon. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


On motion of Mr. Owen, the Committee on Claims was dis- 
charged from the further consideration of bills of the following 
titles, and they were referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs: 

A pill (S. 1391) conferring jurisdiction on the Court of 
Claims for adjudging the rights of the Otoe and Missouria 
Tribes of Indians for compensation on a basis of guardian and 
ward, and conferring jurisdiction on the Court of Claims to 


adjust the claims between the Otoe and Missouria Tribes of 
Indians and the Omaha Indians to certain moneys received by 
the Omaha Indians; and 

A bill (S. 1392) authorizing the Ponca Tribe of Indians re- 
siding in the States of Oklahoma and Nebraska to submit 
claims to the Court of Claims. 

On motion of Mr. Jones of New Mexico, the Committee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation was discharged from the further 
consideration of the bill (S. 349) for the relief of sufferers in 
New Mexico from the flood due to the overflow of the Tio 
Grande and its tributaries, and it was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ELKINS: 

A bill (S. 2533) for the relief of Lola Blanche Dean; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 

A bill (S. 2534) for the relief of J. E. Saucier (with accom- 
panying papers) ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HALE: 

A bill (S. 2535) granting a pension to Edith F. Morrill (with 
an accompanying paper) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. LENROOT: - 

A bill (S. 2536) for the relief of Henry H. Hall; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. KING: 

A bill (S. 2537) for the relief of Willard Taylor Schell; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HARRIS: 

A bill (S. 2538) to extend the time for the completion of 
the construction of a bridge across the Savannah River be- 
tween the counties of Aiken, S. C., and Richmond, Ga.; to 
the Committee on Commerce. 


NORTHERN PACIFIC LAND GRANTS. 


Mr, LENROOT. I introduce a joint resolution relative to 
the adjustment of the Northern Pacific land grants, which I 
ask be referred to the Committee on Public Lands and Sur- 
veys and printed in the Recorp, with the accompanying papers. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 82) directing the Secretary 
of the Interior to withhold his approval of the adjustment of 
the Northern Pacific land grants, and for other purposes, was 
read twice by its title and, with the accompanying papers, 
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby directed 
to withhold his approval of the adjustment of the Northern Pacific 
land grants under the act of July 2, 1864, and the Joint resolution 
of May 31, 1870, and he is also hereby directed to withhold the 
issuance of any further patents under the said act and the sald reso- 
lution, or any legislative enactments supplemental thereto or con- 
nected therewith, until after Congress shall have made a full and 
complete inquiry into the said land grants and the acts supplemental 
thereto for the purpose of considering legislation to meet the respective 
rights of the Northern Pacific Railroad Co. and the United States 
in the premises. 

2. That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby directed to advise 
Congress of the status of the said Northern Pacific land grants, recom- 
mending such action as he believes right and proper for the further 
adjustment thereof. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, February 12, 1924. 
Hon, Irvine L. LENROOT, 
Chairman Committee on Publie Lands and Surveys, 
United States Senate. 

My Dear SENATOR: Under date of April 11, 1921, the Supreme Court 
of the United States handed down a decision in the case of the Northern 
Pacific Railway Co. v. The United States (256 U. 8. 51), in which it 
was held that the measure of the Northern Pacific land grant under the 
act of July 2, 1864 (13 Stat. 365), and the joint resolution of May 31, 
1870 (16 Stat. 378), was the aggregate of the odd-numbered sections 
within the place limits of the grant unless (a) part of the grant in- 
cluded only a moiety of those sections, or (b) the route of the Northern 
Pacific and that of another road with a prior land grant were found to 
be upon the same general line, in which event certain deductions were 
to be made. The decision likewise held that the odd-numbered sec- 
tions within the indemnity limits of the grant could not be withdrawn 
for governmental purposes if they were needed to satisfy the acreage 
of the grant. The previous position of the Government had been that 
the land within the indemnity limits of the grant could be withdrawn 
for governmental purposes if the withdrawals were made prior in time 
to the actual selection of the indemnity lands by the Northern Pacific, 
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By reason of the Supreme Court decision the Interior Department 
has undertaken an adjustment of the Northern Pacific grant. The 
preliminary figures that have been compiled under this adjustment in- 
dicate that the acreage of the grant may be deficient, with the conse- 
quence that should the preliminary figures become final, several million 
acres of national forest and other lands which have heretofore been 
withdrawn for governmental purposes may pass to the Northern 
Pacific. 

The decision of the Supreme Court was based upon the record before 
it. It did not take into consideration, and properly so, many questions 
of Jaw and fact which arise in connection with the grant and which 
would be germane to an inquiry made in connection therewith by 
Congress, 

There are large public interests Involved, and to the end that Con- 
gress may have an opportunity to consider the matter, a proposed 
joint resolution is transmitted herewith for your consideration. 

A similar letter has been addressed to the Hon. N. J. SINNOTT, 
chairman of the Committee on Public Lands, House of Representatives. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Henry C. WALLACE, 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
Husprrt Worx, 
Secretary of the Interior. 

(Inclosure.) 

. Fernnvany 13, 1924. 
SUMMARY oy NORTHERN PACIFIC CONTROVERSY FROM VIEWPOINT OF 
FOREST SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE. 


The Department of Agriculture and the Department of the Interior 
have joined in asking Congress to settle the question of whether ap- 
proximately 3,000,000 acres of land in the national forests of Montana, 
Idaho, and Washington, withdrawn and administered by the Govern- 
ment for many years and worth probably $30,000,000, shall remain in 
public ownership or shall be given to the Northern Pacific Railway 
Co. . 

HOW THE CASE ARISES, 


This question as put up to Congress is a result of the Northern 
Pacific’s attempt to make selections and secure title to land in the 
national forests. The matter bas been before the Supreme Court, 
but in only one of its aspects. The entire case presents considerations 
very similar to that involving the grant of the Oregon & California 
Railroad Co. (Southern Pacific) in which Congress on June 9, 1916, 
took over the title to the remaining unsold lands in that grant 
amounting to nearly 3,000,000 acres. 

FOREST SERVICE CLAIMS, 


The Forest Service contends that the Northern Pacific land grant 
has already been fully satisfied, and that a consideration of all the 
facts in the case will convince Congress that the company is not en- 
titled to select a single additional acre, but, in fact, Congress has the 
right to ask an accounting from the railroad and that such an account- 
ing may justify the cancellation of the patents to all granted lands 
still retained by the corporation. To substantiate this claim the 
Forest Service makes the following contentions : 

1. That the land grants were made for the purpose of aiding in the 
construction of the railroad. The total gross receipts of the Northern 
Pacific to June 80, 1917, from the sale of the lands from its grant 
amounted to $136,118,533.14. The cost of constructing the road did 
not exceed $70,000,000. The sale of lands has more than paid the 
cost of constructing the railroad. 

2. That the Northern Pacific failed to construct 1,507.21 miles of 
its railroad within the time required by law, thereby rendering the 
granted lands subject to forfeiture. 

8. That the Northern Pacific failed to dispose of certain of its lands 
to settlers at not to exceed $2.50 per acre, as required by the law. 

4. That the Northern Pacific failed to dispose of hundreds of tbou- 
sands of acres of its lands at public sale, as required by law. 

5. That hundreds of thousands of acres of poor land in the Northern 
Pacifie grant were erroneously classified as mineral, This land was 
turned back to the United States and the railroad acquired mineral 
indemity rights therefor, which were applied in part on more valuable 
lands in the indemity limits, 

6. That under a rule of law laid down by the Supreme Court, the 
Northern Pacific has been erroneously allowed 1,500,000 acres too 
much land in the State of Washington, x 

T. That over 500,000 acres of land credited to the Northern Pacific 
should be deducted because of conflict with the land grant of another 
road and the erroneous fixation ef the land grant limit lines. 

8. That approximately 640,000 acres of land have been erroneously 
allowed the Northern Pacific by reason of the Tacoma overlap. 

9. That the Northern Pacifie has received approximately 600,000 
acres of land to which they were not entitled under their grant in the 
Wallula overlap. 

10. That the Northern Paeide has been allowed to make over 1,300,- 
000 acres of indemnity selections in its second indemnity belt, whereas 
these selections should have been confined to the first indemnity belt. 


11. That for lands erroneously patented to the Northern Pacific 
the Government should be entitled to receive at least what the rail- 
road received from the sale of these lands, instead of $1.25 per acre, 

12. That the Northern Pacific under the Mount Rainier Park act of 
March 2, 1899, relinquished to the United States thousands of acres 
of commercially valueless land and received therefor selection privi- 
leges applicable to the finest lands they could find in the States of 
Oregon, Washington, Idaho, Montana, North Dakota, Minnesota, and 
Wisconsin. 

It is the position of the Forest Service that the foregoing ques- 
tions, and others, to which of course the railroad is entitled to make 
reply, will upon an Investigation by Congress show that the Northern 
Pacific land grants, upon an equitable basis, have already been more 
than satisfied, and that Congress would be justified at least in pass- 
ing legislation saving the 3,000, 000 acres of national forest lands to 
the United States. 


E. A. SHERMAN, Acting Forester. 
INVESTIGATION OF TREASURY ESTIMATES ON SOLDIERS’ BONUS. 


Mr. HARRISON. I submit a resolution for which I ask 
immediate consideration. 
The resolution (S. Res. 164) was read as follows: 


Whereas in a speech delivered in the city of New York on the 17th 
day of February, 1924, Hon. Thomas W. Miller, Alien Property Cus- 
todian, is reported to haye stated that a high Treasury official ad- 
mitted that the Treasury Department estimates on the cost of the 
World War veterans’ bonus were juggled to deceive and that each 
time Congress «sked for a revised estimate the Treasury Department 
increased its previous estimates because it was felt necessary to use 
stronger and stronger arguments against the bonus each time it came 
up before Congress; and 

Whereas the question of enacting a World War veteran's adjusted 
compensation measure is now pending in the Congress: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Finance Committee of the Senate be directed to 
investigate said charges, 


Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask that the resolution may lie over 
under the rule. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On objection, the resolution 
will lie over under the rule, 
AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS. 


Mr. FLETCHER submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to House bill 6820, the naval appropriation 
bill, which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed, as follows: 


On page 37, line 14, after the colon, insert: 

“For new construction, buildings, and improvements at air stations 
at a total cost not to exceed $560,000, as follows: Pensacola, Fla. 
$150,000; Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, $173,000; Coco Solo, Canal Zone, 
$287,000." 


Mr. ODDIE submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to House bill 5078, the Interior Department ap- 
propriation bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed, as follows: 


On page 70, line 13, after the word “ purposes,” strike out the semi- 
colon and insert a comma, and add the following: 

“When the water users of the Truckee-Carson irrigation district 
have voted for a contract binding themselves to reimburse the Federal 
Government for the cost thereof.” 


SITES AT THE PENSACOLA (FLA.) NAVAL STATION. 

Mr. FLETCHER submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 4097) to authorize the dis- 
position of lands no longer needed and the acquisition of other 
lands required for naval purposes, which was referred to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs and ordered to be printed. 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr, 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on February 16, 
1924, the President approved and signed acts and a joint reso- 
lution of the following titles: 

S. 152. An act to authorize the county of Multnomah, Oreg., 
to construct a bridge and approaches thereto across the Willam- 
ette River in the city of Portland, Oreg., to replace the pres- 
ent Burnside Street Bridge in said city of Portland; and also 
to authorize said county of Multnomah to construct a bridge 
and approaches thereto across the Willamette River in said 
city of Portland in the vicinity of Ross Island; 

S. 384. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
Waccamaw River in South Carolina near the North Carolina 
State line; 

S. 602. An act to extend the time for the construction of a 
bridge across the Arkansas River between the cities of Little 
Rock and Argenta, Ark. ; y 
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S. 604. An act to authorize the construction, maintenance, 
and operation of a bridge across the St. Francis River near 
St. Francis, Ark. ; 

S. 643. An act to extend the time for the construction of a 
bridge across the Pamunkey River in Virginia; 

S. 733. An act granting the consent of Congress to the con- 
struction of a bridge over the Hudson River at Poughkeepsie, 
N 5 

S. 1170. An act to authorize the Highway Commission of the 
State of Montana to construct and maintain a bridge across 
the Yellowstone River at or near the city of Glendive, Mont. ; 

S. 1374. An act to authorize the Norfolk & Western Railway 
Co. to construct a bridge across the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy 
River at or near a point about 1$ miles west of Williamson, 
Mingo County, W. Va., and near the mouth of Turkey Creek, 
Pike County, Ky. ; 

8.1539. An act extending the time for the construction of 
a bridge across Fox River by the city of Aurora, III., and 
granting the consent of Congress to the removal of an existing 
dam and to its replacement with a new structure; 

S. 1540. An act granting the consent of Congress to the city 
of Aurora, Kane County, III., a municipal corporation, to con- 
struct, maintain, and operate certain bridges across Fox River; 

S. 1634. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Lumber River, in South Carolina, between Marion and 
Horry Counties; and 

S. J. Res. 68. Joint resolution authorizing the erection on 
public ground in the city of Washington, D. C., of a memorial 
to the Navy and Marine services, to be known as Navy and 
Marine Memorial Dedicated to Americans Lost at Sea. 


ADDRESS ON ABRAHAM LINCOLN, 


Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, I ask to have printed in the 
Record. an address on Abraham Lincoln delivered on the oc- 
casion. of the Lincoln Day celebration in the Synagogue of 
Washington Heights Congregation, Washington, D. C., Febru- 
=r 12, 1924, by the president of the congregation, Emanuel 

ertz. 

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

ÅBRAHAM LINCOLN—THE SEER. 


(Delivered on the occasion of the Lincoln Day celebration in the 
Synagogue of Washington Heights Congregation, February 12, 1924, 
by the president of the congregation, Emanuel Hertz.) 

The Sundays following the assassination of President Lincoln were 
observed throughout the restored Union as the occasion upon which 
the American people assembled in their various houses of worship to 
do honor to Abraham Lincoln, who was even then on his long journey 
to the home which he left a little over four years ago with premoni- 
tions that he would never return alive to the scenes of his early man- 
hood—to the scenes of his early struggles. The preachers of practi- 
cally every denomination, as was but natural, proceeded to Deuter- 
onomy XXXIV, 1-5, and quoted the famous passage: 

Aud Moses went up from the plains to Moab unto the mountain 
of Nebo, to the top of Pisgah. * * And the Lord said unto him, 
“This is the land. * * * T have caused thee to see it with thine 
eyes, and thou shalt not go over thither.’ 

Henry Ward Beecher, in Plymouth Church, pronounced the most 
eloquent of those funeral sermons, and what the most inspired divine 
of his times used as his text in paying his final tribute to the great 
war President was echoed: and reechoed not only on that occasion 
but on succeeding anniversaries observed and dedicated to Lincoln in 
practically every State in the Union, 

An examination of many pamphlets, speeches, and treatises of Abra- 
ham Lincoln diselosed the same idea adopted by practically everyone 
who sees the similarity: between the great war President and the great 
lawgiver. The amazing thing about it is that practically no biogra- 
pher; no commentator of Lincoln's life, has carried the parallelism be- 
tween the two great characters either backward, to the beginning of 
Lincoln's. career, or forward, in an analysis of his work and of the 
stupendous problems with which he was confronted—aside from 
Coffin, who, in a brief summary at the conclusion of his Life of 
Lincoln, states, “the millions whom Abraham Lincoln delivered from 
slavery will ever liken him to Moses, the deliverer of Israel. Only in 
part are they to be compared, humble alike from birth, but the child- 
hood of one was passed in the luxurious court of Pharaoh, that of 
the other amid the poverty of a frontier cabin. Moses gives just and 
righteous laws to Israel, Abraham Lincoln a new charter of liberty to 
his country. Both led their fellow men out of bondage; both beheld 
the promised land of a nation’s larger life, but neither is privileged 
to enter it.“ But here, as elsewhere, the comparison between the two 
characters ends. 8 

Moses, in his youth, “went out unto his brethren and looked on their 
burdens, and he saw an Egyptian smite a Hebrew, one of his brethren, 
and he looked this way and that way, and when he saw that there was 


no man, he smote the Egyptian and hid him in the sand.“ and it was 
thus that Moses, at this time, in this effective manner, demonstrated 
his position on the question of slavery. 

When Abraham Lincoln was a young man he took a cargo of produce 
down the Mississippi River to the market of New Orleans. After he 
had sold the cargo he and a fellow boatman sauntered through the 
slave mart. Black men and women and children were arranged in 
rows against the wall for inspection. The auctioneer proclaimed. their 
good qualities as he would those of a horse or a mule; again and again 
the hammer of the auctioneer well and husbands and wives were sep- 
arated forever, and children were there and then doomed never again 
to look into the faces of father and mother, That scene in the auction 
room set the blood of Lincoln on fire. His lips quivered and his voice 
choked in his throat as he turned to his fellow boatman and said: 
“If ever I get a chance to bit that thing I will hit it hard, by the 
eternal God.” Who is he,” says Dr. David Gregg, to hit the thing“ 
a blow? He is only a boatman, a splitter of rails, a teamster, a back- 
woodsman. Nothing more. His poverty so deep that his clothes are 
in tatters. The thing which he would like to hit is incorporated into 
the framework of society and legalized in half the States, and is in- 
trenched in state and church alike, Is there the remotest probability 
that he will ever be able to smite such an institution? Why utter 
these words? Why raise the right hand toward heaven and swear a 
solemn oath?” Was it some dim vision of what might come to him 
through Divine Providence in unfolding years? Was it an illumination 
of the Spirit forecasting for the moment the impending ¢onflict be- 
tween right and wrong in which he was to take a conspicuous part? 
Was it a whisper by a divine messenger that he was to be the chosen 
one to wipe the “thing” from the earth and give deliverance to 
millions of his fellow men? You may answer these questions as you 
please, but these are the facts of this history. The bour of the Nation 
came, and with it the golden moment for the slave. Then it was that 
the very same hand that was lifted in solemn oath before God in the 
New Orleans slave mart took up the God-inspired pen of liberty and 
wrote the emancipation which fofever abolished slave master, slave 
market, and slave. 

One of the most remarkable occurrences showing the predestination 
of Abraham Lincoln for his task took place in the little town of Salem, 
III., in August, 1837, when Lincoln was only 23 years of age. Lincoln 
went from Springfield to Salem to attend a camp meeting. Dr. Peter 
Akers, one of the greatest Methodist preachers of the time, preached a 
sermon which lasted three hours. He showed that a great civil war 
would put an end to human bondage. I am not a prophet,” he said, 
“but a student of the prophets. American slavery will come to an 
end in some near decade, I think in the sixties.” These words caused 
a profound sensation. In their excitement thousands surged about the 
preacher, but when at last he cried out, Who can tell but that the 
man who shall lead us through this strife may be standing in our 
presence,” a solemn. stillness fell over the assembly. There, not more 
than 80 feet away, stood the lank figure of Lincoln, with his pensive 
face, a prophet as yet uninspired, a leader as yet unannounced. The 
preacher's words had fallen like a mystical baptism on the head of 
this obscure pioneer, as yet unannointed by the sacrificial fires of the 
coming national tragedy. 

When they returned to Springfield, Lincoln remained silent for a long 
time. At last one of bis friends asked him what he had thought of the 
sermon, and he replied that be “little dreamed that such power could 
be given to mortal man, for those words were from beyond the speaker. 
Peter Akers has convinced me that American slavery will go down with 
the crash of civil war.” Then he added: “ Gentlemen, you may be sur- 
prised and think it strange, but when the preacher was describing. the 
civil war I distinctly saw myself, as in second sight, bearing an im- 
portant part in that strife.” 

The next morning Mr. Lincoln came very late to his office, and Mr. 
Herndon, glancing at his haggard face, exclaimed: “ Why, Lincola, 
what's the matter?’ Then Lincoln told him about the great sermon, 
and said: “I am utterly unable to shake myself free from the convic- 
tion that I shall be involved in that terrible war.” 

Similar premonitions and visions were Lincoln's, down to the very 
last of his notable life and the one of which Noah Brooks in bis Life 
of Lincoln wrote, wherein Lincoln says: “I have seen this evening 
what I saw on the evening of my nomination. As I stood before a 
mirror I saw two images of myself—a. bright one in front and one 
that was pallid standing behind. It completely unnerved me. The 
bright one I know is. my past, the pale one my coming life. I do not 
think I shall live to see the end of my second term.“ 

Shortly before Lincoln’s assassination some friends were talking 
about certain dreams recorded in the Bible, and the President said: 
“About two days ago I retired very late; I could not have been long in 
bed, when I fell into a slumber, for I was weary. I soon began to 
dream. There seemed to be a deathlike stillness about me, Then I heard 
subdued sobs, as if a number of people were weeping. I thought I left 
my bed and wandered downstairs. There the silence was broken by the 
same pitiful sobbing, but the mourners were invisible. I went from 
room to room; no living person was in sight, but the same mournful 
sounds of distress met me as I passed alopg. It was light in all the 
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rooms; every object was familiar to me, but where were all the people 
who were grieving as if their hearts would break? I was puzzled and 
alarmed. What could be the meaning of all this? Determined to find 
the cause of a state of things so mysterious and so shocking, I kept on 
until I arrived at the East Room, which I entered. Before me was a 
catafalque, on which was a form wrapped in funereal vestments. 


Around it were stationed soldiers who were acting as guards. There 
was a throng of people, some gazing mournfully upon the catafalque, 
others weeping pitifully. ‘Who is dead in the White House?’ I de- 
manded of one of the soldiers. ‘The @resident,’ was the answer; he 
was killed by an assassin.’ Then came a loud burst of grief from the 
crowd, which woke me from my dream.“ 

John Hay, writing to Senator Hoar in reference to a conversation 
had between Charles Dickens and Secretary Stanton, says: General 
Grant, in an interview with the President on the 14th of April—the 
day he was shot, expressed some anxiety as to the news from Sher- 
man. The President answered him in that singular vein of poetic 
mysticism, which, though constantly held in check by strong common 

` sense, formed a remarkable element in his character. He assured 
Grant that the news would come soon and come favorable, for he last 
night had his usual dream which preceded great events, He seemed to 
be, he said, in a singular and indescribable vessel, but always the 
same, moving with great rapidity toward a dark and indefinite shore. 
He had had this dream before Antietam, Murfreesboro, Gettysburg, and 
Vicksburg.” 

It has been a pleasant pastime during the centuries, if not during 
the millenia, to speak jestingly, if not jeeringly, of those wonderful 
passages in the Old Testament, and which ever commence with the 
words, “And God spoke to Moses.” God spoke to Moses! To a mere 
mortal! And so we find similar criticism from the day when Abraham, 
the first empire builder, who walked with God, down to Moses, the Law 
Giver, who spoke to God, down to our own Abraham Lincoln, to whom 
God made clear his will in these mysterious ways. While the great 
lawgiver is very nearly 4,000 years removed, Abraham Lincoln is but 
60 years removed from us, and he ld of these apprehensions—of these 
dreams—of these talks with God—of these requests to God, to whom? 
Not to his friends, the few he had, because most of them he had left in 
Illinois—not to Governor Andrew, for he was far away in Boston— 
not to Governor Morton, for he was well occupied in Indiana—not to 
Governor Curtin, for he was busy in Harrisburg—not to the friends in 
the Northwest and in the Northeast—but to his own Cabinet, to Gen- 
eral Grant, a man of iron and of steel, who listened and who believed; 
to Seward, the man who would be President, the man who said: “If I 
were President I would have a policy.” Oh, what a policy he proposed 
to the kind-hearted Abraham Lincoln—a universal war in order to 
cement the fragments of the Republic which we now clearly see could 
not be cemented except by Lincoln's method. 

He told it to Chase, the coldest, the proudest, and the most recalci- 
trant man of them all, who said again and again, “If I were Presi- 
dent I would have a policy; Abraham Lincoln has no policy,” and 
Chase believed. He told it to that great leader of men, Secretary 
Stanton, Buchanan’s Democratic Attorney General, the creator of 
armies, of ordnance, of munitions; he told it in the presence of Charles 
A. Dana, the greatest of American newspaper men. He told it in 
the presence of Gideon Welles, Nicolay, Hay, Senators Wilson, Sumner, 
Fessenden, and a host of others, who, if they had not believed and 
been cowed by the seriousness, by the solemity, but the sincerity, by 
the divine attributes of the man, would have told him to his face 
that he was a poltroon and an impositor. 

The irresistible conclusion is that when a man—whether he be 
Abraham, Moses, or Lincola—when the man has been picked for a 
task by Providence, Providence always has a way of communicating 
His orders and His decrees to the man of His choice, 

Another mark of resemblance between the two men—Moses and 
Lincoln—is their physical appearance. Both were men of giant con- 
stitutions, Both men towered above their fellows. Both men, who 
upon close scrutiny were homely men, homely in the common adapta- 
tion of the term. One of the legends about Moses tells us that a 
near-by potentate heard about the ungainly appearance of the law 
giver and could not understand how a man so homely, so ill-shapen, 
could accomplish such monumental deeds, but when he saw Moses 
transfigured with his mission as the servant of God, he forgot all 
about his looks; he saw the rays of light which shone from the seer's 
face. The three or four great equestrian statues in the world, if 
taken from their high pedestals and examined at close range, would 
appear monstrosities; but if viewed in their own proper proportions, 
at the proper angle, in the proper light, and under proper conditions, 
and upon their proper eminence, those statues are miracles in bronze, 
even as is the Lincoln of Augustus St. Gaudens in Chicago a miracle 
in bronze, and even as is the statute of Moses by Michael Angelo a 
miracle in stone. The ideals for which both lived transfigured their 
appearance, and they appear in their true, heroic, gigantic, over- 


whelming proportions known to posterity as Moses and as Lincoln. 
In picking the 10 greatest men of all time Moses, of course, found 
one of the places, and the biographer of the 10 has very little to say by 


way of comment upon Moses. He simply says, “ Moses, the ancient 
lawgiver,” and all the world knows. Similarly Lincoln being picked 
as the representative of the nineteenth century for that peculiar niche 
of fame which has one human being for each century, selected upon 
the roll call of the centuries, from the first century down to the 
nineteenth century, is called Lincoln the emancipator.” 

I would amend this description of Lincoln, because “ emancipation” 
and ‘‘emancipator” but sprang from the multitudinous and many- 
sidedness of his accomplishments, It was rather “ Lincoln, the seer,” 
prepared in the primeval forests, as was his great prototype in the 
primeval desert, for the gigantic tasks of 1861-1865. I had almost 
overlooked the great joint debates with Judge Douglas—the five 
monumental debates which were preceded 4,000 years ago by the 
10 joint debates between the law giver and the court of Pharoah— 
that Pharoah of whose power and prowess and splendor we are 
even now obtaining glimpses at Luxor. 

Never was the education of two men more alike than was that 
of Moses and of Lincoln. In spite of the alleged learning which 
Moses gathered at the fect of his Egyptain teachers and philosophers, 
it was in the desert, where he cared for the flocks of Jethro, where 
his education was completed and where he unlearned all the fallacies 
of Egyptian life. It was the great desert, with its vast horizons 
and silences, which invited men of introspection to worship and to 
marvelous religious utterances, where Moses received his final edu- 
cation, 

In the same manner Abraham Lincoln, in the primeval forests of south- 
ern Illinois, then just about opened to civilization, in contact with moun- 
tains and rivers, received the final touches of that education which 
fitted him for his great future career. It is almost laughable how some 
of his biographers commiserate Lincoln because of his lack of edu- 
cation. True, Illinois in those days represented in the main an un- 
staked and untracked wild. Into this wild country a tall, unkept 
stripling drove the four-ox team that carried his father and step- 
mother, stepbrother, sister, and cqusin, with their simple household 
equipment out of Indiana into Illinois. He had scarcely reached his 
majority; he tarried with his family long enough to help house his 
aging parents, and then, with the characteristic independence of the 
true American lad, struck out for himself, for at 21 the true pioneer 
youth accepted the responsibilities of life, and in the adjoining county 
of Sangamon entered upon that great career that is the most pic- 
turesque as well as the most profoundly significant story in American 
history. 

To continue the comparison, after the remarkable similarity of edu- 
cation of both men, we find that instead of reaching a climax—the one 
on Nebo’s Mount and the other on the day of his assassination—it 
appears that the climax of one career, that of Moses, was at the Red 
Sea and at Mount Sinai, and of Lincoln at Washington on March 4 
1861; and here is where we see the remarkable similarity of the two 
careers, the two great outstanding periods in the lives of both leaders. 
It was when hemmed in between the Red Sea and the best trained 
legions of antiquity that Moses showed his strategy, his generalship, 
his leadership, and his communion with God. It was there that he 
harmonized a distracted people and rose above the divided counsels of 
the four parties who confronted him with their advice, even as was 
Lincoln confronted with the advice of four similar parties on that 
fatal 4th day of March in 1861. There were those who counseled 
Moses to commit national suicide; there were those who counseled 
Lincoln—like Horace Greeley and others—to permit the erring sisters 
to go in peace; let there be as many States, as many republics on the 
continent as the people in the different States might decide upon, 
There were those who counseled Moses to return to Egypt and to 
slavery. There were those who counseled Lincoln not to touch the 
great institution of slavery, not to shed any blood by reason of any 
interference with that almost sacrosanct institution. There were those, 
and they constituted the most dangerous party known as the “ Copper- 
heads“ in the North, who, with Vallandigham and others—to borrow 
a term from Thucydides—“ emitted the sounds of the hostile armies"; 
in other words, those who preached secession and treason in the North, 
those who favored the South, those who could see nothing right in 
what Lincoln or the upholders of the Union did or proposed to do. 
There were a similar set of defeatists among the followers of Moses 
at the Red Sea, who were bent on anything and everything to destroy 
the hegemony of Moses and of those who would make a united people 
out of the liberated Egyptian slaves. And there were finally, thank 
God, those who would follow Lincoln as far as he would lead—men 
like Governors Andrew, Curtin, Morton, Yates—men who began to 
perceive the divine mission of the great President, even as Moses had 
his followers, who said, “No; we will follow you; let us fight the 
Egyptian hordes.” The great lawgiver rose to the very height of his 
unparalleled career when he stepped from Mount Sinai with the deca- 
logue, the fundamental structure upon which all religions rest. Lin» 
coln reached the greatest height of hig career when he stepped before 
his Cabinet and read his Emancipation Proclamation, Neither man 
again rose to similar heights, 
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Perhaps George Grey Barnard explains what happened between the 
two periods of Lincoln's life; between the times when tie two masks 
were taken of the great war President—the life mask taken by Douglas 
Folk: Lincoln’s life mask is the most wonderful face left to us—a 
face utterly opposed to the faces of the Emperors of Rome or of 
Napoleon—that with a record of a dominating will, self-assertive over 
others, Lincoln’s commanding self for the sake of others, a spiritual 
will based on reason, “For 160 days I sought the secret of this 
face in the marvelous constructive work of God. The mys- 
tery of this whole form nature alone knows—man will never fathom 
It. + Lincoln's face, the triumph of God through man and of 
man through God. Lincoln, the song of democracy, written 
by God, his face the temple of his manhood.” 

On the other hand, Lincoln’s death mask reveals the man who has 
concluded his work, a man who has weathered the storm, a giant whose 
strength was taxed to the utmost, and which unprecedented tasks have 
left their marks upon that remarkable constitution. 

And so it might be repeated that the great life work of the emanci- 
pator was done between the day of his first inaugural and the day of 
his second inaugural; when he harnessed together the greatest intel- 
lects of the country—statesmen, diverse as the winds in temper and 
sentiment—better capable than himself to push forward the car of 
legislation or handle the multifarious details of executive work; and 
be held the reins over them with infinite considerateness and discre- 
tion, conciliating, assuaging rivalries, maintaining good humor and 
encouraging each to his greatest work. He kept his Cabinet in closest 
touch with Congress, and both Cabinet and Congress in generous accord 
with public opinion, and with the surrender at Appomattox there was 
nothing left of colossai size for Lincoln to perform. His work was 
done, and, as if by an irony of fate, the entire class of captious states- 
men who said, “ If I were President,” were given the task of finishing 
up what little Lincoln had left undone. He had recemented the Union. 
He had stamped out sedition and had destroyed slavery, and now it 
was left as an insignificant heritage to those who thought that they 
would have performed Lincoln’s tasks so much better than Lincoln 
himself, to finish and clean up the minutia which the assasin’s bullet 
had preyented Lincoln from completing, and which he was even then 
in the process of completing. ‘The sad and black chapters of recon- 
struction tell the story of the success with which they met. The dis- 
graceful chapter of the impeachment of Andrew Johnson is something 
which could never have happened were the spirit of Lincoln alive in the 
land. And so his great prototype, when he stood on Mount Nebo, 
left to his successors, who were about equally as successful as were the 
successors of the martyred President, the taking over of the land and 
the division thereof among the different tribes. 

“How large,“ says Doctor Converse, how potent a factor in the 
conduct of Providence a single great personality may be! The memory 
of a single great man, Moses, kept and consecrated through the ages 
by the supreme veneration and obedience, has suffered to preserve intact 
a wandering people and to confront the modern world with what I 
may call the one outstanding miracle of civilization, “a race without a 
country.” Great characters, like great objects of nature, demand dis- 
tance and perspective to be viewed aright; to be judged aright they 
must be judged by their total mass, their dimensions and elevation, by 
the way they tower above on the horizon. Gazing admiringly upon a 
giant oak or pine, if some botanist or entomologist begins to tell me of 
knots and gnarls, and worm holes in the bark, I say, ‘Be gone, get 
thee behind me, thou minute philosopher, thou ferreter of trifles. 
Never by such process can the measure of the meaning of a noble object 
make itself felt. Stand back! Survey in grand dimension of the 
whole; see its mighty arms, in Titan battle with the winds of heaven; 
mark how its giant roots, piercing the earth with the dark energy of 
their powerful life, anchor securely the mighty form!’” 

So should we look at Moses; so should we look at Lincoln. 

Perhaps no other being who came in touch with Abraham Lincoln saw 
the similarity between him and the great lawgiver more clearly than 
did Father Chiniquy, to whom Lincoln had come closer, perhaps, than 
to any other of his many clients, He had freed Chiniquy from a mon- 
strous charge, and he had opened his heart to Chiniquy as he has 
opened it to very few others. As we must all die sooner or later,” he 
says to Father Chiniquy, “it makes very little difference to me whether 
I die from a dagger plunged through the heart or from an inflammation 
of the lungs. Let me tell you that I have lately read a passage in the 
Old Testament which has made a profound, and I hope a salutary, im- 
pression upon me.” The President took his Bible and opened at the 
third chaper of Deuteronomy and read from the twenty-second to the 
twenty-eighth verses: “And I besought the Lord at that time, saying 
+ * * I pray thee, let me go over and see the good land that is 
beyond Jordan, that goodly mountain, and Lebanon. But the Lord was 
wroth with me for your sakes, and would not hear me; and the Lord 
said unto me, Let it suffice thee; speak no more unto me of this matter. 
Get thee up into the top of Pisgah, and lift up thine eyes westward, 
and northward, and southward, and eastward, and behold it with thine 
eyes; for thou shalt not go over this Jordan.” 


After the President had read these words, with great solemnity, 
he added: “ My dear Father Chiniquy, let me tell you that I have read 
these strange and beautiful phrases several times these last five or 
six weeks. The more I read them the more it seems to me that 
God has written them for me as well as for Moses. Has he not 
taken me from my poor log cabin by the hand, as he did Moses in 
the reeds of the Nile, put me at the head of the greatest and most 
blessed of modern nations, just as he put that prophet at the head 
of the most blessed nation of ancient times? Has not God granted 
me the privilege, which was not granted to any living man, when I 
broke the fetters of 4,000,000 of men and made them free? Has 
not our God given me the most glorious victories over our enemies? 
Are not the armies of the Confederacy so reduced to a handful of 
men when compared to what they were two years ago, that the day 
is fast approaching when they will have to surrender? 

“Now I see the end of this terrible conflict with the same joy 
as Moses, when, at the end of his trying 40 years in the wilderness; 
and I pray my God to grant me to see the days of peace and untold 
prosperity, which will follow this cruel war, as Moses asked God to 
let him see the other side of Jordan and enter the promised land. But, 
do you know, I hear in my soul the yoice of God giving me the rebuke 
which was given Moses? Yes; every time that my soul goes to 
God to ask the favor of seeing the other side of Jordan, and the fruits 
of that peace, for which I am longing with such an unspeakable 
desire, do you know that there is a still but solemn voice which tells 
me that I will see those things only from a long distance, and that 
I will be among the dead when the Nation, which God granted me to 
lead through those awful trials, will cross the Jordan, and dwell in 
that land of promise, where peace, industry, happiness, and liberty 
will make everyone happy, and why so? Because He has already 
given me favors which He never gave, I dare say, to any man in 
these latter days, 

“Why did God Almighty refuse to Moses the favor of crossing the 
Jordan and entering the promised land? It was on account of his 
own nation’s sins. That law of divine retribution and justice, by 
which one must suffer for another, is surely a terrible mystery. But 
it is a fact which no man who has any intelligence and knowledge 
can deny. Moses, who knew that law, though he probably did 
not understand it better than we do, calmly says to his people, 
‘ God was wroth with me for your sakes.’ But though we do not 
understand that mysterious and terrible law, we find it written in 
letters of tears and blood wherever we go. We do not read a single 
page of history without finding undeniable traces of its ex- 
isten e.. Í 

“When I look on Moses, alone, silently dying on Mount Pisgah, 
I see that law in one of the most sublime human manifestations, and T 
am filled with admiration and awe. * * è My God alone knows 
what I have already suffered for my dear country’s sake. But my 
fear is that the justice of God is not yet paid. When I look upon 
the rivers of tears and blood drawn by the lashes of the merciless 
masters from the veins of the very heart of those millions of de- 
fenseless slaves these 200 years; when I remember the agonies, the 
cries, the unspeakable tortures of those unfortunate people to which 
I have, to some extent, connived with so many others, a part of my 
life, I fear that we are still far from the complete expiation. For 
the judgments of God are true and righteous. 

“It seems to me that the Lord wants to-day, as he wanted in the 
day of Moses, another victim—a victim He has Himself chosen, 
anointed, and prepared for the sacrifice by raising it above the rest 
of His people. I can not conceal from you that my impression is 
that I am that victim. So many plots have already been made 
against my life that it Is a real miracle that they have all failed; 
but can we expect that God will make a continuing miracle to save my 
life? I believe not. 

“But just as the Lord heard no murmur from the lips of Moses, 
when He told bim that he had to dle before crossing the Jordan 
for the sins of his people, so I hope and pray that He will bear no 
murmur from me when I fall for my Nation's sake. 

“The only two fayors I ask the Lord are, first, that I may die for 
the sacred cause in which I am engaged and when I am the standard 
bearer of the rights and liberties of my country. 

“The second favor I ask from God is that my dear son Robert, when 
I am gone, will be one of those to lift up that flag of liberty which will 
cover my tomb and carry it with honor and fidelity to the end of his 
life, as his father did, surrounded by the nrillions who will be called 
with him to fight and die for the defense and honor of our country.” 

Lincoln, the Seer,“ then, should be the title which should be be- 
stowed upon the man who ruled Washington between 1861 and 1865. 
It seems never to have occurred to his biographers that he had one of 
the qualities of the seer, in being a remarkable master of repartee—one 
who always had the last word, the final, definite, concluding word, In 
1836, when again a candidate for the legislature, Lincoln greatly distin- 
guished himself by singling out the moral issue from all others and by 
putting to confusion his political opponent in the “ Lightning-rod 
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speech,” not popularly known. 


There lived in the most pretentious 
house in the town a politician by the name of George Forquer, who 
had long been known as a leading Whig but who now had gone over 
to the Democrats and had received from the Democratie administration 
an appointment to the lucrative position of register of the land office 
at Springfield. Upon his handsome new house he had lately placed 


a lightning rod, the first one ever put up in Sangamon County. As 
Lincoln was driving into town with his friends they passed the fine 
house of Forquer; they observed the lightning rod and discussed the 
manner in which it protected the house from being struck by lightning. 

There was a large meeting and great curiosity to hear this speaker 
from New Salem. There were seven Whig and seven Democratic can- 
didates for the lower branch of the legislature, and after several had 
spoken it fell to the lot of Lincoln to close the discussion. Forquer, 
though not a candidate, asked to be heard for the Democrats and reply 
to Lincoln. He was a good speaker and his special task was to attack 
and ridicule the young countryman from Salem. Turning to Lincoln, 
he said: This young man must be taken down; I am sorry that the 
task devolves on me.“ He proceeded to heap ridicule on the person, 
dress, and arguments of Lincoln, and with so much success that Lin- 
coln's friends feared the outcome. 

As soon as Forquer closed, Lincoln took the stand, and one by one 
demolished his opponent's arguments, ending with these words: The 
gentleman began his speech by saying that this. young man, alluding 
to me, must be taken down. I am not so young in years as I am in 
the tricks and the trade of the politician, but,” he went on, pointing 
to the unfortunate Forquer, “ live long but die young.’ I would rather 
die now than, like this gentleman, change my politics, and with the 
change receive an office for $3,000 a year, and then feel obliged to erect 
a lightning rod over my house to protect a guilty conscience from an 
offended God.” 

It is difficult to realize the effect produced on the old settlers by 
these words. They had slept all their lives in their cabins in conscious 
security. Here was a man who was afraid to sleep in his own house 
without special protection from the visitation of the Almighty. The 
old settlers concluded that nothing but consciousness of guilt could 
account for such timidity. Forquer and his lightning rod were talked 
of in every settlement from Sanganron to the Wabash. 

Consider the singular self-control of Abraham Lincoln. The scene is 
Washington. The time is a few days before Mr. Lincoln's first inaugu- 
ration. Mr. Lincoln has been in Washington scarcely 24 hours. Wash- 
ington is throbbing and tumultous with excitement; rumors of all sorts 
are afoot. The ship is about to change captains amid the threatenings 
of a storm such as never before growled and flashed on the horizon. 

Here is the gaunt, queer, homely, towering man, standing amid 
utterly untried circumstances, confronted with problems such as never 
before amassed themselyes before an American statesman, and in an 
environment where an unguarded word might be as a match to a 
magazine—an ill-considered gesture even the cause of an explosion; 
maligned and hated by the multitudes, surrounded by many men filled 
with criticism, called to trip him; hot with anger at his election, some 
determined already to band themselves into rebellion against him, soon 
to be the constitutional head of the Republic; and he, with never a 
quiver in his voice, nor a touch of paleness on his gaunt cheek nor 
the slightest indication of irritation in his tone, the steady master of 
himself during the whole occasion. It was reserved for the delegates 
from New York to call out from Mr. Lincoln his first expression touch- 
ing the great controversy of the hour. William E. Dodge, a New York 
merchant prince, had stood waiting his turn. As soon as his opportu- 
nity came he raised his voice sufficiently to be heard by all present, 
and addressing Mr. Lincoln declared that the whole country in great 
anxiety was awaiting his inaugural address, and then added: It is 
for you, sir, to say whether the whole Nation shall be plunged into 
bankruptcy, whether the grass shall grow in the streets of our com- 
mercial cities,” Then I say it shall not,“ Mr. Lincoln answered, 
with a merry twinkle in his eye. “If it depends upon me, the grass will 
not grow anywhere except in the fields and the meadows.” 

“Then you will yield to the just demands of the South; you will 
leave her to control her own institutions; you will admit slave States 
into the Union on the same conditions as free States; you will not 
go to war on account of slavery.” 

A sad but stern expression swept over Mr. Lincoln's face. “I do 
not know that I understand your meaning, Mr. Dodge,” he said, with- 
out raising his voice, “nor do I know what my acts or my opinions 
may be in the future, beyond this: If I shall ever come to the great 
office of the President of the United States, I shall take an oath. I 
shall swear that I will faithfully execute the office of the President 
of the United States—of all the United States—and that I will to the 
best of my ability preserve, protect, and defend the Constitution of 
the United States. This is a great and solemn duty. With the sup- 
port of the people and the assistance of the Almighty, I shall under- 
take to perform It. It is not the Constitution as I would like to have 
it, but as it is that is to be defended. The Constitution will not be 
preserved and defended until it is enforced and obeyed in every part 
of every one of the United States. It must be so respected, obeyed, 
enforced, and defended, let the grass grow where it may,” 


Silence fell. Dispute was impossible. No one could gainsay the 
weight and balanced justice of the words. They were entirely unpre- 
meditated, but they fell and fitted as the light does. 

Just one more example, which is but typical of a score, and which 
always concludes by leaving absolutely nothing to be said after Lin- 
coln concluded, is to be found on August 19, 1862, when the good, im- 
pulsive, impractical, and misguided Horace Greeley, unmindful of the 
discomfiture of Carl Schurz, published in his newspaper, the New York 
Tribune, an address to the President to which he gave the awe-inspiring 
title, “ The prayer of twenty millions of people.” “It was an extremely 
foolish paper,” says John T. Morse, and its title, like other parts of it, 
was false.“ Only those persons who were agitators for immediate 
emancipation could say amen to this mad prayer, and they were far 
from being even a large percentage of the 20,000,000 people. Yet 
these men, being active, hundreds proceeded in behalf of a measure 
in which they had perfect faith, made a show and exercised an in- 
fluence disproportionate to their numbers. Therefore, that prayer, 
though laden with blunder of fact and reasoning, expressed malcontent 
Republicanism. Moreover, multitudes who could not quite join in the 
prayer would read it in the Tribune and would be moved by it, for 
the influence of the Tribunte was enormous. 

Colonel McClure truly says that by means of it Mr. Greeley 
“reached the very heart of the Republican Party in every State 
in the Union,’ and perhaps he does not greatly exaggerate that 
through this same line of connection the great Republican editor 
was in closer touch with the active loyal sentiment of the people 
than was even the President himself. For these reasons it seemed 
to Mr. Lincoln worth while to make a response to the assault 
which, if left unanswered, must seriously embarrass the administra- 
tion. He therefore wrote: “My paramount object is to save the 
Union, and not either to saye or destroy slavery. If I could save 
the Union without freeing any slave, I would do it. And if I could 
save it by freeing all the slaves, I would do it. And if I could 
save it by freeing some, and leaving others alone, I would also do 
that. What I do about slavery and the colored race, I do because 
I believe it helps to save the Union, and what I forbear, I forbear 
because I do not believe it would help to save the Union. I shall 
do less whenever I believe what I am doing hurts the cause, and shall 
do more whenever I believe more will help the cause. I shall try 
to correct the errors, when shown to be errors, and I shall adopt 
new views so fast as they shall appear to be true views. I have 
here stated my purpose, according to my view of official duty, and 
I intend no modification of my oft-expressed personal wish, that 
all men everywhere could be free.” 

This reply, placing the Union before all else, did “ more to steady 
the loyal sentiment of the country in a very grave emergency than 
anything that ever came from Lincoln's pen.” It was, very naturally, 
“particularly disrelished by antislavery men, whose views were not 
modified by it, but whose temper was irritated in proportion to the 
difficulty of meeting it. Mr. Greeley himself, enthusiastic and woolly- 
witted, allowed this heavy roller to pass over him, and arose behind 
it unaware that he had been crushed. This convinced not only 
Greeley, Beecher, Phillips, Schurz—but the entire class of noble men 
and women who had no patience with Lincoln's caution in dealing 
with the problem of emancipation. 

These examples are but typical of others, and all these and similar 
occurrences always ended the same way. Lincoln not only spoke 
the last word, but the final, convincing, crushing word. It was ever 
so—whether a congressional committee, a senatorial committee, a 
delegation criticizing the conduct of the war, a delegation demanding 
the resignation of the Cabinet, a delegation of clergymen demanding 
the change of a general—they always received a complete, conclusive, 
crushing reply. Even during the great joint debate, while Lincoln 
kept his personal feeling and his personality out of the debates, and 
kept high in the limelight the questions of the principles involved 
in the debate, he could not help replying to some of the baser 
attacks of Judge Douglas, and it is the universal judgment of all 
his biographers and critics that Douglas and his theories were 
completely demolished. F 


LINCOLN’S MILITARY AND POLITICAL STRATEGY. 


By a strange misconception, based upon a purely inadequate study 
of Lincoln’s career in the War Office, hardly anyone has given Lin- 
coin credit for the marvelous military strategy which was his, which 
he mastered as the war proceeded. There has never been a great 
war where military strategy had to be reinforced by political strategy, 
and where political strategy played a more Important part in it than 
in our Civil War. The problems confronting the Government were 
both numerous and difficult. It was no mere local contest. It 
involved our relations with Europe, and required a world-wide vislon 
to grasp and an almost superhuman intellect to solve them, 

Mr. Lincoln I believe to have been the greatest combination of mili- 
tary and political strategist the world has seen. His intuition into 
the minds of people is perhaps without parallel. Under any other 


pilotage the unity of the Nation could not bave been preserved. At 
the very threshold of the contest, by drawing a pen through a few 
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words in the letter of instructions by the Secretary of State to Mr. 
Adams, our minister to the Court of St. James, and changing a few 
phrases and repeating a number of times the words “one war at a 
time" while making the corrections, he saved us from a probable war 
with England. By quick and decisive action, at Lincoln’s orders, the 
Governor of Missouri and his secession followers were driven into 
Arkansas, and Missouri was kept in the Union. Less than three 
months from the date of Virginia's secession the Confederate forces 
had been driven out of the greater part of West Virginia and a new 
government established. By a conciliatory and hands-off policy, not- 
withstanding a strong and persistent pressure to adopt a different 
course—Greeley insisted on freeing the slaves forthwith, even if Ken- 
tucky and the border States were lost to the Union—Kentucky aban- 
doned her first stand of neutrality and contributed her full share to 
the persecution of the war. No one ever watched the finseen signals 
that marked the trend of public opinion with vision quite so clear, 
or read their meaning with judgment quite so true, until from his 
watchtower he saw the light that was to usher in the day when he 
could with safety send forth the proclamation of emancipation, which 
ultimately brought to the Army the strength of nearly a quarter of a 
million colored soldiers. For four years Lincoln stood facing the 
South with a sword in his hand and kindness in his heart—and the 
North, pressing home to the minds of all the conviction “that if the 
union of these States and the liberties of the people shall be lost, 
it is little to one man of 52 years of age but a great deal to the 
40,000,000 of people who inhabit these United States and their pos- 
terity in all coming time.” It was shortly after the Emancipation 
Proclamation that a leading statesman of England said that his Gov- 
ernment would not dare to face the religious sentiment of Great 
Britain on the question of recognizing the independence of the Con- 
federate government, that was founded to perpetuate slavery, to the 
injury of a Nation that had proclaimed the principles of universal 
freedom. His military strategy was on a par with his political strat- 
egy. After changing his generals for upward of two years, and by 
the time Grant and Sherman and Sheridan and the new school of 
warriors had appeared upon the horizon, Lincoln had mastered his 
military strategy to such an extent that he could with authority 
advise General Meade to follow up the victory of Gettysburg, and 
sent him a note which reveals like a ray of light what manner of 
man was practically alone in the White House: “ This order is not 
a record. If you are successful you may destroy it, together with 
this note; if you fail, publish the order, and I will take the responsi- 
bility.” He had no vanity, no bitterness, no pettiness, and his 
ingenuity of self-effacement was as simple as his unwillingness to evade 
duty or escape censure. He it was who was the sole author of the 
military strategy of having the South strike first or provoking the 
war by the fatal bombardment of Fort Sumpter and thus shifting the 
responsibility upon the South for attempting to break up the Union. 
He it was who encouraged Sherman in his march to the sea, as he 
said, to bisect the Confederacy. He it was who gave Grant full 
authority and full charge of every available soldier, because his mili- 
tary strategy taught him that he had found the master of the situa- 
tion in General Grant. Had it not been for his military and political 
strategy it would have never been possible to save the Union from 
disruption. 

Thomas Williams, one of the founders of the Republican Party, has 
well said, If he could have foreseen the magnitude of the task that 
was before him, he might. well have shrunk from the trial. He would 
have been a bold man who, with such foreknowledge, would willingly 
have taken the helm in such a storm as howled around him on his 
advent and strained the timbers of the ship of state for so many 
long and weary years. To him the place, however exalted and honor- 
able, was one of anxious and unsleeping care. No man can tell you 
how much of agony it cost a heart like his. It is to that point of his 
career, however, that our inquiries are to be directed if we would 
know the man. The history of the great rebellion, comprehending all, 
or nearly all of his public life, is emphatically his history. It began 
and ended with his administration of the Government. He succeeded 
to a divided scepter. He lived just long enough to reunite the broken 
fragments—to replant the starry banner of our fathers on the battle- 
ments whence treason had expelled it—to see the arch apostate who had 
seduced a third part of the States from their allegiance, a wanderer 
and a fugitive—and to leave to his successor a once more undivided 
Union. * * And yet he did not shrink from the ordeal, but there, 
on the steps of the Capitol, in the presence of all that innumerable 
concourse and in the hearing of a listening world, in terms of kind- 
ness, and not of menace, but with a seriousness and solemnity that 
were not to be mistaken, he proclaimed his firm and unalterable deter- 
mination to employ all the powers vested in him by, the Constitution 
in maintaining the integrity and inviolability of the Union from sea 
to sea and from the Lakes to the Gulf and restoring to its authority 
every State and fortress that had been wrested from it by the hands 
of treason. Rebellion, already organized and armed and confident 
of its superior prowess, received the announcement with derisive 


laughter as an idle vaunt on the part of a President, who was with- 
out a soldier or a ship to batter down the very feeblest of its strong- 
holds. He knew that there was an army in the fields and workshops of 


the North, which only awaited his call to do this work. A million 
of stalwart men sprung to their arms upon his summons and the pledge 
was redeemed. The boastful chivalry went down before the sturdy 
arms and stormy valor of the men they had so foolishly despised; 
and they who laughed to scorn the admonitions of that day and 
arrogantly proclaimed to their deluded followers that the Capital of 
the Nation and the rich spoils of the opulent and crowded cities of the 
North should be given to their victorious arms found only a grave, 
where they meditated an easy conquest. But Abraham Lincoln lived 
to see his pledge fulfilled. His work was done, and he too sleeps with 
his fathers.” 

The character of the achievements of Abraham Lincoln have been 
approached in the past 60 years by over a thousand authors, orators, 
critics, and military and political writers, and most of them have seen 
fit to attribute the performance of the gigantic tasks which he per- 
formed to one or another of his accomplishments. There are those who 
attribute the success of his achievements to his superior ability as a 
politician: “Lincoln the politician,” therefore, is one of the tracts 
which upholds that theory. Lincoln the lawyer,” is the product of 
another Lincoln scholar, who attributes most, if not all of his success, 
to the fact that he was a great lawyer. 

“It was Lincoln the lawyer,” says Mr. Frederick Trevor Hill, “as 
well as the statesman, who suggested and urged compensated emanci- 
pation upon the slave-holding States. 

“It was Lincoln the lawyer who * * * resisted every effort 
of the abolitionists to deprive the South of her property rights with- 
out due process of law, and it was not until every legal remedy had 
failed that he exercised his authority as military commander and 
issued the Emancipation Proclamation. 

“Tt was Lincoln the lawyer who, fortified by his experience in hun- 
dreds of jury trials, watched the people to whom a mighty issue was 
being presented, and, by anticipating and interpreting their thought, 
guided popular opinion, inspired public confidence, and at lest re- 
ceived the tribute of an unprecedented verdict. It was Lincoln the 
lawyer who, knowing the crucial point in his cause and keeping it 
continually in sight, remained serenely sane in the babel and pressed 
steadily forward, undiverted and undismayed. 

It was Lincoln the lawyer who wrote the state papers which are to- 
day recognized as models of finish and form, not only in his own coun- 
try but wherever statecraft is understood, and it was Lincoln the law- 
yer whose shrewdness and tact not only saved the Nation from foreign 
complications, but paved the way for one of the greatest international 
lawsuits and most notable diplomatic triumphs—the Alabama arbitra- 
tion and award. j 

* We all agree that the seceded States, so called, are out of their 
proper relation to the Union, and that the sole object of the Govern- 
ment; civil and military, in regard to those States is to again get them 
into that proper relation. Finding themselves safely at home, 
it would be utterly immaterial whether they had ever been abroad, 
Let us all join in doing the acts necessary to restoring the proper prac- 
tical relations between these States and the Unicn, and each forever 
after innocently indulge his own opinion whether in doing the acts he 
brought the States from without into the Union or only gaye them 
proper assistance, they never having been out of it.” > 

Reading those words, who can doubt that it would have been Lincoln 
the lawyer who would’ have proved the genius of reconstruction had he 
been allowed to live and help “bind up the Nation’s wounds“? 

Another attributes his unusual achievements to the fact that he was 
a “master of men,” and that he could so hold discordant and different 
types of men, like Seward and Welles, like Chase and Stanton, that he 
succeeded in bringing about a restored Union. Lincoln, the man of 
God,” is the delightful thesis of another Lincoln devotee. But, in order 
to explain this remarkable leadership and these remarkable performances 
we must conclude that he was, like his great prototype, inspired and led 
by a Providence who shapes the destinies not only of men but of 
nations, It simply can not be explained in any other way. “ When 
he came into power,” says Doctor Storrs, “the Nation was a com- 
pany lost in the woods; with sudden griefs sinking before it; with 
stealthy robbers lurking near; with utter darkness overhead; the sun 
had gone down; the light of all the constellations quenched; no man 
knew certainly what to do, which way to turn, on whom to rely. There 
was danger in advancing, perhaps greater in delay; danger that every- 
thing precious might be lost; danger, even, that the travelers them- 
selves, in their dark fear and furious haste, might turn on each other 
with deadly blows. You remember what an infinite jargon of counsels 
from all presses, forums, individual speakers, rent and vexed the gloomy 
air; with what patient eagerness the public sought on every side for 
some avenue of escape, urging the adoption of one course to-day and of 
another, its opposite, to-morrow. All voices sounded strange in the 
darkness ; all paths were obliterated, and all bearings lost. It seemed 
impossible that any one man, without Divine guidance, should be able to 
hold and lead the country; especially that one without large experi- 
ence, without the prestige of previous leadership, should be able to 
guide it into safety. * * * 

“When he took in hand the reins of the Government the finances 
oft the country seemed hopelessly deranged, and when he died, after such 
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expenditures. that no one had hitherto dreamed of, after four long years 
of devastating war, the credit of the Republic was so firmly established 
that foreign markets were clamorous for its bonds. 

“When he came to Washington the Navy at the command of the 
Government was scattered, almost beyond recall, to the ends of the 
earth—intentionally dispersed by treasonable officials—and was luđi- 
erously insufficient for instant needs. He left it framed of iron instead 
of oak, and large enough to bind the continent in blockade, while it 
made the national flag familiar on every sea which commerce crosses.” 

He found an army remotely dispersed, almost hopelessly disorgan- 
ized by the treachery of its officers, with scarcely enough of it left at 
hand to furnish a bodyguard for his march to the Capital. He left a 
half million men in arms, after the losses of 50 campaigns, with valor, 
discipline, arms, and generalship unsurpassed. 

Iie found our diplomacy a by-word and a hissing in foreign courts. 
He made it respected wherever a civilized language was spoken. 

He found the arts of industry prostrated—almost paralyzed—by the 
arrest of commerce, the repudiation of debts, and by universal distrust. 
He left them so trained and developed that henceforth they are secure 
amid the world’s competition, 

He came to Washington to a people morally rent and disorganized; 
of whom it was known that a part at least were in full accord with dis- 
loyal plans, and concerning whom it was predicted by some, and feared 
by many, that the slightest pressure from the Government upon them 
would dissolve them at once into fighting factions, He levied heavy 
taxes; he drafted them f to armies; he made no effor+ to excite their 
admiration ; he seemed to throw down even the anciert muniments of 
their personal liberty; and he went back to his grave with the very 
same people so knit inte one by their love for each other and their 
reverence for him that the cracking of the continent hardly could part 
them. 

At his entrance upon his office he found the leaders of the largest, 
fiercest, and most confident rebellion known to history, apparently in 
all things superior to himself in capacity, in culture, in political experi- 
ence, in control over men, in general weight with the country. itself. 
And when he was assassinated he left them so utterly overthrown and 
discomforted that they fled over the sea. A power it had taken 30 
years to mature, a power that put everything into the contest—money, 
men, homes, churches, cities, States themselves—and that fought with 
a fury never surpassed, he not only crushed but extinguished in four 
years, A court that had been the chief bulwark of slavery he so reor- 
ganized as to make it a citadel of liberty and light for all time to 
come. He found the race enmeshed in a bondage which had lasted 
already 200 years, and had even been compacted and confirmed by 
invention and commerce, by arts, legislation, by social usage, by ethnic 
theories, and even by what was called religion; he pretended no special 
fondness for the race; he refused to make war on its behalf, but he 
took it up cheerfully in the sweep of his plans and left it a race of 
free workers and soldiers. r 

From the highest reach that Lincoln had attained before his acces- 
sion to the Presidency to the zenith of his career the space seems incal- 
culable. He was known to possess clearness of thought, gift of expres- 
sion, native sagacity, honesty of purpose, and courage of conviction; 
he was, devoted to the rights of man; he loved his country; but that 
he possessed elements of greatness in such degree as the war revealed 
could not have been surmised. And that he should manifest so soon 
and so signally his ability to rule a great Nation in the most dangerous 
period of its existence; that he should overtower his associates and 
prove that, more than they, he was fitted to save the Government; that 
he could wield a power that was greater than that of any of his pređe- 
cessors and surpassing that exercised by any contemporary ruler, king, 
or emperor, could not have been foreseen. by any lacking divine inspira- 
tion. Not by graded steps but by giant stride Lincoln reached the 
height of power, achievement, and fame. At the very opening of the 
war it at once became apparent that Providence had so shaped the 
country’s destiny that the man who had been chosen mainly because 
of his availability as a candidate was far and away the one man for 
the office and for the work. 

It Abrabam Lincoln could return from that bourne from which, to 
our limited earthly ken, none come and behold the Union that he 
saved and perceive our territorial expansion, our enormous wealth, our 
splendid cities, and see again our beloved flag, the symbol everywhere 
of a new world power, of our great industries and our colossal for- 
tunes, he would calmly inquire, “ But what of your men? What about 
the Declaration of Independence? Are its principles cherished and 
lived up to and exalted? Are its ideas of free government applied by 
men who talk liberty and mean slavery, by men who adore the Con- 
stitution with their lips, the descendants of the men in my time who 
adored it in their speech and who were yet doing their utmost to 
destroy it? And what about your legislatures? Have they improved? 
Are statutes carefully and wisely considered? Do they enact the laws 
of God or the will of some powerful interest? What about the gov- 
ernmental departments? Are they administered for the people? Have 
your political leaders eyes for their own or for the publie interests? 
Have they principles for which they are ready to give up their lives, 


their property, their sacred honor? Or have they principles only for 


platforms or parades or purchase? How about the immigrant, the 
stranger; do you love the stranger? Do you give the immigrant a 
chance to become a good American—the same chance to the Hollander, 
the German, the Frenchman, the Scotchman, and all the others who 
make up the fine type of our American citizenship?” 

Fixing upon us those melancholy eyes—those eyes which drew all 
men to him—he would warn us to learn wisdom in the time of our 
power and our wealth and our opportunity, lest we, too, provoke the 
righteous judgment of God upon ourselves and our posterity. “ Have 
we not all one Father? Has not one God made us all?“ He would 
remind us with pathetic solemnity that all the miseries of those 
troubled years in which he suffered for us came from judicial blind- 
ness, from the sacrifice of conscience and truth and freedom of speech, 
to avarice and ambition and lust of power; and, lifting his hand again 
as he did at Gettysburg, he would call upon us all “to here highly 
resolve that these dead shall not have died in vain; that this Nation 
* * Shall have a new birth of freedom; and that the Government 
of the people by the people and for the people shall not perish from the 
earth.” 


ADDRESS. BY SENATOR ROBINSON ON WOODROW WILSON’S. PLACE IN 
HISTORY. 


Mr. CARAWAY. I present an address by the senior Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. Rostnson] on Mr. Wilson’s place in his- 
tory, which I ask may be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be 
printed in the Recogp, as follows: 


Mr. Witson’s’ PLACE IN HISTORY. 

It is perhaps too soon after his death to form an accurate conclu- 
sion of how the future of mankind will be influenced by the labors 
and achievements of former President Wilson. The bias of friendship 
prompts many to judge the great man by his best deeds, and the preju- 
dice of his enemies drives them to condemn him for his worst mistakes, 

WILSON’S FIGURD GIGANTIC, 


To the majority of those who have noted the revolutions which 
eccurred throughout the civilized world during the period of Mr. 
Wilson's public activities his figure looms as the most gigantie of all 
the great men of our time. So weighty were the issues and so im- 
portant were the events with which his name is forever associated 
that it seems probable his shadow will grow rather than shrink as 
the centuries go by. 

y VALUE OF MORAL RESTRAINT IN YOUTH, 

The thoughts, utterances, and achievements of Mr. Wilson can not 
be comprehended without a knowledge of the moral restraints under 
which his youth and early manhood were passed. In the stern disci- 
pline of a Presbyterian home, dominated by the personality of his 
father, who is revealed as uncompromising with evil and prompt always 
in the championship of honor, justice, and Christianity, he acquired 
a masterful will power which stands out as the most prominent among 
his many noble personal attributes. This faculty in the great crises of 
bjs life served both him and his country well, but it challenged oppo- 
sition, often made compromise impossible, and impelled him to assume 
personal responsibility in cases where it might have been avoided. 

The high standards of public duty and the lofty ideals in domestic 
and in international polities which glorify:the memory of Woodrow 
Wilson were conceived during his early home life and were given per- 
manence and clearness of outline in the period when he was connected 
with Princeton University. 


MR. WILSON AT PRINCETON. 


It is doubtful if any other President since Washington and Jefferson 
has been so well grounded in the fundamental principles of our Republic, 
and it seems certain that Mr. Wilson has more clearly defined those 
principles in his writings and official papers than anyone else who has 
appeared since the period when the Constitution was formed. His lec- 
tures, addresses, and published volumes demonstrated intimate famil- 
jarity with both the principles and administrative features of our Gov- 
ernment and, even before Mr. Wilson entered politics, secured for him 
recognition as a standard authority in the broad field of political litera- 
ture. His labors at Princeton brought Mr. Wilson into contact with the 
great educators of the Nation and with thousands of virile young men 
whose services have helped to shape the educational and political policy 
of our country during a period marked by wonderful development and 
thrilling incidents. 

NOTABLD EXRCUTIVE ABILITY. 

It is rare indeed that men of exceptional culture and vivid imagina- 
tion have demonstrated remarkable ability as executives. 

In America politics has long been a universal occupation. Poets, 
philosophers, authors, professional men, and captains of industry have 
heard the call to public service, and many of them at some time In their 
lives have yielded to its summons. Mr. Wilson demonstrated his skill 
in practical politics when as Governor of New Jersey he at first ignored 
and afterwards challenged and defied the bosses and the big interests 
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which they sought to serve. He employed the driving force of his 
matchless will power to secure the people of his State from exploitation 
and oppression, and to give them a sane, wholesome, and clean adminis- 
tration of public affairs. 


THE BALTIMORE CONVENTION, 


The Democratic National Convention of 1912 assembled in this city. 
Throughout the country former students at Princeton and their friends 
effected an organization which made Mr. Wilson one of the principal 
contenders for the presidential nomination. His opponent was that 
honest and courageous Representative in Congress, Champ Clark, of 
Missouri. For many days it seemed probable that the latter would be 
nominated, On several ballots he received a majority vote in the con- 
vention. The Wilson line held firm and gathered strength and enthusi- 
asm, so that Mr. Clark could not obtain the two-thirds necessary for his 
nomination. Mr. William J. Bryan, who in three campaigns had un- 
successfully led his party, threw his influence against the Missourian 
and the Democratic standard was finally placed in Mr. Wilson’s hand. 
With brilliant daring he carried the fight into the enemy’s territory and 
won the election. 


CONTROL BY MINORITY PARTY. 


President Wilson’s first administration, and probably his second, in 
a practical sense, represented control by a minority party. If the oppo- 
sition had been united, his election would have been impossible. The 
aggregate votes cast for the Taft and Roosevelt electors exceeded the 
number received by the Democratic electors. The division in the ranks 
of the Republican Party contributed to the Democratic victory in 1912, 
and the victor had the difficult task of administering the Government 
through what may be defined as a minority. 


HE KEPT US OUT OF WAR. 


In the election of 1916 the Republican Party was reunited. Notwith- 
standing this fact, Mr. Wilson was reelected. He had stoutly insisted 
upon the maintenance of a policy of neutrality, and everywhere the 
slogan resounded, “ He kept us out of war.” A cyclone of wrath was 
destroying Europe. Its best manhood was dying in muddy, blood-soaked 
trenches and on battle elds, where bursting shells and streams of 
liquid fire and poisonous gas consumed millions. Our people did not 
want to engage in a foreign conflict. They knew that the President 
could be relied upon to exercise a stendying influence. They knew he 
would safeguard courageously the interest and the honor of the Na- 
tion, His first administration had brought wholesome and far-reaching 
domestic reforms, which apparently made him stronger than his party. 
His great ability and resolute leadership carned the vote of confidence 
which was accorded in November, 1916. 

MR. WILSON’S RECORD AS PRESIDENT. 


The eight years during which Mr. Wilson served as President 
were the most momentous in all history. It is impossible in an 
address appropriate to this occasion accurately and completely to 
review the record of these years. Only the briefest mention can 
be made here even of the outstanding achievements attributable to 
his influence, 

FISCAL POLICY REVOLUTIONIZED. 


The fiscal policy of the United States was revolutionized by the 
enactment of a tariff law which discarded the theory of protection, 
and by the imposition of an income tax which has become a per- 
manent feature of our revenue system. 

FEDERAL RESERVE BANKING LAW. 


The Federal reserve banking act may be regarded as the most 
important peace measure of Mr. Wilson’s administration. It secured 
the financial institutions of the country against panics, based the 
currency on assets rather than liabilities, and gave to every member 
bank, in a large measure, the combined strength of all. 

The agricultural extension law, the farm loan act, and the creation 
of the Trade Commission may be numbered among the reforms which 
Mr. Wilson initiated and successfully championed. He was ambi- 
tious to carry out a progressive policy which embraced numerous 
measures designed to promote comfort and prosperity among the 
people, but the consummation of his plans was interrupted by our 
participation in the war. 

In spite of the President's patience and forbearance, in spite 
of the people's hopes and prayers, the United States was at last 
drawn into the world conflict which threatened the complete de- 
struction of civilization, 


CONTINUANCE OF NEUTRALITY IMPOSSIBLE. 


When Germany invaded Belgium the neutral policy announced by Mr. 
Wilson provoked criticism in both Europe and the United States. It 
was, however, justified by the overwhelming majority of the American 
people, as the election of 1916 conclusively showed. Not until it be- 
came apparent that Germany had determined to ruthlessly destroy the 
lives and property of American citizens did the President yield to im- 
perative necessity and summon the manhood of the Nation to the 
combat, 


DEMONSTRATION OF SUPREME WILL POWER. 


Again was demonstrated his supreme will power. When the German 
Government announced its purpose to resume submarine warfare, which 
had been temporarily suspended against neutrals, the President went to 
his room in the Capitol. He summoned a number of Senators and said: 

“You know the situation in all its details. I wonder what you are 
thinking I should do.” 

One Senator replied : 

“ Give the German ambassador his passports and order him forthwith 
to leave the country.” 

Another declared: 

“T heartily approve of that suggestion.” 

A third Senator, however, suggested that perhaps it might be well to 
dispatch a communication remonstrating against the avowed purpose of 
Germany, President Wilson’s jaws snapped. His features became pale 
and rigid. Drawing himself erect and casting a stern glance upon the 
crowd which had gathered while the consultation was in progress, he 
said, in substance: 

“Let us be done with diplomatic notes. The hour to act has come. 
We scarcely can hope that Germany will recede. The German am- 
bassador will be advised that unless immediate abandonment of the 
submarine policy is announced, his further presence in the United 
States is not desired.” 

The conference ended. The President departed. That night the tele- 
graph and telephone lines were busy. They carried the news that 
Germany at last had forced the United States into open resentment 
and was driving us into the war. 

Then came days of excitement and of preparation; nights of wake- 
fulness and anxiety. Old men and women renewed their strength as if 
by magic; young girls whose tender hands had never known the touch 
of toil gave themselves with diligence to labor. Everywhere were uni- 
forms and flags. The railway lines were cleared for troop trains and 
supplies. Silently great transports bearing soldiers slipped from their 
docks and steamed toward the coast of France. A mighty task was 
resolutely begun. 


THE SELECTIVE DRAFT. 


Meantime, once more America’s mighty leader proved his worth. He 
proposed the selective draft, without which the war might have been 
indefinitely prolonged. Nothing occurred from the beginning of the 
conflict until the armistice was signed more heartening and inspiring 
to those who hoped that Germany would be overcome than the passage 
and enforcement of the selective draft law. It distributed the obliga- 
tion to perform military duty as fairly and impartially as human 
minds could plan, and wisely made possible the mobilization of the 
Nation's industries for the support of a cause in which the future of 
the world was involved—a cause then threatened with failure. The 
selective draft law, and other measures which quickly followed it, 
enabled the United States in record-breaking time to organize, equip, 
train, and transport to the front the best-selected and most aggressive 
fighting force the world has ever known. 


AMERICAN SOLDIERS TO THE FRONT. 


The decision of Mr. Wilson, as Commander in Chief of the Army 
and Navy, not to stand on the defensive, but to hurry our troops as 
fast as possible to the front, in order that their coming might bring 
new courage to the soldiers of England, France, and Italy, required 
surpassing will power. The refusal to yield to political influence in 
the selection of a supreme commander, upon whose sound sense and 
wisdom everything depended—the choice of Pershing for that responsi- 
ble duty—in the light of all that has since occurred these decisions 
completely established Mr. Wilson's right forever to occupy a place in 
history among the great and brave, . 


THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 


Looking backward, it is easily discovered that the big mistake— 
perhaps it could not have been avoided—which the Allies made in the 
treaty of Versailles, was the imposition of terms so difficult of per- 
formance as to delay indefinitely the return of peace to Europe. Presi- 
dent Wilson had suggested in his famous 14 points” terms of peace 
which in almost every particular have been shown to be wise and just. 
If his terms could have been written into the Versailles treaty, Europe 
long ago would have advanced from chaos and disorder into lasting 
prosperity and progress. 

It has been said that President Wilson unwisely assumed control of 
the negotiations at the Paris Peace Conference, and that he auto- 
cratically dominated our representatives there. He foresaw the diffi- 
culties of writing a treaty which would be just. He anticipated the 
jealousies and hatreds which found expression at the conference table, 
and, quite naturally, recognized his accountability if the conclusions of 
the conference should prove responsive to the influences of suspicion 
and hatred which he knew would be exerted. 

No doubt Mr. Wilson felt his personal presence would be helpful, and 
it was helpful. He was determined to redeem the pledges through 
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which hostilities had becn suspended. He hoped tbat out of the sacri- 
fices of the war would come a new and better order; that the night of 
bitterness, sorrow, and suffering would dawn into a day of peace and 
liberty, At Paris he encountered experienced diplomats, including the 
revengeful and indomitable Clemenceau and the wily and unscrupulous 


Lloyd-George. Mr. Wilson found it Impossible to relieve the atmos- 
phere of the conference from the age-old poisons of European diplo- 
macy—national rivalry, intense jealousy, and deep-seated hatred. Un- 
able to accomplish all his exalted aims, he did his best to thwart the 
sinister forces that worked in secret for a punſe peace. Exhausted and 
grieved, he compromised. His reluctance to consent to arrangements 
in the treaty which appeared unjust, his bold championship of the 
rights of people struggling for self-determination provoked resentment 
and conspiracies against him. 

When the armistice was signed the belief was well-nigh universal that 
the formal restoration of peace would be accompanied or followed by 
a comprehensive plan through which disputing nations might amicably 
arrange their differences and thus be denied the excuse and spared 
the necessity of resorting to military force in the settlement of their 
controversies. 

The League of Nations, due in large part to Mr. Wilson's thought and 
labors, was the only plan suggested. He hoped that the unjust provi- 
sions in the Versailles treaty provisions, which he knew would prove 
disturbing, would be nullified or rendered less harmful through the in- 
tervention of the league. It was perhaps the first instance In his pub- 
lic life when he adopted a policy of compromise. Undoubtedly the 
treaty embraced a series of compromises among the Allies by means of 
which they planned to maintain a united front against their former 
enemies, Considering the many nations represented at the Paris con- 
ference and their conflicting contentions, compromise was inevitable if 
agreement was to be made. Mr. Wilson unwillingly consented to many 
stipulations in the belief that by doing so an enduring benefit to all 
mankind might be secured. 

A natural reaction—stiffening of determination on the President's 
part—was followed by a contest which resulted in the rejection of 
the treaty and the league by the Senate of the United States. It will 
be recalled that at first only unimportant reservations were proposed. 
If Mr. Wilson had been able to go a short distance along the path of 
compromise, the treaty likely would have been ratified and the United 
States would have become a member of the League of Nations. Per- 
haps Mr. Wilson felt that his course at Paris disclosed weaknesses of 
purpose on his own part which he found difficult at times to justify. 
In any event he refused a compromise with the Senate and demanded 
that the treaty be consented to without material change or reserva- 
tion. Then occurred an episode in American politics which will shame 
his enemies for all time. A deliberate effort was made to destroy 
him, to overcome his Influence with the public in order to keep the 
United States from entering the league. Trained politicians organized 
and directed the propaganda which gathered force and effectiveness 
until it crushed the physical strength of the great leader, against 
whom it was so skillfully and unscrupulously directed. 

His unconquerable will remained and served him to the end. Con- 
tinuous physical suffering never impaired in the slightest degree his 
memory or his yision. He could not restrain indignation at the weak 
and indefinite foreign policy of his successor. We felt that by patience 
and sympathetic counsel our Government could retain the confidence 
of European peoples, even though we refused them financial assistance. 
Had he regained his health sufficiently to present and urge his views 
respecting foreign policies, it seems quite likely that the verdict 
alleged to have been returned against him in 1920 might have been 
reversed. At the bour of his death Mr. Wilson was more popular and 
belgved than at the time of his greatest power. He was growing in 
favor with the masses, who realized the great sacrifice for them their 
champion had made. Months before he died his enemies had ceased 
outspoken censure and had come to criticize him only in whispers. 
In that eternity of fame where only master spirits abide let him be 
remembered for his service to his fellow men, for after all this is 
God's test when He permits creatures to exchange mortality for 
immortality. 


RECESS. 


Mr. SMOOT. I move that the Senate take a recess until noon 
to-morrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 4 o’clock and 
55 minutes p. m.) took a recess until to-morrow, Tuesday, Feb- 
ruary 19, 1924, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


NATURALIZATION TREATY WITH BULGARIA. 


In executive session this day, the following treaty was rati- 
fied, and on motion of Mr. Lobo the injunction of secrecy 
was removed therefrom: 


To the Senate: 


To the end that I may receive the advice and consent of the 
Senate to its ratification, I transmit herewith a naturalization 
treaty concluded between the United States and Bulgaria at 
Sofia on November 23, 1923. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 
THE WRITE HOUSE, 
Washington, January 7, 1924. 


The PreswentT: 

The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to 
lay before the President, with a view to its transmission to the 
Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body to its 
ratification, if his judgment approve thereof, a treaty of nat- 
uralization concluded between the United States and Bulgaria 
at Sofia on November 23, 1923. 

Respectfully submitted, 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, January 3, 1924. 


— 


CHARLES E. HUGHES. 


NATURALIZATION Treaty BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND 


BULGARIA. 


The President of the United States of America and His 
Majesty Boris III, King of the Bulgarians, being desirous of 
reaching an agreement concerning the status of former na- 
tionals of either country who have acquired, or may acquire, 
the nationality of the other by reasonable processes of naturali- 
zation within any territory under its sovereignty, have resolved 
to conclude a treaty on this subject and for that purpose have 
appointed their plenipotentiaries, that is to say: 

The President of the United States of America: 

Charles S. Wilson, envoy extratordinary and minister pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America to Bulgaria; 

And His Majesty, the King of the Bulgarians: 

Christo Kalfoff, Minister for Foreign Affairs and Worship 
of Bulgaria, 

Who, having communicated to each other their full powers, 
found to be in good and due form, have agreed upon the fol- 
lowing articles: 

ARTICLE 1. 


Nationals of the United States who hare been or shall be 
naturalized in Bulgarian territory shall be held by the United 
States to have lost their former nationality and to be nationals 
of Bulgaria. 

Reciprocally, nationals of Bulgaria who have been or shall 
be naturalized in territory of the United States shall be 
held by Bulgaria to have lost their original nationality and 
to be nationals of the United States. 

The foregoing provisions of this article are subject to any 
law of either country providing that its nationals do not lose 
their nationality by becoming naturalized in another country 
in time of war. 

The word “national,” as used in this convention, means a 
person owing permanent allegiance to, or having the nationality 
of, the United States or Bulgaria, respectively, under the laws 
thereof. 

The word “naturalized” refers only to the naturalization of 
persons of full age, upon their own applications, and to the 
naturalization of minors through the naturalization of their 
parents. It does not apply to the acquisition of nationality 
by a woman through marriage. 

5 ARTICLE I. 


Nationals of either country who have or shall become natural- 
ized in the territory of the other, as contemplated in Article I, 
shall not, upon returning to the country of former nationality, 
be punishable for the original act of emigration, or for failure, 
prior to naturalization, to respond to calls for military service 
not accruing until after bona fide residence was acquired in 
the territory of the country whose nationality was obtained 
by naturalization. 

ARTICLE itt. 

If a national of either country, who comes within the pur- 
view of Article I, shall renew his residence in his country of 
origin without the intent to return to that in which he was 
naturalized, he shall be beld to have renounced his naturali- 
zation, 

The intent not to return may be held to exist when a person 
naturalized in one country shall have resided more than two 
years in the other, 
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ARTICLE Iv, 


The present treaty shall go into effect immediately upon the. 


exchange of ratifications, and shall continue in force for 10 
‘years, If neither party shall have given to the other six 
months’ previous notice of its intention then to terminate the 
treaty, it shall further remain in force until the end of 12 
months after either of the contracting parties shall have given 
notice to the other of such intention. 
In witness whereof, the respective plenipotentiaries have 
signed this treaty and have hereunto affixed their seals. 
Done in duplicate at Sofia this 23d day of November, 1923. 
CHARLES S. WILSON. 
CH. KALFOFF, 


TREATY RELATING TO SPITZBERGEN. 


In executive session this day, the following treaty was rati- 
fied, and, on motion of Mr. Lopare, the injunction of secrecy 
was removed therefrom: 

To the Senate: 


With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Sen- 
ate to ratification, I transmit herewith a treaty relating to 
Spitzbergen, signed at Paris on February 9, 1920, by the pleni- 
potentiaries of the United States, Great Britain, Denmark, 
France, Italy, Japan, Norway, the Netherlands, and Sweden. 

The attention of the Senate is invited to the accompanying 
explanatory report of the Secretary of State. A copy of the 


mining regulations mentioned in that report is furnished for 


the Senate’s information. 
‘CALVIN COOLIDGE. 
THE Warre HOUSE, 
Washington, January 14, 1924. 


— 


The PRESIDENT: 


The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to lay 
before the President, with a view to its transmission to the 
Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body to rati- 
fication, if his judgment approve thereof, a treaty relating 
to Spitzbergen, signed at Paris on February 9, 1920, by the 
United States, Great Britain, Denmark, France, Italy, Japan, 
Norway, the Netherlands, and Sweden. 
for the recognition of the sovereignty of Norway over the 
Archipelago of Spitzbergen, which heretofore has had the 
status of a terra nullius. 

The treaty secures to nationals of the contracting parties 
equality of treatment in matters relating to maritime, indus- 
trial, mining, and commercial enterprises, and to the acquisi- 
tion, enjoyment, and exercise of the right of ownership of 
property in the archipelago. 

The treaty provides that Norway is to prepare mining regu- 
lations for the archipelago which are to be approved by the 
signatory powers. A copy of the mining regulations so prepared 
by Norway is submitted with this communication. These mining 
regulations have been approved by this Government and by 
all the other powers signatory to the treaty. 

An annex to the treaty contains provisions with respect to 
rights acquired in the archipelago prior to the signing of the 
treaty. These provisions embody a recognition of private 
rights and a procedure for the adjustment of conflicting claims 
to lands in the archipelago. 

It may be stated that although the treaty was framed at 
Paris when the peace negotiations were in progress it is in no 
sense a peace settlement. The matter was taken up at the re- 
quest of the Government of Norway, which was particularly 
interested in an early settlement of the Spitzbergen question, 
and which no doubt believed that the presence of representa- 
tives of the allied and associated powers at Paris afforded an 
opportune occasion for dealing with the matter. Denmark, 
the Netherlands, and Sweden, neutral powers interested in the 
Spitzbergen question, participated in the preparation of the 
treaty. 

The treaty, it is believed, offers a satisfactory and a practical 
solution of the long-standing and vexatious questions relating to 
the sovereignty of the archipelago. 

The treaty has already been ratified by Great Britain and by 
the Netherlands. This Government is advised that the Govern- 
ment of Norway has delayed its ratification pending approval 
of the mining regulations prepared by it for the archipelago. 
The regulations now haying been approved by all the powers 
signatory to the treaty, it is expected that the Norwegian Goy- 
ernment will submit the treaty to the Storthing for ratification 
when that body convenes in January, 1924. 

It appears to be desirable that the United States should 
acquiesce in an arrangement to recognize the sovereignty of 


The treaty provides 


Norway over Spitzbergen. Recognition of such sovereignty 
will be given by ratification of this treaty. The treaty contains 
provisions in the nature of those found in commercial treaties, 
and by becoming a party to it the United States would enjoy 
benefits under these provisions in common with other nations. 

It may be of importance in this relation to note that it ap- 
pears that the treaty will not come into force until it has been 
ratified by all the powers signatory to it. 

Respectfully submitted. 

CHARLES E. HUGHES. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, January 11, 1924. 


The President of the United States of America; His Majesty 


the King of Great Britain and Ireland and of the British 


Dominions beyond the Seas, Emperor of India; His Majesty the 
King of Denmark; the President of the French Republic; His 
Majesty the King of Italy; His Majesty the Emperor of Japan; 
His Majesty the King of Norway; Her Majesty the Queen of 
the Netherlands; His Majesty the King of Sweden, 

Desirous, while recognizing the sovereignty of Norway over 
the Archipelago of Spitzbergen, including Bear Island, of seeing 
these territories provided with an equitable régime, in.order to 
assure their development and peaceful utilization, 

Have appointed as their respective plenipotentiaries with a 
view to concluding a treaty to this effect: 

The President of the United States of America: 

Mr. Hugh Campbell Wallace, ambassador extraordinary 

5 plenipotentiary of the United States of America at 
aris; 
His Majesty the King of Great Britain and Treland and of the 

British Dominions beyond the Seas, Emperior of India: 

The Right Honourable the Earl of Derby, K. G., G. C. V. O., 
C. B., his ambassador extraordinary and plenipotentiary 
at Paris; 

and 
for the Dominion of Canada: 

The Right Honourable Sir George Halsey Perley, K. C. 
M. G., high commissioner for Canada in the United 
Kingdom; 

for the Commonwealth of Australia: 

The Right Honourable Andrew Fisher, high commissioner 
for Australia in the United Kingdom; 

for the Dominion of New Zealand: 

The Right Honourable Sir Thomas Mackenzie, K. C. M. G., 
high commissioner for New Zealand in the United King- 
dom; 

for the Union of South Africa: 

Mr. Reginald Andrew Blarikenberg, O. B. E., acting high 
commissioner for South Africa in the United Kingdom; 

for India: 

The Right Honourable the Earl of Derby, K. G., G. C. V. O., 


B.; 
His Majesty the King of Denmark: 

Mr. Herman Anker Bernhoft, envoy extraordinary and min- 

a plenipotentiary of H. M. the ‘King of Denmark at 
aris; 
the President of the French Republic: 

Mr. Alexandre Millerand, president of the council, Minister 
for Foreign Affairs; 

His Majesty the King of Italy: 

The Honourable Maggiorino Ferraris, senator of the ‘King- 
dom ; 

His Majesty the Emperor of Japan: 

Mr. K. Matsui, ambassador extraordinary and plenipotentiary 
of H. M. the Emperor of Japan at Paris; 

His Majesty the King of Norway: 

Baron Wedel Jarisberg, envoy extraordinary and minister 

plenipotentiary of H. M. the King of Norway at Paris; 
Her Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands: 

Mr. John Loudon, envoy extraordinary and minister pleni- 

potentiary of H. M. the Queen of the Netherlands, Paris; 
His Majesty the King of Sweden: 

Count J—J—A. Ehrensvard, envoy extraordinary and min- 
ister plenipotentiary of H. M. the King of Sweden at 
Paris; 

Who, having communicated their full powers, found in good 
and due form, have agreed as follows: 

ARTICLE 1. 

The high contracting parties undertake to recognize, subject 
to the stipulations of the present treaty, the full and absolute 
sovereignty of Norway over the Archipelago of Spitzbergen, 
comprising, with Bear Island or Beeren-Eiland, all the islands 
situated between 10° and 35° longitude east of Greenwich and 
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between 74° and 81° latitude north, especially West Spitzbergen, 
North-East Land, Barents Island, Edge Island, Wiche Islands, 
Hope Island or Hopen-Eiland, and Prince Charles Foreland, 
together with all islands, great or small, and rocks appertaining 
thereto (see annexed map). 

ARTICLE 2. 

Ships and nationals of all the high contracting parties shall 
enjoy equally the rights of fishing and hunting in the territories 
specified in article 1 and in their territorial waters. 

Norway shall be free to maintain, take, or decree suitable 
measures to insure the preservation and, if necessary, the 
reconstitution of the fauna and flora of the said regions and 
their territorial waters, it being clearly understood that these 
measures shall always be applicable equally to the nationals of 
all the high contracting parties without any exemption, privi- 

lege or favour whatsoever, direct or indirect, to the advantage 
of any one of them. 

Occupiers of land whose rights have been recognized in 
accordance with the terms of articles 6 and 7 will enjoy the 
exclusive right of hunting on their own land: (1) in the 
neighborhood of their habitations, houses, stores, factories, and 
installations, constructed for the purpose of developing their 
property, under conditions laid down by the local police regu- 
lations; (2) within a radius of 10 kilometers round the head- 
quarters of their place of business or works; and, in both cases, 
subject always to the observance of regulations made by the 
Norwegian Government in accordance with the conditions laid 
down in the present article. 

ARTICLE 3. 

The nationals of ali the high contracting parties shall have 
equal liberty of access and entry for any reason or object what- 
ever to the waters, fjords, and ports of the territories specified 
in article i; subject to the observance of local laws and regula- 
tions, they may carry on there without impediment all maritime, 
industrial, mining, and commercial operations on a footing of 
absolute equality. 

They shall be admitted under the same conditions of equality 
to the exercise and practice of all maritime, industrial, mining, 
or commercial enterprises both on land and in the territorial 
waters, and no monopoly shall be established on any account or 
for any enterprise whatever. 

Notwithstanding any rules relating to coasting trade which 
may be in force in Norway, ships of the high contracting parties 
going to or coming from the territories specified in article 1 
shall have the right to put into Norwegian ports on their out- 
ward or homeward voyage for the purpose of taking on board 
or disembarking passengers or cargo going to or coming from 
the said territories or for any other purpose. 

It is agreed that in every respect and especially with regard 
to exports, imports, and transit traffic the nationals of all the 
high contracting parties, their ships, and goods shall not be 
subject to any charges or restrictions whatever which are not 
borne by the nationals, ships, or goods which enjoy in Norway 
the treatment of the most-favoured nation; Norwegian nà- 
tionals, ships, or goods. being for this purpose assimilated to 
those of the other high contracting parties, and not treated 
more favourably in any respect. 

No charge or restriction shall be imposed on the exportation 
of any goods to the territories of any of the contracting powers 
other or more onerous than on the exportation of similar goods 
to the territory of any other contracting power (including Nor- 
way) or to any other destination. - 

ARTICLE 4. 

All publie wireless-telegraphy stations established or to be 
established by, or with the authorization of, the Norwegian 
Government within the territories referred to in article 1 shall 
always be open on a footing of absolute equality to communi- 
cations from ships of all flags and from nationals of the high 
contracting parties, under the conditions laid down in the 
wireless-telegraphy convention of July 5, 1912, or in the sub- 
sequent international conyention which may be concluded to 
replace it. 

Subject to international obligations arising out of a state 
of war, owners of landed property shall always be at liberty 
to establish and use for their own purposes wireless-telegraphy 
installations which shall be free to communicate on private 
business with fixed or moving wireless stations, including those 
on board ships and aircraft. 

ARTICLE 5. 

The high contracting parties recognize the utility of estab- 
lishing an international meteorological station in the terri- 
tories specified in article 1, the organization of which shall form 
the subject of a subsequent convention. 
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Conventions shall also be concluded laying down the condi- 
tions under which scientific investigations may be conducted in 
the said territories, 

ARTICLE 6. 

Subject to the provisions of the present article, acquired rights 
of nationals of the high contracting parties shall be recognized. 

Claims arising from taking possession or from occupation 
of land before the signature of the present treaty shall be dealt 
with in accordance with the annex hereto, which will have the 
same force and effect as the present treaty. 

ARTICLE 7, 


With regard to methods of acquisition, enjoyment, and exer- 
cise of the right of ownership of property, including mineral - 
rights, in the territories specified in article 1, Norway under- 
takes to grant to all nationals of the high contracting parties 
treatment based on complete equality and in conformity „with 
the stipulations of the present treaty. 

Expropriation may be resorted to only on grounds of public 
utility and on payment of proper compensation. 
ARTICLE S. 


Norway undertakes to provide for the territories specified in 
article 1 mining regulations which, especially from the point 
of view of imposts, taxes, or charges of any kind, and of gen- 
eral or particular labour conditions shall exclude all privileges, 
monopolies, or favours for the benefit of the State or of the na- 
tionals of any one of the high contracting parties, including 
Norway, and shall guarantee to the paid staff of all categories 
the remuneration and protection necessary for their physical, 
moral, and intellectual welfare. 

Taxes, dues, and duties levied shall be devoted exclusively to 
the said territories and shall not exceed what is required for 
the object in view. 

So far, particularly, as the exportation of minerals is con- 
cerned, the Norwegian Government shall have the right to levy 
an export duty which shall not exceed 1 per cent of the maxi- 
mum value of the minerals exported up to 100,000 tons, and 
beyond that quantity the duty will be proportionately dimin- 
ished. The value shall be fixed at the end of the navigation 
season by calculating the average free-on-board price obtained. 

Three months before the date fixed for their coming into 
force the draft mining regulations shall be communicated by 
the Norwegian Government to the other contracting powers. 
If during this period one or more of the said powers propose to 
modify these regulations before they are applied, such pro- 
posals shall be communicated by the Norwegian Goyernment to 
the other contracting pewers in order that they may be sub- 
mitted to examination and the decision of a commission com- 
posed of one representative of each of the said powers. This 
commission shall meet at the invitation of the Norwegian Gov- 
ernment and shall come to a decision within a period of three 
months from the date of its first meeting. Its decisions shall 
be taken by a majority. 

ARTICLE 9, 


Subject to the rights and duties resulting from the admission 
of Norway to the League of Nations, Norway undertakes not 
to create nor to allow the establishment of any naval base in 
the territories specified in article 1 and not to construct any 
fortifications in the said territories, which may never be used 
for warlike purposes. 

ARTICLE 10, 

Until the recognition by the high contracting parties of a 
Russian Government shall permit Russia to adhere to the pres- 
ent treaty, Russian nationals and companies shall enjoy the 
same rights as nationals of the high contracting parties. 

Claims in the territories specified in article 1 which they may 
have to put forward shall be presented under the conditions laid 
down in the present treaty (article 6 and annex) through the 
intermediary of the Danish Government, who declare their will- 
ingness to lend their good offices for this purpose. 

The present treaty, of which the French and English texts 
are both authentic, shall be ratified. 

Ratifications shall be deposited at Paris as soon as possible. 

Powers of which the seat of the government is outside of 
Europe may confine their action to informing the Government of 
the French Republic, through their diplomatic representative at 
Paris, that their ratification has been given, and in this case 
they shall transmit the instrument as soon as possible. 

The present treaty will come into force, in so far as the 
stipulations of article 8 are concerned, from the date of its 
ratification by all the signatory powers; and in all other respects 
on the same date as the mining regulations provided for in that 
article. 
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Third powers will be invited by the Government of the French 
Republic to adhere to the present treaty duly ratified. This 
adhesion shall be effected by a communication addressed to the 
French Government, which will undertake to notify the other 
contracting parties, 

In witness whereof the above-named plenipotentlaries have 
signed the present treaty. 

Done at Paris, the 9th day of February, 1920, in duplicate, 
one copy to be transmitted to the Government of His Majesty 
the King of Norway, and one deposited in the archives of the 
Freneh Republic; authenticated copies will be transmitted to 
the other signatory powers, 


II. 8.] Huen C. WALLACE, 
IL. S.] DERBY. 

II. S.] Grorce H. PERLEY. 
1 s.] ANDREW FISHER. 

IL. S.] TH. MACKENZIE. 

1. 8.] R. A. BLANKENBERG, 
IL. 8.] DERBY. 

I. 8.] H. A. BERNHOFT. 

IL. S.] — A. MILLERAND. 

IL. S.] MAGGIORINO FERRARIS, 
IL. S.] K. MATSUI. 

II. S.] WEDEL JARLSBERG, 
II. S.] J. LOUDON. 

IL. S. J. HHRENSVARD. 


Copie certifiée conforme Le Ministre Plénipotentiaire, Chef du 
Service du Protocole, 
(Sgd.) 


ANNEX, 
1 


(1) Within three months from the coming into force of the 
present treaty notification of all claims to land which had been 
made to any government before the signature of the present 
treaty must be sent by the Government of the claimant to a 
commissioner charged to examine such claims. The commis- 
sioner will be a judge or jurisconsult of Danish nationality 
possessing the necessary qualifications for the task and shall be 
nominated by the Danish Government. 

(2) The notification must include a precise delimitation of 
the land claimed and be accompanied by a map on a scale of 
not less than 1/1,000,000 on which the land claimed is clearly 
marked. 

(3) The notification must be accompanied by the deposit of a 
sum of one penny for each acre (40 acres) of land claimed, to 
defray the expenses of the examination of the claims, 

(4) The commissioner will be entitled to require from the 
claimants any further documents or information which he may 
consider necessary. 

(5) The commissioner will examine the claims so notified. 
For tis purpose he will be entitled to avail himself of such 
expert assistance as he may consider necessary and, in case of 
need, to cause investigations to be carried out on the spot. 

(6) The remuneration of the commissioner will be fixed by 
agreement between the Danish Government and the other Goy- 
ernments concerned. The commissioner will fix the remunera- 
tion of such assistants as he considers it necessary to employ. 

(7) The commissioner, after examining the claims, will pre- 
pare a report showing precisely the claims which he is of opinion 
should be recognized at once and those which, either because 
they are disputed or for any other reason, he is of opinion 
should be submitted to arbitration as hereinafter provided. 
Copies of this report will be forwarded by the commissioner to 

the Governments concerned. 

(8) If the amount of the sum deposited in accordance with 
clause (3) is insufficient to cover the expenses of the examina- 
tion of the claims, the commissioner will, in every case where 
he is of opinion that a claim should be recognized, at once state 
what further sum the claimant should be required to pay. This 
sum will be based on the amount of the land to which the claim- 
ant’s title is recognized. 

If the sums deposited in accordance with clause (8) exceed 
the expenses of the examination, the balance will be devoted to 
the cost of the arbitration hereinafter provided for. 

(9) Within three months from the date of the report referred 
to in clause (7) of this paragraph the Norwegian Government 
shall take the necessary steps to confer upon claimants whose 
claims have been recognized by the commissioner a valid title 
securing to them the exclusive property in the land in question, 
in accordance with the laws and regulations in force or to be 
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enforced in the territories specified in article 1 of the present | pelago 


treaty and subject to the mining regulations referred to in 
article 8 of the present treaty. 


In the event, however, of a further payment being required 
in accordance with clause (8) of this paragraph, a provisional 
title only will be delivered, which title will become definitive on 
payment by the claimant, within such reasonable period as the 
Norwegian Government may fix, of the further sum required 
of him. 

2. 


Claims which for any reason the commissioner referred to in 
clause (1) of the preceding paragraph has not recognized as 
wens will be settled in accordance with the following pro- 
visions: 

(1) Within three months from the date of the report referred 
to in clause (7) of .the preceding paragraph, each of the Gov- 
ernments whose nationals have been found to possess claims 
which have not been recognized will appoint an arbitrator. 

The commissioner will be the president of the tribunal so 
constituted. In cases of equal division of opinion, he shall 
have the deciding vote. He will nominate a Secretary to re- 
ceive the documents referred to in clause (2) of this para- 
graph and to make the necessary arrangements for the meeting 
of the tribunal. 

(2) Within one month from the appointment of the Secretary 
referred to in clause (1) the claimants concerned will send to 
him through the intermediary of their respective Governments 
statements indicating precisely their claims and accompanied 
by such documents and arguments as they may wish to submit 
in support thereof. 

(3) Within two months from the appointment of the secre- 
tary referred to in clause (1) the tribunal shall meet at Copen- 
hagen for the purpose of dealing with the claims which have 
been submitted to it. 

(4) The language of the tribunal shall be English. Docu- 
ments or arguments may be submitted to it by the interested 
parties in their own language, but in that case must be ac- 
companied by an English translation. 

(5) The claimants shall be entitled, if they so desire, to be 
heard by the tribunal either in person or by counsel, and the 
tribunal shall be entitled to call upon the claimants to present 
Such additional explanations, documents, or arguments as it 
may think necessary. 

(6) Before the hearing of any case the tribunal shall require 
from the parties a deposit or security for such sums as it may 
think necessary to cover the share of each party in the expenses 
of the tribunal. In fixing the amount of such sum the tribunal 
shall base itself principally on the extent of the land claimed. 
The tribunal shall also have power to demand a further deposit 
from the parties in cases where special expense is involved. 

(g) The honorarium of the arbitrators shall be calculated 
per month and fixed by the governments concerned. The sal- 
ary of the secretary and any other persons employed by the 
tribunal shall be fixed by the president. 

(8) Subject to the provisions of this annex, the tribunal 
shall have full power to regulate its own procedure. 

(9) In dealing with the claims the tribunal shall take into 
consideration— 

(a) Any applicable rules of international law. 

(b) The general principles of justice and equity. 

(c) The following circumstances: 

(i) The date on which the land claimed was first occupied 
by the claimant or his predecessors in title. 

(ii) The date on which the claim was notified to the goy- 
ernment of the claimant. 

(ili) The extent to which the claimant or his predecessors 
in title have developed and exploited the land claimed. In 
this connection the tribunal shall take into account the extent 
to which the claimants may have been prevented from develop- 
ing their undertakings by conditions or restrictions resulting 
from the war of 1914-1919. 

(10) All expenses of the tribunal shall be divided among 
the claimants in such proportion as the tribunal shall decide. 
If the amount of the sums paid in accordance with clause (6) 
is larger than the expenses of the tribunal, the balance shall 
be returned to the parties whose claims have been recognized 
in such proportion as the tribunal shall think fit. 


{Transtation.]} 
MINING ORDINANCE FOR SPITSBERG (SVALBARD), 
CHAPTER I. 


INTRODUCTORY PROVISIONS. 
1. 


The present mining ordinance shall apply to the entire Archi- 
of Spitzbergen (Svalbard), comprising, with Bear 
Island, all the islands situated between 10° and 35° longitude 
east of Greenwich and between 74° and 81° latitude north, 
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especially West Spitzbergen, North-East Land, Barents Island, 
Edge Island, Wiche Islands (Kong Karls Land), Hope Island 
(Hopen), and Prince Charles Foreland, together with all 
islands, great or small, and rocks appertaining thereto. 

2 


1. The right of searching for and acquiring and exploiting 
natural deposits of coal, mineral oils, and other minerals and 
rocks which are the object of mining or quarrying, subject to 
the observance of the provisions of this mining ordinance and 
on equal terms with regard to taxation and in other respects 
belongs, in addition to the Norwegian State, to— 

a. All nationals of those States which have ratified or adhered 
to the Spitzbergen treaty. 

b. Companies that are domiciled and legally established in 
any of the said States. 

A company is considered as domiciled in the State in which 
its board has its seat. 

2. That a person or a company fulfill the conditions here stipu- 
lated must, at the demand of the commissioner of mines, be 
verified through a proper affidavit of a competent authority in 
their home country, and the competency of such authority if it 
is not a Norwegian authority must be certified by a Norwegian 
Legation or consulate in the country concerned, or by the lega- 
tion or consulate in Norway of such country. 

3. Any dispute as to whether a mineral or rock is of such 
nature as mentioned, subsection 1, shall be finally settled by 
the Government department concerned on report of the com- 
missioner of mines. 3 

1. Persons who have no domicile, nor any permanent place of 
residence in Norway or in Spitzbergen (Svalbard), and com- 
panies, the boards of which have not their seat in Norway or in 
Spitzbergen (Svalbard), in order to be able to acquire and exer- 
cise the rights mentioned in paragraph 2, must have an attorney 
permanently resident in Norway or in Spitzbergen (Svalbard), 
whose name, position, and place of residence have been reported 
to the commissioner of mines, and who is empowered to repre- 
sent them in court and toward the authorities in all cases 
concerning searchings, claims, or mining operations in Spitzber- 
gen (Svalbard). 

2, Upon a failure to comply with this requirement, the judge 
of the inferior court, at the place where the commissioner of 
mines has his office, at the request of anyone interested, may 
name an attorney. Such attorney shall have the same authority 
as mentioned, subsection 1, until the party concerned reports 
the appointment of another attorney. 

4 


1. Any application to Norwegian authorities that has to*be 
made within a certain term, pursuant to this mining ordinance, 
must be filed with the authority concerned before the expiration 
of such term. 

2, If an application be not worded in the Norwegian language, 
the authority concerned may demand a translation thereof, 
duly certified, to be submitted within a certain term and, upon 
a failure of the applicant to comply therewith, may refuse to 
consider the application. 

5. 

1. The powers which according to the mining ordinance are 
conferred upon the commissioner of mines, the government de- 
partment concerned, to such extent as needed, may transfer to 
inferior officers of the mining service. 

2. The decisions of such officers may be submitted to the com- 
missioner of mines for reconsideration and the decisions of the 
commissioner of mines likewise to the government department, 
provided the decisions have not been given during a claim survey 
in whieh case the procedure of paragraph 13 applies. ` 

3. The decisions of other inferior administrative authorities, 
with reference to the mining ordinance, also may be submitted 
to higher authority for reconsideration, 

6. 


Members of the public service of Spitzbergen are not allowed 
to notify to any discoveries, to obtain any claims or to be pro- 
prietor of, or partner in any claims, nor to be agents for sale of 
discoveries or claims in their districts. 

4 CHAPTER II. 

ON SEARCH AND DISCOVERIBS, 
7. 

1. The search for natural deposits of the minerals and rocks 
mentioned in paragraph 2 may be made on one’s own property 
as well as on that of any other party, and on the public 
lands. 


2. Any person who desires to search on the property of some 
other party or on the public lands must have a license from 
the commissioner of mines or from the chief. of the police, and 
he is bound to produce such license on request. 

3. The license shall be valid for two years from the date of 
issue, and confers upon the searcher the right of underteking 
any work considered necessary or expedient in order to search 
for the minerals and rocks mentioned in paragraph 2, or in 
order to examine discoveries already made, also including 
work, the object of which is to make a preliminary examination 
of the deposit in order to decide whether it is worth working. 

4, No search must be made within the claim of any other 
party unless the holder of the claim has given the permission. 

5. No search must be made within a distance of 500 meters 
from any factory or industrial establishment under construc-’ 
tion or in operation, any line of transport or quays, or from 
any dwelling house, not including huts for hunting, fishing, 
or whaling expeditions which are only occasionally used, 
unless consent be given by the proprietor and tenant of the 
plants or the building. Nor must any search be made within 
any such distance from any public or scientific establishment, 
church, or cemetery. 

8. 


1. The searcher is bound to indemnify any damage which, 
through the search, is caused to the proprietor of the ground 
or any other party. 

2. Anyone preventing any party from lawful search shall 
indemnify any probable loss which the searcher has suffered 
through any futile journey or otherwise. 

9. 


1. Anybody who, by lawful search, shall discover a natural 
deposit containing or supposed to contain minerals or rocks 
as mentioned in paragraph 2, acquires thereby, in preference 
to subsequent discoverers, a right to the discovery, provided 
he, in the presence of two witnesses, by marks in solid rock 
or by other lasting and satisfactory means, visibly locates a 
discovery point and besides, not later than 10 months after 
having located the discovery, through a written notification 
informs the commissioner of mines thereof. 

A discovery notice may also, before the expiration of this 
term and with full legal effect, be filed with the chief of police, 
who in that case as soon as possible shall transmit it to the 
commissioner of mines. 

2. The discovery notice must be signed by the claimant and 
shall contain: 

a. The name, domicile, and nationality of the claimant and 
the witnesses, and—in the cases mentioned in paragraph 3— 
the name and address of the appointed attorney. 

b. Accurate description of the situation of the discovery point 
and of the kind of marks used, accompunied by a sketch map 
in a scale of not less than 1: 100,000 on which the discovery 
point shall be marked. 

ec. Exact statement of the moment when the discovery was 
marked, 

d. Information of the nature of the discovery under reference 
to a sample, handed over at the same time, of the minerals or 
rocks found. 

e. Reference to an inclosed declaration from the witnesses 
that the discovery point was marked in their presence and when 
and how the marking took place. 

3. Anybody who wants to notify several discoveries must for 
each of them file a separate discovery notice. 

4. If a discovery notice which does not comply with the 
prescriptions of sections 2 and 3 has been filed in due time, 
the right to the discovery is preserved if the defects are 
remedied within a term to be fixed by the commissioner of 
mines. 

5. The provisions in sections 1-4 are correspondingly ap- 
plicable when any party will take up a deposit which has re- 
verted to the public lands, whether it has been worked or not. 


10. 


1. The right to a discovery which has been acquired by a 
discoverer according to paragraph 9, besides the right of carry- 
ing out on the place of discovery the operations mentioned in 
paragraph 7, section 3, also entitles him, in preference to sub- 
sequent discoverers, to demand a claim on the discovery point. 

2. The right to the discovery lapses if an application for a 
claim survey has not been filed with the commissioner of mines 
within five years after the discovery was marked, or if any 
other party before the expiration of the said term has obtained 
a claim on the discovery point, comparative paragraph 12, 
section 2d. 
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8. The right to a discovery that has been filed for record may 
be transferred. The transfer is not valid before haying been 
notified to the commissioner of mines, 


CHAPTER III. 
ON CLAIM PATENTS. 
11. 


1. The claim survey shall be made by the commissioner of 
mines at the latest within two years after an application has 
been filed, if natural conditions or any other circumstances do 
not make it impossible. 

2. The time for such survey shall be notified in the official 
Gazette designated for the purpose within the end of the month 
of March of the year in which the survey is to be held. 

The notification shall contain: 

a. The name, the domicile, and nationality of the applicant. 

b. Information concerning the situation of the discovery 
point and the time reported for the marking of the discovery. 

c. The time and the place for the survey. 

d. Summons to all who claim to possess a better right to the 
claim to meet and look after their interests during the survey. 

The commissioner of mines besides should send reprints 
of the notification to those who are supposed to be interested 
in the survey. It is, however, of no consequence for the fur- 
thering of the survey that such information has not been 
transmitted or not been received by the party interested. 

8. Five hundred kr. shall be paid for the dealing with an 
application for a single claim. 

If an applicant asks for several claims in the same neighbor- 
hood and at the same time, or if several applicants jointly ask 
for claims in the same neighborhood and at the same time, 
200 kr. shall be paid for each additional claim stated in the 
upplication. The claims applied for are considered as. lying 
in the same neighborhood, when between the discovery points 
which are lying farthest from each other the distance does 
not exceed 30 kilometers. 

Payment for a claim survey shall be made to the commissioner 
of mines simultaneously with the application for same. 


12. 


1. On making the claim survey the commissioner of mines 
first decides whether the applicant is entitled to obtain any 
claim. 

2. If so, he makes the survey, observing the following pro- 
visions: 

a. The discovery must lie within the boundaries of the claim. 

b. If several discovery points that are recorded are situated 
so near to each other that the right to get a claim on one of 
the discoveries is dependent on the manner in which + claim 
is given for another discovery, he who first has marked a 
discovery point may choose in what manner he wishes the 
survey to be undertaken. If he does not attend tk- claim 
Survey, the commissioner of mines shall decide in what manner 
the claim for his discovery is to be subsequently given, if he 
demands a claim. 

c. The claim shall be given as a plain superficies in the 
form of a rectangular parallelogram having a square content 
as per the request of the applicant and the character of the 
deposit up to 1,000 hectares. The proportion between the length 
and breadth of the parallelogram is fixed by the applicant him- 
self, the limitation being that the length may. not be more than 
four times the breadth. The boundaries are comprised within 
vertical planes passing through the boundary lines on surface 
and projected indefinitely downward. When the circumstances 
make it necessary or expedient the commissioner of mines may 
give a claim another shape than that prescribed above. 

d. If the claim covers several discovery points the right to 
obtain claim for the rest lapses. 

8. The claim survey shall be entered in an authorized book. 

The commissioner of mines, when requested, shall supply a 
verified extract of the book against a fee of 2 kr. per sheet 
or part thereof. 

4. When a claim has been granted, the commissioner of mines 
shall send to the applicant a patent for éach separate claim 
which according to the claim survey has been allotted to him. 

A proclamation of the issuing of such patent shall be pub- 
lished in the Public Gazette instituted for that purpose. 


18. 


1. If any party intends to contest the decisions of the com- 
missioner of mines in a claim survey, proceedings must be 
commenced within six months after proclamation of the issue 
of the patent has appeared in the public Gazette, or, if survey 
has been refused, within six months after such refusal, 
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2. The claim is final when the time for beginning an action 
has expired without such action having been instituted or 
when an action instituted in proper time has been validly de- 
cided, withdrawn, or dismissed. 

14. : 

1. When the claim has become final the holder of the elaim 
has acquired the sole right to extract all the minerals and rocks 
mentioned in paragraph 2 through mining operations within 
the claim, provided that he complies with the requirement to 
work made incumbent on him in paragraph 15. 

2. The holder of the claim is entitled to mine and retain 
other minerals and rocks to such extent as is necessary or 
expedient for the operations. What has been mined but not 
used in the said manner may be disposed of by the proprietor 
of the ground. 

8. Any voluntary or compulsory transfer of the right to a 
claim and any voluntary or compulsory establishment or trans- 
fer of mortgage rights or any other rights to a claim can with 
full legal effect only be done in the manner stipulated for real 
estate. 

4. On the application of the holder of the claim the com- 
missioner of mines may divide a claim by making part of it a 
special claim. The division is to be made without a claim 
survey on the spot. Otherwise paragraphs 12 (8 and 4) and 
13 are to be applied. 

The fee is 200 kr. for each claim to be divided from the 
original claim. 

15. 

1. When four years have elapsed from October 1 of the 
year after the claim became final the holder of the claim is 
bound to commence mining operations within the claim to such 
an extent that in the course of each succeeding period of 
five years at least 1,500 men-days’ work are employed in mining 
operations in the claim. 

2. For a number of not more than 25 claims, which in their 
entirety are lying within a distance of not over 15 kilometers 
from a fixed point, indicated by the claim holder to the com- 
missioner of mines, such obligatory work of the claim holder 
shall be considered as having been performed when he, inside 
one or more of these claims, performs as many days’ work as 
imposed upon him by article 1 for all claims aggregately. 

3. Reports concerning the number of days’ work performed 
during each working year, counting from October 1 one year 
until September 30 the next year, shall be delivered to the com- 
missioner of mines before the following 31st of December. 

4. When a petition is delivered to the commissioner of mines 
in the course of a period, or at latest on December 31 of the 
year in which the period elapses, the Government department 
concerned on the report from the commissioner of mines may 
dispense from the provisions in sections 1 and 2 for the period 
in question by exempting from the duty of working, or by re- 
ducing the number of days’ work required for the fulfillment 
of such duty. 

The conditions for such dispensations are: 

a. That the holder of a claim proves that essential hindrances 
for which he can not be made answerable are or hayvo been 
checking the operations, such as special and passing circum- 
Stances connected with the operations, or with the utilization 
or sale of the products, or 

b. That the holdcr of a claim proves that one or more claims 
which he wishes to be left out ef consideration in the calcula- 
tion of the days’ work are necessary as a reserve for claims 
which are being worked. 10 

1. Should any holder of a claim fail to comply with the re- 
quirements for work, according to paragraph 15, sections 1 and 
2, without having in due time applied for and obtained dispen- 
sation, his claim lapses at the end of the calendar year follow- 
ing, provided he does not, in the course of same, make up for 
lost work besides performing the average number of days’ 
work which belong to one year of the new period. 

2. If sufficient work has been done to maintain the right to 
one or more of the claims, but not to all of them, the commis- 
sioner of mines shall decide which claims are to be considered 
as lapsed, provided the holder of the claim has not made his 
choice and stated same to the commissioner of mines within 
the expiration of the year mentioned in section 1. 

8, When a claim has lapsed according to the above pro- 
visions, neither the claim nor any part thereof can again be 
allotted to the holder of the claim nor to any company in 
which he possesses a majority of the shares, in case another 
holder of a registered discovery makes an application for a 
claim within the said area before the expiration of the cur- 
rent period of five years. ad ; 
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5 17. 

1. When the claim has become final, the annual due to be 
paid by the holder of the claim is up to 500 kr. for each 
claim. For this due the State shall have a first priority 
mortgage right in the claim concerned, and the due may be 
collected in accordance with the rules fixed for the collection 
of taxes on real estate. t 

2. If, by sale of the claim in execution, sufficient covering 
of- outstanding dues is not obtained, the claim lapses. Then 
it may not again be allotted to the holder of the claim, nor 
to any company in which he possesses a majority of the 
shares, unless the dues outstanding, together with costs, have 
first been paid, including also the dues which haye accrued 
in the meantime. 13 

Besides in those cases mentioned in paragraphs 16 and 17 
a claim lapses when the claim holder, after having paid the 
dues owing, through a written declaration to the commis- 
sioner of mines, abandons his right to the claim. In that case 
the provisions in paragraph 16, section 8, have a correspond- 
ing application. 

CHAPTER IV. 
TO THE PROPRIPTOR OF THE GROUND, 
19, , 

1. The proprietor of any private ground on which a claim 
has been given is entitled to a participation in the operations 
for not exceeding one-fourth. If he desires to make use of 
this right he must notify the holder of the claim of the share 
which he claims within one year after the patent was pub- 
lished in the official Gazette. He may then also demand that 
a corresponding part of what has been extracted is to remain 
on the spot until an agreement has been established as to 
the terms of participation, 

If a claim has been given on the ground belonging to 

several the proprietors are entitled to participate jointly in 
the operations for not exceeding one-fourth, the expenditure 
and income being divided equally amongst them. If any of 
said proprietors is unwilling his interest shall become the 
property of the others. 

2. When the proprietor of the ground or any other party to 
whom he may have transferred his rights has declared his 
willingness to participate in the operations, a written contract 
shall be made concerning the terms, on the basis that the pro- 
prietor of the ground or the holder of his rights is bound to 
participate proportionately to the share he demanded in all the 
costs of the operations and the establishments for the utiliza- 
tion of the output and with a right to paricipation in the profits, 
in both cases from the commencement of the operations. 

If the parties do not agree, either of them, within six months 
after the expiration of the time mentioned in subsection 1, may 
demand the commissioner of mines to fix the terms. If the 
proprietor of the ground will not accept the decision of the 
commissioner of mines he may, within six months after it was 
made known to him, either transfer his rights to some one who 
accepts the terms or withdraw from any participation in the 
operations. 


IN RELATION 


20. 

1. A claim holder has the right to demand the assignment 
by the commissioner of mines of the ground needed for foot- 
paths, roads, railways, tramways, aerial ropeways, dumps, sur- 
face buildings, stores, quays, and other establishments con- 
nected with the working of the mines. 

2. Within the areas mentioned in paragraph 7, section 5, no 
other cession can be claimed than that which is needed for 
the operations of any claimholder for footpaths, roads, rail- 
ways, tramways, aerial ropeways, power transmissions, and 
quays. For the acquisition of the control of the ground in such 
places the permission of the commissioner of mines must be 
obtained in default of an agreement. Before any decision is 
made, the commissioner of mines shall give the proprietor of 
the ground and other holders of rights the opportunity of 
being heard. A permission must not be given unless the com- 
missioner of mines finds that the interest of other parties be 
not thereby materially prejudiced, and conditions for the secur- 
ity against such prejudice shall be made if necessary. 

3. For any damage and inconvenience caused through ces- 
sions in accordance with section 1 or 2, the proprietor of the 
ground, as well as any other holders of rights, may elaim an 
indemnification which, failing agreement, shall be fixed by a 
survey. 

4. The ground ceded by a proprietor according to section 1 
or 2 shall revert to the main ground as a full property when the 
use has been finally waived, or when the claim has lapsed. 

After the final discontinuation of the operations the holder 
of a claim has a period of three years to clear the ground to 


such extent as he may desire. What has not then been removed 
Shall belong to the proprietor of the ground. If, however, 
within the time mentioned, any party has obtained a new 
claim on the abandoned mine, the previous holder of the claim 
has the right to transfer to the new holder his establishments, 
houses, and machines, 
CHAPTER V. 
ON THE MINING. 
21. j 
The provisions in this chapter concerning mines shall haye 
a corresponding application to surface working as far as they 
are suitable. 


€ 22. 

1. The working of a mine shall be effected in a minerlike 
manner. 

2. He, or those, who are to superintend the technical man- 
agement on the spot, must-have the necessary professional 
knowledge and experience. 

8. No mine workings must be commenced in those places 
where search is prohibited according to paragraph 7, sec- 
tion 5, except by permission of the owner or the user of the 
ground; nor may underground work take place on these prem- 
ises, unless the work, exclusively to the judgment of the com- 
missioner of mines, is of such nature or is carried on in such 
a way that no subsidencies are caused thereby or no other 
damage fs inflicted on buildings or plants on the surface, 
No permission as mentioned above is needed, however, if such 
buildings or plants have been erected after the claim has 
become final. 

In order to commence or carry on underground work within 
the distance mentioned in paragraph 7, section 5, from public 
or scientific establishment, church or cemetery, permission 
is required of the King. 

4, At any establishment employing workmen who are not 
Norwegians, at least one officer must be appointed who under- 
stands Norwegian and can make himself understood in the 
Norwegian language and contingently also in the foreign lan- 
guage commonly used at the mine. 

23. 


1. At every mine there shall, if the commissioner of mines 
deems it necessary, be kept a record in which shall be entered 
monthly a report on the operations and everything happening 
of interest to the mine, and to the conditions of the deposits, 

Of this record an extract—made in accordance with a form 
prescribed by the commissioner of mines—shall be sent for 
each working year, before December 81, to the commissioner 
of mines. 

2. For each mine, that can not in its entirety be overlooked 
on the surface, there shall further be prepared a map (mine 
plan), which must be supplemented as the operations are 
advancing. 

One copy of the map shall be kept at the mine, and another 
shall be forwarded to the commissioner of mines. 

8. The informations and the maps which the commissioner 
of mines receives according to this paragraph should only 
be used for Government purposes and must not be mada 
available to others. oF 


To such extent as may be done without special difficulties 
and expenses, endeavors should be made in the course of opera- 
tions to avoid the destruction of any geological and mineralogl- 
cal formations or any other natural curiosities or places which 
may be supposed to be of scientific or historical importance. 

25. 

1. If the holder of a mine for which surveying is prescribed 
desires, temporarily or definitely, to discontinue the operations, 
he shall inform the commissioner of mines to that effect as soon 
as possible. 

2. Any timbering and support provided for the safety of the 
mine must in such cases not be damaged or removed without 
the permission of the commissioner of mines. 

8. Mine openings must be filled or surrounded with a proper 
fence. 

Cuaprer VI. 
ON THE PROTECTION OF WORKMEN. 


1. The statutory provisions regarding the protection of work- 
men at any time in force for mining in Norway shall also apply 
to mining in Spitsbergen (Svalbard), with such modifications 
and adaptations, however, as may be ordered by the King, due 
regard being had to the local conditions. 

2. What has been stipulated in paragraphs 27-33 concerning 
workmen shall also apply to any other person employed in the 
operations at the place, ` 


1924. 


27. 


1. The employer is bound to furnish his workmen with 
healthy and proper dwellings and, as far as circumstances per- 


mit, to provide sanitary arrangements. 


Further instructions concerning the manner of building and 
the fitting up of the houses shall be issued by the Government 
department concerned. The department also may make it in- 
cumbent on the employer to provide for a meeting hall and a 
proper collection of books in a language known by the workers. 

2. The employer is bound to keep at the establishment a sup- 
ply of the necessary medicines, surgical instruments, and dress- 


ing articles. 


Further instructions in this respect shall be issued by the 


Government department concerned. 


8. The Government department may make it incumbent on 
the employer to maintain a hospital suitable for the purpose 
with an isolation hospital and the necessary outfit and attend- 
ance calculated to accommodate as large a number of patients 
When the department finds It 
necessary, the employer shall also be required to supply medical 


as the department may decide. 


attendance on the spot. te 


1. At the time of the year when the communication with the 


outside world may be expected to be interrupted through ice, 


it is incumbent on the employer to take care that there is 


present at the establishment such supplies of food, clothing, and 
other necessaries of life as his workmen sball need for at least 


one year’s maintenance. The stores shall be distributed in safe 


depots. 

Further instructions for the effecting of these provisions shall 
be issued by the Government department concerned. 

2. The chief of police, in.case of emergency, may order, or 
himself effect, the sending home of as many workmen as he 
finds necessary in order to make the supplies suffice for the 
maintenance of those remaining. 

Complaint does not cause postponement. 

29. 

Arms, munitions, and explosives, as well as alcoholic bever- 
ages and narcotics, may be imported into Spitsbergen (Sval- 
‘bard) only in accordance with regulations fixed by the King, 
taking due regard to the needs of the companies. 

80. 


1, The net proceeds of the trade which the employer him- 
self or through others carries on with the workmen, or is inter- 
ested in, at the place concerned, shall after audited annual ac- 
counts be used for the general welfare of the workmen. The 
application of these profits shall be decided by the employer 
in conjunction with a committee named by the workmen who, 
in the case of dispute, may demand that the matter be referred 
to the decision of the chief of police. In calculating the net 
proceeds of such trade, the employer is entitled to deduct a 
reasonable interest on the capital engaged in the establishment. 

2. The provisions of section 1 shall also be applicable if the 
employer has any profit on his maintenance of the workmen 
within Spitsbergen (Svalbard). 

31. 

1. The employer in the case of illness shali provide nursing 
of his workmen until they are cured, or at any rate in a condi- 
tion to be sent home, The homesending in this case shall be 
paid by the employer. 

2. The employer, moreover, has the duty to render indemnifi- 
cation for the loss of working income during illness. 

8. The King will fix the further regulations concerning the 
duty of nursing and concerning the conditions and the amount 
of the indemnification for loss of working income during illness. 

82. 


If ay workman in doing his work be hurt by an accident that 
can not be ascribed to any intention on the part of the victim 
of the accident, it is incumbent on the employer, besides the 
obligations mentioned in paragraph 31, to pay to the victim or, 
in the event of his death, to his survivors an indemnification in 
accordance with regulations issued by the King. 

33. 


1. The employer shall give to the Government department con- 
cerned, through a bank guaranty, insurance, or in some other 
manner, satisfactory security for the claims of the workmen, 
The amount of the guaranty sum shall be fixed and the security 
offered shall be approved by the department. 

2. If the requirement to give security be not complied with, 
the Government department may fix a daily fine running until 
the matter is settled. The fine shall be collected by distress, 
Xt is employed as stipulated in paragraph 80. 
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Craptrer VII. 
TRANSITION PROVISIONS, 
34. 


1. Persons and companies who make territorial claims on the 
basis of acts of appropriation or occupations that have taken 
place before the signing of the Spitsbergen treaty, if their 
claims are notified in conformity with paragraph 1, section 1, of 
the annex to the sald treaty, shall be entitled, without any hfn- 
drance from the stipulations in this mining ordinance but also 
without this involving any acknowledgment of their claims, to 
carry on prospecting and mining operations within the areas 
claimed, as long as their claims have not lapsed or been rejected 
pursuant to the provisions of the said annex. During this inter- 
val no other person has the right of prospecting or mining 
within said areas. 

2. The provisions in Chapters V and VI shall also apply to 
mining operations, carried on according to section 1, from Sep- 


oe 1 of the year after the mining ordinance has come into 
orce. 


85. 


_1. The persons and companies who, pursuant to the provi- 
sions of the annex to the Spitzbergen treaty, are recognized as 
proprietors of a certain territory, shall be granted as many 
claims as they desire within the boundaries of their property, 
subject to the following conditions: 

a. That the act of appropriation or occupation upon which 
the acknowledged ownership is founded has taken place with a 
view to utilize the territory for mining operations, or has been 
followed by development or exploitation for that purpose ; 

b. That an application for a claim survey containing infor- 
mation of the nature of the deposit under reference to a sample, 
contemporarily handed over, of the minerals and rocks 
found and accompanied by the stipulated fee, is filed with the 
commissioner of mines within 10 years after the claimant's 
title deed for the property has been issued pursuant to the 
provisions in the annex to the Spitzbergen treaty, paragraph 1, 
section 9, or paragraph 2, section 11, provided that the title 
deed is or becomes definite. 

The fee to be charged is kr. 500 for the first and kr. 200 for 
each succeeding claim within the boundaries of the same 
property. 

In respect of the persons and companies referred to in this 
section, the provisions of paragraph 11, section 1, and the last 
period of section 3, and of paragraph 12, section 1, section 2, 
subsection ¢, section 3 and section 4 shall be applicable mutatis 
mutandis, while the other provisions of paragraphs 9 to 12 are 
not applicable. 

2. Until the expiration of the term mentioned in section 1 
subsection b, and provided the application for a claim be filed 
in proper time, until the claim has become final, the recognized 
owner has the exclusive right to carry on prospecting and min- 
ing within his territory. During this period the provisions in 
Chapters V and VI are applicable. 

8. Individuals and companies mentioned in section 1 are ex- 
empted from the claim dues mentioned in paragraph 17 for 
claims acquired pursuant to section 1. The same will apply to 
claims being asked for under reference to discoveries which 
they have notified during the 10-year period mentioned in sec- 
tion 1b. In other respects the regulations of this ordinance 
apply to the claims. 

CLOSING PROVISION, 


36. 


This mining ordinance shall come into force from such time 
as shall be fixed by law. 


PUBLICITY OF 2 ae al To WITH 


In executive session this day the following convention was 
ratified and, on motion of Mr. Lope, the injunction of secrecy 
Was removed therefrom: 

To the Senate: 

With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Senate 
to ratification, I transmit herewith, authenticated by the 
Chilean ministry for foreign affairs, which is the depositary 
of the original, a copy of a convention providing for publicity 
of customs documents, signed at Santiago, Chile, on May 8, 
1923, by the delegates of the United States and of the other 
Governments represented at the Fifth International Confer- 
ence of American States. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 

THe WHITE House, January 31, 1924. 
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FEBRUARY 18, 


The PRESIDENT: 


The undersigned the Secretary of State has the honor to lay 
before the President, with a view to its transmission to the 
Senate to receive the advice and consent of that body to rati- 
fication, if his judgment approve thereof, an authenticated copy 
each of the English, Spanish, Portuguese, and French texts of 
u convention providing for publicity of customs documents, 
signed at Santiago, Chile, on May 8, 1923, by the delegates of 
the United States and of the ether Governments represented at 
the Fifth International Conference of American States. 

The convention was signed in one original which is deposited 
in the ministry for foreign affairs of the Republic of Chile, 
by which the authenticated cepies of the four texts herewith 
submitted were furnished. 

Respectfully submitted. 

CHARLES E. HUGHES. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 

Washington, January 80, 1924. 


Fiera INTTn NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF AMERICAN STATES, 
CHILE, 


CONVENTION ON PUBLICITY OF CUSTOMS DOCUMENTS. 

Their Excellencies the Presidents of Venezuela, Panama, 
United States of America, Uruguay, Ecuador, Chile, Guatemala, 
Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Brazil, Salvador, Colombia, Cuba, Para- 
guay, Dominican Republic, Honduras, Argentine Republic, and 
Hayti; 

Being desirous that their respective countries may be repre- 
sented at the Fifth International Conference of American 
States, have sent thereto the foliowing delegates, duly author- 
ized to approve the recommendations, resolutions, conventions, 


SanrTraco, 


and treaties which they might deem advantageous to the in- | 


terests ef America. 


Venezuela: Pedro César Dominici, César Zumeta, José | 


Austria; 

Panama: Narciso Garay, José E. Lefevre; 

United States of America: Henry P. Fletcher, Frank B. 
Kellogg, Atlee Pomerene, Willard Saulsbury, Frank ©. Part- 
ridge, George E. Vinceut, William Eric Fowler, Leo S. Rowe; 

Uruguay: J. Antonio Buero, Justino Jiménez de Aréchaga, 
Eugenio Martinez Thedy ; 

Ecuador: Rafael M. Arizaga, José Rafael Bustamante, 
Alberto Muñoz -Vernaza ; 

Chile: Agustin Edwards, Manuel Rivas Vicuña, Carlos 
Aldunate Solar, Luis Barros Borgoño, Emilie Bello Codesido, 
Antonio Huneeus, Alcibiades Roldán, Guillermo Subercaseaux, 
Alejandro del Río; 

Guatemala: Eduardo Poirier, Maximo Soto Hall; 

Nicaragua: Carlos Cuadra Pasos, Arturo Elizondo; 

Costa Rica: Alejandro Alvarado Quirés ; 

United States of Brazil: Afranio de Mello Franco, Sylvino 
Gurgel do Amaral, J. de P. Rodriguez Alves, A. de Ipanema 
Moreira, Helio Lobo; 

El Salvador: Cecilio Bustamante ; 

Colombia; Guillermo Valencia, Lanreano Gómez, Carlos 
Uribe Echeverri; ; 

Cuba: José C. Vidal Caro, Carles Garcia Vélez, Aristides 
Agiiero, Manuel Marquez Sterling; 

Paraguay: Manuel Gondra, Higinio Arbo; 

Dominican Republic: Tulio M. Cestero ; 

Honduras: Benjamín Villaseca Mujica ; 

Argentine Republic: Manuel Augusto Montes de Oca, Fer- 
nando Saguier, Manuel E. Milbrän. 

Hayti: Arthur Rameau. 

Who, after having presented their credentials and the same 
having been found in due and proper form, have agreed upon 
the following convention on publicity of customs documents: 

The high contracting parties considering that it is of the 
utmost importance to give the greatest publicity to all customs 
laws, decrees, and regulations, agree as follows: 

ARTICLE IL 


The high contracting parties agree to communicate to each 
other all the laws, decrees, and regulations that govern the 
importation or the exportation of merchandise, as well as all 
laws, decrees, and regulations referring to vessels entering into 
or sailing from their ports. 

É ARTICLE 11, 


The high contracting parties agree to publish in full or in an 
abridged form the laws, decrees, and regulations mentioned in 
Article I which have been communicated to them by the several 
American countries that have ratified this convention. 


ARTICS III. 


'The high contracting parties will communicate to the central 
ve council of the Inter-American high commission the 
laws, decrees, or regulations to which Article I refers. 


ARTICLE TV, 


The high contracting parties resolve to intrust to the central 
executive council of the inter-American high commission the 
preparation of a handbook, as detailed as possible, of the cus- 
toms laws, decrees, and regulations enforced in the American 
countries. This handbook will be published in English, Span- 
ish, Portuguese, and French. 


ARTICLE v. 


This convention will become effective as soon as it is ratified 
by six signatory States. 


ARTICLE VI, 


The American ‘countries not represented at the fifth inter- 
national conference of American States may adhere to this con- 
vention at any time. The respective protocol will be signed in 
Santiago, Chile, the original texts of this convention being filed 
in the archives of the Government of the Republic of Chile. 


ARTICLE VII. 


The ratifications of this convention will be deposited with the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs ef the Republic of Chile. 

The Government of the Republic of Chile will notify the 
signatory States through diplomatic channels of the deposit of 
these ratifications; this ‘notification will be equivalent to an 
exchange of ratifications. 


ARTICL®# VIII. 


This convention may be denounced at any time. The denun- 
ciation must be made to the Government of the Republic of 
Chile and will affect the Government making such denounce- 
ment one year after the date of the notification. 


ARTICLE IX, 


Any controversy which may arise between the high contract- 
ing parties with respect to the execution or interpretation. of 
this convention shall be decided by arbitration. 

This convention is issued in Spanish, English, Portuguese, 
and French, each of which texts is authentic. 

In witness whereof the delegates sign this convention in 
English, Spanish, Portuguese, and French and affix the seal of 
the Fifth International Conference of American States, in the 
city of Santiago, Chile, on the 3rd day of May in the year one 
thousand n ne hundred and twenty-three. 

This convention shall be filed in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of the Republic of Chile, in order that certified copies 
may be made and forwarded through appropriate diplomatic 
channels te each of the signatory States. 

(Signed) for Venezuela: Pedro César Dominici, César Zu- 
meta, José Austria; for Panama: Narciso Garay, J. E. Lefevre; 
for the United States of America: Henry P. Fletcher, Frank B. 
Kellogg, Atlee Pomerene, Willard Saulsbury, George E. Vin- 
cent, Frank C. Partridge, William Eric Fowler, Leo 8. Rowe; 
for Uruguay: J. Antonio Buero, Justino Jiménez de Aréchago, 
Eugenio Martinez Thedy; for Ecuador: Rafael M. Arizaga, 
José Rafael Bustamante, Alberto Mufioz Vernaza; for Chile: 
Agustin Edwards, Manuel Rivas Vicufia, Carlos Aldunate 
Solar, Luis Barros Borgoño, Emilio Bello Codesido, Antonio 
Huneeus, Alcibiades Roldán, Guillermo Subercaseaux, Ale- 
jandro del Rio; for Guatemala: Eduardo Poirier, Maximo Soto 
Hall; for Nicaragua: Carlos Cuadra Pasos, Arturo Elizondo; 
for Costa Rica: Alejandro Alvarado Quirós; for the United 
States of Brazil: Afranio de Mello Franco, Sylbino Gurgel do 
Amaral, J. de P. Rodriguez Alves, A. de Ipanema Moreira, 
Helio Lobo; for El Salvador: Cecilio Bustamante; for Colom- 
bia: Guillermo Valencia, Laureano Gómez, Carlos Uribe Eche- 
verri; for Cuba: José ©. Vidal Caro, Carlos García Velez, 
Aristides Agüero, Manuel Márquez Sterling; for Paraguay: 
Manuel Gondra, Higinio Arbo; for the Dominican Republic: 
Tulio M. Cestero; for Honduras: Benjamin Villaseca Mujica; 
for the Argentine Republic: Manuel A. Montes de Oca, Fer- 
nando Saguier, Manuel E. Malbrin; and for Hayti: Arthur 
Rameau. 

MANDEL Rivas VICUÑA, 
Secretaire General. 


[Seal of the Fifth Pan American Conference.] 


Está conforme. 
ALBERTO OCRUCHAGA. 


[Stamp of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Chile.] 
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PROVIDING FOR UNIFORMITY OF NOMENCLATURE FOR 
THE CLASSIFICATION OF MERCHANDISE. 

In executive session this day, the following convention was 
ratified, and, on motion of Mr. Loper, the injunction of secrecy 
Was removed therefrom: 

To the Senate: 

With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Senate 
to ratification, I transmit herewith, authenticated by the 
Chilean Ministry for Foreign Affairs, which is the depositary of 
the original, a copy of a convention to provide for uniformity 
of nomenclature for the classification of merchandise, signed 
at Santiago, Chile, on May 3, 1923, by the delegates of the 
United States and of the other Governments represented at the 
Fifth International Conference of American States. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 

THE Warre House, January S1, 1924. 


— 


The PRESIDENT : 

The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has the honor to lay 
before the President, with a view to its transmission to the Sen- 
ate to receive the advice and consent of that body to ratifica- 
tion, if his judgment approve thereof, an authenticated copy 
each of the English, Spanish, Portuguese, and French texts of a 
convention to provide for uniformity of nomenclature for the 
classification of merchandise, signed at Santiago, Chile, on 
May 3, 1923, by the delegates of the United States and of the 
other Governments represented at the Fifth International Con- 
ference of American States, 

The convention was signed in one original which is deposited 
in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Chile, 
by which the authenticated copies of the four texts herewith 
submitted were furnished. 

Respectfully submitted. 

CHARLES E. HUGHES. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 

Washington, January 80, 1924. 


FIFTH INTERNATIONAL Cones OF AMERICAN STATES, SANTIAGO, 
HILE. 


CONVENTION ON UNIFORMITY OF NOMENCLATURE FOR THE 
TION OF MERCHANDISE. 

Their Excellencies the Presidents of Venezuela, Panama, 
United States of America, Uruguay, Ecuador, Chile, Guatemala, 
Nicaragua, Costa Rica, Brazil, Salvador, Colombia, Cuba, Para- 
guay, Dominican Republic, Honduras, Argentine Republic, and 
Hayti: 

Being desirous that their respective countries may be repre- 
sented at the Fifth International Conference of American 
States, have sent thereto the following delegates, duly author- 
ized to approve the recommendations, resolutions, conventions, 
and treaties which they might deem advantageous to the in- 
terests of America. 

Venezuela: Pedro César Dominici, César Zumeta, 
Austria ; 

Panama: Narciso Garay, José E. Lefevre; 

United States of America: Henry P. Fletcher, Frank B. 
Kellogg, Atlee Pomerene, Willard Saulsbury, George E. Vincent, 
Frank C. Partridge, William Erie Fowler, Leo S. Rowe: 

Uruguay: J. Antonio Buero, Justino Jiménex de Aréchaga, 
Eugenio Martinez Thedy: 

Ecuador: Rafael M. Arſzaga, José Rafael Bustamante, Al- 
berto Muñoz Vernaza; ; 

Chile: Agustín Edwards, Manuel Rivas Vicuña, Carlos 
Aldunate Solar, Luis Barros Borgoño, Emilio Bello Codesido, 
Antonio Huneeus, Alcibíades Roldán Guillermo, Subercaseaux, 
Alejandro del Río; 

Guatemala: Eduardo Poirier, Máximo Soto Hall; 

Nicaragua: Carlos Cuadra Pasos, Arturo Elizondo; 

Costa Rica: Alejandro Alvarado Quirés; 

United States of Brazil: Afranio de Mello Franco, Sylvino 
Gurgel do Amarel, J. de P. Rodriguez Alves, A. de Ipanema 
Moreira, Helio Lobo; 

El Salvador: Cecilio Bustamante; 

Colombia: Guillermo Valencia, Laureano Gómez, 
Uribe Echeverri; 

Cuba: José C. Vidal Caro, Carlos Garcia Vélez, Arístides 
Agiiero, Manuel Marquez Sterling; 

Paraguay: Manuel Gondra, Higinio Arbo; 

Dominican Republic: Tulio M. Cestero; 

Honduras: Benjamin Villaseca Mujica; 

Argentine Republic: Manuel Augusto Montes de Oca, Fer- 
nando Saguier, Manuel E. Malbrän; 

Hayti: Arthur Rameau. 


CLASSIFICA- 


José 


Carlos 


Who, after having presented their credentials and the same 
having been found in due and proper form, have agreed upon 
the following convention; 

ARTICLD L 


The high contracting parties agree to employ the Brussels 
nomenclature of 1913 in their statistics of international com- 
merce, either exclusively or as a supplement to others systems. 


ARTICLE II. 


Any controversy which may arise between the high contract- 
ing parties regarding the interpretation or operation of this con- 
yention shall be settled by arbitration. 


ARTICLE ut. 


The American States not represented at the Fifth Inter- 
national Conference may adhere to this convention by com- 
municating their decision in due form to the Government of the 
Republic of Chile. 

ARTICLE IV. 

The deposit of ratifications shall be made in the city of Santi- 
ago, Chile. The Chilean Government shall communicate such 
ratifications to the other signatory States. This communication 
shall have the effect of an exchange of ratifications, 


ARTICLE V, — 


This convention shall become effective for each signatory 
State on the date of the ratification thereof by such State. It 
shall remain in force without limitation of time, but each signa- 
tory State, upon notification of its intention to the Government 
of the Republic of Chile, may withdraw from said Convention 
upon the expiration of the period of one year counting the date 
of the notification of such intention, 

In witness whereof, the delegates sign this convention in 
English, Spanish, Portuguese, and French and affix the seal of 
the Fifth International Conference of American States, in the 
city of Santiago, Chile, on the 3rd day of May, in the year one 
thousand nine hundred and twenty-three.’ 

This convention shall be filed in the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs of the Republic of Chile, in order that certified copies 
may be made and forwarded through appropriate diplomatic 
channels to each of the signatory States. 

(Signed) for Venezuela: Pedro César Dominici, César Zu- 
meta, José Austria; for Panama: Narcisco Garay, J. E. Lefevre; 
for the United States of America: Henry P. Fletcher, Frank B. 
Kellogg, Atlee Pomerene, Willard Saulsbury, George E. Vincent, 
Frank C. Partridge, William Eric Fowler, Leo S. Rowe: for 
Uruguay: J. Antonio Buero, Justino Jiménez de Aréchaga, 
Eugenio Martinez Thedy; for Ecuador: Rafael M. Arfznga, 
José Rafael Bustamante, Alberto Muñoz Vernaza; for Chile: 
Agustin Edwards, Manuel Rivas Vicaufia, Carlos Aldunate 
Solar, Luis Barros Borgofio, Emilio Bello Codesido, Antonio 
Huneeus, Alcibiades Roldán, Guillermo Subercaseaux, Ale- 
jandro del Río; for Guatemala: Eduardo Poirier, Máximo 
Soto Hall; for Nicaragua: Carlos Cuadra Pasos, Arturo 
Elizondo ; for Costa Rica: Alejandro Alvarado Quirós; for the 
United States of Brazil: Afranio de Mello Franco, Sylvino Gurgel 
do Amaral, J. de P. Rodriguez Alves, A. de Ipanema Moreira, 
Helio Lobo; for El Salvador: Cecilio Bustamante; for Colom- 
bia: Guillermo Valencia, Laureano Gómez, Carlos Uribe Eche- 
verri; for Cuba: José ©. Vidal Caro, Carlos García Vélez, 
Aristides Agüero, Manuel Marquez Sterling; for Paraguay: 
Manuel Gondra, Higinio Arbo; for the Dominican Republic: 
Tulio M. Cestero; for Honduras: Benjamín Villaseca Mujica; 
for the Argentine Republic: Manuel A. Montes de Oca, Fer- 
nando Saguier, Manuel E. Malbrän; and for Hayti: Arthur 
Rameau. 

MANUEL Rivas VicuÑa, 
Secretarie General, 

[Seal of the Fifth Pan American Conference.] 

Está conforme. 

ALBERTO CRUCHAGA. 

[Stamp of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Chile.] 


NOMINATIONS. 


Executive nominations received by the Senate February 18 
(legislative day of February 16), 1924. 


AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY. 


Henry P. Fletcher, of Pennsylvania, now ambassador extraor- 
dinary and plenipotentiary to Belgium and envoy extraordinary 
and minister plenipotentiary to Luxemburg, to be ambassador 
extraordinary and plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Italy. 
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PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 


MARINE CORPS. 

Col. Ben H. Fuller to be a brigadier general in the Marine 
Corps from the 8th day of February, 1924. 

Lieut. Col. Macker Babb to be a colonel in the Marine Corps 
from the 8th day of February, 1924. 

PosTMASTERS. 
COLORADO. 

Edward F. Baldwin to be postmaster at Nucla, Colo., in place 
of W. A. Hopkins, resigned. 

John C. Straub to be postmaster at Flagler, Colo., in place 
of E. K. Langcamp. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 18, 1924. 

FLORIDA. 

Mary Conway to be postmaster at Green Cove Springs, Fla., 
in place of Mary Conway. Incumbent's commission expired 
February 14, 1924. 

Arthur H. Fuller to be postmaster at Altamonte Springs, 
Fla., in place of A. H. Fuller, Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 14, 1924. 

ILLINOIS. 

Benjamin W. Landborg to be postmaster at Elgin, Ill, in 

place of J. C. Kohn, resigned. 


INDIANA. 


William I. Ellison to be postmaster at Winona Lake, Ind., 
in place of G. W. Shively, resigned. 


KANSAS. 


Andrew M. Ludvickson to be postmaster at Severy, Kans., 
in place of H. D. Burke. Incumbent’s commission expired Jan- 
uary 23, 1924. 

Forrest L. Powers to be postmaster at Le Roy, Kans., in 
place of F. C. Herdman. Incumbent's commission expired Jan- 
uary 23, 1924. 

Harry Morris to be postmaster at Garnett, Kans., in place of 
S. C. Bybee. Incumbent’s commission expired September 13, 
1922. 

KENTUCKY. 

Charlie H. Throckmorton to be postmaster at Mount Olivet, 
Ky., in place of J. M. Sims. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 11, 1924. 

MAINE. 


George E. Sands to be postmaster at Wilton, Me., in place of 
F. R. Young. Incumbent’s commission expired February 11, 
1924. 

Harry S. Bates to be postmaster at Phillips, Me., in place of 
H. S. Bates. Incumbent’s commission expired February 11, 
1924. 

Grace M. Flint to be postmaster at Hartland, Me., in place of 
E. A. Webber. Incumbent’s commission expired February 11. 
1924. 

William N. Dyer to be postmaster at Harrington, Me., in place 
of F. G. Coffin. Incumbent's commission expired February 11, 
1924. 

Hugh Hayward to be postmaster at Ashland, Me., in place of 
H. A. Greenwood. Incumbent’s commission expired February 
11, 1924. 

MINNESOTA, 


Eva Cole to be postmaster at Delavan, Minn., in place of Eva 
Cole. Incumbent’s commission expired February 18, 1924. 


NEW HAMPSHIRE. 


Ruby E. Lyford to be postmaster at Belmont, N. H., in place 
of U. W. Chaplain. Office became third class October 1, 1923. 
Joseph P. Conner to be postmaster at Portsmouth, N. H., in 
place of J. P. Conner. Incumbent's commission expired Feb- 
ruary 18, 1924. 
NEW YORK. 


Elmer Ketcham to be postmaster at Schoharie, N. Y., in place 
of T. L. Wright, resigned. 

Harry A. Jeffords to be postmaster at Whitney Point, N. Y. 
in place of John MacKenzie. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 14, 1924. 

Fred L, Seager to be postmaster at Randolph, N. Y., in place 
of F. L. Seager. Incumbent's commission expired August 5, 


1923. 

Clifton S. Haff to be postmaster at Northport, N. Y., in place 
of G. S. Haff. Incumbent’s commission expired February 18, 
1924. ; 

Wallace Thurston to be postmaster at Floral Park, N. Y., in 
place of G. A. Hoffman. Incumbent's commission expires Feb- 
ruary 20, 1924. 


John E. Duryea to be postmaster at Farmingdale, N. Y., in 
place of J. A. Hendrickson. Incumbent’s commission expires 
February 20, 1924. 

John G. MeNicoll to be postmaster at Cedarhurst, N. V., in 
place of J. J. Drumm. Incumbent’s commission expires Feb- 
ruary 20, 1924. 0 

NORTH DAKOTA. 


William H. Lenneville to be postmaster at Dickinson, N. Dak., 
in place of W. H. Lenneville. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 23, 1924. : g 

OHIO. ; 

William S. Paisley to be postmaster at Toronto, Ohio, in place | 
of James Connor, resigned. 

Iris S. Bloir to be postmaster at Sherwood, Ohio, in place of | 
hon Fraker. Incumbent’s commission expires February 24, 

Oliver Ferrell to be postmaster at Paulding, Ohio, in place of | 
Frank Miller. Incumbent’s commission expired August 5, 1923. | 

George B. Fulton to be postmaster at North Baltimore, Ohio, | 
in place of C. K. Rockwell. Incumbent's commission expires ' 
February 24, 1924. 

Ida H. Cline to be postmaster at Kings Mills, Ohio, in place 
788 A H. Cline. Incumbent’s commission expires February 24, 

Ben F. Robuck to be postmaster at West Union, Ohio, in 
place of Claude Tolle. Incumbent’s commission expires Feb- 
ruary 24, 1924. 

OKLAHOMA, 


Charles C. Chapell to be postmaster at Okmulgee, Okla., in 
place of W. B. Williamson. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 28, 1924. 

OREGON. 

Elmer F. Merritt to be postmaster at Merrill, Oreg., in place 
“i ie C. Ady. Incumbent's commission expired February 11, 

William A. Morand to be postmaster at Boring, Oreg., in 
place of W. A. Morand. Incumbent's commission expired Feb- 
ruary 11, 1924. 

PENNSYLVANIA. 

Ralph L. Snyder to be postmaster at New Tripoli, Pa., in 
moce of R. L. Snyder. Office became third class January 1, 
1924. 

Wiliam E. Brooks to be postmaster at Ridley Park, Pa., in 
place of W. E. Brooks. Incumbent’s commission expired Feb- 
ruary 18, 1924. 

Winston J. Beglin to be postmaster at Midland, Pa., in placa 
of 1 Logan. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
26, 1922. 

Michael A. Grubb to be postmaster at Liverpool, Pa., in 
place of G. J. Tharp. Incumbent's commission expired Febru- 
ary 4, 1924. 

George M. Johnson to be postmaster at Laceyville, Pa., in 
place of G. B. M. Ward. Incumbent's commission expired 
December 23, 1922. 

TEXAS. 


Fannie Dawson to be postmaster at Wilson, Tex., in place of 
Fannie Dawson. Office became third class July 1, 1923. 

Wright T. Pridgen to be postmaster at Grapeland, Tex., in 
place of F. W. Leaverton. Incumbent’s commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 

Silas J. White to be postmaster at Rising Star, Tex., in place 
of A. L. McDonald. Incumbent's commission expired January 
81, 1924. 

Theodor Reichert to be postmaster at Nordheim, Tex., in 
place of Theodor Reichert. Incumbent’s commission expired 
January 31, 1924. 

WASHINGTON, 

George W. Adams to be postmaster at Lebam, Wash., in 
place of G. W. Adams. Office became third class January 1, 
1924. 

Elbert Wagoner to be postmaster at Delrio, Wash., in place 
of Elbert Wagoner. Office became third class October 1, 1923. 
WEST VIRGINIA. 

Hugh B. Campbell to be postmaster at Northfork, W. Va., in 
place of F. A. Smith, resigned. ; 


CONFIRMATIONS. 


Ezecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 18 
(legislative day of February 16), 1924. 

Owen J. Roberts to be a special counsel to have charge and 
control of the prosecution of litigation in connection with cer- 
tain leases of oil lands and incidental contracts as provided in 
Senate Joint Resolution 54, approved February 8, 1924, 


~~ 
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* UNITED States DISTRICT JUDGE. 
Lake Jones to be United States district judge, southern dis- 
trict of Florida. 
UNITED STATES ATTORNEY. 
Joseph A. Tolbert to be United States attorney, western dis- 
trict of South Carolina. 
PEOMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 
William Elmer Hunt to be colonel. 
Charles Greenough Mortimer to be lieutenant colonel 
Herman Beukema to be major. 
Jesse Knox Freeman to be captain. 
Edward Marion George to be captain. 
Paul Hanford Cartter to be captain. 
Horace Joseph Brooks to be captain. 
Frederick Bradstreet Dodge, jr., to be first lleutenant. 
Clarkson Deweese McNary to be first lieutenant. 
Bernard Abert Byrne, jr., to be first lieutenant. 
Warren Wilson Christian to be first lieutenant. 
Robert Barrett Hutchins to be first lieutenant. 
Ralph Mundon Neal to be second lieutenant, Cavalry. 
PoSTMASTERS. 
COLORADO, 
J. Harry Mallott, Mount Harris. 
MAINE, 
William Osborne, jr., Danforth. 
Harold A. Pennell, Topsham. 
MICHIGAN, 
Elmer C. Clute, Harrison. 
NEBRASKA, 
Byron I. Demaray, Alexandria. 
Hans George Lehn, Elba. 
NEW HAMPSHIRE, 
Joseph P. Conner, Portsmouth. 
¢ NEW. YORK. 
Harrison D. Fuller, Antwerp. 
Frederick J. Manchester, Clark Mills, 
Benjamin R. Erwin, East Rochester. 
Everett W. Pope, Hartwick. 
Elizabeth T. Witherel, Lilly Dale, 
OHIO. 
Warren S. Myers, Dupont. 
Clyde E. Bennett, Tippecanoe City. 
PENNSYLVANIA, 
Eugene H. Stahl, Friedens. 
Beatrice Davidson, Grindstone, 
Edna E. Snably, Holtsopple. 
Harry A.. Miller, Rockwood. 
Newton E. Arnold, Roslyn. 
Cleo W. Callaway, Shawnee on Delaware, 
John W. Frease, Somerset. 
Hugh D. Shalleuberger, Vanderbilt. 
Edmund W. Tomb, Youngwood. 
SOUTH CAROLINA, 
Joseph H. Wright, Johnston. 
Sidney ©. Taylor, Ridgeland. 


REJECTION. 
Beecutive nomination rejected by the Senate February 18 
(legislative day of February 16), 1924. 
COMPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS. 


Walter L. Cohen to comptroller of customs at New Or- 
leans, La. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


Moxpay, February 18, 1924. 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m., and was called to order by 
the Speaker. 

The Chaplain, Rey. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Our Heavenly Father, we can only speak to Thee with falter- 
ing lips because of our human frailties. In Thy gracious de- 
sign take us and put us under Thy guidance and direction. 
Inspire us with the faith that conquers doubt and gives the 
calm conviction that this is God's world and underneath are 
the everlasting arms. Be Thou our refuge from all life's 


— 


illusions and adverse conditions. Help us to walk, while it is 
yet day, in the steps of Him who is the way, the truth, the 
life. In His holy name. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, February 16, 
was read and approved. 


WOODROW WILSON. 


Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, under leave 
granted to extend my remarks I insert the following address: 


SPEECH or Hox. LUTHER HARRISON, EDITOR AND STAT@SMAN, TO THR 
JOINT ASSEMBLY OF THE SENATE AND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
ON THE OCCASION OF THR WooprRow WILSON MEMORIAL, FEBRUARY 6, 
1924. 


Mr. LUTHER Harrison, Mr. Chairman, ladies, and gentlemen of the 
general assembly, sons and daughters of Oklahoma, the birthday of 
Woodrow Wilson comes in the calendar only three days later than the 
birthday of the Prince of Peace. That may largely explain why this 
assembly is here to-day, a small part of an assemblage that at this 
hour reaches entirely around the world. The Legislature of Oklahoma 
is only a very small unit in a day of world-wide mourning. There is 
not a people beneath the skies who do not bow their heads at this hour, 
and as we assemble in this stately hall to pay tribute to an American 
citizen, similar audiences are assembled around the world to pay 
tribute to the greatest apostle of peace that has lived in these 2,000 
years. 

Why is it, may I ask you, that not only Americans, but English and 
French and Scotch and Irish, the people from polar snows to tropie 
zones, are pausing at this moment to pay at least a tribute of silence 
to one who has gone down into the valley of the shadow? Why is it 
that the world stands with uncovered head and lifts a prayer of 
thanksgiving to the God of nations that Woodrow Wilson has lived 
on earth? You must find that answer in the yearning hearts of a 
stricken multitude. You must find it by the desolated fireside where 
the devastating heel of war has trod. You must find it in the far- 
spread cemeteries where the little white crosses look up so pitifully 
on this day of peace. You must find it in the gospel of the Nazarene, 
who more than 2,000 years ago preached the gospel of peace on earth 
and good will to men. 

We have met to-day to commemorate the life and public service of 
an American President. Discarding the indiscriminate eulogy which 
has long since become the proverbial blemish of funeral orations, I 
desire to speak for a little while of Mr. Wilson as he really was, or 
at least as he seemed to me. 

Noble were the words of Cicero when he told us that it is the first 
and fundamental law of history that it shall neither dare to say any- 
thing that is false nor fear to say anything that is true, nor give any 
just suspicion of favor or disaffection. No less high standard must 
be invoked when considering the life and publie service of Woodrow 
Wilson. A great man of a great epoch, whose name is blended with 
the renown of American arms and the civic glories of the Cabinet and 
the Congress Hall. A son of the South who became the head of a 
Nation more populous and more extensive than was ever governed by 
a Cesar, and the Commander in Chief of armies many times greater 
than Napoleon eyer led to war. No man was ever subjected to sterner 
ordeals of character or closer scrutiny of conduct. He was in publie 
gaze for 20 years, and in the fate that at last overwhelmed him and 
overwhelmed his administration he stood erect dauntless and ag 
unshaken as a tower. He conquered himself and forgave his enemies, 
but he bent to none but God. 

I could not, nor indeed would I, divest myself of those identities and 
partialities which makes me one of the people of whom he was tho 
chief in the supreme struggle for civilization, but I desire to think for 
a moment of the greatest figure of his century, who came into the 
world when he was most sorely needed, and who has now finished his 
work and gone to the great beyond. Woodrow Wilson was born in 
Staunton, Va. He studied at Davidson College and Princeton. He 
practiced law for a little while in Atlanta. He studied government at 
Johns Hopkins, He was a teacher of government in many institutions, 
He finally became president of Princeton University, Governor of New 
Jersey, President of the United States, and the dominating figure of a 
world crisis. As a student in college, as a professor in the university, 
as president of a great institution, as governor of an imperial Com- 
monwealth, as President of the greatest Republie in all the tides of 
time, and as the dominant figure in a world council he dedicated him- 
self to the service of mankind. 

On the 4th of March, 1913, when hundreds of thousands of people 
assembled at the National Capital to attend his first inauguration he 
had the moral courage and vision to say in the presence of office-seek- 
ing persons, “ This is not a day of triumph; it is a day of dedication.” 
Then and there, as in the past, he dedicated himself to the public 
service; he dedicated his office to the service of his people; he dedicated 
his Nation to the service of the world. Ruin, wounds, and death 
became his portion, and so it is to-day as be goes down to be claimed 
again by the clods of the valley, that every flag in Christendom ig 
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dipped in grief except the flags his legion conquered in the bleeding 
days of war. Service was the secret of his life, but peace was his 
obsession. 

We remember the criticism of 1916 when he refused to rouse the 
guns that slept on the Rio Grande. We remember the eriticism of 
“ watchful waiting” indulged in by people who did not know the truth. 
He alone in the Capital of his country knew that the dice of death 
had already been cast in the palace of Potsdam and nothing but a 
miracle could hold back the hordes of war. He endured the criticism, 
the misunderstanding, the misrepresentation; and far removed from 
public gaze in his solitary chamber he “wept in silence, prayed in 
silence, held the hand of God alone.” Finally he was called upon to 
paint the vessels of a free republic in the shameful color of a barber's 
sign to protect them from the sleuths of the sea, or to bear the flag 
as his fathers had borne on the sweeping fields of war, Time and 
again he pleaded that the cup of grief might not be pressed to the 
lips of the American people. Letter after letter was written to the 
house of Hohenzollern imploring them to respect the laws of nations, 
as an American people, impatient and misunderstanding, criticized his 
policy of tardiness or watchful waiting. Finally, God brought the 
American people face to face with the realization of this problem, 
that we must save the civilization of the Old World or lose the freedom 
of the New. It was then that the drum sounded the notes of mobili- 
zation, and it was then that the American public girded itself for war. 

As we stand to-day amid these battle flags and think of the great 
captain of the century who has gone to meet his Maker, a stone is 
rolled away from the sepulcher of memories and all the burial places 
of history yield their dead. Again we hear the order for registration 
and we see millions of young American manhood crowding to the regis- 
tration offices. We see them board the trains to go away to far away 
cuntonments to prepare themselves for the ghastly game with death. 
We see them on the fields of training; we see them going down to sea 
in ships, crossing a darkened ocean in darkened vessels, entering an 
alien port, landing on alien soil, and listening to an alien language 
they did not understand. We see them again at Gaudrecourt, at Bar- 
sur-Aube and Tours preparing for the death grapple with the enemies 
of civilization. We see them on the long night march up to the front 
where the boys died in their tracks of sheer fatigue just as boys from 
Chandler died. We remember again the 18th of July. We remember 
the bulletin sent out by the French high command, Bulletin No. 1: 
“Germans again advancing, French fighting gallantly, but retiring. 


— 


Americans holding.” Bulletin No. 2: “Germans still advancing. 
French fighting desperately. Americans counterattacking.” Bulletin 
No. 8: “Great numbers of dead as the Americans advance.” Bulletin 


No. 4: There are no Germans but the dead and wounded south of the 
Marne.” That was the answer of an American President to the world 
that would not respect the rights of civilization. ; 

Then the first administration was gone, and in the stress of war we 
have forgotten the triumphs of that administration. We have forgotten 
that between 1912 and 1916 years, the quadrennium that he first ruled 
this Republic, that he forced into the statute books of the United States 
the mest progressive measures advocated in the campaign of 1912 by 
two of the greatest men that ever served the human race, Woodrow 
Wilson and Theodore Roosevelt. We have forgotten that in the stress 
of war and the bitter reactions of peace, and we have forgotten much 
of his second administration. 

The war baving ended he went across the seas. He went to write 
the gospel of the Nazarene in the statute books of the world. He met 
the people of ancient nations; he met the wily Welshman representing 
the British Crown; he met the Old Tiger who more than any other one 
man had saved France from her enemies; he met Orlando, of Italy; 
he met representatives of many other great nations; and he laid on the 
council table of the hall of Versailles the same philosophy that was 
planted on a skull-shaped hill on a cross between two thieves, 

Is it wrong to say, “ Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be 
called the children of God?” Then Woodrow Wilson was wrong, Is 
it wrong to say, “As ye would that men should do unto you, do ye unto 
them likewise” ? ‘Then Woodrow Wilson was wrong. Is it wrong to 
say, “They who take the sword shall perish by the sword“ 7 Then 
Woodrow Wilson was wrong. Is it wrong to say, “ Thou shalt love thy 
God with all thy heart and soul and strength and mind and thy 
neighbor as thyself” ? Then Woodrow Wilson was wrong. 

He came baek to America to make his last battle. He toured the 
Western States, and on the borders of Oklahoma God's hand touched 
him and he became a martyr for the sake of principle and for the 
sake of peace. Abraham Lincoln became a martyr for an ideal under 
the demoniac assassin’s bullet. Woodrow Wilson was a martyr just as 
Lincoln. Though he died a lingering death that extended for more 
than four weary years, he died a martyr. 

The American people could not understand his philosophy. He pre- 
sented to them problems which they had never heard. They could not 
grasp the meaning of an eternal truth. Understand this to-day, my 


friends; the most dangerous thing that man can do, in so far as his own 
peace and welfare are concerned, is to bring to the world a new idea, a 
new philosophy, or a new thought. But don't misunderstand the logic 


of history. You can kill the protagonist, but you can not kill his philos- 
ophy. If you could destroy ideals and ideas, if you could destroy re- 
forms and reformers by the assassin's bullet or the flaming stake, we 
to-day would be breech-clouted savages worshiping wooden gods. If 
murder could kill philosophy, Jesus Christ would have died in vain, 
If murder could kill philosophy, the truths would have died long ago. 
So while the unleashed passions of a misguided world and the bitter- 
ness of a maddened era murdered Woodrow Wilson, the philosophy he 
preached on earth is alive to-day and can not be checked by personal 
abuse, the assassin’s bullet, or the misrepresentations of an embittered 
time, just so sure as the philosophy of the Prince of Peace is destined 
to live throughout ages, the world will some day learn that we must 
save the nations from the greed of war if we would save civilization 
and save humanity. 

He would be a poor citizen and a poor American who would endeavor 
to interject questions of a politival nature into a solemn occasion of 
this character, but let us consider just a moment the background of the 
battle for the adoption or rejection of the treaty of Versailles, 

If you can understand that, you can understand why Woodrow 
Wilson is dead today and not alive. Consider, if you will, in the 
pale light of these peaceful days the arguments presented against 
the League ratification. The argument of Senator Sherman of Illinois, 
that “This is an organized effort to turn the civilized nations of the 
world over to the domination of the Vatican.” Contrast that argu- 
ment, if you will, with the argument of Senator Boram that Our 
ratification of the League covenant means the domination cf all 
nations by the British Empire,” which incidentally is the greatest 
Protestant nation on earth. Consider the argument of Senator REED 
of Missouri that “If we accept the covenant of Versailles, we pave 
the way for a world domination by the black races of the world.” 
Hear again the argument made by more than 20 Senators, That 
this is a league for war and not a league for peace.” Contrast that 
argument, if you please, with the argument presented before the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations by Judge Cohalan and Bourke 
Cochran, that we oppose the league covenant because its adoption 
by the American nation will prevent all wars and we want the United 
States to wage war on the British Empire to free Ireland.” When 
you view in these peaceful hours and this late date those contradictory 
arguments, you can look beyond the stirring scenes of the conven- 
tion hall and Senate chamber and public forum and realize why 
Woodrow Wilson died. It has been said everywhere, never challenged 
or denied and never explained, that one of the leading United States 
Senators, who, today is a member of the Senate, said in a council of 
his partisans, “Woodrow Wilson has brought back from Europe the 
greatest state paper of modern times. If he secures its ratifica- 
tion by the American people, his party will become the dominant party 
of our generation. We must not permit that to be done. We must 
destroy the league and in order to destroy the league we must destroy 
Woodrow Wilson. I do pot know and I do not care whether those 
words were ever spoken, but the spirit that would have expressed 
itself in such language lay behind the campaign of defamation that 
sent the great Virginian to his grave. 

Every hiding place was open. Nothing was sealed or sacred to 
those who opposed the principles that he sought to incorporate into 
law. They went amid the hills of Georgia and circulated the foul 
cannard that he had failed to erect a monument over the ashes of his 
first love, and many people believed that falsehood even unto today. 
No member of his family was exempt from the shrugging of shoulders 
and the shaking of heads. His wife and his daughters were sneered 
at throughout the country that the league covenant might be de- 
feated. On the 6th day of December, 1919, a certain United States 
Senator said, “I will be one of a committee to break down the White 
House doors and prove to the world that Woodrow Wilson is feigning 
sickness in order to capitalize sympathy,” and later on the same day 
he went uninvited, this United States Senator, uninvited and unwel- 
come, passed the attendant at the White House door, then an attendant 
by the bedside of a dying statesman, had rolled back the covers that 
he might see whether the President of the United States was feigning 
iliness. That Senator has been heard of recently. His name is Albert 
Bacon Fall. The campaign succeeded because the world was sick. We 
were caught in the back-wash of unexampled carnage. Finally a giant 
frame was broken down, but his Spirit remained uncowed, 


O, great heart, standing all alone so long 
Amid the storm and wreck of bitter years, 
Unscathed by floods of calumny and hate, 
Unswerved by treachery, unbalanced by fears, 
Led like as one before the altar stone 

To bleed a living sacrifice for hosts, 


But do not mistake this occasion. The clods of the yalley have 
claimed their own; the frame that we called Woodrow Wilson has 
been returned to its kindred dust, But a spirit stands to-day in this 
council hall, bidding the sons of freedom, of world-wide democracy, of 
universal peace, be of good cheer, because an idea never has, neyer 
can, and never will die. 


1924. 
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During the great Sepoy rebellion in British India the Sepoys took 
Cawnpore and murdered every soldier, woman, and babe in the garrison. 
They swept down the Goomti River and laid siege to the city of 
Lucknow. And 12 long weeks the people of that historie city, shut in 
from all the outside world, endured all the horrors of starvation, all 
the terrors of bombardment. They hoped for a season that Havelock 
would come to their relief, but finally that hope died away. At last 
a little Scottish lassie, Jennie Brown, wrapped herself in a soldier's 
pladdie, and wasted by fever and by hunger, threw herself on the 
ground to rest for a little while. But suddenly she sprang to her feet 
and shouted, “ Dinna you hear it?“ “Dinna you hear it?” It is the 
slogan of the Highlanders, “The Campbells are coming.” The can- 
noneers paused at their guns and listened. But all their dull lowland 
ears could hear was the knell of vengeance that came from the Sepoy 
lines. But again the lassie shouted, “And will ye na believe it, and 
will you na believe it?” It is the slogan of the Highlanders. “T hear 
the pipes of Gardon's men; I hear the clan call of the MacGregor; 
the Campbells are coming.” They listened again, and faint, and far 
beyond the Goomti they caught the skirl of the Scottish bagpipes. 
Havelock’s men were on the march. And ‘ere morning dawned the 
Scottish front ranks had cut their way through the Sepoy line and 
brought relief to the dying garrison of Lucknow. 

Gentlemen, do not misinterpret the truth of history. The immortal 
purpose born in the brain of Woodrow Wilson is listening even now 
to the skirl of the bagpipes that beat a enlogy that reaches around 
the world, and every son that has died for freedom and every soul 
whose blood has consecrated those flags will know that the purpose 
for which he lived, the gospel that he preached, and the philosophy he 
taught is as deathless as the sword of God. ~“ 


“Silent seems the great avenger, 
History's pages but record 
One death grapple in the darkness 
Twixt old systems and the Word. 
Truth forever on the scaffold, 
Wrong forever on the throne; 
Yet that scaffold sways the future 
And within the dim unknown 
Standeth God within the shadow 
Keeping watch upon his own.” 


The restless tides of humanity will continue to sweep over the land 
of battles. The ages will rush on and “ rift the hills, roll the waters, 
flash the lightning, weigh the sun.” The white sails of commerce shall 
thicken on our rivers, and the black smoke of increasing factories 
darken our skies. Remnants of lives scarred from the battle will 
be interwoven with the hosts of freedom. The sons of America will 
bear that flag as their fathers bore it to make the bounds of freedom 
wider yet. But no braver ones will ever rise’ than those who sleep 
beneath the reddened sod from the valleys of Lorraine to the beaches 
of Flanders, and none will come forth of braver heart or cleaner pur- 
pose to lead them in the battle. 

To dust we give his body now; the ages receive his memory. They 
have never failed to do justice, however tardy, to one who stood by his 
people and made their cause his own. We but forecast the judgment 
of the years to come when we say the world will recognize Woodrow 
Wilson as the master spirit of his century in the eyes of Him to whom 
a thousand years are as a watch in the night, the war and the century 
in which it came are but as a single throb in the breast of time. And 
when in the future ages the myriads of this great world shall look back 
through unclouded vision, the smoke and stain of slander shall have 
vanished from Woodrow Wilson’s name. The tall chieftian who led 
the hosts of freedom will stand at the bar of public judgment with a 
countenance like the lightning and raiment as white as snow. Peace 
to thy soul, Woodrow Wilson; may the winds of a thousand winters 
deal gently with thy ashes, and the undying laurels of glory grow 
green over thy grave. 

TEAPOT DOME. 


Mr. EVANS of Montana. Mr. Speaker, the past few days 
have seen the Government of the United States rocked on its 
very foundation, and it is a time for all students and friends 
of popular government to realize the dangers that lie ahead. 

Within a week the Senate of the United States passed a reso- 
lution, which was approved by the President, declaring that 
the Secretary of the Interior, Albert Fall, and the Secretary of 
the Navy, Edwin Denby, had made leases of the naval reserve 
lands with certain oil men, and that these leases were exe- 
cuted under circumstances indicating fraud and corruption, 
and, further, that these leases were made in violation of the 
law and the settled policy of the Government. That resolution 
was unanimously passed in the Senate of the United States and 
received the approval of the President of the United States. 

On Monday last the Senate passed another resolution request- 
ing the President of the United States to call for the resigna- 
tion of the Secretary of the Navy, Edwin Denby, he being one 


of the parties who signed the leases which the Senate and the 
President had solemnly declared “ were signed under circum- 
manca indicating fraud and corruption and in violation of the 
W. f 
THE PRESIDENT REFUSES TO ACT. 
In commenting upon this resolution requesting the resigna- 
tion of the Secretary of the Navy, the President in his Lincoln 
day speech in the city of New York said: 


Lately there have been most startling revelations concerning the 
leasing of Government oil lands. It is my duty to extend to every 
individual the constitutional right to the presumption of innocence 
until proven guilty. 


Again in the same speech he said: 


I want no bue and cry, no mingling of innocent and guilty in un- 
thinking condemnation, no confusion of mere questions of law with 
questions of fraud and corruption. It is at such a time that the 
quality of our citizenry is tested—unrelenting toward evil, fair- 
minded and intent upon the requirements of due process, the shield 
of the innocent and the safeguard of society itself. I ask the sup- 
port of our people, as Chief Magistrate, intent on the enforcement 
of our laws without fear or favor, no matter who is hurt or what 
the consequences, 


The President declines to call for the resignation of the 
Secretary of the Navy because, as he says, it is his duty to 
extend to every individual the constitutional right of the 
presumption of innocence until proven guilty, and for further 
reasons that he does not want to be influenced by any ‘ hue 
and cry, no mingling of innocent and guilty in unthinking 
condemnation.” 

Mr. Speaker, the people of this country, the great mass of 
the people, are not indulging in any fine-spun theories about 
constitutional rights; they are looking only at and for funda- 
mentals. The Senate passes a resolution and this resolution 
receives the approval of Calvin Coolidge, President of the 
United States, saying these leases signed by Edwin Denby and 
Albert Fall were executed under circumstances indicating fraud 
and corrupticn and in violation of law, and yet the President 
hesitates to call for the resignation of one of the men who 
signed the leases in violation of the law and under circumstances 
that indicate “fraud and corruption,” because he wants nobody 
punished by “ hue and cry.” 

He seems to be solicitous, extremely solicitous, that Mr. 
Denby shall be accorded his constitutional rights of being inno- 
cent until he is proven guilty, but he seems to have but little 
consideration for the constitutional rights of the American 
people whose property has been bartered away under circum- 
stances which he, the President, says “ indicate fraud and cor- 
ruption.” 

The Senate of the United States by its resolution did not ask 
the President to punish Mr. Denby; it only asked him to call for 
his resignation and thus relieve him of the opportunity of 
repeating the offense with which he is charged in the minds and 
hearts of the American people. 

The President may be well within his legal and constitutional 
rights to keep his Secretary of the Navy in the Cabinet, but he 
is doing so against the wishes and desires of the American peo- 
ple, and their wishes and desires should be considered in the 
matter. Assuming, for the sake of the argument, that the Secre- 
tary of the Navy may be innocent of all wrongdoing, still he 
should not be permitted to remain at his post, because he has 
forfeited the confidence of the American people. Assuming for 
the moment that these leases should be declared legal and valid 
in the courts, yet the fact remains that the President of the 
United States and the Senate of the United States have solemnly 
declared that they were executed “not only in violation of the 
law but in defiance of the settled policy of the Government.” 

No one longer doubts there was corruption and bribery in con- 
nection with the leases, though I do not charge that to Secretary 
Denby, and yet the fact remains that he was one of the parties 
that executed these leases, executed them in secrecy, executed 
them in defiance of the settled policy of the Government, and as 
the Senate and President declared in violation of the law. 
If he were merely misled by reason of incompeteney or ineffi- 
ciency, it makes no difference, the fact remains he disposed of 
the millions of barrels of oil that the Congress had set apart 
for the use of the Navy in case of war. If the acts of the Sec- 
retary of the Navy were only the result of incompetency, the 
President should assume the responsibility for seeing that a com- 
petent man is placed in his stead. 

Mr. Denby advises the country that his acts were not the 
results of incompetency and defiantly says that “I would do 
it again.” Having once bartered away these precious reserves, 
and the President and the Senate having approved a bill 
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appropriating $100,000 to be expended for special counsel In 
on effort to recover the property, the President allows this 
Cabinet officer to remain in his position to the end that he may 
again sign away these reserves as soon as they have been 
recovered, because, he boldly and defiantly says, “I would do it 
again.” 

There is not a member of the Cabinet who will admit that 
he had any knowledge of what the Secretary of the Navy was 
doing when these leases were signed. Messrs. Hughes, Hoover, 
Weeks, and Daugherty have all publicly announced that they 
had no part in and knew nothing about it. If the President 
continues to hold Mr. Denby in his Cabinet he can not divorce 
himself from the policy established by the Secretary of the 
Navy and the Secretary of the Interior of leasing these reserves, 
The people will belleve—they must believe—the President has 
confidence in his. Secretary of the Navy. His. Cabinet officers 
oceupy a. peculiarly close and confidential relation with the 
President, and so long as Mr. Denby is retained. so long will the 
American people believe that the President approves his. acts, 
because he has the power to remove him if he does not approve 
his acts. 

The American people are not asking that Mr. Denby or any 
other man be sacrificed, They are asking for an administration 
of the governmental affairs in an honest and efficient manner 
and by men in whom they have confidence, Whether rightly or 
wrongly, whether it be his fault or his misfortune, the people 
have lost faith in the Secretary of the Navy, and they desire to 
have in that position a man in whom they have confidence, and 
the longer he remains in that place the less confidence the peo- 
ple will have in the executive branch of the Government. 

The loss of these reserves would entail a loss to the American 
people of probably many hundreds of millions of dollars, but 
that loss is not comparable to the damage done the Govern- 
ment in the loss of faith in the honesty, integrity, and efficiency 
of the Government. officials. The Teapot Dome scandal has 
undermined the very foundation of popular government a 
thousand times more than all the communists could do in a 
hundred years, and there is but one man in the United States 
who can make any material headway at restoring that confi- 
dence, and that man is the President of the United States, and 
the American people are asking— 

When will the President act? 


REVENUE ACT OF 1924, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, provide revenue, and for 
other purposes; and pending that motion, I may say that there 
seems to be a little conflict about the amount of time used on 
the respective sides, but it is clear that both of us have used 
pructically the same time, although perhaps I have not used 
quite as much time as has been used on the other side. In 
order that there may be no difficulty about the regulation of 
the time, I ask unanimous consent that the remaining time for 
general debate be divided equally. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, there is a difference of only 
three minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I thought there was more difference 
than that. I will withdraw the request. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxa- 
tion, to provide revenue, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
Guns HA of Illinois in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN, The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill H. R. 6715 which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bm (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide reve- 
nue, and for other purposes, 


Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Crancy]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan is reeog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, I wish to announce to gentle- 
men of this House that the owners of over 15,000,000 auto- 
mobiles in this country are going into some measure of politics 
to protect their rights, and they are going in with their friends 
and relatives. The reason is that they have been given a raw 
deal by the hard-boiled old guard of the Ways and Means 
Committee. 


The old guard of this committee have recommended a tax 
repeal of $11,000,000 on candy ; $13,000,000 on jewelry ; $29,000,- 
000 on telegraph and telephone messages; $10,000,000 on soft 
drinks; $35,000,000 on movies and theaters. They gave the 
automobile and truck owner the marble heart. 

Representatives of the great automobile organizations claim 
they had trouble in getting the right even to present their case. 
The old guard thought they had heard enough already from 
the automobile owners, these 15,000,000 voters. They showed 
a tendency to deny even the American citizen's basie constitu- 
tional right of petitioning to redress his grievances. 

The Democratic Members of this House are lining up to re- 
dress these grievances, They tried to get some relief in the 
Ways and Means Committee, but failed. The 11 Democratic 
members of the Ways and Means Committee favor some relief 
now. Mr. Garner, leader of the minority on the committee, de- 
clared for it on the floor of the House a few days ago. Mr. 
OLDFIELD spoke for it also in his speech a few days ago. So did 
Mr. Cores and Mr. Tague, and so will Mr. Ratnry. So will 
all our leaders. 

It is now Democratie policy and one of the cardinal points 
of our faith to sympathize with the much-oppressed automobile 
owner. The Democratic Ways and Means Committee under 
Claude Kitchin killed these taxes in the committee for seven 
years, from 1911 onward, until the war broke, despite desperate 
efforts to levy these taxes—Kitchin and the Congressman from 
Detroit, Mr. Doremus; and now the 11 Democratic members of 
the Ways and Means Committee have made fair treatment of 
the automobile industry and the automobile and truck owner 
Democratic policy. 

It is only the old guard of the Republican Party which is 
standing for oppression and unfair treatment. Enough liberal 
Republican Members have declared for a measure of reasonable 
relief within the past few days to prevent this matter from be- 
coming a partisan question. The old guard defeated 70 Re- 
publican Members last session. There are 70 vacant seats on 
that side now and 70 more seats on the Democratic side now. 
The old guard, and particularly the old guard of the Ways and 
Means Committee, are responsible. 

The old guard is working to make some more empty seats 
on this automobile question. They want to send some more 
good Republicans to their doom next fall by sending them back 
to their districts to explain how they just had to relieve the 
taxes on candy and soft drinks, and movies, and telegraphs, 
and telephones, and the railroads, and chewing gum, but just 
had to give the automobile owners a rebuff, 

The automobile owner is highly organized. The powerful 
farmers’ organizations of the country are standing with them. 
They are led by able, clever, energetic leaders—men with a 
punch and men with courage; men who can become just as 
hard boiled as the old guard. If you challenge them, if you 
dare them to fight, the results will be on your own conscience, 
if it is proper to consider the old guard Members as having 
consciences. 

Our program for the fight here on the floor is reasonable. 
The auto and truck owners paid out $146,000,000 last year on 
these war excise taxes. We are asking a reduction of about 
$25,000,000. That is all. 

I recommend the reduction of the parts, tires, and accessories 
tax from 5 per cent to 24 per cent. This cuts the tax in half. 
Forty million dollars was raised last year from this tax. To 
cut it in half gives the motorists $20,000,000 in relief. This 
reduction brings relief to all the 15,000,000 users of automobiles 
and trucks owned in the United States. 

This is the nuisance or misfortune tax on the owner who 
ruins a tire or breaks an axle or spring or any part of his auto 
or truck. It is a penalty on his misfortune. It is double tax- 
ation—a tax on the original part and on the repair part. The 
motor vehicle is the only commodity in the United States which 
must pay a repair-parts levy. The parts tax is the most odious 
of all the war excise taxes on automobiles. 

All the powerfal automobile and truck organizations of the 
United States are backing me in asking the 50 per cent redue- 
tion of the misfortune tax on parts. Practically every farmers’ 
organization represented in Washington backs me also in this 
reasonable request. 

I am going to fight for the repeal of the 3 per eent war 
excise tax on motor trucks of a capacity of 2 tons and under. 
I am not asking at this time for the repeal of the tax on the 
big, heavy motor truck which the friends of the railroads are 
fighting in this Congress and which they claim gives a great 
deal of wear and tear on the public highways. 

I am asking for the repeal of the tax on the small trueks, 
whieh is the truck of the farmer and the truck of the grocer 
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and the butcher and the merchant who delivers the necessities 
of life to your front door or your back door, according to your 
station in life. I am asking for the repeal of the tax on the 
produce and the food truck. 

This repeal means the loss of only a small amount of revenue, 
considering the size of the budget necessary to run the coun- 
try. It means approximately $5,442,900 loss in revenue, and 
yet it takes the war tax off 91 per cent of the trucks in use in 
the United States. 

This is one of the most indefensible of all Federal taxes. 
It is a tax on transportation, and Secretary Mellon says he is 
against transportation taxes. It is a tax on the distribution 
of the most simple and the most vital necessities of life. 

Now, gentlemen, I want to explain these charts for a moment 
or so. Members of the Ways and Means Committee try to give 
you the impression that it is the rich automobile owner and 
the magnate in the industry who would be benefited by a reduc- 
tion of these taxes. These taxes are directly upon the owner 
of the automobiles and trucks, and there are 15,000,000 owners 
in the United States, and this chart shows the apportionment 
among the yarious States. For instance, in Ohio, in the State 
of our good friend, the majority leader, there are 1,074,000, 
This other chart shows where the cars are—not in the hands of 
the rich but in the hands of the farmers principally. To a large 
extent the farmers are the largest buyers of automobiles, the 
sales being 33 per cent in towns of 1,000 or under. Seventy-five 
per cent of all cars are sold in towns of 50,000 or under, and 
only 25 per cent in towns of 50,000 and over. 

This other diagram shows graphically how high the propor- 
tion of owners runs in towns of under 5,000. 

This other chart shows that 70 per cent of all cars are sold 
at retail at less than $1,000, and proves the great bulk of cars 
are sold to the ordinary man, to the common people. 

The members of the Ways and Means Committee have made 
a great point of the fact that the automobiles use the roads, 
This chart shows that in the last six years, 1917 to 1923, $589,- 
000,000 was raised from these Federal war excise automobile 
taxes, whereas only $265,000,000 was put back into Federal 
good roads. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLANCY. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, The gentleman says only $265,000,000 ; 
does he know of any other case where money has been spent for 
the special benefit of the parties who are taxed in that way? 
The fact of the matter is the automobile owners have just that 
$265,000,000 advantage over anybody else. 

Mr. CLANCY. The gentleman knows very well that these 
roads and the use of the automobile have developed property 
values along these roads at least 50 per cent. Why persecute 
the auto owner on that account? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. In addition to what Mr. Clancy said, auto- 
mobiles, trucks, gasoline, and oil are all paying for those roads. 

Mr. SNYDER. Of course, the gentleman appreciates that 
all these automobile owners and users will participate in what- 
ever other reductions there may be, aside from the taxes you 
have mentioned. 

Mr. CLANCY. They do not get the direct relief they would 
get from an automobile tax reduction. 

Mr. SNYDER. The reduction on candy and the other things 
you have mentioned also benefits the automobile user. I am 
somewhat in sympathy with the gentleman's argument about a 
reduction of the tax on automobile parts and replacements, but 
he must not overlook the fact that if either one of these bills 
goes through, the Mellon plan or the Garner plan, the man 
who uses an automobile will participate in the saving or reduc- 
tion made. 

Mr. CLANCY. The gentlemen of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee made a great point with the representatives of the auto- 
mobile associations that they were to get a large benefit through 
the high surtax being reduced, presumably from 50 per cent to 
25 per cent, and presumably upon the rich men of the industry, 
and that that reduction would filter through to the relief of the 
auto owner and user, but the gentlemen know that just as soon 
as the Ways and Means Committee brought their program for 
a 50 per cent reduction of the high surtax on the floor of the 
House it was killed, and now you are talking about a 374 per 
cent surtax instead of 25 per cent. [Applause.] 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back one minute. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. CROWTHER]. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, instead of a discussion along scientific and practical lines 
regarding taxation, during the last few days the debate has 
degenerated into personal attack and criticism of Republican 


members of the Ways and Means Committee by the Democrats 
across the aisle. I think the attacks made on my colleague, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Mrs], were absolutely unwar- 
ranted. And, by the way, he does not need my defense; I hold 
no brief for him; he can take care of himself splendidly. 

When I read in the Recorp the attacks made by the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. GARNER], the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. Cortrer], and the genleman from New York [Mr. 
O'Connor] it seems to me that they are going far afield in 
developing what they consider a logical argument against the 
tax bill. Personally I think my colleague [Mr. Mils! knows 
more about taxation than the great majority of Members on the 
Democratic side of the House. 

This is not a matter of personal attack or the effect of the 
bill on an individual. This tax reduction is asked for along 
national lines, for the good of the country, and along non- 
partisan lines, as outlined in the first statement of the Secretary 
of the Treasury. But it is manifest that the minority are not 
concerned regarding the general welfare of the country, and 
intend to play politics to the limit and defeat the bill if possible, 
or else so cripple it with obnoxious amendments that it will be 
unsatisfactory to the American people. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] states that the 
Mellon plan does not help anybody except a few rich people, 
and that his plan will help 6,000,000 of the taxpayers. He 
forgets to inform us that the rates in his plan are so ill advised 
and ill considered that the result will be a deficit of between 
five and six hundred million dollars. 

Mr. Garner says he wants to be fair and that his every 
effort has been to expedite the passage of this bill, but the 
truth of the matter is that he does not care whether this bill is 
passed or not, because during all the time that he was express- 
ing great interest in the passage of the bill he was getting ready 
to prepare the so-called Garner plan. That was his real ob- 
jective while he was sitting with the committee as a member 
of the minority and practically the leader of the Democratic 
side. He prepared the substitute; I have it here, and the 
speech accompanying it contains some statements that are as 
misleading as they are amusing. In this speech of the gentle- 
man from Texas, and it seems to be the type of statement you 
might expect from that source, evidently a case of exaggerated 
ego, he says: 


The conclusion is apparent that only the Democratic Party can be 
relied upon to write sound, equitable, well-balanced tax legislation, 
avoiding extremes in either direction, but requiring the people to pay 
according to ability, and striving at all times to do justice to every 
class of taxpayers. 


So the Democrats allocate to themselves, through their agent, 
Mr. Garner, all the knowledge and wisdom necessary in pre- 
paring a sound tax measure. 

Continuing, he says: 


I obtained the following figures from the Democratic headquarters, 
which will visualize some of the outstanding features of the Mellon 
plan. 


I do not know where Democratic headquarters“ are located, 
but if I had one guess I should say that it was Daniel C. 
Roper's office in Washington. 

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. Cormier] has also de- 
livered his ultimatum in condemnation of the Mellon plan. He 
stated on the floor that some clairvoyant was supplying the 
estimates to the Treasury Department and by his statement 
he discredits the actuaries who have advised both Democratic 
and Republican officials of the Treasury when they severally 
were in power. Discrediting Republican policies and officials 
is not a new venture for the gentleman from Mississippi. He 
has posed as a clairvoyant on several occasions; his specialty 
being prophecy of dire disaster and distress, and the country’s 
destruction, every time we pass a Republican pretective tariff. 
Thus far he has made a dismal failure as a crystal gazer, but 
he is living in hope and I trust he may not die in despair. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. O'Connor] attempts to 
indorse Democratic procedure by a further attack on his col- 
league, Mr. MIIIs, and in closing he says: Now, gentlemen, I 
am sorry to have inflicted this on you.” You will observe that 
he recognizes his speech as an infliction, and then he follows 
with this remarkable statement: 


New York is not typified in its advocacy of the rights of its inhabit- 
ants by the gentleman from New York [Mr. MILLS]. 


Of course, this is a frank declaration that the gentleman from 
the sixteenth New York is the only simon-pure representative 
of the inhabitants of New York. He admits it. 
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He also charges the chairman, Mr. Green, with having re- 
ceived his inspiration for a 25 per cent reduction in 1923 taxes 
from the great Governor of New York. If the gentleman will 
look up the newspaper files for the last week of December, 1923, 
he will find that the recommendation for the tax-reduction 
program in New York State was outlined by Republican State 
Chairman George K. Morris in a statement given to the press 
before Governor Smith had suggested the reduction in his 
inaugural address. Stick to the facts, brother, and you will 
last longer with the folks at home. ; 

Our folks at home must not lose sight of the fact that 60 per 
cont of their burden of taxation is composed of State and local 

xes. 

The revision of taxes during this Republican administration 
reduced the burden $840,000,000 and the increased exemptions 
in the revenue act of 1921 relieved the great mass of our 
American workers from the payment of Federal tax. 

The relief afforded in this measure will give an added im- 
petus to industrial and agricultural activities. The best actu- 
aries in the country have given us the benefit of their knowl- 
edge in careful estimates. I have great admiration for Secre- 
tary Mellon's ability as a financier. I believe he kept us from 
the dire disaster of a second period of deflation by his master- 
ful handling of the Government's indebtedness. The only mat- 
ter I disagree with the Secretary on is the fact that there are 
too many Democrats in the Treasury Department. When 
Democrats win they clean house and hang out a sign on which 
is printed “ No Republicans need apply.” But I am here as a 
Republican, believing in my party, proud of its ideals and at- 
tainments, and the tremendous factor it has been in making 
this the greatest and best country on earth, and I shall support 
the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, the committee has given this bill careful con- 
sideration and has made a few changes in the plan as originally 
submitted. z 

The recommendation of the Secretary as to taxation of com- 
munity property to the spouse having control of the income has 
not been adopted. Seven States enjoy a marked benefit under 
the existing law and I trust the subject may be taken up later 
for discussion. Mr. McCoy informed me that if the separate 
returns of man and wife were recognized as a joint return for 
the purpose of surtax assessment it would bring to the Treasury 
Department $220,000.000 annually. This proposition is deserv- 
ing of the serious consideration of the House. 

The bill carries a reduction of $168,000,000 on so-called 
nuisance taxes, and yet this will not satisfy everybody, as is 
demonstrated by the complaint that the automobile tax has not 
been removed. I favor a reduction in the tax on parts and 
accessories from 5 to 21 per cent, and shall support such an 
amendment if offered. 

I do not favor the excise tax except as a war measure and 
hope that in the near future we may be able to abolish it 
entirely. 

The issue is squarely before the House—the Mellon plan or 
the Garner plan; the former prepared by the ablest actuaries in 
Government service, based on sound economic principles, giving 
an equitable degree of benefit to all the taxpayers, and produc- 
ing revenue sufficient for the functioning of the Government. 
The Garner plan is simply a political hodgepodge. designed to 
muddle the situation, create dissention, and finally deny the 
relief demanded by the American people. The Democrats hope, 
with the aid of Republican insurgents, to defeat the Mellon plan 
and embarrass President Coolidge by their action. They will 
find before we are through with the question that the President 
is calm and clear-headed and is possessed of an abundance of 
gray matter that works in conjunction with a stiff backbone; 
and the folks at home, while not loudly demonstrative, are going 
to give preference to the policy of Calvin Coolidge as against the 
policy of“ Mustang Jack“ Garner. [Applause.] 

A careful analysis of the speeches made on the Democratic 
side evidences the fact that they have tried to express but one 
thought, and the gist of the combined arguments is contained in 
the sentence “ Soak the rich.” 

The regrettable fact in connection with this whole subject of 
taxation is that with all the wealth of legal talent in the House 
and in the sanctum sanctorum at the other end of the Capitol 
and high-salaried legal advisers in the Treasury Department it 
seems to be impossible to so frame a tax law that will by its 
terms prevent legal avoidance. I quote from letter of Dr. T. 8. 
Adams, professor of economics at Yale University and former 
president of the National Tax Association, addressed to Chair- 
man GREEN of the Ways and Means Committee of the House: 

< © » Tf the new income tax—the income tax of 1924—falils to 


reach and actually tax the rich taxpayers, whose fault will it be? Who 
will be responsible for the further degradation of the income tax? 
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We shall not be able to blame the rich. They escape, for the ont 
part, by legal avoidance, not by illegal evasion. Few people, rich or 
poor, pay taxes which they can lawfully avoid. We shall not be able 
to blame the administration if the tax law carries rates which Secre- 
tary Mellon and his Democratic predecessors have said it is impossible 
to collect in times of peace. Secretary Mellon will have a perfect alibi, 
But he has stated as his opinion that a maximum surtax of 25 per 
cent will reverse the tide of avoidance and permit the income tax to 
be creditably, if not perfectly, administered. Under such circumstances 
is it not the wisest thing for those who genuinely care for the future 
welfare of the income tax to take Secretary Mellon at his word? Give 
him the 25 per cent maximum which he requests, and then hold him 
and his administration responsible for the results. 

In the name of political honesty, what difference does it make 
whether the maximum tax be 65 per cent, 45 per cent, or 85 per cent 
if such rates will not be collected in a dwindling minority of cases? 


I trust that good judgment and common sense will prevail 
during the final vote, and that the so-called insurgents will 
stand by the party whose banner they at least pretend to carry. 

The Democrats will not support the Frear plan, indorsed by 
you so-called progressives, but they will use your votes to defeat 
the Republican side of the House. You are creating a Demo- 
cratic majority in the House, which is an unjustifiable pro- 
cedure and an affront to the President. $ 

The people of this country have faith in Calvin Coolidge, the 
President of the United States. Let us vote as Republicans on 
this bill that the country may renew its faith in Congress. 
[Applause, ] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York -has expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. JACOBSTEIN]. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I am going to vote for 
tax reduction, but with my eyes open. I shall neither delude 
myself nor deceive the people into believing that the contem- 
plated tax reductions will lower the general level of prices and 
thereby reduce the cost of living. 

By radio and on the movie screen people have had it dinned 
into their ears and eyes that the Mellon plan will reduce the 
cost of living. The President of the United States was himself 
a victim of the vicious propaganda. In his New York City 
address on Lincoln Day he stated: 


I am for it [the Mellon plan} because it will reduce the cost of 
living. 


Nothing can be furthe. from the truth. It is calculated to 
deceive, as it must ultimately disappoint, the mass of people 
by filling their hearts with fond hopes and sweet dreams of 
lower living costs which can not be realized. This fallacious 
and mischievous political buncombe is in the same class with 
that stuff which was handed to the American voters in the 
fall campaign of 1920. When the awakening came, both for city 
worker and the farmer, a political upheaval came naturally 
enough, and with withering effect in the fall of 1922. 

With this lesson in mind, I want to place myself on record 
that in voting for tax reduction I do not believe this reduction 
will be accompanied by any lowering of the general level in the 
cost of living. 

If Mellon had really wanted to lighten the burdens of the 
mass of people by the lowering of prices of commodities which 
enter Into the cost of living he should have recommended either 
an elimination or a reduction in some of the excessive and ex- 
orbitant tariff rates. An elimination or a substantial reduction 
in tariff rates on a few substantial articles like sugar and wool- 
ens would have conferred more benefit upon the worker and 
the farmer than the entire effect of the passage of the Mellon 
plan in toto. 

It is impossible to believe that a reduction in the personal 
income tax, including the surtax, can have any effect on the 
sales price of commodities or upon services from which the in- 
come is derived, Is there anyone here who will believe that the 
price of food, clothing, rent, gasoline, or the fees of the lawyer, 
doctor, or dentist will be reduced in the slightest degree by vir- 
tue of a reduction in the taxes that are going to be paid on 
personal incomes? Certainly no economist and no tax expert 
of note believes this. I am confident that the tax expert who 
advised Mr. Mellon in the drafting of his plan had no such 
delusions. 

Since two-thirds of the entire amount to be saved to the 
taxpayer will be effected by a reduction of rates on personal 
income, we must conclude that very little is left to trickle 
back to the consumer. 

The remaining one-third to be released by the reduction in 
taxes will be effected through the elimination or the reduction 
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in specific excise rates, rates effecting ‘a very few Industries— 
telephone, “telegraph, candy, amusements, and a few others. 
How much of this reduction will be passed along to the ulti- 
mate consumer it is difficult to state. But even admitting that 
most of it will be returned to the consumer, how little is this 
total item in comparison with the total amounts of money 
spent by these consumers on the necessities and the ‘luxuries 
of life, 

The chief beneficiaries of the -tax-reduction program will be 
those who ‘will have their personal income tax bills reduced. 
This being so, I am going to vote for that bill which will spread 
the benefits among the greatest number of taxpayers. I am 
more interested in helping the man at ‘the bottom ‘rather than 
‘hurting the man on top. For this reason the Garner plan and 
the Frear plan appeal to me as offering more relief to the 
greatest number of people, especially at the bottom. 

I believe relief also can be given to the small business man 
by a revision of our corporation income tax law. I believe the 
uniform ‘flat-rate of 12} per cent on net incomes of corporations 
works to the advantage of those concerns making large rates of 
profits and hurts the business man, small or large, who makes 
less than a normal rate of profits. My colleague, Mr. OLDFIELD, 
has culled attention to the injustice of this situation. Mr. 
FRrear has promised to introduce an amendment to the present 
bill touching this provision. I hope his amendment will pro- 
vide a schedule of graduated rates based upon and varying with 
rates of profits as related to invested capital. This, in brief, 
would be applying ‘the sound and accepted principle of-a pro- 
gressive graduated income tax to corporation income. 

When the amendment ‘suggested is propesed, I shall enter 
into a discussion of the technical- aspect of this question. 

I wish to conclude by repeating that I shall vote for tax 
reduction with the belief that its chief ‘beneficiaries will be 
those who new pay personal income taxes. There will be no 
reduction in the cost of living for the masses. [Applause] 

Mr. COLLIBR. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the 
gent eman from Florida [Mr. SEARS]. 

Mr. ‘SHARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, before I begin my 
remarks I ask ‘unanimous consent to extend my remarks in the 
Record by inserting therein a copy of a letter I wrote to the 
Palm Beach Post, an editorial from the Post, a copy of letter 
received from a trust company of New York, together with 
copies of propaganda sent out with said letter, and a copy of 
the ballot in the Literary Digest and some remarks about it. 

The CHAIRMAN. There was general leave granted to all 
Members to extend their own remarks in the Record, but the 
Chair believes that this does not come under that general leave. 
The gentleman from Floridu asks unanimous consent to extend 
his remarks in the Recorp by including therein certain letters 
to which he has referred. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Reserving the right to object, Mr. 
Chairman, will ‘the ‘gentleman state what that matter is? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. The letter that I wrote to the Palm 
Reach Post, an editorial in the Palm Beach Post, the ballot 
that is being sent out by the Literary Digest, and a copy of 
letter received from u New York trust company, together with 
copies of propaganda ‘sent out with said letter. I could take 
up your time and read these, and I .therefore trust the gentle- 
man will not object. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The editorial, I think, ought not to 
go in. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Very well. I will leave the editorial 
out, as it is covered in my letter. The rest goes in. 

The CHAIRMAN. With the modification ‘suggested, is there 
objection ? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Mississippi. a question. As I understand it, the Republi- 
cans drew this bill; or I should say Mr. Mellon drew this bill? 

Mr. COLLIER. That is my understanding. 

Mr. SHARS of Florida. I understand the Democratic mem- 
bers were not permitted to ‘participate in the consideration 
of the bill. 

Mr. COLLIER. We participated in it to some extent. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. As I understand it, on the last day 
there was a motion to report the bill out, and you were per- 
mitted to be there then but not permitted to offer any amend- 
ments. 

Mr. COLLIER. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
right there? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Of course, I was not present, but ra 
it not a fact that the Democratie members were not debarred 


from ‘participation in the consideration of any part of the bill 
exeept that part which related to the surtax? 

Mr. COLLIER. Practically. 

Mr. SHARS of Florita. My colleague from New York who 
just ‘spoke and defended his Republican colleagues said my 
good friend Mr. Garner, the gentleman from Texas, was busy 
drawing a bill instead of helping to pass a bill. I hold no 
brief for Mr. Garner. He can take care of himself. I will 
say this, although he is the ranking Democratic member of 
the Ways and Means Committee, he and his Democratic col- 
leagues and ‘members of said committee were not even per- 
mitted to attend many meetings of the committee. Yet you 
say we have made this a partisan and political question. The 
gentleman from Texas, if my memory is correct, tried several 
times to secure information from the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury but could not do so. In view of the above, I know the peo- 
ple of the country will commend him for his efforts in their 
behalf and not condemn him. 

Let me also call the attention of my good friend to the fact 
that the President of the United States, speaking in New York, 
appealed to the people to favor the Mellon plan and force 
Members of Congress to vote for that plan. His speech was 
broadcast over the radio and was also in the press. Now, the 
press does not often intentionally mislead the people. I know 
newspaper men, and 98 per cent of them are honest and fair. 
I used to write heavy editorials [laughter] and I never de- 
liberately misled the people. 

I am sorry the “rebel yell” disturbs my friend fram New 
York. I believe the “rebel yell” disturbed the Germans when 
the boys from the South helped the boys from the North, East, 
and West break. the Hindenburg line, and I believe that my 
good friends from the North who have gone down into my dis- 
trict haye not forgotten what the boys of the South did during 
the war. While down at the War Department a few days ago 
I saw a picture, and on it was “ The Yanks never forgot how to 
sing at Verdun.” I know many sonthern boys were there. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, the following is, in part, the letter I referred 
to and which sets forth my attitude on this bill. It is self-* 
explanatory and needs no further explanation on my part: 


Peervuary 9, 1924. 
Hon. D. H. COSKLING, 
West Palm Beach, Fla. 


My Drau Mn. CONKLING: I have before me the Palm Beach Post of 
the 6th instant, and I haye just read with a great deal of pleasure 
and interest your editorial “Which do the people want?“ referring 
to the tax bill which will be introduced some time next week. 

I was wondering if there was anything in mental telepathy, for the 
editorial is, in part, what I have been writing to my friends through- 
out the district. The Post has always been very friendly to me, and I 
appreciate the editorial, which, although you did not know it at the 
time, indorses the attitude I have taken. I am quoting you, in part, 
in a letter which I have written to several of my friends, Of course, 
you can readily understand, having been swamped with propaganda to 
support what is known as the Mellon plan, it is impossible for me to 
go into detail in writing everyone, for if I did I would not have time 
to do anything else. Quoting from the letter, in part, as follows: 

“TI have simpiy been swamped with telegrams and letters from all 
over my district urging me to support the Mellon plan. I also see by 
the papers where the Assistant Secretary of the Treasury spoke at 
Baltimore urging the Mellon plan but did not give any specific reasons 
why the particular plan should be adopted, except unless the Mellon 
plan was adopted the initiative of the rich would be stifled and killed. 
The other night I Ulstened in over the radio to the Undersecretary of 
the Treasury give out.a speech which went throughout the country, but 
he did not go into the facts and figures. 

In the Cleveland Times of January 25, 1924, there are four entire 
pages of advertisements advocating the Mellon plan, and in said ad- 
vertisement I note the following: “ This body (Ways and Means Com- 
mittee), of which 12 are Republican and 7 Democratic, is now dis- 
cussing the plan in detail, Many changes and amendments are being 
suggested by political opponents of Mr. Mellon and President Coolidge.” 

I ‘have endeavored to secure from my friends in Florida who have 
written ‘me advocating the Mellon plan the information upon which 
they reached the conclusion, in order that I would be in a ‘position to 
intelligently argue the question before the House when the bill is re- 
ported. Let me call your attention to the fact that Congressman 
Ganner of Texas, the ranking Democrat on the committee, stated on 
the floor of the House that he had repeatedly requested and practicality 
demanded from the Secretary of the Treasury certain information rela- 
tive to the Mellon plan, but he had been unable to secure any informa- 
tion. Let me further call your attention to the fact that there are 26 


members of the Committee on Ways and Means instead of 19, as stated 
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in the article referred to, but a mere matter of 7 members does not 
make very much diference with some who charge that the political 
opponents of Mr. Mellon and Mr. Coolidge would go to any extreme to 
accomplish their object. Let me further call your attention to the 
fact that the press quotes the chairman of the committee, who, of 
course, is a Republican, as saying the Republicans would prepare their 
own bill. Let me further call your attention to the fact that Congress- 
man Loneworrn, Republican leader in the House, in a recent inter- 
view gave out a statement that the Mellon plan would be modified, and 
unless modified could not be passed by the Republicans, who are in 
control, so you see the Republicans have abandoned the plan and there- 
fore, I presume, are also the political opponents of the department. 


YOUR EDITORIAL PRACTICALLY MY LETTER. 


I have before me a comparative statement of the Garner and Mellon 
plans prepared by the Democratic National Committee, which shows 
under the Mellon plan of the 42,249 in Florida making income-tax 
returns, only 28 would be benefited, while under the Garner plan 42,221 
would be benefited. If these figures are correct, knowing you as I do, 
I know it is needless for me to ask the question, Which plan would 
you be for? 

The tax question is no new idea with me, for while home this summer 
I spoke at Melbourne, West Palm Beach, Homestead, and other places 
in my district and emphatically stated there must be a reduction of 
taxes—city, county, State, and National—as the people could not much 
longer bear up under the load. While I do not believe it is necessary 
to refresh your mind, I am satisfied you have not forgotten that more 
than a year ago while talking over yarious matters with you I made 
the same statement. 

I am not committing myself to any plan, because I do not know what 
plan will finally be submitted to Congress, and certainly you and my 
friends would not ask me to commit myself to a bill until I know just 
what the bill contains and what the hearings are. I assure you I shall 
only vote for such plan as will give the greatest rellef to those most 
entitled to it. 

Now, I sincerely trust you will not construe this letter as a complaint 
from me because of the passage of these resolutions, for I know my 
friends are just as sincere as I am, and I have written this letter 
solely hoping I might secure some information on the Mellon plan and 

“also upon what information the resolutions were passed. I always invite 
advice from my friends, because in dealing with such great questions 
as the above one can not get too much information, 

I am inclosing for your consideration several copies of the Garner 
speech, which compares the Mellon plan with the Garner plan, and 
would like for you to read the same over and write me just what you 
think of it. 

The press has stated Members of Congress have been polled pro and 
con on this question, but I desire to assure you as far as I am concerned 
such is not the case, and I presume such is not the case with many 
Members on both sides. 

From my colleagues I understand the few meetings of the committee 
the Democratic Members have been permitted to attend were in executive 
session, and I have therefore been unable to secure any information, 
and if a Member of Congress who is responsible to so large a constitu- 
ency can not secure the information I am wondering why theré is such 
a propaganda for any plan and why so much money is being spent in 
an effort to educate the people to support the proposed plan of Mr, 
Mellon and facts relative to any changes are withheld from the people. 
I have nothing against the rich, but you know as well as I do that 
Uncle Reuben can not pay for an advertisement in any way approaching 
the amount which is being spent for the purpose of advocating the 
Mellon plan, and he simply has to rely on his Representative to do the 
right thing. 

No doubt you recall the talks I made at West Palm Beach, in which 
I referred to the tax question and also our conversation, 

Let me assure you and the readers of the West Palm Beach Post I 
shall carefully study the bill when it is reported, and I trust my vote 
will meet with the approval of my constituents, 

Trusting you and yours are well, and with warm personal regards, 
I am, 

Very sincerely, 


I also desire to call your attention to the ballot which was 
published in the Literary Digest, and let me particularly call 
your attention to the reading of the ballot. You will note the 
ballot is so worded as to appeal to those who are opposed to 
the bonus as well as those who are in favor of tax reduction, 
and that there is no way to tell who signs the ballot. I have 
carefully read the article in the Literary Digest of February 2, 
1924, and am frank to confess I do not find any explanation of 
the Mellon plan, although it would appear that the press has 
been able to secure information which Members of Congress have 
not been able to secure. The ballot is as follows: 


W. J. Sears, Member of Congress. 
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First returns in “The Digest’s ” 15,000,000 poll. 


SECRET BALLOT—No SIGNATURE—NO CONDITION—NO OBLIGATION— 
JUST MARK AND MAIL AT ONCE. 


Do you favor the Mellon plan for tax reduction? 
Secretary Mell plan 


on sa; can not be carried out if the bonus to ex- 
service men is paid. 5 = 


Yes, 
If you do favor the Mellon plan mark a X under “Yes,” He 


If you oppose the Mellon plan mark a X under “No.” 


To assist in tabulation by States, please write the name of your State here: 


FACSIMILE OF THE CARD THAT CARRIES THE VOTE. 


e eee 1 of Ser Ng ited have 3 mailed oe 
velopes, each bearing a l-cent stam re return postage. card 
Is pletured here only to illustrate how the voto was taken, cha can not be used 


Not for use, 


Under the permission granted me, I am also printing a letter 
received from one of the trust companies of New York. I am 
leaving the name of the company blank because I have always 
felt it was not proper to simply strike at one individual when 
perhaps others were equally involved. Perhaps, in taking this 
attitude, I am wrong, but until I am convinced I am in error I 
shall not change my policy. The letter follows: 


Tue Trost COMPANY oF New YORK, 
New York, January 18, 1924. 
Hon. WILLIAM J. Srans, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

Dean Sin: We take the liberty of inclosing a copy of a communica- 
tion which we recently sent out to stockholders and employees of this 
institution, with an accompanying form, as well as a copy of a letter 
to the Senators of your State, both of which are self-explanatory. 
The latter states the reason for our handling the situntion as we have. 

You will recognize, naturally, that our sole object is the patriotic 
one of endeavoring to be of assistance in promoting the welfare of the 
country. 

Very truly yours, -——. 


Let me further call your attention to the printed letter which 
has evidently been mailed out by the thousands, judging from 
the number I have received, to Members of Congress urging 
them to support the Mellon plan, but giving no information as 
to what the Mellon plan is: 

DECEMBER —, 1923, 
To the Congress of the United States: 

I respectfully request and urge Congress to take a persistent and 
aggressive stand for lower Federal taxes and to support a tax reduc- 
tion plan substantially along the lines recommended in letters dated 
November 10 and December 17, 1923, from the Hon. Andrew W. 
Melion, Secretary of the Treasury of the United States, to the Hon. 
WILLIAM R. Green, acting chairman Committee on Ways and Means of 
the House of Representatives; and to refrain from voting in favor of 
any legislation which will interfere with the carrying out of such tax 
reduction program. 


You will note all the party has to do is to sign the printed 
letter and mail it to his Congressman, I have received many 
of these letters during the past few weeks and I can only 
account for it because the people are staggering under a load 
of taxation which they can not much longer stand and are 
willing to take any plan which will give them some relief and 
their mind being in this condition, they are liable to ask 
Members of Congress to vote for a bill which will give them 
practically no relief. 

Under the leave granted me, I am also printing the circular 
letter which accompanied the printed letters, which is supposed 
to thoroughly explain the Melion plan but I am frank to con- 
fess no explanation is contained in same: 


New Tonk, December 24, 1923. 

In common with financiers and economists, as well as heads of all 
large corporations and enterprises in this country, your officers have 
been concerned for some time past with the high rates of Govern- 
ment taxation, and with the bad effect which they have had upon 
business enterprise in general. We believe that there must be a 
substantial reduction in our Federal taxes in order to maintain the 
present business of our country on a sound economic basis, and en- 
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courage the proper development of new enterprises, so vital to our 
national progress. 

The Mellon plan proposes substantial reductions in the taxes of all, 
and is, in our opinion, thoroughly sound in principle and would be 
effective in practice. The press of the day has devoted so much 
space to It, and the discussions of it, both in publie speeches and 
otherwise, have been so general that we assume your acquaintance 
with its provisions, and therefore deem it unnecessary elther to re- 
print it in full for your perusal or to argue in its favor. The appro- 
* bation of it, so far as we are informed, has been almost universal. 
It possesses the exceptional advantage of being purely economic in 
its effects, and nonpartisan from a political point of view. Moreover, 
the interests of our stockholders and employees in tt are identical. In- 
deed, if anything, it is of even greater interest to so-called “labor” 
than to so-called “capital” in that it affects “labor” both directly 
through the reduction of a tax on: all incomes, as well as indirectly 
in creating encouragement to enterprises by which additional labor 
may be employed. 

If Congress is sufficiently impressed with the demand on the part 
of the people of the United States for the enactment of this legisla- 
tion, it will be certain to be put into effect. If, therefore, you are 
in sympathy with the tax-revislon plan so ably presented to Congress 
by the Secretary of the Treasury, and agree with us that it is im- 
portant to have the Federal tax laws revised substantially as recom- 
mended m the Mellon plan, we suggest that you sign the enclosed 
letter addressed to the Congress of the United States, and return it 
to us in the enclosed, stamped envelope for forwarding to Washington. 


Mr. Chairman, this matter has been thoroughly and fully 
discussed by Members of the House and I do not see why I 
should further encumber the Recorp by extending my own 
views and I simply make the prediction when the people thor- 


oughly understand the question you will find a complete re- | 


versal and that instead of requesting us to support the Mellon 
plan, they will commend us for the stand we have taken. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Florida 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes 
to the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. FENN]. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Connecticut is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. FENN. Mr. Chairman, in response to some remarks of 
my friend from Alabama [Mr. Sreacartt], I want to read a 
letter which I have received. I read: 


CONNECTICUT GENERAL Lire INSURANCE Co., 
A Hartford, Conn., February A, 1984. 
Hon. E. Hart Fenn, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sin: In the remarks of Mr. STBAGADL, as printed on page 
2146 of the ConGressionan Recorp of February 8, I notice the 
following statement: 

“Under the law now existing—and it is not proposed that it shall 
be changed—no income taxes are levied on the savings banks and 
old-line insurance companies.” 

It does not appear to me that such a statement, which is unwar- 
ranted by the facts, should go unchallenged since, as reference to 
sections 242-247, inclusive, of the revenue act of 1921 will show, the 
net income of the old-line life Insurance companies is taxable at the 
rate of 124 per cent, just as is the net income of other corpora- 
tions. 

Yours truly, 
R. H. Coin, Vice President. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, is the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. Cortter] ready to use some of his 
time? 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama is recog- 
nized for five minutes, 

Mr. HILL of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, there has been much 
discussion of the bill under consideration. It is a voluminous 
measure, and its great importance to the Government and to 
the people warrants much discussion. In the limited time of 
five minutes allotted me I wish to talk to you on what I con- 
sider the most unjust tax in the whole bill. I refer to the tax 
on motor cars and motor trucks and tires and accessories, and 
particularly as this tax burdens the farmers of the country. 
The proponents. of this bill attempt to justify this tax on the 
ground that the Federal Government expends millions of dol- 
lars each year on good roads, and that this tax should be 
levied to take care of that expenditure. Last year this tax 
brought into the Federal Treasury the sum of $144,280,490.28, 
and the Government of the United States expended from the 
Federal Treasury for good roads only one-half of this amount, 
or, in round figures, the sum of $72,000,000. Only 50 per cent 


of the money derived from this tax is needed for the good 
roads, but the majority members of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee refuse to vote for a reduction of this tax, refuse to give 
any relief to the farmer. The majority members of the com- 
mittee do vote to take the tax off of such luxuries and semi- 
luxuries as yachts, and candy, and bowie knives, and electric 
fans, and dirks, and soda water, and motor boats, and trunks, 
and purses, and valises. We must recognize that the automo- 
bile is not a luxury. It has become to-day an economic neces- 
sity. Our economic life has closed in on it and made it a part 
and parcel of that life. It is a link in the great economic 
chain. As the late President Harding said in his first message 
to Congress, “The motor car has become an indispensable 
instrument in our political, social, and industrial life.“ Cer- 
tainly it has become an indispensabie instrument to the farmer. 
It has taken the place of his wagon and his horse. It is the 
conveyance by which he gets his products to market. It is the 
conveyance by which he gets from market the commodities 
which he does not produce and which he must have for suste- 
nance and for life. It carries his children to school on the 
week day, and it carries him and his family to divine worship 
on Sunday. There is no commodity in American life to-day 
that is taxed so much and so high as is the motor car and 
motor truck. The number of taxes imposed upon the motor 
car and motor truck varies in the different States from 6 to 
14. There are the Federal taxes, State taxes, county taxes, 
municipal taxes. There are license, registration, property, and 
gasoline taxes. 

Last year the farmer paid as Federal tax on motor cars and 
motor trucks the sum of $45,864,200. He paid on parts and 
tires the sum of $9,281,250. This tax on parts and tires is. well 
named the misfortune tax. It comes in large measure from 
rough roads and bad highways. All together the farmer paid 
last year under the Federal tax on motor cars and motor trucks 
and parts and tires the sum of $55,145,450. 

Does he need relief to-day from these taxes? In my section 
of the country, in the South, the farmer made practically no 
crop this past year. The boll weevil ate up his cotton and left 
him in a distressing condition. He is not only not able to pay 
this Federal tax—he is not able to pay the interest on the 
money which he borrowed to make the crop which the boll 
weevil ate up. 

What is the condition of the farmer of the West? Is he able 
to pay this tax? Farmers were 47 per eent of all the persons 
adjudged bankrupt in Idaho in 1922. They were from 32 per 
cent to 78} per cent of all the formal bankrupts in Iowa, 
Nebraska, Kansas, Colorado, North Dakota, South Dakota, and 
Montana. Preliminary reports, says Secretary of Agriculture 
Wallace, indicate that the bankruptcy of farmers for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1923, will materially exceed those of 1922. 
Yesterday morning’s Washington Post carried the statement 
that the cost of producing hard spring wheat in the United 
States last year ranged from 85 cents to $2.19 a bushel, while 
in Canada it ranged from 53 cents to $1.19 a bushel. Last year 
it cost the American farmer a dollar more a bushel to produce 
hard spring wheat than it did the Canadian farmer. The 
trouble with the farmer to-day is the high cost of production, 
and it is just such items of cost as this tax on his truck that 
makes that cost so high. Should he have relief? He is the mud- 
sill of our economic life and we must recognize the fact that 
if he fails, we all fail; if he prospers, we all prosper. Is he 
entitled to relief? Last year the average citizen of this country 
paid 12.5 per cent of his income for taxes, while the farmer 
paid 16.6 per cent of his Income for taxes. The farmer paid 
last year 4.1 per cent more of his income for taxes than did the 
average citizen of the country. Is it practical] to give him re- 
lief? He paid $55,145,450 out of his pocket last year under this 
tax, and $72,000,000 went into the Federal Treasury under this 
tax that was not needed to meet the Federal expenditures for 
good reads. This tax is unjust; it is unfair; it is discrimina- 
tory; it is un-American. 

Let us recall the words of Daniel Webster: “Farmers are 
the foundation of civilization and prosperity. The farmer must 
always be the foundation, but that does not mean that he must 
be kept beneath the surface.” Let us give the farmer relief 
from this iniquitous tax. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. JoHNson] so much time as he may desire. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. Chairman, I shall not detain 
the committee at this time, on account of the limited time al- 
lotted for debate, in setting forth my reasons for supporting 
the Garner plan. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. FULBRIGHT]. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri is recog- 
nized for five minutes. [Applause.] 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, the question of taxation is a most important one. 
There never has, nor will there ever be a time when the ques- 
tion of taxation will not rise above the dignity of the average 
subject of legislation. At this time it is a question that I might 
say is of paramount importance. The Nation is staggering 
under the burden of taxation and cries for relief are heard in 
every direction. Relief by Congress can only be given in part. 
Local taxation, such as city, county, and State, are sources of 
taxation that do not come within the jurisdiction of Congress, 
and therefore relief from taxation of this character is not with- 
in our power. I refer to this because of the fact that propa- 
ganda in favor of the so-called Mellon plan has been so mis- 
leading as to leave a false impression, more or less, throughout 
the Nation. 

There are two outstanding plans of tax reduction now pend- 
ing before Congress. The so-called Mellon plan and the Garner 
plan. But little publicity has been given to the Garner plan. 
The Metropolitan press has not seen fit to carry the outstanding 
features of the Garner plan to the people throughout the coun- 
try. On the other hand a flood of propaganda, insidious and 
misleading in its character, was sown broadcast throughout the 
country- and a sentiment developed in its favor before the pro- 
visions of the Mellon plan were made known to any substantial 
number of the Members of Congress. The metropolitan press, 
the great money interests, the manufacturing interests, the 
oil interests, and special privilege assumed the leadership ia 
spreading this propaganda. So misleading have been the 
efforts to spread propaganda in behalf of the Mellon plan that 
hundreds of thousands of farmers, laboring people, and small 
business men-throughout the country, who have never paid an 
income tax, have been led to believe that the adoption of the 
Mellon plan would mean a direct reduction of their taxes. 
This erroneous impression must and will be removed. The 
person who pays no income tax receives no reduction in taxes 
under the Melion plan. The farmer, unless he be an income-tax 
payer, receives no reduction. The laboring man, unless he be 
an income-tax payer, receives no reduction. The small business 
man, unless he be an income-tax payer, receives no reduction 
of taxes. As a matter of fact, the farmer to-day is operating 
at a loss, is facing bankruptcy, and thousands are being forced 
to leave the farm to make a living. In every community farms 
are being abandoned, improvements are deteriorating, and the 
nunierous foreclosures of farm mortgages indicate an alarming 
condition. Yet, what is being done to grant him relief? The 
cbject of the legislation under consideration, in the main, is a 
reduction of income taxes. 

In this connection a comparison of the two plans becomes 
pertinent. Based upon the latest available statistics from the 
Treasury Department, being for the year 1921, we find 6,662,176 
persons throughout the United States paid Federal taxes. Of 
this number 9,343 persons receive a greater reduction in taxes 
under the Mellon plan than they would receive under the Garner 
plan, while on the other hand 6,652,833 of those persons who 
paid a Federal tax would receive a greater reduction under the 
Garner plan than they would receive under the Mellon plan. 
Therefore, this question presents itself: Should we vote in favor 
of the 9,343 who receive the greatest reduction under the Mellon 
plan or should we vote in favor of the 6,652,833 who receive 
the greatest reduction under the Garner plan? 

I also find from statistics furnished by the Treasury Depart- 
ment that of the 6,662,176 persons who paid this Federal tax 
172,519 paid their taxes in the State of Missouri. Of this 
172,519 who paid a Federal tax in Missouri 169 will receive 
a greater tax reduction under the Mellon plan than under the 
Garner plan than under the Mellon plan. Again the question, 
souri taxpayers receive a greater tax reduction under the 
Garner plan than under the Mellon plan. Again the question: 
Should we, who have the honor of representing the State of 
Missouri, vote in favor of the 169 who receive a greater tax 
reduction under the Mellon plan than under the Garner plan 
or should we vote in favor of the 172,350 taxpayers who receive 
a greater reduction under the Garner plan than they would re- 
ceiye under the Mellon plan? 

There are 16 congressional districts in the State of Missonri, 
and no doubt the great majority of the income-tax payers re- 
side in the cities of St. Louis and Kansas City. However, dis- 
regarding that fact and taking it for granted that the 169 tax- 
payers who receive a greater reduction under the Mellon plan 
than they would receive under the Garner plan are distributed 
equally in the 16 congressional districts, we would find ap- 
proximately 11 taxpayers in each congressional district who 


would receive a greater tax reduction under the Mellon plan 
than under the Garner plan. On the other hand, if the 172,850 
taxpayers in the State who receive a greater tax reduction 
under the Garner plan than they would receive under the 
Mellon plan be distributed equally throughout the 16 congres- 
sional districts, we would find approximately 10,771 taxpayers 
in each congressional district who would receive a greater 
tax reduction under the Garner plan than they would receive 
under the Mellon plan. Again the question, Should a Repre- 
sentative in Congress from the State of Missouri, trying to 
represent his constituents, vote in favor of the 11 taxpayers in 
his district who would receive a greater reduction under the 
Mellon plan than they would receive under the Garner plan or 
should be vote for the 10,771 taxpayers in his district who would 
receive a greater tax reduction under the Garner plan than 
they would receive under the Mellon plan? 

In my district, almost exclusively an agricultural district, I 
am convinced that there is not a taxpayer who would receive 
a greater tax reduction under the Mellon plan than he would 
receive under the Garner plan. On the other hand, I am quite 
sure that every taxpayer in my district who would be affected 
by either plan would receive a greater reduction in his taxes 
under the Garner plan than he would receive under the Mellon 
plan. In view of this fact, how should I vote as a Representa- 
tive of the fourteenth congressional district of Missouri when 
it is reasonably certain that every taxpayer in my district 
who would be affected by either plan would receive a greater 
reduction in taxes under the Garner plan than he would receive 
under the Mellon plan? It is obyious that there can be but 
one answer. 

We are told, however, that the Garner plan is unscientific 
and not economically sound. I reply that it is based upon the 
most recent available statistics from the Treasury Department. 
While, if the statement of the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mitts] be true and the statement of Mr. McCoy, the expert 
who appeared before the Ways and Means Committee, be true, 
I am impressed with the fact that the Mellon plan is visionary, 
based upon speculation, guesswork, and the prophecy of an 
expert as to what may take place in the future. We are told 
by Mr. Mellon that the Garner plan is political and that its 
proponents are not sincere. In reply to which I desire to say 
that such cheap talk will not deter me from voting as my con- 
science dictates and in the interest of the people whom I rep- 
resent. Had I any desire to resort to his kind of argument and 
tactics, I might say that it is selfish on the part of the great 
Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, to propose a plan of 
taxation which would relieve himself of anywhere from one 
to two million dollars in taxation, while the person of small 
means and without income receives no reduction, 

Under the present tariff act, as “sop” to the farmer, para- 
graph 1504, schedule 15, under title 2, placing agricultural 
implements on the free list, was inserted, but said paragraph 
closes with the following provision: 


Provided, That no articles specified by name in title 1 shall be free 
of duty under this paragraph. 


By reference to title 1 we find that everything of any par- 
ticular value whatever that goes into the make-up of any kind 
of an agricultural implement is subject to a high and excessive 
tariff. In fact, with the exception of some of the wooden parts, 
nothing out of which the farmers’ agricultural implements are 
made escapes the tariff. Substantially everything that the 
farmer uses, eats, or wears bears the burden of a heavy tariff, 
and if he is to get any substantial relief from Federal taxation 
it must come through a revision of the tariff. 

An article in the American Farm Bureau Federation Weekly 
News Letter of January 11, 1923, after an exhaustive discussion 
of the present tariff act in its relation to the farmer, summa- 
rized the situation as follows: 


Gross cast to the farmers (of the tarift $426, 000, 000 
Gain to farmers as producers 125, 000, 000 


Net cost to agriculture (of the tariſt) 301, 000, 000 


Thus, from this, to my mind, the most reliable source of 
information we have, the American Farm Bureau Federation, 
we find an annual toll of over $300,000,000 being extracted 
from farmers of the Nation as a result of the tariff. 

The total value of farming implements and parts imported 
into the United States for the year 1922 was $2,109,391 as 
shown by the Annual Report on the Foreign Commerce and 
Navigation of the United States. Therefore the cost of the 
tariff to the farmer amounts to almost 150 times as much as 
the total value of agricultural implements shipped into the 
United States under the so-called free list, and almost $300,000,- 
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000 more than he gains as a producer and the total value of im- 
ported agricultural implements combined. Now, the individuals 
who are thus permitted to exploit the farmer under the tariff 
act are the same individuals who are especially favored under 
the provisions of the Mellon plan. Therefore, I can not take 
my medicine just as Mr. Mellon would administer it, and seri- 
ously doubt the virtue of the remedy he prescribes. 

On last Thursday the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mitts], in criticizing the tactics of the Democrats, made this 
statement: “You gentlemen are bound to take judicial notice 
of the existing state of affairs, and you gentlemen know, as I 
believe I know, that when the critical moment in this battle 
comes some twenty or more gentlemen who were elected as 
Republicans will leave the Republican side and walk over in a 
body to the Democratic side, so that you will be the majority 
party. You will become the majority party at that critical 
moment, and, therefore, yours is the responsibility to see that 
no bill passes this House which does not make suitable provi- 
sion for the fiscal needs of the Treasury.” He thus admits that 
he is whipped in his own party and attempts to shift the re- 
sponsibility. But to whom does the gentleman refer? Who 
are the deserters? We are told that Mr. Loncworru, the 
majority leader, has run away from the Mellon plan; is he 
leading this twenty or more gentlemen to whom Mr. MILLS 
refers? Mr. Green, chairman of the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, denies that he knows anything about “ running,” but it 

“seems that he has left Mr. Mellon and is safely entrenched be- 
hind the breastworks of a 85 per cent surtax; is he the leader 
of the twenty or more to whom the gentleman from New York 
refers?. We are told that the gentleman from Ohio [ Mr. 
Bees] is making a survey of their demoralized forces. Per- 
haps he will soon be able to tell us just how many detachments 
are fleeing from the Mellon plan on the other side of the 
House, who they are, and in just what direction they are 
going. Regardless of the chaotic conditions that exist, I hope, 
Mr. Chairman, that we, as the Representatives of the people in 
this great Republic, may be able to get together on a plan fair and 
just, in so far as possible, to all the people, courageously dis- 
charge our duty by promptly passing it, uninfluenced by politi- 
cal expediency, but actuated solely by a desire to grant relief 
to all the people of the whole country. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burton.] [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, there is a fallacy, I may even 
call it a delusion, which has a strong hold on the popular 
thought. It is that the final burden of taxation rests upon 
those who make the first payment to the tax collector. This 
erroneous impression is a fruitful source of waste, of ex- 
travagance, and of injudicious expenditure. It promotes class 
hatred, because the unthinking, many well-disposed persons, and 
all demagogues, make the appeal to the people that the taxes 
which are levied shall “soak” the rich. But I lay down the 
proposition that the general tendency of all taxes is toward 
diffusion over all members of the body politic in general pro- 
portion to their consumption. To this there are, it is true, ex- 
ceptions, which I shall seek to point out. 

It was the opinion of most of the leading economists that 
there was a shifting of taxation from those who originally paid 
and that the final incidence was upon all. On this subject, so 
long ago as the year 1667, Sir William Petty wrote, and he used 
this homely illustration with reference to the land tax: 


It is not only the landlord pays, but every man who eats an egg 
or an onion of the growth of his lands, or who uses the help of an 
artisan, which feedeth on the same. 


And further he said that any tax “ doth ultimately fall upon 
the consumptioners.” 

Another writer, of a somewhat later period, maintained that 
although makers or factors of commodities advance the money 
they really shift the tax to the public without the latter being 
aware of it. 

The philosopher, John Locke, something over 200 years ago, 
maintained that even if all taxation were removed from land 
the ultimate result would be that landowners would bear an 
even larger burden because of the greater difficulty of levying 
a tax on personalty, and that as a result—as it was true that 
profits must be equal—the tax levied on other objects would be 
shifted to the land and the burden be heavier than before. 

The great economist, Adam Smith, somewhat modified the 
doctrine of diffusion, He maintained that a tax on land rent 
falls on the owner, for the farmer computes as well as he can 
what the value of the tax is one year to another likely to 
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amount to, and he makes a proportionable abatement in the rent 
which he agrees to pay to the landlord. 

The whole theory was based on the idea that land is a fixed 
and invariable quantity. The error in that opinion can be 
clearly shown when we take into account, as in our own country, 
the great amount of available land which may be taken up and, 
another more important factor, the possibility of improving the 
quality of land and increasing its productive capacity. 

Adam Smith made a distinction in the case of a tax on house 
rent, maintaining that there was a division into building rent 
and ground rent; that the tax on the building would necessarily 
fall on the occupier, because unless the builder secures the 
Same return as other business men do he would cease building 
houses until the increased demand for houses again raised 
the rent. Accordingly, the tax on house rent will fall partly 
on the owners and partly on the occupiers. He lays down broad 
principles of diffusion, however, as applicable to mercantile or 
manufacturing enterprises, because in any particular branch of 
trade a tax on the profits of stock will be shifted from the 
dealers to the consumers and because the dealers must in all 
ordinary cases have their reasonable profit, and in this connec- 
tion he refers to the important fact that the consumers will 
have to pay, in the enhanced price of their goods, not only the 
tax advanced by the dealer but generally some overcharge in 
addition. 

As regards taxes on wages, he maintained that they are 
always shifted and that the increase of price created by higher 
wages must be finally paid by the consumers. 

Monsieur Thiers, a prominent historian of France, writer 
on economics, and President of the Republic, advocated the 
principle of diffusion in the most decided terms. He said that 
taxes are shifted indefinitely and are intended to become a part 
of the prices of commodities to such an extent that everyone 
bears his share not in proportion to what he pays to the state 
but in preportion to what he consumes. The manufacturer 
who pays a tax, whether direct or indirect, adds the tax to the 
price of the commodity, or necessarily he fixes the price so 
as to recompense him for all his outlays and to enable him to 
realize his profits, otherwise he would quit the business. This 
is true not only of the manufacturer but of the farmer. So 
again the laborer is in precisely the same position, for unless 
his wages increase by the amount of the tax, he must change. 
his ocenpation or die of hunger. Thus all taxes are indefinitely 
shifted. 

No American economist has considered this subject more 
thoroughly than Mr. David A. Wells, and I may say to you 
gentlemen on the other side that he has been a leading pro- 
tagonist of free trade or a revenue tariff, so that his views are 
entitled to your very considerate attention. He says, on page 
574 of his work, The Theory and Practice of Taxation: 


We are thus led up and forced to the recognition of two proposi- 
tions, or rather principles, in respect to taxation that can not be 
invalidated. The first is that it is not necessary that a tax assessor 
or collector should personally assess and levy upon every citizen of a 
State or community in order that all should be compelled to contribute 
of their property for the support of such State or community ; second, 
that there is an inexorable law by which every man must bear a 
portion of the burden of public expenditures, even though the official 
assessors take no direct cognizance of him whatever. 


After referring to the fact that in New York City not more 
than 4 per cent of the population pays taxes, on page 584, he 
quotes Doctor Franklin. Franklin was rebuked by a committee 
of the House of Commons on the ground that the colonists 
relieved landowners of taxation and levied it upon the mer- 
chants, who were largely English, He responded: 


If such special tax was imposed, the merchants were experts with 
their pens, and added the tax to the price of their goods, and thus 
made the farmers and all landowners pay their part of the tax as 
consumers. 


The following is a statement of the general principle: 


Taxes form an important part of the cost of all production, distri- 
bution, and consumption, and represent the labor performed In guard- 
ing and protecting property at the expense of the State, in all the 
processes of development and transformation. The State is thus an 
active and important partner in all production * * +, 

Taxes, then, are clearly items of expense in all business, the same 
as rent, fuel, cost of material, light, labor, waste, insurance, clerical 
service, advertising, expressage, freight, and the like, and on business 
principles they find their place on the pages of profit and loss; and, 
like all other expenses which enter into the cost of production, must 
finally be sustained by those who gratify their wants or desires by 
consumption, 
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Mr, Wells continues: 


A great capitalist, like Mr. Astor, bears no greater burden of taxa? 
tion—and can not be made to bear more by any laws that can be prop- 
erly termed tax laws—than the proportion which his aggregate individ- 
ual consumption bears to the aggregate individual consumption of all 
others in his circuit of immediate competition, and as to his other taxes 
he is a mere tax collector or conduit conducting taxes from his tenants 
or borrowers to the State or city treasury. 


And on page 585 Mr. Wells says: 


It is, therefore, immaterlal where the process of manufacture takes 
Place; the citizens of a State pay in proportion to the quantity which 
they consume. The traveler who stops at one of the great city hotels 
can not avoid reimbursing the owner for the tax he primarily pays 
` on the property, and the owner, in respect to the taxation of his hotel 
property, is but a great effective real estate and diffused tax col- 
lector. Again, the farmer charges taxes in the price of his products; 
the laborer, in his wages; the clergyman, in his salary; the lender, 
in the interest he recetves; the lawyer, in his fees; and the manu- 
facturer, in his goods. 


To treat this subject dispassionately and fairly I must say 
that there are well-established exceptions to the rule of diffu- 
sion, though in all these cases of exception there is an indirect 
effect of taxation which tends to sustain the general rule when 
we take account of the whole social and economic fabric. 

Taxes are not directly, and in a measure not at all, diffused 
when they are paid on inheritances, nor when they are paid on 
gains in speculation or in gambling, nor when there is a mo- 
nopoly, as in the case of a patent right, and the vendor may fix 
his own price for it, and sales fall off when prices reach a figure 
which diminishes the demand. There are a number of articles 
that are sold at a fixed price, and when you vary from that 
the demand is less, and there again the tax can not be diffused. 
Rates and charges established by law, as in the case of many of 
our public utilities, can not be increased, though as a result 
the enterprise may become unprofitable and be abandoned. 
Then, again, contracts for long periods, as in a lease for 99 
years, and fixed salaries do not yield to the rule of diffusion; 
still further the question ef increasing demand has a tendency 
to affect this question. If there is an increasing demand or if 

the buyer must or will take the article, even though the price 
be increased, then the tax can be diffused, but especially in 
times of depression, when people have less means with which to 
buy and the effective demand is less, then the tax is less dif- 
fused. Thus the elasticity of the demand has an effect upon the 
question, 

It must be conceded that there is an apparent exception to the 
rule of diffusion, in that the original taxpayer, who first pays, 
has a burden to bear, although he nsually passes that on with 
interest. It must also be conceded that a certain amount of 
time must elapse before the rule can have its complete effect. 

Let us now look at the common sense of this proposition, 
What does an active practicing lawyer or doctor obtain? Not 
so many dollars and cents, but that share of the disposable 
fund in the community to which he is entitled by reason of his 
ability and industry. If you put a tax on him, income or other, 
he raises his charges. Everyone knows who consults a phy- 
siclan or a lawyer, perhaps more particularly in the latter case, 
that their charges have been very materially greater since 
increased taxation has been imposed. It needs no argument 
to sustain the position that taxes upon houses raise the rent 
and taxes on notes and mortgages raise the rate of interest. 

Thus the general tendency is toward diffusion. Let us also 
bear in mind that there is a tendency to equality of profits, 
which is a very marked feature in our economic life. Mr. Adam 
Smith mentioned that fact, and he is often quoted to confirm 
the statement, that risk and other circumstances being equal, 
profits are the same. Profits are very much modified by the 
agreeableness or disagreeableness of the occupation, by the 
risk, and to some extent by the social standing of these who 
engage in the business. On that subject Adam Smith says: 


No tax can ever reduce for any considerable time the rate of profit 
in any particular trade which must always keep its level with other 
trades in the neighborhood, 


The business of ‘an undertaker, which is disagreeable, and 
perhaps involyes some danger from a sanitary standpoint, de- 
mands a larger rate of profit. The business of the brewer or 
the distiller for a considerable time was under a kind of social 
ban, and that caused those who engaged in the business to 
expect exceptional profits. It is perfectly obvieus, as I have 
already mentioned, that the matter of risk bas a very great 
effect in fixing the rate of profit, 


Half the enterprises perhaps fail, the other half succeed, and 
the successful ones must make up for the possible or probable 
losses by higher profits. 

In a word, the general fact is that taxes on the processes of 
production are diffused. As an illustration, the excise tax on 
the net income of corporations is in the final analysis passed on 
to the general public. 

All this applies, my colleagues, to taxation in the higher 
brackets. The owners of large fortunes, as well as those of 
moderate means, seek and usually obtain a similar return upon 
investments. I shall not stand here for a minute in opposition 
to the contention that those who have the largest means have 
the greatest ability to pay. I for a long time have been a be- 
liever in graded taxation, imposing a surtax on those of larger 
incomes because they are more able to pay; but there is not 
merely a limit beyond which we can not go without injustice, 
but, that which is more important to you and to me, without 
injuring the whole economic fabric. 

Where do the funds come from for new enterprises or for 
the enlargement of old ones? We may use perhaps the esti- 
mate of 60 per cent for a new enterprise, which can be obtained 
from a sayings bank or a trust company, a loan which would 
be secure under any and all circumstances. 

The balance above that, or 40 per cent, involves a greater 
risk, and that must be found with some investor, presumably 
one of considerable means, who is willing to undertake that 
enterprise and that risk. What happens now in regard to 
any new enterprise or the enlargement of an old one? The 
person engaged in the business, or who wishes to start a new 
enterprise, goes to the capitalist. What does the capitalist tell 
him? Why, if you promise me large profits in this enterprise 
the presumption is that the risk Is somewhat unusual and that 
must make me pause—but more than that, suppose your 
roseate anticipations are correct and this does pay a very con- 
siderable profit, what good does it do me? The Government, 
in high surtaxes, will take so large a measure that it is not 
best for me to engage in it. I will be working not for my 
own interest but I will be working to increase the revenue of 
the Government.” And, in this particular, there has been 
a serious hampering effect upon the industries of this country. 
It is peculiarly noticeable in those establishments which desire 
to enlarge their operations, 

I want now to call attention to another phase of this mat- 
ter—the tax-free securities. Gentlemen, have you studied the 
statistics in regard to this? They are startling. This House 
has refused to submit a constitutional amendment, making it 
possible to tax municipal and other securities, and at the same 
time there is advocacy here of higher surtaxes. Thus the 
opponents of this amendment are saying with one voice, “We 
will keep up the surtaxes,” and with another, We will pro- 
vide an avenue of escape.” 

In Mr. Bunyan’s work, the Pilgrim’s Progress, there is a 
Mr, Facing-Both-Ways. There is a description of an imaginary 
character who was very gifted in the art of misleading. But 
this idea of exempting certain securities and raising the sur- 
taxes makes Mr. Facing-Both-Ways an actual reality among 
us. One can go out and say to a person who objects to the 
payment of taxes, “We will raise the surtaxes up to the 
highest possible figure. We will collect them from the rich,” 
and then he can turn around and go to the man with a large 
capital and say, “Oh, my dear, dear friend, true, nominally, 
the taxes on you are very great, but I have provided for you 
an avenue of escape; you may invest in tax-free securities 
and then the whole matter of high surtaxes will be a delusion, 
a snare and a mockery—it will be a humbug—you can get 
through.” 

We should always bear this in mind, that the man of large 
means is like one who stands on a commanding eminence and 
can look ahead and see what is coming; he can make his 
calculations, he can shift his holdings, and with tax-free se- 
curities he has abundant opportunity to take advantage of 
every situation and aid himself in evading burdensome taxa- 
tion. 


I call your attention to some figures which illustrate this 
situation. In the year 1916 when the surtax was 13 per cent, 
there was collected in the higher brackets $81,404,000 from 
those having an income of over $300,000. In the year 1921, 
with a rate of surtax of 50 per cent, as against 13 per cent 
in 1916, there was collected only $84,000,000—only 3 per cent 
more than was collected at the time the surtax was 13 per 
cent. The percentage of the total surtax paid by those having 
incomes of over $300,000 when the tax was 13 per cent was 
66.8 per cent, or about two-thirds. In 1921 it was 20.6 per cent. 
The following table shows the decrease: 


1924. 
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$121, 945, 136 
433, 345, 732 


11916 was a year of low surtax rates. 


Now, there are some other figures very expressive in showing 
the proportion in large estates of tax-free securities. 

In the enumeration made in 1917 the total exempt stocks 
and bonds was 3.26 per cent of the whole, and in 1923 it was 
41.98 per cent. 

The increased proportion of tax exempts is shown in the 
subjoined table. 


holly 
Woll 
tax exempt 
tax exempt 

Year. tet to total 
éstate. stocks 

and bondg, 

2, 21 3. 26 

4.27 6. 66 

5. 30 7. 87 

9.79 14. 50 

8.97 13.30 

6. 82 10. 53 

28. 97 41. 98 


That tendency is more and more in evidence. The man who 
says, “ Maintain the surtaxes,” may say to the large investor, 
“You can buy billions of dollars of tax-free securities, and 
there are billions available in it for you.” 

The matter is not to be gotten rid of by any demagogical ery 
of “ Lay the burden on the rich.“ It is a plain economical and 
financial question of what is best for the country, without any 
badinage or abuse of the Secretary of the Treasury and with- 
out rousing class prejudice. The figures show beyond question 
that the high surtaxes, just so long as you exempt tax-free 
securities, are absolutely ineffective. They have come to be a 
farce. 

I do not say whether the rate should be 25 or 35 per cent or 
what it should be; but there is a demand, in view of the pres- 
ent situation of the opportunities of the rich to avoid taxation, 
for a substantial lowering. Nothing proves it better than the 
fact that when the tax was 13 per cent the amount collected in 
the country was practically as great as when it was 50 per 
cent. Explain the figures, you who advocate the high surtaxes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. I am sorry, but I can not. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman wanted me to 
explain, and I will explain. 

Mr. BURTON. I can not submit to an interruption now; I 
am not much of a believer in interruptions. The gentleman 
from Texas will have a generous provision from his own side I 
have no doubt. 

There is one thing I desire to say by way of digression, and 
that is in respect to some of the remarks just made by the gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Cranoy.] It has been my disposi- 
tion to yote to throw off at least a part of the excise taxes on 
automobiles and accessories because they are of such general 
use. My own city is one of the largest manufacturers of that 
kind of goods, But after hearing such a speech as was made 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Crancy] I am doubtful. 
I have had threats thrown at me many times that a few millions 
were about to organize in a class and were intending to vote 
against this gentleman or that who voted against their supposed 
interest. What is our duty here? It is to the country; to the 
whole country, but if there is to be a division into blocs, the 
automobile people in one party—and I do not believe they will 
do anything of the kind, because they are men of standing and 
men of patriotism—if that threat must be thrown in our faces 
here, it is time for every man of courage to say we will not 
yield to any such argument. [Applause.] 

In conclusion, gentlemen, we should consider this matter dis- 
passionately. I am convinced that a careful consideration of 
this situation, having regard for the complicated ramifications 
of industry which are of so much importance to the people, 
will prove to us that the excessive surtaxes not only do not 


bear upon the rich in such a way as is promised, but that they 
injure the whole field of human endeavor. They create oppor- 
tunities for evasion. They diminish that spirit of patriotism 
which should belong to every taxpayer. Let us frame this bill, 
then, not with a view to political expediency, not in response to 
any cry of class prejudice, but with one sole desire to benefit this 
country, to build up its industries, to increase the prosperity of 
the American people, which is now and always should be our 
chief desire. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 40 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY]. 

Mr. RAINEY. I agree with the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Burton] who has just taken his seat. The question presented 
here is, What is for the best interest of the entire country; 
what steps should we take now in the matter of taxation 
which will insure the future prosperity of the country? That 
is the question, of course. I can not agree with the gentleman 
from Ohio that the method to be adopted in order to insure 
the future happiness and future prosperity of the people of 
the United States is to relieve the very rich from a large 
portion of the taxes they now pay. The proposition he cham- 
pions so vigorously ignores the fundamental canon of all taxa- 
tion, which I think the gentleman stated he stood for, and 
that is that taxes must bear heaviest upon those best able to 
pay. The gentleman quotes from political economists, some 
of them single taxers, some of them communists, who wrote 
most of their views before the present corporate system of 
carrying on the affairs of the business world was inaugurated. 
The capitalistic period does not date much further back than 
60 years. With the advent in the world of the capitalistic 
period the writings of those old economists who wrote so long 
ago are no longer applicable to the conditions as they exist 
now and as they have existed for more than two decades. I 
undertake to say that if the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Burton], who has quoted from two or three or them, will 
examine the old lists of writers on the subject of taxes, on 
economic subjects—Roscher, Rousseau, Marx, Malthus, Ri- 
cardo, John Stuart Mill, and all the rest of them—he will 
find that even the majority of writers of long ago, before the 
economic conditions of the present day fixed themselves upon 
this world, will not agree with the position that he takes 
now. 

The President of the United States takes the same position. 
In the speech he made in New York before the National Repub- 
lican Club on the 12th day of this month, following the theories 
of Andrew W. Mellon, following the ideas which have been 
just suggested again so forcibly and so ably in the scholarly 
address of the gentleman from Ohio, undertook to give an 
example which illustrated his views. 

I shall not attempt to quote the language of the President 
exactly, for I do not seem to have it before me. He took the 
farmer's steer as an example, and this is what he said in effect: 
The steer starts on his journey from the feed lot on the farm 
to the stockyards, and a great corporation, the carrying cor- 
poration, adds the tax to the steer that we impose on the cor- 
poration. When the steer reaches the yards in Chicago, and 
the President thinks some company controls the yards, another 
tax which they pay is added to the steer. Then the steer is 
slaughtered by a corporation and that corporation adds its 
tax. Then the hide of the steer continues its interesting and 
thrilling journey and goes to a tannery, controlled by a cor- 
poration, and of course that corporation adds its tax. Then, 
in order to give the matter a home touch, the President takes 
the hide of his steer all the way to a New England shoe manu- 
facturing establishment, controlled by a corporation, which 
adds to the hide of the steer as it is manufactured into a pair 
of shoes the tax that it pays. Then the part of the hide that 
goes into the shoes pursues its interesting journey from the 
manufacturer to the wholesaler, also a corporation, which adds 
its tax. The wholesaler sends the shoes to the little country 
store near where the farmer lives, and where the shoe had its 
real origin. The President seems to think that some more 
taxes are added there, but unfortunately in this entire trip 
which the hides take from the feed lot back to the country 
storekeeper, from whom the farmer who sold the original hide 
now buys the shoes, the country storekeeper is the only one 
who does not have any income tax to pay and pass on. He 
has not made under this administration a taxable income. He 
is probably the only agency in the long trip of this hide back 
again to the farmer who under the President's theory is not 
able to add any tax. The President's theory is that when the 


farmer buys the pair of shoes he buys them burdened with all 
these taxes that have been put on that pair of shoes during 
the entire journey of this animal’s hide around the country, a 
couple of thousand miles and back again to the farmer, 
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That looks plausible, does it not, but it ought to make all of 
these old writers on political economy turn over in their 
graves to hear it asserted by the President of the United 
States, In this country, under capitalism as it exists to-day, 
profits come from the corporations engaged in business, and 
we have already under this administration relleved the cor- 
porations from their excess-profits tax. They do not pay that 
any more, and the rest of the taxes they pay are almost negligi- 
ble. It is corporations that handled this hide from the time it 
left the animal until it got back as shoes to the country 
storekeeper from whom the farmer bought the shoes. Always 
a corporation. We are not attempting under the Mellon plan 
to tax any corporation or to reduce taxes on any corporation, 
These are Individuals whose taxes we are reducing, and not a 
single individual who owns stock in any one of those corpora- 
tions which had to do with the handling and manufacturing 
of this hide into shoes and in the transportation which the 
President describes could ever add to the cost of that hide his 
income tax. He does not know how much he has made until 
the corporation at the end of its business year turns over to 
him his profits. He does not know whether he has made any 
profits or not. When he finds out what his aggregate profits 
are from all of the investments he has made in all of the cor- 
porations in which he is interested, then he is compelled under 
the law to contribute a portion of those profits toward earrying 
on the expenses of this Government. The income tax pald by 
the individual is the one tax which can not be passed on. 

Mr. Otto Kahn, the head of the firm of Kuhn, Loeb & Co., an 
expert on the subject of taxes, speaking from the standpoint of 
big business, insists that a rich man ought to pay one-third of 
his Income as taxes, and it is not proposed to make a rich man 
pay one-third of his income as taxes under any bill that has 
been yet suggested by the Republican leaders who, in the Cabi- 
net and on the floor of the House, have to do with this inter- 
esting question. 

Let me call your attention to what is the real danger to the 
capitalistic state. You all know what it is, if you stop to think 
about it. There is spreading through this country, and has 
been for a number of years, a wave of unrest, and when you 
attempt to analyze it you find it Is developed and created by 
the fact that under capitalism as it exists to-day, under the 
capitalistic state, and especially in this country, there is a 
tendency on the part of wealth to accumulate in the hands of 
just a few, because the people of this country and of the world 
demand now a mass production of goods. 

This is the age of the fron man in industry, and there has 
never been anything like it in the history of all the centuries 
until 60 years ago. Prior to the advent of the eapitalistic age 
in the world there was not much difference between the em- 
ployer and the employee in factories. They worked side by 
side at the same bench, or the employer worked in a little office 
in front. They worked with primitive tools, and they could get 
together at any time and settle questions of wages and hours 
of labor and the conditions under which they worked, and in 
those old precapitalistic days those matters were settled face 
to face and man to man by employers and employees. 

It can not happen now in the mass production made possible 
in the iron age. We have supplied the workers in factories 
with great automatic iron arms, and with those great automatic 
iron arms they can turn out a thousand times as much product 
as they could in the old days working with their hands. And 
so, if the labor of a man is measured by the amount of his 
manufactured product, and he can turn out a thousand times 
more than he could in the old precapitallstie days, it follows 
as a matter of course that somebody is making a thousand 
times as much. The laborer is not making it. But the corpora- 
tion employing him is making it. There follows as a matter of 
course these tremendous fortunes and this grouping of the 
wealth of the country in the hands of a comparatively few 

le, 
. if you know how much a Dillion dollars Is. I do 
not know myself, but in September last the National City Bank 
of New York issued a document in which they attempted to 
tell how much a Dillion dollars was. I ean quote safely, I 
think, the National City Bank without being charged with be- 
ing radical. 

The National City Bank called attention to the fact that 
up here in the Treasury Department there are six money 
counters who count money, and do nothing all day long but 
count money. ‘They say that is a nerve-racking operation. 
I never had enough to count to find out myself. [Laughter.] 
They say that those experts up there can count only 4,000 
silver dollars an hour, and that is all. Then the National 
City Bank says that if you get the best of those expert 


counters up there and put him to work counting silver dol- 
lars at 4,000 an hour, working eight hours a day and work- 
ing every day in the year, Including holidays and half of all 
the Sundays in the year, he can count a billion dollars, but 
it would take him a hundred years to do it. 

We have two men in the country who are worth almost 
that much—Andrew Mellon, who proposes this tax plan, and 
Henry Ford. Those two gentlemen, if they had commenced 
the minute after they were born counting silver dollars at 
4,000 an hour and done nothing else until the present moment 
could, neither of them, have counted up to the present moment 
as much money as he is now worth. It is safe to say that 
Henry Ford has ahead of him 10 more years of active busi- 
ness life. If his holdings keep on accumulating in the next 
10 years as they have in the decade just ended, his income 
at the end of that period will be $1,000,000 a day. 

Now, why can we not call attention to these objections to 
the capitalistic state without being denounced as unsafe 
radicals? I want to preserve the capitalistic state, not de- 
stroy it. Those who insist upon a correct method of taxa- 
tion—who insist upon compelling the rich to bear their just 
share of the burden of the taxes—are the real friends of the 
capitalistic state in this country. These are the men who are 
warding off a great danger; it is not those who insist on 
being relieved of taxes. They are just as much enemies of 
the capitalistic state as it exists to-day as the man who 
throws a bomb, because they carry with them more followers, 
and they have been doing it by a system of propaganda and 
coercion without a parallel In the history of this country. 

The advent of the Mellon plan was heralded by the trumpet- 
ing of the very rich, and it has been carried on by a system 
of propaganda and misrepresentation of economic facts which 
has never been paralleled in the history of any country. 

And they announce—the President and Andrew W. Mellon 
and the gentleman who has taken his seat—that direct taxes 
are not direct at all under the present system; that direct taxes 
are really indirect. The rich, 11,000 of them, who will be 
benefited more by this bill than by the proposals we have made, 
shout loudly throughout the land, using the various capitalistic 
journals of this country, “ Relieve not us of taxation, but 
relieve the very poor of taxation; relieve the farmers from 
taxation, because when you tax us you do not tax us at all 
When you tax us you tax the poor, and you tax 6,000,000 or 
7,000,000 farmers of this land.” 

Is it not surprising that anybody believes in that kind of 
nonsense? Then they assemble about them a tremendous, 
clamoring following. Now, if you repeat anything enough times 
and loud enough and print it often enough, you will get a lot 
of people to believe it is true; and so we have in this land 
thousands of the poor who do not pay any of these income 
taxes at all, and many thousands who will be relieved much 
more by our plan than this Mellon plan, insisting, “ For God's 
sake do not tax the rich, because when you do it you are 
taxing us.” 

That is nonsense, every bit of it, even if it does come from 
the Secretary of the Treasury. While I have great respect 
for the Secretary of the Treasury, who is a genial gentleman, 
I do not think he knows much about these economic problems, 
He tells us in his blography that he is a banker by profession, 
and then he proceeds to tell us that he is a graduate of an 
obscure Pennsylvania college, and then in the biography he 
gives out, that stretches across the pages of the books in two 
or three lines, he indicates the honorary titles—doctor of laws, 
and so forth—conferred upon him by various institutions in 
this country, some of them by colleges of standing and some 
of them by colleges of no standing at all. He is so proud of it 
that he calls attention to the fact that a military academy in 
Pennsylvania, which does not make any pretense of activity 
along cultural lines, has conferred upon him the degree of 
doctor of laws. The degree of doctor of laws in this country 
does not mean anything now. Over in England they make the 
very rich, who are generously inclined and willing to pay for it, 
peers of the realm. 

We can not do that here, so the colleges make them doctors 
at law. These titles the Secretary of the Treasury wears as 
proudly as the dusky belle in the villages and jungles of Africa 
wears a ring in her ndse. They mean nothing whatever; they 
simply mean this: That the man who receives them is very rich 
and that he is growing old and that he shows signs of being 
benevolent. These college faculties and college trustees want 


him to remember them, if not while he lives, at least after he 
passes away. They do not mean äs much as the diplomas con- 
ferred by these medical diploma mills we are trying so hard to 
suppress in this country. _ 
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I am not surprised that the Secretary of the Treasury knows 
80 little about economic problems in this capitalistic age of this 
country. 

Now, I want to call your attention to something else that is 
going on. Let us concede for the purposes of this argument that 
there is a diffusion of these taxes; that the taxes you levy upon 
the rich are paid by the poor. If that is true, then the taxes 
we levied in 1923—the taxes we levied upon the rich in 1923— 
were paid by the poor and the rich have recouped their losses 
for 1923; they have got them all back again; they have been 
passed on in the manufactured goods that have been purchased 
and in the rents which the poor have really paid. Now, assum- 
ing that they are correct about that, let us see where that leads 
them, In 1928 the Secretary of the Treasury announced that 
there would be a deficit of something like $279,000,000, but it 
seems now there is a surplus of $300,000,000 for 1923. So he is 
going to give back the surplus taxes collected in 1923. To 
whom? To the soldiers of this country in adjusted compensa- 
tion? Why, certainly not. To the poor of this country who 
have paid these bills and reimbursed the very rich? Why, 
certainly not. He is going to pay them back to the income-tax 
payers who paid the tax in the first instances and who, accord- 
ing to his theory, have got all their amounts back again. He is 
going to pay a very large bonus to the very rich. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINEY. Yes. 

Mr. MURPHY. The gentleman is a member of the Ways and 
Means Committee and has studied the tax problem. 

Mr. RAINEY. I will ask the gentleman to be brief. 

Mr. MURPHY. I am very anxious to know what his judg- 
ment is with reference to any tax bill that is now before the 
House, as to whether it will produce enough revenue to take 
care of adjusted compensation for the soldiers? 

Mr. RAINEY. I am coming to that, and if I have the time I 
will discuss it, and if not I will discuss it at another time. 
Either of these bills can easily be so arranged that they will 
take care of adjusted compensation. There need be no trouble 
about that. 

Under the Mellon plan there is to be no bonus for the soldiers, 
but there is going to be a bonus for the very rich who paid these 
taxes, and most of them, including, I am afraid, Mr. Mellon 
himself, were war profiteers. Under this rebate that they pro- 
pose Mr. Mellon himself will get a rebate of over $400,000, a 
bonus for himself, 


JUGGLING FIGURES IN THE TREASURY DEPARTMENT. 


Now, I am going to call attention to something, and I want to 
be careful about it, because I am going to be responsible for 
what I say. I want to call attention to the fact that on the 
. 24th day of January, 1922, Andrew W. Mellon sent a letter, a 
enrefully considered letter, to the chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee. It Is printed in the hearings before the 
Ways and Means Committee of the Sixty-seventh Congress, 
1921-1923. In the letter he said that it appears from the data 
in his possession—I will not read it, because I can tell it quicker 
than I can read it—that the deficit for 1922 would be $24,000,000, 
and the deficit for 1923 would be $279,000,000; that it was ap- 
parent that there would be no money left for extraordinary ex- 
penses such as the bonus, 

That is the letter, and the reason uppermost in the mind of 
the Secretary of the Treasury in sending that letter was the 
defeat of the bonus. And that is where the juggling of figures 
comes in that the papers of to-day are talking about. That was 
the deliberate statement of the Secretary of the Treasury on 
the 24th day of January, 1922, and he refers in that letter to 
the Actuary of the Treasury as authority for the statements he 
then made. 

Now, the actuary was before the Committee on Ways and 
Means just a few days ago, and in reply to my questions he 
said—I have his reply here: 


Mr. Raney. On January 24, 1922, the Secretary of the Treasury in 
a letter addressed to the chairman of the committee announced that the 
deficit for 1922 would be $24,000,000 and the deficit for 1923- would be 
$279,000,000. Now, I understand he says there was a surplus in 1923 
of over $300,000,000. 


So there was a mistake in the estimates there of nearly 
$600.000,000 for 1923, And the Secretary goes on to state that 
he got those figures from the actuary. I asked this question of 
the actuary himself, and this is the actuary’s reply: 


Mr. McCor. The figures used in the Secretary’s report for 1922, upon 
which the deficit or surplus was based, were not my figures. I did 
supply figures estimating the revenues but they were not used. 


And later on, I read again: 


Mr. Rarvey. Can you give us your figures for 1923? 
Mr, McCoy. I have not them with me. 


Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINEY. Yes. a 

Mr. MILLS. I am sure the gentleman does not want to p 
duce a wrong impression. 

Mr. RAINEY. No; of course not. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman also put in the Recorp Mr, 
McCoy's statement as to why his figures were not used? 

: 55 RAINEY, If the gentleman will call my attention to it 

w 

Mr, MILLS. It is on the next page of that very same hear- 
ing. Mr, McCoy stated that in 1922 the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue claimed that inasmuch as it was their function to col- 
lect internal revenue, they thought their figures should be ac- 
cepted rather than an outside actuary. 

Mr. RAINEY. The gentleman is right about that; he did 
say that and I was coming to that. He said his figures were 
not used but the figures of the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
were used. I thank the gentleman for that contribution to my 
speech and I had almost omitted that part of it. In other 
words, the evidence shows that up there in the Treasury De- 
partment at that time they had two sets of figures, one set 
given them by the actuary and the other set furnished by the 
Internal Revenue Bureau. The actuary’s figures would not 
sustain the conclusion announced by the Secretary in his 
effort to defeat the bonus, but the figures supplied by the 
Revenue Bureau would sustain that proposition. And with 
both sets of figures before him, one set by the sworn actuary 
of this Government and the other set made by some clerk 
in the Revenue Bureau, the Secretary of the Treasury de- 
liberately used the set of figures which were wrong. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Why, the trouble with this administration is that it has 
too many Daughertys, too many Denbys—or, I believe, it 
has not too many Denbys now, because since I commenced 
this speech he has resigned. [Applause.] Too many Falls 
it has had in the past, and too many Andrew W. Mellons. 
Why, this record, which my friend the gentleman from New 
York has helped me to develop with his interruptions, is 
worse than the record made by Denby. The record made by 
Denby is this: Naval officers advised him against the oil 
leases he was about to make, and he sent them to sea and 
demanded that he be furnished with more tractable naval 
officers who would back up what he did. But the Secretary 
of the Treasury goes further than that and should be criti- 
cized to a much greater degree than anybody should ever 
criticize Denby. The Secretary of the Treasury maintains 
an arrangement in his bureau by which he can get any set 
of figures at any time to prove any kind of a statement he 
wants to make on any subject. I would like to know what 
revenue Official supplied these figures and whether for that 
kind of service, for stultifying himself in that way, he has 
been promoted or not. 

At any rate, he has not been sent out of the department. I 
have not heard of any discharges on that account. The time 
has come to investigate the Secretary of the Treasury, and the 
time Is right here. Deliberately, and with a purpose to mis- 
lead, with the purpose of defeating the soldiers“ bonus as it 
came up then, and with the purpose of leading to presidential 
messages which violated the plighted troth of the Republican 
Party, he advised a committee of this House and he advised the 
President of this tremendously false deficit, using the set of fig- 
ures that best served his purposes. I have now no confidence in 
any figures used by that department. He says that our bill 
will not yield enough revenue, according to figures which he 
gets from some source or other. He has all kinds of figures up 
there that will suit his purposes and he says our bill will not 
yield enough revenue. We have still on the Ways and Means 
Committee five gentlemen, Democrats, who helped to frame the 
first income-tax law, and four of them are experts in the mat- 
ter of taxation, Mr. GARNER of Texas, Mr. Hurt of Tennessee 
and Mr. Cortrer of Mississippi, and Mr. Dickinson of Missouri: 
The fifth happens to be myself, and I do not claim anything 
for myself, but I claim this for Judge Hurd of Tennessee. He 
is the father of the income-tax law in this country. I claim 
for him that he knows more about income taxes in this country 
and in the world than Andrew W. Mellon and all of his hire- 
lings, who are ready to furnish any kind of statement he wants 


at any time [applause], and I would rather have his judgment 


and the judgment of the three other old Democrats who haye 
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served on that committee than the judgment of Andrew W. 
Mellon. 

Mr, SCHAFER. Will the gentleman yield for two questions? 

Mr. RAINEY. If you will make them short. 

Mr. SCHAFER. I am not defending the Secretary of the 
Treasury's plan. 

Mr. RAINEY. No; it can not be defended. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Iam opposed to the Mellon plan. I am not 
defending the administration. 

Mr. RAINEY. I congratulate the gentleman. 

Mr. SCHAFER. But you have injected the matter of politics 
and the adjusted compensation and the millionaires. 

Mr. RAINEY. Yes. 

Mr. SCHAFER. Is it not a fact that many of these mil- 
lionaires who are opposing the adjusted compensation at this 
time and who are for the Mellon plan made their millions under 
a Democratic administration? 

Mr. RAINEY. Oh, many of them added to their millions 
during the dark days of the war when the blue of the flag 
seemed about to be fading away in the blue of the skies. You 
are right about it, sir; many of them did make their millions 
then, when 4,000,000 boys were being taken away from the 
farms and the cities and sent to the camps and sent across the 
seas. You are right about it, many of them did make their 
millions as those boys marched across the fields of Flanders, as 
they were mowed down by the guns of the enemy. That is 
when they made their millions. They stayed at home and 
profiteered, and then as the boys came back, as the caskets 
covered with the colors and guarded by the friends of the dead 
moved across this continent to their resting places in little 
cemeteries throughout the land, then these millionaires you 
talk about who made their millions in this way in the hour of 
stress for their country, inaugurated this movement—inaugu- 
rated antibonus organizations and financed them too, in order 
to destroy the pitiful adjusted compensation we proposed to 
pay them. [Applause.] Oh, you can not do anything in this 
country, you can not call attention to these law-defying 
classes in this country, you can not call attention to the ap- 
palling economic effect of the situation which they have ereated, 
without being charged with making a political speech. 

You can not call attention to the stealings of a Secretary of the 
Interior without being charged with making a political speech. 
You can not call attention to this fraud on the people of this 
country, in the Treasury Department in this juggling of figures, 
and furnish the facts about it—you can not do that without 
being charged with making a political speech. Call this a politi- 
cal speech if you will, I do not care. I am telling the exact 
truth, and on that side you all know It. I am going to stand 
always against such things. 

Andrew W. Mellon has so injected himself into this fight that 
I want to discuss him for just a little while and see where he 
stands on this proposition and what he stands for. He is 
usually a pleasant gentleman, but he has said mean things 
about our bill. He says that his bill, the Mellon plan, “is the 
result of experience and study.” 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield the gentleman 10 minutes. 

Mr. RAINEY. And that our plan is “a makeshift”; that 
his is “a business plan” and ours is “ political.” He champions 
a plan which will relieve him of $2,100 of taxes every day in 
the year. Of course, that plan is the result of “ experience and 
study.” This is a “ business plan,” and when we oppose it, we 
are standing for a “ makeshift” and our plan is political.“ I 
want to show you how easy it is, under the capitalistic system, 
for these millionaires to develop. There is no way of correct- 
ing this condition except by resorting to a taxation system, to 
inheritance taxes, which they do not dare to propose, and to 
higher taxes on the incomes of the yery rich. Oh, there is 
another way of doing it, and they have adopted that way over 
in Russia, It is more severe, even the very rich will admit, than 
a resort to taxation. Over there they just kill the rich and 
divide thelr holdings among the drones who never do anything, 
and that is the only other way of doing it, except by resorting 
to the taxing system. We know there must be some way of 
doing it, and those of us who believe in maintaining the capi- 
talistie system, the mass production of goods as it goes on, 
favor the only method we ought ever to apply in this country, 
and that is the method of taxing the very rich through inherit- 
ance and income taxes. 

In 1888 a few gentlemen, Mr. Mellon being the principal 
among them, organized in the eity of Pittsburgh the Pitts- 
burgh Reduction Co. At that time Charles M. Hall had in- 
vented a method of producing aluminum in electric ovens. 
Prior to that time aluminum was almost a precious metal in 
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the United States. They organized the Pittsburgh Reduction 
Co. with a paid-in capital of $20,000. That is all the money 
they ever paid in except reinvested profits. In a year or so 
that developed into the Aluminum Co. of America, and the 
Aluminum Co. of America is now a $20,000,000 corporation. 
They invested in the Aluminum Co. of America a part of their 
profits, not all of them, but part of them, until they had made 
an actual investment in that company of a little over $1,000,000, 
and that is all they have ever invested in it and that is the 
$20,000,000 Aluminum Co. of America which we have to-day. 

In 1913, in the hearings on the Underwood bill, Arthur W. 
Davis appeared there representing Mr. Mellon, one of the 
officials of his company, asking for a continuance of a tariff of 
7 cents a pound on aluminum. At that time I cross-examined 
him. Then again when he appeared in 1921, when the Fordney 
bill wás under consideration, with the same proposition I 
cross-examined him on both these occasions, 1918 and 1921, 
and developed these facts: That the Aluminum Co. of America 
in 1912-13 was paying about 15 per cent on a capitalization 
of $20,000,000. In other werds, it was paying them from 180 to 
235 per cent every year on the money actually invested. Mr. 
Davis admitted that. In 1921 he admitted that they were 
paying a dividend on $20,000,000 of 12 per cent every year, or 
a profit of 140 per cent on the amount of original capital and 
reinvested capital in the business, and a profit of 1,000 per 
cent on the money which they originally put into the enter- 
prise. That is the Aluminum Co. of America, that is Mr. 
Mellon's company. 

During the Taft administration Mr. Davis testified that he 
prepared with the officers of the company an agreement fixing 
a world price for aluminum. At that time the Mellon Co. 
had expanded until they had the Northern Aluminum Co. in 
Canada, that operated along the St. Lawrence River where 
there is water power, with a capitalization of $500,000, and the 
American Bauxite Co. At that time Mr. Mellon’s company had 
obtained the water power along the Soo Rapids and were the 
largest users of electric energy at Niagara. They also had 
organized the Pine Grove Realty Co. and the United States 
Aluminum Co., which was a fabricating company and making 
aluminum utensils. At that time they had the absolute mo- 
nopoly of the production of aluminum in the United States, 

But there were foreign companies operating under the pat- 
ents that they themselves owned, and they wanted to be pro- 
tected from any possibile competition by them. So Mr, Mel- 
lon’s officers prepared an agreement fixing a world price for 
aluminum. You will find this all in the hearings. Mr. Davis 
admitted it all. They took the agreement to the Attorney 
General—this was under the Taft administration, when there 
were the Ballinger scandals and the Sugar Trust thefts and 
these other scandals almost as bad as we have to-day—we 
have waited eight years for them to come again, and they 
always appear under a Republican administration. The Attor- 
ney General said, Les; it all right; you could do that if you 
don't sign the agreement.” Well, all the other companies in 
the world signed it, including Mr. Mellon’s Canadian company, 
and they developed aluminum in Norway, southern France, and 
England, where there is an abundance of water power. 

In the making of aluminum it takes bauxite, which is noth- 
ing but clay, and water, and the Mellon companies are now a 
part of the Water Power Trust in this country. 

While the American company did not sign the agreement, 
Mr. Mellon had his Canadian company sign it. In 1913 I said 
to Mr. Davis, “ One reason why Mr. Mellon’s company did not 
sign the world trust agreement which you prepared was be- 
eause to-day we have a law in this country which would pre- 
vent it.“ He said, “ I must say that you have stated the matter 
fairly.” 

This is the way Mr. Mellon got rich. This is the way Mr. 
Mellon accumulated a fortune which makes him the second 
richest man in the world, This is the Secretary of the Treasury, 
who devotes his time, not to his business but to escaping taxes 
through a control of the party to which he belongs. 

But this is not the only way. He has other enterprises. I 
have not given you the profits of his various other aluminum 
companies, When we prepared the Underwood bill this same 
Mr. Davis appeared before us and said, “ We had been enjoying 
a tariff of 7 per cent upon aluminum and we want it retained.” 
Of course we did not retain under these circumstances any such 
duty, but we reduced the tariff to 2 cents a pound on aluminum. 
During the entire period of the Democratic control the pro- 
tection which they recelved was 2 cents a pound on aluminum, 
and they did not get that with my consent. 

As soon as we began to frame the Fordney bill this same Mr. 
Davis appeared, and I cross-examined him again. You will find 
it in the hearings. I said, “ Under the Payne-Aldrich bill you 


received 7 per cent, under the Underwood bill -you received 2 
cents, and you want the 7 cents restored:” He said, “Yes; we 
want 7 cents.” L asked him if they brought in any more alumi- 
num under the 2 cent rate than they did the 7-cent rate, and 
he said, “ No; about the same amount.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Tue time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has again expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield the gentleman five minutes more. 

Mr. RAINEY. And mow you would not be surprised, would 
you, if you learned that they got T per cent? Jn- drafting tariff 


bills the Republican Party have an exceedingly easy way of, 


doing it. If there are two witnesses who appear before the 
Ways and Means Committee, each one suggesting a different 
rate, they have an easy way of settling the matter. They 
settle it in favor of the witness who suggests the higher rate. 
Here, there was but one witness, and he spoke for an absolute 
monopoly, and he wanted 7 cents, the same as they had under 
the -Payne-Aldrich bill. 

That would offset every difference In labor cost of pro- 
duction, he said. Do vou know what they gave him? This is 
what the Republican Party gave him. They gave him 9-cents 
a pound, because Mr. Mellon, who owned these companies, was 
the Secretary of the Treasury, with all the power and the 
patronage that went with ‘that office. 


the .conditions that prevail now? Thank God for the La 
Follettes! Thank God for the Johnsons! Thank God for the 
Frears; and Mr. Freax is the biggest man and the bravest of 
all of them. Thank God for them. The Mellon plan ought to 
be defeated, and you gentlemen know it. 

This is not the only avenue that has been presented to .the 
Secretary of the Treasury for accumulating this tremendous 
fortune. Do you think he is going to take any money out of 
the Aluminum Co. of America, which is making for him now 
140 per cent every year, and put it into tax-exempt securi- 
ties that pay 41 or 5 per cent? Do you expect that to be done? 
It is absurd. He is not going to take anything out of that. 
Probably he has some tax-exempt securities. Recently a 
brother multimillionaire—and when multimillionaires fall out 
we begin to find out something—defied him to suy how much of 
his wealth he got from distilleries, and he never answered. I 
remember, when he took control of the Treasury Department, 
at that time the New York newspapers stated that he was the 


largest holder of bonded whisky in warehouses in the United | 


States. He never denied that. I wonder how much of it he 


owns now? Jt is impossible to find out what the withdrawals | 


have been. He stands at the outlet there. He controls the 
withdrawals. Of course they withdraw whisky from the 
bonded warehouses. It has assumed now a tremendous value 
under the Volstead Act. They take it out for the purpose of 
healing the sick. That may be one way of ‘healing the sick; I 
do not know; but assuming that it is an exeellent way of heal- 
ing the sick, Mr. Mellon ought not to be allowed a monopoly of 
this method of healing the sick. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAINEY. Les. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I wish to ask the gentleman if he has con- 
sidered section 243 of the Revised -Statutes of 1878, which was 
approved by George Washington on December 2, 1789, to the 
effect that no person directly or indirectly interested in busi- 
ness or commerce should be appointed Secretary of the Treas- 
ury? 

Mr. RATNEY. Yes; I have often thought of that, and it is 
time for the électorate of this country to commence to think 
about it seriously, more seriously even than in the past. Mr. 
Mellon put that whisky into bonded warehouses, whisky prob- 
ably from his own distilleries. At that time it was worth, 
probably, a dollar a gallon. It has increased now in value up 
to $30 a gallon, and all he had to do was to walt. It is almost 
as profitable as aluminum. He did nothing to make it increase 
in value. Industrious, hardworking bootleggers fix the price 
for Mr. Mellon's supply of whisky in bonded warehouses, and he 
lets it out for the purpose of healing the sick. Nobody can 
find out anything about the withdrawals, nor whose whisky 
has gone out of the bonded warehouses. I defy Mr. Mellon to 
say how much whisky he had in bonded warehouses at the be- 
ginning of his control of the withdrawals, and how much he 
has now. It will be an exceedingly illuminating Proposition 
to givesto the people of the country. 

Democrats were not permitted to assist in the preparation 
of this bill so far as it relates to the normal surtax rates. Be- 
hind closed doors Republican members prepared these rates. 
There was little dispute over the remaining sections of the bill 
the administrative sections. In other words, administration 
leaders haye preferred to make the income-tax rates in this bill 
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u political proposition, and Mr. Mellon charges our bill with 
being a political bill. I remember that in the Sixty-sixth Con- 
gress Democratic members of the committee were excluded 
from the room while Republican members prepared a soldiers’ 
adjusted compensation ‘bill as a partisan political measure. I 
charged on the floor that it was prepared simply to carry the 
Republican Party over the elections and that it would be killed 
in the Senate. They denied it most vigorously, but this was 
done, and then came the present administration and the veto 
of the bill by one President and the promised veto by another 
President, the juggling of figures by the second richest man in 
the world to make those vetoes possible, and the propaganda 
which is now being carried on against it. The soldiers have 
been handed .a gold brick and they are beginning to under- 
stand it. 
MELLON A TAX DODGER. 

An -examination of the Government actuary, Mr. Joseph F. 
(MeCoy, on the 13th day of February developed also another 
‘startling fact. There are six income-tax payers in the United 
States who pay no normal tax. They are the six men in the 
(United States whose income is $3,000,000 per year and more 
than $3,000,000 -per year. They have so invested their funds 
in corporate securities and in other ingenious ways that they 


i| have been able to escape the payment of the normal tax. They 
Can you expect any relief from the Republican Party under 


aie ca world's six greatest tax dodgers, and Mr. Mellon is one 
0 em. 

His treatment of the soldier is so thoroughly approved by 
other Republican leaders, the juggling of figures in his depart- 
ment, his method of dodging the normal tax—all these things 
are the result of “study and experience.” This method of doing 
things is merély a “business proposition.” Those of us who 
have courage enough to call attention to it are doing so for 
““political purposes” and not for “sound economic reasons.” 
The amount of normal tax Mr. Mellon escaped last year by his 
tax-dodging methods, if his income is only $3,000,000 a year— 
and it will amount to much more than that—is $239,680; but 
this, of course is a“ business method“; “the result of experi- 
ence and study.” 

Since I commenced this speech the passing of Denby has been 
announced. He has resigned from the high position he has 
been holding. The administration of President Coolidge will 
purify itself still more if the President also dispenses with the 
services of Daugherty and Mellon. The President is .carrying 
a load no President can carry through an election year. The 
passing of Denby and Fall will not be mourned. Peace to their 
ashes. An aroused public conscience will make it impossible 
for the efforts of this administration to relieve the very rich 


| from paying their share of the burden of supporting this Goy- 


ernment. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has again expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the gentleman five 
minutes more time, if he desires it. 

Mr. RAINET. I thank my friend, but I will not take it. I 
do not want time which really belongs to others. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes 
‘to the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM]. 

THE PRINCIPAL issn. s 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, not since the memorable 
national campaign of 1896, when the major portion of the Demo- 
cratic Party under its then newly discovered peerless leader 
sought the debasement of our national currency and the par- 
‘tial repudiation of public and private indebtedness by the 
proposal to change our monetary system from a single to a 
double standard, have the people of the eountry been 80 
aroused by and interested in an economic,qnestion as they are 
to-day by and in the issue of tax revision. As in 1896, the 
Republican Party has sounded the alarm for legislation de- 
signed to promote the general welfare of all the people and 
‘Secure the greatest good to the greatest number. In the 
‘silver campaign the Democratic slogan was: “Thon shalt not 
press upon the brow of labor a crown of thorns nor ernetfy 
it upon a cross of gold.“ To-day the similar ery in less ele- 
gant phrase is: “Soak the rich and get the votes of the poor.“ 
In the former battle for national welfare many thoughtful 
and clear-minded Democrats left their party. On the present 
issue many Democrats disagree with the party leadership in 
this House, but by invoking the caucus rule the ‘Democratic 
membership here has prevented any of their number from 
joining in ‘the task of tax revision or tax reform instead of mere 
tax reduction. I predict that before this issue is settled 
finally many Democrats in the country will repudiate the 
leadlership here as that leadership has already been repuiliated 
by ‘influential representatives of ‘the Democratie press. The 
New York Times in an editorial of ‘the 15th ‘instant condemns 
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the action of the Democratic caucus and asks: “Who gave 
these gentlemen authority to express the Democratic fiscal and 
economic policy?” They then quote the declaration of that 
party.at San Francisco, to which I shall refer presently. 

This editorial reads in part as follows: 


If a Democrat in the House is liberal and wise enough to judge the 
Mellon plan—likewise in purpose and effect a Glass-Houston-Wilson 
plan—on its merits and for the good of the country, he isn't allowed 
to vote for it unless he made a specific contract, so to speak, with his 
constituents. 

The Democratic caucus rule in question doesn't insure party soll- 
darity. It fetters, or seeks to fetter, the exercise of free opinion 
unless that has been communicated to “the home district.” It may 
be said that the working of the rule is unimportant in this case since 
two-thirds of ali the Democrats voted for the Garner plan. But it 
may be asked: “ Who gave these gentlemen authority to express the 
Democratic fiscal and economic policy?’ Until the next Democratic 
National Convention the dogma of San Francisco must stand. [Quot- 
ing the platform. 


The Times then concludes: 


National Democratic approval of a Democratic-Republican, a car- 
dinal national, plan of tax reduetion—and Mr. Mellon’s, not Mr. 
Garner's, surtaxes, 


In fact, it would not be surprising if the Democratic Party 
itself in the next national convention should repudiate the 
caucus action of the representatives of that party here. The 
arguments for tax reform have been so ably stated by many 
of its supporters that it is difficult to find new words and new 
forms in which to state the position of those who support that 
side of the question. However, I beg your attention to one 
statement which is about as clear, concise, and apt as it could 
well be made. 

Listen to this: 


We advocate tax reform and a searching revision of the war revenue 
acts to fit peace conditions, so that the wealth of the Nation may not 
be withdrawn from productive enterprise and diverted to wasteful or 
nonproductive expenditures, 


Who made this statement? The Democratic Party. I find 
it in the nxtional platform of the Democracy adopted at San 
Francisco in July, 1920. How does this declaration jibe with 
the proposed Democratic action in this House? How can “ tax 
reform” and “revision of the war revenue acts” be accom- 
plished “to fit peace conditions so that the wealth of the 
Nation may not be withdrawn from productive enterprise“ ? 
Can it be done by leaving: surtaxes at a maximum of 44 per 
cent, which, together with the proposed normal tax of 6 per 
cent, will leave a total tax in the highest bracket of 50 per 
cent? When men are not placing their investments in pro- 
ductive enterprise with a maximum tax of 58 per cent, will 
they change their attitude and practice because this tax has 
been reduced by 8 per cent, to 50 per cent? Of course, the 
question answers itself. No one but a philanthropist who is 
anxious to donate money to the Federal Treasury or an en- 
thusiast who will sacrifice income for the pleasure of producing 
a pet invention, or the unfortunate victim who already has his 
money invested in an industry from which he can not extricate 
himself, would think of placing or leaving his money in a 
hazardous and competitive enterprise which, with gross earn- 
ings as high as 10 per cent, would leave him only a net income 
on his capital of 5 per cent, while his whole income would still 
be subject to all manner of local taxation. Even a surtax of 
25 per cent with a normal tax of 6 per cent would require gross 
earnings of 10 per cent to yield a net income of 6% per cent, 
but stili leaving the whole income subject to all kinds of State 
and municipal taxes on both income and capital. 

Reverting to the Democratic attitude on thig question, it 
would not be surprising if the next Democratic National Con- 
vention should adhere to its pronouncement at the convention 
of 1920. In fact, that convention would be compelled to do 
that unless it should elect deliberately to repudiate the late 
lamented President Wilson and both of his Secretaries of the 
Treasury, Messrs. Grass and Houston. 

In his message to Congress on December 2, 1919, President 
Wilson said: 


The Congress might well consider whether the higher rates of income 
and profits taxes can in peace times be effectively productive of reve- 
nue, and whether they may not, on the contrary, be destructive of 
business activity and productive of waste and inefficiency. There is a 
point at which in peace times high rates of income and profits taxes 
discourage energy, remove the incentive to new enterprise, encourage 
extravagant expenditures, and produce industrial stagnation, with con- 
sequent unemployment and other attendant evils, 


In his annual report in 1919, Secretary of the Treasury 
Grass made this statement: 


The upmost brackets of the surtax have already passed the point of 
productivity and the only consequence of any further increase would be 
to drive possessors of these great incomes more and more to place their 
wealth in the billions of dollars of wholly exempt securities heretofore 
issued and still being issued by States and municipalities, as well as 


those heretofore issued by the United States. This process not only 
destroys a source of revenue to the Federal Government, but tends to 
withdraw the capital of very rich men from the development of new 
enterprises and place it at the disposal of State and municipal gov- 
ernments upon terms so easy to them (the cost of exemptions from 
taxation falling more heavily upon the Federal Government) ag to 
stimulate wasteful and nonproductive expenditure by State and munici- 
pal governments. 


In 1920 Secretary Houston said in his annual report: 


Since the adoption of the heavy war surtaxes in the revenue act of 
1917 the Treasury has repeatedly called attention to the fact that 
these surtaxes are excessive; that they have passed the point of maxi- 
mum productivity and are rapidly driving the wealthier taxpayers to 
transfer their investments into the thousands of millions of tax-free 
securities which compete so disastrously with the industrial and rail- 
road securities upon the ready purchase of which the development of 
industry and the expansion of foreign trade intimately depend. 


These expressions by the Democratic National Convention 
and by the leaders of the last Democratic national administra- 
tion employ the same arguments for lower surtaxes that are 
now urged by the Republican administration. 

Let us not delude ourselves about the Mellon plan. There is 
more back of it than propaganda. There is a sound economic 
principle; there is the determination of the people, ‘regardless 
of party, that the time has come for an adjustment of Federal 
taxation to meet the necessities of the arts and industries of 
peace. The people are willing to pay sufficient taxes to liquidate 
the cost of the war, but they are not willing to have those taxes 
assessed and collected in such ways and according to such plans 
that unnecessary burdens will be laid upon the earning power 
and efficiency which must furnish the means for the payment 
of taxes. The most important thing in this country to-day is to 
lay plans for the preservation and enlargement of our present 
prosperity. That can not be done by confiscatory attacks upon 
capital which must be employed to furnish labor to the wage 
earner, markets for the farmer, and assistance to business of 
every kind. 

In 1896 demagogic appeals to the masses against the so- 
ealled classes and promises of artificial prosperity by enlarging 
the volume and debasing the standard of our currency seemed 
for a while destined to succeed at the polls, but the sober 
second thought of the American people convinced them that the 
experience of mankind as well as of our people outweighed a 
seeming temporary benefit and that, after all, capital, the sub- 
stance and sine qua non of husbandry, industry, and trade, 
could not be stricken down without injury to all the people. 
Neither can the just rewards and returns to enterprise and 
initiative be denied without injury to all of society, including 
the toilers and workers whose very livelihood is dependent upon 
the investment of capital. For myself, I am not much con- 
cerned about compromise rates for the income-tax schedule. 
I want rates which will benefit the entire people, Every indi- 
vidual taxpayer, of course, wants a reduction of his own taxes. 
If the mere question is how to reduce taxes for the largest 
number of individuals, such reduction is easily made and may 
be temporarily popular, though even that proposition is doubt- 
ful, because not only the payers of small income taxes but those 
who pay no direct Federal taxes whatever—as for instance 
the great mass of the farmers and the wage earners—are be- 
ginning to understand that they ultimately pay the higher tax 
rates in the high cost of living and the inflation of values 
through which the high taxes are passed on to the consumer. 
Every balance sheet of industry, commerce, and banking figures 
tax payments as part of the cost of production and operation. 
The manufacturer, the wholesaler, the jobber, the retailer, the 
banker, the broker, the peddler, and the mender all pass on the 
tax to the last man who buys and can not pass on the cost, be- 
cause he must eat, wear, use, or occupy the thing which he has 
purchased. 

The generosity and forbearance of the war are 5 The 
people are looking for a proper adjustment of our bUsiness 
conditions and Congress will be held responsible for our part 
in shaping economic conditions. The wisest, necessary, and 
really only proper medium or relation through which govern- 
ment affects business is through the assessment and collection 
of taxes, particularly when taxes are as high as they now are 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2681 


and for a long time must remain to meet the needs of the 


Federal Government. The dissatisfaction and unrest of the 
people, for instance in the Northwest, are due to economic con- 
ditions. ‘They are forerunners of conditions such as existed in 
1892, 1893, and 1894, when Populism flourished in some parts 
of the land as a protest against hard times. We then needed a 
readjustment and it came, together with an unprecedented era 
of prosperity, with the reaffirmance of the gold standard and 
the adoption of a wise protective tariff. To-day we are enjoy- 
ing a measure and species of properity. 

It is based largely upon the necessity for production to replace 
the depleted stocks of merchandise following the diversion of 
industry to war purposes. But agriculture, whose products are 
seasonal and whose activities can not be stimulated to replenish 
the needs of former years, as they had to be met in some way 
even during the war to maintain the lives of the people, is still 
languishing. Europe is able to buy only a small part of our 
surplus products, both grown and manufactured, and is a keen 
competitor with us for foreign trade in depreciated currencies. 
All this means that we must prepare to establish our prosperity 
largely on a domestic basis. Our trade must be, more than ever 
before, with ourselves. We have become a creditor nation and 
can not compel foreign countries to trade with us to receive pay 
for our obligations to them. We must set our house in order 
for these conditions, We must make our own capital available 
for enterprise and investment. We must encourage and compel 
participation in productive activities that use our raw materials 
and give employment to our labor. Tax-exempt securities fur- 
nish a measure of employment, but they leave large debts to be 
paid by the people and passed on in increased tax burdens. 
These are the considerations and questions that will furnish the 
issues in this year’s campaign. The international issues of 1920 
are settled and do not agitate the people now. We have receded 
sufficiently from the war to get a rational perspective. The war 
debt must be paid, and sufficient taxes for that purpose must be 
raised, but these taxes must be spent with the maximum degree 
of economy and retrenchment and they must also be laid with 
as great consideration for other economic conditions as may be 
possible. The people now want to know how we propose to 
allocate and readjust the war costs so as to insure continued 
prosperity and happiness. No fine rhetoric, no special pleading 
for the alleged poor and consequent denunciation of the rich, no 
party caucus action by which we permit ourselves to be bound, 
will be deemed sufficient excuse by the people for our failure 
now to adopt a wise and beneficial tax-revision policy. 

Some interesting and amusing things have occurred in this 
debate. I heard a gentleman make such an imploring plea for 
the poor taxpayers, the small taxpayers, that he excited my 
sympathy and, to some extent, my curiosity. Upon investigation 
I find that in the county where this colleague lives in 1921 
there were actually 106 persons who filed income-tax returns 
and 57 persons who paid taxes. The fact is that we have 
altogether mistaken the situation as to who pay these taxes. 

The big argument of our Democratic friends is that their 
proposal will benefit a larger number of taxpayers than the 
proposal of the Committee on Ways and Means. In their 
minority report they state that their proposal— 


offers in a logical and constructive way more substantial reduction or 
relief to all the 6,600,000 persons on the income-tax rolls, according 
to the Treasury statistics for 1921, which are the latest, than does 
the Mellon tax proposal, except as to some 10,000 of the larger sur- 
tax payers. 


And on page 86 of the report they have inserted a table of 
income-tax rates by States so as to show the number of persons 
benefited more by the Democratic (GARNER) plap than by the 
Mellon plan, and they state this number to be exactly 6,641,262. 
The fact is that while there were 6,662,176 individuals who 
made income-tax returns in 1921, only 3,589,985 of them paid any 
tax whatever, and no tax whatsoever was paid by 3,072,191 per- 
sons whomadetax returns. Still our Democratic friends claim 
credit for giving a larger benefit to the more than 3,000,000 people 
who made returns but paid no taxes in 1921. Of course, this claim 
and “expert” method of making an estimate is on a par with 
the entire Democratic scheme which instead of using merely 
the surplus of $320,000,000 actually available in the Treasury 
will so largely reduce the income of the Government as to leave 
a deficit of over $300,000,000 when the law, if it should be 
passed, would become fully effective. The title of the bill, if 
the Democratice proposal is adopted, should be changed to read: 
“A pill to reduce taxes and create a deficit, and for other pur- 
poses,” the principal other purpose being to appeal to the prej- 
udices of the unthinking for votes in the election of 1924. 

The persistent argument of our opponents is that they are 
legislating in the interest of the small taxpayers. Who are 


these small taxpayers? Who pay the income taxes in the 
United States? The Democratic policy on this question is being 
controlled now as always by the Members who constitute the 
solid South of the Democracy. In these 10 States the total 
number who filed income-tax returns in 1921 was 626,147, of 
whom 200,188, or one-third, were in Texas, and at the ratio of 
actual taxpayers to the number of returns in the entire country 
(54 per cent), the total number of actual taxpayers in these 
States is 338,119, while New York alone has 1,066,637 making re- 
turns and 575,784 taxpayers, Pennsylvania 621,103 making re- 
turns and 335.395 taxpayers, Illinois 611,558 making returns and 
330,241 taxpayers, Massachusetts 388,442 making returns and 
209,758 taxpayers, California 886,082 making returns and 
208,584 taxpayers, Ohio 867,096 making returns and 198,232 
taxpayers, New Jersey 269,096 making returns and 145,812 tax- 
payers, and Michigan 250,147 making returns and 135,079 tax- 
payers. ‘These States, together with Texas, are all the States 
which in 1921 filed more than 200,000 income-tax returns and 
had in excess of 100,000 income-tax payers. In these eight 
Northern States, having a total of 2,192,487 income-tax payers 
in 1921, there were 127 Republicans and 53 Democrats in this 
House. These figures will interest the country. But when the 
issue comes before the peopie, I believe the conditions of 1896 
will be repeated. The appeal to the selfish individual interests 
will fail, while the appeal for the general welfare of the entire 
country will win. The American people are sound and wise. 
They will repudiate the purely political appeal and follow the 
larger and broader leadership, based on sound economic prin- 
ciples which promise benefits not merely to individual tax- 
payers, but to agriculture, manufacture, commerce, industry, and 
trade of every kind, and to all the people in the land. 

Even the appeal to the so-called poorer classes is without 
any real foundation. A. married man with an income of less 
than $5,000 does not pay any income tax if he has the ordinary 
family of a wife and three children unless his net income 
exceeds $3,700, and under the earned-income provisions of this 
bill those who pay any tax will have a further reduction of 
25 per cent on at least $5,000 and as high as $20,000 of their 
income. According to the Treasury Department, unmarried 
persons who have an exemption of $1,000 paid into the Treasury 
$150,000,000 more than they would have paid if their exemption 
had been $2.500. Under the pending bill this amount will be 
reduced by 25 per cent in accordance with the earned income 
section. ; 

I have procured a reliable compilation of the earnings of 
various classes of people as shown by the best available sta- 
tisties and records in the Library of Congress. These show 
that the annual earnings for the classes stated below are as 
follows: 

Based upon income-tax returns for 1921, sole proprietors of 
business earned the following average income: 

INDUSTRIAL GROUPS, 


8 ant, e 
ining and quarryingz _ ere 


Manufacturing 
Construction 
Transportation and other public utilities 


$ ; TRADES, 
Public service, professional, amusements, hotels, ete $2, 964 
Pinauce, behking: ‘Ineurance, “ete. e 8, 619 
Special cases, businesses not sufficiently defined to be classed 
inVany Other divisi¢tan Scns Ate oe ee ee 2, 811 


The report of the United States Coal Commission on the 
anthracite industry shows that miners’ laborers in 1921 earned 
from $100 to approximately $3,000 during the year, depending 
upon the number of days employed. Out of a total of 76,016, 
only 3,037 earned over $1,400. Outside men in the anthracite 
industry earned from $100 to $4,000, also depending upon the 
number of days employed, and the largest numbers in wage 
groups earned under $2,000, only 1,856 earning $2,000 and over. 

In the bituminous coal industry, according to the report of 
Ethelbert Stewart, filed as Senate Document 171 of the Sixty- 
seventh Congress, the average earnings for pick miners, ma- 
chine miners, and loaders, assuming each person to have worked 
every day of operation and to have earned as much per turn as 
during the pay period taken, were $1,357.40. 


RAILWAY EMPLOYEES—CLASS I RAILROADS. 
Actual average annual compensation, April, 1923. $1, 591. 04 
UNITED STATES STEEL CO. WORKERS. 


Average annual wage paid to employees in 192122 $1, 739. 00 
MALE FARM LABOR. 
Average wage per month, 1923:° 
a SE EAN EIN a Ne CIE NA CRE — $33.18 


33 
46.91 


oa 
Without ar! —T—T ewe 
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TEACHERS. 


Average annual salaries, 1921 to 1922, in all cities, except 
New York, from 2.500 population and over: 


Element. School teacher. 1. 824 
Junlor high weno tea chore se en es ED 
Elementary school principals „„ 2. — 5 


Junior high school principal ·ĩͤw·æĩ 
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, 5 


Average salaries as reported for classification purposes: 


basic salary. 


Service group. 
Professional and sclentific-.....__._--__.__-_ 62, 948 
Subprovessiona 5-28 tet oe He ery Retin el BOS 
Clerical, administrative, and fiscal... sd BB 
bs E ek ER nS ET PO de SPE es SE E 758 
i ee een oT Abert leprae an ea NE SE POT AE 979 


MUNICIPAL EMPLOYEES. 

An investigation, covering 27 cities in the United States, by 
the New York Chamber of Commerce, whose results were pub- 
lished in the American City Magazine for October, 1923, shows 
the following figures: 


Policemen. 
Annual salary range $1, 200 to $2, 280 
Average maximum salary_ — Re en 1,852 
Average minimum salary = /⸗éÿ 1, 585 
Firemen. 
Annual salary range. $1, 200 to 7. aoe 


arr.. ——-ʃ— , 
— — 1. 51 


——— GSP EE 


BUILDING TRADES. 


These trades include carpenters, cement finishers, electricians, 
hod carriers, building laborers, lathers, painters, plasters, plas- 
terers’ helpers, bricklayers, elevator constructors, gas fitters, 
hoisting engineers, marble-cutters, marble-setters, masons, orna- 
mental-iron workers, pipe coverers, plumbers, roofers, sheet- 
metal workers, steam fitters, steam fitters’ helpers, structural 
ironworkers, and tile setters. 

Their wages vary throughout the country, but even in the 
largest cities they rarely exceed 51.25 an hour, or a total of 
$10 for a working day. Very few of these trades are employed 
every day of the year. but, assuming that they should work 300 
days, their total earnings would not be over $3,000. 


OTHER WORKERS. 


It is needless to say that very few skilled or unskilled work- 
men in the United States get as high rates of wages as the men 
in the building trades in the large cities. I will insert some 
further figures proving this statement. 

Research Report No. 62 of the National Industrial Conference 
Beard, published in September, 1923, shows that the average 
weekly earnings of composite and classified groups of labor in 
23 industries in June, 1923, earned $27.12, classified as follows: 


For all male unskilled wage earners______________7_" 77 23.14 
For male skilled wage arne. 39. 90 
For women wage earners. =-=- — 11.4 


These figures show that very few of the wage earners and 
farmers of the country pay any substantial income taxes di- 
rectly, but they all pay their full share of the taxes which are 
diffused and passed on to the ultimate consumers. 

With reference to the building trades, I am myself 
familiar with the conditions in Chicago, and I have ascer- 
tained the situation in New York and other large centers of 
population, and I find that the average wages of all these 
building trades, which I haye enumerated above, are below 
those paid in Chicago and New York. where the average of 
such wages is not over $1.25 an hour for eight hours’ work, 
making a daily average of $10. None of these men are em- 
ployed throughout the whole year, but if they were, if they 
are heads of families, they would earn only $3,000, w 
as I said before, would place them in the exempt class of tax- 
payers. 

I have gone into these details for the purpose of showing 
that this much vaunted and boasted solicitude for the “ poor 
man” and the “wage earner” and the “average man” bas 
not much foundation in fact. The thing that will benefit the 
people of this country will be the maintenance of prosperity. 
A workingman will be worse off even with a larger reduction 
in his income tax—if he pays any—if he loses one week of 
employment or even two or three days of employment, by 
reason of the high surtaxes driving capital into nonproductive 
enterprises, than he would be with a smaller reduction of his 
income tax. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. i 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr, Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
two minutes more. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois is recog- 
nized for two minutes more. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will insert in the Rrcorp, because I 
have not time 


of tax appeals, which was 
particularly assigned to me in the consideration of this matter 
before the House by the Committee on Ways and Means. Per- 
haps I shall have an opportunity to discuss those questions 
if any interrogatories should be propounded when we reach 
them under the five-minute rule. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes ; I promised the gentleman from 
Ohio I would yield to him. 

Mr. MURPHY. ‘The gentleman has made a very excellent 
and logical speech on taxation, and it was a real treat to my 
intelligence. I am particularly interested in getting the gentle- 
man's views with reference to bringing in taxes in the pro- 
posed bills now pending before the House. Will they produce 
enough revenue to take care of the soldiers’ adjusted com- 
pensation? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will Say to the gentleman that of 
course I ‘know he has asked that question of all the members of 
the committee. 

Mr. MURPHY. I am honestly seeking for information. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I know that. I do not know that I can 
speak for other individuals on the committee besides myself, 
but I saw no indication that the individual members of the 
committee sought to take into account any other expenditures 
of the Government than those already provided for by law. 
We sought means to reduce the amount of revenues tg be col- 
lected with a view of meeting expenditures known at present. 
If additional expenditures are taken into consideration, such 
as the proposed soldiers’ adjusted compensation, the proposals 
to increase the pay of postal employees and to increase the pay 
of employees in other departments, if any of these are adopted 
they will make new drains upon the Treasury; but our duty 
at this time, in the construction of this bill, was to consider the 
surplus which had accumulated and which is available for the 
reduction of taxes, and we kept within the estimates of the 
Treasury Department in that matter. It is said that the tax 
reduction is $330,000,000. It is more than that; I think it is 
more nearly $390,000,000, but $60,000,000 are added to the re- 
ceipts formerly obtained by various provisions in the bill 
which we hope will stop evasions and stop gaps in the payment 
of taxes. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Ilinois 
has again expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman three 
minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois is recog- 
nized for three minutes more. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
further? f 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes, sir. 

Mr. MURPHY. In view of the condition that has come 
about in Congress since this bill was introduced, whereby no 
party can claim the credit for the passage of the tax measure 
as it now stands, or assert that it will be either a Democratie 
or a Republican plan of tax reduction—in that event what 
chance will there be, under the figures you have been working 
with, for the proposal for the soldiers’ adjusted compensation? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If the Democratic proposal is accepted 
we would not only use up the surplus of $330,000,000, but we 
would have a deficit of $300,000,000 in the Treasury, with which 
I presume the Democratic Party would try to pay the soldiers’ 
bonus. 

Mr. MURPHY. On what figures does the gentleman base 
his judgment? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. On the actual returns for the year 1921 
and on the figures as far as known for the receipts for 1923. 
The latter, however, have not been tabulated as yet or pub- 
lished. But the Treasury Department, and particularly the 
actuary, has taken them into account in furnishing the esti- 
mate, which estimate, I believe, is entirely reliable. 

Mr. MUREHY. Did the gentleman hear the statement of 
the gentleman from THinois [Mr. Rarxey], who brought to our 
attention two sets of figures that were furnished, of which one 
set was taken advantage of when the President vetoed the 
soldiers’ compensation bill? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I know that the actuary who has fur- 
nished us with the figures that we have used for this bill has 
not made any substantial error since he first began making 
estimates and studying the receipts of the Government when 


the first income tax law was adopted back in 1913. 
Mr, WATKINS, Will the gentleman yield for a question? 


1924. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. What is the gentleman’s question? 

Mr. WATKINS. As a matter of fact, did not the actuary of 
the Treasury Department estimate on the 1921 yield that the 
Garner plan would bring in $100,000,000 more than the Mellon 
plan? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I did not catch the gentleman’s ques- 
tion. * 

Mr. WATKINS. Did not the actuary of the Treasury De- 
partment, Mr. McCoy, estimate upon the returns of 1921—the 
latest and only full available ones—that the Garner plan would 
bring in $100,000,000 more than the Mellon plan? 

Mr. GHINDBLOM. I do not know what estimates the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] received. I am speaking 
about matters which were actually presented before the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. WATKINS. I am asking whether Mr. McCoy did not 
state that as a matter of fact? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Before the committee? 

Mr. WATKINS. Did not Mr. McCoy state that under the 
Garner plan $100,000,000 more would be received than under 
the Mellon plan? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I never heard it before the committee. 

Mr. WATKINS. Well, anywhere? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I do not know what Mr. McCoy may 
have stated to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner], and I 
am not concerned with what Mr. McCoy said elsewhere than in 
the committee. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Would he not tell the truth anywhere? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Certainly he would; but as far as I am 
concerned, I have nothing before me, nor has the Congress, 
except what he said in the hearings before the Committee on 
Ways and Means. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Under the leave to extend, I wish to add 
the following statement prepared by myself: 


BENEFITS TO THE PBOPLE. 


The first and immediate benefit or relief to the people under 
the proposed bill will be the reduction in the 1923 taxes, pay- 
able in the current year 1924. This reduction is in the 
form of an allowance by credit or refund of 25 per cent of the 
amount shown as the tax upon the return of the taxpayer for 
the calendar year 1923. 

The further financial benefits to the taxpayers under this 
bill include the reduction in income taxes, both normal taxes 
and surtaxes, the credit on account of earned income, and cer- 
tain reductions in penalties and interest where deficiency in 
tax or failure to pay is not due to fraud, with intent to evade 
the tax, failure to file return without reasonable cause, or to 
willful refusal to make return or pay or collect the tax or 
furnish information, or to any other willful attempt to defeat 
or evade the tax. Under the bill the normal tax on the first 
$4,000 of net income is fixed at 3 per cent and upon the 
remainder of the net income at 6 per cent. The surtax rates 
begin at 1 per cent on net income from $10,000 to $12,000; an 
additional 1 per cent for each $2,000 of net Income up to 
$36,000; then 1 per cent additional for the next $4,000 of net 
income up to $40,000; and 1 per cent additional for each $6,000 
of net income up to a total of 25 per cent at $100,000 and over. 

The reductions in income taxes are estimated at about 
$220,000,000 per annum. In addition thereto there are reduc- 
tions in special taxes, including taxes on admissions, and 
various excise taxes, occupational taxes, and stamp taxes, all 
aggregating $108,000,000. 

Earned income is entitled to a credit of 25 per cent of the 
amount of the tax attributable to such income up to $20,000, 
and $5,000 of every net income is considered and treated as 
earned income and entitled to the credit of 25 per cent. 

Under the 1921 law notice of protest or objection had to be 
filed with the payment of the tax in order to preserve the 
right of future review. The result was that ull taxpayers who 
had proper legal advice—and this, of course, included all large 
taxpayers—paid under protest and secured the benefits of 
reconsideration and adjudication by the courts, while other 
taxpayers lost the benefit of departmental or court review. 
In the proposed bill no notice of protest or objection to the 
tax is required. 

In the matter of interest, the interest rate has been reduced 
from 6 per cent to 5 per cent, in harmony with the improved 
money market, and the taxpayer is allowed interest from the 
Government where he has made excess payment just as the 
Government is allowed interest where the taxpayer has made 
insufficient payment. 
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While every effort has been made in the bill to prevent eva- 
sion and avoidance of the tax imposed, numerous administra- 
tive provisions have also been included which are designed to 
relieve the taxpayer of annoyance and undue hardship. The 
1921 law imposed double penalties of 5 per cent of the total 
amount of a deficiency, plus interest of 1 per cent per month 
from the date the tax was due, where the deficiency in the 
tax was due to mere negligence, and imposed similar double 
penalties for failure to pay the tax at the time prescribed for 
such payment. The pending bill eliminates one of these pen- 
alties. In the 1921 law the mere failure to file a return and 
to pay or collect a tax or to furnish required information sub- 
jected the taxpayer to a special penalty of not more than 
$10,000, but under both the 1921 law and the pending bill such 
taxpayer would have to pay interest from the date the tax was 
due. A willful refusal to make a return or to pay or collect 
a tax or to furnish information, or any other willful attempt 
to defeat or evade a tax is subject to the same specific penalty 
in the pending bill as in the 1921 law, viz, penalty of not more 
than $10,000 or imprisonment for not more than one year, or 
both. In the matter of estate taxes there are some changes in 
penalties, but in every such case the penalty is enlarged with 
a view to strengthening the law. 

I insert a statement showing the penalties both in the act 
of 1921 and in the pending bill as to income taxes and estate 
taxes, which was prepared at my request by the Treasury 
Department: 

PENALTINS—INCOME TAx TABLE, 
AD VALOREM PENALTIES. 

In case of deficiency in tax due to negligence: 

Present law: Five per cent of the total amount of the deficiency plus 
interest at the rate of 1 per cent a month from the time the tax was 
due. (Sec. 250 (b).) 

The bill: Five per cent of the total amount of the deficiency. 
275 (a).) 

In case the deficiency or any part thereof is due to fraud with in- 
tent to evade tax: 

Present law: Fifty per cent of the total amount of the deficiency. 
(See, 250 (b).) 

The bill: Same as present law. (Sec. 275 (b).) 

Failure to pay tax on day or within period prescribed for the pay- 
ment thereof: 

Present law: Five per cent of the amount unpaid plus interest at the 
rate of 1 per cent a month from the date prescribed or the expiration 
of the period prescribed for payment until such amount Is paid. (Sec. 
250 (e).) 

The bill: Interest at the rate of 1 percent a- month on the unpaid 
amount from the date prescribed for payment or the expiration of the 
perlod prescribed for payment until paid. (Sec. 276.) 

Failure, without reasonable cause, to file return within the time pre- 
scribed for the filing thereof: 

Present law: Twenty-five per cent of the amount of the tax. 
3176 R. S. as amended.) 

The bill: Same as present law. (Sec. 3176 R. S. as amended.) 

SPECIFIC PENALTIES. 

Failure to file return, pay or collect tax, or furnish required in- 
formation: 

Present law: Penalty of not more than $1,000. 

The bill: No specific penalty. 

Willful refusal to make a return, pay or collect tax, or furnish in- 
formation, or willful attempt in any manner to defeat or evade tax: 

Present law: Penalty of not more than $10,000 or imprisonment for 
not more than one year, or both. (Sec. 253.) 

The bill: Same as present law. (Sec. 1017 (a).) 

ESTATE Tax. 
AD VALOREM PENALTIES. 

Failure, without reasonable cause, to file return within the time pre- 
scribed for the filing thereof: 

Present law: Twenty-five per cent of the amount of the tax. 
8176 R. S. as amended.) 

The bill: Same as present law. (Sec. 3176 R. S. as amended.) 

False or fraudulent return or list willfully made: 

Present law: Fifty per cent of the tax. (Sec. 3176 R. S. as amended.) 

The bill: Same as present law. (Sec, 3176 R. 8. as amended.) 

Failure to pay tax within the period prescribed for payment: 

Present law: Six per cent per annuam from the expiration of tho 
period for payment until paid. (Sec. 406.) 

The bill: One per cent a month from the expiration of the period 
prescribed for payment until paid. (Sec. 309.) 

Failure to pay a deficiency within the period prescribed for the pay- 
ment thereof: 

Present law: Ten per cent per annum from the expiration of such 
period until paid. (Sec. 407.) 

The bill: One per cent a month from the expiration of such period 
until paid. (Sec. 309 (b).) 


(Sec. 


(Sec. 


(Sec. 253.) 


(Sec. 
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SPECIFIC PENALTIES. 


Making knowingly of false statements in any notice or return: 

Present law: Maximum penalty of $5,000 or imprisonment not ex- 
ceeding one year, or both. (Sec. 410.) 

The bill: Same as present law, (Sec. 817 (a).) 

Failure to produce papers required: 

Present law: Maximum penalty of $500. (Sec. 410.) 

The bill: Same as present law. (Sec. 317 (b).) 

Willful refusal to make the required return, pay or collect tax, or 
furnish Information, or willful attempt in any manner to defeat or 
evade tax: 8 

Present law: No penalty other than that of $5,000 mentioned above 
as appearing In section 410. 

The bill: Maximum penalty of $10,000 or imprisonment for not more 
than one year, or both. (Sec. 1017 (a).) 


BOARD OF TAX APPEALS. 


The largest administrative benefit and relief given the tax- 
payers in the pending bill is the provision for the establishment 
of a board of tax appeals in Title EX, beginning on page 205 
of the bill. In this connection, it is interesting to observe the 
present procedure covering appeal or review in the Treasury 
Department. There is at present no administrative body or, in 
fact, no judicial authority, outside of the Treasury Department 
itself, which may review the action of that department in in- 
come or estate tax matters, prior to the actual call for payment 
or, in other words, the actual maturity of the obligation to the 
United States. Under the revised statutes, as well as the 
general administrative provisions of both the 1921 law and the 
proposed bill, a taxpayer may not enjoin the collection of a tax 
assessed against him, but must pay the tax and then sue for 
the recovery thereof and thus secure a judicial determination 
of his rights. Of course, the right to seek relief, if payment is 
inadequate, frequently imposes great hardship. On the present 
procedure covering the taxpayer’s right to appeal in the Treas- 
ury Department, I have received the following statement from 
the department: 


PROCEDURE GOVERNING THR TAXPAYER’S RIGHT TO APPEAL. 


Upon the discovery by the income-tax unit of a deficiency in the tax 
of any taxpayer, the taxpayer is notified by registered mail. Attached 
to the letter is a statement showing the facts on which the findings 
of the unit are based. There is also attached a copy of Treasury 
Decision 3492, which outlines the rights of the taxpayer to an appeal 
to the commissioner from the findings of the income-tax unit within 
a period of 30 days from the date the notice of the deficiency Is mailed. 
If no appeal is received within the 30-day period, the deficiency as 
determined by the income-tax unit is assessed. 

If the taxpayer files an appeal, the appeal is first referred to the 
income-tax unit and a date is set for a hearing if the taxpayer desires 
to appear in person or by attorney. If no hearing is requested, the 
unit reconsiders the case in connection with such additional informa- 
tion as bas been submitted by the taxpayer. The taxpayer is then 
notified of the result, and If it is unsatisfactory to him he may stin 
request a hearing before the income-tax unit within 20 days after the 
mailing of the second notice. 

If a hearing is requested and the result is not satisfactory, the tax- 
payer is then permitted to go before the committee on appeals and 
review. The file in the case is forwarded by the unit to the committee, 
which gives the taxpayer a further opportunity to be heard. The case 
is assigned to one member or three members of the committee, depend- 
ing on the nature of and complications in the case. When the findings 
of the member or members of the committee are approved by the 
chairman, the case is then forwarded to the commissioner, and upon 
being approved by him, the deficiency, if any, finally determined to be 
due is assessed. 

If at any time during this procedure the taxpayer declines to prose- 
cute his appeal further, the deficiency last determined to be due is 
assessed. 


Tt will be noted that there is now a committee on appeals and 
review, but this committee or divisions thereof merely act for 
and on behalf of the commissioner and report their findings to 
the commissioner, who thereupon takes final action, but of course 
in most cases his approval is a matter of form and routine. In 
fact, where he stops to give any consideration, he generally refers 
the case to his solicitor, who in his turn again acts for and on be- 
half of the commissioner. Through all of these proceedings the 
Treasury Department is the party in interest, the plaintiff or 
prosecutor, the court or jury, and the final beneficiary and the 
final judgment or decree creditor, and, it might be added, the 
sheriff or marshal serving execution and making collection. 
More than that, the person deciding the appeal is both advocate 
and judge, since he represents throughout the proceedings the 
department of the Government which is seeking the collection of 


the tax, while he also. has the power to determine the rights. and 
obligations of the taxpayer. In addition, under the present 
law an erroneous or prejudicial decision in favor of the Govern- 
ment still allows the taxpayer the opportunity, notwithstanding 
all those difficulties, of securing a review in the courts after 
payment of the tax, while a decision against the Government 
or in favor of the taxpayer leaves the department and the 
Government without any further recourse. 

The further objection has been made that under the present 
law every taxpayer seeking relief even under present conditions 
must come to the National Capital to present his case: The bill 
seeks to remedy this complaint. 

The proposed bill provides that a board of tax appeals, com- 
posed of not more than 28 and not less than 7 members, 
shall be appointed by the President, with authority to determine 
all appeals from the assessment of additional income, war- 
profits, excess-profits, and estate taxes, They are to re- 
ceive $10,000 per year each and are to sit locally throughout the 
United States. Both the Government and the taxpayer may ap- 
pear before the board. The proceedings are to be more or lesg 
informal, but findings of fact are to be made matters of record. 
If the decision is against the taxpayer, he may still seek court 
review, but he must first pay the tax assessed. If the decision 
is against the Government, the Commissioner of Internal Reve- 
nue may also seek remedy in the courts in a suit brought for 
that purpose. In all proceedings for court review the findings 
of fact, shall have the force of prima facie evidence. It is be- 
lieved that this procedure will meet the objections heretofore 
made to the opportunity for review or reconsideration in the 
Treasury Department. 

The witnesses which appeared before the committes at the 
hearings and several large business organizations who passed 
resolutions upon the subject, as well as various taxpayers and 
practitioners before the department, aimost universally urged 
that the appointment of the board should be made by the Presi- 
dent rather than by the Secretary of the Treasury, so as to 
make certain that the board would be altogether independent 
of the department. The main objection to appointment by the 
President was the possibility of such appointments becoming 
more or less in the nature of political patronage, particularly if 
subject to advice or consent by another authority. 

Suggestion has been made that the board of appeals should 
be made a judicial body with full authority to dispose of its 
cases and subject only to review by appellate tribunals. It is 
believed that this would interminably delay action by the board, 
as all the forms of judicial procedure, with technical rules of 
evidence and preservation of the evidence itself, would haye to 
be followed. Quick action is one of the things most greatly de- 
sired in the work of the board of appeals. A delay of justice 
is often a denial of justice, particularly in disputes involving 
large sums of money. 

Mr. TAYLOR of West Virginia. Mr. Chrirman and gentle- 
men of the House, two things are said to be absolutely certain— 
death and taxes. As man tries to evade the first alternative, so 
will be endeavor to shift the latter, and it is because of this 
outeropping of human weakness that this House has been en- 
gaged in a four-day forensic struggle, and the end is not yet. 

I am committed to the principle of tax reduction. The conn- 
try is groaning under the burdens of taxation, piled on by munic- 
ipalities, districts, counties, States, and finally by the Federal 
Government. We are perhaps hit the harder by Federal taxes, 
because of the fact that the average man, from the time he 
rises in the morning until he winds his luxury-taxed alarm clock 
at night, is called upon in some form or other to pay tribute, 
Very often, since the Fordney-McCumber tariff tax has per- 
mitted the trusts and gigantic corporations to exact tribute from 
him, he pays tax unknowingly but just as surely, and often 
feels oppressed without being able to point to a specifie thing 
that oppresses him. He only knows that something is wrong in 
our economic scheme and that he does not prosper in accordance 
with his effort. 

In order to have tax reduction we must also have a reduction 
of expenditures, This is not an argument against the soldier 
bonus. The bonus should be treated as war cost, which it un- 
doubtedly is, and paid by an issue of 50-year bonds. In this 
way we could do justice to those who served ns loyally in time 
of need and at the same time have a substantial reduction in 
taxes; but, as I stated, we can not have reduction of taxes with- 
out reduction of expenditures. We can not hope to eat our 
cake and have it, too, and with this knowledge we on the Demo- 
cratic side have consistently sought to lop off from the appro- 
priation bills heretofore presented all those items not specifi- 
cally sanctioned by law, and have only voted for a few increases 
where it has been conclusively shown that great public good 
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would result. We can have Federal tax reduction this year 
because there is estimated to be a surplus in the Treasury of 
over $300,000,000. But how much of a reduction shall we 
have and where shall it start? These are questions on which 
we differ. 

We are all more or less creatures of our environment. Our 
thonghts and our actions are largely born of our material asso- 
ciation in life, and try as we may, it is difficult to rise above or 
entirely disassociate our minds from our surroundings. Mr. 
Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury, is a very rich man. Some 
one stated here on the floor that he was the second richest man 
in the United States. Mr, Mellon wants tax reduction. In the 
formulation of his tax scheme it is only fair to assume that, 
unconsciously perhaps, he is motivated by his surroundings, 
his training, his condition in life. As a member of the Presi- 
dent’s Cabinet Mr. Mellon comes in constant contact with men 
of large affairs. He has entrée into the exclusive clubs where, 
if “shop talk” is not taboo, millions are discussed as calmly 
and as coolly as I would speak of hundreds. Prior to assuming 
his Cabinet position he sat about a director's table and directed 
the affairs of gigantic corporations, whose assets run into many 
millions. I say these things in no disrespect. I do not charge 
that Mr. Mellon seeks to do injustice to the less fortunate 
people of this country, but I do charge that Mr. Mellon, unac- 
quainted with poverty, is minus the common touch and that 
he seeks tax reduction from the viewpoint of the man of wealth, 
who knows nothing of the “short and simple annals of the 
poor” or of their struggle for existence. 

And what I say concerning the attitude of mind of Mr. 
Mellon, due to his environment, can also be said of those of 
us in the humbler walks of life. We, too, are motivated to a 
large extent by previous training, experience, observation, and 
contact with life. Many of us have known the pinch of pov- 
erty over a period of years, the discomforts of being poor, 
the doleful resonancy of an empty flour bin, the feel of thread- 
bare clothing, the dread of winter, the specter of want. Are 
we, then, who have the common touch, who are Gethsemane pil- 
grims through this vale of tears, less patriotic than Mr. Mellon 
if, believing firmly in a reduction of taxes, we are prone to 
suggest that reduction must begin at the other end of the line? 
Yet I have heard the question of patriotism raised against those 
who do not think as Mr. Mellon does. 

The preamble of our Constitution enumerates the things for 
which that great document of freedom and liberty was written. 
Among these we find that to “ promote the general welfare 
came after the establishment of justice, the insurance of domes- 
tic tranquillity, and provision for the common defense. Im what 
better way, let me ask, could we at this time promote the gen- 
eral welfare than by a scheme of tax reduction calculated to 
give the greatest reduction to the greatest number? I know of 
no better way, and for this reason I shall vote for the Garner 
plan of tax reduction, because it seeks to bring the greatest 
good to the greatest number. This is true demoeracy. 

Aside from the argument of motive and environment I would 
look with distrust upon the Mellon tax plan because of the 
great scheme of propaganda carried on for weeks in its de- 
fense. If the Mellon plan is as good as the gentlemen on the 
floor of this House have stated, then it did not need the sup- 
port of all the special interests of the country that tried to put 
it over. During the past few weeks I have received hundreds 
of letters from my State urging me to vote for the Mellon plan. 
Letters came from Wheeling, Clarksburg, Parkersburg, Hunt- 
ington, Elkins, Bluefield, and other cities not in my district. 
In every instance the letters were addressed to “Alfred J. 
Taylor.“ Inasmuch as the “J” in my name comes first, it is 
not reasonable to conclude that each of the writers had made 
the same common error, but it is reasonable to conclude that 
each letter was part of a well-defined scheme of propaganda 
to force me into voting for Mr. Mellon’s bill. This is what I 
call “obeying instructions to the letter.” 

o one of the persons who urged me to support the Mellon 
bill I sent a copy of the Garner plan. Immediately I received 
a reply, “I think the Garner plan is best. Vote for it.“ An- 
other man writes that he knows nothing about either the 
Mellon or the Garner plan, but that he did sign a typed letter 
asking my support of the Mellon plan, because his boss had 
asked him to and had furnished him with an addressed, stamped 
envelope. 

The laborer, the small merchant, the teacher, the preacher, 
the clerk, the miner, the railroad wage earner, the farmer, the 
small coal operator, the lumbering man, and ethers of like 
interest make up the bulk of our population. I am for tax 


reduction which will relieve the tax burdens, and in being for 
these people I am not necessarily against the men of wealth. 
I am only seeking to give to the common people some of the 


benefits that have been denied them whenever government has 
gravitated to the hands of special interests. Abraham Lincoln, 
whose memory was so generously and deservingly lauded here 
the other day, once remarked that God must have loved the 
poor people because he made so many of them.” So long as 
the poor are in the majority Government should never be 
used against them and Congressmen should not be afraid to 
plead their cause. 

For many years the question has been asked: “ Which existed 
first, the hen or the egg?” I have heard excellent arguments 
on both sides. I have also listened to great discussions about 
capital and labor; yet there is no contention as to which ex- 
isted first. Capital Is a creation of labor. Each has its place, 
each is useful, each is dependent to some extent upon the 
other; yet the fact remains that men of wealth are looked up 
to, are given preference, are fawned upon, and toadied to, 
and the result has been in the past that much legislation has 
been enacted in their behalf, I contend that this is wrong and 
that the greatest good of the greatest number should be upper- 
most in the minds of all legislators, both State and national. 
Wealth will take care of itself, as it has always done. 

The trend of the times caused me, some time ago, to write 
and publish a little prose poem which expresses my feelings 
in the matter. I give it: 

WHY SHOULD IT BE 807 


A fifty-dollar dinner for a party of twa, 
Twenty-five cents for a cheap beef stew; 

One hundred thousand for jewels to choose, 
Less than three dollars to buy childr@m shoes; 
A mansion of marble, with seryants a score, 
A cot of three rooms, with a bare, cold floor; 
One thousand acres to make a golf course; 
Corn on a hillside, an old bony horse; 

A yacht on blue water, a raft on a pond; 

A debit on one side, on the other a bond; 
Good food and warm clothing and nurses. to please; 
Ragged and threadbare, a cough and a sneeze; 
Palm Beach and sunshine, snowdrifts and cold; 
Smiling and happy, despondent, and old— 
The contrast lengthens and fills us with woes; 
With plenty for all, why should it be so? 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, there are, of course, many 
economic inequalities which can never be cured by legislation 
and only the foolish would try, but when we address ourselves 
to the task of legislating for men instead of money, when wè 
really and truly seek to promote the general welfare by our 
acts here, then many of the contrasts of life will disappear and 
a greater era of prosperity and good feeling will be ushered in. 
My earnest and honest conviction is that this can best be 
hastened at this time by the enactment of the Garner tax-re- 
duetion plan and it will have my full support. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER, Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Oregon [Mr. WATKINS} such time as he may desire. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, tax reduction is an economic 
question and should be so treated. Politics should not enter 
into it, and the sooner this House quits playing partisan politics 
on vital questions affecting the welfare of the American people 
the sooner will this House merit the full respeet and complete 
confidence of the people of this Nation. On the other hand, 
favoritism must cease; every taxpayer must be treated the 
same, every business dealt with on the same basis. 

The object of a revenue bill is to produce money enough to 
operate the Government; the underlying basis of such a meas- 
ure should be equity. The vice of the Mellon plan, as I dis- 
sect it, is that it is not equitably apportioned, for as I pointed 
out a few days ago, as disclosed by the latest available fig- 
ures in the State of Oregon, two men with an income of from 
$1,000,000 to $1,500,000 each by the Mellon plan get a reduc- 
tion of $251,800 each, making a total of $503,600, whereas in 
the same State there are 14,524 persons reporting and paying 
on incomes from $3,000 to $15,000, inclusive, who receive re- 
ductions ranging from $5 to $310, totaling for the entire 14,624 
persons a total reduction of $480,005. In other words the 
two millionaires were reduced $23,505 more than the 14,524 
persons whose incomes were $15,000 and under, and most of 
them were under $4,000. In faet, it would take 20,942 persons 
in Oregon with an income of $5,000 each to save a sum equal 
to that saved by the two Oregon millionaires if the Mellon 
plan is approved. 

As long as every State is here trying to grab everything in 
sight—whether it is exemptions on yachts, motor boats, and 
chewing gum, or appropriations for veterans’ hospitals or 
reclamation and irrigation funds—I propose to battle for 
Oregon and the taxpayers of that much-abused and long- 
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neglected Commonwealth, and to that end I shall oppose by 
volce and vote the Mellon plan. 


The following table shows the unfairness of this measure 
in so far as Oregon is concerned: 


Table showing how Mellon end Garner plans affect the 8 0 who on incomes from $3,000 to $15,000, inclusive, as compared to the 10 
ing pla tarpayers of Oregon wee 240,00 7 J BOG COO , j pari persons in Oregon who pay on 


A casual glance at the Mellon plan discloses rank favoritism 
. to the man who earns upward of $85,000 and downright injus- 
tice to the wage earner and small business man with incomes 


from $2,000 to $5,000. In the case of the man with an income 
of $85,000, the Mellon plan reduces his tax 30.92 per cent, the 
man with an income of $90,000 gets a reduction of 32.04 per 
cent, the man with $95,000 gets a reduction of 33.14 per cent, 
and the man with $100,000 gets a reduction of 34.17 per cent, 
but the fellows with the small incomes of $3,000, $4,000, and 
$5,000 get only a 25 per cent reduction in their tax. 

Now, the Garner plan works to the advantage of the small 
man, as the following data will disclose: 


The tax on an income of $8,000 is reduced 100 per cent. 
The tax on an income of $4,000 is reduced 66.67 per cent. 
The tax on an income of $5,000 is reduced 60 per cent. 

The tax on an income of $6,000 is reduced 50 per cent. 
The tax on an income of $85,000 is reduced 14.7 per cent. 
The tax on an income of $90,000 is reduced 13.65 per cent. 
The tax on an income of $95,000 is reduced 12.76 per cent. 
The tax on an income of $100,000 is reduced 12.31 per cent. 


Furthermore, 200 persons with a combined income of $1,000,000 
save under the Mellon plan a total of $5,000, whereas the 
one man with an income of $1,000,000 saves the huge sum of 
$251,800. This situation I charge is an indictment of the 
Mellon plan of rank inequality, pandering, as it were, to the 
rich and exacting its pound of flesh as well as its drop of blood 
from the man with a small income. 

In this country 6,650,695 persons make income-tax returns; 
of this number 62,804 dwell within the State of Oregon. If 
the Mellon plan is adopted, 28 taxpayers in Oregon will be 
benefited more than if the Garner plan is translated into law, 
whereas, if the Garner measure is adopted 62,776 Oregon tax- 
payers will be benefited more than if the Mellon plan were 
approved; therefore, the utilitarian theory of the greatest 
good to the greatest number is a splendid rule for us in this 
legislation, especially in view of the fact and statements by 
nearly everybody that any of the plans presented will afford 
enough revenue for the Government. It simply resolves itself 
into the proposition of whom we shall make pay, the fellow 
who is able or the many who are actually living from hand to 
mouth. 

With reference to the amount of revenue to be derived from 
the proposed plans, the only statement anywhere submitted 
is that of the actuary of the Treasury Department, Mr. McCoy, 
who stated that, using 1921 as the guide, the Garner plan 
would yield $100,000,000 more than the Mellon plan. If any- 
body is able to prognosticate what the future will develop, I 
assert that McCoy is that man in so far as future revenue is 
involved. This premise being true, every Member favoring 
adjusted compensation should vote for the Garner plan, for 
thereby we have $100,000,000 more than under the Mellon plan. 

If the Mellon plan will yield sufficient revenue and the 
Garner plan will yield $100,000,000 more, then we can well 


Total saving Total savin; 
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afford to repeal the excise taxes on jewelry, automobiles, tires, 
parts, tubes, and accessories. This I shall move to do when 
we reach those schedules, if some one else does not so act. 
I say this to you, not in the form of a threat, but simply as 
a warning as to my present intentions. 

The following table will be of immense value, not only to 
Oregon taxpayers but taxpayers everywhere: 


Comparative table showing the saving of tar of Oregon under the Mellon and 
Garter 8 e fre 


INCOME TAX UPON SPECIFIED INCOMES OF MARRIED PERSONS WITH TWO DEPENDENTS, 
UNDER THE PRESENT LAW AND CERTAIN PROPOSED REVISIONS. 
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Comparative table showing the saving of tar payere of Oregon under the The following items are subject to no relief whatever from 


Mellon and Garner proposals and the present tinued. 


INCOME TAX UPON SPECIFIED INCOMES OF SINGLE: PERSONS UNDER THE PEESENT LAW 
AND CERTAIN PROPOSED REVISIONS. 
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The excise-tax sections present to us a puzzling conundrum. 
With mixed feelings of curiosity and concern I await the 
reverberations of the American people on this most peculiar 
and, to me, unsound and unjust form of taxation. What insidi- 
ous and invisible influence dictates a policy which removes the 
tax on patent medicines, hair dyes, perfumes, toilet soap, 
canoes, chewing gum, yachts, motor boats, and the like, while 
retaining it on watches, clocks, marine glasses, field glasses, 
other jewelry, and automobile trucks, automobile wagons, 
tires, tubes, parts, and accessories? Is it the baneful influence 
of men like William Wrigley, the chewing-gum ezar, or is it a 
desire on the part of this oily administration to sycophantize 
to luxury, to wealth, and to idleness at the expense of legiti- 
mate business? . 

Every railroad man has got to own a watch; every house- 
hold has got to have a clock; every person of any pride, every 

Oadge man throughout this wide land, as an article of necessity 
demands jewelry in its every form and under every name. 

Every farmer must of necessity have an auto truck or auto- 
mobile of some kind; every merchant throughout this Nation 
as a matter of necessity must own and operate automobiles. 

These things are no longer articles of luxury; they are items 
of necessity. These things are no longer owned by the rich; 
everybody, in fact, must buy, use, and possess them. 

The same can not be said of yachts, chewing gum, hair dye, 
and patent medicines. Again I ask why this favoritism to 
wealth and luxury at the expense of legitimate enterprise? I 
pause for an explanation. 

The jewelry tax has been reduced from approximately 
$20,000,000 to $18,000,000. How can the tax of $13,000,000 be 
justified on an industry more necessary than hundreds of 
others when the tax has been entirely eliminated on chattels 
wholly nonnecessaries? Why exempt sporting goods, articles 
of fur, bowie knives, chewing gum, daggers, yachts, and motor 
boats, carpets and rugs, and circuses? Certainly a more equi- 
table plan would be to prorate the deductions instead of play- 
ing favorites. 

The following items will disclose the rank and outrageous 
discrimination with which this Mellon plan is saturated. 

The following products were completely or totally ralleved 
from war-time excise taxes by the act of 1921: 

Perfumes, toilet waters, hair dyes, patent medicines, toilet soaps and 
powders, cereal beverages, mineral waters, musical instruments, sporting 
goods, chewing gum, candy, thermes bottles, articles of fur, carpets and 
rugs, picture frames, trunks, valises, purses, umbrellas, fans, men's 
wear, women's wear, soft drinks, ice cream, licensing of motion-picture 
films, yachts, motor boats, and canoes, 


The following articles will be eompletely or totally relieved 
from war-time excise taxes under the Mellon plan: 
Cereal beverages, fruit juices, still drinks, mineral waters, trunks, 


valises, purses, pocketbooks, etc, telegraph and telephone messages, 
leased wires, fountain sirups, hunting and bowie knives, carbonic acid 


gas, admissions under 50 cents, candy, dirks, knives, daggers, etc,,; 


liveries, and livery boots and hats, hunting and shooting garments, 
yachts and motor boats, carpets and rugs, bowling and billiards, portable 
light fixtures, fans, jewelry, theater seating tax, circuses, public .exhi- 
bitions and entertainments, and stamp tax on produce sales, 


special war-time excess taxes: 


Motor vehicles, motor vehicle parts, tires and accessories, cameras, 
licenses for cameras, films and plates, automatic vending machines, 
automatic weighing machines, sculpture, paintings and bronzes, and 
cigars and cigarettes and accessories. 


The only excuse thus far offered for exempting some and not 
others is that you can not collect those taxes repealed. In 
other words, a premium is placed on evasion, crookedness, and 
frand. The crook is let off because he will not pay, and the 
honest, legitimate business man is doubly soaked because this 
Government is unable to force the slackers to toe the mark. 
For one I will not subseribe to such a doctrine. It is a sur- 
render to the criminal; a wrong to the honorable. This policy 
is an advertisement to the business world that all the taxpayer 
need to do is to evade his responsibility or make the Govern- 
ment's burden arduous, whereupon his taxes will be repealed. 
This, Mr. Chairman, is indeed a sad, yet true, commentary 
on the framers of this Mellon revenue bill. 

I haye mentioned briefly just a few of the many reasons 
why I can not support the Mellon plan, but please understand 
me, I do not hold a brief for the jewelers and automobile 
owners to the extent that I want a repeal of all taxes; I do 
want them treated fairly, they should have an equal propor- 
tion of any rate reduction granted any other industry—and as 
between them and those classes exempt, already mentioned 
by me, I would prefer to reverse the schedule and favor the 
automobile owners and the jewelers at the expense of those 
articles of luxury and some, to my mind, of detriment to the 
human race. 

You can not hope to have the confidence of the people until 
you treat everyone and every business on the same basis 
equity for all; favoritism to none. And now, Mr. Chairman, 
at this point I want to insert an editorial on this subject 
printed in the Christian Science Monitor, January 22, 1924, 
which states the situation most aptly, with which I close 
and which editorial is as follows: 


THE FEDERAL TAX ON MOTOR VEHICLES, 


While the Congress of the United States is considering plans for tax 
reduction, including the recommendation by Secretary Mellon for repeal 
of some of the“ nuisance ” or “ luxury” taxes, such as that on theatri- 
cal admissions, it would appear that the abolishment or substantial 
reduction of the special tax on motor vehicles might well be provided 
for. This tax, which adds directly to the cost of motor cars, trucks, 
tires, and repair parts, was imposed as a war-reyenue measure, and 
now that American Budget conditions permit of lowered taxes in the 
interest of the consumers, there would seem to be no good reason why 
it should be retained. About one-third of all the motor cars in the 
United States are-owned by farmers, to whom the added costs of the 
tax on the car and on tires and repair parts is a very considerable 
burden. The millions of farmers to whom the motor vehicle is a 
necessity, not a luxury, would welcome lower prices and cheaper repair 
parts. Nothing in the proposals for tax reduction so far submitted to 
the Congress would so directly result In immediate savings to many mil- 
lions of persons of average means. 

Special taxes on motor trucks are nothing less than a tax on the dis- 
tribution of goods, both of farm products to markets and manufacturers 
to ‘the farms. With the constant extension of improved roads, the 
service rendered by motor transport is steadily increasing, and has be- 
come an important factor in handling an enormous volume of all kinds 
of local and suburban freight. A tax that increases the cost of means 
of transportation is, of course, passed on to the shipper or consumer 
and adds just so much to the price of articles transported. While the 
saving through the repeal of these transportation taxes might in the 
individual case be small, in the aggregate it would amount to many 
millions of dollars and would be a contribution to that much-desired 
reduction in the cost of living for which everyone is looking. 

Motor vehicles are now in many States subject to triple taxation. 
First, the Federal tax; then the State license tax, and in many com- 
munities they are assessed as “ personal property,” on which the pre- 
vailing local tax rate is imposed. A proposition to put a special tax 
on locomotives, passenger or freight cars, and to require railway com- 
panies to pay another tax as a license for their operation would be 
fiouted by legislative bodies. There would seem to be no good reason 
for maintaining a special Federal tax on transportation of freight or 
passengers by small units, and if the plea of motor-vehicle users are 
properly presented to the Congress, it should be possible to secure the 
repeal of this discriminatory tax, 


Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, for the past four or five years, 
in fact ever since the termination of the late war, there has 
been an insistent, increasingly loud demand from all sections 
of this country for a substantial reduction in all taxes. Busi- 
ness men, professional men, laborers, farmers, men of medium 
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Salaries have joined their voices in asking various legislative 
bodies to take some action to lighten their tax burdens, During 
the progress of the war the Congress and the State legisla- 
tures formed the habit of more or less recklessly spending the 
people’s money in ways heretofore unheard of. The war left a 
debt on the National Government of more than $24,000,000,000 
and an increase, entirely too heavy, of all tax burdens. Cor- 
porations were paying not only a flat rate on capital stock but 
an additional tax on excess profits. Individuals were paying 
normal taxes on their incomes and, in addition, surtaxes which 
were graduated until the largest incomes were bearing a 65 per 
cent tax on a part of the amount taxed. There were also 
numerous nuisance taxes, such as those on railroad transporta- 
tion, and taxes on nearly all articles purchased by the people. 

Substantial reductions were made in 1921 by Congress to 
the richer individuals and to the fattest corporations, when 
the revenue law of that year was passed by an overwhelmingly 
Republican Congress. The excess-profits taxes were repealed 
over the protest of the most progressive thinking representatives 
of the people; and this repeal meant a yearly loss to the Fed- 
eral Treasury of $450,000,000. This means that the big cor- 
porations were given a bonus twice as large in amount as 
would be necessary to pay a soldiers’ bonus. This action by 
Congress made beneficiaries of those same corporations that 
made more than $20,000,000,000 during the war and because 
of the war. The same reactionary Senators and Representa- 
tives who did this reduced, likewise, the taxes of the very rich 
individuals of the country by lowering the surtax on the 
very large individual incomes from 65 per cent to 50 per cent. 
And all this while but meager relief was given by the bill 
to those of moderate means. 

During the month of November, before even this Congress con- 
vened, the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, and one of 
the Nation’s richest men, announced to the country at large 
that further tax reductions could be made, and that a bill 
had been prepared under his supervision which would fully 
provide these sought-for reductions. This was the bill which 
he later presented to the Ways and Means Committee of the 
House for their consideration, and which he expected the 
House to pass just as it left the Treasury Department. Work- 
ing almost in unison with the Secretary of the Treasury were 
all the trusts of various kinds and their chief subsidiaries and 
beneficiaries. From somewhere was let loose a never-ending 
stream of propaganda. It flowed over the desks of national 
lawmakers and seeped through the big trust-owned news- 
papers of the country as praise of the “Mellon plan.” The 
moving-picture trust saw to it that there were statements 
flashed nightly on the thousands of screens throughout the 
land, to the effect that this great tax plan of the great Mr. 
Mellon was in the interest of all taxpayers. These pictured 
talks urged all persons to write to their respective Senators 
and Representatives in Congress to vote in favor of this bill. 
Such organized propaganda surpassed even that used in war 
time. In other words, a “drive” was on. 

Fortunately sensible and right-thinking Congressmen were 
not swept off their feet. The Ways and Means Committee seri- 
ously considered the bill framed for them and found it so 
obnoxious to the best interests of the general mass of the 
ple that they were forced to change and alter it so that all tax- 
payers might share the advantages of some sort of tax reduc- 
tion. And by the time this House has finished with its con- 
sideration more changes will be made, all tending to improve 
it and make it more in the interest of our collective citizenry. 

The Constitution provides in Article I, section 7, that all 
bills for raising revenue shall originate in the House of Repre- 
sentatives. And this Mellon bill did not originate in the House. 
It was gotten up in the Treasury Department, where it had no 
authority to be drawn, or was born in New York City. No 
one knows definitely just where or by whom the bill was really 
prepared, nor is it known who suggested the 50 per cent re- 
duction in the higher surtaxes which was inserted into the bill. 
There was not one witness among the hundred odd that testi- 
fied before the committee during the hearings who declared 
in favor of such a 50 per cent reduction in the taxes paid by 
our few richest people. Most of the testimony of these wit- 
nesses dealt with the abolition, of the so-called nuisance taxes 
and other modifications or changes in the bill. Mr. Mellon him- 
self could haye testified on the origin of the bill, but he did 
not do so. He could enlighten this House even now as to why 
he thought it safer for the bill to “ originate” somewhere else, 
in other hands, than in those of the House of Representatives, 

The surest way to reduce the taxes of this country, or at 
least one sure way would be to lessen the bonded indebtedness 
of the country which is now about $22,000,000,000, so as to 


gradually decrease the excessive interest rates which the 
Treasury is now paying each year on account of this huge 
debt. The prudent business man, in the handling of his own 
affairs, would reduce his indebtedness to a safe load in order 
to rid himself of the drain of too heavy interest. This same 
rule might be followed somewhat, as nearly as is practicable, in 
the affairs of the Federal Government. 

I favor tax reduction, and I intend to vote for a tax reduc- 
tion bill, but I can not support a section of the measure that 
would operate to reduce the taxes of the very rich 50 per cent 
and would reduce the taxes of the ordinary man but 25 per 
cent, as this bill aims to do. I am not one of those persons 
who has been taken in by the specious argument that the man 
of the street will be helped if the personal income taxes of 
John D. Rockefeller are reduced. I believe Congress can best 
help the average man by directly making some reduction in 
his taxes, and I believe that there are ways to accomplish this, 

There are now 21 taxpayers in the United States the sum 
of whose taxes yearly amount to $19,000,000. The Mellon bill 
proposals would reduce the amount paid by these 21 persons 
by $11,000,000. And the proponents of the bill argue to us 
that this out-of-all-reason reduction will be of benefit to the 
rest of us. If this is true, then it would be still better for all 
of us if all of their taxes were remitted, and the entire burden 
of taxes shifted to the backs of the poor. Of course, this is 
nonsense of the simplest type. All of us know that the income 
taxes paid by individuals can not be readily shifted to the rest 
of the people and that such taxes are borne by the individuals 
paying them and not by other persons. If this were not the 
case, there would not now be all this hue and cry in favor of 
shifting them to some one else. 

The committee report shows that there are 6,650,695 income- 
tax payers to the Federal Government. All of these taxpayers 
should receive the benefits of a tax reduction bill, and under the 
Democratic plan, known as the Garner plan, this would happen. 
Not as proposed by Mr. Mellon—small tax benefits to the small 
taxpayer and large tax benefits to the large taxpayer—but 
equal tax benefits to all, and taking into consideration that the 
large taxpayer has already received benefits from the Govern 
ment and the small taxpayer practically no benefits—this is the 
spirit of the Garner plan, Under the Mellon plan there are 
9,433 taxpayers who will be benefited more by that plan than 
by the Democratic plan. On the other hand, there are 6,641,26; 
persons who will be benefited more by the Democratic Pla 
than by the Mellon plan. In Mississippi, there are 9 persons 
who will be benefited more by the Mellon plan than by the 
other plan; but there are 25,605 persons who will be bene- 
fited more by the Democratic plan than by the Mellon plan, 
Those persons who are favoring the Mellon plan state, however, 
that we should not vote for the benefit of the 6,641,262 tax- 
payers, for the reason that any bill benefiting this number is 
unscientific, while a bill of benefit to the 9,433 is a scientific 
one. 

This is a new kind of argument, and one which I have not 
fully digested. In fact it is totally indigestible. I do not blame 
these very rich men for wanting their own taxes reduced, be- 
cause it means a saving to them. As I have often before 
stated I believe the best and most sound theory of taxation 
is that the taxes of a country should be paid by those best able 
to bear them. Accordingly, I think this House would be very 
remiss in its duty if it undertook to favor these men at the ex- 
pense of the rest of the people. 

All taxation is a burden and all taxes bear heavy on those 
haying them to pay. We would all be gratified if they could 
be entirely wiped out. But revenue is required if the Govern- 
ment is to function. And we are here for the purpose of the 
best apportionment of this burden on all citizens and that ap- 
portionment is the most economic and equitable which makes 
the burden fall heaviest on those best able to pay, and rest 
lightest on those least able to pay. Big business should not be 
penalized and I do not stand for such action. I want big 
business merely to manfully pay its just share of taxes, for I 
think it is unsportsmanlike for our richest men to rid them- 
selves of their load by placing it upon the backs of those so 
much less able to carry it, and at the same time pretend that 
the shifting is of benefit to the other fellows. In this connec- 
tion, let us take the Treasury report for 1921, this being the 
last report of that department that is available. The report 
shows that the total gross income of all citizens of this country 
is $23,328,781,982. Of this amount, $21,611,964,048 was earned 
by persons who made $40,000 per annum and less, while 
$1,716,807,889 was the gross income of those individuals whose 
income exceeded $40,000 annually. These figures demon- 


Strate to all sensible persons that the business of this coun- 
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try, or at least by far the large share of it, is done by 
persons of average means, that the wealth of this Nation is 
produced by the man of average means, that those persons with 
swollen fortunes are not the guardians of all the people whose 
interests should be watched and protected while others are 
neglected or left unconsidered. We are, therefore, face to face 
with the proposition that has been thrown at those of us who 
have been advocating the Democratie plan, that if we want 
to help the man who pays no income tax we must reduce the 
tax of those possessing fabulous incomes. In reply to this, I 
say to you, if your argument is sound and the tax is passed on 
to the consumer, as you say it is, but which I deny is true, the 
way to reduce this tax to the consumer is to reduce the taxes 
of those persons who make $21,611,964,048 of a total gross in- 
come of 823.328.781.932. 

Summing up, it will be seen that those who are sponsoring 
the Mellon plan and who had to do with the framing of that 
bill had a personal and a pecuniary interest in its provisions 
and that nearly all those to be benefited waxed fat on profits 
during the war, and that these profiteers are in favor of the 
repeal of the income tax law and the substitution for it of a 
tax on the purchase and sale of every article of daily use or 
consumption, and that they are likewise opposed to any adjusted 
compensation measure for our ex-service men. N 

The bill before us repeals certain excise or “nuisance taxes,” 
and most of us are heartily in favor of these repeals. There 
will be further amendments offered from the floor which will 
repeal other objectionable taxes, such as the one imposed now 
on autotrucks and parts. Most of these amendments I shall 
favor. 

There can be no genuine tax reduction, either State or Na- 
tional, unless the National Government and the various State 
governments begin to substantially reduce thelr expenditures. 
Until recently there has been a reckless waste of the people’s 
money in every branch of the Government from the municipal 
on up. The Federal Government has corrected many of these 
abuses, but there remain many more to be eliminated. It is 
sincerely to be hoped that State legislatures and other taxing 
powers will likewise do away with extravagances. 

The public is beginning to have a stronger realization than 
ever before in the history of this country that public office is 
really a public trust and is demanding a stricter accountability 
from their public servants than they have ever heretofore ex- 
pected. This sign is the most hopeful one and foretells clearly 
the day when Representatives will fulfill that desire of the 
people who elect them that they act rightly and be truly repre- 
sentative of the whole mass of the people and not merely busy 
themselves in the interest of the prominent few. 

Mr. COLLIPR. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Stencie] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Chairman and colleagues, we have for 
almost four days been discussing pro and con three different 
propositions, and that man who would be able, in the short 
time allotted, to make an intelligent discussion of either of 
these plans would be more than a prodigy. I have decided 
views on this subject; I have decided convictions as to what 
I should do when the hour arrives to vote. 

Mr. Chairman, President Coolidge, in his address before 
Congress on December 6 last, declared that tax reduction 
was the paramount issue of this session and I fully agree 
with him. 

The cry for relief from the tremendous burdens under which 
the taxpayers of this country are laboring comes from all 
sections and from all classes of our citizens and we would, 
indeed, be recreant to our trust and duty if we did not heed 
that cry and grant the greatest relief which sound business 
principles will permit. 

This is not and should not be permitted to be in any sense 
a political or partisan question, and he who gives considera- 
tion to this important matter in terms of political expediency 
only is, in my humble opinion, doomed to deserved defeat at 
the hands of the electorate when next he comes before them 
seeking their suffrage. The people of America are getting 
very tired of their representatives, either in this House or 
elsewhere, playing politics with the public business and wel- 
fare. What they desire and, in my judgment, have a perfect 
right to expect is fair and square dealing regardless of parti- 
san effect, especially when we are preparing the tax levy 
which they, regardless of their political affiliations, must meet 
and pay. I for one have cast behind me every thought of 
the advantage which my party might gain by the adoption 
of either of the plans before us and have fully made up my 
mind to vote only for that tax measure which will give the 
greatest good to the greatest number. Some have predicted 


LXV——170 


that this plan or that plan which fails to meet the approval 
of the Secretary of the Treasury will be vetoed by the Presi- 
dent. Such may be so but that is no particular concern of 
mine. The Constitution provides that the House of Repre- 
sentatives shall originate all revenue legislation, and you and 
I are component parts of that body and as such equally 
responsible to the people for any plan which is adopted. It 
is our duty to initiate, according to our best judgment, re- 
gardless of any threatened or implied threats of a veto. If 
we are honest and square in our purposes, we need have no 
fear as to final results, but if we deal only in partisan terms 
and seek only to make political capital then our plan should 
be vetoed, and I for one would vote to sustain a veto based 
upon such principles. 

Although I lay no claim to being a tax expert and frankly 
admit my inability to qualify as a financial wizard, I think I 
know a little of the difference between a plan that has been 
prepared by and for the very rich and one that has sought 
to give to every taxpayer his just due. For that reason, I have 
east aside as unworthy of my support the so-called and much 
advertised Mellon plan, regardless of the tremendous pro- 
paganda campaign which has for several months past been 
conducted in its favor. Our forefathers decreed, and Abraham 
Lincoln emphasized, that ours was to be a Government of 
the people, by the people, and for the people, and I would 
be ashamed of myself were I to contribute, by my voice or 
vote, to any scheme which no doubt has as its ultimate end 
the making of this a Government of propaganda, by propa- 
ganda, for the propagandists, whether they be the mouthpleces 
of Wall Street or any other group of self-seeking individuals. 

We are told by the advocates of the Mellon plan that their 
scheme will release great amounts of money to industry and 
thus bring prosperity, through these agencies, to those who are 
compelled to earn their bread by the sweat of their brow. 
This may eventually be true, but we have no guaranty that 
money thus released will go elsewhere than in the purchase 
of tax-exempt bonds as has been the case for years past and 
in this manner continue, as in the past, to evade its just 
share of the expenses of honest Government. On the other 
hand, if we honestly intend to relieve the public of a part of 
the great tax burden now laid upon it, why is it necessary 
to delegate to the so-called captains of industry the autherity 
and privilege of becoming the distributers of that relief? 

Why can not we, the creators of tax relief, deliver such 
relief forthwith directly to those whom we desire most to aid? 

Gentlemen, without giving the least thought to the fact that 
a Democrat initiated the Garner plan, I honestly believe that 
its provisions come the nearest to fairly meeting the demands 
of the hour than any other scheme before us, and I propose 
to support it with all the energy that I possess, and, regardless 
of political consequences, for, after all, what is n seat in this 
House worth if it must be purchased by the sacrifice of con- 
science to political expediency? I came to this great legis- 
lative body free and untrammeled, and I propose to retire from 
this scene of great responsibilities with just as much self- 
respect as I brought with me when I arrived. I came not as 
a political slave, and I shall not return to my constituents as 
a mere manikin to be dangled before the approving eyes of 
political bossism. I first beheld the light of day in a home 
that recognized righteous and honest living and approved of 
the Golden Rule. I may not always have reflected the highest 
credit upon my birthright, but I have yet to sell my self-respect 
and the honor of my parentage for a mess of pottage, even 
though such a potion be wrapped and labeled as political pre- 
ferment. I would rather be an honest sweeper of the streets 
in the great city which I have the honor to here represent than 
to rise to the highest pinnacle of political fame if such fame 
must be bought by the stultification of conscience or the sur- 
render of sincere conviction. If you consider this demagoguery 
on my part, make the most of it. 

It has been clearly shown that the Garner plan will provide 
tax relief for 6,641,262 persons, while the Mellon plan proposes 
to reduce the taxes of only 9,433, or, to be perfectly honest 
about it, the greatest amount of relief will come in this pro- 
portion. This being true, why should we hesitate and wonder 
where our duty lies? Why devote days upon days in the dis- 
cussion of the relative merits of the two measures when the 
difference reveals such a wide disparity and duty is so clearly 
defined? 

Mr. Speaker, without any mental reservations whatever, I 
am whole-heartedly in favor of the Garner plan and shall so 
vote when my name is ealled. So that none of my constituents 
may be misled into believing that I have unfairly represented 
them in this matter, I herewith place in the Recorp as a part 
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of my remarks the following tabulations, which have been 
before us for weeks past and the accuracy of which has not 
been questioned by anyone: 

Income-tax returns by Sates. 
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Nore.—It is estimated that either plan will raise an adequate amount of revenue 
for the Government. PAPAS 

Mr. BOYCE. Mr. Chairman, I shall not discuss the de 
of any of the proposals for the reduction of the rates on normal 
or surtaxes, but confine myself to a few general remarks. 

It is generally conceded that political parties are essential 
in a democracy, but it is my belief that it has come to pass 
in the United States that too great emphasis is laid upon the 
necessity of party government and party responsibility for the 
initiation of legislation and governmental policies. This posi- 
tion particularly prevents that cooperation between the mem- 
bers of the different parties in Congress which should prevail 

There exist and have existed a few underlying principles be- 
tween the two major parties, by whatever name, from time 
to time, they have been known. It is not necessary now to 
dwell upon the characteristics of these differences. They ex- 
isted at the very beginning of our Government and still exist. 

In the consideration of the great mass of proposed legisla- 
tion the only question involved for the most part is the ques- 
tion of its wisdom, and Members of Congress approve or dis- 
approve proposed legislation not because of party differences 
but from consideration of the wisdom or necessity for the par- 
ticular legisiation, affected only at times by local considerations. 

Upon the question of taxation, now before the House, there 
is no occasion for partisan political consideration, and it ought 
to be possible to enact a more satisfactory revenue bill than 
the present statute without so much partisan feeling. 

It is true that a presidential campaign is approaching, but 
this fact should not be controlling in the enactment of legisla- 
tion for the benefit of the country. Partisans, party adhereuts, 
and the people generally will naturally from now on to the 
election in November be interested in the succession to the 


Presidency ; but all, I take it, are decidedly much more inter- 
ested in the general welfare and prosperity of the whole people 
of the country. > 

It may be assumed that the Members of Congress, for the 
most part, desire a reduction in the expenses of the Govern- 
ment consistent with its proper administration, and likewise 
desire a reduction in taxation of all sorts consistent with the 
reasonable needs of the Government. I am sure that most, if 
not all, of the Members hope to enact a revenue bill such as 
will very materially reduce the rates of taxation on incomes. 
Members on this side of the House have favored such legisla- 
tion since the close of the great World War. President Wilson 
while in France suggested to Congress the desirability of a 
reduction in Federal income taxes. He was followed in the 
Suggestion approvingly by two Secretaries of the Treasury un- 
der his administration. President Harding and the present 
Secretary of the Treasury shortly after entering upon the 
duties of their respective offices favored a reduction in Federal 
income taxes along the lines then proposed by Secretary Mel- 
lon. A bill providing for a restricted reduction in such taxes 
was passed by Congress in 1921. Mr. Mellon has again pro- 
posed a further reduction in such taxes along the hard-and-fast 
line set forth in the bill now before Congress known as the 
Mellon bill, which bill has been indorsed by President Coolidge. 

Few Members of Mr. Mellon's party and no Members of the 
party on this side of the House, so far as I have been in- 
formed, were consulted in the preparation of the bill. The 
Ways and Means Committee of the House had the bill under 
consideration, in executive session, soon after the present Con- 
gress had convened. Members of the House, without regard 
to party affiliations, knew nothing of the distinctive features of 
the bill or the Mellon plan, as it is called, until after December 
28, 1923, except as to the proposed changes in the rates of 
normal and surtaxes and a subsequent communication from 
the Secretary of the Treasury to Mr. Green, chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee, given to the press. Notwithstand- 
ing this situation and lack of information on the part of Mem- 
bers of the House, they were, very soon after the convening of 
Congress, flooded with letters and circulars urging them to 
give unqualified support to the Mellon plan. Without intend- 
ing any criticism of the course pursued, it would have been 
much better had the plan been laid before the Committee 
on Ways and Means with full information in respect to the 
plan for the consideration of the whole committee without 
regard to party affiliations to work out the best possible 
revenue bill, carrying with it the lowest possible graduated 
reduction in the rates for all classes of income-tax payers, Had 
this been done, a satisfactory revenue bill might have been 
worked out by the committee, resulting most Satisfactory to 
the people generally, without so many charges of partisanship. 
It soon became known, after the Mellon tax plan had been 
submitted to the Committee on Ways and Means, that members 
of the committee representing the other side of the House were 
not in accord and that the proposed bill could not be passed 
by the majority Members of the House. 

In this situation various members of the committee, acting 
more or less independently, set about to work out a plan of 
rates that was thought would operate most satisfactorily to 
all, or at least to a very great number of income-tax payers, 
and which would best subserve the public interests. 

It is understood and not denied that both the majority leader 
and the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee are op- 
posed to a cut in the upper surtaxes to 25 per cent but favor 
a cut to 35 per cent. It Is the further understanding that 
there are quite a number of the Members on the majority side 
of the House who are in favor of fixing the upper surtaxes 
anywhere from 35 per cent to 40 per cent, and it is said that 
some Members on the majority side of the House are in favor 
of retaining the upper surtaxes at the present rate of 50 per 
cent. A very great majority of the Members of the House 
appear to be in favor of cutting all normal taxes to half of the 
present rate. So it is well understood that the Mellon plan, 
excepting most of its administrative features, can not be passed 
by the House. 

I believe in a progressive income tax. It is an equitable tax 
and is perhaps the only rational way to tax intangible property, 
and certain it is that no one possessed of such property should 
either seek or desire to escape the payment of reasonable equi- 
table taxation on such property for the maintenance of the 
Government, which throws its protecting arm around such 
property, the same as any other species of property. All taxa- 
tion should be reasonable and just and limited to the reasonable 
needs of the Government. Confiscation of property, through 


unjust and inequitable taxation, should never be resorted tn, 
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but certain it is that wealth of any sort should never seek to 
avoid or evade taxation. 

Speaking directly to the question now before the House, 1 
desire to see a revenue bill passed which will bring relief to all 
Federal income-tax payers, based upon the principle of equality 
and justice, according to the protection afforded to the tax- 
payer. 

I shall vote for the only plan, which so far as I am presently 
advised, can be passed by the House. It is my duty to assist, 
as far as I can, in relieving Federal income-tax payers from the 
burden of the existing revenue statute, and the Garner plan 
brings relief to all income-tax payers and a far greater relief 
than does the Mellon plan, except to those whose income exceeds 
$92,000 annually, and it is generally known that I am not 
opposed to lessening the rate on such incomes if an opportunity 
is afforded me to do so in a bill which can be passed by the 
House, 

Congress will fail in its duty if it does not pass a revenue 
bill affording all possible relief to Federal income-tax payers. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Davis]. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen, 
during the Sixty-sixth Congress President Wilson in different 
messages to Congress urged a reduction and readjustment of 
taxes, but such recommendations were wholly ignored by that 
Republican Congress, just as they ignored all of President Wil- 
son’s reconstruction program, the adoption of which would have 
resulted in an easy, uniform transition from disturbed war 
conditions to peace conditions. Chairman Fordney, of the Ways 
and Means Committee, went so far as to declare in effect that 
he was opposed to tax reduction at that time, as he wanted the 
people to be still harassed with war-time taxes so as to hold the 
Democratic Party responsible therefor during the ensuing cam- 
paign. On the eve of another election, when the Republican 
Party is in power, we Democrats are not pursuing such a 
partisan, unpatriotic course. We are unequivocally for equi- 
table reduction of the taxes of all the people, and for that very 
renson are opposed to features of the Mellon bill. 

During the last (Sixty-seventh) Congress the Republican 
Party, in overwhelming control of both branches of Congress, 
passed a revenue bill which relieved the large profiteers of 
$450,000,000 per annum by the repeal of the excess-profits tax 
and relieved the multimillionaires of $60,000,000 annually in 
addition by a 23 per cent reduction of surtaxes on net individual 
incomes in excess of $200,000 annually. This same revenue bill 
carried an insignificant reduction of the taxes of the remainder 
of the people other than large profiteers and multimillionaires. 
Democrats in both the House and Senate made repeated efforts 
to amend the Republican revenue bill so as to grant some relief 
to the masses of the people, but these amendments were in- 
variably defeated by strict party vote. 

Having thus relieved the very wealthy classes in the last 
Congress, there was presented for adoption by the present Con- 
gress the Mellon bill, with the indorsement of Secretary Mellon 
and President Coolidge and backed by the most tremendous, 
most insidious, and most deceptive propaganda ever dissemi- 
nated in this country. Although the Constitution of the United 
States expressly provides that “all bills for raising revenue 
shall originate in the House of Representatives,” yet the Mellon 
bill was secretly prepared, even before Congress convened, under 
the direction of Secretary Mellon, the second wealthiest man in 
the world, and, so far as it has developed, without even con- 
sulting with any Member of Congress except the gentleman from 
New York, Mr. Open L. Mitts, who is perhaps the wealthiest 
man in Congress and most closely identified with Wall Street 
interests. 

In addition to the 23 per cent reduction in the surtaxes on 
large incomes effected during the last Congress, without any 
corresponding reduction on smaller incomes, the Mellon bill 
provides for an additional reduction of 50 per cent in the sur- 
taxes on large incomes and a 25 per cent reduction on incomes 
under $60,000. It is estimated that about two-thirds of the 
aggregate reduction carried in the Mellon plan would go to a 
very small number of very large taxpayers, and that the other 
one-third would go to the remainder of the taxpayers. 

In order to avoid such glaring inequalities and to effect a 
general and equitable reduction of taxes the Democrats in the 
House have proposed through Mr. Garner of Texas, the rank- 
ing Democrat on the Ways and Means Committee, certain 
amendments popularly known as the Garner or Democratic 
plan. I am heartily in favor of amending the pending bill by 
the adoption of the Garner plan. We all recognize the fact 
that the Mellon rates have not the slightest chance of adoption. 


It is a matter of common knowledge that a poll of the Re- 
publican Members only mustered 108 out of 225 Republicans 
in the House who were willing to stand for the Mellon rates. 
With one or two possible exceptions the Democrats in the House 
stand in solid phalanx against the Mellon rates. It is refresh- 
ing that such a large number of Members have refused to be 
stampeded or intimidated by the stupendous propaganda con- 
spiracy and the administration demands. 

I am for the Garner substitute plan because it is more nearly 
in accord with my conception of the true function of Govern- 
ment, and that is that legislation should be in the interest of 
all the people; because it recognizes the sound and just Demo- 
cratie doctrine that taxes should be imposed most heavily upon 
those best able to pay and lightest upon those least able to pay. 
I am for the Garner plan because while it effects a substantial 
reduction in the taxes of everybody yet it affords greater relief 
than does the Mellon plan to all citizens receiving net incomes 
under $54,000 per annum; because the Garner plan will give 
greater relief to 6,650,695 taxpayers throughout the country 
than does the Mellon plan, whereas the Mellon plan grants 
greater relief than does the Garner plan to only 9,433 tax- 
payers; because the Garner plan grants a greater reduction to 
60,949 taxpayers in my State, whereas the Mellon plan grants 
greater relief to only 81 taxpayers, and this is typical of the 
situation in every State. 

I am also for the Garner plan because it increases the ex- 
emptions from the payment of income tax. In my opinion, if 
incomes of heads of families up to $5,000 were exempted from 
the Federal income tax, those affected would still pay their 
just share of taxation, because local taxes, excise taxes, und 
high-protective tariff duties impose proportionately heavier 
burdens upon them than upon the rich. Few men of small in- 
comes are able to lay up any of their earnings; it takes all of 
their income for the purpose of supporting themselves and 
families, so that whatever taxes are exacted from them im- 
pose a hardship. The taxes paid by a man with a small income 
take just that much from the mouths, backs, education, and 
medical care of himself and those dependent upon him, but this 
is not true in the case of a man with a larger income than is 
required to meet the living expenses of himself and family. 

The gentleman who preceded me indulged in a discussion of 
wages and exemptions. The wage and salary earners are pay- 
ing more than their share of taxes. According to information 
furnished by the Secretary of the Treasury for the year 1921— 
the last year for which complete returns have been tabulated— 
of the $23,000,000,000 income reported, nearly $14,000,000,000 
were from wages and salaries. This shows the importance of 
legislation along the line of the Democratie plan in order to 
relieve the masses of the people as distinguished from those 
who, by the favoritism of this Government und otherwise, are 
making tremendous incomes. 

Eighty per cent of the American people would not benefit 
to the extent of a penny from Mr. Mellon’s proposal, for the 
reason that neither they nor those upon whom they are de- 
pendent pay an income tax under the present law. However, 
they do pay heavy tribute by reason of the Fordney-McCumber 
Tariff Act, which constitutes the heaviest tax burden ever im- 
posed in this or any other country. This tariff act wrings 
from the people in the form of indirect taxation at least four 
times as much as the sum total of all the income taxes, profits 
taxes, and surtaxes. The income and profits taxes and surtaxes 
average $13 per capita. The tariff costs every man, woman, 
and child of the 110,000,000 inhabitants of the United States 
at least $60 each per annum. And yet Secretary Mellon and 
President Coolidge do not propose to reduce the tariff, which 
is maintained for the benefit of a few thousand citizens, and 
which constitutes the most prolific source of contributions to 
Republican campaign funds. 

I am for the Garner plan because it recognizes farmers per- 
sonally operating their farms and merchants and tradesmen 
who combine a small amount of capital and their personal 
service for the purpose of earning income as being entitled to 
the credit granted on earned incomes. Recent surveys show 
that the farmers of the country pay larger taxes—National, 
State, and local—in proportion to their incomes than any other 
class of citizens. 

I have the most profound respect for property rights, but I 
also respect human rights. The surest way to protect prop- 


erty rights is for the capitalistic classes to recognize the fact 
that they should pay their just share of taxation. The theory 
of taxation is that the Government is entitled to collect taxes 
from its citizens in return for the protection afforded the citi- 
zen and his property. The citizen should pay in proportion 
to the protection received. In times of national peril a large 
percentage of our citizens must bear arms in defense of their 
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country, but property and money do not bear arms. During 
the recent war, while 4,500,000 of our men left their avoca- 
tions and took up arms in the national defense, and a large 
percentage of the remainder of the citizens were toiling and 
Sacrificing, capital was multiplying fabulously under the pro- 
tection afforded by this Government and our young manhood 
who were risking their all. We still have upon us most of the 
indebtedness incurred in the successful prosecution of that 
war. The 23,000 men who are said to have become millionaires 
during that war and thé thousands of others who multiplied 
their millions should be required to bear their just burdens of 
taxation instead of same being shifted to the already over- 
burdened and toiling masses. 

In behalf of the 25 per cent maximum surtax proposed in 
the Mellon bill one argument advanced is that it will produce 
more revenue, for the reason that the large surtax payers are 
unwilling to pay a large surtax and that they will make false 
returns and evade the payment of a large surtax, whereas they 
will pay a smaller tax. In other words, the champions of those 
large surtax payers, and those who are so assiduously endeayor- 
ing to relieve them of their taxes, would have us believe that 
their friends are only tolerably honest; they are not halfway 
honest; they are not even 44 per cent honest, but they would 
have us believe that they will be 25 per cent honest. In the 
same connection they tell us that these high surtaxes are 
passed on to the consumers. Well, if you accept the argument 
in toto, it means that they are proposing to impose heavier 
burdens upon the consumers than are now imposed by the pres- 
ent law, because if a reduction in surtaxes will bring in larger 
revenue, and that revenue will be imposed upon the consumers, 
of course, they are proposing to increase the burdens of the 
consumers—in other words, the masses of the people. But I am 
not willing to risk the surtax payers who you say are too dis- 
honest to pay their taxes and who make perjured returns; I 
am not willing to trust them to pass any reductions in their 
surtaxes on to the consumers. I am afraid the consumers 
would not get the benefit, but we know they will receive the 
benefit if we give the reductions direct to the masses of the 
people, as we Democrats propose to do. 

Now, what else? They say that some of the men of large 

wealth are sufficiently honest that they will not make perjured 
tax returns, but that they invest in tax-exempt securities. They 
have not all gone into tax-exempt securities and they can not 
all do it, because less than 10 per cent of the outstanding se- 
curities are tax exempt. They say we lose revenue by having 
them go into tax-exempt securities. Let us analyze that for a 
moment. There are about $12,000,000,000 of tax-exempt se- 
curities, and it is generally estimated that at least 50 per cent 
of these are held by banking institutions and other corporations 
and by very small-tax payers who pay no surtax. That leaves 
$6,000,000,000 of tax-exempt securities, and we will assume, 
for the sake of argument, that they earn an average of 5 per 
cent interest, which they do not; but that would be $300,000,000 
interest per year upon these tax-exempt securities other than 
those which are not impressed with a surtax. And we will sup- 
pose, for the sake of argument, that all of this $6,000,000,000 is 
held by men receiving over $500,000 net incomes per annum, so 
that under the present law they would be impressed with a 50 
per cent surtax. That would amount to a total revenue of 
$150,000,000 a year out of a total budget of $4,500,000,000 a 
year. 
3 But we know, as a matter of fact, that we would not receive 
that much, because only a small per cent of them are held by 
the maximum surtax payers, and, furthermore, by no means all 
of such securities would be reported for taxation even if they 
were taxable. The difficuity is not tax-exempt securities but the 
failure of these large-tax payers to make honest returns. Their 
principal champion on this floor has repeatedly insisted that 
they are deliberately evading their taxes and urged that as a 
reason why their taxes should be radically reduced. I say, 
instead of yielding to a plea of dishonesty, instead of pandering 
to and rewarding dishonesty, let us make the tax returns publie 
and employ such other methods as are necessary to insure 
honest returns and the collection of the taxes justly due the 
Government. 

Oh, they say that high surtaxes drive money out of industry. 
Of course that is not true. The records show that there is, and 
for the past year has been, mere idle money in this country 
than ever before in history. Hundreds of millions and billions 
of dollars are to-day lying idle, drawing no interest and not 
even invested. There is ample money not only for all legitimate 
industries in the United States but even for foreign loans and 
foreign bonds, As you know, within the past few days the 


$150,000,000 Japanese loan was far oversubscribed in New York 
There is plenty of money available for legitimate 
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industry, and there ought not to be any for “ wildcat ” schemes, 
[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Tennessee 
has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce] 15 minutes. 

Mr. LUCE. Chiefly in the hope that I may contribute 
something, however little, to the material on which will be 
based the public discussion of this question in the next few 
months, I have sought to find some fresh point of view. 
Perhaps I have found it in a simple -way of stating the chief 
problem before us. To that end I would ask you to forget 
for a moment percentages and statistics, resorting instead 
to fractions. 

In the war period we tried to get from the very wealthy 
three-fourths of their incomes. When the opportunity came 
to reduce taxes the House proposed that instead of three- 
fourths we should try to get two-fifths., (I am, of course, 
adding on the normal tax to the supertax.) The Senate, 
which had the whip hand of us in that juncture, made the 
fraction nearly three-fifths. We had to consent, so that the 
reduction from the war-period rate was from three-fourths 
to three-fifths. 

Now, when another opportunity comes to reduce taxes, the 
majority of the Ways and Means Committee proposes that 
we cut this to a little under one-third. The Democratie 
ranking member of the committee urges, instead, that we make 
it one-half, and the gentleman from Wisconsin urges, instead, 
that we make it four-sevenths. The mere recital of these 
fractions ought, in my judgment, to show that there is here 
no question of principle involved but only a question of degree. 

Whatever shadow of principle could have been invoked 
was entirely rejected by the plan for which the Democrats 
agreed to vote when they committed themselves to a pro- 
posal that one-seventh be taken off the present surtaxes. 
Mark you, their own proposition involved cutting the present 
surtaxes by one-seventh. Had there been any question of 
principle, they would have yielded to no reduction, and had 
they been perfectly logical, they would have carried their 
action to a recommendation that we take 100 per cent of all 
of the excessive incomes beyond a reasonable figure. In this 
there might have been approval by not a few Members of 
the House and by no small part of the public at large. A 
common purpose in this matter is to-day evident. In this 
purpose there is no distinction whatever between Democrats and 
Republicans in or out of the House. If we could here come to 
vote on a resolution expressing our belief that the swollen, the 
elephantine incomes in this country are a social evil far off- 
setting any economic advantages, I should predict that the 
House would almost unanimously support that resolution. 
If any Member had doubts of it before the calamitous period 
through which we are passing, could to-day any man fail to 
recognize the shame and disgrace that have been brought to 
leading men in both parties, the inestimable injury that has 
been dore to the public life of the country, the shaking of 
confidence in our political institutions, through the use of money 
to debauch our public affairs? Who car to-day control himself 
so far as to refrain from the wish that the houses of the 
Sinclairs and the Dohenys might be utterly destroyed, and that 
we might escape the pernicious influence of enormous aggre- 
gations of wealth in individual hands? 

It might, then, well be asked, Why do we not attempt to con- 
fiscate the grossly excessive incomes? The answer is palpable. 
Because the attempt would be futile. To understand the 
reason you have but to examine the condition of affairs ia 
Germany. There, at this moment, two Americans are un- 
officially helping toward a solution of the direful problems of 
continental Europe. One of their chief tasks is to discover, 
if possible, where, in foreign lands, now repose the ill-gotten 
gains of Stinnes and his associates. The attempt to confiscate 
great incomes here would result in sending those incomes into 
foreign banks beyond our reach. 

If, then, we are agreed we can not get for public use the whole 
of an excessive income, let us go down the scale and see if 
we can find-out at what point we can get the largest part of 
it, the maximum amount. 

Our Democratic friends seem to think we can get the maxi- 
mum amount by coming down to a demand for one-half the 
income, But it has been shown by the figures of the actuary 
that if they prevail with this proposal they will, as far as 
experts can foresee, get into the Treasury in the second full 
year $74,050,000 less from incomes over $100,000 than if the 
lower figure of the Mellon plan is adopted. The surtax payers 
would escape the payment of nearly $75,000,000 if the Demo- 
eratic proposal should prevail 
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When this matter was under consideration two or three years 
ago, at one stage of the proceedings I voted for a higher rate 
than my Republican colleagues had thought desirable. I was 
the only eastern Republican to take that position, and I did 
it in the belief that a higher rate than my Republican friends 
then proposed might be practicable. I was wrong. The re- 
sults show they were right. The experience of the last two 
years should have convinced any man free from prejudice, ap- 
proaching this problem as a man of affairs, that you must go 
still further down the scale to find the point at which you can 
get the maximum return. 

About 30 years ago a fellow citizen of the gentleman from 
Tennessee, who has just addressed you, summed up this whole 
thing in a pithy sentence that I commend to your attention. 
He said, “You can not tax anything that can run away.” 
That maxim reaches the heart of the agitation now going on for 
50 years in this country over the question of reaching the 
greater part of the wealth of the very rich man. In my owa 
State we have at least made progress. All told, there are 10 
States that have accepted the facts of the case by coming to an 
income tax, and there are about a dozen that classify property 
for purposes of taxation. So in about two-fifths of the States 
we have recognized the practical way of getting at this thing 
with legislation likely to preduce the maximum of results. 

Mr. LITTLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, LUCE. Yes. 

Mr, LITTLE. If you put a man in jail he can not run away. 

Mr. LUCE. The argument implied in that statement was 
first thrown at me 30 years ago. It has been reiterated in every 
discussion on the subject. In the speech you haye just heard it 
was brought forward again. It is the argument that if you 
only give the assessors power enough they can find intangible 
wealth. Experience has shown that the argument is unsound; 
the thing can not be done. So in every State willing to recog- 
nize the inevitable, willing to look the situation squarely in the 
face, there has been a decision to abandon the attempt and 
try to accomplish the desired result in some other way. Gen- 
tlemen who argue for persistence in the attempt remind me 
of a species of crab that you may see in Jamaica, the land crab. 
Every year it comes down from the mountain to lay its eggs 
in the pools on the evast. Whenever it comes to an obstacle 
it tries to go through that obstacle. If there be a door, it goes 
through the deor into the house and piles up in the passage- 
way. If the obstacle be something without any aperture, the 
crab tries to go over, and, failing in that, piles up against 
the wall or whatever the obstacle may be, because it has not 
sense enough to go around. In the same way the advocates 
of direct and extreme methods of taxing intangible property, 
coming up against the insurmountable obstacle, persist in their 
vain attempts. 

Or they might be compared to an army of old trying to take 
a fortress by frontal attack. The soldiers come up against the 
wall, find it can not be penetrated or climbed, yet with relay 
after relay perish in the struggle, when had they gone around 
the corner they would have found an open gate. - 

Mr. LITTLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LUCE. Yes. 

Mr. LITTLE. I wondered if the animal the gentleman al- 
ludes to is found only in New England—people who have not 
sense enough to go around the house. 

Mr. LUCE. I thought I made it clear that it was an animal 
inhabiting the island of Jamaica. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Indiana [Mr. SANDERS]. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the House, after a revenue measure has been debated in gen- 
eral debate for a number of days it is difficult to say any- 
thing new on the subject. After all. it seems to me that the 
proposition between the Democrats on the one hand and the 
Republicans on the other with reference to the policy of taxa- 
tion is rather simple. The Republicans belong to the party 
which is in power and has the legislative and executive branches 
of the Government. 

The Republican Party is the party that has at the present 
time the responsibility of government; therefore, feeling the 
responsibility, the Members of the Republican side deal with 
the question of raising billions of dollars of taxation and of 
obtaining revenue to run the Government with the best economic 
results. The Democrats, on the other side, having no respon- 
sibility, are free to use any means at their command to attack 
the plan of the Republican administration and make such sug- 
gestions as will be helpful to them in a political way. I do 
not mean to say that they always do that, but that temptation 


is open to them, and when I look over the debate that has oc- 
curred, particularly the remarks of the gentleman fror: Texas 
Mr. Garner], the able ranking member of the Committee on 
Ways and Means on the Democratic side of the House, I some- 
times think that he has yielded slightly to that temptation. 
For instance, to hear Mr. Garner talk at the present time, 
when we have a Republican administration and a Republican 
Secretary of the Treasury, you would think that he believed 
in zealously defending the rights of the legislative branch of 
the Government from encroachment by the executive. He 
said he was disappointed in the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LoncwortH], the Republican leader, the other day because 
Mr. LoncwortH did not rise up and tell the Treasury Depart- 
ment and the President of the United States that the Con- 
gress is going to enact the law without Executive suggestion. 
Thet is interesting in view of the fact that Mr. Garner served 
on the Ways and Means Committee when we had a Demo- 
cratic Secretary of the Treasury, and it is particularly in- 
teresting in view of the fact that from the time of Alexander 
Hamilton down to the present time the Treasury Department 
has taken the lead in working out the question of the revenues 
and the financial plans for the Government. Mr. GARNER 
says that we should not listen to the Secretary of the Treasury. 
Let us see what happened back when the Democratic ad- 
ministration was in power. At that time we had as Secre- 
tary of the Treasury Mr. William G. McAdoo, who is in 
Chicago to-day to determine whether or not he is going to 
be the Democratic nominee for President. I invite the at- 
tention of my Democratic friends to what Mr. McAdoo said 
at that time. I quote from the hearings of the Sixty-fifth 
Congress. Mr. McAdoo testified on June 7, 1918: 


I have read in some of the newspapers the intimation that the 
plan of the Treasury Department was calculated to produce’ less 
rather thap more revenue, ste. 


He thus announced that the tax bill was the plan of the 
Treasury Department. Yet our friend Garner would have 
you think that the Treasury Department ought not to have 
a plan. Mr. McAdoo later says: 


I should like to have you let Doctor Adams give you the details 
of that, because he has prepared them after a great deal of work, 
and I have not had time to look through them thoroughly, but he 
can explain them fully. 


Then Mr. McAdoo said this, and I hope the gentlemen who 
listened to the genial gentleman from Texas when he abused the 
present Secretary of the Treasury will listen to the words of 
the Democratic Secretary of the Treasury to the Ways and 
Means Committee, of which my genial friend from Illinois [Mr. 
Rarney] was a member at that time. He said: 


I venture to urge upon you, therefore, a careful consideration of the 
recommendations which they [speaking of Doctor Adams and somebody 
else, Treasury experts] may present to you on such subjects as amorti- 
zation, depreciation, etc. Entering profoundly into the calculation of 
every tax are subjects upon which the experts of the Internal Revenue 
Bureau, such as Doctor Adams here, are able to speak with greater 
knowledge than the Secretary of the Treasury or members of the Ways 
and Means Committee. I beg you, therefore, to see and act upon their 
advice. 


Yet these gentlemen on the Democratic side say now that we 
ought not to take any advice or recommendation of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury. 

Mr. BLANTON rose. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana, I do not yield. I want to prove 
by Mr. Garner himself that he is not at the threshold of Treas- 
ury Department advice. I refer now to the hearings on the 
revenue act of 1918, page 45. 

Mr. Garner of Texas asked the question: 

You have got in this proposed bill that you are supposed to have sent 
down, Doctor, this provision? 


He then quotes a provision and says quite politely: 

Is there any serious objection, Doctor, to striking that out of the 
bill? 

To prove further that the Treasury Department has always 
had a great deal to do with revenue bills, Mr. Leffingwell, on 
page 46, said: 

I am not so familiar with that particular bill that Doctor Adams has 
drawn as I should be. 


Drawn by the Treasury Department, brought Cown here by 
the Secretary of the Treasury, and very properly so, and in 
the hearings you will also find that Mr. McAdoo being away 
from Washington, dissatisfied with the way the then Democratie 
Committee on Ways and Means was operating, telegraphed to 
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President Wilson to have the committee get busy. I shall not 
take the time to read it all, but shali quote only a certain portion 
of that telegram, as follows: 


Newspapers indicate that effort will be made to give water power bill 


precedence over revenue bill when House reconvenes August 19. 
* . * 


And after urging importance of immediate action on the reve- 
nue bill he continues: 


Of course, I know that you can use only your great influence to 
secure this result, and the purpose of this telegram is to beg you to 
exert your influence In this direction immediately. 


They drew the bill in the Treasury, but he could not depend 
upon himself to urge it and telegraphed to the President of the 
United States to tell them to get busy and pass the bill that 
Doctor Adams had prepared. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. 

Mr. RAINEY rose, 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Oh, I can not yield. The gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. Rainey] will remember this, that when 
we were talking about high surtaxes in those days his genial 
friend from Texas [Mr. Garner] was not such a high bidder. 
You would think from the way Jack Garner talks that he 
invented high surtaxes. He walked up and down here and said, 
“Give me a Democratic President and a Democratic House 
and I will show you what we could do.” 

These really high surtaxes were not written in there by the 
Democrats. They were written in there by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin, Mr. Lenroor, and they were put in there with a 
Republican vote, and as war taxes they were all right. Our 
friend Garner, however, was pulling back in those days. It is 
true that the gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Kitchin, of 
blessed memory in this House, very quickly sensed the situation 
and said, “Let us agree to this amendment,” but not so the 
distinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner]. Mr. LEN- 
root had offered an amendment raising the high surtaxes 25 
per cent all along the line. Mr. Kitchin said they ought to 
agree to it. Mr. GARNER said, appealing to Mr. Kitchin: 


If the gentleman bad his preference, realizing the new information 
received from the Treasury Department, would he not prefer to pass 
this bill substantially in its present form, not accepting the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin? 


Then he said later, and this shows how wedded he was to 
‘Treasury recommendations: 


Now, since the information comes from the Treasury Department that 
we need $430,000,000 more, I can not conceive that this committee will 
want to cut down anything at of this bill that brings revenue, and it 
seems to me under these conditions we ought to test the sense of the 
committee to determine whether we want to increase them with a view 
of cutting something else out of the bill. 


Oh, you would think from the statement of the gentleman 
from Texas that he always disbelieved the argument that rais- 
ing the surtaxes high would be nonrevenue producing. 

Many of you gentlemen were here in 1917, and you will 
remember the great argument by Mr. Hill of Connecticut, one 
of the ablest men in the House on financial questions, when he 
pointed out, if you put this surtax too high, what would happen; 
and Mr. Gainen, in talking against it and in arguing with Mr. 
Kitchin against it, finally said: 


Unless the rates are raised so high, as contended by the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. Hill], that less revenue will be produced than 
under the present rates. 


That idea was not new to him when it was advocated before 
the present Committee on Ways and Means. Then after the 
distinguished gentleman from North Carolina, Mr. Kitchin, the 
great Democratie chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, who will be remembered as a distinguished Member of 
this House and in this country as long as history is written— 
during that memorable debate made a statement that I want 


And they did. 


you to listen to, you gentlemen who accuse the Republicans | 


of trying to serve the rich. We all remember that Claude 
Kitchin's favorite joke. when he wanted a recess for the holi- 
days, was to say that he wanted to go home for Christmas and 
make his annual agreement with his creditors for another year, 
Listen : 

Mr. KIrenix. Now, the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hill] has 
raised a very important question in my mind and one that we ought to 
consider when we are raising the rates on the large incomes, For 
instance, a large exorbitant rate may frustrate the very object of the 
tax law, and we may not get any taxes or have any incomes upon which 
to levy taxes. For instance, whenever our income tax is so heavy that 
the total income on the investment of the business man will be any- 


— 


| thing around 33, 4, or 5 per cent then it win be to his interest to sell 
out his investment to Tom, Dick, and Harry and invest in United States 
bonds or State bonds or rural-credit bonds, Thus he will make just as 
much as if he has as much net Income, with no worry and no trouble. 


The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Indiana 
has expired. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana, Can I have some more time? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will yield to the gentleman five 
minutes. But I wanted to say this while I am on my feet: 
That during the last two years of the Democratic administra- 
tion the administration frequently wanted Treasury bills 
passed, and I was the Republican who usually attended to the 
technical matters pertaining to them, and they brought them 
to me and I presented them to the committee and the com- 
mittee passed them. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Yes. I thank the gentleman. 

Now, this statement of Mr. Kitchin's, made by him on the 
floor of the House, not after study—because it came up sud- 
denly—contains in clear language the argument for the passage 
of the bill that the gentlemen have reported out. Note what 
he says. I continue reading: 


It will be to his interest to sell out his investment to Tom, Dick, and 
Harry and invest in United States bonds or State bonds or rural- 
credit bonds. Thus he will make just as much as if he has as much 
net income, with no worry and no trouble, 


Did he not get the danger quickly? And Mr. Emerson, of 
Ohio, spoke up and said, “ Somebody else would have to own 
those bonds?” Mr. Kitchin answered him: 


But nobody would own those bonds to the extent of making millions 

of income out of them, because they would be purchased by individuals 

| with smaller incomes. This large increase in the rate would not apply 
to the little fellow. 


| Then Mr. Kitchin went on. Listen to this argument, not 
made by a Republican, but made by a Democrat: 


Mr. Krrenix. I think a man would buy bonds if Congress would 
take a sufficient amount of his income and continue to take it until 
it would reduce his total income after deducting the tax down to 3. 4, 
or 5 per cent. I think I would buy bonds under such circumstances. 
I think any sensible man would do it. That is, if he is in it for profit 
or income. ; 


That is the statement made by the gentleman from North 
Carolina. Now, let us see what the facts are. Remember 
that statement was made by Mr. Kitchin—that prophecy—right 
on the spur of the moment. His knowledge of financial mat- 
ters brought the theught to him, and he had no politics in his 
mind. He spoke what was in his mind. He was not hedged 
about by any caucus. His prophecy came true. In 1918 the 
number of incomes over one million was 67. In 1919 it was 65. 
In 1920 it was 33. In 1921 it was 21. 

There you have the very prediction made by Claude Kitchin 
carried out. And when the Republican Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, following after similar recommendations of two Demo- 
erutie Secretaries of the Treasury, a Democratic President of 
| the United States, and following the advice of Doctor Adams, 
who, Mr. McAdoo said, knew more about it than the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means, advocates relief of that situation, you 
say, “ You are trying to pass something that will help the rich.“ 
And one gentleman on the floor shook his fist at us and asked 
us, “ What are you going to say in your districts and in your 
States when your opponent says, ‘ You did not tax the rich’?” 
I will tell you what I will say. I will say, “It is not true.” 
[ Applause. ] 

Why, of course it is not true. In the first place, the poor man 
is not taxed at all, and on every cent of the rich man’s income 
he is taxed the same as the man of small income, but on very 
much of it he is not taxed only dollar for dollar, but a greater 
amount. For instance, a man head of family with $4,000 in- 
come is taxed $67.50, and a man with $20,000 income, five times 
as great an amount, is taxed $1,237.50, more than eighteen 
times the amount of taxes. I could go on and show that this 
cry that has gone out is based on a false assumption. 

Under the Republican plan even if the 25 per cent maximum 
surtax is adopted, we tax the rich a much greater amount and 
about ten times greater percentage than we do the man with 
the small income. In practically all of the taxation under the 
State laws where the tax is on property values the States tax 
the rich and poor the same rate. If it is 2 per cent of the 
taxable value, the man with $1,000 is taxed 2 per cent of that, 
while the man with $2,000,000 is taxed 2 per cent of that 
amount. But in this bill we really tax the rich, for while we 
tax the man with $1,000 income above his exemptions but 3 
per cent or $30, the man with $2,000,000 income is taxed ap- 
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proximately a half million dollars. The ery that this bill does 
not tax the rich is a false cry. 

It is true that the proposed measure would reduce the maxi- 
mum surtax from 50 per cent to 25 per cent, and while that 
might for the first year have the effect of reducing the amount 
of revenue collected, as a matter of fact by the end of the 
second year, after the law is on the statute books, there would 
be an increase of revenue. There can be no doubt that the sur- 
tax is now away past the revenue-producing point. This is 
shown by the fact that in 1918 the number of incomes over 
$1,000,000 was 67; in 1919, 65; in 1920, 33; in 1921, 21. 

In other words, people with vast fortunes have taken their 
investments out of commercial enterprises and have purchased 
nontaxable securities, and they will continue to do so if the 
surtax is left high. On the other hand, it can be reduced to 
25 per cent, which will encourage the investment in productive 
enterprises, thus, in turn, actually increasing the amount of 
revenue. . 

The so-called Garner tax plan, sometimes erroneously referred 
to as the Democratic plan, really makes no substantial reduc- 
tion in surtaxes. It is proposed to reduce it from 50 to 44 
per cent. He proposes other vital changes in the Treasury 
plan. The Treasury Department on careful calculation has 
pointed out with unerring certainty that such a tax plan would 
not yield sufficient revenue to run the Government, and while 
it may be that the proposal was originally made in good faith, 
the support of the proposal now by the Democrats as a unit 
smacks very much of politieal action taken by a party not hav- 
ing the responsibility of government. [Applause.] 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Indiana 
has expired. 

Mr. MURPHY. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. 
tleman’s question. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, I will suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio makes the 
point of no quorum. The Chair will count. [After counting.] 
One hundred and twenty-seven Members are present. A 
quorum is present. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. FREAR, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen: You have 
indulged me with patience in the past, and I intend to speak 
only for five minutes, and hope to yield back a part of that time. 

I haye taken the floor only to explain briefly what I think 
is a misunderstanding and because of questions I have noticed 
in the Recorp and which have frequently been asked by various 
Members. 

The first question is: What is the proposal I have introduced, 
which has been criticized in this morning’s press and at other 
times? It is briefly this: To reduce the normal taxes one-half 
what they are to-day, That brings them from 4 to 2 and 
8 to 4 per cent, and it means $184,000,000 reduction, twice 
$92,000,000, proposed by Mr. Mellon for a 25 per cent reduction 
in the normal tax. But that is the only reduction, except the 
reduction to 40 per cent maximum surtax which has been sug- 
gested here. It will mean about $30,000,000 or $40,000,000 more, 
or it will come within that amount and aggregate about $220,- 
000,000. I speak of this because the leader on the Republican 
side, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoncwortH], was incor- 
rectly quoted, as be stated a few moments ago to me, that it 
would take away more money than we have as a surplus. It 
will not, and it is well within the $223,000,000 surplus stated 
by Secretary Mellon. 

You say: What is the meaning of that? What is the object 
of reducing the normal tax from § to 4? Briefly, it means 
this: For the small man—remembering your surtax begins at 
$6,000 under the existing law, and running to $10,000—it will 
mean a saving to the man with an income of $10,000, not count- 
ing his exemption of $2,000, of practically $100. Three hundred 
and forty-two dollars will be his tax under the Mellon bill, 
while $248 will be his tax under the proposal I have made, 
which means a saving of practically $100 or 35 per cent of his 
tax. You say: Does this normal tax mean anything? Abso- 


I want to ask the gentleman a question. 
I will be glad to answer the gen- 


lutely, because it takes away 30 per cent of the tax of the man 
with an income of $10,000. Now, take the tax of a man with 
an income of $20,000. Under the Mellon plan he will pay a 
tax of $1,242, not considering exemptions, while under my plan 
his tax will be $1,048, or substantially 20 per cent less. But 
when you get up to $35,000 then it changes, and under the 


Mellon plan it is slightly lower than it is under my plan. 
Finally, at $200,000, the tax paid by the man with that income 
will be $55,932 under the Mellon plan, and $78,768, or about 
50 per cent more, under the plan I propose. In other words, 
it is a tax on the man who has the money. 

It is said here, “But you can not reach that man.” How- 
ever, they do it in other countries, and our tax is below that 
which they have in other countries. Of course, tax-free securi- 
ties will escape here and there, But we gave a reduction last 
year from 65 per cent down to 50 per cent. Then 94 of my 
Republican friends on this side of the House walked over to my 
friends on the other side, or they came over to them, and they 
said, “ We will stand for the 50. per cent that was put in by 
e Bonate And that is the law as it stands to-day—50 per 
cen 

Mr. LITTLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. I have only five minutes. 

Mr. LITTLE. I just wanted to ask the gentleman whether 
Senator Penrose voted for that? 

Mr, FREAR. I have understood so; and Senator Loper and 
many others; they voted for 50 per cent maximum surtax. 
We are now asked to come down to 25 per cent or 35 per cent, 
when 94 of us voted for 50 per cent last time. If it was good 
then, why is it not good to-day? And Mr. McCoy says it brought 
$300,000,000 more into the Treasury. 3 

1 was talking with some men who are as good judges of a 
proposition of this kind as any men who could be found here, 
and I said. Where is your scientific proposition which came 
from the Treasury Department?’ And they said. There is no 
science in these plans, and we know it.” The men who have 
been engaged in tax matters say there is no science in this sort 
of a proposition, but that you just get the best proposition you 
can. That is what they are trying to get under the Mellon 
plan; but that plan helps the man of large income and gives 
him special relief, but does not help the little fellow, whereas, 
as I have shown you, the men with the smaller incomes will 
receive a 30 per cent saving under my proposal over his, and in 
the Democratic plan they have provided practically, or very 
near, the same rates as are found in my plan. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Bacon] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Chairman, during the last three years the 
Republican Party has remedied the extravagance and depres- 
sion of a Democratic administration by cutting expenditures in 
half. It has reduced the debt by four and a half billion dollars 
and has created a prosperity which has yielded a surplus in the 
National Treasury of over $300,000,000 in a year. 

The Republican Party intends to pursue its task to its logical 
conclusion, and in as large a measure as possible intends to 
relieve the peuple of the enormous burdens of taxation, 

In the last year of a Democratic Congress seven billions of 
dollars were appropriated, following such a riot of waste in 
Federal control of railroads and shipping as this country had 
never before seen. 

In the last month of President Wilson's term of office, in 
March, 1921, 5,000,000 of wage earners were out of work. 

A Republican Congress, by the enactment of a restrictive im- 
migration law, prevented an inundation of competing labor; 
by the passage of a protective tariff restored the home market 
to American producers; and by the adoption of a Budget sys- 
tem encouraged wise economies. 

To-day our appropriations total $3,000,000,000. There is a 
job at hand for everybody. Our standard of living and our 
Wage scale are not only higher than anywhere in the world 
but exeeed those of any other period of our history. 

It is a fact which none ean deny that tax reduction would 
not be possible to-day if extravagance and waste and great 
expenditure had continued. 

It is no less a fact that unless every effort had been made 
to decrease the amounts of money spent by the Government 
the country to-day would not now have a surplus. 

And it can not be successfully disputed that a Repub:ican 
administration is solely responsible for a program which 
would lift the burdens of taxation from all alike. 

I firmly believe that no important piece of legislation was 
ever so carefully, scientifically, and thoroughly thought out 
for the greatest good to the greatest number. I, for one, 
intend to stand by the President, and am in favor of this bill 
without change and without amendment. 

New York State, where the number of Federal income-tax 
payers is larger than in any other State in the Union, is, of 
course, vitally interested in this whole tax problem. 

The people of my own district, without regard to purty, 
are in favor of this program of tax reduction. 
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I have received many hundreds of letters from the men and 
women of my district, without regard to party, declaring 
themselves emphatically in favor of the administration's pro- 


gram, I haye scrutinized these letters to discover, if possible, 
any trace of propaganda that has been talked about so much 
here in the House, and I emphatically state that I can find 
no trace of a concerted effort to influence my vote. 

These letters have come from earnest men and women who 
seem to realize the vital effect that intelligent and scientific 
tax reduction will have on the welfare of the entire country. 

From time to time I have returned to my district and have 
talked with men and women, regardless of party, in many 
different communities, and everywhere I have found a una- 
nimity of opinion in favor of this much-needed tax relief. 

I have further found that the people of my district have not 
been fooled by the various rival programs for tax relief that 
have been offered. They have been able to discern between a 
carefully and scientifically worked out program on the one 
hand and programs that are designed merely with a view, as 
one paper so aptly stated, of advancing “a proposition set up 
to bedazzle the sucker vote.” 

No, Mr. Chairman, the people of my district are not fooled 
by the appeal of the demagogues. They resent the charge that 
the thoughtful and earnest letters they haye written to their 
Congressman are the result of propaganda. ‘The people of 
my district are hard-headed, intelligent Americans, blessed 
with that sane Yankee common sense that is such a marked 
characteristic of our President. 

Mr. Chairman, a reduction of the surtaxes to as near 25 
per cent as possible does not mean that men of great incomes 
will escape their just burdens of taxation. 

Under the present law men of great wealth have the legal 
opportunity of investing in nontaxable Federal, State, and 
municipal bonds. A reduction to as near 25 per cent in the 
surtax as possible would attract back again into the industry 
of the country money that is now safely and legally tucked 
away where the Federal income-tax collector can not reach it. 

Men of the larger incomes would again turn back their 
capital into productive enterprises, and the entire country 
would benefit in the ensuing enhanced prosperity. A surtax 
of 25 per cent would have a far more stimulating effect on 
the business of the country than would, for example, a surtax 
of 35 per cent. A surtax of 35 per cent would only bring in 
at the moment $10,000,000 a year more income than would a 
surtax of 25 per cent, and in the long run would not bring as 
much revenue as would a surtax of 25 per cent. 

It is uneconomic and unsound to use taxation as a social 
weapon for equalizing wealth, The economic way, the sensible 
way, to accomplish this desired result is through the inheritance 
tax. I was much impressed with the learned speech of the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RaMseyeER] last week on this sub- 
ject. fxcessive taxation hampers industry and destroys enter. 
prise und initiative. Inheritance taxes do not have this dead- 
ening effect. If Congress wishes to bring about a better dis- 
tribution of wealth, it should rewrite its inheritance tax laws 
aud not attempt to do so by unsound taxation. 

Capital is nothing more than the surplus earnings of a 
nation, the savings of its citizens. Because of the necessities 
of financing the great World War we were obliged to take the 
savings of the people for destructive purposes. During the 
war the people paid their taxes willingly and did not seek the 
legal refuge of tax-exempt municipal bonds. But since the war 
excessive taxation, and particularly unreasonable surtaxes, 
have been destroying the enterprise and initiative of the people, 
and more and more the wealthy have been investing in tax- 
exempt securities and have been withdrawing their money and 
their brains from productive business, 

America in the past has grown great because of the daring, 
the initiative, and the enterprise of her citizens. We have now 
reached a time when it is necessary to discontinue the handi- 
caps necessarily imposed during the war. A country, like gov- 
ernment, can not stand still. It must go forward. Congress 
should rather seek to encourage that ability for business and 
industrial enterprise which has been so characteristic of the 
American people and which has made America the great coun- 
try it is to-day. New ventures and, new enterprises can not 
thrive without tho investment of those of large incomes. The 


employment of capital in new industries will provide employ- 
ment for labor in large numbers and will help in the future, as 
it has in the past, to make us the greatest industrial Nation on 
earth. 

To-day men of large incomes are inclined to say that the risks 
involved in new enterprises are too great for them to bear, in 


view of the fact that the return, after deducting the high sur- 
taxes, is very low. 

Under the present law a man investing in an enterprise, the 
security of which pays 8 per cent, receives a net return of only 
3.36 per cent. Under the bill reported to the House his return 
will be 5.52 per cent. Under the present law capital can not 
be coaxed from investment in tax-exempt securities. Under 
the new law it will seek a larger return in enterprise. In a 
venture paying 10 per cent, under the present law his net return, 
after the payment of Federal income tax, is 4.20 per cent. 
Under the bill under consideration his net return would be 
6.90 per cent. 

Therefore, if we reduce the surtax from 50 to 25 per cent, we 
should see a great flood of new capital entering new channels 
and resulting in the further industrial, commercial, and finan- 
cial development of the United States. 

The country has every right to expect that Congress will 
tackle this problem in a patriotic and nonpartisan spirit, the 
Same spirit that won the war. If this scientific tax bill is 
passed without change, I firmly believe the business lifeblood 
of America will be quickened, new courage and new hope will 
prevail on all sides, and countrywide prosperity will be made 
permanent. If it is not passed, or if unsound amendments are 
added, or if a political substitute is passed, I firmly believe 
that we will see a gradual slowing up of business and industry. 
Unless the deadening weight of excessive and unjust taxation 
is removed from the people, I fear the gradual and stealthy ap- 
proach of hard times and unemployment, 

A great wave of hope swept over the American people when 
the administration’s proposal for tax reduction was first an- 
nounced. If the Congress refuses to enact this scientific law 
the resultant reaction will be unfortunate, to say the least, 
and may be disastrous. 

The country is already sensing the possibility of a political 
tax bill and already signs are unmistakable that there is a 
feeling of discouragement abroad. An aroused public opinion 
will ultimately demand a scientific reduction of taxes, which 
means a reduction of surtaxes to somewhere around 25 per 
cent. No matter what the outcome is of the discussion here, 
an issue has been raised which will be settled, and settled 
right, by the common sense of the country. The people want 
tax reduction as proposed by President Coolidge and will not 
be satisfied with a substitute and a sham. 

The Democratic Party has presented a plan which it believes 
will appeal to the greatest number of voters. It declares that 
it will place the burden on the rich and let them pay the bill 
in order that the rest of us may have the benefit. 

For the moment this contention seems as reasonable as the 
Democratic contention of 1910—that the Democratic Party, if 
elected, would reduce the cost of living to the market basket 
of the average housewife. 

It is just as reasonable as the Democratic proposal of 1916 
that the Democratic Party would keep the country out of war. 
It is just as reasonable as the Democratic declaration of 1920 
that it would keep the country out of future wars by means of 
the League of Nations. 

It is just as reasonable as the Democratic Party’s contention, 
in and out of its party platforms, that a protective tariff en- 
riches only a few and does not make for general prosperity. 

The country knows that the cost of living was doubled under 
a Democratic administration. 

That the reelection of President Wilson did not keep us out 
of war. 

That by 7,000,000 majority the people repudiated the idea 
that the League of Nations would prevent all future wars. 

And that a protective tariff sufficient to cover the difference 
in the cost of production here and abroad has invariably re- 
stored the country to prosperity following upon the gloom and 
unemployment of Democratic times, 

And just so the country will eventually find out that the con- 
tention of the Democratic Party that high surtaxes will relieve 
the poor from all effects of taxation, placing the burden en- 
tirely on the wealthy, is in reality nothing but buncombe. 

The people of this country will eventually realize, if they do 
not now, that this scientific tax revision plan proposed by the 
present administration is really drawn up for the benefit of 
the entire country. Reducing the surtaxes will loosen the 
bonds which now hold new capital away from enterprise, will 
provide an even larger revenue to the Government, and will, 
in the long run, cause the wealthy to puy in actual dollars 
and cents more than they pay now. Scientific tax reduction 
will do more to reduce the excessively high cost of the neces- 
sities of life than any other factor, 
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The fact that the Democratic tax plan would mean a loss 
of revenue of over $600,000,000 a year, whereas the surplus in 
the Treasury is only a little over $300,000,000 a year, appar- 
ently does not in any way interest the gentleman from Texas 
Mr. Garner], the author of the plan. What does he care if 
the Democratic plan produces a Treasury deficit if he can fool 
the people sufficiently between now and November to pick up 
some votes for the Democratic Party? The Democratic caucus 
has ordered, and the Garner plan must be put through, Treas- 
ury deficit and all. But I for one do not believe that the people 
can be fooled. 

The President, in his great speech on Lincoln's Birthday, 
completely stated the case when he said: 


I think it is easy enough to see that I wish to include in the pro- 
gram a reduction in the high surtax rates, not that small incomes may 
be required to pay more and large incomes be required to pay less, but 
that more revenue may be secured from large incomes and taxes on 
small incomes may be reduced; not because I wish to relieve the 
wealthy, but because I wish to relieve the country. 


The financial acumen of the Democratic Party is exemplified 
by its advocacy of the cause of free silver in 1896. In August 
of that year it appeared to sweep the country; in November it 
was snowed under, 

The common sense of the American people can be relied upon 
to duly appraise the vote-getting program of the Democratic 
Party of 1924 at its true worth. The common sense of the 
American people can be relied upon to appraise the brand of 
patriotism and civic righteousness so heavily concentrated in 
the State of Wisconsin. The surtax of 25 per cent may fail 
here now, but it will prevail in the end, because it is morally, 
economically, and scientifically sound. 

The abundant prosperity we are now having is a Republican 
prosperity. If the tax bill fails and hard times result, they 
will be directly chargeable to the Democratic Party and their 
Republican allies from Wisconsin. 

The wise economies now practiced in the conduct of the 

Government are Republican economies. 

The program for lower taxes, which the country has a right 
to expect, is a Republican program suggested by a Republican 
administration. 

The confidence of the country is in the honesty, integrity, 
and common sense of a Republican President, and the majority 
of 1924 will be a Republican majority. [Applause.] 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. Runzx!] such time as he may desire. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr, RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, at this late hour I do not want 
to take up a great deal of your time, but I do want to call 
your attention to this, that if you will look in the Recorp to- 
morrow morning—lI can not give you the exact page—you will 
find these words: “ Mr. Rusgey addressed the committee. His re- 
marks will appear hereafter.” [Applause.] 

Mr. RUBEY. Mr. Chairman, for many days we have been 
discussing this tax measure, There is nothing that can possibly 
be brought to the attention of this Congress which is of more 
importance nor in which the great masses of the people are 
more interested than this pending tax measure. The heavy 
burdens of taxation are begring down upon the American people 
to-day as never before in the history of the country. The cry 
for immediate relief comes to us in no uncertain tones from 
every part of the Republic. Ours is the greatest country in all 
the world. We have 48 States all bound together in an insep- 
arable Union. This is beautifully set forth in“ The American's 
Creed” in these words, descriptive of our ideal form of govern- 
ment, “A democracy in a Republic; a sovereign Nation of many 
sovereign States.” 

There are necessarily many forms of taxes within the States 
over which Congress has no control. Congress passes tax laws 
levying taxes upon the people of the Nation as a whole. The 
legislatures of the several States pass tax laws governing the 
taxes to be levied in each State and in each subdivision thereof. 
There are State taxes, county taxes, city taxes, school taxes, 
road taxes, street taxes, and taxes for the payment of the prin- 
cipal and interest on bonds issued for various purposes. These 
are heavy burdens; Congress, as I have said before, can not 
lighten them, However, it is within the power of Congress, by 
the form of the taxation it enacts, to avoid placing additional 
taxes upon a very large part of the people, and it can lower 
national taxes and thus reduce the burdens which they now 
bear by reason of the Federal tax laws. 

It seems to me that by far the best policy for the Govern- 
ment to follow in the raising of the necessary funds for its 
various purposes is to confine its methods of taxation to the fol- 


lowing: The graduated income tax, including the surtax, and 
the excess-profits tax; the estate tax, the gift tax so necessary 
to prevent the avoidance of both the income tax and the 
estate tax; and the internal revenue taxes, levied, of course, 
upon nonnecessaries and luxuries. To this then should be 
added a tariff tax for revenue, levied as far as it is humanly 
possible upon luxuries only. May the time soon come when Con- 
gress—by the use of these methods, and these only—will be able 
to secure all the funds necessary for the economical administra- 
tion of the Government. If that were done all other forms of 
Federal taxes could be abolished. The people would no ionger 
be called upon to pay the so-called nuisance taxes, such as 
the stamp tax, tax on automobiles, their parts and accessories, 
tax on picture shows and other amusements, tax on drugs and 
medicines, and many other articles that could be mentioned. 
If this were done the great masses of the people in the respec- 
tive States who are now heavily burdened by the payment 
of State and local taxes, would in a great degree be relieved of 
Federal taxes. 

One of the fairest, most just, and most equitable methods of 
taxation ever devised by the mind of man is the graduated 
income tax law. It calls upon the man who has, and is there- 
fore able to pay. He whose income is small is called upon to 
contribute but little, he whose income is larger is asked for 
more, and if his wealth be great and his income therefore much 
greater, he is called upon to contribute a much greater sum 
for. the support of his Government, 

In my particular section of the State, the sixteenth district, 
which I have the honor to represent, there were only 808 who 
made income-tax returns in 1921. I represent the good old 
farmer folk, the best people on earth—honest, frugal, indus- 
trious, and patriotic, but not endowed with great wealth. 
Comparatively few of them, therefore, are blessed with an 
income sufficiently great to require the payment of an in- 
come tax, 

The estate tax, in the main, applies to large estates. From 
the very beginning of the organization of forms of government 
and the levying of taxes there haye been those who sought in 
one way and another to avoid the payment of taxes. There 
will always be some who will do this until time shall be no 
more, The means most generally used by those who have great 
fortunes is to invest their holdings in tax-exempt securities. 
It is said that the late William Rockefeller at his death left 
a very large estate of many millions of dollars, of which $43,- 
000,000 were invested in tax-exempt securities. To the men 
of great wealth—and their number has increased very greatly 
in the past few years—who have sought to avoid payment of 
income taxes by investing in tax-exempt securities, the final 
day of reckoning will come. They will pass to the great beyond, 
and they can not take their tax-exempt securities with them. 
The Government will, through the workings of an estate tax, 
come into its own, The vast sums of money these mighty mil- 
lionaires have thus withheld will be collected from their 
estates, 

A gift tax should by all means become a part of this bill. 
The gift tax is intended as a means of protecting both the in- 
come tax and the estate tax from evasion by the taxpayer. The 
gift tax should be made to apply only to those who 
great wealth. Under the provisions of existing law there have 
been hundreds of instances where a man having a large income 
has deliberately divided his estate among the members of his 
family. 

In this way has he evaded a large income tax and thus 
avoided especially the payment of a large surtax. When an 
estate tax is placed in this bill, it will be absolutely necessary 
that a gift tax be provided in order to prevent the taxpayer 
from giving away his estate, and thus defeating the very pur- 
pose for which an estate tax is enacted. A gift tax, as its 
name indicates, is a tax upon gifts, and like the income and 
estate taxes, it is graduated, the larger the gift the higher 
the rate of the tax. 

Mr. Chairman, as I have already indicated, I shall vote for 
the increased rates to be proposed in the estate tax, and I 
shall vote for the gift tax. I shall also yote for the restora- 
tion of the tax on excess profits which was stricken out in 
the last Congress. By this one act alone $450,000,000 was saved 
for millionaires and multimillionaires of America. This item 
should by all means go back into the bill. 

In consideration of the internal revenue provisions and the 
miscellaneous items, I shall stand for further reductions on 
necessaries and for some increases on items not necessary and 
indeed, in some instances, harmful and injurious, 

So far as the income-tax provisions are concerned, I am for 
the Garner or Democratic plan and opposed to the Mellon 


2698 


plan, In taking this position I do it not because the plan 
bears the name of my good friend, John Garner, with whom 
I have served so many years, neither do I support it because 
it bears the name of the party with which I am affiliated, but 
because that plan is in the interest, and for the benefit of the 
great masses of income-tax payers of America. This is a tax 
reduction bill and in its preparation we should bear in mind 
that good old doctrine—“ the greatest good to the greatest 
number.” Within the confines of this Republic there are 
6,650,695 income-tax payers. Of this number 6,641,262 are 
benefited more under the Garner plan than under the Mel- 
lon plan, while there are only 9,433 who will receive 
greater benefits under the Mellon plan than under the Garner 
plan. 

In the good old State of Missouri there are 172,519 income- 
tax payers. Of this number, 172,350 will receive greater 
benefits under the Garner plan and only 169 will be more 
greatly benefited if the Mellon bill is enacted. In my own 
congressional district there is not an income-tax payer who 
will not get greater reduction under the Garner plan than 
under the Mellon plan. Thus it will be seen that not only are 
we bringing relief to the greatest number, but what is of far 
greater importance, we are giving that relief to those least 
able to pay, and we are, and we shall continue, through the 
application of the income tax, the estate tax, and the gift tax, 
to place the heaviest burdens of taxation upon those most 
able to bear them. ; 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. FuLĮmER] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, I represent the seventh district of the small but great State 
of South Carolina, and I am delighted to have the privilege of 
expressing myself at this time on this very important piece of 
legislation. 

After listening to the discussions I find the Mellon bill, as 
well as the Republican Party, somewhat in the fix of the negro 
who was lynched some time ago in Mississippi. Next morning 
the good people of that section turned out to view the body 
which was swinging from the limb of a big oak tree, and they 
found pinned on the body a card with these words, “In statu 
quo.” They could not make out what that meant, so they sent 
over for an old school-teacher. He came over, adjusted his 
glasses, and looked at the words. He turned around and re- 
marked: “ My friends, it has been quite a while since I taught 
school, and it has been quite a while since I have read Latin, 
but if my memory serves me rightly these words mean, ‘ This 
nigger is in a hell of a fix.”” [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I represent a State -whose 
people still believe in government of the people, for the people, 
and by the people. They believe in legislation which gives to 
the greatest number of people the greatest benefit. It has been 
my sad privilege since coming to Congress to witness the atti- 
tude of those in majority, the Republican Congress, desirous of 
legislating in just the opposite way; that is, to give the greatest 
benefit to the few at the expense of the many. 

This was done under the Esch-Cummins law, which placed 
in the hands of the Interstate Commerce Commission the power 
to regulate the valuation of the property of the railroad inter- 
ests and to adjust rates that would be fair to their interest 
as well as that of the shipper. In administering this law 
the Interstate Commerce Commission has increased the valua- 
tion several millions of dollars and has so allowed the railroad 
interests to increase their rates until these exorbitant rates 
have practically paralyzed agriculture. 

How the agricultural industry is to continue to sell its prod- 
ucts at near pre-war prices and pay freight rates from 50 to 
80 per cent higher than the pre-war rates is not clear to anyone 
conversant with the facts. While the railroads are doing a 
profitable business thousands of good farmers are leaving their 
improved lands because they can not make a living on them. 
They have no section 15-A—the so-called guaranty clause of 
the Esch-Cummins Act—and no Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion to insure them a profit and a fair return, or even a living, 
while they are paralyzed by excessive freight rates. 

This was also carried out in the passing of the Fordney- 
McCumber tariff bill, and now, as if people could not read, 
you propose to put over on the American people a bill known 
as the Mellon bill, which on its face and in practically every 
instance is a rich man’s bill. I am sure that the figures which 


I shall now give setting forth the present law, the Mellon plan, 
along with the Garner figures, will show at a glance who the 
Democrats favor in tax reduction against those who Mr. Mellon 
would accommodate at the expense of the small taxpayer. The 
figures which I shall now give show the total tax payable by a 
married person without dependents: 
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Under the present tax law a married man without dependents 
but with an income of $13,000 pays surtaxes in amount $110; 
under Mr. Mellon's plan he would pay $40; under the Demo- 
cratic plan he would pay $10, while incomes of 312,000 and less 
would not be subject to surtaxer. Under the present law 
married persons without dependents but with incomes of 
$5,000,000 pay $2,870,640; under Mr. Mellons plan they would 
pay $1,538,840; under the Democratic plan they would pay 
$2,476,480. Under the present law married persons without 
dependents but with incomes of $1,000,000 pay taxes in amount 
$550,640; under the Mellon plan they would pay $298,840; 
under the Democratic plan they would pay $476,430, Out of 
the 6,662,000 taxpayers who pay income taxes the Democratic 
plan gives to 6,650,000 the greater benefit, while the Mellon 
plan gives to 12,000—the very rich—the greater benefit. Mr. 
Mellon himself will save under his plan $1,351,800, while under 
the Democratic plan he will save only $394,310. Eighty per 
cent of the American people will not benefit to the extent of 
one penny under Mr. Mellon’s plan, while 2 per c nt of the 
people, the very rich, will save many millions annually. 

Secretary Mellon himself has had no experience in tax legis- 
lation. He has been principally interested in levying the most 
burdensome taxes on the public through Republican high tariffs, 
as I said a few minutes ago, and only in the last Congress the 
Mellon aluminum trust got an increase in tariff rates which 
added $13,000,000 potential profits to the $10,000,000 it had 
made annually since 1910. The Secretary and President Cool- 
idge are opposed to any reduction of the high tariff taxes, 
which cost the people four billions annually in higher cost of 
living, as previously stated, and enagzle the special interests 
thus protected to put $3,500,000,000 of that sum in their own 
pockets. 

The income and surtax tax is one tax which, as a rule, can 
not be passed on to the consumer, while a tariff or sales tax, 
on the other hand, is paid in full and in even greater measure 
by the consumer by reason of pyramiding and profiteering. 
The following will show how tax reduction will be distributed 
among individual taxpayers, according to their respective in- 
comes, under the Mellon plan: 


Income or 
$5,000,000 individual will save 81.500.000. 
$1,000,000 individual will saye $251,784. 
$500,000 individual will save $116,784. 
$250,000 individual will save 849.284. 
$100,000 individual will save $10,284. 
$50,000 individual will saye $1,944. 
$25,000 individual will save $1,107. 
$20,000 individual will save $747. 
$15,000 individual will save $469.50. 
$10,000 individual will save $222. 
$5,000 individual will save $29.75. 
$4,000 individual will save $12.75. 


In other words, a person with ar income of $1,000,000 saves 
under the Mellon plan $51,784, while 50 heads of families, 
each having an income of $20.000—total, $1,000,000—save 
under the Mellon plan only $35,350. One hundred heads of 
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families, each with an income of $10,000—total, $1,000,000— 
save under the Mellon plan only $22,200. Two hundred heads 
of families, each hay‘ng an income of $5,000—total, $1,000,000— 
saye under the Mellon plan 85,950 Four hundred heads of 
families, each having an income of $2,500—total, $1,000,000— 
save under the Mellon plan nothing. Thus you can very 
readily see who gets the melon. 

Evidently Mr. Mellon has three obj<cts in mind—he wishes 
to defeat the soldiers’ bonus, provide the Coolidge administra- 
tion with a popular “ paramount issue,” and add to the huge 
fortunes of the very rich. He has been working on this pro- 
gram from the moment he was sworn in as Secretary of the 
Treasury, a position for which he is clearly ineligible if the 
Constitution means what it says. All of his public utterances 
show that in principle he s opposed to income and inheritance 
taxes. Being one of the world’s richest men, he very naturally 
champions the theory that enormous fortunes in the hands of 
the few are a good thing and should be encouraged. 

Mr. Mellon's plan proposes a reduction of $323,000,000, chiefiy 
for the larger income-tax payers, while the Fordney-McCumber 
tariff bill, put over by the same “ big interests,’ who said that 
it would be the salvation of the farme% and save America, 
lays a tax upon the people conservatively placed at $4,000,- 
000,000. You do not hear Mr. Mellon or “his interests,” who 
largely benefit therefre-, either through the press or other 
organized channels asking for the repeal or any modification of 
the extortionate rates ii the present tariff bill. Consumers of 
sugar, which include the farmers and wage earners, are pay- 
ing a tax annually of $20,000,000 due to the duty under the 
Fordney-McCumber tari bill. 

Something like 700,000 farmers have gone bankrupt since the 
beginning of the Harding-Coolidge administration, according to 
the Department of Agriculture. That means not fewer than 
2,500,000 men, women, and children have been reduced to 
poverty and distress. But the trusts and combines which got 
the profiteer’s tariff for themselves have been declaring big 
stock dividends. 

Speaking from the viewpoint of a business man, I think the 
great fundamental and businesslike thing to do is to pay more 
attention to expenditures of the people’s money, thereby elimi- 
nating any necessity for looking for any breach of trust on the 
part of the American people. It has become an everyday occur- 
rence with Congress to create new departments, boards, and 
to add new bureaus to already created departments, thereby 
increasing numbers on pay rolls not only in the lower brackets 
but in high positions, which in many cases are but parasites 
inflicted on an already overburdened people. 

As to the power given to these departments, Mr. Mellon says 
that taxpayers of large incomes are not paying, when, as a 
inatter of fact, he has the power to either force them to pay or 
let them get by. Mr. Fall, Secretary of the Interior, and Mr. 
Denby, Secretary of the Navy, claim the right to give away the 
oil resources which were intended and should be reserved for 
the Navy. While Mr. Denby was doing this he successfully 
put over the Congress a large appropriation to carry on work 
in the Navy Department at a time when all good, sane men 
would agree that these appropriations could be very easily cut. 
I voted against it. 

The Federal Reserve Board, which has control of the finances 
of this country, did on May 18, 1920, put into operation plans 
formulated behind closed doors which wrought havoc to this 
country. Mr. W. G. P. Harding—so I am told by a member of 
the Banking and Currency Committee of the House—put 
through them an amendment allowing a sliding scale in inter- 
est rates, and in some cases the system charged member banks 
as much as 65 per cent. Under this policy interest rates were 
increased from 4 to 6 and 8 per cent, but I am glad to have 
Mr. Crissinger, governor of the board, say now that rates should 
never have been increased, but should have remained from 4 
to 43 per cent. Centralization of power in Washington and in 
departments taken away from the States is making bureau- 
cruts in these departments. No wonder the people are dis- 
gusted with the scandal that is now going on with some of the 
departments in Washington. 

There is only one country in the world which has suffered a 
greater Increase in taxation than the United States. That 
nation is England. Expressed in terms of the 1913 dollar, and 
disregarding fluctuations in currency value, England has in- 
creased her taxation 217 per cent since 1913. The United States 
has increased its taxation 204 per cent. 

It is estimated that the national income, the combined earn- 
ings of the entire country, amount to about fifty-eight billions 
of dollars. Out of that $58,000,000,000 income the American 


public is being asked to contribute over seven billions of dol- 
lars to maintain their National, State, and local Governments. 


According to official figures there are 41,000,000 people in 
the United States above the age of 16 who are employed in 
some gainful occupation. They represent the Nation’s earn- 
ing power. - 

Since 1913 the Federal, State, and local governments have 
added $27,000,000,000 to their debt, making a total govern- 
ment debt in the United States of $32,000,000,000. 

The National Industrial Conference Board estimated that 
there are in the United States 3,400,000 people on some govern- 
ment pay roll and that the actual total pay-roll cost amounts 
to $3,800,000,000. This would indicate that every 11 workers 
in the United States are supporting one person on a govern- 
ment pay roll. . 

I have been promised that I shall be given an opportunity 
to vote to remove a tax that is now collected on trucks, tires, 
and auto repair parts which was placed on these articles as 
a War revenue measure. About one-third of all the motor 
cars in the United States are owned by farmers ‘to whom the 
added cost of the tax on tires and repair parts is a very con- 
siderable burden. The millions of farmers to whom the motor 
vehicle is a necessity, not a luxury, would welcome lower 
prices and cheaper repair parts. Nothing in the proposals of 
tax reduction so far submitted to the Congress would so 
directly result in immediate savings to many millions of persons 
of average means, 

Motor vehicles are now in many States subject to triple 
taxation ; first the Federal tax, then the State license tax, and 
in many communities they are assessed as “ personal property ” 
on which the prevailing local tax rate is imposed. A proposi- 
tion to put a special tax on locomotives, freight or passenger 
cars, and to require railway companies to pay another tax as a 
license for their operation would be flouted by the Congress. 
With the constant extension of improved roads the service 
rendered by motor transport is steadily increasing and has 
become an important factor in handling an enormous yolume 
of all kinds of local and suburban freight. 


COMING BACK TO THE MELLON PLAN. 


Being from a State—South Carolina—where we have only 
25,160 income-tax payers, we would under the Democratic plan 
give the greater benefit to 25,149 taxpayers, while under the 
Mellon or Republican plan 11 persons only would receive the 
greater benefit. I do not know who the 11 persons are who will 
benefit to a greater extent under the Mellon plan. Perhaps I 
could name some of them, but true to my argument made during 
all of my campaigning, that I would stand up and work for the 
best interest of the great masses of the people of my State, I 
shall vote for the 25,149 instead of the 11. 

Mr. Mellon proposes, first, a reduction of the higher surtax 
from 50 to 25 per cent, which means a tax reduction of nearly 
$200,000,000 on surtax incomes of the big taxpayers. One reason 
for opposing this feature of the plan is because it will not 
relieve the millions of farmers and small business men of one 
penny of taxation. These are the people who have been and still 
are falling by the wayside for the past three years, yet they are 
the salvation of the country. If big business did not have them 
to feed on, from whence would its enormous profits come? 

It would be very interesting if Mr. Mellon would point out a 
number of big industries in America that are being denied 
capital on account of surtax rates. Is it the iron and steel 
industry in which the United States Steel Corporation declared 
an extra dividend? Is it in the automobile industry wherein 
the fabulous profits of Henry Ford are known to every average 
citizen? Is it in the woolen textile industry where the profits 
are constantly piling up? Is it in the aluminum manufacturing 
industry where the capital has been built up from near 
$3,000,000 to near $100,000,000 out of profits or chiefly so? 
Mr. Mellon’s concern, known as the Aluminum Co. of America, 
according to reliable figures, as shown July 31, 1921, has ac- 
cumulated a surplus of $92,153,861, and had earned during the 
10 years ending December 81, 1920, an average of $10,000,000 
annually after deductions for interest, taxes, depreciation, de- 
pletion, and so forth. So we see that the Mellon notion that 
capital is being kept out of industry by surtaxes undoubtedly 
does not apply to agriculture, with its $78,000,000,000 capital, 
because under high tariff and other unsound domestic and in- 
ternational economic policies the farmer can not get in the 
surtax list. During the past three years more farmers have 
gone on the rolls of bankruptey than on the income-tax rolls. 

In 1921 Congress cut surtax rates from 65 to 50 per cent 
on net taxable incomes from $200,000 up, largely because 
“big interests” promised that prices to the consumer would 
be reduced as they say now that like reduction will follow 
under the Mellon plan. But just the reverse has happened, 
for prices have been going up. Shoes, clothing, wagons, ma- 
chinery, and many other things that the farmer has to buy 
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are higher to-day than they were before the cut, although this 
cut saved the very large taxpayers $61,500,000. The repeal of 
the excess-profits tax saved this same class of taxpayers $450,- 
000,000, making a grand total of $511,500,000. During the four 
years of war (according to the records) these large corporations 
so relieved made over thirty billions of dollars after paying 
excess-profits taxes. About nineteen of this thirty billions were 
made by 1,000 corporations, among the largest of which were 
the “Mellon interests,” dominated by the present Secretary 
of the Treasury. These are the same people who are asking 
that the higher surtax rates be reduced from 50 to 25 per cent 
on the theory that millions of dollars now tied up in tax-free 
securities will be withdrawn and re-invested in industry and 
that prices on what the consumer has to buy will te reduced. 

From the Mellon propaganda one would think tha: business 
is almost at a complete standstill. And yet the press is teem- 
ing with such headlines as: “Stocks moved into higher ground 
yesterday in spite of the prolonged advance;“ “1924 rail fund- 
ing may exceed 1923, capital expenditures made in 1923 aggre- 
gute $1,076,000,000 ;” “1923 was one of the most spectacular 
years the steel trade has ever known;” “Old-fashioned pros- 
perity was the keynote of the year just closed in the sugar- 
growing industry;” Nearly $3,000,000,000 was expended in the 
building industry during 1923, the building boom sweeping the 
country ;” “ Nation has 14,000,000 motor cars, and 400,000 auto 
trucks are to be built during the coming year;” “ Packing 
industry back to normal,” ete. A long list of leading bankers 
and business men testified that “ the year opened with favorable 
prospects for business in 1924.“ 

Yet these headlines are true only in part. They are true 
with respect to sections that are prospering under the Repub- 
licean legislation, namely in the manufacturing centers, in 
New York and the New England States. A mere glance at 
these headlines will enable you to tell where this prosperity is 
and who are the sole owners of it. If you will read the head- 
lines of the newspapers in the great agricultural sections of 
the country, comprising the West, Northwest, and the South, 
where folks do not own bonds, railroads, automobile factories, 
and steel industries, you will see a very different condition 
existing. Here is a second picture representing just the reverse 
of conditions in these manufacturing sections. I want you to 
note, too, that this picture was painted by a Republican admin- 
istration that was elected by a majority of about 7,000,000 of 
people over a Democratic administration, which will clearly 
demonstrate the absolute inability of the Republican Party 
to carry on in the interest of the great American people, and 
will also show the effects of legislation that it has passed 
in the interest of the few against the many, about which I have 
been talking. 

Under a Republican administration or control of nationat 
affairs for the last three years what do we find according to 
the records of Dun and Bradstreet? In 1921 there were 404 
bank failures involving liabilities of $173,027,776. In 1922 the 
failures numbered 277 with liabilities of $77,735,551. During 
the 12 months of 1923 there were 504 failures representing 
Habilities of $196,790,000. 

Both in number and in the aggregate of liabilities the bank 
failures in the past three years have been six times as great 
as for the preceding three years under President Wilson. The 
reports show that in the last calendar year there were failures 
of 70 national banks. More national banks failed in this 
country last year than during the entire period of seven years 
under the Wilson administration from 1914 to 1920, both in- 
clusive, and during the period of the World War and the two 
years of reconstruction which followed. In the year 1923 
alone there were seven times as many failures of national 
banks as in the three fiscal years 1917, 1918, and 1919 com- 
bined under the Wilson administration. 

Commercial failures during the Harding-Coolidge administra- 
tion are as startling in number and financial significance as the 
bank failures. There were 62,048 commercial failures with 
liabilities aggregating $1,781,830,134 in the Republican years 
1921-1923. In the three Democratic years, 1918-1920, there 
were 25,314 commercial failures involving liabilities of £571,- 
433,021. The increase in the number of commercial faiiures 
during the last three years under Republican rule compared 
with the Iast three years under the Wilson administration 
was 36.734. The increase in the total of liabilities under the 
last three years of the Harding-Coolidge administration com- 
pared with the last three years of Democratic administration 
was $1,210,397,113. 

These vast totals from the business casualty list are exclu- 
sive of tens of thousands of farmers, cattle growers, and in- 
dividuals who have been ruined during the past three years, 


and who have been sold out under the sheriff's hammer, but 
whose failures are not recorded with the mercantile agencies. 
In addition to this no lists have been made of the number of 
suicides and of the thousands of boys and girls, especially on 
the farms of the West, Northwest, and South, who were denied 
an education. The greater number of these boys and girls come 
from the rural districts where the best brains of the country 
are to be found. Because of their being handicapped by being 
denied an education they will never be able to make for them- 
selves a name in history or fill lucrative places in life. When 
I think about these conditions brought about by the W. P. G. 
Harding deflation policy, railroad, tariff, and Mellon législation, 
for no other purpose, it seems to me, than to make the rich 
richer and the poor poorer, I stand and look at the amazing 
unrest in the country and the amount of Bolshevism that is 
looming up in the distance and wonder if those who advocate 
such legislation and such policies can not see their impending 
doom in the distance. À 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. CAxrIET D] such time as he may desire. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I represent an agricultural district in Indiana, the 
fourth district. We are interested in legislation that is for 
the common people. I want to register a protest against the so- 
canes Mellon bill and assure you that I am for the Garner 

I shall take advantage of the general leave already granted, 
and revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The district I have the honor to represent is an agricultural 

district, and while we have a number of good factory cities and 
towns they are not of the special-interest class. The citizens of 
my district—at least 98 per cent of them—are interested in 
legislation that will be helpful to the great common people of our 
country. ; 
The big question, or one of the big questions, that will be con- 
sidered at this session of Congress is the tax question. In my 
district, as well asin every part of our country, the question that 
is uppermost in the minds of everyone today is the question of 
tax reduction. Go where you will and the first question that 
is asked of you is. Are you going to give us any relief from our 
heavy tax burdens at this session of Congress?” And they 
have a right to ask this question, and, furthermore, they have a 
right to expect and demand a reduction. 

A program for reducing our taxes has been proposed, known 
as the Mellon plan, and we are told that millions of dollars have 
been spent to get the people and Congress to blindly accept this 
program, and I agree with the statement made by Senator 
Couzens, of Michigan, in his speech on the Senate floor January 
21, 1924, where he says: 


More dishonest statements, misstatements, if not absolute faluehoods, 
have been handed out at the Treasury Department of the United States 
for the purpose of misleading the public than ever were issued by a pub- 
lic department In my recollection of government. 


Every Member of this Congress has been flooded with letters 
and telegrams urging, and some demanding, the passage of the 
Mellon plan. 

Tf this so-called Mellon plan is the very best program that can 
be adopted for all the people, why was it necessary for the big 
interests or the nioney kings to call all their forces together for 
the purpose of bringing all the pressure to bear possible? Some 
of them have even had all their clerks write their Congressman 
and Senators, and some have even gone so far as to have their 
Bible class write their Congressman and their Senators, asking 
them to support the Mellon plan. 

I feel that it is the duty of every Senator and every Con- 

to find out the motives back of all this propaganda 
and all the misstatements that have been sent out for the pur- 
pose of getting us to blindly accept this big-interest program. 

I am told that the Secretary of the Treasury sent out a state- 
ment a few days ago in which he said that all surtaxes are 
passed on to the consumer and that a reduction of surtaxes 
would mean a reduction in the cost of living. Any school child 
in America would know better than to make a statement like 
that and expect the public to believe it, and yet this statement 
has been heralded through the press of our country, expecting 
the American people to believe it, due to tne fact that the 
Statement was made by the Secretary of the Treasury. 

We have also had able Congressmen come on the floor of 
this House and make similar statements, expecting the Mem- 
bers of this Congress to believe them and accept them as facts; 
but I am told that they are to be excused, as it is to their 
interest to ehampion legislation that is in the interest of the 
moneyed powers of our country. 


1924, 
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We have also been told on the floor of this House, and 
I understand that Mr, Mellon asserts that a 25 per cent surtax 
will net the Government as much as a 50 per cent surtax, as 
a 25 per cent surtax can be collected while the Government can 
not collect the 50 per cent surtax due at the present time, and 
that if the surtax was cut to 25 per cent there would be less 
incentive to evade the payment of taxes. This to me is mere 
schoolboy talk. Anyone that will avoid paying a 50 per cent 
surtax, if it is possible for him to do so, will also do every- 
thing in his power to avoid paying a 25 per cent surtax, and 
if our Secretary of the Treasury admits that it is impossible 
for his department to collect the taxes due the Government, it 
is time that we have another investigation and some one put in 
charge that can collect the tax that is justly due the Goy- 
ernment, 

There never was a greater representative of the moneyed 
interests of the country in the Treasury Department than there 
is at this time and our people everywhere wonder why he 
accepted a Cabinet position at $12,000 a year when he can 
make millions in his own business. 

If we could check up on him we would find that he is making 
many more millions in his own business to-day than he did 
before he was made Secretary of the Treasury, for largely 
by his own efforts he has been able to get Congress to raise 
the import tax on aluminum wares, plate glass, and many other 
articles that his plants practically control in this country. 
This has made it possible for him to make millions in his 
own business and in addition to all this he has witnessed, since 
he has been in the Cabinet, the cutting of his corporation 
taxes and his personal taxes, also largely due to his own ef- 
forts, and now he asks the Congress of the United States to 
put through the so-called Mellon plan for the relief of the 
needy millionaires, which, if made a law, will mean many 
more millions to our good friend, Mr. Mellon. 

I feel that the tax question should be given very careful 
consideration at this session of Congress and the tax burdens 
of the American people should be reduced just as much as 
possible, but personally I can not lead myself to believe that 
it is right that we should pass a bill that will benefit the men 
with large fortunes and give practically no relief to the aver- 
age business men, farmers, and laboring men of our country. 

There is much in the so-called Mellon plan that I thoroughly 
agree with and there is much with which I can not agree. 

I think the nuisance tax should be given much considera- 
tion and the ways by which many are able to escape taxation 
should be eliminated. The tax on earned incomes should be 
much less than it is on unearned incomes. There is an excise 
tax on certain manufactured articles that go in almost every 
home that should be discontinued, as the excise tax is always 
added to the price of the article and passed on to the con- 
sumer and, as a rule, is marked on the face of the invoice 
and marked excise or Government tax. I am very much in 
favor of eliminating all excise taxes and tax on amusement 
dee as these taxes are always passed on to the consuming 
public. 

I feel that the parts of this bill that are for the best interests 
of all the people should receive the whole-hearted support of 
every Member of Congress, but I can not see the justice of 
giving so much to the big interests who have the large incomes 
and so little to those of smaller incomes. 

At the present time different plans are before this Congress, 
one called the Mellon plan and the other the Garner or Demo- 
eratic plan. 

As T understand them the Mellon plan means a big reduction 
for the big interests or money kings of our country, with very 
little reduction for the average business man and men with 
ordinary means, while the Garner or Democratic plan means a 
fair reduction for all, as shown by the following table. 


BENEFICIARIES OF Tun DEMOCRATIC TAX-REDUCTION. PLAN AND OF THE 
MELLON PLAN BY STATES (COMPARATIVE TABLE), 


The following table of the number of persons making income- 
tax returns in 1921 is compiled from the official figures of the 
Treasury Department contained in the annual report of the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue for 1921. 

It shows the total number of persons making income-tax re- 
turns in each State, and the number benefited more by the 
Democratic (Garner) plan than by the Mellon plan, and the 
number benefited more by the Mellon plan than by the Demo- 
eratic (Garner) plan in each State. The totals show— 


Democratic plan gives greater benefits than the Mellon plan to 
6,641,262. 

The Mellon plan gives greater benefits than the Democratic 
plan to 9.433. 


Income-tax returns, by States, 
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According to the Treasury Department statistics for 1921, in 
Indiana 150.300 persons filed income-tax returns. Out of this 
number 150,216 taxpayers would receive a greater benefit under 
the Garner plan than under the Mellon plan, and 84 would re- 
ceive a greater benefit under the Mellon plan than under the 
Garner plan. 

In the district I have the honor to represent, which is the 
fourth district in Indiana, statistics show that in 1921 there 
were 3,332 persons who paid income tax, and out of this number 
I dare say that not over 3, or possibly 5, would receive a greater 
benefit under the Mellon plan than they would under the Garner 
or Democratic plan. 

The Members of this House know that the revenue bill was 
revised about a year and a half ago, and that at that time the 
excess-profits tax was made a thing of the past. This action 
relieved the big interests of a tax burden of approximately 
$450,000,000. The reason I say this is because the big interests 
paid practically all of the excess-profits tax, and, if I remember 
correctly, the surtax was reduced from 65 per cent to 50 per 
cent at the same time, which meant another saving to them of 
approximately $90,000,000, or $540,000,000 in all. 

Mr. Mellon now proposes to reduce the surtax from 50 per 
cent to 25 per cent, which means a saving of 50 per cent to the 
big interests, while the average taxpayer who pays from $2,000 
to $10,000 will only receive a 25 per cent reduction. 

This may seem right to Mr. Mellon and the men who are in 
his class, but you know and I know that it is not in the interest 
of the great mass of taxpayers in our land, and I, for one, 
register a protest against it. 

I feel that a bill should be passed by this Congress that will 
be in the interest of the great mass of people with small in- 
comes, regardless of who introduces it, and that something 
should be done to let the people know that the so-called Mellon 
plan is not the best plan by which the people of our country 
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can get relief from their tax burden, and that the thousands, 
yes, millions, of people who are demanding the passage of the 
Mellon plan, who never saw it and do not even know what it 
means, be informed as much as possible that it is not in the 
interest of the great mass of taxpayers in our country, but is 
for the relief of, as I have stated before, the money kings of 
our country or the special privileged few. 

The following table of comparison of the Garner or Demo- 
cratic plan with the Mellon or Republican plan should be of 
interest as well as instructive to all: 


Comparative table showing the total tar payable by a married 33 without de 


under the rates of the present law and under the rates of the Mellon and 


Democratic plans and the amount and percentage of reduction under the above plans 
(basis of unearned income). 


, 000 

Soc. Bees fe 

3, 000 $15 35 23.00 me 100.00 
4,000 45 15 25.00 $20 66.67 
5, 000 75 25 25.00 40 60.00 
6,000 120 40| 25.00 80 50. 00 
7,000 180 7| 28.00 120 52. 00 
8,000 240 100 29.41 160 180 52. 94 
9,000 300 130] 30.23 220 210 48. 84 
10, 000 360 160| 30.76 280 240 46.15 
11,000 620 430 190 | 30.64 340 280 45.16 
12,000 720 500 20 30.55 400 320 44.44 
13/000 $30 580 20 30.12 470 360 43.37 
14,000 940 660 280 29.78 540 400 42.55 
15,000 1, 060 750 310| 29, 24 620 440 41.51 
16, 000 1,180 $40 340| 2 81 700 480 40.68 
17,000 1,310 940 370| 28 24 790 520 39. 69 
18,000 1, 440 1,040 400 27.77 880 560 38. 89 
19,000} 1,880 1,150 430| 27.21 980 600 37.97 
90,000} 1,70 1,250 40 28.74 1,080 640 37. 21 
21,000 1,890 1,380 500 258.50 1,190 690 36.70 
2.00 2,040} 1,50 540 28.47 1,300 740 36. 27 
2,000 2,0 1,630 $80 24.24 1,420 790 35.78 
24,000} 2,380] 3,760 620| 28.05 1,540 840 35. 29 
2500| 2,0 1,900 660| 25.78 1,670 $00 34.77 
26,000] 2,740] 2,040 700 25.54 1,800 049 34.31 
27,000 | 2,80 2,190 740| 25.25] 1,940 909 33.79 
2800| 3,10 2840 780 25.00 27080 1,040 33.33 
2900| 3,30 2.500 820 24.00 2,230 1,090 32. 83 
30,000] 3,520] 2,660 880 24.43 2,380 1,140 32. 39 
31,000 | 3,70 2,830 900 24.12 2540 1.190 31.90 
32,000 | 3,940 - 3,000 90 23.85] 2,700 1,240 31.47 
33,000} 4,170 3, 180 999| 23.74 2.870 1,309 31.18 
34,000 4,400 3,360 1,00 2.63 3,040 1,360 20.91 
35,000 4,630) 3,80 1,00 2332] 3,220 1, 410 20.45 
35,000 4,80 8,74) 1,120] B| 3,400 1,400 30.04 
37,000 5,00 3, 940 1, 160 22.74 3,590 1,510 29. 61 
38.000 5,340| 4,10 1,200] 2247| 3,789 1, 560 29.21 
39.000 5.590 4.340 1,20 230 3,980 1,610 28. 30 
40.000 5,80 4,540] 1,300] 2225| (4,180 1,660 28.42 
41,000| 610| 4575| 1.350 2213| 4.500 1.710 28. 03 
42,00% 6,390} 4,90 1400] 2201 4,600 1.760 27.67 
43,000} 6,630; 5170| 1.40 2202] 4,820] 1,810 27. 30 
44,000} 690| 5380| 1,520] 2203] 500| 1,860 26. 96 
45,00 7180| 5,590] 1,590] 2214| 5,270 1,910 26. 60 
40,00 7,0 5,800 1,660] 225 5,500) 1,960 26. 27 
47,000 | 7.750 6,020 1,730} 232 5,70 2,010 25.94 
43,000] sooj 6,20] 1,800] 2238] 5,980] 2,060 25.62 
40.000 8.340 60| 1,80 2254] 6230| 2110 25.30 
50,000} 8,640) 9.680 1,980] Des 6,480] 2,160 25.00 
51,0% 8.950 6,900 2,050] 290 6,740} 2,210 24.60 
52.000 9,20 7,10 2140] 211 7.00 2.200 24.41 
53,000 9.580 7350 220| 3. 7 7270 2,310 24.11 
54.00 9,900 7,580 2,80 23.43] 7,540] 2300 2.80 
55,000 10,20 780| 2.0 265| 7,82] 2,410 23. 55 
56,000} 10.50 8040]  2,520| 23.85) 8,100] 2,460 23.30 
57,000 | 10,500 8,270 2630| 2412] 8,390) 2,510 23.03 
58,000 11,240] 8,500 270 24.37 8,680] 2,560 2.78 
50,000 11,500 8,70 2,850) 2459| 8,980 2,610 22. 53 
60,000} 11,90 8930] 290| 279| 9,20 2,660 22. 28 
61,000 12,300 9,20 300| 25.04] 9,500) 2,710 22.03 
62,000 12.60 9,460] 3,200| 25.28] 9,910) 2,750 21.72 
63,000 | 13, 030 9,700 3,330 25.55 | 10,240 2,790 21.41 
64,000 13,00 9,940] 3,0 25.82| 19.80 2,820 21.04 
65,000 | 13,780| 10,190] 3.580 2.05 10,930] 2850 20. 68 
65,000 14,180 10,40 3,720) 26.27) 11,290] 2,870 20, 27 
67,000 14,550| 10,690] 3,880 26.53] 11,660] 2 890 19.83 
68,000 14,940 10,9490 4,000 2.77 12 0 2910 19.48 
69,000 15,340) 11,190] 4150) 27.05 2930 19.10 
70,000 | 15,710 11,440] 4 300 27.31 2 950 18.74 
71.000 16,150} 11,700 4,450] 27.55 2 970 18.39 
72.000 | 16,560} 11,960] 4.600 27.78 2, 990 18.05 
73.000 16,980 12.20 4760| 28.03 3, 010 17.73 
74,000} 17 400 12 0 4920| 28.28 3, 030 17.41 
75,000| 17,830| 12 740 5.090] 28.55 3, 050 17.11 
76,000} 18,260| 13,000} 5,260| 28.81 3, 070 16.81 
77.000 18, 700 13,270 5,430 29.04 3, 090 16. 52 
78,000 19,140 13,540 5,500 29.26 3,110 16.25 
79,000 19. 500 13,819 5,780] 29.50 3, 130 15.98 
soco) 20,040 14.080 5,980] 29.74 3,150 15.71 
81,000} 20,500} 14,350] 6150| 30.00 3,170 15.46 
82.000 20,960} 14,620] 6,340] 30.25 3, 190 15.22 
83, 000 21, 430 14, 900 6, 530 30. 47 3, 210 14. 98 
$4,000} 21,900 15,180) 6,720] 30.68 3, 230 14.75 
85,000 22,380 15,400 9,920 30.92 3, 250 14.52 
86.000 22 80 15,70 7120| 31.15 3, 270 14.30 
N. 0% 23,350| 16.00 7330] 31.39 3, 290 14.09 
88,000} 23,840 | 16,300 7, 540 $1.63 3, 310 13. 88 
89,000 24,340 16,500| 7,750 31.84 3, 330 13.68 


Comparative table showing the total tax payable by a married person, 
etc.—Continued. 


$90,000 | $24, 840 $7,960 | 332.01 $21,490 | $3,350 13, 49 
91,000 | 255350 8.180 32.27 | 21, 980 3 370 13,29 
92.000 25 860 9400 32.48] 2470] 3,390 13.11 
93,000 | 29,380 8.60 3271| 22970! 3,410 12. 93 
94,000 | 26, 900 8,360] 3294| 23470| 3,430 12.75 
95 000 27, 430 9.00 33.14/ 2.70 3,460 12.61 

000 | 2.900 9320| 33.33] 24,470] 3,490 12.45 
97,000 | 29,500 9.500 33.54 970 3,530 12.39 
98,000 | 29, 040 9.800 33.74 470 | 3,570 12.20 
90,000 29, 500 10.00 3.07 25,970| 3,620 12.23 
100, 000 30, 140 10,300 34.17 28,470| 3670 12.18 


You can see it is the intention of the Democratic plan to 
fix normal income-tax exemptions at $2,000 for single persons 
and $3,000 for married persons, instead of $1,000 for single 
persons and $2,500 for married persons as proposed in the 
Republican plan. 

It is the intention of the Democratic plan to fix normal in- 
come-tax rates at 2 per cent on amounts of $5,000 and under 
instead of 3 per cent under $4,000 as the Republicans propose; 
4 per cent from $5,000 to $10,000 instead of 6 per cent above 
$4,000 as the Republicans propose. 

It is also the intention of the Democratic plan to let sur- 
tax graduation commence with 1 per cent on incomes from 
$12,000 to $14,000 instead of $10,000 to $12,000 as the Republi- 
cans propose. 

By the above table and statements you can see that those 
with large incomes will be the chief beneficiaries by the Re- 
publican plan, while the Democratic plan will be in the interest 
of those with smaller incomes. 

Everyone wants to see taxes reduced, and personally I feel 
that tax reduction should be along lines that will benefit the 
great common people of our country and bring relief to those 
least able to pay. 

The Mellon plan proposes a reduction of the higher surtax 
from 50 to 25 per cent, which means a tax reduction of nearly 
$200,000,000 on the surtax of the big taxpayers. One of my 
reasons for opposing this feature of the Mellon plan is because 
it will not relieve the millions of farmers and small business 
men of one penny of taxation. These are the people who 
have been and are still falling by the wayside for the past 
three years, yet they are the salvation of our country. If big 
business did not have them to feed on, from whence would its 
enormous profits come? 

As I have stated before, in 1921 Congress cut surtax rates 
from 65 to 50 per cent on net taxable incomes from $200,000 
up, largely because big interests promised that prices to the 
consumer would be reduced, as they say now that like reduc- 
tion will follow under the Mellon plan. But just the reverse 
has happened, for many of the things that the farmer has to 
buy are higher to-day than they were before Congress cut the 
surtax from 65 to 50 per cent. 

During the war, according to the records, these large corpora- 
tions who are asking for a reduction of their surtax profited to 
the extent of approximately $30,000,000,000 after paying excess- 
profits tax. About $19,000,000,000 of this $30,000,000,000 was 
made by 1,000 corporations, among the largest of which were the 
“Mellon interests,” dominated by the present Secretary of the 
Treasury, and these are the people whom our Secretary of the 
Treasury is asking us to take care of when he asks that the sur- 
tax rates be reduced from 50 to 25 per cent, and I am frank to 
say, Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, that I do not think 
that anything like this reduction should be made in the surtax 
rates, as legislation of this kind would mean that we are legis- 
lating in favor of the big interests and against the interests of 
the farmers, laboring men, and smaller business men of the 
country. 

Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, there is another 
tax that I feel should be given consideration during this 
session of Congress, for in my opinion it is of far more interest 
to the farmer, laboring man, and small business man of the 
country than the income tax. This tax is known as the tariff 
tax, which was made possible by the passage of the Fordney- 
McCumber tariff law; this is a tax that everyone has to pay, 
and there is no tax expert or expert accountant that can tell 
you how to avoid paying this tax. This tax under the present 
Fordney-McCumber tariff law costs the average workingman 
or farmer with a family of five $159 annually, and we are told 
that this tariff law costs the farmers of our country $300,000,- 
000 annually, and the question that is uppermost in their mind 
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at the present time is “What is Congress going to do to relieve 
these distressed conditions that now surround the farming in- 
dustry throughout the United States,“ and in my opinion, Mr. 
Speaker and gentlemen of the House, this question can 
be answered in a great measure by this Congress by seeing 
that the farmers’ taxes are reduced, transportation charges 
adjusted to a fair rate for services rendered, and, above all, do 
away with the present Fordney-McCumber tariff law; then the 
fariners of our country will be placed upon an equal basis with 
the rest of the business world and will enjoy an equal amount 
of prosperity with their fellowmen, to which they are justly 
entitled. 

It seems strange to me that the same big interests who ad- 
vocuted a high protective tariff for, as they stated, the farmers, 
laboring men, and small business men of our country, and who 
have so miserably failed, should come back on the floor of this 
House and expect the Members of this Congress to believe them 
when they say that a big reduction in surtaxes on the big in- 
comes made by the big interests can or will in any way benefit 
the farmers and small business men who are entitled to con- 
sideration at the present time. 

Mr. Mellon's plan proposes a reduction of $323,000,000, chiefly 
for the larger income-tax payers, while the Fordney-McCumber 
tariff bill put over by the same “ big interests” who said that it 
would be the salvation of the farmers and save America, lays 
a tax upon the people conservatively placed at $4,000,000,000., 
You do not hear Mr, Mellon or “his interests" who largely 
benefit therefrom, either through the press or other organized 
channels, asking for the repeal or any modification of the extor- 
tionate rates in the present tariff bill. Consumers of sugar, 
which includes farmers and wage earners, are paying a tax 
annually of $200,000,000 due to the duty under the Fordney- 
McCumber bill. 

Mr. Mellon's concern known as the Aluminum Co. of America, 
according to reliable figures, as shown July 31, 1921, had aceu- 
mulated a surplus of $92,153,861 and had earned during the 10 
years ending December 31, 1920, an average of $10,000,000 annu- 
ally, after deduction for interest, taxes, depreciation, depletion, 
and so forth. 

The income tax is the one tax which, as a rule, can not be 
passed on to the consumer, while a tariff or sales tax, on the 
other hand, is paid in full and in even greater measure by the 
consumer by reason of pyramiding and profiteering. 

Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I personally am in 
favor of and will support a program of income-tax reduction 
thut will reduce the tax burden of the people of our country, 
but it must be fair and equal and devoid of favoritism. I will 
also support legislation in this session of Congress that will be 
in the interest of the farmers of our country so that they may 
be placed upon an equal basis with the rest of the business 
world and enjoy that to which they are justly entitled. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the 
gentieman from New York [Mr. GRIFFIN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for 20 minutes, 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce] is deserving of our gratitude 
for his able clarification of the proposition that there is not very 
much of principle in either of the plans. I will concede that, as 
far as the Republican plan is concerned, but with respect to the 
Garner plan I wish to say that it has at least one principle 
underlying its structure, and that is, that no man, however great 
his income, shall escape a fair share of responsibility in bearing 
the burdens of his Government. 

It is pointed out that you can not tax that which can run 
away, intimating that the men of swollen fortunes, having in- 
comes in excess of $100,000 per annum, might do as our German 
friends have done, Stinness and others, and take their wealth 
and invest it in other countries. I do not know how this may 
affect others. I do not see any indication of deep anxiety on 
anyone’s countenance, It gives me no pang to learn that there 
is a possibility of that being done, because I believe the country 
would be well rid of every profiteer that is now in it. Let 
them go, Let them take wings along with their wealth. 


NO WAR PROFITS IN TIMES OF PEACE. 


The President in his first message to Congress gave utter- 
ance to the slogan, “ No war taxes in times of peace.” An 


excellent sentiment; but it would haye aroused more enthu- 
Slasm if he had framed it in accordance with the facts and 
boldly announced, “No war profits in times of peace,” 

I do not charge the President or his party with responsibility 
for the prevalence of profiteering. Greed and avarice know 
Like certain birds, they lay their eggs in any 
Our duty is to drive them out. 


no party. 
nest—in yours and in ours, 


The only objection that I have to the President’s slogan is 
that it implies and emphasizes a solicitude for the big taxpayer, 
who pays the surtaxes. It so happens, too, that the big tax- 
payer, who pays the surtaxes, happens to be the profiteer who 
is keeping up war prices in times of peace. 

My solicitude is first of all for the 37,000,000 toilers in this - 
land of ours who have not enough income to be able to make 


any income-tax returns whatever. In the next place, my sym- 
pathy goes out to those whose meager incomes are further 
depleted by an income tax out of all proportion to the needs 
of the Nation. How about them, my friends, the great masses 
of the people who toil and struggle ceaselessly but who are 
never able to lay enough aside to invest in anything except 
life insurance? How about them? Upon their backs there falls 
a tax—an indirect tax—heavier by far and greater in propor- 
tion than anything paid by the coupon-cutting fraternity. 
THE COST OF GOVERNMENT. 


Look at these figures, The cost of government in the United 
States has reached a staggering figure: 


$2, 460, 000, 000 


Btate: taxation ce ea st cc ae , 126, 000, 000 
GREAT CORIO haraa a Aa N T avian 4, 903, 000, 000 
TOM arenen rnanera. en te OO 


Assuming that each inhabitant of the United States pays his 
or her particular share, it means that every man, woman, and 
child in the country makes a contribution to the support of the 
Government of $77 per annum. 

But the fact is that this tremendous tax Is shifted upon the 
backs of the ultimate consumers. Who are they? They are the 
people who do not make any income-tax returns, 

Their living is too precarious and their incomes too small to 
fall within the taxable class. But do not imagine that they 
are free from taxation. On the contrary, they are the real tax- 
payers of the Nation; for, in accordance with an economic law 
as inexorable as the law of gravitation, the accumulated taxes 
paid by every other class falls ultimately upon the unprotected 
backs of the consumers. They pay their share and more of the 
burdens of government in every purchase and in every service 
they receive. They pay in the form of rent, light and fuel, 
clothing and household utensils, in their amusements, their 
transportation, and in the tools or implements of their trade 
or calling. 

There is hardly an item among those mentioned on which 
the ultimate consumer is not obliged to pay from 50 to 200 
per cent more than he had to pay in 1914. 


COST OF GOVERNMENT NOT THE ONLY TAX. 


But that great increase in the cost of living does not repre- 
sent or reflect only the $8,000,000,000 which goes to support the 
Government. It also insidiously hides $6,000.000,000 of unrea- 
sonable profits exacted by unconscionable profiteers, 

This is the real question of the hour: How to- restore fair, 
reasonable prices and how to bring the depreciated American 
dollar up to its normal purchasing power? This problem seems 
to haye been forgotten by the Secretary of the Treasury and 
his expert advisers. 

Wherein is the great submerged mass of our people to bene- 
fit by the Melion plan? I will show you what it does for them. 

The propaganda for the so-called Mellon tax reduction is 
a hollow mockery. It saves the man with a $1,000,000 income 
about $250,000 and it will save a man with a family of two, who 
earns an income of $4,000, just about $12.75 a year. Now, the 
effort is made to arouse the small salaried man to a high pitch 
of ardor over his insignificant share of the relief. Nothing is 
said, however, about reducing the high cost of living. No sug- 
gestion is made that the indirect taxes which are gouged out of 
the public, not for the benefit of the public, but to enrich the 
trusts and the profiteers, shall be reduced. No hope is extended 
that the depreciated American dollar shall be restored to its 
normal value. 


HIGH TARIYF THE ROOT OF THE TROUBLE. 


The high tariff is at the root of the trouble. It has thrown 
a wall about the country to destroy all competition in the 
necessaries of life and the American producers are taking 
advantage of it to maintain unreasonable and unfair prices. 

This amounts to an indirect tax on the consumer, amounting 
to an average of $60 per year on every man, woman, and 
child in the country. 

This is a tax that is inescapable. Neither the clerk, the 
farmer, the mechanic, the professional man, nor the laborer 
ean shift it. They can not escape the burden through tax- 
exempt securities or by issuing stock dividends. They must carry 
their burden alone, and there seems to be no cavalier among 
the press to plead their cause. The whole agitation is a 
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four-flushing game to delude and cheat the real sufferers from 
present economic conditions. 

Of course, it would be hopeless to expect the Republican 
Party to make an about-face upon a policy which is so settled 
in its platform, in its traditions, and in its history. So we 
are in the situation on this side of the aisle that we have 
got to take, for the relief of the American people, the best we 
can get. We do not expect they are going to come in here 
with a bill to put raw materials upon the free list or to 
reduce the tremendous burden of taxation due to the tariff. 
That is hopeless. But we are going to try, so far as we are 
able, to make those who have been gouging the American 
people pay back a slight proportion of their ill-gotten gains. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. MURPHY. The gentleman has studied this tax bill 
and all the tax bills, I presume, that are before Congress, 
and I am just interested to learn what he thinks about the 
revenue income from any bill that is now before the House 
and whether it will produce enough to take care of the ad- 
justed compensation for the soldiers. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I do not believe either of them will, to be 
frank with you. So far as the bill that emanates from your 
side of the House is concerned, I do not believe it was in- 
tended to. 

Mr. MURPHY. I thank the gentleman for his frankness. 
Very few of the Members have been that frank. 


THE MELLON PLAN. 


Mr. GRIFFIN. It is quite natural that those whom the 
Mellon plan profits in the way of substantial reductions in 
their taxes should weleome the proposal. The man whose 
income is $25,000 per annum will save about $1,100 in annual 
taxation, while those with larger incomes will benefit in an 
increasing ratio. For instance, the man whose income is four 
times $25,000, or $100,000, per year will save, not four times 
$1,100, but over nine times $1,100 or about $10,284 per annum. 
This is the chief difficulty with the Mellon plan. Its proposed 
reductions are not proportional but are augmented in an ever- 
increasing ratio as the incomes of the more fortunate ones 
increase. And that is true all along the line. 

To the man of small income the relief accorded by the Mellon 
plan is either absolutely nil or inconsequential. The man of a 
modest income of $4,000 per annum, with a wife and two chil- 
dren to support, will save $12.75, but the man whose income is 
two and a half times as much will benefit, not two and a half 
times the amount of his more humble neighbor, but nineteen 
times as much. In short, the man with the $4,000 income is per- 
mitted to save $12.75 per year while the $10,000 man is pre- 
sented with $222 a year. 

According to the income-tax returns of 1921, the following 
returns were made of incomes in excess of $25,000 per annum: 

Returns. 


These seem to be the chief beneficiaries of this bill—about 
40,000 individuals out of 6,260,327 who filed returns. 

This is the fact that stands out conspicuously in this bill— 
the comparatively few who are going to be materially benefited 
by its provisions. There are 39,915 people in the United States 
who render returns showing an income above $25,000. Those 


39,915 people are the ones you intend to help by this bill. They 
are the chief beneficiaries and they are the “ patriots” who are 
sounding the cymbals and stirring up the propaganda for the 
“ Mellon plan.” 

Here is a table showing the number of 
from $1,000 to $25,000 per annum: 


income-tax returns 


1,000 t0- $2000- oo ee chester 2, 440, 544 
2:000 to $3,000. e penn 2) 222, 031 
8,000 to 3000 T— 02, 991 
5, 365, 566 


10 000 to 815. 
19,000 to $20; 06022 = 
20,000 to $25,000___- 


~ 829,746 


Please note that the bulk of the income-tax payers have be- 
tween $1,000 and $4,000 per year. They number 5,365,566 in- 
habitants of this fair land. They are the clerk, the mechanic, 
the teacher, the small tradesman, and the farmer. They are 
in large measure the ultimate consumer, who has to pay $60 
for a $30 overcoat or suit of clothes, $15 for a $7 ton of coal, 
10 cents for a 5-cent loaf of bread, and 16 cents for an 8-cent 
quart of milk. 


= “ SAVINGS” UNDER THE MELLON PLAN. 


The following are the “savings” under the “ Mellon plan.“ 
Let those who have been writing to me and to others boosting 
Mellon’s plan please note “ where they come in”: 


Incomes of $1 08 pong Wil) A SNEED ec $251, 784. 00 
Incomes of 000 will save 116, 784. 00 
Incomes of 49, 284. 00 
Incomes of 10, 284. 00 
Incomes of 1, 944. 00 
Incomes of 1, 107. 00 
Incomes of 747. 00 
Incomes of $15,000 will save 469. 50 


Incomes of $10,000 will saves 8 00 
Incomes of $5, 600 will save. — > 29. 75 
Incomes of $4,000 will save 12. 75 


It might also be interesting to know that there are a few 
“rare birds” having an income of $5,000,000 a year. Those few 
poor devils will only have a reduction of $1,500,000 per annum. 
Surely we all ought to arouse ourselves from our lethargy and 
fight hard for the Mellon plan to help those poor suffering 
millionaires. Their plight is pathetic and stirs me to tears! 


THE SURTAX, 


The excess-profits tax and the surtax were devised to be a 
check on profiteering, but I have always maintained that to 
carry out their designed aim they should have been imposed in 
an increasing ratio as profits increased. 

Instead of that, the law has provided for a reduction of the 
tax ratio as profits were enhanced, thus encouraging profiteer- 
ing. 
That error is continued and emphasized in this bill. For 
instance, the surtax begins at $10,000, and the rate is fixed at 
1 per cent for each increase of $2,000 up to $36,000, then 1 per 
cent on the next $4,000 up to $40,000. 

When, however, a man begins to come within the millionaire 
class the rate of the tax is diminished to 1 per cent for each 
$6,000 until it reaches the maximum of 25 per cent on incomes 
of $100,000 per annum. Thus, for each $6,000 of unearned 
income received by the member of the coupon-cutting fraternity 
he is only called upon to pay $60 per annum, while if a man 
happens to be in the modest class between the $10,000 and 
$36,000 limits he is obliged to pay a $120 tax per annum for 
each $6,000 his income is enhanced. 

But when a man comes to be a real profiteer and draws an 
income in excess of $100,000 per annum, the hand of the law 
is released apparently with a benediction—not “Go, brother, 
and sin no more,” but rather “Go, brother, and soak them as 
hard as you can.” 

In short, I do not think that the $6,000 increment added to 
the income of the millionaire above $100,000 ought to receive 
any kindlier consideration than the modest $2,000 inerement 
earned by the man of meager income. 

To carry this proposed plan into operation would amount to 
the exercise by Government of the most unjust and un-American 
discrimination and partiality. 

I would carry the principle of taxation of incomes impar- 
tially through all the grades and through every level of the 
social or economic scale. In no other way can greed and 
avarice be curtailed and profiteering effectually checked. 

We should have no sympathy with a system of taxation that 
makes invidious and unjust distinctions between classes of tax- 
payers and practically invites men to struggle for large profits 
because of the exemptions this vicious law allows and en- 
courages. [Applause.] 

In short, each $6,000 of income above $100,000 per annum 
should pay a tax on each $2,000 increment the same as in- 
comes between $10,000 and 836.000. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. Hz. J. 

Mr. HILL of Washington. Mr. Chairman, to the question of 
tax revision downward the country is alive and thoroughly 
aroused. Every taxpayer in the United States favors a reduc- 
tion of taxes. The greatest tax burden imposed by the Federal 
Government is that of the unconscionably high tariff rates, 
which exact from the people about $4,000,000,000 a year, but of 
which amount a small percentage, or about 10 cents of every 
dollar so exacted, goes into the Federal Treasury and the bal- 
ance thereof goes into the pockets of the tariff beneficiaries. 
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The tariff burden is incomparably greater than that of the 
tax on incomes, The tariff tax is invariably passed to and paid 


by the consumer and is essentially a consumption tax. Every- 
one admits that a tax on net income is less capable of being 
passed on than any other tax except an inheritance tax. 

The tax on incomes was authorized by the adoption of an 
amendment to the Constitution after the Supreme Court had 
held such a tax invalid. It was the common people and not the 
millionaires who sponsored and forced the adoption of the 
income tax amendment. de millionaires have never favored 
and are not now friendly to this form of taxation, for the very 
obvious reason that it forces them to pay a tax which they find 
difficult, if not impossible, to pass on to some one else. 

The revenue measure now being considered by Congress and 
known as the Mellon plan has nothing to do with the tariff or 
any relief from the staggering burden which the tariff imposes, 
but the Mellon plan is concerned mainly with the reduction of 
the income tax, and its primary feature is the proposed reduc- 
tion of the tax on the incomes of millionaires. 

Mr. Mellon, the Secretary of the Treasury, is a multimillion- 
aire and one of the wealthiest men of the country. It is appar- 
ent that he is the big man in the present administration and 
dominates in the matter of its financial policy. It was largely 
through his influence that the last Congress repealed the excess- 
profits tax and reduced the maximum surtax rate from 65 per 
cent to 50 per cent, whereby great wealth was relieved of taxes 
to the extent of about one-half billion of dollars a year. It was 
sought at that time to reduce the maximum surtax rate to 32 
per cent instead of 50 per cent, and now Mr. Mellon, in the 
interest of himself and other recipients of large incomes, is seek- 
ing to cut the surtax rate in the middle and reduce the maximum 
surtax rate from 50 per cent to 25 per cent. This plan would 
reduce the normal tax rate only 25 per cent. Under the Mellon 
plan incomes under $10,000 would pay no surtax, but such 
incomes in excess of $1,000 for single person and $2,000 for 
married person without dependents would pay normal tax only. 
About 97 per cent of the income-tax payers have incomes less 
than $10,000 and under the Mellon plan would receive a reduc- 
tion of only 25 per cent on their income taxes, while under the 
same plan the other 3 per cent of income-tax payers would 
receive a reduction of 25 per cent on their normal tax and the 
additional reduetion of 50 per cent in their surtax. 

In other words, the 8 per cent of income-tax payers whose 
incomes are above $10,000 a year would have a 50 per cent 
cut in surtax as against a 25 per cent cut in normal tax. It 
is readily seen that the Mellon plan is designed principally 
and primarily to relieve the tax burden on large incomes. 
But, through widespread and persistent propaganda instigated 
and effected in the interest of those receiving large incomes, 
it has been sought to force the country to believe that the 
Mellon plan is the only plan for tax reduction, and that if the 
Mellon plan should be rejected or modified, that there could 
be no tax reduction. This is not true. There are two other 
plans offered. One by Mr. Frear, a Republican, who says that 
“the recommended Mellon cut rates adopted by the committee 
give 25 per cent normal fax reduction to those most in need 
of relief and 50 per cent surtax reduction to less than 3 per 
cent of the total number of income-tax payers, or a 50 per cent 
reduction is given to those best able to pay and only 25 per cent 
to the great mass of the people.“ Mr. Frrar’s plan proposes a 
50 per cent normal tax cut and no surtax cut. 

The operation of Mr. Frear’s plan is plainly set forth in 
his statement of his views published in the report of the 
Committee on Ways and Means on the pending revenue bill, 
in the following language: 


The substitute plan I have proposed gives a 50 pe cent tax cut 
to about 97 per cent of the millions of taxpayers, with a nominal tax 
cut to the remaining 3 per cent, who are owners of high incomes, 
whereas the Mellon plan, reported by the committee, gives only a 25 
per cent tax cut to the millions of small taxpayers and a 50 per cent 
cut to the remaining wealthy, less than 3 per cent. In other words, 
the substitute is a simple practical tax cut for the great majority 
of needy people compared to the scientific Mellou plan that is of 
doubtful parentage and fashioned to relieve doubly those best able 
to pay. 

The proposed cut of 50 per cent in present normal tax rates I 
proposed would release from taxes nearly $200,000,000 annually. 
This proposal would help business by enabling several million small 
taxpayers to increase their purchases of the necessities of life practi- 
cally to fhat extent. On the other hand, release of a limited amount 
of capital to a comparatively small group of wealthy taxpayers by 
the 50 per cent surtax reduction urged by Secretary Mellon's bill 
is of little, if any, business importance or public benefit, 
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Mr. FREAR’s plan would unquestionably operate to reduce 
taxes and such reduction would be in the interest of the great 
masses of the people who are most in need of relief from heavy 
tax burdens. 

The other proposal for the reduction of taxes is the Demo- 
cratic (Garner) plan. By this plan, it is proposed, first, to 
raise the amount of the tax-exempt income limit as follows: 
From $1,000 to $2,000 for single men and from 52.000 to $3,000 
for married men; second, to raise the minimum amount of in- 
come on which surtax shall be collected from $10,000 to $12,000; 
third, to make the normal tax as follows: 2 per cent on net in- 
come up to $5,000; 4 per cent on amount the net income exceeds 
$5,000, and does not exceed $8,000; and 6 per cent on amount of 
net income over $8,000; fourth, to reduce the maximum surtax 
rate from 50 per cent to 44 per cent with the surtax graduated 
from 1 per cent beginning with net income of $12,000 to 44 
per cent on net income of $92,000 and over; fifth, the revision 
of tax on estates of decedents with provision for a gift tux to 
protect such source of revenue to the Treasury. 

The following excerpt taken from the Democratic minority 
statement published in the report of the Committee on Ways 
and Means on the pending revenue bill furnishes a succinct and 
general comparison of the practical operative effects of the 
Mellon plan and the Democratie plan: 


The rates in the proposed bill give a greater reduction to those per- 
sons with large incomes than those of smaller incomes, whereas under 
the rates we will offer a greater reduction is given to those with small 
incomes than to those with large incomes. These are the essential and 
irreconcilable differences of the two plans. n 

This difference in principle of the two plans is well illustrated when 
under the proposed bill, according to the Treasury estimates, the taxes 
of 21 income-tax payers will be reduced $11,500,000 per annum, and 
that of 1,000,000 income-tax payers in the lower brackets will be re- 
duced less than $4,000,000 per annum. To put it another way, the 
proposed (Mellon) rates will reduce the taxes of 21 income-tax payers 
three times as much as it will reduce the taxes of 1,000,000 income-tax 
payers, whereas under the Democratic plan we reduce the taxes of the 
21 income-tax payers, in round numbers, $6,000,000 and relieve entirely 
from income taxation more than 1,000,000 of the small income-tax pay- 
ers. The proposed Mellon bill is drawn for the purpose of giving prin- 
cipal relief to the large taxpayer, and our plan is based upon giving 
relief to all income-tax payers, but the larger percentage of relief to 
the small taxpayer. 


The Democratic plan would also operate to reduce taxes, 
and such reduction would primarily be in the interest of the 
great masses of the people who need the relief. The Demo- 
cratic plan goes further than the Mellon plan in the matter or 
the repeal of excise and so-called nuisance taxes. 

Both the Frear plan and the Democratic plan would bring 
reduction of taxes and relieve the tax burdens where they 
weigh heaviest. The propagandists for the Mellon bill do not 
call the attention of the country to either of these plans, but 
on the other hand seek to create the impression that tax reduc- 
tion must come through the enactment into law of the Mellon 
plan or not at all. 

The people will not be swept off their feet by the wealth-in- 
spired propaganda for the Mellon plan. They know that Mr. 
Mellon and his millionaire associates are not now, and have 
never been, enamored of legislation compelling the payment of 
tax on income, and especially a progressive tax on income 
under which a surtax in addition to a normal tax is imposed on 
large incomes. The voters of this country are awakening to 
the fact that if the common people are to retain their political 
and economic freedom, they must dictate the privileges, obli- 
gations, and burdens of government under which they shall 
live. They are entitled to a fair and just distribution of the 
tax burden. The Mellon plan does not effect this. Wither the 
Democratic or Frear plan more nearly effects the desired 
purpose, 

I shall vote for the Frear plan, in so far as it opposes reduce 
tion of surtax rates and with this exception, I shall favor the 
Democratic plan. 

I desire to further extend my remarks by appending hereto 
the following tables compiled by the Democratic members of 
the Ways and Means Committee and published in their state- 
ment in the report of said committee on the pending revenue 
bill: 


Democratic surtazr rates. 
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The following tables, which are based upon calculations made 
by the Treasury Department, will illustrate the difference in 
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The following table shows how the income rates in the 
proposed bill affect individuals in the various States of the 
Union in comparison with the rates to be offered by the Demo- 
erats during consideration of the same in the House: 


BENEFICIARIBS OF THH DEMOCRATIC TAX-REDUCTION PLAN AND OF THB 
MELLON PLAN BY STATES (COMPARATIVE TABLE). 


The following table of the number of persons making income- 
tax returns in 1921 is compiled from the official figures of the 
Treasury Department contained in the annual report of the 
Commissioner of Internal Revenue for 1921, 

It shows the-total number of persons making income-tax re- 
turns in each State, and the number benefited more by the 
Democratic (Garner) plan than by the Mellon plan, and the 
number benefited more by the Mellon plan than by the Demo- 
cratic (Garner) plan in each State. The totals show— 


Democratic plan gives greater benefits than the Mellon plan 
to 6,641,262. 

The Mellon plan gives greater benefits than the Democratic 
plan to 9,433. 


Income-taz returns by States. 


number benefited 
making 
income-tax| Mell 
returns. 


43, 009 35 42,074 
18,477 1 18,476 

33, 830 10 33, 820 

355, 082 435 385, G47 

69, 876 40 69, 636 

. 123,209 173 123, 098 

33300 15, 889 17 15, 872 
e 89, 966 102 89, BBA 

2 EPS PETT 42, 249 28 42, 221 

67,719 48 67,671 

22, 976 3 22,973 

611, 558 857 610, 701 

150, 300 86 160, 214 

111} 483 42 111; 441 

88, 785 16 88; 769 

69, 496 45 69,451 

67, 980 50 67, 910 

5 44.397 42 44,385 

Cs 112, 963 176 112,787 

388, 442 749 603 

250,147 264 240, 883 

124,501 131 124, 370 

25,614 9 25, 605 

172; 519 169 172; 350 

ETE SNA 36, 907 5 36,902 

RASC APAA 71,853 2 71, 831 

RET AE ENE RER 9,719 3 9.740 

32.410 24 32,386 

000 404 208,092 

11,780 3 11,777 

1, 068; 637 3,001 1, 003,60 

44; 161 52 44,109 

f 2 18,438 

33 367, 096 539 366, 557 
69,381 32 69,349 

Sea 62, 804 28 62,776 
621,103 1,218 619,885 

Rhode Island 48,057 138 47,919 
th C 25, 100 11 25,149 
Sonth Dakota. 21, 681 1 21; 680 
60, 949 31 60,918 

Texas 200, 188 104 200, 084 
8 26, 128 4 20,124 
F a LAA A] 17,748 14 17,732 
ERNS A EET OET 70,257 32 78, 225 
Washi 115, 688 30 115,658 
‘West Virginia. 75,277 75,214 
Wisconsin.. 148,457 108 148) 349 
yoming.. 22,413 6 22.407 
e ea te percies se 9, 433 641, 262 


4 Includes Alaska. 


Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. Linraicum] such time as he may desire, 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I announced through the 
press when tax reduction was first brought to the attention of 
the public that I was heartily in favor of a very substantial tax 
reduction and would favor that which gave the greatest relief 
to the small taxpayer and yet a substantial relief to the large 
taxpayer. I haye given both the Mellon, or Republican, plan 
and the Garner, or Democratic, plan very serious consideration, 
have listened to the debates on the floor of this House, have read 
considerable of the hearings, and am convinced that the Demo- 
cratic plan best meets my views in that it gives the greatest 
relief to those who need it most. 

Why should not the small taxpayer receive the greater relief 
as is provided under the Democratic plan. He has just sufti- 


cient to maintain and educate his family and is seldom able to 
lay aside any surplus. Besides, he is already paying just as 
great taxes in the way of tariff taxes as does the rich man 
though he is hardly able to do so by reason of the high cost 
of everything occasioned by the Fordney-McCumber high tariff 
bill. The truth is these taxes which we are reducing apply 
only to those who have sufficient to pay an income tax, but 
the little fellow who has not sufficient to compel him to pay 
an income tax is receiving no relief, because the high tariff 
bill is not being considered and no relief therefrom is afforded, 
and yet this very Fordney-McCumber bill is taxing the people 
of our country, both rich and poor alike, to the tune of 
$3,000,000,000 each year and on sugar alone in the sum of 
$200,000,000, A revision of this tax would occasion relief not 
only to those able to pay an income tax but to the little fellow 
upon whom it bears so harshly. 

As has been well said in the minority views of the report— 


The minority are of opinion that the smaller taxpayers should for 
the present have their exemptions raised from $1,000 and $2,000 to 
$2,000 and $3,000, respectively, according to whether a taxpayer is a 
single person or the head of a family or married. This view is 
based upon the facts that during the past few years State and local 
taxes have been doubled and trebled, and that under our general 
property tax laws in the States the medium and smaller property 
owners have little intangible property, with the result that their 
tangible property is exposed to tax assessors and assessed for taxes 
in a far greater proportion than the property of larger owners, the 
intangible portion of which is chiefly concealed, and so evades most 
State and local taxation. 

The second ground is that the present unusually high tariff! law 
which has resulted in notoriously high prices as to many or most 
staple articles of common use falls most heavily on those same 
smaller inceme-tax payers, while a large class of the big taxpayers 
receive those special tariff benefits and other special governmental 
benefits. 


Returning to the bill before us, I find that in the State of 
Maryland where 112,787 persons make tax returns, all tax- 
payers thereunder receive greater relief under the Democratic 
plan with the exception of 176 of the rich who receive greater 
relief under the Mellon plan. Astounding as it may sound, out 
of 6,650,695 persons making returns in the whole country all 
taxpayers receive greater relief under the Democratic plan 
than under the Mellon plan with the exception of 9,483 who 
have very large incomes and receive greater relief under the 
Mellon plan. As an illustration of this, I insert the following 
table: 


Income: tar returns by States. 


et 43, 009 35 42,974 
18,477 1 18,478 

33, 830 10 33, 820 

TRE ha fat ws 388, 082 435 385,647 

8 69, 676 40 69, 635 

S 123, 269 173 123; 008 

3 15, 889 17 15,872 
89.900 102 , 864 

42, 249 28 42, 221 

67,719 48 67, 671 

22.070 3 22.973 

611.558 857 610, 701 

150, 300 86 150,214 

111, 483 42 111,441 

ties 88, 785 16 760 

69, 493 45 451 

7, 960 50 67, 910 

44,397 42 355 

112, 963 176 112, 787 

388, 442 749 387, 693 

250, 147 264 249, 883 

ET A ERR ENTARA RERA 124, 501 131 124,370 
ERIT EITA A EEF RN SA 25,614 9 25,605 
TFP Ä 172, 510 169 172,350 
36,907 5 , 902 

71,853 22 71,831 

DCA 9,719 3 9, 716 
32, 410 24 385 

e 269, 096 268, 692 
11, 780 3 11,777 

1, 066, 637 3,931 | 1,083, 606 

44,161 52 44,109 

fous as ossos todo 18, 440 2 18, 438 

r 367, 086 539 5557 
69, 381 32 310 

BERD 62, 804 28 62,778 
621, 103 1,218 619, 885 

48, 057 138 47,919 

, 160 11 5, 149 
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Income-taw returns by States—Continued. 


Seen 


asese 


VIncludes Alaska. 


Under the Mellon plan the man with an income of $5,000 
receives a reductien of 25 per cent, while the man with an 
income of $200,000 receives 39.12 per cent, whereas under the 
Democratic plan the man with $5,000 income would receive a 
reduction of 60 per cent, while the man with $200,000 income 
would receive 11.78 per cent reduction. I mention these items 
because as the bill is systematized this reduction will be pro- 
portionate in all incomes. Again, a person with a million-dol- 
lar income would under the Mellon plan receive a reduction 
of $251,784, while 200 heads of families, each having an income 
of $5,000, total $1,000,000, would receive a reduction of $5,950, 
and 400 heads of families with incomes of $2,500 each, total 
$1,000,000, would receive no reduction. 

As further explanation of these reductions under the differ- 
ent plans, I insert the following table: 


Table showing campanie taw and per cent of reductions under the 
Melion plan and the Democratic plan as compared with ewisting law. 


3 $75.00 | 840. 00 60. 00 
$10,000 - 520.00 | 360.00 | 240.00 53. 84 
$20,000. -| 1,720.00 | 1,260.00 | 1,040.00 39. 53 
$30,000. ‘| 3,520.00 | 2,660.00 2.340.000 24.43 30. 68 
$10,000. 7} 5,840.00 | 4,540.00 | 4,140.00 | 22.26 29. 10 
$50,000. 8,640.00 | 6,690.00 | 6,440.00] 2.88 25. 48 
o 11,940.00 | 8,980.00 | 9,240.00 24.70 2.61 
$70,000... 7] 15,740.00 | 11,640.00 | 12,750.00 | 26. 04 18.90 
$90,000. | 20,040.00 | 14, 080. 00 | 16, 850.00 | 29.74 15.91 
$90,000 24 $40.00 | 16, 880.00 | 21,450.00 | 32.04 13. 64 
$100,000 7] 30, 140.00 | 19; 940.00 | 26, 430.00 | . 84 12.30 

R 86, 640.00 | 52,740.00 | 76,430.00 | 39.12 11.78 


When we realize that less than two years ago there was a 
revision of the revenue act, at which time the excess-profits 
tax was stricken from the tax list, which action alone relieved 
the big interests of a taz burden of $450,000,000; in fact, it 
relieved all interests, but I mention the big interests particu- 
larly, because they paid almost the whole of that tax. In the 
same act a reduction in the surtax was made from 65 per cent 
to 50 per cent, which mounted to a reduction of $90,000,000, 
or a total of $540,000,000, and in this Democratic plan we are 
further reducing the maximum surtax from 50 per cent to 44 
per cent, or a total reduction in surtax of 21 per cent in less 
than two years. Has not the big taxpayer had his share of 
reduction and is it not high time that the little taxpayer should 
be favored? 

It is well to remember that during the war the large cor- 
porations of the country, according to the record, profited to 
the extent of some $30,000,000,000 after paying excess-profits 
tax, and about $19,000,000 of which was made by 1,000 cor- 
porations, in many of which it is said that Mr. Mellon domi- 
nates. Ah, but say the Mellonites, this Democratic plan will 
create a deficiency in 1927 of $300,000,000, but it is generally 
agreed that during 1924 te Democratic plan will produce 
about $100,000,000 more than the Mellon plan. Certainly no 
one can determine what will take place in 1927. It will all 
depend upon the state of prosperity in the country; besides, it 
was this same Department which in 1923 in order 


to defeat the bonus said there would be a deficit for that year 
of $300,000,000, while it is now shown that instead of there 


being a deficit there is a surplus of $320,000,000—a slight dif- 
19 ea at 7070.000.000 in estimating. y 

ator UZENS, of Michigan, in his speech on the Senat 
floor January 21, 1924, said: 2 s 


More dishonest statements, misstatements, if not absolute falsehoods, 
have been handed out at the Treasury Department of the United 
States for the purpose of misleading the public than ever were issued 
by a publie department in my recollection of Government. 


If, however, it should become apparent there would be a 
deficiency in 1927, certainly it will be within the province of 
Congress to make such slight revision as may be necessary to 
provide against such contingency. The Democratic plan re- 
lieves a million people who now make returns but pay no taxes 
because of deductions from the necessity of making these re- 
turns, thereby saving the expense of hundreds of job hviders 
from the enormous work of examining these returns from 
which no revenue is received. 

I am quite satisfied that if the Democratic plan is adopted 
it will so relieve the burden of taxation, which to-day rests 
so heavily upon the small taxpayer, and will largely relieve 
the big taxpayer, that it will be reflected in the increased pros- 
perity and progress of the country, and I sincerely hope will 
reduce the cost of living. This Democratic plan is my prefer- 
ence and I shall strive strenuously for its adoption; but if it 
should fail, I am still for tax reduction under such plan as 
will give relief to the greatest number and thereby lift some- 
what the burden of taxation from the shoulders of our people. 
[Applause. ] 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will state that the division 
of time is as follows: The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN] 
has 22 minutes and the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
Correr] has 13 minutes. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield eight minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Weratp]. 

Mr. WEFALD. Mr. Chairman, I hold the unique distinction 
of not being a member of either one of the two major parties 
in this body. I- asked for permission to speak at this time 
because my name was mentioned on Saturday. A discussion 
was raging on this floor between the Democratie Party and the 
Republican Party as to which party had been playing their 
cards mostly in the open. The Republicans were taunting the 
Democrats with the fact that the Democratic Party had cau- 
cused upon this very important proposition that is now before 
the House. The genial gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] 
called attention to the fact that while the Democrats had 
caucused upon this proposition, it had been in the open, and 
then he went so far as to say that the doors had not been 
locked. The gentleman from Texas cited myself as Exhibit 
No. 1 to prove his contention that there was nothing secret 
about the Democratic caucus, and he said in that connection 
that I had been denied the privilege of sitting and listening in 
on the Republican caucus. I speak now because all of you 
haye spoken more or less for home consumption, and I shall 
have to say just a word or two with that end in view. [Laugh- 
ter and applause.] 

Iam not tied to either the Republican plan or the Democratic 
plan. I am here to cast my vote for such a plan as I conceive 
will be for the greatest benefit to the American people and, if I 
can, east my vote so that we can do justice to the ex-service 
man whom both major parties, and in fact all political parties 
in this land, have promised they are going to do justice to. 
I did sit and listen in on the Democratic caucus. I did not ask 
permission. I was invited to see the inner workings of the 
party machinery. I did not take part in their discussion, and 
I am certainly not bound. I perhaps could have listened in on 
the Republican caucus, but I would have been in the position 
that Peer Gynt was when he came to the hall of the mountain 
king. When he looked upon everything around him it did not 
look to him as it looked to the rest of them; but the mountain 
king came to him and said, “I am going to perform just a 
slight operation on your eye, and when that operation is per- 
formed you will see things the same way that we see them.” 
I take it that all of you gentlemen here are familiar with Peer 
Gynt. If you are not, I ask that you make yourselves familiar 
with that great drama. 

I was afraid that the Democrats would want to slit my eye 
so I would see things as they do, but they were kind and cour- 
teous and never imposed a single condition but that I should 
enjoy myself. And I did enjoy it. It seemed a great council of 
war, harmonious and dignified. 

There is no mountain king slit in my eye, and I do not look 
upon the Mellon plan as the Republicans do. Neither have I 
the Democratic slit in my eye, and I do not look upon their 
plan as they do. The gentleman from Texas in calling atten- 
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tion to the fact that I was at the Democratic caucus took ocea- 
sion to say that my politics were not his politics. Then with a 
very graceful flourish of his hand he waved toward the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Bercer] and he said. When it 
comes to choosing between different brands of socialism, I want 
tue real article for myself.” [Laughter.] Well, he is entitled 
to that. I want to say right here that I do not know if I 
am a Socialist. I think I am an old-fashioned Lincoln Repub- 
lican. If I am not an old-fashioned Lincoln Republican, I am 
a William Jennings Bryan Democrat. [Laughter.] And if I 
am not that, if T am going to say that I am up to date, I ama 
La Follette Republican, and that comes as near the Farmer- 
Labor Party of Minnesota as anyone can come. That I am 
proud of. 

Now, I have worked out a good speech here, but I am not 
going to be able to give you the benefit of the whole speech. 
I am going to read such portions of it as I am able to read in 
the time allotted to me. But npon this question of the Demo- 
crats having a caucus and the Republicans not having a caucus, 
I want to discuss that for a brief moment. 

The Democrats are in a strategic position; on the vote on 
the revenue bill now before us more than on any other vote 
cast in this session will depend the winning of the next elec- 
tion, if they win it. On this matter they caucused, and wisely 
so. I know of no important battle of modern times when the 
successful general did not call his council of war together for 
discussion before he went into it. If this bill is lost for the 
Republicans, it is not Chairman Green’s fault; it is not the 
Republicans in the progressive group that will have the blame 
for it. I know, because I know what the insurgent Repub- 
licans were willing to sacrifice for the sake of saying the 
Republican Party. 

They were willing to accept a compromise of 40 per cent on 

the surtaxes, the normal taxes cut 50 per cent; even my inde- 
pendent colleague from Minnesota and myself were at the time 
the propositions were discussed willing to support that. With 
us two it was not a question of saving the Republican Party, 
but it was showing our respect for and our faith-in the Re- 
publican members of that staunch little band of patriots known 
as insurgents that has had to endure the jibes of both regular 
Republicans and regular Democrats, but which, nevertheless, 
is writing the history of this very important session of the 
House of Representatives. 
These men are not fools. They knew there was some risk 
connected with agreeing to standing for a rate of 40 per cent 
surtax after having proposed a rate of 50 per eent and the 
Democratic rate standing between the two rates. I knew that 
there was some risk in agreeing to such a compromise for 
myself, but I full well knew hew much one lone warrior can 
expect to accomplish. Even Hector could not capture Troy 
alone. I felt I owed much to these insurgent Republicans who 
opened the doors of their council hall for me and gave me a 
home of refuge when I might otherwise have perished on the 
burning sands of the desert that separates the Republican and 
Democratic Parties. 

But now the time for compromise is past. Mr. FREAR can 
not alter what he said the other day in that splendid tax speech 
and Mr. Netson can not stultify that splendid leadership he 
has hitherto shown by capitulating now. 

In order to win, the regular Republicans must capture the 
insurgent citadel. I predict that that will be a siege like the 
siege of Troy. I am sure that they can not do it with the 
wooden horse they are now building. We are not going to pull 
it inside our fortifications, for we have no way of knowing 
what is inside of it. The old guard is building a wooden horse 
of a compromise, some say 32, 35, or 374 per cent surtax, but 
we do not even know what that will bring. The schedules can 
be arranged so that 874 per cent would be better yet for the 
forces that have written the Mellon plan than would the pres- 
ent plan of 25 per cent. 

The strategy and the whole campaign for the Mellon plan 
looks as if it has been mapped out by sophomores in high schools, 
In fact, the Whole Republican policy savors much of this. What 
sense is there, for instance, in saying that we do not believe in 
paying war taxes in times of peace, when the war saddled on 
us the enormous debt load, and we have not yet begun to settle 
the debt of honor we owe the men who fought the war, when 
profiteering is worse now than in the days of the war? 

What sense is there in demanding that tax-exempt securities 
be done away with, in order that money may be released to go 
into productive channels of ‘business, when there is more 
money in the country than ean be profitably employed, when 
a foreign loan like the Japanese is nearly doubly subscribed in 
a week? Who else would undertake to say that 25 is more 
than 44 or 50? 


Freshmen in high school would not do such a foolish thing; 
only sophisticated sophomores, acting without the elass adviser, 
would undertake to make the freshmen say that 25 equals 44 or 
50, or make them wear the green caps that we are promised we 
will have to wear should we not fall in line. 

If the Republican Members in this House have not caucused, 
as the distinguished floor leader so vehemently asserts that they 
have not done, they are indeed in a poor shape to go into a win- 
ning fight on this very important proposition. 

And we have hanging over us a threat of a presidential veto 
if any other plan than the Mellon plan is enacted into law by 
Congress. 

Some one here in the House, high in the councils of the Re- 
publican Party, will soon have to make a sad journey to the 
White House and the Treasury building and report with down- 
cast head that they finally did lead the horse to water but that 
they could not make it drink. 

When, on Lincoln’s birthday, I listened to the splended ad- 
dresses and heard Lincoln discussed as the man of common 
sense, I took notice of a sentence that reads thus: 


Now, it is popular to make your announcement without consulting 
the wishes, or even the desires, of your best friends. 


How does that sentiment fit the present situation? Is not that 
what the administration leaders have done relative to this 
revenue bill? According to the confessions of the majority 
floor leader, not even the House Republicans, the best friends of 
the Mellon plan, have been consulted about it, but they are or- 
dered to swallow it whole. And as I think of Lincoln, as 1 see 
him with my mind’s eye, such as my father in my early child- 
hood across the ocean pictured him to me, tall and gaunt but 
strong and kindly, loaded with sorrows and seared with care, 
hoping, pleading, praying, speaking soft words to everybody, 
and relieving the nervous strain with homely humor, I wonder 
what he would have said of little fellows who go around with 
chips on their shoulders and say to Congress, “ You knock that 
off and you will see what will happen to you.” 

Right here and to-day, I think, is a good time to quote from 
one of Lincoln’s messages to Congress where he speaks of the 
7 of the concentration of wealth in the hands of a few. 

e says: 


Monarchy itself is sometimes hinted at as a possible refuge from 
the power of the people. In my present position I could scarcely 
be justified were I to omit raising a warning voice against approach- 
ing despotism, There is one point to which I ask a brief attention. 
It is the effort to place capital on an equal footing with, if not above, 
labor in the structure of government. Let them beware of surrender- 
ing a political power which they already have, and which if surrendered 
will surely be used to close the door of advancement against such as 
they, and fix new disabilities and burdens upon them till all liberty 
shall be lost. 


No such preposterous proposition has ever been put up to 
Congress before as the Mellon tax bill accompanied with the 
threat that not an 1“ must be dotted or a “t” crossed, but 
it must be enacted as it is written. Its nearest friends must 
not even get together quietly in caucus and talk about it. 
If this goes through, the House of Representatives will for- 
ever have sunk to the level of the Cortes of Spain under 
Reviera, or the Parliament of Italy under Mussolini, 

‘We are ordered to take it or leave it. We are told it is 
scientific, but we are not shown how. But even if it were 
scientific, which I deny (science is truth), this plan is a lie 
so far as doing justice to all the people is concerned. It has 
no place here; for under our Constitution and the precedents 
of the House, we, the Representatives of the people, shall work 
out our tax bills and never before has anybody had the nerve 
to clalm that any tax bill was scientific. We are here to 
work it out as best we see it, to make mistakes if we must; 
they are then the mistakes of the people. 

Who wrote this tax bill? Secretary Mellon wrote it. Some 
of the Members have been unkind enongh to say that it was 
written in Wall Street or dictated from there. Who is Mr. 
Mellon? = 

He is the man that fixes the rate of interest to be paid on 
Government securities, of which there are outstanding $21,- 
500,000,000. The law has given him the right to do this. By 
fixing the interest rate on these securities he indirectly fixes the 
interest rate on the whole crushing burden of interest-bearing 
securities upon the backs of the American people. Interest is 
fax. He has the power to increase the tax load on the poor. 
If interest is placed one-half of 1 per cent higher than it ought 
to be that inereases the interest load throughout the land more 

Mr. Mellon sits on the Federal Reserve Board. This board 
fixes the discount rate and regulates credit, 
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It is natural that one of the richest men in the world, having 
been placed in such a position of political and economic power, 
will try to conquer the one world that is yet left to be con- 
quered. If he can increase the tax load of the poor, all that 
is left to do to show that he is all supreme is to lighten the 
load of the rich. That is what the Mellon bill intends to do, 
and nothing else. 

Had this bill been written in Congress it would have been a 
different bill. It would haye been written by the majority 
members of the Ways and Means Committee. It would have 
been a compromise of the ideas of those majority members ; per- 
haps some of the Democratic minority would have joined. 
There is fundamentally not much difference between conserva- 
tive Democrats and conservative Republicans; they have stood 
pretty well together on most of the other important committees, 
and on this committee they are not “ radicals.” 

The rank and file of the Republican membership of this 
House must feel the humiliation. They are patriotic men; they 
are intelligent men; how they could have allowed stupidity, 
from a political standpoint, to shape this tax question so that 
now it is a question of property rights versus human rights, 
business against justice, I for one can not understand. 

The Democrats, indeed, are fortunate that they can pose 
as the champions of human rights. The only way to make the 
tax bill a Republican measure now is to pass the Frear substi- 
tute, whether they think that plan is the proper measure or not. 

I do not intend to rehash the statistics quoted on the floor in 
this debate. I am not prejudiced in favor of the Garner plan, 
but how could I, representing Minnesota with 124,501 income 
taxpayers in 1921, out of which 124,370 will be benefited more 
by the Garner plan, vote for the Mellon plan that will benefit 
only 131 taxpayers there more than the Garner plan? Of these 
131, not one lives in my district. 

The late lamented President Harding said that we were going 
to put more business into government and less government into 
business. He spoke the truth. But we did not put the right 
kind of business, the business of the people, into the Govern- 
ment; we put big business into the Government, and God knows 
if we are ever going to get it out. 

Mr. Mellon with his tax-reduction plan and his nation-wide 
propaganda for it reminds me of a bird that lives in all coun- 
tries of Europe, but which spends the summer particularly in 
Norway. 

The coming back of this bird from the south is always eagerly 
looked for. The winter is always long and the early spring 
bleak and dreary. The cattle bellow hungry in the barns and 
the farmer waits anxiously for the first day that he can start 
his work in the field; the children are all expectant, and old 
maids strain their ears almost beyond the hearing point, for it 
makes a lot of difference at what point of the compass the 
cuckoo sings the first time. If she hears him in the west, she 
will be married. 

If he sings in the north it means death, if in the east 
things will go wrong, and when he sings in the south it is 
seeding time. But when he sings everybody knows that spring 
has arrived; soon the woodlands are filled with song and every- 
body forgets winter and hard times and there is nothing but 
sunshine and summer. And he sings and sings and flits from 
tree to tree, from bush to bush, but no one ever gets near him, 
or at least it happens very seldom. There is an old tradition 
that if you get under the tree where the cuckoo sits and dress 
and undress three times before he flies away your wish and 
all your wishes will be fulfilled. 

Yes, this cuckoo of ours sings too, and it has the same effect; 
it cheers like a message of coming summer. He sits there 
hid under the foliage and sings so plaintively that he wishes 
to give everyone a bonus—except the soldiers; but Congress 
won't let him do it, and when you go and try to find him he 
is flown. He sings in Chicago, and when you get there he 
sings in Minneapolis; when you get to Minneapolis he is back 
in Pittsburgh, and when you get to Pittsburgh he is out in 
sunny California. And the people run around in a circle and 
step on each other's toes to get a glimpse of him, but he always 
sings in the distance. 

But when hatching time comes he stops singing and the folks 
all wonder where he has gone. Then comes a tragedy for some 
one—for some of the little birds in the woods that thought he 
sang so sweetly for them. 

The cuckoo, they say, lays its eggs in the nests of other 
birds—for instance, in a wren’s nest. The little birds feel so 
proud when the big son peeps out of the egg, and they hurry up 
to feed him and take care of him. But he is so big and grows 
so fast that the little birds often kill themselves trying to 
feed him after their own real offspring have perished from 
starvation, 


We are in the same fix with big business in our Govern- 
ment. Mr. Mellon is putting a cuckoo’s egg in a wren’s nest. 
We had in 1921, 6,662,176 income-tax payers; of these tax- 
payers, if they are yet in the same financial condition as they 
were then, only 9,343 will receive more benefit under the 
Mellon plan than under the Democratic substitute. Is not the 
illustration of the cuckoo in the wren's nest illuminating? 
Six million six hundred and sixty-two thousand one hundred 
and seventy-six sacrifice for the benefit of 9,343! 

Or take the State of North Dakota. There were 18,400 income- 
tax payers in 1921; of these only one single one will get more 
benefit under the Mellon plan. Yet the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. Young] is for the Mellon plan. I suppose that he 
is sure that the one person benefited more by the Mellon plan 
lives in his district, so that he can call on him for help in 
being reelected. The question comes to my mind: Suppose, 
owing to the secrecy surrounding income-tax returns, it is not 
known in what North Dakota district this one lucky taxpayer 
lives; the State having three Congressmen, will not the three 
be in a quandary as to which one of them shall help him? He 
surely needs protection. But if all three voted to protect him, 
What then? 

Of course, there are good features in the Mellon bill which, 
* 3 will help to a better administration of the income 

x law. 

But the main and central thought of the bill is fallacious. 
We are asked to vote an enormous tax reduction to those who 
have the biggest incomes, on the plea that that will help the 
poor. It is said that that will release capital for new business 
enterprises, and it is said that by making the tax lower for 
the rich there will be fewer of them who will commit perjury. 
Of course, they do not put it that way, but that is what it 
means. 

I have been in favor of an income tax with high surtaxes 
as a social tax, as a method of leveling the unequal distri- 
bution of wealth in this country. I am not quite able to under- 
stand some of the arguments. It is said that when surtax on 
incomes over $300,000 was 10 per cent the revenue was about 
the same as when it was 65 per cent. The other day a gertie- 
es quoted from President Coolidge’s Lincoln day speech, 
saying: 


In 1916 there were 216 incomes of a million dollars or more. Then 
the high tax rate went into effect. The next year there were only 
141, and in 1918 but 67. In 1919 the number declined to 65. In 1920 
it fell to 33, and in 1921 it was further reduced to 21. 


I would take this to mean that the high surtax works as a 
leveler of fortunes. But they tell me it does not. What does 
it show then? It shows that as tax rates have been reduced 
the big incomes have dwindled and it goes without saying that 
if the rate on big incomes is yet reduced more the number of 
big incomes will dwindle. 

When the other day the shrinkage in the number of the in- 
comes over $300,000 was bemoaned I asked if it was the in- 
tention to so frame the tax laws that that number would again 
be greatly increased, but I received the answer that the gentle- 
man did not quite understand the question. Yet that must be 
the intention, for if the tax rate is cut in two and the number 
of those who pay the tax is not increased it will be foolish to 
argue that any benefit will follow. 

I was asked the other day by a fine elderly gentleman, to 
find out how radical I was, I suppose ,“ How much would you 
allow a person to keep who had an income of $300,000%”" 1 
answered that I could get along very nicely on $100,000 in a 
year, that I always had had to get along on very much less. 
That would be taking 663 per cent. Yet such a person would 
not suffer. Why should I worry about the rich? Why should 
other poor men here worry about them? 

Financial experts say that never in our history have we as a 
nation added so much to our national wealth in a year as 
during 1923. I shall quote some tigures from the New Republic 
for February 13, 1924. It says: 


No other nation has ever had such an addition in 12 months as we 
have created within the last year. Neither high taxes nor tax-exempt 
securities nor idiotic tariffs have greatly bampered our economic 
growth. 


To quote further: 


It is apparent now that we have added some $12,000,000,000 to our 
national wealth through saving during the past year. For this act 


of producing more than one consumes is the essence of saving. 
England before the war added $2,000,000,000 a year to her national 
Wealth by saving. 
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The source I quote from continues: 

No longer is it necessary to direct our national economie policy 
primarily with a view to encouraging capital accumulation. That 
scems to be sufficiently institutionalized to assure the Nation funds 
for the promotion of industry and for the expansion of those durable 
material things Which ure needed to maintain the great mass of people 
in a high degree of comfort. 


Out of these $12,000,000,000 there was invested in good roads, 
garages, and other things connected with the automobile indus- 
try, including new oil development, pipe lines, and storage facili- 
ties, $5,000,000,000. Four billion dollars were invested in build- 
ings which had nothing to do with the automobile industry. 
Railroads have made additions amounting to 51,000,000, 000. 
Investments in telegraphs; telephones, electric light and power 
plants, and other public utilities about $1,250,000,000. 

And so it goes on, There is no lack of capital 

The corporations of the United States made profits for the 
year of about $8,000,000,000. Of this they will pay ‘about 
$1,000,000,000 in corporate income taxes. Not over $4,000,000,- 
000 were distributed in dividends, which leaves $3,000,000,000 
of corporate surplus for reinvestment. Interest rates have a 
downward tendency, except those fixed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. What then becomes of the cry for lower surtaxes 
for the rich in order to release capital for investment? How 
hungry is the cuckoo, anyway? 

What becomes of the cry that a soldier bonus must not be 
paid? Why should not this debt of honor, pledged by all 
political parties, be paid now, and why should not steps be 
taken to reduce the war debt? Now is the time to do it when 
business is good, and the national wealth is increasing so 
very fast. The interest on the public debt paid last year was 
nearly 30 per cent of the total expenditures and it was over 
a quarter billion more than the total governmental expenditures 
the year before the war. When are we going to pay for the 
war if we are not going to begin paying now? We should 
have started long ago. England is finding out her mistake 
by not starting in in time. 

The timeliest cry of warning uttered in this debate was 
uttered by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. LrrrLe] when 
he said: 


How long do you think the people of this country will permit great 
fortunes to avoid their taxes? How long will it be before the State 
and Nation levy an inheritance tax of 80 per cent and pay off the 
debts of this Nation in a few short years? Oh, you ostriches, take 
your heads out of the sands and face the future and be content to 
pay your taxes as long as you live. 


He who says, like the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Cort], 
that those who stand fer a 50 per cent surtax are Bolshe- 
viks, is, ostrichlike, thinking he is hidden when he hides his 
head. 

This gentleman should think of what has happened in Eng- 
land, I shall quote from a handbill circulated by the Labor 
Party in the last campaign for the election to Parliament. 
From this he will see how even the champions of property rights 
will have to change their minds. 

The handbill reads as follows: 


Tue Tories AND THe CAPITAL Levy, 


The Tories are saying: 

“A levy to redeem war debt would be confiscation.“ 

The late Mr. Bonar Law khew better. He thonght that “there was 
nothing confiscatory in such a proposal.” (House of Commons, Jan- 
unry 29, 1918.) 

Mr. Stanley Baldwin knows better. He says that— 

It is no good meeting propaganda about the capital levy by nterely 
saying it is a form of robbery, for two reasons—frst, it would not 
be true, and second, nobody would believe you if you said it.” (The 
Times, June 80.) : 

The Labor Party agrees with the late Mr. Bonar Law in two things: 

‘When he said that“ when ft comes to a question of making men give 
up their lives for the good of their country, It is a very small thing 
to give up their money.” 

When he said that “when we need money we have to go where we 
can get it.” (Novenber 14, 1917.) 

That is exactly why the Labor Party proposes a capital levy. 


TRE LABOR PARTY AND THE BOARD OF INLAND REVENUE KNOWS WHERE 
THE MONEY Is. - a 


The board of inland revenue reported in 1920 that in any year be- 
fore the war all the individuals in the country did not add more than 
£250,000,000 to their fortune. 

During the war they added £4,000/000,000 to their fortunes. 


their pleasure trips, to church, and to town. 


Now two-thirds of all the wealth in private hands belongs to just 
under 400,000. people, about the population of Bristol. 

Four-fifths belongs to persons over 45 years of age. 

In 1921-22, 11 millionaires left £31,600,000. 

This is the wealth which the Labor Party would tax. 

To return the Tories is to let the rich man leyy their own taxes, 
Vote Labor. 


How will you like it when handbills like that fall like a storm 
over the whole country just before election day? Mr. Mellon 
says now he does not know where the wealth is but he will coax it 
out by reducing taxes. They fooled the laborers of England, too, 
for centuries, but they say now they know where the wealth is, 
and, believe me, we will find it out in this land of ours, too—where 
it is—and make it bear its just share of our common burdens. 

Do the tax-shirking, shortsighted tax dodgers back of the 
Mellon plan think they can stave off the day of reckoning by 
the malicious and costly propaganda they now are putting on 
over the whole country, in which millions and millions of dollars 
are being spent in propaganda of different kinds? 

Several gentlemen have referred to the Literary Digest, 
which has sent ont 15,000,000 post-card ballots, and which 
now prints the result äs part of the ballots come back, in order 
to Scare Congressmen and poison public opinion. 

From my own State and from its capital city comes a fourt- 
page newspaper display advertisement carried in the St. Paŭl 
Daily News for February 10. On February 16 I received an 
exact duplicate of this four-page display add carried in the 
Daily Law Bulletin, of Pittsburgh, Pa., printed on February 18, 
coming to hand two days before it is printed. There seems to be 
some undue haste about it. Every word, except the names of 
the signers, is identical. How can this happen that a number 
of men living so far apart cah think so exactly the same on 
such a question? The Minnesota prevarication of the truth is 
signed by 124 representatives of different corporations. There 
are only 131 persons in Minnesota who will be benefited by the 
Mellon plan over any other plan. 

Why did they not have the other seven sign? Have they gone 
bankrupt helping the farmers? These so-called petitions to 
Congress contain a lot of bunk, among other things the foolish 
statement that Mr. Mellon is trying to give to everyhody—ex- 
‘cept the soldiers, of course—a bonus, but that Congress is so 
mean that it will not let him do it. For that reason the signers 
ask all the voters to write to their naughty Congressmen and 
tell them to be good. This very libelous appeal to the voters is 
printed in big, black type: 


Some of your public servants at Washington—some of the Congress- 
men— have said that they are tired of reteiving letters from propa- 
gandists in favor of the Mellon tax-reduction plan. If working for a 
proposal which means so much to every citizen and to the Nation as 
a whole makes you a propagandist you should be proud to be one. It 
should be a privilege to the men whom you put into office to receive 
your opinions and ideas on any subject. In a matter of vital im- 
portance, it is their duty as well as their privilege to give careful con- 
sideration to your communications. The Mellon plan Is of yital impor- 
tance to everyone, so Write to your Congressman now. 


Just think, only seven more than those who signed the petition 
will receive any benefit from the Mellon plan as compared with 
the other plans, and they try to fool the people of the whole 
State into helping them! 

The source of this shameful propaganda should be disclosed, 
it should be bared to the light of day so people can see the 
interests that are back of the Mellon tax-saving plan. 

I fail to see where any Representative or Senator from Min- 
nesota should vote for it. In spite of the general prosperity 
the farming Northwest is suffering and this friendly tax-saving 
measure carries in it some very heavy and burdensome taxes 
for the farmers. We have been enlightened very much as to 
why the tax on yachts and bowle knives was taken off. Yachts 
belong to J. Pierpont Morgan, James Stillman, of unsavory 
fame, and others like them, They very likely contribute to the 
intimidation fund to set Congressmen right. They contribute to 
political campaigns. 

But not so with the farmers’ yachts, the light trucks, and 
cheap cars that carry their burdens and that carry them on 
I shall insert in 


the Record some tables showing what tax the farmers pay on 

cars, trucks, and automobile repairs. The farmers’ share of 

tax paid under the Mellon plan on cars is §34,705,100, on trucks 

$1,877,850, on tires $5,737,500, and on repairs $3,543,750, a total 

of $45,864,200. : 

| How many farmers would sign and send to Congressmen such 
petitions as I have teld yeu about now being sent out? 
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But no situation is so ridiculous that it has not its humor. 
On February 11 I received a telegram from St. Paul, Minn., 
that reads: 


We urge Mellon tax revision; believe it favorable to potato in- 
dustry. 
J. R. Brads & Co. 


This firm did not get on the big petition, so they hastened to 
send the message. They must have heard so much of the 
wonderful curative properties of the Mellon plan that they be- 
lieve every malady can be cured by its magic touch. They 
know that the potato industry is sick, and that everything else 
has been tried on it, to no avail. So why not try the Mellon 
plan—why not plant the potatoes in the Mellon patch? 

Mr. Chairman, I ask pe ion of the House to insert after 
my remarks some campaign documents used in the late election 
for Parliament in England. They will bring out some facts 
at ought to be called to the attention of Members of this 

ouse. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Marrs). The gentleman from Min- 
nesota asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the 
Record by publishing some campaign documents in the last 
election in England, Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Reserving the right to object, I do 
not object if the gentleman wants to extend his own remarks, 
but I do object to going to England for campaign documents, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa objects. 


APPENDIX. 
Statistics from the American Farm Bureau Federation: 


AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 15, 1925. 

DEAR MR. CONGRESSMAN: In these days of continued and extended 
agricultural distress reduction in taxes is one of the greatest reliefs that 
can be given the farmer. The Federal Government can directly serve 
the farmer by the removal of excise or consumption taxes. The direct 
saying to the farmers through lower surtaxes is almost a negligible 
amount, as only a very small percentage pay any surtaxes whatever. 
Further, there is no assurance that the reduction in the surtaxes to 
those who have to pay them will reduce the profits being taken by those 
who are in a position to do so. The normal tax rate is not excessive or 
burdensome and therefore should not be reduced at all. 

The proposal to reduce surtaxes to 25 per cent is contrary to the best 
information available to us in securing the desired result, namely, ade- 
quate revenue, and we earnestly protest that it be fixed not below 40 
per cent. We believe that additional revenue so raised should be equal- 
ized by the reduction of direct taxes on items such as automobile parts 
and light trucks, namely, those not exceeding about 1 ton capacity. The 
tax on parts is largely in the nature of a tax on misfortune and losses 
and can not well be justified at any time. In so far as the farmer is 
concerned, the light trucks are his horse and wagon in these days of 
mechanical equipment, and they should be freed, certainly in part if not 
in whole, from this tax. I also suggest that a graduated inheritance 
tax on tax-free securities might be considered. 

May I say, further, that I appeal to all friends of agriculture to 
expedite the consideration and passage of the tax bill, so that we may 
thereby at an early date secure the consideration of Muscle Shoals, 
which we have been assured will be the next measure considered, and 
then other agricultural relief measures in the order in which they may 
be determined as most desirable? 

Sincerely yours, 
AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION, 
Gray SILVER, Washington Representative. 


WHAT IS THE FarMer’s YEARLY Excise-Tax BILL? 

(Repair figures based on a survey of the farmer's use of automobiles 
made by Division of Farm Management, Bureau of Agricultural Eco- 
nomics, Department of Agriculture. Report appeared as supplement 
to Monthly Crop Report, January, 1924, p. 8.) 

Motor vehicles on farms: 


1923, 
rr reac A 4, 100, 000 
SOL yey is i OB PR aie, DS Le A ee SRR E 00, 000 
Teal 9080 


TIRE COST IN 1923. 
5 cash outlay for tires per year as indicated by above survey, 
4 


Multiplying total vehicles on farms by this 


amount gives total tire replacement--__ $153, 000, 000 
Element in cost for freight, profit, rent, 

bookkeeping, and other sales costs 38, 250, 000 
Wholesale value equalsz 114, 750, 000 


Federal excise tax at 5 per cent (farmer’s 


ortune tax on —— . 1945500 
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REPAIRS, 
Indicated average cash outlay for repairs, $28. 


$94, 500, 000 


28, 625, 000 
70, 875, 000 


$3, 543, 750 


11 misfortune tax on parts and 

— — 6ʒ 18. nent 

New cars produced in 1923, 3,644,000; 
wholesale value $2, 243, 385, 000 


9, 281, 250 


30. 94 


New cars to farms in 1923, 1,118,458___. $694, 102, 000 
Federal excise tax at 5 per cent (farmer 
pays in excise taxes on new cars) 


84, 705, 100 
New tracks produced in 1923, 


wholesale value „ͤ„„„ü! 'Ü2 $267, 500, 000 
caer eas | same percentage continuing to 

to go to farms (per cent 23.4 
0 oe oe oa ase $62, 595, 000 


Federal excise tax (farmers pay in excise 
F TOW CEC a ee ee — $1, 877, 850 


Total Federal automotive excise 
taxes paid by farmers— . 45, 864, 200 


Twelve and five-tenths per cent of the average citizen's income goes 
ces oo (Figure from President Coolidge’s Lincoln Day address, 
Sixteen and six-tenths per cent of the farmer’s income goes for taxes. 
(Figure from National Industrial Conference Board.) 


Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of the 
time to the gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. O'CONNELL]. 

Mr. O’CONNELL of Rhode Island. Mr. Chairman and gen- 
tlemen of the committee, I have already expressed myself a 
few days ago at some length upon the bill which we are shortly 
to consider section by section. I appreciate the honor and 
privilege and am very glad of the opportunity to wind up the 
general debate on the Democratic side, and as a concluding 
thought I want to direct my remarks to the charge that has 
been made from the Republican side that the Democrats have 
caucused on this measure. It is true that we have caucused 
upon this measure, but that fact can not be a source of satis- 
faction or profit to you, because your side of the House was 
the first to caucus on this very proposition. Nobody has denied 
the fact that the Democratic members of the Ways and Means 
Committee, which has had this bill under consideration, were 
denied even in committee an opportunity to vote upon the nor- 
mal and surtax rates proposed in this bill. You can not deny 
the fact that you did not give the members of the Democratie 
side an opportunity in committee either to discuss or to vote 
upon these rates They were excluded from your meeting 
while you considered these rates. Although it was a matter of 
such vital and tremendous importance to the people of this 
country, yet you lacked the common courtesy of giving the 
minority members an opportunity to vote on these rates. As 
soon as your committee met, the previous question was ordered 
and you voted to report the bill in its present form. Nobody 
has denied that charge. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. No; I can not yield. I 
have only a few minutes left. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I simply wanted to ask the gentleman 
how long he had been here? 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. You have said to us 
that if we wanted to make this a party measure that we 
will have to assume the responsibility, that we will have 
to explain our position to the people of this country. As the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] has so forcibly and 
clearly stated, we will be glad to go before the people of the 
country on this issue, because our position is explainable and 
actuated by a sincere desire to support a plan that is both 
logical and equitable and economically sound. 

The Democratic plan will be finally adopted in its essential 
features, notwithstanding the unprecedented propaganda in 
favor of the Mellon plan. Even the Literary Digest has at- 
tempted to join in the general scheme of propaganda by sending 
to thousands of persons throughout the country literature giv- 
ing comparative tables of the present tax rates and the proposed 
Mellon plan in order to show the people of this country that 
they would save a certain amount of money by the Mellon bill 
and seeking to influence them in its support. Oh, my friends, 


1924. 
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if you would only put the other table—the Democratic table— 
beside the other two and say to the people of this country, 
“Take your choice,” there is absolutely no question but what, 
they would choose the Democratic plan. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

I would like to go before the people of the country in the 
next campaign and take this chart and show them the present 
tax rates and show them the Mellon plan, and beside them both, 
in a separate table, the Democratic plan. I would like to 
take a ruler and point out to the people of this country what 
they would save under each of these plans, and I am abso- 
lutely sure that the overwhelming verdict of the American 
people would be in favor of the Democratic plan. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Rhode 
Island has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NEWTON]. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, we are about 
to close debate. Some further observations may be helpful. 

During the last two decades the population of this country 
increased about 30 per cent. During this same period its ex- 
penditures for all Government purposes, including local, State, 
and National, increased from one and three-fourths million 
dollars to over nine and one-third million dollars, or 430 per 
cent. A 

An average of $68.87 for every man, woman, and child was 
collected in taxes during the calendar year 1922 by municipal, 
State, and National Governments. In a family of five this 
means $340 per year, or nearly $30 per month. This sum is 
one-fifth or more of the average monthly earnings of the aver- 
age head of a family. It constitutes a tremendous sum, and in 
and of itself is a challenge to every legislator—municipal, State, 
or National—for him to use his best endeavors to curtail ex- 
penditures to a minimum and thereby lessen taxation. 

Mr. Chairman, we are not responsible for all of this, but 
the per capita tax for the same year for the National Govern- 
ment amounted to $29.47. We are responsible for this tre- 
mendous burden. It constitutes a special challenge to the 
House of Representatives, charged as it is with the great re- 
sponsibility of initiating all revenue legislation, and to do our 
utmost to reduce the burden. 

Gentlemen, I have been talking averages. Who, in fact, pays 
this tax? Over 6,000,000 people made income-tax returns in 
the last year. A little over 3,000,000 of these paid income 
taxes. One would think to hear the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. GARNER] that they and they only paid this tax. No; it is 
not only these 3,000,000 people who directly pay taxes of this 
character, but we must bear in mind that ultimately money 
collected in taxes of this character constitutes a burden upon 
every man, woman, and child in the country. 

In his annual report to Congress, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury calls attehtion to the accumulation of a surplus of some 
$340,000,000. This surplus is the result of economies and re- 
ductions in which both legislative and executive branches of 
the Government can justly claim credit, Federal taxation is a 
highly technical subject. There are few things more technical 
than the operation and effect of certain provisions of the 
income tax law. The Secretary of the Treasury is the head of 
taat great department of our Government and is charged with 
the responsibility of handling the financial affairs of the Na- 
tion. In calling our attention to this surplus it seems to me 
that the Secretary of the Treasury rightly recommended not 
only a reduction to the extent of this surplus, but accompanied 
that recommendation with specific suggestions as to just where 
the revenues could best be reduced. For example, our internal 
revenue is derived from income and excise taxes. He advised 
us as to the proportions collected from each source and sug- 
gested that in making our reductions we reduce somewhat in 
the same proportion; that is, reduce the income taxes two- 
thirds and the excise taxes one-third. He then made concrete 
suggestions as to the normal income-tax rate and the surtax, 
setting forth his reasons for so doing. 

In doing so he has been criticized. Why should not the head 
of this great department of the Government make concrete sug- 
gestions and recommendations to Congress? Here is a highly 
technical matter. Congress has provided for him a large corps 
of able assistants to advise him, especially in all of these tech- 
nical propositions. Why should not we, therefore, receive his 
advice and counsel? Furthermore, up to the present time the 
Secretary of the Treasury has demonstrated signal ability in 
the administering of his great office. Without noise and with- 
out publicity, in something like two and one-half years time, he 
has paid some one and three-fourth billion dollars off from the 
public debt. Surely no criticism should rest either upon him 


for giving suggestions or of the Congress for carefully consid- 
ering them. 

Mr. Chairman, after thorough and extensive hearings the 
Committee on Ways and Means have reported out a bill which, 
in the main, follows out the recommendations of the Secretary 
and his technical experts and advisers. 

In brief, this new revenue bill will— 

(1) Give immediate relief to taxpayers by a 25 per cent re- 
duction of the income tax payable this year on 1923 incomes. 
(2) Give permanent relief by a revision of our 1921 revenue 


a 
The permanent relief it is estimated will mean a net reduction 
in revenue of some $341,000,000 apportioned as follows: 
Reduction in estimated revenue after bill is in full operation, as com- 
pared with estimated income that will be returned for 1923. 
Normal tax on incomes 181 600, 000 
Surtax on incomes 01, 800, 000 
Earned income ----- 89, 500, 000 
cellaneous taxes.—--—-_ = 08, 040, 000 
A ee a es alae Oe ON Ee Cree 390, 940, 000 
Increase in estimated revenue: 
Capital loss provision $25, 000, 000 
Certain deductions limited to tax-free 
r a A 
e $9; 500,000 
Net ð v T 961 0 000 


The normal tax on incomes under the 1921 law runs from 4 
to 8 per cent, depending on the size of the income. The com- 
mittee bill follows the Secretary’s suggestions and recommends 
a reduction of 25 per cent in the normal tax on incomes both 
small and great. The existing law provides, in addition to this 
normal tax, a progressive surtax on incomes in excess of $6,000. 
If this bill becomes a law, the surtax will commence at $10,000. 
A reduction in the surtax is provided for, ranging all the way 
from 16% to 50 per cent. 

Existing law makes no distinction between “earned” and 
“unearned” income. “Harned” income is the income derived 
by way of wages, salaries, and fees for professional services, 
where the service is personally rendered. The fairness of tax- 
ing incomes received as personal compensation for services ac- 
tually rendered the same as incomes from investments has long 
been questioned. It is not fair, and a distinction should be 
made. This recommendation was made by the Secretary, and 
this recommendation is embodied in the pending bill. If it 
becomes a law, income derived from wages, salaries, and pro- 
fessional services will bear a 25 per cent less tax than the in- 
come received from investments. . 

The reduction in excise taxes vary somewhat from the con- 
crete suggestions of the Secretary, and as embodied in the bill 
are apportioned as follows: 

Estimated loss in revenue due to the repeal of certain special tares, 


and the change in tazation in certain others, as reported by the 
committee. 


Section 500 (a): Repeal of tax on telegraph, telephone, 


Sanne ... — $31, 000, 000 
Title VI: Repeal of sections 602 and 603, taxing bever- 
OU eae LE IREA ee eee 10, 320, 000 


33, 000, 000 
11, 000, 000 
25, 000 


Section 900: 
Repeal of (6) tax on eandy 


Repeal of (8) and (9) tax on knives, dirks, etc.____ 

Repeal of (12) and (13) tax on liveries, hunting gar- 
Pet OS ARE Des SE SEES AN a ee 800, 000 
Repeal of (14) tax on sale of yachts, ete 250, 000 

Section 904: epea: of entire section taxing carpets, 
n Tr 1. 350, 000 

Section 905: Changing tax on jewelry so as to yield 
Dann,. OE Se ee Se Sa 13, 250, 000 

Section 1001, (5), (6), and (7): 

Repeal of tax on proprietors of theaters, circuses, etc_ 1, 865, 000 

(8) Tax on proprietors of bowling alleys and billiard 
a AR TRE OT SES eee SS hE TEI 2, 180, 000 

Section 1107, schedule A, subdivision 4: Tax on sales of 
produce on exchange cut in half 8, 500, 000 
Total losein' yeventle. 5 oe 108, 040, 000 


In addition the committee has recommended numerous changes 
in the administrative provisions as recommended by the Secre- 
tary, which will make for greater equality and incidentally in 
doing so will result in a net increase in the revenue. 

Mr. Chairman, taxation is such an important question that 
the country was in hopes it would be settled without reference 
to partisanship. It was in this spirit that the Secretary of 
the Treasury made his recommendations, and it was in this 
spirit that the President of the United States acted in present- 
ing the matter to Congress in his initial message, It was in 
this same spirit that the Republican membership of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, went to work to write this bill. 
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You, my Demecratie friends, however, would not meet either 
the President, the Secretary of the Treasury, or the com- 
mittee in any such spirit. You have chosen to make of it a 
partisan proposition. In lieu of the committee bill you propose 
a plan formulated by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARSER]. 

In the first place—and this shows the lack of care in its prep- 
aration—this bill asks us to reduce the revenues far beyond the 
surplus, and so as to create in fact a very substantial deficit. 
The primary purpose of a revenue bill is to raise revenue. If 
it does not accomplish this, it is not a revenue bill. The Demo- 
cratic bill here would change a surplus into a sustantial deficit 
and necessitate the borrowing of money in time of peace to run 
the Government. But, my Democratic friends, you have done 
that before; it is more or less of a habit with you, and I pre- 
sume that you can not help it. 

The purpose of this proposal by the gentleman from Texas is, 
of course, wholly political. He can safely propose to reduce the 
normal tax as to the smaller incomes 50 per cent instead of 
25 per cent and prate about how he Is interested in the 6,000,000 
smaller taxpayers, rather than the millionaire, because neither 
he nor his party has any present responsibility. Apparently 
neither he nor his party expect to have any responsibility in the 
near future. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Werarp] 
referred to the Democratic caucus and his presence there. 
I can not help saying that my good friend and colleague by rea- 
son of that is occupying a rather unique position on the floor. 
The Democrats have caucused and bound everybody apparently 
but the gentleman from Minnesota. Apparently he must have 
been in there in the capacity not as a Democrat, not as a 
Republican, but as an “unofficial observer.” [Laughter.] And 
so it appears he is the only one that attended that caucus who 
was free to come upon the floor and after listening to the de- 
bates pro and con to act in accordance with his own judgment. 
The rest of you have participated in the debate; but no matter 
what proposal is made here, no matter what facts may be shown 
here in the course of this debate, you gentlemen are powerless 
to act in your capacity as Representatives here and vote your 
honest judgment in this matter. 2 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. ‘The gentleman is forgetting that one 
gentleman, the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. DEAL], obtained. 
leave to exercise his own judgment, but that another gentle- | 
man, the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Hawes], could nok] 
obtain that. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. The gentleman from Virginia | 
[Mr, Drall having some constitutional scruples against any | 
kind of an income tax, I am informed, was excused, but he had | 
to ask permission in order to come upon the floor here and 
vote his own judgment in reference to the proyisions of this 
bill, numbering some 240 pages, totaling a saving of some- 
thing like $300,000,000. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida: Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Of course, the gentleman does not 
know anything about the rules of the Democratic caucus. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I was not there as an observer 
officially or unofficially, but I do happen to know something of 
the history of the gentleman's party. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I know the gentleman does not in- 
tend to be unfair. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CrowTHER] stated this morning that there was much in this 
bill that he did not approve, but the Republican conference— 
and he could not see any difference between a conference and 
a caucus—made him vote to support the Mellon plan. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I am not surprised that the 
gentleman should want to get out from an embarrassing 

tion. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida rose. 

Mr, NEWTON of Minnesota. I can not yield to the gentle- 
man any further. I want to say something now in reference 
to the remarks made by the gentleman from Rhode Island 
IMr. O°Connetr]. 

He says that the Republicans caucused. The Republicans 
did not caucus. They had a conference, and at the close of that 
conference everyone was privileged to come upon the floor as 
we are upon the floor and vote his own convictions, but the 
gentleman from Rhode Island does not stand in that position. 
He, by goihg into the Democratic caucus, is bound by the vote 
of that caucus, regardless of the votes of his own constituency 
and regardless of his own judgment. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. And will vote for the 
Garner plan because it is right. My conviction is that it is the 


best plan for the people of the country. 
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Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Of course the gentleman is 
bound to vote for the Garner plan, and therefore thinks it is 
the best plan. 

a GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yie 

Mr, NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes. z 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There never has been any Republican 
conference on the bills as everyone understands. In fact, the 
gentleman from Missouri the other day said that we were afraid 
to have a conference. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. The gentleman from Towa is 
correct. Some five or six weeks ago we had a conference, in 
no sense pertaining to the bill, but in a general way to discuss 
the subject of taxation. It was only in that sense that I used 
it, but we have not had a conference upon this particular plan. 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr, TAGUE. Is it not a fact that in that conference the 
Republicans did notify the members of the Ways and Means 
Committee that they were not to consider the adjusted compen- 
sation bill until the tax bill was out of the way? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes; and that is all we did. 
We notified our committee to get busy upon the tax bill and to 
then take up the adjusted compensation bill. That is all the 
conference was about, but when you hold a caucus you are 
tied up, and the members of the Democratic Party can not act 
in a representative capacity upon this floor. 

Mr. TAGUE. Why did you tie up the Committee on Ways 
and Means? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. We did not. I refuse to yield 
any further. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I have only four or five 
minutes left and I regret I can not yield. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. No, I can not yield further. 

Mr. Chairman, the Garner bill falls down in the first in- 
stance, because it will not furnish the requisite amount of 
revenue. The gentleman from Texas, however, refers to the 
6,000,000 income-tax payers and his intense interest in them. 
I am not interested in any group as such, whether big or 
small, but I am interested in the Nation and its welfafe, 
in consideration of its interests as being paramount over 
and above every group and every class. When the Consti- 
tution was adopted Congress was granted the power to “lay 
and collect taxes, duties, imposts, and excises.” 

For what purpose? 


ti) To pay the debts, and 
(2) Provide for the common defense and general welfare of the 
United States. 


The grant of power is to pay the debts of the United States 
and provide for the general welfare not of a group, not of 
a class, but of the United States. I want a tax-reduction 
bill drawn in accordance with this principle. I want a tax 
bill drawn where the primary purpose is to get revenue rather 
than to obtain votes. I want a tax bill drawn not in the 
selfish interests of either 3,000 or 8,000,000 people but for 
all the people, the people who now pay either directly or 
indirectly this $30 per capita annual tax. 

It must be borne in mind that these 3,000,000 taxpayers 
constitute less than 3 per cent of the population of the country. 
I would have a bill drawn not only in the interest of this 
3 per cent, but also in the interest of the remaining 97 per 
cent who may not pay directly, but who are vitally affected by 
what we do here. 

If we are to ignore the question of revenue, as the gentle- 
man from Texas has done, then we might just as well make 
a further reduction in the taxes paid by these 6,000,000. 

Regardless of the needs of the Government for revenue, the 
Garner plan being a bid for the vote of 3,000,000, the gentleman 
proceeds to “ smite the millionaire,” the payer of the surtax, by 
saying that he will make the maximum surtax 44 per cent 
instead of 50 per cent, as embodied in the present law and 25 
per cent as embodied in the present bill. In doing so he asks ` 
for the vote of all those who do not pay these surtaxes. 

Wili such a tax produce the revenue needed? There is such a 
thing as killing the hen that laid the golden egg. A tax can be 
fixed so high as to result in lessening the return. If a 44 per 
cent surtax will produce the revenue, that is one question. If it 
will not, then it is another question. To answer this we must 
study the operation of the high surtax in the past few years, 
especially since the war. The present surtax is 50 per cent; in 
1916 the surtax was 10 per cent. The following is a table show- 
ing the steady decline in returns from incomes paying high 
surtaxes: 


1924. 
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TABLE II.— Table showing decline of tazable incomes over $300,000. 


It will be observed that incomes over $300,000 decrease from 


1,296 in 1916 to 246 in 1921. The net income from that source 
shrunk from nearly a billion to $150,000,000. At the same time 
the receipt of net income from all sources increased 50 per cent 
from 1917. I now refer to the 1917 law, for it contained the 
Same low exemptions that now prevail, and is therefore 
justly comparable. At the same time the income from divi- 
dends and interests on investments shrunk from $700,000,000 
in 1916 to $155,000,000, while dividends and interests on all 
investments increased from three and three-fourths millions 
to four and one-sixth billions. It will be observed that even the 
prosperous year of 1920 showed no halt in the gradual diminu- 
tion in the number of high income-tax payers. Their number 
steadily declined from the very moment the high surtaxes were 
put into effect. 

Here is another table showing the amount of surtax returned 
on incomes of $300,000 or more for the same period, together 
with the total amount of surtax returns, and the percentage 
that the surtax on incomes in excess of $300,000 bears in rela- 
tion to the total surtax. 


11916 was a year of low surtax rates. 
The percentage to the total 


of those in excess shrunk from 
66 per cent to 20 per cent. Again it is demonstrated that such 
a tax has proven itself to be unproductive. It does not yield 
the revenue. There is only one reason to underly the desire to 
reenact it, and that is it is easier to swat the rich, rather than 
face the facts. 

Where has this money gone? A typical illustration is that 
which is set forth in the correspondence between the Secretary 
of the Treasury and Mr. Couzens, of Michigan. It appears that 
Mr. Couzens sold his stock in the Ford Motor Car Co. Upon 
that sale Mr. Couzens paid in taxes $7,229,161.75. In ac- 
cordance with his own statement, where did he put the pro- 
ceeds of that sale? Mr. Couzens said: 


I have largely invested my capital in State, county, and municipal 
bonds. 


What proportion he did not say, but he did say that in the 
past 10 years he had paid in income taxes to the Government 
$8,223,879.21. The year of the sale he paid in $7,000,000 of this. 
This would leave one million remainder to be accounted for in 
the other nine years, for the stock was good-paying stock. 
Therefore much of this one million was paid in taxes before 
the sale. One must therefore come to the conclusion that al- 
most all of the proceeds of this sale went into securities, the 
income of which pays no taxes whatever. 

This is typical, and we must presume that if the surtaxes 
had been lowered Mr. Couzens would not have invested his en- 
tire fortune in one class of securities. The conclusions from 
this are inevitable. The facts simply can not be controverted. 
The Government obtained revenue upon this stock prior to its 
transfer, but it does not obtain revenue upon this present in- 
vestment. 

There are approximately $12,000,000 to $13,000,000 of tax-free 
securities outstanding. The Secretary of the Treasury esti- 
mates that if the income derived therefrom was taxable it 
would bring into the Treasury $200,000,000 per year. Further- 


Dividends and interest on 
investments. 


All classes. 5 


$6 „945, 

13 616, 119, 892 
15 344,111, 461 
19 314,984, 834 
23 229, 052, 039 
19,577, 21 291 155, 370,228 


more the loss of revenue over an investment of the same amount 
in productive business, the Secretary estimates would bring in 
twice that sum. It is difficult to ascertain to just what extent 
people of wealth have resorted to this means of avoidance of 
their just obligation to support the Government. Figures are 
not available, but figures are available to the Government in 
the returns that have been made for inheritance-tax purposes, 
The inheritance-tax unit of the Internal Revenue Bureau has 
taken 21 returns filed in 1923 of estates of deceased persons 
haying net estates of $1,000,000 up. These returns were taken 
at random from the estates filed during the year. They show 
that the percentage of wholly tax-exempt securities to total 
gross estates in 1923 was 28.97, and the percentage of wholly 
tax-exempt securities to total bonds and stocks was 41.98. The 
comparison with similar percentages for previous years, as 
prepared by the Treasury Department, is as follows: 


2.21 
4.27 
5.30 
9.79 
8.97 
6.82 
28.97 


It will be observed that the percentage has in both instances 
greatly increased. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in the income tax. I believe in the 
progressive or graduated tax. I want the surtax placed at the 
highest point where it will bring in the maximum of revenue, 
I desire the normal tax placed at its lowest possible point con- 
sistent with maintaining the necessary revenues to run the 
Government. The Garner plan will bring a substantial deficit 
and will further add to the number those who escape taxation 
by investing in tax-free securities. Let us continue to be gov- 
erned by the principle of levying taxes solely in the interest of 
“the general welfare of the United States” and enact a bill in 
keeping with that principle. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Minnesota 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DENISON]. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Illinois is recognized 
for five minutes. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, after the 
House has been listening for three or four days to the experts 
on taxation and budgetry science, I hesitate to ask the patience 
of the House to hear the views of a mere layman, one who has 
not made any special study of this subject at all. But I have 
some views, general views, on taxes that differ somewhat from 
those of the Members on my own side of the House as well as 
on the Democratic side, and I want to take these last few 
minutes of general debate that have been allotted to me to 
express my views in a general way to the Members of the 
House, and I ask your patience to listen to them for mere 
curiosity if for no other reason. 

I believe that an income tax is now a proper and necessary 
part of our national fiscal system. This was not true in the 
early days of the Republic. The fathers who drafted the Con- 


stitution did not foresee the extraordinary growth we have 
experienced in population or the extraordinary increase in gov- 
ernmental functions of the Federal Government. They did not 
dream that the time would come when it would require from 
three to four billion dollars a year to meet the obligations of 
the Government, They did possess a splendid understanding 
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of the elementary principles of finance and they sensed the 
dangers of allowing to the Federal Government the right of 
levying direct taxes upon any other basis than an apportion- 
ment among the States according to the numbers of their 
population. 

So they provided in Article I of the Constitution that 


direct taxes should be apportioned among the several States which may 
be included within the Union according to their respective numbers. 


Modern conditions made it necessary for the Federal Govern- 
ment to find additional and increased sources of revenue, and 
this resulted in the sixteenth amendment to the Constitution, 
which became effective in 1913, and provided that Congress 
should have power to collect taxes on incomes without appor- 
tionment among the several States. 

If I had been a Member of Congress at that time, I would 
have voted for the submission of that constitutional amend- 
ment. But if I had been a Member of Congress when the first 
income tex law was enacted following the ratification of the 
amendment, I would have voted against a progressive or gradu- 
ated income tax at that time. I do not believe that our Gov- 
ernment ought to resort to the collection of a graduated or 
progressive income tax unless it finds it is necessary to do so 
in order to meet its obligations. I believe such a tax to be 
unsound in theory, and in actual operation I believe it is un- 
wise, because it tends toward a policy of confiscation. It offers 
a constant temptation to shift the burdens of government to 
the shoulders of the few who, because of their wealth, are 
able to bear them, and those who escape the tax will always 
be in the majority. 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. DENISON. No; I regret I can not yield. 

The correct principle of an income tax as I view it is 
that every citizen should contribute an equal proportion of 
his income to the support of the Government, but no citizen 
should be compelled to pay any part of his income that is 
reasonably required to support himself and family. There- 
fore there should be liberal exemptions in favor of those 
who have but small incomes. 

Under present conditions I do not think any man or woman 
who is the head of a family should be required by law to 

to the Federal Government any part of his income up to 

„000; but above that, and under normal conditions, I believe 
every citizen should contribute an equal proportion of his in- 
come to the support of the Government. 

Under abnormal conditions, when the Government is com- 
pelled to meet extraordinary expenditures, when the Goyern- 
ment has to go to war to defend itself and extraordinary rey- 
enues are necessary to meet the increased burdens resu‘ting 
from the emergency, then a different question arises. It may 
then become necessary to resort to extraordinary taxes, and it 
then may become necessary and proper to call upon those of 
large incomes for an increased contribution of their incomes 
to help meet the Government obligations. 

When our Government became involved in the World War, 
I think it was proper and necessary to resort not only to a 
heavy graduated income tax but to any other extraordinary 
levies that might be needed to prosecute the war. And I 
voted for all the war revenue laws. 

And now and for many years to come I believe it will be 
necessary and proper to retain the graduated income tax as 
a part of our fiscal system in order to liquidate the extraordi- 
nary Government obligations that have resulted from the war. 
But I believe that we should repeal all war taxes just as 
rapidly as it can be done consistent with a balanced Budget. 

I am in favor of the various provisions in this bill repeal- 
ing the war taxes on telegraphs, telephones, and the other 
special direct taxes, and I believe that we should remove the 
special taxes from automobiles and automobile parts just as 
soon as we find that we can finance the Gevernment without 
them. 

Consistent with my views as to the correct principles of an 
income tax I believe the high surtaxes that have been here- 
tofore levied are no longer justified and should now ba re- 
duced, and I believe we should continue to reduce the high 
surtaxes and even the normal income taxes just as rapidly as 
we can liquidate our national obligations and reduce the re- 
quirements of the National Budget. 

As I have said, I have made no special study of the taxing 
problem. But practically all of those who have spoken during 
this debate have asserted that most taxes are passed on by 
the taxpayer to the consumer, 

_ What reading I have done and what study I have been able 
to give to the subject has convinced me that as a general 
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principle this is true, and is particularly true of income taxes. 
Most of the things we have to have under modern conditions 
of living are manufactured or produced, or at least are as- 
sembled and sold by men or corporations of large means and 
incomes. And, therefore, so long as the Goyernment levies 
large income taxes such taxes will in the very nature of 

be passed on to the consumers and become a part and 
a substantial part of the prices we all have to pay for what 
we buy. Therefore, I do not belieye it is wise to continue 
high income taxes any longer than is absolutely necessary to 
meet the necessities of the Government. 

I believe that a substantial reduction in income taxes, and 
particularly in the surtaxes, will eventually result in a general 
lower price level on all the things we have to buy, and there- 
fore I am in favor of reducing the normal tax and the sur- 
tax as recommended by the Secretary of the Treasury and 
President Coolidge, for three reasons: 

First. Because I think it is right in principle. 

Second. Because I believe that it will benefit all the people 
= 2 country by eventually leading to a reduction in price 

vels. 

Third. I believe it will tend to divert capital from tax- 
exempt investment into taxable industrial development and 
so contribute to a general industrial improvement of the 
country. 

I believe it is true, as has been argued here during this 
debate, that high surtaxes have a tendency to drive capital 
into tax-exempt investment. If men of large means have a 
ehance to make large profits and do not have to contribute so 
much of their earnings to the Government they will invest in 
industry, I think, and will not seek tax-exempt investment. 
There is no doubt in my mind that this will have a tendency 
to add to the employment of labor, to better wages, and to the 
increase of our national wealth and prosperity. And this is 
the third reason why I am in favor of a substantial reduction 
in income taxes. 

I do not favor a reduction of income taxes as a benefit to those 
who have to pay them. I do not believe that motive should 
actuate us in our consideration of this question. Income taxes 
should be reduced for the benefit of those who do not pay them, 
for the benefit of the entire conntry, rather than for the benefit 
of the comparatively few who have to pay them. But the mere 
fact that by reducing the income-tax schedules we may directly 
benefit those who have to pay them should not deter us from 
doing so if, as a result, all of the people will be thereby indi- 
rectly benefited. I have no interest in the rich. So far as I 
know there are none in the district I represent who have to pay 
any of the higher income taxes. So my views are not influenced 
by either personal or political considerations. 

Last week we had before us a resolution proposing an amend- 
ment to the Constitution which would have prevented the fur- 
ther issuance of tax-exempt securities. I took no part in the 
discussion on that resolution, but I have very positive views 
upon that subject. I believe that it is a mistake for any con- 
siderable amount of property to be exempted from contribution 
to the support of the Government, Exemption from taxation is 
wrong in principle. It has heretofore been necessary in this 
country because of our dual form of government. It was nat- 
ural and proper that the securities of the States could not be 
taxed by the Federal Government and that the securities of the 
Federal Government could not be taxed by the States. But this 
fundamental and necessary principle under our system of goy- 
ernment has become so abused and has led to such an exten- 
sion of tax-exempt property, both under the Federal Govern- 
ment and under the States, that it has, in my Judgment, become 
a positive menace to the Itepublic. 

Congress has exempted securities issued under the authority 
of the Federal Government for this reason or for that, and often 
as a favor to one class or another, until there are now and 
will continue to he increasing groups or classes of our people 
who will demand exemption from taxes. 

The whole system is wrong in principle, and, I think, will 
some day threaten the existence of the Republic, and it will 
only be a short time until the people of this country will arise 
and demand that the principle of tax exemption be abolished and 
the practice be discontinyed. z 

T yoted in favor of the resolution for a constitutional amend- 
ment to prohibit the issuance of tax-exempt securities, and I 
predict that it will only be a short time until our Democratic 
friends and the others who voted against that resolution will 
regret it. It is wholly inconsistent, I think, with a continu- 
ance of our graduated income-tax system, and has become a 
national evil. 

One of the most potent and direct causes of the French 
Revolution was the evil of tax exemption. Under the French 
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system the property of the clericals and of the nobles was by 
law exempt from taxation. Every effort to compel the clericals 
and the nobles to bear their just part of the burdens of the Gov- 
ernment proved futile. The poorer people had to bear all the 
burdens of government; they were reduced to desperation and 
starvation and they finally rose in revolt. It was a revolt 
against unbearable conditions, and chief among these was the 
fact that the nobility and the clergy were wholly exempted from 
taxation. 

I do not believe that the rich should be exempted from taxa- 
tion or should have the privilege of investing their wealth in 
tax-exempt property. It should be stopped by a constitutional 
amendment and Congress should never authorize the issuance 
of any more tax-exempt securities. We should stop their issu- 
ance and should eliminate from this country just as rapidly as 
can be done under our constitutional limitations all forms of 
tax-exempt property. 

Let me illustrate briefly what I consider to be the unfairness 
as well as the evil of the graduated income tax, and this un- 
fairness and evil increases in my judgment in proportion as the 
surtaxes are increased. 

I find in consulting the pamphlet issued by the Treasury 
Department on income-tax statistics that for the year 1921 
the States of New York, Pennsylvania, and Ilinois paid in the 
aggregate a little over $364,000,000 in personal income taxes. 
The total personal income taxes collected from all the States 
in the same year were $719,387,000 plus. So that the three 
States of New York, Pennsylvania, and Illinois together paid 
something more than half of the total personal income tax of 
the country, and yet those States had but 6 of the 48 Senators 
and but 106, or some less than one-fourth, of the total number of 
Representatives. 

I find that the States of New York, Pennsylvania, Illinois, and 
Massachusetts together paid $349,852,000 plus in corporation 
income taxes for the year 1921, whereas the total corporation 
income taxes collected from all of the States was $701,575,432. 
So that those four States alone contributed practically as much 
of the corporation income taxes as were contributed by all of 
the other 44 States, and yet they only had 8 Senators out of 
the 48, and 122 out of the 435 Representatives. 

I find that the State of Rhode Island, which only has 3 
Representatives here in this House, paid $8,448,000 in corpora- 
tion income tax for that year, while the State of Minnesota 
contributed practically the same amount, or $8,476,750, and 
has 10 Representatives in this House. In other words, Min- 
nesota has over three times as much representation in this 
law-making body as the State of Rhode Island, but contributes 
substantially the same amount in corporate income taxes. 

Rhode Island paid in personal income surtaxes in 1921, $6,- 
645,219 and had but 3 Members in this House; while Texas 
paid but $4,832,488 and had 18 Members here. Ohio paid 
$19,435,319 and had 22 Members in the House. Oklahoma 
paid but $1,544,875 and yet had 8 Members here, North 
Dakota paid only $93,698 but had 3 Members. So Rhode 
Island paid 71 times as much of the personal surtaxes col- 
lected that year as did North Dakota, but only had the same 
number of Members in the House. Arizona paid only $96,798, 
or about one sixty-sixth of the amount paid by Rhode Island, 
but had one-third as much representation in this House. 

I might go on and cite any number of similar illustrations 
showing that under our prevailing incometax system the 
States are not and can not be represented in the legislative 
branches of our Government in anything like the proportion 
they bear of the burdens of the Government. 

No student of affairs can deny that that is an evil and con- 
tains such possibilities for abuse as to constitute a real danger 
to the Republic. 

Those States which contribute practically nothing, or only 
a small part of the tax burdens of the country, will always 
Wave a decided majority in the Senate and the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and therefore they will have it in their power, if 
they should choose to do so, to increase the tax burdens on the 
others until they amount to a confiscation. And if the time 
comes that a majority in this House and in the Senate should 
be of the same political opinion as is that of a small group 
in the House and in the Senate at this time, I haye no doubt 
that our income-tax system will be so abused and I fear it 
will be used as a mask to confiscate the wealth of the mi- 
nority. 

Our forefathers were willing to sacrifice all and fight to 
prevent taxation without representation. Under our system 
of a highly graduated income tax we now have representa- 
tion without taxation, and I regard that as an evil second 
only to taxation without representation. 


I hope that a spirit of moderation may guide us and that 
Congress may get rid of all war taxes just as rapidly as can 
be done and that our income-tax schedules may be reduced 
just as low as possible consistent with the financial needs of 
the Government. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, at the close of the gen- 
eral discussion of the bill I want to say that I have observed 
that in the heat of debate there has been a considerable amount 
of personalities flung about. Gentlemen are aware that, so far 
as I am concerned, I never indulge in personalities that in any 
way reflect upon any Member unless he first pounces on me. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER], in opening the dis- 
cussion on the bill, made some reference to myself, but what he 
said later on indicated that what he had said at the beginning 
was entirely in a facetious vein, and therefore I will reply to it 
in that same manner. He said something with reference to my 
courage. I shall have to admit that I have not as much courage 
as the gentleman from Texas. I have not the courage or the nerve 
to bring into this House a bill to plunge the Treasury into a 
deficit of $200,000,000. [Applause.] That is what might be 
called“ the valor of ignorance.” 

So far as the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Hawes] is con- 
cerned, who paid so much attention to me in the course of his 
remarks, I have net the slightest feeling against him. On the 
contrary, I am disposed to say that I sympathize with him in his 
situation at this time, when he bewails that he is not allowed to 
vote his views, being tied down by the Democratic caucus. 
From what he says, apparently he believes that a Member of 
this House must be either a slave to a caucus or a rubber 
stamp for the administration. I decline to be either, and I 
will leave the gentleman to flounder in the morass into which 
he bas fallen and to make his explanations, if he can, to his 
constituents. If they accept his explanations, they are less 
intelligent that I thought they were. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I demand the reading of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill for amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assembled, 


Tiri I1.—GeNERAL DEFINITIONS. 
Sxcrion 1. This act may be cited as the Revenue act of 1924.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that section 2, which is all definitions, be read in its en- 
tirety before amendments are offered. 

Mr. FREAR. Right in that connection, in connection with 
that, Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentieman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that. section 2 be read in its entirety. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. And that after its reading an amend- 
ment to its provisions may be offered. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Does the gentleman mean 
that it shall be read as a section rather than by paragraphs? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; but amendments may be offered 
to any paragraph when the reading is completed. But I will 
withdraw the request if there is going to be any objection. 
Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the request, and ask that the Clerk 
read. i 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I would like to make a 
parliamentary inquiry as to the change of the rule made some 
time ago with reference to a revenue bill. Should a revenue 
bill now be read by sections or by paragraphs? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is of opinion that it should be 
read by paragraphs, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Of course it should be read 
by paragraphs; but does the gentleman from Illinois know that 
the so-called change of the rule did not in any way affect a 
revenue bill or its reading? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, may I propound a fur- 
ther inquiry for information? As I understand it, a revenue 
bill now stands on the same basis as any other piece of legisla- 
tion brought into the House. Would the Chair care to express 
an opinion on that? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the general opinion of the Chair. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. If the Chair will permit me, 
it has now exactly the same status that it has had heretofore. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Before the adoption of the Underwood 
rule? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Certainly. The Underwood 
rule did not affect a revenue bill at all. This is a tax bill, It 
did affect tariff bills. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


(t) The term “shareholder” includes a member in an association, 
joint-stock company, or insurance company. 


Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment as sub- 
division (g). 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report 
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. FREAR: Insert after line 12, page 4, a new 
subdivision (g). The term ‘taxable income from whatever source 
derived’ shall include all incomes received from every source, including 
Federal, State, and municipal securities, except where specifically ex- 
empted by act of Congress, and shall be laid and collected the same as 
all other taxes.” 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. 
going to reserve a point of order? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; I will reserve a point of order. 
I do not think it is germane. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa reserves a point 
of order. The gentieman from Wisconsin is recognized. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I have submitted this amend- 
ment to parliamentarians, who have advised me that it is 
germane, und I am hoping it is, although I will admit the 
phraseology may be subject to amendment. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I think this amend- 
ment is such an important one that we might as well thrash 
out the point of order right now. If it is in order there are 
others of us who want to speak in favor of the amendment, I 
am sure. However, I do not wish to interrupt the gentleman 
if he would prefer to make a statement now. 

Mr. FREAR. I will make just a brief statement in regard to 
it and then the point of order can be discussed, if the House 
so desires. 

We have recently spent two or three days in the discussion 
of a constitutional amendment to exempt tax-free securities. 
It was conceded on all sides that even though that amendment 
should be adopted in a few years it would not reach securities 
which are in existence to-day—that is, municipal bonds and 
other bonds which have been sold heretofore—in other words, 
it would not destroy the opportunity for tax evasion which has 
been. complained of as to those who should pay high surtaxes 
but who seek that means of investing their money. For that 
reason this amendment is offered at this point; that is, for the 
purpose of calling the attention of the Secretary of the Treasury 
to the fact that these bonds are to be taxed. 

The Supreme Court, as I haye stated before—and I have in- 
serted briefs in the Recorp from eminent men as well as letters 
from the men who tried the nearest case in the Supreme Court 
of the United States—has never decided this question. In view 
of that fact, and in view of the difficulty of presenting a special 
bill covering the subject, it occurs to me that the best means 
of trying out the question is to place it right here in the bill, 
and then at the conclusion of the bill, if gentlemen desire to 
put anything in the bill regarding the constitutional effect of 
the terms of the bill, that can be done without affecting the 
bill proper. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. That is already in the bill. 

Mr. FREAR. Then there will not be any difficulty in that 
respect. I have made no particular preparation for getting 
this before the House, because it comes so early in the bill, and 
I do not care to take up too much time of the committee; but 
I have asked to bave the amendment inserted at this point in 
the bill as the proper place and only proper place. As I have 
said, the phraseology may be changed by amendment, if the 
House so chooses. 

Before I drafted the amendment I discussed it with the 
gentleman who is the parliamentarian for our committee—a 
very able man and formerly parliamentarian of the House 
[Mr. Crise], whom we all respect; I do not know whether he 
is here, because I have been too busy to ascertain. But he 
told me that in his judgment it could unquestionably be in- 
serted at this point; that it was germane, was proper for dis- 
cussion, and was a proper amendment to offer. 

I will not discuss the merits now, because the question is 
familiar to all of you, except to say that it will reach the 
$20,000,000,000 now in existence, or whatever amount it may 
be, without waiting, as we proposed heretofore, for a consti- 
tutional amendment. If this amendment is adopted, it will 
then be for the Supreme Court to decide whether or not it 
is constitutional. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, this is such an important 
amendment that I think we should have it reported again. 

The Clerk again read the amendment. 


the amendment 


Is the gentleman from Iowa 


Mr, GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the amendment is not germane to the part of the 
bill to which it is offered. I call the attention of the Chair- 
man, first, to the fact that there is no such expression as “ tax- 
able incomes” contained in the bill. On pages 34 and 85—which 
show all of the items that are to be included as income under 
the bill—gross income is defined; it is defined in section 213. 
The proper place for the amendment to be offered is on one of 
those pages. I have no disposition to prevent the gentleman 
from Wisconsin from presenting his amendment at the proper 
time and in the proper way, although not in the form he now 
has it, which would be-on page 35, by striking out certain 
expressions at the bottom of page 35 which now exempt the 
items which he seeks to have taxed as income, and inserting 
a provision such as he now presents. 5 

Mr. FREAR. I believe that is a perfectly proper suggestion. 
I bad not realized that gross income is referred to here, and 
I accept the gentleman’s suggestion unless there is objection. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Let me call the attention of the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin to one point. Of course, I think the 
proposition should be reached on page 35, but in the administra- 
tion of this law, if the Attorney General should render an opinion 
to the Treasury Department to the effect that the income from 
State and municipal bonds is not taxable, then the mere strik- 
ing out of the proyision on page 35 would not make them sub- 
ject to taxation, because the ruling of the Treasury would 
defeat the proposition. Now, if the gentleman from Wisconsin 
wants to direct the Treasury Department, in spite of an opin- 
ion by the Attorney General, to levy a tax upon such incomes, 
I think his amendment in some form is necessary, because the 
gentleman will recall that in the discussion of this matter in 
the committee we asked the representative of the Treasury 
Department whether, if we omitted the provision exempting 
State securities, they would impose the tax, and he said they 
would not, because the Attorney General would advise the 
Treasury Department that such a tax was not constitutional. 
So if the gentleman wants to reach that, in spite of the ruling 
of the Treasury Deparment, I think his amendment ought to 
go in on page 35. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. A parliamentary 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, would it be in order 
here to offer a substitute for the gentleman's amendment and 
have it ruled on at the same time as to being in order? 

Mr. FREAR. If the gentleman from Maryland will yield, let 
me offer a perfecting amendment. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. If the gentleman will permit, it has 
been suggested that the gentleman from Wisconsin can reach his 
objective by inserting on page 35 an affirmative proposition, 
and if the House should adopt that, then of course the Treas- 
ury Department will act accordingly. I understand from the 
expert draftsman, Mr. Beaman, who is with the chairman now, 
that the proper place for this amendment, if the House desires 
to adopt it, would be on page 35, as an affirmative proposition. 
With that understanding, I think the gentleman can forego his 
amendment here. 

Mr. FREAR. I withdraw the amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman withhold 
that just a moment? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Texas rise? 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to be heard a moment on the pend- 
ing point of order made by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr, 
GREEN]. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that if the gentleman wants to withdraw the amendment, it is 
unnecessary to discuss it. 

Mr. FREAR. I am withholding that for one moment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to suggest to the Chair that we have 
four pages of defintions, first general definitions and then 
definitions beginning on page 3, under general provisions, and 
I want to suggest to the gentleman from Wisconsin that if 
he desires this to go into the bill and become the law his defini- 
tion ought to go in right where he offers it and nowhere else 
in the bill. It follows all of the other definitions, and if he 
expects to get relief along the line he is now suggesting he 
ought not to withdraw this amendment. It is not subject to a 
point of order. It is a definition that comes as a matter of 


inquiry, Mr. 


right under these four pages of definitions, and I hope the gen- 
tleman will not withdraw it. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask that I may offer the addi- 
tional words, after the word “term,” gross income includes,“ 
as a perfecting amendment, so that it will read “the term 
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gross income includes taxable incomes from whatever source 
derived,” and so forth. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks 
unanimous consent to modify his amendment in the manner 
indicated. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. The gentleman from Wisconsin offers a perfecting 
amendment, and the Clerk will report the amendment as sought 
to be modified. 

The Clerk again reported the amendment as modified by the 
perfecting amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I renew the point of 
order. The term “gross income“ is found on page 34 of the 
bill, and that is the place where this amendment should be 
offered, 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Iowa desire to 
be heard on the point of order? : 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not think it is necessary to argu 
the point. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I want to disagree 
with the gentleman from Iowa. A matter of definitions can 
be inserted anywhere in this bill. Merely because it would 
come in at a different point and make it more artistic or more 
in line with a particular section under consideration does not 
alter the fact that you can undoubtedly insert in any portion 
of this bill a definition, and that is all the gentleman from 
Wisconsin undertakes to do—that is; to define some particular 
term that is used in the bill, and he defines the term “ gross 
income.” That certainly would be in order at any portion of 
this bill. If the committee can not insert a definition, then a 
point of order could be made against about 75 per cent of this 
bill, because abottt 75 per cent of it is definitions of various 
kinds, including gross income, deductions, and miscellaneous 
matters. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The proposition of the gentleman from 
Texas is that when the bill specifically covers a subject in 
some part of it that anybody can offer an amendment anywhere 
they want to and put it in the bill at any place, no matter 
whether the bill specifically refers to it or not. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I submit, Mr. Chairman, it is in 
order to offer it anywhere you want to. The committee might 
not want to insert it at this particular place because it might 
not be in the best of form, but they have a right to insert a 
definition in any portion of the bill. I think undoubtedly that 
is the purpose of the committee. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr, Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman from Texas yield? Do the definitions that go before 
change existing law? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Oh, yes; the definitions, of course, 
change existing law. That is the object of this bill—to change 
existing law—and these definitions are amendments of the ex- 
isting law. You will find throughout this bill changes of defi- 
ga from the present law. That was one of the objects of 

e bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule on the matter. 
The rule has always been, ever since 1822, and has been re- 
peatedly held by sueceeding Speakers and Chairmen from that 
time, that amendments to be germane must not only be germane 
to the subject matter of the bill but also to the paragraph where 
offered. That is the rule now. This particular part of the bill 
is headed “Definitions,” and thus far in the reading certain 
terms are defined—for instance, “fiduciary,” “ withholding 
agent,” “paid or incurred,” “stock,” and “shareholder ”—giv- 
ing a definition of the terms as they are used in the bill. 
When this amendment was first presented, the Chair on hearing 
it read was of the opinion that it was a definition and therefore 
proper and germane at this time. That would be true if it 
were not for the closing language of the amendment, “ and shall 
be laid and collected the same as all other taxes.” Manifestly 
this goes beyond a definition and imposes a tax, or attempts to 
impose a tax. Hf so, and if it is germane to the subject matter 
of the bill, upon which the Chair will not pass at this time, it 
ought to be offered to some other section. If the amendment 
were without this language it would be proper at this time. 
Having this language in it, the Chair is of the opinion that it 
is subject to the point of order, and therefore sustains the 
point of order. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer another amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Frear: Insert, after line 12, page 4, a 
new subdivision = (gz) The term ‘gross inceme, including taxable in- 
comes from whatever source derived,’ shall include net incomes received 
from every source whatever, including Federal, State, and municipal 
securities, except where specifically exempted by act of Congress.” 


Mr. FREAR, That complies, Mr. Chairman, with the sug- 
gestion which came from the Chair. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I offer a substitute for that amend- 
ment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland offers a 
substitute, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr, Hirt of Maryland as a substitute to 
the amendment offered by Mr. Faear: Page 4, line 12, add: 

“(g) The term ‘taxable income’ shall include and the United 
States shall have power to lay and collect taxes on income derived 
from securities issued, after the passage of this act, by or under 
the authority of any State, but without discrimination against in- 
come derived from such securities and in favor of income derived 
from securities issued, after the passage of this act, by or under the 
authority of the United States or any State. 

“(h) Each State shall have the power to lay and collect taxes on 
income derived by its residents from securities issued, after the 
passage of this act, by or under the authority of the United States; 
but without discrimination against income derived from such securi- 
ties and in favor of income derived from securities issued, after the 
passage of this act, by or under the authority of such State.” 


Mr. MADDEN (interrupting the reading). Mr. Chairman, 
I make a point of order against the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The elerk has not finished the reading 
of the amendment. 

Mr. MADDEN. I haye heard enough reading, Mr. Chair- 
man, to know what it is about. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will conclude the reading 
of the amendment. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of the amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point 
of order that the matter is not germane to the section, or 
to the paragraph, or to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas rose. 

Bee CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I am going to suppert 
this amendment because I believe it was clearly the intent of the 
States when they adopted the sixteenth amendment, and it was 
clearly the intent of Congress when it submitted the amend- 
ment, that income from whatever source derived shall be taxed. 
The early ease of Collector against Day, decided in 1871, held 
that the salary of a State official could not be taxed as income 
notwithstanding there was no prohibition against it in the 
Federal Constitution. 5 

Of course, in the brief time I now have at my disposal I 
would not have time to review the reasons advanced by the 
court. In the case of Pollock against The Farmers’ Loan & 
Trust Co., a decision of very much later date, two propositions 
were decided. One was that the income tax levied upon in- 
come from property was a tax against the property itself and 
therefore a direct tax, and that no direct taxes could be levied 
by Congress unless they were apportioned among the several 
States according to population. The court also held in that 
case as another and separate principle that the income from 
State and municipal securities was not taxable. Therefore 
what were the propositions that Congress sought to eure by 
submitting the sixteenth amendment? There was two as I see it 
One was that in the levying of income taxes Co must 
observe the rule of apportionment as provided in the Constitu- 
tion for direct taxes. Another was that the power of Congress 
to tax income was limited as to certain sources of income by 
reason of the decision in the ease of Colleetor against Day, and 
by reason of the decision in the ease of Pollock against The 
Farmers’ Loan & Trust Co. Therefore what is the reading of 
the amendment by which we sought to cure those two things 
which had arisen by the decisions of the Supreme Court? 
Here is the language of the amendment: 


That Congress shall baye power to lay and collect taxes on incomes, 
from whatever source derived, without apportionment among the 
several States, and without regard to any census or enumeration. 


Now, why have we the right to assume here, why should we 
indulge the speculation that Congress sought by that language 
to correct only ene of the things which had prevented the tax- 
ing of incomes? 

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I regret I can not yield to my 
friend; I have only five minutes. I submit this to any fair- 
minded man in the House that if Congress had intended 
only to correct one phase of the income-tax question which 
existed at that time, to wit, the matter of apportionment of the 
tax, the amendment need only have read as follows: The Con- 
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gress sholl have power to lay and collect taxes on incomes with- 
out apportionment among the several States, and without regard 
to any census or ennmeration.” 

As a matter of fact, gentlemen, the original form of the 
amendment was in the language which I have just suggested. 
I do not mean as passed by Congress and submitted to the 
States, but I mean as the amendment was originally drafted. 
But when it was presented to Congress in its final form for 
simission to the States, it carried the language “incomes 
from whatever source derived.“ 

If these comprehensive words do not include all classes of 
income, including the income derived from State and munici- 
pal securities, then what was the purpose of using them at 
all? 

I will admit that the Supreme Court in some cases which 
have been decided since the adoption of the sixteenth amend- 
ment, notably the case of Evans against Gore, has by obiter 
dictum expressed as the view of the court that the power 
of Congress to tax was not broadened, in so far as the clas- 
sification of ineouies is concerned, by the sixteenth amend- 
ment, but that it was only given the authority to levy the 
tax without apportionment among the States. 
Evans against Gore did not decide the exact point in ques- 
tion, and I am in favor of putting the matter up to the court 
again for its decision. Chief Justice Marshall in one of his 
celebrated cases lays down the correct rule as to the weight 
which should be given to obiter dictum. He says: “It is a 
maxim not to be disregarded that general expressions are to 
be taken in connection with the case in which those expres- 
sions are used. If they go beyond the case, they may be 
respected, but ought not to control the judgment in a sub- 
sequent suit when the very point is presented for decision. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I ask that the gentleman's 
time be extended five minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Does the gentleman realize when 
we are going to get through if time is extended in that way? 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. As the amendment reads it 
includes taxable incomes from whatever source—Federal, State, 
and municipal securities, except where it is specifically ex- 
empted by act of Congress. Does the gentleman from Texas 
mean that he is willing to permit without any action at all on 
the part of the State or municipalities taxation of securities 
that they issue?“ 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I will say to the gentleman from 
Tennessee 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. This is entirely different from 
the amendment to the Constitution. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. The position I take is that it was 
the intent of the sixteenth amendment to give Congress the 
power to tax income from all sources, As I understand the 
amendment proposed by the gentleman from Wisconsin it 
simply says that in the term “taxable income” shall be in- 
cluded income from Federal, State, and municipal bonds. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Except where specifically ex- 
cepted by act of Congress. It is an entirely different proposi- 
tion from even the constitutional amendment that was voted 
on the other day. This puts, or attempts to put, in the actual 
control of Congress the taxation of securities without any re- 
ciprocal rights. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas: As I have just called attention this 
pending amendment is nat like a constitutional amendment; 
it is simply a definition of what shall be included in taxable 
income, and if it does not set out any exemptions in the law, 
there would not be any. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. If the gentleman will permit, 
it does provide—and, of course, if we vote for it, we will pro- 
ceed upon the ground that it is constitutional—it does provide 
that the Congress may or may not exempt income from securi- 
ties issued by the State, county, or municipality from taxation. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. That would be surplus language, as 
I understand. It would not have any effect on any of the con- 
stitutional powers of Congress. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
from Texas yield to a suggestion? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Yes. I gladly yield to my colleague, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas, This definition in this bill applies 
to the rates that are in this bill. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Surely. The definition could not 
possibly have application to any other. 


The case of 


Mr. GARNER of Texas, And it is a definition and refers 
to the rates that are fixed in this bill, applying to that particu- 
lar income. It does not add a thing in the world to the power 
of Congress, except to leyy the taxes in this bill against the 
particular income referred to, 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. That is the way I understand it. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Les. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I sympathize with the views 
of the gentleman. I talked somewhat about this a week ago. 
The definition as submitted here by the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Frear] would take in all municipal, State, and 
National securities, so that where a State has sold its securi- 
ties with an express provision that they shall be free from 
taxation, the income from those bonds would be subject to tax. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. As I understand it, no State writes 
into its bonds any exemption except as to State taxes. Of 
course, this amendment proposed by the gentleman from Wis- 
consin does not undertake to interfere with any State tax, and 
no State, so far as I know, has eyer taken the liberty to write 
into its bonds a statement that the bond is exempted from 
Federal taxation. The bond buyer may, under the obiter 
dictum of the Supreme Court in the case of Evans against 
Gore, and other cases, buy with the expectation that it is be- 
yond the power of Congress to tax the income from such 
securities, but he has no possible guaranty to that effect, any 
more than I have a guaranty or any other property holder has 
a guaranty that his property will never be taxed at a higher 
rate, 

The CHAIRMAN. 
has expired. 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. Gentlemen of the House will recognize at 
once that this amendment goes far beyond anything contained 
in the proposed constitutional amendment which was before 
this House a few days ago and yoted down. It would put 
immediately under all of the taxation provisions of this bill 
State bonds, municipal securities that had been issued on the 
faith and credit that they were exempt from taxation—some- 
thing I never proposed, although I very strongly supported the 
constitutional amendment, and something which I do not think 
ought to be done under any circumstances. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia, Would it not certainly give the 
Government of the United States the rights to tax the income 
from any State or municipal securities now in existence or 
hereafter issued? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; and it would do more. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia, And at the same time put the 
Federal Government in a position, if it so desired, to relieve 
its own securities absolutely from being subject to taxation. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It could either tax its own securities 
or not tax them, but it would immediately put under taxation 
all of the State and municipal securities that had been issued, 

Mr. FREAR. The gentleman does not mean that it would 
tax the bonds but the income derived from the bonds, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I accept the correction of the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. It would tax the income from the State 
and municipal bonds already issued. It would immediately 
put them under taxation fixed in this bill. Mr. Chairman, I 
do not care to discuss this case of Evans against Gore or the 
numerous cases of the Supreme Court which have decided that 
the sixteenth amendment did not add any new subject to those 
heretofore specified for taxation under the Constitution but 
simply provided that hereafter income taxes could be levied 
without apportionment. 

While I did not agree with that decision at all, at the same 
time there was much to be said in favor of the position which 
the court took. It was this: That the United States always 
had the power to levy an income tax by apportioning it among 
the several States. For that reason it is said the words “from 
whatever source derived” in the amendment meant nothing, 
that the force of the amendment all turned upon the expres- 
sion “ without apportionment among the several States,” which 
was the only additional power needed, and that the only effect 
of the amendment was to do away with the necessity of appor- 
tionment. 

This decision was not dicta. 


The time of the gentleman from Texas 


The Supreme Court in Evans 


against Gore proceeded in the first place to determine whether a 
constitutional amendment was necessary in order tọ levy a tax 
on the salaries of Federal judges. They decided that a constitue 
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tional amendment was necessary. That brought it up to the 
point where it was necessary to determine whether the sixteenth 
amendment covered the case, and the court said that it did 
not. Why? Because it involved a judge’s salary? No; but on 
the principle that the sixteenth amendment did not extend the 
authority of Congress to any new or additional subjects of 
taxation. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. And the gentleman has noted the 
fact that the Supreme Court in rendering its decision in the 
Evans-Gore case referred to and réviewed all of the authori- 
tles which have been cited by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Brack] this morning. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, yes; and others, because that same 
principle had been asserted in several other cases—the Brush- 
aber case, for example. It also reviewed, as the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. Moore] says, the cases which were thought 
to lean toward a contrary view. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. e 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. If I understand the difference be- 
tween this proposition and the proposed amendment to the 
Constitution it is this: That if the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin should be adopted, the Congress would 
undertake to tax at the rates specified in this bill the income 
from State and municipal bonds. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. All of them. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Now existing or in the future to 
be issued. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Certainly. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. And the gentleman’s amendment to 
the Constitution proposed to tax those issued in the future? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Was it not the opinion of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa that Congress had that power? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It was until the decision in the case 
of Evans against Gore. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I know that the gentleman from 
Iowa was very anxious that these incomes should be taxed. 
Since the Supreme Court has not specifically decided that 
question and it is still a debatable one, why not give them a 
chance to pass upon it now? [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have 
two minutes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask for recognition 
for the purpose of answering the gentleman. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask for two minutes 
additional. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two minutes. Is there objec- 
tion? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will undertake to make clear to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] that the Supreme 
Court did decide that question and decided it just as expressly 
and as positively as it could, and I have never found a lawyer 
that I could sit down for an hour with whom I could not 
convince that it had that effect. The decision is not an obiter 
dicta. It had to decide the question, and it decided it in a 
broad and sweeping manner, 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. The principle contained in the Eyans- 
Gore case was that there was a conflict between the two pro- 
visions of the Constitution, to wit, the sixteenth amendment 
and that provision which prohibited the Congress from dimin- 
ishing the salary of a Federal judge during his term of office. 
Was not that it? 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. That is not the effect of it. Evi- 
dently the gentleman has not read it recently. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
expired. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, the question under- 
lying the debate is whether the sixteenth amendment means 
what it says. It says: 


The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes on incomes 
from whatever source derived, without apportionment among the s veral 
States, and without regard to any census or enumeration. 


The case of Evans aga‘ist Gore is conceded to be the con- 
trolling case on the interpretation of this amendment. The 
conflicting views on this case have just been expressed by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brack] and the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Green]. as follows: 
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Mr. BLACK of Texas. The principle contained in the Evans-Gore case 
was that there was a -onflict between the two provisions of the Con- 
stitution, to wit, the sixteenth amendment and that provision which 
prohibited the Congress from diminishing the salary of a Federal judge 
during his term of office? Was not that it? 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa, That is not the effect of it. 
gentleman has not read it recently. 


Evidently the 


Having read the case of Evans against Gore several times in 
the last few days, I would like to say to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Brack] that, in my opinion, his interpretation of 
the decision in the case of Evans against Gore is correct. 
There were two provisions in the Constitution that were in 
conflict, and what the court decided in the case of Evans 
against Gore was that the sixteenth amendment did not wipe 
out the former provision. The Supreme Court did not decide 
the sixteenth amendment does not mean what it says as to in- 
comes from securities, 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. And Mr. Justice Holmes rendered a 
dissenting opinion to the effect that the views of the majority 
of the court in their decision were unsound, and that the tax 
on the judge’s salary was constitutional. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. In addition to that, the dictum of 
the court was that the sixteenth amendment did not create new 
and additional forms of taxation, but in no respect did the Su- 
preme Court pass upon the case now before us. 

Mr. FREAR. The gentleman from Maryland has in his hand 
a letter from the same Mr. Frierson who argued the case of 
Evans against Gore on behalf of the United States. Here is 
one more authority to show that the gentleman from Iowa is 
wrong. Mr. Frierson is as good a lawyer as the chairman of 
the committee. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. And Mr. Hughes, as Governor of 
New York, apparently agreed with us. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment that I offered, which was held to be out of order at 
this point in the bill, is precisely the wording of the constitu- 
tional amendment that the House passed in the last Congress, 
put in the form of an amendment to a bill and not as a consti- 
tutional amendment. 

I voted against it as an amendment in both the Sixty-seventh 
and the Sixty-eighth Congresses. I favor it, however, as a law. 
I am opposed to further extension of the Federal power, but I 
believe that the sixteenth amendment extended the power when 
it was adopted. My proposed amendment to this pending bill 
is as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. HILLE of Maryland, as a substitute to the 
amendment offered by Mr. FREAR: Page 4, line 12, add: 

(g) The term ‘taxable Income’ shall include and the United 
States shall have the power to lay and collect taxes on income derived 
from securities issued, after the passage of this act, by or under 
the authority of any State, but without discrimination against in- 
come deriyed from such securities and in favor of income derived 
from securities issued, after the passage of this act, by or under the 
authority of the United States or any State. 

“ (h) Each State shall have the power to lay and collect taxes on 
income derived by its residents from securities issued, after the 
passage of this act, by or under the authority of the United States; 
but without discrimination against income derived from such securi- 
ties and in favor of income derived from securities issued, after the 
passage of this act, by or under the authority of such State.” 


The amendment that the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
FREAR] has just offered is as follows: 


The term “taxable income from whatever source derived" shall in- 
clude net incomes received from every source, including Federal, State, 
and municipal securities, except where specifically exempted by act of 
Congress. 


As the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GARRETT] says, Mr. 
FreaAr's amendment would permit Congress to tax State bonds, 
State securities, municipal securities, and at the same time per- 
mit exemption of national securities. I agree with Mr. 
FREAR that the sixteenth amendment means what it says, but I 
am opposed to his proposed amendment to this bill because it 
taxes securities already issued as tax exempt by States. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. The gentleman realizes that it is 
simply declaratory, for the reason that the only thing taxed is 
under the surtax provided in the bill 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I agree with the gentleman. The 
amendment I have offered permits the States to have the re- 
ciproeal right of taxation, if one is given to the Federal Govern- 
ment. It calls for a decision on the sixteenth amendment, which 
has not been construed on this point. 
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Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. As I understand it, the gentle- 
man from Maryland agrees with the gentleman from Texas with 
reference to the interpretation of the sixteenth amendment? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. He does. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. “From whatever source de- 
rived” means what it says? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. But the gentleman from Mary- 
land holds that Congress, in enacting any legislation under 
the sixteenth amendment, ought to act in a reciprocal capacity 
and not tax State securities unless we also make Federal 
securities subject to State taxation? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Yes. That is the position which 
the last House of Representatives took when it voted for and 
passed the constitutional amendment which recently failed 
to pass in the present House. I voted against the constitutional 
amendment because I thought it was not necessary, and be- 
cause I did not want to extend the Federal tax power if the 
sixteenth amendment had not already done so. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I would like to get at these 
tax-free securities both ways, by constitutional amendment 
and by Federal enactment. If I get an opportunity I will vote 
on the proposition to make this not retroactive, and I hope 1 
may be enabled to do so. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. The proposed amendment of Mr. 
Ferrar refers to securities already issued. I do not think they 
ean properly be taxed, since the States issued them thinking 
they were tax exempt. They are held by all classes of people, 
the poor as well as the rich. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. You can not tax securities 
already issued by States under the surety of decisions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mary- 
land has expired. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I shall vote against the Frear 
amendment because it taxes securities already issued by the 
States in good faith as tax exempt and because it does not 
give a reciprocal right to the States, but I hope that later in 
the consideration of this bill the committee itself will offer 
an amendment similar to mine, If they offer it, it will pass. 
[{Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I want to make 
myself understood by the committee concerning this amend- 
ment. I doubt if it is necessary to offer this amendment at 
this place. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] seems 
to think it feasible to do so. I think, on page 35, by an affirm- 
ative amendment, the same purpose can be reached. 

I think I told the committee the other day, when I had the 
privilege of addressing the committee, that I intended to offer 
an amendment of this kind, and also one to strike out the pro- 
vision relieving stock dividends from taxation. I differ with 
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HILL], who has just taken 
his seat. I would not support the proposition he speaks of, be- 
cause if I did that I would increase by $2,000,000,000 the value 
of the bonds already issued. I am not willing to do that. But 
I am willing for the Supreme Court to pass on the question as 
to whether the income of State and municipal bonds now ex- 
isting or to be issued in the future shall be taxed by the Federal 
Government. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield for a question? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. In a moment. You say the Su- 
preme Court will hold it unconstitutional. Well, it will not be 
the first time that the Supreme Court has held tax laws un- 
constitutional. Why do you not submit it to them if you believe 
in it? Why do you not try? I do not believe it is a partisan 
matter. I believe the Members on this side of the House do 
not believe in a policy that will permit the Federal Govern- 
ment to tax municipal bonds. But if you really believe that 
the income from State and municipal bonds ought to be taxed, 
why do you not try it? f 

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. DENISON. Let us assume that we put this amend- 
ment Into the bil. I want to ask the gentleman from Texas 
this question: If we put that paragraph in, and it is submitted 
to the Supreme Court—which it will be, of course—and that 
court should hold it unconstitutional, what effect would that 
have on the entire bill? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. None whatever. We have a clause 
in the bill which provides that if the Supreme Court should 
hold that one line, one paragraph, or one section of the bill is 
unconstitutional, the balance of it is not. 

Mr. DENISON. But that is not always binding on the court. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman from Mllnois has 
not looked up the matter. The court held a part of the last 
bill unconstitutional; but the balance is still the law, is it not? 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Not now, because I want to com- 
plete my statement. When my county of Uvalde issued bonds 
and sold them to bondholders, it did not guarantee to them that 
the Federal Government would not collect a tax on their in- 
comes, did it? When Uvalde County issued bonds and sold 
them to purchasers in New York or elsewhere, did that county 
guarantee that such bonds would not be taxed? No, I say 
Uvalde County gave no such guaranty. 

Mr, HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield now? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will not. Now, if I felt there was 
an outstanding obligation I would not do it; I would not under- 
take to violate a solemn obligation made by the Federal Govern- 
ment; but I submit to you gentlemen that there is no guaranty, 
and never has been a guaranty, by a State or municipality that 
the Federal Government would not at some time collect taxes 
on incomes from such bonds. If the Supreme Court will per- 
mit it, why do we not do it if it is advisable to do it? I can 
understand why you gentlemen who do not believe in the Fed- 
eral Government taxing State and municipal bonds and incomes 
from them will vote against it; but if it can be done and you 
believe it ought to be done, why not try it? [Applause.] 

Mr. MILLS and Mr. RANKIN rose. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York is rec- 
ognized. 

Mr. MILLS. No one is more anxious than I am to reach 
these securities, because I believe they do ruin our present 
income-tax system, but the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
Garrett] is quite right in pointing out to the House that under 
the terms of this amendment the privilege is not reciprocal. 
The Federal Government would have the right to tax all State 
and municipal securities, yet the States and municipalities 
could not reach Federal securities under this amendment, though 
they could under the constitutional amendment of last week. 

That is one of the great effects, The other is this: Lawyers, 
of course, differ on any legal question, but the fact Is that a 
subcommittee composed of lawyers of the Ways and Means 
Committee read the decisions and reached the unanimous de- 
cision, with the exception of the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Frear], that there was no constitutional power to levy 
this tax on State and municipal securities or the incomes 
therefrom, and they so reported to this House. That is the 
opinion of some of the best lawyers in the country as well. 
Now, if we levy this tax what will be the effect? Take my 
own State of New York. The people have voted to issue 
$95,000,000 worth of bonds, $45,000,000 for soldiers’ bonus and 
$50,000,000 for the improvement of our public institutions. Pass 
this tax and instead of issuing that $95,000,000 worth of bonds 
at 43 per cent the State of New York will have to issue them 
for 50 years at 5 per cent. They will pay one-half of 1 per cent 
on the $95,000,000 for 50 years, and two years from now the 
Supreme Court will come along and declare that unconstitu- 
tional, but that will not relieve the taxpayers of my State of 
the burden which you will levy to-day by adopting this ill- 
considered amendment, which is reported to you by the Ways 
and Means Committee to be, in their judgment, unconstitutional, 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I will in a minute, but let me finish this state- 
ment, If it is so desirable to test it out—and I believe it ig 
desirable to test out this question—it does not seem to me be- 
yond the ingenuity of the Congress to raise the question in some 
minor matter that would not affect the credit of every State and 
every municipality in this Union for over two years, because if 
you adopt this amendment you affect every bond issued for the 
next two years by every State, county, and municipality in this 
country. Why is it necessary to do that? Let the gentleman 
from Wisconsin use his ingenuity in drafting a measure which 
will raise the question only incidentally and not seriously 
cripple the credit of the States for the next two years, when tha 
best lawyers in this House and the best lawyers in the country 
have affirmed to the House that it has not the authority to do 
what the gentleman from Wisconsin proposes to do. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. i 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin moves to 
strike out the last word and is recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I discussed this question of con- 
stitutionality in the House briefly last week. The gentleman 
from New York, who has just spoken, speaks of himself as one 
of the best lawyers in the House, 

Mr, MILLS. Oh, no. 
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Mr. FREAR. Yes; the gentleman drags himself In every 
time. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman does not. 

Mr. FREAR. Let me say this: That the gentleman from 
New York and a 25-year-old clerk from the Treasury Depart- 
ment were the only two gentlemen in my presence who argued 
this question of constitutionality in the committee, and then the 
gentleman from New York immediately went to the Treasury 
Department that same afternoon, and the next morning it was 
emblazoned in all the papers of New York that I had been the 
only one in executive session of the committee not agreeing to 
the unconstitutionality of taxing so-called tax-free securities. 
The gentleman from New York told me so himself. And now 
we have the gentleman from New York, with his wonderful ex- 
perience, telling us what is the law. 

I have here, my friends, the opinion of the attorney, Mr. 
Frierson, one of the ablest lawyers in the Attorney General's 
ofice, who tried in the Supreme Court the case of Evans against 
Gore, and Mr. Frierson states the question of constitutionality 
of taxing these securities has not been decided, notwithstanding 
the wonderful opinion of my friend from New York, Mr. Mts. 
Again, I will refer to Mr. Corwin, professor of jurisprudence of 
Princeton University, and I have given you the benefit of his 
exhaustive brief, placed by me in the Rxcouͥů of Saturday, 
February 9. I will leave it to any lawyer—lawyer, mind you 
[laughter]—I will leave it to anyone who will examine that 
brief to say if it is not better than any opinion that can be writ- 
teu by any member of the Ways and Means Committee. 

Now, who are the wonderfully constituted lawyers of the 
Ways and Means Committee that can express an opinion on a 
constitutional question of that kind when the case has never 
been tried? The men I have quoted, who are lawyers of high 
ability, one of whom tried the case for the Government of Evans 
against Gore, say the matter of constitutionality has never been 
decided by the Supreme Court. Then why not find out? We 
have constantly said, and the gentleman from New York agrees 
with me in this—and I was found voting with him on it—that 
so-culled tax-free securities can be bought so as to avoid any 
tax being placed upon large incomes. I am willing to accept 
an amendment, any amendment that will reach the purpose 
here, from the gentleman from New York, who complains about 
the form of my amendment, or from anyone else, but I do ob- 
ject to a self-constituted court, made up of the Ways and Means 
Committee, in executive session, trying to decide the law when 
the Supreme Court has never determined it according to the 
opinion of able men who have tried the case in the court, and 
other eminent men like Judge Corwin. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, with the per- 
sonal differences of the gentleman from Wisconsin and the gen- 
tleman from New York I have nothing to do, and in them I have 
no particular interest, but I do think this amendment is a mat- 
ter to be very seriously considered. I think I know what the 
amendment means. I may be mistaken. I think it means that 
if this definition is put in under the terms of the bill itself there 
will be laid or attempted to be laid a tax upon the incomes of 
securities issued by States, by municipalities, and other subdivi- 
sions of States which have not been laid heretofore. 

Whether the Supreme Court decision was right or wrong I 
do not know, but the fact is that the Government has followed 
it, because they have not laid or collected taxes upon incomes 
from these securities. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Certainly. è 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The law specifically says you can 
not. That is a very good reason. The law existing to-day spe- 
cifically exempts them from taxation. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. You mean the 1921 law? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Following the decision in the 
other case. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The decision in Evans v. Gore. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. And I think the law should 
continue so until at least the States, the municipalities, and 
the other subdivisions of the States have had notice that there 
is to be a change. [Applause.] This to my mind changes the 
whole economice situation. It will change the entire relations 
between the State and Nation much more than the constitu- 
tional amendment which the gentleman from Texas and I 
opposed with such vigor as we could a few days ago. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Certainly. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I was about to suggest, in line 


with what you say, that this would be a slap in the face of every 
State and the political subdivision of every State which has 
raised money issuing its securities, or may do so. 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. There is not a State to-day 
that can levy an income tax upon a single Federal security 
issued. The Federal securities, certain of them, are subject to 
PAE tea tax upon the income, but no State can lay a tax upon 

em. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In reply to the statement by the gentle- 
man from Virginia that this would be a slap at every State, I 
would like to ask if it would be a slap to the States provided 
it is already covered in the constitutional amendment which 
has heretofore been adopted? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. But the constitutional amend- 
ment was defeated the other day. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I mean the income-tax amendment—the 
sixteenth amendment. 2 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. But, apparently, the Govern- 
ment has proceeded upon the theory that it was decided ad- 
verse to the proposition of the Federal Government laying a 
tax upon the income from these securities, 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Many bonds, however, were issued and 
sold before that decision of the Supreme Court, and they were 
evidently issued and sold and purchased by the purchasers 
with the constitutional amendment staring them in the face. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I do not know about the value, 
but let me ask my friend from Texas, for whose legal ability 
I have such great respect, does the gentleman believe that the 
Federal Government ought to tax the income of a State secur- 
ity without the State having the reciprocal power to tax? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not. I am opposed to it and if the 
sixteenth amendment were submitted again and I thought it 
carried that power I would not yote for it, but the question 
with me is, has it already been done? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, It has not. Never yet, under 
any law, has the Federal Government taxed the income from a 
State security or a security issued by a subdivision of a State. 

Mr. RANKIN, If the gentleman will yield I would like to 
ask the gentleman from Texas what effect this would have. 
If this amendment shouid be adopted and become the law and 
be upheld by the courts, what effect would it have on the in- 
comes derived from Government bonds now outstanding, if 
any? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. You mean Federal Government 
bonds? 

Mr. RANKIN. Les. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Tennes- 
see has expired. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. 
proceed for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is 
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I do not know 

Mr. MADDEN. I wonder if the gentleman from Tennessee 
would let me ask him one question? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. May I answer first the gen- 
tleman from Mississippi? 

Mr. MADDEN, Certainly. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I do not know whether it 
would be construed that these Federal farm-loan bonds that we 
have already issued would come under this amendment or not. 
It says “except where specifically exempted by act of Con- 
gress." Of course, the Federal farm-loan bonds have been ex- 
empted by act of Congress heretofore. Whether they would 
have to be again exempted I do not know. Is that what the 
gentleman has in mind? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes; and Government bonds, bonds issued to 
finance the war itself, which are now outstanding. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The first Liberty loan bonds 
were the only ones made exempt. The others are subject, all 
expect the first Liberty loan, to pay taxes on income now. 
Now I yield to the gentleman from Illinois, 

Mr. MADDEN. I think the gentleman has answered the 
question that I was going to ask, whether the farm-loan bonds 
will be exempt. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The farm-loan bonds up to 
now are exempt; whether there would have to be another ex- 
emption by Congress I do not know. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. In order to be entirely clear, the 
gentleman is quite sure that this amendment, if passed, would 
permit the taxation of the now issued State and municipal 
securities? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Undoubtedly, unless Congress 
should declare them exempt from taxation. There is no ques- 


I ask unanimous consent to 
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tion about the State and municipal bonds; the only question 
would be about the Federal land-bank bonds. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 


Mr. BLACK of Texas. On page 35, line 22, of the bill is this 
provision: Securities issued under the provisions of the Federal 
farm loan act or under the provision of such act as amended. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I will. 

Mr. WINGO. Before asking the question I want to read four 
or five lines from the opinion in Evans against Gore. This is 
the majority opinion of the court: 


True, Governor Hughes, of New York, in a message laying the amend- 
ment before the legislature of that State for ratification or rejection, 
expressed some apprehension lest it might be construed as extending the 
taxing power to income not taxable before; but his message promptly 

` brought forth from statesmen who participated in proposing the amend- 
ment such convincing expositions of its purpose, as here stated, that 
the apprehension was effectively dispelled and ratification followed. 


Now, the question I want to ask is this: Did Governor Hughes 
in his message base his opposition, among other things, on his 
fear that the amendment, if adopted, would subject the income 
from State and municipality securities to an income tax? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. My recollection is that that 
was the very heart of Governor Hughes’s objection. 

Mr. WINGO. Then the Supreme Court did specifically con- 
sider that, and their expressions would not be obiter dicta, as 
has been suggested. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I think so. At any rate the 
Treasury Department has proceeded upon the theory that that 
was decisive of the question. The Committee on Ways and 
Means proceeded upon the theory that that was decisive of the 
question, otherwise why would they have brought in the consti- 
tutional amendment? [Applause.] I want ta say that the pro- 
posed constitutional amendment was bad enough, but this 
amendment to this bill is infinitely worse, because it does not 
give the shadow of opportunity to the States and municipalities, 
whose issues it proposes to tax. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all debate on this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Towa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this amendment and all amend- 
ments thereto close in 10 minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. I object, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I have an amendment I wish to offer. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Then, Mr. Chairman, I move that all 
debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto close in 
15 minutes, 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. May I ask the gentleman to with- 
hold that motion a minute? I want to ask how long you ex- 
pect the House to continue in session this afternoon? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Until 6 o'clock or later; there will be 
no evening session. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Iowa to close debate on this amendment and 
all amendments thereto in 15 minutes. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment to 
the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. BANKHEAD: Strike from the Frear amendment 
the words “except where specifically exempted by act of Congress,” 


Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I do not think it is necessary for me to undertake to 
make any extended explanation of the amendment I suggest. 
I can not see any good reason why, If the principle proposed 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin is to be adopted, that there 
should be any exception whatever to that principle. In other 
words, if you adopt the principle of the Frear amendment giv- 
ing the right to levy a tax upon the income of municipal securi- 
ties, it ought to be uniform in extent and in the field of opera- 
tion. In other words, I see no reason in principle why, if you 
are going to adopt this proposition, that there should be re- 
served to the Congress the specific right to exempt from this 
field of taxation their own securities and at the same time the 
right to tax Income from securities issued by States and munic- 
ipal subdivisions thereof. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. How would you get over the 31 issue of 
Federal bonds? We specifically contracted that they should 
be tax free by the Federal Government. 


Mr. McSWAIN. If the gentleman will yield, the inhibition 
against the impairment of existing contracts does not apply to 
Federal contracts. 

5 MILLS. No; but that does not change the moral obli- 
gation. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I do not know what the gentleman from 
Wisconsin had in mind in incorporating this exception into 
his amendment. I hope that upon a mere presentation of the 
statement that I have made the gentleman from Wisconsin 
will be willing to accept the amendment, because I feel, if we 
are going to have the right to tax income from State and 
municipal securities, there should be no exception, that it 
should be uniform in its application, and that the United States 
Government should not reserve the right to exempt income from 
its own securities. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Does the gentleman believe—and I 
have great respect for his opinion—that we should embark on 
the policy proposed by the gentleman from Wisconsin? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. As to that proposition, it is a very seri- 
ous question. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Does the gentleman think that this 
is a question that we ought to act upon so hastily? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I do not know that we are acting hastily 
upon it. It might be regarded as hasty because we have had 
a limited debate this afternoon, but the general question has 
been pretty well discussed. But regardless of the ultimate fate 
of the Frear amendment, I think this exception should be made. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I agree with the gentleman that 
if we have to accept the Frear proposition it ought to be 
modified as the gentleman has proposed; but if so modified, 
will not the States nevertheless be left absolutely within the 
control of the Federal Government and the Federal Govern- 
ment able to do what it pleases so far as its own securities are 
concerned? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think that is a fair construction, and 
unless there is some opposition to the- amendment I would like 
to have a vote upon It, 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman and fellow 
Members of the House, this is indeed a very serious proposi- 
tion which is at present under consideration. There seems to 
be an eagerness upon the part of some men to reach out and 
grasp by taxation, no matter whether in doing so they cross the 
boundary line of good morals or of constitutional law. For one 
I am not willing to vote for a measure which in my judgment 
is absolutely unconstitutional. When I became a Member of 
this body I took an oath of office to abide by the Constitution 
of my country, and I do not believe there is any loophole by 
which I can escape deciding for myself what the Constitution 
is, and voting according to my best judgment and the lights 
which have been shed upon the subject. The gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Green], chairman of this committee, is absolutely 
right when he repeats the effect of the decision of our Supreme 
Court. No new subjects have been given to Congress as a basis 
for extended taxation. The evil to be remedied was the in- 
ability of Congress to lay a direct tax. Congress could not, 
except through apportionment among the several States, levy 
a fax, and when you read the fourteenth amendment you will 
3 that is what it is aimed at and intended to correct. It 
reads: 


Congress shall haye power to lay and collect taxes upon incomes, 
from whatever source derived, without apportionment among the sev- 
eral States, and without regard to any census or enumeration. 


That is the pith of the amendment. What lawyer of any 
judgment or standing will attempt to say that that amendment 
was intended to destroy the dual relationship between the 
States and the Federal entity? It would do violence to any 
man’s judgment to infer from that that it was intended to 
take away from the States their power of taxation. When you 
attempt or claim the right to assess a tax against the income 
of a bond, you are assailing the integrity of the bond itself. 
It can not be separated or divided, and you are doing violence 
to the States’ power and ability to issue its tax-free securities. 
Every tax-free security held by an estate or any individual is 
issued to them and held upon the moral obligation that they 
are free from tax of every kind. In our eagerness to gather 
in from some people whom we denominate the rich, let us not 
violate the Constitution of the country and fiy in the face of 
the decision of our Supreme Court. [Applause.] 

Mr. BOYCE. Mr. Chairman, as the Representative of the 
first State—Delaware—to ratify the Federal Constitution, I de- 
sire to say that I am shocked at the proposed amendment. It 


seems to me it would be well before adopting the amendment 
that Congress propose to the States that the States be dissolved 
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and determine whether Congress and the States are ready to 
destroy the dual character of our Government. ; 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men, there is a gentleman in the gallery waiting to see the 
delegation from North Carolina to get them to go with him to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission to help get the consent of 
that commission for the building of a railroad across its line 
into the State of Tennessee, for the construction of which rail- 
road North Carolina proposes to sell $10,000,000 worth of her 
bonds. These bonds have been provided for by our legislature 
upon a plan of operation now already laid out and definitely 
contemplated at the time of their authorization. North Caro- 
lina has already invested money—how much I could not tell 
you—upon this project. Several surveys have been made, and 
expenditures for other purposes have no doubt been made. In 
addition to this pending bond issne of North Carolina, offered in 
contemplation of the law as it existed before this idea was 
sprung upon the House, that State has several millions of dol- 
lars—I do not know how to be entirely accurate, as this matter 
comes upon me without a moment's time for preparation, but 
something like $25,000,000—of road bonds yet unissued but pro- 
vided for in contemplation of a fixed project already laid out 
and to which the authorization was fitted at the time of the 
legislative enactment. If I am right in my estimates, and they 
are at least approximate, I am sure that if the House of Repre- 
sentatives, to say nothing of what action the Senate may take, 
shall authorize the news to be flashed over the wires to-night 
to the bond markets that those bonds are to be taxed, it will 
cost the State of North Carolina possibly a hundred thousand 
dollars. Her projects will have to be changed. Her bond 
issues must be increased. Nothing is plainer than that such 
legislation as this has its effect immediately upon the bend 
market, Our legislature can not meet until next January, and 
the Governor of North Carolina, every time I hear from him, is 
in New York selling bonds. There is a pending series of bond 
issues by that State for her public improvements, and when 
you pass this legislation, which proposes unconditionally and 
immediately—provided it can be done; which provision is so 
delicate that no lawyer in this presence or anywhere else can 
give any assurance about it—to tax the bond issues of North 
Carolina, authorized and provided for under nontaxable condi- 
tions, you will cost her treasury and her people a hundred 
thousand dollars and possibly more. The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mrtts], from his superior acquaintance with bond 
markets, would be more accurate than I in his estimate of that, 
and his remarks, just made, indicate the reasonableness of my 
apprehensions. I hope it will not be done. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. May I interrupt my friend? 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. Yes, sir; I yield. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The gentleman talks only about 
the effect of this thing, if legal and enacted, upon the market 
on the bonds pending for new projects and not those already 
outstanding from which incomes representing many, many mil- 
lions would be greatly affected because the Federal Govern- 
ment would have the right to tax the income. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. Yes; that is right and 
alarming enough to one who has a fair regard for the 
sacredness of vested rights, but as I thought first of the 
gigantic efforts my State is making in her march of progress, 
commanding the admiration of her people and of the world, 
I thought for the moment of the disaster to her hopes and 
aspirations and not of the interests of those holding her-securi- 
ties for expenditures already made. But, not discounting that 
question, I appeal to the House not to strike down her securi- 
ties in the markets of the world in this hour of her progress. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Carolina has expired. 

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] is recognized 
for two minutes. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, this amendment to the Melion 
bill proposes to tax incomes derived from interest on out- 
standing bonds, usually referred to as tax-exempt securities. 
This would do exactly what the propaganda for the Mellon plan 
has misled the American people into believing you were trying 
to do the other day when you were endeavoring to submit for 
adoption an amendment to the Constitution which would have 
destroyed the credit of the States, the counties, the manici- 
palities, the road districts, and the school districts that are 
compelled to borrow money to finance their improvements, and 
which would not have reached a single dollar of the billions of 
outstanding bonds which you have heretofore told us were 
held by the rich who were thereby escaping their part of the 
just burden of taxation. 

As a matter of fact you knew, and we knew, that the pas- 
sage of that amendment would not reach these wealthy people 
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whose money is invested in these bonds. If it had, the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mitts] would not have favored it. 
But on the other hand, by destroying the credit of the agricul- 
tural States and preventing them from borrowing cheap money 
in the future to finance their improvements, it would have 
caused the bonds now outstanding to have advanced in price 
to the extent of hundreds of millions of dollars, which would 
have been added to the enormous fortunes of those people now 
holding these bonds, and they would have continued to escape 
taxation just the same. 

It is interesting, as well as amusing, to me to see the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mints], who more nearly represents 
the views, if not the interests, of Wall Street than any other 
man in this body, who pretended to be so anxious the other 
day to reach by taxation the estates of Mr. Rockefeller and 
other men of large fortunes who have their money invested in 
tax-exempt securities, urging, as he was, the passage of an 
amendment which he knew would not reach a dollar of their 
“hidden wealth”; it is most amusing, I say, to see him now 
opposing this amendment to tax the incomes, not only from 
the securities yet to be issued but also from the multiplied 
billions now outstanding. But the trouble is that this amend- 
ment would reach those men of great wealth, more of whom 
live in the district represented by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mitts] perhaps than any other 10 districts repre- 
sented here, unless it be those districts adjoining his; and that 
is exactly what the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mīts] 
and the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, are most 
anxious to avoid. 

But, for the first time, the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mts] comes out and says that this amendment would injure 
the credit of the States and municipalities. In the name of 
all the gods at once, upon what meat hath this our Cæsar fed 
for the last 10 days that he has become so vitally interested in 
the credit of the States and the municipalities, whose credit 
he was trying to destroy by the passage of his constitutional 
amendment, which would at the same time have protected 
from taxation by the process of elimination those enormous 
fortunes now invested in tax-exempt securities and which the 
present amendment to this bill would reach. 

In my opinion, we clearly have the constitutional right to 
tax the incomes from these outstanding bonds. The sixteenth 
amendment to the Federal Constitution provides that— 


The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes on incomes, 
from whatever source derived, without apportionment among the seyv- 
eral States and without regard to any census or enumeration. 


In my opinion this clearly covers the incomes derived from 
interest on these outstanding bonds. Then why not adopt this 
amendment and tax them all alike? Why should we do the 
very foolish thing of adopting another amendment to the Con- 
stitution providing for the taxing of the incomes derived from 
the comparatively few that are to be issued in the future and 
let go tax free the many billions now held by people of large 
fortunes? 

But some of the opponents of this amendment will contend 
that we are breaking faith; that it was understood that these 
bonds were nontaxable at the time they were issued. That is 
not true. The sixteenth amendment was in full force when a 
majority of these bonds were sold, and was used as an argu- 
ment by the bond buyers to beat down the price of these bonds 
at the time they were issued and put on the market. 

But the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mirzs], and those 
who agree with him, say that this amendment does not give 
the States the reciprocal right to tax incomes derived from 
interest on Federal bonds. Surely you gentlemen from the 
agricultural States of the South and West are not going to be 
misled by that argument. These Federal bonds are not held, 
as a rule, by the people in the agricultural States. They are 
held by the financiers in New York, Philadelphia, Chicago, and 
other money centers. By adopting a constitutional amendment 
providing for the reciproeal right of the States to tax incomes 
from Federal bonds you would hardiy add a dollar to the 
revenues of the great agricultural States, but you would be 
giving those States in which the financial centers are located 
the power to indirectly tax all the American people for the 
benefit of those States, while the Government would get little 
or nothing in return, and in times of stress the credit of the 
country would be in a measure placed at the mercy of the 
money power. 

But, by the adoption of the amendment now before the House, 
we will not surrender the credit of the Nation into the hands 
of the great financial States; we will not be destroying the 
credit of the States and municipalities in order to enhance 
the value of those billions of dollars’ worth of bonds now held 
by those who would escape taxation under the proposed con- 
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stitutional amendment; but we will go back and tax the in- 
comes derived from those billions of dollars of outstanding 
bonds, thereby increasing the revenue to the Federal Treasury 
and bringing about the very results which the advocates of 
the Mellon plan have misled the American people into believ- 
ing that they were after. Instead of trying to accomplish this 
in good faith, they are now attempting, in the most insidious 
way, to deceive the public and to leave the impression that 
they are carrying out their pledge, when, in truth, they are 
merely keeping the word of promise to the ear and breaking 
it to the hope. [Applause.] 

Mr. BANKKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, under a misapprehen- 
sion of the phraseology of the Frear amendment, I offered 
the amendment which I discussed. I now desire to ask unani- 
mous consent to withdraw that amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Alabama asks 
unanimous consent to withdraw his amendment. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

The affirmative question was taken. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I demand a division. 

The CHAIRMAN. A division is called for. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 67, noes 140. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, let me suggest to 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green], if I may, that it is now 
half-past 5 o’clock, and we have been here since 11 o’clock this 
morning. It was the general understanding—at least I so 
understood it at the time—that at 4 o’clock we would begin to 
read this bill, the early part, which was not controversial. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman should not have 
thought that. There is no controversy over these other pro- 
visions. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman will find out. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman will remember that we 
are in a legislative Jam here, and we ought to get ahead. I 
ask for the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(c) Amounts distributed in complete liquidation of a corporation 
shall be treated as in full payment in exchange for the stock, and 
amounts distributed in partial liquidation of a corporation shall be 
treated as in part or full payment in exchange for the stock. The gain 
or loss to the distributee resulting from such exchange shall be de- 
termined under section 202, but shall be recognized only to the extent 
provided in section 203. In the case of a distribution in partial liqul- 
dation (other than a distribution within the provisions of subdivision 
(g) of section 208 of stock or securities in connection with a reorgani- 
zation) the part of such distribution which is properly chargeable to 
capital account shall not be considered a distribution of earnings or 
profits within the meaning of subdivision (b) of this section for the 
purpose of determining the taxability of subsequent distributions by the 
corporation. 


Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer an amend- 
ment at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. OLDFIELD : Page 5, strike out lines 4 to 19. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will ask the gentleman from 
Iowa if he does not think we had better quit now? You are not 
going to get through this portion to-day. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. This is a very important amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not think the gentleman would 
want to have the amendment passed in that form. Let me 
suggest to the gentleman that he ask unanimous consent to 
return to this section later. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I thoroughly agree with the gentleman, 
especially because of the fact that on page 25 there is a corol- 
lary amendment that ought to be offered also, and I would like 
very much to take those up at the same time; (c) on page 5, 
and section 208 ọn page 25. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the privilege 
be given later on to the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. OLD- 
FIELD] or any other member of the committee to return to this 
paragraph for the purpose of offering an amendment. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. When we get to page 25, when we come to 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas asks unani- 
mous consent that paragraph (c) be passed over for the 
present and be considered together with section 208 when we 
reach that point in the bill. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(f) A stock dividend shall not be subject to tax, but if before or 
after the distribution of any such dividend the corporation proceeds 
to cancel or redeem its stock at such time and in such manner as to 
make the distribution and cancellation or redemption in whole or in 
part essentially equivalent to the distribution of a taxable dividend, 
the amount so distributed in redemption or cancellation of the stock, 
to the extent that it represents a distribution of earnings or profits 
accumulated after February 28, 1913, roses be treated as a taxable 
dividend. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment to strike out all of paragraph (f) on page 6, lines 10 to 
19, inclusive. I would like to have that read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report it. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Garner of Texas: Page 6, lines 10 to 
19, inclusive, strike out the paragraph, which is as follows: 

“(f) A stock dividend shall not be subject to tax, but if before or 
after the distribution of any such dividend the corporation pro- 
ceeds to cancel or redeem its stock at such time and in such manner as 
to make the distribution and cancellation or redemption in whole or in 
part essentially equivalent to the distribution of a taxable dividend, 
the amount so distributed in redemption or cancellation of the stock, 
to the extent that it represents a distribution of earnings or profits 
accumulated after February 28, 1913, shall be treated as a taxable 
dividend.” 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. I do not imagine the gentleman 
from Iowa wants to take up this item this late in the after- 


noon. x 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I suppose the gentleman from Texas 
wants to say a few words on that matter? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I would like to discuss it; yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not think the gentleman from 
Texas wants the amendment passed in that form unless he 
expects to follow it with something else. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Of course, the whole bill would have 
to be amended as we go along if the committee should strike 
out this paragraph. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But I doubt whether the gentleman 
really has the amendment in the form he wants it, but if he 
has I would like to have it submitted so that it may be disposed 
of. The paragraph as it stands gives us some little relief from 
the stock-dividend situation. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I understand it does, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But if we should strike out the para- 
graph entirely we would have no relief. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas, But if we have affirmative action 
later on as to taxing stock dividends, then we would relieve the 
whole situation. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think the committee had better rise, 
Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Gna Hau of Ilinois, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that committee had had under consideration the 
bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes, and had come to no resolu- 
tion thereon. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I want to ask the chairman 
of the committee a parliamentary question. I have understood 
that to-morrow we skip over and take up sections 210 and 211, 
the income-tax sections, without reading the intervening para- 
graphs. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is the agreement. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That is the order of the House. 

Mr. HASTINGS. That is the order of the House? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. HASTINGS. So that we shall not commence to read at 
the point where we left off this afternoon, but will take up sec- 
tions 210 and 211? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 


section 208, the amendment I have introduced there will be Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will suggest to the gentleman from 
considered with this amendment, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is proper. 
considered together, 


Oklahoma that he will find the order on the calendar. 


They should both be Mr. HASTINGS. I simply wanted to be sure there was no 


misunderstanding about that. 


` 
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CHANGE OF REFERENCE, 


The SPEAKER. The chairman of the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce asks unanimous consent to have 
the following bills rereferred to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation : 

VETERANS’ BUREAU. 

Hospitalization: H. R, 890. 

Veterans-dependents' allowances: H. R. 4162. 


VETERANS. 

Employment: H. R. 2867. 

Hospitalization: H. R. 3929, H. R. 3673, H. R. 8922, H. R. 8984, 
H.. R. 2824, H. R. 4837, H. R. 4983, H. R. 5202. 

National Army officers’ compensation: H. R. 4156, 

-Vocational training: H. R. 4838, H. R. 4844. 

Vocational training supplies: H. R. 3212. 

Charles Fortier: H. R. 1567. 

Warren O. Grimm et al.: H. R. 1443. 


WAR RISK INSURANCE ACT. 
Section 300: H. R. 659, H. R. 749, H. R. 3667, H. R. 3678. 
Section 301: H. R. 4183, 3 
Section 302: F. R, 206, H. R. 4091, H, R. 4092, H. R. 4098, 
Bection 401: H, R. 759. 
Section 402: FI, R. 417. 
Sections 404, 408: H. R. 765. 
Section 408: H, R. 8851. 
Section 411: H. R. 2827. 
Articles III and IV: H. R. 5211. 


Without objection, the reference will be made. 
LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for a quarter of a minute, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous 
consent to address the House for 15 seconds. Is there objec- 
tion? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
the House, in passing the gasoline tax bill by almost unanimous 
yote, intended to retain the property tax on automobiles, but 
by a mistake of judgment on the part of the committee that 
tax on automobiles was left out of the bill. Under the bill as 
it now stands autemobiles would not have any property tax on 
them, and I ask unanimous consent that the Senate be requested 
to send the bill back to the House for correction, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous 
consent that the Senate be requested to send back to the House 
for correction the bill indicated. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, is the chairman of the 
committee, who had charge of the bill, present? 

Mr. BLANTON, I spoke to the gentleman from Maryland 
IMr. Zinkuax] about it, and he sald he thought it could be 
arranged through the District Committee of the Senate; that 
he was going to make a statement to the chairman of that com- 
mittee, but the chairman of the Senate District Committee is 
out of town, and if the Senate should inadvertently pass the 
bill as it is there would be no property tax on a $15,000 Rolls- 
Royce automobile, and I know the gentleman from Iowa would 
not want that situation to occur. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; I would not, 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. . 

Mr. TILSON. Did the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Zint- 
MAN] know that this proposition was to be brought up at this 
time? 

Mr. BLANTON. I told the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. 
ZISLMAN] that he should make the motion himself, but he said 
he did not think it had to be done in that way. 

Mr. TILSON. Does not the gentleman think the gentleman 
should at least be present when a request of that kind is made? 

Mr. BLANTON. The only trouble is that the Senate might 
pass the bill and leave out the property tax so that there 
would be no tax on a $15,000 Rolls-Royce automobile. 

Mr, HILL of Maryland. In yiew of the absence of the gentle- 
man from Maryland [Mr. ZIHLMAN] I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. 

Mr. RANKIN, Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland, Mr. Speaker, I make the same 
request. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Mr. Speaker, it was ordered early in 
the general debate that all gentlemen should have leave, for 
five legislative days after the vote, to revise and extend their 


remarks in the Recorp, and I think that would apply to re- 
marks made in the committee. 

The SPEAKER. That being the order, the Chair does not 
think it necessary to make these individual requests. 


THE HOUSING SITUATION, 


Mr. KINDRED. Mr. Speaker, I insert herewith an address 
I delivered at Buffalo: 


A PLEA ror Moke AND BETTER INDIVIDUAL HOMES FOR THE MAssEsS—A 
New PLAN or AMORTIZING FIRST AND SECOND MORTGAGES—A PLAN 
FOR PROVIDING. MODERN Roomy HOMES at a Price BELOW THB AVER- 
AGE MARKET RELLING PRICE. 


{An address delivered by Hon Johx J. KINDRED, of Long Island City, 
Borough of Queens, New York City, before the New York State Asso- 
ciution of Real Estate Boards, at Buffalo, N. Y., October 17, 1923. 
Reprinted from the National Real Estate Journal of November 5, 
1923.1 


Real estate men and practical students of sociology and economics 
know that the acquiring of a home, whether the individually owned 
home or the collectively owned (cooperative or otherwise) home, 
is the beginning of thrift, real prosperity, and good citizenship on the 
part of the citizen and the community affected. 

Our problem is to help the average man, the family of moderate 
means, finance and own thelr own home, To fully solve this prob- 
lem means not only thrift, prosperity, and better citizenship and 
consequently a safer and better United States, but it also means an 
investment of a much larger capital than is at present invested in 
a useful and profitable field. 

It is axiomatic that as soon as a man acquires his own home or 
other substantial property, he ceases to speak and think in terms 
of anarchy and Bolshevism and the like. He at once identifies him- 
self with that great and safe majority who will always stand up 
unflinchingly for the sacred rights of property and the uniform con- 
stitutional provisions guaranteeing those rights, whether these rights - 
affect the smallest property holding of the poorest, humblest citizen 
or whether they affect the honestly acquired millions of the most 
affluent citizen or corporation. 


DEATH BY TAXATION. 


In this connection, it may be well to call attention to the fact 
that property rights In land and houses, vacant or improved, or in 
other real property, may be virtually destroyed by being taxed to death 
through municipal, State, and national legislation. 

We are confronted in New York State and in the District of Colum- 
bia, the last named under Federal law, with laws which stand the 
test of constitutionality, that in fact confiscate rights in real property. 
With the increased population in the cities which promises shortly 
to give the balance of political power to the cities, it is not an 
unreasonable assumption that, with the present trend toward so- 
called State socialism, or worse, rights may be further infringed 
upon, if not substantially impaired, 

These, and additional facts, argue powerfully the absolute necessity 
for providing private initiative and capital for home financing for the 
great masses of our people—those of moderate financial means, par- 
ticularly the industrial workers and workers generally. This can best 
be done only by a liberal plan of amortization of both the first and 
second mortgage and in addition a plan which will provide sufficient 
cash on second mortgage to complete the building, over and above the 
usual 15 or 20 per cent of its whole cost provided by the average 
builder. To make the house more salable it is necessary to eliminate 
a third mortgage. These essentials will be discussed later in detail 


AN ACUTE SITUATION, 


The post-war housing situation differs widely from that of former 
days, so widely in fact that precedent, the guide of the majority, is 
denied us and we have, to a great extent, been floundering about in 
varied degree of experimentation, all trying to solve a perplexing 
problem, more acute to-day than during the war or immediately after. 
This is evinced by the fact that the average increase of rgptals is 
to-day 61 per cent higher than pre-war rentals as against 48 per cent 
higher in July, 1920, which was the period of highest construction 
costs; an increase in rental costs of 18 per cent since July, 1920; 
a greater increase than in the cost of any other commodity, despite 
rent laws which haye as a chief contender the law of supply and 
demand; more powerful than grasping landlords, constituting as they 
do, a serious menace to the well-being of family life. 

The shifting into poorer and inferior living quarters, necessitated by 
prohibitive rentals, and affecting the majority of the people, is a seri- 
ous downstep in national life. The environment of growing children 
affects in a marked fashion their future standards, aims, and ambition. 

The only saving feature of this existing evil, a blessing that is con- 
ferred unfortunately through suffering, is that it is producing a great 
mass of home owners. 
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So eminent an authority as Secretary Hoover has well stated: 

“What greater incentive for saying is there than the ownership of 
a home, the possession of which may change the very physical, moral, 
and mental fiber of your children?” 

Secretary Hoover’s advocacy of home ownership is too well known 
for me to dwell upon, but in passing let me add that much valuable 
work, unknown in a great degree to the general public, has been and 
is being accomplished by him in the standardization of building laws 
throughout the country which will permit of lowered costs in the erec- 
tion of a home. 

Another fundamental is that large capital should be invested in the 
building business by the builder, which heretofore, as far as home 
building is concerned, has been largely conducted on a credit basis. 
Credit from start to finish, with its tax added to the cost to the pur- 
chaser. 

By tax I do not mean that matter of interest on money alone, for 
that is a proper charge, but the burden added in the form of “ over- 
head”; excessive overhead that general credit demands, where losses 
for bad accounts must be absorbed by the one who pays, who thus 
becomes the guarantor of the irresponsible speculator, 


MUST BE WITHIN BUYER’S MEANS. 


Another fundamental is that the financing or the selling plan should 
be in keeping with the means of the buyer. Foreclosure will sooner 
or later come to the purchaser who has bought beyond his means or 
who has purchased a home ill financed; that is, where the purchase 
money or second mortgage becomes due prior to its being paid of 
through monthly or semiannual installments. 

This is the situation I know that every reputable realtor deplores, 
but he nevertheless sees it practiced by the unscrupulous and unthink- 
ing operator. I feel that it is our duty to emphasize the need of 
caution on the part of the buyer to ascertain that the proposition he 
buys is soundly financed and that he will not be placed in a position 
where he will be forced to consider the renewals of purchase money 
or second mortgages. 

MONTHLY INSTALLMENT PLANS. 


My plan presupposed a selling basis that requires only 15 per cent 
of the purchase price as a cash down or Initial payment, with the bal- 
ance on a 15-year amortization basis. 

Amortization of both first and second mortgages in small monthly 
payments, like rent, running over long periods and no due date until 
automatic termination, say at least 15 years (and no third mortgage 
complication) is the chief essential In really helping wage earners to 
own their own homes. 

The matter of discounting second mortgages, the cost of which 
is always added to the purchase price, I feel is an overhead expense 
that is illegitimate and should not enter into a home-buying trans- 
action. 

In home building for the masses this onerous burden should not 
be tolerated, and the 6 per cent paid on the purchase money or 
second mortgage should be a sufficient yield over the builder's reason- 
‘able profit. 

Such mortgages should, in my opinion, in every instance be paid off 
through regular monthly installments, and I advocate that they should 
never have a due date. I do not refer, of course, to first mortgages 
made by reputable institutions which, in many cases, run from three 
to five years. These mortgages are usually renewable or replaceable. 

The matter of discounting second mortgages, the cost of which is 
always added to the purchase price, I feel is an overhead expense that 
is illegitimate and should not enter into a home-buying transaction. 

In home building for the masses this onerous burden should not be 
tolerated, and the 6 per cent paid on the purchase money or second 
mortgage should be a sufficient yield over the builder's reasonable 
profit. It is a common fact that discounts or bonuses in addition to 
the interest rate of 6 per cent are charged on second mortgages as 
high as 25 per cent and this amounts—the purchase money mortgage 
representing in many cases almost half the purchase price—to from 
$1,500 to $2,000 per house additional cost to the buyers. 

When I first became interested in solving to some degree the housing 
situation, closely associated with D, E. McAvoy, of the realty firm of 
William D. Bloodgood & Co., I put up a dozen two-family houses purely 
as an experiment to find out the public's viewpoint by a close contact 
with actual buyers. The houses we erected were the conventional type 
of two-family, semidetached, brick homes. They were very attractive, 
but we shortly found that we had erected a home that was too expen- 
sive and that it would be unwise in many cases to sell to the buyer 
who would purchase it under the stress of immediate needs, 

Mr, McAvoy interviewed some six or seven hundred prospective pur- 
chasers who looked at these houses, ascertaining their needs, their 
ability to pay, and many other points, and compiled from this Intensive 
research very important data regarding practical housing from the 
buyer's viewpoint and not from that of the theorist. 

One of the most important needs that were felt was that of more 
bedrooms than the ordinary standard two-family house provides, which 
is approximately two to each apartment. At the same time the 


Purchasers were loath to buy a one-family house that would provide 
more than the required space for the present, because the cost exceeded 
the amount that they could conveniently pay. 


THE “ CONVERTIBLE” HOUSE. 


Based upon this and other data our architects devised what is 
termed the “convertible house,” an absolute departure from anything 
heretofore built. It is three stories in height. The first two floors 
include seven rooms and bath, giving the usual living quarters with 
three bedrooms and bath on second floor. The third floor contained 
three rooms and bath. In one of these rooms is a kitchenette equip- 
ment, consisting of two cabinets with a sink placed between, so that 
this floor can be arranged for occupancy by a small family. An 
ingenious and entirely novel stair arrangement devised by the archi- 
tects permits of one or two family use, so that the owners of the 
house may use this floor when desirable. 

Another great advantage of this plan is that back in the minds 
of every purchaser is the thought that some day he will own his own 
private home. He regards this rental feature as a means to an end} 
an element that will make it safe for him to acquire a home that 
will suit his immediate requirements and yet be large enough for 
his future needs. This income feature will always act as a “ safety 
cushion” to secure an income during any trying period. He can 
use the first two floors and rent the upper floor during such a period 
and secure an income sufficient to meet his entire Interest and carry- 
ing charges. 

The chief feature of my plan was the carrying by myself of that 
amount, secured by second mortgage, necessary to complete the build- 
ings, not supplied by the builder, and an arangement with the builder 
by which a third mortgage was eliminated, the houses being sold 
subject to only first and second mortgages, the principal and interest 
on each of which were payable on the same dates in equal monthly 
installments, extending over a period of 15 years. 


AMORTIZE FIRST AND SECOND. 


Amortization of both first and second mortgages in small monthly 
installments, like rent, running over long periods and no due date 
until automatic termination, say at least 15 years (and no third 
mortgage complication), is the chief essential in really helping work- 
ing people and wage earners to own their own homes. 

This general arrangement of amortization of first-mortgage loans 
has been, under most favorable conditions for several years past, offered 
by a few of our large financial corporations in the city of New York 
and elsewhere, notably the Metropolitan Life Insurance Co., which 
has loaned hundreds of millions in New York City and practically 
all over the country at reasonable interest rates and charges, 


MORE PROFITABLB, 


The Metropolitan Life insurance Co. was probably the first to 
adopt this plan, which it has carried out consistently during a period 
when mortgage money was scarce and commanded high interest and 
accommodation charges, Such a wise and constructive use of money 
bas proved a sound and profitable investment for this company and 
other large life insurance companies. For the five years 1915 to 1921 
their investments of hundreds of millions in real estate mortgages 
netted more than 6.1 per cent, as against 4.6 per cent from invest- 
ments in stocks and bonds. 

As against the wise and constructive policy of the Metropolitan 
Life Insurance Co. in making loans, particularly on home (preferably 
one and two family houses), is the policy of some other large insurance 
companies to make large loans to speculative builders of apartment 
houses and other structures, or for renting to people of ample financial 
means, and for which class there is already a sufficient supply of 
facilities carrying high rentals and sales values. 

Notwithstanding the increasing investments in this direction, there is 
a very unsatisfactory situation in New York City and elsewhere with 
regard to housing and home building. Housing in some instances is 
positively insanitary and a menace to the health and morals of the 
tenants who are compelled to pay huge and in some instances profiteer- 
ing rentals. 

LEGISLATION. 


This situation has existed and still exists to such a degree that the 
State of New York has enacted and reenacted drastic rent laws (and 
will probably continue such laws for some time to come) that have 
proven in many instances positively confiscatory, The United States 
Congress bas enacted similar laws—the Ball law. 

The legislators have gone still further and attempted both in our 
State and national legislatures to pass even more drastic rent and 
housing laws than those of which we complain at present—laws that 
would place the State and Federal Governments squarely in control and 
ownership of home building and housing. 

The powerful Labor Party in the British Parllament has introduced 
such measures, which, although temporarily defeated, received a large 
vote and are still pending, + 
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THE KINDRED PLAN. 

The arrangement of only a first and second mortgage was the most 
difficult problem we encountered in financing one of the most notable 
home developments in Greater New York City, where thousands of resi- 
dences of all types, involving millions of dollars of investments, have 
been commenced and completed during the past several years to procure 
the benefit of tax exemption. 

My plan assumes that the design and layout of the houses will be 
carefully studied by competent and practical architects. That im- 
portant phase of home building for the masses has been woefully neg- 
lected. To my mind the evasion of a substantial fee to a competent 
architect is an outstanding example of mistaken economy. The plan of 
this type of housing, more than by any other, should be studied and 
based upon careful research to meet the needs of the prospective pur- 
chaser of limited means, 

My plan presupposes the willingness of the owner of the land to sub- 
ordinate the cost of his land, with more or less improvements as re- 
gards street paving, sewers, etc., all free and clear, and to take second 
mortgages in payment, subject to an amortized mortgage loan of about 
40 per cent to 50 per cent of the total value of the land and the com- 
pleted building, this being about the proportion usually loaned on first 
mortgages. 

My plan also presupposes an operator who is a praetical builder of 
honesty and experience, with ample capital and undoubted credit, and 
who must put into the project a certain amount of cash to complete 
the building; that he will build an honest house on a quantity-produc- 
tion basis which can be sold at a price below the average market sell- 
ing price. £ 

15-YEAR AMORTIZATION. 


My plan further presupposes a selling basis that required only 15 per 
cent of the purchase as a cash down” or initial payment, with 
the balance on a 15-year amortization basis. 

This combination may be somewhat difficult to bring about and its 
successful carrying out implies actual and full-hearted cooperation be- 
tween these parties in interest. It may be truly said that the land- 
owner runs a certain risk in subordinating land, free and clear, to the 
extent of 100 per cent, for the reason that there is a risk that the 
builder will not complete the houses; also if they are fully completed, 
the houses may not sell rapidly and at satisfactory prices, if at all. 

The first mortgages should run over a long period of years (say 
15 years) and should provide installment (preferably equal monthly) 
payments, having no due date until their automatic termination as 
long as the installment payments and taxes and other conditions are 
promptly met by the purchaser. 

Our next problem wis to produce these houses at a popular price. 
Our intimate contact with the building situation personally and through 
our architects, who were also engaged in large industrial operation, 
convinced us that there was only one solution to offset existing high 
costs. This was the erection of houses based on quantity production, 
so that the fundamentals I have referred to before of quantity produc- 
tion and mass buying could be taken advantage of; and this, gentlemen, 
is a very, very substantial saving, resulting in the saving to the buyer 
of several thousands of dollars per house. 

The problem then was to secure an operator who possessed the 
facilities and experience to produce in large quantities and who had 
the capital to secure the advantages of the buying power of cash. 
This was not a simple matter. The builders, as I stated before, were 
working in the home-building fields, largely on credit and only in a 
small way, and the larger construction companies were not accustomed 
to this character of construction, dealing in steel structures such as 
the office, industrial, and apartment buildings, and their resources in 
materials, etc., were of a different nature than that required for this 
class of small homes. 

SECURED RIGHT BUILDER. 


We were fortunate in making a most successful connection with a 
builder who had, during the war and before, conducted housing opera- 
tions on a vast scale, Mr. William F. Chattos, of Bridgeport, Conn. 
He was, in addition, the owner of a large lumber, mason supply, and 
hardware concern and mills equipped for the turning out of trim, win- 
dow frames, stairs, ete. He approved of the plan of these convertible 
houses and undertook to supply quantity production, giving the pur- 
chaser the benefit of this saying; and with the elimination of the ex- 
cess overhead of financing was able to sell these houses at a price sev- 
eral thousand dollars under the market value. 

This rare combination of resources and facilities made it possible for 
the erection of these homes in a record time consistent with good con- 
struction, with an honest house as our goal. The savings that this 
quantity production basis created together with a low land cost, with 
the elimination of the usual high cost of financing, made it possible to 
sell these several hundred houses at such an attractive price and on 
such easy terms that they were absorbed by the buying publie during 
the summer months, establishing a sales record in Greater New York 
City, if not throughout the country, in disposing of over $2,000,000 of 
small homes before completion, 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED, 


The Committee on Enrolled Bills reported that they had 
examined and found truly enrolled bill and joint resolution 
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

S. 2249. An act to extend for nine months the power of the 
War Finance Corporation to make advances under the provi- 
sions of the War Finance Corporation act, as amended, and 
for other purposes. 

S. J. Res. 71. Joint resolution directing the Secretary of the 
Interior to institute proceedings touching sections 16 and 36, 
township 30 south, range 23 east, Mount Diablo meridian. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE, 


; Hes unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as 
‘ollows: 
4 50 Mr. Monracur, for two days, on account of death in his 
amily. 

To Mr. Sanpers of Texas, for one day, on account of illness. 


ADJOURN MENT. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 45 
minutes p. m.), the House adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, 


February 19, 1924, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

365. A letter from the Director of the United States Veterans’ 
Bureau, transmitting a statement showing, by location, salary 
range, and bureau designation, employees receiving an 
gate annual salary of $2,000 and over as of February 1, 1924, for 
central office and as of January 1, 1924, for the field; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

366. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting 
a draft of proposed legislation to authorize the transfer of a 
portion of the Brewerton Channel Range Rear Lighthouse Res- 
ervation, Md., from the Department of Commerce to the Treas- 
ury Department; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS, 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, x 
Mr. BULWINKLE: Committee on Claims. H. R. 1682. A 
bill for the relief of the Stone Towing Line; without amendment 
818255 No. 209). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
ouse, 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 659) to amend section 800 of the war risk insur- 
ance act as amended; Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce discharged, and referred to the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 749) to amend the war risk insurance act as 
amended; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce dis- 
charged, and referred to the Committee on World War Veterans’ 
Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 1443) to validate the war risk insurance of 
Warren O. Grimm, Ernest Dale Hubbard, Arthur McElfresh, 
and Ben Casagranda, who were murdered while parading in 
the uniform of the United States Army at Centralia, Wash., 
November 11, 1919; Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce discharged, and referred to the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ Legislation. s 

A bil (H. R. 1567) granting compensation to Charles For- 
tier; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce dis- 
charged, and referred to the Committee on World War Vet- 
erans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 3212) to provide for the retention of books, 
charts, and similar supplies by beneficiaries of vocational 
training; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce dis- 
charged, and referred to the Committee on World War Veter- 
ans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R, 3667) to amend and modify the war risk 
insurance act; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
discharged, and referred to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation, 


A bil (II. R. 4156). to fix compensation of officers of the 
‘National Army who incurred disability while in the service; 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce discharged, 
and referred to the Committee on World War Veterans’ Leg- 
islation. 

A bill (H. R. 4838) to amend an act entitled “An act mak- 
ing appropriations to supply deficiencies in appropriations for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921, and prior fiscal years, 
and for other purposes,” approved June 16, 1921; Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce discharged, and referred 
to the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H: R. 4844) to provide vocational training for per- 
sons who failed to commence training within the time pre- 
scribed in the act approved March 4, 1021, entitled “An act 
making appropriations for sundry civil expenses of the Gov- 
ernment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1922, and for 
other purposes”; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce discharged, and referred to the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (II. R. 5202) to remove time limitation for filing 
an application for compensation, vocational training, hospital- 
ization, and dental treatment by a disabled veteran of the 
World War; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
discharged, and referred to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 3676) to amend the war risk insurance act; 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce discharged, and 
referred to the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 4133) to amend section 801 of the war risk 
insurance act as amended; Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce discharged, and referred to the Committee 
on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 206) to amend subdivision 6, section 302, of 
the war risk insurance act; Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce discharged, and referred to the Committee 
on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 4091) to amend an act entitled “An act to 
amend and modify the war risk insurance act,” approved March 
4, 1923; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce dis- 
charged, and referred to the Committee on World War Vet- 
erans” Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 4092) to amend an act entitled “An act to 
amend and modify the war risk insurance act,” approved 
March 4, 1928; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce discharged, and referred to the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 4093) to amend an act entitled “An act to 
amend and modify the war risk insurance act,” approved 
March 4, 1923; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce discharged, and referred to the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ Legislation. - 

A bill (H. R. 759) to amend an act entitled “An act to 
amend and modify the war risk insurance act,” approved 
December 24, 1919; Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce discharged, and referred to the Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 417) to amend section 402 of the war risk 
insurance act; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
discharged, and referred to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 765) to amend sections 404 and 408 of the 
war risk insurance act as amended; Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 3851) to amend section 408 of the war risk 
insurance act; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce discharged, and referred to the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 2827) to amend the war risk insurance act, 
as umended; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
discharged, and referred to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (EL R. 5211) to provide for the applicability to cer- 
tain classes of persons of the provisions of Articles III and 
IV of the war risk insurance act, as amended; Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce discharged, and referred to 
the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 4983) providing for hospitalization, medical 
treatment, nursing, and all necessary care of disabled ex- 
service meu; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
discharged, and referred to the Committee on World War 
Veterans’ Legislation. à 

A bill (H. R. 4837) providing for hospitalization, medical 
treatment, nursing, and all necessary care of honorably dis- 
charged disabled ex-service men; Committee on Interstate 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 18, 


and Foreign Commerce discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 2824) examination and hospitalization of 
World War veterans; Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce discharged, and referred to the Committee on 
bil Mg A Veterana Legislation, 

8934) providing for hospitalization, medical 
treatment, nursing, and all necessary care of disabled ex- 
service men; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce discharged, and referred to the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ tion. 

A bill (H. R. 3922) providing for hospitalization, medical 
treatment, nursing, and all necessary care of disabled ex-service 
men; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce dis- 
charged, and referred to the Committee on World War Veterans’ 
Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 3673) providing for hospitalization, medical 
treatment, nursing, and all necessary care of disabled ex-service 
men; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce dis- 
charged, and referred to the Committee on World War Veterans’ 
Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 890) to provide hospital and dispensary treat- 
ment for all disabled veterans by the United States Veterans’ 
Bureau; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce dis- 
charged, and referred to the Committee on World War Veterans’ 
Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 2867) providing for the establishment of an 
advisory board in the United States Veterans’ Bureau to obtain 
employment for disabled veterans and to finance them in busi- 
ness; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce dis- 
charged, and referred to the Committee on World War Veterans’ 
Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 8929) providing for hospitalization, medical 
treatment, nursing, and all necessary care of disabled ex-service . 
men; Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce dis- 
charged, and referred to the Committee on World War Veterans’ 
Legislation. A 

A bill (H. R. 4162) to extend to 1926 the present law grant- 
ing allowances to dependent kindred of those who lost their 
lives in the World War; Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce discharged, and referred to the Committee on World 
War Veterans’ Legislation. 

A bill (H. R. 2332) granting a pension to Emma Jane 
Daugherty; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 7062) 
to determine and refund the difference between the price re- 
ceived for the wheat of 1917, 1918, and 1919 fixed by the United 
States of America and its agents and the price which the wheat 
of 1917, 1918, and 1919 would have brought unfixed thereby; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. : 

By Mr. McKENZIE: A bill (H. R. 7063) granting the con- 
sent of Congress to the State of Tlinois and the State of Iowa, 
or either of them, to construct a bridge across the Mississippi 
River connecting the county of Carroll, III., and the county of 
Jackson, Iowa; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. KELLY: A bill (H. R. 7064) to encourage commer-- 
cial aviation and to authorize the Postmaster General to con- 
tract for air mail service; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7065) to classify photographs and photo- 
graphic films as fourth-elass mail matter; to the Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 7066) 
granting the consent of Congress to the State of South Dakota 
for the construction of a bridge across the Missouri River 
between Potter County and Dewey County, S. Dak.; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7067) granting the consent of Congress to 
the State of South Dakota for the construction of a bridge 
across the Missouri River between Hughes County and Stanley 
County, S. Dak.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, 

By Mr. JEFFERS: A bill (H. R. 7068) to provide for the 
rating by a person who actually sees the claimant in all cases 
where a disabled ex-service man or woman is examined under 
the jurisdiction of the United States Veterans’ Bureau for the 
purpose of rating any such ex-service person for compensation 
for a service disability; to the Committee on World War Vet- 
erans’ Legislation. 
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By Mr. MAPES: A bill (H. R. 7091) to provide for an examl- 
nation and suryey of Grand Haven Harbor and Grand River, 
ec County, Mich.; to the Committee on Rivers and Har- 

rs 


Also, a bill (H. R. 7069). to provide for the payment of de- 
pendency allowance for dependents of beneficiaries of the 
United States Veterans’ Bureau who are declared permanently 
and totally disabled similar to that allowance paid for the de- 
pendents of those beneficiaries of the United States Veterans’ 
Bureau who are in vocational training; to the Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7070) to provide service connection for 
all tubercular and neuropsychiatric diseases developing within 
five years from the date of discharge from the service; to the 
Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

By Mr. HULL of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 7071) to provide 
for the establishment of a dairying and livestock experiment 
station at Gallatin, Tenn.; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CURRY: A bill (H. R. 7072) to adjust the pay and 
allowances of certain officers of the United States Navy; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr. TINKHAM: A bill (H. R. 7073) to amend section 2 
of the act relative to naturalization and citizenship of married 
women, approved September 22, 1922; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina: A bill (H. R. 7074) to 
amend section 5 of the United States cotton futures act; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. HAWLEY: A bill (H. R. 7075) reserving certain de- 
scribed lands in Coos County, Oreg., as public fish, game, and 
park reserves; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7076) authorizing the Coos Bay, Umpqua, 
and Siuslaw Tribes of Indians in the State of Oregon to submit 
claims to the Court of Claims; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

By Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 7077) to 
amend an act entitled “An act to amend an act entitled ‘An act 
making appropriations for the current and contingent expenses 
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, for fulfilling treaty stipulations 
with various Indian Tribes, and for other purposes, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1914,’ approved June 30, 1913,” approved 
May 26, 1920; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. WURZBACH: A bill (H. R. 7078) to reimburse 
officers, soldiers, and civilian employees of the Army and their 
families and dependents for losses sustained as a result of the 
Galveston, Tex., flood on September 8, 1900; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

By Mr. PORTER: A bill (H. R. 7079) prohibiting the im- 
portation of crude opium for the purpose of manufacturing 
heroin; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SHALLENBERGER: A bill (H. R. 7080) to pro- 
hibit the collection of a surcharge for the transportation of 
persons or baggage in connection with the payment for parlor 
or sleeping car accommodations; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MOORES of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 7081) for the 
better protection of aliens and for the enforcement of their 
treaty rights; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

By Mr. SHERWOOD: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 191) for 
deep waterway improvement; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 


By Mr. MOORE of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 7092) to extend 
the benefits of the United States employees’ compensation act 
of September 7, 1916, to Edward N. McCarty; to the Commit- 
tee on Claims. 

By Mr. SEARS of Florida: A bill (H. R. 7093) granting a 
pension to Martin Padgett; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7094) to correct the military record of 
Ellsworth Haggard; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SINNOTT: A bill (H. R. 7095) validating certain 
applications for and entries of public lands, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 7096) granting a pension to 
Alta Humphrey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 7097) author- 
izing the Secretary of Labor to permanently admit, under suit- 
able regulations and requirements to be prescribed by him, 
Malie Tsatskis (Cackis), daughter of Gersh Tsatskis; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. TINCHER: A bill (H. R. 7098) granting an increase 
5 pension to Hannah Doll; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, 

By Mr. THOMAS of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 7099) granting 
a pension to Mary E, Frederick; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7100) granting a pension to Elizabeth Hol- 
land; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. THOMPSON: A bill (H. R. 7101) granting a pension 
to Mable Andrews; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WASON: A bill (H. R. 7102) granting a pension to 
Joseph Greenwood; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

1142, By Mr. ALDRICH: Petition of Washington County 
(R.I.) Medical Society, relative to Federal tax legislation; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 

1143. Also, petition of Westerly (R. I.) Physicians’ Associa- 
tion, relative to Federal tax legislation; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

1144. Also, petition of Loggia Operaia Italiana, No. 1050, of 
Westerly, R. I., protesting against the passage of the Johnson 
immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Nat- 
uralization. 

1145. By Mr. BRIGGS: Petition of Mr. James P. Collerain 
and others, of Galveston, Tex., in regard to the transportation 
act, 1920; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. 

1146. Also, resolutions adopted by maritime committee of the 
Galveston Cotton Exchange, urging the retention of the Hydro- 
graphic Office in the Navy Department and the transfer of 
Coast Survey hydrographic work to the Hydrographic Office ; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1147. Also, petition of Mr. E. B. Sutton and 17 others, of 
Percilla, Tex., urging the support of the Norris-Sinclair bill; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

1148. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of John J. Donovan, 163 
Neponset Avenue, Boston, Mass., recommending early and favor- 
able action on the Kelly and Merritt bills; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

1149. Also, petition of the National Shoe Travelers’ Asso- 
ciation, expressing disapproval of House bill 4141, as applicable 
to shoes; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

1150. Also, petition of the Mazzini Club (Inc.), of Boston, 
Mass., protesting against passage of the Johnson selective 
immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. 

1151. By Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts: Petition of the 
Board of Aldermen of Fall River, Mass., favoring an adjusted 
compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1152. By Mr. KAHN: Petition of California Chapter, Daugh- 
ters of the American Revolution, urging that the name of 
Mount Rainier“ be changed to Mount Tacoma” and that the 
names of “ Mount Rainier National Park” and “ Rainier Forest 
Reserve” be also changed; to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

1153. By Mr. KING: Petition of Shearer Post, No. 350, of 
the American Legion, of Geneseo, III., favoring the adjusted 
compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ALLEN: A bill (H. R. 7082) for the relief of Wildey 
Lodge No. 27, Independent Order of Odd Fellows, of Charles 
Town, W. Va.; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7083) for the relief of the trustees of 
the Presbyterian Church at Keyser, formerly New Creek, 
W. Va.; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BEERS: A bill (H. R. 7084) granting an increase 
of pension to Susie O. McConnell; to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. CROLL: A bill (H. R. 7085) granting a pension to 
Rosa Boone; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GLATFELTER: A bill (H. R. 7086) granting a pen- 
sion to Susan Olewiler; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7087) granting a pension to Jacob D. 
Schmuck; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MORTON D. HULL: A bill (H. R. 7088) granting 
an increase of pension to Susan Jane Henry; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KINDRED: A bill (H. R. 7089) to correct the mill- 
tary record of Charles M. Hoffman; to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. s 

By Mr. LOZIER: A bill (H. R. 7090) granting a pension to 
Ruth J. Sorrells; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
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1154, By Mr. KOPP: Petition of Lions Club, of Washington, 
Iowa, expressing its gratification with the results reached by 
the special commission on narcotics in securing recognition of 
the principle that production of narcotics should be restricted 
te medical and scientific needs of the world; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

1155. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of members of the Colored 
Voters’ League, St. Paul, Minn., urging enactment of the Dyer 
antilynching bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1156. Also, petition of citizens of Osakis, Minn., in mass 
meeting assembled, unanimously urging immediate adoption of 
the adjusted compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

1157. Also, petition of eighth annual meeting of the Red 
River Valley Livestock Association, unanimously urging the 
enactment into law of the Norbeck-Burtness livestock loan bill 
and of the MeNary-Haugen bill; to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture. 

1158. Also, petition of members of the Kiwanis Club of 
Morris, Minn., unanimously urging immediate reduction in 
taxes, to apply also to 1923 income-tax returns; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

1159. Also, petition of N.-S. Nelson and other members of the 
Victor Hegge Post, No. 273, American Legion, Garvin, Minn, 
urging enactment of the adjusted compensation bill; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

1160. Also, petition of W. G. Workman and other members of 
the Game Protective Association, of Tracy, Minn., urging pas- 
sage at this session of Congress of the public shooting ground 
game refuge bill; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

1161, Also, petition of American Legion Auxiliary, Austin F. 
Hanscom Post, No. 167, urging passage of the adjusted compen- 
sation bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1162. Also, petition of Parent-Teachers' Association, Atwater, 
Minn., favoring adherence of the United States to the inter- 
national court; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

1163. By Mr. LEAVITT: Petition of Sam W. Teagarden, 
representing wheat farmers of Toole, Glacier, Pondera, Liberty, 
and Hill Counties, in Montana, urging repeal of the clause in 
the wheat tariff law that rebates to American millers all but 
inconsequential fraction of the 30 cents named therein; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

1164. Also, petition of the Farmers’ Educational and Co- 
operative Union, of Golden Valley County, Mont., urging pas- 
sage of the McNary-Haugen export corporation bill; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

1165. Also, petition ef the Great Falls (Mont.) American 
Legion Post, J. M. Gault, commander, urging passage of an 
adjusted compensation measure; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1166. By Mr. MAGEE of Pennsylvania: Petitions of Liberty 
Temple, No. 48; Safe Ten Per Cent Building & Loan Asse- 
ciation; Association of Craft Employees, Pennsylvania Rail- 
road; board of commissioners of Mount Lebanon Township; 
Martha Washington Club, No. 168, Advisory Council, Order of 
Independent Americans; Journeyman Horseshoers, No. 9; Se- 
quilla Club; and Daughters of Pocahontas, No. 161, favoring 
increased compensation to postal employees; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

1167. By Mr. NEWTON of Missouri: Petition of employees 
of the United States Engineer office, St. Louis, Mo., favoring 
an amendment to the act of May 22, 1920, which provides for 
lowering the age of retirement, increase in existing annuities, 
and for voluntary retirement after 80 years of service, ete. ; 
to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

1168. Also, petition of hunters, favoring passage of House 
bill 745, approved by the Secretary of Agriculture, which meas- 
ure provides that the general taxpayer is not assessed; the 
entire cost is borne by the gunners, who will pay a license fee 
of $1 per year for the creation of public shooting grounds and 
refuges and in order to insure the future of their sport; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

1169. By Mr. TAGUE: Petition of the Epworth League of the 
First Methodist Episcopal Church of Boston, assembled in busi- 
ness session, favoring the adoption of a child-labor amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

1170. Also, petition of Court Roma, No. 212, Foresters of 
America, protesting against enactment of Johnson immigration 
bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1171. Also, petition of the Ligurian Auxiliary, composed of 
150 women citizens of Boston, of Italian ancestry, condemning 
the Johnsen immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

1172. By Mr. VARE: Petition of the Philadelphia Association 
of Retail Druggists, asking for the passage of price maintenance 


legislation; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 

1178. By Mr. YOUNG: Petitions of Arvid Johnson and 58 
ether citizens of Balfour and vicinity, N. Dak.; Gunder Breder- 
son and other citizens of Wellsburg, N. Dak.; 74 citizens of 
Mabel Township, Griggs County, N. Dak.; 16 citizens of Bal- 
four and vicinity, N. Dak.; and Anton Beck and 20 other citi- 
ens of Maddock, N. Dak, urging the passage of the Norris- 
Sinclair bill; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

1174. Also, petition of H. E. Fraser and 11 other rural car- 
riers of Emmons County, N. Dak., urging the enactment of 
legislation for the relief of rural mail carriers; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

1175. Also, petitions of J. Egerman and 22 other citizens of 
Jessie, N. Dak.; J. B. Koppenharr and 15 other citizens of 
Revere, N. Dak.; Martin Aas and 53 other citizens of New Rock- 
ford and vicinity, N. Dak.; and ©. J. Wigdahl and 72 other 
citizens of Minnewaukan and vicinity, N. Dak., urging an in- 
crease in the duty on wheat from 30 to 60 cents per bushel, the 
repeal of the draw-back provision and milling-in-bond privilege 
of the Fordney-McCumber tariff act, also the enactment into 
law of the Wallace plan for the marketing of wheat; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 


SENATE. 
Turspar, February 19, 1924. 
(Legislative day of Saturday, February 16, 1924.) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED. 


A message from the Honse of Representatives, by Mr. Chaffee, 
one of Its clerks, announced that the Speaker of the House had 
signed the following enrolled bill and joint resolution, and they 
were subsequently signed by the President pro tempore: 

S. 2249. An act to extend for nine months the power of the 
War Finance Corporation to make advances under the pro- 
visions of the War Finance Corporation act, as amended, and 
for other purposes; and 

S. J. Res. 71. Joint resolution directing the Secretary of the 
Interior to institute proceedings touching sections 16 and 36, 
township 30 south, range 23 east, Mount Diablo meridian. 


WAR CONTRACT FRAUD CASES, 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, yesterday afternoon the Attor- 
ney General transmitted, pursuant to a resolution which I had 
offered and which had been reported from the Committee on the 
Judiciary. a report showing certain activities of the Depart- 
ment of Justice. Upon motion of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Writs], it was directed that the report be printed as a Senate 
document. My attention has been called to some matters con- 
nected with the report which, in my judgment, indicate that 
perhaps that order was improvidently issued. My opinion is 
that the report ought to go to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
from which the resolution came, and that that committee should 
be charged with the duty of determining whether the report be 
printed. Therefore, I ask that the order issued be rescinded and 
that the report be referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, it was at my Instance that the 
order was entered for the printing of the document. I am frank 
to say that I had had no opportunity to examme it, nor have I 
yet had, but if it is the opinion of the Senator from Utah that 
the interests of the Government would be injured by making it 
public at this tirme I haye no objection to a rescission of the 
order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Utah asks 
unanimous consent that the order for printing the report of the 
Department of Justice as a Senate document be rescinded and 
that the report be referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. KING. May I make an observation? I do not say that 
the interests of the Government would be injured or jeopard- 
ized, but in view of certain information accompanying the re- 
port I think it is wise that it should be referred to a committea 
before the order to print is made. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The unfinished business, 
House bill 5078, is before the Senate. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending Juna 
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80, 1925, and for other purposes, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Appropriations with amendments. 

Mr. HARRISON obtained the floor. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent that the formal read- 
ing of the bill be dispensed with and that the amendments of 
the committee be considered when they are reached in the read- 
ing, 

Mr. OVERMAN. I suggest that the Senator do not make 
that request now, because I shall be compelled to object. 

Mr. SMOOT. Then I withdraw the request for the present. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Senator from Utah 
withdraws the request. 


NOMINATION OF WALTER L. COHEN. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, will the Senator 
from Mississippi yield just a moment to enable me te make a 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield for that purpose. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask unanimous consent that 
the injunetion of seerecy be removed from the vote taken yes- 
terday on the nomination of Walter L. Cohen, to be comptroller 
of customs at New Orleans, and that the vote be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 

Mr. ROBINSON. I object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arkansas 
objects. 

CALL OF THE ROLL. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Mississippi yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follow- 
ing Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Ernst La Follette Robinson 
Ashburst Ferris Len root Sheppard 
Bayard Fletcher Lodge Shieids 
Borah Frazier McKellar Shipstead 
Drandegee George McKiniey Shortridge 
Brookhart Gerry McLean Simmons 
Broussard Glass MeNar: Smith 
Bruce Gooding Mastield Smoot 
Bursum Hale Moses ro ecg ne 
Cameron Harreld Neely Stanley 
Capper Harris Norbeck Stephens 
Caraway Harrison Norris Swanson 
Copeland efin Odule Trammell 
Couzens Howell Overman Wadsworth 
Cummins Johnson, Minn Owen Walsh, 
Cu Jones, N. Mex. Lepper Warren 
Dale Jones, Wash. Phipps Watson 
Dial Kendrick Pittman Wheeler 
Du Keyes Ransdell Willis 
Edge Kin Reed, Mo. 

Edwards Lad Reed, Pa. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-two Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. The 
Senator from Mississippi is entitled to the floor. 


PRESIDENTIAL CAMPAIGN ISSUES. 


Mr: HARRISON. Mr. President, during the consideration of 
the resolution looking to cancellation of the oil leases and the 
Senate resolution requesting that the President demand the 
immediate resignation of the Secretary of the Navy, I re- 
frained from discussing either of the resolutions, due to a de- 
sire upon my part to see them adopted as quickly as possible 
and, teo, because I realized that Senators on the committee 
which had made the investigation were thoroughly familiar with 
the facts and could discuss them much better than I could. 
I would not now discuss the Teapot Dome situation if it were 
not for certain matters that have-come to my attention in the 
last few days. 

I am quite sure that all fair-minded people will appreciate 
that Senators on this side of the Senate Chamber have acted in 
u nonpartisan way in presenting the matter to the country and 
in the discussion on the floor of the Senate. The Democratic 
members of the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys have 
hewn to the line, letting the chips fall where they may, but they 
have kept the issue before them constantly, and they have not 
played polities. Indeed, if we take the vote on the two nomina- 
tions made by the President to assist in the prosecution of the 
cancellation of the leases and eriminal prosecution as well 
ex-Senator Pomerene and Mr. Roberts—the Recorp will show 


that there has been no politics in the matter. Democrats as 
uiar as Republicans voted for the confirmation of the nomina- 
ons. 

We were delighted when the President in making his speech 
recently in New York City, referring to the matter, stated that 
he was not going to play politics, that he was going to hew to 
e Among other statements, the President in that speech 


There will be immediate, adequate, unshrinking prosecution, crimi- 
nal and civil, to punish the guilty and to protect every national inter- 
est. In this effort there will be no politics, no partisanship. It will be 
speedy; it will be just. 3 


Mr. President, in view of all the assertions made by Republi- 
ean leaders that there would be no politics in this matter, you 
can imagine my surprise when I read yesterday in the official 
organ of the Republican Party a series of articles designed to 
make this question partisan. As I proceed to read it, Senators 
will see that the official organ of the Republican Party, namely, 
the National Republican, seeks to defend the Secretary of the 
Navy and says nothing in condemnation of the late Secretary of 
the Interior. Indeed, it goes beyond that and tries to besmirch 
ex-Democratie Cabinet members who protected the naval re- 
serves while they were in office. 

At this point some one may doubt that the National Republi- 
can is the official organ of the Republican Party. Mr. Presi- 
dent, three years ago there was an investigation made by a 
Senate committee into campaign expenditures and campaign 
propaganda. Under a very gruelling examination by the senior 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reen] Mr. Lockwood admitted 
that he was not only secretary of the Republican national 
campaign committee but that he was one of the stockholders 
of the National Republican. He organized it, I believe, in the 
beginning. In that testimony, under questioning by the Senator 
from Missouri, Mr. Lockwood gave the names of the gentiemen 
who were the stockholders of the National Republican and 
stated that the ideas advanced in it were in keeping with the 
policies of the Republican Party. 

In that testimony there is also a letter written by Mr. Hays, 
who was then the ehairman of the Republican National Cam- 
paign Committee, and who admitted that the National Repub- 
liean was the organ of the Republican Party. Circulation was 
advanced for this publication by payments made not only by 
the Republican National Campaign Committee but by the Re- 
publican State committees. as well, and lists of names were 
often furnished to this publication by the State Republican 
campaign committees. 

One of the largest stockholders in the National Republican, 
which I repeat is the official organ of that party, is John T. 
Adams, the present chairman of the National Republican Cam- 
paign Committee. Among the other large stockholders at that 
time were Mr. A. T. Hert, a good man, who was until the last 
two years, I believe, the national committeeman of the Republi- 
can Party from the State of Kentucky; Charles D. Hilles, who 
was until recently the Republic national committeeman from 
the State of New York; W. B. McKiniey, whom we all know, 
the ex-chairman of the Republican Congressional Campaign 
Committee, a gentleman who only a few days ago voted against 
the Robinson resolution asking for the resignation of Edwin 
Denby; and George W. Fairchild, who served as a Republican 
Member of the House of Representatives for a number of years, 
and who is one of the Republican leaders of up-State New 
York; Mr. Hemenway, in his lifetime was also a large 
stockholder in this organization, and was one of the Republi- 
can leaders of the State of Indiana, Mr. Thompson—William 
Boyce Thompson, I believe—of New York fame. fs the largest 
stockholder in this publication organization. Mr. Martin, a 
former national committeeman from the State of Virginia and 
Mr. Beck, who is a friend of Mr. Lockwood, the present secre- 
tary of the Republican National Campaign Committee, are also 
stockholders in this newspaper. 

Another important person, who is one of the largest stock- 
holders in the National Republican, is at present a member of 
the Cabinet—John W. Weeks—who was one of the leaders in 
the late campaign and is now Secretary of War. 

Mr. President, in this record are found letters written by 
Mr. WII Woop, the Republican congressional campaign chair- 
man, and by Will Hays, as well as by my good and distin- 
guished friend, the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. Watson], 
all admitting that the National Republican is published and 
circulated for the purpose of enlightening the country upon 
the principles and policies of the Republican Party. If there 
is no question about that, I shall proceed to read from that 
newspaper and see whether or not this organ of the Republican 
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Party, that finds its place into thousands of homes throughout the 
United States, sent there by the Republican leaders, voices 
the same nonpartisan sentiments as those voiced by Republican 
leaders when they speak to mixed audiences and those voiced 
by the present President of the United States both in his state- 
ments and in his speech at New York. The first comment that 
I desire to read from this editorial—and it is the leading edl- 
torial in this organ and shows the manner in which they look 
at this whole episode, which has startled not only the Nation 
but the world—is this: 


According to news dispatches from Oklahoma City there is a very 
strong suspicion being entertained among oil men that Mr. Sinclair 
and Mr. Doheny are hopeful of using the present investigation as a 
means of “getting out from under” unprofitable business contracts 
with the United States Government, if they did not actually inspire the 
investigation themselves with that end in view. 


I see sitting before me the distinguished senior Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. La Fotterre], who was one of the first to draw 
the attention of the country to this tragic incident. Was he 
inspired to help Mr. Doheny and Mr. Sinclair “to get out from 
under”? Was the distinguished Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
KENDRICK], who voiced his views on the floor of the Senate, 
inspired by any such motive as that? Yet the official organ 
of the Republican Party, entering into the homes of Republicans 
throughout the country, would have the people so believe, and 
would seek to poison the minds of the people in various baili- 
wicks by proclaiming that Doheny and Sinclair in order to get 
out from under inspired this investigation. 

The article goes further than that and says: 


However that may be, it is not outside the realm of possibility that 
the United States Government may discover the wise policy not to 
proceed to the cancellation of the leases; but, on the contrary, to de- 
fend them and insist that the contracts which provide for them be 
carried out strictly to the letter by the companies with which the con- 
tracts were negotiated. 


Here is the Republican official organ declaring that it may be 
advantageous to the Government that these leases shall be up- 
held and trying to create the impression in the minds of the 
American people that all we have done is to go for naught. 

Let me go a little further into the statements of this Wa 
able journal. In its issue of February 16 it says: 


The Democrats and the demagogues— 
That is the way it starts out— 


The Democrats and the demagogues of the United States Senate 
knew that they possessed no ground for the impeachment of the Secre- 
tary of the Navy, Mr. Denby. Senator Warsm of Montana, one of 
the most enthusiastic of the Teapot Dome investigators until the oil 
began to smear up his own party, was one of the first to admit the 
futility of impeachment proceedings. So there was nothing left for 
them to do but attempt to stampede President Coolidge into following 
the line of least resistance, the “‘ easiest way.” In furtherance of this 
alternative, the Democrats and the demagogues fused their forces in 
the Senate and passed a resolution declaring it “the sense of the 
United States Senate 


And so forth. 

Who are these “ demagogues“ who are so styled by the offi- 
cial organ of the Republican Party? That article does not 
claim any Democrats to be demagogues, because it mentions 
“Democrats and demagogues,” so I take it that those to whom 
the term “demagogue” is applied by that Republican organ 
are Republicans sitting on the other side of the aisle. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Detroit Free Press, a very conserva- 
tive and a very able journal, said the other day, in defining a 
demagogue, that he is a man who has no respect for a criminal 
million dollars. 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. 

Now, Mr. President, in reading over the list of names of 
those who are calied demagogues by the Republican organiza- 
tion, including John T. Adams, chairman of the Republican 
campaign committee, and George Lockwood, its secretary, and 
Secretary Weeks, and the other men who direct the policies of 
this organ, I find the name of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
BrookwartT]. I presume he is delighted to have the term 
“ demagogue ” applied to him, in view of the circumstances that 
surround this case. 

I find the name of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Carrer], 
one of the men who is prominently mentioned by the Republi- 
cans throughout the country for the second place on the Repub- 
lican ticket next November. He is hailed by this official organ 
as a “demagogue.” If he should be nominated as the vice 


presidential candidate, how are you going to respond to the 
statement of your mouthpiece, which applies the term “ dema- 
gogue” to him? 

I find the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Frazier] in the 
list of so-called “ demagogues.” I also find the name of the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Harretp], who has stood by the 
administration in the great State of Oklahoma throughout his 
legislative career here and would not even break with them 
when the administration was seeking to break with him in the 
making of appointments in that State. He is now slapped in 
the face by the Republican leaders who direct the affairs of the 
Republican Party and called a “ demagogue.” 

The Senator from California [Mr. JoHNson] is also on this 
list. Of course we can all understand why the Republican or- 
ganization to-day, composed of reactionary Republicans, would 
call the Senator from California a “demagogue,” I imagine, 
in view of the circumstances, that he considers it a badge of 
honor to be called a demagogue. 

nd in this list the name of the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. Jounson}]. Who would take him to be a “demagogue” ? 
He takes it as an honor, indeed, when he lines up and trles to 
purify the Government by asking for the resignation of Denby. 
When he is called a“ eee ” they compliment him instead 
of criticizing him. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Lapp], one of the best 
men in this body, conscientious to the core, who tries to do what 
is right, who is progressive, is also called by this Republican 
organization that directs the affairs of the Republican Party 
a “demagogue.” š 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, did the Senator 
say a “demigod” or a “demagogue” ? 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from Pennsylvania does not 
know the difference between the two. [Laughter.] 

The name of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] 
is also included in this list. It is not the first time he has been 
styled a “demagogue” by the Republican organization, and 
the Senator, I imagine, takes it as quite complimentary to him 
to be referred to in that way by this organ. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Norseck] has stood by 
the Republican organization pretty well. He shows at times, 
however, progressive inclinations and leanings. Why should 
he be held up to the country as a demagogue? 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Surpsreap], a man who has 
shown by his votes throughout that he is of the progressive 
mind, who votes conscientiously in this body, is branded by 
this organ as a demagogue. 

If the Presiding Officer [the President pro tempore in the 
chair] had seen fit to follow his own inclinations, perhaps, and 
had voted for this resolution asking for Denby’s resignation, 
he would have been styled a demagogue. 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norrts] is a man whom the 
Republicans will lean upon and look to for assistance in the 
coming election; and if he were not in the race they would 
not stand a remote chance of carrying Nebraska. They will 
applaud him in the coming campaign; they will speak of his 
fine qualities and his splendid ability and his progressive ideas; 
but when they talk about him in the country through their 
official organ, he is a demagogue. 

I see in this list my friend from Oregon [Mr. McNary], who 
eomes up for reelection in Oregon this year, and whom the 
standpatters have tried for a long time to inveigle into their 
camp, because they recognize his splendid ability and his 
winning ways. When he sees fit to throw off the yoke and vote 
with the people to clarify things in this Government by asking 
for the resignation of Denby this Republican organization that 
will seek to reelect him in Oregon calls him a demagogue, 

My friend over here from Washington [Mr. Jones] came very 
near being called a demagogue. He got right up to the brink, 
but he could not go across; and my friend from New Mexico 
[Mr. Bursum] did not miss it by more than a cat’s whisker. 
He almost fell into the category of a demagogue. The only 
difference between my friends from Washington and New Mex- 
ico and these other Republicans was that they did not have 
enough confidence in their President; they wanted to ignore 
him; and they wanted to seek Denby’s resignation by demand- 
ing it straight from this Chamber, instead of doing the proper 
thing, the high, dignified thing of recognizing the fact that we 
have a President, although a good many people think we have 
not, and asking him to request the resignation of Denby. So 
I can not believe that the two Senators who sit before me, one 
from Washington and the other from New Mexico, have not 
very much on the so-called demagoguges on their side of the 
Senate Chamber. 

Now, let me proceed further to read from this remarkable 
editorial. 


1924. 


President Coolidge, however, demonstrated immediately that he is no 
coward. 


He is no coward! He left some of you high and dry, how- 
ever, did he not, yesterday? „Careful Cal,” “Cautious Cal,” 
who got you to stand with him against this alleged encroach- 
ment upon the Executive power, when the thing was put up to 
him after he had publicly declared he never would permit any- 
one to be sacrificed, “permitted” Denby to resign. Did he 
stand by you? There is not one of you who thinks that he stood 
by you. Ah, the courage that is spoken of in this editorial in 
this organ of the Republican Party! z 


President Coolidge, however, demonstrated immediately that he is no 
coward and that he can mot be bulldozed nor bluffed into the commis- 
sion of an injustice which the backers of the resolution could accom- 
plish only through the President, and which they could not have ac- 
complished by regular proceedings that would have permitted the victim 

of their sophistry and self-righteousness to have had his day in court. 


Let us see what it says further about this whole episode: 


The worst crime he, Mr. Warsa, as one of the chief investigators, 
had been able to fasten upon Mr. Denby was “stupidity "— 


Says this organ— 
and this, of course, was solely an opinion, and a quite prejudiced opin- 


fon on the part of the Montana Senator himself. © This 
evidence is, nevertheless, about 95 per cent bunk. 


They are trying to make the American people believe that 
after all the corruption that has been revealed in this investiga- 
tion, 95 per cent of the testimony that was drawn from the wit- 
nesses is “bunk.” Is there any Senator over there who now 
hears me who believes that 95 per cent of the testimony was 
“bunk "? Tf there is, let him rise and say so. No; you are as 
silent as the tomb; and yet here your official organ, which goes 
into 250,000 Republican homes in the country for the purpose 
of creating propaganda, says that all of this is “bunk” except 
5 per cent. 

If the crude evidence so far extracted from a vast field of competent 
and incompetent, relevant and irrelevant witnesses and documents were 
to be refined, it would prove the following. 


Here fs what this paper says it would prove. Now, let us 
see how they handle it. Do they handle it as the distinguished 
senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] has handled it 
upon the floor of the Senate? Do they handle it as the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH] has-han- 


dled it, and as others over there have handled it when they |-pared 


were forced to handle it? No; it says this: Now, here is what 
the whole thing reveals: 


That certain ojl leases were obtained from the Government through 
the Department of the Interior by the Sinclair oil intereste * * e» 
and the Doheny oil interests; * * that these leases were nego- 
tiated by Albert B. Fall, while Mr. Fall was Secretary of the Interior; 
and that Mr. Fall obtained a “loan” of $25,000 from Mr, Sinclair 
and also a “Ioan” of $100,000 from Mr. Doheny under circumstances 
very strongly indicating that the “lenders” of the money had little 
or no expectation of obtaining payment on the personal and unsecured 
notes which he gave them, 


Would any one reading that believe that there was any fraud 
in it—merely a loan of some money, and the other fellow bor- 
rowed it? Do they allege corruption? Do they allege fraud 
there? No; and yet every Senator on the other side of the 
aisle, indeed every Republican Member of the House at the 
other end of the Capitol, voted that “the circumstances indi- 
cated fraud,“ and that the whole transaction was “ corruptly 
entered into,” “in violation of the law” and “ the principles of 
this Government.” Indeed, Mr. President, this thought comes 
to me now: The President suid that he would not permit any- 
one to be sacrificed until crime was proven. He held on to 
Denby. He did not permit him to resign He was hailed as 
a courageous, as a cautious, as a careful President. He said 
that nothing had been shown against Denby, and in his state- 
ment of yesterday, accepting the resignation of Denby, he said 
he did it with regret, and that there was nothing against his 
honesty and his integrity; and yet listen to me, Senators: This 
joint resolution that you voted for said, in asking for a cancel- 
lation of these leases, that they were executed under circum- 
stances indicating fraud and corruption, and that the contracts 
were entered into without authority on the part of the officers 
purporting to act in the execution of them, afd that the leases 
and contract were made in defiance of the settled policy of 
the Government. 

The President of the United States indorsed those sentiments 
and signed that joint resolution. He agreed to every utterance 
in it. He said by that action, when he attached his signature 
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to it, that he indorsed it. He did not have to do it. He could 
have vetoed the joint resolution. He could have allowed it to 
become the law without his signature; and yet it was presented 
to him on the Sth day of February, and he signed it im- 
mediately. You would not think that “ Careful Cal,” “ Cautious 
Cal,” would sign a paper that he did not read; that he did not 
believe in. He is not that kind of a man. He is “ courageous”; 
he is “cautious”; he is “careful”; and yet when he signed 
that instrument asking for a cancellation of these leases he 
said by his signature that they were executed under circum- 
stances indicating fraud and corruption in defiance of law. 
Mr. EDGE. Mr. President—— 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- | 


sissippi yield to the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. HARRISON. I do. 

Mr. EDGE. In all fairness, is the Senator from Mississippi 
entirely correct in that statement? Did not the President 
when he approved the joint resolution issue with the approval 
a statement in which he distinctly said that he had not ap- 
proved the “whereases,” which it was not necessary for him 


to do under the law; that he had simply approved the joint 


resolution and would not attempt to pass on the whereases,” 
which were a matter for the courts to decide? That is my 
impression. I saw that statement in the newspapers. 

Mr. HARRISON. If the Senator thinks he can get away 
with that before his constituents in New Jersey, they are more 
ignorant than I think they are. I recall that the Senator 
when he voted for the Robinson resolution made a statement 
on the subject, and he may say to-day that he did not believe 
in the whereases, but he voted for it, and when he voted for it 
he subscribed to everything in that document. 

Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, that is a very, very unfair state- 
ment, and the Senator from Mississipp! knows it. 

Mr. HARRISON. As to the intelligence of the Senator’s 
constituents? 

Mr. EDGE. As long as I have been brought into the mat- 
ter 

Mr. HARRISON. I have the floor, Mr. President. 

Mr. EDGE. Has the Senator yielded? 

Mr. HARRISON. I want to get the Senator exactly right. 
Did he say that I had made an unfair statement? 

Mr. EDGE. Yes. 

Mr. HARRISON. In referring to his constituents? 

Mr. EDGE. No; in referring to me in connection with the 
view my constituents might have, on which I am entirely pre- 
to stand before them. The Senator knows perfectly well, 
if he knows the history of the matter, that in voting for the 
joint resolution, so far as the Senator from New Jersey is 
concerned, he made a statement on this floor in which he said 
very distinctly—and it appears in the Recorp—that he did 
not subscribe to the whereases”; that he was not prepared 
to subscribe to the whereases”; that he did not know what 
the courts would decide as to the matter of legality or ille- 
gality; and that he voted for the joint resolution because he 
wanted the legality to be ascertained. 

I took the floor, not in my own defense but to correct the 
Senator from Mississippi in his statement with regard to the 
President of the United States. I am entirely ready to meet 
my constituents on my record, and I am sure the President of 
the United States is entirely ready to meet his. The President 
distinctly stated when he signed the joint resolution that the 
“ whereases” were in no way a part of the joint resolution 
so far as his signature was concerned. I ask the Senator from 
Mississippi if that is not legally correct? 

Mr. HARRISON. I do not remember any such statement. 
I do not care whether he made any such statement or not. He 
could bave allowed this to become a law without his signature. 
If it did not represent his views, he could have followed that 
course. He could have vetoed it, and the Congress by a two- 
thirds vote could have passed it over his veto. 

Mr. EDGE. It seems to me the Senator from Mississippi 
should care whether he made that statement or not before the 
Senator states on the floor of the Senate, without qualification, 
that the President of the United States approved those where- 
ases, when he did not. 

Mr. HARRISON. By his signature he approved of the 
whereases, and I do not care what the Senator said on the 
floor; when he yoted for this resolution he approved of the 
whereases. The Senator never made any motion to strike out 
the whereases. 

Mr. EDGE. The Senator from New Jersey voted for two or 
three motions to strike out clauses of the whereases. Where a 
resolution consists of two distinct parts, one a lot of whereases 
that may or may not be true, and the other a definite commit- 
ment of the Senate when a Senator distinctly states that he 
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does not stand for the whereases, that he only votes for the 
resolution in order to accomplish the main object, for the Sena- 
tor from Mississippi to say that in voting for the resolution 
after that statement a Senator subscribes to the whereases 
is simply to try to change the meaning of the English language, 
and the Senator knows it. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is all wrong in his proposi- 
tion. I am not talking of the Robinson resolution now. The 
Robinson resolution had the whereases in it, and it had the 
resolving clause in it, and the President may have made a 
statement to the press, to the country, and said he did not sub- 
scribe to the whereases; but what I am reading from is what 
is embodied in the Walsh substitute, for which the Senator 
voted, to which he offered no amendment, to which no motion 
to strike out the whereases was offered on the other side, to 
which no objection was raised, but which was voted for unani- 
mously by the Members of the Senate. 

Mr. EDGE. The difference between the Senator and—— 

Mr. HARRISON. Wait just a moment. The Senator will 
admit I am right now, will he not? 

Mr. EDGE. When the Senator yields the floor I will be very 
glad to answer his question. 

Mr. HARRISON. Let me finish. So the Senator subscribed 
to that Walsh substitute, which carried in it the statement that 
these leases were executed under circumstances indicating 
fraud and corruption and indicating that the contracts were 
entered into without authority on the part of the officers and 
in violation—indeed, in defiance—of the laws, and that such 
leases and contracts were made in violation of the settled 
policy of the Government, and when the President of the 
United States attached his signature to it, whether he did 
or did not give a statement to the press touching any where- 
ases, he subscribed to it, and the Senator did the same thing 
by his vote and action upon the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. EDGE. The Senator from Mississippi is absolutely mis- 
taken. The resolution which went to the President of the 
United States was the resolution I have discussed here, which 
instructed the President, or directed the President, to employ. 
counsel to carry these cases through the courts to their final 
conclusion. That resolution contained the whereases. Those 
whereases, as I have already announced, I would not vote for 
excepting in that compulsory situation which we could not 
escape, and which was explained, I am sure, to the satisfaction 
of everyone who wants to understand a clear explanation, 
The President of the United States, dealing with the same reso- 
lution, unless I am greatly mistaken—I read the statement in 
the public press, and I am quite sure it was correct—specifi- 
cally stated that he did not agree with the whereases, and, as 
I believe he was permitted to do under the law, he did not ap- 
prove of the whereases, but approved of the resolution, and 
made a public statement to that effect. 

Mr. HARRISON. Does not the Senator think he is just as 
much mistaken about that as he was when he rose in the be- 
ginning and said that when he voted on the Walsh substitute 
resolution he did not subscribe to the whereases, and that he 
sought to amend it on the floor of the Senate, and that state- 
ment to that effect touching the whereases were made over 
there? All of that controversy was on the Robinson resolu- 
tion, where the whereas” clauses of the so-called Walsh sub- 
stitute were incorporated as whereases of the Robinson resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr. ADAMS. I wish to call to the attention of the Senator 
from Mississippi a statement in connection with that made by 
the chairman of the committee, which appears at page 1687 of 
the Recorp, where the chairman [Mr. LN ROOT] stated: 


Mr. President, not one amendment has been offered on this side of 
the aisle that touches in the least degree the question of fraud or cor- 
ruption. This side of the aisle has accepted from the very beginning, 
and accepts now, the recitals in this joint resolution regarding fraud 
and corruption exactly as presented by the Senator from Montana, 


Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, if I may close this colloquy, so 
far as my position is concerned, the difference between the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi and the Senator from New Jersey in this 
technical matter, the matter he now attempts to confuse, is that 
I do not think it is necessary to take the floor every 10 min- 
utes of the day and repeat or reiterate some fact or statement. 
We made all the possible effort we could to change those 
whereases by various amendments. Several Senators went fur- 


ther than that and made personal statements upon the floor. 
The President of the United States has done in effect what I 
have stated he did. If other resolutions came along later, and 


the whereases were inserted again, it is purely a technical mat- 

ter in which I am not interested. My position in this matter is 

estonia clear and so is that of the President of the United 
ates. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator can come up to the mourners’ 
bench if he desires, 

Mr. HARRELD, May I ask a question? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. 

Mr. HARRELD. Before asking this question, I want to say 
that I am not asking it to embarrass the President or to include 
him in the class of those the Senator characterizes as dema- 
gogues. 

Mr. HARRISON. I have not classed anybody as a dema- 
gogue. This Republican organ has done that. I am defending 
the so-called demagogues. x 

Mr. HARRELD. I want to ask this question: Since the Pres- 
ident took pains to say in his statement yesterday that he had 
no new evidence of the guilt of Mr. Denby, yet accepted his 
resignation, does that not put him in the same class with us who 
voted for the Denby resolution? It is to his credit that he now 
belongs in the class of those of us who voted fayorably on the 
joint resolution. If we are demagogues, does he not belong to 
the same class? 

Mr, HARRISON, I think so, without question. But let us be 
not hard on “ Careful Cal.” 

Mr. HARRELD. If he accepted the resignation with the same 
information before him that we had before us when we voted 
for the joint resolution, it seems to me that he is now where he 
ought to have been all the time—in the same class with us. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is exactly right, although I 
would not call the President a demagogue at all. He is careful 
and cautious and courageous, says this official organ; but the 
President of the United States ought to know as much about 
this controversy as any Senator here, excepting those on the 
committee making the investigation. The President of the 
United States presided here when the Senator from Wisconsin 
made a speech showing up this proposition, making the charges 
and expressing what he believed would be revealed from this 
investigation, The President sat in the chair of the Presiding 
Officer and heard the Senator from Wyoming make a speech 
and tell of this infamous episode, now almost a tragedy, in the 
history of this country. He sat in the Cabinet room and heard 
the discussion, if there was any discussion there. He knows 
about it. It has flared in his face, rung in his ears. He can 
not get away from it. Yet he was clinging onto Mr. Denby 
all the time, and expresses regret now at the retirement of the 
Secretary of the Navy. 

I have no idea whom the President will name to succeed 
Mr. Denby, Perhaps Mr. Roosevelt, the present Assistant Sec- 
retary of the Navy, will be promoted to this place; but let me 
say this, sirs, Mr. Roosevelt is just as guilty as is the Secretary 
of the Navy. 

One can not go to New York and aspire to the governorship 
of that State and have his friends proclaim that he is the 
Secretary of the Navy, to all intents and purposes; he can not 
carry Executive orders from one Cabinet member to the Presi- 
dent of the United States, as he did do, and for some reason 
or other fail to deliver in the package the protest of Admiral 
Griffin, who protested against turning over these naval reserves 
to the Secretary of the Interior, and then be retained in office 
by the President, and have that action approved by the Ameri- 
can people. If Denby gets out, Roosevelt should not remain. 
Both should have resigned long ago. Everyone connected with 
this damnable episode in this administration should be gotten 
rid of, and that at the earliest moment. 

What will Mr. Roosevelt do? I read in the papers that the 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy left the White House after a 
conference yesterday and said to the newspaper men, “I am 
not resigning.” I saw in the press yesterday a statement that 
he offered to resign, and that the President refused to accept 
the resignation. If he refused to accept the resignation of 
Roosevelt in the circumstances, why does he not refuse to 
accept the resignation of Denby in the circumstances? Why 
should he want to make fish of one and fowl of the other? The 
American people want this administration purged of everyone 
who is connected with the Teapot Dome episode. 

Mr. President, this official organ goes further. Not satisfied 
with defending Denby and minimizing the predicament of Fall, 
it seeks to create the impression that everyone in the last 
Democratic administration was tainted with the Teapot Dome 
episode. You know it is untrue, and those who wrote this 
editorial knew it was false. Yet it flies to the country as 
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Republican propaganda. Let me read and see if that, is not 


a fair statement: 


Senator Wars was after the scalp of the Secretary of the Navy 
with all the Democratic fervor he possesses. He was and is after the 
scalp of anybody he can smear with oil, so long as that anybody is a 
Republican, His fervor in this direction is exceeded only by his 
desire and effort to keep the smear off McAdoo, Daniels, Creel, Lane, 
Gregory, and various other distinguished personages of his own party, 


I submit that is an unfair statement. The distinguished 
senior Senator from Montana [Mr. WatsH] has given the 
strength of his body, the force of his great intellect, to this 
work, No Senator in all history has been quite so successful 
as he in revealing facts which it looked at one time would be 
smothered. He has not tried to smear the name of a Republi- 
can because he was a Republican. He tried to open up this 
carbuncle, so to speak, and let the poison out, let the corrup- 
tion be exposed, and he has done it. He has performed a good 
job. There are Republicans who in the committee have cooper- 
ated with him, who have not played politics on the proposition 
either; but it is unfair for this official Republican organ to say 
that the Senator from Montana has tried to protect Democrats 
and smear every Republican he could. 

Ah, there is a great deal of difference between a faithless 
officeholder and u faithful public servant. Up to this good 
hour there is no blot upon the record of Daniels, of Gregory, 
of Lane, of McAdoo. They served this country for many 
years, and they served it well. Daniels has built for himself 
a monument in the manner in which he protected the naval oil 
reserves, They were after him. They were trying to bring 
influence on him, but he stood there like the rock of Gibraltar, 
preserving and protecting this oil for our ships and for future 
generations. Yet this Republican organ says, notwithstanding 
that wonderful record made by him, that Daniels is to be 
blamed for something, which they do not state. 

Ah, my friends, you may go out and try to besmirch Gregory, 
erect your smoke screen, let that official organ say that these 
ex-Cabinet members of the Democratie Party are involved in 
this awful tragedy, but the people will not be fooled. They 
know that while those men were representing the people not a 
finger of suspicion pointed to them. 

It is quite different with Fall or with the Secretary of the 
Navy. Denby was the Secretary of the Navy; Roosevelt was 
the Assistant Secretary. Fall was a member of this body 
when this matter was discussed. It was they who were in- 
volved in the resolution for which you have voted, saying that 
it was done corruptly and in circumstances that indicated 
fraud, and yet you would hold up in comparison the records 
of Daniels and Lane and Gregory and McAdoo by the side 
of those of Fall and Denby. When did the time come that 
men who have made good records as public servants, after they 
had given their all and their best in the public interest, if 
they saw fit to resign in order that they might go and make a 
living for their families, should be heralded as criminals and 
unworthy of the confidence of the American people? 

Who steals my purse steals trash; 

* * * $ 5 * * 
But he that filches from me my good name, 
Robs me of that which not enriches him, 
And makes me poor indeed. 


Lane is gone, but I remember how high he was held in public 
esteem throughout the West, indeed throughout the country. 
It was he who tried to give to the soldiers of the country a 
land-settlement plan which, if it had been incorporated in the 
law at the time he suggested it, giving relief to those men, 
would have obviated the soldiers’ adjusted compensation diffi- 
culty now upén our hands. It was he who administered the 
affairs of the country in the West in a progressive manner, 
clean ang upright, winning the confidence of all the American 
people. 

And Daniels? When he entered the service of the country 
as Secretary of the Navy he was criticized, perhaps, more than 
any man who ever entered that particular Cabinet position. 
Naval officers criticized him, men everywhere criticized him; 
but he went to work; he applied his knowledge and experience 
to the situation, and came through with an unexcelled record. 
After eight years in that office he went out, not only haying 
preserved and protected the naval oil reserves of the country 
but high in the favor of naval officials everywhere—having 
built for himself a monument in the high esteem of the people. 

Gregory? Gregory made a good Attorney General. Did any- 
body ever say that he was corrupt? Did any finger of sus- 
picion ever point toward him? Indeed, your own careful Cal, 
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your own cautious Cal, thought that he made such a wonder- 
ful record in the investigation of various matters during his 
term in office and in the prosecution of trusts that he saw fit 
to choose him among all lawyers to take cLarge of a part of 
this prosecution. Would he have done that if Gregory had not 
made an acceptable Attorney General? 

McAdoo? Ah, the distinguished Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Moses], who seems to have troubles back home, 
according to the newspapers this morning, but which I hope he 
will not have, because as between him and some other Republi- 
cans in New Hampshire, I am for George“ all the time, 
is a keen, shrewd Republican politician as well as a worthy 
statesman. He voiced it right in New York the other night. 
He paid McAdoo one of the greatest compliments that a Re- 
publican could pay any man. He warned his Republican 
friends against McAdoo. He said that McAdoo would run 
pretty well if he were nominated by the Democrats for Presi- 
dent. Of course, he was mild, but that was a large admission 
for “George” to make. He spoke kindly of him, but at the 
Same time I could see the crocodile tears flowing down 
“ George’s” cheeks because they had brought McAdoo into the 
Teapot Dome matter. l 

Ah, Mr. President, I read excerpts from the speech made by 
the distinguished Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones] away 
up in Maine, What did he say? H- condemned the Teapot 
Dome proposition. The: he went out and tried to dig into it 
the name of Gregory, the name of Lane, the name of McAdoo, 
and the names of others. That is the game. That is why 
your official organ, notwithstanding the fact that your Presi- 
dent proclaims to the country that it is a nonpartisan proposi- 
tion an? that he will go on and fight and prosecute Republicans 
as well as Democrats, carries to the country the statement that 
Fal] was all right, that Denby is all right, but that the four 
Democrats Whom I ^ave named were wrong, and that guilt 
should attach to them. 

I hold no brief for McAdoo. In the San Francisco convention 
I fought against his nomination for standard bearer of the Demo- 
cratic Party. I espoused the cause of another. But you reckon 
without your host, my friends, when you think you can fool the 
American people by erecting some smoke screen and endeavor- 
ing to cast suspicion upon former Democratic Cabinet members 
simply because they were employed u the practice of their 
profession when not in ‘xe service of their country by one who 
recent developments reveal is tainted in the Teapot Dome 
tragedy. You can sneer at, you can criticize these former 
Democratic Cabinet members, but there is not a man on the 
other side of the Chamber at whom I am now looking who 
would not be proud to have a record to hand down to his 
gral such as Daniels and Lane and Gregory and McAdoo 

ave. 

Why, Mr. President, when these men relinquished office they 
took the country into their confidence. They had proven faith- 
ful to the public trust. They were able, honest public servants. 
McAdoo directed the whole railroad system of the country that 
carried supplies to the soldiers who were to do our fighting. 
He coordinated them when it was necessary. He directed them 
efficiently, And yet there has not been a voice raised saying 
there was any corruption that ever attached to the office of 
Director General of Railroads. Then, too, he had control of 
the great Federal reserve system of the country, of all the na- 
tional banks, of all the farm-loan banks in the country, and of 
all the collections at the customhouses. All the income taxes 
came under his supervision, the coining of money, the making 
of currency. The lighthouses, the Public Health Service, and 
many other important agencies of the country came under his 
supervision. Yet everyone spoke of him as a great Secretary 
of the Treasury, who performed his duty ably as well as fear- 
lessly. If he had been a corrupt man, if he had wanted to sell 
out the public interest, I think he could have done it, my 
friends, but he retired—why? I want to read here a letter 
that he sent to the President when he went out of office. 
Everybody read it at the time. It was known of all men. He 
was not going out to enter the employ of some Teapot Dome 
scandal. He had been in the Cabinet meetings with Daniels, 
and he stood by Daniels in his desire to preserve the naval oil 
reserves of the country. Here is the statement that was pub- 
lished in the press when he retired from his office as Secretary 
of the Treasury to go back into the practice of the law: 

THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
WASHINGTON, D. C., November 22. 
Dran MR. PRESIDENT: Now that an armistice has been signed and 


peace is assured, I feel at liberty to apprise you of my desire to return, 
as soon as possible, to private life. 
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I bave been conscious for some time of the necessity for this step; 


but of course I could not consider it while the country was at war. 

For almost six years I have worked incessantly under the pressure 
of great responsibilities. ‘Their exactions have drawn heavily on my 
strength. The inadequate compensation allowed by law to Cabinet 
officers—as you know I receive no compensation as Director General 
of Ratlroads—and the very burdensome cost of living in Washington 
have so depleted my personal resources that I am obliged to reckon 
with the facts of the situation. 

1 do not wish to convey the impression that there is any actual im- 
pairment of my health, because that is not the fact, As a result of 
long overwork I need a reasonable period of genuine rest to replenish 
my energy, But more than this, I must, for the sake of my family, 
get back to private life to retrieve my personal fortune. 

I can not secure the required rest nor the opportunity to look after 
my long-neglected private affairs unless I am relieved of my present 
responsibilities. 

I am anxious to have my retirement effective with the least possible 
inconvenience to yourself and to the public service, but it would, I 
think, be wise to accept my resignation now as Secretary of the 
Treasury, to become effective upon the appointment and qualification 
of my suceessor, so that he may have the opportunity and advantage 
of participating promptly in the formulation of the policies that should 
govern the future work of the Treasury. I would suggest that my 
resignation as Director General of Railroads become effective January 
1. 1919, or upon the appointment of my successor, 

I hope you will understand, my dear Mr. President, that I would 
permit nothing but the most imperious demands to force my with- 
drawal from public life. Always T shall cherish as the greatest honor 
of my career the opportunity you have so generously given me to serve 
the countey under your leadership In these epochal times. 

Affectionately yours, 
W. G. McApboo. 

The PRESIDENT, 

The White House. 


Mr. President, I recall when I was a Member of the House 
of Representatives I served on a so-called leak investigation 
committee. The distinguished junior Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Lexroot] was also a member of that inyestigation com- 
mittee. Tom Lawson, of Boston, had brought charges that 
certain high officials were making money out of the stock mar- 
ket. We investigated that matter. It was a thorough investi- 
gation and the report was unanimously signed. They brought 
Pliny Fisk before the committee. They thought that perhaps 
he could tell something that might cast a suspicion on McAdoo. 
Fisk was a banker in New York. He was Mr. McAdoo’s banker. 
I shall never forget the day that Pliny Fisk appeared before the 
committee. They asked the question what dealings he had had 
with McAdoo since he had become a member of the Cabinet as 
Secretary of the Treasury. He said none. He said, “ The last 
I bad anything to do with Mr. McAdoo was just after he had 
been nominated for the position of Secretary of the Treasury.” 
It had reached the public ear. McAdoo sent for him and stated 
to him, “ Pliny, here are all the securities that I have in the 
world, here is a list of my liabilities. I want you to take these 
securities and dispose of them. I want you to pay every debt 
that I owe. I want to go into the office of Secretary of the 
Treasury uninfluenced and unhampered and under obligations 
to no living man.” That was the kind of man whose name they 
try to blacken in the Teapot Dome scandal. 

Did he have the right to retire from that great office to re- 
trieve his lost fortunes, as he said in his letter? Then it was 
that this employment came. When did it come to pass that 
men who have served the people, either in the Senate or in the 
Cabinet of the President of the United States, were enjoined 
jn the future from retrieving their personal fortunes, following 
their usual vocation? Would you say the same thing about 
Elihu Root? He served in a Cabinet as Secretary of State, 
and when he retired he went into the practice of the law. He 
represented a great many interests, many interests that have 
been condemmed on the floor of the Senate, but he had a right 
to represent them in his chosen profession. Former Senator 
Knox, when he retired from one of the Cabinet positions, went 
back into the practice of his profession. Did he not repre- 
sent many large interests, many interests that a Senator per- 
haps would not represent in the practice while he served here? 
But he had a perfect right, in the discharge of his duties to his 
clients and in his chosen profession, to accept the work of those 
clients if he saw fit. 

Did not Benaparte, did not Wickersham, retire from the 
Cabinet and go into the practice of their profession? Did not 
Stimson and Wright and Dickinson de it? And so en down the 
line we could follow the whole list of names. The time has 
not yet come when men who retire from the public service to 


practice their chosen profession must, because they have some 
client who it develops may be crooked, themselves be con- 
demned. 

Mr. President, let us ascertain all the facts in this case; 
let us go to the bottom of it. The incidents which have hap- 
pened and become known are but bubbles on a smooth and 
mantling pool, Let us dredge deeper and locate the disturb- 
ance beneath; let us, in this investigation, find the corruption, 
if there is more of it. Do not let us stop. Let us rid this Gov- 
ernment of every man at whom the finger of suspicion points; 
for the American people will not be satisfied with any other 
course, Do not let us erect smoke screens; do not let us be- 
fuddle the issue. Let us investigate the Teapot Dome and the, 
California naval-reserve lease and every other phase of the 
matter, and Jet us do it courageously and promptly. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator from Mississippi has 
named a long list of distinguished Republican lawyers who 
when they retired to private life represented big corporate 
interests. I should like to inquire if any of them ever became 
President of the United States? 

Mr. HARRISON, Well, there was a great effort made to 
elect some of them President of the United States. Mr. Knox 
had quite a following, Elihu Root had quite a following, and 
Charles Evans Hughes, who now occupies the Secretary- 
ship of State, when he was defeated for the Presidency, re- 
turned to New York and represented everybody frum New- 
poi y down to the Sugar Trust. Thus it has been all down 

ne. 

Mr. BROOKHART. But, as I recollect, none of them be- 
came President of the United States. 

Mr. HARRISON. I do not think the thing which defeated 
Charles Evans Hughes for President of the United States was 
the fact that he had practiced law, for Mr. Taft also had 
practiced law, and many of the Presidents previous to their 
election had practiced law. The thing that defeated Mr. 
Hughes is that which generally defeats Republicans—loose- 
ness of political morality. The American people just do 
not believe in and have no confidence in them; that is all. 
[{Laughter.] 

Mr. BROOKHART. Does not the Senator from Mississippl 
think that four Cabinet officers are too many for one man 
yo employ after those Cabinet officers have retired from. 

ice? 

Mr. HARRISON. I must say to the distinguished Senator 
that Doheny may have been very calculating; but I see noth- 
ing wrong in McAdoo's employment by Doheny as revealed in 
his testimony before the committee. I am quite sure if McAdoo 
had known what he now knows about Doheny he would never 
have accepted employment from him. But you must remember 
that at that time Doheny stood well. His interests were sup- 
posed to be clean. He was and had been for years highly 
respected throughout the West and the business world gen- 
erally. 

Mr. MOSHS. That is the reason why Mr. McAdoo 80 
promptly severed the connection, is it not? 

Mr. HARRISON. I think Mr. McAdoo severed the connec- 
tion because he did not want to be tied to anybody like 
Doheny when he found out the facts. My friend, the Senator 
from New Hampshire, may be an exception to the rule; he 
might desire to continue to be tied to such a client after the 
startling facts were disclosed. 

Mr. MOSES. Let me ask the Senator a question. The Sen- 
ator is a member of the bar, is he not? 

Mr. HARRISON. I used to be. 

Mr. MOSES. Can the Senator specify what kind of legal 
employment one might take warranting a salary of $25,000 
a year and have nobody know anything about it? 

Mr. HARRISON. Oh, I think Mr. McAdoo might have been 
worth $100,000 a year, while I do not think the Senator from 
New Hampshire would have been worth 5 cents. 

Mr. MOSES. But I am not eyen a member of the bar. 

Mr. HARRISON. I take that back. The Senator would ba 
worth more than 5 cents to anybody. 

Mr. MOSES. But, I repeat, I am not a member of the bar, 
I am talking about legal employment. 

Mr. HARRISON. Well, I do not think $25,000 a year is too 
big a fee for Mr, McAdoo, and the Senator does not think so, 
either; but I am not here to discuss that; I have sald what 
I wanted to say about that, although if the Senator from New 
Hampshire has some other questions on the subject to ask me 
I shall endeayor to answer them. 
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Mr. MOSES. My understanding is that Mr. McAdoo pro- 
tests that his employment by Mr. Doheny was wholly regular 
and wholly legitimate, and therefore he resigns it. 

Mr. HARRISON. Does the Senator from New Hampshire 
think it was not wholly regular and wholly legitimate? 

Mr. MOSES. I have not any idea at all about it. 

Mr. HARRISON. Of course, the Senator has not any idea 
about it. 

Mr. MOSES. But these things do occur to me: I can 
not understand what character of legal service could be ren- 
dered by any attorney warranting a large retainer and an 
annual salary of $25,000 a year when those services were of 
such nature that nobody knew anything about them. If the 
employment was wholly legitimate and wholly within legal 
ethies, as the ex-Secretary of the Treasury has maintained in 
his letter, I can not understand why he should have become so 
indignant about it when the fact was made public; and if 
it was thoroughly legitimate, I can not understand why he 
should have so promptly resigned from it. 

Mr. GLASS rose. 

Mr. HARRISON. Well, Mr. President, I am sure that noth- 
ing that Mr. McAdoo might do would satisfy the Senator from 
New Hampshire; but, before I yield to the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. Grass], I wish to call the attention of the Senator from 
New Hampshire to the fact that, if I recall correctly, Mr. Knox 
once received a $500,000 fee from Carnegie. That may have 
been a very reasonable fee; I do not know the facts. I further 
know that Will Hays resigned the Postmaster Generalship and 
the chairmanship of the Republican national campaign com- 
mittee to go out and pose with some motion-picture stars and 
to direct the motion-picture industry at a salary of $150,000 a 
year. Now, I yield to my friend from Virginia. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, it does not seem to me an 
extraordinary fact, and I venture to believe that it does not 
really seem to the Senator from New Hampshire an extraordi- 
nary fact, that an honest lawyer who has in good faith engaged 
his professional services to a man may instantly sever that con- 
nection when he finds that the man is not honest, that the man 
practically confesses to perjury, that his client practically con- 
fesses to bribery in a different cause. 

Mr. MOSES. Well, Mr. President, I do not understand from 
the ex-Secretary’s letter that he accused Mr. Doheny of per- 
jury or that he accused Mr. Doheny of illegal practices. He 
asserted that his relations with him were correct. 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator is merely multiplying words to 
confuse the issue. Of course, Mr. McAdoo did not accuse 
Doheny; it was not necessary that he should accuse him. Mr. 
Doheny stands as his own accuser. He practically confessed 
to perjury, to withholding the truth, to perverting the truth, 
and he practically confessed to bribery; so that there was no 
need of any accusation. It is a regrettable pretense—I regret 
to say so—for the Senator to undertake to make it appear as 
something extraordinary for a professional man who engages 
his services in good faith to decline further to represent a client 
of the type and character revealed by Doheny’s own confession. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, as I heard the ex-Secre- 
tary before the committee, he said that there had been a mis- 
Statement as to the amount received and the character of 
employment he had accepted. 

Mr. GLASS. May I interrupt the Senator from Mississippi 
further for a moment? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr. GLASS. We have heard a good deal of talk about the 
great fees paid to Mr. McAdoo. I have always ascribed to the 
Senator from New Hampshire a degree of frankness that few 
other men have disclosed, and he knows perfectly well that a 
fee of $25,000 to an eminent lawyer in this day is not a large 
fee. It appeared by Mr. McAdoo’s letter to the committee that 
Doheny’s appraisal of the service to be rendered was very 
much greater than could be signified by $25,000 or by $150,000. 
Mr. McAdoo in his statement to the committee said that Mr. 
Doheny appraised the services of his firm so highly and so 
estimated his own interest in the cause in which he had em- 
ployed Mr. McAdoo as that he signified his willingness to give 
ten times a hundred thousand dollars if successful in his mis- 
sion; in short, to pay him a million dollars. That was Mr. 
Doheny’s estimate of the value of the service which he em- 
ployed Mr. McAdoo to render. 

Mr. MOSES. Well, Mr. President, I have no knowledge of 
the service which Mr. Doheny employed Mr. McAdoo to render. 
I do not understand, however, that Mr. McAdoo’s previous pro- 
fessional reputation was such as to warrant the payment to 
him of a fee of even $25,000; but this we do know, Mr. Presi- 
dent, from Mr. Doheny's statement, from the ex-Secretary’s 
statement, and from the records of the court in this city at the 


time of the Morse trial, that Mr. McAdoo was very active and 
very successful in accumulating large fees very soon after leav- 
ing the Treasury Department. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, that applies to other men who 
have been in the public service just as much as it does to Mr. 
McAdoo. How much respect would the Senator from New 
Hampshire have for a professional man who hawked his sery- 
ices for a pittance? 

Mr. MOSES. Oh, Mr. President, I think the laborer is 
worthy of his hire; but when we consider the record of all the 
fees taken by the ex-Secretary, it can not possibly escape the 
minds of some, at least, that his employment in the Morse case 
was in violation of a statute, and the manner in which it was 
undertaken and the size of the fees compared to the work done 
were wholly disproportionate to any professional reputation 
which Mr. McAdoo had, and would not have been paid except 
for the political influence which he sought to exert. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I have certainly not con- 
vinced my friend from New Hampshire that we ought to deal 
with this one issue and not go off into side lines. Of course, 
nothing that Mr. McAdoo could do would be pleasing to the 
Senator from New Hampshire, but the Senator knows that oil 
is the open sesame of this administration. It has been the 
password from the beginning. With it you allowed men not 
only to enter the robber’s cave, but participate in the plunder ; 
you have erected pipe lines that have invaved the Mesopo- 
tamian oil fields; you shot wells down in Colombia and were 
drenched with oil in Mexico; everywhere this administration 
is tainted with oil. Over a year ago the present Secretary of 
State was referred to as the secretary of oil, so zealously had 
he looked after the oil interests in foreign lands. I suspect 
that the Senator from New Hampshire himself feels that this 
administration is so saturated with oil, oozing at every pore, 
that he should also be careful and not follow too rapidly 
“Careful Cal” in his aspirations for renomination. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in 
the chair). Does the Senator from Mississippi yield to the 
Senator from New Hampshire? 

Mr. HARRISON. I will yield in a moment, but I should like 
first to read from an article in this morning’s Washington Post, 
which is as follows: 


Concorp, N. H.—— 


Mr. MOSES. That is a beautiful city. 
Mr. HARRISON. It must be a beautiful city. I continue 
the reading: A 


February 18.—In a telegram to-day to former Gov. Robert P. Bass, 
William M. Butler, campaign manager for President Coolidge, declared 
it to be “ very desirable" that New Hampshire send to the Republican 
National Convention a delegation pledged to Mr. Coolidge. The message 
was in reply to a letter from the former governor, in which the opinion 
of the administration was sought as to the pledging of delegates for this 
State. 

Senator GEORGE H. Moses is the only candidate for delegate at large 
who has not pledged himself to support the candidacy of Mr. Coolidge. 

»The issue is now clear,“ Mr. Bass said to-night. “In view of the 
overwhelming Coolidge sentiment in this State, I feel that the voters 
should have an opportunity to cast their ballots for an entire delegation 
pledged to Coolidge. All our candidates are now pledged except Senator 
Mosks, who has persistently refused to follow the line of public senti- 
ment. If he persists in his determination to run as a free lance, I hope 
and expect that former Governor Spalding will file as a candidate. In 
that event I believe Mr. Spalding will be elected.” 


Now, I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, any contest which I may have 
in New Hampshire will be carried on in New Hampshire and 
not on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. HARRISON, I declared myself to be with the Senator; 
so he can not find fault with me for that. 

Mr. MOSES. But the Senator has no yote there, I am sorry 
to say. 

However, Mr. President, this debate this morning has served 
one useful purpose at any rate. We now know the candidate 
whose nomination the Senator from Mississippi will espouse at 
the New York convention, if the Senator from Mississippi shall 
be a delegate to that convention from his State, as I assume 
he will be. We now know from what he has said this morning 
that he intends to support the candidacy of Mr. McAdoo. If 
I happen to be a delegate from ‘the State of New Hampshire to 
the Cleveland convention, I shall support the candidacy of 
President Coolidge, and in the event that President Coolidge 
shall be nominated, which I am sure he will be, and that Mr. 
McAdoo shall be nominated, of which I am very dubious, I am 
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perfectly willing to take the issue to the country, and, in the 
language of the Senator from Mississippi, let the people. decide 
between “Cautious Cal,” “ Careful Cal,” and the attorney for 
Mr. Doheny. 

Mr. HARRISON. I am glad that the Senator has declared 
himself now. 

Mr. MOSES. I did that long ago, Mr. President. 

Mr. HARRISON. ‘The Senator did in the Bast, but when he 
got out West they say he declared himself the other way. 

Mr. MOSES. Oh, no; the Senator from Mississippi knows 
better than that. 

Mr. HARRISON. He finds himself going and coming. 

Mr, MOSES. The Senator from Mississippi knows better 
than that. 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; I know that; but I am just repeating 
what the newspapers say about the distinguished Senator. 

Mr. MOSES. That is the trouble; the Senator puts alto- 
gether too much dependence upon what the papers say. I 
know that the papers are a very good source of information. 
I was a newspaper man myself for 20 years, and of course 
I know that the newspapers are generally accurate; but the 
trouble is that the Senator reads only the headlines. 

Mr. HARRISON. The papers have improved since the Sen- 
ator retired from the newspaper field. 

Mr. President, of course I am not nominating anybody for, 
President. This is no time and no place for that. We have 
so much material that it matters not whom we nominate over 
in New York; the man we nominate is going to be elected; 
but you can not cast aspersions upon honorable Demoerats and 
get away with it. When men’s records are as high and as 
clean as those of the four ex Cabinet members whose names 
I have mentioned, and you try to divert the people’s attention 
from the Teapot Dome scandal to them, I will ever be ready 
to occupy the time of the Senate for a while at least. I would 
do it for any man whose name is mentioned as the standard- 
bearer of the Demoeratic Party in the coming campaign. I 
am not dealing in personalities. This is a bigger question 
than presidential possibilities: 

We might nominate the gentleman who sits here, the dis- 
tinguished senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD]. 

Mr. MOSES: Yow might do worse, and probably will. 

Mr. HARRISON. We might nominate this distinguished 
Senator. No finer legislator ever occupied a seat upon the 
floor of this Chamber; no man ever made a higher record, 
a better or more progressive record, in the other House than 
the distinguished senior Senator from Alabama. He is not 
only a gentleman of the highest character but a statesman of 
the highest erder. If he should be nominated “ Careful Cal” 
would not know that he was running. 

We might go over here and take the distinguished junior 
Senator from. Indiana [Mr. Ratston], the man who the other 
day electrified the country by the splendid speech that he made 
for tax reduetion and tax reform, a speech that scintillated 
with humanitarian ideals; a man who has cleaned up the Repub- 
licans in Indiana every time he has run. He would make a 
wonderful President. I am glad to see the distinguished senior 
Senator from Indiana, [Mr. Warson] nodding his acquiescence 
to that statement. If he should be nominated “ Careful Cal“ 
would not get started. 

We might go over here and nominate the distinguished 
junior Senator from New York [Mr. Copstanp]. He would 
not only carry New York, but he would sweep the entire coun- 
try, and Cal” would hardly even carry New Hampshire, which 
Taft did carry, I believe, a few years ago. 

Mr. SIMMONS. He did not carry New Hampshire. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. -Only Utah and Vermont. 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; just two. But it matters not whom 
we nominate; we are going to win. Your administration cozes 
too much oll. 

Why, my friends, if a little mother in the Distriet of Co- 
lumbia with some dependent children had nothing in the 
world to eat and she should go into one of the stores here, 
and, in order to give something to her starving ones, she 
should steal a loaf of bread, one of your officers would pounce 
on her and put her in jail, and she would be convicted. Yet 
here is Albert B. Fall, who wraps himself in the mantle of 
immunity, refusing to testify and speeding away in a drawing 
reom yonder to the Mexican border, going unlashed of punish- 
ment—free as the birds—when you have seen the corruption 
that stains his hands. When fraud hovers all around his head, 
when this country has been robbed of its naval oil reserves, he 
goes unwhipped of justice; not an affidavit made against him, 
no move started to prosecute him. 

The other day the distinguished Senator from Michigan 
IMr. Couzuns] was reading a lot of telegrams, and I believe 
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one of them said: Remember the words of Lawrence.” Well, 
if I recall the words of Lawrence, they were “ Don’t give up 
the ship, boys.” Many of you. heeded the admonition and 
you stood by it. It was a stormy occasion. You were fright- 
ened and trembled, but you stood by the old ship. Listen 
to me. Do not act foolish. You had better give up the ship. 
It is now upon a rock. She is floundering. Every minute you 
stay aboard you are endangering your political safety. 
Your captain deserted, you yesterday. He is rowing for safety. 
It may be you have waited already too long, but let me suggest 
to you to throw on a life preserver, follow our leadership, and 
let us stop this running sore that infests this administration. 
If these men, whom the facts. convict either as having corruptly 
performed their public service or as having willfully neglected 
their duty, are permitted to remain a part of this administra- 
tion, all confidence in the Government will be shattered. 

By such a course anarchy is stimulated. You are encourag- 
ing by such action the growth of Bolshevism in America. 
There is but one right course, and that is, without partisan 
rancor or partisan division, hold steadfast to the issue, driv- 
ing from high places every officeholder who was a party to 
this indefensible fraud and cooperating in seeing that sure 
and quick punishment is inflicted on every guilty party. 


SHIPPING BOARD AND EMERGENCY FLEET CORPORATION, 


Mr. EDGE. Mr. President, I presume I should apologize for 
interrupting this political discussion to suggest something which 
I hope will be constructive; but I am rather inclined to the 
opinion that the taxpayers of the country, while entertained | 
by the Senate discussions of this character, are a little more 
interested in saving taxes. 

I ask the privilege of introducing out of order a bill designed 
to help do away with the deficit of some $50,000,000 which ; 
we are now annually meeting in the operation and administra- 
tion of a merchant marine. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in 
the chair). Is there objection to the request of the Senator | 
from New Jersey? The Chair hears none, and the bill will be 
received out of order. 

Mr. EDGE. I regret that I do not feel at liberty to take time 
to discuss politics, because the Senator from Mississippi is 
always so interesting. He has just been making political prophe- | 
cies for the coming election. It seems to me I recall very 
clearly that when he was the manager of the Cox campaign, 
three years ago, the newspapers were filled with the prophe- ' 
cies of the Senator from Mississippi, and the results of that 
election are now history. 

Neither do I propose to diseuss at all his defense of the lead- 
ing candidate for the Democratic nomination for the Presidency, 
Mr. McAdoo. Mr. McAdoo undoubtedly will be given the oppor- 
tunity to explain to the American people, just as the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] suggested, what service he 
rendered for a fee of $150,000, or whatever the sum may have 
been. I do not propose to discuss that on the floor of the Sen- 
ate, but I am: sure an explanation will be interesting to tha 
American people if the campaign should be waged! between Mr. 
McAdoo and the present President of the United States. 

I stated in taking the floor that I hope the introduction of 
this bill will open the way for something constructive, which, 
after all is said and done, I think is the first duty and re- 
sponsibility of the Congress of the United States. 

We have been operating a merehant marine since the close 
of the war, and have been making every effort under existing 
laws to administer it with a minimum loss to the taxpayers, 
As I have said before on the floor of the Senate, the average 
deficit at the present time is in the neighborhood of forty to 
fifty million dollars a year. I am convinced that much of this 
deficit is eaused by the lack of business management because 
of the confusing and overlapping conditions invited under exist- 
ing law. 

When I assert that, I do not want in any way to criticize the 
constructive work of previous Congresses in endeavoring to 
furnish laws which would meet the situation; but the fact is 
that after four years’ experience we must recognize that with 
a Shipping Board of seven members, all with equal power and 
an Emergency Fleet Corporation, headed by a president, there 
has resulted much confliction, The president of the Emergency 
Fleet Corporation is unable to have the complete control that 
an executive should have in operating a going business. I feel 
that it is incumbent upon Congress to define clearly the duties 
of the Shipping Board, maintaining the board in the position of 
a judicial, regulatory body, something like the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission in its relationship to the railroads, continu- 
ing and confining its relationship to maritime responsibility, and 
then giving the president of the Emergency Fleet Corporation 
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the power necessary actually to administer a tremendous re- 
sponsibility such as is encompassed by the merchant marine, 

The bill I have introduced, therefore, provides for a separa- 
tion of the responsibilities and functions of the president of 
the Fleet Corporation and those of the Shipping Board. It also 
provides for a subdivision of the corporation into subsidiary 
organizations. By that I mean that in the case of a fleet 
on the Pacific, running a line to the Philippines or to other 
points in the Pacific, if it should be considered advisable by 
the Government representatives, provision could be made for 
the organization of a separate corporation to take over that 
route. The same thing would be possible in the case of the 
coastwise trade or the Atlantic trade or the trade in any other 
part of the globe, the Government always retaining the con- 
trolling interest in the stock of the corporation until it is sold 
outright. By such subdivision we can interest men who are 
operators or shippers or producers, in individual lines, where 
we can not secure interest sufficient to generally help us admin- 
ister successfully this great big organization which now 
attempts to cover all corners of the globe. 

So I have introduced this bill, and I give notice now that I 
am going to ask the Committee on Commerce to appoint a sub- 
committee and have it given consideration, with the necessary 
hearings, with the thought that this Congress may be of some 
service in this most important matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
title of the bill that the Senator has introduced, for reference. 

The bill (S. 2555) to segregate the judicial and administra- 
tive functions of the United States Shipping Board, reorganize 
the Emergency Fleet Co tion, decentralize the operation of 
the Government merchant fleet, and for other purposes, was read 
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Commerce, 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, may I ask the 
Senator from New Jersey in what respect the bill he has just 
introduced differs from the one introduced by me? 

Mr. EDGE. I have not carefully studied the bill introduced 
by the Senator from Massachusetts; but in a general way I 
have outlined what is proposed to be accomplished by this bill, 
and I might add to my statement the transfer to the Depart- 
ment of Commerce of certain scattered responsibilities, That 
is included also in this bill. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator says the bill 
proposes to transfer certain powers to the Department of Com- 
merce? 

Mr. EDGE. Certain scattered responsibilities, but not the 
main responsibilities. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And the bill provides for a 
single-headed commission? 

Mr. EDGE. No; it does not provide for a single-headed com- 
mission. It retains the present commission, but confines its 
work entirely to regulatory and judicial functions. 


ADJUSTED COMPENSATION OF WORLD WAR VETERANS. 


Mr, BRUCE. Mr. President, I would like to submit to the 
Senate some obseryations on the subject of the soldiers’ bonus, 
which I intended to submit some days ago, but which I was 
prevented from submitting by matters of-greater importance. 

Mr. President, if I thought that all, or anything like all, of 
our World War service men were soliciting the soldiers’ bonus, 
my faith in popular rule and its ability to resist class pressure, 
when organized on a large and imperious seale, would be de- 
stroyed. In other words, I would be driven to the conclusion 
that the tendency of the great body of our voters to break up 
into special classes, groups, or blocs at the expense of the gen- 
eral welfare, which is the most alarming feature of our political 
life at the present time, had reached its culmination; and that 
thenceforth government in the United States would be given 
over to the wretched business of setting off one selfish class 
interest against another. 

But, so far from believing that all, or anything like all, of 
our World War service men favor the soldiers’ bonus, I think 
that it still remains to be determined whether it is favored by 
even a majority of them. It is quite true that many of the or- 
ganizations formed by them are backing it, and that the infiu- 
ence of these organizations is being actively, and in some in- 
stances even militantly, exerted to secure it; but, if I am cor- 
rectly informed, only about one service man out of five is a 
member of any veteran association; and we need no better evi- 
dence than the proceedings of the recent San Francisco conven- 
tion of the American Legion, and of some of its posts, to show 
that even in the bosom of that organization—the leading one es- 
tablished by the World War service men—there is a powerful 
sentiment bitterly hostile to the bonus as an affront to the 
self-respect of the service man and a mendce to the material 
welfare of all our people, including the service man himself. 


I, at any rate, find it hard to understand why the membership 
of the American Legion should have declined to such a note- 
worthy degree if it was not because a large portion of this 
membership had come to believe that the advocacy by the 
Legion of such a largess as the soldiers’ bonus was certain 
fatally to impair its standing with the American people, and to 
render it a discredited instrument for the aecomplishment of 
the objects for which it was originally created. Nor do I forget 
that a great number of service men have organized the Anti- 
Bonus League, with a membership which extends to every part 
of the United States, and that, animated by the parest im- 
pulses and guided by the soundest and most exalted principles, 
this league has proclaimed, as if with the breath of a clarion, 
its soul-stirring motto: 


For the disabled—everything; 
For the able-bodied—nothing. 


That this motto voices the sentiments of the majority of the 
Maryland service men at least I have the best reason to be- 
lieve. Of course, I know that there is a numerous body of 
these men in Maryland who desire the bonus. Some of them 
made an effort at the session of the Maryland Legislature in 
1920 to induce that body to grant a State bonus to Maryland 
service men, but without success; and at its session in 1922 
they asserted enough force at least to obtain a referendum 
on the question, which, however, was annulled by a decision 
of the Maryland Court of Appeals. Occasionally in Maryland 
some service man still comes out in the letter columns of the 
Baltimore press and complains with more or less bitterness 
because he has received no bonus; but I am sure that I not 
only express my own individual opinion but reflect the gen- 
eral opinion of my constituency when I say that the majority 
of the Maryland service men regard the soldiers’ bonus, both 
State and Federal, with emphatic disfavor. 

I wish that I had the time to cite many of the most striking 
instances in which the opposition of Maryland service men to 
the Federal soldiers’ bonus has been brought to my attention. 
One of the earliest was a paper signed by E. Ridgely Simpson, 
Eben J. Cross, and other young service men who reside in 
and around Baltimore, in which they repelled such a donative 
as an insult to the spirit of patriotic service that they car- 
ried into the World War. The first to take up arms,” these 
young men pithily affirm, “ are the last to take up the bonus.“ 
Equally pointed is a letter that I received a few weeks ago 
from a service man who lives near my home in Baltimore 
County, Md. World War service men, he said, could not 
have both the bonus and the publie respect; and he preferred 
the public respect. A later letter to me from another service 
man who lives in Baltimore is couched in these terms: 

Do you realize that the American Legion is composed of only a 
very noisy minority of the ex-service men? I believe only about one 
ex-service man in six belongs to it, and even the Legion is not united 
in backing the bonus. 


It is from the point of view of service men like these rather 
than from that of the ordinary civilian taxpayer that I wish 
to discuss the Federal soldiers’ bonus. They feel as I believe 
that I would have felt if I had been young enough to be one 
of their comrades in the World War; and as I know that my 
two sons—all that I had to give to that war—do actually feel. 
They speak the language that the State of Maryland, the 
mother of battle hymns, spoke on this floor when the soldiers’ 
bonus proposition was pending here at the last session of Con- 
gress; that the State of Virginia, with her splendid military 
traditions, and the State of Pennsylvania, with the heights of 
Gettysburg in her keeping, spoke on the same occasion; and 
that my lips would fain speak to-day. 

For the disabled soldier—everything! Yes! I say everything 
except such generosity as partakes of the nature of wanton 
waste or administrative scandal. When one of our service men 
came back from the World War disabled by sickness or wounds, 
contracted or incurred in it, from competing on equal terms 
in the race of life with his fellow countrymen, he came back 
with an undeniable claim not only upon the gratitude but upon 
the pecuniary aid of the American people. His physical debil- 
ity or wounds made him not a mere subject for sentimental 
applause and sympathy but a just charge upon the Public 
Treasury besides. How fully this fact was recognized by the 
Federal Government is evidenced by the bountiful provision 
that it has made for all such crippled service men. It has 


established hospitals and homes for their physical relief; it 
has awarded pecuniary compensation for their material succor ; 
it has even devised a system of vocational training for their 
restoration to the active pursuits of life. During the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1922, the total disbursements made by the 
Veterans’ Bureau amounted to no less than $479,607,604; dur- 
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ing the fiscal year ending June 30, 1923, its total disbursements 
amounted to $470,677,892; and it is thought by the Treasury 
Department of the Government that the peak of such outlays 


has not yet been reached. Altogether, the cost since the war 
of caring for our disabled World War service men has been 
$2,250,147,167 ; and it was believed by President Harding that 
in the end this cost might mount up in the aggregate to as much 
as $25,000,000,000, 

For the able-bodied soldier—nothing! Yes! I say nothing 
except what the true soldier, when he returns unscathed from 
the battle field to the ordinary pursuits of civil life, finds all- 
suflicing—the proud satisfaction of having successfully endured 
the most searching tests to which the human spirit can be sub- 
jected, the sense of duty faithfully performed, the heartfelt 
plaudits and thanks of his grateful people, the supreme joy 
of realizing that, partly through his efforts, his country, his 
own home, and the homes of his kindred, his friends, and his 
fellow countrymen haye been preserved from ruin; or from 
national dishonor. 

Only in such rewards as these can such a soldier ever find 
any real compensation for his services to this country; but they 
all lose their priceless significance when he declares them to be 
an inadequate return for his military exertions in her behalf 
and insists upon such a burdensome levy upon his fellow 
countrymen as the Federal soldiers’ bonus. Broad as is the 
scope of the hard laws that govern our economic well-being, 
there are some things in human life that can not be expressed 
in terms of money without debasing them. Such is a man's 
or a woman's honor; such is human love in all its higher and 
nobler manifestations. The same Book that tells us “ Greater 
love hath no man than this that a man lay down bis life for 
his friends” tells us also “If a man would give all the sub- 
stance of his house for love it would utterly be contemned.” 
One of the sublimest utterances in that Book is the rebuke 
which Peter administered to Simon when the latter offered 
John and him money for the power to impart the Holy Spirit: 
“Thy money perish with thee, because thou hast thought that 
the gift of God may be purchased with money!” Is self-sac- 
rifice to be counted out in money? Is even such a thing as 
generosity, chivalry, or courtesy to be computed in dollars and 
cents? If I rescue my friend, or even some stranger, from a 
situation of deadly peril, am I to find my compensation in his 
purse, or solely in the consciousness that I have saved the 
precious life of a human being and been true to the best in- 
stinets of my own nature? 

A professor, with a small salary, once said to me, “If a 
million dollars were tendered to me on the condition that I 
would give up teaching, I would not give it up,” and no one 
who knew him could doubt his sincerity. When Robert E. 
Lee, after the Civil War, with his limited income as a college 
president, was offered a princely salary to become the head of 
a great business enterprise, for which he had had no special 
training, he declined the offer. His fame was too glorious and 
sacred a thing to be used merely for advertising purposes; and 
I rejoice to see that the two representatives on this floor of 
my native State, Virginia, believe with me that the good con- 
duct of even the humblest young Virginian soldier in the 
World War to whom that great chieftain bequeathed his death- 
less example is not to be measured in money. The fact is that 
it is only our grosser sentiments and appetites which can be 
reduced to pecuniary equivalents, and that, as we ascend in 
the scale of human thought and feeling, we find ourselves face 
to face with principles of conduct to which such a process of 
yaluation is utterly abhorrent. 

Among these finer principles of conduct is the milltary obliga- 
tion; tbat is to say, the duty of every individual, capable of 
bearing arms, bravely to face all the hardships and perils of 
war, when required by his country to do so, and even cheer- 
fully to die, if her necessities shall call for that supreme meas- 
ure of devotion. This obligation is not the creature of con- 
tract; no element of barter or sale enters into it. It springs 
merely from the paramount allegiance that every citizen owes 
to the land that has bred and nourished, or that has sheltered 
and adopted, him. It is the correlative of the duty of the State 
to protect him against domestic and foreign enemies, and to 
assure him equality of opportunity in the individual competi- 
tions of life; and it is an obligation of such a high and im- 
perative nature that failure to comply with it is justly punished 
by some of the worst penalties known to human society. The 
citizen can not demur because the State takes him away from 
an employment that is yielding him perhaps $5 or $10 a day 
and gives him a cash per diem of only $1 as a soldier. As I 
have sald elsewhere, if he does, the answer is simply that, 
when the mother calls, the children must come. The service 
exacted of him is a public service, which he is bound, as a good 


citizen, to render to the Commonwealth, whether he is inclined 
to do so or not; and its value is not to be tested by the mer- 
cenary standards of gainful private employments. 

Indeed, few things in human history are more striking than 
the deep-seated aversion and contempt in which the mercenary 
soldier has always been held. The Prwtorian Guard of ancient 
Rome, the Janizary, the Mameluke, the Hessian, the Swiss 
hireling and his point d’argent, point de Suisse (no money, 
no Swiss), were all objects of hatred at the times at which 
they severally flourished, because deeply engraved upon the 
human heart is the ineffaceable sentiment that the true mili- 
tary spirit—the fire that burns in the breast of a patriotic 
soldier like pure flame upon an altar—is a thing that can not 
be purchased without being destroyed in the very process of 
purchase. When lucre comes in at the door military honor 
goes out at the window. 

The soldier, of course, must be fed and clothed and main- 
tained in health by the state while he is fighting its battles. 
It is only the knight errant of the age of chivalry that has 
no physical wants; but, in the very nature of things, such a 
provision for the material welfare of the soldier must, even 
when the cause of his country prospers, be limited and, often 
when it does not, must be pitifully meager. The sturdier 
American soldier during the Revolutionary War still fought 
on after the Continental currency, in which he was paid, had 
practically lost all buying power. The same thing was true of 
the Confederate soldier after Confederate paper money had 
become little more than a museum curiosity. It would be well 
for some of the World War service men, who are so bent upon 
the bonus, to refresh their memories as to the pay that sol- 
diers on the European Continent received during the World 
War. For instance, in addition to his maintenance in food 
and the like, the regular pay of the German soldier, during 
the war, was only $3 a month; of the Belgian soldier only 
$2 a month; of the Czechoslovakian soldier only $1.45 a month, 
and of the French soldier only $1.45 a month, 

Compared with these pittances the pay of an American soldier 
during the World War was most generous. He was provided 
with food, clothing, and the very best medical attendance, and 
was paid the sum of $30 per month besides, or $33 per month 
if abroad; or, in other words, a monthly amount some 10 times 
that paid to the German soldier and some 20 times that 
paid to the French soldier. In addition, if he had a wife he 
was allowed the sum of $15 a month; if a wife and one child, 
the sum of $20 a month; if a wife and two children, the sum of 
$22.50 a month; if a wife and three children, the sum of 330 a 
month; and if a wife and more than three children, the further 
sum of $5 a month for each child in excess of three; not exceed- 
Ing, however, a maximum of $50. It is true that at the close of 
the World War some of the Continental Nations did give con- 
siderable sums of money to their soldiers in addition to their 
regular pay during the war; but it is evident that these sums 
were given to them simply to make up for the purely nominal 
character of their regular pay. It is also true that, despite the 
fact that during the war Great Britain and Canada paid their 
soldiers monthly sums similar in amount to those paid to the 
American soldier, they gave them at the end of the war further 
sums amounting in the whole to $542,640,000 for Great Britain 
and $170,000,000 for Canada; but these amounts were given 
merely to enable the British or Canadian soldier to tide over 
the brief interval between the termination of his military serv- 
ice and his absorption into ordinary civil pursuits; just as the 
supplemental sum of $215,339,520 was given by us at the close 
of the war to our service men, in addition to their regular pay, 
for the same purpose; the only difference being that the British 
and Canadian soldiers were in the field for a period of 4 years 
3 months and 7 days, and our soldiers for a period of only 1 
year 7 months and 4 days. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr, BRUCE. With pleasure. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Not for the purpose of de- 
veloping any controversy, but to get the Senator's further opin- 
ion about one of his arguments, may I make an inquiry? I 
haye listened with much interest and with some approval to the 
very strong argument the Senator has made about the military 
obligations of men in time of war. Will the Senator explain 


why, if that sacrifice that he has so beautifully described is to 
be expected and demanded, there should be such a marked dis- 
tinction between the compensation paid military officers and 
that paid privates? Should not the same economic sacrifices 
be made by officers as by privates? Sometimes it is only a 
question of whether a youth who is in his first year in college 
shall be a second lieutenant or a private. Yet we did make 
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during the last war a very marked eeonomic difference, the 
difference between, approximately, $330 and $2,000. If all owe 
their country service without compensation, why make such a 
very wide difference in the compensation of officers and 
privates? 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; but the officer suffered proportionately 
just as much as the private did. Many an officer in the World 
War received $2,500 a year pay who would probably have been 
making from $5,000 to $20,000 in eivil life. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. But money is not to be 
considered. Men ought to do this from the spirit of patriot- 
ism. Why should not the second lieutenant, who perhaps 
ts a first-year college student, as well as the private, who is 
a first-year college student, both receive the same salary? 

Mr. BRUCE. Of course all the rewards of life must be 
measured more or less by relative intellectual superiority, 
education, discipline, training, or what not. It does not seem 
to me that the recognition of the difference in the service 
of an officer and of a private impinges upon the line of argu- 
ment I was pursuing. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator from Virginia 
yield to me? 

Mr. BRUCE. Not the Senator from Virginia, although I 
believe somebody did say that I was a third Senator from 
Virginia, but first of all I am a Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. KING. I beg the Senator’s pardon. The Senator from 
Maryland has alk the fine qualities and the magnificent elo- 
quence of the foremost Virginians who have been an ornament 
in this body, so that in the slip of the tongue I was paying 
& great tribute to him as having been born in Virginia, and 
visualizing the fact that he spoke as a great Virginian. 

Mr. BRUCE. I once heard a person say, under similar 
cirenmstances, that a man who is not loyal te his mother will 
never be loyal to his wife. 

Mr. KING. I was about to say that the second Heutenant, 
the first lieutenant, and the officers generally had imposed 
upon them, by reason of Army discipline and the rules and 
requirements of the Army, expenses greatly in excess of those 
which were incurred by privates. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the Senator think it 
Was sufficient to make the difference of about $1,500 between 
the pay of a second Heutenant and the pay of a private? 

Mr. KING. I am not able to state the difference, but there 
18 a difference. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I recognize there is some 
difference. 

Mr. KING. The Senator has studied it, and is doubtless 
better able to answer the question than L 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts: My position is that if the 
principle is a good one, and it is, which the Senator from 
_Maryland has so well expressed, that in time of war patriotic 
‘motives ought to control all, and if we should serve without 
financlal reward, let all privates and officers, property owners 
and laborers, equally give without any economie benefit. Let 
us not compel the man who is drafted as a private to be penal- 
ized more than any other man or any other class because of 
the small amount of compensation paid him. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield with pleasure. ) 

Mr. KENDRICK. Under that conviction, I ask the Senator 
if he does not believe that it was just as much in order for 
those who participated in the benefits or profits of the war 
to have contributed all of those profits as it was to ask the 
soldier boys to contribute all of their time? 

Mr. BRUCE. They did contribute an enormous portion of 
them. 

Mr. KENDRICK. It is also true, as I believe, that the ma- 
jority of those who oppose the adjusted compensation legisla- 
tion made more money during the period of the war than they 
ever made before the war or have made since the war, 

Mr. BRUCE. It is very difficult to say how far that is true 
and how far it is not true. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I thank the Senator for per- 
mitting me to interrupt him. I shall not interrupt him again. 

Mr. BRUCE. I am glad to yield to the Senator. There is no 
question that a very large portion of the extraordinary gains 
during the war have since been lost, especially during the year 
1921. 

Mr. KENDRICK. In that connection, if the Senator will 
yield again, may I ask him a further question? 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield with pleasure. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Does not the Senator believe that had the 
Government conscripted the incomes from property during the 


war this Nation could have paid its war obligations as it pro- 
ceeded; that is, the incomes less the amount required by sub- 
Sistence by the owners? Does not the Senator believe that it is 
also. true that if we had proceeded under that kind of order 
there would have been less of inflation and less deflation, and 
there would have been no profiteering, no oceasion for profiteer- 
ing, and the country could have paid its every ebligation, in- 
cluding that imposed by adjusted compensation, and concluded 
pied di without any increase in the amount of the national 

Mr. BRUCE. F think it is not unlikely that in the next war 
the scope of conscription will be very much broadened. I think, 
so far as the civilian labor needed by the Government is con- 
cerned, it ought to be conscripted, just as military service was 
conseripted in the last war. Property in one way or another, 
perhaps, might be harnessed up more effectively than it was 
in the last war. 

If the Senator will just wait a little while, I think I shall 
succeed in showing him there was very little pecuniary sacrifice 
so far as the private soldier was concerned. The mere pe- 
euniary sacrifice, if we come down to it, was largely on the 
part of the officer. The private soldier received a sum of pay 
yery closely approximating what the industrial worker received 
at home, but an officer sometimes received as much as $2,500 
a year who, as I said, may have been making at home an income 
from $5,000 to $20,000 a year. 

Nor does the duty of a soldier to his country cease when he 
eeases to be a soldier. Of the stern veterans led by Cromwell, 
it has been said that when they returned to the common walks 
of life they were distinguishable from the great mass of their 
eounirymen only by their superior sobriety and industry. It 
would be well tf that could be affirmed of all disbanded sol- 
diers, for when they have gone back to their homes the sooner 
they sink their military in their eivie character the better it is 
for both them and their country. It is only proper, of course, 
that the members of such an association as the American 
Legion should cherish the memory of their commen privations, 
sacrifices, and gallant exploits, keep alive their sense of fel- 
lowship, and disseminate, far and wide, sentiments of ardent 
patriotism; but they should be careful to see that they do not 
pass: under the control of a grasping corporate spirit bent upon 
converting them into mere instruments for the promotion of 
selfish class aims which ean not be gratified without grave 
injury or loss to the entire community. When this happens 
the fewer homilies they preach about Americanism and the 
general duties of the American citizen the better they will be 
able to preserve their countenances. An organization that en- 
rolls a vast army of service men and then brings their pressure 
as voters to bear upon the ordinary operations of government 
for the purpose of arresting wise and salutary plans ef general 
tax reduction and securing an enormous pecuniary gratuity for 
its members and their fellow veterans is an organization that 
might prove no less oppressive to a people than the victor who 
levies a contribution upon a captured city. More than one 
voice in Congress has sounded the peri? in which our institu- 
tions might become involved were the Government to acquire 
the ownership of our railroads and take into its employ the two 
or three millions ef workers who are now employed by these 
railroads and who. could each, to a greater or less degree, count 
upon the help ef his relations and friends for the furtherance 
of his demands upon the Government; but the influence that 
might be exerted by such a body of railroad employees is not 
comparable for a moment with the influence that might be 
exerted by a compact body of 4,500,000 service men and their 
relations and friends, : 2 

Once let such a host of individuals, even though far less 
numerous than that, give an impressive proof of their power— 
such as the enactment of the Federal soldiers’ bonus—and it 
is hard to fix the point at which their exactions would stop. 
To-day it would be bonus; to-morrow, melior; and the next 
day, optimus, Love is said to grow by what it feeds on, and 


So, apparently, do bonuses. To me there could be no better 


illustration of the insatiability of the benus appetite—whether 
its craving is for bread and the cireus, as in ancient Rome, 
or for some other largess—than the histery of the colossal 
douceur which is now sought from the Government. When 
our World War service men were mustered out of service, in 
addition to their regular pay, the sum of $215,339,520, as I 
have said, or a equal to $60) per capita, was distributed 
among them by the Government fer the purpose of smoothing 


their pathway from military to civil life; but, so far as the 


sponsors of the proposed Federal bonus are concerned, this 


payment was accepted by them merely as a foretaste of future 


benefits. Hardly had it been made before they were busily 
at work to obtain other bonuses, and sd eager were they to 
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leave no field of exploitation undeveloped, that it does not seem 
to have ever occurred to any of them to ask to which Lady 
Bountiful—the State or the Nation—they are really entitled to 


look for a bonus, if entitled at all. All the legal subtleties 
involved in this inquiry they readily disposed of by simply 
asking for a bonus from both, This meant, of course, that, 
if they were to receive a Federal as well as a State bonus, the 
taxpayer in the State granting the State bonus would be bled 
first on one temple and then on the other. So far, they have 
obtained State bonuses totaling not less than $361,970,141, and 
yet many probonus service men in the States by which these 
bonuses were granted are pressing the pending Federal bonus 
as if they had passed through a period of dearth instead of 
abundance. Should they obtain this bonus, too, what good reason 
have we to believe that such a multitude of active, able-bodied 
young men, with such a long lease of life before them, might 
not again become weary of the irksome task of earning a living 
for themselves and come along with another application for 
another Federal bonus? 

We can only hope that the next time the bonus would not 
be paid by depleted State or Nation but by the virgin treas- 
uries of the great cities of the country, which are so fortunate 
as not yet to have been singled out for a bonus levy, but may 
perhaps yet be, Indeed, the Nation and the States may well 
congratulate themselves if as time goes on the probonus serv- 
ice men shall not cease to ask for such fugitive things as 
bonuses—blown in, in thousands of instances, almost before 
they are given—and strike out for a solid, continuous service 
pension long before their manly strength shall have declined 
and they shall have arrived at the sad stage of superannuation 
to which service pensions have heretofore been limited. I am 
not such an alarmist as to think that the day of the Pretorian 
Guard, which overawed the Roman Senate, assassinated the 
Roman Emperor Pertinax, and auctioned off the Roman Em- 
pire to Julianus, will ever be reproduced in America; but 
sbould our probonus service men succeed in frustrating all the 
efforts of the Government at the present time to relieve the 
back of the American people of the grievous burden of taxation 
imposed upon it by the very war in which these service men 
took part, it might become timely to ask whether they, too, 
were not measurably a consolidated force of sinister significance 
in the life of the Republic. When the American Legion held 
at Minneapolis its first national convention, it meekly declared 
that “it could not ask for legislation in its selfish interest, and 
left with confidence to Congress the discharge of the bonus 
obligation”; and afterwards it stoutly maintained for a time 
the claim that national bonus agitation was solely the unin- 
spired product of congressional enthusiasm; but when the 
Legion held at San Francisco, in October of last year, its fifth 
national convention, it ceased to speak in any such deprecatory 
or soft accents as those, but boldly demanded that Congress 
enact its bonus bill. And now I see that it has even employed 
a marketing expert, Mr. Aaron Schapiro, as one of its advisers. 

This reminds me of a story that was told on the European 
Continent after the Franco-Prussian War. “Do you know,” 
said one of the French negotiators to Bismarck, after the 
amount of indemnity required of France by Germany had been 
named, “that a man engaged in counting out such an amount 
of money as that ever since the time of Christ could not yet 
have completed his count?” ‘ Yes,” replied Bismarck grimly, 
pointing over his shoulder to a Hebrew accountant, “ but I have 
brought along with me a fellow whose ancestors were counting 
money long before the birth of Christ.” 

In saying what I do it is no part of my intention to disparage 
the valor or the efficiency of the American soldier in the World 
War. Generally speaking, I think that he did his duty faith- 
fully and fearlessly. I shall never forget the feeling of pride that 
thrilled my whole being, shortly after our Army had reached 
France, when the admission was made in a formal report to 
Berlin by a German officer who had come into hostile contact 
with some of our ordinary troops that they were equal to the 
best German shock troops. Indeed, I doubt whether in any war 
in our history the American soldier was ever endowed with 
such a high degree of technical training and discipline as in 
the World War; and at St. Mihiel, in the Argonne, and at 
Chateau-Thierry he showed that he was a worthy successor of 
the combatants who faced each other at Gettysburg and in the 
series of desperate conflicts which took place between Spotsyl- 
vania Courthouse and Cold Harbor. It may well be claimed 
that at Chateau-Thierry, at any rate, the proud, imperious in- 
trepidity of our soldiers exercised even a decisive influence 
upon the fortunes of the World War. And certainly history 
furnishes few examples of unflinching and deadly individual 
prowess equal to those of Sergeants Woodfill and Yorke, But 
I, for one, can see no reason why the American people should 


have refused the Union veteran a pension, except for disability 
incurred in military service, for 35 years after the Civil War 
and yet be willing to confer a bonus exceeding the entire cost 
of that war upon our World War service men, able-bodied and 
otherwise, only five years after the World War. We entered 
the World War so late that only a small part of them were ever 
engaged in action at all. 

Nearly half of their total number, 4,679,853—that is to say, 
2,244,853—never even left our sliores, and only 50,280 of them 
perished upon the battle field or died of their wounds, or not 
quite half as many as little Belgium lost, and not as many 
as were set down as killed, wounded, and missing after the 
Battle of Gettysburg alone. All of them were maintained in 
a remarkable degree of physical comfort, and some of them 
in a far higher degree of such comfort than they had ever 
known in civil life. To hundreds of thousands of them the 
war was only a valuable school of instruction for private life 
and an agreeable recreation feld. The average period during 
which the soldier was withdrawn from civil life was less than 
a year. When I contrast such a war with the Civil War—its 
innumerable battle fields; its terrible hardships; its ghastly 
mortality; its long agony—and then remember that 10 years 
after the termination of the Civil War Ulysses S. Grant, the 
victorious commander of the Army of the Potomac, as Presi- 
dent, refused to give his assent to a service pension bill, I can 
not but wonder how such a proposition as the Federal soldiers’ 
bonus could ever have been boldly pressed upon the attention 
of Congress, 

nid But,” says the probonus soldier, “I am not soliciting any 
pecuniary reward for my patriotic services or for my military 
sacrifices. I admit that these things should not and can not 
be minted into money. I am simply suggesting that my Army 
pay be increased to an extent that will make my entire re- 
muneration equal to the high wages that the common laborer 
at home received during the war. In other words, I am not 
asking for a bonus, but only for adjusted compensation. 
There is no reason, therefore, why I should not say just what 
I think that this compensation should be in terms of Federal 
money.” 

This distinction between a bonus and an adjusted compensa- 
tion is, I confess, too refined for such a poor casuist as I am. 
If it is really put forward in good faith, I might stop to ask: 
“Why then does your proposition allow the service man, who 
crossed the seas and encountered the risks of the submarine 
and machine gun, a per diem of $1.25, and yet allow the service 
man who did not leave our shores a per diem of only $1? By 
what could this discrimination have been prompted but the 
feeling that, in the one case, military hazards had been in- 
curred which had not been incurred in the other; but assum- 
ing, for the sake of the argument, that the distinction between 
a bonus and an adjusted compensation is sound, I must still 
insist that the compensation which is sought by the pro- 
bonus service men should not be termed “ adjusted” but rather 
“maladjusted” compensation. It is a stereotyped one, uni- 
formly applicable to all soldiers below certain grades who were 
on our Army pay roll during the World War. Except as re- 
spects the difference in pay of 25 cents per diem which I have 
just mentioned, it puts the soldier who never went across the 
Atlantic upon the same footing as the soldier who lodged in the 
lousy trenches of France and was rarely outside of the radius 
of death-dealing shells. I hope that its framer did not reduce 
it to this form merely because he feared that if he did not the 
probonus ranks might be thrown into angry confusion. It 
draws no distinction between the volunteer and the draftee who 
did not volunteer only because he had dependents to support 
on the one hand, and the draftee who clung by his claws to the 
security of civil life as long as he possibly could on the other 
hand. Nor does it draw any distinction between the married 
service man whose wife or child was employed at high wages 
or at a high salary in some munition or other factory while he 
was in the service and the service man whose wife or child 
was not so fortunate. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Maryland yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. BRUCE. I do, 

Mr. KENDRICK: I merely wish to ask a question. Does 
the Senator from Maryland assume from that statement that 
a single man who went to war was without obligation to his 
loved ones, to his mother or sister or to persons otherwise 
dependent upon him? 


Mr. BRUCE. I do not. In the first place, his mother very 


likely had a husband or children at home to support her who 
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were civilian workers. Naturally, therefore, I am limiting the 
comparison to the married service man and his wife. 

Nor does the adjusted compensation draw any distinction be- 
tween the service man whose family received assistance from 
relations or friends while he was in the service and the service 
man whose family did not; nor between the seryice man who 
was a skilled artisan and was earning $5 or more a day when 
he entered the war and the service man who was an unskilled 
laborer and was earning only $1 or $2 a day when he entered 
the war and the service man who was a callow youth or a shiftless 
idler and was earning nothing a day when he entered the war; 
nor between the service man who entered the war as early as 
1917, before war wages set in, and the service man who entered 
the war in 1918 after he had been receiving war wages; nor 
between the disabled service man who is already being gener- 
ously cared for by the Government and the service man who has 
no sickness or wounds to entitle him to the same measure of 
consideration; nor between the service man who has been given 
a State bonus and the service man who has been given none; 
nor between the private, even of the lowest grade in point of 
position and pay, and the officer below the grade of captain with 
greater earning capacity and a more exacting place in the social 
scale to maintain. 

And why, if it is really adjusted compensation that is sought 
by the probonus service man, should no officer, not below the 
grade of captain, be allowed a bonus when, if such an officer 
had been permitted to remain in civil life during the war, he, 
too, might have earned an income as much larger than the in- 
come that a private might have earned in civil life, as his 
Army pay was larger than that of the private? -If there is to 
be an adjusted compensation, the adjustment ought to be an 
all-around one. 

The adjusted compensation idea also ignores some most im- 
portant considerations in its comparison between the pay of the 
service man and the wages of the civilian worker at home. The 
service man did not receive merely $30 a month, or $1 a day, 
or $33 a month, or $1.10 a day, if abroad. In 1922 the Senate 
Finance Committee, in its report on the Federal bonus bill of 
that year, estimated that the cost to the Government of his 
maintenance and clothing was about $2 a day in addition. So 
he received altogether, in money and in maintenance and 
clothing, appraised at their cost to the Government, not $30 
or $33 a month, but $90 or $93 a month; not $1 or $1.10 per 
day, but $3 or $3.10 per day; nor should it be forgotten that 
if he had remained in civil life his maintenance and clothing 
would have cost him very much more than they cost the Gov- 
ernment, because the Government purchased the supplies that 
it furnished to its soldiers in large quantities at wholesale 
prices. It should also be remembered that the service man 
received not only $30 or $33 a month and his maintenance and 
clothing, but medical attention free of charge, too; and also 
the allowances for family dependents that I have already men- 
tioned; and that, unlike the civilian worker at home, he was 
always employed and was always paid, sick or well; and even 
had his life insured by the Government at a cost far less than 
that at which the civilian worker could have taken out the 
same insurance, 

It should be further remembered that most of our service 
men were young, unmarried men between the ages of 21 and 30; 
that they were drawn chiefly from the ranks of unskilled work- 
ers or office subordinates; that some of them had never earned 
anything; and that many of them had earned but little. For 
example: Of the service men between 21 and 31, who consti- 
tuted class 1, no less than 87 per cent were single. For further 
example: Of all the service men who were accepted for service 
in the first draft, not less than 63.5 per cent were unskilled. 
Moreoyer, the fact should be borne in mind that our Army 
during the World War consisted principally of service men 
who did not leave their civilian occupations until the 
year 1918. If, therefore, the economic plight of the serv- 
ice man is to be compared with that of the civilian, the year 
1918 should be taken as the basis of the comparison. After 
1918 the service men were largely demobilized and again en- 
gaged in the ordinary profitable occupations of life. This be- 
ing so, we must not lose sight of the fact that, while the civilian 
worker received largely enhanced wages in 1918, this rise in his 
wages was attended by an increase in the cost of living 52.2 
per cent over the cost of living in July, 1914. And why should 
it be assumed that during the World War every civilian worker 
labored steadily every day, earning the higher per diem which 
supplies the standard of compensation on which the present 
claim to the Federal soldiers’ bonus is based? If any fact 
about the World War is notorious, it is the fact that when 
civilian wages were at their highest level, thousands of laborers 
in industrial establishments showed that they prized leisure 


fully as much as they did money by working only enough 
days in the week to secure the same total amount of pay per 
week that they hud been receiving before the war. 

And, finally, any comparison between the pay of the service 
man and the wages of the civilian worker during the World 
War should take into due account the fact that when the 
civilian worker grows aged and indigent he will have no Gov- 
ernment pension to fall back upon, while the service man, if his 
ssid is any just augury of his future activity, most assuredly 
will. 

Furthermore, the difference between the total annual com- 
pensation, in cash and otherwise, received by the service man 
during the World War, and the average earnings during that 
war of the ordinary civilian worker at home has been grossly 
exaggerated. The yearly average pay of all enlisted men dur- 
ing the World War, including extra allowance for special serv- 
ice and length of service, was $567, and the yearly cost of 
maintaining him, exclusive of overhead, at $2 per day, was 
$720; making the total yearly average compensation of all en- 
listed men during the World War $1,287. Compare with these 
figures the annual earnings of civilian workers at home during 
the year 1918, as recently tabulated by the Annual Industrial 
Conference Board: 


Annual earnings, 1918. 
MEN AND WOMEN, 


All industries 
Agriculture... 


Factorles 1,148 
EO RUDUNURUON goa tebe hg eb ee eau an ees 1, 286 
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UNSKILLED LABOR. 
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MEN, 

Pennsylvania : 
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Com alana a oe a oats Se 1,410 
Metal products, including making of firearms and am- 

RS ORT a E EA E oe pd mack pe tae See E 1,478 
Average, excluding war industries 4 1, 218 
General ; 
Metal, cotton, wool, silk, boot and shoe, paper, rubber, and 
chemical (manila cturing <<< Ss een eek 1, 284 
ATTTPT—T—T—T—T—T—V—T—T———T—T——V—V—VVT—V—V—V—V— ea 1, 425 
Families : 
12,000 selected families of 5 in 92 communities in 1918-19, 
een, ne a een — 1.813 
Contributed Dy e x = 1,362 


The contrast between the compensation of the service man 
and that of the Government civilian employee, brought out in 
the same tabulation, is still more favorable to the former. 

Government employees average yearly earnings, 1918, 


These figures are all based on data derived from highly au- 
thoritative sources. Never before in the history of the world 
did the bare cash pay of the private soldier so nearly approach 
the money wage of the civilian worker as it did in the case of 
the American and other English-speaking soldiers of the World 
War, and never before in that history was such a generous pro- 
vision made for his maintenance; and that the American sol- 
dier should now, more than five years after the World War, in- 
sist in a nice, jealous spirit upon being placed upon a footing 
of pecuniary equality with the civilian worker who, through 
the mere accidents of the draft, was not called to the colors in- 
stead of himself, is to my mind a most extraordinary, not to 
say painful, circumstance. During the greater part of this 
period of five years our country has been the most prosperous 
on the globe, and has offered almost unlimited opportunities 
for work to every man who really desired to work. If there is 
any service man who has not been able fully to reestablish him- 
self in life after such a long period it must be either because 
he has made no real effort to do so or has had no equivalent 
to offer for a living wage or salary. 

It has been claimed that the proposed Federal bonus is 
abundantly supported by American precedents, but when these 
supposed precedents are examined it will be found that they do 
not substantiate the claim. All general payments made by our 
Government to the American soldier during or after our differ- 
ent wars, in addition to his ordinary pay, were either bounties 
to encourage enlistment or reenlistment, as during the Civil 
War, or pensions for military service. Certainly if there ever 
was a body of soldiers to whom the National Government owed 
a supreme debt of gratitude, it was our Revolutionary soldiers 
and the Union soldiers of the Civil War, for in the Revolution- 
ary War nothing less than our national independence was in- 
volved, and in the Civil War the very life of the Union, formed 
in 1787, was at stake; yet no service pension did the Revolu- 
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tionary soldier receive until 85 years after the end of the Revo- 
lutionary War, and none then unless he was in indigent circum- 
stances; and no pension did the able-bodied Union soldier of the 
Civil War receive until more than 40 years after the close of 
the Civil War; nor was any bonus of any sort ever given to the 
veterans of the Spanish-American War, who were paid only 
from $13 to $15.40 a month while engaged in it. It has been 
said on behalf of the ambitious officers who were eager to win, 
but did not win, military distinction in that war, that it did 
not furnish enough war to go around; and it may be that it 
drew too small a number of soldiers into the field to awaken 
any political hopes or fears. Be this as it may, it was not 
followed by any such dole as is held out by the proposed Fed- 
eral bonus. 

The claim is further made that after the World War bonuses 
were paid by the Government to the railroad companies and 
other corporations or individuals to cover losses incurred by 
the donees during the war, but these payments arose out of 
purely business contracts and represented mere business adjust- 
ments, such as might attend final business settlements between 
private parties. 

Equally untenable is the claim that, after the World War, 
bonuses were paid by the Government to its civilian employees 
and its regular soldiers and sailors. These payments were not 
retrospective in character at all; nor were they intended to be 
given as adjusted compensation. While commonly known as 
bonuses, they were mere increases of regular pay bestowed 
upon the recipients solely for the purpose of offsetting the 
high cost of living, which has been a part of the aftermath of 
the World War; or, in other words, of equalizing in some meas- 
ure their pecuniary lot with that of the ex-service man or 
other citizen to whom the ordinary rewards of civil life are 
open. When we recollect that the average annual earnings of 
all Federal employees in 1918 were only $895 and that, on ac- 
count of the high cost of living which then prevailed, this sum 
had the purchasing power of only $567 in terms of the pre-war 
dollar, we can not but feel that the Government might well 
have been set down as a niggard if it had not increased the 
compensation of these employees as it did, and this observation, 
of course, is equally applicable to the increase in the pay of our 
regular soldiers and sailors, 

Summing up what I huve said, without hesitation I reach 
the conclusion that the proposed Federal bonus is not only in- 
defensible in principle, but if it were not, would, even as a 
measure of practical relief, be most illogical and unequal in the 
distribution of its benefits. 

The truth is that when service men insist that the standard 
of their ultimate compensation for their war service should be 
the inflated wage of the railroad or ship-plant worker during 
the World. War they are simply seeking their standard in the 
misfortunes of their country. Testimony to that effect was 
unconsciously rendered by the junior Senator from New York 
in his interesting speech on the bonus delivered in this Hall on 
January 8 last. Referring to the World War, he said: 

The needs of Government and of society made it imperative that the 
essential industries be kept under full steam. Help had to be obtained 
at any price. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 689.) 


The fact that under the inexorable economic conditions of a 
state of war abnormal wages or salaries—some extorted under 
the menace of selfish and ruinous strikes from the war necessi- 
ties of the Nation—were paid to many civilian workers in the 
United States was just as much one of the extraordinary hard- 
ships that the American people had to endure in their struggle 
with Germany as the loss of property or life upon the battle 
field itself; and if the service man were to avail himself of this 
hardship now for the purpose of wresting a bonus from the Gov- 
ernment he, too, would be one of the worst of the war profiteers. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. BRUCE. I do. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Maryland will recall 
that when the World War closed the material men, those who 
had furnished the Government materials and supplies during 
the war, having contracts with the Government at the highest 
prices that were ever known among civilized men, as soon as 
the war was over came before Congress demanding a readjust- 
ment of their pay, althongh unlike the soldiers they had re- 
ceived the highest prices and the highest pay in all history; 
and they got a readjustment, which was taken from the United 
States Treasury by law, amounting to $700,000,000. Does the 
Senator from Maryland place those war profiteers in the same 
category in which he places the soldiers? 

Mr. BRUCE. To begin with, I think the Senator from Ten- 
nessee is too hasty in calling all those men war profiteers. In 


the next place, their claims arose out of purely business con- 
tracts and represented purely business adjustments, 

Mr. McKELLAR. It was an adjustment of their pay. Those 
men had made the highest profits in all history, but they were 
not considered high enough, and they came here after the war 
was over, petitioning Congress to readjust their pay, and they 
got a readjusted pay of $700,000,000.. The Senator from Mary- 
land can not defend them and at the same time denounce the 
soldiers for coming here. 

Mr. BRUCE. Their claim rests on an absolutely different 
footing, as I have been endeavoring to show. 

Mr. McKELLAR, The only difference is that the soldiers 
are infinitely more deserving than the profiteers. 

Mr. BRUCE. Those claimants came forward just as any 
ordinary contractor comes forward with a proposition of set- 
tlement or adjustment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

Mr. BRUCE. It the Senator will permit me, my entire argu- 
ment has tended to point out that there is a very wide distinc- 
tion to be taken between the pecuniary status of the ordinary 
citizen and the soldier. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. BRUCE. If the service man feels that he should resort 
for the standard of his ultimate compensation to civilian life in 
the United States during the World War, why does he resort to 
some highly paid railroad or shipyard employee whose services 
war industry had to have at any cost during the war and not to 
the average employee of the Government, whose salary of $895 
per annum had in 1918, as we have said, the purchasing power 
of only $567 in terms of the pre-war dollar, or to the average 
school employee in the United States, whose salary of $718 per 
annum had in 1918 only the purchasing power of $505 in terms 
of the pre-war dollar? Assuming that the faithful and useful 
service rendered by a public-school teacher—man or woman— 
during the war is not as deserving of pecuniary reward as the 
service of the soldier who actually confronted death on the bat- 
tle field, it is certainly as deserving of such a reward as the 
services of hundreds of thousands of soldiers who are deemed 
worthy of the proposed Federal bonus but who never smelt a 
whiff of powder from one end of the World War to the other ex- 
cept in the course of military preparation on our own soil. If 
such a teacher, or the thousands of other State and Government 
employees whose fixed salaries were so pathetically cut down 
during the war by the high cost of living, uncomplainingly ac- 
cepted their hard fate, ought not the soldier, whose measure of 
8 obligation is so peculiarly rigorous, to do the same 

g 

Such considerations simply bring me back to the point from 
which I began. The American soldier on the eve of the World 
War had no right to haggle or bargain with his country about 
the price of his services. 


Theirs not to reason why; 
Theirs but to do and die. 


And if he came back uninjured he lowers the dignity of his 
military character and may make a grievous charge 
upon the general welfare by insisting that his patriotic service 
shall be appraised like any other commercial commodity en- 
hanced in price by the artificial conditions bred by war. If 
he volunteered, he did nothing more than any high-minded 
man might have done under the same circumstances and 
should readily find a full compensation for his services in 
the same patriotic spirit that impelled him to volunteer. If 
he had a meritorious excuse for not volunteering and abiding 
the chances of the draft, as, of course, thousands of young 
men did, his point of view about the proposed bonus should 
be the same as that of the volunteer; but if he did not volun- 
teer only because he was resolved not to fight unless pushed 
into the war by the draft, then it seems to me that the least 
that he can do now is to accept his regular pay as a full 
return for his military services and to be discreetly silent. 
Now, as always, it is true that except in a few conspicuons 
instances of individual gallantry the measure of a soldier’s 
pecuniary deserts after war is the extent to which he was 
incapacitated by wounds or disease referable to war from 
earning a livelihood for himself by his own honest efforts. If 
this principle can ever be safely departed from, it is only 
when the surviving veterans of some conflict of momentous 
significance to the fate of a people have become comparatively 
few in numbers and as a rule too old and feeble for the active 
competitions of private life. 

If it is said that I have formed too quixotic or ideal a con- 
ception of the military obligation, I answer that I have formed 
none that had not swayed the conduct of innumerable brave 


soldiers long before the World War arose and that has not 
been expressed to me by scores of gallant American soldiers 
who served in the World War. Indeed, I have formed none 
that was not in the minds of the framers of the last Demo- 
cratic national platform, when they rejected the soldiers’ bonus 
and wrote the plank in that platform which so many Demo- 
crats seem to have forgotten: 


The fine patriotism exhibited, the heroic conduct displayed by Ameri- 
can soldiers, sailors, and marines at home and abroad, constitute a 
sacred heritage of posterity, the wealth of which can never be 
recompensed from the Treasury and the glory of which must not be 
diminished, 


And what, after all, is this but the sentiment of the Spartan’ 


athlete who was offered a sum of money to keep out of the 
Olympian, games, but declined the offer and overthrew his an- 
tagonist, though with difficulty? “Spartan, what will you get 
by this?” he was asked. I shall have the honor,” he replied, 
with a smile, “to fight foremost in the ranks before my 
Prince.” 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
there? 
Mr. BRUCE. I yield. 


Mr. McKELLAR. I am sure the Senator does not want to 
make a historical mistake. 

Mr. BRUCE. I certainly do not. 

Mr. McKELLAR. After the Revolutionary War Congress 
yoted every soldier 100 acres of land. 

Mr. BRUCE. It did. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As a bonus. 

Mr. BRUCE. As a bounty. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Call it a bounty or a bonus. 
same thing. 

Mr. BRUCE. That was done in order to equalize the pay of 
the recipients to that which had previously been received by 
other soldiers, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course; and that is the very purpose 
proposed to be accomplished in this case. 

Mr. BRUCE. The same thing was done in the case to which 
the Senator from New York referred. It will be recalled that 
he referred to the fact that General Lee and General Grant 
both received a certain amount of land—140 acres each, I 
think—from the Government. That was simply because dur- 
ing the Mexican War a similar allowance had been made to 
privates and noncommissioned officers. The act of 1850, under 
which General Lee and General Grant received that land, was 
passed merely for the purpose of putting commissioned officers 
upon the same footing on which privates and noncommissioned 
officers had been placed during the Mexican war. Nor was the 
land received by Abraham Lincoln, after the Black Hawk war, 
a mere bonus. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. BRUCE. I do. 

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator from Maryland think 
that the second pension Abraham Lincoln received was for the 
same purpose? 

Mr. BRUCE. That second grant of land was to make up a 
deficiency in the first, as I recollect; but I am relying merely 
upon memory. 

Mr. COPELAND. In 1850, 18 years after the Black Hawk 
war, he received 40 acres of land, and then in 1855 he had an 
additional grant. : 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; and one of the peculiarities of all these 
former pensions ard benefits was that they were not paid to the 
soldier until years and years after the conclusion of war, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Well, Mr. President, is not that true of 
this war also? 

Mr. BRUCE. No; only five years have passed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. BRUCE. I do. 

Mr, McKELLAR. The Senator will recall from history 
that General Washington once served in the British Army. 
He served under General Braddock; and after that celebrated 
engagement, and after his campaigns of that year were over, 
General Washington went to Petersburg, Va., the then capital 
of Virginia, and spent the greater portion of the winter lobby- 
ing with the Virginia Legislature to get a bonus for the sol- 
diers under his command, and did get it. In the Revolutionary 


It was the 


War they gave them a bonus in land, After each war, whether 
you call it a bounty or whether you call it a bonus, or a 
service pension, or whatever you call it, we have paid our 
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soldiers on every oceasion; and I will say to the Senator from 
Maryland that they are going to be paid this time, too, in; 
exactly the way that they have been paid throughout our en- 
tire history. 

Mr. BRUCE. If the Senator is as poor a prophet as he 
is a historian, I doubt whether that will ever be the case. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator surely does not dispute the 
fact that General Washington obtained bounties for his sol- 
diers? 

Mr. BRUCE. Why, of course he did. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Or that the Federal Government gave a 
bounty of land after the Revolutionary War. Surely the Sena- 
tor does not make that statement? 

Mr. BRUCE. Certainly I do not. Unfortunately—and I 
wish the learned Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Longe], so 
familiar with American history, were here to corroborate what 
I say—unfortunately, the practice of giving bounties during the 
Revolutionary War to secure enlistments was early embarked 
upon, and it led to such abuses that George Washington deeply 
deplored the fact that such a system had ever been adopted. 

Mr. McKELLAR. He was responsible for it. 

Mr. BRUCE. I do not deny for a moment that some hand- 
some gift might well be given to a private soldier who had 
been conspicuous for his gallantry in war, or to a general who 
had been conspicuous for his military genius in war. I forget 
the princely sums—perhaps some Senator here recollects them— 
that were given by England to Admiral Nelson after Trafalgar 
and to Wellington after Waterloo. So in our own history men 
haye been singled out from time to time, whether private sol- 
dier or general, for some special mark of distinction at the 
hands of a grateful people. 

Nobody knows better than the Senator that at this very time 
I am endeavoring to do all in my power as a member of the 
Committee on Military Affairs to see that Sergeant York, one of 
the heroes of the World War, receives from this Government the 
pecuniary testimonial that is justly his due. Of course, the idea 
of singling out a man under such circumstances for distinction is 
partly, of course, to honor him, but not altogether. It is to 
make an example of heroic conduct for the benefit of posterity 
for all time to come, Nothing ever gave me more pleasure than 
when I read that Sergeant Woodfill, who shares with Sergeant 
York the credit of being probably the most redoubtable private 
soldier of the World War, had been retired as a special evidence 
of public appreciation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I want to thank the Senator for what he 
says about Sergeant York. I think he is exactly right, and I 
appreciate it very much, as Sergeant York is from my State. 
On the other hand, I am yery much interested in the statement 
made by the Senator that Mr. Washington was so much opposed 
to bounties and readjusted pay, for, as I recall the history of 
Mr. Washington, he accepted a bounty himself, and so did Gen, 
Robert E. Lee, ‘after the war was over—— 

Mr. BRUCE. They did. 

Mr. McKELLAR. After the Mexican War was over in the 
ease of General Lee, and after the Revolutionary War was over 
in the case of General Washington. I can hardly conceive of 
any great military leader inveighing against a plan when he 
himself accepted it. 

Mr. BRUCE. I have gone over that ground. It is unneces- 
sary, it seems to me, for me to repeat what I have already said 
on that subject. 

As I have said, during the last five years our country has 
been the most prosperous country upon the globe and has 
afforded an ample opportunity for work to every man who 
desired work 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. BRUCE. I do. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator surely has forgotten that during 
the years 1920 and 1921 over 6,000,000 men and women were 
out of employment, and that farmers-were selling their prod- 
ucts below the cost of production, and that ex-service men 
could not obtain employment, 

Mr. BRUCE. I recollect that well; but what the service 
man could not obtain his fellow countrymen could not obtain. 

Mr. HEFLIN. But the Senator said that we had had five 
years of unprecedented prosperity. 

Mr. BRUCE. We had, as a whole. Of course, 1921 was an 
adverse year. We all know that; but, as I say, the soldier was 
no longer in the service then. He had mingled again with the 


mass of his fellow countrymen, and he suffered only as they 


suffered. 


2748 


them are mortgaged. Their personal effects are mortgaged, 


their real estate is mortgaged, and some of them are hopelessly 


in debt. 


Mr. BRUCE. Yes; and when the farmers are in that con- 
dition, that is the last time of all when the probonus service 


men should be asking for a bonus of $5,000,000,000. 
Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 


land yield to the Senator from New York? 
Mr. BRUCE. I have a very yielding disposition, but I really 
do think it has now been tried quite severely. 


Mr. COPELAND. Will not the Senator allow me to ask one 


question ? 

Mr. BRUCE. Certainly. 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator just mentioned $5,000,000,000. 
Would a bonus cost five billion? * 

Mr. BRUCE. I believe so, 

Mr. COPELAND. The kind of a bonus I am talking about, 
proposing to give a dollar and a quarter a day for every man 
who served, regardless of whether he went abroad or not, 
deducting the $60 he received in the way of a bonus when he 
came back—— 


Mr. BRUCE. Yes; but the Senator’s proposition seems to be 


limited altogether to himself. à 

Mr. COPELAND. That may be, but that sort of a bonus will 
cost less than a billion and a half, and tbat is the kind of a 
bonus I am talking about. 

Mr. BRUCE. It is too good to be true. 

Mr. COPELAND. The Senator thinks that bonus would be a 
good bonus, I take it. 

Mr. BRUCE. Of course, by way of contrast, if it came down 


simply to a contrast of pecuniary burdens. But, as I have 


undertaken to show, I am opposed to any and all gratuities as 
rewards for military service. Grant this bonus, and the pro- 
bonus service man may be back asking for another. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Askansas? 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield. 

Mr, CARAWAY. The Senator evidently thinks that the 
soldier is utterly without character and has no kind of sense 
of patriotism, and that he is going to come here and try to 
destroy the country he offered to die to save. 

Mr. BRUCE. Not at all. Thousands and hundreds of thou- 
sands of these gallant soldiers have organized themselves in a 
Nation-wide organization and will be here, when the time 
comes, protesting that you should not dishonor them by be- 
stowing a bonus upon them. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator just sald that if we gave 
them this small adjusted compensation they would be back 
here with their hats under their arms begging for alms from 
year to year until they destroyed the country; in other words, 
that the men who offered to die while the profiteers stayed 
here and grew rich are the men who are to be condemned, 
and the profiteers are to have medals of honor pinned upon 
their breasts. 

Mr. BRUCE. I am not condemning a single one of them. 
I am making my fight on the basis of what I believe 

Mr. CARAWAY. I never questioned but what the Senator 
believed it. 

Mr. BRUCE. To be an unassailable principle. I am speak- 
ing for the antibonus service men. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Speaking for the profiteers! 

Mr. BRUCE. Now, I think the Senator could hardly ask 
me to yield again—— 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am not asking. 

Mr. BRUCE. Until some sort of proper reparation has been 
made to me for such a heedless remark as that. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Let me ask a question, and I will make 
the amend. : 

Mr. BRUCE, Now try this time to be just a little patient 
and not so impulsive. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I will take my seat. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land yield to the Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. BRUCE. I am almost ready to yield the floor altogether, 
but I gladly yield to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator referred somewhat reconditely 
to ex-service men in large numbers opposing 
taxation. Did I understand the Senator aright? 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; opposing tax reduction, _ 
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Mr. HEFLIN. In that connection, if the Senator will per- 
mit me, representatives of the farmers from the West have 
been here recently, testifying before the Committee on Agri- 
culture, and some of the testimony shows that nine-tenths of 


a certain plan of 
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aa ASHURST. To what plan of taxation does the Senator 
er 

Mr. BRUCE. Any plan of taxation that is going to have an 
appreciable effect in relieving us of the burden of debt. 

Mr. ASHURST. I thought the Senator in some way—I would 
not use the word “veiled,” because he is frank—might have 
intended to say the ex-service men in large numbers were op- 
posing the Mellon plan of taxation. If the Senator will pardon 
me further, the public service which the ex-soldiers are ren- 
dering to their country in opposing the Mellon plan is almost 
as great as the service they rendered on the battle field. : 
Mr. BRUCE. I think that the Mellon plan, with some good 


Democratic modifications, is a capital plan. 


Mr. ASHURST. The Senator and I would probably agree 
that all citizens are entitled to a tax reduction. 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; we are. : 

Mr. ASHURST. If there be one thing upon which there is 
an unanimous expression throughout America it is that there 
should be tax reduction. But the vice of this half decade last 
past is the Mellon plan. It was conceived in selfishness, 
launched and floated under a vicious propaganda. If the 
Mellon plan as originally launched should be put through, then 
the ex-service men must save the country again, and if the ex- 
service men can save the country from the Mellon plan their 
service to the country, in my judgment, would be almost as 
great as it was on the battle field. 

Mr. BRUCE. I can not, of course, be drawn off into a dis- 
cussion of the Mellon plan. 

Mr. ASHURST. I thought the Senator was making it a mat- 
ter of criticism against the ex-service men, who in large num- 
bers are opposing the Mellon plan. 

Mr. President, will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield. 

Mr. ASHURST. It is refreshing to hear the classics quoted 
so literally as the Senator quotes them. Will he not go further 
and say that Horatius was paid a bonus? They made a silver 
statue, as the poem goes, and put it on fame’s high hill, and 
then they gave to Horatius of the corn land, that was a public 
right, as much as two strong oxen could plow up from morn till 
night. I hope the able Senator in his copious references to the 
classics will not omit to say that Horatius was paid and ne- 
cepted a bonus of corn land. 

Mr. BRUCE. Yes; and I have already said that I hope that 
the Federal Government will be as generous with Sergeant 
York. Iam not inconsistent. If the Senator had done me the 
honor to follow the whole line of my argument, he would 
realize that it is not in the least inconsistent with the historic 
example of which he speaks. 

It is no part of my purpose to discuss the proposed Federal 
bonus from the fiscal standpoint. It is enough to say that it is 
thought by the present fearless and enlightened Secretary of 
the Treasury that it would result in a total expenditure of not 
less than $5,000,000,000. If so, it would result in a cost ap- 
proaching the total amount of pensions paid by the Government 
on account of all of our different wars, except the World War, 
since its establishment; greater by $4,000,000,000 than the 
amount of the indemnity extorted by Germany from France 
after the Franco-Prussian War of 1870, and equal to little less 
than one-fourth of the enormous indebtedness entailed upon us 
by the World War that we are now carrying. It is also de- 
clared by the Secretary of the Treasury that if the Federal 
bonus goes into effect there can be no reduction for many years 
in the onerous Federal tax burden that is being borne by the 
taxpayer. At the present time, when the people of the United 
States are loaded down with such a crushing weight of Federal, 
State, and municipal taxation, these views of the Secretary of 
the Treasury, of course, suggest considerations of the utmost 
importance to every man who desires to have his own indi- 
vidual tax burden lightened or to see the productive interests 
of the country relieved of an intolerable incubus. But I have 
preferred to discuss the Federal soldiers’ bonus from the moral 
rather than from the economic point of view, thinking that the 
former was quite sufficient to lead any disinterested mind to the 
conclusion that the proposition dishonors the military charac- 
ter, is subversive of the sound principles upon which the mili- 
tary obligation of the citizen has always rested, and, if it 
should become a part of the public policy of the country, could 
not fail in time to depress the military spirit and impair the 
military efficiency of the American people. 

Altogether, I can truly say that nothing in my public life has 
ever given such a painful shock to all my American ideals and 
to all my settled convictions about the true military character 
as has this proposed Federal bonus. Born in Virginia the year 
before the Civil War, I happily grew to manhood late enough 
to escape the contagion of its passions and to imbibe the pro- 
foundest sentiments of admiration for the valor of both the 
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Union and the Confederate soldier. I claim the achievements 
of each as a part of my property as an American; but because 
of the accident of my early southern environment I am pecul- 
farly in a position to recall the spirit in which the latter 
resumed the ordinary pursuits of civil life and the place that 
he occupied in the respect and affection of the people among 
whom he lived. After the surrender at Appomattox, where 
Grant, like Pompey the Great on a similar occasion, generously 
preferred the glory that lasts forever to the glory of a day, he 
went back to his plow or his desk, vanquished, but bearing in 
his heart an inextinguishable pride in the privilege that he had 
enjoyed on many an ensanguined field of upholding the cause 
to which he liad vowed his allegiance. Only wasted acres, a 
shattered industrial life, a disorganized society, and an impov- 
erished and dejected family awaited bim. There were no 
State hosptals to cure or relieve his physical ailments or dis- 
abilities contracted in the war. There was no system of voca- 
tional training to open up a hopeful calling or career for him. 
There was no system of pecuniary compensation to supply his 
material wants. His only bonus was an artificial limb. 

But, exalted by the perils that he had faced and the sacrifices 
that be had made, he possessed, in his just belief that he had 
done his full duty as a soldier, a spiritual treasure, and in the 
gratitude of his neighbors a spiritual requital, that disdained 
pecuniary valuation. If he had exhibited conspicuous gallantry 
in battle, parents pointed him out on the street to their children. 
“There goes a brave soldier!” How often in my boyhood did I 
hear those simple words and feel my whole nature uplifted as 
I heard them. If he had a wound he needed no other decora- 
tion; no ribbon or cross could honor him as he was honored 
by the scar impressed by bayonet, bullet, or shell upon his 
manly face, chest, or limbs, Randolph Barton, of Baltimore, 
who served on the staff of Gen, Thomas J. Jackson during the 
Civil War, went down to his grave a short time ago with seven 
such scars upon his body. Wherever such a soldier went the 
public eye rested upon him fondly, proudly—yea, exultantly. - 

How any able-bodied descendant of any one of these men 
who might occupy such a place as this in his own and the public 
respect, could exchange it for a cash bonus wrung by persever- 
ing importunity from the overtaxed resources of his fellow 
citizens is more than I, at any rate, can understand. 

The only satisfaction that I can derive from the proposed 
Federal bonus is found in the thought that it may give the 
people of the United States a new sense of the Importance of 
devising some international plan by which war may be brought 
to an end altogether. No people can afford to go to war if to 
the frightful bloodshed and waste of treasure that war almost 
always involves is to be added vast pecuniary burdens, selfishly 
imposed upon them by their own soldiers. Under such condi- 
tions the task of defending themselves against their defenders 
becomes only less arduous than that of defending themselves 
against their enemies. The bonuses that the sponsors of the 
Federal soldiers’ bonus have already obtained from many 
States of the Union will for years, even if not duplicated by a 
Federal bonus, hang like millstones around the necks of those 
States, swelling taxation, discouraging productive enterprise, 
and checking beneficent schemes for the promotion of the 
public welfare. The day will come when they will be rued as 
bitterly as eras of reckless expenditure in the field of internal 
improvements have been by more than one American Common- 
wealth, But give full national recognition to the commercial 
principle on which those bonuses are based and the economic 
consequences of such an act, bad as they might be, would be 
of only secondary significance in comparison with the moral. 
A soldiery which has no better standard of compensation than 
the tumid wage of the overpaid civilian worker in time of war 
is a soldiery that has lost the best part of a true soldier. “All 
my wealth ran in my veins,” Shake: e makes one of his 
high-born characters say; and that is the spirit in which every 
truly patriotic soldier should regard the pecuniary side of his 
function. On the other hand, statesmanship, if it found itself 
at the mercy of a mercenary soldiery, would have little choice 
except to avert war by any means short of actual dishonor. 
In the United States it might well decide to put up with a 
far greater degree of national indignity and insult than it has 
been our wont to brook, and who knows but that as time went 
on and its outlook, like that of the soldier, became more and 
more highly commercialized, it might reach the conclusion that 
with such a stupendous sum as $5,000,000,000 it could buy off 
for a breathing space at any rate any foe of the Republic, 
however formidable, as the Roman bought off the Gaul, or the 
Saxon the Dane; and thereby at least save the effusion of blood 
altogether. 

Mr, ASHURST. May I interrupt the Senator again? 

Mr. BRUCE. Certainly. 


Mr. ASHURST, The Senator has spoken of the Romans 
buying off the Gauls. The Gauls and Goths never overcame 
the Roman Empire because of the external strength that the 
Gauls and Goths possessed. It was only when the Roman 
1 themselves, through their debaucherles, through their 

ammering down of the common people, taxing the rich man 
little and the poor man much, made life for the common people 
so distressful that the common man was glad the Gauls and 
Goths came to rescue him from the tyrannies of the Roman 
tyrants. It was the internal corruption and injustice of the 
system that the Roman Empire practiced that caused the Gauls 
and Goths to make the invasion and convinced them they could 
successfully make it, and the historians say that the common 
people of the Roman Empire said, as the Gauls and Vandals ap- 
proached, “Come and take us. Our condition could not be 
worse than it is under the Roman tyranny.” 

Mr. BRUCE. That is not my reading of Roman history. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator has made some cepious con- 
tributions to history, and only recently I have had the pleasure 
of reading one of them; but it seems he has not explored far 
enough into the histories to perceive the correctness of what 
I have said. 

Mr. BRUCE. After such a handsome compliment as that the 
Senator completely deprives me of any capacity for effective 
retaliation. 

My recollection is that the Gaul, long before the real de- 
cadence of Rome, penetrated even the Roman citadel and that 
the gross indignity inflicted by him upon the Roman name was 
followed by a patriotic movement that rid Italy, for a time at 
least, of him. 

No; not only might $5,000,000,000 perhaps be employed to ad- 
vantage in the manner that I have pointed out, but who knows 
but that the World War itself might have been averted alto- 
gether if our allies, with our aid, had raised such a sum as 
$5,000,000,000 and proffered it on bended knee to the Kaiser. 

Mr. ASHURST. . Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mary- 
land again yield to the Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. BRUCE. I yield. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator’s logic is this, that we once 
stood in the position of being required to pay a sum of money; 
to wit, to pay $5,000,000,000 to the Kaiser to not come over 
here, or to pay $5,000,000,000 to the soldiers of the United States 
to go over and defeat the Kaiser's soldiers. If it must be paid 
at all, I prefer to pay it to the soldiers of the United States, 

Mr. BRUCE. So do I; but if bonus after bonus is to be im- 
posed upon us by our own soldiers in future wars, then under 
such humiliating circumstances American statesmanship, I was 
suggesting in my bitterness, might ask whether it would not be 
better for us to buy oí. than to fight the foes of the Republic. 

But away with such thoughts! Let them perish in the same 
grave as this squalid and odious gratuity, Until hope shall have 
actually been smothered by despair I shall continue to believe 
that the view that this Congress will heed is that of the World 
War soldier who deems the bonus an opprobrious reproach to 
his military pride and devotion and that of the great mass of 
the American taxpayers, to whom it has almost the meaning of 
another impending war. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, the Senator from Mary- 
land, who has just yielded the floor, with all the invective of 
which he is master assails the ex-service men who have dared 
to say that they believed that they were as much entitled to 
consideration at the hands of the Government that they offered 
to die to save as were the profiteers who stayed at home 
and plundered the Government. If I understood his argu- 
ment—and I am sure I did—it was an expressed fear, an 
announced conviction, that the ex-service men were coming back 
here to destroy the Government, and that it was the duty of 
the Senate, and one that the Senator from Maryland was 
going to discharge with great pleasure, to resist any effort that 
might be made to satisfy what some of them think is their just 
demand. In other words, the Senator from Maryland is sure 
that the man who stayed at home and robbed the wives and 
mothers and dependents of the soldiers who went abroad to 
fight for America were entirely to be commended, and their 
rights should be protected, while the soldiers who served in 
the Army and Navy are to be condemned and their rights 
spurned. His argument can mean nothing else. 

Oh, I know, Mr. President, that men like Jack Dempsey, 
who went into the shipyards instead of the trenches, who did 
all their fighting in the prize ring and none of it on the battle 
fields, got a bonus. As I now recall, Jack Dempsey got about 
$14 a day for staying in a place of safety, and now there is 
an opportunity for the Senate to go on record either to protect 
him and his great wealth which he has sinca acquired as a 
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prize fighter, or to do partial justice to the soldiers who took 
his place in France. The Senator from Maryland wants to 
be counted among the first to defend the Jack Dempseys and 
the other men who stayed out of the trenches, and to condemn 
with all the odium that language can convey the soldiers who 
were willing to die in order that he and his children after him 
might enjoy liberty. 

Mr. President, the Senator says a bonus is an odious thing. 
Do not let us call it by that term. I know and everybody 
who is at all familiar with the history of this Government 
knows that every man who stayed at home and engaged in 
civil occupations while the war was being waged received a 
bonus, an «adjusted compensation; that their wages were 
raised from $1.50 and $2 to $3, $4, $5, $6, $7, $8, $9, and even 
$10 a day. Good men who, like Jack Dempsey, had never 
before done a day’s work in their lives received $14 a day. 
Nobody complained. I know that soldiers who escaped actual 
military duty and were assigned to do some kind of civil service, 
such as constructing highways or producing lumber in Oregon, 
got civilian’s pay, which was raised from month to wonth 
while the war went on. They got $7, $8, $9, and even $10 a 
day and nobody complained. The cost of living rose, and the 
profiteers got high profits. People thought they ought to be 
compelled, therefore, to contribute something in the caring for 
other people and to pay wages somewhat commensurate with 
conditions. 

The soldier gave up every dream he had, abandoned his ambi- 
tions and his hopes, went 4,000 miles beyond the sea, and a 
hundred thousand of them from battle wounds or disease laid 
down their lives, and a quarter of a million now walk the 
streets of every town and city in America worse than dead, 
physical and mental wrecks—did it all on $1 a day, and out of 
that we required him to contribute to the support of his wife 
and children at home, instead of doing what we ought to have 
done and laid our hands upon the selfish wealth of America and 
made its owners care for the wives and children of the soldiers. 

Oh, Mr. President, the Senator from Maryland was not at all 
concerned when the railroads of this country demanded a bonus 
of $1,800,000,000 from the American taxpayer. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And got it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And got it. I remember how concerned the 
Senator from Maryland was that that “holy of holies,” the 
Esch-Cummins law, might be perpetuated and therefore switched 
his vote so that the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH], 
a member of his own party, might not be elected chairman of the 
Interstate Commerce Committee, for fear that they might lay 
hands upon the high rates of the railroads of America. The Sena- 
tor from Maryland was quoted in the public press at that time as 
saying that he was not going to give reign to the radicals in 
America. Oh, how sacred dollars are, and how cheap and how 
much to be spurned are human life and human blood! Since I 
have been a Member of the Senate, Mr. President, I have 
never—— 

Mr. McKELLAR. Before the Senator from Maryland goes 
out—and I see he is leaving the Chamber —I should like to make 
a statement. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I should certainly like to have the Senator 
remain, but I do not blame him for not doing so. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Maryland also defended 
the profiteers in his speech while the Senator from Arkansas, 
I think, was out for a few moments. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Of course; and he talked about the sacred 
Mellon plan, which ought to be spelled with one “1” instead of 
two. I remember that sordid editorial in the Saturday Evening 
Post which was entitled “ Cut yourself a piece of cake.” Its 
substance was, “If you have been a profiteer, why, God bless 
your soul, keep the gains which you have made; do not let those 
who offered to die for you get their sordid hands in the Treas- 
ury of the United States, because this is your gold and you are 
entitled to keep it. Let the men who had little enough sense to 
go out and stand knee-deep in the mud and blood of France 
remain paupers all the days of their lives; we sacred American 
citizens who stayed at home and robbed the orphans and the 
widows—why, God bless your soul, we have the gold, and let 
us keep these frightful marauders, the soldiers of America, from 
getting any adjusted compensation.” 

I do not purpose, Mr. President, so long as I sit in this body 
to hear denounced as men who are threatening the life of 
America the ex-service men simply because they ask that their 
total compensation for their years of service in the Army shall 
be $2 a day. It is not the fact, and no man who has a proper 
consideration for the blood and brawn of America will denounce 
the soldiers as threatening the life of America, in order to 
defend the interest of profiteers who want further to rob the 
people of America, 


There is a time, Mr. President, when Senators are not going 
to sit still and hear such charges as that made in the Senate. 
I voted for war and I did so, so help me Almighty God, because 
I believed when these American sons of ours should have made 
the sacrifice that we expected them to make and won the vic- 
tories that we knew they would win that there was going to be 
an end ef war, but the selfish interests in America and Europe 
made their sacrifice in vain. They made their part of that 
bargain between high Heaven and the mothers and fathers and 
boys of America good by offering to die, and many of them did 
die—and more than 30,000 of them yet sleep, Mr. President, in 
foreign soil and will sleep there until time shall be no more— 
in carrying out their part of this contract. But the people 
who love money more than honor, who love wealth more than 
America, defeated the ends for which they died. So the sol- 
diers made their sacrifices in vain, and now a tongue is found 
on the floor of the Senate to denounce them and their comrades 
because they come back here and say, “We believe that our 
Services entitle us to a better wage.” I can not sit still and 
hear it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I rose a moment ago be- 
cause I did not think the character of speech which has been 
made in reference to the American Legion and the American 
soldier should go without challenge. I wish to thank the Sena- 
tor from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] for every word that he has 
uttered. He has described the situation accurately and justly. 
The reply which he has made is most fitting for this occasion. 

I wish to supplement that by saying that I believe a large 
part of the opposition to the soldiers’ bonus is in support of the 
so-called Mellon plan. I believe the statement of Colonel Miller 
that the figures have been juggled to bring that about is correct, 
and I have in my possession something relating to the propa- 
ganda that is going out over the country upon this subject 
which I ask unanimous consent to have inserted in the RECORD 
at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it will be placed in the RECORD. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


NATIONAL FOUNDERS ASSOCIATION, 
Chicago, February 14, 1924. 
To MEMBERS OF NATIONAL FOUNDERS ASSOCIATION : 
: (Weekly letter No. 312.) 
* * * . . . . 
BUSINESS MEN SHOULD MAKE STRAIGHTFORWARD EDUCATIONAL CAMPAIGN. 

We intended this week to give an excerpt from a letter from Mr. 
James F. Powell, publisher The Ottumwa Courier, Ottumwa, Iowa, 
but, on rereading the correspondence we feel it is of such great im- 
portance as to merit printing in full. The letter to ourselves is as 
follows: 

“Iam inclosing a copy of a letter that I wrote several weeks ago 
in reply to a letter we had received from several different advertising 
agencies. 

“I told them that the letters that were being gotten out by them, 
and the business men who are their clients, were simply defeating 
the very purpose they were trying to attain. Business men should 
realize that it is necessary for them to make plain, straightforward 
educational assertions, instead of requests or commands that do not 
carry with them any reasons why their requests should be carried 
out. 

“The great need of this time is educational statements and reasons 
by responsible people. They should be given in signed statements 
and in talks to the people they want to educate—not orders to em- 
ployees. 

“By putting these things in the form of letters and in public 
statements they have given the demagogue the strangle hold on them 
and are defeating themselves. 

“If you Will look in the CONGRESSIONAL RecorD of Monday, January 
21, 1924, at the middle of the second column on page 1185, and at the 
bottom of the second column of page 1186 you will see that the letters 
have been used exactly as I predicted they would be. 

We need now such an educational campaign of speech making 
as was carried on by the business men in 1896. We need a speaking 
campaign.” 

This is the letter referred to by Mr. Powell: 

“Within the last week we have received from a number of adver- 
tising agencies letters stating that many of the large business firms 
that are clients of those agencies have asked the agencies to write to 
the newspapers urging the newspapers to advocate the adoption by 
Congress of the Mellon tax-reduction plan. 

“The Ottumwa Courier is advocating the adoption of that plan 
with all the emphasis that it can, but the thing that is needed now 
in this country is for the officials of the big business institutions to 
do something to help protect themselves and in protecting them- 
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selves to protect the prosperity of the country. It ts one of the 
infirmities of the present time that the man who represents a worth- 
while business thinks that his advocacy of a measure makes the mass 
of the people prejudiced against that measure. If he is right about 
that then he is to blame because he does not, over his own signa- 
ture, give his reasons for the position he has taken. 

“If there ever was a time when the responsible man should come 
out in the clear and open and give his reasons for the position he is 
taking on this Mellon plan, it is right now. The people are groping in 
the dark, and will welcome some plain logical statements from re- 
sponsible business men, 

“Twenty-five or thirty of the largest business organizations ought 

to have the moral courage to each write a statement of its reasons for 

advocating the Mellon tax-reduction plan; then the president, vice 
president, secretary, treasurer, and board of directors should sign 
their statement, and say they are signing it because their judgment 
and business experience makes them feel that it is for the best 
interests of all, Say it in language so bold and direct that the very 
straightforwardness knocks the demagogue off his pins. If they 
will show that they have the courage to do that, they will eliminate 
u lot of prejudice against successful businesses. The American people 
love to follow the man who has the courage to step out from the crowd 
and say, ‘I am the man who ordered that done’; and it is right that 
it should be done and done in that way. 

“A lot of these firms should set out in a plain, blunt way their 
reasons why they believe this tax reduction should and will work 
toward expanding and inereasing business opportunities for young 
men, and why continued high taxes will restrict that expansion and 
opportunity. Then buy space in the newspapers and print those 
statements, Say It as if they meant it—bold and clear—and the 
public will immediately respond to such courage and common sense. 
If a number of big firms. will each get out statements like I have 
spoken of above, sign them, and get them printed in advertising 
space in the representative newspapers of this country, they will be 
doing a great constructive service for the Government. 

Such letters as the agencies are sending to the newspapers get in 
the hands of the Brookharts, La Follettes, Johnsons, etc., and they 
hold them up in the Halls of Congress, shake them above their heads, 
and yell about how big business dictates to the ‘kept press.’ Such 
letters aid the demagogue to discredit the newspapers’ effort to bring 
out the facts. 

“If the automobile concerns, the American Tobacco Co., the Stand- 
ard Oil companies, the United States Steel, the rallroads, would 
each get out a signed separate statement like I have referred to above, 
and say right in that statement, in the last paragraph above thelr 
signatures, that they are printing this because it is a sensible view 
to take, and it is the constructive view to take, irrespective of the 
demagogues that are yelping at their heels, they will answer in that 
statement all of the arguments that these demagogues can make. 
The big and successful business institutions have it within their 
power to get the collective mind of this country on a mental balance, 
if they will have the moral courage to stand right out in the open 
and say what they believe and sign their names to it. Because they 
have not done so in the past is the very reason that these demagogues 
have got the upper hand of the mass of the people who, you know as 
well as I do, never study beyond the surface at all. 

“In 1896, under the leadership of Mark Hanna, the business inter- 
ests of the country boldly stepped out in the open and exploded the 
free-silver fallacy. With the good results of that educational campaign 
in mind, I ask you to submit to your elients this question, ‘Is not 
this the time for similar action?“ 

. * * * * . > 


Very truly yours, 
WILLtiau H. Bann, President. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I desire to call special 
attention to one or two of the paragraphs in this letter. It 
comes from an editor in my State who always serves the preda- 
tory interests of this country. He can always be found on that 
side of every economic question, He is one of those who belleve 
that a soldier should fight for the economic rights of the rich 
and then have no voice in the economic result of the war; he 
is one of those who go back to the days of feudalism, when the 
soldier attached to the feudal lord served that lord for no pay 
whatsoever, and, if the result of the war was an acquisition of 
territory or some other loot of war, it acerued all to his feudal 
lord. Those ideas have come down through all our wars. To 
a great extent the same economic idea has always prevailed, 
that the soldier should serve without pay or with very little pay. 

1 do not believe in that theory. I do not believe in that 
as the spirit of Americanism; and this editor, in order to sup- 
port his plan of defeating the soldiers’ bonus, has joined in 
a system of advice and organization for the adoption of the 
Mellon plan, Here is a paragraph from his letter. He says: 


Within the last week we have received from a number of advertising 
agencies letters stating that many of the large business firms that 
are clients’ of those agencies have asked the agencies to write to 
the newspapers urging the newspapers to advocate the adoption by 
Congress of the Mellon tax-reduction plan. 


This editor is not satisfied with that situation, and he wants 
to have something to say about how that propaganda will be 
promoted. He says further: 


Such letters as the agencies are sending to the newspapers get in 
the hands of the Brookharts, La Follettes, Johnsons, ete. and they 
hold them up in the Halls of Congress, shake them above their heads, 
and yell about how big business dictates to the “kept press.” Such 
letters ald the demagogue to discredit the newspapers’ effort to bring 
out the facts, 


This letter is sent out as a course of instruction to the mem- 
bers of the National Founders’ Association. It was sent out 
on February 14, 1924. 

This editor is not satisfied with these advertising agencies 
simply calling upon the newspapers to advocate the Mellon 
plan. He says further: 

If the automobile concerns, the American Tobacco Co., the Stand- 
ard Oil companies, the United States Steel, the railroads, would 
each get out a signed separate statement like I have referred to above, 
and say right in that statement, in the last paragraph above their 
signatures, that they are printing this because it is a sensible view 
to take, and it is the constructive view to take, irrespective of the 
demagogues that are yelping at their heels, they will answer in that 
statement all of the arguments that these demagogues can make. 


This particular type of editor is looking out for more adver- 
tising. He is looking out for more returns in his scheme of 
propaganda; and through this system of organization he ex- 
pects first to secure the enactment of the Mellon tax-reduction 
plan, and that will foreclose any attempt to grant the soldiers 
a bonus or adjusted compensation. 

Mr. President, this organization is nation-wide. There are 
some soldiers in it. There are some members of the American 
Legion who belong to the predatory interests of this country. 
There are some members of the Legion who think more of 
the war profits of their fathers than they think of the support 
of their comrades in arms. Those are the members of the 
Legion who are organizing to defeat the soldiers’ bonus, those 
of that character and of that attitude, and we must be warned 
against them. 

I resent the imputation that 4,000,000 soldiers must go into 
a war caused by economic strife in this world and yet have 
nothing to say and no share to take in the economic results of 
that war. I can find you, as a result of the profits of any one 
year of that war, more than a just share of excess profits. 
I can find enough in any one year to more than pay all the 
bonus to these 4,000,000 soldiers, I say to you that as long 
as we will draft 4,000,000 men to go out and give their lives, 
if need be, for their country, and at the same time turn loose 
some 23,000 other men to make millions out of the blood money 
of war, I will vote for compensation, adjusted compensation, 
penean and every other reward for the soldier who risked 

s life. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
BrookHarr] called attention to the propaganda in regard to 
the Mellon bill. The other day I called to the attention of 
the chairman of the committee dealing with this subject the 
propaganda of the Literary Digest. 

I am in receipt of a letter from a prominent official in Knox- 
ville, Tenn., in which he calls attention to the propaganda of tha 
moving-picture shows for the Mellon bill. He says: 


Long before Mr. GARNER or anyone else bad spoken about the Mellon 
bill, the moving-picture shows in our city— 


And I have heard the same thing from other eſties 


and of course in others were flashing upon the screen the big water- 
melon that was being sliced by Mr. Mellon and indorsed by President 
Coolidge. Who paid this bill in the movies? 


I hope the Senator from Iowa will give the information he 
has to the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses], the 
chairman of that committee, so that he can call them here 
when the co ttee investigates this propaganda. 

Mr. HE . Mr. President, I share the sentiments ex- 
pressed by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway], and the 
sentiment regarding adjusted compensation expressed by the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. BrooxHarr}. 

I announced on this floor in 1921 that so long as I was a 
member of this body I would resent attacks made here upon 
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the ex-service men, and denounce the characterization of them 
as being men who were trying to capitalize their patriotism. I 
regret that the speech of the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
Bruce] was made in this chamber. Portions of it can not be 
defended from any viewpoint. 

When these boys were summoned to the. battle line on for- 
eign soil, they gave up everything, and they offered their lives 
for their country. They were not rich men. Not very many 
of them were sons of rich men. Some of them were, and they 
made fine, brave soldiers. When these boys came back from 
the war they found their country in the midst of a panic. 
They could not find employment, and many of them really suf- 
fered for the necessaries of life. They were discharged from 
service in the Army and the dollar a day that they were then 
getting was withdrawn, and they were turned loose in a 
country panic stricken, brought on at the instance of the money 
kings of the United States. The currency had been contracted 
and credits deflated. They deflated credits to the extent of 
$2,500,000,000 and contracted the currency to the extent of 
$928,000,000. This inexcusable onslaught on the country’s cur- 
rency and credits literally paralyzed the body of business. 
While that was going on, Mr. President, I saw a Republican 
Congress vote to take off the profiteers $450,000,000 ; $90,000,000 
were taken off the big surtax payers of the country, or a total 
of $540,000,000; and if that money had been collected to this 
hour we would have had an ample sum to pay these boys ad- 
justed compensation; they would have been satisfied, and all 
would have been well with them. : 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to my friend from Tennessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator overlooks the $700,000,000 
that the war profiteers got out of Congress immediately after 
the war, and which war profiteers the Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. Bruce] so eloquently defended a few moments ago. He 
thought it was all right for war profiteers to come to Congress 
and get what they demanded; but when the soldiers come— 
soldiers who got a dollar a day—he regards it as a great con- 
spiracy against the Government itself. Oh, yes; he denounces 
the soldiers, but in the same speech he defends the war prof- 
iteers. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I thank the Senator from Tennessee for that 
suggestion. I recall that very well. Seven hundred million 
dollars were paid to these men in the twinkling of an eye; 
$450,000,000 in taxes annually were taken off the profiteers; 
$90,000,000 the big surtax payers got taken off; and all the 
while the World War soldiers were here at the Capitol asking 
to have their claims adjusted by the Government that they 
had dared to fight for, and offered to die for. 

I recall that, Mr. President, and I recall how these organiza- 
tions that oppose adjusted compensation commenced to form, 
to start their propaganda against a bonus. I remember how 
the Republican leaders were saying: “We are going to give 
you a bonus or adjusted compensation a little later on. Wait; 
wait; wait.“ In the meantime the propaganda with big money 
behind it was on strong to defeat adjusted compensation. I re- 
call all that. They had broken faith with the American sol- 
dier, and now they denounce him and repudiate him for daring 
to ask his Government to pass judgment on his claim, as he 
expresses the conviction that he has not been paid enough for 
the service he rendered in the great World War. 

These speeches as a rule-are not made except by men who 
are themselves immensely rich. They are wonderfully blessed 
with a large share of this world’s goods, and most of them in- 
herited it. Now they can stand back and put their thumbs in 
the armholes of their vests and, in pompous fashion, say: 
“The American soldier is trying to capitalize his patriotism.” 
Not so. Braver soldier never shouldered gun or drew a battle 
blade. He answered the call of his country and was willing to 
die for it, while the profiteers back at home were growing rich 
at the expense of the Government. 

They did as the Senator from Tennessee has said; they made 
millions; they made hundreds of millions; yes, and they made 
billions during the war. Then after it was over, as the Senator 
from Tennessee pointed out the other day, the du Pont people 
came and got still more, $21,000,000 through an arrangement 
provided by the Republican Congress. They were not satisfied 
with the settlement they had had before. They did not say to 
the Government: “You have already been strained to the 
breaking point, and we are willing to call it square because you 
expended millions and millions with us, and we charged you 
profits sky-high;” not at all. They came up and said: “ We 
want the pound of flesh, and we are going to have it;” and a 
Republican Congress cut it out for them. . 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to my friend from Tennessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And then, after they got that pound of 
flesh, here come all of them, led by Mr. du Pont, one of the 
greatest of all the profiteers during the war, and they are writ- 
ing letters to every Senator, and perhaps to every Congressman, 
to get them to vote against a like readjusted compensation for 
the soldiers. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; that is what they are doing. Now und 
then they have somebody prepare a long speech attacking ad- 
justed compensation, and they are not content with simply 
opposing the principle involved but they bitterly criticize and 
denounce the soldier, and I do not intend to submit to it. I 
speak for these boys who were called, in part, by my vote to the 
service of the flag. I was for them when we called them to the 
colors. I was for them on the battle fields of France. I am for 
them now, and I will be for them and feel grateful to them as 
long as I live. God bless them. I pray that I may never prove 
recreant in my obligations to them. Many of them did not have 
much financial wealth back of them, but they went where their 
country called and offered all they had, and now they come 
back and see men who became millionaires during the war 
profiteering on their country, 3,000 miles removed from danger, 
away back behind the lines and across the sea, over here holding 
up their Government, making money out of its distress and mis- 
fortune because of the war, and these boys come back and say, 
“You paid me only a dollar a day, but I had to use a part of 
that to help my loved ones, to support them back at home, while 
I was over there offering to die day by day for my country.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator yield again? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As I recall—the Senator may correct me 
if I am wrong—in the debates that occurred on this bill in 
previous Congresses no one actually opposed it. Those who 
spoke against it wanted to postpone it, so far as I now recall; if 
I am in error in my memory, I hope the Senator will correct me. 
The Senator from Maryland is the first and only Senator who 
Qenounced the soldier, and who declared that he was a menace 
to this Republic. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I remember two or three speeches that have 
rather strongly criticized the soldier for the position he took in 
asking for adjusted compensation, but I have not heard anyone 
criticize him quite as caustically as has the Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. Bruce]. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I gladly yield to my friend from New York. 

Mr. COPELAND. Does not the Senator think it is time that 
the Senate and the country, too, should have a statement from 
the Finance Committee of exactly what the cost of the bonus 
would be? It hurts me when I hear public men in addresses 
talking about it costing four or five billion dollars, and even 
the President of the United States the other day in an address 
in New York stated that the cost would probably be five and a 
half billion. It is not necessary to spend any such amount as 
that. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Nothing like that amount, 

Mr. COPELAND, I believe that a cash bonus, if I can 
multiply—and I can even divide, which is more than the bank- 
ers of this country can do—can be paid every man who served 
at a cost of less than a billion and a half and a carrying 
charge, including payment on principal, of less than $100,- 
000,000 a year. We hear these statements, and I have just 
made one, but I think it is time that the Finance Committee 
gave us a report upon the bonus bills which are pending in 
order that the country may have the truth and not have these 
exaggerated statements which are bandied about by men in 
New York to sandbag the soldiers“ bonus in an attempt to 
carry through the Mellon bonus. I believe the Senator will 
agree with me, and I should like to ask if he does not. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do, Mr. President. I think it is a very 
timely suggestion that the able Senator from New York has 
made. I think the Finance Committee should really give us 
a statement along this line and let us know just what in their 
judgment the amount would be. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President 

Mr. HEFLIN, I yield to my friend from Oklahoma. 

Mr. OWEN. I wish to call the attention of the Senator to the 
generous manner in which the Congress of the United States 
and the Government of the United States dealt with the British 
taxpayers in extending the loan over sixty-odd years, with an 
amortization plan; that there is no sound reason why the same 


1924. 


treatment should not be accorded the taxpayers of the United 
States, and extend at least a substantial portion of this war cost 
over a like term, with an amortization plan. If that were done, 
the amount necessary to pay this bonus could be easily raised, 
and the future annual tax under the amortization plan would 
be around $100,000,000 a year and would do this country no 
‘harm at all. 

On the other hand, I remind the Senator that the so-called 
deflation policy, which so severely constricted credits in this 
country as to bankrupt large sections of the country and which 
did great and almost irrevocable harm to those who labor in 
America, in the country and in stock raising, would be meas- 
urably offset by the expansion due to the payment of this bonus 
and paying it now. I myself supported the President's veto 
before because of the representations of the Treasury that we 
were facing a deficit of over $600,000,000 and that there was no 
provision made in the body of the bill to provide for the pay- 
ment; but no such situation exists now. 

Mr. McKELLAR. With the permission of the Senator from 
Alabama, will the Senator from Oklahoma yield? 

Mr. OWEN. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator has stated that he voted to 
sustain the President’s veto of the bonus bill under represen- 
tations made by the Secretary of the Treasury as to the con- 
dition of the Treasury. ; 

Mr. OWEN. That is correct. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It turns out that instead of the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, being correct in his estimate 
at that time, he was just $900,000,000 wrong. The Senator is 
not going to follow the Secretary any more, is he? 

Mr. OWEN. I discovered his error later, I advise the Sena- 
tor, and it has had a substantial effect upon my making up 
my mind now. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am very glad to hear it. 

Mr. OWEN, But I wanted to call attention to the ease 
with which the amortization principle can be applied in the 
same way that it is being applied for the benefit of the British 
taxpayers. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I thank the Senator for his suggestion. I 
have already thought that with the insurance feature, the land- 
grant feature, that the cash settlement of adjusted compensation 
would not require quite a billion and a half dollars in all. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bruce] has 
spoken about the unprecedented prosperity in this country. 
One trouble with some of our Representatives in Congress is 
that they do not seem to know what the situation is with large 
groups or sections of our people. I want to say for the benefit 
of the Senator from Maryland that the whole Northwest of the 
United States is nearly, if not quite, bankrupt, and I want to 
say to him that the farmers in the South are in great financial 
distress, they are in debt, and that it will take them five years 
to get out of debt and get back on their feet to where they 
were when the panic of 1920 and 1921 was upon them. 

Their sons are involyed in the plea for adjusted compensa- 
tion. The sons of the western farmers are involved. Their 
fathers and mothers are in distress, gripped by the bondage of 
debt, with banks breaking all around them, business failures 
all about, crops selling below the cost of production, and their 
sons asking, “ Will you not adjust my claim, and see whether 
or not you think that a dollar a day was enough for me while 
I was away offering to die for you and yours? You paid Mr. 
Du Pont the $21,000,000 he asked, after you had already settled 
with him. You paid the war material men, many of them on 
questionable contracts, $700,000,000. You took off of the profit- 
eers the most equitable tax ever levied, $450,000,000 a year. 
You took off of the big income-tax payers $90,000,000 a year. 
Will you not hear me? I offered my service, my life—all I 
had for our country. My parents are in distress, The home 
in which they live is mortgaged. The farm itself is covered 
with a mortgage. We are about to lose it all. Will you not 
hear me?” 

Then somebody stands up and denounces him as being a man 
who would capitalize his patriotism. The Senator from Mary- 
land says you can not compensate these men for their service 
out of the Treasury. No; you can not. If I were to vote for 
what I believe would be just wages or compensation for them 
in risking their lives on the battle front in France it would 
take many billions of dollars to in any way square the account. 
It can not be measured in money. If I were to leave it to some 
of these gentlemen who so vehemently fight adjusted compensa- 
tion to say what they would charge to go out there on the 
battle front in Franee and spend one hour in no man’s land. 
the Government could not pay the price they would name in a 
hundred years. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HEFLIN. I gladly yield to the Senator. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Then what does the Senator suppose they 
would have charged for undertaking the risk of even going 
over to France through German-submarine infested seas? Does 
the Senator suppose many of them—nay, does he suppose that 
any of them—would have had the courage even to make the 
trip under those conditions? 

Mr, HEFLIN. The Senator asks me for a frank answer. I 
think it would have required physical force to put them on the 
ship, [Laughter in the galleries.] 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am quite sure the Senator is right. 

Mr. HEFLIN. And after you got them over there, and they 
had shown them no man’s land, where not a sprig of grass 
could live, where shot and shell were raining in fury all 
around—if you had said to them “Charge the German line,” 
the one to whom you spoke would have said: “I am sick unto 
death ; take me to the nearest hospital right now.“ 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, in other. words, the Senator 
makes the point that a lot of these gentlemen—not in the Sen- 
i oppose the bonus are invincible in peace, invisible in 
war 

Mr, HEFLIN. Absolutely; invincible in peace and invisible 
in war is right. Mr. President, I think that if some of them 
had gone over there it would have been like the situation with 
some of our negro troops when a bulletin passed down the line 
late one afternoon saying, “In the morning 20,000 negro troops, 
backed by 50,000 French soldiers, will go over the top.” One of 
the negroes grinned and said, Do you know how that bulletin 
is gwine to read to-morrow afternoon? It's gwine to say, Fifty 
thousand French soldiers tromped to death by 20,000 niggers.’ ” 
(Laughter. ] 

Now, these gentlemen, these long-distance champions of the 
ex-service man, tell about how proud he ought to be when he 
is starving and wanting bread, tell how he ought to spurn the 
suggestion of adjusted compensation, when he has nowhere to 
lay his head, tell him that he ought not to listen to those who 
would tell him that he has a right to ask his Government for 
a just and fair settlement, the Government which he served 
and for which he offered to die, 

Mr, President, I want to remind the Senator from Maryland 
and all the others who may see fit to assail these boys that the 
Kaiser, out back of his line on the battle fields of France, said, 
“Tf we win this war, we are going to collect $40,000,000,000 
indemnity from the United States.” 

I want to remind the Senator from Maryland that the ex- 
perts within the allied lines, the British especially, and some 
of the French military masters, said: “This war can not be 
ended in less time than two years and a half,” and I want to 
remind him that in less than eight months’ time from that day 
these American troops stormed the German lines, beat back their 
soldiers, struck the decisive blow, ended the war in victory, and 
brought that flag back home covered all over with the glory of 
their valor. 

They saved their own country, speedily ending the war, and 
saved $15,000,000,000 in further cost at least. They saved 
their own country by winning the war the $40,000,000,000 in- 
demnity that the Kaiser had said he would collect. There is 
$55,000,000,000 saved by those boys, thousands of them with- 
out much personal financial wealth back of them at home; but, 
thank God, they had that which is worth more than all the 
gold of the world—they had manly, brave, sterling manhood, 
and the courage which constitutes the real wealth of a nation. 

Mr. President, when I hear them assailed now I feel like I 
ought to say a word in their behalf, not that they need anybody 
to defend their record, but I want them to know that there are 
those here who voted to call them into the service, who sent 
them across the sea, who are for them now, and are demanding 
a fair deal for them—adjusted compensation for them—and 
that there are those here who do not feel when they are ask- 
ing for adjusted compensation that they are doing anything 
wrong, but that they are entirely within their rights when they 
ask the Government that they love so well and served so well 
to grant them adjusted compensation. 

Mr. President, I felt like saying that much for the brave 
boys who served and saved their country in the hour of its 
peril. 

SALARIES IN THE VETERANS’ BUREAU, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the Director of the United States Veterans’ 
Bureau, transmitting, pursuant to law, a statement showing 
by location, salary range, and bureau designation employees 
receiving an aggregate annual salary of $2,000 and over as of 
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February 1, 1924, for the central office, and as of January 1, 
1924, for the field, which was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the secretary of the United States Civil 
Service Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list of 
useless papers, documents, etc., in the offices of the secretaries 
of the several civil service districts, with the exception of the 
thirteenth district, not needed in the transaction of business 
and having no permanent value or historical interest, and ask- 
ing for action looking to their disposition, which was referred 
to a Joint Select Committee on the Disposition of Useless 
Papers in the Executive Departments. The President pro 
tempore appointed Mr. Sraxrikto and Mr. McKetrar members 
of the committee on the part of the Senate, and ordered that 
the Secretary notify the House of Representatives thereof. 


CONDOLENCES ON DEATH OF FORMER PRESIDENT WILSON. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a 
cablegram from the President of the Fourth Greek National 
Assembly of Athens, Greece, on behalf of the Greek Govern- 
ment, containing a message of sympathy on the death of former 
President Woodrow Wilson, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed in the Rxconb, as follows: 


ATHENS, February 1}, 192}. 
Tun SENATE, UNITED STATES OP AMERICA, 
$ Washington: 

The Fourth Greek National Assembly, on the motion of the Prime 
Minister, Mr. George Cafandaris, has unanimously empowered me to 
convey to you the assembly's profound sorrow at the death of ex- 
President Woodrow Wilsen, whose commanding personality exercised 
the greatest influence in behalf of the eternal principles of democracy 
and international justice during the World War as well as at the final 
peace settlement. The Greek people, actuated by sincere feelings of 
gratitude and admiration for his work, desire to associate themselves 
with the sorrow of the American Nation over the loss of so eminent an 
apostle of the loftiest political ideals, 

C. D. Racrivan, The President. 


THE LATE DR. FRANCIS HOLLEY. 


Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I submit for the Recor a resolu- 
tion of the Motion Picture Theater Owners of America testi- 
fying to the worth of Dr. Francis Holley, one of the most useful 
and unselfish of men, whose services will be long remembered 
in America, especially his work in founding the Bureau of 
Commercial Economics. The nobility and disinterestedness of 
this man sets a high standard fully deserving the commenda- 
tion bestowed. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. In the absence of objection, 
the resolutions will be printed in the Recoxp. 

The resolutions are as follows: 

MOTION -PICTURE THEATER OWNERS OF AMERICA, 
New Fork City. 


Resolution adopted at meeting of the board of directors on the death 
of Dr. Francis Holley. 

Whereas the Inevitable swing of the pendulum of time brought our 
beloved friend Dr. Francis Holley the dread summons to which all 
humankind must some day respond, his death occurring at the Mayo 
hospital December 12, 1923, in Rochester, Minn., after an extended 
illness, attended by many painful situations; and > 

Whereas during the past three years he has been untiring in his 
efforts fo advance the cause of tbe theater owners through his wonder- 
ful personal afforts, the Bureau of Commercial Economics at Wash- 
ington, of which he was the executive head, and in many cther ways, 
greatly to the advantage of our organization, the theater owners of 
the United States and the motion-picture industry generally. 

Resolved, by the members of the board of directors of the Motion 
Picture Theater Otcners of America, in session assembled at the 
national headquarters in New York City, Tuesday, January 15, 1924, 
That while we bow to the will of the higher power which shapes and 
determines human destiny, we deeply deplore the death of Doctor 
Holley, realizing that in his passing from this sphere of activity the 
Nation has Jost one of Its most useful citizens, whose adyanced 
thoughts and practical actions always led the way to better things 
for all the people, his associates, a sincere and loyable friend and com- 
panion, and our organization and the motion-picture industry a cham- 
pion of the indomitable kind whose mind was ever alert and hands 
ever raised in defense of our position. 

Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be sent to the Bureau 
of Commercial Economics at Washington, spread upon the minutes 
of this meeting and given to the press, 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a me- 
morial of Loggia Beatrice Cenci No. 1207, of the Order of the 
Sons of Italy in America, of Elizabeth, N. J., remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called Johnson restrictive immi- 
gration bill, as being discriminatory, etc., which was referred 
to the Committee on Immigration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate 
a communication from the Governor of Virginia, transmitting 
a certified copy of a joint resolution passed by the General 
Assembly of Virginia, which, with the accompanying paper, 
was referred to the Committee on Commerce and ordered to 
be printed in the Rxconn, as follows: 

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, 
GoyyrNvor’s OFFICE, 
Richmond, February 18, 1924. 
PRESIDENT UNITED States Senate, ' 
Washington, D. O. 

My Dran MR. PRESIDENT: I am inclosing you certified copy of joint 
resolution passed by the General Assembly of Virginia memorializing 
the Congress of the United States to enact legislation authorizing the 
purchase of the Dismal Swamp Canal and converting the same into 
a free waterway. 

I trust this paper will be used in such way as to see it gets fair 
and just consideration at the hands ef Congress, 

Very truly yours, 


E. Læn TRINKIS, 
Governor of Virginia. 
Joint resolution memorializing the Congress of the United States to 
enact legislation authorizing the purchase of the Dismal Swamp 
Canal and converting the same into a free waterway. 


Whereas the Chief of Engineers transmitted to the Congress of 
the United States a report dated February 25, 1922, recommending that 
the United States acquire by purchase the Lake Drummond Canal, 
usually known as the Dismal Swamp Canal, for a consideration of 
$500,000; and . 

Whereas this canal intersects and serves a section of eastern North 
Carolina and eastern Virginia deyoted to agriculture and other in- 
dustries, and constitutes the only instrumentality of transportation 
for the people of said section, and the maintenance of said canal is 
essential for the industrial life and social well-being of the people 
of said section: Now, therefore, 

Resolved by the House of Delegates of Virginia (the senate con- 
curring): 1. That the Congress of the United States be, and is 
hereby, requested to enact appropriate legislation at this session au- 
thorizing the purchase of the said Lake Drummond Canal for a con- 
sideration of $500,000, and the maintenance of same as a -publie 
waterway in accordance with the report of the Chief of Engineers. 

2. That the Governor of Virginia is hereby requested to communi- 
cate a copy of this resolution to the Speaker of the House of Repre- 
sentatives and to the President of the Senate of the United States 
and also to the chairman of the Senate Committee on Commerce and 
the chairman of the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and also to 
the two Senators and the Representatives in Congress from the Com- 
monwealth of Virginia. 

Agreed to by house of delegates February 14, 1924. 

Jno. W. WIA tas, 
Clerk House of Delegates. > 

Agreed to by the senate February 14, 1924. 


O. V. HAUSER, 
Olerk of the Senate, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore also laid before the Senate a 
telegram from the Union of Orthodox Rabbis of America in 
conyention assembled at New York, N. Y., which was referred 
to the Committee on Immigration and ordered to be printed in 
the Recorp, as follows: 


New Tonk, N. Y., February 18, 192}. + 


PRESIDENT OF UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. O.: 

The Union of Orthodox Rabbis of America in convention assembled 
hereby adopts the following resolutions: 

“ Whereas proposed Johnson bill seeks further to restrict immigra- 
tion to this country by reducing the percentage quota and putting it 
upon basis of 1890 census; and 

“ Whereas this bill affects directly the destiny of thousands of our 
coalitionists who are suffering the cruelest religious persecutions in 
eastern and central Europe; and 

“ Whereas this measure is contrary to the best of finest traditions 
of America, which have always held out a helping hand and extended 
a hearty welcome to the persecuted and oppressed of all nations: 
Therefore be It 
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“ Resolved, That we protest most strenuously against the adoption 
of bill as discriminating and un-American and contrary to the great 
principles of humanity and justice by which our Republic has always 
been guided, and we appeal to all Members of Congress and to the 


President of the United States. We petition the President of the 
United States and Members of Congress to defeat thig discriminating 
and un-American measure and to continue the liberal and tolerant 
course which America has always pursued.” 

THe UNION OF ORTHODOX RABBIS, 

PRESIDIUM RABBI LEVENTHAL. 

RABBI ROSENBERG. 

RABBI SILVER. 


Mr. CAPPER presented a petition, numerously signed, of 
citizens of Alma, Kans., praying for the passage of legislation 
repealing or reducing the so-called nuisance and war taxes, 
especially the tax on industrial alcohol, which was referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a memorial of members of the Santa Fe 
Supervisors’ Association, of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa 
Fe Railway system, of Dodge City, Kans., remonstrating against 
the making of any substantial change in the transportation 
act of 1920, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of rural letter carriers of Norton 
County, Kans., praying for the passage of legislation providing 
an equipment allowance of 6 cents per mile per day to rural 
letter carriers, which was referred to the Committee on Post 
Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Norton, 
Kans., remonstrating against the passage of legislation creat- 
ing a Federal department of education, which was referred 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

He also presented a petition of the Woman’s Christian Tem- 
perance Union, of McPherson, Kans., praying an amendment 
to the Constitution regulating child labor, which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. McLEAN presented a petition of the Hartford Woman’s 
Club, of Hartford, Conn., praying for the passage of legislation 
establishing a national fish preserve in the Mississippi Valley, 
‘which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also presented papers in the nature of petitions from 
the congregation of the First Church, North Congregational, 
of Middletown, and the social service committee of the Connecti- 
cut Federation of Churches (representing Protestant churches 
in the State), both in the State of Connecticut, favoring the 
participation of the United States in the Permanent Court of 
International Justice, which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a resolution adopted at the annual meeting 
of officers and managers of the Chureh Missions Publishing 
Co., at Hartford, Conn., favoring the rejection by the Senate 
of the Lausanne treaty, which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented memorials and papers in the nature of 
memorials of the Polish Citizens’ Republican Club of Bridge- 
port; members of the Saint Calogero Society, of Thompson- 
ville; the Italian Lodge Fratellanza Duca D’Aosta, No. 825, 
Sons of Italy, of Ansonia; Lodge Sildio Resinati, Sons of 
Italy, No. 853, of Plainyille; the Societi di M. S. Maria SS. 
del Carmine, of New Haven; Lodge No. 1071, Sons of Italy, 
of Hartford; Circolo Italiano, and the Societa S. Maria 
Maddalena di M. S. Atranese, of New Haven; the Hartford 
Chapter, Hadassah (the Women’s Zionist Organization), of 
Hartford, and sundry citizens of Italian descent of New Haven 
and Waterbury, all in the State of Connecticut, remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called Johnson restrictive im- 
migration bill, as being discriminatory, etec., which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Immigration. . 

He also presented petitions of Local No. 287, National Fed- 
eration of Post Office Clerks; the Grand Avenue Business 
Men's Association; the Anna Sangan, War Mothers’ Associa- 
tion, No. 1 (Inc.), and auxiliary, all of New Haven; and of 
employees of the United States post offices at Waterbury and 
Middletown, all in the State of Connecticut, praying for the 
passage of legislation granting increased compensation to postal 
employees, which were referred to the Committee on Post 
Offices and Post Roads. 4 

He also presented petitions of the Connecticut State Con- 
ference, Brotherhood of Painters, Decorators, and Paper- 


hangers of America, of New Haven; of the John Coleman 
Prince Post, No. 9, the American Legion, of New London; of 
the Gray-Dickinson Post, the American Legion, of New Britain; 
of the Tomalonis-Hall Post, No. 84, the American Legion, of 
Simsbury; of the Torrington Post, No. 38, the American Legion, 


of Torrington; and of the Stanley Doboss Post, No. 14, the 
American Legion, of Rockville, all in the State of Connecticut, 
praying for the passage of legislation granting adjusted com- 
pensation to veterans of the World War, which were referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, 


Mr. LODGE, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to 
which were referred the following joint resolutions, reported 
them severally without amendment and submitted reports 
thereon: 

A joint resolution (8. J. Res. 76) authorizing the main- 
tenance by the United States of membership in the Interna- 
tional Statistical Bureau at The Hague (Rept. No. 159); 

A joint resolution (S. J, Res. 77) authorizing the appoint- 
ment of delegates to represent the United States at the 
Seventh Pan American Sanitary Conference, to be held at 
Habana, Cuba, in November, 1924 (Rept. No. 160); and 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 79) to provide for the repre- 
sentation of the United States at the meeting of the Inter- 
American Committee on Electrical Communications, to be held 
in Mexico City beginning March 27, 1924 (Rept. No. 161). 

Mr. KENDRICK, from the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys, to which was referred the bill (S. 699) authorizing 
the addition of certain lands to the Medicine Bow National 
Forest, Wyo., and for other purposes, reported it without 
amendment and submitted a report (No. 162) thereon. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. MOSES: 

A bill (S. 2539) granting a pension to Harriet Ellen Orne 
(with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McLEAN: 

A bill (S. 2540) granting a pension to Eva Norton (with 
accompanying papers); and 

A bill (S. 2541) granting a pension to Kate A. Beardsley 
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A bill (S. 2542) for the relief of Henry V. Faris; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 2543) to make an investigation of the needs of the 
Nation for public works to be carried on by Federal, State, and 
municipal agencies in periods of business depression and un- 
employment; to the Committee on Edueation and Labor. 

A bill (S. 2544) granting an increase of pension to George 
F. Souls; to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (S. 2545) for the relief of Ingvald A. Knudsen; 

A bill (S. 2546) for the relief of George W. Trowbridge; and 

A bill (S. 2547) for the relief of Harold Bentsen; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

A bill (S. 2548) for the relief of James A. Hughes; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

A bill (S. 2549) to repeal the excise tax on automobiles and 
motor cycles; 

A bill (S. 2550) to repeal the excise tax on autotrucks and 
autowagons; and 

A bill (S. 2551) to repeal the excise tax on tires, inner rubes, 
parts, and accessories; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A bill (S. 2552) for the relief of Leslie Warnick Brennan; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

A bill (S. 2553) authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
to promulgate schedule of fees to be charged vessels at the 
national quarantine, port of New York; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mr. BURSUM: 

A bill (S. 2554) authorizing the Secretary of War to award 
the congressional medal of honor to Second Lieut, Etienne de P. 
Bujac; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. KENDRICK: 

A bill (S. 2556) granting a pension to Mary Keefauver; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 

A bill (S. 2557) conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of 
Claims to hear, examine, adjudicate, and enter judgment in any 
claims which the Cowlitz Tribe of Indians may have against 
the United States, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. NORBECK (for Mr. STEBLING) : 

A bill (S. 2558) authorizing and directing the Secretary of 
the Treasury to pay for services rendered by certain Indian 
scouts and Indian volunteers in rescuing white captives from 
hostile Indians; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 
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By Mr. NORBECK: 

A bill (S. 2559) to establish an Alaska Game Commission, to 
protect game animals, land fur-bearing animals, and birds in 
Alaska, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry. 


IMPROVEMENTS AT NAVAL AIR STATION, PENSACOLA, FLA, 


Mr. FLETCHER submitted two amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 5721) to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Navy to proceed with the construction of certain 
public works, which were referred to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs and ordered to be printed. 5 


INDIAN HOSPITAL AT PHILADELPHIA, MISS, 


Mr. HARRISON submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to House bill 5078, the Interior Department 
appropriation bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and 
to be printed as follows: 


After line 13, page 47, insert: 

“For the construction, equipment, and maintenance of a hospital 
for Indians at Philadelphia, Miss. for incidental and all other 
expenses necessary for its proper conduct and management, and includ- 
ing pay of employees, $25,000." 

á DEFECTIVE BATTLESHIPS. 


Mr. COPELAND submitted a resolution (S. Res. 165), which 
was read and referred to the Committee on Naval Affairs, as 
follows: 

Whereas the Navy Department reports show that four of our capital 
battleships of the Atlantic Scouting Fleet, namely, the Wyoming, the 
Utah, the Arkansas, and the Florida, have been found unfit for service 
and have had to be withdrawn from active service; and 

Whereas the deterioration of these capital battleships reduces this 
country's quota of 18 ships of this type, permitted under the disarma- 
ment treaty, to 14; and 

Whereas the New York and Teras, which have been ordered to take 
the place of the four ships above mentioned with the Atlantic Sconting 
Fleet, are reported to be im almost the same state of disrepair: There- 
fore be It 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Navy be, and he is hereby, di- 
rected to present to the Senate all information relating to the detert- 
oration of these battleships, as well as all data explaining why these 
ships have not been kept in a condition commensurate with the de- 
fensive needs of the country. 


ORDER FOR RECESS. 


Mr. SMOOT, I ask unanimous consent that when the Senate 
concludes its session to-day it take a recess until 12 o’clock noon 
to-morrow. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


REPORT OF COMMERCIAL COMMISSION TO SCANDINAVIA. 


Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, during the last summer I visited 
Denmark in studying the cooperative market system there, and 
had intended to be with a committee of the Southern Commer- 
cial Congress which visited Sweden and Denmark studying the 
question of vocational and agricultural education and coopera- 
tive marketing. I am just in receipt of a letter from the presi- 
dent of the Southern Commercial Congress submitting a copy of 
their report. I ask leave to submit it to be printed in the 
Recorp, because it is a very important matter and gives infor- 
mation of the utmost importance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in 
the chair). Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

The report referred to is as follows: 


THe SOUTHERN COMMERCIAL CONGRESS, 
Washington, D. C., January 24, 1924. 
Senator ROBERT L. Owen, 
Washington, D. O. 


My DEAR SENATOR Owen: I have the honor to submit to you a copy 
of the report of the Commercial Commission to Scandinavia, organized 
and directed by the Southern Commercial Congress. 

The report covers an investigation conducted in Sweden, Norway, and 
Denmark, and deals with questions of vital interest to the people of the 
United States. 

In view of the fact that you were selected as a member of this com- 
mission and made personal investigations in Denmark, I beg to suggest 
that the material be offered by you to the Congress of the United 
States for publication for the information of the American people. 

Cordially and sincerely, 
CLARENCE J. OWENS, President. 


REPORT or THN COMMERCIAL COMMISSION TO SCANDINAVIA ASSEMBLED 
BY THE SouTHRRN COMMERCIAL CONGRESS, 


SWEDEN. 


To study economic, financial, and industrial conditions in Sweden, 
Norway, and Denmark, the systems of vocational and agricultural edu- 
cation, and the methods employed in reforestation and cooperative 
marketing, in which Norway and Denmark, respectively, have made 
great progress, the Commercial Commission to Scandinavia was as- 
sembled by the Southern Commercial Congress at New York and sailed 
for Goteborg, Sweden, on July 3, 1923. All sections of the country 
were represented, the members holding commissions from the governors 
of their respective States, including Alabama, Arizona, Georgia, Illinois, 
Kansos, Kentucky, Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Mon- 
tana, New York, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, 
Texas, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin. Hon. William Jennings 
Bryan accepted the chairmanship, but was unable to make the trip, and 
the commission was directed by Dr. Clarence J. Owens, president. of the 
Southern Commercial Congress, as director general; Congressman Wik- 
LIAM D. UPSHAW, of Georgia, vice chairman; and State Senator Ralph 
Metcalf, of Tacoma, Wash., vice chairman and executive secretary. The 
address prepared by Mr. Bryan was read at the opening sesslon at 
Goteborg. Ile expressed his profound interest in the subjeets to be 
considered by the commission, and in conclusion, said: 

„ trust that the Southern Commercial Congress will put the agri- 
cultural classes on record in favor of world peace, of world disarma- 
ment as a means of securing world peace, and in favor of the cultiva- 
tion of the spirit of brotherhood and cooperation as the only basis of 
disarmament and peace.” ` 

Miss Mary Boyce Temple, of Tennessee, president general of the 
Women’s Auxillary of the Southern Commercial Congress, was chair- 
man of the woman's division, which numbered 18. This is the ninth 
foreign mission organized by this congress. The commission held daily 
sessions Upon the ship, preparatory to the investigation, which was en 
tered upon after debarking at Goteborg July 13. 

There is a very old bond of friendship between the United States 
and Sweden, for in the struggle of the American Colonies for in- 
dependence Sweden was the first power to offer its friendship vol- 
untarily, without solicitation, through Benjamin Franklin, at Paris, 
and the treaty between the new Republic and one of the oldest peoples 
in Europe, who have maintained their land for thousands of years, 
was signed April 8, 1783. A model of the Kalmar Nyckel, the ship 
that brought the first group of Swedish colonists to America In 1687, 
was exhibited at the Goteborg Exposition. From that first immigra- 
tion, nearly 300 years ago, the Swedes have seemed to amalgamate 
better than any other nationality. They are recognized everywhere in 
the United States as good citizens and capable and industrious workers 
in agriculture, science, and the mechanical arts. The largest influx of 
Swedes was 30 years ago, the census of 1890 showing 894,000; 1900, 
582,000; and 1920, 625,000. 

Sweden has an area of 178,000 square miles, 12,000 equare miles 
greater than that of California, one-seventeenth less than the combined 
areas of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and Alabama. It is 
one of the largest countries in Europe, covering 4.7 per cent of the 
area of Europe, about half as large again as Great Britain and Ire 
land. It has a population of 6,000,000, a density of about 34 to the 
square mile, about one-twentieth of that of England and Wales. 
Sweden lies in about the same latitude as that section of North 
America between the southern shore of Hudson Bay and Bering 
Strait. Its length from north to south is approximately 950 miles 
and its greatest breadth 300 miles. Beeause of its high latitude the 
nerthern portion is very sparsely populated, many districts with less 
than one inhabitant to the square mile. The Swedish people belong to 
the same race as the Anglo-Saxons and probably have the purest 
Teutonic blood of any nation. The birth rate is 21 per 1,000 and the 
death rate 14.5. In 1921 the death rate was at the phenomenal figure 
of 12.4. The average length of life is nearly 60 years, which is prob- 
ably unequaled in any other nation. Sweden has great resources in 


iron and timber, Swedish steel being recognized as perhaps the most 
important factor in the world market. 

During the present century Sweden has developed rapidly indus- 
trially, as the following table of per cent of population engaged shows: 


The last 10 years have shown the same industrial development. 
There are 35 privately owned banks in Sweden, in addition to the 
Riksbank, the state-owned bank. Sweden suffered severely during the 
deflation period of 1920-21, the banks having to write off 4,000,000 
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kroner, and there being considerable unemployment, but the stock- 
holders met all the losses, and not a kropa of deposits was lost. 

The paper issue of the Riksbank was 234,000,000 kroner on a gold 
reserve of 102,000,000 in 1913, 813,000,000 on December 81, 1918, with 
a gold reserve of 285,000,000. From that date there has been a steady 
decrease until on December 31 last the total was 584,000,000 with a 
gold reserve of 274,000,000. At this time the Riksbank held foreign 
bonds and balances to the amount of 242,000,000, so that actually 90 
per cent of the note issue was covered by gold, rather an unprece- 
dented situation. The rate charged of 74 per cent in January, 1921, 
was reduced by one-half of 1 per cent four times in 1921 and twice in 1922, 
to the present charge of 43 per cent. The aggregate capital of the 
joint-stock banks is about 900,000,000 kroner, and deposits 3,300,000. 

Sweden has woman suffrage, and to insure the home and the family 
against the attraction of public life housewife associations haye been 
organized throughout the Kingdom, somewhat on the order of our 
parent-teacher associations. 

Goteborg and Stockholm are both attractive clties that will well 
repay an American visitor. 

Stockholm is more than 1,000 years old. Nearly 300 years ago 
Gustavus Adolphus II sailed to Germany to overwhelm the German- 
Roman emperor and save Protestantism. Later the great military hero 
of Sweden, Charles XII, swept Europe, through Russia, Poland, Ger- 
many, and Turkey. In 1782 Gustavus III built the opera house, in 
which to this day there has been permanent opera. Stockholm has 
450,000 population to-day, Goteborg 250,000. 


THE GOTESORG SYSTEM OF LIQUOR CONTROL. 


Aside from prohibition in the United States, Sweden has in the 
Goteborg system probably“ the most effective control of the Hquor evil in 
the world. Sweden was cursed with the drink habit, but in 1909 a 
general vote gave 1,700,000 in favor of strict regulation against 
35,000. Sweden decided, just as Norway has, that the sale of liquor 
must be carefully regulated and restricted. This has been done since 
1909. One company handles all the sules of liquor, the profit limited 
by law and any earnings beyond the fixed rate turned over to the 
Government, The Government receives $30,000,000 a year from this 
source. Under this system the total sales of liquor were reduced from 
43,000,000 liters in 1913 to 25,800,000 in 1923, and the recorded cases 
of drunkenness from 59,000 to 28,000. Physicians reported a reduc- 
tion of cases of alcoholism from 492 in 1913 to 113 in 1922. 

The Swedish system of education, which the commission studied 
through its committee, of which Miss Mary Temple was chairman, is 
well warth consideration. Mr. Karl Peterson, of the United States De- 
partment of the Interior, has been in Sweden three years studying this. 
He said to the commission: 

“ Of course you know that there is more money spent by the United 
States Goyernment every year to study diseases of swine than is spent 
on education. The people of the United States are afraid of centralized 
control. The private schools, of which there are so many, resent this, 
The bureau favors this, but has no administrative power. The Army 
test in the Great War showed 25 per cent of illiteracy (and this per- 
centage the commission refuses to accept, because the official figures in 
Germany showed only 2 Uliterates in 10,000 in the army test). 

“In Sweden the Minister of Education, with the advice of-a super- 
vising board, directs the public education of the nation. It is not as 
complete a system as it is in France, for instance. 

““ Here in Sweden the supervisory board encourages the initiation of 
new methods and tests out new ideas, The house and community sys- 
tem is limited to the elementary classes, while in France and Central 
Europe it continues through the entire system. This community system 
has a local character and instills local sentiment and fosters love for the 
community as ancestral home. An advanced feature is study of the 
industrial possibilities of the community. Informal organizations of 
adults study this aud are familiarized with local opportunities, A new 
series of local textbooks has been produced, something we have nothing 
like in the United States. 

The teacher’s tenure is on a much better basis than in the United 
States, where it averages two years. There is a complete pension 
system, the teachers contributing a small sum. There are teachers’ 
cottages and gardens and school gardens, experiment stations, and re- 
forestation is quite common. ‘The teacher has a permanent position 
in the community and a home and is recognized as a cultural leader in 
the community. Sweden goes on the theory that teaching conditions 
must give ‘composure for work.’ 

“Pupils are aided to positions after graduating, and it ts believed 
they need guidance more than when in school. There are textbooks 
teaching physical and mental requirements for various occupations, 
and teachers advise and help. The teacher must not sever relations 
with the graduate, but advise and help as he enters upon his lite work. 
These continuation schools last part time for six or eight months 
while working. This is compulsory as well as the elementary schools 
between the ages of 7 and 14. 

“The difference in pace with which pupils acquire education is 
always a great drawback and discouraging to teachers. Thus in the 


grade schools, 139 complete high 

A effort is made in Sweden to pick 
out the brightest pupils and push them ahead. In fact, this is gen- 
erally done in Europe, and in Belgium cities raise a special fund for 
maintenance and education of selected pupils. Salaries of teachers 
are a little lower in Sweden than in America, but in proportien to cost 
of living. There are 42 weeks of school, 5 or 6 hours for 53 days a 
week.” 

Consul General Murphy added that teaching is a profession in Sweden 
and there is always a chance to advance to a better salary. There is 
a good pension system ; In fact, all Government employees, and most of 
them in private occupations, are paid at the age of 60, 75 per cent of 
the salary. - Pupils are thoroughly instructed in the gymnasium and 
in active games. He said he had never found a slum district in any 
city in Sweden; the municipalities dress the poor children and furnish 
them lunch. He has lived in the Consular Service in 14 countries, and 
no country is so well governed as Sweden. The people seem to haye 
more respect for the law, and punishment follows crime immediately. 

Mr. Murphy had a very serious criticism of certain American busi- 
ness methods. He said Sweden has to import 78 per cent of its coal 
supply, and the United States furnished 11 per cent of it. After the 
great coal strikes in England he urged the United States to increase Its 
shipments, and in four months United States exports grew from 11 
per cent to 49 per cent. Unfortunately, when Sweden needed coal, a 
New York concern sold a cargo to some of the biggest steel companies, 
declaring by wire that it was high-grade coal. It proved to be very 
poor quality, not steam coal, and cost them a loss of $9,000, ruining 
retorts and stock in manufacture, A claim was made through the 
State Department, but it proved a war company of mushroom growth 
and there was no redress. A second cargo proved to be coal dust and 
slate, so the prospects for bullding n large coal trade were ruined. | 

The consul general said that after the armistice hordes of American 
drummers came to Sweden and deliberately swindled the merchants. 
The largest department store ordered over $700,000 of American goods 
for immediate shipment, and in nine months received but 23 per cent 
of the order, much of that lost by bad packing and goods not up to 
grade. They served notice, “ Until you Americans keep your contracts 
and deliver goods you've promised and promptly you can’t have Swedish 
trade.” They are buying in England and in Germany. Another firm 
ordered 8,700 boxes of Oregon apples and sent the money to a New 
York bank. The entire shipment was over 80 per cent rotten. The 
case is now in the New York Supreme Court, and the testimony showed 
they were misbranded. There were many like cases; they were mush- 
room war concerns, not standard New York companies. It was all 
published in the papers, and hurt trade badly. The United States Gov- 
ernment made efforts to correct this condition and it is much im- 
proved. In fact American trade fell off materially in 1921; it in- 
creased last year to 20 per cent of the total. This was not confined to 
the United States. Other countries were guilty of the same practices 
in 1920. The fact remains that a commercial commission to advance 
trade relations can not succeed if this kind of thing is permitted by 
American merchants, and it shouldn't be. We are reporting the consul 
general's statements because they come on high official authority and 
are therefore entitled to all consideration and to the necessary action 
that will eliminate them. This situation greatly interfered with the 
commission's efforts in the Scandinavian countries, for the knowledge of 
it seemed to be general. 


A GREAT INDUSTRIAL COUNTRY. , 


In industry Sweden holds the fifth place among the countries of the 
world, after England, the United States, Germany, and Belgium, al- 
though the population is less than that of New York City. At this 
time more than half the population of Sweden is actively engaged in 
industry. Sweden has not only the resources in ore that are requisite 
to great manufacturing, great timber resources, and water power, but 
her people have the inborn mechanical genius that is essential to suc 
cessful development. This tendency toward industry is exemplified by 
these figures: The per cent of the population employed in agriculture 
was 72 per cent in 1870, 54 per cent in 1900, 48 per cent in 1910, 35 
per cent in 1920, while the per cent employed in industry was 14 per 
cent in 1870, 28 per cent in 1900, 82 per cent in 1910, and 52 per cent 
in 1920. Trade, shipping, and banking have increased correspondingly. 
The iron mines of the north are among the richest of the world and 
there are yearly 5,000,000 tons transported to the coast. Sweden suf- 
fered severely from the after-armistice period, but her industries are 
prosperous. 

Sweden has about 9,000,000 acres in cultivation, growing about 350,- 
000 tons of wheat, 700,000 tons of rye, 1,200,000 tons of oats, and 
2,000,000 tons of potatoes. The value of the entire harvest is figured 
at considerably over 1,000,000,000 kroner, or approximately $280,- 
000,000. 

More than half the total area of Sweden is forested. There are 
55,000,000 acres, of which 13,000,000 acres are national forests. Nor- 
mally, before the war, the exports of forest products aggregated $90,- 
000,000, or nearly half the total exports. The law requires culting 
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close to the ground and close utilization of by-products. The principal 
species are Norway pine and spruce, similar to that in the State of 
Washington. The timber matures at about 100 years. Reforestation 
is carried on on so large a scale by both the Government and private 
owners that the statement may be accepted that the forests of Sweden 
will never be cut out. s 

Trees are cut to 3 inches from the ground. Practically all of the 
timbering operations have accessible river transportation. The logs 
generally run about 7 inches in diameter and 18 feet—rather poles in 
Pacific coast lumbering. There is practically no waste either in the 
woods or the mills. Waste not used for lath, broom handles, or box 
shooks goes into pulp or charcoal. Lumber is air dried. American 
lumber manufacturers may accept the conviction of the commission that 
there can never be competition in any market with Swedish lumber, 
because it is small, short, and full of knots. 

Governmental control of the state forests began in 1638, but it was 
not until 1860 that the Government established a forestry policy. In 
1875 this policy was extended to taking over more forested land an- 
nually. Under this policy the Government increased the acreage of 
state forests from 1,000,000 in 1870 to 15,000,000 in 1915. The Gov- 
ernment maintains a forest laboratory, studying all questions relating 
to forestry, with experimental areas all over the country. The college 
of forestry was established in 1828. There are seven schools of for- 
estry, and free instruction in all state colleges and schools. There was 
no tax before the war on standing timber and very little now. 

The forestry laws are enacted to meet the conditions in every part 
of the country. The specific laws apply only to the sections named. 
They provide that only trees matured shall be cut and that there shall 
be reforestation. These laws cover all of the forested land owned by 
private interests, There is a forest commission in each province, which 
not only sees that the law is enforced but furthers reforestation. Last 
year nearly 100,000 acres were reforested under these commissions. In 
no country in the world, not even with the efficiency methods of Ger- 
many, are the logging of the trees and the utilization of the waste so 
applied as in Sweden, 

There are in Sweden 1,400 sawmills, employing 60,000 hands, which 
makes a yery small showing with the United States. Some of the mills 
are operated by electric power, of which there is much that waits only 
development. Kiln drying is used very little, There is a legal 8-hour 
day, and the wage runs from 18 to 35 cents per hour. Sweden ex- 
ports a great deal of wood pulp, There are 200 factories, and the 
increase in output has been from 220,000 tons in 1896 to 520,000 in 
1905, 950,000 in 1910, 1,200,000 in 1915, and nearly 2,000,000 in 1922. 
A good deal of this comes to the United States. Sweden also exports 
800,000 tons of paper, next in the world to Canada. All the match- 
manufacturing companies were combined in 1918, and last year they 
exported more than $2,000,000 worth. 

As to the increase of shipments from the United States, that depends 
upon the methods nsed by American shippers, in view of the reports 
we have set forth. Between 1910 and 1920 Sweden shipped to us 
$44,000,000 of supplies. The great falling off of exports from the 
United States to Sweden in 1920 was presumably due to the feeling 
against goods from America resultant from the practices described by 
Consul General Murphy. The principal sbipments, which may be in- 
creased, are (these are the 1920 official figures): Agricultural imple- 
ments, $1,064,808; breadstuffs, $5,254,929; automobiles, $11,805,362; 
chemicals, $2,364,209 ; coal and coke, $14,410,141; copper, $7,845,635 ; 
cotton, $14,961,833; cotton manufactures, $3,792,111; electric machin- 
ery, $798,528; fertilizers, $766,606; fruits and nuts, $114,369; adding 
and calculating machines, $1,012,983; machinery, $5,230,801; rails, 
$1,066,313; total iron and steel, including rails, $10,602,245; leather 
manufactures, $5,628,631; meat products, $6,540,480; mineral oils, 
811,828,870; tobacco, $4,448,206; wood manufactures, $357,896; total 
of domestic exports, $113,647,105. In addition, the United States ex- 
ported to Sweden $1,242,789 of foreign merchandise. It is unlikely 
that a market can be found for any new products to any extent. The 
Swedish business man is hard headed, clear thinking, and knows values. 
He will not stand for unfair treatment. But he is well satisfied with 
his dealings with reputable firms. Trade relations have broadened ma- 
terially in the last few years and under right conditions will continue 
80 to do. 

Sweden has in the United States its legation at Washington, its 
consul general at New York, who was with this commission in Swe- 
den, a consul at Chicago, Minneapolis, San Francisco, Seattle, Port- 
land, Los Angeles, San Diego, Salt Lake, and Ketchikan. The 
commission believes that an extension of this service would be of 
material advantage in increasing trade relations between the coun- 
tries. The United States has in Sweden only the legation at Stock- 
holm and consul general, consul at Goteborg, and at Malmo. This 
service could be extended to great commercial benefit. 

The Swedish budget, like that of Great Britain and of our own 
country, is not written in red. The expenditures of last year's 
budget provided for a total of 663,604,800 kroner, and revenue of 
759,990,900. The balance—something that outside of England under 


Stanley Baldwin is unknown in Europe—was appropriated for “ ex- 
penditure for increase of capital,” as follows: 


353 business enterprises 
vernment stocks and shares. 
Government loan funds 


Reduction of national debt , 159, 20 
To fund from sale of liquor (probabl i , 000 
Temporary loans repaid $ , 000 
Subvention loans „000 

Ta AAE O LUN Sant A LN a 132, 388, 000 


The budget for 1923-24 reduces expenditures 25 per cent from 
the 1922-23 budget. The national debt of Sweden doubled from 
1913 to 1922 because of war conditions, but is now less than a 
billion and a half kroner, 242 kroner or $87 per capita, as against 
$1,000 in Great Britain, There has been an economic affinity, a 
similarity, between Sweden and the United States, in successfully 
handling national finances during the deflation period, In 1908 the 
foreign debt was 905 of the total. This was steadily converted into 
internal debt, until last year only 24 per cent was foreign. There 
were $20,000,000 of Swedish bonds sold in the United States in 1919. 
Notwithstanding the hard times of the following years, more than 
half of this was bought back. The Swedish krona was the only 
currency in the world that stood at parity with the dollar, and in 
January of this year was at a preminm above the dollar. Last year 
Sweden increased her foreign trade 17 per cent over the previous 
year, nearly treble that of 19 other countries, and had a foreign trade 
balance of 1,100,000,000 kroner. Exports to the United States were 
10 per cent of the total before the war and have now increased to 
24 per cent. ? 

THE FREE PORTS OF SWEDEN. 


Sweden has developed the free-port policy to the extent of its three 
principal ports—Stockholm, Malmo, and Goteborg. The free port faclli- 
tates commerce in transit, in that it is exempt from customs regula- 
tions and duties, Goods may be landed, stored for an unlimited 
period, and reshipped to any destination outside of Sweden without 
being subject to duty. The free policy was proposed 40 years ago, 
but it was not until 1907 that Parliament enacted the necessary legis- 
lation and 1919 when the first free port, at Stockholm on the Baltic, 
was gpened for business. This is on a rather small scale, with quays 
of 1,770 feet and 25 to 30 feet of water. Extension to 2,625 feet is 
under construction. The warehouse provides storage of 200,000 square 
feet. About 700 ships can be cleared yearly. 

The free port of Malmo, across from Copenhagen on the narrow 
channel that connects the Baltic with the North Sea, was author- 
ized in 1917. There are 2,250 feet of quays, with a depth of 30 feet. 
About 17,000,000 kroner, or $4,420,000, have been expended on this 
port. The warehouses have a capacity of 183,000 square feet. 

The third free port, that of Goteborg, on the North Sea, the nearest 
port to the Atlantic and the port of call of American ships, was 
formally opened last August, and work is still progressing. The com- 
mission was afforded a close inspection of this port. Its cost reaches 
20,000,000 kroner, or $5,200,000. There are two piers, 600 meters by 
70 meters and 250 meters by 100, respectively, with a total length of 
8,700 feet. The basin between the two pliers has an area of 25 acres, 
with 25 feet of water. The warehouses have a floor space of 175,000 
square feet. They have heated compartments for goods that can not 
withstand cold. There are 40,000 feet of railway sidings. There are 
23 electric cranes, with lifting capacity of 5 tons each. The largest 
dry dock holds 18,000 tons. These free ports are constructed by the 
municipalities, the management at Stockholm and Malmo being turned 
over to private companies. The Goteborg port is under control of the 
harbor board, but the warehouses leased to a company formed by rep- 
resentatives of the principal trading and industrial companies, with 
rate of profit limited by law and the city sharing therein. From the 
Goteborg port are regular direct sailings, passenger and freight, not 
only to all Scandinavian and Baltic ports but to and from New York, 
the Pacific coast, the east and west coasts of South America, and cargo 
service to North, Central, and South Africa, the Near East, British 
India, the Dutch Indies, China, Japan, and Australia. There are 40 
steamship trips made annually to and from American ports, The aver- 
age tonnage of ships is 4,000. 

Hydroelectric power was first developed in 1896. In 1908 the 
Royal Board of Waterfalls was created by Parliament and given con- 
trol of all state canals and waterfalls. By a bill effective July 1, 1920, 
it was given power not only to superintend the management of water- 
falls, power plants, and canals but to cause necessary new develop- 
ments to be carried out and to suggest and carry out provisions aiming 
toward a complete utilization of the water-power resources and to 
aid in building up a rational power supply in those parts of the coun- 
try where direct action by the state appears desirable. The board 
maintains a bureau of construction, which carries on hydraulic con- 
struction work and builds power houses for both hydroelectric and 
steam-electric plants. The power that has been developed in Sweden 
is shown in the following table: 
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Power developed in Sweden from 1896 to 1918. 


o r 56.8 128,335 43.2 | 297,105 
1901-1005. 58.8 201,204 4.2 284,957 
7908-1910. 56.0 | 293,663 44.0 067, 144 
1000 55.2 252,872 44.8 | 564,773 
1907.. 54.4 | 276,263 45.6 | 607,019 
1908. 55.0 | 288, 289 45.0 | 639, 638 
1909. 55.3 | 318,315 4.7 712,456 
1910. 50.0 832; 547 41.0| 811,784 
1911. 50.8 | 338,391 40.2| 843,575 
1912. 62.6 370,318 37.4 | 800,000 
1913. 61.9 44,358 38.1 | 1,188, 904 
1914. 61.5 | 485, 629 88.5 | 1,200, 864 
1915... 63.9 | 476,875 13 1, 321, 043 
1910. 65.7 | 483, 301 3 1 408, 081 
1917. 65.0 513,374] 35.0 1,467 171 
1018. 67.7 494,192 32.3 1,531,212 
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At the close of 1922, of the known available water-power resources 
of Sweden, a total of 4,500,000 horsepower, there had been developed 
1,200,000 horsepower. 

Up to the World War there was practically no use of electricity in 
the rural districts. Under war conditions kerosene could not be ob- 
tained, calcium carbide was scarce, carbide lamps were expensive and 
troublesome, and the utility of electricity impressed itself on the 
farmers. Few farmers had sufficient means to provide a supply, 80 
they employed the most effective instrument for the farmer in every 
linc of his business cooperation. Cooperative electric distributing 
unions were organized, and up to this year there were 300 in active 
operation, and the farms of western Sweden are very generally sup 
plied with electric light and power. It is another lesson to the Ameri- 
can farmer of the efficacy and efficiency and effectiveness of coopera- 
tion. 

The cooperative societies of Norway and Sweden have not been 
developed to the extent of those im Denmark. The export of Denmark 
is better suited to these societies, and greater extension was possible. 
However, these societies are important in Norway and Sweden, and are 
to be found in the lumber and paper industries as well as in the agri- 
cultural interests. The cooperative societies were founded in Norway 
about 1865 and in Sweden in 1860, although the actual movement in 
beth began about 1890. They are mostly urban and operate on the 
Rochdale distributive plan. Since them they have grown in many 
respects as to standardization, further extension, and larger capital. 

Director Embald, of the National Union of Swedish Farmers, ex- 
plained to the commission at Stockholm that the business of his union 
was to buy feed, seed, fertilizers, and grain for its members, and to 
market thelr products. It handles only the chief farm necessities. 
The general office is in Stockholm. It is the usual cooperative organiza- 
tion, first the farmers’. union, then the district association, then the 
National Union. 

Manager Elidin, of the Consumers Union, which operates on the 
Rochdale system, stated that the union was organized by workers in 
1860, but their ideals were too high and would not work, and the union 
died in 1880. Other unions were organized and soon died. In 1900 
the present union was organized by practical men who discarded ideal 
theories and adopted systematic methods, following the Rochdale plan. 
There are now 900 unions serving 250,000 families and 1,000,600 peo- 
ple, one-sixth the population of Sweden. The sales for 1922 were 
200,000,000 krener. Business is increasing materially each year. There 
are members in all parts of Sweden representing all classes, but 60 to 
70 per cent are farmers or laborers. Bach union is free to buy and sell, 
but under control of the central union, The central buys at wholesale 
and supplies the unions. The primary object is to buy in the best 
market to the best advantage. They broke the margarine monopoly 
by building their own factory, now the largest in Sweden, and ma- 
terially reduced the price. Their grain mill will also be the largest. 
Their capital comes from the initiation fees of members, starting at 
11 cents. Profits go to members in proportion to their purchases. 
Legal and educational departments are also maintained. Nonmembers 
may purchase. 

TRADP WITH THE UNITED STATES. 

Sweden suffered from the economic reaction of the deflation period 
that followed the inflation of 1918-19, but during 1922 there was a 
gradual recovery. Liquidation in banking and industry was accom- 
plished without severe losses, and the Swedish price level at the close 
of 1922 was approximately that of the United States and Great 
Britain. During 1923 there has been a continued general improvement, 
with an increase in production and a decrease in unemployment, 
During the latter part of 1922 and the early months of 1923 there were 
serious labor troubles, which were settled in May, since which time 
there has been a gradual recovery in industry and shipping, to which 


the financial situation has reacted. 
e 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. ~ 


Imports to 
the United 
States. 

$10, 504, ~ $10, 452, 650 
13, 586, 11, 875, 403 | 
20,901, 11, 5,300 
D 231, 11, 373, 679 
47, 967 18, 856, 638 
20, 467, 18; 069, 487 
15,674, 5, 935, 490 
133, 009, 13,722,931 , 
114, $89) 844 81, 612, 153 | 
87, 065, 813 19, 765,267 
82.408,33 837350" | 
26,977,355 | 18, 864, 228 


Sweden offers a market for textile goods. They prefer a cotton and 


wool mixture. They always haye been able to look to Germany for 
this; still to-day the opportunity offers for United States manu- 
facturers, 

Norway, 


Norway has an area of 124,640 square miles, rather more than a 
tnird smaller than its sister country and practically the size of New 
Mexico. It has a population of 2,715,000, a density of about 21 to 
the square mile, considerably less than that of Sweden. The principal 
ports are Christiania, Bergen, Stavanger, Christiansand, and Layviek. 
There are 10 shipping lines to the United States, making 156 sailings 
annually, the average tonnage of the ships 6,000 tons. At Chris- 
tiania Hon. S. A. Hammer delivered a most interesting address to the 
commission, detailing economic conditions in Norway from the time 
of its first independence, He said: 

Until the nineteenth century Norway had been united with Den- 
mark for 864 years. January, 1814, was for Norway as 1776 for the 
United States—the Norwegian war of independence. Independence 
was brief, for Norway was forced by the great powers of Europe to 
the unfortunate union with Sweden. For 50 years before 1814 Nor- 
Way made great strides economically, but the war with England de- 
stroyed everything—ships, commerce, industry. A member said in 
the British Parliament in 1815, ‘No country n Europe would sell 
a pair of slippers for Norwegian currency.’ But Norwegians stick to 
their work. There has been an honest economfe policy ever since, 
The National Bank of Norway was established in 1815 on the same 
principle as the United States Bank. It was not a commercial bank 
but simply issued notes. Private bankers loaned only on land, so it 
was necessary to start a bank. 

From 1820 to 1830 development was very slow. The great timber 
trade with England was ruined by the English import duty in 1809 
for the benefit of Canada, and this trade was the source upon which 
Norway depended, In 1880 the first light came. The chaos in Europe 
because of Napoleon was an exact counterpart of the present chaos. 
Every organization was shattered; all artificial remedies failed. The 
times were out of joint but we were born to set it right, and are 
trying to do the same thing to-day. In 1830 Europe settled down. 
Norwegian timber trade began to flourish. France was the market 
and there was a lively commercial intercourse. Norway began slowly 
to rise. Norwegians are always patient. In 1814 there were 7 news- 
papers; there are now 700. Then there were 900,000 population; now 
2,600,000. Christiania had 11,000; now 256,000. 

“By 1840 political questions were settled, so Norway undertook a 
decided economie improvement. Several corporations were established 
and in 1848 the first bank. In 1850 there was full growth of economic 
life. In 1820 there was one bank with 800,000 kroner capital; in 1870, - 
8 with 7,400,000; 1895, 36 with 17,000,000; 1900, 75 with 46,000,000; 
1913, 108 with 63,000,000. From 1850 to 1860 was a great period of 
development, railroads, telegraphs, steamships. In 1854 was the first 
railroad; in 1856 the first telegraph. Norway may come slowly but 
shall come surely. That is the Norwegian characteristic. The stock 
and share market developed slowly. The first official quotation on the 
Christiania exchange was in 1881. There were three banks, five insur- 
ance companies, and a tram line. From 1895 to 1900 all business was 
at high tide, There was building construction everywhere. In 1877 
Christiania had 176,000 people, in 1899, 227,000. The high tide ebbed 
in 1899, and from 1906 to 1904 times were slow. The harbor and port 
were improved in this period and the railroad completed to the port, 
The best year of recent times was 1905; this witnessed the rise of the 
nation, and the establishment of a national life. We do not believe in 
nationalism, militarism, or imperialism. We believe in cooperation 
between nations. Great industries were established in the period 
from 1905 to 1914. 

“The Breaking of the war in 1914 caused a panic and great upheaval. 
Slipping is uppermost in the Norwegian mind. All love the sea, all 
are children of the sea. So we decided to make our profit from the 
sea. Shipping flourished, much money came in and industries were built 
up, but not all on a sound basis. When the hard times came, many 
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and received 50,000,000 kroner. This situation is ascribed to the gen- 
eral decline in prices, overexpansion of business and credit during the 
boom period, and the very unfavorable conditions in the principal in- 
dustries of fishing and shipping. This aid was extended by the Govern- 
ment without authority of Parliament, but in March, 1923, Parlia- 
ment enacted a temporary law to ald the smaller banks. Within two 
months 20 banks had taken advantage of this. In April one of the 
largest banks, which had twice received aid, suspended, the examina- 
tion showing a loss by the bank of 105,800,000 kroner. The suspen- 
sion was caused by the continual withdrawal of deposits. On the 
next day a second large bank suspended. In an effort to prevent fur- 
ther suspensions, on the following day Parliament pa a Govern- 
ment guaranty bill. Nevertheless 80 banks have suspended. The re- 
port on 15 showed total losses of $16,000,000 kroner. 

The national debt has been greatly Increased, to 1,500,000,000 kroner 
as against 357,000,000 kroner in 1914. The debts of municipalities are 
estimated at 1,300,000,000 kroner as against 183,000,000 kroner in 
1912. The total national debt Is about 2,800,000,000 kroner, It is pro- 
posed that the Government take over and administer the finances of the 
many municipalities that are in difficulty. 

Norway has available 12,289,835 hydroelectric horsepower, of which 
1,363,902 horsepower has been developed. The State owns 2,155,470 
horsepower of the total potential energy. The total installed generator 
capacity has increased from 7,246 kilowatts in 1906 to 1,373,400 kilo- 
watts, or about 1,954 per cent, most of which has been in hydroelectric 
stations. Of the total of 1,373,400 kilowatts, 1,008,000 kilowatts, or 
1,851,300 horsepower, is hydroelecric, and the remainder, 365,400 kilo- 
watts, is installed in fuel-burning plants. 

A total of about 1,000,000,000 kroner is invested in central stations, 
of which 650,000,000 kroner were spent in the period from 1916 to 
1928. Of this amount 50,000,000 kroner were expended by the Govern- 
ment and 600,000,000 kroner by municipalities and counties. About 
40 stations are owned by municipalities or counties. The water-power 
law of Norway was passed in 1917 and amended in 1921. It requires 
that application be made and license received for development og 
any water-power site to produce 1,000 horsepower or more. 

Norway lies far to the north, between 58° and 71° north lati- 
tude. About 70 per cent of its area is unproductive—mountains, lakes, 
rivers. There are 1,750,000 acres under cultivation, of which a little 
less than half is in crop and the remainder meadow. The farms are very 
small, averaging about 8 acres, less than 8 per cent having more than 25 
acres. About 40 per cent of the people, 1,000,000, are engaged in 
agriculture. The amount of cultivated land per inhabitant is about 
three-quarters of an acre. Most of the farmers own their land—about 
94 per cent. The crops are barley, oats, rye, wheat, fodder, and 
potatoes. The yield per acre is large. Because of the climate land 
can be tilled only from May to October. The raising of livestock is 
important. 

The forest land in Norway aggregates more than 17,000,000 acres, 
The principal trees are fir, pine, spruce, and birch. 


LUMBERING IN NORWAY, 


Conditions for logging operations are good because of the long win- 
ters with settled weather and excellent hauling conditions, as well as 
many watercourses for floating timber. Logging is therefore compara- 
tively cheap. Because of the large extent of forest, there Is all-year- 
round work for a large body of workers—on farms in summer and in the 
woods in winter. The domestic consumption of wood is estimated at 
124 cubic feet per capita. The annual cut for export is 121,000,000 
cubic feet, of which 48,300,000 is in rough and finished lumber, 8,100,000 


could not keep up. The municipalities had overdone building electric 
plants. The war ended as unexpectedly as it began. Inflation lasted 
until 1920, and in 1921 came the collapse. All values fell greatly. It 
was one of the worst years on record. It was slightly better in 1922, 
but very bad. From December, 1921, to December, 1922, bank deposits 
fell from 4,900,000 to 4,500,000 kroner. There was a rise in stocks that 
year. The debts of the municipalities have risen as follows: 1875, 
22,700,000; 1900, 111,000,000; 1912, 180,000,000; 1917, 335,000,000 ; 
1922, 1,300,000,000. Now, that is too much. Several municipalities 
have gone altogether too deep into electric plants. Electricity is very 
neral and very cheap. Even small cottages are lighted by it. The 
come-tax returns reduced 491,000,000 kroner in one year. We lost 
1,000,000,000 kroner and 1,300 men by the war. If one of the small 
wheels of the world be wrong, the large ones will be out of joint.” 

The United States Consul, A. G, Snyder, who has been 25 years in the 
General Consular Service, stated that he had a decided opinion on the 
immigration question and was preparing a report. His judgment is that 
the 1890 census should be the basis and that the quota for the Scandi- 
navian countries should be tripled. Foreigners should be registered in 
the United States, as in Norway, requiring a fee to pay the cost. This 
would enable the Government to know where they are and what they 
are doing, 

There was a material improvement in general industry and trade 
during the past year. The unemployment that was so prevalent in the 
disastrous year of 1921 continued to increase during the winter and the 
early months of 1922. The summer brought a slight improvement 
which was lost in the fall and winter. The labor troubles that were 
prevalent last spring, as in Sweden, were settled by compulsory arbi- 
tration without any serious strikes. The arbitration court reduced 
wages, which enabled industries to put themselves in shape to meet 
foreign competition. The deflation process was completed, and while it 
struck many Industries hard, they pulled through. 

The estimated cost of living dropped during the year about 13 per 
cent, making a total decrease from the maximum of December, 1920, of 
29 per cent, and leaving it about 140 per cent above 1914. Wholesalo 
prices declined 18 per cent and now stand at about 121 per cent above 
1914. Food prices declined 20 per cent and stand at 116 per cent above 
1914. The fisheries had a larger yield than for five years, and totaled 
47,900,000 cod valued at 34,500,000 kroner, The balance of trade is still 
unfavorable, more than double what it was before the war. The 
principal exports are timber, wood pulp, paper, animal food products, 
seeds and fodder, yarn, dry goods, hair, feathers, hides, fats, olls, 
minerals. The exports increased about 16 per cent over the previous 
year and were only about 15 per cent less than in 1913. The total 
yalue was 760,000,000 kroner, The merchant marine was decreased by 100 
ships, totaling 18,441 tons, and comprised 3,740 ships with gross tonnage 
of 2,610,796. The ships were idle during 1921, but during 1922-23 
most of the tonnage was employed, although freights haye been very 
low. 

TRADE BETWEEN NORWAY AND THE UNITED STATES. 

The following table shows the trade of Norway with the United 
States for a term of years, showing a very large balance in favor 
of the United States: 
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TC $8,050, 945 $8,381,489 | in timber and poles, 26,300,000 in wood pulp, 31,700,000 in cellulose, 
74 — 8 7 — balance in paper. With 121,000,000 cubie feet cut for export, 298,600,000 
46. B1, 270 6,982,140 for domestic consumption, and an estimate of 22,100,000 waste in forest, 
66, 200,717 6,430,076 | there is a total cut of 441,700,000 cubic feet. The annual increase in 
62, 847, 567 hore the forest is estimated by Forester Barth at 342,616,000, showing an 
18312 7.371.240 annual decrease In timber resources of 99,084,000 cubic feet. These 
94,661,767 | 21,627,230 | figures disprove the claim that reforestation insures a permanent timber 
3 ree supply in Norway under existing conditions. 
11.678658 9, 252, 830 The first laws concerning privately owned forests were passed in 1908, 


They leave it to each Province to establish rules for cutting. In the 
early years of the war there was heavy cutting, and the Government 
passed a law in 1916 providing that where no county regulations were in 
effect no timber smaller than 8-inch diameter at breast height should be 
cut. In 1917 there was established a forestry experimental station at 
the State College of Agriculture at Aas, near Christiania. There are 
four state schools of forestry in different parts of the country and five 
schools operated by the Provinces, aided by the state. 

In 1872 the state began reforestation and planting in the treeless 
wastes of Westland. In this latter section nearly 10,000 acres have 
been seeded. The Norwegian Forestry Association was established in 
1898. ‘This association operates nurseries, distributes seeds, and in 
every way aids in forest culture and reforestation. During its first 20 
years 139,579,020 trees were planted and 12,064 pounds of seeds dis- 
tributed, from which 82,483 acres have been reforested. The associa- 
tion also has drained 50,286 acres of swamp. A total of 132,769 acreg 
of unproductive forest land have been reforested or drained. 


SERIOUS BANKING CRISIS. 

The worst feature in the Norwegian economic situation is the difi- 
culty the banks have had to keep their heads above water,and many 
have gone under. The effects of the post-war readjustment on the banks 
were first evident early in 1922. Two of the most important and many 
smaller banks were forced to apply for aid to the total of 50,000,000 
kroner, In the fall of 1922 one of the largest banks asked for help 


1924. 
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The large majority of the timber is in private ownership, There are 
7,371,000 acres in private forests, 3,664,600 owned by sawmills and 
other corporations, 2,107,800 public forests, 763,300 county and com- 


mune forests, 156,900 charitable institutions. Norway bas a sound 
system of taxation on timber, which ought to be used as a basis for 
revision of our State laws. There is a small tax on the property, but 
the main tax is on the log after it is cut, amounting to about 10 per 
cent. In some cases the tax is based on the estimated annual growth 
figured at from 2 to 5 per cent. 

Prices of saw logs delivered in the main river prior to the war for top 
diameter of 9.1 inches to 12.2 inches ranged from 15 to 103 cents per 
cubic foot. Postwar prices ranged from 35.2 cents to 3874 cents. Prices 
of logs from the state forests in the Glommen River district, based on a 
log 24 feet with top diameter of 9 inches, ranged from 5 cents per cubic 
foot in 1878 to S cents in 1908, 19.2 cents in 1916, and 39.2 cents post- 
war. In this same district the price for pulp logs varied from 3.6 cents 
In 1891 to 8.5 cents in 1913, 10 cents in 1917, and 20 cents postwar. 

Notwithstanding its large timber industry, Norway imports from 
$7,000,000 to $10,000,000 of lumber. Before the war, next to Sweden 
and Russia, Germany and the United States were the largest suppliers, 
the total from this country being about half a million dollars, consist- 
ing principally of hardwoods, oaks, hickory, and ash. Southern pine 
and Douglas fir have been imported to a limited extent. On account of 
the excellent steamship facilities, it is probable that a market can be 
found for some quantities of American lumber, if a selling campaign be 
inaugurated. s 

PUBLIC EDUCATION IN NORWAY. 


89 has special schools for the following subjects: Agricuiture, 
horticulture, dairying, forestry, and domestic science. These are of 
two classes, high schools, mainly for training teachers and officials 
and for scientifc research, including the high school of agriculture, 
state training school for teachers and instructors to small holders, 
state training school for female teachers in housewifery. Schools 
for training in practical requirements, as follows: Thirty-three agri- 
cultural schools, 6 schools for small holders, 9 horticultural schools, 
5 schools for dairying, 10 schools of forestry, 68 schools of house- 
wifery, a total of 131 training schools. The high school of agriculture 
has five sections, devoted, respectively, to agriculture, forestry, horti- 
culture, dairying, redistribution of intermixed holdings. The high 
school has a farm of 375 acres and some timbered land. The complete 
course of education comprises: Continuation school, 6 months; prac- 
tical work, 2 years; agricultural school, 18 months; preparatory 
course, 1 year; high school, 3 years; total, 8 years. At the high 
school practical and scientific experimental work is carried out in 
the following: Cultivation of plants, treatment and investigation of 
grain, cultivation of the soil, eradication of weeds, stock foods and 
feeding, breeding, agricultural machines, horticulture, analysis of the 
soll, forestry. The State training school for domestic science has a 
4h-year course. 

There are a number of American students at the Royal University 
at Christiania. With reference to further matriculation of American 
students, Dr. M. L. Reymert, editor of the Scandinavian Scientific Re- 
view, prepared a comparative statement of American and Norwegian 
public-school education. He shows that in comparison with the 
American 8 years in grade school, 4 in high school, 4 in college, 
total 12, Norway has 7 years in folkeskole, 3 in middelskole, 3 in 
gymnasium before entering the university. The American high-school 
education, according to Doctor Reymert, brings the pupils much fur- 
ther than the Norwegian middelskole and includes a substantial part 
of the work and subjects taught in the gymnasium. The examination 
passed by a Norwegian student at the close of three years at the gym- 
nasium corresponds to that at the close of the first year at an Ameri- 
can college. The last two years at an American college correspond 
to the work at the University of Norway. Hence a diploma from 
an American college ought to be more than sufficient for matriculation 
of American students at the University of Norway, and American stu- 
dents should be exempt from the entrance examination. 

Norway in common with many progressive countries has adopted the 
land-settlement and State-aid policy. There are in each district land 
committees of three members, who receive applications for land and 
for loans for cultivation and colonization and also handle such mat- 
ters as collecting and treating manure, fighting weeds, caring for 
grazing, etc. The county agricultural society passes on their recom- 
mendations and in turn reports to the department of agriculture. 
Loans are made for farm operation up to 5,000 kroner to farmers 
assessed under 50,000 kroner upon 2,000 kroner per acre. Payments 
begin after 5 years, and are made annually for 15 years, at 24 per 
cent per annum. The state also contributes to the farmer who has 
borrowed money for land cultivation the difference between the rate 
of interest on first-mortgage loans from public funds and the rate 
on loans from the land-cultivation funds, which at present is about 
8 per cent. The state makes a direct contribution of one-fourth the 
cos: of land cultivation up to 500 kroner per acre to farmers asesssed 
not above 25,000 kroner. The district also may add to this. Coloni- 
zation is assisted by a state grant to colonization societies of three 
times the amount they are able to raise. In 1921 the state appro- 


priated 6,400,000 kroner for state aid and colonization, last year 
2,700,000 for state aid and 1,800,000 for colonization. The budget 
last year provided 9,446,094 for agriculture; 2,541,000 in aid of dis- 
trict work, including 2,391,000 for education; 1,166,657 for high 
school; forestry service, 10,821,100; income 7,823,292; for civil vet- 
erinary service, 885,105, 

The consular service of the respective countries consists of a United 
States consul general at Christiania and consuls at Bergen and Stayan- 
ger. Norway has a consul and vice consul at San Francisco, covering 
Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, 
Oregon, Alaska, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming; vice consuls at Mo- 
bile, Juneau, Nome, Los Angeles, and San Diego. 

Norway ships a short list of articles to the United States, of which 
the following are the most important: Hides, newsprint paper, sardines 
and other fish in oil or cured, wrapping paper, aluminum, nitrate. The 
balance of trade is heayily in favor of the United States, which ships 
a very long list of articles, of which the following are the most im- 
portant: Fresh and cured meats, oleo, lard, leather, rye, apples and 
dried apples, cottonseed oil, sugar, tobacco, cotton cloth, sheet iron and 
steel, iron pipe, copper rods, motor parts, motion-picture films. 


DENMARK. 


Much the smallest of the three Scandinavian countries, Denmark has 
an area of 15,600 square miles, about the size of Switzerland, or almost 
exactly half the size of the State of South Carolina. It is far more 
densely populated than either of the other countries, having a density 
of 209 to the square mile, about 10 times that of Norway. The great 
port is Copenhagen, the key to the Baltic,” from which three steamship 
lines run to American and European ports, docking at Boston, New 
York, Baltimore, Philadelphia, and New Orleans, as well as South 
American ports. There are 86 round trips annually, the ships aver- 
aging 7,000 tons. The three Danish waterways—the Sound, the Store- 
belt, and the Lillebelt—have always been the natural channels for 
traffic from the North Sea to Russia, Finland, Poland, northeast Ger- 
many, and the eastern coast of Sweden. The distance to London is 
587 miles and to New York 8,554 miles, As long ago as 1100 the 
famous Danish statesman, Biskop Absalon, who tamed the wild tribes 
of the Baltic and converted them from fierce pirates to peaceful traders, 
recognized the strategic position for a great harbor of the little fishing 
village, and turned it into a trading center for the Baltic, renaming it 
Kobenhavn, which means merchants’ harbor. Through the extension 
of trade, Copenhagen grew rapidly, soon becoming the largest of the 
Danish towns, and it was made the capital, residence of the King, and 
seat of Parliament, and became the metropolis of the north. 

Legislation creating at Copenhagen the first great free port in the 
north was enacted in 1891, and the port was opened November 9, 1899, 
by the Free Port Co. under an 80-year concession. It has a land area 
of 128 acres, a water area of 82.5 acres, with a depth throughout of 
81 feet, and a bulwark length of 15,660 feet. There are main ware- 
houses and private warehouses, electric power plants, rallroad connec- 
tions, and extensive sidetracks. The main warehouses have a total 
floor space of about 77 square miles. There are two silo warehouses, 
each accommodating 11,000 tons of grain. Facilities include 40 electric 
cranes, 7 steam cranes, 8 grain elevators discharging direct from ship, 
and several dry docks, the largest holding 14,000 pounds. Under the 
free-port system there are no customs duties and no interference by 
customs officers with goods unloaded, loaded, or transshipped within the 
limits of the free port. Goods for delivery in Denmark are subject to 
the regular tariffs. The American shipper may ship to final destina- 
tion on through bill of lading or to the free port on optional bill of 
lading, selecting final destination after delivery at the free port, or he 
may ship on consignment direct to the company's warehouses for stor- 
age until sale is made and then order transshipment. There are no 
warehouse charges on transit goods for the first two weeks. The Free 
Port Co. has invested about 20,000,000 kroner in construction, The Dan- 
ish Government reserved the right to take over the port and all assets of 
the company after 25 years by paying off the bonds and buying the 
stock at the average quotation for the preceding 10 years, but not 
below par nor above 125. The capital of the company is 4,000,000 kroner. 
Of the eight directors, two are appointed by the Danish Government, 
two by the Copenhagen Harbor Board from among its own menrbers, 
and four are elected by the stockholders. Extensions to cost 15,000,000 
kroner are under way. 


DENMARK’S ADVERSE TRADE BALANCE VERY HEAVY. 


The foreign trade of Denmark shows a large adverse balance, but this 
is more than offset by the invisible balance, and the adverse trade bal- 
ance has been greatly reduced in the last three years. The adverse 
balance is shown in the following figures: 


i The most important exports to the United States were butter, to 
the amount of $1,500,000 last year, hides and skins, $562,000, works 
of art, cement, chemicals, flint, seeds, and wool. The principal im- 
ports are coal which Denmark ceased buying in the United States last 
year, salt, corn and other grains, oil cake and meal, coke, oilseeds, cot- 
ton, iron rods and plates, oranges and dried fruits, rice, coffee, sugar, 
wheat flour, petroleum, gasoline, and fuel oll. The grain, other than 
corn imported in 1922, was about half the import of 1913, while the 
import of corn, which, as everywhere in Europe, is used only as 
animal feed, was about 9 per cent greater. The increased import of 
corn was due to low prices, and the decreased import of other grains 
to the increased home production due to the war stimulus. Great 
Britain has always been the principal market fer butter, eggs, milk, 
and cream, and takes most-of the pork. Butter, hides, seeds, and 
wool make up most of the exports to the United States, although the 
value of butter exported decreased from approximately $5,000,000 in 
1921 to $1,800,000 in 1922. There was a large export of agricultural 
products to the United States in 1920, but it has decreased, due to the 
rise of the Danish crown. The trade of Denmark with the United 
Btates for the last year was as follows, showing a tremendous balance 
in favor of the United States: 
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cent duty upon Danish butter, although American cotton and other 
products are admitted by Denmark free of duty. The Danish exporters 
urged that the United States reduce the duty on butter in recogni- 
tion of the tremendous Danish imports of American products. They 
claimed that the duty charged on Danish exports amounted to 40 
per cent. 

Denmark suffered severely from deflation and its effects were still 
bad in 1922. While the wholesale price level remained stable through 
the year, at about 80 per cent above pre-war level, cost of production 
was reduced and the ships idle in 1921 were kept busy, freight rates 
were so low as to leave little or no profit, the principal export staple, 
agricultural products, was not very profitable because of low prices, 
and conditions did not return to normalcy, Because of European con- 
ditions, the great and profitable markets of Russia and central Europe 
were practically closed. There were 789 firms in bankruptcy in 1922, 
as against 708 in 1921 and 810 in 1920, 77 companies went into vyol- 
untary Hquidation as against 55 in 1921, and 19 in 1920, and 173 
companies went out of business. Denmark apparently felt the full effect 
of the defiation period later than many other countries. The retall 
price level fell from 237 in July, 1921, to 212 in January, 1922, and 
199 in July. There was a net increase of 15 ships, with total tonnage 
of 55,000, all the pre-war shipping routes were operated and a 
new route opened to the southern ports of the United States. There was a 
serious depression in the fisheries industry, due to the inability of 
Germany to buy. During 1923 there has been a steady improvement 
in commercial and financial conditions. Agricultural products found 
a better market and retail business was good. Wholesale prices ad- 
vanced 22 points to 202 on basis of pre-war. Industry is working at 
about 80 per cent capacity. Unemployment amounts to only 21,000, 


SERIOUS CRISIS IN BANKING, 


As in Norway, the banking situation has been very serious. Several 
banks have closed their doors and others have been forced to reor- 
ganization. In January, 1922, the Copenhagen Discount and Revisions 
Bank was obliged to write off 26,000,000 kroner of its total capital 
of 48,000,000, the entire surplus of the previous year, and 9,000,000 
kroner of its reserves. New shares to the amount of 14,000,000 
kroner were issued and taken up by the National Bank of Denmark, 
and 20,000,000 kroner were loaned to it by several of the larger banks. 
After this reorganization the bank had a working capital of 60,000,000 
kroner, consisting of 38,000,000 capital, 2,000,000 surplus and the 
20,000,000 loan. A few months later the Landmansbank, the bank 
most active in international commerce and finance, notified the 
Danish National Bank that it was on the verge of collapse. This 
bank was established in 1871, had absorbed several old established 
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banks, and on January 1, 1922, had a capital of 100,000,000 kroner, 
and a surplus of over 50,000,000, Although the statement showed 
large profits for 1921, it was known that the bank had suffered 
through the Transatlantic Co. and several other wartime enter- 
prises, and its stock dropped from 123 in March to 110 in July. 
An investigation showed a loss of 144,000,000 kroner. To avoid a 
general panic, Parliament authorized the Government to ald in reor- 
ganization. The entire surplus of 50,000,000 kroner and 90,000,000 
of the capital were written off and new preferred stock to the amount 
of 90,000,000 was subscribed by the National Bank of Denmark, the 
East Asiatic Co., and the Great Northern Telegraph Co., while 
the National Bank of Denmark provided a new surplus fund of 
80,000,000. The Government also guaranteed a credit with the 
National Bank. These plans proved futile, as it later developed that 
the bank had incurred further losses with the Transatlantic Co., 
requiring writing off 230,000,000 kroner, which decreased the new 
capital to 40,000,000. Deposits were steadily decreasing and it was 
decided that the only way to save the bank and avert a very serious 
banking panic was a Government guaranty. 

Accordingly, on February 4, 1923, Parliament passed a blanket Govern- 
ment guaranty act. This proved effective. Two banks at once deposited 
with the Landmansbank 50,000,000 and 25,000,000, respectively. In March 
private deposits increased 4,000,000 and in April 84,000,000, On May 1 
private deposits aggregated 766,000,000 and bank deposits 111,000,000, 
a total of 877,000,000. The statement showed a gross profit of 22,- 
900,000 for 1922 and a net profit of 12,800,000, allotting 10,600,000 to 
write off bad debts. A number of smaller banks were on e. close, 
The total amount of bank losses is estimated at 400,000,000 er, all 
of which fell upon the stockholders, no depositor incurring a loss. 

The Danish crown rose steadily from 6.45 to the dollar in 1920 to 
5.65 in 1921 and 4.79 in 1922. Par is 3.75. This rise was checked by 
the collapse of the Landmansbank in July, and the crown fell slightly 
and remained low for the remainder of the year. There has been no 
rocevery in 1928, the value in November being 5.60, which is slightly 
lower even than the 1921 figure. This is probably due to the adverse 
trade balance, 

Government finances are in good condition and improving through 
careful management and sound policy. The budget for 1921-22 showed 
revenues, 498,600,000; expenditures, 555,100,000; deficit, 56,500,000; 
1922-23, revenues, 832,600,000; expenditures, 361,800,000; deficit, 29,- 
200,000 ; 1923-24, revenues, 407,150,000 ; expenditures, 405,035,000 ; sur- 
plus, 2,115,000. Thus, in two years a deficit of 56,500,000 is converted 
into a surplus of 2,115,000. War-time salaries of Government employees 
were reduced with the lowered cost of living, saving the Government 
44,000,000 kroner annually. Expenses of railroad, mail and telegraph 
services were reduced 89,000,000 annually. By economy and careful 
administration these state services now show a surplus in place of the 
heavy deficits of the last few years, amounting to over 25,000,000 for 
the past year in place of a deficit of more than twice that amount. The 
game policy in the city of Copenhagen changed a deficit of 15,000,000 
to a surplus of 9,000,000. The national debt is one of the lowest in 
Europe, amounting to $80 per capita, The note circulation now bas a 
gold base of 53 per cent, about equal to that of Germany before the war. 

WONDERFUL RESULTS OF COOPERATION, 


Denmark is distinctly agricultural. Farmers predominate and control 
the Government, one of the principal activities of which fs to protect 
and encourage agriculture. About 95 per cent of the entire area of the 
country, nearly 9,000,000 acres, is devoted to farming, of which nearly 
40 per cent is for fodder and grazing. From an aren about the size 
ef one congressional district in our prairie States Denmark exported 
last year 210,000,000 pounds of butter, 10,000,000 pounds more than 
in 1913; 800,000,000 eggs, double the 1913 figure; 230,000,000 pounds 
of bacon, slightly less than In 1918. “The main cause of the wonderful 
results in Denmark,” said the late Hon. M. F. Egan, our former ambas- 
sador, are the misfortunes of the Danes and their way of meeting these 
misfortunes; that is, by education, cooperation, and the intelligent assist- 
ance of the Government.” Education came first. A far-seeing clergyman, 
Bishop Grundtvig, realized that Denmark’s knell as a military nation had 
been sounded and that the people must be taught to make the best of 
life upon the soil and, with prosperous agriculture, to cultivate content 
and happiness in the walks of peace, And he stirred the patriotism of 
the people to establish high schools, where farmers and their wives 
and daughters and grown sons could learn what they needed to know to 
get the most out of their land and the best out of life. These high 
schools are not like ours—finishing schools for boys and girls; they 
are for the grown-ups, and no Danish farmer or housewife is content 
until sooner or later he or she takes the full course. The Danes are the 
best educated people in the world, perhaps not culturally, but in train- 
ing for practical needs. Education is compulsory and is practical from 
infancy. The high schools have not only made the Danes first-class 
farmers, who amass a competence on land on which an American would 
starve, but they have solved the problem of making rural life agreeable ; 
they have taught the Danish farmers to trust one another, to place 
above all else the solidarity of Danish interests, to practice cooperation. 
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Cooperation sprang from necessity; it fell on the richest soll in the 
world, prepared by the high schools for the harvest. The disastrous 
war with Prussia in 1864 cost Denmark a large slice of the small ter- 
ritory warring nations had left her, and Bismarck’s protective tariff of 
1879, which was to make his new empire self-supporting and inde- 
pendent, at a blow crushed Danish agriculture, for Denmark was a 


grain country and its market was Germany, Denmark went to raising 
cattle. Followed a tariff by Bismarck which shut out Danish cattle 
and beef. With extinction as a nation and the long-hated and dreaded 
absorption by Germany imminent, Denmark turned to dairy cows, pigs, 
and poultry. And because the little farmer could not export to a for- 
eign country his little side of bacon or crock of butter or basket of 
eggs, and because the high school had taught him that he was one 
small individual in a nation where all had the same interest and the 
same problems, of necessity and as a matter of course he turned to 
cooperation. No Raiffeisen or Karolyi was needed. His whole educa- 
tion and life training had prepared him for it. His salvation was to 
unite with his neighbors in cooperative societies to gather in bulk and 
export to England, eager to absorb all Denmark could produce. And 
thus without an apostle, without propaganda, without Government en- 
couragement, of a birth like Topsy’s—it just grew—agricultural coop- 
eration came into being and permeated all Denmark. 

A cooperative dairy was the first venture, in 1882. The first coop- 
erative abattoir and bacon-curing factory came in 1887 and the first 
eg@exporting society in 1895. In four years there were 86 creameries ; 
from 1886 to 1890, 628 were established; from 1890 to 1895, 169; 
from 1895 to 1900, 119; from 1900 to 1905, 68; from 1905 to 1909, 
87; a total of 1,157, with 157,000 members. Of the 182,313 dairy 
farms, with 1,282,254 cows, 154,568 farms, with 1,059,956 cows, were 
in cooperative dairies—86.1 per cent of the farms and 83.3 per cent of 
the cows. 

In 1912 there were 1,390 cooperative distributive societies, with 203,- 
800 members, about one-tenth of the population, and they had a yearly 
sales turnover of 593,000,000 kroner. In 10 years they had increased 
to 1,805, with membership of 337,535, considerably more than one-tenth 
of the population, and they had annual sales of 1,248,100,000 kroner. 
The increase in business is very large notwithstanding general condi- 
tions. Unlike the Raiffeisen unions of Germany, which serve prac- 
tically all of the needs of the farmer, the Danes have a different society 
for each field—marketing, bacon curing, egg exporting, breeding, insur- 
ance, purchasing, credit, ete.—and the farmer is a member of as many 
of these societies as cover the activities in which he is interested. 
The standard cooperative organization is adhered to: First, the local 
union, then the district society, then the Scandinavian Wholesale So- 
ciety, which handles all foreign trade. Cooperation has even extended 
to the industrial field, and there are cooperative manufacturers of 
soap. chemicals, margarine, candy, sugar, ete. The dairy societies have 
180,000 members in 1,335 societies and export butter to a total of 34 
per cent of the country’s export. As English Rochdale societies buy 
direct, it is safe to say that 50 per cent of the butter export is handled 
by cooperative societies. As elsewhere on the Continent where coopera- 
tion is effective, there are milk-testing societies, which keep the milk 
up to grade. The cooperative societies have standardized all products 
at a high quality, which is one of the best results of cooperation. Co- 
operation has been universally successful in Denmark because of good 
management, the willingness of the Dane to accept specialized advice 
and conform to standards and, perhaps above all else, his unwavering 
loyalty to his cooperative society, without which there can be no suc- 
cess. The export of the cooperative dairy societies last year comprised 
95.501 tons of butter, 146 tons of cream, 207 tons of fresh milk, and 
8,923 tons of cheese. There are now 35 cooperative bacon factories, 
which accept pigs only between 140 and 150 pounds, and handle 85 
per cent of all pigs slaughtered. There are 550 egg-exporting societies, 
which handle about 25 per cent of the egg export. Cement societies 
haye grown rapidly of late and now export 20 per cent of the product. 

There is no lesson the American farmer can learn as important as 
cooperation; there is no better teacher or example than the Danish 
farmer. 

The cooperative credit system started in 1850, when a law was passed 
by Denmark allowing state loans to landowners. During the next 
seven years there were six credit associations formed in Denmark, 
founded on the law of 1850. Some years later Norway and Sweden 
established the same contacts with their producers, and loans were 
granted by the Governments through societies. During 1880 Denmark 
passed a law which set aside a special sum of money that could be 
loaned to small landowners. Farmers could obtain loans up to one-half 
of the value of their land and two-fifths the value of their buildings. 
No member could benefit by the new law who had Jands and buildings 
over $1,100. Further, these loans had to be repaid within 45 years. 

The modern Scandinavian credit associations are operated by a 
board of directors and are composed of both private and governmental 
concerns. Grants are made only as first mortgages and then never to 
the maximum allowed by law, operating something like the building 
and loan socicties in the United States. The Government societies 
From 


operate under the Department of Interior and Agriculture, 


1899 to 1912 the Danish Government societies loaned $6,500,000, by 
which 6,000 farms were started and a larger number helped; out of 
this the total loss amounted to only $2,500. During 1920 a move- 
ment was started whereby state and church properties were portioned 
off and a total of 198 farms were created. i 

This whole movement led to the establishment of the Cooperative 
Bank in 1914 at Aahus, Denmark. It was composed of 236 societies, 
and specially helped dairies. By 1918 it had 30 branches in the dif- 
ferent Danish villages. 

There was a class that still were uncared for up to 1898, namely, the 
very small farmers. So, in March, 1898, the Danish Government, 
through the Department of Agriculture, loaned about $1,500,000 to 
societies that should make small short-term Joans—9-month periods. 
It is interesting to note that about 50 per cent of this sum was loaned 
to the small holders, in sums not exceeding $50. The village banks 
played a prominent part in this loan and acted as a medium for the 
farmers. 

Very largely because of the teachings of the high schools and the 
profitable farming, due to cooperation, the Danish farmer is well satis- 
fied and there is small chance of securing any considerable number of 
these very desirable immigrants to the United States. Denmark has 
never reached its allotted quota, the total immigration being between 
8,000 and 9,000 annually. 


PUBLIC-SCHOOL EDUCATION IN DENMARK, 


Denmark has an extended educational system comprising a number 
of primary, high, and university schools. Most of the schools are 
public, but some are operated by private interests. The Government 
controls all schools through a board of education. This board is 
represented in the various communes by the local school board, gen- 
erally made up of the pastor, a city official, and two or three laymen. 
This board controls the examination, grading, vacations, training of 
teachers, and general economic matters of the schools. The greater 
part of the elementary schools are operated by the communities in 
which they are located. However, the Government supplies one-third 
of the cost of operation and the parents of children attending are 
taxed. This tax is very small, persons having a yearly income under 
$1,000 being exempted, and those receiving over this amount being 
taxed proportionately up to $4. 

The length of the school year is about 41 to 46 weeks. All children 
between the ages of 7 and 14 years are compelled by law to attend 
school, and fines are imposed for absences unwarranted. The teachers 
are trained by the Government, are mostly men, and have a high 
social standing in the country. There are 21 institutions devoted to 
this training. 

The primary school is called the folkeskolen. Pupils of 7 to 14 
years of age attend this school; tbere is no control of examinations 
and no completion certificates issued. Subjects taught are religion, 
Danish, writing, artithmetic, geography, history, natural history, 
gymnastics, and songs. These schools are founded in every town 
and community. 

The junior high school, or mellemskolen, is the next step in educa- 
tion and comprises pupils of 11 to 15 years of age. Children are sent 
to this school from the folkeskolen, as the teachers and local board 
direct. The subjects taught are religion, Danish, writing, history, 
natural history, physics, chemistry, algebra, geometry, English (4 
years), German (3 years), drawing, sewing (girls), gymnastics, and 
song. The board of education partly controls the examination, and 
graduation certificates are issued. 

A school called the realklassen succeeds the junior high school for 
pupils who wish to enter commercial, technical, and agricultural 
special schools. The course is one year in length and treats the 
same subjects as does the junior high. 

The final step in the general public school education is the senior 
high school or gymnasiet. Students of the ages of 14 to 18 years are 
admitted and are here prepared for the universities. There are three 
courses, namely, the classical course, Latin, Greek, and the main 
subjects; the modern language course, English, German, and the mais 
subjects; the scientific course, mathematics, physics, chemistry, and 
the main subjects. The main subjects, common to all, are religion, 
Danish, French, history, gymnastics, and song. 

Besides these schools there are established In Denmark 800 people's 
high schools, which accept pupils of the ages of 18 and 30 years. 
They have two terms, one of five months in the winter for men, and 
one of three months in the summer for women. These schools are 
mostly patronized by farmers’ sons and daughters, artisans, and young 
tradespeople. There are no entrance requirements nor finishing exami- 
nations. The pupils are taught principally by lecture courses on 
main subjects, gymnastics, religion, ate. 

Trade schools and agricultural schools are existent throughout 
Denmark. Some of the trade schools are open from 7 to 10 o'clock 
in the evening, but the majority of the trade and all of the agricul- 
tural schools are day schools. There are 29 of the latter, which teach 
scientific farming by work both in the classroom and on a nearby 
model farm. The trade schools are supplied with materials by the 
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community or Government, and whatever the students make they keep. 
Admission to: these schools is generally granted after the student has 
completed the year’s work in the realklassen school. 

Finally, there are the two large universities, namely, the University 
of Copenhagen and the National Polytechnic Institute. The University 
of Copenhagen has schools that specialize in the fine arts, the profes- 
sions, and commercial education. The Polytechnic Institute comprises 
schools for the study of scientific perfection in engineering, factory, 
mechanical, architectural, and electrical work. A graduation certif- 
cate from the senior high school course is sufficient to fill entrance 
requirements. The activities of the universities are controlled by 
Government authorities. 

THE SCANDINAVIAN WHOLESALE SOCIBTY. 


The Scandinavian Wholesale Society, the only one of its kind in 
the world, was formed about 1918, to combine the importing activities 
of the Danish Cooperative Wholesale Society, the Swedish Cooperative 
Union, and the Norwegian Cooperative Union, It looks for its profits 
to the commissions collected from acting as purchasing agent for 
its members, and does not carry stocks or manufacture, 

Each member paid 50,000 Danish crowns per 10,000,000 Danish 
crowns of business done in 1917, in cash. Five per cent interest is 
allowed on this capital. Profits are carried to reserve until the latter 
equals the sum of the cash contributed by the members, and only 
after that can distribution of profits occur. The profits are then dis- 
tributed according to each member’s purchases. The reserve is also 
nsed to cover any losses sustained; if it proves insufficient, then 
members are assessed as necessary. Dach member's Usability is limited 
to the amount of capital he puts in. 

Control over the management of the society is exercised by a 
general assembly, composed of 2 members from each member so- 
ciety, and 12 other members, elected originally on the basis of 4 
from each society, but subsequently according both to each member's 
share of the capital and to the business done by the member in the 
previous year. A provision that no society can have more than 7 
members of the assembly prevents any one society from obtaining con- 
trol. 

The assembly elects an executive board of six members, with six 
substitutes, which transacts all the business of the society, and pub- 
liahes the annual report of its activities. 

Each member is expected to send to the society any offers that it 
may receive of commodities for saie, with details as to price, origin, 
etc. Thus the society is constantly informed of its members needs 
and the possibilities of satisfying them. 

The Scandinavian Wholesale Society began modestly, but bas already 
proved its value, and may be expected to increase its operations 
steadily. Based on confidence not only between the societies com- 
posing it but also between the three neighboring nations, in all of 
which the cooperative spirit has obtained a firm hold, it is built on 
a firm foundation, which its suecess can only strengthen. » 


RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS, 


As detailed in the reports on the three countries, there is in Scandi- 
navia a field for American products well worth cultivating. Sweden 
imported in 1920 American goods to the amount of $158,382,896, al- 
most equal to the imports from Great Britain and exceeding those from 
any other country. This was an unusual year and this total could 
not be maintained, but it continues large enough to merit careful 
attention. Norway imported $31,242,516 last year, and Denmark 
$35,639,373 ; making a total of approximately $170,000,000. There is 
another strong argument for cultivating the Scandinavian field, and 
that is the possibilities of transit and reexport trade through the free 
ports. If settled conditions in Europe come, which under existing 
conditions is probably too much to hope for, there will be a vastly 
increased market in central Europe. 


“RADE OPPORTUNITY IN RUSSIA. 


During the last two years Russia has practically abandoned com- 
munism and is not far from a settled and normal condition. Retail 
trade has returned to its old channels of buy and pay. Russia will 
have 2,000,000 tons of surplus grain to export next year, instead of 
living on American charity, and Russia is quite ready to agree with the 
United States where this grain shall be shipped, in order to protect 
the world wheat market.. Although the Government is becoming stable 
and no longer radical to a degree, it can not be recognized by the 
United States until Secretary Hughes’s conditions are met. Still, 
President Coolidge has expressly stated that there is no objection to 
American citizens doing business with Russia, and Col. William N. Haskell, 
who direeted the American relief, which terminated In July, told this 
commission that the Russians appreciated all the United States has 
done for them, and are eager to show their appreciation by giving 
American trade the preference. 

Here are two strong reasons for the study and cultivation of close 
and increasing trade relations with the Scandinavian countries. Ameri- 
can business should appreciate the advantage of the personal contact. 


INCREASED CONSULAR SERYICR NEEDED. 


The United States has a consul general, consul, and two vice consuls 
at Copenhagen, Denmark; a consul general and two vice consuls at 
Christiania, consul and vice consul each at Bergen and Stavenger, 
Norway; consul general and two consuls at Stockholm, consul and 
vice consul each at Goteborg and Maimo. There is also a trade com- 
missioner at Copenhagen, who is supposed to perform the impossible 
task of covering three great countries, each with different trade con- 
ditions and internal conditions. In a conference at Copenhagen, M. 
Valleur, of the foreign office, contrasting the poliey of the United 
States with that of the Scandinavian countries, explained that the 
very limited consular representation was probably a question of ex- 
pense, but that Denmark, for example, had consular representatives all 
over the United States, many of them local residents, serving without 
salary. It is apparent that the United States, in its foreign consular 
service policy, has failed to recognize the very great importance to our 
export trade of direct commercial contact through consular represent- 
atives. In the proposed reorganization of the Consular Service this 
should be given careful consideration. There should be a trade com- 
missioner each in Sweden and Norway, as well as in Denmark, and the 
consular representation should be increased. 


EXECUTIVE CONSIDERATION OF TARIFF SUGGESTED. 


The tariff unfortunately is a political question, and consequently 
can not be discussed by this commission. The Congress has given the 
President the power to raise or lower tariff rates within fixed limits. 
Denmark in 1922 bought 838, 400, 000 goods from the United States, 
$10 for every dollar it sold to us. In the first nine months of 1923 these 
imports had dwindled to $4,814,906, less than three times the exports. 
At a conference in Copenhagen this situation was set forth by Danish 
shippers, with the statement that they were turning to Russia. It 18 
respectfully suggested that the effect upon our trade of present tariff 
rates upon Danish exports to the United States may be worthy of 
Executive consideration. 


A STATE POLICY FOR HYDROELECTRIC POWER. 


In some of our Western States with great undeveloped hydroelectric 
power resources the policy of the State taking over the resources and 
developing them, rather than the present policy of private commercial 
development, has been advocated to some extent, but withont resultant 
legislative action. It is suggested that in such States a study of the 
Swedish hydroelectric power policy will at least be interesting and 
valuable. 

SELECTIVE IMMIGRATION RECOMMENDED. 


The question of immigration is a serions one in the United States. 
The sentiment is almost universal that we can no longer be a melting 
pot nor a haven for the riffraff of Europe. The bars must be put up 
against the undesirables, but there must be an open gate for such pros- 
pective patriotic American citizens as the Scandinavian farmer. Pros- 
pective immigrants should be examined in their native countries and 
only the desirable given credentials which will permit them to enter, 
The Government should keep photographs, a brief history, and identifi- 
cation of each immigrant, and keep an eye upon him for a term of 
years. Further, the immigrants should not be allowed to crowd at 
will into overcrowded cities or labor markets, but should be subject to 
Government direction to farms in the far West or South or industrial 
establishments where they are actually needed. ‘The question of the 
quota and basing it on the 1890 or other census are details for the 
Congress to work out. 


A NATIONAL POLICY OF REFORESTATION, 


The American people have not yet awakened to the supreme netes- 
sity of a national policy of reforestation. Under existing taxation sys- 
tems it is impossible for the individual timber owner or logger to take 
upon himself the burden of reforestation. In addition to the expense he 
is simply inviting taxation, continuously increasing, upon property 
from which he can receive no return for from 30 to 60 years. Refor- 
estation is a vital national need. It must be met by the Federal Gov- 
ernment and State governments, and a national policy should be adopted 
and developed. 

PRACTICAL EDUCATION A GREAT NEED. 

We have always prided ourselyes upon our public-school education, 
and yet the percentage of illiterates shown by the war examinations 
was so much greater than in the Scandinavian countries or in Germany 
that our Government figures seem preposterous. Our present-day theory 
of government differs from that of our forefathers in that we no longer 
look with fear and trembling upon any governmental activity that 
smacks of paternalism. On the contrary, we recognize and approve 
as a proper and necessary function of government caring for the 
welfare and improving the condition of the people. Im fitting the boys 
and girls for making their way in the world, in equipping them with 
a practical education that can be converted into bread and butter, we 
have fallen woefully short. There is a very clear lesson to be learned 
from Denmark and from other European countries. Bducation is of so 
great importance that a place should be provided in the President's Cabis 
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net for a secretary of education, and under his direction and advice a 
complete system of practical education—vyoeational, agricultural, indus- 
trial—should be provided by every State in the Union. The secondary 
agricultural and industrial schools in each congressional district in 
Alabama and Georgia are a step in the right direction and might well 
be adopted in all States. In many of the States there should be schools 
of forestry and courses in forestry. The principles and practical work- 
ing of agricultural cooperation should be made a major subject in every 
agricultural State, and information and instruction therein should be 
given the farmers all over the State by traveling experts The Federal 
Government might well assist in the vital work, both with money and 
by providing skilled instructors and organizers. Cooperative marketing 
is the salvation of the American farmer; prosperous agriculture is the 
backbone of the Nation; therefore it is a proper and necessary function 
of government to spread the doctrine and the knowledge of the practical 
working of cooperative marketing through the length and breadth of 
the land. The American rural-credit commission, which studied in 
Europe in 1913 under the direction of the Southern Commercial Con- 
gress, emphasized the importance and need of cooperation. This im- 
portance and need have increased with each passing year. They should 
be recognized and acted upon. 
CLARENCE J. OWENS, 
Chairman, 
RALPH METCALF, 
Vice Chairman and Eeecutive Scoretary. 
WASHINGTON, D. C., December 1, 1923. 


ORIGIN OF THE WORLD WAR. 


Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I ask permission of the Senate 
to submit a resolution (S. Res. 166) to be referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, asking that committee, 
through a committee of experts, to examine into the question 
of the origin of the war, which I think is a matter of very 
great importance, because the treaty of Versailles is based 
upon the conception that the German authorities alone were 
responsible. While I think it was quite clearly established 
that the spirit of militarism which they built up helped to 
bring Europe to a point of explosion psychologically and from 
the military point of view, there has been developed a very 
great deal of evidence to show that the actual beginning of 
the war was brought about by three or four men in St. Peters- 
burg, Sasonoff, the minister of Foreign Affairs, Sukhomlinoff, 
the minister of war, Isyolski, the Russian ambassador at Paris, 
and several gentlemen who were in the foreign office at Paris 
at that time. Just this morning there came in from the Public 
Printer a Senate document entitled “ The Secret History of a 
Great Betrayal” by E. D. Morel, a member of the British 
Parliament, giving the facts from the British standpoint and 
fully sustaining what I presented on the floor of the Senate 
on December 18 last. 

Until the world knows what the truth is, until a correct 
diagnosis is made of the beginning of the great World War, a 
proper and adequate remedy can not be devised. It is there- 
fore of vital importance to the world that there should be 
ascertained by competent authority, men trained in historical 
research, who will examine the now well-known and well 
authenticated records, and declare the facts and the evidence 
upon which the conclusion is based so that the world may 
formulate a definite and well-matured opinion as to what the 
origin of the war was. When that shall haye been done 
Europe will find peace, and not until then, in my opinion. 
For that reason I have framed the resolution which I ask 
to submit and to have referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington). 
Is there objection to the request of the Senator from Okla- 
homa? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. NORRIS. May I ask the Senator if he will not have 
the resolution read? 

Mr. OWEN. I shall be glad to have it read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the 
resolution. 

The resolution (S. Res. 166) was read and referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Foreign Relations shall cause to 
be prepared for the Senate an anthoritative and impartial analysis 
aud abstract of all evidence heretofore made available in printed form, 
or otherwise readily accessible, including documents, memoirs, nar- 
ratives, and other releyant and authentic material bearing on the 
origin of the World War, including within the purview of the inquiry 
an examination ef the consequences of international alliances, under- 
standings, and agreements during the quarter century preceding 1914 
and the conclusions of the committee of inquiry as to those responsible 
for causing or promoting the World War of 1914-1918. 


2. The Committee on Foreign Relations is authorized and directed 
to appoint a committee of inquiry of not less than seven or more 
than nine men, trained in historical research, to assemble and analyze 
this evidence, applying to it reasonable and scientific rules of legal 
and historical criticism, and summarizing the conclusions to which it 
points. This committee shall not be composed of persons in the 
Government service. They shall serye without compensation, but 
shall be reimbursed for their actual and necessary traveling expenses 
and for their maintenance while actually engaged in the work of the 
committee shall reeetve an allowance not exceeding $9 per diem. The 
Committee on Foreign Relations shall have authority to employ such 
additional clerical service as the committee of inquiry may require. 
The office of the committee of inquiry shall be in the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, or elsewhere as determined by the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. Ali expenditures incidental to the formation and 
operation of the committee of inquiry, and the printing of its reports, 
shall be paid from the contingent fund of the Senate. 

3. The committee of inquiry shall file an interim report with the 
Committee on Foreign Relations on or before the last day of Novem- 
ber, 1924, and shall submit its conclusions to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations not later than 10 days before the constitutional 
expiration of the Sixty-eighth Congress. 


ADJUSTED COMPENSATION FOR WORLD WAR VETERANS. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I do not intend to enter 
into a general discussion of measures proposing adjusted com- 
pensation to former service men nor at this time to discuss 
statements recently made in the Senate concerning such legis- 
lation. There is a phase of the subject I think should be 
mentioned in connection with the debate of this afternoon. 

Whatever may be the viewpoint of a Senator as to whether 
the Congress should enact a measure providing for the adjust- 
ment of the compensation of our soldiers and sailors, surely no 
one can be indifferent to the considerations which should prompt 
every man and woman who lives under the flag of our Republic 
to treat with kindness if not with generosity—to accord re- 
spectful consideration to the men who maintained our cause on 
foreign battle fields during the World War. There is a feeling 
widespread and growing that ingratitude has sown itself in the 
hearts of the American people and that in order to lighten the 
burden of taxation which we all find grievous our obligations 
and our duty to the gallant men who saved the Nation in 
the greatest crisis of world history may be disregarded or 
forgotten. 

A curious illustration of that tendency is found in the con- 
duct of General O’Ryan, who served. I believe, as leading coun- 
sel for the special committee of the Senate which some time ago 
completed its investigation into the management and adminis- 
tration of the Veterans’ Bureau. He performed his task with 
vigor and aggressiveness. There were associated with him 
voluntarily hundreds of doctors, lawyers, and others interested 
in the work of the committee, many members of the American 
Legion. The only motive of those volunteer workers was to 
perform an honest and substantial service to former service 
men. After the committee had concluded its labors General 
O’Ryan took advantage of the information which he had ob- 
tained, of the associations which he had formed, and of the 
organizations which he had effected in a great cause which 
challenged the support of every patriotic citizen. 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I ask the Senator from Ar- 
kansas to yield to me for a moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ar- 
kansas yield to the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield. ; 

Mr. ODDIE. I wish to state that, so far as I know, no 
member of the committee had any knowledge of the action of 
General O’Ryan to which the Senator from Arkansas has just 
referred. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I am sure that is true. I 
am sure that every member of the committee is embarrassed 
and shamed by the advantage which their former counsel 
sought to take of the men who had yoluntarily associated 
themselves with him in an earnest effort on their part to 
refine the administration of the Veterans’ Bureau and make it 
serve the interests of the sick and injured soldiers and sailors 


of the Republic. 
Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President—— 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ar- 
kansas yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. ROBINSON. -I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have just been in attend- 
ance on a meeting of the committee which is investigating 
the Veterans’ Bureau. I have not heard all that the Senator 
from Arkansas has said and I do not know just what Gen- 
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eral O'Ryan’s connection is at present with the propaganda 
movement to which the Senator has undoubtedly referred, 
but it will interest the Senator to know that General O’Ryan 
was offered by the Attorney General an appointment to prose- 
cute the cases that appeared to need prosecution as a result 
of our investigation. I protested, and the other members of 
the committee joined in the protest, against anyone being 
employed by us to investigate into the condition of that bu- 
reau turning himself into a prosecutor, we contending that 
that was the function of another department of the Govern- 
ment and that there ought not to be any association by our 
attorney and the members of our committee with the work of 
the Department of Justice. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Of course, Mr. President, it ought not to 
be necessary to employ a special prosecutor in every case that 
arises or which it is found necessary to bring on behalf of the 
Government of the United States. There ought to be among 
the many lawyers who are in the employ of the Department of 
Justice some one who could prosecute some of the cases brought 
by the Government or in the interest of the agencies of the 
Government of the United States. 

Mr. SMOOT. And the Senator knows there are some such 
lawyers. 

Mr. ROBINSON. And undoubtedly there are attorneys in the 
Department of Justice who are able to try lawsuits. However, 
Mr. President, when I was diverted I was stating that General 
O’Ryan, who had been employed by the special committee as 
counsel in the investigation, had effected an organization con- 
sisting for the most part of ex-service men, doctors, and lawyers, 
the members of which were scattered throughout the United 
States. By reason of the community of interest, by reason of 
the association that was formed during the work of the investi- 
gating committee of the Senate, the relationship of General 
O’Ryan and the members of that organization assumed a quasi 
confidential nature. On the 14th of February the press carried 
the announcement that General O'Ryan had deliberately sought 
to convert this organization into a bureau of propaganda for the 
defeat of adjusted-compensation legislation and for the enact- 
ment of the so-called Mellon plan for tax reduction. The Ameri- 
can Legion resented his course and criticized it in a statement 
published throughout the country. 

Mr. President, the American Legion is a patriotic organization. 
It is composed of men who believe in the principles of this 
Government and who have demonstrated their loyalty to our 
flag by service in the Army and Navy of the United States. 
One can not asperse that organization as mercenary. Since 
the day when the armistice was signed its officers and its 
members have stood for the Constitution, for the honor of the 
flag, for respect for law, and for the maintenance of law and 
order. The members of that organization have the right to 
feel and to express disappointment, not to say resentment, that 
the man who had occupied the relationship to them of counsel— 
not technically employed by them as such, but under every 
moral consideration their lawyer—had taken advantage of them 
and sought to convert the organization which they had helped 
him to make for their benefit into a contemptible propaganda 
bureau to defeat their most important measure. Unblushingly. 
without apology, blind to every sense of propriety, he sent this 
letter, and I quote from an Associated Press report: 


You were one of those recommended to aid in an investigation of the 
Veterans’ Bureau and who accepted the call. I am writing to ascer- 
tain whether you will now enlist in another cause. 


The letter then outlines the Mellon plan, calling attention to 
its desirable features, and then continues: 


If you feel as I do, concerning the Mellon plan, would you under- 
take, either directly or in cooperation with others, to help organize 
a committee in your State or section of the State to aid our national 
committee in furtherance of the Mellon plan? 


I do not say that he had not the legal right to send such 
communications through the mail. I do not say or imply that 
he acted unlawfully, but I do assert that it was unkind; 
that it disclosed a failure or inability properly to appreciate his 
relationship to the men who had rendered him assistance in 
the work of investigating the Veterans’ Bureau. 

It does not lie in the mouth of you, sir, who voted to require 
one man to perform military service and to exempt another; of 
you who said that one shall be taken and the other shall be left; 
of you who called from home and peaceful pursuits the men of 
this country and compelled them by law to perform military 
duty; you who took advantage of the opportunity to secure 
enlarged profits can not complain of being taxed to pay a 
bonus. He who invested his money in Liberty bonds and then 
boasted of his patriotism; who took the highest rate of interest 
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that the Government would pay and sought and found tax- 
exempt securities so that for all time he should be relieved 
from contributing to the support of the Government can not 
be heard to complain. It does not lie in the mouths of the 
men who stayed at home and enjoyed safety and prosperity to 
talk about “commercializing patriotism” by a readjustment 
of compensation to soldiers and sailors. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I am chairman 
of the special committee by which General O’Ryan was em- 
ployed as counsel. General O’Ryan finished his work as counsel 
and made his final report early in January, and it was not until 
after he had finished his work for us and had submitted his 
final report that he took up the work to which the Senator from 
Arkansas has just referred. General O’Ityan had made many 
acquaintances in the course of his investigation; he had done 
a fine piece of work; he had been in communication with former 
seryice men all over the country, and he had a perfect right, 
in my judgment, to write to those men whom he came to know 
in that fashion to ask them if they wanted to join with him in 
this committee to promote the success of the Mellon plan. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in 
the chair). Does the Senator from Pennsylvania yield to the 
Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Of course, no question of legal right 
arises. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. No. 

Mr. ROBINSON. But I ask the Senator from Pennsylvania, 
knowing his great experience as a lawyer, whether he thinks 
it was ethical and fair for General O’Ryan to avail himself 
of the organization formed in his work for these men to 
oppose what they believed to be their interest by forming this 
propagandist organization? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The Senator from Arkansas, 
Mr. President, has put his finger on the exact point at issue. 
General G’Ryan, himself a soldier with a tremendously fine 
record of service in battle, is one of the great many soldiers 
who do not think that the bonus measure ought to be passed. 
Not because he thinks it is commercializing patriotism, not be- 
cause he thinks that the soldier did not serve splendidly at 
a very low rate of pay, not for any such reason as that, but 
because he feels, just as I feel, that if the bonus is paid to 
the service men they themselves will have to pay it. 

I think that many of the reasons advanced against the bonus 
are sheer buncombe; there are many of the arguments against 
a bonus that make me want to vote for the bonus against my 
better judgment. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I do. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator says that if this bonus is 
paid the soldiers themselves will have to pay it. Does that 
mean that there is no legal way in which to compel the rich 
men of this country to pay their taxes themselves? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I am glad the Senator asked 
that question, because that is exactly the point that I hope 
I can make clear; and I beg the Senator to let me make my 
explanation without interruption, because I assure him that 
it will be directly responsive to his question. 

Mr. President, I believe that the men of the generation who 
fought in the war are the people who are paying the taxes 
and will continue to pay them. I believe that the soldier 
group, the earners of the country—for that is what they are, 
now that they are back in civil life—are the people who not 
only would have to pay the bonus but they are the people 
who will have to pay the Liberty bonds that are now outstand- 
ing. That is true whether they pay income taxes or whether 
they do not. If they buy a pair of shoes to-day they are pay- 
ing a large part of the price of those shoes in taxes, and yet 
we talk of reaching the rich man. Heaven knows I should like 
nothing better than to be able to devise some system of taxa- 
tion which would put the burden on the rich men, especially 
those who got rich out of war contracts; but we all know, 
if we will be honest with ourselves, that the rich men of the 
country to-day are not paying big taxes. They are all safe 
in their dugouts, where they are bombproof, and we have 
helped to make them bombproof—we in Congress. We have 
supplied 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Let me finish my sentence. 
We have supplied the tax-exempt securities in which they 
take refuge. We have supplied in the income tax law the 


various deductions for depreciation and charging off losses 
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to which all the rich men fly for refuge, and it is the money 
earners to-day who are paying the big taxes. They are the 
people I am looking out for, and they are the same people 
as the men who fought in the war. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, now will the Senator yield? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I can not refrain from expressing sur- 
prise that the Senator from Pennsylvania—who is the chair- 
man of the special committee to investigate the Veterans’ 
Bureau—has, in an indirect if not a direct way, approved 
of the action of General O'Ryan. 

Let me say to the Senator from Pennsylvania that the picture 
which he has just painted of my country and of its recognition 
of its obligations to these soldiers is not one which I recognize. 
The substance of his statement is that having been compelled 
to fight the battles of the country, at great risk to their lives 
and at great loss to their economie resources, they are now 
compelled to pay all the taxes. Mr. President, the people of 
the United States never will aecept the conclusion of the Sen- 
ator from Pennsylvania in that respect. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania, Mr. President, I yielded for 


a question. I did not understand that I was to be taken off 
the floor. 

Mr. ROBINSON. No; I did not say that I wanted to ask 
a question. I said I wanted to make a statement. 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. If the Senator will allow me 
to finish—— 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. 

Mr. LODGE. I only wish to ask a question. Surely the 
Senator from Pennsylvania does not mean that all the taxes 
of the United States are paid by the soldiers of the war. 

Mr, REED of Pennsylvania. No, Mr. President; I do not 
menn that all the taxes of the United States are paid by the 
soldiers of the war. 

Mr. LODGE. Only a minority of the taxes. They pay their 
share, of course. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Of course, they pay their 
share; but I say that the workers of the country, of whom the 
soldiers form a very substantial part, are the people on whom 
the present tax burdens rest most heavily; and I make no 
apology for the statement, because I believe it thoroughly. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield to the Senator from 
Tennessee, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the Senator have any doubt about 
the great body of the soldiers being in favor of this adjusted 
compensation? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania, I believe that a majority of the 
soldiers are in favor of this adjusted compensation bill; yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Does not the Senator think that nearly 
all of them are? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. 
all of them are. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I just wish to call attention to three 
telegrams I have received to-day from my own State. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Oh, well, Mr. President, I have 
yielded for a question, Will not the Senator let me finish, and 
then read the telegrams? 

Mr. McKELLAR, Yes; Mr. President, when the Senator 
finishes I will put them in the Recorp, so that the Senator can 
see and the Senate can see the unanimity which exists with re- 
gard to the soldiers’ bonus. 

Mr, REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, when we talk 
of unanimity it is fair for me to remind the Senate that in 
1919 the annual convention of the American Legion voted 
against the bonus, and when I stand here and oppose it I am 
doing just what my comrades did when they came back from 
the war. They opposed it. They said in 1919: “We do not 
want any.” Now, we taik a lot of foolishness here in the 
Senate about propaganda. Everything is propaganda that we 
do not happen to agree with in our own particular thought at 
the moment. You think that General O'Ryan's letters are 
propanganda against the bonus. I think that something else 
is propaganda against the Mellon plan; and all it comes down 
to is that it is one white man airing his views to his fellow 
countrymen, and he has a perfect right to do it, and I think 
that a great many of our arguments are very silly. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, of course I know that the 
Senator from Pennsylvania did not mean to apply that state- 
ment to any argument that has been recently made in this 
dehnte. 


No; I do not think that nearly 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I do not apply that statement 
to any argument that the Senator from Arkansas ever has 
made. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Arkansas is not sensi- 
tive upon that subject. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Nor do I apply it to the Senator 
from Tennessee. I am speaking entirely of Senators who are 
past and gone. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I think it is pertinent to 
state in this connection, with the indulgence of the Senator 
from Pennsylvania, that no one questions the legal right to 
carry on propaganda. No one questions that when a legisla- 
tive measure is pending before the Senate, a powerful interest 
in the Senator’s State or mine has the legal right to induce 
citizens to communicate with us-in an effort to influence our 
votes and our speeches here, : 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, while the Sena- 
tor from Arkansas was addressing the Senate a while ago he 
made many statements with which I did not agree, but I 
thought I had better wait until he had finished, and answer 
him all at once; and I hope he will accord me the sam 
courtesy. I am not going to talk very long. : 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator has that right, of course; 
but I have only one or two more sentences to utter to complete 
the thought that I had in mind. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. ROBINSON. There is no law in the United States 
against propaganda, and there can be none, in all probability 
under the provisions of our Constitution, While one has the 
legal right to organize forces to influence legislation or to 
influence the heads of departments of the Government, there 
is a moral question involved, particularly when one occupies 
the relationship of counsel; and, in my judgment, it is an abuse 
‘of the freedom of propaganda, the freedom of speech and of 
the press, to form an association for a purpose which every 
one recognizes as laudable and necessary and then to utilize 
the information obtained to the detriment of the persons who 
have permitted themselves to become a part of that organi- 
zation. 

Of course I have never questioned General O’Ryan’s legal 
power to write these letters; but I want to say to the Senator 
from Pennsylvania, that he is the only lawyer whom I have 
heard express himself upon this subject who has not indicated 
that he felt that there was an impropriety in the course which 
General O’Ryan pursued. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Now, Mr. President, if I may 
proceed for a minute or two without accompaniment, I should 
like to explain why I think a tax-reduction is to the interest of 
the men who fought in the last war. 

I believe that in opposing the bonus—as I do, and expect 
to continue to do—I am working for the interest of men who 
fought in the war. I know that most of them do not agree 
with me, because they have been coached by what I would 
have once called propaganda. They have been coached, at 
all events, by their friends or pretended friends to believe 
that it is to thelr interest for Congress to pass this adjusted 
compensation bill and keep taxes high. I do not believe that 
is to their interest, and I am not spending one minute in 
thought or worry about the men who made their money during 
war time. They have taken care of themselves precious well 
already. They are not paying taxes. We have had it proved 
over and over again. Look at Rockefeller's estate. He got 
rich during the war, or got richer, and when he died two-thirds 
of all he had was safe away from the reach of taxation by 
either the Nation or the State. Then we talk about taxing 
the rich men, and we know perfectly well that we do not do it. 

I know a man at home who in 1901 sold out a great factory 
to one of the large combinations then being formed, and he 
got then $8,000,000 for what he sold, and he has not gotten 
any poorer since, and that man has never yet paid one red 
cent of income tax since the law was passed in 1913. When 
we talk about taxing the rich men, I know from my own 
experience and from my observation of his estate in the news- 
papers that we are not talking sincerely, or at least we are 
not talking accurately, because the taxes that we aim at those 
men never touch them. They are going right over the shoul- 
ders of those men, and they are hitting the earning class in 
this country to-day, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR, The Mellon bill, which the Senator spoke 
of just a few moments ago, is already dead. The House has 


2768 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 19, 


effectually killed it; but the tax-reduction measure will be 
over in the Senate in a short time. 

The Senator makes the very extraordinary assertion that 
the rich men of this country are not paying taxes, that they 
are evading them. Will not the Senator join the rest of us in 
seeing that all classes of our citizens pay their proper pro- 
portion of taxes as the Congress fixes it? I do not know what 
the information of the Senator from Pennsylvania is, but if 
these men are not paying their taxes it is the duty of this 
Congress to see that they are made to pay them. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, that is fine. I 
want to tell the Senator that when the tax bill, In whatever 
form it gets out of the House, comes over here to the Senate I 
expect to offer two amendments, and I hope the Senator will 
remain of the same mind, because I want his support for those 
two amendments. 

One of them is going to be an attempt by Congress to put a 
tax on these things that we call tax-exempt bonds, because I 
believe that under the amendment to the Constitution which 
authorizes us to tax incomes “from whatever source derived” 
there is a real chance of our being able to tax these bonds that 
we have called tax exempt. That is the first thing. 

Next, I am going to offer an amendment giving earned income 
the same privilege that our rich men now have for their 
capital gains; that is, to make a separate report of them, and 
pay a flat 124 per cent tax. We have in our present tax law a 
provision that enables me to get off with 12} per cent tax if I 
sell some building at a profit. I want to get that same privilege 
for the man who works for his money. I do not want to see 
Caruso, and men of talent like him, taxed 65 per cent, as he 
was in the last year of his life, while the Rockefellers get off 
with nothing. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Will not the Senator take another step 
and say that he will support an amendment that will give ab- 
solute publicity to all tax returns, so that the American people 
can see who are paying their taxes? As it is now, they are 
covered up. We do not know whether a taxpayer who should 
pay high rates of income tax is actually paying them, or 
whether he is putting his property in some phony corporation 
for the purpose of escaping the high brackets of the income 
tax, and is simply paying a corporation tax or, perhaps, none. 

I am informed that they are evading taxes in that way, 
directly in conflict with the law we passed in 1921. Will not 
the Senator join us in passing a law providing for publicity of 
tax returns, so that the American people can see who is paying 
the taxes? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. No; I do not think I will. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am sorry the Senator will not, because 
that is the most important matter of them all. We pay our 
county taxes and State taxes, and we know what our neighbors 
are paying. There is no secrecy about it. Yet when it comes 
to the paying of the income tax we do not know whether Mr. 
Rockefeller or Mr. Ford or Mr. Mellon or any other taxpayer 
is paying his just proportion, and even a Congressman can not 
get the information. I wrote to Mr. Mellon a few days ago 
asking him about an income tax that.was in direct question, 
brought into question by the taxpayer himself, and the Secre- 
tary wrote me that no Senator had a right to look at a tax 
return in his office. I say that the crying need of tax reform 
in this country is publicity of tax returns. Let the light of 
publicity fall into all these matters and we will not have great 
corporations going to the Treasury Department and getting 
refunds and rebates and settlements by which they save enor- 
mous amounts, untold millions of taxes. I say that all the 
reforms will be brought about if you simply have publicity of 
tax returns. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I seem to have 
difficulty in having my thoughts appear in sequence. I beg the 
Senator to allow me to finish what I have to say in answer to 
his question. 

I do not believe there has ever been any doubt in anybody’s 
mind but that the income tax has been applied by the Treasury 
Department and the Bureau of Internal Revenue up to the letter 
of the law. I had quite a little to do with tax decisions before 
I came into the Senate, and my experience indicated to me 
that under both the Democratic administration and the Repub- 
lican administration there was an honest effort by the Treas- 
ury Department to collect the last cent. I do not think any 
comparison can be made between the two administrations. I 
think the Bureau of Internal Revenue in both administrations 
has enforced the law vigilantly, and in some cases it has seemed 
to me much too harshly; but I guess that was the fault of the 
law and not the fault of the bureau. 


Mr. OVERMAN. May I ask the Senator a question? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I am very much impressed with the amend- 
ment the Senator says he intends to introduce, that is, pro- 
viding for the taxing of receipts derived from tax-exempt 
securities. Has the Senator read the Supreme Court decision 
on that subject? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I have read the Supreme Court 
decision. 

Mr. OVERMAN. And the Senator thinks that under the 
Supreme Court decision we can levy the tax? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I do not think it is a dead open- 
and-shut question, but I believe the probabilities are that if 
Congress clearly shows its intention, the Supreme Court will 
sustain the law. 

Mr. OVERMAN, T so contend, and have contended with my 
colleagues, that whenever that question shall be brought up 
to the Supreme Court directly, and they meet it face to face, 
they will decide in favor of that doctrine. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. That is my own belief. I 
think the strong probability is, and I hope very ardently, that 
Congress will express its intention to tax those securities, be- 
cause at the present moment they are a sore spot in our whole 
scheme of taxation. They are being grossly abused, and when 
I say abused I do not mean that the men who buy tax exempts 
are reprehensible. A rich man who is subject to a high surtax 
to-day would have to get an absolutely secure 103 per cent bond 
to furnish to him the net equivalent of a municipal that pays 
43, and, of course, nobody can find an absolutely secure 103 
per cent taxable bond. 

Mr, McKELLAR rose. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I beg the Senator to let me 
finish. I think I have been reasonably generous in yielding. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Very well. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. There are in this country to-day 
a number of men who constitute a small and talented group, I 
speak, first, of the architects, men like Gilbert, the architect of 
the Woolworth Building, one of the loveliest structures on this 
round globe. Let us consider his case for an instant. Mr. Gil- 
bert received a large fee, for the designing and superintending 
of the construction of the Woolworth Building, and it came to 
him practically all in a lump, all in one year. It represented 
not only many years of study in professional schools and many 
years of early hard work when he was living on a bare pittance, 
but many years of building up an organization of draftsmen and 
assistants in his office. When he got his fee it was not the in- 
come of one year, It was the harvesting of the accumulated 
capital of his lifetime, and yet he had to pay a surtax of over 
60 per cent on that fee. 

We do not mean to take such fees from our men of talent. 
Surely we all see the unfairness of that. The Woolworth Buiid- 
ing was built, the fee was collected, and the big tax was paid. 
Then a couple of years passed during which the same organiza- 
tion had to be kept up, during which fees were small. Then 
came a great statehouse which he built, a very beautiful thing, 
and again he was taxed a high rate. Those two intermediate 
years were years of dead loss, when his tax alone amounted to 
more than his income. 

Let me take the case of Caruso, whom I have mentioned be- 
fore. Caruso paid $165,000 in income tax in the last year he 
lived. He was the sweetest singer of our time, a man who gave 
as much to his fellow creatures as anybody we have ever known 
to live. Caruso had to sing $500 worth every day before he 
could begin to pay his grocer. Surely we never meant to pro- 
duce a result like that. He was the greatest money earner the 
opera stage has ever seen, and when he died he was worth about 
$1,400,000. Contrast that figure with the tax he paid during 
the last year, as well as the year before, when it was practically 
the same. He was paying the equivalent of 12 per cent on all 
the property he had in his annual taxes to the Federal Govern- 
ment alone. 

Mr, William Rockefeller, whose estate was made public at 
about the same time, was paying taxes on the income of one- 
third of his estate, and if you will figure that out at the highest 
surtax rate it would amount to less than 1 per cent of the 
capital that he, William Rockefeller, owned at the time of his 
death. 

That is the contrast under our present laws, the rich man 
paying less than 1 per cent of his capital, and the money earned 
by this great artist paying over 12 per cent of all he had. 

Then let us turn to another field and take Doctor Mayo, for ex- 
ample, the leader of the medical profession in this country. I 
suppose the two Mayo brothers are about the most distinguished 
doctors in America. Surely nobody has ever served his fellow 


men better than they have done. Yet, Mr. President, whenever 
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Doctor Mayo performs an operation in December of any year 
the invisible hand of the taxgatherer reaches in and takes 58 
per cent of the fee he earns by that act of mercy. Think of that. 
That is what he is fined for hard work. It is a penalty on tal- 
ent, a penalty on effort, a penalty on genius, and surely none of 
us want our tax laws to work out such a result as that. 

So I think the suggestion that earned incomes, what they call 
in some of the books on economics “ exertion ” incomes, are en- 
titled to the same consideration from Congress as is the profit 
that results from the sale of a building or of a hundred shares 
of stock, the tax on which we limit to 123 per cent. Congress 
has worked out a most inconsistent result, 

This is a little bit afield from the remarks I started to make 
in answer to the Senator from Arkansas. What I mean is this: 
I am opposing the bonus for just one reason, one alone, and I 
have not any sympathy with about nine-tenths of the reasons 
that opponents of the bonus advance. My idea is that the best 
thing we can do for the young men of America to-day is to get 
rid of the tax burden that hangs on their backs, and that is my 
reason for voting “no” on this so-called adjusted compensation 
bill, 

I want to add this: If this bill passes, the service men of 
the country will feel a bitter disappointment when they find out 
what is actually in it. To begin with, it will be found that they 
will be bitterly disappointed when they discover how long it will 
take to put the law into operation. 

I am told that The Adjutant General of the Army expects to 
gather together a force of 2,000 clerks to issue the certificates 
which will be required under this bill, if it becomes a law, and 
that with those 2,000 clerks working steadily he will not be 
able to issue all the adjusted-compensation certificates until 
well along into the year 1925. That is worth remembering 
when we talk about immediate relief. : 

Another thing: If my correspondence is any indication of the 
way the service men feel who are advocating this bonus, all of 
them think they are going to get a lump sum in cash, I have 
had only one letter out of hundreds in which the man said that 
he was going to take the home-buying option. All the rest of 
them talk about the hardships they are under at the moment in 
being unable to pay their rent or to pay their doctor's bill, and 
things of that sort, and they do not realize that if this bill 
passes most of them will not get one red penny to pay the rent 
or the doctor or anything else for 20 years. They do not realize 
that what they will get will be a piece of paper payable at the 
end of 20 years, on which they can not even collect interest in 
the meantime. They do not realize that fact yet, but if this 
bill passes in the form in which it was in the Senate last year 
they are going to realize it with a great shock of disappoint- 
ment. 

That is why I believe that in the long run this thing is not 
going to benefit the service men as they and the friends of the 
measure think it will, and that is why I am opposing it. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL DAUGHERTY. 


Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the unfinished business be laid aside temporarily and that 
I be permitted to bring up the resolution (S. Res. 157) providing 
for an investigation of the Department of Justice. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I understand from the Senator 
from Montana that it will not take very long to discuss the 
resolution which he desires to call up at this time. Therefore, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Interior Department appro- 
priation be temporarily laid aside for the consideration of the 
Senator’s resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Utah? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, I send to the desk the reso- 
lution as it is modified. At the request of the senior Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Wants] I have stricken two paragraphs out 
of the resolution which were objected to by him, and which read 
as follows; 


Whereas it appears that said Harry M. Daugherty has lost the con- 
fidence of the President of the United States, as exemplified by the 
President's statement that he intends to employ, at great expense to the 
Government, special attorneys not connected officially with the De- 
partment of Justice, indicating that this department can not be trusted 
with the prosecution of the cases which have arisen by reason of the 
disclosures before the Senate Committee on Public Lands and Surveys 
and the United States Veterans’ Bureau; and 

Whereas sald Harry M. Daugherty has lost the confidence of the 
Congress of the United States and of the people of the country, and the 
Department of Justice has fallen into disrepute, 
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At the request of the Senator from Ohio I have eliminated 
those two whereases. I want to say to the Senate that that in 
no wise changes the resolution itself. 

I have also modified the resolution by naming in it the 
Members of the Senate whom I desire to have investigate the 
Department of Justice. I appreciate that in doing this I am 
departing somewhat from the usual custom. When the reso- 
lution was first introduced’ I asked that the full Committee 
on the Judiciary investigate the matter. I was informed by 
the chairman of that committee that because of the work 
of the members of the Committee on the Judiciary it would 
be almost impossible for that committee to undertake the task. 
I then attempted to agree with the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Wrs] upon the membership of a special committee. I want 
to be frank with the Senate and with the Members of the 
Senate and to say that in this instance I want a real investi- 
gation. I want to know that the Department of Justice will 
be thoroughly investigated. When I introduced the original 
resolution asking that the Senate go on record as requesting 
the resignation of Mr. Daugherty, in an interview given out 
to the press he asked for an investigation, or, rather, he 
asked that Senator WHEELER and those interested with him 
be permitted to go before some committee and lay their com- 
plaint before that committee and that he be given an oppor- 
tunity to lay the whole matter before the Senate. 

Let me say to the Members of the Senate that I do not in- 
tend to fall into the same trap that was set for the Member 
of Congress who introduced an impeachment proceeding in the 
House. If the Members of the United States Senate or any- 
body else in the country will read the proceedings which took 
place before the House committee on those impeachment pro- 
ceedings, he can not help but come to the conclusion that in- 
stead of trying to impeach Mr. Daugherty the man who intro- 
duced the resolution was in reality tried. So in this instance 
I am endeavoring to see to it that the committee is so named 
that there will be a real investigation. 

Ever since the Attorney General has occupied the important 
position which he now holds various charges have been made 
against him in the newspapers and by individuals from one end 
of the country to the other. Recently when the oil scandal 
first developed it appears that the Attorney General's name 
was mixed in it. It appeared, if you please, that he was a 
friend of Ned McLean. Everybody knows that he was the 
friend of Sinclair. Everybody knows that he was the friend 
of Doheny. Everybody knows that those three men met in 
the apartment of the Attorney General from time to time. 
Everybody knows that Jess Smith, who was brought from the 
State of Ohio and had an office in the Department of Justice, 
and who was not on the pay roll, was accepting money 
in connection with various cases that arose in the Department 
of Justice. l 

The newspapers in New York carried the details of how the 
Attorney General’s former partner and friend, Mr. Felder, was 
collecting money for the purpose of selling offices, appointments, 
and for the dismissal of whisky cases in the city of New York. 
Everybody who knows anything about the history of the matter 
knows that other friends and confidential adyisers of the At- 
torney General of the United States were collecting money and 
were giving as their reason for collecting it that they could use 
influence with the Attorney General of the United States of 
America. Of course it is very difficult to trace these matters 
and to show by his close personal friends that he accepted this 
money. It recalls to my mind distinctly how a good many 
years ago, when I was a young attorney starting out to practice 
in the city of Butte, Mont., an individual came to me and said 
that he had been paying the county attorney for protection, 
He said there had been a man collecting money for the county 
attorney. I went to see the county attorney of that county and 
he said to me “I have not accepted anything from those men.” 
I said to him, “If you have not received the money you are a 
bigger fool than the people think you are, because it is being 
collected for you.” So I say that if the Attorney General has 
not actually got the money that has been collected in these 
various cases from one end of the country to the other he is a 
bigger fool than the people of the United States give him credit 
for being. 

Not only that, but when the startling testimony came out in 
the oil investigation that McLean had given money to Fall 
there was not any prosecution. Then when McLean subse- 
quently testified that he did not give the money and when the 
testimony was produced that Mr. Fall got the money from 
Doheny, that the money was sent in a sack by Doheny’s son, 
and taken in connection with the other testimony given by 
Doheny upon a subsequent oceasion, what effort was made on 
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the part of the Atterney General or the Department of Justice 
to arrest or proseeute Falt? On the contrary he was allowed 
to be at large. He was allowed to stay in the house of Sin- 
clairs lawyer. Throughout the entire investigation not one 
scintilla of evidence has been offered to the committee by all 
or any of the investigators of the Department of Justice. Here 
the Congress of the United States has appropriated a million 
dollars for the detection and prosecution of crime, We have 
employed the Burns Detective Agency, one of the most re- 
nowned detective agencies in the world, and we find the De- 
partment of Justice, instead of trying to detect the greatest 
crooks and those guilty ef the greatest crimes against the Nation 
that have ever been perpetrated, we find the Department of 
Justice protecting them all during this time; we find them pro- 
tecting them to-night, because I am reliably informed that only 
Jast Sunday the Attorney General of the United States held a 
conference with Ed McLean. 

Then what do we find? We find the Attorney General of 
the United States going down to Palm Beach and there con- 
sulting with Mr. McLean. When the newspapers. carried the 
story that McLean was about to testify as to his connection 
with the oll scandal and that it would expose Mr. Daugherty, 
we find Mr. Daugherty immediately getting in touch with Mr. 
MeLean again. This is only a small portion, an extremely 
small portion, of the testimony that will be produced before 
the committee, showing, beyond any question ef doubt to my 
mind, that the Attorney General of the United States, the high- 
est law officer in the Nation, instead of prosecuting crime has 
been protecting erime and criminals, 

I say to you Senators on the other side of the Chamber that 
this is not a question of Democratie or Republican politics. A 
velled threat was held out over me to the effect that if a cer- 
tain man testified, it would involve some Democrats as well as 
Republicans. I say to the Senators here to-night that it makes 
no difference te me whether there are Democrats involved or 
whether there are Republicans involved. The greatest duty 
that we can perform is to show up the erooks, whether they 
are Republicans or whether they are Democrats: 

T propose in my resolution to name the members of the com- 
mittee in order that I may know and in order that the people 
of the country may know that there is going to be a fair and an 
impartial investigation of the Department of Justice, and that 
if the Attorney General is guilty he will be driven from public 
office and drivem into oblivion. 

And that if he is not guilty, If the things that have been told 
in the public press about him, if the things that have been told 
by various individuals about him are not true, then his name 
will be cleared: I am not unmindful of the fact that men who 
occupy the position that he oceupies, or similar positions, are 
sometimes charged with things of which they are not guilty. 
I am not unmindful of the fact that many prosecuting lawyers 
have enemfes who sometimes want to get even. But, Mr. 
President, the evidence im this ease, if it be true, would war- 
rant one in thinking that the Attorney General of the United 
States of America, now occupying the highest legal position in 
the Government, is guilty of many crimes: 

I have therefore provided in the resolutfon that there be 
named upon this special committee the Senator from Iowa 
Mr. BrooxHant], the Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones], 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLean], the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. AsHuxsr], and myself. If Sendters upon the 
other side of the Chamber really wish to get at the bottom of 
this matter, if they really wish to uncover crooks, if they 
really wish this investigation, the committee which I propose 
will give it to them. If they do not wish it, if they desire to 
cover the matter up, If they desire otherwise to protect the 
Attorney General of the United States, then I am quite sure 
they will vote against the resolution. I submit the resolution 
as modified, and I ask unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read the 
resolution as modified. 

The reading clerk read the resolution (S. Res, 157) as modi- 
fied, as follows: 

Whereas the Federal Trade Commission has conducted investiga- 
tions of alleged violations. of the Sherman Antitrust Act and the 
Clayton Act against monopolies and unlawful restraints. of trade and 
has transmitted te the Attorney General the record of more than 50 
such investigations, Indicating a violation of said acts, for the initia- 
tion of such proceedings for the enforcement of the law as the Attor- 
ney General may be advised to make; and 

Whereas the Attorney General has taken no action upon said rec- 
ords transmitted te him by’ the Federal Trade Commission for the 


purpose of securing indictments against the parties named therein 
and has brought no proceedings for the prevention of such violations 
by injunction or otherwise except in two cases; and 

Whereas the evidence presented several months ago before the spe- 
cial committee of the Senate investigating the United States Veterans’ 
Bureau disclosed acts of negligence and corruption on the part of 
officials of the United States Veterans’ Bureau and others, and no 
action has been takem by the Department of Justice to prosecute the 
officials and persons alleged to have acted illegally and corruptly ; and 

Whereas several weeks have transpired since the evidence was pre- 
sented, and disclosures were made before the Public Lands and Str- 
veys Committee of the Senate charging past and present public ofi- 
cials of the Government and others with conspiracies to defraud the 
Government, violations of law and corrupt practices, and no prosecu- 
tions have been: undertaken ; and 

Whereas no action has been taken by the Department of Justice in 
e to a conclusion the so-called war-frauds cases: Therefore 

t. 


Resolved, That a committee of five Senators. consisting of Senators 


Brooxuarr, MCLEAN, Joxms of Washington, WHEELER, and Asnunsr 


be authorized and directed to investigate the circumstances and facts, 
and report the same to the Senate, conterning the failure of Harry M. 
Daugherty, Attorney General of the United States, to properly prose- 
cute violators of the Sherman Antitrust Act and the Clayton Act 
against monopelies and unlawful restraint of trade; the neglect and 
failure of the said Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of the 
United States, to arrest and prosecute Albert B. Fall, Harry F. Sin- 
elair, E. L. Doheny, C. R. Forbes, and their coconspirators in defraud- 
ing the Gevernment, as well as the neglect and failure of the said 
Attorney General to arrest and presecute many others for violations 
of Federal statutes, and his failure to properly, efficiently, and 
promptiy proseeute and defend all manner of civil and criminal 
actions wherein the Government of the United States is interested as 
a party plaintiff! or defendant. And said committee is further directed 
to inquire into, investigate, and report to the Senate the activities of 
the said Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General, and any of his 
assistants in the Department of Justice which would in any manner 
tend to impair their efficiency or influence as representatives of the 
Government of the United States. 

Resolved further, That in pursuance of the purposes of this resolu- 
tion said committee, or any member thereof, be, and hereby is, author- 
ized during the Sixty-eighth Congress to send for persons, books, and 
papers; to administer oaths and to employ stenographic assistance at a 
cost not to exceed 25, cents per hundred words; to report such hearings 
as may be bad in connection herewith, the expenses thereof to be paid 
out of the contingent fund of the Senate; and that the committee, or 
any subeommittee thereof may sit during the sessions: or recesses of the 
Senate 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Montana 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
resolution. : 

Mr. WILLIS obtained the floor. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. LODGE. I suppose no one is opposed te a proposal to 
investigate any department of the Government, but it seems to 
me that this resolution contains something that is entirely new 
in the practice of the Senate. Never before, either under Demo- 
cratic or Republican control, have I known a reflection of this 
kind cast upon the Presiding Officer of the Senate. Never on 
this side of the Chamber when there has been n Democratic 
Presiding Officer has such a thing been suggested as taking out 
of his hands the appointment of a committee and that it be 
appointed from the floor of the Senate. The Senate is at this 
moment thin, and E think the matter of the selection of the 
committee, particularly as proposed in the resolution, ought to 
go over. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion 
that under the statute it is the duty of the Chair to refer the 
resolution to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate. 

Mr. LODGE. I was about to say that, but the Chair cut me 
off. T desire to say that I think that the subject of whieh I 
have spoken ought to be considered, and the Senators ought to 
have an opportunity to consider the names of Senators proposed 
in the resolution for appointment en the committee. It would 
be impossible to vote on the resolution now. 

I was also going to make the point that under the law the 
resolution must be referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate in any event. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The resolution will be so 
referred. 
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INVESTIGATION OF TREASURY ESTIMATES ON SOLDIERS’ BONUS. 


Mr. HARRISON. I ask unanimous consent to call up Senate 
Resolution 164, and ask for its immediate consideration. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask that it be read for the informa- 
tion of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missis- 
sippi asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of a 
resolution, which the Secretary will read. 

The reading clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 164) submitted 
by Mr. Harkison on the 18th instant, as follows: 


Whereas in a speech delivered in the city of New York on the 17th 
day of February, 1924, Hon. Thomas W. Miller, Alien Property Cus- 
todian, is reported to have stated that a high Treasury official ad- 
mitted that the Treasury Department estimates on the cost of the 
World War veterans’ bonus were juggled to deceive and that each 
time Congress asked for a revised estimate the Treasury Department 
increased its previous estimates because it was felt necessary to use 
stronger and stronger arguments against the bonus each time it came 
up before Congress; and 

Whereas the question of enacting a World War veterans’ adjusted 
compensation measure is now pending in the Congress: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Finance Committee of the Senate be directed to 
investigate said charges. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Missis- 
sippi asks unanimous consent for the immediate consideration 
of the resolution. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I object, Mr. President. 

Mr. WILLIS. Reserving the right to object, I desire to make 
some observations. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have objected. 

Mr. LODGE. Objection has been made. 

Mr. HARRISON. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Senate Resolution 164. 

Mr. WILLIS. On that I desire to be heard. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mississippi 
moves that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the reso- 
lution which has just been read. The Senator from Ohio is 
recognized. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL DAUGHERTY, 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I think it is improper that the 
observations made by the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER] 
should go unchallenged, even though his resolution has been 
referred to the committee and is not now technically before the 
Senate. 

In line with what has been said by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Lovce], while my legislative experience in the 
Senate has been brief—and I had also brief experience in an- 
other legislative body—I have never, in what little experience I 
have had, known of such an insult being offered the presiding 
officer of a legislative body as is offered in the proposed resolu- 
tion. Is it possible, Mr. President, that we have come to the 
time in the history of the Senate when the Presiding Officer is 
not to be trusted at all and that a Senator who desires an inyes- 
tigation, as he says—and I do not question his purpose—shall 
himself, the Senator who offered the resolution, in order that 
the investigation shall be entirely free and fair, appoint the com- 
mittee and name himself as one of that committee? That is 
the most amazing proposition that I ever heard advanced in a 
legislative body. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ohio 
yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly. 

Mr. WHEELER. Let me ask the Senator if he himself, after 
conferring with the Attorney General, did not suggest to the 
President of the Senate who should go on that committee? 

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly; I conferred with the President of 
the Senate, and if his resolution had been adopted in another 
form I expected the Senator to do that. The President of the 
Senate is not apart from other people; and certainly I sug- 
gested names to him; but that is quite apart and quite a 
different thing from a Member of the Senate undertaking to 
name the members of a committee and then naming himself as 
a member of the committee. I never have heard of such a 
procedure. 7 

Mr. WHEELER. 
something new. 

Mr. WILLIS. Very good. 

Mr. WHEELER. Does the Senator from Ohio mean to say 
that the Attorney General, whom it is proposed to investigate, 
should be permitted to say who shall be on the committee that 
is going to investigate him? 

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly not; I said nothing of the kind. 
I conferred with the Chair as it was my right to do, of course. 


I merely wanted to teach the Senator 


Mr. 
General, 

Mr. WILLIS. Oh, well, that observation, like many others 
the Senator has made, is purely gratuitous. 

The Senator says here “ everybody knows this and everybody 


WHEELER After consultation with the Attorney 


knows that.” I want to put it straight to the Members of the 
Senate in perfect good feeling that if one-tenth of the charges 
that have been made here by the Senator from Montana are 
true, then, instead of there being an investigation, the Attorney 
General of the United States ought to be impeached, removed 
from office, disqualified to hold office, and be subjected to 
criminal prosecution besides. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yleld? 

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly. 

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator is perfectly well aware, is ha 
not, of the fact that impeachment proceedings were attempted 
in the House of Representatives something like 18 months ago, 
when, as I haye previously said, instead of trying the case 
against the Attorney General, the records of the House show 
that they tried the Representative in Congress who had the 
temerity to stand up and file those charges? I do not propose, 
if I can help it, to be tried by the Attorney General in this 
investigation, but I intend that he himself shall be investigated 
and tried. 

Mr: WILLIS. Now, Mr. President, we have the Senator's 
statement, to which I do not object, as perhaps I might have 
done, because it is very unparliamentary to speak as the Senator 
has spoken of the proceedings of another legislative body, but 
I do not depend upon technicalities. I have read the proceedings 
in the impeachment case, of course. They were had before a 
committee of 21, made up of Republicans and Democrats, and, 
as I now recall, there was only one negative vote when the 
decision of the committee was reached. So the committee which 
had the facts and had the prosecuting witness before them 
whenever they could get him—as a matter of fact, he ran away 
in the midst of the proceedings—those who knew the facts did 
not reach the conclusion which my friend from Montana has 
reached. A very edifying discussion of that whole situation is 
furnished by a speech which I read just a day or so ago de- 
livered by a very distinguished Representative from the State 
of Virginia, a member of that committee and a Democrat. So 
the views which the Senator now advances were voted down in 
the committee, made up of Republicans and, Democrats, by a 
majority of 20 to 1. 

But, Mr. President, this is not the place nor is this hour con- 
venient to go into a discussion of these charges. I want to 
say to the Senate that if these charges can be maintained there 
ought to be an impeachment proceeding, and it will be found 
in this case that the party will not run away in the midst of 
the proceedings. Let us open up the doors. Let us give this 
man a fair trial. If we can not be Senators devoted to the 
best traditions of the Senate, let us at least be fair men and 
not undertake to blacken the reputation of men and of officials 
by mere unsupported statements. 

Mr. President, I can but notice one of the charges made here, 
most sensational in its character. The Senator made a charge 
to the effect, as I understood him—and I am anxious not to 
misunderstand or misrepresent—that the Attorney General 
was accepting money. Did I misunderstand the Senator? 

Mr. WHEELER. The Senator misunderstood me when he 
thought that'I made a charge that the Attorney General ac- 
cepted money for whisky cases. I said that his close personal 
friends, Mr. Felder, Jess Smith, and one or two others, had 
accepted money and that if the Attorney General did not receive 
it the people of the United States surely would think that he 
was a much bigger fool than they feel to-day that he is, be- 
eause it was collected for him by his close, intimate, personal 
friends. Suits are pending to-day for the recoyery of some of 
the money in Oklahoma, I am told, and in New York: 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, the response of my friend the 
Senator from Montana is indicative of his attitude of mind upon 
this question. Is a man to be convicted and his reputation 
blackened and his life ruined because the Senator says some 
friend of his accepts money? I of course do not defend any 
such action as that on the part of his friend or on the part of 
the Attorney General; but I venture it as my opinion that if 
this man has a fair chance to present the facts it will be demon- 
strated.even to the satisfaction of the Senator that the Attorney 
General has not received one single dirty dollar, and I challenge 
the proof of any such thing as that. 

Mr. WHEELER. If the Senator will yield just a mo- 
ment: 

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly. 

Mr. WHEELER. I certainly hope the Senator is right. I 
simply say that no one ought to blacken the Attorney General's 
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character, but we do want an investigation that will be an 
investigation, and we do not want it smothered. 

Mr. WILLIS. I quite agree with the statement that we want 
a real investigation, and we want an investigation that indi- 
cates in its origin that the Member of the Senate introducing 
the resolution does not desire to insult the Chair and over- 
turn the traditions of this body by himself designating the com- 
mittee, and then, to make sure that the affair is fairly and 
ably conducted, appointing himself a member of the committee. 

Without any objection to any of the Senators named in this 
resolution, but to preserve the traditions of the Senate and 
to resent the insult to the Chair, at the appropriate time, when 
this resolution comes back here, I shall move to strike out 
these five names, and insert a statement to the effect that it 
shall be a committee appointed by the Chair. 


INVESTIGATION OF TREASURY ESTIMATES OF SOLDIERS’ BONUS, 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The question is upon the 
motion of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON]. 

Mr. WATSON. What is the motion? 

Mr. HARRISON. I ask for the yeas and nays on the mo- 
tion, Mr. President. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, may we be apprised of what 
the motion Is? 

Mr. LODGE. What is the motion? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The motion is that the reso- 
lution referred to 

Mr. LODGE. I heard the resolution read, but I want the 
motion. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. For information, the Secre- 
tary may again read the motion. 

The Reanna OLERK. The Senator from Mississippi moves to 
proceed to the consideration of Senate Resolution 164, which 
reads as follows: 


Whereas in a speech delivered in the city of New York on the 17th 
day of February, 1924, Hon, Thomas W. Miller, Alten Property Cus- 
todian, is reported to have stated that a high Treasury official ad- 
mitted that the Treasury Department estimates on the cost of the 
World War veteran’s bonus were juggled to deceive and that each 
time Congress asked for a revised estimate the Treasury Department 
increased its previous estimates because it was felt necessary to use 
stronger and stronger arguments against the bonus each time it came 
up before Congress ; and 

Whereas the question of enacting a World War veteran's adjusted 
compensation measure is now pending in the Congress: Therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Finance Committee of the Senate be directed to 
investigate said charges. . 


Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I am not asking for any 
unusual thing. I am merely stating what the Alien Property 
Custodian—who is a very splendid gentleman, and occupies a 
high place in this administration—has stated with respect to the 
action of the Treasury Department. I do not know whether 
the statement is true or not; but the regular committee dealing 
with this subject, the Finance Committee, presided over by 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], and the other members of 
that committee, can investigate it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The demand for the yeas 
and nays has been seconded. 

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Chair present the question again to 
the Senate? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon pro- 
ceeding to the consideration of the resolution. 

Mr. LODGE. It is to be referred to the Finance Committee, 
which seems to me perfectly proper. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I have the attention of the 
Chair? 

Mr. HARRISON. I do not want to ask for the yeas and nays 
if the Senator from Massachusetts says it is all right. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is the reason why I asked that the 
Chair present the question again, after the Senator had made 
an explanation. 

Mr. HARRISON. I do not ask for the yeas and nays, in 
view of that statement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Mississippi withdraw his demand for the yeas and nays? 

Mr. HARRISON. I do. I want the resolution adopted. I 
see no objection to it; the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor J 
has no objection—— 

Mr. SMOOT. I have no objection. 

Mr. HARRISON. And the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 


Lopar] has no objection. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The request for the yeas 


and nays is withdrawn. Those in favor of agreeing to the 


resolution 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the Senator from Miss- 


issippi asked unanimous consent for the immediate considera- 
tion of the resolution, I objected. He thereupon moyed that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of the resolution, and 
that motion is the pending question. 

Mr. HARRISON, Yes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It is the pending question, 
whether or not the Senate will proceed to the consideration 
of this resolution. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is right. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I want to inquire about this 
Tesolution. Has it been reported from a committee? 

Mr. LODGE. No. 

Mr. NORRIS. Has it been just offered? Then an objection 
will put it over until to-morrow? 

Mr. LODGE. No; it was presented yesterday. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is all right, then. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the motion of the Senator from Mississippi. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate proceeded to con- 
sider the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE, 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, Senate bill 1223, 
a bill authorizing certain Indian tribes to bring suit in tha 
Court of Claims, was referred to the Committee on Claims, 
These are measures that are usually considered by the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs, and I think the bill should go to 
that committee. Therefore I ask unanimous consent that tha 
Committee on Claims may be discharged from the further con- 
sideration of Senate bill 1223, and that it may be referred 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none. The Committee on Claims will be discharged 
from the further consideration of the bill, and it will be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

. EXECUTIVE SESSION. 4 

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business, 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business, After 8 minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and the Senate 
(at 5 o'clock and 48 minutes p. m.) took a recess until to- 


morrow, Wednesday, February 20, 1924, at 12 o'clock meridian, | 


CONFIRMATIONS. 


Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 19 
(legislative day of February 16), 1924. 
AMBASSADOR EXTRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY. 
Henry P. Fletcher to be ambassador extraordinary and plenis 
potentiary of the United States of America to Italy. 
JUDGE OF UNITED STATES Court ror CHINA. 
Milton Dwight Purdy to be judge of the United States court 


for China, 
Untrep States Disrerer Jupam. 


Franklin E. Kennamer to be United States district judge, | 


eastern district of Oklahoma. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 
To be commander. 
John B. Rhodes. 
To be lieutenant commanders, 
Harry P. Curley. 


Eric F. Zemke. 
To be lieutenants, 


Mauritz M. Nelson. 
Joseph W. McColl, jr. 
Philip H. Taft. 


To be lieutenants (junior građe). 


Julius A. Burgess. Arley S. Johnson, 
Myron F. Eddy. Joseph G. Pomeroy, 
William B. Gwin. Max I. Black. 
Dolph ©. Allen. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2773 


1924. 
| 
| 


To be assistant surgeons with the rank of lieutenant (junior | who has been so untimely and inhumanly stricken. Bless all 


grade). 

Albert H. Faber. 
Lee T. Rector. 

To be assistant paymaster with rank of ensign, 
Joseph C. Molder. 

To be chief boatswains. 

Conrad. T. Goertz. 
Fred W. Atherton. 
John B. Hardy. 
Louis King. 
Willidm Murray. 


. Herbert S. Kennedy. 


To be chief gunners. 


Levi Herr. 
Arthur F. Gerloff. 


Hotly ©. Boots. 

To be chief machinists. 
Frederick P. Scott. 
Joseph A. Sanders. 

To be chief pay clerks, 
John R. Edwards. 
Walter W. Housley. 
Allen C. Smith. 


PosTMASTERS, 
CONNECTICUT. 
Walter M. Slocum, New London. 
IBLINOIS. 
John D. Allen, Armington. 
George C. Schoenherr, Carlinville. 
John Cahill, Cherry. 
Sibyl J. Stanley, Keithsburg. 
Fred A. Meskimen, Robinson. 
IOWA. 
Abe Abben, Little Rock. 


Edna Hesser, Nichols. 
Frank H. Hoeppner, Traer. 


MISSOURI. 


James D. Kochel, Canalou. 
Mary D. Brooks, ‘Clarkton. 
Ethel M. Cozean, Elvins. 
James W. Lochridge, Fayette. 
George Thayer, Flemington. 
Samuel H. Hudson, Granby. 
Joseph P. O’Hern, Hannibal. 
Paul Zeller, Hartsburg. 

John M. Schermann, Hermann. 


NEW JERSEY. 
Jacob D. Roe, Newton. 
Thomas E. Hunt, Penns Grove. 
Elsie Brown, River Edge. 
NORTH DAKOTA. 
Gustave A. Falk, Glen Ullin. 
Christian C. Reimers, Max. 
PENNSYLVANIA, 
Harry C. Myers, Holtwood. 
John H. Francis, Oaks. 


A. Milton Wade, Quarryville. 
Leroy H. Keisling, Valley View. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Tunspax, February 19, 1924. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
, ‘The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


| O God, we would approach Thee by way of a living faith, 
as ones who are united to Thee by love and gratitude, and whose 
| deepest desires are in harmony with the divine will. We would 
have Thy thoughts work in our thoughts, Thy choice rule 
in all our purposes, and Thy precepts color all the actions of 
this day. O spirit of the Christ, cultivate in all of us the 
‘sweetest flowers of love, sympathy, and service. Give us 
| courage with tenderness, mastery with forgiveness, and strength 
with pity. In the solemnity of this moment may the blessings 
ol divine care and Thy right arm of recovery be with that one 


free and Christian institutions and give great wisdom to him 
who presides over our country. Through Jesus Christ our 
Lord. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of rage was read and 
approved. 
LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE. 


Mr, JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to address the House for fiye minutes upon a personal 
matter, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unani- 
mous consent to address the House for five minutes on a per- 
sonal matter. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, in the New York 
World of last Sunday—day before yesterday—under big head- 
lines, reading as follows: To shoot William J. Bryan; secret 
of Champ Clark's trip to Baltimore convention,” there ap- 
peared an article quite injurious to me because of my alleged 
participation in it, 

Under these headlines, and further along in the article, there 
is this language: 


Mr. and Mrs. Clark arrived in Baltimore at 10 minutes after 11. 
They went directly to the headquarters of the Clark managers to 
learn the situation in the convention. There they were first joined 
by their son, Bennett, and within a few minutes the Speaker sum- 
moned to his side two friends whom he knew held his view of life. 
These were Representative Ben JouNsoyn, of Kentucky, and Capt. 
Jerry South, of Arkansas. 

These two fast friends were reared in the same social atmosphere 
of an earlier day in Kentucky, in whieh Mr. Clark was reared, Cap- 
tain South came from “ fighting stock“ in his native town of Frank- 
fort, the capital of Kentucky. Representative JOHNSON had come 
from equally famous “ fighting stock.” 


The article is too long, Mr. Speaker, for me to undertake 
to read; entirely too long to ask to put it in the RECORD. 
In refutation of it I have only a few words to say, and that 
is that I did not know that Champ Clark was going to Balti- 
more. I did not know he was there. I did not see him while 
he was there, and I never knew that he had been there until 
I read of his presence there afterwards in the newspapers. 

Now, this whole article, in its lying, attempt to connect me 
with a scheme to assassinate Mr. Bryan or anybody else, is 
as false as hell. I can scarcely feel satisfied with anything 
that might be considered by anybody as a mere perfunctory 
denial I am a God-fearing man, and I stand here in this 
presence, with uplifted hand, and call on God to witness the 
truth of what I say, when I say that in so far as my connec- 
tion with this alleged plot is concerned, it is an infamous lie. 

Champ Clark was a noble spirit. He had as much physical 
courage as any man that ever lived. It is a calumny upon 
his memory for any man to charge him with having ever 
called upon me or Jerry South or anybody else on this earth 
to go with him to assassinate anybody. 

As for myself, it is my purpose to employ counsel, and if 
I am advised that this article is libelous, and I regard it as 
such, to bring suit against the paper. I sincerely trust that 
Champ Clark’s son, Bennett, will come from his retirement 
in St. Louis and undertake to punish the people who have 
so maliciously lied about his distinguished father. [Applause.] 


JAPANESE AND AMERICAN IMMIGRATION LAWS. 


Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
of the House to extend my remarks by having printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp a statement from the California 
Department of the American Legion, the American Federation 
of Labor, the Grange, and the Native Sons of the Golden West, 
in reply to Japan’s Foreign Minister, on the subject of Japanese 
immigration and American immigration laws. 

I ask this permission beeause the article referred to is 
very pertinent to certain clauses in the pending immigration 
bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in the man- 
ner indicated. Is there objection? Erde a pause. ] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Speaker, under srona leave to 
extend my remarks I wish to insert a statement from Cali- 
fornia Department of the American Legion, American Federa- 
tion of Labor, the Grange, and the Native Sons of the Golden 
West in reply to Japan’s Foreign Minister on the subject of 
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Japanese immigration and American immigration laws, which 
is as follows: 
San Francisco, February 8. 

This statement, made on behalf of the California State departmenta 
of the American Legion, the American Federation of Labor, and the 
Grange, and on behalf of the Native Sons of the Golden West, by the 
authorized executives thereof, is in reply to an appeal issued yesterday 
through the Associated Press by Japan, through her Foreign Minister, 
Mr. K. Matsui, to the people of the United States. In that appeal 
Japan alleges discriminatory treatment of her people in this country, 
and refers to proposals now before Congress for further exclusion of 
the Japanese.” 

There is no discriminatory treatment of the Japanese in this country. 
They are accorded everywhere the rights and privileges to which all 
aliens, or aliens ineligible to citizenship, under our laws, Federal and 
State, are entitled. 

There is no Japanese exclusion bill now before Congress, and no such 
measure which mentions the Japanese. Minister Matsui probably 
refers to that provision in the general immigration bill which would 
exclude hereafter, as immigrants or permanent residents, all aliens 
ineligible to citizenship. 

Far from singling out the Japanese, this provision applies to all the 
yellow and brown races, comprising about half the population of the 
globe, and includes Hindus, Malays, Chinese, Japanese, and Filipinos— 
of which the Japanese constitute only a small fraction. 

The provision is in strict accord with the Federal law forbidding 
naturalization of certain aliens, passed in 1790, which law has not 
since been changed in this particular, nor was complaint in regard 
to this law or its effect on the Japanese people ever made by Japan 
at any time until within the past few decades, since she started her 
policy of colonization in the United States. The provision is certainly 
a fundamental step in the restriction of unassimilable immigration now 
demanded by the Nation, It has received unanimous indorsement in 
national conventions of the American Legion, the American Federation 
of Labor, and the Grange. 

Minister Matsui’s appeal, while couched in courteous language, is an 
extraordinary attempt on the part of a foreign nation to influence the 
electorate of this country against legislation on a purely domestic 
question—immigration—because such legislation does not accord with 
the interests or desires of that nation and her nationals, 

This appeal was preceded by an unsuccessful attempt to force the 
House Immigration Committee at Washington to eliminate the pro- 
vision in question from the immigration bill. According to widely 
published press reports, the-attempt was made at the instance of our 
Department of State because of strong protests from Japan and at the 
instance of our Department of Commerce because of complaint from 
certain American commercial interests which were threatened by Japan 
with cancellation of rehabilitation contracts aggregating $200,000,000 
if this provision were enacted into law. 

We protest against such interference by Japan, and against such 
interference by any other nation should any other nation, encour- 
aged by Japan, be so presumptuous. Immigration is a purely domestic 
problem, which it is the privilege and duty of a government to deter- 
mine uninfluenced by urge or protest from other nations. The solution 
reached should be determined solely by the effect it may have upon 
American citizenship, regardless of effect upon other nations or other 
peoples and uninfluenced by considerations of trade or threat of war. 
Such a question can not safely be left to the determination of those 
who would barter the vital principle involved for a few million dollars 
in trade. ʻ 

Under the present arrangement, and regardless of this country’s 
views or desires, any Japanese who comes to our shores bearing 
Japan's passport—provided he be not afflicted with contagious disease 
must be accepted as immigrant or permanent resident. No other 
nation permits immigration under such conditions. We should regu- 


late our immigration, as do all other nations, in accordance with our) 


own interests, by our own laws, enforced through our own departments 
by our own officials. 

Since Japan insists that this country should not enact legislation 
which will bar her nationals, even indirectly, as immigrants, it is proper 
to point out that Japan excludes as immigrants to her country the 
Chinese and Koreans, thereby discriminating against her own color. 
Her claim, doubtless true, is that such policy is demanded by the 
interests of the Japanese people. 

We are friendly with Japan and wish to remain friendly, but, as 
President Roosevelt pointed out, that friendship can not continue if 
communities of unassimilable Japanese established in this country pro- 
mote trouble through economic competition and racial friction. 

The gentlemen’s agreement, referred to by Minister Matsui as work- 
ing satisfactorily, has worked satisfactorily to no one but Japan. 
President Roosevelt explained to the California Legislature in his tele- 
gram of February 9, 1909, and in his autobiography, that Japan agreed 
with him that the two races, being unassimilable, it was unwise to 
encourage or permit the increase of Japanese population in this country. 


The announced purpose of the gentlemen's agreement, as explained by 
him, was not only to forbid further Japanese immigration but also to 
decrease the number of Japanese already in the country. He pointed 
out that the result of the first six months’ operation of the gentlemen's 
agreement had been entirely satisfactory in that it had decreased the 
Japanese population in the United States by 2,000. 

The vigilance shown by President Roosevelt, however, was not ob- 
served by his successor, President Taft, with the result that the Jap- 
anese population in continental United States is now three times what 
it was when Japan opened negotiations for the agreement, while the 
Chinese population, under the exclusion act, has decreased by more 
than 50 per cent. 

Japanese births in the United States are about 12,500 annually— 
5,000 each in Hawaii and in California and half as many in the other 
States of the Union. 

The gentlemen's agreement, therefore, has not only been a failure 
and a detriment to this country in actual result but it is also vicious 
in principal, conceding to a foreign nation the right to regulate our 
immigration from that nation. 

MORGAN KEATON, 
Department Adjutant, California American Legion, 
PAUL ScHARRENBERG, 
Secretary California State Branch American Federation of Labor, 
Gro. R. HARRISON. 
Master California State Grange. 
Wm{. J. Hayes, 
Grand President Native Sons of the Golden West. 


PERMISSION TO EXTEND REMARKS, 


Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
pare in the Recorp an article by Will Rogers on the soldiers’ 

nus. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks unani- 
mous consent to put in the Record an article by Will Rogers 
on the soldiers’ bonus. Is there objection? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mt. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that business in order to-day be in order to-morrow and that 
Calendar Wednesday be dispensed with. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that the business of Calendar Wednesday be dispensed 
with. Is there objection? [After a pause.) The Chair hears 
none. 

GASOLINE TAX BILL, 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate be requested to return the bill known as the gaso- 
line tax bill, H. R. 655, to the House for correction in order 
that the property tax may be restored to the bill. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I would like to ask the gentleman from Texas if the dis- 
crepancy between the action of the House and the language of 
the bill can not be corrected by the Senate committee, and 
whether it is necessary to have this bill returned to the House. 

Mr. BLANTON, In reply, I will state that if the Senate 
should pass that bill in the condition in which it is now, there 
would be no property tax whatever on a $15,000 Rolls-Royce, 
and I did not think the House would want to take chances on 
that condition obtaining in the District of Columbia. This 
just gives the House a chance to put in the bill what it had by 
a very decided, and an almost unanimous, vote decided should 
be in the bill. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN, I will say to the gentleman from Texas 
that the Senate committee took identically the same action on 
the personal property matter that was taken by the House, and 
if the Senate committee, which is now considering the House 
bill, adheres to the position taken in the committee, they can 
correct the discrepancy. 

Mr. BLANTON. But if they should pass the bill as it is, wa 
would not have another chance on it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I can not let this debate 
go on. 

Mr. BLANTON. I hope the gentleman will not object. This 
will give the House a chance to pass on this matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. I object. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS, 


Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Speaker, a request was 
made for the unanimous consent of the House for the insertion 
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in the Recorp of some remarks of Will Rogers on the soldiers’ 
bonus. It was my impression that that request was not put 
to the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair supposed he had put the request. 
The Chair thinks he put it. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I was listening and I did not 
hear it put and I wanted to object. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair, of course, can not be exactly 
sure, but the Chair thinks the request was put; but if there 
is any question about it, perhaps the Chair ought to put it 
again, or if there was a mistake made. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Speaker, I make the point of order that 
the Chair did put the question. We all heard him, and the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoncworrH] immediately offered an- 
other unanimous-consent request, which was likewise agreed to. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Mr. Speaker, I ask recognition for a 
privileged motion. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Speaker, that is one request I was listen- 
ing to carefully, the request of the gentleman from Oklahoma 
IMr. Carrer], and the Chair put the 8 and paused, it 
seemed to me, for at least a minute, until finally the gentleman 
from Ohio—— 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, this is a matter that can 
be taken up at the close of the session instead of now. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will look at the stenographic 
report, and if he finds the question was not put 

Mr, RANKIN, Mr. Speaker, I have a right to conclude my 
statement. Until finally the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Lone- 
WORTH] preferred another unanimous request, and I submit the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr, Carter] had his request 
granted. 

The SPEAKER. Of course, the only question is whether 
the Chair accidentally failed to put the request. The Chair 
will look at the record; and if the record shows he did not put 
it, the Chair will put it again. 

Mr, CARTER. I understood the Chair put my question so I 
stepped out of the Chamber. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I was listening, and as soon 
as the gentleman from Oklahoma put his request the gen 
from Ohio rose and made another request. 

Mr. GARNER or Texas. Mr. Speaker, this article by Will 
Rogers is already. in the Recorp. It was put in by the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. McKeown]. 

The SPEAKER, Then the Chair suggests that the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma [Mr. Oarrer] withdraw his request. 

Mr. CARTER. I will withdraw it, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is informed that the reporter's 
notes show that the question was submitted to the House, but 
the gentleman from Oklahoma withdraws his request, 


THE REVENUE BILL. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, before the gentleman 
from Iowa makes the motion to go into Committee of the Whole 
I ask unanimous consent that Mr. Gregg, of the Treasury De- 
partment, be permitted to have a seat in the House to assist 
Members in explanation of the administrative features of the 
pill. 

The SPEAKER. The rule of the House forbids the Speaker 
to entertain any such request. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the revenue bill 
of 1924, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further consid- 
eration of the bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, 
to provide revenue, and for other purposes, with Mr. GRAHAM 
of Minois in the chair. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, pursuant to an under- 
standing with the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner], which 
I hope will be ratified by the committee—and let me ask the 
gentleman from Texas if we had not better make it 3.30 
o'clock? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I presume that the gentleman from 
Iowa desires to get through with this matter to-day? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Ohb, yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Let me call the gentleman's atten- 
tion to the situation which will develop. If we go up to 4 
o’clock under general debate and then go under the five-minute 
rule with the Chair controlling the recognition of time, amend- 
ments will be offered to the amendment I offered to the pro- 
visions of the bill. If there are half a dozen amendments it will 
carry us to 6 or 7 o'clock, and the committee may not want to 
sit that late, and perhaps had rather cut down the general 


debate and have a longer time to consider the amendments, I 
suggest that the gentleman make it 3.30 o'clock or 3 o'clock. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I understand that through the debate 
no gentleman will have an opportunity to offer amendments. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Why, certainly. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. He can offer amendments for the 
purpose of discussing them. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I doubt if the agreement we have, 
which the House has ordered, can be changed in committee. 
The order is that when we meet these sections of the bill be 
read, and the gentleman from Texas can offer his amendment as 
a substitute, and the gentleman from Wisconsin can offer an 
amendment. Would it not be the best method of procedure 
that when the sections are read the amendments be offered and 
pending while the debate is going on. In other words, would not 
we have to have the amendments offered now? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That has been my understanding all 
the time, and nothing that I propose will change it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, this is such an important 
matter I think we ought to understand it. I think the com- 
mittee ought to understand just exactly what the situation is. 
If I understand correctly, I assume this request is made in the 
interest of arriving speedily at a vote. I understand in the 
first place that during this debate, which is to terminate at 3 or 
4 o'clock, gentlemen may offer amendments, but the amendments 
can not be disposed of until the debate is closed. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There is nothing to prevent their being 
disposed of. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. It has occurred to me that, as sug- 
gested by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp], the best way 
to consider the matter, the most intelligent way, is to offer alt 
the amendments at this time, debate them until 3.30 o'clock, and 
then begin to vote on the amendments. ‘That is the way I 
suggest to the gentleman from Iowa and the gentleman from 
Ohio—that we offer all the amendments and have an agreement 
to close the debate at 3.30 and then vote on them in Committee 
of the Whole. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. As I understand it, the gentleman from 
Texas proposes to offer the rates which he has agreed on with 
his colleagues as a substitute? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I do. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. And the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Frean] intends to offer the rates which he and his colleagues 
have agreed on as an amendment to the Garner substitute. 
Now, at the close these will both be voted on if no amendments 
were offered and no further debate will be allowed on any fur- 
ther amendment. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That is correct. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I want to be perfectly clear as to exactly 
what the situation will be, because it is my intention in the 
event of the defeat of the substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Texas to offer a substitute therefor. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman would have a right 
to do that. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I understand I have the right to do 
that, and that would be disposed of without debate? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That is correct; and I want to sug- 
gest to the gentleman from Ohio, if he wants to—I shall not 
say deal fairly with the House—but if he wants to enlighten the 
membership he will certainly offer his proposed substitute at 
this time so that it may be discussed in this debate, 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I shall describe the substitute I proposa 
to offer. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. A description is not as valuable as 
a visual opportunity to glance at it and analyze it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I understand that, but with such a short 
debate a full discussion of any of these amendments will be 
impossible. I can explain in a very few words exactly what 
the amendment I propose to offer is when I have the floor in 
general debate. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I am merely appealing to the gentle- 
man from Ohio to enlighten the membership of the House on 
what he proposes to do. Of course, if he does not care to do 
that, very well. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I ‘shall enlighten the House at the 
proper time. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Let me suggest to the gentleman 
from Iowa to cut his time to 330. If we do, then my opinion is 
that we will be through by 5.80 o'clock. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not think so many amendments 
will be offered. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. One further question. The recognition 
for debate is to be in the discretion of the Chair, I take it? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. ‘That is the understanding. 
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Mr. LONGWORTH. The Chair will then recognize accord- 
ing to the usual procedure the members of the committee for 
and against? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I can not speak for the Chair, but 
I assume that he will. 

Mr. FREAR. Permit me to say that, there being three com- 
plete propositions to place before the House, the expectation of 
the Members is that it is to be divided among the chairman of 
the committee, Mr. Garner of Texas, representing the Demo- 
cratic proposition, and I, representing the third proposition. I 
am perfectly willing to parcel out my time to anyone, because 
I do not wish to use much. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Let me propound my request. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that all debate upon the 
provisions of the bill which are made the special order of the 
day, and on all amendments thereto, close at half-past 3 
o'clock this afternoon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate upon the special order of the 
day, viz, sections 210, 211, paragraph (c) of section 216, to- 
gether with all amendments thereto, close at 3.30 o'clock this 
afternoon. Is there objection? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, I think under those circumstances it is fair for me 
now to ask that, not having consumed any time in general de- 
bate, when I have the opportunity of getting the floor I may 
be allowed to proceed for 20 minutes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I have no objection to that. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Then, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent at this time that when I have taken the floor I may be 
permitted to proceed for 20 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio asks unani- 
mous consent that when he obtains recognition by the Chair 
he may address the committee for 20 minutes. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from’ Iowa? 

Mr, SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, further reserving 
the right to object, and I do this for the purpose of finding 
out just exactly what the unanimous-consent agreement is, 
there has been mentioned a substitute which is to be offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] and the amend- 
ment to that in the nature of a substitute which is to be 
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. Some- 
thing has been said about amendments all being voted on at 
4 o'clock this afternoon. The unanimous-consent request just 
now put does not embrace that proposition, of course. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. It has nothing to do with that. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. So that other amendments 
which are in order will be offered and voted on in the usual 
course in the debate? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Oh, no; we can not enter into 
any agreement of that kind. My understanding is that we 
are to stop debate at 3.30 o'clock; that I would offer the 
Democratic plan at this time; that Mr. Frear would offer his 
plan at this time; and that later Mr. LoneworrH in his 20 
minutes of debate would offer his plan. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. That is not the request at all. 
If that is what it should be I think the gentleman would 
better frame another request. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Does the gentleman from Ohio 
propose that these two plans shall be debated until 3.80 
o'clock, and that then we shall take up his plan under debate? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There is to be no debate after 3.30 
o'clock. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I understand it, then, just exactly 
as does the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I shall explain what little I have to 
say about the amendment I propose to offer, which will be 
offered in the event of the defeat of the amendment of the 
gentleman from Texas, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Then the unanimous consent is 
this: That we debate under the five-minute rule until 8.80 
o'clock, that then debate shall cease, and that all other amend- 
ments offered after that time shall be voted on without de- 
bate. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is correct. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? , 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, would it be in order at any time during the day to 
ask unanimous consent to take up the inheritance tax and 
the gift tax and vote on these two before we take up the 
income tax? 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It would be absolutely impossible to, 
do that. We are proceeding now under a special order of the 
House that would prevent anything of the kind, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will now read sections 210, 211, 
and paragraph (e) of section 216. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


NORMAL TAX, 


Sec. 210. (a) In lieu of the tax imposed by section 210 of the reye- 
nue act of 1921, there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each 
taxable year upon the net income of every individual (except as pro- 
vided in subdivision (b) of this section) a normal tax of 6 per cent 
of the amount of the net income in excess of the credits provided in 
section 216, except that in the case of a citizen or resident of the 
United States the rate upon the first $4,000 of such excess amount 
shall be 8 per cent; 

(b) In lien of the tax imposed by subdivision (a), there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid for each taxable year upon the net income 
of every nonresident alien individual, a resident of a contiguous coun- 
try, a normal tax equal to the sum of the following: 

(1) Three per cent of the amount of the net income attributable to 
wages, salaries, professional fees, or other amounts received as com- 
pensation for personal services actually performed in the United States, 
in excess of the credits provided in subdivisions (d) and (e) of sec- 
tion 216; but the amount taxable at such 8 per cent rate shall not 
exceed $4,000; and 

(2) Six per cent of the amount of the net income in excess of the 
sum of (A) the amount taxed under paragraph (1) plus (B) the 
credits provided in section 216. 


SURTAx. 


Sec, 211. (a) In lieu of the tax imposed by section 211 of the 
revenue act of 1921, but in addition to the normal tax imposed by 
section 210 of this act there shall be levied, collected, and paid for 
each taxable year upon the net income of every individual a surtax 
equal to the sum of the following: 

One per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds $10,000 
and does not exceed $12,000; 

Two per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds $12,000 
and does not exceed $14,000; 

Three per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$14,000 and does not exceed $16,000; 

Four per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$16,000 and does not exceed $18,000; 

Five per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
and does not exceed $20,000; 

Six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
and does not exceed $22,000; 

Seven per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$22,000 and does not exceed $24,000; 

Eight per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$24,000 and does not exceed $26,000; 

Nine per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$26,000 and does not exceed $28,000; 

Ten per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
and does not exceed $30,000; 

Eleven per cent of the amount by 
$20,000 and does not exceed $32,000; 

Twelve per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$32,000 and does not exceed $34,000; 

Thirteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$34,000 and does not exceed $36,000; 

Fourteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$36,000 and does not exceed $40,000; 

Fifteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$40,000 and does not exceed $46,000; 

Sixteen per cent of the amount by 
$46,000 and does not exceed $52,000; 

Seventeen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$52,000 and does not exceed $58,000; 

Eighteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$58,000 and does not exceed $64,000; 

Nineteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$64,000 and does not exceed $70,000; 

Twenty per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$70,000 and does not exceed $76,000; 

Twenty-one per cent of the amount by which the net 
exceeds $76,000 and does not exceed $82,000; 

Twenty-two per cent of the amount by 
exceeds $82,000 and does not exceed $88,000; 

Twenty-three per cent of the amount by which the net 
exceeds $88,000 and does not exceed $94,000; 

Twenty-four per cent of the amount by which the net 
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Twenty-five per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$100,000, 

(b) In the case of a bona fide sale of mines, oil or gas wells, or 
any interest therein, where the principal value of the property has 
been demonstrated by prospecting or exploration and discovery work 
done by the taxpayer, the portion of the tax imposed by this section 
attributable to such sale shall not exceed 16 per cent of the selling 
price of such property or interest. 


CREDITS ALLOWED INDIVIDUALS. 


(c) In the case of a single person, a personal exemption of $1,000; 
or in the case of the head of a family or a married person living with 
husband or wife, a personal exemption of $2,500, unless the net in- 
come is in excess of $5,000, in which case the personal exemption shall 
be $2,000. A husband and wife living together shall receive but one 
personal exemption. The amount of such personal exemption shall be 
$2,500, unless the aggregate net income of such husband and wife is in 
excess of $5,000, in which case the amount of such personal exemption 
shall be $2,000. If such husband and wife make separate returns, the 
personal exemption may be taken by either or divided between them. 
In no case shall the reduction of the personal exemption from $2,500 to 
$2,000 operate to increase the tax, which would be payable if the 
exemption were $2,500, by more than the amount of the net income in 
excess of 85,000. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers a sub- 
stitute, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Substitute offered by Mr. Garner of Texas: Page 29, strike out lines 
19 to 25, inclusive, and lines 1 to 18, inclusive, on page 30, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I feel like asking 
unanimous consent that the amendment be printed in the REC- 
orp, and that we suspend the further reading of it. I think 
everybody knows exactly what it is. It takes about seven 
minutes to read the amendment, and the reading might well be 
waived. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent that the amendment be printed in the RECORD 
instead of being read. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Every Member of the House can get 
a copy of it and can read it himself with a better understand- 
ing of it than by having it read by the Clerk. 

There was no objection. 

Following is the substitute offered by Mr. GARNER of Texas: 


Page 29, strike out lines 19 to 25, inclusive, and lines 1 to 18, in- 
clusive, on page 30, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 


NORMAL TAX. 


Sec. 210. (a) In Heu of the tax imposed by section 210 of the reve- 
nue act of 1921, there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each tax- 
able year upon the net income of every citizen or resident of the 
United States a normal tax equal to the sum of the following: 

“(1) Two per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
the credits provided in section 216 and does not exceed $5,000; 

(2) Four per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$5,000 and does not exceed $8,000; and 

“(3) Six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$8,000. 

“(b) In lieu of the tax imposed by section 210 of the revenue act of 
1921, there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each taxable year 
upon the net income of every nonresident alien (other than a resident 
of a contiguous country) a normal tax of 6 per cent of the amount of 
the net income in excess of the credits provided in section 216; 

(e) In lieu of the tax imposed by section 210 of the revenue act of 
1921, there shall be levied, collected and paid for each taxable year 
upon the net income of every nonresident alien individual, a resident 
of a contiguous country, a normal tax equal to the sum of the fol- 
lowing: 

“(1) Two per cent of the amount of the net income attributable to 
wages, salaries, professional fees, or other amounts received as com- 
pensation for personal services actually performed in the United States, 
in excess of the credits provided in subdivisions (d) and (e) of sec- 
tion 216; but the amount taxable at such 2 per cent rate shall not 
exceed $4,000; and 

“(2) Six per cent of the amount of the net income in excess of the 
sum of (A) the amount taxed under paragraph (1), plus (B) the 
credits provided in section 216.” 

Strike out lines 19 to 25, inclusive, page 30; lines 1 to 24, inclusive, 
page 31; lines 1 to 26, inclusive, page 32; lines 1 to 7, inclusive, page 
83, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

SURTAX, 

Sec, 211. (a) In lieu of the tax imposed by section 211 of the 
revenue act of 1921, but in addition to the normal tax imposed by 
section 210 of this act, there shall be levied, collected, and paid for 


each taxable year upon the net income of every individual a surtax 
equal to the sum of the following: 

“One per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$12,000 and does not exceed $14,000; 

“Two per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$14,000 and does not exceed $16,000; 

“Three per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$16,000 and does not exceed $18,000; 

“Four per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$18,000 and does not exceed $20,000; 

“Five per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$20,000 and does not exceed $22,000; 

“Six per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$22,000 and does not exceed $24,000; 

“Seven per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$24,000 and does not exceed $26,000; 

“Eight per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$26,000 and does not exceed $28,000; 

“Nine per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$28,000 and does not exceed $30,000; 

“Ten per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$30,000 and does not exceed $32,000; 

“Eleven per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$52,000 and does not exceed $34,000; 

“Twelve per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$34,000 and does not exceed $36,000; 

“Thirteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$36,000 and does not exceed $38,000; 

“Fourteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$38,000 and does not exceed $40,000; 

“Fifteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$40,000 and does not exceed $42,000; 

“ Sixteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$42,000 and does not exceed $44,000; 

“Seventeen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$44,000 and does not exceed $46,000; 

“ Eighteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$46,000 and does not exceed $48,000; 

“Nineteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$48,000 and does not exceed $50,000; 

“Twenty per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$50,000 and does not exceed $52,000; 

“* Twenty-one per cent of the amount by which the net income 
ceeds $52,000 and does not exceed $54,000; 

“Twenty-two per cent of the amount by which the net income 
ceeds $54,000 and does not exceed $56,000; 

“Twenty-three per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $56,000 nnd does not exceed $58,000; 

“Twenty-four per cent of the amount by which the net income 
ceeds $58,000 and does not exceed $60,000; 

“Twenty-five per cent of the amount by which the net income 
ceeds $60,000 and does not exceed $61,000; 

“Twenty-six per cent of the amount by which the net income 
ceeds $61,000 and does not exceed $62,000; 

“Twenty-seven per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $62,000 and does not exceed $63,000; 

“Twenty-eight per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $63,000 and does not exceed $64,000; 

„Twenty-nine per cent of the amount by which the net income 
ceeds $64,000 and does not exceed 865,000; 

“Thirty per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$65,000 and does not exceed $66,000; 

“Thirty-one per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$66,000 and does not exceed $68,000; 

“ Thirty-two per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$68,000 and does not exceed $70,000; 

“ Thirty-three per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $70,000 and does not exceed $72,000; 

“ Thirty-four per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$72,000 and does not exceed $74,000; 

“ Thirty-five per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$74,000 and does not exceed $76,000; 

“ Thirty-six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$76,000 and does not exceed $78,000 ; 

“Thirty-seven per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $78,000 and does not exceed $80,000; 

“ Thirty-eight per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $80,000 and does not exceed $82,000; 

“Thirty-nine per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $82,000 and does not exceed $84,000; 

“Forty per cent of the amount-by which the net income exceeds 
$84,000 and does not exceed $86,000; 

“ Forty-one per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$86,000 and does not exceed $88,000; 

“Forty-two per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$88,000 and does not exceed $90,000; 
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Eu Forty-three per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$90,000 and does not exceed $92,000; 

“ Forty-four per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$92,000. 

“(b) In the case of a bona fide sale of mines, oil, or gas wells, or any 
interest therein, where the principal value of the property has been 
demonstrated by prospecting or exploration and discovery work done by 
the taxpayer, the portion of the tax imposed by this section attributable 
to such sale shall not exceed 16 per cent of the selling price of such 
property or interest.” 

Page 46, strike out lines 9 to 24, inclusive, and insert In lieu thereof 
the following: 

„(e) In the case of a single person, a personal exemption of $2,000; 
or in the case of the head of a family or a married person living with 
husband or wife, a personal exemption of $3,000. A husband and wife 
living together shall receive but one personal exemption. If such hus- 
band and wife make separate returns, the personal exemption may 
be taken by either or divided between them.” 


Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
substitute, and I desire to ask the consent of the House that it 
be printed without reading. I will say that it is substantially 
like H. R. 6715, but in addition it puts in certain brackets 
which were unintentionally dropped out because a page was left 
out. 

Mr. MILLS. Reserving the right to object, is the amend- 
ment available in printed form? 

Mr. MAPES. It is printed, except that bracket. 

Mr. MILLS. Is a copy of that bill available? 

Mr. FREAR, Then I ask that it be read. 

Mr, MILLS. If the bill is available I do not object. 

Mr. FREAR. I offer it as a substitute to the Garner sub- 
stitute, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks 
unanimous consent that the reading of the amendment which 
he offered as a substitute to the Garner substitute be dispensed 
with. Is there objection? 

Mr. RANKIN. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chairman, 
I understand copies of that amendment have been circulated in 
the House? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes. 

Following is the amendment offered by Mr. FREAR: 


Amend section 210, line 24, page 29, by striking out the figure “6” 
and inserting the figure “4,” and on page 80, line 3, of the same sec- 
tion, by striking out the figure “3” and inserting the figure “2”; and 

Amend section 211 by striking out all of the section relating to 
surtax, from line 20 on page 80 to line 26 on page 32, inclusive, and in- 
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

“ Sec, 211. In addition to the normal tax imposed by section 210 of 
this act there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each taxable year 
upon the net income of every individual a surtax equal to the sum of 
the following: 

“(2) One per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$6,000 and does not exceed $10,000; 

“Two per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$10,000 and does not exceed $12,000; 

“Three per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$12,000 and does not exceed $14,000; 

“Four per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$14,000 and does not exceed $16,000; 

Five per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$16,000 and does not exceed $18,000; 

“Six per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$18,000 and does not exceed $20,000; 

“Eight per cent of the amount by which the net income 
§20,000 and does not exceed $22,000; 

“Nine per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$22,000 and does not exceed $24,000 ; 

“Ten per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$24,000 and does not exceed $26,000; 

“ Eleven per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$26,000 and does not exceed $28,000; 

“Twelve per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$28,000 and does not exceed $30,000; 

“Thirteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$30,000 and does not exceed $32,000 

“ Fifteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$32,000 and does not exceed $36,000; 

Sixteen per cent of the amount by which the net income 
$36,000 and does not exceed $88,000; 

“ Seventeen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$38,000 and does not exceed $40,000; 

“ Eighteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$40, 900 and does not exceed $42,000; 
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“ Nineteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$42,000 and does not exceed $44,000; 
“Twenty per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$44,000 and does not exceed $46,000; 
“ Twenty-one per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$46,000 and does not exceed 848,000; 
“Twenty-two per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$48,000 and does not exceed $50,000; 
“Twenty-three per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $50,000 and does not exceed $52,000; 
“Twenty-four per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $52,000 and does not exceed $54,000; 
“Twenty-five per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $54,000 and does not exceed $56,000; 
“Twenty-six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$56,000 and does not exceed $58,000 ; 
“Twenty-seven per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $58,000 and does not exceed $60,000; 
“Twenty-eight per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $60,000 and does not exceed $62,000; 
“Twenty-nine per cent of the amount by which the net Income ex- 
ceeds $62,000 and does not exceed $64,000; 
“Thirty per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$64, 000 and does not exceed $66,000; 
“Thirty-one per cent of the amount by which the net Income exceeds 
$66,000 and does not exceed $68,000; 
“ Thirty-two per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$68,000 and does not exceed $70,000; 
“ Thirty-three per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $70,000 and does not exceed $72,000; 
“Thirty-four per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $72,000 and does not exceed $74,000; 
“ Thirty-five per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$74,000 and does not exceed $76,000; 
“ Thirty-six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$76,000 and does not exceed $78,000; 
“Thirty-seven per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $78,000 and does not exceed $80,000; 
“Thirty-eight per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $80,000 and does not exceed 882,000; 
“Thirty-nine per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $82,000 and does not exceed $84,000; 
“Forty per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$84,000 and does not exceed $86,000; 
“ Forty-one per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$86,000 and does not exceed $88,000; 
“ Forty-two per cent of the amount by which the net income -exceeds 
$88,000 and does not exceed $90,000 ; 
“Forty-three per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $90,000 and does not exceed $92,000; 
“Forty-four per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$92,000 and does not exceed $94,000 ; 
“Forty-five per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$94,000 and does not exceed $96,000; 
“ Forty-six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$96,000 and does not exceed 898,000; 
“Forty-seven per cent of the amount by which the net income ex- 
ceeds $98,000 and does not exceed $100,000; 
“ Forty-eight per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$100,000 and does not exceed $150,000; 
“Forty-nine per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$150,000 and does not exceed $200,000; 
“Fifty per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$200,000." 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I raise the point of order 
that under the preliminary situation the gentleman’s amend- | 
ment should be an amendment instead of a substitute. You 
can not have more than one substitute. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. This is to be treated as an original 
proposition. 

Mr. CRISP. Of course, under the general rules of the House 
there could not be two substitute amendments pending at 
the same time, but the House has made a special rule in this 
case, and that rule provides that the Garner substitute ba 
offered as an original bill; and that is the purpose, that this 
be offered in lieu of the Garner substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. It is offered as a 
substitute. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Let it be understood that the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Wisconsin, as a substitute, is to 
be voted on first. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, would it be asking 
too much for the committee to induige me for 5 or 10 minutes 
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extra time? I do not wish to put anybody out, but I would 
like to have that time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for 15 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I think it is very im- 
portant in the discussion that the Chair should preserve order 
in the committee. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I think I can get order in a moment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen in the aisles will cease con- 
versation. It is important that the Members should hear. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Sometimes if you say something 
sensational you get attention. Usually you get more attention 
then, whether what is said is worthy of much consideration 
or not. 

Gentlemen of the committee, I want to call your particular 
attention to one thing before I go into the merits of this par- 
ticular amendment. You will recall that on last Thursday night 
we were flushed somewhat by an estimate by the department. 
It was stated that the Democratic plan would result in a 
deficiency of $300,000,000. When I explained it next morning, 
we understood that that prophecy applied to 1927, not in 1924. 
You will remember that at that time I called on the Treasury 
Department and on the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts], 
or any other gentleman who doubted the assertion I made 
that the Democratic program would get more money than the 
Republican bill to refute it. I call your attention now to the 
fact that we are up to the point of considering this bill, and 
up to this good hour we have had no estimate based on the 
taxes of 1924. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will. 

Mr. MILLS. If this bill is passed in July, say, to take effect 
January 1, 1925, the income tax then will be paid in 1926 on the 
taxable income for 1925. I want to say to my friend from Texas 
that Mr. McCoy’s estimate, which is before the House, applies to 
the year 1926, the first year under which actual payments will be 
made under that plan. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I said on the floor that I know that 
is not true; and I will say to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GREEN] that the House knows that is not true; and I want to 
clinch the argument against you now. I made the statement last 
Thursday—I. will ask the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MiILSs] to give me his attention—that Mr. McCoy told me over 
the telephone, when Mr. Price was sitting at his side, that in 
1924 the Democratic plan would get $100,000,000, at least, more 
than the Mellon plan. You have not denied it. 

Mr. MILLS. I am prepared to deny it now. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman can deny anything 
now. 

Mr. MILLS. Ihave a letter in my hand that does deny it. 

Mr. GARNET of Texas. This much is certain, you can not 
make an estimate on these two plans in two hours. I will ask 
you in all fairness, because Republicans are fair now and then, 
Do you not know that if Mr. Mellon had figures and estimates 
which would show that the Democratic plan will provide less 
money than the Mellon plan he would have produced them? Do 
you not know that he would have done that? Why, certainly 
he would. But I will tell you what happened. Mr. Mellon called 
on Mr. McCoy and Mr. McCoy, after glancing into the depths of 
the Democratic plan, found that it would provide $100,000,000 
more than the Mellon plan for 1924, and Mr. Mellon said, “I can 
not afford to give them those figures.” 

So much for your estimates. We have whipped you on all 
your arguments concerning this bill to such an extent that your 
own people have thrown up the sponge and have abandoned the 
Mellon plan. [Applause.] And the only thing you had left, the 
only possible loophole you had left, was to make an estimate 
showing there would be a deficit under our plan; and in order 
to make that estimate, in order even to get the actuary to do 
that, you had to ask Mr. McCoy to make the estimate for 1927. 

Mr. MILLS. No; 1926. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas, No, Mr. Mrs, 1927, with all due 
respect to you. I take the language of the bill and it says 
“two years after it is in full force and effect,” and it can not 
mean anything else—because it is based on calendar years— 
than 1927. The first year will be 1925, the next year will be 
1926, and one year after that, which will be two years after the 
act is in full force and effect, makes it 1927, according to my 
calculations. But I do not want to talk about that paragraph. 

I heard the gentleman from Texas [Mr. WurzpacH] make a 
statement the other day, which I thought was rather ridiculous 
at the time, and I think he will so conclude when he reads it 
himself. What did the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Wonznach! 
say to the committee? That he knew nothing about taxation; 


that he was not a tax expert, but at the same time he told the 
committee he knew the Mellon plan was the scientific plan. 
[Laughter.] He is an expert witness, but he says, “I do not 
know anything about the subject upon which I am testifying.” 
That is just like a number of gentlemen who appeared before 
the Committee on Ways and Means, especially the representative 
of the Bankers’ Association, who said, “I do not know anything 


about these rates, but I have confidence in Mellon. That is 
the reason I believe in his plan.” So the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. WourzsacH] says our plan is unscientific, but that 
the Mellon plan is scientific, yet at the same time he testifies he 
does not know anything about the tax question. 

I want to know who has a right to say that this plan is un- 
scientific? In 1913, gentlemen, we enacted the first tax bill 
under the sixteenth amendment. Four Democratic Members 
who helped to draw that bill are now members of the Ways and 
Means Committee, and, as I say, were members of that com- 
mittee at that time and helped to draw the first bill. Where 
was Andrew W. Mellon then? He was not known except in high 
finance in Pittsburgh, but four of us, together with the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. Green] were on the committee at that time. 
We have helped to draw this bill, and would you say that your 
Government is such a failure, would you be willing-to tell the 
country, sir, that your Government is such a failure that five 
men who helped to draw all these bills from the beginning have 
been continued on the committee year after year, but still were 
incompetent to help frame a tax bill? I do not believe you 
would be willing to tell that to the country. Now, what is the 
situation as it applies to those five men? Not a single one of 
them can agree with Mr. Mellon’s plan, including the chairman 
of the Ways and Means Committee, a Republican, who helped 
to draw the first bill. [Applause.] 

Yet, we are told that our plan is unscientific. I ask you 
gentlemen whether it is unscientific to provide a $2,000 exemp- 
tion for a single man in place of $1,000? Is that unscientific? 
Is that unpatriotic, and is that the act of a demagogue? 

Mr. Mellon and Mr. Coolidge, President of the United States, 
even went so far as to say that our plan was put forward to 
meet a political emergency. 

I ask you, gentlemen, in all good conscience, is it the act of 
a mere politician to make it 2 per cent on $4,000 incomes and 
the act of a statesman to make it 3 per cent? Is that the dif- 
ference between a politician and a statesman, the difference 
between 2 per cent and 3 per cent? [Laughter.] Is it un- 
patriotic and the act of a demagogue to allow an exemption of 
$3,000 to a married person or the head of a family before you 
begin to tax him? Is that demagogic, and is that the act of a 
politician? And would a statesman keep it down to $2,000? 
Is that the difference in the definition of the two? 

Let me ask you another thing with reference to surtaxes. 
Is it unscientific to begin your surtax at 1 per cent on $12,000 
instead of on $10,000? Is that unscientific? Is it the act of 
a demagogue to make it 1 per cent on from $12,000 to $14,000 
instead of 2 per cent? That is all the difference there is, and 
there are not any other differences. 

Mr. FREAR, are you a demagogue because you want to cut the 
little man more than you cut the big man? And is Mr. Mellon 
a statesman because he wants to cut the big man’s tax more 
than he does the little man’s tax? Is that what constitutes a 
statesman in this country? [Applause.] 

Ah, gentlemen, that is all we have ever heard said: That it 
is unscientific and that it was put out for political purposes. 
But I am willing, gentlemen, to take this bill and lay it before 
the heart of the American people, and if it constitutes dema- 
goguery, if it constitutes the act of a politician to appeal to the 
heart, conscience, and intellect of the American people rather 
than undertake to influence them by money, as Mr. Mellon has 
done, I am willing to be put down as a politician and as a 
demagogue. [Applause.] 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes; I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is not the Mellon plan scientific for the 
purpose of raising campaign funds? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Weil, I will say to my colleague 
that it will have that purpose, and I want to say to my other 
colleague from Texas [Mr. Wurzsacu] that I think the Mellon 
plan is scientific, but it is scientific and drawn for one purpose, 
and one alone, and that is to relieve the wealthy from their 
just proportion of taxation, and in order to do that he gives 
but a little slice to the little fellow. He did not want to do it. 
Mellon did not want to reduce the normal tax one cent. You 
know it and I know it, but his colleagues, who are advising 
him, said, “You can not put that over. You have to give 
the little fellow something by suggesting a little reduction of 
the normal tax of the lower brackets in order to give the others 
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from the 50 per cent surtax cut, so as a result he proposed to 


give them the little sum 

Now, the gentleman 
another plan. 

I want to say to you that if Mr. Frear had an exemption in 
his plan it would be much more desirable than it is at the pres- 
ent time and would not be subject to very much criticism. I 
have never contended, gentlemen, on the floor of this House 
that I could give any very good excuse for cutting the surtax 
rate from 50 to 44 per cent. I am not able to give very much 
yet, but I can, Mr. Frear, give a mighty good reason why you 
should exempt $2,000 before you begin to tax a man. I can 
also give a good reason why you should exempt $3,000 for the 
man with a family before you begin to tax him. You do not 
do that. I think it is unfortunate for your plan that you do 
not, because it would be much more attractive, much more just, 


of 25 per cent on the normal tax. 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] offers 


much more equitable, for the people who ought to be relieved 


from taxation. 

Mr. FREAR. I will be glad to support an amendment to 
that effect. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I thank the gentleman for at least 
having convinced him on that argument. [Applause.] 

Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I yield to my colleague, of course. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman please state to the 
House how the 97 per cent of the American people who are not 
affected by direct income-tax payment will be benefited by the 
Garner plan over the Mellon plan? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Why, Mr. Chairman, that is the 
argument exactly that they all use—that you can reduce the 
cost of living by reducing Mellon’s taxes, but you can not re- 
duce the cost of living by reducing the taxes of those with 
modest incomes. [Laughter and applause.] Why, I never 
heard of such an argument as that. [Applause.] 

Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Certainly. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Does the gentleman believe that he has 
answered the question I propounded to him? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. What is that? 

Mr. WURZBAGH. Does the gentleman believe he has an- 
swered my question? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I might not have answered it to 
satisfy the gentleman’s conscience or even his intellect, but I 
think I have given a sufficient answer for the balance of the 
House, I am quite sure of that part of it. 

Mr. Chairman, here is the point about that: In one breath 
they contend that we are reducing taxes more than they are. 
Now, remember, they contend we are reducing them more than 
they are, but they say our reduction does not help reduce the 
cost of living because we do not reduce Andy Mellon's income 
tax; but they say their plan does reduce the cost of living, al- 
though it is not as much as ours, because they reduce Andy 
Mellon’s taxes. My plan proposes relief of $139,000,000 to the 
fellow under $10,000, and the Mellon plan gives back $50,- 
000,000 to those under $10,000. Mine does no good, although 
there is $139,000,000 remitted back to the people with incomes 
under $10,000, and his does good when he remits to 21 men 
$19,000,000. 

Now, that is the only difference. Do you contend you can 
make the American people believe that? Do you believe you 
can take this audience that sits here and make them believe 
that they are going to be benefited more by returning Andy 
Mellon his taxes than returning you your taxes? I do not 
believe you can do it, and you are just an average audience, 
with the exception, probably, of Mr. Mars [laughter] that 
you will find throughout the country, and you are not going to 
have any such impression made. ; 

But, gentlemen, that is not the worst. I sort of feel bad 
and have sympathy for the man, and I think all of you must 
have sympathy for a human being who is in the fix of Mr. 
Mellon at the present time. Did you Republicans ever know 
or did any Democrat ever know of any political organization 
in the history of this country being exactly in the condition 
that the Republican organization is in? I submit there never 
was g like it in the history of the country. I tell 
you what I would have done in their position. I said this to 
some of the gentlemen on the Republican side yesterday when 
they were dillydallying around and trying to make some ar- 
rangement to put over some other plan, sidestepping here and 
there, and not knowing where they were going, I said: “ Why 
do not you be a man; you had 108 votes for the Mellon plan 
and that is all you could scrape up out of 225 Republican 
yotes—why did you not stand up like a man and say we are 
the party, we are the roots of the party, and we will stand 


with our President and with our Secretary, die where we 
will.” No; you did not do that. [Laughter and applause.] 
You would sell out for anything. 

The result is that here you are still dillydallying, talking com- 
promises, first at 85 per cent, then at 374 per cent, and then at 
any old thing, but not changing the vicious principle of the 
Mellon plan, which is a low rate of reduction at the bottom 
and a high rate of reduction at the top. They would have 
even taken your plan, Mr. FREAR, except if they did it would 
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reverse the whole principle of the Mellon plan, and that is the 


only reason they did not take it. 

Why are they now jumping at some uncertain compromise 
at this eleventh hour? Not as a matter of patriotism, but to 
save their political faces; that is all, [Prolonged applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FREAR and Mr. MILLS rose. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 


FREAR] is recognized. [Applause.] 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I have here this morning a 
number of telegrams insisting that I vote for the Mellon plan 
and a number of letters telling me I must vote for the Mellon 
plan. I received a telegram as I sat here a moment ago asking 
that I yote for the Mellon plan; but not one Member of this 
House is going to be permitted to vote for the Mellon plan. 
[Laughter and applause ] 


The serious part of that is—and I ask the attention of the 


Republican leader, if he is here; if not, I desire anyone who 
may be substituted for him to protect me from a letter I re- 
ceived this morning threatening that I am going to be shot 
unless I vote for the Mellon plan. [Laughter.] 

I make a request of the one who is standing in the place of 
the distinguished House leader on the Republican side, who 
says we can not have a vote on the Mellon plan. He will not 
allow us the privilege of voting for the Mellon plan. It is 
never golng to get before the House. That is conceded. The 
plan that is going to be put before you is going to be a non- 
scientific plan because there is only one scientific plan that 
has ever been invented. [Laughter.] It was invented where 
and how—by the three witches—and the gentleman, who, Like 
Macbeth, stands in the way with his dagger to plunge it into 
the Mellon plan, is the one who is going to propose amend- 
ments that are going to increase the surtaxes. Why? Be- 
cause you can not get votes for the Mellon plan, repudiated 
as it is here. 

I am left in the position where I can not even save myself 
from the threatened bullet, not through any fault of mine, 
but because I will not be allowed to vote for the only sclentific 
plan that was ever invented so far as we know. 

Mr. Chairman, my Republicanism has been assailed because I 
have stood here and not voted for this indefensible proposition. 
Why, my own father—I think he is now in the gallery [ap- 
plause]; he is here a good deal of the time—voted for Fremont 
and for every other presidential Republican candidate ever 
since. I have voted for every Republican presidential candidate 
for the past 80 years. That is pretty nearly good evidence of 
Republicanism. And yet you can not choke this bill down my 
throat. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Why? Where 
is the evidence of how it was prepared; who prepared it? 
I demand to know what interests are behind it. Here is the 
question I asked of the actuary when he appeared before tha 
committee, You will find it on page 13 of the hearings. 

During the hearings I asked Mr. McCoy this question: 


Mr, Frear. I understand. Mr. McCoy, if this is not too direct a 
question, who prepared this bill? 

Mr. Mc€ox. I don't know. I did not. I had nothing to do with 
anything but the computations. 

Mr. FreeaAr. Do you know whether anyone was present preparing 
the bill who would come within the class of the 21 highest taxpayers? 

Mr. McCoy. I do not know a thing about the preparation of the bill. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. What are the 21 highest taxpayers? 

Mr. FREAR. The 21 highest taxpayers are those with over $1,000,000 
income. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Is that the correct number? 

Mr. McCoy. In 1921 there were 21 returns of a million dollars or 
over. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. And six of $3,000,000? 

Mr. McCoy. Six of $8,000,000 and more. 


Who prepared it; tell me if you can. It was sent to the 
Ways and Means Committee with directions to sign on the 
dotted line and they did, and now they dare not bring it up 
here for a vote. Is it true? And yet you assail us because of 
our Republicanism. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin has expired. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask for five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FREAR. The bill that I propose calls for the same cut 
of 50 per cent on the normal tax, saving $184,000,000, largely 
to the small taxpayers. It runs the surtax up to 50 per cent, 
where it has been until we got the scientific plan made by the 
Treasury Department behind closed doors in secret. 

Let us see about the Republicanism, when 94 Republicans 
walked from their side of the aisle over to the other side of 
the aisle two years ago and held this surtax up to 50 per cent. 
Where did they come from? Twelve from the State of Ohio, 
where the present majority leader lives and where the Presi- 
dent of the United States lived at that time, and he then sent 
a letter saying he was opposed to it. ‘ 

Eleven came from the State of Illinois, 11 from Wisconsin, 
10 from Iowa, 8 from Kansas, 7 from Nebraska, and 6 from 
California. 

This is a case of consistency. Are they Republicans now? 
Am I a Republican? What is the argument against 50 per 
cent? How can you bring it down to 25 or 30 per cent? 

Now they speak of estimates. Under the date of March 16, 
1922, the Secretary of the Treasury in a letter published 
throughout the land stated in regard to the bonus bill that it 
would take $165,000,000,000, and then he corrected it the next 
day, because it was a palpable error. The gentleman, who is 
now Alien Property Oustodian, a day or so ago claimed that 
an error of a billion dollars had again been made by the 
Treasury Department. But I am not going to discuss that 
further, except to say that the question of estimates are only 
estimates. 

But if vou have an Inheritance tax and a gift you will have 
all the money to make good any possible shortage. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] I am going to offer two or three 
other amendments that will bring in from one to two hundred 
million dollars. My plan will not have the unanimous sup- 
port of my friends on this side, but we are going to deal 
justly with the little taxpayer and require the men well able 
to pay to pay their full share. 

I want to say now that the majority leader has come in and 
I have been complaining of him, which I regret very much to 
have to do. I have said to the House that I have been threat- 
ened to-day with danger from bullets if I do not vote for the 
Mellon plan, and that the gentleman from Ohio, like Macbeth 
with his dagger in hand, will not let me vote for it because 
it has been destroyed; that I can not vote for it under any 
circumstances. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. ‘The gentleman means that he has been 
threatened with physical injury if he does not vote for the 
Mellon plan? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes; by a man from New York State. All 
these letters and telegrams are from New York State. 

Mr, LONGWORTH. But I remind the gentleman that I am 
still a resident of Ohio. 

Mr. FREAR. Yes, and I have reminded the House that 12 
Republicans from Ohio walked over here on this side and 
voted with the Democrats. They were good Republicans at 
that time and I trust that they are now. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FREAR. Under the leave to extend I add the following: 

The Mellon bill seeks to reduce the normal tax as, stated, 25 
per cent, or from 4 per cent to 8 per cent, and from 8 per cent 
to 6 per cent, with a reduction thereby to taxpayers of $92,- 
000,000, according to the figures furnished by Secretary Mellon 
in his letter to Chairman Green of November 10 last. Believ- 
ing the scientific bill of the Secretary is right so far as it 
goes, we propose another cut of 25 per cent in normal taxes, or 
a 50 per cent cut of from 4 per cent to 2 per cent, and from 8 
per cent to 4 per cent, and a total annual tax cut of $184,- 
000,0000, based on his figures. 

Last session we gave all the reduction in surtaxes and excess 
profits to the big interests, reaching $500,000,000, as a gift 
to them by a generous Congress. 

Now, we propose to help the small taxpayers, and to retain 
the surtaxes just as they are and have been in the law for 
several years, retaining the maximum surtax rate of 50 per 
cent, fixed by 94 Republicans of the House two years ago. Un- 
der our proposal, to show how the small taxpayer is benefited, 
I give the following comparisons; 
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The plan we offer will help 49 out of every 50 income-tax payers 
more than the Mellon bill. It reduces the tax $184,000,000 
leaving $37,000,000 of the surplus toward the bonus. It adopts 
Mellon’s normal tax proposal, but doubles it, and aceepts sur- 
tax brackets that have been used for years. It is better in 
every way than the Mellon plan, simpler, more scientific, and 
more equitable to the man who needs the relief, but gives the 
high taxpayer the 4 per cent cut in his normal tax, which helps 
some, 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, as a lifelong Republican, the 
father of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] must 
have been proud of the amount of applause his son received on 
the Democratic side of the House. [Applause and laughter. ] 

Mr. FREAR, I shall be glad to answer that later on. 

Mr. MILLS. I hope that the gentleman from Wisconsin will 
be saved for many years to come from an assassin’s bullet. 
The House could ill spare the most even tempered of its Mem- 
bers. The gentleman from Wisconsin has talked a good deal 
about what he proposes to do for the little men and what we 
do not do. I take it that the men with the $4,000 and the 
$5,000 incomes are the ones to whom the gentleman refers. As 
a matter of fact, under the plan of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin the man with an income of $4,000, a married man, will 
save just $1.31 over the present bill, and the man with an in- 
come of $5,000 will save just $3.19; and for this great question 
of principle the gentleman proposes to leave his party and walk 
over to the Demoeratic side of the House. 

Mr. FREAR. And the $10,000 man saves 8100. 

Mr. MILLS. Oh, when we get up to the $10,000 man, I take 
it he is no longer so very small. I do not want to talk very 
much about the plan of the gentleman from Wisconsin, It will 
get at best but a handful of votes. I do, however, want to say 
a word or two about my friend from Texas [Mr. GARNER], the 
near majority leader. The gentleman from Texas brushes 
aside all estimates, of course, because they happen to be very, 
very inconvenient. He said that Mr. McCoy told him over the 
phone that his plan would produce $100,000,000 more than the 
Mellon plan. If the gentleman from Texas will refresh his 
recollection, I think he will find that Mr. McCoy said that the 
Garner plan would produce $100,000,000 more in surtaxes the 
first year than the Mellon plan, but that on the whole it would 
cost more money, because my friend’s plan costs money in so 
far as the normal tax is concerned. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MILLS, Certainly. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. My recollection of Mr. McCoy's 
statement is this, and this is the language that he used: 


Glancing at the figures, I would say that this would get, at least the 
first year, $100,000,000 more than the Mellon plan. 


As I recollect, he put it in that way, and then said, “ But 
later on the Mellon plan would get more than this.” 

Mr. MILLS. But if Mr. McCoy now says that he was re- 
ferring to surtaxes, the gentleman would not question it? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I could well understand that was it, 
but that was not what he said to me, as I recollect. It was 
that later on the Mellon plan would get more than my plan. 

Mr. MILLS. Let us get down to the only estimates that are 
before the House, and, therefore, the only information before 
the House. There are two estimates, one made at Mr. 
GARNER’s request based on.1921, and part of which is em- 
bodied in the minority report. Based on 1921 estimates, 
which I contend give no real foundation for making a correct 
estimate, Mr. Garner’s plan will reduce the income taxes 
by $347,000,000, and if to that you add $108,000,000, in in- 
direct tax reduction, you have a $455,000,000 reduction, even 
on his own figures, with only a surplus of $320,000,000 avail- 
able. 

Mr. GHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 
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Mr. MILLS. Of course, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I rise to make it clear that the $108,- 
000,000 will be for the special taxes. 

Mr. MILLS. The indirect taxes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The 1921 figures are the only ascer- 
tained figures that we have, and I preferred to have it on 
known facts rather than on blue ether. 

Mr. MILLS. If we turn to what the Treasury actuary 
says—and he has estimated the revenue from every income- 
tax law whether drafted by the Democratic Party or the 
Republican Party since 1918—if we turn to what he says are 
the correct estimates in making a comparison of the returns 
for the year 1926 with the returns for the year 1923, what 
do we find? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection. 

There was no objection. 

Mr, MILLS. What do you find? You find a loss in income 
taxes alone of $512,000,000, and if you add that $108,000,000 
of indirect tax reduction, you have a loss in revenue of $620,- 
000,000—$800,000,000 less than the needs of the Government 
demand, You can not brush that aside. The most important 
part of a revenue bill is revenue, and if a revenue bill falls 
short by $800,000,000 of the needs of the Government, how 
ean you pass such a bill in good faith, how can you expect 
that bill ever to become law? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Of course. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. How much would it lose in revenue 
for the year 1924? 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman from Texas knows that under 
the terms of this bill it becomes applicable only in 1925. In 
other words, we take care of 1924 by the arbitrary tax cut of 
25 per cent. Under the terms of this bill, it takes effect the 

Ist of January, 1925, in so far as the income taxes are con- 
cerned; and the second year, that is, the year 1926, Mr. McCoy 
says it will, under the Garner rates, cost the country $511,- 
000,000. That is something which gentlemen must face when 
they vote for the Garner rates. 

Anyone can give the tax reduction that my friend from 
Texas gives if he is willing to disregard the revenue needs of 
the Government. There is nothing on earth to prevent us 
from halving or quartering the income tax once the Govern- 
ment does not need the money. The real truth of the matter 
is that the Mellon rates in so far as the small incomes are 
concerned were so generous that in order to go a step further 
and get under them, the gentleman from Texas had to create 
a deficit of $300,000,000. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

We have heard that we who support the Mellon plan pre- 
pared to disregard the claims of the man with the small in- 
come, What does this bill do? First of all it cuts the normal 
tax 1 and 2 per cent. Then, if he has an income of $5,000 
or less, it reduces the taxes by an additional 25 per cent 
under the earned-income provision, or practically o 50 per 
cent reduction of the tax paid by the man with $5,000 or less. 
What does it do for the man with $10,000 or less? First of all 
it reduces the normal tax 25 per cent, then on the first $5,000 
of taxable income, under the earned-income proyision, it re- 
duces the tax another 25 per cent, and finally, it repeals the 
surtax up to $10,000. That is what we do for the men of 

10,000 net income and $5,000 net income, and they get more 
n this bill than any other class of taxpayers. From top to 
bottom they get so much that I repeat that my friend from 
Texas had to touch the Treasury till to the tune of $300,000,000 
to give them more. [Applause.] j 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. 
port the Mellon plan? 

Mr. MILLS, You bet! [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Does any gentleman on that side 
desire to speak? [Cries of “ Vote!“ : 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman from Iowa does 
not control the time. The Chair controls the time. If no- 
body wants to talk, let us vote. [Cries of “ Vote!’’] 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Iowa is recognized. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I am somewhat sur- 
prised that nobody on the Democratic side rises to defend the 
Garner plan. [Cries of “ Vote!”’] But it is evident that 


Is the gentleman going to sup- 


those gentlemen are beginning to see, if they have not already 


seen—and they ought to be able to see—the pit that the gen- 
tleman from Texas has digged for them and into which they 
are about to fall. 

But before paying my attention to the Garner plan for a 
moment I want to refer to the substitute offered by the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. As the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mres] has already stated, so far as the small 
taxpayer is concerned it differs very little from the proposi- 
tion contained in the bill commonly known as the Mellon plan. 
But it offers no cut whatever in the higher brackets of the 
income tax. If any gentleman has got the idea that I do not 
favor radically reducing them he is entirely wrong. So long 
as gentlemen on the Democratic side persist in keeping in 
our law and our Constitution a provision that permits the is- 
suance of tax-exempt securities, there is absolutely no use 
or sense in keeping our surtaxes at such a high figure. The 
result is simply a loss in revenue to the Government, and in 
many cases entirely exempt the persons having great. incomes, 
whom gentlemen on the other side profess to desire to reach. 
There iş no question but that the surtaxes should be reduced. 
If we do not we will eventually have nearly all the big in- 
vestors putting their money into tax-exempt securities. For 
that reason I do not favor the plan offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

So far as concerns the proposition offered by the gentleman 
from Texas there can be no question but that it will bring 
a large deficit to the Treasury. The gentleman from Texas 
may talk about the figures having been changed or “ juggled,” 
but any gentleman- who will take the tables that are attached 
to Mr. McCoy's statement, which he made before the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means, and will go over them carefully 
will be convinced that not merely for the year 1927 but for 
the year 1925 and for the year 1926 it will bring a deficit to 
the Treasury. 85 

Now, there are some things about these tables that can not be 
disputed. In the first place, there can be no dispute about the 
loss under the normal tax. It is simply a mathematical propo- 
sition to figure how much the loss would be under the Garner 
plan compared to the taxpayers who paid taxes in the year 
1923. The loss would be $218,000,000 in the normal tax, 
whereas the loss under the Mellon plan would be only about 
$91,000,000. The Garner plan loses in normal tax $137,000,000 
more than the Mellon plan, and in no place does it make up 
this loss. 

Now, so far as the surtaxes are concerned, it has been 
claimed that the Garner plan would bring in somewhat more, 
It would on the higher brackets but it would lose more in 
the lower brackets, and on the whole lose more on the sur- 
taxes. So that the difference on the whole is in favor of the 
Mellon plan on the surtaxes. So far as the earned-ineome pro- 
vision is concerned in the Garner plan, as it makes a greater 
reduction on earned incomes than the Mellon plan, the loss 
would be greater under the Garner plan. So far as the gain on 
the capital-loss provision is concerned, it would be about the 
same, and so far as relates to the other provisions there could 
be little difference. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
expired. ; 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I would like to have two minutes 
more, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two minutes more. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. j 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The plain simple fact is that the 
Garner plan can not under any possible computation in any 
year fail to take at least $100,000,000, and I think $200,000,000 
to $300,000,000, out of the Treasury more than any other plan 
except the plan of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR], 
as to which I have made no definite calculation, and would not 
therefore be able to state. 

Mr. FREAR. Just $184,000,000, judging from Mr. Murrzs’s 
figures. He puts it at $92,000,000 fer the quarter. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yleld? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Of course, a reduction of 50 per cent 
would double the loss of $98,000,000 in the normal tax. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. There is no question about that. 

The Garner plan, as recognized by the statistician, Mr. Mc- 
Coy, would cost the Government in net tax collected $511,- 
277,000; 8108,000,000 also will be taken off on account of the 
excise-tax repeal, making a total of $620,000,000, or $300,000,000 
more than the Treasury can possibly stand. 

If we admit—and I am inclined to think in some respects 
the estimates were a little too high—if we admit that even as 


The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
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much as $100,000,000 could be taken off of the estimate for the 
Garner plan, even then the Garner plan would make the Treas- 
ury bankrupt by $200,000,000, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from: Iowa 
has. again expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does: the gentleman 
from: Texas rise? Does he desire to speak to the amendment? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes, 4 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from: Texas is. recognized. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman and. gentlemen: of 
the committee, T have not heretofore: during this debate made 
any. observations with reference to the. relative. merits. of the 
Garner and the Mellon plans of taxation. On. the other hand, 
I have heard a great deal said. about these two. plans, and as 
the time approaches for a vote I am naturally trying to weigh 
in my mind the arguments made in behalf of and against the 
Mellon plan as well as the Garner plan. 

The gentleman: from Iowa [Mr. Green], who has just con- 
eluded, undertook. to. demonstrate how much money the Garner 
plan would lose in revenue and how much more the Mellon 
plan would produce than the Garner plan. I notice in the 
official estimates of the Secretary of the Treasury that the 
loss in surtaxes under the Mellon plan will be approximately 
$100,000,000 annually. Is that correct? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa.. That is. correct; as. estimated: two 
years after the law is in full force and effect. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. So we have that fact admitted by 
the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee; that under 
the Mellon plan, when the law becomes. in full effect, we will 
lose $100,000,000 annually in surtaxes over the present law. 

Now, I am wondering how the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Green], the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mirus], and the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Lonaworra] reconcile that with 
their claims and arguments, because they have been, telling 
us all along that if Congress will only reduce the higher sur- 
taxes the Treasury will get more revenue; that you will get 
more revenue with a low surtax than you will with a high 
surtax. 

Mr: ROSENBLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Not now. We have at present 
a maximum surtax of 50 per cent, and the. gentleman from 
Jowa says that if we reduce it to 25 per cent, according to the 
Mellon plan, we will lose $100,000,000: annually in surtaxes, 
und yet the next moment he tells you that we ought. to reduce 
the surtax so that we can get more revenue, because he says 
we will get more revenue from a low surtax than from a 
high one. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes; if the gentleman will give 
me more time. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman can have more time. 
That statement is very easily answered. What I said was that 
we would get more revenue from the higher brackets, because 
the ‘great loss in revenue is in the lower brackets. That is 
where the difference comes in. We will get more. revenue 
under the high brackets, which are reduced. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. You reduce them all down to 25 
per cent, and the gentleman can not dodge the question in that 
way: The gentleman has said on this floor, and gentlemen 
on the Republican side of this House have said ever since 
this debate began, and the report which the gentleman from 
Iowa made and handed to the House said, that if you lower 
the surtaxes you will get more reyenues; that you. will get 
more revenue under a. lower surtax than under a higher sur- 
tax, and yet, in the face of that, Mr: Mellon: estimates that 
if the Mellon plan is adopted we shall lose $100,000,000 an- 
nually on surtaxes alone, and the gentleman from. Iowa knows 
that. Why, gentlemen, the absurdities of the position of the 
Republican majority on this question are absolutely apparent 
when examined. They claim, and the President in his speech 
in New York said, that business and industry, with the excep- 
tion. of agriculture, are at the highest point in the history. of 
the country, and yet the next moment they tell you we have 
got to reduce the surtaxes in order to revive business that 
is now poor and improve business conditions. 

One moment they say, You must lower the surtax in order 
to take the brake off of business; in order to reduce the load 
indirectly laid on all the people of the country,“ and the next 
moment they tell you that by lowering: surtaxes you will put 
a heavier tax on the people because you will collect more 
revenue out of the people. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Will the gentleman’ now yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Is it not a fact that 25 per cent of 
$50,000 is more than 50 per cent of $10,000; and! that it is not 
so: much: percentage as it is the amount on which you are 
collecting? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman knows that in- 
comes of $50,000 are not taxed at the rate of 50 per cent. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. But 25 per cent on tliat is more than 
50 per cent on $10,000, Is it not? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Of course it is: I thought ` 
that a gentleman, in order to be eligible for membership in 
the Republican: Party in the House, had to know the elements 
of arithmetic. [Applause.] 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. It is very evident that is not neces- 
sary on the Democratic: side. [Laughter and applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas, Mr. Chairman, I ask unani: 
mous consent that I may proceed for five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani: 
mous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection.. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas, The remarks of the gentleman 
from West Virginia are just about as pertinent to this question 
as some of the arguments we have heard made on his side of 
the House. 

Now, gentlemen; it is said that the Mellon plan is a scien- 
tific: plan and that the Democratic plan is political: Well, I 
imagine that the taxpayers’ of moderate incomes. would rather 
have a little less science and a. little more real reduction in 
the rates om moderate incomes. 

There has been some question here about who wrote this bill. 

The President, in his speech in New York on February 12, 
said that the authorship: of this bill belongs to him and to Mr. 
Mellon. I want to quote what the Presidenf said: 


Immediately upon my taking office-it: was determined 
Determined when? 
After conference witli- Secretary Mellon. 


Did the President confer with the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. of this- House? The Constitution puts the: revenue 
power in the House of Representatives: Why did not the 
President consult the House of Representatives? With whom 
did your President confer? Did he call in the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Green], chairman of the committee, or the gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. Mitts],. the gentleman. from Ohio 
[Mr.. LonewortH], or the gentleman: from Connecticut [Mr. 
TIL SOoN I? No. He called in Secretary Mellon. The President 
further said: 


That the. Treasury Department should study the: possibility of tax 
reductiom for the purpose of seeuring relief to all the taxpayers: of the 
country, and: emancipating: business from unreasonable: and hampering 
exactions, 


Then the President said: 


The result was the proposed bill which is now pending before: Con- 
gress, 


So, gentlemen, the Ways and Means Committee did not write 
this bill. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] did not 
write this: bill. Republicans on the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee did not write this bill. But the President says that he 
called Secretary Mellon in and as a result of their conference 
this bill was written. So it is clearly the product of the Sec- 
retary of the- Treasury. 

Oh, but the President says it is not a partisan bill; it is a 
nonpartisan bill. Yes; it is: a nonpartisan bill! It was not 
drawn’ by the Republican Party, unless Secretary Mellon be 
the Republican: Party; it was never drafted by the Ways and 
Means Committee, unless Mr. Mellon be the: Ways and 
Means Committee. The President says it is the bill of Mr. 
Mellon. He says there is no politics. in the tax bill! But, 
gentlemen; observe the President of the United States, jealous 
of the Executive prerogatives, so jealous of their prestige and 
dignity that the other day when the Senate of the United 
States made bold to suggest to the President that it might be 
well for the publie service if a certain Cabinet officer should 
resign, the President was So outraged at that alleged infringe- 
ment of Executive authority he defied the Senate and boldly 
upheld the privileges of the Executive, 

But imagine that same President, so anxious to observe the 
proper boundaries of power in the Government, instead of call- 


ing in the Congress, instead of calling in the House of Repre- 
sentatives, where the Constitution provides that revenue legisla- 
tion shall originate; absolutely ignoring the Congress by calling 
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in an executive officer and having him draw a bill, and then 
laying it on the doorstep of the gentleman from Iowa and de- 
manding that Congress, and especially every Republican Mem- 
ber, shall take it as it is written—that they take their medicine 
according to directions on the bottle in the handwriting of 
Doctor Mellon. After ignoring you, after invading the func- 
tioxs of the House, the President now appeals to you to com- 
plet\ your humiliation by approving it. 

No partisanship? No; this is not a partisan question. It is 
an individual question of Mr. Mellon’s bill alone. The Repub- 
lienn side of this House is either not sincere in its pretended 
conviction that 25 per cent is a fair rate or else it has aban- 
doned }ts convictions for the purpose of playing politics and 
securing a compromise on a 85 per cent rate. There can be, on 
the whole, no question but that the Garner plan is superior to 
the Mellon plan, because it reduces the taxes of those who most 
need reduction and relief and leaves the highest surtaxes at a 
point where, according to the Secretary of the Treasury, they 
will produce $100,000,000 each year more than will be produced 
if we lower the brackets to the point contained in the Mellon 
plan, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, it is a principle in our judi- 
cial procedure that when a case is being tried in open court 
the defendant is at least entitled to be heard in person or by 
counsel, and while the defendants in this case may not be pres- 
ent to speak for themselves, I am going to presume, in my 
humble way, to speak a few minutes in their behalf—that is, in 
behalf of the 5,000,000 ex-service men in the United States who 
went to their country's defense during the recent conflict. 

There can be no question, Mr. Chairman, as to what the 
Mellon plan means. There is no question in my mind as to its 
object. The object of it is to defeat the adjusted compensation 
bill, which the adwocates of the Mellon plan are connecting up 
in all their propaganda and referring to as the “bonus” bill. 
It is to prevent the American Congress from adjusting the 
compensation of those men who, five years ago, were going 
through the grime and dirt and sweat and hell of the World 
War. 

If this Mellon plan succeeds, you are going to defeat the 
adjusted compensation bill and give the “bonus” to the men 
of large fortunes; and I want to serve notice on you now that 
the ex-service men of America are not going to be camoufiaged 
us easily as some of you men have been on the Republican side 
of the House. [Applause.] 

I have never been a bonus crank, but I told the boys when 
they appealed to me in the last campaign that I would never 
vote to reduce the taxes on the large incomes of those profiteers 
who coined their money out of the blood and tears of the 
American people during the World War until this debt to the 
American soldiers was settled, and to-day I am going to carry 
out that promise by first voting for the Frear amendment, be- 
cause it holds the surtax at 50 per cent, and if it is defeated, I 
shall vote for the amendment of my friend from Texas [Mr. 
GARNER]. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. 
question? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. The gentleman said he would 
not vote to reduce the surtaxes. Will he vote for the Garner 
plan? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. 
it not? 

Mr. RANKIN. I have answered your question. I am going 
to vote for the Garner plan because you Republicans are going 
to vote down the Frear plan, and then we are going to have 
the Garner plan as the only one that even approximates any- 
thing reasonable to fall back on, and I am certainly going 
to support it as against the Mellon plan. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. The gentleman understands that 
he can offer an amendment himself to increase the rate. 

Mr, RANKIN. Oh, I may offer some amendments myself, 
but we are first going to adopt either the Frear amendment or 
the Garner amendment, and then we will offer our other 
amendments later, i, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, RANKIN. Certainly. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. If the gentlemen on the other side of 
the aisle will vote for the Frear amendment, then there will be 
no necessity of voting for the Garner plan. 

Mr. RANKIN. Well, I am on the other side of the aisle, and 
I will vote for it. Will the gentleman then vote for the Gar- 


Will the gentleman yield for a 


That does reduce them, does 


ner plan, if the Frear amendment is defeated? 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. We will see about the Frear amendment 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RANKIN. I would like to have unanimous consent to 
proceed for five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, and I shall not object, would it be possible to ascer- 
tain, roughly, the number of gentlemen who desire to speak? 
I ask that for the convenience of the Members who do not 
know when the vote will probably be taken. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. There has not been any effort 
made on this side to discover how many Members want to speak 
because the time is in the control of the Chair. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. That is the reason I asked. The Chair 
informs me there have been practically no requests for time. 
If we could have a general understanding that the time will be 
consumed until half past 3, for instance, I think it would be a 
great convenience to Members on both sides of the House. 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Suppose we let the gentleman 
from Mississippi conclude, and then we will see If we can reach 
an agreement. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Very well. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr, RANKIN. The Mellon plan has been heralded through- 
out the country as a plan to relieve the overburdened taxpayer. 
As a matter of fact, this bill does not reach the man who is 
being ground into the dust by taxes. It does not reach the 
farmer, the landowner, or the home owner who is paying ad 
valorem taxes on his property. He has to pay his taxes whether 
he makes a dollar or not. 

It only relieves the income-tax payer, and the more he makes 
under the Mellon plan the more relief he gets. I am opposed 
to any such measure. I believe that I owe a debt to those men 
who served during the years of 1917 to 1919 in the World War. 
I am convinced that if the Mellon plan goes through it will 
absolutely destroy the adjusted compensation bill, and for that 
reason I am not going to support it. I would rather see the 
Garner plan and the Mellon plan and the Frear plan all de- 
feated than to see these men turned away from this Hall and 
have it said to them, We are more in sympathy with reliev- 
ing the profiteers who made fortunes out of the war than we 
are in doing justice to the ex-service men who fought the bat- 
tles.” [Applause.] 

Mr. SIMMONS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. I will yield to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Will the Garner plan yield sufficient rev- 
enue to pay the adjusted compensation? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes; but if the gentleman is in doubt as to 
that and if he will offer an amendment to increase the tax on 
the larger incomes and raise more money to take care of the 
ex-service men, I will support it. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Does not the gentleman know that if the 
Garner plan is adopted, or the Frear plan or the Mellon plan, it 
will not raise enough to pay the adjusted compensation? 

Mr. RANKIN. No; I do not know anything of the kind; but 
I am not speaking for Mr. Garner of Texas any more than the 
gentleman from Nebraska is speaking for the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. LoncwortH] or the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mitis]. I am speaking in behalf of the American people and 
those 5,000,000 ex-service men whom this Congress is slapping 
in the face by the passage of the Mellon bill, if it should pass. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Does the Garner plan raise any more money 
for adjusted compensation than the Mellon plan? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 

Mr. SIMMONS. How much? 

Mr. RANKIN. About $120,000,000. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. On any plan that we may present, if the 
gentleman could have assurance that there would be margin 
enough to avoid any justification of a veto, would the gentleman 
favor it? 

Mr. RANKIN. Let me tell the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. LAGuanrniA] something. I do not care what you pass, you 
will get a veto of the adjusted compensation bill. I do not care 
how much money there is in the Treasury, you will get a veto 
from the present President to any adjusted compensation bill. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. It is quite true, and we want to avoid, 
when it comes back, any Member getting up on the floor and 
saying, “ There is not money enough in the Treasury.” 
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Mr. RANKIN, Let me say to the gentleman—I want to get 
him right—we are going to raise enough under the Garner plan 
or under the Frear plan to pay the adjusted compensation. Do 
not let the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoncworTH] or the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Murs] mislead you. They can get 
up like the men in the side show of the circus and say “osh 
kosh ” and some of you fellows on the Republican side do not 
seem to be able to tell which shell the ball is under. But do 
not let them mislead you. In order to be safe, the gentleman 
had better come across and do the clean thing for the American 
soldiers and the American people and yote for the Garner plan 
when the Frear amendment is voted down. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I do not know of anything that there should be no poli- 
tics in and in which there has been more politics than this tax 
bill. I listened with great interest to the gentleman that has 
just left the floor [Mr. Rankin]. I know he has the ability to 
figure, and I also listened to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GARNER] this morning. It is a cold, cold fact that the Mellon 
plan reduces the taxes to the small taxpayer 43 per cent. 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. 
the small taxpayer? 

Mr, TINCHER, I mean those whose income is under $10,000, 
the man that Mr. Ganxzu wants to save and who he says does 
not get any reduction under the Mellon plan. I say he gets a 
reduction of 43 per cent on the amount he pays the Government. 
Nobody can dispute that. He gets 25 per cent reduction of 
the normal tax and 25 per cent of the tax by reason of its being 
earned income, with the presumption in the bill that it is all 
earned income up to $5,000. 

Mr, O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. How can the gentleman 
reconcile that statement with the statement of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Mitus] that on an income of $4,000 he 
would save 81.39? 

Mr. TINCHER. I am not responsible for the statement of 
the gentleman from New York. I challenge anybody to contro- 


What does the gentleman mean by 


vert the figures that the Mellon plan reduces the taxes of the | 
| answer anything that might be necessary to answer. 


small income, under $10,000, 43 per cent. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
Mitts] did not say anything of the kind. 

Mr. TINCHBR. I do not think he did. The gentleman who 
just spoke [Mr. RANKIN] comes from the State that pays less 
than $4,000,000 to the Federal Government for its support. 

How proud of the fact I am that I am not bound by a caucus 
gag rule to vote with that gentleman, representing the State I 
do, which pays five times the taxes that his State does. Still, 
his yoice, with a number of other gentlemen whose States pay 
taxes in proportion, was heard to bind and tie the Democratic 
side of the House. You are going to defeat the bill and then 
you are going out to the American people and say to them, “ Oh, 


The gentleman from New York [Mr. | 


we would have cut out all of the poor man’s taxes if we had | 


been in power.” 

Mr. RANKIN. And I will say to the gentleman in the first 
place that I am not bound by any caucus gag rule, and besides 
that, I was speaking in the interest of the ex-service men, and 
we furnished our quota the same as Kansas did or any other 
State. 

Mr. TINCHER, Oh, I voted for the ex-service men. 

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman is voting against them now. 

Mr. TINCHER. Voting with the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Garner], is the way to vote against the ex-service men. 
He is the same to-day as he was some time ago when Standing 
on this floor he opposed the ex-service men's adjusted com- 
pensation bill. I supported that, and voted to pass it over the 
veto of my own President, when Mr. Garner voted to sustain 
the President, if he voted at all. The gentleman’s leaders are 
against the adjusted compensation bill, and when the time 
comes they will have another caucus and the gentleman will 
be bound by it and against it. [Applause on the Republican 
side.] 

Mr. Chairman, I think it is time for fair play. I think the 
people of this country are entitled to get rid of war taxes, 
and I do not think it is a good time to put out false propaganda 
and say to them that Mr, Mellon is trying to take the taxes 
off the rich and leave the taxes on the poor. I have a proposi- 
tion that I am going to vote for that will leave 124 per cent of 
the surtaxes that Mr. Mellon advocated taking off in the bill, 
and according to your own figures that will pay all of the ad- 
justed compensation that we want passed. Take his plan and 
then leave 123 per cent of the surtaxes in the bill, and you 
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will have money enough to pay the adjusted compensation, and 
take the Garner plan and you will have a deficit in the Treas- 
ury, even with the ordinary running expenses of the Govern- 
ment. Oh, yes; you are crazy about the ex-service men! I can 
fairly see the tears that Mr. Garner is shedding for fear some. 
plan will be adopted that will deprive us of the opportunity 
2 1 the adjusted compensation bill! [Laughter and ap- 
plause. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time 
has expired. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Tennessee rise? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Ohio [Mr. LonewortH] made a Suggestion a few moments 
ago. Some of us feel that the gentleman from Ohio should 
take his time now and present his plan. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The only trouble is that I assumed that 
the debate was going to continue up until half past three, and 
I told a number of gentlemen that, supposing, of course, that 
the debate would last until that time. I was merely trying to 
on if possible about how many gentlemen desired to 
speak. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr, Chairman, I rise for the purpose of in- 
quiring as to the procedure. As I understand it, the gentle- 
man from Ohio has not introduced his measure, has not sug- 
gested what his amendment is which he proposes to offer. The 
gentleman who just spoke suggests that at the conclusion, when 
no one Can answer the matter, he is going to offer some prop- 
osition to take care of certain things. In all fairness I ask 
the gentleman from Ohio to speak at this time so that we may 
know what his proposition is and answer it if it needs to be 
answered. K 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I suggested to a number of gentlemen 
that I expect to take the floor about half past 2 or a quarter 
to 3. I am perfectly willing to do that. A number of gentle- 
men are not here at present, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Of course, we want to keep 
the time divided as equitably as we can. 

Mr. FREAR. I would like to have 10 minutes, if possible, to 


of the gentleman from Kansas 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Mr, Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent that the remainder of the time for general debate 
be equally divided and controlled by the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Green] and the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Garner]. 

Mr. FREAR. I object. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, then I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman from Iowa control half 
the time, and that the gentleman from Texas control the other 
half, less 10 minutes to be controlled by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee asks 
unanimous consent that the remainder of the time be divided 
equally between the gentleman from Iowa and the gentleman 
from Texas, less 10 minutes to be allotted to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes 
to the gentleman from Ilinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM]. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, by this time the merits 
of the matter. before the committee have been quite thor- 
oughly discussed. It is not surprising that the debate is 
almost lagging upon that subject, because I think everyone has 
had an opportunity either to speak on the floor or to extend 
his remarks. I have asked for this time merely to make a 
suggestion or- reply to my good friend from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] and others who have complained so bitterly about the 
fact that the President of the United States, as disclosed by 
his speech in New York and by other information, undertook 
to ascertain the condition of the Treasury, and the other 
facts, and called into conference his Secretary of the Treasury 
and then proceeded to formulate a recommendation to Con- 
gress. We have been discussing figures and politics so much 
that we are beginning to forget some of the fundamentals of 
our system of government. I call attention to section 8 of 
Article JI of the Constitution of the United States, which, 
referring to the President, reads as follows: 


He shall from time to time give to the Congress information of the 
state of the Union and recommend to their consideration such meas- 
ures as he shall judge necessary and expedient. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas, Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman 


yield? 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Les. 
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Mr. GARNER of Texas. Does not the Constitution say that 
he shall communicate to Congress, not to communicate with 
people at a banquet in New York? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Oh, the Constitution does not prevent 
the President from going to New York and making a speech in 
which he discusses the state of the Union and the business of 
the Nation. He delivered his message here, and submitted 
with that message his recommendations, and the Secretary of 
the Treasury also submitted his recommendations. I think it 
is puerile and childish to stand on this floor and condemn the 
President of the United States for having submitted his views 
on the condition of the Treasury. 

Mr, YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Is it not a fact that Mr. Robert Walker, a 
Democratic Secretary of the Treasury, not only proposed a 
tariff measure, but it was passed and has ever since been 
known as the Walker tariff bill? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM:;. Yes. It has been shown here in the 
debate that previous Secretaries of the Treasury, distinguished 
Democratic gentlemen, have brought to the Congress their 
recommendations for revision of the tax laws. There is no 
oceasion at this late day for any gentleman in this House, 
familiar with the situation of the country and the processes 
of the Government, to make any such complaint because the 
Secretary of the Treasury and the President of the United 
States have undertaken, forsooth, to make recommendations to 
Congress with reference to legislation on revenue matters. 

There is just one other point which I want to cover in this 
brief time. Some have asked us in derision how we are going 
to vote for the Mellon plan, those of us who are for the Mellon 
plan. I stated yesterday that I favored the Mellon plan and 
have favored it continuously, and have not been concerned or 
much interested in any proposals or negotiations of compro- 
mise, because on the one hand I think this is a question of tax 
reform and tax revision, as against mere tax reduction on the 
other hand. I think it is a question of formulating a plan of 
legislation, a system of legislation, which seeks the benefit of 
the entire country rather than the sole benefit of the individuals 
who pay taxes. I am not much interested in the men who pay 
the taxes in the higher brackets. I am not here for the purpose 
of seeking any relief for them particularly. If they can be 
relieved of any part of their burden, well and good, and they 
ought to be treated as fairly as any other class of people in the 
United States, but our chief concern is not for the class of 
people who are possessed of more money than they need for 
their own good or the good of their families. We have brought 
before this House a measure which we believe will inure to the 
benefit of the entire people of the country. You ask us what 
we propose to do as to the Mellon plan. We propose to vote 
against every plan for a change of the Mellon plan, which is 
already in the bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman I yield 10 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Georgia [Mr. Crisp]. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Georgia is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I had not intended injecting myself into this debate, for I 
realized that I can add practically nothing to what has already 
been said on all sides of it. However, I do desire to present 
to you, to the country, and to get it in the-Recorp, certain 
views that I have regarding the estimates that have been 
discussed pro and con in the House during this discussion. 

Now, as I conceive it, it is the duty of a legislative body in 
legislating to enact laws so as to afford the greatest benefit and 
greatest relief to the largest number of the citizens of the 
country, and I do not think there can be any question but that 
the Democratic plan of tax reduction—and we all favor tax 
reduction, for we all realize how burdensome taxes are—will 
afford the greatest relief to the greatest number of taxpayers 
in the United States. Let us consider the two plans of tax 
reduction before the House. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, does my colleague care 
to be interrupted? 

Mr. CRISP. I would prefer not to be. 

The difference between the Mellon and Garner plans is well 
illustrated by estimates of the Treasury officials as to how they 
will affect taxpayers. The Mellon plan will reduce the income 
taxes of 21 persons $11,500,000 per year, and the taxes of 
1,000,000 Income-tax payers of the lower brackets will be re- 
duced less than four million per year. In other words, the 
Mellon bill will reduce the taxes of 21 persons in the United 
States three times as much as it will reduce the taxes of 
1,000,000 income-tax payers. The Garner bill will reduce the 
taxes of the 21 persons $6,000,000, which is a great reduction, 


and will relieve entirely from income taxation more than 
1,000,000 of the small income-tax payers. According to the 
Treasury returns for the year 1921 there were 6,650,695 income- 
tax payers in the United States. The Garner or Democratic 
plan will reduce the taxes of 6,641,262 of these taxpayers 
more than the Mellon plan will reduce them, while the Mellon 
plan will reduce the taxes of only 9,433 persons in the United 
States more than the Democratic plan will reduce them. In 
my own State there are 67,719 Federal income-tax payers. Of 
these the Democratic plan will reduce the taxes of 67,671 of 
them more than the Mellon plan will reduce them, and in the 
entire State of Georgia there are only 48 persons who would re- 
ceive a greater benefit under the Mellon plan than they would 
under the Democratic plan, and their incomes are over $53,000 
per year. In New York State there are 1,066,637 taxpayers, and 
the Garner plan will reduce the taxes of 1,063,606 of them 
more than the Mellon plan, while the Mellon plan will reduce 
the taxes of only 3,031 persons in the great State of New York 
more than they will be reduced under the Democratic plan, and 
they are the millionaires. All agree that taxes are in many 
eases conflscatory, but in my judgment the most burdensome 
taxes borne by the people are county, State, and city taxes and 
indirect taxes levied on the masses by a high protective tariff. 
It is estimated that the Fordney-McCumber tariff bill levies on 
the consuming public of the United States approximately 
$3,000,000,000 for the benefit of a favored few. This bill in no 
wise seeks to relieve any of these taxes, but is designed solely 
to relieve those citizens who pay a Federal income tax. Can 
ee honestly question which plan gives them the greatest 
relie 

I think these facts are conceded. In the debate the opponents 
of the Garner plan admit them, and they have centered their 
fire in opposition to the Democratie plan on the ground that it 
will not produce sufficient revenue to meet the needs of the 
Government. 

Let me briefly refer to the history of the so-called Mellon 
tax bill. The Constitution of the United States expressly pro- 
vides that all revenue matters must originate in the House of 
Representatives. Our forefathers, realizing the great responsi- 


bility of requiring the people to pay taxes, vested this power 


in the people's chosen elected Representatives in the House of 
Representatives. My observation and public service in Wash- 
ington have profoundly impressed me with the wisdom of our 
forebears in permitting the great body of the people to choose 
by ballot their representatives in Washington, and God pity 
them if these representatives do not look after their welfare. 
Great wealth always has powerful influences at its beck and 
call to promote its interests, and to-day this invisible power 
is being used with relentless activity. The Mellon bill was 
prepared in the Treasury Department by Mr. Mellon, in col- 
laboration with some outside distinguished Republican fi- 
nanciers. No Democratic Member of Congress ever saw it 
until December 18, and over 30 days before that time the 
large business of the country had inaugurated the greatest 
propaganda in its support ever inaugurated in the country 
during our entire history. Millions of dollars were spent in 
trying to force the Congress of the United States to accept 
this bill without change. The Members of Congress received 
hundreds of thousands of letters and telegrams—generally from 
the large business interests of the country—demanding that 
they support the Mellon bill without change, and practically 
none of the writers of these letters had ever seen the Mel- 
lon bill, which contained 841 pages, or knew its contents, 
but were writing their Representatives in response to propa- 
ganda, We are all human, and each of us, no matter how hon- 
est, is influenced by his training, environment, and so forth. 
While I accord to the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, 
all honesty of purpose, I do submit that it is worthy of the 
consideration of this House and the country, before they ac- 
cept his recommendations, to consider his history and see if his 
judgment is not subconsciously biased in favor of high sur- 
tax income-tax payers—the very wealthy, the millionaires— 
whose taxes he is insisting shall be reduced 50 per cent. In 
1921 Secretary Mellon asked Congress to reduce the high sur- 
taxes from 65 to 25 per cent, and he opposed any reduction in 
the lower or normal taxes. He urged Congress to pass a law 
increasing the postage on letters from 2 cents to 8 cents, and 
advocated placing a tax of 2 cents on each bank check to make 
up the deficit in revenue that would be occasioned by reducing 
surtaxes, When he entered the Cabinet he was a stock- 
holder and director in many large enterprises. According 
to the publication Who’s Who for the year 1921, Mr. Mellon 
was connected with the H. O. Frick Coal & Coke Corporation 
in Pennsylvania, was a director in the Union Trust Co., in the 
Workmen’s Trust & Savings Trust Co., in the Bessemer Trust 
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Co., in the Duquesne Trust Co., in the Braddock National 
Bank, the Monongahela Trust Co., the Wilkinsburg Bank, the 
East Pittsburgh Savings & Trust Co., the Union Fidelity Insur- 
ance Co., the Ligonier Valley Railroad Co., was a trustee of 
the Carnegie Institute, and f-unded the town of Donora, Pa., 
where he established great steel mills. Soon after he was ap- 
pointed to office Current Opinion had an editorial on Mr. Mel- 
lon entitled “ Rival of Rockefeller is Secretary of the Treas- 
ury.” The article stated that Secretary Mellon was heavily 
interested in the following great corporations: 


The Mellon National Bank, the Pittsburgh Coal Co., the Union 
Trust Co. 

The Aluminum Co. of America; capitalization, $20,000,000; control- 
ling five companies with a combined capital of $20,000,000. 

The American Locomotive Co.; capital, $50,000,000. 

The American Metal Co., a holding company, $25,000,000 capital, 
which controls 12 companies with combined capitalization of $8,000,000, 

The Baltimore Car & Foundry Co., $1,500,000, 

The Carborundum Co., $2,500,000. 

The Gulf Oil Corporation, $60,000,000, which controls 9 companies 
with a combined capitalization of $24,000,000. 

This makes a total capitalization of $210,000,000. 

Banks and trust companies, $33,500,000. Total 
$243,500,000. 

National Bank of Commerce of New York; capitalization, $25,- 
000,000; surplus, $25,000,000 ; deposits, $363,000,000. Mellon National 
Bank; capitalization, $6,000,000; surplus, $5,000,000; deposits, $102,- 
000,000, Union Savings Bank; capitalization, $1,000,000; surplus, 
$1,000,000; deposits, $20,000,000, Union Trust Co.; capitalization, 
$1,500,000; surplus, $35,000,000 ; deposits, $100,000,000, 

Pennsylvania Railroad Co., of which prior to January, 1921, he was 
a director, with a total capital of $440,000,000. Grand total capi- 
talization, $683,500,000. 


Now, let us consider the estimates issued by the Treasury 
Department. You will note, gentlemen, that the law places 
the cloak of secrecy about all income-tax returns filed in the 
Treasury Department. It is a felony for the Treasury De- 
pariment to give them out. I believe there should be publicity, 

ut the law forbids it. I favor amending the law. Therefore 
no citizen of the United States, no member of the Democratic 
minority of the Committee on Ways and Means, had access to 
those returns. The Secretary of the Treasury has access to 
them. The only figures given to the public as to income-tax 
returns are the figures for the year 1921. Everyone has an 
opportunity to see the number of income-tax returns made for 
that year and the amount of incomes of persons falling within 
the different brackets. 

When the Democratic members of the Committee on Ways 
and Means began to consider the preparation of a revenue bill 
we did what was a sensible thing to do. After we had pre- 
pared our plan we submitted it to the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, and asked him to give estimates as to the amount of rev- 
enue it would raise in comparison with the Mellon plan, based 
on the only public returns, the returns for 1921. These are the 
returns the Secretary of the Treasury used in his recent con- 
troversy with Senator Couzens of Michigan, and stated they 
were the only available figures. After weeks of delay the Sec- 
retary furnished figures made up by the much-discussed actuary, 
Mr. McCoy, and these figures indicated that the Democratic 
plan would reduce revenue approximately $326,000,000 and that 
the Mellon plan would reduce the revenue approximately 
$277,000,000, a difference of about $50,000,000. Those estimates 
were based on the actual business done in the United States, 
based on actual income-tax returns filed with the Treasury 
Department for the purpose of paying taxes for the year 
1921. Then the Secretary of the Treasury, after it was ap- 
parent that the Mellon plan was doomed to defeat, issued new 
estimates as to the deficit under the Democratic plan, saying 
it would result in a loss of over $600,000,000. If the country 
desires tax reduction, according to Secretary Mellon the Garner 
plan will certainly afford it. On what basis was the Secretary’s 
estimate, claiming the Garner plan would result in a loss of 
revenue totaling about $600,000,000, made? 

The Democrats also asked that estimates be made showing a 
comparison between the Mellon plan and the Democratic plan, 
based on the returns now on file in the Treasury Department 
for 1923, but they have not been furnished to us. The gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Garner] stated on the floor of this 
House that the actuary, Mr. MeCoy, who made the estimates 
to the effect that there would be a deficit of over $600,000,000, 
advised him over the telephone that the Garner rates, applied 
to the actual tax returns for 1923, would produce $100,000,000 
more revenue than the Mellon bill would produce in 1923. 
Whose estimates did not suit the purpose of the Secretary of 
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the Treasury, and the Secretary of the Treasury has not up 
to this good hour furnished us any estimates of returns based 
on 1923, nor has be permitted Mr. McCoy to do so. 

Gentlemen, you haye all heard the old story about the coun- 
try school-teacher applying for a job to teach a county school. 
The trustees asked him whether he taught geography on the 
basis that the world was round or flat, and he said he was pre- 
pared to teach either system they wanted. [Laughter.] When 
you consider the estimates sent out from the Treasury Depart- 
ment, one is almost constrained to believe they are prepared 
to teach either system, for in 1922-1923, when the Secretary 
of the Treasury was fighting the bonus bill, urging President 
Harding to veto the bill passed by Congress granting adjusted 
compensation to our veterans, an estimate was given out from 
the Treasury Department that during the remainder of that 
fiscal year, with only eight months to run, there would be a 
deficit of over $650,000,000, when the facts were, when the end 
of that fiscal year arrived, that instead of a deficit of $650,000,- 
000 there was a surplus of over $300,000,000, or a mistake of 
over $950,000,000, or nearly $1,000,000,000. Under these con- 
ditions do you think the estimates of the Treasury Department 
are entitled to much weight? 

Now, in the estimates, as to the Garner bill, they say there 
will be a deficit of $600,000,000. When? Not now, not in the 
year 1924 or 1925, but when? Two years after the bill has 
been in full force and effect, or in the calendar year 1927. 
Gentlemen, we read in Holy Writ that in the olden days there 
were prophets who could visualize the future, but we have not 
heard of any of them in this present day and generation until 
this estimate was presented. 

And why do I say that? Because this actuary, Mr. McCoy, 
is presenting to Congress and the country, and expecting them 
to accept them as accurate, estimates based on what? On 
business done in the United States for the calendar year 1927. 
The business for 1924 has not yet been conducted, the business 
for 1925 has not been conducted, and the business for 1926 
has not been conducted. Who knows what the economie con- 
ditions of those years are going to be? Who knows what in- 
dustrial strikes there will be? Who knows what the economical 
condition will be in Europe during those years; and our busi- 
ness is undoubtedly affected by it? Who knows the condition 
of the crops for those years—whether we will have short or 
plentiful ones? Who can prophesy what business will be in 
three years from now? I have respect for Mr. McCoy but I 
do not give him the supernatural powers of the prophets of 
old to delve into the future. He bases his guess—and it is 
nothing on earth but a pure guess—on the fact that business 
will be better if we put the Mellon rates into effect, but that 
is absurd when you stop and analyze it. 

Gentlemen, the Democrats believe in the Government having 
all the revenue necessary to discharge the functions of govern- 
ment economically administered, and we have always measured 
up to that responsibility when we were in power. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CRISP. May I have five minutes more? 

Mr. TAGUE. I yield the gentleman five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia is recognized 
for five additional minutes. 

Mr. CRISP, As evidences of that, during the greatest war 
in all times the Democrats financed the Government and 
raised billions of dollars. We believe the Garner plan will 
produce sufficient revenue to meet the needs of the Govern- 
ment economically and efficiently conducted for the next year 
or two, if not for all time, and I can assure you, from the 
trend of the times, after that time the Democrats will be in 
full control of all branches of the Federal Government and 
will be ready to meet any deficit should one arise. [Ap- 
plause.] But our Republican friends say the Mellon plan is a 
scientific one. If so, why have they abandoned it? Mr. 
LonewortnH, the Republican leader in the House, to-day publicly 
announced he was not for the Mellon bill but would offer an 
amendment fixing the highest surtax rate at 87) per cent 
instead of 25 per cent as proposed by Mr. Mellon. 

Now, gentlemen, that is about all I desire to say. You need 
have no apprehension on the score that the Democratic bill 
will not yield enough revenue. It will, but if not, we will be 
in power in 1925 and if this bill does not produce sufficient 
revenue we will enact laws that will produce it, and we will 
do it on a just and equitable basis on the theory that taxes 
sona m collected from those best able to bear them. [Ap- 
plause. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is 
recognized for five minutes. 
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Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, we have been debating 
this bill now for some four days. In my opinion, the best 
speech in the whole time of this debate was made about an hour 
ago, when the gentleman from Texas asked the gentleman 
from New York whether he was going to stick to the 25 per 
cent rate and the reply of the gentleman from New York was, 
“You bet.” That is the best speech that has been made on 
this subject, in my opinion—those two words. That speech 
certainly expresses my sentiments. I stand with the gentleman 
from New York and am willing to bet that I am going to stand 
there as long as there is a chance. [Applause.} 

I want to refer to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] 
and the political attitude he found himself in this morning. 
He said he was not going to get a chance to vote for the 25 
per cent. Of course, he does not want that chance. But let me 
show him how he can get it if he does want it. Here is the 
way he can get it: To vote down every single amendment, 
including his own, and the 25 per cent is in the bill; then vote 
for the bill at 25 per cent. 

Mr. FREAR, But it is admitted there will be only 110 votes 
for it. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I say, vote down everything else and then 
you can vote for the 25 per cent if you want to do it; but you 
do net want to do it, while I do, and I am trying to get a chance 
to do it. 

Now, the gentleman from Wisconsin said one or two other 
things. One was that he was receiving telegrams from New 
York, which, of course, have no particular influence on him, 
because he wants them from Wisconsin. Since I have been 
- waiting for these few moments to be granted me I have received 
twe telegrams, and I am interested when they come directly 
from my district. My office is flooded with many more. Here 
is the way these two telegrams read: 


Repeating previeusly expressed views, urge adherence to 25 per cent 
surtax. 


That is from one of the prominent business men in my dis- 
trict. [Applause.] 

The other one reads—and it expresses a much better opinion 
than we are likely to express here this afternoon : 


Believe the Mellon tax plan should be unanimously adopted. 


That is pretty good advice for you Democrats, including the 
recaicitrant Republicans, and I would like to see that position 
adopted by the House. 

Now, one other point: I am very sorry indeed that any Re- 
publican, whatever his position is on this floor, has taken it 
upon himself or themselves to compromise these surtax rates in 
order to get votes. [Applause.] 

I think that is the attitude of the people of this country to- 
day, and that is the opinion that is going around the country— 
that a great effort has been made to get votes by a compromise 
which practically hands the Democratic Party their views. 
That is about what it amounts to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I would like one minute more. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts one additional minute. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I am opposed to any such compromises 
from start to finish, and I object to anyone trying to lead me 
into the position, and put us in the unfortunate position of 
voting for any other rate, whether it is 85 per cent or 37} per 
eent. E want to vote for the 25 per cent and I am going to try 
to the best of my ability, under some parliamentary procedure 
before the final vote is cast on this bill, to see that we men who 
want the 25 per cent rate get a chance to be recorded accord- 
ingly. [Applause.] 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minuutes to the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. STEAGALL]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, I think this is the first time since I have been a Member 
of this House that I have ever been called upon to vote for a 
bill not favored by the committee asking me so to yote. The 
first partisanship display in connection with this bill was when 
the leaders of the Republican Party in this House found them- 
selves in such a plight that it was determined to exclude Demo- 
crats on the Ways and Means Committee, so as to leave Re- 
publicans favorable to the bill in the majority over Republicans 
of the committee opposing the measure. In that way the bill 
was reported out of the committee by a minority of the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. ‘To-day we find that the entire 
committee has abandoned the bill, and so the great Mellon plan 
of tax reduction in the interest of people of modest means by 


lowering the amounts to be paid by those of great wealth is 
without a single supporter in this House. It seems to me this 
ought to afford some excuse for a humble Member like myself 
for not obeying orders from the Secretary of the Treasury. The 
plain fact is the leaders of the majority in this House do not 
care to have their followers go on record for the Mellon bill. 
If the bill had any chance to pass, of course Members on the 
Republican side would be required to make the sacrifice which 
a vote for the bill would mean for numbers of them. The lead- 
ers of the majority have not forgotten the fate which befell 
many of their followers who supported the present revenue bill 
which relieved to the extent of half a billion dollars the same 
wealthy classes who would benefit from the enactment of the 
Mellon bill. It is probably true that the votes cast for the 
present revenue bill cost the Republican side of the House more 
seats in the last election than any other one thing. So far as 
polities is concerned, every man, woman, and child in the United 
States knows that political battles in the years of the immediate 
future are going to be fought over the question of taxation in 
this country. 

The struggle began immediately after the war. That was 
the fight involved when the present revenue bill was passed, 
and it is going to continue until the debts and burdens resulting 
from the war have been discharged. The party that aligns 
itself on the side of fair and equitable and just distribution of 
the burdens of taxation is the party that is going to find favor 
at the hands of the American people. [Applause.] 

I listened with interest to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
TINCHER] who spoke a few moments ago. The gentleman has 
abandoned every theory and principle of the Mellon plan. 
When interrupted by the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
RANKIN}, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. TrncHer] said he 
was going to vote for 374 per cent surtaxes as against 25 per 
cent as fixed in the Mellon plan, and that the difference of 124 
per cent would raise a sum suffleient to meet the require- 
ments of adjusted compensation legislatlon—thus repudiating 
every contention that the Mellon bill fixing a 25 per cent 
rate will raise more taxes and release more money from invest- 
ment in tax-exempt securities than would be possible under a 
substantially higher rate, The gentleman can only answer for 
his position now by admitting that in casting his vote to reduce 
the rate from 50 per cent to 874 per cent he desires to extend 
the greater amount of relief to the class of taxpayers who will 
receive the benefits from such reduction. The gentleman can no 
longer justify his course upon the theory that people of meder- 
ate means will get the benefit of lower rates to those of great 
wealth. 

I want fo call attention to one of the inconsistencies revealed 
in this debate. We meet on every hand. The one to 
which I shall call attention is only a fair sample. When the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Murs] addressed the House 
on this measure the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] inter- 
rupted him to suggest that we ought to have a real inheritance 
tax in this country to help meet the expenses that have arisen 
as a result of the Great War in which we engaged. In 
reply, the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts] said: 


The gentleman complains that we have not imposed a new tax on 
gifts. The gentleman complains that we have not imposed an addi- 
tional tax to the 25 per cent on inheritances. In other words, with a 
surplus, and an increasing surplus, the only lesson which the gentleman 
from Texas learns is that this is an opportunity to increase rather 
than to lower taxes. 


In the same speech the gentleman objects to higher inherit- 
ance taxes because the Treasury does not need. the funds, but 
at the same time he objects to the Garner plan of reduction 
fixing rates on income that carries greater benefits to the small 
taxpayers of the country because, he says, the Garner plan will 
ereate a deficit in the Treasury. I quote again from the same 
speech: 

We find that the Garner plan will cost the Government of the 
United States $511,900,000, or practically $512,000,000. Add to this 
$108,000,000 reduction in indirect taxes and you have a total loss of 
$620,000,000 against a Treasury surplus of only $320,000,000. 


The inconsistency of the gentleman is in keeping with that 
of the Secretary of the Treasury, who, when he was undertak- 
ing to defeat adjusted compensation legislation, wrote the 
Committee on Ways and Means that the Treasury would face a 
deficit of $279,000,000 in 1923. When he saw a chance to ex- 
tend a further reduction in taxes to the people of enormous 
wealth, he called upon another set of experts in the Treasury 
Department and found that the other figures were grossly 
erroneous—that we have an enormous surplus in the Treasury. 
The plain truth is, gentlemen, the whole effort of the present 
administration in the contest in which we are now engaged 
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is to secure every possible benefit to those of large wealth. 
Balances in the Treasury would not be allowed to interfere 
if those responsible for the Mellon bill could have thelr way. 
What they want is reduction for those in whose benefit they 
are concerned. They are not worrying about the balance sheet 
of the Treasury. When the present revenue bill was passed 
it embodied a provision authorizing the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to float securities to the extent of one-half billion dollars. 
Whey were not so careful or exact about balances in the Treas- 
ury. What they wanted was reduction for the same class who 
will benefit under the Mellon bill, and they got it to the extent 
of more than half a billion dollars. The same crowd, seeking 
the same results, is responsible for the Mellon bill, but—thanks 
to the splendid ability and courage of Mr. Garner of Texas, 
Mr. Garrerr of Tennessee, and the other Democrats of the 
House, and the brave band of progressive Republicans of this 
House, who are loyal to their constituents and to the masses of 
the American people—their plan is doomed to ignominious de- 
feat. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SANDERS]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana is recognized 
for five minutes. 

Mr, SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, we have a very 
definite proposition before us to-day. It is the question of 
whether we shall adopt a measure that has been considered 
and upon which estimates have been made and upon which 
estimates have shown that it will be a revenue-producing 
measure, as well as an economic measure, or the adoption of 
the so-called Garner plan on which there is no pretense of any 
scientific estimate which claims it will meet the Treasury needs. 
It is true the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] complains 
of the Treasury Department and says the Treasury Depart- 
ment's estimate is not accurate. That is merely a criticism 
against the estimate. But there is no claim by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner] that anyone, any place, with any 
knowledge of the science of government revenue, has ever 
contended that his measure will meet the needs of the Treas- 
ury. That is the reason, gentlemen, of the remarkable per- 
formance which occurred before this debate began. 

The gentleman from Texas was wedded to his plan and 
thought it was all right, but I fancy the distinguished minority 
leader took Mr. Garner out to one side and said, “ Mr. GARNER, 
do you know that Mr. Houston, a Democratic Secretary of the 
Treasury, advocated a reduction of high surtaxes; do you know 
that Mr. Carter Grass, a Democratic Secretary of the Treasury 
and now a candidate for the nomination for President on the 
Democratic ticket, advocated a reduction of surtaxes; do you 
know that President Wilson advocated it? Do you know that 
your plan has not the sanction of this Treasury Department 
or any other treasury department?” And Mr. Garner said, 
“Yes.” Then I fancy the minority leader said to Mr. GARNER, 
“Tf that is true, you had better not submit your plan to open 
debate and let our friends make up their minds upon the wisdom 
of the matter, but you had better call these men in before ever 
a word of debate has begun on your measure and get them in 
here and tie them up and say to them, ‘You must vote for 
the Garner plan.’” [Applause.] I fancy Mr. Garner said in 
response to that, “ Why, Mr. Leader, I am claiming that we 
need some more information, and I am going to go on the floor 
and complain we have not got the information from the Treas- 
ury Department, and how can I do that if we hog-tie our 
fellows. The Republicans will say, ‘What do you need with 
information, if you are going to vote for the Garner plan any- 
way?!“ But to make sure they called the caucus. And that is 
the reason, gentlemen, for the caucus, which tied gentlemen up 
so they could not vote against the measure unless they thought 
it was unconstitutional. 

Gentlemen, I now want to clear up one point that has been 
made, if I can, in the remaining minute or two of my time 
about the question of the reduction of the surtax for the first 
year. 

Some gentlemen claimed that the reduction of the surtax to 
25 per cent will mean a constant loss to the Treasury. That is 
made plain in the letter of the Secretary of the Treasury. I 
want to read you five lines giving the thing in a nutshell. Of 
course the first year it will mean a-loss of revenue. This is 
What he says in the letter: 

This will readjust the surtax rates all along the line, and the Treas- 
ury recommends the readjustment not In order to reduce the revennes 
but as a means of saving the productivity of the surtaxes. In the long 
run it will mean higher rather than lower revenues from the surtares. 
At the outset it may Involve a temporary loss in revenue, but the 


Gov- 
ernment actuary estimates that even during the first year, it the tevi- 
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sion is made early enough, the net loss in revenue from all the changes 
in the surtaxes would be only about $100,000,000 and that in all prob- 
ability the revenue from the reduced rates will soon equal or exceed 
what would accrue at the present rate, because of the encouragement 
which the changes will give to productive business. It takes a year or 
two to get the permanent tax law into effect, and then it will mean an 
increase of revenue, 


The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Indiana 
has expired. 

Mr. MOOR® of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, there has been a 
good deal of excitement during this debate, but, so far as I am 
concerned, I haye considered the question very deliberately and 
reached a conclusion which is satisfactory at least to myself. 

During the debate on the tax-exempt proposal and during this 
debate the thing which impressed me is this: That we are, as 
the House of Representatives, dealing with large and compli- 
cated issues very much in the dark. The central thought 
advanced by the Secretary of the Treasury and voiced by the 
President in his New York speech was this: They called atten- 
tion to the fact that in 1916 the number of men paying taxes of 
$1,000,000 and upward was 203 and that the number was 
reduced in 1921 to 21. Why that occurred no man here knows. 
Now, if a lawyer had been trying a case involving the question 
as to why that occurred—if a chancellor had been hearing a 
case involving that question, the very first thing he would have 
done would be to demand a consultation of the data in the 
Treasury Department and an analysis of the figures and a fol- 
low up of the 203 men from the first year during the period 
reaching to the last year. That was not done by the Treasury 
Department. We had no means of doing it. Let me go along a 
little further. Estimates haye been presented that are the sub- 
ject of rather violent controversy as to what will be the effect 
of the Garner plan or what will not be its effect. We are fur- 
nished certain estimates made by the Treasury Department. 
My distinguished friend from New York, Mr. Mrrus, for whom 
I have very great respect, at once takes these estimates at their 
face value. What warrant has he for doing that when from 
the same department a little while ago came estimates showing 
that there would be a deficit of $600,000,000 at the end of the 
fiscal year of 1923, and it turned out that there was a surplus 
of $300,000,000? 

How can he as an experienced lawyer, versed in the investi- 
gation of questions of fact, have any confidence in what the 
Treasury Department tells us now? A little bit later I am 
going to cooperate with the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Freak] to bring about publicity as to transactions of the Treas- 
ury Department and as to the data collected by the Treasury 
Department. [Applause.] If there ever was a time in this 
country when it was desirable that the light of publicity should 
be turned on the conduct of the Government that hour is now, 
when the confidence of the people in the country is being so 
universally shaken. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield to the gentleman two minutes more. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mitts] talks about this being a scientific plan. He knows 
that there never was a scientific tax plan in the world. The 
gentleman at the head of the Treasury Department talks about 
the Garner plan being a political plan, and his language was 
quoted by the President in New York. All of our actions are 
in a way political. In the absence of evidence upon which to 
base an opinion, in our opinion we have got to take the course 
that seems best to us on either side of the House or so far ag 
any individual is concerned. You gentlemen, in your effort to 
serve the interests of the rich and powerful, express—I do not 
Say consciously—but you express the fundamental theory of 
the Republican Party, and we on our side express the funda- 
mental theory of the Democratic Party. We on our side look 
to the great leaders of the past for our inspiration—Jefferson, 
Jackson, Cleveland, Wilson, and other statesmen who have 
declared that the fundamental theory that ought to obtain in 
this country is that of equal opportunity to all the people of 
the country and special privilege to none. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN]. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the parlia- 
mentary situation is such that I fear a great many people who 
want to vote for a 25 per cent surtax will not be able to do it, 
so I propose to offer an amendment to the Garner plan making 
it a 26 per cent surtax [applause], so that we who believe in 
25 per cent can vote for as near an approach to it as is possible 
on a direct vote. 
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Some people think it might not be wise to offer such an 
amendment, but I think it always wise to express your honest 
views. [Applause.] The people who live in my section of the 
country want a 25 per cent maximum surtax, and I do not see 
any chance for me to vote for that in Committee of the Whole 
except by the introduction of the amendment which I now pro- 
pose, and the purpose I have in speaking at all at this time is 
to let those who favor the imposition of a 25 per cent surtax as 
a maximum understand that there is such an amendment before 
the House upon which they will have a right to vote. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. Has the gentleman covered the normal rates in 
that amendment? 

Mr, MADDEN. Yes. Just as they are reported. The only 
change made is to raise the 25 per cent to 26 per cent. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Is the parliamentary situation so that we 
can vote on that before we vote on the Frear subtsitute? 

Mr, MADDEN, Absolutely. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is this an amendment offered to the Frear 
substitute? 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer this as an amendment 
to the Frear substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that there have been as many propositions already offered as 
the parliamentary situation will permit. When a proposition is 
offered the rules permit only one amendment and one substitute. 
The Garner substitute has been offered. The Frear amendment 
has been offered, and while we call the Frear matter a substi- 
tute, nevertheless from a parliamentary point of view it is an 
amendment. There being those two propositions, it is against 
the rule to offer any other to these particular ones, as such 
other would be an amendment within the third degree. 

The CHAIRMAN. In the order the following language is 
used: 

It shall thereupon be in order for the minority to propose an amend- 
ment in the nature of a substitute for said section, which substitute, for 
the purpose of amendment, shall be considered as an original bill and 
open to amendment under the general rules of the House. 


That being true, the amendment is in order. The Clerk will 
report the amendment. 

The Clerk proceeded to report the amendment offered by Mr. 
MADDEN. 

Mr. MADDEN (interrupting the reading). Mr. Chairman, if it 
is the desire to continue the debate I would just as soon have 
this amendment reported at the end of the debate as now, and 
I ask unanimous consent that that course be pursued, 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent that the amendment be reported at the end of the 
debate and considered at that time under the general rule. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. : 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I want to inquire when 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] expects to use his 
time? 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I feel that I am entitled to fol- 
low the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonewortH]. We do not 
know anything about his proposition. I have asked for that 
privilege, and I have secured my time from the Democratic side. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. The gentleman from Ohio is entitled 
under the rules, where there is a division of time, to close de- 
bate, unless he waives it himself, 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, pratcically every letter that 
I have received from any farmer or any laboring man in my 
district concerning income taxes has been a complaint that our 
revenue laws are too scientific—so scientific that an ordinary 
man can not understand them. I have received like complaints 
from business men in my district. They say there is too much 
science in the law. They can not understand its provisions. I 
have likewise received such complaints from the bankers of my 
country that the revenuo laws are so scientific that they can 
not understand them. I have received like complaints from 
the professional men, the lawyers, the doctors, the dentists, and 
even some preachers of the country that they have to employ 
special counsel to help them understand the revenue laws. 
They are too scientific. I am reminded that they are so scien- 
tific that there is not a single Member of Congress here who is 
competent to make out his own tax return without having a 
special Treasury Department expert up here in the Sergeant at 
Arms’ office to help him. Yet the only complaint we have had 
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from the Republican side to-day about the Garner Democratic 
measure is that it is not as scientific as the Mellon plan. 

Mr. MANLOVE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just a moment. I imagine that if you 
could make the people believe that in being not scientific it 
could be better understood, the Garner Democratic measure 
would be popular at once. 

Mr. MANLOVE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just a moment. I first want to discon- 
nect the idea about the soldiers’ compensation measure being 
connected with any of this present legislation. It is not. 
Neither the Mellon nor the Garner nor the Frear plan provides 
for it. The other day we took away from the Ways and Means 
Committee every piece of legislation that affects the veterans 
of the land except one. All of the legislation went to the Vet- 
erans’ Committee except the adjusted compensation bill for our 
ex-service men, and it was left with the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee. Why was that left there? Because the membership of 
this House well knows that whenever that bill is reported to the 
House by the Ways and Means Committee it must come with 
proper provision for its payment and for the adjustments that 
are to be made. And it is not dependent upon this present leg- 
islation now before us. It will come later. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON: Yes. 

Mr. MURPHY. The gentleman has just made a statement 
that this is not the time to take care of the adjusted com- 
pensation. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, no; only that this committee held that 
it was not the time. It should have been the time. If I had 
been writing this bill, I would have made provision in it for 
the ex-service men’s adjusted compensation. 

Mr. MURPHY. The gentleman is quite correct, yet it is 
not too late to talk about writing it into the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will do all I can as far as one vote and 
one Member is concerned to help the gentleman write it into 
this bill, but you will find that the committee will not let us 
put anything in the bill providing adjusted compensation. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman tell me whether the 
Garner plan will take care of it or not? 

Mr. BLANTON. It is immaterial just now whether the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] is personally in favor 
of adjusted compensation or not. The fact remains that the 
great majority of the Democrats on this side of the aisle 
are in favor of that adjusted compensation measure. [Ap- 
plause on the Democratic side.] 

And when the time comes I believe we all, Democrats and Re- 
publicans, will do justice, just as we did once before with re- 
spect to our own President—we voted to pass the adjusted com- 
pensation measure over the veto of a Democratic President— 
and when the time comes I believe that the Democrats on this 
side of the aisle, aided by enough Republicans from your side, 
are going to do their duty in remembering their promise to the 
American soldiery by voting to pass the adjusted compensation 
bill over the veto of the Republican President who now occupies 
the White House. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
to me? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes, certainly; for a question; but do not 
take up all my time. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Does the gentleman from Texas know 
that out of the 18 Representatives from the State of Texas only 
5 Democrats and 1 Republican voted for the soldiers’ adjusted 
compensation the last time it was before the House, and that 
the remainder of them, about 12, voted against it? 

Mr. BLANTON. I do not remember how they all stood. I 
am not talking merely about Democrats from Texas, but about 
Members on both sides of the aisle. I am not thinking of 
just one side. I am thinking about all the Representatives 
here of the United States of America, and the Democrats on 
this side of the aisle do not embrace only those who come 
from Texas. I am thinking of what Democrats here as a 
whole are going to do in their capacity as members of the, 
Democratic Party, not merely as a State delegation. The 
gentleman only thinks of Texas and of members of the dele- 
gation. 

Mr. WURZBACH. I thought the gentleman might use his 
influence with the Texas delegation. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, they are all intelligent Democrats and 
are able to arrive at their own conclusions without any help 
from either of us. [Applause.] 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] 10 minutes. 7 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog- 
nized for 10 minutes. 
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Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I would have preferred. to have 
had the gentleman from Ohlo [Mr. LoncwortTH], the dis- 
tinguished majority leader, lay his cards on the table with the 
argument that he intends to offer in favor of his proposition, 
I have neyer known any parliamentary situation before in my 
life where at the last moment a gentleman was able to take 20 
minutes of the time of the House, submit his proposition, and 
no one be able to reply. [Applause.] It does not seem fair. 
It is not fair, 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mappen] takes two minutes 
to tell you that he wants to offer an amendment to the Frear 
plan, adding practically a $200,000,000 loss to the Treasury, or 
nearly that, because if you will notice in the committee report 
it is a $200,000,000 loss by the Mellon plan, and that is to be 
added to the $184,000,000 which is caused by the normal surtax 
cut of 50 per cent. That proposition, gentlemen, comes from a 
man who is trying to protect the Treasury of the United States, 
the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations; a loss of 
$200,000,000, or nearly that, in addition to the $184,000,000. 

Is not that true? If he intends that plan as I understand 
it, it should be voted down by every Member on either side. It 
is more dangerous than the Garner proposition, so far as de- 
pleting the Treasury is concerned. It comes from a very 
noted man and a good friend of mine, but I think it is a de 
cided mistake. He has not given it study, and his proposal 
should be rejected. 

The plan I propose takes $184,000,000 and distributes it, 
largely, as I say, among the smaller taxpayers of the country. 
It gives a 50 per cent better reduction than the Mellon bill 
to a $4,000 income, and it gives a better reduction in taxes of 
50 per cent over the Mellon bill to incomes of $10,000. It is 
Sclentific, based on existing rates, and is just and fair, with a 
generous surplus based on Mr, Mellon’s own figures. My plan 
is better, I submit, than either of the others. 

Now, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonewortH] kindly 
told me that his proposal is going to be a one-quarter reduction 
throughout in surtax rates. Heretofore the Mellon bill pro- 
posed a 50 per cent reduction on the higher surtax, a reduc- 
tion from 50 per cent to 25. Twenty-one multimillionaires 
would be saved by his proposition $11,000,000, which would 
bring that loss to the Treasury from those people. The new 
proposition cuts that down. 

A year ago last spring I urged this cut of 50 per cent in the 
lower taxes and stated it publicly as the right basis of re- 
duction in taxes. You have got to come to it. It helps the 
lower taxpayer, whereas the Mellon plan was designed to re- 
lieve the large taxpayer, 

Mr. MURPHY rose. 

Mr. FREAR, The question has risen about the bonus, about 
which my friend from Ohio has been so enthusiastic and urgent, 
By my plan, my friend, you will get $87,000,000 left over based 
on Secretary Mellon’s estimate to be used toward your bonus 
bill. It-is the only proposition that promises anything. The 
others exhaust the surplus. I expect you to follow me on the 
inheritance tax and on the gift tax and we will get the money 
for the bonus bill. > 

Mr. MURPHY. I will say this, that I and others in this 
House will go anywhere to get enough money to cover the 
bonus bill. We have promised it on both sides of the House. 

Mr. FREAR. The Mellon bill is proposed by Mr. Mellon, 
who opposes the bonus bill, who is in favor of putting in a 


Sales tax for it. The man who helped draw the bill, as he. 


proudly admits, is opposed to the bonus bill. He took out of 
the bill the last chance we could get in the Mellon bill to have 
a surplus for bonus purposes when it was urged before the 
committee by Chairman Green. You are voting with the people 
who are opposed to the bonus bill when you support those who 
sent us for passage the Mellon bill. 

Mr. MURPHY. Does not the gentleman know that the Mel- 
Ion bill is as dead as it possibly could be? [Applause.] 

Mr. FREAR. Absolutely. My friend from Massachusetts 
IMr. Treapway] made a frank statement when he said that the 
last two words of a previous speech were the best he had heard. 
I submit that my good friend from Ohio has made an equally 
positive and true statement. [Applause.] 

Now, one word more and I will have finished. I want to call 
your attention to this for a moment: The saddest thing in this 
whole proposition is that several million dollars have gone to 
waste by propaganda for a “scientific” bill that is not going 
to be yoted upon in the House. [Applause.] Not one slight 
chance; all gone! The Literary Digest, with that wonderfully 
patriotic purpose that it had in mind when spending a million 
dollars for its propaganda, our local newspapers and all the 
others, with the full-page advertisements, all for the Mellon 
bill—just think of it, and not a chance for us to vote upon it! 


I feel quite certain that that is going to be true; the bill is 
dead because it is so unjust in terms. Something has been said 
about a party caucus. In the last Congress we did not have a 
chance on the Republican side to vote for a single amendment to 
the 1921 revenue bill. We could not offer an amendment on 
this side, We were bound and tied hand and foot and gagged. 
[Applause.] We all know it, and we bound ourselves; that is 
the worst of it. It was a silly spectacle, and I have refused 
this time to be bound longer, but will vote independently for 
what I believe is right. This is not a party question; this is 
a question for the people, and under the plan I have intro- 
duced—which I think is better than all the others—the tax- 
payers in the lower brackets will receive greater advantage. 

I thank you very much, and I am not going to take any more 
of your time, because I appreciate your indulgence in the past. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, how does the time 
stand? 

The CHAIRMAN. The timekeeper reports that the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Garner] has used 41 minutes and the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] has used 18 minutes. 

Kei GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, how much time have I 
left? 

The CHAIRMAN. The difference between 18 minutes and 
45 minutes—27 minutes. The original agreement provided 45 
minutes on a side. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes 
co the 1 from North Dakota [Mr. BurTNESS]. [Ap- 
plause. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota is 
recognized for three minutes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, in view of the fact that the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Frean] has just indicated what the suggestion of the ma- 
jority leader, by way of amendment, is going to be, I want to 
take this opportunity to say just a word in approval of the plan 
that will be submitted by the majority leader if the Garner plan 
is rejected. I am one of those who yoted for the 50 per cent 
maximum surtax two years ago, and I do not believe that we 
made a mistake when we retained the surtax at 50 per cent. 

I am not in sympathy with any plan which reduces the surtax 
or reduces any taxes on the wealthy and retains them against 
the man of moderate means without giving the latter as large a 
reduction relatively. At the same time I am not afraid of any 
proposition, but, on the other hand, approve it, which will fairly 
reduce the taxes and the burdens upon men of wealth—upon 
the large. business interests of the country—provided all the 
people all along the line are treated in a similar way, I believe 
that taxes should be levied, as a general proposition, in accord- 
ance with the ability to pay. I do not object to a man of mod- 
erate means paying some direct tax to the Government, and I am 
in entire accord with the suggestions which have been made 
from time to time that any possible reduction should be all along 
the line. I am pleased that the proposition which will be sub- 
mitted here by Mr. Loneworrx will be one of that kind. It is in 
entire accord with the provision that has been included in this 
bill with reference to a 25 per cent reduction applicable to the 
taxes for 1923. It, if adopted, will reduce the tax of each and 
every taxpayer in this country in the same proportion, except as 
it does better than that for the man of moderate means, because 
the reduction for all of the people who have less than $5,000 tax- 
able income is further supplemented by a reduction for earned 
income, bringing his rate down to 2} per cent. In other words, 
the result would be that for the people receiving by way of in- 
come less than $5,000 the reduction will actually be 431 per cent 
from the present rates, for those people who receive $20,000 and 
more the reduction will be 25 per cent, and for those people 
whose income Is between $5,000 and $20,000, where a part of it is 
earned and a part of it is unearned, the reduction will, of course, 
average somewhere between 25 per cent and 48} per cent. It 
seems to me that no proposition can be fairer than a plan of that 
sort and that there can be no reason why the men who voted 
for the 50 per cent maximum surtax two years ago ean not stand 
for the proposition which will be submitted by the majority 
leader here to-day, and by so doing reduce the taxes of every 
individual, every personal tax, normal and surtax, in the United 
States by exactly the same percentage, with this exception, that 
persons who have incomes of less than $5,000 will be getting a 
larger benefit, on a percentage basis, than anyone else, and, ex- 
cept also, that those between $5,000 and $20,000 will, depending 
on what the division may be as between earned and unearned 
income, be getting a somewhat similar advantage. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I will yield two minutes 
to myself. 
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ne CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa Is recognized 


for two minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of per- 
fect fairness, a short time ago I presented to the House a com- 
parison with reference to the Garner plan and the state of the 
Treasury, also comparing it with the Mellon plan. At that time 
I showed that under no possible theory could it be claimed that 
the Garner plan would not take away at least $100,000,000 more 
for next year than the Mellon plan; it would take $130,000,000 
more in normal taxes alone. There can not be any doubt about 
that excess and that it would take a much larger sum in the 
lower brackets of the surtaxes. Altogether in the surtaxes it 
would take at least as much and, in my judgment, a great deal 
more, for any year, and according to the estimates of the Treas- 
ury, about $300,000,000 more two years after the law was in 
effect. 

The Garner plan is simply a political plan for the purpose of 
catching votes. That was manifested in the committee when I, 
as chairman of the committee, propounded this question to the 
other side: “ Are you going to stand for the Garner plan as a 
party proposition?” The answer to the inquiry was as to 
whether our side was going to stand by the Mellon plan as a 
party proposition. To that I answered in substance: “ We are 
ready to go in with your side and prepare a plan on a non- 
partisan basis.” But the gentlemen on the other side declined 
to accept that proposition, with the result that they proceeded to 
endeavor to outbid the Republicans in the matter of the lower 
brackets. The Melion plan provides that the tax levied upon 
the small taxpayers will be so small that none of them will 
feel it. The gentleman from Texas has endeavored, by taking 
more of those between $5,000 and $10,000 out of the tax rates 
entirely, as he thinks, to provide a plan which will catch votes 
in the coming election. But, gentlemen, on that point you will 
be disappointed. No man can stand up and defend the Garner 
plan as one that is acceptable under the condition of the Treas- 
ury. If gentlemen upon this side, as well as gentlemen on the 
other side, want to vote for a plan which will plunge the Treas- 
ury into a deficit of anywhere from $200,000,000 to $300,000,000, 
they can do so. I shall oppose it to the extent of my ability. 
[Applause]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
[Cries of Vote!“ “ Vote!”] 

Mr. TAGUE. Will not the gentleman from Iowa use some of 
his time? The gentleman has 22 minutes left while we have 
four. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. We have 20 minutes left, and that 
will be given to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonawortH]. 
The gentleman from Ohio, under the rule, is entitled to close 
the debate. [Cries of “No, no!“ 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, this is an un- 
usual situation. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LONGWORTH] 
has stated to the House that he had a proposition which he 
would offer as an amendment, in a certain contingency, and 
that he proposed to explain that amendment during the time 
of his discussion. I think the gentleman ought to explain the 
amendment now. If it were a matter of closing debate on what 
is, the gentleman would be entitled to his rights. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Lone- 
wortH] advises me he is ready to proceed. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 
for 20 minutes. [Applause.] 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, just a word at the outset 
about the parliamentary situation. The first vote will be had 
on the substitute offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Frear], whether it be amended or not. The next vote will be 
had upon the substitute of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Garner}. In the event of the defeat of that substitute I pro- 
pose to offer an amendment in the nature of a substitute which 
I will explain briefly, because I have not time, of course, to go 
into it very fully. 

At the very outset, gentlemen, let me express my sorrow at the 
fact that into this situation, which is the very crux of the bill, 
partisanship should have been injected. [Laughter.] It is not 
the fault of anyone upon this side of the aisle. [Laughter and 
applause.) It is solely and absolutely due to the partisan ac- 
tivities of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] and his fol- 
lowers. I have known the gentleman from Texas longer than 
most of you. 

There is no one for whose ability I have higher regard, but 
the gentleman from Texas is a peculiar man in certain respects. 
He always prefers to be a leader of the minority rather than 
of the majority, and in that I trust his wishes will be realized 
so long as he stays in Congress, which I hope will be a long 
time. 


Mr. DAVEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I regret I can not yield at this time. 

The gentleman has a peculiar talent, as a leader of thé 
minority, which he exercises on every possible occasion to put 
what he calls a wedge into the majority. His theory is that 
the minority is in no wise responsible for legislation and may go, 
therefore, to any extent to make trouble. The fact is, gentle- 
men, and it is perfectly apparent to all of us who know the 
gentleman from Texas, that no matter what bill, what rates of 
duty, the majority of the Ways and Means Committee had pro- 
posed, the gentleman from Texas would have proposed another 
plan, though had he been a leader of a responsible majority he 
would not have stood for it for a moment. 

I said a year ago, and I repeat it now for the benefit of 
those gentlemen who are not as familiar as I with the tactics 
of the gentleman from Texas, and have not observed his 
methods in action, that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Gar- 
NER] is the greatest fisherman since Isaac Walton. He is 
an adept at casting across the aisle a hook adorned with that 
particular bait which he thinks may bring wayward souls 
from this side to join him on that, who do not appreciate, 
as I do, that the moment his catch comes to him in any one 
instance, he forgets them altogether and has no possible grati- 
tude for services rendered to his cause until another oppor- 
tunity offers. i 

I do not think I have ever heard, since I have been in this 
House, expressed upon this floor such an unwillingness to 
abide by a particular caucus as I have heard expressed from 
gentlemen whose voices and votes have been throttled. 

It is a matter of genuine grief to me, gentlemen, when a man 
like my friend from Missouri, one of the ablest men in either 
House of Congress, a lawyer of national reputation, arises in 
his place and bemoans the fact that in voting upon a great 
tax measure he is not at liberty to speak his thoughts or the 
thoughts of his constituents When this gentleman closes a 
speech by saying, “Had I the poor privilege of voting as my 
conscience dictates,” my heart goes out to him in the predica- 
ment in which he, like many others on his side, finds himself 
by reason of the Democratic caucus. That is partisan politics, 
gentlemen, reduced to its lowest terms, 

We have had no conference whatever on this tax measure 
upon our side of the aisle. We have had no meeting to coerce 
Republicans to vote one way or the other. You, yourselves, have 
wane this a partisan issue and have forced us to oppose it as 
such. 

What, in the first place, is involved, as a matter of policy, 
in proposing a high surtax of 44 per cent? What brought that 
particular figure to the mind of the resourceful gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Gagner] unless it was his remembrance of the old 
“policy number” of 4-11-44? I think the Garner plan could 
well be labeled the 4-11-44 plan. There is no basis of science 
whatever involved in it. But that is not the worst of it. The 
adoption of the rates suggested in the Garner plan, so far as 
income taxes are concerned, if put into full force and effect, 
will cause a loss of revenue in income taxes of more than 
$500,000,000. There is no question about that; and you will 
have a deficit, the year in which this plan is put into full 
force and effect, of $300,000,000. Can we afford in times like 
these to deliberately bring a deficit upon our Government 
finances of a sum anything like that? 

There was once a great Secretary of the Treasury, Alexander 
Hamilton, of whom Daniel Webster said: 


He smote the rock of the natural resources and abundant streams 
of revenue gushed forth. He touched the dead corpse of the public 
credit and it sprung upon its feet. 


If I were to attempt to paraphrase the words of that great 
orator in describing the new Alexander Hamilton from Texas, 
I would say: “ He smote the rock of the national resources and 
the streams of reyenue dried up. He touched the public credit 
and it became a corpse,” for that precisely illustrates the effect 
of the proposition offered by my friend from Texas if put into 
final legislative enactment. I shall not pause now to debate 
the question of whether it is wise to reduce the number of tax- 
payers to the lowest possible proportions, as the gentleman from 
Texas attempts to do. I am one of those who believe that in 
tax measures we should primarily consider the effect of taxes 
upon the more than 100,000,000 people that are indirectly 
affected by any taxes imposed. But it is too late under the 


circumstances to debate that question now. 

I come now, gentlemen, to the proposal that I shall offer in 
the event of the voting down of the Democratic tax substitute. 
From the beginning I have personally favored the maximum 
surtax of 25 per cent as proposed in the so-called Mellon bill, 
but I have realized for a long time that these surtaxes could 
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not command the vote of a majority of this House. I was 
mindful of our experience last year when a considerable ma- 
jority of the House voted, in the first instance, for a rate of 32 
per cent on the high surtaxes. I was for 32 per cent myself 
at that time and stayed by it. That bill went to another body ; 
that body by a majority fixed a maximum tax of 50 per cent, 
among those voting for 50 per cent being a number of Senators 
coming from States in which were Members of this House who 
had voted for 32 per cent. It became then a matter of very 
great difficulty for those gentlemen to take issue with their 
Senators, and therefore when the bill came back from the Sen- 
ate it was no wonder that the conferees, of whom I was one, 
were instructed to agree to the Senate amendment. 

That is one of the things that has made it difficult for gen- 
tlemen upon this side of the House to vote for a rate very sub- 
stantially less than 50 per cent. 

Under these circumstances, it became necessary to ascertain, 
it having been made a partisan question, at what figure of sur- 
tax and other taxes the largest number of gentlemen on this 
side of the aisle could be rallied. The opinions of many 
were consulted, of practically every Republican, although 
no effort was made to bind them in any respect, and the 
amendment I shall offer in case of the defeat of the Garner 
amendment represents the final meeting of minds by way of 
compromise of more than 90 per cent of gentlemen upon this 
side of the aisle. 

We have in the bill we are now considering a direct reduc- 
tion of taxes for the present year of 25 per cent. The theory 
upon which the amendment I shall offer in the event of the 
defeat of the Garner substitute is similarly based upon a re- 
duction for the future of 25 per cent throughout—25 per cent 
of the normal tax and 25 per cent of each surtax contained in 
the present revenue law. That will bring the high surtaxes 
874 per cent. 

It will come, so far as surtaxes are concerned, exactly half- 
way between the present tax of 50 per cent and the surtax 
recommended by the Ways and Means Committee of 25 per 
cent. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I Will. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. The gentleman takes the Mellon 
plan as to the normal tax? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The normal tax reduction is 25 per 
cent. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. MURPHY. A tax of 374 per cent will bring us con- 
siderably more revenue than the 25 per cent, but will it be 
enough to take care of the adjusted compensation? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I will answer the gentleman in this 
way: To the extent that any adjusted-compensation bill which 
the Ways and Means Committee may report out is based for 
its financing upon the current revenue, the amendment I shall 
propose will raise more revenue than any bill or amendment 
heretofore offered to this House. [Applause.] 

Now, just a word in closing. I appeal to my colleagues on 
this side of the aisle, in order that we may be able to unite 
upon a safe, sane, liberal tax measure, to stand together and 
vote down the proposition advanced by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Garner] and adopted by his caucus, whereby no 
one man on that side of the aisle can vote his own convictions 
or the convictions of his constituents. [Applause.] 

Mr. TAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I yield the balance of the time 
to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr, GARRETT]. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennesse. Mr. Chairman, now that the 
gentleman from Ohio has given such a lucid explanation of 
the amendment which he proposes to offer in the present con- 
tingency I presume we are about ready to vote. [Laughter on 
the Democratic side.] The gentleman from Ohio has referred 
with apparent sadness in his voice to the fact that the Demo- 
cratic Party held a caucus. The gentleman from Ohio referred 
to the fact that he knew well the temperament and disposition 
of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Gagner]. I think I know 
well the temperament and disposition of the gentleman from 
Ohio, and I want to say to you that he did not refer to the 
fact that we had held a caucus in any offensive way. That 
which troubles his soul is a mixture of admiration and envy. 
[Laughter on the Democratic side.] The gentleman from Ohio 
says they have held no caucus. Why, of course they have held 
no caucus; they could not hold a caucus. That is not a party, 
that is a correlation of discordant, dissatisfied elements. 
[Laughter.] In so far as it is a party, that party has sinned 
away its day of grace. It would not reform, and therefore 
it must be destroyed. We do not have to destroy it. It has 
destroyed itself. [Laughter on the Democratic side.] 


Of course this situation merely demonstrates the unwisdom 
of the affairs of a great Republic being intrusted to a supposed 
organization, not even a dozen of whom can agree upon any 
single great question. It also demonstrates the necessity of the 
country turning to an organization which can show cohesion, 
intelligence, and unanimity. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, in my amendment as I offered 
it some time ago there were one or two slight errors. Those I 
have corrected, and I ask unanimous consent that the amend- 
ment may be reported as modified. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Oh, the whole thing was a 
mistake. 

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, no. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to modify his amendment in the manner indl- 
cated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the Madden amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. MADDEN to the substitute offered by Mr. 
FREAR: After the figures 210,“ in the first line of the Frear amend- 
ment, strike out the remainder of said amendment and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

By striking out all of said section 210, and by striking out all of 
section 211 and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 


Part Il.—INDIVIDUALs, 


Sec. 210. (a) In lieu of the tax imposed by section 210 of the 
revenue act of 1921 there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each 
taxable year upon the net income of every individual (except as pro- 
vided in subdivision (b) of this section) a normal tax of 6 per cent of 
the amount of the net income in excess of the credits provided in sec- 
tion 216, except that in the case of a citizen or resident of the United 
States the rate upon the first $4,000 of such excess amount shall be 3 
per cent. 

(b) In lieu of the tax imposed by subdivision (a), there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid for each taxable year upon the net income 
of every nonresident alien individual, a resident of a contiguous coun- 
try, a nornral tax equal to the sum of the following: 

(1) 3 per cent of the amount of the net income attributable to 
wages, salaries, professional fees, or other amounts received as com- 
pensation for personal services actually performed in the United States 
in excess of the credits provided in subdivisions (d) and (e) of section 
216; but the amount taxable at such 3 per cent rate shall not exceed 
$4,000; and 

(2) 6 per cent of the amount of the net income in excess of the sum 
of (A) the amount taxed under paragraph (1) plus (B) the credits 
provided in section 216. A 

SURTAX. 


SEC. 211. (a) In lieu of the tax imposed by section 211 of the rey- 
enue act of 1921, but in addition to the normal tax imposed by section 
210 of this act, there shall be levied, collected, and paid for each tax- 
able year upon the net income of every individual a surtax equal to tha 
sum of the following: 

One per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds $10,000 
and does not exceed $12,000; 

Two per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds $12,000 
and does not exceed $14,000; 

Three per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds $14,000 
and does not exceed $16,000; 

Four per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds $16,000 
and does not exceed $18,000; 


Five per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds $18,000 : 


and does not exceed $20,000; 

Six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds $20,000 
and does not exceed $22,000; 

Seven per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$22,000 and does not exeed $24,000; 

Eight per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds $24,000 
and does not exceed $26,000; 

Nine per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds $26,000 
and does not exceed $28,000; 

Ten per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds $28,000 
and does not exceed $30,000; 

Eleven per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$30,000 and does not exceed $32,000; 

Twelve per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$32,000 and does not exceed $34,000; 

Thirteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$34,000 and does not exceed $36,000; 

Fourteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$36,000 and does not exceed $40,000; 

Fifteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$40,000 and does not exceed $46,000; 
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Sixteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
846,000 and does not exceed $52,000; 

Seventeen per cent of the amount by whieh the net income exceeds 
| $52,000 and does not exceed $58,000; 
| Eighteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
| $58,000 and does not exceed $64,000; 

_ Nimeteen per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$64,000 and does not exceed $70,000; 

Twenty per cent of the amount by which the net Income exceeds 
$70,000 and does not exceed $76,000; 

Twenty-one per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
| $76,000 and does not exced $82,000; 

Twenty-two per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$82,000 and does not exceed $88,000; 

-Twenty-three per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
. $88,000 and does not exceed $94,000; 

Twenty-four per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
| $94,000 and does not exceed $100,000; 

Twenty-six per cent of the amount by which the net income exceeds 
$100,000. 

(b) In the case of a bona fide sale of mines, oil or gas wells, or any 
interest therein, where the principal value of the property has been 
demonstrated by prospecting or exploration and discovery work done 
by the taxpayer, the portion of the tax imposed by this section at- 
tributable to such sale shall net exceed 16 per cent of the selling price 
of such property or interest. 


Mr. MADDEN (interrupting the reading). Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to dispense with the reading of the 
amendment and that I be allowed one minute to explain what 
it is. 7 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? ` 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I do not object 
to the gentleman having a minute in which to offer an ex- 
planation, but I think the better practice is to have the amend- 
ment read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will continue the reading. 

The Clerk concluded the reading of the Madden amendment. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may be allowed to address the committee for one minute, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, the amendment which I have 
offered is the Mellon plan, complete, except for a change of 1 
per cent in the surtax. Anyone here who wishes to follow the 
President of the United States on the matter of taxation will 
haye an opportunity to do so by voting for this amendment. 
That is all there is to it. Just vote the Republican ticket—that 
is what this ts. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Illinois to the substitute offered by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that he 
was in doubt. 

Mr, MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I demand a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 136, noes 224. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, on that I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and Mr. Mappen and Mr, GARRETT of 
Tennessee were appointed to act as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 
152, noes 244. 

So the Madden amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the substitute 

offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Frear) there were—ayes 46, noes 254. 

So the Frear substitute was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the substi- 
tute offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner]. 

The question was taken; and on a division, the Chair an- 
nouncing that he was in doubt, there were—ayes 213, noes 188. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and Mr. LONGWORTH and Mr, GARRETT 
of Tennessee were appointed to act as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported— 
ayes 221, noes 196. 

So the Garner substitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the committee rose last evening 
there was an amendment pending, offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner], which the Clerk will report. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw that amendment and offer the following 
amendment which has been prepared by experts in the Treasury 
Department. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 
be withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. GAnnur of Texas: Page 6, strike out lines 
10 to 19, inclusive, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“(f) A stock dividend shall, to the extent of its fair market value, 
be taxed to the distributee in the same manner as a dividend paid in 
money.“ 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, let me say a general 
word in regard to the future activities on this bill. The other 
day in talking to Mr. LonawortH concerning the result of the 
amendment, Democratic or Garner plan, that has just been 
adopted, I asked him whether he proposed in case that amend- 
ment was adopted to go along with the House and undertake 
to perfect the bill as he would have it had it not been adopted. 
He very promptly and properly replied that he would, and I 
take it that every gentleman in the House will continue to con- 
sider this bill in Committee of the Whole, just as though the 
amendment that has just been adopted had not been adopted. 
So that there is no partisanship [laughter on Republican 
side]—oh, I do not care about the laughter—and I repeat that 
there is no partisanship, and I ask no gentleman on the Demo- 
cratic side to follow me in the amendments that I shall offer. 
No Democrat is obligated to follow me, and I have no idea that 
he will follow me or any other gentleman on this side. Many 
amendments are going to be offered to the bill from the Republi- 
can side that I shall support, In fact, the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Ramsryrs] will offer an amendment on the estate 
tax which I will support. [Applause.] The gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Green], I understand, will offer an amendment on 
the gift tax which I will support. No other gentleman on this 
side is obligated to support any one of those amendments. No 
other gentleman is obligated to support this amendment that 
I have just offered. 

Now, gentlemen, the only objection I have ever heard made 
to this amendment is made by those gentlemen who believe that 
Congress ought not to again concern itself with reference to 
the taxing of stock dividends in the face of the Supreme Court 
decision. Let me say what you all know, that I have as much 
respect for the courts of this country as any man that lives. 
I think they are the bulwarks of liberty, and in consequence I 
have no desire to infringe upon the prerogatives of the courts. 
But as I said the other day, since the Supreme Court was so 
equally divided, since the vote stood 5 to 4 between equal and 
able men on that bench when they determined that stock 
dividends are not taxable, I do not think it is a reflection on 
the court to again say that stock dividends ought to be taxed, 
like money paid out by a corporation. 

Now, gentlemen, whether or not you want to say to the coun- 
try and to the Supreme Court that it Is the judgment of the 
Congress that stock dividends should be taxed is a matter for 
you to decide, I regret that I have not been able up to this 
time to draw an amendment to reach the corporations who do 
not declare money dividends but just let their surplus accumu- 
late and issue stock dividends. I can not offer an amendment 
in this House blindly; I can not do that, of course; I would 
subject myself to criticism of men who are patriotic, who think 
I know what I am doing, and who are willing to follow me in a 
policy of taxation. But if this amendment can not be adopted, 
if it is the judgment of the Congress that we should no longer 
undertake to tax stock dividends, whenever we reach the point 
in taxing corporations where you consider a stock tax, I will 
offer some amendments in that particular. It has been stated 
that about $2,000,000,000 of stock dividends have been declared 
in one year. No other year ever approached within 20 per cent 
of that amount of stock dividends declared. Why do they do 
it? They do it to avoid the tax, because it was done imme- 
diately after the Supreme Court made the decision which voided 
the tax in the future on that form of undistributed surplus, 
because they were afraid we would undertake to tax undis- 
tributed profits. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. In the event it is finally written in this 
bill, despite the decision of the court as to taxing undistributed 
profits, then ought there not to be an exemption placed on the 
amendment that you are now proposing, and ought you not 
refer to it in the tax provisions elsewhere? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. If you adopt this amendment, 
then the two experts in the Tréasury Department, Mr. 
and Mr. Gregg, will be asked to draw amendments throughout 
the bill to make it in line with this amendment, if it is adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time ef the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. z 
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Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. May I have two minutes more? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent for two minutes more. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I yield to the Senator. 


Mr. BURTON. Will the gentleman from Texas state how 
you can make any computation of the value of a stock dividend? 
Suppose you have a hundred of these shares and there is a 
stock dividend of 50 per cent, adding in all 50,000 shares. The 
corporation has the same assets and the same income, and it 
has exactly the same property and value as before. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. BURTON. How can you make any computation of what 
those additional shares are worth? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Let me say to the gentleman from 
Ohio, for whose judgment I have great respect, that I stated 
the other day, and I repeat now, that if you could ascertain the 
profits of the corporation and tax them, I would be willing to 
consider the question of surtaxes and the reduction of the sur- 
taxes. But you can not reach them. Mr. Mellon—and I use 
his name as an illustration simply—paid last year less than 
20 per cent on the profits of his stock, although they were tax- 
able for 50 per cent, because the corporation retained the un- 
-distributed profits for the purpose of expanding its business. I 
declare against a continuation of that process. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. CELLER. Has the complexion of the Supreme Court 
changed since that decision was made? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I believe it has. But I again sug- 
gest—in view of the fact that the Congress declared solemnly 
that it ought to tax stock dividends, and that they ought to be 
subject to taxation, although the Supreme Court has otherwise 
decided, 5 to 4—that it is not unreasonable to put it up to them 
and have them again consider the question. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, like the gentleman 
from Texas, I regard the courts as the bulwarks of our lib- 
erties. But they would not long be a bulwark if they were 
swept away by the tide of every whim of Congress, as they 
would be if we proceeded in the manner suggested by the 
gentleman from Texas. The proposition of the gentleman from 
Texas is simply to substitute the hasty opinion of this House 
for the deliberate judgment of the Supreme Court. In that 
event what is to become of the Supreme Court? What is left 
of it if every time it makes a decision we shall sit here and 
say, “We will not respect it,” but pass some legislation. 
which is exactly contrary to its decisions? 

The gentleman says that this decision, declaring that stock 
dividends could not be taxed, was a 5 to 4 decision. That was 
true at the time it was made. But in principle it has since 
been adhered to by a unanimous vote. The court has become 
riveted in that opinion. 

All we can do js to pass a provision in defiance of the 
judgment and opinion of the Supreme Court, and in the end 
it will not amount to anything whatever, as it can not be en- 
forced. Not only that, but we will lose the provisions which 
are incorporated in the balance of this paragraph. 

The fact of the matter is that stock dividends are not en- 
tirely exempt from taxation, as many gentlemen suppose. If 
anybody sees fit to sell the stock which has been received as 
the result of a stock dividend, he is taxed on any gains he 
may receive. Also it is provided in this paragraph, if a cor- 
poration proceeds to cancel or redeem its stock at such time 
and in such manner as to make the distribution and cancella- 
tion or redemption in whole or in part essentially equivalent 
to the distribution of a taxable dividend,” then it is taxed in 
the same manner as if the dividend had been in fact a cash 
dividend. Pass the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner] and we lose the benefit of this pro- 
vision. You gain nothing, but you open the door wide to 
fraud and to the evasion of the payment of taxes through stock 
dividends. 

As the matter stands now, the Treasury is losing but little 
by the situation. The man, as I said before, who receives a 
stock dividend and later wants to sell it or realize on it will 
have to pay u tax on his gain. 

I submit the amendment ought to be voted down. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia and Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania 
rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
is recognized. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, the provision to 
which the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] refers is not 


The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore] 


going to be very effective, at best, in producing revenue. As 
an alternative the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] pro- 
poses to reiterate the provision that was declared unconsti- 
tutional by the Supreme Court. I believe the gentleman from 
Texas is wise in submitting that proposition. I say that as 
a lawyer and one who has as much respect for the Supreme 
Court as any man in this House, and as a pretty strict con- 
Structionist of the Constitution who will never do anything 
by way of criticism or vote to impair the authority of the 
court. No one is more profoundly impressed with the impor- 
nce of maintaining its jurisdiction and power as heretofore 
ercised. 


But what are the facts in the case referred to, the case 
of Eisner v. McCumber, reported in 252 U. S. 189? The de- 
cision was participated in by all the nine judges; six of the 
judges united in declaring that the law was unconstitutional, 
and three of the judges expressed the opposite view. I hear 
some one say the division was 5 to 4. The very fact that the 
dissent was so strongly represented points to the belief that 
the court itself thought that probably the question would be 
brought before it again for consideration. Not only is that 
true, but this is true: Since the date of the decision the court 
has been largely reconstituted; four of the judges composing 
it when the case was decided have passed from the scene and 
four new appointees have taken their places. That being the 
situation, I submit that it can not be disrespectful to the court; 
it can not be inconsistent with any obligations we owe to the 
court or owe to our institutions to take the action proposed. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. In one minute. It will not be 
harmful in any sense, as it will not be disrespectful or improper 
to reenact the provision which was held unconstitutional, so 
that the court may again have the opportunity of passing 
upon the question. 

What answer can be made to that? If there is any really 
legitimate and compelling answer I can not conceive of it. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Does not the gentleman realize that it is 
a very dangerous thing for the Congress of the United States 
to set the example of not being willing to abide by the opinion 
of the Supreme Court of the United States? [Applause.] Sup- 
pose the people as a whole took the same position? 

Mr, MOORE of Virginia. We should and must abide by 
the decisions of the court, but is there any reason why an issue 
should hot be presented for rehearing and further considera- 
tion under the circumstances that obtain in this instance? It 
will not be a rehearing, as that term is technically under- 
stood, but in the very broad meaning of the term that is what 
it will amount to. That was a formidable dissent, and if a 
dissent is of any substantial value it serves to suggest just 
Such a step as the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] is pro- 
posing. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Suppose, as a matter of fact, those writing 
the minority opinion and who dissented were, in fact, right 
on the proposition. How else could we ever get another de- 
cision from the court, with its changed personnel, except by 
putting the question up to the court again? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The answer is obvious. I do not 
assume that the minority was right, but on the contrary 
I am assuming for the present, and until this question is 
passed upon again, that they were wrong. 

Mr. BLANTON. Suppose they were right? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. If they were right, that fact might 
be developed by a second decision, and a second decision is 
eee the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] desires to bring 
about. x 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I am prompted to ask this ques- 
tion by the question put to the gentleman from Virginia by 
the gentleman from Oklahoma. He said, Would it not be 
disrespectful to the Supreme Court, when they have rendered 
a five-to-four decision, for Congress to think they would re- 
verse themselves?” The gentleman from Virginia is a very 


eminent lawyer and remembers well, I think, that the legal 
tender act, which made a paper promise on the part of the 
United States Government a legal tender, was first declared 
unconstitutional by the Supreme Court of the United States, 
and subsequently that same court decided that the power was 
constitutional and that Congress had exercised it properly in 
enacting the legal tender law. 


[Applause. } 
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Mr. MOOR® of Virginia. And the court as made up at the 
time of the second decision, according to my ‘recollection, 
although I am not certain on that point, was not reconsti- 
tuted to the same extent that this court has been since the 
decision in the case which we are talking about. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
rise in opposition to the amendment? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. I do. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania is 
recognized. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men, that was a very pertinent inquiry which was made by my 
friend on my right while the gentleman from Virginia was 
talking: Do you think it is.an exalting and wise example for 
us to set, the Congress of the United States trying experiments 
with the Supreme Court and trying to gamble upon the ques- 
tion of a change of opinion among the men who constitute 
that bench? I regretted exceedingly, because of my deop re- 
spect for the gentleman from Virginia, to listen to what he has 
said upon this question. 

A decision of the Supreme Court of the United States cught 
to be taken as final, and we ought not, no more than a suitor 
would try to do it, except the suitor might ask a rehearing, to 
try to get a new expression of opinion from that court. The 
case is ended and ended righteously. 

Mr. CROSSER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Not for a moment. The de- 
sire to strike at certain people in the community, to strike at 
corporations in the community, ought not to lead one into a 
breach of duty and respect for the court, on our part, as the 
adoption of this amendment would imply. The principle upon 
which that case was decided was exactly stated by the gentle- 
man from Ohio in the question which he put to one of the 
speakers, and that is, that whether a man holds 10 shares or 
100 shares in a corporation with a limited amount of capital, if 
the increase is in proportion to his holdings it makes no change 
in the relation of the stockholder to the corporation. When 
the stock is issued to him his interest in the assets of the 
corporation is not increased one single dollar. His 100 shares 
will represent exactly the same status in the corporation that 
his 150 shares would represent, 10 shares in.a corporation with 
100 shares is the same as 100 shares in one of 1,000 shares, and 
to-day, under our law, whenever that man sells his extra 50 
shares and gains a profit on them he is obliged to account for 
thut profit, and in that way the Government gets its taxes. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. Will the gentleman yield for 
a question? = 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. I will yield to the gentle- 
man for a question. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. I ask the gentleman, as a 
lawyer, if he does not draw a distinction in the propriety of 
attacking a decision of the court between that line of cases 
which represent the doctrine of stare decisis, in which the 
title to property is involved, and those which pertain to the 
construction of statutes only, in which the doctrine of stare 
decisis has no application. Does not the gentleman draw that 
distinction as a lawyer? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. I am pleading for the doc- 
trine of stare decisis. That is what I am asking you to do. 
The Supreme Court tribunal appointed for the purpose of 
interpreting the Constitution has placed its interpretation upon 
it, and I ask the Congress not to fling an insult into the face 
of the court by challenging its decision and saying we want 
to try a new experiment with the highest court in the land 
to see If they will change their opinion. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. My question has not been 
answered. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. I can not yield further. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. Will not the gentleman per- 
mit me just one further question? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. I will not. I decline to 
yield. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania de- 
clines to yield. f 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. We will leave stare decisis 
to take care of itself. It has not much application, nor the 
distinction ‘which the gentleman makes, to the subject that we 
are now considering, and that is whether we will put an amend- 
ment in this bill which will place a tax upon stock distributed 
to you or to me, if we are stockholders in a corporation, when 
our status and relationship to the corporation is not changed 
fifty cents’ worth. That is the principle that is involved. When- 


ever you part or I part with the extra stock and ‘reap a profit 
on it, we are Hable to be taxed, but the committee in its pro- 
vision in this paragraph has provided for an accounting when- 


ever the corporation either distributes money to redeem that 


stock or gives that out of excess profits, which is equal to de- 
claring a dividend, in its partial or entire redemption. 

Mr. McoSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Just for a question. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Which decision of the Supreme Court was 
right, the first one declaring the legal tender act invalid or 
the second one declaring the legal tender act valid? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Well, that question is barred 
by the statute of limitations. It is too old. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania has expired. 

aa McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

Mr. GOLDSBOROUGH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all debate on this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in five minutes. ` 

Mr. FREAR, I want 10 minutes. I want to talk on this 
subject and to quote from the judges of the court. 

The OHAIRMAN, What is the request of the gentleman 
from Iowa? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all debate on this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 15 minutes. 

Mr. FREAR. I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin objects. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I had no idea that this amend- 
ment was to be proposed. I have a similar amendment coming 
later in the bill taxing undistributed profits, which seems to me 
to meet this question in another form, but I support the amend- 
ment, and I do take exception to the remarks of the last gen- 
tleman, not in a personal way, beeause he is a very eminent 
attorney, but to the principle that he would enunciate—that 
once having decided a question, the Supreme Court can not 
change its opinion. As has been stated, we ask for a rehearing 
in the courts, including the Supreme Court, ‘constantly. Let me 
state to you what the members of the courts themselves have 
said in this very case of Eisner against Macomber. 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. I am sorry, I can not yield now. 

There were four judges instead of three who signed the mi- 
nority opinion, let me say to my distinguished friend from Vir- 
ginia, Judge Moore. Justice Brandeis, Justice Holmes, Justice 
Day, and Justice Clarke were the judges of the minority opinion 
against five in the majority. I Want to read to you for a moment 
59 re minority opinion, where Justice Holmes and Justice 

y said: 


The known purpose of this amendment was to get rid of nice ques- 
tions as to what might be direct taxes, and I can not doubt that most 
people not lawyers would suppose when they voted for it that they put 
the question, like the present, at rest. I am of the opinion that the 
amendment justifies the act. 


Could anything be stated more forcibly? 

Again I submit further judicial criticism of this decision thus, 
in effect, setting aside a constitutional amendment when, in the 
language of Justice Brandeis and Justice Clarke, in the same 
case we have their judicial opinions as follows: 


If stock dividends representing profits are held exempt from taxation 
under the sixteenth amendment, the owners of the most successful busi- 
nesses in America will be able to escape taxation on a large part of 
what is actually their income, So far as their profits are represented 
by stock received as dividends, they will pay these taxes not upon their 
income but only upon the income of their income, That such a result 
wag intended by the people of the United States when adopting the 
sixteenth amendment is inconcelvable. Our sole duty is to ascertain 
thelr intent as therein expressed. 


A suggestion of some respect due Congress is voiced when the 
dissenting opinion further says: 

It is but a decent respect due the wisdom, the integrity, and the 
patriotism of the legislative body by which any law is passed to pre- 
sume in favor of its validity until the violation of ‘the Constitution ts 
proved beyond all reasonable doubt, 


From that dissenting decision of recent date—Disner against 
Macomber (252 U. S.) —it is proper to infer, based on high 
judicial authority, five members of the court refused to accept 
the will of the people as expressed in the sixteenth amendment 
and had no decent respect for the wisdom, the integrity, nor 
the patriotism of the American Congress. These are not my 
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words, but four eminent members of the highest court in the 
land give voice to that effect, yet are outvoted by one judge. 

These judges were disinterested. They were not corpora- 
tion lawyers. They were not interested in corporations. They 
gave what seemed to them to be the law as they found it. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Certainly. J 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. I am not interested in 
corporations nor am I a corporation lawyer. I am really out of 
practice. What I want to ask the gentleman is this: Does the 
gentleman from Wisconsin think that the Congress, one branch 
of the three branches of Government, ought to sit in judgment 
to review a decision of the Supreme Court? 

Mr. FREAR. If the gentleman wants my answer, I would 
say that I would require by law, like the Constitution of Ohio, 
that every court must bring in practically a unanimous opinion 
when setting aside an act of Congress. That is the Constitu- 
tion of Ohio, where it requires all but one judge to overrule a 
legislative act. I would not permit one judge to overrule, as 
he does to-day jn a five-to-four decision, the House of Repre- 
Sentatives, the Senate of the United States, and the President 
of the United States, who signs the bill. I am acquainted with 
some of the judges who are on the Supreme Court to-day, and 
J believe their judgment is not a bit better than that of the dis- 
tinguished gentleman who faces me now, and I have great 
respect for their opinions; but the situation must be met, in my 
judgment, by restrictions of the present unwarranted power. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield 
for another question? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Do you think it is any more 
disproportionate for one judge to rule the Supreme Court, one 
out of nine judges, than for 25 men to rule out of 436? 

Mr. FREAR. Absolutely; and I will give you the reason 
why. They assume to set aside our constitutional powers here. 
We go back to our constituents every two years for our certifi- 
cate of representation, and these judges never go back to the 
people. They are elected for life, and we have no appeal from 
their decision. [Applause.] 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Does not the gentleman know of 
lawyers who have asked the Supreme Court for a rehearing? 

Mr. FREAR. That is what I said was done so frequently. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Apparently our colleague from Penn- 
sylvania never heard of it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The regular order, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida, A parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. The gentleman from Illinois called 
for the regular order. The gentleman from Wisconsin had 
the floor and I was asking him a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin had expired. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. I simply wanted to know if it was 
right for the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM] to call 
for the regular order 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, I did not ask for the regular order, it 
was the chairman of the committee, the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I acknowledge the sin of calling for the 
regular order during the consideration of an important bill. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Well, I will forgive the gentleman. 
[Laughter.] - 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I heard with interest the 
names of the judges that my colleague enumerated who de- 
clared the act constitutional. I think it might be interesting 
to hear the names of the different judges who declared the act 
unconstitutional. They were Judges Pitney, White, Reynolds, 
Van Devanter, and McKenna. I do not think that we ought to 
sit here and review the decision of five distinguished judges of 
the Supreme Court. It does not lie in our mouths to say that 
the decisions of the United States Supreme Court are meaning- 
less. These Judges sat in judgment on this case. They gave 
it the maturest kind of deliberation, and I find among the dis- 
tinguished attorneys who appeared in that case the names of 
George Wickersham, Charles Robinson Smith, Charles Evans 
Hughes, and Solicitor General Frierson. Thus every possible 
angle must have been considered in that important case. I 
do not think for that reason that we should for one moment de- 
liberate and pass this amendment. For these reasons I shall 
vote against the amendment. 

The case presented was whether by virtue of the sixteenth 
amendment to the Constitution Congress had a right to lay and 
collect a tax on stock dividends, and it was there determined 
that we had no right of that sort despite the fact that the six- 
teenth amendment provides that income taxes can be laid “ from 


whatever source derived.“ I say because the greatest amount 
of delfberation was given to the case and the question then 
we are precluded at this time from again passing upon this 
proposition. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I will. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does not the gentleman think it is beside 
the question to discuss how many judges entered into the decision 
of the court? 2 

Mr. CELLER. I think the gentleman is right, but inasmuch 
as my distinguished colleague adyerted to it I thought it might 
be well to bring in all the names of those who participated in 
the decision. 

Mr. FREAR. I did that simply in reply to the statement of 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moorr]. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I WII. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Is it not true that the 
change of the personnel of the Supreme Court of four members 
makes it problematical as to what the decision will be, and that 
three of those members were on the side that declared the act 
unconstitutional? 

Mr, CELLER. The probability is that the three new judges 
would decide in accordance with the previous opinion. 

Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island. Is not it a matter of indi- 
vidual opinion, which nobody can tell? 

Mr. CELLER. I do not care how the judges divide, it is the 
opinion and decision of the Supreme Court that binds us. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I Will. 

Mr, LAGUARDIA, I am in favor of taxing stock dividends, 
but are not judges used to following their own purposes? 

Mr. CELLER. I agree with the gentleman. I do not think it 
makes any difference as to what judges made the decision. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Would not the very judge who dissented 
in the first case under his duty as a judge be obliged to consider 
the previous precedent? 

Mr. FREAR. If that was the case, how did the court in the 
legal tender case change from four to five and five to four? 

Mr. CELLER, That was an anomalous situation, and I can 
not answer that. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr, Chairman, I make the point that 
all debate is exhausted. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment of the gentleman who just spoke. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
amendment? 

Mr. BLANTON. I do, I desire to support the main pending 
amendment. Mr. Chairman, the main point raised in the discus- 
sion this afternoon by our friends across the aisle has been the 
raising of revenue. This amendment offered by the distin- 
guished gentleman from Texas is designed to raise a lot of 
revenue. If approved by the Supreme Court it will raise several 
hundred million dollars in revenue, If our friends across the 
aisle are really anxious to raise revenue, they should support 
this amendment. ; 

Why should a man who makes a profit of $100,000 in a private 
business be taxed upon it while a man who has certain stock 
in a corporation which makes enough profit justifying the grant- 
ing to him of a $100,000 dividend may have additional stock 
issued to him by such corporation for the $100,000 and thereby 
enable him to eseape taxation upon it? Why should one pay 
taxes on his $100,000 and the other pay no taxes on his 
$100,000? Why should that be permitted under the law? 

They talk about the Supreme Court net changing former de- 
cisions. Here was a decision of five to four—five judges holding 
that you could not tax and the other four judges holding that 
you could tax such stock dividends—and there have been four 
new members put on that court since that decision. How do we 
know how those four new judges stand? Have they not a 
right to express their individual opinions as the judgment of 
the Supreme Court, being members of it, the same as we haye 
a right here every two years, with a changed personnel in this 
House, to express our will in changed legislation? Legislation 
is changed here regularly every two years. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman knows that I am yery 
sympathetic toward the amendment 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, the gentleman from New York, I hope, 
—— not take up my time with a speech. I yielded for a ques- 

on only. 


Does any gentleman desire to support the 
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. The gentleman is always looking after 
economy. Will it not entail great expense to the Government 
if we pass this and the court sustains its former decisions? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; some little expense, while if the 
court upholds it, it will put several hundred million dollars 
more in the Treasury. But I want to ask the gentleman this: 
He says that he is in favor of taxing stock dividends, How is 
he ever going to do it unless he passes this amendment and 
thereby gives the Supreme Court an opportunity to pass on 
this matter again, with its four new judges, and let the new 
court say whether or not they are taxable? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. The only way we can do it is by a con- 
stitutional amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. But if the court as now constituted, with 
its four new members, should be of the opinion that the former 
decision was wrong, they have a right to change it, which 
would make this amendment constitutional, 

Mr. ROGERS of New Hampshire. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. ROGERS of New Hampshire. Is ft not a fact that the 
Supreme Court to-day, without any action by this body, can of 
its own motion at any time bring forward a case and change 
its former opinion, if the majority of the court wishes to do so, 
and hold that the opinion of the court as formerly given was 
wrong? Is there not ample precedent for that? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; they could do it if they did not have 
anything else to do, but the gentleman knows they are worked 
to death to-day and they have more cases piled up on them 
now than they can decide, They are not going to take up 
cases which have been decided several years ago and bring in 
new decisions upon them. They are going to occupy their time 
on cases before them properly, and not on cases already de- 
cided. 

Mr. CELLER. Would the gentleman likewise induce a re- 
argument of the case of Evans against Gore, so as to get at tax- 
exempt securities? 

Mr. BLANTON. Lawyers differ as to the effect of that de- 
cision. I want to put this proposition up to them, and I think 
that sooner or later we will reach that other question by action 
here, but not in the way the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mriits] wants to reach it, to tax only those securities newly 
issued. 

Some of these days we will certainly reach that question, and 
then the gentleman from New York will fight us, for he will 
never vote to tax the income from the $15,000,000,000 securities 
already in existence held by his friends in New York and over 
the country. 

Mr. FREAR. The gentleman who tried the case of Evans 
against Gore stated that the court never decided that question, 
and I have a copy of his letter. 

Mr, BLANTON. The gentleman from Wisconsin is correct, 
I am with the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] in favoring 
his amendment. I believe he is right. I believe we ought to 
give the Supreme Court a chance to pass upon this question. I 
have just as much respect for the Supreme Court as any man in 
this House, and I am one of those who do not believe the 
Congress has a right to set a Supreme Court decision aside. I 
believe that a five to four decision is correct, and the law of the 
land until it is decided the other way by the Supreme Court 
itself. But I believe that the Supreme Court has the right to 
change its own decisions. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, personally I would like to 
support the amendment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GARNER]. I supported the gentleman’s amendment the other 
day on the proposition of tax-exempt securities, because I drew 
a distinction in that decision to the effect that the court had 
not decided the question flat-footed; but here is a decision of 
the Supreme Court of the United States as to which there can 
be no mistake in respect to what it has decided. Take the 
condition of this country at the present time. You gentlemen 
who say you have respect for the decision of the Supreme Court 
think for a minute about the matter. Suppose the inhabitants 
of two States are about to fly at the throats of each other 
in armed conflict, and they submit the matter to the Supreme 
Court of the United States for decision. What would you think 
of the inhabitants of one of those States against whom the 
decision went if they would say, “We will not abide by the 
decision, but we will put it up to them again to have them decide 
this question”? [Applause.] -I probably would be considered 
quite radical. I believe that the same rule should govern the 
Supreme Court of the United States in a decision that a law is 
unconstitutional that governs this body in passing a law over 
the veto of the President. I think it should take a two-thirds 


vote to determine that question, but we did not so provide, and 


as long as it is the law I as an American citizen and as a loyer 
of my country expect to stand by the decisions of the Supreme 
Court. [Applause.] I will go as far as any of you and vote 
to reach any system of finance that undertakes to escape its 
just proportion of taxation. The gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Frear] is a good lawyer. It is all right to say that you 
are going to pass it up to the Supreme Court of the United 
States and let them say it again, but when you have conditions 
in this country such that people are not having the respect for 
the courts that they ought to have, are you as Members of the 
House, who have sworn to uphold the Constitution and the laws 
of the Republic, going to violate the law by saying that you will 
pass it back to the Supreme Court and let them say it again? 
What is precedent? What is the foundation of American juris- 
prudence? The foundation of justice is the fact that the courts 
haying once decided a given state of facts, then the people of 
the country know how to conduct themselves so as to conform 
to the law as given by the courts of the country. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Does the gentleman contend that as a 
matter of public policy courts should neyer reverse themselyes? 

Mr. McKEOWN. No. I do not say any such thing. The 
litigants before every court have an opportunity for a rehearing 
of their case. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. What the gentleman said is that we 
should not reverse the Supreme Court. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes. I appeared as counsel in a case 
where the supreme court of my State reversed a decision which 
had been in effect for six years, but that would not justify 
the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma in passing a law that 
was declared unconstitutional by the supreme court of that 
State, and it does not.justify the Congress of the United 
States in doing so. [Applause.] 

I am just about as radical as anybody in this House, so far 
as you may call us radicals, but I have great respect for the 
Supreme Court of this country because it is the bulwark of 
safety and it is the one thing that is going to hold this country 
together when we encounter the great political uprisings that 
we are liable to have at any time in this country. Gentlemen, 
the Supreme Court of the United States has been the bulwark 
of this country for safety and justice. Take it in the days 
when we were in the midst of the Civil War and the days right 
after the Civil War, when there was so much of hate prev- 
alent in this country. Take the Supreme Court's decisions, and 
you will find they were unbiased decisions, irrespective of where 
a man was located or what part of the country he came from. 
It saved our country, and it will save our country again it 
we stand by it. [Applause.] 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes. 

Mr. FREAR. It was the Dred Scott decision, was it not, 
that caused the Civil War? 

Mr. McKEOWN. It was not, It was the Dred Scott decision 
that showed the impartiality and bravery of the court itself. 
Although it was not popular with a certain section of the 
country, the court had the manhood to declare what was the 
solemn law of the country, and announced a doctrine that had 
never been denied up to the time the case arose. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this amendment and all amendments thereto be now closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that all 
debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto be now 
closed. The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The debate on the amendment and all 
amendments thereto is now closed. The question now is on 
agreeing to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GARNER]. : 

The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that 
the “ noes" seemed to have it. 

Mr. BLANTON. A division, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN, A division is demanded. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 127, noes 141. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) (1) No gain or loss shall be recognized if property held for 
productive use in trade or business or for investment (not including 
stock in trade or other property held primarily for sale, nor stocks, 
bonds, notes, choses in action, certificates of trust or beneficial interest, 
or other securities or evidences of Indebtedness or interest) is ex- 
changed solely for property of a like kind to be held either for pro- 
ductive use in trade or business or for Investment. 


Mr. LaGUARDIA. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves to 
strike out the last word, 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Suppose property is sold and other 
property immediately thereafter purchased 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk called my attention to the fact 
that he had not yet read the full paragraph. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Under this paragraph is it necessary to 
exchange property? Suppose the property is sold and other 
property immediately acquired for the same business. Would 
that be a gain or loss, assuming there is greater value in the 
property acquired? A 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
refer to? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Paragraph (b), on page 8. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the property is reduced to cash and 
there is a gain, of course it will be taxed. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Suppose that cash is immediately put 
baek into the property, into the business? 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. That would not make any difference, 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. It would not make any difference? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Certainly it would not. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(e) The basis upon which depletion, exhaustion, wear and tear, and 
obsolescence are to be allowed in respect of any property shall be the 
game as is provided in subdivision (a) or (b) for the purpose of deter- 
mining the gain or loss upon the sale or other disposition of such prop- 
erty, except that in the ease of mines, oil and gas wells, discovered by 
the taxpayer after February 28, 1913, and not acquired as the result 
of purchase of a proven tract or lease, where the fair market value of 
the property is materially disproportionate to the cost, the basis for 
depletion shall be the fair market value of the property at the date of 
discovery or within 80 days thereafter; but such depletion allowance 
based on discovery value shall not exceed 50 per cent of the net income 
(computed without allowance for depletion) from the property upon 
which the discovery was made, except that in no case shall the depte- 
tion allowance be less than it would be if compnted without reference 
to this paragraph. 


Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to that 
section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. LOZIER: At the end of line 21 on page 18 
insert: Provided, That the exception aforesaid in relation to depletion 
alewance as to oil and gas wells or the production thereof shall apply 
only to a discoyery well in a new field that produces oll or gas in such 
commercial quantities as to return the capital outlay with a profit: 
Provided further, That such well shall be at least 5 miles from any 
other commercially producing oil or gas well.” 


Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I want to call 
your attention to the fact that here is a great leak in the ad- 
ministration of the tax law. Now, it is fundamental that the 
efficiency of any tax law will depend upon its administration. 
J assert that under this discovery clause the oil producers in 
America are evading taxes amounting to approximatel. $290,- 
000,000 a year. 

The purpose of this law Is to give an advantage or subsidy to 
a man who ges into a new and undeveloped territory and 
“ wildeats,” gambling with fate, and spends a lot of money, 
an advantage over the adjoining landowners who do no de- 
velopment work until others have demonstrated that theirs are 
oil-bearing lands. The purpose is to give the discoverer the 
privilege of having his property valued for capital and depletion 

as of date 30 days after his well is brought in. On 
this valuation he is entitled to base his income-tax return. 
That is all right for the man who goes into the new territory, 
invests his money on uncertainties and develops a new field. 

But the administration perverts this reasonable provision 
and construes the law so as to limit each discovery to 160 
acres. If you discover and bring in a ney; well, you get the 
benefit of that subsidy; but if I, an adjeining or near-by land- 
owner, without taking anv chances whatever, wait until you 
have developed oil on your lands adjoining mine, the Govern- 
ment in administering this law allows me the same deduction 
as it allows you and uses the same methods te ascertain the 
depietion and capital investment. 

Unless my amendment is adopted, there is no way to prevent 
the “discovery clause” from being inveked and applied to 
nearly every well in an oil region, when in truth and fact nine- 
tenths of the so-called discovery wells are not discovery wells 
at all but only extensions of the original discovery well and in 
very close proximity thereto. Your 50 per cent limitation does 


Which paragraph does the gentleman 


not correct the inequitable principle, but it merely compromises 
with those who under an indefensible construction and admin- 
istration of the law have withheld from the United States 
millions of dollars of revenue. 

By the bill as reported you say to these men, “In the future 
we will allow you to withhold from the Government only 50 
per cent of what you have heretofore been wrongfully with- 
holding.” 

To make matters worse, the landowner gets practically no 
benefit of the discovery clause because the lands were originally 
acquired for agricultural purposes and at farm-land prices, and 
as the oil rights cost the landowners practically nothing, the 
capital investment and depletion privileges allowed the land- 
owner are insignificant. But the professional lessees, sub- 
lessees, speculators, and producers are wrongfully allowed the 
benefit of the discovery clause when obviously they are not 
entitled thereto. 

The privileges allowed ofl producers is much more liberally 
construed in the interest of the producers than the depletion 
clause in so far as it relates to metal mines, nonmetallic mines, 
and coal mines, as is very forcibly illustrated by Mr. Albert 
H. Fay, an able mining engineer, in a very interesting and 
scholarly article in the February 9 issue of the Engineering 
and Mining Journal Press, in which the inequalities and abuses 
of the discovery clause in our income tax law are convincingly 
presented and emphasized. 

I say that as a result of an improper construction and 
administration of this discovery clause the Government is 
losing nearly $300,000,000 anaually. Tale a territory 6 miles 
square; one landowner brings in a well producing oil in com- 
mercial quantities, thereby proving the field. The adjoining 
landowners, who risked nothing and discovered nothing, in 
making their income-tax returns come before the income-tax 
unit and claim the benefit of the discovery clause and get the 
same subsidy or depletion privileges as the man who took a 
chance, spent his money, and really discovered the field. 
1 GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

qd 

Mr. LOZIER. Yes 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is aware that we have 
cut this allowance down to one-half what it was before? 

Mr. LOZIER. Yes; that is true, and so far, so good. But 
if the gentleman from Iowa goes inte a new territory, spends 
$50,000 or $100,000 in the development of a new oil field, he is 
given the benefit ef this discovery clause, this subsidy—and 
properly so. But if I and 100 other persons happen to own 
land in the same community, say within 4 or 5 miles, and 
your development makes our lands yaluable and conclusively 
proves that our lands are oil-bearing lands, although we have 
not expended a single dollar in searching for or discovering 
oll, do you tell me that I and the other adjoining landowners 
are entitled to the same consideration and the same subsidy 
as the man who risked his money in an uncertain venture, 
when we come to make our income-tax returns? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman permit me to 
answer his question? 

Mr. LOZIER. I Will. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. We ean not put every taxpayer on just 
the same footing. If we attempted to do that we would have a 
bill that would reach clear around the world. That is what 
would happen if we undertook to do that. Of course we can not 
put all of these oil discoveries on exactly the same footing, 
and how would the gentleman suggest we could do that? 

Mr. LOZIER. Here is what I say: Here is a man who 
goes in and he discovers oil and he is given the benefit of this 
subsidy. Now, there are 50 men or 100 men who own land 
adjoining his discovery, within 5 or 6 miles of it. They have 
invested nothing, and they have taken no risk. Now, do you 
mean to tell me they are entitled to the same subsidy, the 
same allowances under the so-called discovery clause as the man 
who has gone out, risked his money, and, in fact, discovered a 
new field? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. How are you going to define your new 
territory? 

Mr. LOZIER. Congress has the right to determine what is 
a discovery well and limit the term to the first producing well 
in each new field, and provide that wells in the same field 
subsequently brought in shall not be considered “ discovery 
wells” if not more than a given distance from the original well. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LOZIER. Yes. 

Mr. SPROUL of Kansas. Is it not a fact that the royalty 
owners have to pay an income tax as well as the man who drills 
the wells? 
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Mr. LOZIER. Certainly; but they are here given a benefit 
because of the investment, risk, and discovery of another man. 
The landowner pays out absolutely nothing, and the men who 
get these oil leases usually get them for a nominal sum. These 
leases cost them practically nothing; but when a man spends 
his money and brings in a well, then the men who own the 
land around him—because it is proven territory—can imme- 
diately drill their offset wells, and the Government allows them 
to call their wells “discovery wells” for the purpose of re- 
ducing their income taxes. Each adjoining landowner who after- 
wards brings in a well is allowed the same subsidy and gets 
the benefit of the expenditures and discoveries of the man who 
really discovered and brought in the field. Thousands of men 
are being allowed the benefit of the discovery clause who are 
not entitled to it, to the Government’s loss to the extent of 
hundreds of millions of dollars annually. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman have five additional minutes. 

Mr. LOZIER. I do not think I care for that time. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas moves to strike 
out the last word and is recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. If I may be permitted, I would like 
to say that the committee gave this matter very careful con- 
sideration, the entire committee, and, so far as I know, the 
entire committee, both Democrats and Republicans, felt that 
when they had reduced the discovery clause 50 per cent they 
had done all that ought to be done with reference to the dis- 
covery clause, and I hope the amendment will not be adopted. 

Mr. HASTINGS. The depletion allowance has already been 
cut 50 per cent? ; 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. LOZIER. But you have cut it only 50 per cent; why not 
cut it 90 per cent? The cut of 50 per cent leaves the oilmen 
grossly excessive privileges and deprives the Government of 
millions of dollars of reyenue. The bill does not go far enough 
and no sound reason can be given for this compromise by 
which you allow the oil men to retain millions of dollars 
annually to which they are not entitled. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, just one word. All 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Lozier] has said has no 
merit to it, as the reading of this provision will indicate, if 
the gentleman will only read it. 

Mr. LOZIER. I have read it and it is evident to anyone 
who will give the matter serious consideration that your 
proposed remedy does not go far enough. My amendment will 
correct these abuses and irregularities. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Missouri. 

The question was taken and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order of 
no quorum. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Does not the gentleman from Texas 
want to get through with this bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. I think we have worked pretty hard to-day, 
but I will withdraw my point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas withdraws his 
point of order, and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


NET LOSSES, 


Src. 206. (a) As nsed in this section the term “ net loss“ means the 
excess of the deductions allowed by section 214 or 234 over the gross 
Income, with the following exceptions and limitations: 

(1) Deductions otherwise allowed by law not attributable to the opera- 
tion of a trade or business regularly carried on by the taxpayer shall be 
allowed only to the extent of the amount of the gross income not derived 
from such trade or business; 

(2) In the case of an individual, deductions for capital losses other- 
wise allowed by law shall be allowed only to the extent of the capital 
gains; 

(3) The deduction for depletion shall not exceed the amount which 
would be allowable if computed without reference to discovery value ; 

(4) The deduction provided for in paragraph (6) of subdivision (a) 
of section 234 of amounts received as dividends shall not be allowed: 

(5) There shall be included in computing gross Income the amount of 
interest received free from tax under this title, decreased by the 
amount of interest paid or accrued and losses sustained which is not 
allowed as a deduction by subdivision (e) of section 214 or by paragraph 
(2) of subdiyision (a) of section 234. 


Mr. Chairman, I offer a committee 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
amendment. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers a com- 
mittee amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. GREEN of Iowa: Page 19, line 15, strike 
out the words “an individual” and insert in lieu thereof “a taxpayer, 
other than a corporation.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the experts called the 
attention of the committee to the fact that the word “individual ” 
might not include all parties who are intended to be covered, 
such as estates and trusts, and the change is made to meet that 
distinction. 

The CHAIRMAN, 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(8) The term “capital assets” means property held by the tax- 
payer for profit or investment for more than two years (whether or 
not connected with his trade or business), but does not include stock 
in trade of the taxpayer or other property held by the taxpayer pri- 
marily for sale. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I want to offer an 
amendment to paragraph 8, on page 26. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, let me suggest to the 
gentleman from Texas that we have a perfecting committee 
amendment to go in ahead of that. 7 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes; I know that. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. And perhaps I had better move that 
the committee rise now. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Why not offer the amendment and let 
it be printed? 

Mr, OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I did not think you could 
offer an amendment until we got through reading the section, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Oh, yes; we can offer an amend- 
ment at the end of the paragraph, 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I want to move to strike out the entire 
section. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But the committee perfecting amend- 
ment would be entitled to come in ahead of that, 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I can not do that until we read the sec- 
tion. 

Mr. TILSON. I think the gentleman has lost his rights in 
reading this bill by paragraphs. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman had to move to strike 
out the first paragraph. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. But I had a unanimous-consent agree- 
ment yesterday by which I could move to strike out this sec- 
tion, together with striking out section (b) on page 5. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I did not understand that. 

Mr. TILSON. Of course, if the gentleman had a unanimous- 
consent agreement, that is different, but under the parliamen- 
tary procedure of the House the gentleman would have lost 
his rights. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. But I had a unanimous-consent agreement 
to that effect. 

Mr. TILSON. Of course, that changes it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Grawam of Illinois, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported 
that that committee had had under consideration the bill 
(H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes, and had come to no resolution 
thereon. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. HAMMER] present? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. Hamer] desired to call up a bridge 
bill, but he is unavoidably detained, 

The SPEAKER. The Chair agreed to recognized the gentle- 
man on the ground that it was an emergency matter, and the 
Chair thinks that ought to be stated by some one who has 
knowledge. In that case, the Chair will recognize anybody. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent, 
this being an emergency matter and the gentleman being un- 
avoldably detained, that the gentleman be allowed to call it up 
in the morning by unanimous consent. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recognize the gentleman 
probably in the morning. 


The question is on the committee amend- 
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ADJOURNMENT. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 35 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Wednes- 


day, February 20, 1924, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

867. A letter from the secretary of the United States Civil 
Service Commission, transmitting a schedule of useless papers, 
documents, forms, books, etc., in the offices of the secretaries of 
the several civil-service districts, with the exception of the thir- 
teenth; to the Committee on Disposition of Useless Executive 
Papers. 

368. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a draft of proposed legislation making 
available until June 30, 1925, $75,000 of the appropriations for 
the fiscal year 1924 for salaries, office of the Superintendent 
State, War, and Navy Department Buildings, for the purpose 
of erecting a central heating plant to connect with 12 buildings 
now heated by 8 separate plants (H. Doc. No. 200); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

369. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Department of Commerce for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1924, for printing and binding, $20,000 (H. Doc. No. 201) ; 
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

370. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Department of Justice for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1924, $4,500 for the McNeil Island penitentiary, Washington 
(H. Doe. No. 202); to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. ZIHLMAN: Committee on Labor. H. Res. 176. A 
resolution directing the Secretary of Labor to make a report 
on the subject of convict labor in the United States; without 
amendment (Rept. No, 210). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas: Committee on Election of President, 
Vice President, and Representatives in Congress. H. J. Res. 
93. <A joint resolution proposing an amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States; without amendment (Rept. No. 
211). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SPROUL of Illinois: Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. H. R. 6482. A bill authorizing the Postmaster 
General to contract for mail messenger service; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 212). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: Committee on Indian 
Affairs, H. R. 2812. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to sell certain lands, and for other purposes; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 213). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 5988) granting a pension to John Gately; 
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 927) granting a pension to Martha C. Roberts; 
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Inyalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 5878) granting a pension to Josephine Gerard; 
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions, 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 7103) to 
amend section 5498, Revised Statutes of the United States, 
prohibiting officers and employees of the United States from 
acting as agent or attorney in the prosecution of claims against 
the United States during the term of his office or employment, 
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or within the period of five years after his term of office or 
employment terminates; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. REID of Ilinois: A bill (H. R. 7104) to authorize 
the construction of a bridge across the Fox River in St 
Charles township, Kane County, III.; to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ANDREW: A bill (H. R. 7105) to provide adjusted 
compensation for veterans of the World War, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 7106) to authorize the Secre- 
tary of the Navy to proceed with certain water-front develop- 
ment at the naval base, San Diego, Calif.; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. LITTLE: A bill (H. R. 7107) to amend the packers 
and stockyards act, 1921, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. SUMNERS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 7108) providing 
for the meeting of electors of President and Vice President, for 
the issuance and transmission of the certificates of their selec- 
tion, and of the result of their determination, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Election of President, Vice 
President, and Representatives in Engress. 

By Mr. HILL of Washington: A bill (H. R. 7109) to author- 
ize acquisition of unreserved public lands in the Columbia or 
Moses Reservation, State of Washington, under acts of March 
28, 1912, and March 3, 1877, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. 7110) to amend the packers 
and stockyards act of 1921; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. KETCHAM: A bill (H. R. 7111) to promote American 
agriculture by making more extensively available by expanding 
the service now rendered by the Department of Agriculture in 
gathering and disseminating information regarding agricultural 
production, competition, and demand in foreign countries in pro- 
moting the sale of farm products abroad and in other ways; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CURRY: A bill (H. R. 7112) authorizing each of the ` 
judges of the United States District Court for the District of 
Hawaii to hold sessions of said court separately at the same 
time; to the Committee on the Territories, 

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. 7113) to establish a dairy 
bureau in the Department of Agriculture, and for other pur- 
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MORGAN: Joint resolution (H. J. Res, 192) to change 
the name of Mount Rainier to Mount Lincoln, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. OLIVER of New York: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 
193) proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KIESS: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 194) to print as 
a House document the proceedings of the national encampments 
of the Grand Army of the Republic, the United Spanish War 
Veterans, and the American Legion, for the use of the House 
and Senate; to the Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. KOPP: Resolution (H. Res. 183) directing that a 
select committee be appointed by the Speaker to investigate 
war profiteers, to secure their names, to have said names pub- 
lished in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, to devise a plan whereby 
a bonus or adjusted compensation can be paid to the ex-service 
men by a levy of a special tax for that purpose upon said 
profiteers, and that the Secretary of the Treasury furnish to 
said committee the names of all individuals, firms, and cor- 
porations called for by said committee, together with the re- 
ported incomes of said individuals, firms, and corporations 
since the late war began; to the Committee on Rules. 

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Virginia, urging Congress to enact legislation 
authorizing the purchase of the Dismal Swamp Canal and con- 
verting the same into a free waterway; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ALDRICH: A bill (H. R. 7114) granting a pension to 
Mary J. Darling; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. AYRES: A bill (H. R. 7115) granting an increase of 
pension to Rebecca Pechin; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. BEGG: A bill (H. R. 7116) granting a pension to 
Mary Yaple; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BLACK of New York: A bill (H. R. 7117) for the 
relief of the Sultzbach Clothing Co.; to the Committee on Claims, 


y Also, a bill (H. R. 7118) for the relief of the Mechanics & 
Metals National Bank, successor to the New York Produce 
Exchange Bank; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BURTON: A bill (H. R. 7119) to correct the military 
record of John Visele; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. CORNING: A bill (H. R. 7120) for the relief of 
Walter F. Walsh, jr.; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 7121) granting a pension to 
August Bohlender; to the Committee on Pensions, 

Ly Mr. GARNER of Texas: A bill (H. R. 7122) for the relief 
of the Eagle Pass Lumber Co., of Eagle Pass, Tex.; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. GIFFORD: A bill (H. R. 7123) for the relief of 
Joseph Faneuf; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. GLATFELTER: A bill (H. R. 7124) granting an 
increase of pension to Emma Virginia Irrgang; to the Com- 
mittee on Inyalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7125) granting an increase of pension to 
Catherine Jimason; to the Committee on Invalld Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7126) granting an increase of pension to 
Henrietta Stahl; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7127) granting an increase of pension to 
Jenny E. Starry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HILL of Washington: A bill (H. R. 7128) granting 
a pension to Harriet E. Thompson; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 7129) for the relief of 
Millie E. Clark and the minor children of Ernest B. Clark; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MOORE of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 7130) for the re- 
lief of Janie Beasley Glisson; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. RAGON: A bill (H. R. 7131) for the relief of 
Pleasant P. W. Harris; to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7182) for the relief of Orin Thornton; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7183) for the relief of James Shook; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ROMJUE: A bill (H. R. 7134) granting a pension 
to Catherine Skinner; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SCHAFER: A bill (H. R. 7135) granting a pension 
to Jacobus Hemmes; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7136) granting a pension to Elizabeth 
Wilkinson ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7137) granting a pension to Harry 
Stephens; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 7138) granting a pension 
to Marie L. Combs; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. VINCENT of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 7139) grant- 
ing an increase of pension to Sarah F. Draper; to the Com 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WELSH: A bill (H. R. 7140) granting a pension 
to Mary A. McFadden; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WHITE of Maine: A bill (H. R. 7141) for the relief 
of Alfred Watts Mathews; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. WINGO; A bill (H. R. 7142) for the relief of Albert 
S. Matlock; to the Committee on Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETO, 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII. petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

1176. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of the Union 
of Orthodox Rabbis of America, opposing the Johnson immi- 
gration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. 

1177. Also (by request), petition of Capt. Charles V. Gridley 
Garrison, No. 4, Department of Pennsylvania, approving the 
President’s action in disregarding the Robinson resolution; to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1178. Also (by request), petition of chairman of United 
States Tariff Commission, transmitting petition signed by citi- 
zens of Nashua and Avondale, Mont., favoring the creation 
of an agricultural export corporation; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

1179. By Mr. ALDRICH: Petition of Providence Chapter of 
Hadassah, Providence, R. I., protesting against the passage of 
the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

1180. By Mr. BARBOUR: Petition by residents of Fresno, 
Calif., urging enactment of the Brookhart-Hull bill (H. R. 2702 
and S. 742); to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1181. Also, petition of E. H. Liscum Camp, No. 7, United 
Spanish War Veterans, Department of California, relative to 
preference in Government employment to honorably discharged 
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soldiers, sailors, and marines who served during time of war; 
to the Committee on the Civil Service. 

1182. Also, petition of the shop forces of the Santa Fe Rail- 
road, at Bakersfield, Calif., opposing the repeal or any substan- 
tial change in the transportation act of 1920; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1183. By Mr. BLOOM: Petition of Metropolitan Express 
Lodge, No. 2125, 7 West Forty-second Street, New York, N. X., 
favoring the enactment into law of House bill 4123; to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

1184. Also, petition of the Republican Club of the Twenty- 
second Assembly District, 1723 Amsterdam Avenue, New York, 
N. Y., favoring an increase in compensation being granted to 
postal employees; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 

1185. By Mr. BOYCE: Petition of H. L. Seltzer and others, 
of Wilmington, Del, for repeal of all unfair war excise taxes, 
including those on motor vehicles; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1186. By Mr. BOYLAN: Petition of 19 citizens of the State 
of New York, favoring the enactment into law of Senate bill 
742 and House bill 2702; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1187. By Mr. BURTON: Petition of the Alcarese Society of 
Cleveland, Ohio, protesting against the Johnson immigration 
bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1188. Also, petition of the Kiwanis Club of Painesville, Ohio, 
favoring reduction in Federal taxes, and that legislation to 
that effect be made retroactive so as to include income-tax re- 
turns for the year 1923; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

1189. By Mr. CHINDBLOM: Petition of Edwin J. Sherwin 
and other citizens of Glencoe, Ill., favoring the Mellon plan for 
tax revision; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1190. By Mr. COOK: Petition of the Good Citizenship Mass 
Meeting of Grant County, Ind., in favor of the eighteenth 
amendment; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1191. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of Edward A. Cummings 
Post, No. 819, of the American Legion, Brooklyn, N. Y., favoring 
the passage of the adjusted compensation bill, whereas the 
figures put forth by the Treasury Department have convinced 
them that the passage of such a measure would not interfere 
with a material reduction of taxes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, 

1192. Also, petition of United Garment Workers of America, 
Amalgamated Association of Clothing Cutters and Trimmers, of 
New York and vicinity, favoring the increase in salaries for 
letter carriers and postal clerks; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads, 

1193. By Mr. CURRY: Petition of several residents of Rich- 
mond, Calif., members of the shop associations of employees of 
the Atchinson, Topeka & Santa Fe Railroad, protesting against 
any change in the transportation act; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

1194. By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Price Flavoring Extract 
Co., of Chicago, protesting against the passage of the Haugen 
bill (H. R. 762) amending section 8 of the food and drug act; 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

1195. Also, petitions of H. W. Gossard Co., of Belvidere, III. 
and sundry other citizens of Illinois, favoring the Mellon tax 
proposal, absolutely and without any modification; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

1196. Also, petitions of the Peoria (III.) Association of Com- 
merce and the Plywood Manufacturers’ Association, favoring 
the repeal of the tax on telegrams and telephone messages; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1197. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of Chelsea Chamber of 
Commerce, Chelsea, Mass., protesting against the Johnson im- 
migration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. 

1198. Also, petition of Joseph Silverman, Boston, Mass., pro- 
testing against Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

1199. Also, petition of the Women’s Italian Club, Boston, 
Mass., protesting against the Johnson immigration bill; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1200. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of Woodward Chamber of 
of Commerce, opposing any change or amendment to the trans- 
portation act at this time; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

1201. By Mr. KELLER: Petition of Colored Voters’ League 
of St. Paul, Minn., urging the speedy enactment of the Dyer 
antilynching bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1202, By Mr. KIESS: Petition of citizens of Potter County, | 
Pa., asking for the removal or reduction of the nuisance and war | 
taxes as far as possible; to the Committee on Ways and Means. | 
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1203. By Mr. LEAVITT: Petition of the Missoula Chamber 
of Commerce, of Missoula, Mont., that the transportation act of 
1920 be continued until it has had a fair test under normal con- 
ditions and that no legislation amending the act be passed by 
the present Congress; to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

1204. Also, petition of a mass meeting of the citizens of Pol- 
son, Mont., favoring adjusted compensation for ex-service men, 
submitted by a resolutions committee composed of Mr. Benja- 
min ©. Emory, Mr. Frank H. Nash, and Mr. John T. Foley; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1205. Also, petition of Wheatland Post, No. 15, American 
Legion, of Harlowton, Mont., favoring passage of an adjusted 
compensation measure by the present Congress; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

1206. By Mr. MORROW: Petition of New Mexico Wool 
Growers’ Association, opposing any extension of the Navajo 
Indian Reservation; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

1207. Also, petition of the Grant County Chamber of Com- 
merce, by Roland A. Laird, executive secretary, opposing any 
amendment to the transportation act; to the Committee on In- 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1208. Also, petition of the Rotary Club of Raton, N. Mex., 
by E. L. Goff, secretary, opposing any modifications of the 
transportation act; to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

1209. Also, petition of Chaves County Medical Society, Ros- 
well, N. Mex., opposing excessive war taxes under the Har- 
rison Antinarcotic Act; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

1210. Also. petition of Associations of Shop Crafts, Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Railway system, Gallup, N. Mex.; super- 
visors, Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway system, Raton, 
N. Mex.; Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe employees, Clovis, 
N. Mex.; Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe employees, Belen, 
N. Mex.; Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway associations, 
Albuquerque, N. Mex.; and Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Rail- 
way system associations, Deming, N. Mex., opposing any 
changes in the transportation act; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

1211. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the 
New York State Teachers’ Association for Social Studies, 
favoring an appropriation to restore the castle at Fort Niagara 
to a condition befitting its historical significance; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

1212. Also, petition of the American Legion, Department of 
New York, favoring resolution that shdll make the Star- 
Spangled Banner the official national anthem of the United 
States of America; to the Committee on the Library. 

1213. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Petition of 
members of the Providence Chapter of Hadassah, the women's 
Zionist organization, opposing the Johnson immigration Dill; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1214. By Mr. OLDFIELD: Petition of Garner Post, No. 91, 
of the American Legion, Department of Arkansas, Beebe, 
Ark., favoring enactment of adjusted compensation bill; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

1215. By Mr. ROGERS of New Hampshire: Petition of 
American Citizens Club of Polish Descent of Newmarket, 
N. H., opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1216. By Mr. SEGER: Petition of T8 employees of the Pas- 
saic (N. J.) post office in favor of House bill 4123, providing 
for an Increase for postal employees; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 


SENATE. 
Wepnespay, February 20, 1924. 
(Legislative day of Saturday, February 16, 1924.) 
5 Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
e 


recess. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Broussard uzens Edwards 
Ashurst Bursum mmins Ernst 
Bayard Cameron rtis Ferris 
Borah Capper Dial Fess 
Brandegee Caraway Dill Fletcher 
Brookhart Copeland Edge Frazier 


George Kin Oddie panes 
Gerry Lad Overman Stanley 
lass La Follette n Stephens 
g Lenroot Pe Swanson 
Hale age Phipps Trammell 
a McKellar Pittman Wadsworth 
Harris McKinley Ransdell alsh, Mass. 
Harrison Lean Reed, Pa. Warren 
eflin MeNar Robinson Watson 
Howell Mayfield Sheppard Weller 
Johnson, Minn. Moses Shipstead Wheeler 
Jones, N. Mex. Neely Simmons Willis 
Jones, Wash. Norbeck Smith 
Kendrick Norris Smoot 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-eight Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. 


LITERARY DIGEST POLL ON MELLON TAX PLAN, 


Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I shall not detain the Sen- 
ate long. There is a matter that has been adverted to in 
the last two or three days, namely, the Mellon plan poll 
that is being taken by the Literary Digest. The senior Sen- 
ator from Georgia [Mr. Harris] called it te the attention of 
the committee which is now investigating propaganda and 
requested the committee to take up and investigate the question. 

I am sure that the country appreciates the high service 
that has been rendered by the Literary Digest through the 
long years of its publication. It is a splendid periodical, and 
so far as I know it has generally been accurate in its state 
ments and fair in its conclusions. The exception is shown in 
the matter of the poll that is now being taken throughout the 
country with reference to the Mellon tax proposal. 

Mr. President, whenever any organization starts out at a 
cost of approximately $400,000 to obtain a poll which is in the 
form of propaganda we must look upon it with suspicion, 
Here is the Literary Digest filling two or three of its pages 
every week with reference to the poll and telling the people 
that “it is impartial,” and yet on the next page giving the rea- 
sons why this or that particular plan should be adopted. In 
order to get it to the country and to obtain the votes upon 
which it bases its compilation it sends out two postal cards, 
one of which is to enable one to subscribe for the Literary 
Digest, which card naturally costs a good deal. The other card 
has a 1-cent stamp affixed. It is claimed that there are 15,000,- 
000 of these letters circulated, 15,000,000 postal cards with 
15,000,000 1-cent stamps attached on 15,000,000 more postal 
cards asking the people of America to write to the Literary 
Digest and express their preference with reference to the 
Mellon plan. $ 

In the literature which accompanies this particular postal 
card, which, it is said, is impartial, are some statements that 
I am going to read to the Senate, some utterances which show 
that it is not impartial. Before I do that I shall first read 
from the Literary Digest of February 2 of this year: 


First returns in the Digest’s 15,000,000 poll. 


It is easy to calculate that it has cost somewhere around 
$400,000 as a minimum to distribute these postal cards, to get 
this data to the country, and to take the poll, together with the 
expensive advertisements carried, such as this one, in numerous 
daily papers throughout the country. The article begins: 


What does America think of the Mellon plan? è A umber 
of factors have forced the Mellon plan for tax reduction int special 
prominence, and it must be disposed of first, What is the national 
will witb regard to this plan? 


It points its finger at the Mellon plan. Further on it says: 


In presenting these returns the Digest wishes to emphasize that un- 
usual precautions have been taken to make this poll truly representa- 
tive. No propaganda accompanies the ballot and no attempt is made 
to influence the opinion of the voter. 

The reproduction of the ballot, centered in this page, tells a small 
part of the story of the safeguards with which the voting is sur- 
rounded. Each post-card ballot is sent by mail in a separate envelope, 
personally addressed in writing to the person for whom it is intended. 

On the “address” side the ballot carries a 1-cent stamp. The card 
itself is ingeniously prepared to prevent counterfeiting, and any at- 
tempt at plural voting is likely to involve the serious offense of tamper- 
ing with the United States mails. 

The value of the vote— 


Says the Literary Digest— 
as a true criterion— 


“As a true criterion,” I call to the attention of the distin- 
guished Senator from North Carolina [Mr. SIMMONS]— 


of public opinion is indicated by a comparison between the total elec- 


torate of the United States and the number of ballots sent out during 
the poll. 


0 / c ⁵ ꝗĩò x)«) ... . Cf... 
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Tt speaks further of the absolute impartiality of it, and says 
that— 

The Digest will serve merely as an unbiased registrar and dissemi- 
nator of opinions and facts. The temper of the country as revealed 
by the poll will undoubtedly prove illuminating to Congress, and thus 
play a part in the fate of tax reduction as it may be enacted into law. 


That clause tells the story. Its sole purpose is to influence 
Congress, to bring to the attention of the Congress what the 
American people are thinking of. Now, if its purpose is that, 
it certainly should be a fair poll that is taken. 


The Mellon plan seems to have a decisive edge— 


It says, and further on it refers to the Coolidge-Mellon ” 
plan. It also. says: 


Mr. Mellon has fiatly stated that the bonus can not be paid if bis 
tax-reduction plan is carried through, and his long controversy with 
the American Legion is known to all readers of the newspapers. 


Of course, its object is that all who oppose the bonus will 
write in a vote for the Mellon plan, thus aggregating the total 
number of votes so that greater influence can be brought upon 
Congress. 

Now, I want to read from some of the data that go with the 
postal cards. On the reverse it is set forth how the Mellon 
plan would reduce individual income taxes, but nothing is 
said of any other plan that has been proposed. The Mellon 
plan is put up to the country, and those who receive the bal- 
lots are only permitted to vote for or against that one plan. 
In order to bring to the attention of the individual voter the 
merits of the Mellon plan, it shows the reductions down the 
line on net incomes from $1,000 to $100,000, but it stops there; 
it does not go beyond the $100,000 net income. Im these data 
it is stated: 


Many plans have been proposed by various political groups or lead- 
era, but attention has become focused almost entirely upon one plan— 
the Mellon plan. 


Certainly the Literary Digest in the coming week will not 
tabulate the votes and give them to the country without some 
expression. upon its part to the effect that the House of Repre- 
seuntives yesterday, voting on the Mellon plan, defeated it by 
a vote of 222 to 196. The Literary Digest must have known, 
because the Congress knew and the people generally knew, 
that the Democrats in the House of Representatives had pro- 
posed a plan which was known as the Garner plan. It dif- 
fered from 'the Mellon plan in many particulars. It gave a 
greater reduction in taxes for at least 6,650,000. income-tax 
ayers out of the 6,662,000 taxpayers than did the Mellon plan. 
Bo the country was cognizant of the fact, yet the individual 
voter, whose vote the Literary Digest seeks, 18 hoodwinked; 
he is deceived into belleving that there is only one plan, namely, 
the Mellon plan, and that the vote would come on that proposi- 
tion only. 

Mr. President, if the Literary Digest in Its literature and 
upon this ballot had given the same prominence to the Garner 
plan and had stated its good features as was done respecting the 
Mellon plan, the poll would have been quite different from the 
one which is revealed in the Literary Digest; but they did not 
hint at the Garner plan; they made no mention of the Garner 
plan; and yet, as I have stated, in the House of Representatives 
yesterday a sufficient number of patriotic, progressive, and 
right-thinking Republicans came over and aligned themselves 
with the solid Democratic membership of the House to carry 
the Garner plan, thereby defeating the Mellon plan on a 
straight vote, on a sharp issue, by 222 to 196 votes—thereby 
adopting the Garner plan by a similar vote. 

Further on in these data it is stated, in speaking of the Mel- 
lon plan in the effort to convince the country that the Mellon 
plan is the only plan to reduce taxes: 


lt provides that an earned income (salary, wages, professional services, 
etc.) shall not be taxed as highly as an income from stocks, bonds, etc. 


The Literary Digest falls to state in this literature that there 
was omitted from the Mellon plan the proposition of giving to 
the small traders and the farmers of the country any reduction 
on earned incomes, but that it applies on other incomes. The 
Literary Digest also omits in this literature to tell the voter 
who seeks to cast his ballot that the Democratic plan, the Gar- 
ner plan, gives a greater reduction on earned incomes than 
does the Mellon plan; that the exemptions are increased in 
the Garner plan over the Mellon plan; and that the surtaxes 
begin on higher amounts in the Garner plan than in the Mellon 
plan. 

The Literary Digest in its literature goes on further to state: 


On the back of this letter you will find a table showing the saving 
to the taxpayer under the Mellon plan. 


But it says nothing of the Garner plan. 


President Coolidge also disapproved of a bonus in fact and principle 
and has given unqualified support to the Mellon plan, 


Every argument that might be employed in order to gain votes 
for the Mellon plan, for the purpose of bringing it to, the atten- 
tion of Congress and influencing the Congress for the Mellon 
plan, is incorporated in this unfair literature which has been 
issued by this highly reputable periodical, the Literary Digest. 
Indeed, from reading the ballots and the data attached thereto 
one would think that in order to obtain a reduction of taxes 
his only course was to vote for the Mellon plan. The voter was 
led to believe by the ballot and the data that a “no” vote was 
against a tax reduction. How unfair, deceptive, and mislead- 
ing Is the propaganda! Further on in this literature we read: 


All Members of House and Senate are naturally anxious to know 
the wishes of the people with regard to this very important matter, 
If you want the question decided in the way that you belleve is right, 
send in your vote at once. 


And yet if the people think the Garner plan is the right plan 
and evidently the country thinks it is the right plan—they are 
given no opportunity to vote for it in the Digest's poll. Further 
on the Literary Digest says: 


You need to know the facts and arguments as they are fairly and 
fully presented and weighed on all sides, not as they come hot twisted 
by prejudice or incomplete infort ation from some eager partisan. 


It seems that the Literary Digest is twisting the information 
and playing, as I believe for the first time in its history, the 
partisan in this particular matter. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Mississippi yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I understood the Senator from Mississippi 
to say that the circular which he has just read guve the reduc- 
tion on incomes, below $100,000 under the Mellon plan? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I understood the Senator to say that he 
thought the appeal was to those who wished taxes reduced? 

Mr. HARRISON, Yes. 

Mr. SIMMONS. If the Literary Digest had given the reduc- 
tions made by the Garner plan on incomes below $92,000, would 
it not have shown that the Garner plan allows a larger and 
greater reduction upon incomes up to that point than the 
Mellon plan? 

Mr. HARRISON. The Garner plan would give a much 
greater reduction than the Mellon plan, and yet they keep that 
from the people. 

Mr. SEMMONS. The Senator also said, as I understood him, 
that the circular giving the reduction on incomes up to $100,000 
stopped at that limit, and did not give the reduction that 
would accrue upon incomes in excess of $100,000. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is right. 

Mr. SIMMONS. I should like to ask the Senator if the 
Literary Digest had followed that up and given the reductions 
proposed in the Mellon plan cn incomes over $100,000 in 
parallel columns with the reductions proposed by the Garner 
plan on incomes over $100,000, would it not have shown that, 
while the. Garner plan makes larger reductions on the small 
incomes than the Mellon plan, the Mellon plan makes greater 
reductions on the great incomes than the Garner plan? 

Mr. HARRISON. Absolutely. In other words, under the 
Mellon plan there would be 12,000 income-tax payers in America 
benefited in a greater degree than under the Garner plan, while 
under the Garner plan 6,650,000 would receive a greater reduc- 
tion than would be provided under the Mellon plan. I have 
before me some figures which bear out the statement I have 
just made. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President 

Mr. HARRISON. I will ask the Senator to allow me to pro- 
ceed for just a moment. The figures to which I refer are not 
revealed to the 15,000,000 people whose votes are sought by tha 
Literary Digest. ‘They fail to say that in the State of Arizona, 
for instance, under the Mellon plan the number benefited 
greater than under the Garner plan is 1 person, while in the 
same State 18,476 persons are benefited in a higher degree by 
the Garner plan than by the Mellon plan. 

The Literary Digest fails to state that in the State of Colo- 
rado, from which come my distinguished friends Senator 
Pipes and Senator Apams, 40 people in the whole State will be 
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benefited in a greater degree by the Mellon plan than by the 
Garner plan, while 69,636 will receive a greater degree of bene- 
fit under the Garner plan than under the Mellon plan, 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
at this point? 

Mr. HARRISON. Certainly. 

Mr. ASHURST. I wish to say that the one person in Arl- 
zona who will receive that benefit is unanimous for the Mellon 
plan. [Lauzghter.] 

Mr. HARRISON. There is no donbt about that. He is of 
the same opinion that doubtless the Literary Digest is. In the 
State of Illinois the Mellon plan will benefit 857 people more 
than will the Garner plan, while the Garner plan will benefit 
610,701 persons in greater degree than will the Mellon plan. 

In the State of Kansas—and I am glad to see my friend [Mr. 
Carrer) prick up his ears; he is always on the job when 
Kansas is mentioned. I have no idea he will vote for the 
Mellon plan, and I am sure my friend the senior Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. Curtis] will not vote for the Mellon plan, espe- 
cially in view of the startling fact that 16 persons in Kansas 
would be benefited more by the Mellon plan than by the Garner 
plan, while 88,769 would be benefited more by the Garner plan 
than by the Mellon plan. 

Let me now take the State of Michigan, from which my good 
friend Senator Couzens comes. In that State 264 persons 
would receive greater benefit under the Mellon plan than under 
the Garner plan, while 249,883 would receive greater benefit 
under the Garner plan than under the Mellon plan. Yet the 
distinguished Secretary of the Treasury combats and criticizes 
the senior Senator from Michigan for fighting the so-called 
Mellon plan. 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr. COUZENS. Will the Garner plan permit the payment 
of a bonus? 

Mr, HARRISON. I think the Garner plan will permit the 
payment of a bonus, and I think the Mellon plan will prob- 
ably permit the payment of a bonus, and if a sufficient num- 
ber of us here can have our way, there will be a bonus adopted, 
it matters not which plan, the Mellon plan or the Garner plan, 
may be adopted so far as that proposition is concerned. 

In the State of New Mexico—and there will be an election in 
New Mexico this year—3 persons will be benefited by the 
Mellon plan in greater degree than by the Garner plan, while 
11,777 will receive greater benefits under the Garner plan than 
under the Mellon plan. 

In Oregon, from which the distinguished senior Senator [Mr. 
McNary] comes—and, I believe, he comes up for election this 
year—28 persons will be benefited by the Mellon plan in greater 
degree than by the Garner plan, while 62,776 will be benefited 
more under the Garner plan than under the Mellon plan. Yet, 
I imagine the Senator has had thousands of letters from his 
State asking him to vote for the Mellon plan. The writers did 
not know anything about the other plans. They were misled 
by the Literary Digest propaganda, as well as propaganda that 
has been carried on through the motion pictures of the country, 
by the railroads of the country on their menu cards, and in 
every other imaginable way. They have even asked the em- 
ployees in the shops of the railroads to write their Representa- 
tives in Congress and their Senators indorsing the Mellon plan. 

In Wisconsin 63 persons would be benefited more by the 
Mellon plan than by the Garner plan, while 75,214 would be 
benefited more by the Garner plan than by the Mellon plan. 

I suppose somebody in Mississippi might read these feeble 
remarks, and I had better name Mississippi, because I have 
had letters from that State. In Mississippi 9 persons would 
be benefited more by the Mellon plan than by the Garner plan, 
while 25,605 persons would be benefited more by the Garner 
plan than by the Mellon plan. 

The Literary Digest, through the letters that it has received 
protesting against this poll, and giving the reasons why the 
writers voted this way or that way, shows upon its face that 
this is an unfair poll, Here are some of the expressions touch- 
ing this matter. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, before the Senator gets to 
that, will he yield to me? 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HARRISON. I promised to yield to the Senator from 
Georgia, and I forgot to do so. I yield to him, and then I will 
yield to the Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator if 
the word “surtax” is even mentioned in the Literary Digest? 

Mr, HARRISON. It is not. 


Mr. HARRIS. That is a question about which there is a 
great deal of difference between the House and the Senate. 


Mr. HARRISON. It is not mentioned at all. 

Mr. HARRIS. Yesterday the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Reen] ridiculed the idea that there has been any propa- 
ganda in favor of the Mellon bill; but I want to say, in con- 
clusion, that the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses 
has consented to call these people before his committee an 
investigate this matter. 

Mr. HARRISON. May I say that the smoke from the indus- 
tries of Pittsburgh obscures the vision of my friend from Pitts- 
burgh, Pa.? 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, do I understand the Senator 
to say that this circular letter sent out by the Literary Digest 
does not even refer to surtaxes? 

Mr. HARRISON. It does not. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Does not the Senator believe, and ought not 
the country to understand, that the real crux and object of the 
whole Mellon plan is to reduce the surtaxes? 

Mr. HARRISON. Absolutely. The effort is to reduce the 
maximum surtax from 50 to 25 per cent. 

Mr. SIMMONS. And yet no mention is made of surtaxes in 
this publication? 

Mr. HARRISON. No. 

Mr. SIMMONS. That, however, was not the point with re- 
gard to which I desired to interrupt the Senator. The Senator 
referred to a statement which I think is the same statement 
that has been put in the CONGRESSIONAL Rxconb by Mr. GARNER, 
perhaps, Is that the statement from which the Senator was 
reading? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. 

Mr. SIMMONS. That statement, I understand, was carefully 
prepared by experts in some of the departments here. 

Mr. HARRISON. -May I say that one high official of this ad- 
ministration says that another high official has been juggling 
facts up in the Treasury, though? 

Mr. SIMMONS, Well, it is assumed that that particular 
expert did not juggle facts. 

Mr. HARRISON. I imagine this one is correct. 

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator gave the figures for a number 
of States, The Senator did not give the figures for the State 
from which I come, North Carolina. I want to say that I un- 
derstand that that list shows that there are something over 
44,000 Federal taxpayers in North Carolina. 

Mr. HARRISON. This statement shows that there are 
44,161; that 52 out of that number would be benefited more 
by the Mellon plan than by the Garner plan, and 44,109 would 
be benefited more by the Garner plan than by the Mellon plan. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Only 52 out of the 44,000 would receive 
more benefit under the Mellon plan than under the Garner 
plan. Now, what I wish to suggest to the Senator is this: 

The advocates of the Mellon plan are appealing to big busi- 
ness in this country, and appealing to that class of business 
people, especially manufacturers, upon the idea and theory 
that they will get greater benefits under the Mellon plan than 
under the Garner plan. North Carolina is both a great manu- 
facturing and a great agricultural State. It is next to Mas- 
sachusetts in its textile manufacturing industries. There is 
one county in the State of North Carolina that has an even 100 
cotton factories. There are about 400 cotton factories in the 
State. These cotton factories are not little affairs; they are 
large corporations, North Carolina is also a yery large manu- 
facturer of wood products. It has one city, the city of High 
Point, that ranks next to Grand Rapids as the greatest center 
in this country for the manufacture of furniture. Those are 
big establishments. We have a large wool-manufacturing in- 
terest in the State. We have an immense lumber-manufactur- 
ing interest in the State. We are not far down the column in 
our manufactured products in the list of States; and yet, with 
all of this great business carried on in North Carolina, with all 
of these great factories in North Carolina, with a large number 
of very wealthy people in North Carolina—because our manu- 
facturing industries have thrived wonderfully: 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I remind my colleague that 
he leaves out one of the most important industries in the 
State—tobacco. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Tobacco—yes. We are the largest manu- 
facturers of cigarettes in this country. I believe the number 
of cigarettes manufactured in the State of North Carolina is 
about one-half of the total number of cigarettes that are sold 
in this country. With all of this wealth in the State of North 
Carolina, it appears that only 52 people in that State will get 
717 a benefits from the Mellon plan than from the Garner 

III. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is right. 

Mr. SIMMONS. And yet by propaganda—false, deliberately 
false propaganda—the business men of my State and these 
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cotton manufacturers, these woolen manufacturers, these fur- 
niture manufacturers, these lumber manufacturers, these to- 
bacco manufacturers, have been led to believe that each and 
every one of them will derive a larger pecuniary advantage 
under the Mellon bill than under the Garner bill. 

I am glad the Senator has given me an opportunity to say 
to the business men of my State that they are being misled 
and deceived about this. A few of them, relatively a very small 
number of them, will derive more benefits under the Mellon 
bill than under the Garner bill, while, on the other hand, over 
40,000 taxpayers in North Carolina will derive immensely more 
benefit from the Garner plan than from the Mellon plan. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is eminently correct. May I 
say to the Senator that, notwithstanding all he said regarding 
his State, this poll, as revealed in the last issue of the Literary 
Digest, shows from North Carolina 2,454 persons deceived and 
voting that the Mellon plan was the best plan and only 1,984 
voting against the Mellon plan. That is the way the propa- 
ganda has been working, simply because all the facts have not 
been revealed to them. 

Mr. SIMMONS. The point I wanted to make to the Senator 
was that by selecting purely an agricultural State, probably 
it might be clear to everybody that more persons would be 
benefited under the Garner plan, because their incomes are 
small; but the incomes of these manufacturers are large, and 
yet it can be shown that, segregating the big business interests 
of the State and the manufacturing interests of the State—and 
that is one of the largest manufacturing States in the country— 
only this limited number will derive any benefit from the Mellon 
plan that they would not derive from the Garner plan. 

Mr. HARRISON. Here are some of the expressions written 
on the ballots to the Literary Digest that show that it is not a 
fair poll they are taking. One comment runs: 


I am not a Democrat, but think their plan about right. 


And yet that individual would have no opportunity to vote 
in this poll on what he thinks is right. 
Another critic writes: 


The Mellon plan is for the big tax dodgers, 

That is said to be the belief of several voters; and one man 
remarks that— 

If amended by the Democrats, it's O. K. 


Another one writes: 
I favor the Garner substitute plan as outlined in the Literary Digest. 


That is the statement of a Brooklyn man; and several other 
Brooklyn residents express themselves in favor of the exemp- 
tion of all “family” incomes under $5,000. Notwithstanding 
that, the Literary Digest insists on printing on its ballots two 
questions. One is to vote for the Mellon plan and the other 
is to vote against the Mellon plan. 

In fact, the Literary Digest in this instance is not as fair as 
the President of the United States. I suppose that the Presi- 
dent could be taken as a partisan on some questions. His name 
has been attached to the Mellon plan, and it is called the 
Coolidge-Mellon plan, and yet the President was fair enough 
in his speech in New York the other night to speak, not of the 
Mellon plan in particular—although he elaborated on the Mel- 
lon plan, he advocated the adoption of the Mellon plan—but 
he called the-attention of his audience and of the country to the 
fact that there were other plans, and he named specifically the 
Garner plan, and then he argued against the Garner plan. This 
is a periodical that has always borne the reputation of being 
fair, and it seems to me that if the President of the United 
States, partisan as he is, speaks of the Garner plan, certainly 
the Literary Digest should incorporate it when people wanted 
to express themselves, that the country might know what the 
opinion of the country was with respect to these various plans. 

I must admit that the President’s position is not altogether 
consistent. May I say, however, before I allude to that, that 
in this same speech that the President made in New York, 
when he said, “ You have heard much of the Garner plan,” and 
then talked about it, he closed with this utterance, this appeal, 
which was broadcast by radio to the farthest parts of the 
country: 


But the people must understand this is their fight. They alone can win 


it. Unless they make thelr wishes known to the Congress, without 
regard to party, this bill will not pass. I urge them to renewed efforts. 


So we have this propaganda, strengthened by the Literary 
Digest for the Mellon plan, championed under the leadership 
of the President of the United States, appealing to the country 
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to write to the Congress, to express their views, and saying 


that it is the only way in which they can win the fight. He 
thereby tied himself in all this mesh, in all this propaganda 
to foist upon the country the Mellon plan. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I hope the Senator is not 
losing sight of the argument made by Secretary Mellon, namely, 
that this country is so dependent upon the. wealth and the 
money and the influence of approximately 6,000 taxpayers that 
we must legislate as they want and desire tax reduction, and 
that if we do not give them what they want they purpose to 
punish us by denying prosperity to 110,000,000 people. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is right. All reactionary 
Republicans—not Progressive Republicans—plead just that 
way. President Coolidge is not different from the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Lopar]. He is not different from my friend 
over there, the Senator from Utah {Mr. Smoor], although that 
Senator had a broader vision than did Mr. Mellon. He pointed 
out last summer that it was not the wise thing to bring tax 
reduction forward at this time, because he has had experience 
with it. He knew that the kind of a bill he and his committee 
would bring out to reduce taxes would benefit the big fellows 
so much and the small fellows so little that the Progressive Re- 
publicans over there and the Democrats over here would not 
stand for it, and would write a bill for themselves. The Sena- 
tor from Utah was correct. He read what happened in the 
House yesterday. He will see, when the bill comes over here, 
that a Democratic bill will be adopted, one that will reduce 
taxes, but one that will benefit the small taxpayers more, and 
add greatly to the prosperity of the country. 

Mr. COPELAND. Mr, President, did I understand the Sena- 
tor to say that the President, in his speech in New York, ad- 
vised the people to make known their wishes to Congress? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; he spoke eloquently; he spoke cau- 
tiously ; he spoke carefully, through the radio. 

Mr. COPELAND. Does the Senator mean to say that the 
President advised the people to advise Congress? Is this the 
same President who was so irritated when the Senate sought 
to advise him about one of his Cabinet officers? 

Mr. HARRISON. That is the same “Careful Cal.“ He is 
the same President who told the Senate, when they passed the 
Robinson resolution, that it would be an encroachment upon the 
Executive power of the President. That he would not stand 
for it. Yet sent back to Congress a nomination to appoint 
Cohen as collector down in New Orleans after the Senate had 
rejected him once, an act that was contrary to every precedent 
of an Executive or the Senate. He was willing to criticize the 
Senate for passing the Robinson resolution on Denby as an Ex- 
ecutive encroachment, but unwilling to permit the Senate to 
further exercise its power respecting nominations when nomi- 
nees had been rejected by the Senate. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator if 
there is any precedent on record at all of any President ever 
sending a name back to the Senate when it had actually been 
rejected by a vote of the Senate? 

Mr. HARRISON. No; I will say to the Senator—but I bet- 
ter not tell what happened in executive session. But I never 
heard of it. 

Mr. MOSES. Will the Senator give unanimous consent to 
raise the injunction of secrecy on the vote in the executive 
session? 

Mr. HARRISON. I will. I would give the Senator from 
New Hampshire unanimous consent to do almost anything in 
the world. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the injunction of secrecy on the vote taken in executive session 
on the nomination of Walter Cohen may be raised. 

Mr. DIAL. I object. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator makes that motion; yet when 
we tried to have considered in open session the nomination of 
George Harvey—for the mention of whose name I apologize 
to the Senate—the Senator voted against the consideration of 
that nomination in the open. : 

Mr. MOSES. That is true. But, Mr. President, I have never 
refused unanimous consent for the publication of any roll call 
taken in executive session. I am entirely willing that my vote 
cast in executive session or in open session shall be made 
known to my constituents, 

Mr. HARRISON. It does not hurt the Senator to change 
his position on anything. 
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Mr. MOSES. I did not change my position. Now, remember- 
ing how long and affectionate and intimate has been our asso- 
ciation, especially as we have traveled over the country to- 
gether, the Senator should be fair, even to a friend. 

Mr. HARRISON. I have not objected. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President 

Mr. MOSES. No; but the Senator is undertaking to say that 
I have changed my position. The fact that I voted against an 
open session for the consideration of a nomination is an en- 
tirely different thing from removing the injunction of secrecy 
on a roll call. The Senator knows that the injunction of 
Secrecy on a roll call is removed very frequently, whereas 
open executive sessions are held very rarely. 

Mr. HARRISON. I am for making it open; I can not say 
anything more. If the Senator 

Mr. MOSES. Will the Senator exercise his great and un- 
doubted influence on his colleagues on the other side of the 
Chamber to let us make that roll call public? 

Mr. HARRISON. I haye not any influence over here and 
have none over there. 

Mr. MOSES. The Senator is altogether too modest. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- 
sissippi yleld to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr. DIAL. The South knowing the reputation of the nominee 
whose name was sent to us the other day, it would not take the 
publication of any vote to determine where I stood on the 
question. The people down there would expect nothing else of 
ne than to vote as I voted; so, as far as I am concerned, that 
ends it. 

Mr. MOSES. One by one let the Senators get up and say how 
they voted, then. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator knows how I voted. If he 
will permit me, I ask unanimous consent to say how I voted. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
in that connection? 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr. ASHURST. Twice in executive session request was made 
that the roll call on Walter Cohen be made public, and twice it 
was objected to. I think the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Loben] will bear me out. Twice in legislative session it has 
been asked that the vote be made public. I do not impute bad 
faith to any Senator, but after permission was twice refused in 
executive session that the vote be promulgated, and twice in 
open session refused, it would be at least color of bad faith 
further to ask it. I objected in legislative session not for myself 
but at the request of some Senators who could not be here. So 
far as I am concerned, every Senator here is at liberty to state 
how I voted. I give all Senators full permission to say here or 
elsewhere how I voted. But it is not fair to other men, and I 
hope that the request will not be repeated. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, we have learned a lesson in 
persistence from the other side this winter. 

Mr. DIAL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Mis- 
Sissippi yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. HARRISON. I wish I could proceed. I want to get 
8 soon, so thlat the Senator can make a speech on Walter 

en. 

Mr. MOSES. Oh, do not get through. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HARRISON. I stated that in his New York speech the 
President had appealed to the country to write letters to Con- 
gress and to bring influence on Congress in favor of the Mellon 
plan. I notice in a statement issued yesterday by the Secretary 
to the President, Mr. Slemp, that he said: 


The President desires me to say that while he is opposed to the grant- 
ing of the soldier bonus he is completely in sympathy with the protest 
which the American Legion Weekly voices against this kind of propa- 
ganda to defeat the bonus measure. 

He believes also that efforts to organize an apparent sentiment 
against the measure, such as are represented by the circular quoted, are 
utterly un-American, subversive of the very fundamentals of democracy, 
and calculated to arouse hostilities between employers and employees. 
Convinced as he is that the bonus ought not tọ be granted, he feels 
keenly that his position in this regard will be infinitely more difficult to 
support if such methods are to be adopted by those who wish te hold 
up his hands. 

Yet he is in favor of the adoption of a method to put through 
the Mellon plan to which he is opposed as against the soldiers’ 
bonus. That is “Cautious. Careful Cal.“ He does not at this 
time desire to wound the feelings of the soldiers of the country, 


APPENDIX. 


BENEFICIARIES or THE DEMOCRATIC TAx REDUCTION PLAN AND OF THB 
` MELLON PLAN, BY STATES. 
(Comparative table.) 

The following table of the number of persons making income-tax 
returns in 1921 is compiled from the official figures of the Treasury 
Department contained in the annual report of the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue for 1921. 

It shows the total number of persons making income-tax returns in 
each State and the number benefited more by the Democratic (Garner) 
plan than by the Melion plan, and the number benefited more by the 
Mellon plan than by the Democratic (Garner) plan in each State 
The totals show: 

Democratic plan gives greater benefits than the Mellon plan to 
6,641,262. 

The Mellon plan gives greater benefits than the Democratic plan to 
9,483. 

Income-taz returns by States, 


Number 
a 
m 

State. y — 

(Garner) 

plan. 
Alabama.. 43,009 35 42,074 
Arizona... 18,477 1 18, 476 
Arkansas.. 33, 830 10 33,820 
Abbe A A 386,082 435 385, 647 
Colorado. .... 69, 676 40 69, 636 
Connecticut 123, 269 173 123, 096 
Delaware , 15,889 17 15,872 
District of Columbia 89,966 102 89, S64 
Florida 42,249 28 42,221 
G AAA A A N AA 67,719 48 67,671 
———— 22,976 3 973 
Hlinais.. 611,838 857 610, 701 
Indiana 150, 300 86 150,214 
Iowa. 111,483 42 111,441 
Kansas 88,785 16 88, 709 
Kentucky. 69,498 45 69,451 
F 67,950 50 67,910 
rae 22 
bd 2 

Mirmesota... 124, 501 131 124,370 
Tipi 25,614 9 25, 605 
Missoun-. 172,519 169 172,350 
Montana.. 38, 907 5 35, 992 
Nebraska. 71,853 2 71,831 
Nevada... 9,719 3 9,716 
New Hampshire 32,410 2⁴ 32,386 
NN 2222 200, 000 404 268, 692 
New Mexico.. 11,780 3 11,777 
New Tork. 1,066, 637 8,031 | 1,063, 606 
Carolina. 44, 161 52 44, 109 
North Dakota.. 18, 440 2 18, 438 
r 367,098 539 366, 557 
O FFF 69,381 32 69,349 
8 62,804 23 62,776 
Pennsylvania 621,103 1,218 619, 885 
Rhode Islan 057 138 47,919 
South 25, 160 11 25,149 
South 21,681 1 21,680 
TTV 60,949 31 60,918 
Texas 200, 188 104 200, 084 
Utah 26,128 4 26, 124 
Vermont. 17,746 14 17,732 
nia. 257 32 76,225 
Washin 115, 688 30 115, 658 
Weed Virgie ss 5.0 ß. O 277 63 75, 214 
S oS T A AAA 148, 457 108 148,349 
WRB» nds AA noe pace vpnaspgnessesnes 6 22,407 
VPC 9,433 | 6,641, 262 


1 Includes Alaska. 


Nots.—It is estimated that either plan will raise an adequate amount of revenue 
or the Government. 


MEMORIAL ADDRESS ON THE LATE PRESIDENT HARDING. 


Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I desire to submit a committee 
report and to make a very brief statement relative thereto. 

On the 6th of December last the Senate adopted a Senate 
resolution providing for the appointment of a committee of 
seven Members of the Senate to join a committee to be ap- 
pointed by the House to consider and report by what token of 
respect and affection it might be proper for the Congress to 
express the deep sensibility of the Nation to the death of the 
late President Harding. 

On the 24th of January the Senate concurred in House Con- 
eurrent Resolution No. 9, providing for a joint session of the two 
Houses of Congress to be held in the Hall of the House of Rep- 
resentatives on Wednesday, February 27. 
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Your committee now makes its report in the form of a pro- 
gram of arrangements. I ask unanimous consent that the two 
resolutions to which I have referred, together with the commit- 
tee report, be printed in the Recorp at this point. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the resolutions and the report (No, 
183) were ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Senate Resolution 21. 


Resolved, That a committee of seven Senators be appointed on the 
part of the Senate to join such committee as may be appointed on the 
part of the House to consider and report by what token of respect and 
affection It may be proper for the Congress of the United States to 
express the deep sensibility of the Nation to the death of the late 
President, Warren Gamaliel Harding, and that so much of the message 
of the President as relates to that sad event be referred to such com- 
mittee, 

House Concurrent Resolution 9. 

Whereas the sudden death of Warren G. Harding, late President of 
the United States, occurred during the recess of Congress, and the 
two Houses desire to give fitting expression to the general grief and 
to commemorate his most notable services to his country and the 
world; Therefore 

Be it resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate con- 
curring), That the two Houses of Congress shall assemble in the Hall 
of the House of Representatives on the day and hour fixed by the 
joint committee, to wit, Wednesday, February 27, 1924, at 12 o'clock 
noon, and that in the presence of the two Houses there assembled an 
address upon the life and character of Warren G. Harding, late Presi- 
dent of the United States, be pronounced by Hon, Charles E. Hughes, 
and that the President pro tempore of the Senate and the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives be requested to invite the President 
aud the two ex-Presidents of the United States, the former Vice 
President, the heads of the several departments, the judges of the 
Supreme Court, the ambassadors and ministers of foreign govern- 
ments, the governors of the several States, the General of the Armies, 
and the Chief of Naval Operations to be present on that occasion: 
And be it further 

Resotred, That the President of the United States be requested to 
transmit a copy of these resolutions to Mrs. Harding and to assure 
her of the profound sympathy of the two Houses of Congress for her 
deep personal affliction and of their sincere condolence for the late 
national bereavement. 


PROGRAM OF ARRANGEMENTS. 


The Capitol will be closed on the morning of the 27th day of Feb- 
ruary, 1924, to all except Members and officers of Congress. 

At half past 10 o'clock the east door leading to the Rotunda will 
be opened to those to whom invitations have been extended under 
the joint resolution of Congress by the Presiding Officers of the two 
Houses, and to those holding tickets of admission to the galleries. 

The Hall of the House of Representatives will be opened for the 
admission of those who haye invitations, who will be conducted to the 
seats assigned to them, as follows: 

The President of the United States and his Cabinet will occupy 
seats in front of and on the left of the Speaker. 

The Chief Justice and Associate Justices of the Supreme Court 
will occupy seats in front of and on the right of the Speaker. 

The General of the Armies and the Chief of Naval Operations will 
occupy seats back of the President and his Cabinet and on the left of 
the Speaker. 

The ambassadors and ministers of foreign governments will occupy 
seats on the left of the Speaker in section A, west. 

The former Vice President and Senators will occupy seats back 
of the President and his Cabinet and the Supreme Court, and on the 
east and west side of the main aisle. 

Governors of the several States will occupy seats on the right of 
the Speaker in section A, east. 

Representatives will occupy seats on the east and west side of the 
main aisle and back of the Senators and governors of the several 
States. 

Ex-Members of the House will occupy seats assigned to them back 
of the Members. 

The Executive gallery will be reserved exclusively for the family 
of the President, the families of the Cabinet and of the Supreme 
Court, and the invited guests of the President. 

The diplomatic gallery will be reserved exclusively for the families 
of the ambassadors and ministers of foreign governments. Tickets 
thereto will be delivered to the Secretary of State. 

The House of Representatives will be called to order by the Speaker 
at 12 o'clock. 

The Marine Band will be in attendance at half past 11 o'clock. 

The Senate will assemble at 12 o'clock and, immediately after 
prayer, will proceed to the Hall of the House of Representatives. 


The ambassadors and ministers will meet at half past 11 o'clock in 
the Ways and Means Committee room in the Capitol and be conducted 
to the seats assigned to them in Section , on the left of the Speaker. 

The President of the Senate will occupy the Speaker's chair. 

The Speaker of the House will occupy a seat at the left on the 
President of the Senate. 

The Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of the House will occupy 
seats next the presiding oficers rf their respective Houses. A 

The other officers of the Senate and of the House will occupy seats 
on the floor at the right and left of the Speaker's chair. 

The chairmen of the Joint Committee of Arrangements will occupy 
seats at the right and left of the orator, and next to them will be 
seated the officiating clergymen. 

Prayer will be offered by the Rev. James Shera Montgomery, Chap- 
lain of the House of Representatives. 

The presiding officer will tlen present the orator of the day, Charles 
Evans Hughes, Secretary of State. 

The benediction will be pronounced by the Rey. J. J. Muir, Chaplain 
of the Senate. 

By reason of the limited pacity of the galleries the number of 
tickets is necessarily restricted, and -vill be distributed as follows: 

To each Senator, Representative, Delegate, and Commissioner and 
elected officer of the Senate and of the House, one ticket. 

No person will be admitted to the Capitol except on presentation of 
a ticket, which will be good only for the place indicated. 

The Architect of the Capitol, the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate, 
and the Doorkeeper of the House are charged with the execution of 
these arrangements. 

Frank B. WILLIS, 
THEODORE E. BURTON, 
Ohairmen Joint Committee, 


SWIFT & co., ET AL. 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I submit a resolution and ask 
unanimous consent for its present consideration. It simply 
asks for some information. There can be no possible objection 
to it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair), Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, and the resolution 
will be received. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Le it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will be read for 
the information of the Senate. 

The resolution (S. Res, 167) was read, as follows: 


Resolved, That the Attorney General be, and he hereby is, directed 
to furnish the Senate with the following information : 

1. Has the Department of Justice enforced the so-called consent 
decree in the case of the United States of America, plaintiff, v. Swift 
& Co. et al., defendants, entered in the Supreme Court of the District 
of Columbia on February 27, 1920? 

2. If said decree has not been enforced, give the reasons for such 
nonenforcement. 

3. Does the Department of Justice regard said decree as legally 
enforceable? And, if the same is not in the judgment of the Depart- 
ment of Justice legally enforceable, then give the reasons why the 
same is invalid. 

4. If said decree is in the judgment of the Department of Justice 
invalid, then has the same been invalid from the beginning? 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
resolution. Is there objection? 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and 


agreed to. 
CHATTAHOOCHEE RIVER BRIDGE. 


Mr. HEFLIN. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of House bill 3198. It is a bill that provides for 
the building of a bridge across the Chattahoochee River in 
Barbour County, Ala. It is favorably reported, and there will 
be no opposition to it. It will take only a moment to pass it, 
and I am anxious to get action on it to-day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
title of the bill for the information of the Senate. 

The Rrabixd CLERK. A bill (H. R. 3198) to authorize the 
States of Alabama and Georgia, through their respective high- 
way departments, to construct and maintain a bridge across 
the Chattahoochee River at or near Eufaula, Ala., connecting 
Barbour County, Ala., and Quitman County, Ga. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Senator from Alabama 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
bill. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole, and it was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the States of Alabama and Georgia, through 
their respective highway departments, be, and are hereby, authorized 
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to construct and maintain a bridge and approaches thereto across the 
Chattahoochee River, at a point suitable to the interests of navigation, 
at or near Eufaula, Ala., connecting Barbour County, Ala., and Quit- 
man County, Ga., in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled 
“An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” 
approved March 23, 1906. 

Sec, 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


The bill was reported to the Senate witiout amendment, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


Mr. DIAL obtained the floor. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President $ 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
South Carolina yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. DIAL. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, we have had House bill 5078, 
the Interior Department appropriation bill, before this body 
for 11 days. Not one word of it has been read from the desk, 
and I am going to ask Senators now to allow the bill to come 
up. Let us pass this appropriation bill. I do not think it 
will take very long, but really I think the time has arrived 
when Senators ought to take up the pending appropriation bill 
and pass it. I do not know how long the Senator from South 
Carolina is going to speak; I do not know whether he is going 
to speak on the bill or not; but I ask the Senator, if he is not 
going to speak on the bill, to allow us at least to have a 
little time to-day for the consideration of the appropriation 
bill. : 

Mr. DIAL. Mr, President, I think we will have a great 
deal of time if other Senators will not take any more time than 
I shall. I will be very brief in what I have to say. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, will the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to me to ask unanimous consent to introduce a 
bill, out of order? 

Mr. DAL. I gladly yield. 

[The bill introduced by Mr. Srarstons appears under its 
appropriate heading.] 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I give notice now that if we 
can not proceed with the appropriation bill very soon I shall 
object to any business belng transacted, by way of the intro- 
duction of bills, reports, or anything else, until we do get some 
action upon the bill I really think it ought to be acted upon 
promptly. 

AMENDMENT OF COTTON FUTURES CONTRACT LAW. 


Mr, DIAL. Mr. President, on the first day of this session 
I introduced a bill to amend the cotton futures contract law. 
The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry has had that bill 
eyer since and has not made any report on it. Several times 
I have asked them to make some kind of a report to the 
Senate on the bill, and I can not understand why they are so 
long delayed. I would ask the committee, if they can not 
agree upon the bill and present a favorable report, that they 
return it to the Senate without any report. Then we will see 
if we can get it passed on the floor of the Senate. 

I have had this question up in various past sessions, and on 
March 16, 1922, I had it referred to the Federal Trade Com- 
mission. That body investigated it, and in the last week of 
the last session sent to the Senate a preliminary report, which 
has been published as a public document. I ask that a portion 
of that preliminary report, beginning at the middle of page 26 
and ending on page 27, be printed in the Recorp as an appendix 
to my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

[See Appendix.] 

Mr. DIAL. I will take but little time in reading the different 
documents about which I propose to speak. On page 27 of the 
Federal Trade Commission's report it is said: 

Under these conditions the price received by the producer, who has 
actual cotton to sell in the spot market, would logically seem to be 
unfavorably affected. 


I can not understand why the Federal Trade Commission is 
taking so much more time to make a final report, this being a 
preliminary report. I have great respect for the commission 
and great confidence in it, but it does seem to me that if any 
investigating body can not come to a conclusion within about 
two years they might as well dismiss the subject. 

I do not know why the committee is waiting so long. I am 
ready to go forward any day if they want to hear from me, 
and I want to giye notice now that unless there is a report in 
the next few days I shall make a motion to discharge the com- 
mittee from the further consideration of the matter. 


I expect in a few days to take up some of the time of the 
Senate in making a speech on this subject, but as we are 
anxious to proceed with some other matters now I shall only 
take a little time to-day. I want to say, howeyer, that this 
is the greatest problem to-day for the people in my section of 
the country. A correction of this law would be worth more to 
our people than all the rest of the remedial laws we could put 
together. 

I send to the desk and ask to have read a short editorial 
from the Columbian State, a newspaper published in my State, 
on December 11, quoting a reply from the Manufacturers’ Rec- 
ord, of Baltimore. We all know the high standing of these two 
great journals, and I am glad to have the Senate listen to what 
those papers have to say about my bill proposing an amend- 
ment to the present law. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Seeretary will read as 
requested, 

The editorial was read, as follows: 


{From the Columbian State, December 11, 1923.] 
“NO HONEST MAN CAN FAVOR SYSTEM.” 


Ten days ago, assuming the South’s 1923 cotton crop to be 9,500,000 
bales, the raw cotton was worth $190,000,000 more than it is to-day. 
The drop in price has been $20 a bale in so brief a time. 

But while that huge amount represents the loss to the holders of the 

eotton, has the crop actually decreased a dollar in intrinsic value? 
Two weeks ago it was reported from New York and New Orleans that 
British spinners had their agents in the South buying cotton wherever 
it could be found. Those spinners and the American spinners then 
buying paid $20 a bale more for cotton than to-day’s quotations, and 
that cotton is still worth to them what they paid for it; they would 
not sell for the price paid. But on mere rumor, unsupported by even 
a Government estimate, the prices start downward and the gamblers 
rush to sell cotton they have not got; and selling for future delivery, 
they have the option in their contracts of delivering any 1 of 10 
grades. That form of contract alone operates to lower the price. 
In the latter part of November the State commented favorably upon 
Senator Drar’s bill before Congress for the regulation of future contracts, 
in which reference was made to the Manufacturers’ Record, of Balti- 
more, The following letter from Richard H. Edmonds, editor of the 
Record, will be gratifying to those desiring influence on the side of re- 
form and honesty in cotton contracts for future dealing: 


To the EDITOR or THE STATE: 

In your issue of November 28, referring to some statements made in 
the Manufacturers’ Record, you say: 

“ Will not the great trade journal of Baltimore, which bas for so long 
championed southern industries, study the bill proposed by Senator 
Dial, of South Carolina, for changing the basis of contracts in future“ 
trading and pass judgment on the Senator’s article In support of that 
measure?” 

Last spring, at my request, Senator DIAL prepared for us an elaborate 
presentation of his views on the reason for his bill, and it afforded 
me very great pleasure to give as conspicuous attention to bis article 
as I could possibly do. 

I have believed for many years that much of the trading in future 
cotton contracts in New York and New Orleans is gambling, pure and 
simple, with loaded dice as against the producers, and have said so 
many times. While some improvement has possibly been made in the 
matter of the basis for contracts, I am unable to see how any honest 
man can favor the system which bas prevailed in the past, a system 
which enables tke seller to avoid delivering the thing that he sells, and 
often compels the buyer to take a thing which he did not purchase. 

Richaub H. EDMONDS. 

BALTIMORE, December 7. 


When the paper value of the South’s crop drops $190,000,000 in 10 
days, and the price to the producer falls $20 a bale, not because of 
supply and demand but on account of panic of gamblers, who may de- 
press the price by selling something which they have not got to deliver, 
it is high time for southerners in Congress to give serious consideration 
to Senator DIAL’s measure, which is directed toward stabilizing the price 
of cotton. Congress can and should put an end to a system which Mr. 
Edmonds declares no honest man can favor.“ 


Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, the Manufacturers Record speaks 
of the present law being some improvement over the former 
custom. I have made various talks on the subject, and in 
every one of those I have always said that the present law 
was a great improvement—indeed, a very great improvement— 
over the former custom. The framers of the law deserve great 
credit and the gratitude not only of the South but of the people 
of the country, because this is a national question. Unfor- 
tunately, however, there are two sections in the law, and the 
New York Exchange will not carry out one of those sections. 
That is where the trouble comes in it for the South. If they 
would carry out the law as Congress intended it, it would be a 
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perfect law, all that I could ask, or all that anybody else could 
ask; but they will not deal under the second section, and by 
that means the market simply goes wild. 

Some time ago the Legislature of South Carolina passed a 
resolution indorsing my proposition. A short time previous to 
that the Legislature of Alabama unanimously indorsed the 
proposition. 

I send to the desk and ask to have read a letter which I 
received on yesterday. I have torn off the name of the town 
and the name of the writer, because I have not the permis- 
sion of the writer to make the letter public, but I desire that 
it be read. The writer understands the proposition and cor- 
rectly diagnoses the case, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the Sec- 
retary will read as requested. 

The principal legislative clerk read as follows: 

Feprvuary 16, 1924. 
Hon. N. B. DIAL, 
United Btates Senator, Washington, D. 0. 

Dear SENATOR: I have read the amendment proposed by you to the 
cotton futures act, and feel that it is a splendid effort in the right 
direction. I have bought a few bales of cotton on the New Orleans 
Exchange, and they run the gamut on the grades of cotton, and the 
list is such that no one wants it. They now deliver gin-cut cotton 
on the exchanges, and the grades are generally arranged so that one 
who takes the cotton receives a few bales of the highest grade and a 
few bales of the next highest grade and one or two bales of the next 
highest, and all the way down the list and all on one contract of 100 
bales. That bas been my experience. 
wrote me last fall and begged me not to take 300 
bales of cotton on contract for the reason that the cotton was unde- 
sirable. I took the cotton, however, and was compelled to sell it back 
on the exchange. No person wanting spot cotton would have a motley, 
mixed lot like was given to me. If a person can not buy what he 
wants on the exchange, then it is a pure gamble. If a person can buy 
what he wants on the exchange, then the exchanges can serve a useful 
purpose; otherwise they are pure gambling houses. The purchaser has 
no say-8so whatever at the present time as to the kind, quality, or grade 
of cotton he receives. He is in the dark. He is buying something 
and does not know what it 18. It is pure gambling. If I can buy 
what I want on or through the exchange, then the exchange is useful. 

You will do the country and especially the South the very greatest 
service, and in my opinion the greatest that can be rendered the 
South by making the exchanges deliver as nearly as possible what a 
man wants and buys. 


Mr. DIAL. I want to state that the letter just read was writ- 
ten by some one who does not live in my State and whom I do 
not know. I never heard of him before. 

I hold in my hand now a list, which I ask to have inserted 
in the Record, showing the fluctuations of cotton for 20 years. 
It is a table showing that the average high price was 20.58 
cents, the average low price was 11.92 cents, and the fluctua- 
tion, therefore, was an average of 8.66. The list shows that 
often this commodity fluctuated over 50 per cent. This is very 
enlightening and no doubt Senators will be glad to have it in 
the Recorp in order that they may read it. 

There being no objection, the table was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


Range of cotton prices for 20 years. 
{Based on official quotations for middling in New York.] 


Price. 
Cents. | Cents. 
8.85 4.85 
6. 85 9. 80 
7.00 5.60 
9.60 2. 65 
10. 60 2.95 
9. 00 3.25 
9.25 6.90 
13. 85 5. 90 
9.20 6.95 
9.35 4.05 
11.70 2. 80 
7. 25 7.25 
7.90 4.85 
11.20 9.70 
14. 30 17.55 
25. 70 12. 50 
25. 00 15. 25 
14. 50 29, 25 
10.85 10. 70 
16. 45 10, 35 
11.92 


Mr. DIAL. Let any Senator study this list and see where 
any other business in the world except farming would be if the 
commodity fluctuated in that manner. Where would a mer- 
chant be if his merchandise declined 50 per cent in a month or 
two? Where would any man be, and how long could he stay 
out of the hands of the sheriff, with one month of high price 
and another month of low price, such as applies in the cotton 
business. The worst part of it is that it discourages the people 
of the whole South in the production of cotton. ‘There is no 
common sense and no reason why a bale of cotton should bring 
$10 less at 3 o'clock in the afternoon than it brought in the 
morning. 

Not only that, but we are killing the industry. Our people 
can not long continue to raise cotton with such great uncer- 
tainty. I was raised as a boy in the country. Shortiy after 
the Civil War the plantations were owned by people who re- 
sided upon them. Those people were out of debt. They owned 
the land. They owned the stock. I never heard of a mortgage, 
at least I have no recollection of hearing of a mortgage on a 
farm, until I was almost grown. I believe the statistics show 
that to-day 82 per cent of the farms of the country are under 
mortgage. It is a difficult matter to find one that is not under 
mortgage, and largely because of the cotton futures contract 
law. We need to correct that condition. In the South we 
have to correct our method of overprodueing cotton, and we 
should diversify and make the crops that we need to consume 
on 2 farm. Then we will begin to be a prosperous people 
again. 

We legislate here and talk about legislation. I believe the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry has been busy since 
Christmas hearing evidence and trying to formulate some plan 
to help the farmer. We get out a whole lot of nostrums here 
encouraging the farmers to go on and produce. Some of those 
things are very good, but they do not relieve the farmer of his 
main trouble. It is just like paregoric, which is pretty good 
for some ailments, but some of the remedies we pr here 
would be like giving about two drops of paregoric to an elephant 
for a pain. What we need in my country is to let our people 
get a better price for what they produce. We can never stabil- 
ize the price of cotton as long as this law remains on the 
statute books. That is fundamental. 

I am not asking for an appropriation of Congress, as most 
bills here do. I am insisting that the people have a right to 
have the law so amended that it will deal justly with them. 
I am not even asking for a favor. But I fear the idea has not 
percolated through the brains of some of my colleagues as to 
the great injustice the law does the farmer. They say It is fair 
between the buyer and the seller, I do not admit that; but, 
for the sake of argument, admitting that it is true, what I am 
complaining about I can illustrate in this way: I go to a man 
and say, “I hear you are selling wheat on the exchange.” 
“Yes, sir.” „I. Want to make a contract, and here is my check 
for the market. What is the price?” “ Seventy-five cents a 
bushel.” “TI am delighted. I thought it was about a dollar.” 
“Oh, no. I ought to tell you that my wheat is one-fourth 
damaged and I am selling 3 pecks for a bushel.” “I thought 
there must be something wrong, but the price is low and we will 
let the trade stand.” 

I am not complaining about that one transaction, because 
the buyer and the seller know what they are doing. What I 
am complaining about is that when that quotation goes out in 
the afternoon paper as 75 cents a bushel for wheat it fixes the 
price of the man’s wheat in the country who only has 97 
bushels. It does not tell the whole story. Here is a future 
quotation which covers the price of “spot” cotton. It is sup- 
posed to be the quotation of “ middling” cotton, but it is not; 
it is on the basis of “ middling,” with a sliding option to the 
seller to deliver any 1 or all of the 10 grades on contract, 
as is shown by the letter which I read awhile ago. That 
future price, fixing the price of the spot commodity, ought to 
be an honest price, a fair price, a mutual price, just as in the 
case of any other commodity, but as it is now it works some- 
thing like this: One goes to a store and says, “ I wish to buy a 
yard of cloth, What is your price?” “Thirty cents a yard, 
but I am only selling 30 inches to the yard.” “I thought there 
was something wrong. Your price is cheap.” I am not com- 
plaining for the buyer, for he consented to it, but when the 
quotation goes out that that cloth is selling at 80 cents per 
yard and is only 30 inches to the yard, I want it to represent 
80 inches to the yard. Otherwise it is a one-sided quotation, 
as Senators will see; it is a depreciated quotation. 

I can not see how any fair-minded people can insist upon 
letting one of the two sections of the law remain. One is a 
perfect section, and we ought to say to the exchanges, having 
put section 10 into execution, they should be forced to observe 
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Mr. President, we ought to accom- 


it or not to operate at all. 
plish something that is real. 

To illustrate: Some time ago a farmer came into my office 
and said, “ Drar, we farmers can not exist any longer; we can 
not continue to farm any longer paying the high interest rates 
we pay.” I said, “All right; let you and I talk about this 
matter and find out the trouble. How much interest do you 
pay?” “TI pay 8 per cent.” “How much money have you bor- 
rowed?” “I have borrowed $400.” “How many plows do 
you run?” “I run two plows.” “How long did you borrow 
that money for?” “I borrowed it for six months.” “ How 
much interest do you think you ought to pay?” “I think I 
ought to pay only 6 per cent.” “ How many bales of cotton do 
you make? “I make 15 bales.” “Weill, now,” I said, “my 
friend, I sympathize with you; do not go out of here and say 
that I am in favor of a high rate of interest. That is a ques- 
tion between the borrower and the lender, and you should bor- 
row money for as cheap a rate of interest as you can, but let 
you and I see where your trouble is. According to your state- 
ment you pay $4 a year more interest than you think you 
ought to pay on a two-horse farm. I want to get you a better 
price for your cotton. I am satisfied, as surely as I am that 
the sun shines, that I can get you 1 cent a pound more for 
your cotton. That would mean $75. I believe, as firmly as I 
believe that I am living, if this law be corrected we would get 
you at least 5 cents a pound more for cotton, which would 
mean $375 to a two-horse farmer. Now you can see where your 
trouble comes in, not that I am in favor of a high rate of in- 
terest; in fact, I have been a borrower all my life, and I want 
to get money for you as cheaply as I can. I wish to get it at 
just as low a rate of interest as possible.” 

I think, however, the trouble was that the farmer did not 
diversify his farming and raise at home the things that he 
could consume; and, besides that, he did not get a sufficiently 
high price for what he produced. The remedy for that, as 
I stated at home on the stump, is for us to correct the wrong 
that we perpetrated upon ourselves in raising too much cotton 
and competing with ourselves, and in not pursuing a diversified 
agriculture. For us to continue to permit the present law 
practically to rob the people out of a large proportion of every 
pound of cotton that they raise is inexcusable. 

Mr. President, I said some time ago that, perhaps, the South 
lost $1,000,000 a day by reason of this law. I realize that that 
is an extreme statement; that it sounds almost radical; that it 
sounds almost foolish; but I hope I am not given to making 
such assertions. Let us see about that. Before the war the 
average crop of cotton in the South was about 13,000,000 bales 
a year. One cent a pound on 13,000,000 bales of cotton would 
amount to $65,000,000; 5 cents a pound would be practically 
$1,060,000 a day. The figures which I sent to the desk a little 
while ago show that the fluctuation from the highest to the 
lowest is 8.66 cents, which would amount to over a million 
and a half dollars a day for every day of the year. Of course, 
I do not mean that the planters can always sell their cotton 
at the highest price; that would be a little bit extreme, but it 
brings to the attention of the Senate some basis upon which to 
calculate. 

Mr. President, I am not going to take much more of the time 
of the Senate, but I hope that the great Agricultural Com- 
mittee of the Senate, composed of some of the ablest men in 
this body, will get to work and bring my amendment back here; 
or, if they can propose a better one to help the farmers of the 
South, let them tear mine up and throw it in the wastebasket 
and let us adopt another. I want this question disposed of; I 
want it brought out and debated, and I am going to do every- 
thing in my power to have it disposed of at an early date. If 
we shall not do so, there will be no chance of getting it passed 
at this session. I am not satisfied to sit here and wait on any 
more delay or to wait on anybody else or any other organi- 
zation. I feel that the representatives of the South in Con- 
gress, although every man, of course, can act for himself, should 
get together, hold meetings day and night, even on the Sabbath 
if necessary, and agree upon a bill to help relieve our people 
from the present iniquitous law. 

Mr. President, it is a Chinese puzzle to people who never 
heard of it before or to those who do not begin at the begin- 
ning and follow the argument through, but it is just as simple 
as a sum in arithmetic when you sit down and figure it out. 
I have not seen a man yet who has given the matter honest at- 
tention and who understands it but will agree that the present 
Jaw is one-sided. Unfortunately not one man in 5,000 in the 
country outside of the South and perhaps not one in a thousand 
in the South knows a bit more ubout it than a fish knows about 
ie They can not understand what is wrong until they know 
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If this principle were applied to any other commodity in the 
world the same result would follow, namely, a depreciated com- 
modity. Let me suppose a case, Mr. President. Assume that 
the law provided that 10 grades of lumber only should be dealt 
in on the exchange, if there were such a thing as a lumber ex- 
change, and suppose I should go to my friend the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Siaratons] and say, “I hear you are going 
to build a number of houses,” and he should say, “ Yes; I am.” 
Then I should say, “I am a lumber drummer; I have flooring 
for $1 a hundred up to $10 a hundred; I want to sell you some 
at graduated prices.“ And suppose the Senator from North 
Carolina should say in good faith, “ Here is my check; put me 
down for so many thousand feet of it.” Then, I come back next 
week and say, “I am going to ship that lumber to you in a few 
days, but I am going to send to you all of it in dollar a hun- 
dred lumber.” The Senator from North Carolina says, No; I 
am building houses; I can not use that kind at all.” I reply, 
“I know that, Senator, but I am the seller, and under the law 
I have a right to select for delivery any one of 10 grades I see 
proper, and I am going to give it to you in the sorriest grade.” 
The Senator from North Carolina would say, “ Drar, that lum- 
ber is only suitable to build barns and chicken coops with; I 
will not have it. You, however, have my check, send the lum- 
ber to some one else and save me whatever you can out of my 
check.” I go around and sell it to some woodyard or other, 
and go back and say to the Senator, “I saved you a few dol- 
lars out of your check. Let me sell you some more lumber.” 
Then the Senator from North Carolina says to me, “ My friend, 
you had not any right to deliver me all of the lumber which I 
ordered in one grade which I could not use when I ordered 
other grades. I object to you fixing the quality of the lumber 
under the order which I gave, and I will not agree to buy any 
more while you have a sliding option to deliver to me any 
grade that you see fit.” 

The same principle may be applied to hats or shoes or to any 
other commodity in the world, and the same result would follow, 
namely, a depreciated price. I care nothing for the matter as 
between the buyer and the seller of the contract, if it can be 
limited to them, but when the quotation which goes out on the 
market fixes the price of the other fellow’s commodity he is the 
man in whom I am interested. It ought to be a fair contract, 
a mutual contract, a definite contract, like any other contract 
in the world. I am not trying to secure the passage of a radical 
law; I am trying to correct a one-sided law, 

It might be asked what have the farmers in South Carolina 
got to do with the New York Exchange or the New Orleans 
Exchange? What are they talking about? Let the farmer plow 
and raise cotton for the world and let him get what he can for 
it. What has he got to do with the exchanges? He has 
nothing to do with them if we can keep the exchanges from 
having something to do with him; but when the yardstick goes 
out from the exchanges as the measure of the price of cotton it 
ought to be a 36-inch yardstick. The quotation, however, which 
comes from the exchanges is a false quotation; it is a misrep- 
resentation. I do not say the buyers do it intentionally; but, 
for example, a buyer might go to the Senator from North Caro- 
lina [Mr. Staarons], who is a good farmer, and say, “I hear 
you have a hundred bales of cotton in the warehouse; do you 
want to sell them?” “Yes, sir.” “What do you want for the 
cotton?” This morning the price was 34 cents a pound.” 
“Well, Senator, you are out of line; here is a quotation from 
New York, received just 10 minutes ago, of 33 cents.” He 
makes the Senator believe that is a quotation for middling cot- 
ton on the New York Exchange delivered next month. I do 
not say he tells a falsehood intentionally, but he misrepresents 
the real fact and he misleads the seller. It is true that he has 
that quotation; it is true that he can buy that contract at that 
price if he can get his telegram and money there quickly 
enough; but it is not true that he can get any one of the 10 
grades that he desires; he has to take whatever grades the 
seller offers, although he may not be able to use those grades 
in his business generally. 

Some one may ask, Is he not willing to take some other grade 
at the market price? Is he not willing to pay the market 
price? No; he is not willing to pay the market price for some- 
thing he can not use. The Senator from Alabama [Mr. Herrin] 
may be willing to pay the market price for a hat that suits his 
style and his beauty and is the right size, but he would not 
buy a hat at the market price if it does not suit him; he would 
not have it at the market price. Therefore no one will buy his 
contract. No one will contract to buy cotton even at a fair 
price not knowing what he is going to get under the contract. 
It is so simple that it can not be made more simple. 

Mr. President, some one may say that the object of allowing 
the seller to tender the contract in any one or all of the 10 
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grades was for the benefit of the farmer, so that the farmer 
could undertake to sell his cotton before the harvest or even 
before he planted it and then gather his cotton and sell it on 
the contract, and say “ Here it is; take it.” I do not object 
whether it is 10 grades or 15 grades. I merely want to specify 
what is going to be delivered. 

Let us see whether or not there is any virtue in the proposi- 
tion. As the cotton men from the South know, not one man in 
a hundred raises a hundred bales of cotton, which is the unit 
of the exchange, and not one man in a thousand ever contracts 
to sell his cotton through the exchange. I venture to say that 
not one in ten thousand ever delivers a bale of cotton that he 
grew himself through the exchange. I ran a warehouse down 
near Columbia for twenty-odd years, and we handled about half 
the cotton that came to my town, thousands and thousands of 
bales every year, and I never heard of a bale being delivered on 
a contract. I never heard of but one farmer in the South who 
sold his cotton ahead and tried to deliver it on a contract. 
That was a rich farmer in my adjoining county who sold 200 
bales on contract here a few years ago, when the price was 
very high in the fall, and gathered his cotton, and wrote to his 
broker that he wanted to send him the cotton. The broker 
replied, “ Why, man, do not ship cotton from South Carolina 
to New York at a cost of about a cent and a quarter a pound. 
Sell your cotton to some exporter or some mill, somebody who is 
going to use it, and close out your contract.” That is what he 
did; so, you see, that is a hollow mockery. There is no meat 
in it. If you do provide a market, it is at a depreciated price; 
and what we want is a fair price for what we raise. 
` I see the Senator from Connecticut here, and I am glad he is 
here, and others besides; but I want to say to you all, and to 
Senators from all over the United States, that this is not a local 
question. It is a national question. I might say it is an inter- 
national question. Here are these great exchanges, buying and 
selling contracts in Liverpool. The prices of those contracts 
affect New York and New Orleans, and in a few minutes they 
affect the price down on my plantations. That being true, under 
those one-sided quotations, those depreciated quotations, they 
take the crop from us for less than it costs to raise It, and they 
take the commodity out of the United States, make it up into 
goods, and send them back here to compete with our own people. 
When we have to sell it for less than it is worth, and often less 
than it costs us, we are deprived of our ability to buy goods 
from the other sections of the country. Therefore you are inter- 
ested In the proposition, 

Why, take this English crowd over here. Last summer they 
came over here, two of them, representing the spinners and the 
exchanges over there. They visited the South. Our people 
treated them courteously, as they treat everybody. They looked 
into the cost of this last crop, and they said that having pro- 
duced it so cheaply and so economically, and our people having 
worked so hard, 12 cents a pound would be a good price for it. 
The harder our people work, and the more numerous the boll 
weevils get, and the more we deprive ourselves of things, the 
more this law operates against us and the more the manufac- 
turers of the world are allowed to buy what we raise for less 
than it costs us. Senators, I believe in keeping some people out 
of this country—some of the ignorant folks and the vile folks 
but I do not think we will make much of a mistake in keeping 
out of this country the class I have spoken about. I know who 
they are; I have the names in my desk here; and I know to 
whom they made this remark; and yet you men sit here and 
allow this one-sided law to remain on the statute books. 

Senators, if I had my way, I would serve notice that we 
would stop every spindle in the country until this law was 
corrected. The idea of having an exchange with this one- 
sided proposition to it! You do not have any exchange at all 
for wool, and the price of that has been steady. You do not 
have any for iron and coal and steel and lumber and wool and 
various other things. 

In conclusion, my friends, I am going to give you just one 
more illustration: 

In 1920 we made in the United States less than 13,000,000 
bales of cotton, and yet on the New York and New Orleans 
exchanges, outside of Liverpool, Bremen, Havre, Alexandria, 
and plenty of other exchanges in the world, they sold contracts 
amounting to over 128,000,000 bales of cotton, and they deliv- 
ered about 350,000 bales to this country—I mean the two ex- 
changes of this country. 

Mr. President, by reason of this indefinite law men will sell 
contracts much cheaper than they otherwise would. We are 
fussing now about the supply and demand, about some figures 
as to the supply that have been doctored up, and we are trying 
to correct them, and I hope we will; but what use is there in 
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forced a balance by about 579,000 bales when on the New York 
exchange they can put up that many contracts in one afternoon? 

Now, Senators, listen: Let us suppose that every mill in the 
world has contracted for all the cotton it needs for 12 months, 
Let us suppose, then, that all the people in the world have 
bought all the shoes they need for 12 months, or all the hats 
they need. Let us suppose they keep on auctioning off cotton 
eyery day in the year, as they do now. 

Let us suppose that they commence to auction off shoes, and 
continue through the 12 months of the year auctioning off 
shoes: Would not the price of the shoes and the cotton that 
they auctioned off go down if everybody had contracted for all 
he wanted? Would not the price of the commodity that we had 
on hand, the cotton and shoes that we had on hand, go down? 
You can not stimulate consumption to more than a small extent, 
but there is no stop to the selling. If the New York exchange 
wants to buy a thousand bales of cotton, they have the cotton, 
or they will say, “ Just wait a minute, and I will have it,” and 
10,000 bales will be offered for sale, and 20,000, and 100,000, and 
200,000. I saw the other day where one man sold 100,000 bales 
of cotton, and I doubt if he ever saw a bale of cotton in his 
life; and he broke the market a hundred points, $5 a bale. 

Senators, does it take any smart man to see that if that man 
had to specify the grade of cotton that he was contracting to 
sell, he would fix as low a price on that as he would when he 
could contract to sell cotton, and that meant that he could pick 
out any one or all of 10 grades, as he saw proper? Does he 
not contract to sell it for less all the time, and does not that 
price fix the price of Bill Jones and Sam Smith down in 
N County, where I live? That is what I am talking 

u 

Senators, I want to be kind, but I am going to bring this 
matter to a head at the earliest possible date. I should be a 
traitor to the memory of my old father, who was one of the 
best farmers In the upper part of South Carolina, and who 
taught me this principle, if I did not try to correct the present 
condition. 

Mr. President, I shall not take up any more time at present. 
I hope to make a speech on this matter in a few days; and, 
while I know it is a little unusual, I want to say to the Sen- 
ators that if they will come in and take seats and listen to me 
for 45 minutes, I do not think I will open my mouth on cotton 
again during this session, or perhaps the next. 


APPENDIX. 
EFFECT OF SELLER'S OPTION CONTRACT ON PRICES TO PRODUCER. 


The cotton futures act, for the ordinary seller's option contract, 
grants the seller of a contract for future delivery of cotton the option 
of delivering any one or more of 10 grades, the money payment 
being adjusted to equalize the difference in value, and also the option 
as to the day of delivery in the delivery month. The commission 
believes that the effect of these options on the part of the seller, as 
distinguished from the buyer, is generally to make the futures price 
lower than it probably would be if corresponding buyers’ option were 
used instead. The seller is given a right by law to determine under 
the contract both the time of delivery in the delivery month and the 
grade of cotton, and no corresponding contract is provided for with 
options for the buyer, although provision is made for contracts for 
delivery of specific grades in the law (which latter provision is practi- 
cally never used). While a balance between buyers and sellers with 
respect to value of grade contracted for and grade delivered under 
present methods may be made by a money payment, the element 
of quality of goods sold and the option of the seller to choose the 
qualities delivered may affect the futures price, 

While traders in futures under these scliers’ option contracts may 
be able to take care of themselves in this matter, and thus the situa- 
tion may be equitable as between buyers and sellers of futures merely, 
the matter of fundamental importance is the relation between future 
prices and cash prices. Both in New “Orleans and New York there 
is generally an absence of parity between dally spot prices reported 
to the Department of Agriculture and daily closing future prices as 
recorded by the exchange throughout the month of the maturity of 
the future contracts. This is not an entirely satisfactory basis of 
comparison; a better test would be the daily average spot quotation 
of middling upland cotton of average staple or quality and the daily 
average future quotation. In the last three years the future, accord- 
ing to the best data now available, however, has been generally lower, 
But a part of the difference may be dve to differences in staple, ete., 
of the spot cotton compared with that which is delivered on future 
contracts. Such delfvery-month discounts, from whatever cause due, 
probably are reflected also in the general spread between cash and 
future prices in prior months. This situation, for the reason stated 
in the next paragraph, may have a tendency to affect unfavorably 
the prices recelved by producers of cotton, 
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Future prices made on the exchanges are more broadly dissemi- 
nated than spot prices, partly because of the interest in them ofa 
broadly distributed speculative public, and partly because the future 
price is more standardized or easier to describe adeqnately for com- 
mercial purposes. Spot prices are largely quoted on the basis of 
futures (L e, so much on or off), and probably they are absolutely 
influenced by them to some extent. Competition may compel the 
local buyer to pay a better price than the futures seem to warrant, 
but the small-town dealer is generally not so well informed as the 
large buyer of the actual character of the connection between spots. 
and futures, and the producer may not fully appreciate the apparent 
tendency of the future prices to fall short of parity with spot prices. 
Under these conditions the price received by the producer, who has 
actual cotton to sell in the spot market, would logically seem to be 
unfavorably: affected, 


THE YOLUME OF FUTURE TRADING AND OF DELIVERIES. 


The following statement shows for specified years the volume of 
trading in cotton futures on the American cotton exchanges: 


New York Cotton Exchange...... 
New Orleans Cotton Exchange... 


ican Cotton Exchange (New 


York City) 


iR bales, counting round as half bales, as reported by the 
— — production in the United States—Orop of 1931,” p: 

The total volume of future trading on the three exchanges ranged 
(in the four-year period 1918-1922) from 104,433,950 bales in 1920-21 
to 124,635,810 bales in 1921-22. The statement clearly shows that 
the New York market is the one most frequently used for trading in 
futures. 

The following statement shows the volume of deliveries on future 
contracts on the New Orleans Cotton Exchange and on the two cot- 
ton exchanges at New York: 


Bureau of the 
2 


New York Cotton Exchange 
New Orleans Cotton ows 
American Cotton and Grain 


As shown by the statement, the quantity of cotton delivered on 
future contracts at New York and New Orleans ranged (in the three- 
year period 1919-1922) from 120,450 bales in 1919-20 to 648,790 
bales in 1921-22. The volume of deliveries at New York greatly 
exceeded those at New Orleans. 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, my colleague [Mr. DIAL] bas 
been discussing this morning a proposed amendment to the 
cotton futures act. I believe the Recoxrp will disclose the fact 
that I introduced the original bill that ultimately was amended 
and finally became what is now the cotton futures act. From 
time to time I have offered and had adopted by the Senate 
certain amendments modifying that law as experience in its 
administration and the purposes for which it was passed were 
made manifest, and the lines on which those purposes might be 
accomplished were indicated. 

I am not going to take the time to-day to make extended 
remarks about this law. I know that the matter is so tech- 
nical, in spite of the fact that it deals with a raw material 
from the farm, that even those on the floor do not understand 
the market processes. It is sufficient for me to say just now 
that I do not want the impression to go abroad 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 
the Senator from South Carolina yield to his colleague? 


Does | 
Mr. SMITH. I do. 


Mr, DIAL. I made no criticism of my colleague. I stated in 
my speech that the framers of this law deserve great credit, 
not only in the South but everywhere in the United States: It 
improved the old custom wonderfully. I am not criticizing the 
law. I know that they did all they could at that time; but the 
exchange does not earry out the law. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I just want to state that even 
under the present form of the law, when the facts are divulged, 
I do not consider the present law one-sided; but all of that I 


shall go into at the proper time and place. This law in its 
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operation, though I believe there are certain amendments. that 
would have a tendency to enable those who buy to be more cer- 
tain as to delivery, is not the primary cause, nor perhaps the 
test cause, for the present condition in the cotton market. 
t is not the nature of the cotton that they sell, but it is the 
fact of their power of unlimited short selling. I think T shall 
be able to convince the Senate when this matter comes before it 
that in the 10 grades that are now admissible to be delivered 
under the contract, according to the investigations of the de- 
partment, there is no appreciable difference at all in the yarn 
and in the cloth made from the so-called different grades. I 
think the manufacturers of cotton goods of this country will 
substantiate that statement; and the difference in price is 
purely an arbitrary one, of course, for the benefit of those who 
ultimately consume the cotton. 

I just wanted to rise at this time to say that at the proper 
time I will undertake to make as clear a statement as I can 
make as to the present operation of the law. I hope to put 
samples on my desk from the grades now admitted under con- 
tract, with the same length of staple, and prove that cloth 
made of cotton from the lowest to the highest grade is 
identically the same, and the yarn is the same. The only dif- 
ference in the grades is the amount of foreign matter incident 
to conversion, and that is easily calculated. So that a mill 
buying a basis middling, and getting some of all grades, or 
any one of the grades, can make the same yarn if the cotton 
is of the same length of staple. I shall undertake to show 
what was demonstrated by Government experiment under an 
appropriation made in response to a motion of mine, which I 
think was $50,000, when the Government took every grade of 
cotton, from the lowest to the highest, and spun it into the 
same count of yarn, under the same conditions, and tested its 
tensile strength here in the department of weights and meas- 
ures; then bleached it and compared its reaction to the bleach- 
ing process; then wove it into cloth, both brown domestic and 
bleached, bleaching both of the cloths after they were made 
from the yarn; then tested under the experts as to the dif- 
ference in the cloths made from cotton of the same lengths 
of staple, regardless of grade. The result of the experiment. 
was that the cloths were shown to be identically the same. 
So that low middling, the lowest grade delivered now, and. 
middling fair, the highest grade delivered, made identically the 
same cloth and the same yarn. I want to demonstrate, by 
keeping up these experiments, that the whole South has been 
bunkoed, not by the New York exchange alone—though God 
knows they did enough—but by an arbitrary fixation of a 
difference that does not exist, and would not stand the test of 
a constructive investigation by the Department of Agriculture, 

A mill may seek to buy basis middling, but receive every 
grade, with the same length of staple, from low middling to 
middling fair, and it will make identically the same yarn and 
identically the same cloth with all the grades. 

Mr. RANSDELL. It can do that on specific as well as on 
future contracts. 

Mr. SMITH. It can do it on specific as well as on future 
contracts. If I were to buy a contract in New York, basis 
middling, and the next day served notice that I would demand 
specific fulfillment of my contract, and they should deliver me 
10 bales of each grade with the same length of staple, I could 
take it into my mill and the yarn and the cloth produced 
from all those grades would be identically the same. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to his colleague? 

Mr. SMITH. TI yield. 

Mr. DIAL. Did I understand the Senator to say that there 
would be the same waste in each grade? 

Mr. SMITH. No; I say that by a series of experiments we 
have made there is shown to be a difference; but it Is very 
slight. They make a difference between middling and low mid- 
dling of as much as $10 to $15 a bale, when, according to experi- 
ments in the department, the waste in conversion was about 4 
per cent greater in one grade.than in the other. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Permit me to ask the Senator this ques- 
tion: If the low middling and the middling fair graded make the 
same kind of cloth, why should the spinner buy the middling 
fair at all? 

Mr. SMITH. In the trade the short cotton is known as Up- 
land. You could get from seven-eighths inch up to 13 inches; 
but I said that in my experiments we took cotton of a uniform 
length of staple, which has been emphasized more in the last year 
than ever before. A mill will buy to-day low middling 1 inch as 
readily as they will buy middling fair 1 inch. Of course there 
is an arbitrary difference in the price by virtue of the color, 
but they are getting away from that in their increased knowl- 
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edge of cotton. When they staple their cotton and find that it 
is a uniform inch staple they have little regard to the color. 
Of course they have some regard to the foreign matter, because 
the leaves and the trash in it can not all be eliminated in the 
combing, and in the twisting any little foreign particle will keep 
the twist from tightening and cause a break in the yarn, There 
is a difference there. But if the cotton is picked carefully, the 
arbitrary difference in coloring has nothing to do with it, and 
the only difference is the small per cent in the form of waste 
incident to conversion. When we have experimented sufficiently 
to confirm the fact I shall introduce an amendment requiring a 
delivery of the same length of staple regardless of the grade 
otherwise. 

I would just like to say, in passing, Mr. President, that we 
get a wrong idea when my colleague and others present as an 
argument the fact that when I buy a pair of shoes I specify 
the shoe I want. That is true, because a shoe is manufac- 
tured according to a rule; but when you want to buy the hide 
out of which the shoe is made you would find that was not 
manufactured, and you can not definitely and specifically 
determine whether the hide is a calf hide or a cow hide, or a 
bull hide, or 1 year old or 8 years old. You buy the hide and 
manipulate it and make the shoe. You can not put that into 
the same classification in which you put the finished article; 
but once you have them in your hands, you can make a good 
shoe out of a cowhide and you can make a good shoe out of 
calfskin, 

The same illustration applies to lumber. When I manufac- 
ture lumber I class it, but when I buy timber I do not. We 
can make No. 1 and No. 2 out of the same tree. That is the 
radical difference. When you are buying what nature makes 
you can not buy according to a fixed rule, but when you buy 
what man makes you will find that he makes it according to 
a rule and makes it in quantity. That is the difference. 

I want to say, Mr. President, before I take my seat, that 
we have before the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
a bill looking toward the temporary relief of the farmer by the 
Government, assuming temporarily the office of a unified 
buyer, acknowledging the fact that the manufacturing capital 
of this country exists under organized form, keeping prices 
up, even though they have to curtail production, while the pro- 
ducer of the raw material is ruined in every department of 
agriculture. 

It is proposed in the bill now before the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry that the Government shall go in and take 
the place of a unified buyer and seller until they can raise the 
price of wheat to where the Wheat dollar will be on a parity 
with the manufacturer's dollar; until the farmers of this coun- 
try can so organize themselves that they may name the price 
of their products, and when the freight is high add the freight, 
and when farm labor is high add farm labor; in a word, add 
the cost of their production in the selling price and pass on to 
others what is necessary to make others pay what the farmers 
are giving. If that can be accomplished, their condition will 
be better than it is now. 

This is an age of organization. The logic of events spells 
organization, The radio, the telegraph, the telephone, our 
method of rapid transportation of commodities have obliter- 
ated time and space, and made it possible for aggregated capital 
and brains to control the markets of the world. I challenge 
any Senator on this floor to go into any store in the city 
of Washington and put his hand on any article of ordinary 
commerce that is not made and controlled by an organized 
trust, or an organized productive agency, fixing the price and 
the amount of the commodity that will be put on the market. 

What we need to-day is not an effort to regulate the other 
man’s business, but to give the farmers of this country the 
same chance to regulate their business, and make it possible 
through our financial system to recognize that their methods 
of production differ from those of the artificial producer, 
namely, the manufacturer, and accommodate them with a sys- 
tem of finance that will adequately meet the peculiar conditions 
of their production and give theni the same chance that others 
have to use the money until they have disposed of their 
products. 


Let us stop to consider that a manufacturer makes a crop 
every day and disposes of that crop every day, and controls 
that crop, both as to quality and quantity. He can curtail 
at his pleasure, or he can increase at his pleasure, while the 
farmer, when he has invested in fertilizer and in the prepara- 
tion of his soil, and planted his seed, loses control both of 
quantity and quality, and has to wait for 6 or 8 or 9 months 
to produce at one time throughout America a product that 
is to last for the next 12 months. 
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It has been said that the farmer needs 12 months’ credit, 
that it takes him 12 months to turn over his investment. It 
takes him 24 months to turn it over; 12 months to make the 
crop and 12 months to dispose of it. We should devote our- 
selves to the fundamental question of enabling the agricultural 
interests of this country so to organize themselves as.to meet 
the organized prices of those who manufacture. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator 
a question before he takes his seat. We are trying to get an 
amendment to the cotton futures contract law. The Federal 
Trade Commission still has this matter under advisement. As 
i understand, the 10 tenderable grades are enumerated in the 
aw. 

Mr. SMITH. They are. 

Mr. DIAL, If there is no appreciable difference between some 
of these grades, then would it or not be advisable to eliminate 
them from the bill? Would that be practicable? I am trying 
to get at a solution of the question. 

Mr. SMITH. I want to suggest to my colleague the follow- 
ing amendment, that no grades of cotton shall be tendered 
that are not uniform in staple. I think that would end the 
whole difficulty. Provide that the 10 grades that are now 
tenderable shall be classified according to staple. > 

Mr. DIAL. I hope we can amend the law in some way to 
give relief. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I do not intend to discuss 
this question at length now, but, like the two Senators who have 
just addressed the Senate, promise that later on, if I can get 
an audience, I will discuss it pretty fully. It is an interesting 
subject. 

One of the greatest men in this country, the late Chief Justice 
Edward D. White, discussed this subject very fully in the 
Senate in July, 1892, nearly 32 years ago, when he made one 
of the most remarkable speeches ever delivered on this floor. 
This subject of dealing on cotton exchanges has been discussed 
a great many times since then, Mr. President and Senators, and 
I predict it is going to be discussed a great many times in the 
next 82 years. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Louisi- 
ana yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I will yield in a moment. I further pre- 
dict that Congress is not going to destroy the cotton exchanges 
of the Union. We may regulate them. They should be regu- 
lated whenever they do anything wrong, but I do not think 
we should destroy them, and, as I understand, the bill proposed 
by the Senator from South Carolina would destroy them. I 
now yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. All I was going to say to the Senator from 
Louisiana was this: I have a bill pending before the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. If he will help me to have it 
reported, we will put an end to all the necessity for this talk 
here and save much valuable time and be of real help to the 
farmers. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I shall be glad to give careful considera- 
tion to the Senator's bill. I can not make him any promise until 
I have digested it better. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator promised to vote against it 
some time ago, but I thought perhaps he might have changed 
his mind. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I probably would give the same promise 
after I had examined it more closely. 

Mr. President and Senators, this question was up in the last 
Congress. The Senator from South Carolina [Mr. DIAL] pre- 
sented it very forcibly to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. He insisted upon a report on his bill, and finally 
got a report on the calendar day of July 31, 1922—a unanimous 
report against the bill. It is very brief, and I ask to have it 
printed in 8-point type as a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there objection? But the 
Chair must remind the Senator from Louisiana that under the 
regulations adopted by the Joint Committee on Printing it may 
not be printed in 8-point type. 

Mr. RANSDELL. If it is against the rule, of course, I do 
not ask it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the report 
will be printed in the Recorp as a part of the Senator's re- 
marks, 

The report is as follows: 

[Senate Report No. 841, Sixty-seventh Congress, second session.] 


TO AMEND SECTION 5 OF THE COTTON FUTURES ACT, 


Mr. RANSDELL, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, sub- 
mitted the following adverse report to accompany Senate bills 385 
and 3146: 
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he Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to which was referred 
the bills (S. 885 and S. 3146) to amend section 5 of the cotton futures 
act, approved August 11, 1916, as amended, haying carefully considered 
the bills, respectfully reports them back with an unfavorable recom- 
mendation, Both bills are attached hereto and made part hereof. 

These bills have a common authorship, S. 8146 being in the nature 
of a substitute for S. 385, and broadly stated are intended to revolu- 
tionize the method of trading in cotton for future delivery a3 now con- 
ducted under the supervision of the United States Department of 
Agriculture. 

Your committee wishes to emphasize the fact that with the solitary 
exception of their author, not a witness appeared in support of these 
bills from the time the hearings started on Friday, January 20, until 
they closed on Friday, June 2, although ample opportunity was afforded 
everyone interested to be heard. 

Iu striking contrast with this showing, some of the most repre- 
sentative planters, spot-cotton merchants, exporters, and bankers from 
the cotton-producing States either appeared in person or notified the 
committee in writing of their unalterable opposition to these bills. 
Resolutions were received from the spot-cotton exchanges located 
throughout the South, whose members were no less emphatic than the 
witnesses for the New Orleans Cotton Exchange in opposition to these 
bins, or to any material change in the future contract now operating 
under the supervision of the Secretary of Agriculture. And finally, 
representatives from the Department of Agriculture, which is pri- 
marily concerned with the welfare of the small cotton farmer, appeared 
before the committee and placed the stamp of the unqualified disapproval 
of the Department of Agriculture on S. 385 and S. 8146. 

The evidence adduced by the committee developed that the contract 
delivery system as conducted on the New Orleans Cotton Exchange 
consists of the buying and selling of cotton for future delivery under 
the United States cotton futures act, as amended March 4, 1919, and 
regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture pursuant thereto. 

The contracts are known as section 5 contracts, as that section of 
tae United States cotton futures act and the regulations of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture constitute the limitations thereof. These provide 
that— 

All contracts made for future delivery on any exchange, board of 
trade, or similar institution or place of business not in conformity with 
the United States cotton futures act are subject to a tax of 2 cents ee 
pound; 

The contract must specify the basis grade of the cotton involved. 
which shall be one of the 10 grades for which standards are established 
by the Secretary of Agriculture; middling shall be deemed the mee 
grade if no other grade be specified in the contract; 

All cotton dealt with shall be of or within the grades specified by the 
Secretary of Agriculture; 

Cotton delivered on such contracts above or below the basis grade 
must be settled for at actual commercial differences above or below the 
contract price for the basis grade; 

No cotton shall be delivered that is below low middling or that is 
reduced below the value of low middling because of defects, ete. and 
is of less than seveu-eighths of an inch in length of staple; 

Tenders on contracts must be the full number of bales involved or 
the equivalent weight thereof, and the person making the tender shall 
give written notice five business days befere delivery to the receiver, 
and in advance of final settlement must furnish the receiver a written 
notice or certificate stating the grade of each individual bale and by 
means of numbers identifying each bale with its grade; 

All cotton delivered must be classed in accordance with the classifi- 
cation, made under the regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture, by 
officers of the Government designated by the Secretary for that pur- 
pose. 

Under the authority vested in it the Department of Agriculture has 
standardized spinnable cotton tenderable on contracts into 10 grades, 
and subject to the above regulations cotton tendered on future delivery 
contracts is inspected and classed by Government officials who issue 
certificates therefor; in other words, under the law the Government 
becomes a party to the final settlement of the contracts, insuring the 
honesty, correctness, and uniformity of such deliveries, 

The author of S. 3146 says frankly that both the old custom, under 
which future trading in cotton was developed, and the present statute 
“have always been wrong,” and in Heu of the present law and the 
regulations promulgated thereunder by the Secretary of Agriculture he 
would divide 9 grades into 3 grades, to wit, A, B, and C, with 3 
grades in each class, and make the middle class the basis, with a dis- 
count for a grade below and a premium for a grade above. He can 
see no objection whatever to this proposition which limits the tender of 
the seller from 10 grades to 3 in a given contract; he would require the 
specific grade to be specified at the time the contract is made; and, 
finally, he would allow the purchaser and the seller of a contract to 
each select half of the quantity: but in order to avert the possibility 
of a corner, either up or down, let them divide each half equally in 2 
or even 3 grades. 


As has been stated, with the exception of the author, not a solitary 
advocate of this plan appeared to urge its’ substitution for the exist- 
ing law. It was pointed out, however, that the present law permits 
the trading in specific grade contracts under section 10, although such 
contracts are never made across the future ring and such contracts 
are stronger than those provided for in S. 3146. 

With the exception of the author, every witness heard orally and 
every communication received by mail from representative cotton inter- 
ests condemned that feature of S. 3146 which would reduce the number 
of grades allowed in the future contract from 10 to 3. The spot 
merchants who deal directly with the growers pointed out that their 
purchases mecessarily covered a wide range, embracing some 20 or 
more grades known to the spot trade, and if they were compelled 
under this bill when selling futures to insure these purchases, to be 
limited in those future contracts to only 2 or 8 grades, then the 
future contract used as a legitimate hedge or insurance would cease 
to function. 

But by far the more vigorous attack upon the proposition to reduce 
the number of grades and revise the form of contract came from rep- 
resentatives of the United States Department of Agriculture. 

It was pointed out that the present law calls for one form of con- 
tract, which is the basis of all transactions, and provides a continuous 
market that the spot-cotton trade argues from. It was problematical 
if the volume of business could be reduced and still provide a con- 
tinuous market; yet the bill under consideration proposed to divide 
the present form of contract up into three. If this were done, then 
the volume of business would be cut into fractions of its present size, 
or there would be a tremendous increase in business to provide the 
same volume of business in any one of these three forms of contract. 
The opinion of the departmental spokesman was that the trade would 
not adopt three forms of contract; and the fact was stressed that the 
adoption of any form of contract which would reduce the number of 
tenderable grades would vastly increase the number of bales annually 
left on the hands of the “aggregate producer.” As an illustration of 
the awful menace threatening the smaller farmer which is involved in 
any plan which would reduce the number of grades tenderable upon 
future contracts the department pointed out that in the comparatively 
recent past, when the Senate called upon the Census Bureau for fig- 
nres showing the quantity of spinnable cotton on hand, it was shown 
that there was in storage in the warehouses of the country cotton that 
was untenderable on future contracts to the extent of 24 per cent of 
the total. 

The same unanimity of adverse opinion was expressed by all branches 
of the cotton trade upon the third and remaining feature of the bill, 
which provides that the purchaser and the seller of a contract each 
select half of the quantity involved in the contract. The effect of this 
arrangement, it was contended, would be to restrict the contract to a 
point where the spot-cotton merchant could not make use of it in con- 
nection with his business, and trading in futures as a hedge or insur- 
ance for legitimate business transactions would be automatically dis- 
continued, 

As disclosed by their titles, neither S. 885 nor S. 8146 were intended 
to suppress the two exchanges in this country where future contracts 
in cotton are dealt in, irrespective of what their ultimate effect upon 
the trade might be. But in view of the very general interest that has 
recently been manifested in the subject of future trading in agricul- 
tural products, and because of the attention that has been bestowed , 
upon certain phases of the question by the judicial as well as the 
legislative branch of the Government, the committee decided to con- 
duct a broad and comprehensive inquiry in the operation of the cotton 
futures act as amended. 

It is believed that the hearings, embracing a volume of 175 pages, 
will prove a valuable and timely contribution to the information on a 
subject that promises to engage the attention of Congress for some 
time to come. 

The witnesses from the various cotton States, and who were very 
largely engaged in the spot-cotton business, are recognized throughout 
the trade as qualified to speak for the interests they represented. 

The communications from the New Orleans Cotton Exchange dealing 
with the other phase of the cotton trade are from officials of that 
institution whose long and distinguished service in the cause of future 
trading have made their names household words throughout the civi- 
lized world wherever cotton future contracts are traded in. 

The committee has also deemed it advisable to include in the hear- 
ings, for the convenience of those who wish to study this question, a 
summary of the exhaustive discussion of the Comer amendment to the 
cotton futures act on the floor of the Senate Friday, April 30, 1920, 
by Senator JosupH E. RANSDELL, of Louisiana, together with the speech 
of Hon, Edward D. White, of Louisiana (subsequently Chief Justice 
of the Supreme Court of the United States), in the Senate of the 
United States, Thursday, July 21, and Friday, July 22, 1892. 

[S. 385, Sixty-seventh Congress, first session. By Senator Drar] 
A bill to amend section 5 of the United States cotton futures act, 

approved August 11, 1016, as amended. 


2816 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 20, 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 5 of the United States cotton futures 
act, approved August 11, 1916, as amended, be, and the same hereby is, 
amended as follows: 

In the fourth subdivision of section 5 of said act insert “(a)” after 
“fourth,” and before “ provide,” and add at the end of such fourth 
subdivision : 


“(b) Provide that unless cotton in the basic grade be tendered in 
settlement of such contract, the buyer shall have the right to demand 
that one-half of the amount deliverable under the contract shall be 
delivered in equal quantity in two grades, to be specified by him, and 
that the seller shall have the right to tender one-half of the amount 
deliverable under the contract in equal quantity in two grades to be 
specified by such seller.” s 

The foregoing amendments shall be effective on and after the thirti- 
eth day after the approval of this amendatory act, but nothing herein 
shall be construed as applicable to contracts entered into prior to the 
effective date of this amendatory act or to affect rights acquired or 
powers exercised thereunder. 


— 


[S. 3146, Sixty-seventh Congress, second session. By Senator DIAL. J 

A bill to amend section 5 of the United States cotton futures act. 

Be it enacted, etc., That the second subdivision of section 5 of the 
United States cotton futures act, approved August 11, 1916, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: : 

“Second. (a) Specify as the class of the contract one of the fol- 
lowing classes: 

“Class A, which shall include only middling fair, strict good mid- 
dling, good middling, and strict middling grades. 

“Class B, which shall include only strict middling, middling, strict 
low middling, and good middling yellow tinged grades. 

“ Class C, which shall include only strict low middling, low middling, 
strict middling yellow tinged, and good middling yellow stained grades, 

“(b) Specify the basis grade for the cotton involved in the contract, 
which shall be one of the grades for which standards are established by 
the Secretary of Agriculture, and which shall be one of the grades 
included within a class in paragraph (a) of this subdivision; the price 
per pound at which the cotton of such basis grade is contracted to be 
bought or sold; the date when the purchase or sale was made; and the 
month or months in which the contract is to be fulfilled or settled. 

„(e) If no other class is specified in the contract, or in the memo- 
randum evidencing the same, the contract shall be deemed a class B 
contract. i 


“(d) If no other basis grade be specified in the contract, or in the 
memorandum evidencing the same, good middling shall be deemed the 
basis grade incorporated into a class A contract, middling shall be 
deemed the basis grade incorporated into a class B contract, and low 
middling shall be deemed the basis grade incorporated into a class C 
contract.” 


Sec. 2, That the third subdivision of section 5 of such act is amended 
to read as follows: 

“Third. Provide that the cotton dealt with therein or delivered 
thereunder shall be of or within the grades for which standards are 
established by the Secretary of Agricuiture, and of or within the grades 
included within the class so specified or incorporated as the class of the 
contract, and that cotton of any other grade or grades shall not be 
dealt with therein nor delivered thereunder.” 

Sec. 3. That the fifth subdivision of section 5 of such act, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“ Fifth. Provide that cotton that, because of the presence of extrane- 
ous matter of any character, or irregularities or defects, is reduced in 
value below that of strict middling in the case of a class A contract, 
strict low middling in the case of a class B contract, or low middling 
in the case of a class C contract, the grades mentioned being of the 
official cotton standards of the United States, or cotton that is less than 
seven-eighths of an inch in length of staple, or cotton of perished 
staple or of immature staple, or cotton that is gin cut’ or reginned, 
or cotton that is repacked' or false packed’ or ‘mixed packed’ or 
“water packed,’ shall not be delivered on, under, or in settlement of 
such contract.” 

Sec. 4. That the second paragraph of the seventh subdivision of sec- 
tion 5 of such act, as amended, is amended to read as follows: 

“The provisions of the third, fourth, fifth, sixth, and seyenth sub- 
divisions of this section shall be deemed fully incorporated into any 
such contract if there be written or printed thereon, or on the memo- 
randum evidencing the same, at or prior to the time the same is 
signed, the phrase ‘subject to United States cotton futures act, section 
5, class A,’ if the contract is a class A contract, or the phrase ‘ subject 
to United States cotton futures act, section 5, class B,’ if the contract 
is a class B contract, or the phrase ‘subject to United States cotton 
futures act, section 5, class C,’ if the contract is a class C contract.” 

Sec, 5. That the provisions of this act shall be effective on and after 
the thirtieth day after its passage, but such provisions shall not be con- 
strued as applicable to nor as affecting any right, power, privilege, or 
immunity under any contract entered into prior to such day. 


Mr. DIAL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Loui- 
siana yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield. 

Mr. DIAL, I would like to ask my fair and able friend 
from Louisiana to state the facts as he goes along and not to 
forget them. The reason why the committee reported my bill 
unfavorably during the last session was because I had intro- 
duced the new measure which is pending now. The bill to 
which the report refers was the one that was antiquated, and 
the one supplanted by the new bill. When the committee made 
no report I asked on the floor of the Senate that they make a 
favorable report if they would—if a majority of them were 
favorable to it; if not, to report it without recommendation ; 
and if they would not do that, to report it unfavorably. I 
thought I was so liberal that they would certainly report it 
without recommendation until my distinguished friend from 
Louisiana, on behalf of the committee, reported it unfavorably. 

J satel that is not a fair statement of the action of the com- 
mittee, 

Mr. RANSDELL. The report speaks for itself. We had 
before us two bills introduced by the Senator from South Caro- 
lina, as I understood it, one of them being the identical bill 
that is now before us. 

Mr. DIAL. That is correct. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Possibly the Senator has changed that 
one, but I do not think so. 

Mr. DIAL. No; I have not changed it. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I thought it was before the committee at 
that time and was made a part of the report. The report 
bi for itself and will show which bill was before the com- 

ttee. 

Mr. DIAL. Most of the report had reference to the bill 
which I had withdrawn, and there is a little bit of it that refers 
to the particular bill now before us. 

Mr. RANSDELL. It was a report on the two bills. 

In the early part of last year the present chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture end Forestry, the senior Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. Norris], knowing there was a great 
deal of interest in the subject of cotton futures and cotton ex- 
changes, introduced and had passed a resolution requiring the 
Federal Trade Commission to study the whole subject and 
make a report upon it. I believe that the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. DIAL] asked some report also from the Federal 
Trade Commission. 

Mr. DIAL. I did the year before that. 

Mr. RANSDELL. But the Senator from Nebraska made the 
request, as I have stated. My understanding is that last fall, 
some time in November, as I am informed, the Federal Trade 
Commission gave very elaborate hearings on the subject. Quite 
a number of witnesses, so I am informed—I was not there— 
from various portions of the United States attended the hear- 
ings and gave elaborate testimcny pro and con, I assume, on 
the measure. Later on the senior Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Smarx], I am informed, app-ared before the Federal 
Trade Commission and argued about one hour on certain con- 
ditions in the cotton business. The Federal Trade Commission 
has those hearings and all that testimony before it. I have no 
right to speak for it, but I assume it wil! make a report in the 
near future. 

I can say to the junior Senator from South Carolina that 
one of the reasons, in my opinion, why the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry of the Senate has not reported on his 
bill is that we are waiting t- get that report from the Federal 
Trade Commission. The cormmittee did not take additional 
testimony at this time, because last session the identical meas- 
ure was before us and we then examined the question very 
thoroughly, summoned many witnesses, and went into it as 
earefully as we could. We did not therefore think it neces- 
sary to go into an examination of additional witnesses in 
regard to it at this session. We are proceeding cautiously and 
I think very fairly. 

The chairman of the committee, the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr.. Norrts], addressed a letter just a few days ago to the 
Secretary of Agriculture, Hon. Henry C. Wallace, sending him 
a copy of the Dial cotton futures contract bill and asking his 
views officially in regard to it. 

On the 24th of last month Secretary Wallace wrote a letter 
to Senator Norris, giving his views on this bill. I shall be 
glad to have this letter from the Secretary of Agriculture pub- 
lished as a part of my remarks, and I ask that that may be 


done. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 


ordered. 
The letter referred to is as follows: 


1924. 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, January 24, 1924. 


Hon. G. W. Norarts, 
Chairman Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR: In compliance with the request of the clerk of your 
committee I submit herewith an analysis of and the department's 
opinion on S. 886, entitled “A bill to amend section 5 of the United 
States cotton futures act, approved August 11, 1916, as amended.” 

In this bill the whole list of tenderable grades of cotton is divided 
into three classes, namely, A, B, and C, each one being represented 
by a separate and independent contract. Each of these contracts is 
limited to four grades of cotton. The effect of the bill, therefore, 
would be to break up the field of future trading in cotton into three 
parts instead of having the trading done under one form of contract, 
as under existing law. 

The bill provides that one-third of the number of bales involved in 
each contract shall be filled through the delivery of the basis grade 
specified in the contract and that two-thirds shall be filled either 
in the basis grade or in one of the three other grades permitted to be 
delivered. The effect of this amendment would be drastic, as each 
contract must be fulfilled through the delivery of cotton of the basis 
grade and one other grade, the amounts varying from one-third to 
all in the basis grade and from nothing to two-thirds of the amount 
in the other grade. ‘This would make it more difficult to deliver 
cotton in settlement of such a future contract than under existing 
law. At the present time delivery may be made in any quantity from 
any one of the 15 grades. 

The bill provides that only 10 grades of cotton mentioned by name 
shall be deliverable in settlement of future contracts, and in this respect 
it fails to take into consideration the changes made in the United 
States official cotton standards which became effective on August 1, 
1923. Should the measure become a law in its present form, five grades, 
namely, good middling spotted, strict middling spotted, middling spotted, 
good middling light stained, and good middling gray, which now are 
recognized as deliverable, will not have such recognition. Cotton of 
these grades would either be denied the right of delivery or would be 
classified roughly into one of the 10 deliverable grades. Either alter- 
native is objectionable and should be avoided as far as possible. 

It is the department's opinion that cotton future exchanges should 
perform two important functions, namely, accurate quotations of the 
price of cotton, and hedging facilities, or price insurance against market 
fluctuations. On the proper performance of these two functions the 
economic value of cotton future exchanges must rest. 

The question naturaliy arises, then, will the bill under consideration 
ald in accomplishing either or both of these ends? It is believed that 
neither of these useful purposes would be met. On the other hand, 
it seems reasonably clear that the bill would still further complicate 
the methods of trading in cotton, and that it would largely increase 
the expense of circulating cotton future quotations; also, that it might 
largely decrease the dependability of such future quotations and thereby 
destroy the ability to make hedges. The bill would make it more 
difficult to deliver cotton in settlement of future contracts and thus at 
times have a tendency toward corners in the market, as well as to 
cause the futures market to lend itself more readily to manipulations. 

In view of these reasons it is believed that this bill would not be ad- 
vantageous to the cotton industry and therefore should not be enacted 
into law. 


Sincerely yours, HENRY C. WALLACE, Secretary. 


Mr. DIAL. Will the Senator be kind enough to publish my 
answer as a part of his remarks? 

Mr. RANSDELL. No; I will not do that, because the Sen- 
ator published his answer to the Secretary’s letter the other 
day and did not have the fairness to publish the Wallace letter 
to the Senator from Nebraska in advance of his answer to it. 

Mr. DIAL. There was no objection to publishing it. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Is not that a fact, may I ask the Senator? 
He actually put in the Recorp on the 8th day of last month, 
and I have it right here before me, his reply to the letter of 
this apparently disinterested man, Secetary Wallace, but he 
did not publish Secretary Wallace’s side of it. He published 
only one side of it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Louisi- 
ana yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield. 

Mr. CARAWAY. What does the Senator imagine the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture knows about cotton? It took him two 
days to find out whether he could milk a cow more quickly 
than another Senator in this body. 

Mr. RANSDELL. He may not know much about it, bu. 
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Mr. CARAWAY. Then the Senator puts him to pass upon 
cotton, which he never saw. 

Mr. RANSDELL. He is supposed to have very good experts 
in his department. I will say in behalf of the Secretary of 
Agriculture that he had, or at least the committee had, before 
it two of those experts, recognized in all branches of the cot- 
ton industry as fair and able men, and we examined them 
very thoroughly. I believe the Senator from Arkansas was 
there and cross-examined them somewhat. 

Mr. CARAWAY. But, if the Senator will permit me 

Mr. RANSDELL. Let me answer the Senator and then I 
shall be glad to yield further, They went into a very full 
discussion of the whole question of cotton exchanges in this 
country and abroad. I imagine that the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, who can not be supposed to know everything, though 
he is quite a bright man, had the advice of those experts in 
getting up his reply to the Senator fom Nebraska. I am glad 
now to yield further to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I judge he must have had that advice from 
some experts, or else he would not have been able to reply at all. 

Mr. RANSDELL. That may be true. 

Mr. CARAWAY. But let me ask the Senator a question. 
Did the Senator ever see an expert who was not on the side of 
the party who brought him to the discussion? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I have had no experience with experts, I 
will say to the Senator. 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I suggest to the Senator that a good 
many of those who appeared before the committee were from 
Louisiana, from the city of New Orleans. They were ail re- 
markably well agreed that you could make more cotton on an 
exchange than you could in all the cotton fields of the South, 
and they evidently demonstrated that there was a great deal 
more money made in it in that way. 

If the Senator will pardon me a moment, there is not a big 
plantation in Louisiana, I am sure, nor is there one in Arkan- 
sas that has not at some time, under a foreclosure proceeding, 
gone into the possession of some fellow who did not make the 
cotton but bought it on the exchange, and the man who actually 
raised the cotton went into bankruptcy, and as long as the 
exchange continues to exist that is where the profit lies. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I do not know what constitutes an expert, 
but I remember very distinctly that there appeared a young man 
from Little Rock, Ark. I have forgotten his name. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I will tell the Senator his name. 

Mr. RANSDELL. But he impressed me as one of the strong- 
est men intellectually that I had ever met. He testified before 
the committee and gave a very clear explanation of the whole 
Subject. He certainly impressed me as being a truthful, high- 
grade man, such as Arkansas produces in very large numbers, 
I would like to say to the Senator. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Of course I thoroughly indorse the last 
statement the Senator made. The gentleman who appeared 
before the committee as an expert, to whom the Senator refers, 
was Mr. Sidney West. Was not that the gentleman? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I think that was his name. 

Mr. CARAWAY. He never saw a cotton field in his life. He 
probably studied cotton in the cotton exchange all his business 
days and therefore was an authority on cotton growing, and a 
mighty fine man. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I do not know anything about that. I 
think most of the great men in Arkansas started their lives on 
the farm. Perhaps Mr. West did not. 

Mr. CARAWAY. He did not start in the State of Arkansas. 
He came up from Louisiana. 2 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Loui- 
siana yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield. 

Mr. DIAL. I would like to ask the Senator if he does not 
think the present law improves the old custom greatly? 

Mr. RANSDELL, I am inclined to think that the present 
law, which, I will say, was passed after discussion for several 
years 

Mr. DIAL. Thirty years. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Led in the House of Representatives by 
that very distinguished citizen of South Carolina, Hon. Asbury 
Lever, and in the Senate by the Senator's present very able 
colleague, Senator Exrison D. Situ, did correct some bad 
features of the old methods on the cotton exchanges. 

Mr. DIAL. The cotton customs. 

Mr. RANSDELL. We listened to advice on that subject very 
patiently for several years, I will say to the Senator, and 
everything pro and con was said on the subject. It was dis- 
cussed in very great detail and the changes suggested at that 
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time as helpful were made in the law. We corrected at that 
time the existing evils, if they were evils, and I will say to the 
Senator that I thought there were some things that ought to 
be corrected at that time, and I believe we did all that could 
be done along that line. 

Mr. DIAL. The Senator favored that bill? 

Mr. RANEDELL. I did. 

Mr. DIAL. It did improve the customs wonderfully. Does 
the Senator happen to know that Congressman Lever thinks 
the present law ought to be amended along the line I have 
suggested now? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I had not heard that. It may be true. 

Mr. DIAL. He is a very distinguished man. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Yes; he is a very distinguished man, and 
if he thinks it ought to be changed along the line the Senator 
suggests, I would like to have his views on the matter. I have 
yery high regard for Mr. Lever. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Louisi- 
ana yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield. 

Mr. KING. Iam in the position of the innocent bystander in 
this very pleasant controversy between my distinguished friends 
from the South. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then the Senator is Hable to get hurt. 

Mr. KING. I was about to observe that the innocent by- 
stander is the man who sometimes gets hurt. I rose, however, 
to make an inquiry of the Senator. I understood him to state, 
or rather I deduced from his statement, the idea that the cot- 
ton exchanges throughout the United States have in the past 
been guilty of some transgressions which have affected in- 
juriously the farmers . 

Mr. RANSDELL. I did not say that, if the Senator will 
pardon me. I said some customs had grown up among the 
exchanges which were thought deleterious to the interests of the 
farmer, and those customs were changed by positive enactment 
in what is known as the Smith-Lever law. 

Mr. KING. May I say that I have heard statements, I think, 
upon the floor of the Senate—if not, in the cloakroom—fre- 
quently by Senators from the South to the effect that cotton 
would go up and down a great many points within a few hours 
to the disadvantage oftentimes—more frequently, let me say— 
of the farmer. 

Mr. RANSDELL. And sometimes to his advantage. 

Mr. KING. And that there was gambling upon the cotton 
exchanges throughout the United States and that the gambling 
was injurious to the cotton producers. The Senator stated 
that there had been an investigation, a painstaking investiga- 
tion, as I understood him, some time ago in regard to the cot- 
‘ton exchanges. What I wanted to ask was If the Senator be- 
lieves that the cotton exchanges and the grain exchanges and 
the New York Stock Exchange and other exchanges through- 
out the United States in the long run are beneficial to the 
farmers and to producers, or are they not in the long run harm- 
ful to them, and do they not enable a few individuals who, as 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] just said, know 
nothing about farming or about cotton growing, to become en- 
riched beyond the dreams of avarice? 

May I say to the Senator that I have a resolution pending 
here now asking for an investigation of the stock exchanges 
‘and all other exchanges in the United States, for the reason 
that I believe that great harm results to the farmers and to the 
cotton growers and to millions of the American people because 
of the bad practices, the illegal practices, the fraudulent prac- 
tices of the various exchanges throughout the United States. 

Mr. RANSDELL, I will say, in reply to the Senator, that I 
haye made no investigation of exchanges other than the cotton 
exchange. 

I have investigated the cotton exchanges as thoroughly as I 
know how; I have assisted in the taking of considerable evl- 
dence in regard to cotton exchanges, some of which surely was 
from disinterested sources, and perhaps some of it from preju- 
diced sources, and it is my candid opinion, I will say to the 
Senator, that the cotton exchanges are beneficial to the pro- 
ducers of cotton. The cotton exchanges assist in giving addi- 
tional markets to the producers. The cotton exchanges are, 
if you please, the medium of more or less speculation; they are 
the medium of more or less gambling—not any more so, in my 
judgment, though, than many other things are the medium of 
gambling. 

Let me say to the Senator that I speak as a practical cotton 
lanter. I am not Interested in any way in cotton exchanges, 
ut I am interested in getting a good price for the cotton I 

produce on my cotton plantation, which is located three hun- 
dred and odd miles away from New Orleans, which has the near- 
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est cotton exchange, and I honestly believe that the additional 
markets and additional purchasers which are furnished by the 
cotton exchanges enable me to get considerably better prices 
for my cotton than I would get if I were dependent solely upon 
the consumers of my cotton, which are the mills of the United 
States, of Canada, of Japan, and of Europe. 

The Senator will bear in mind that eotton is a raw com- 
modity, It is one of those raw materials of which we speak 
so often. One can not use cotton as such, but is obliged to con- 
vert it into cloth of some kind, woven goods or knit goods, or to 
put it into such material that the human being can use it. The 
man who produces cotton does not make the finished product. 
Those who consume the cotton of the South—and that is what 
we are now talking about—are the owners of the mills of the 
United States. I am happy to tell you that to-day the cotton 
mills of the Southern States are manufacturing in bales more 
than one-half of all the cotton which is manufactured in the 
United States, Formerly we sold all of our cotton which was 
manufactured in the United States to New England, and it was 
manufactured there; but to-day it is being manufactured in the 
South. Of course, we still sell a great deal of cotton abroad, 
but to whom do we sell it? To the people who convert it into 
the finished product, 

Again, I say that the cotton exchanges make it possible for a 
great many men in a speculative way to buy cotton, to deal in 
cotton, and in that way to increase the price of cotton, in my 
judgment, very materially at times, though I have no doubt, as 
has been stated by the Senator, that there are times when the 
price of eotton is lowered, just as the price of other commodi- 
ties is lowered, by speculation. It is a speculative business all 
down the line; but speculation is not confined to cotton or to 
wheat or to stocks and bonds. The human being is so consti- 
tuted that he speculates in everything. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Louisi- 
ana yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. In continuation of the suggestion I made a mo- 
ment ago, may I inquire of the Senator—and I make the inquiry 
for information—does not he agree with me that the stock ex- 
changes do not decrease and do not increase the production of 
cotton? The Senator must agree with me that there are a 
large number of individuals who are engaged in the speculative 
activities who make enormous fortunes. The Senator must also 
agree with me that those fortunes come out of the pockets of 
some one, They come out of the producers of cotton by deny- 
ing to them the prices to which they are entitled, or they come 
out of the consumers of cotton. In any event, all of the profits 
which those speculators make are carried on to the ultimate 
consumer, Now, I repeat the question which I submitted a 
moment ago: Does the Senator think that in the long run there 
is any advantage in having a class of persons who are denomi- 
nated speculators on the cotton exchange take over these con- 
tracts and make fortunes of millions and millions of dollars 
which must, as I have stated, come out of the farmers who pro- 
duce the cotton or come out of the people who consume it? 

Mr. RANSDELL. No; I do not want to see the speculators 
in the market make this money, but I again come back to my 
proposition that a great many of the traders on the cotton 
exchanges are not speculators. I will say to the Senator from 
Utah that one of the principal features of the exchange—and 
I can bring plenty of evidence to substantiate my statement— 
is that it is used as an insurance agency. It Is said that four- 
fifths of all the contracts which are entered into on the cotton 
exchange are for the purposes of insurance. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Louisiana a question? 

Mr. RANSDELL. Let me first answer the question which 
has been propounded to me by the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Kine], and then I shall be glad to yield to the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Senators can readily understand that when a dealer buys a 
large quantity of cotton the cotton is on the farm, for instance. 
He is not certain that it is going to be delivered to him, and 
so he goes into the cotton exchange and buys a contract to 
insure delivery. He is running a mill, let us say, and needs 
12,000 bales of cotton during the season for his mill, 1,000 bales 
every month for that purpose. He does not wish to buy all 
of that cotton at one time so he has to make the contract 
ahead; he must contract months and months in advance for the 
delivery of certain classes of goods. In order that he may 
know what his cotton, the raw material, is to cost him, he goes 
into the contract market and buys for future delivery for the 
respective months; he contracts for the delivery of the grades 
that he is going to need. I will say to the Senator that at the same 
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time he goes into the specific market and contracts for the 
specifie delivery of so many bales, say 1,000 bales, of the 
particular grade he wants each month. 

The same Mr. West, of Arkansas, to whom reference has been 
made, testified before the committee, as I recall, that there 
were 9 or 10 insurance contracts entered into for practically 
every bale of spot cotton. So a great many of the contracts 
on the cotton exchange are insurance contracts. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RANSDELL, I am glad to yield to the Senator from 
South Carolina. 

Mr, DIAL. What the Senator has just said is true and very 
proper ; but who insures for the farmer in the meantime? That 
is the trouble about that matter. If the Senator will allow 
me further 

Mr. RANSDELL. The Senator has asked me a question; 
please do not make a speech. I yielded very gladly to the 
Senator, and will be glad to yield further for a question, but 
not for the Senator to make a speech. 

Mr. DIAL. I merely wish to ask another question, if the 
Senator will allow me. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I will be delighted to have the Senator 
ask it. 

Mr. DIAL. Let me say to the Senator that it took Congress 
exactly 30 years to pass the present law. The bill was origi- 
nally introduced in 1884 and did not pass until 1914. So the 
Senator will appreciate the rapidity with which legislation on 
this subject is secured. Again, the question being an exceed- 
ingly technical one, does not the Senator think that the best 
solution of it would be for the Senators who represent the 
cotton-growing States to take some day off and formulate a plan 
that would benefit the grower? Would the Senator agree to 
be bound by the result of such a conference? 

Mr. RANSDELL, I would be delighted to be bound by any- 
thing that would benefit the grower, because, as I have said to 
the Senator, I have no interest in mills; I have no interest in 
exchanges; my only interest in this matter is as one of the Sen- 
ators from an agricultural State and as an agriculturist my- 
self. That is the only business I have at home. 

Mr. DIAL. There is no question as to that. I accord the 
Senator the same rights that I have and the same desires that 
I have; but I think all Senators who represent States where a 
bale of cotton is grown ought to get together and agree upon 
some amendment—or no amendment, for that matter, if you 
please. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I will ask the Senator to put a question if 
he will. 

Mr. DIAL. Would the Senator be bound by the result of a 
meeting of that kind? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I do not know whether I would until I 
ascertained what the meeting proposed. The Senator succeeded 
in having a resolution passed through the South Carolina Legis- 
lature the other day, and perhaps he would want me to be 
bound by that; but I do not intend to be bound by anything 
until I know all about it. The Senator from South Carolina 
might, at the suggested meeting of Senators from the cotton- 
producing States, some of whom may not have studied this 
question at all, show so much more eloquence than the humble 
Senator from Louisiana that he would persuade them to his 
way of thinking. 3 

Mr. DIAL. It would be impossible for me to speak more 
eloquently than does the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. RANSDELL. We will discuss the question thoroughly 
on its merits. Let it take the course that all other legislation 
in Congress takes. 

Mr. DIAL. Very well 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I was about to quote from 
the letter of the Secretary of Agriculture and shall now do so. 
In the concluding paragraph but one in that letter the Secretary 
of Agriculture, Mr. Wallace, after referring to the bill—and I 
will publish the entire letter in my remarks—says: 

On the other hand, it seems reasonably clear that the bill would 
still further complicate methods of trading in cotton, and that it 
would largely increase the expense of circulating cotton-fature quota- 
tions; also that it might largely decrease the dependability of such 
future quotations and thereby destroy the ability to make hedges— 


The word “hedges” refers to the insurance which I tried to 
explain to the Senator from Utah. 

The bill would make it more difficult to deliver cotton in settlement 
of future contracts, and thus at times have a tendency toward corners 
in the market, as well as to cause the future market to lend itself 
more readily to manipulation. 


I will say that in my judgment, if we are going to pass the 
bill of my distinguished friend, the Senator from South Carolina 


[Mr. Dirar], we ought to go further and absolutely prohibit any 
dealings of any kind in exchanges throughout the United States, 
and that, I presume, is the purpose of the bill or of the investi- 
gation proposed by the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. President, I promised to speak briefly, and I fear I am 
not keeping my word, because of the questions that have been 
asked me. I wish now to conclude by reading a letter, the sig- 
nature to which I will give. It is signed by Mr. Edward S. 
Butler, president of the New Orleans Cotton Exchange. He 
is a very high official of that awful organization, in the opinion 
of some people, known as the New Orleans Cotton Exchange. 
I ask Senators to listen—and I am going to read this letter 
myself because I want it to be printed in the Recorp in large 
type. It is dated February 15; it reached my office this morn- 
ing. I did not write to Mr. Butler and did not know he was 
going to write to me, but this letter reached my desk this 
morning. 

New ORLEANS COTTON EXCHANGE, 
New Orleans, February 15, 1924. 
Hon. Josepa E. RANSDELL, 
United States Senator from Louisiana, Washington, D. C. 

Dran Sin: Referring to concurrent resolutions of the General Assem- 
bly of South Carolina, introduced in the Senate by Senator DIAL, of 
South Carolina, and published in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of Feb- 
ruary 8, 1924, the position of the South Carolina General Assembly is 
based on a misunderstanding of the true purpose and intent of the 
cotton-future contract dealt in on the New Orleans and New York 
Cotton Exchanges under the United States cotton futures act. There 
is no discrimination in the cotton-futures contract in favor of sellers 
and there is no hazard upon buyers. The cotton-futures contract is 
intended to and does represent practically all of the desirable grades 
produced in the cotton crop. 

The buyer of a contract does not buy nor does he expect to receive 
any specific grade or grades. He buys cotton of the crop, the same as 
a buyer of cotton from the farmer, which consists of such grades as the 
farmer may market. Few or no farmers produce even running cotton 
or any specific grade; his cotton when marketed may consist of a 
number of grades and the buyer pays him according to the value of 
those grades as they may run. 


Many of the Senators present have been on cotton farms, 
They are familiar with the raising of cotton, and they know 
that the Almighty Ruler of the universe determines the grades 
of cotton. Exchanges can not determine it. Farmers can not 
determine it. The seasons determine the grades of cotton. We 
can not control it by statute or otherwise. No human being 
can. 


The selection of any particular lot as to grade is a matter of grouping 
by the buyer after he has accumulated his purchases, for the purpose 
of meeting specific demands from the mills. Such selection by grades 
may and generally does consist of parts of the production of a num- 
ber of producers. The buyer of a cotton-futures contract buys cotton 
of the growth of the United States of any grade of or within the grades 
for which standards are established by the Secretary of Agriculture. 
There is no “uncertainty” or “ gambling” on part of the buyer of a 
cotton-future contract. He knows just what he is doing. He buys 
cotton, not of any specific grade but just cotton, and expects to receive 
and pay for it according to the kind the seller is able and willing to 
tender to him within the limits prescribed by law. He takes that 
cotton the same as he does when buying from the farmer, with this 
difference: That he must take what the farmer has to sell without lim- 
itation as to grade, or not buy at all, whereas in buying a future 
contract he has an absolute guaranty, protected by a heavy legal pen- 
alty, that he will receive only good sound merchantable cotton and that 
he will only be required to pay for what he receives, at its market 
value. 


Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 
Mr. RANSDELL. I shall be very glad to have the Senator 


0 So. 

Mr. CARAWAY. As a matter of fact we know it is an abso- 
lute fiction that he buys anything but a gambling contract, do 
we not? The cotton exchange does not expect to deliver, nor 
does he expect a delivery of actual cotton when he buys, does 
he? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I can not say that he does expect to have 
an actual delivery in a great many instances. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Does he in any instance? 

Mr. RANSDELL. Yes; in some instances he does; but as a 
rule I think, as I explained to the Senator from Utah, the cot- 
ton exchange is largely a medium for hedging, for insurance, 
and in some instances for downright, cold-blooded speculation 
such as the Senator alludes to and which, personally, I am 
sorry to see. I think it is one of those evils which I would 
say are necessary incidents of this kind of business. I never 
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gaw anything in this life that was perfect; and perhaps we can 
get a more perfect system, but I do not know just how. 

Mr. KING, Mr. President—— 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield further to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. May I say to the Senator from Louisiana that 
I have heard it stated many times that there was sold upon 
the cotton exchanges of the United States from 100 to 1,000 
times as much cotton as was actually grown. Obviously that 
was not the result of proper hedging, but it consisted of gam- 
bling contracts, The Senator knows that on the Stock Ex- 
change of New York and on the various exchanges of commodi- 
ties throughout the United States hundreds of times the actual 
amount of the product are sold by the gamblers and by the 
innocent victims who buy. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I can not answer that question. I do not 
know how many times the market has been oversold, but I 
want to say this to the Senator: If this exchange has a good 
and legitimate purpose—and my judgment is that it is good and 
it is legitimate, In the main—the abuse of it should not con- 
demn it. We might pass some law here to prohibit the extreme 
amount of overselling, as suggested by the senior Senator from 
South Carolina. I do not think I would have any objection to 
such a law as that. 

Mr, HARRIS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield to the Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. HARRIS. The Senator from Utah [Mr. KI Nd] spoke of 
the number of bales of cotton sold by the exchanges. I think 
they sell about 10 times as much every year as is raised in 
the South. They sell 90,000,000 bales where they raise 9,000,000. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I thank the Senator for that contribution 
to my speech. I did not know how many bales were sold. T 
was satisfied that they sold a good many more bales than they 
raised. I believe, however, that a good deal of that was legiti- 
mate hedging, as I have explained, legitimate insurance. Some 
of it undoubtedly was illegitimate speculation. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, the Senator can get the informa- 
tion from the Federal Trade Commission report which I intro- 
duced a while ago. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator could go on the New Orleans 
exchange now, if he cared to and had enough money, and buy 
50,000,000 bales of cotton that would be grown this year, when 
there is not a seed in the ground, and there is not a man that 
knows how many acres will be planted, or how many bales will 
be grown, or how much use there will be for it. Now, can that 
be anything but gambling? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I do not know whether the Senator is 
stating that correctly or not. 

Mr, CARAWAY. Could you not buy all you wanted to if you 
just put up your margin? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I imagine that if you put up your margin 
you could buy just as much as you could market safely. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Up to a thousand million bales. 

Mr. RANSDELL. That is probably true. <As I have said, 
there are some evils in this contract, but it has more advantages 
than evils. I think I can convince any Senator of that who will 
listen to me, but I am not going to discuss it now. I did nót 
come here to-day prepared to discuss this subject. My friend 
from South Carolina did not discuss it, and I am not going to 
do 80. 

Continuing this letter of Mr. Butler, where I left off. he says: 

There is no room under the cotton-future contract for chicanery or 
evasion. Every delivery is supervised by the official graders of the 
United States Government, and no delivery can be made without their 
certificate of grade. There is no uncertainty or hazard in this, and 
there can be no: discrimination of any kind. The law is plain and 
specific, and any man or set of men who attempts to evade it is pun- 
ished accordingly. 

There can be no question that if the buyer’s interests in all articles 
of trade were as thoroughly and effectively protected as they are in 
cotton dealt in by future contracts as sold in the New Orleans and 
New York Cotton Exchanges the work of courts and lawyers through- 
out the country would be largely reduced. 

The cotton-future contract, it is repeated, is intended to and does 
embrace the entire production of good, desirable cotton (barring de- 
scriptions prohibited by law); it does not discriminate in favor of any 
particular grade or any individual; it is all inclusive, and as such 
broadens and stabilizes the values; it is governed by supply and de- 
mand at home and abroad and reflects conditions which may and do 
affect either; it affords an instantaneous market for cotton every 
minute and hour of any business day, and it informs producers, boy- 
ers, and sellers of the value of their merchandise, constantly and 
effectively reaching the remotest village and hamlet of the country. 
No man, whether he be the vendor of but one or two bales in the 


country, 1s kept in ignorance of what his cotton is worth on the 
markets of the world, and whether it advances or declines he knows 
it and can govern himself accordingly, 


Right there I should like to interject this remark: The 
senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Surrn] spoke of 
combinations, He spoke of the necessity of the farmers get- 
ting together, I should like to see them get together. Ishould 
like to see a thorough and complete spirit of cooperation, of 
union, of coordination among the farmers of this country 
just as I believe there is among the manufacturers who 
use farm products, just as I believe there is, to at least a 
great extent, among the millers of the country, and the millers - 
of the Old World who use the cotton of the South. When you 
have a small number of men engaged in an industry, it Is 
practical for them to combine, for them to cooperate, but it is 
almost impossible for the farmers to do anything of that sort. 

Suppose we did not have the cotton exchanges to tell the 
farmers in every morning paper what cotton is quoted at in 
Liverpool, in New York, in Charleston, in New Orleans, in 
Atlanta, in Montgomery, in Memphis, in Little Rock, in Dallas, 
in Houston, and all the great cotton exchanges of the country: 
How would the farmer know what was the price of his prod- 
uct? How could he sell intelligently? Would he not be at 
the mercy of buyers throughout the land who would repre- 
sent the great mills of the country and the great manufacturers 
of the country? Ah, my friends, the farmer gets a great deal 
more benefit than injury out of these cotton exchanges. 

Continuing: 


If he— 
The farmer— 


wants to sell there is always a buyer and if he wants to hold he can 
do so with a knowledge of what the market actually is, and not be 
kept in a “fool's paradise,” as was the case under antemodern trade 
methods. The man in Texas and the man on the coast of the Carolinas 
knows what is going on in cotton at home and abroad and has no 
enuse to sacrifice his goods by reason of ignorance of what is doing 
elsewhere, 


I am reading this letter because it contains great wisdom, 
and I want Senators to drink the wisdom of my friend Bd 
Butler, who knows a great deal about this subject and is a 
good, reliable high-grade man in every respect, if he is presi- 
dent of the New Orleans Cotton Exchange. I vouch for him. 

Mr, CARAWAY. At least the Senator gives him a good 
reputation. 

Mr. RANSDELL. He has a good reputation at home and 
abroad, and he certainly deserves it. I continue reading from 
the letter; and I ask the Senator from Utah to listen to this: 


As to the speculative feature, reports thereof are largely overstated, 
four-fifths of the cotton future contracts are for price ‘insurance of 
spot cotton bought or sold, and as often as cotton changes hands 
from time of production to final consumption, it is made the subject 
of one or more contracts for the protection of the holders against 
price fluctuations, 


The Senator knows that the great English Lloyd's insurance 
company will insure anything on earth. Some boys down in 
my town got insurance last year that there would be no rain 
to interfere with their games of baseball. Corporations in- 
sure everything in the world, under modern conditions, and 
cotton is insured in all its phases. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Loul- 
siana yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield. 

Mr. OVERMAN. How is it possible that there can be a 
hundred million bales of cotton sold on the exchange and only 
ten million raised? Four-fifths would be 80,000,000 bales, so 
how is that insurance? ‘The cotton is not in existence. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I will say to the Senator that Mr. West, 
this very able man from Arkansas, testified that the same bale 
of cotton would be sold 9 or 10 times in legitimate business 
hedges or insurance. Some of it is pure speculation, some of tt 
is gambling, as I have tried to bring out. If each bale, let ma 
say, is sold 9 times in legitimate hedges, as testified by Mr. 
West, you would have 9 times 10, or 90,000,000 bales, the exact 
amount which the Senator from Georgia says was reported last 
year, I believe. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I can not get that through my head. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I am sorry that I am so dull. 

Mr. OVERMAN. It is not the Senator; it is Butler. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Butler did not say it. 

Mr. OVERMAN. How is a bale sold nine times? 
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Mr. RANSDELL. I mean there were about nine contracts 
for each bale, there were contracts equivalent to nine times as 
much cotton as there were bales, 

Mr. OVERMAN, I am a cotton-mill man. I buy a bale of 
cotton and I hedge on it. How can I hedge on it any more? 

Mr. RANSDELL. It might be hedged a number of times 
before it reaches the Senator. : 

Mr. OVERMAN. I am the man who is hedging, and who is 
hedging on the cotton before I get it? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I can tell the Senator who some of them 
are who hedge, though I do not know the whole story. I am a 
grower of cotton. Let us assume that I am satisfied that cotton 
is going to be worth around 27 cents. I believe that is about 
what they are quoting cotton at next fall, In order to insure 
that my spot cotton will bring 27 cents next fall, I go on the 
future market and sell as many bales as I hope to raise. Is 
not that an insurance that I am going to get that 27 cents next 
fall? 

Mr. OVERMAN. I never knew of a farmer hedging. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Ever so many farmers do hedge. All right; 
I am going to try to come to the other fellow. Let us take Mr. 
McFadden, one of the biggest dealers in cotton in America. He 
wants to supply some mills in the Sendtor’s great State—and I 
am happy to say the Senator’s State is doing wonderfully in cot- 
ton manufacturing. I am proud of old North Carolina. Mr. 
McFadden wants to make contracts with your mills for this 
hundred bales of cotton, so he would say, “All right; October 
cotton is now 27 cents.” If I could sell that cotton at 274 cents 
to the Senator’s mill, I would be making a quarter of a cent, 
which is a pretty good profit on the big deals Mr. McFadden 
makes. He says, “I will contract to deliver you next October a 
hundred bales of cotton at 27} cents.” 

Ah, but Mr. McFadden does not know what he will have to pay 
for that cotton next October, so he goes on the future market and 
buys 100 bales of middling cotton, deliverable next October. 
That means that he has a contract which insures him next Octo- 
ber a hundred bales of cotton at 27 cents. That is two deals, is 
it not? 

Mr. OVERMAN. ‘There is no cotton in the ground. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I do not care whether there is any cotton in 
the ground or net; it is a legitimate business transaction. Does 
the Senator mean to tell me that it would not be legitimate for 
the mills in old North Carolina, during this good month of Febru- 
ary, 1924, to contract for the delivery next October of certain 
grades of cotton to people in India, or China, or Japan? Would 
it not be a perfectly valid, businesslike arrangement for your 
milis to say to the consumer in Japan, the consumer in India, the 
consumer in China, I will sell you so many yards of calico, so 
many yards of this print or that print or the other print, deliver- 
able next October, at such a price”? Itis perfectly valid. You 
have not the cotton in your mills, Senator. You have not spun it 
yet. You have not the raw cotton actually in your warehouses, 
but you know you can get it, and you contract with them for the 
future delivery of that specific commodity of your manufacture. 
3 That is done all the time. In order that you may know at 

what price you can sell your manufactured article, you must 
know what the raw cotton will cost you, and you go into the 
exchange and make the contract for the delivery of the kind 
of cotton you will need to manufacture. 

There are various branches of this thing. Mr. West said 
that there were about nine of these transactions entered into 
for every bale of cotton. I am pretty nearly through, and I 
hope Senators will let me finish. I continue reading: 


Tua future contract is actually the means by which the handler of 
cotton— 


I would like to have the Senator from Utah [Mr, Kine] 
listen to this. 


The future contract is actually the means by which the handler of 
cotton protects himself from speculation. 


That mill transaction I brought out shows I do not have to 
speculate; I know what my cotton is going to cost me next 
October. I know what I am going to sell my finished product 
for to those people over in India or China. I am simply the 
intermediary, the middleman, the hard-working, honest manufac- 
turer of that cotton. The exchange is an agency and a won- 
derful agency for legitimate business. I will say to the Sena- 
tor that you can not carry on business in the marts of the 
world without some such agency. 

Mr. KING. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I am delighted to yield. 

Mr. KING. I have not taken the position that stock ex- 
changes ought to be abolished. I have a very strong convic- 
tion, however, that the abuses of the stock exchanges call for 


drastic and immediate legislation, either State or National. 
The bucket-shop failures—— 

Mr. RANSDELL. Bucket shops! I say amen to all the 
Senator may say in denunciation of them. 

Mr. KING. The bucket-shop failures and the other failures 
demand rectification by legislation. 

Mr. RANSDELL. That is all right. 8 

Mr. KING. The Senator will recall that a short time ago a 
certain commodity exchange in New York forced the price of 
sugar far beyond any legitimate price, the result of which was 
that the American people were robbed of perhaps from fifty to 
seventy-five million dollars, The Senator has just stated that 
he knows what he will get for his cotton. If he hedges, or 
desires to buy cotton as a mill man, he knows what he will 
have to pay six months or a year from now. He knows be- 
cause he is buying upon an uncertain, a gambling market, a 
market which is determined by gamblers. 

Mr. RANSDELL. No; not at all; it determined by busi- 
ness men. The New York Cotton Exchange is conducted by 
business men. The New Orleans Cotton Exchange is conducted 
by business men. It is regulated absolutely by law. If one 
enters into a contract there, he is forced to comply with that 
contract or he will go to the panitentiary. It is not a gambling 
matter at all. All people do not go on the market and gamble, 
for the exchange itself is a business institution, a great medium 
of insurance, 

Mr. KING. But the Senator knows that no one can accu- 
rately determine now the number of bales of cotton that will be 
matured next year. 

Mr. RANSDELL. That is true. 

Mr. KING. The Senator knows that we can not determine 
how much cotton Great Britain will ask and purchase in 
America. Neither does he know the number of bales of cotton 
that will be purchased by the mills of the United States, 80 
he goes to these high-grade, reputable stock gamblers in the 
stock exchange and buys, r hedges, or sells, and he knows that 
the prices for which he bargains and the prices at which he 
sells will be determined t, the quantity of hedging and the 
quantity of gambling conducted by the gambling exchanges or 
the stock exchanges of the United States. 

Mr. RANSDELL. No; I do not know anything of the kind. 
I regard this as a business transaction. I wonder if the Sen- 
ator believes it Is gambling for me to insure that my house 
will not burn? I have insurance on it, I have been carrying 
it for about 35 years, 

Mr. KING r se. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Let me answer the Senator now. I have 
been carrying the insurance on my residence for 35 years, and, 
thank the Lord, it has not burned yet. I think I have been 
benefited wonderfully, although it has not burned. The insur- 
ance is simply one phase of business. Does the Senator mean 
to tell me that the business of this country must be conducted 
absolutely spot cash over the counter? 

Mr. KING. No. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Has not the Senator been aware of the 
fact, is he not aware of the fact, that the lumber in many of 
the great forests of this country is sold before a tree is ever cut 
down, and that the men who manufacture the forests into in- 
numerable commodities of human use sell them long before the 
lumber ever gets to them? 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President 

Mr. RANSDELL. Pardon me one moment, and I will answer 
the Senator presently. How in the world do they do that? 
They say there is only one criterion for the future, and that is 
the past. If the people of the United States and the people of 
the world used so many billion feet of lumber in the past, in 
all probability they will use that same amount in the future, 
because there are just as many people; in fact, the population 
is increasing. 

In the Senator’s question about cotton, he says I do not 
know how many bales of cotton are going to be consumed 
by the people of America; that I do not knew how many bales 
of cotton are going to be consumed by the people of the Old 
World; that I do not know how many manufactured articles 
are going to be sold. Certainly I do not. But again I tell the 
Senator the only criterion for the future is the past. I, asa 
business man, study the facts, the conditions, the circumstances 
of the past, and with that knowledge of the past I make my 
calculations on the future, and then I go into the exchanges 
and get the insurance for the delivery of my cotton, just as I 
used to go to Lloyds, but, thank Heaven, to the American 
Bureau of Shipping and American shipping companies now, and 
when my ship sails from New York or New Orleans I get an 
insurance that it will go safely to Australia, to South Africa, 


2822 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 20, 


to Europe, to the marts of the world and return. It is a guar- 
anty. I pay for it, and I get the goods. It is all business, 
I grant you there is some speculation in it, but it is all based 
on sound business principles. 

I now yield to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. OWEN. The Senator from Louisiana defends with great 
skill the defensible. He has not adequately defended the inde- 
fensible part of the stock exchange which without governmental 
or public supervision does permit speculation, does permit the 
manipulation of the press, does manipulate public opinion to 
the point where it may create a bull or bear market, and then 
men speculate on the stock exchange using for illegitimate and 
unjust purposes an instrumentality which has its meritorious 
place in American commerce. 

Mr. NANSDELL. I answered that question before the Sena- 
tor came into the Senate Chamber and stated that I did not 
know anything in the world about stock exchanges, and I am 
not saying one word in defense of them, as I would like to have 
the Senator know. I was explaining the cotton exchange. I 
have not opened my mouth, I will say to the Senator, in defense 
of the indefensible practices of some of the exchanges of the 
country which, to my mind, are very, very reprehensible. 

Mr. OWEN. That was only the extent of my observation. 

Mr. RANSDELL. The Senator just misunderstood what I 
was saying; that is all. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me 
to read a brief statement just at this point? 

Mr. RANSDELL. Will not the Senator let me finish my re- 
marks, and then I shall be through? 

Mr. OVERMAN. I just want to set forth the facts as 
shown by this report. 

Mr. RANSDELL. From what is the Senator about to read? 

Mr. OVERMAN. From a report of the Federal Trade 
Commission on the cotton trade, dated February 26, 1923. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield to the Senator for that purpose. 

Mr. OVERMAN. The New York Stock Exchange in 1921-22 
sold 78,861,700 bales of cotton. The New Orleans Cotton Ex- 
change sold 40,701,700 bales. There were only 11,000,000 bales 
raised. Let us see now what the exchanges delivered. The 
New York Cotton Exchange sold 78,000,000 bales and delivered 
546,800. The New Orleans Cotton Exchange sold 40,000,000 
bales and delivered 101,400. I would like to have that table 
placed in the Recor if the Senator has no objection. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I have no objection at all. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Then I ask that the table be incorporated 
in the Recorp at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none and it is so ordered. 

The table referred to is as follows: 


THE VOLUME OF FUTURE TRADING AND OF DELIVERIES, 


The following statement shows for specified years the volume of 
trading in cotton futures on the American cotton exchanges: 


Exchange. 1918-19 1921-22 


Bales, Bales. 
New York Cotton Exchange. 73, 150, 800 78, 351, 700 
New Orleans Cotton r Fae SAES 34, 100, 000 40, 701, 700 
American Cotton Exchange (New 
Nc 5, 572, 410 


800 122, 972, 910 |104, 433, 950 


1 
5 13, 270, 970 27 575 725 


7 g 


1 Running bales, counting round as half bales, as reported by the Bureau of the 
Census, “Cotton Production in the United States—Crop of 1921,” p. 2. 

The total volume of future trading on the three exchanges ranged 
(in the four-year period 1918-1922) from 104,433,950 bales in 1920- 
21 to 124.635.810 bales in 1921-22. The statement clearly shows 
that the New York market is the one most frequently used for trad- 
ing in futures. 

The following statement shows the volume of deliveries on future 
contracts on the New Orleans Cotton Exchange and on the two cot- 
ton exchanges at New York: 


Exchange. 1920-21 1921-22 
Bales. Bales. 
New York Cotton Exchange 265, 546, 800 
New Orleans Cotton Exchange. ane 10}, 400 
American Cotton and Grain Exchange 590 


As shown by the statement, the quantity of cotton delivered on 
future contracts at New York and New Orleans ranged (in the three- 


year period 1919-1922) from 120,450 bales in 1919-20 to 648,790 
bales in 1921-22. The volume of deliveries at New York greatly ex- 
ceeded those at New Orleans, 


: 555 RANSDELL. Continuing the reading of Mr. Butler's 
etter: 


The future contract is actually the means by which the handler of 
cotton protects himself from speculation. Speculators themselves serve 
a valuable function by standing between producer and consumer to 
carry cotton when not immediately needed by the mills, guarding 
against the effects of persistent and rapid declines in values. The 
trouble is that if you give a dog a bad name everyone ignorant of his 
true value wants to kill him; and so it is that whenever there is a 
decline in cotton, superinduced by world happenings, such as unfavor- 
able exchange or freight rebates or numerous other matters at home or 
abroad; political upheavals in remote parts of the world, threatening 
consumption; or United States Government reports predicting or 
guessing increased supplies or reduced consumption—say any one or all 
of these, which may produce a decline, it is an invariable rule in many 
quarters to attribute such declines to manipulation of the cotton-future 
contract market, which, in fact, reflects conditions but is not the cause 
thereof. In fact, the cotton-future market is governed almost exclu- 
sively by broad, economic. principles, which, if known and properly 
appreciated, are of the utmost yalue in enhancing and protecting the 
interests of the American producer. It is as far ahead of former 
methods as the trolley is of the old mule or horse car, and the fact that 
it is in use by exchanges abroad for their protection and has come to 
stay with them emphasizes its necessity for our own protection as the 
producers and handlers of a large percentage of the world's supply. 

I am sure that if the Legislature of South Carolina understood the 
system as it truly is their views as set forth in the concurrent resolu- 
tion above referred to would be less drastic, if not reversed. 

Very truly yours, 
Epw. S. BUTLER, President. 


I do not care to pursue the subject further. At some future 
time I propose to go into it rather fully. I have touched it only 
cursorily this afternoon. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, the idea of the Legislature of 
South Carolina not knowing what it is doing is preposterous. 
The men who indorsed the bill which I introduced are some of 
the largest farmers of South Carolina. My recollection is that 
one of the joint introducers raised 400 bales of cotton last 
year. They do not have to go to New Orleans or to any cot- 
ton exchange to get information on the matter of cotton. 

I am not going to continue a speech, but I just want to 
make a brief statement. Honest confession is good for the 
soul. Last year I got a little vexed with my good friend 
from Louisiana [Mr. Ranspett], who now sits in front of 
me, about his persistency against my bill proposing an amend- 
ment to the cotton futures contract law. But after hearing 
him longer I am satisfied that he is just as fair as any man 
on the earth in his convictions upon the proposition. But 
he does not carry the subject far enough. He looks only 
between the buyer and the seller of the contract. I have 
nothing to say about them. If one wants to let the other 
“mark the cards” that is their affair. What I am talking 
about is the effect of that contract on the grower of cotton. 

The Senator spoke in glowing terms and very eloquently 
about the hedging proposition. Hedging is perfectly proper. 
They, perhaps, ought to hedge or get some insurance in some 
other way to protect the contracts they make. But here is 
the point: Who in the world is hedging for the farmer in 
the meantime? All that hedging means is, for instance, if a 
manufacturer gets an offer for all the goods he can make in 
the next three months—and let us assume he will consume 
a thousand bales of cotton a month to fill that order—that 
manufacturer will not make a contract to sell his goods be- 
eause he does not know at what price he can purchase cotton. 
He would be afraid the price of cotton would go up and 
that he would lose on his contract. He can not rely upon 
buying future contracts and demanding delivery of the cot- 
ton because no mill can use those 10 grades of cotton, and 
the seller has the right to dump whichever grades he sees 
proper. That is not protection to him. So he will buy con- 
tracts for all the cotton he needs in the three months. He 
will wire his broker in New York to buy a thousand bales 
in each of those three months. 

When he gets ready for that cotton he will send his buyer 
out on the street to buy a thousand bales of cotton. He bought 
the contracts, we will say, at 30 cents a pound, but the mill 
does not care whether the price of cotton goes up or down. 

It has contracted to sell its goods and contracted to buy its 
supply of cotton. The buyer goes out on the street to buy 
the cotton. Cotton has gone down to 29 cents a pound. Every 
time he buys 100 bales of cotton he wires the broker in New 
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York to close out one contract. He has made a loss of $500 
on every 100 bales of cotton that he contracted to buy, but he 
has bought his cotton $500 cheaper per 100 bales. Therefore 
the mill has hedged, as they call it. The mill is even. I have 
no complaint to make about the mill. It is immaterial with the 
mill whether cotton goes up or down, in that case. 

The mill people wait another month and then they need 
another thousand bales of cotton. They repeat the proposition. 
If cotton has gone up to 81 cents a pound, the mill has to pay 
$500 more for 100 bales of cotton and therefore it has a $500 
loss on each 100 bales of cotton, but it has made $500 on each 
100-bale contract and therefore the mill again is even. It is 
immaterial to the mill whether cotton goes up or down, but 
what I want to know is who in the meantime is insuring for 
the poor devil who is digging it out of the ground? 

My friend from Louisiana speaks about the figures. The 
consumption of cotton in the world is only about 21,000,000 
bales a year, so his figures are all out of line. 


INVESTIGATION OF STOCK AND COMMODITY EXCHANGES. 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, in view of the evils which have 
incidentally been referred to this afternoon and which are 
manifest to everybody who is familiar with our economie and 
business life, I felt that an investigation of the stock exchanges 
and commodity and grain exchanges by the Senate would be of 
benefit to the country. Accordingly I offered a resolution at 
the opening of this session, which I send to the desk and ask 
the Secetary to read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Secre- 
tary will read as reqested. 

The resolution (S. Res. 57) submitted by Mr. Krne on De- 
cember 11, 1923, was read as follows: 


Whereas it has been publicly charged that the stock exchanges, com- 
modity exchanges, and brokerage houses in New York City and in other 
cities of the United States are being so conducted as to facilitate the 
manipulation of prices of securities, of grain, and of other commodities 
on such exchanges and to cause grave injury and loss to the general 
body of investors, producers, and consumers of this country; and 

Whereas it has been publicly charged that banks, including member 
banks of the Federal reserve system, insurance companies, and other 
financial interests in New York City and in other cities, have improvi- 
dently loaned large sums of money to brokers and to individuals con- 
nected with brokerage houses, banks, insurance companies, or other 
financial interests, which sums of money are used by brokers and other 
individuals for speculative or marginal dealings and in the manipula- 
tion of prices of securities and commodities on stock exchanges and 
commodity exchanges; and 

Whereas it is advisable to gather the facts relating to the aforesaid 
charges as the basis for remedial and other legislative purposes: There- 
fore be it 

Resolved, That a committee of five Senators be appointed by the 
President of the Senate. The committee is hereby authorized and 
directed 

1. To conduct an investigation of stock exchanges, commodity ex- 
changes, and brokerage bouses and of the means and methods employed 
by speculators in the manipulation on such exchanges of prices of 
securities and commodities, particularly grain, sugar, and other food 
products; and 

2. To inquire into and investigate the charges that banks, including 
member banks of the Federal reserve system, insurance companies, and 
other financial interests in New York City and in other cities have 
improyidently loaned large sums of money to brokers and to individuals 
connected with brokerage houses, banks, insurance companies, and other 
financial interests, which loans are used for speculative or marginal 
dealings and for the manipulation of prices of securities and commodi- 
ties on the stock exchanges and produce exchanges. 

Such committee as a whole or by subcommittee is authorized to hold 
hearings, to sit during the sessions or recesses of the Sixty-eighth 
Congress at such times and places, to employ such counsel, experts, and 
accountants, and clerical and other stenographic assistants as it may 
deem advisable. The committee is further authorized to send for per- 
sons and papers; to require by subpena or otherwise the attendance of 
witnesses, the production of books, papers, and documents; to admin- 
ister oaths, and to take testimony, as it may deem advisable. The 
cost of stenographic service to report such hearings shall not be in 
excess of 25 cents per hundred words. Subpœnas for witnesses shall 
be issued under the signature of the chairman of the committee or sub- 
committee thereof. Every person who, haying been summoned as a 
witness by authority of said committee or any subcommittee thereof, 
willfully makes default or who, having appeared, refuses to answer any 
question pertinent to the investigation heretofore authorized, shall be 
liable to the penalties provided by section 102 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States. The expenses of the committee shall be paid 
from the contingent fund of the Senate. 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. WARREN. I assume that, perhaps, the Senator from 
Utah intends to address himself to the resolution? 

Mr. KING. Yes. 

Mr. WARREN. I rose to ask a question. I know that 
the Senator is economical, and I know he is one of those 
who earnestly desire to guard the public expenditures so that 
they may be kept at the lowest possible figure. I therefore 
desire to ask what is the Senator's idea as to the possible 
expense involved in an investigation of the kind he now pro- 
poses? I am prompted to ask the question because of some in- 
vestigations which we have heretofore instituted, the expenses 
of which have run into a great many thousands of dollars. 
It seems to me, indeed, that we are going a little wild in pro- 
viding for investigations, I should, therefore, be glad to have 
the Senator’s idea about the expense which he thinks would 
be involved in this instance. 

Mr. KING, . Mr. President, the able Senator from Wyoming, 
with his wide experience, could give an opinion which would 
be of greater value than any which I might express. May I 
say that there is a disposition to investigate too much, to in- 
vestigate everybody and everything, but some organizations 
and activities ought to be investigated. The Senator from 
Wyoming will not contend that good has not resulted from 
some investigations which have been made. 

The present Presiding Officer [Mr. Moses in the chair] is 
now engaged in an investigation of Mr. Bok for offering a prize 
for a plan for world peace; to make such investigation of the 
Bok peace seems unwise, not to say foolish and improper. As 
to the cost of the investigation which I propose, I should imagine 
that the cost would run between $5,000 and $15,000. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, in view of the expenses of 
many other investigations, I fear that the calculation of the 
Senator from Utah is very small. 

I agree with the Senator that some of the investigations 
which have been instituted have borne fruit; but, looking back 
over a series of years, I think it is but fair to say that most 
of them have resulted in nothing except the printing of many 
documents which have gone into pigeonholes and storerooms 
about the Capitol and elsewhere. 

While I make no objection to the proposed investigation, I 
do wish to know whether or not, in the estimation of the Sena- 
tor, it may be accomplished with an expenditure of $12,000 or 
$75,000. I deem it my duty to make some of these inquiries which 
I have made, because we have to reimburse the contingent 
fund of the Senate at various times for the large appropriations 
made for the use of investigating committees. Those appropria- 
tions have grown to be 100 times what they once were in the 
expenses of the Senate, and it seems to me the proportion is a 
bit too large. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will inform the 
Senator from Wyoming that the resolution of the Senator from 
Utah is not now before the Senate. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I commend the able Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Warren] for the vigilance which he displays in 
guarding the Public Treasury. I have had occasion to support 
him in many measures, and I have also differed with him in 
many instances when I felt the appropriations sought were too 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I will remind the honorable 
Presiding Officer that while it is true the matter being dis- 
cussed by the Senator from Utah may not be before the 
Senate the Senator from Utah was about to speak to the 
resolution before the Senate, and I therefore desired to pro- 
pound the inquiry which I have propounded and to which I 
have been pleased to have the Senator reply. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I had not intended to discuss 
the resolution or cognate question until the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Drar] and the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. Ranspetx] called attention to certain matters connected 
with the cotton exchanges and their activities, and I shall 
not at this time attempt any extended and comprehensive 
discussion of the questions presented by the resolution just 
read. 

The speculation in so-called securities, or “playing the 
stock exchange,” as the phrase goes, is assuming the propor- 
tions of a national vice. The country has been shocked at 
the failures of stock brokers in the city of New York within 
the last two years, and the customers and clients of these 
bankrupt brokerage firms have been more than shocked; they 
have been overtaken with financial ruin. Playing the stock 
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market” is not by any means confined to the city of New 
York. In many communities we find the ubiquitous broker 
with his board of current quotations, received legitimately or 
illegitimately over wires from the New York Stock Exchange 
and the Chicago Board of Trade. This board is displayed in 
the broker's trading room, which comports in appointments and 
attractiveness with the stand the broker is making to attract 
the public. These trading rooms vary all the way from the 
small-town bucket shop to luxurious quarters on the ground 
floor of business buildings in the metropolitan centers. There 
is but little, if any, difference between the quarters of the 
bucket shop and the quarters of the legitimate broker except 
one of degree. And many brokers of the highest standing often, 
if not habitually, * bucket” their orders, and many of them in 
New York and elsewhere assume to combine the functions of 
broker and banker, carry accounts with their customers, and 
charge interest on, unpaid purchase money for stocks bought 
and sold on customer’s account. 

To illustrate the wide extent of the activity of those who fol- 
low the stock market, I desire to direct attention to the fact 
that for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1923, the collector of 
internal revenue reported that there were 19,526 stock, produce, 
and merchandise brokers in the United States, distributed 
among the States. I have here, Mr. President, a list of the 


States showing the distribution, which I ask to have printed 
without reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, it is so 
ordered, 

The list is as follows: 


Alabama.. 
Arizona 


Pennsylvania EI RTS RENAN BIE BREN A 
Rhode: ana. ne Sn wn eens wenn non cna nen 81 
South Caroliv a 


Mr. KING. It is proper to state that the foregoing tabula- 
tion includes produce and merchandise brokers as well as 
stockbrokers. The statistics of the brokers’ license tax paid 
the Federal Government do not separate the stockbrokers 
from the other brokers. I have, however, examined a com- 
mercial list of stockbrokers in the country who have doubt- 
less paid to have their names entered in the list, and I find 
that this list contains the names of 4,566 stockbrokers. I ask 
leave to insert the list in the Recorp without reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The list referred to fs as follows: 


— 1,386 
— 2 


e ere. — 


New Jersex 66 
Pennsylvania. 485 
Rhode Island 44 
Vermont 1 


9——k k 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, many of the brokerage firms in 
this commercial list maintain numerous branch offices, none 
of which are counted in the above enumeration. ‘The list, more- 
over, as indicated above, is by no means complete, but contains 
the names only of those brokers who advertise in the publica- 


tion from which the list is taken. The total number of these 
advertising brokers is only about one-fourth of the number of 
brokers who pay the Federal tax, the great proportion of whom 
are stockbrokers. It must also be understood that for every 
broker there are a more or less large number of clients and 
customers who represent the public end of this stock-speculating 
game and whom the brokers get golng and coming for commis- 
sions on their purehases and sales. These members of the 
public who crowd in the trading rooms of the bucket shops and 
brokerage houses the country over constitute a great multitude 
of people who are infected with the vice of following the stock 
market, with whom quotations are a daily obsession, who waste 
days and weeks of their time loitering in the trading rooms, 
and who exhibit all the manners and gambling psychology so 
obyious in the men who follow the race horses and play the 
ponies in this country. These persons have a constant concern 
with what the “market is doing” and what a certain stock 
“has made.” They have developed a language of their own, 
which is betrayed in their ordinary conversation. 

But the heart and center of this widely ramified business is 
New York City, and specifically the New York Stock Exchange, 
To demonstrate the domination of New York in these stock 
transfers we have only to consider that of the total transfer 
tax on shares of capital stock reported by the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue for the year ended June 30, 1923, amounting 
in all to $9,871,604.11, $8,808,284.54 was reported from the Wall 
Street district of New York City, the residue of $1,063,319.57 
being the capital-stock transfer tax paid in the country outside 
of New York City. These figures afford the best index of the 
volume of actual share transfers in the country. This tax is as- 
sessed at the rate of 2 cents for each $100 of face value or frac- 
tion thereof. At the rate of 2 cents per $100 of face value the 
total tax of $9,871,604.11 indicates a nominal face or par value 
of the securities transferred of $49,358,020,550, of which $44,- 
041,422,700 represents the face or par value of the shares of 
corporate stock transferred in the Wall Street district of New 
York City. 

The total shared capital of corporations reporting to the 
Commissioner General of Internal Revenue for the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1922, at par value, was, for common stock, 
$56,607,361,974, and of preferred stock, $13,623,114,781, making 
a total par value of share capital, common and preferred, of 
corporations in the United States of $70,280,476,755, upon which 
it is claimed that a fair value exists of $75,406,625,174. The 


volume of share transfers in the United States it would seem 
amounts to two-thirds of the total share capital of all the 
corporations in the country. But it must be remembered that 
trading in shares proceeds almost exclusively in shares that 
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are listed with and quoted upon the New York Stock Exchange, 
It is the quotations made upon the New York Stock Exchange 
and carried over the wires to all parts of the country and, 
indeed, of the world, upon which speculative sales of share 
securities are made; so that the great volume, indeed, nearly 
the total volume, of these sales is made up of the sales of 
share capital of corporations listed on the New York Stock 
Exchange. The par value of share securities listed on the 
New York Stock Exchange as of October 13, 1921, was $18,464,- 
3057009, from which it follows that the volume of sales on the 
New York exchanges in one year amount to two and one-haif 
times the total par value of the shares of all the corporations 
whose capital stock is listed by the New York Stock Exchange. 
This indicates an unnatural abnormal turnover of the funded 
capital of American industrial and financial corporations 
which can only be interpreted as indicating extensive gam- 
bling and speculation in these shares, the fomenting of fluctua- 
tions in yalues and quotations, without which speculation could 
not proceed, and which can not be said to be of any benefit to 
the corporations concerned, to the effectiveness and capacity of 
their physical plants and equipment for the promotion of pro- 
duction, the extension of markets, or the realization of revenue 
and earnings. The tremendous sums of money which are con- 
stantly employed to effectuate these turnovers are of no more 
value or utility to the commerce of the country or to the pro- 
ductive enterprise of the country than if this tremendous sum 
of money represented $50,000,000,000 of gambling wages, in 
which this money was merely transferred from one side to the 
other side of a gaming table. But this condition would be more 
tolerable if those who indulged in these speculations were able, 
from a financial standpoint, to follow this game; but the fact 
is that it is a vice which carries down to poverty multitudes of 
men who can not afford to indulge in this gaming, gambling 
luxury. 

The dealings in shares of corporate stock upon the New York 
Stock Exchange for the last 20 years is indicated in the follow- 
ing tabulation, giving the total number of shares sold per 
annum for the years specified: q 


which may be called at any time after one day. These loans 
are made upon the pledge of stock collateral. Every day the 
bankers of New York at the so-called money desk on the floor 
of the New York Stock Exchange- offer their available funds 
for the purpose of carrying the transactions made on the ex- 
change. 

It is known that the amount of call money offered by the 
banks, which is governed largely by their surplus reserves, has 
a direct effect upon the fluctuations in the stock market and 
the speculations which these fluctuations stimulate. 

The plain fact is that the New York Stock Exchange is op- 
erated primarily for the benefit of brokers and bankers. These 
are the only persons who regularly and inyariably profit from 
the transactions on the exchange. The broker takes his com- 
missions on all sales and purchases and the banker takes his 
interest on his call loans. As to the public, they win or lose, 
just as the publie which follow the horse races win or lose. 

The advantage in both cases is with the so-called insiders 
or the professional operators who are shrewd enough to buy and 
sell within such fluctuations of the market as afford them a 
profit, thereby unloading the losses, corresponding to their 
profits, on the other parties to the transaction. 

The New York banks are up to their necks in the trading 
on the New York Stock Exchange. The brokers on the floor 
are there to make their commissions, and the bankers are there 
to make their interest on their daily loans. The quantity of 
such call loans made by New York City banks for the year 1920, 
for the days indicated, is as follows: 


WONT OROY 3 Bae Daal ea 54, 004, 000 
U nn a a S 1, 094, 354, 000 


1, 088, 796, 000 
1, 080, 841, 000 
1, 087, 009, 000 
1, 088. 846, 000 
P 123, 669, 000 


CS SN E A AA 


April 2 


Number of shares. 
— 71, 826, 685 
689 


99, , 
86, 726, 410 
77. 984, 965 


944,834, 000 
931, 039, 000 
952, 067, 000 
044, 160, 000 


le 7 ees Se See a es 862, 500, 000 
September S$. 843, 224, 000 
September 10_ 
September 17_ 
September 24 


126, 515, 906 
131, 051, 116 
83 5 


924, 495, 000 
973. 074. 000 


These tabulations are the figures for the New York Stock 
Exchange. They do not, of course, include the number of 
shares sold on the curb, the consolidated exchanges, or other- 
wise, in New York City or elsewhere. For the fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1923, the total indicated value of the transfer 
of shares upon which the Government tax of 2 cents per 
hundred dollars of face value was paid amounted to $49,358,- 
020,550. At the customary or usual par or face value of $100 
per share, these figures would indicate that the sales of shares 
upon which the Government tax was paid for one year amounted 
to 493,580,205 shares, upon the transfer of which the Govern- 
ment tax was paid, and which must be accepted as the best 
indication as to the number of corporate shares traded in the 
United States in one year. 

It is obvious that the tremendous amount of trading in shares 
of stock for speculative purposes absorbs a large volume of the 
funds of the banks and the money capital of the country. On 
the New York Stock Exchange these speculative operations are 
financed by call money, supplied by the New York banks. “Call 
money” is a phrase used to denote loans made for one day, and 


807. 546, 000 
813, 992, 000 
Call money advanced by the New York banks is used almost 
exclusively for the financing of so-called marginal transactions. 

Cail money is all loaned on stock-exchange collateral; and 
the difference between the 80 per cent of the market value 
which the bank will lend and the market value itself must have 
been advanced by the customer or broker on shares which are 
placed in the bank as security for the loan. A fall in the value 
of securities, of course, adversely affects the margin, and if the 
depreciation is great enough the margin is wiped out, with a 
loss to the borrower, as upon the sale the shares only bring 
the amount of the claim of the bank against the same. The 
bank intends to be secured in any event. 

The losses made by margin traders, although of constant oc- 
currence, are not exploited in the newspapers, and do not come 
within the knowledge of the general public. The customers who 
make the losses are somewhat ashamed of them and have no 
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desire to make them public; and the brokerage interests are, ete 


of course, adverse to exploiting the losses of their customers, 
as this would have a deterrent effect upon their solicitaton of 
new customers and new orders for execution upon the exchange. 

The failure of brokerage houses, however, does become a 
matter of public knowledge. Whenever a broker sells to a 
customer shares he does not have, or buys for a customer shares 
which he does not obtain, the broker puts himself in a position 
of being short of such shares, and this is the practice of many 
brokers. If the market goes down, such shares may be pur- 
chased at a lower figure, and the broker will make the difference 
out of his customer. If, however, the shares adyance, and the 
broker is shert, he has to pay more for the shares in an ad- 
vance market; and if the advance continues, and reaches un- 
expected quotations, the broker is overtaken by heavy losses. 

This is because the broker exercises both the functions of 
broker and banker, often without sufficient capital and cer- 
tainly with no insurance against the risks he assumes, and 
frequently depends upon being able to turn any possible losses 
against the customer whose account he carries on his books 
and to turn to himself any profits which may be realized by 
reason of any fluctuations of the market. In these cases the 
interest of the broker is opposed to the interest of his cus- 
tomer, as in all cases where the customer is a buyer the broker 
is in the position of a short seller; and in cases where the 
customer is a seller and the broker a buyer, if the customer 
sells short then the broker himself is in position to demand 
of the customer profits if the shares advance, and of course 
the loss in such case is borne by the customer. If the brokers 
themselves could stand these losses, well and good; but when 
they fail they of course carry down with them all of their 
creditors to the amount of their credit accounts against the 
broker. The customers who deposit margins with brokers 
are, of course, creditors. 

I have made some investigation as to the failures of brokers 
and brokerage firms in the city of New York and have been 
informed that during the year 1922 and the last three months 
of 1921 the following brokers and brokerage houses in the city 
of New York failed, with liabilities and assets indicated in 
each case. 

I shall not take the time to read this long list of failures, 
with the amount of liabilities in each case. I ask permission 
to insert it in the Record without reading. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


Failures of brokers and brokerage firms in the oity of New York during 
I The poor 1982 and the F 


Firm. 


$265, 000 $203, 500 
anon du caqanceseessases, 70, 000 10, 000 
230, 000 oo 
1 1 10, 000 
„ 000 3, 000 
262, 800 500 } 
— bon 167, 100 | Consolidated. 
Konshens 000 8, 000 
US vee 100, 000 §, 000 Do. 
000 600, 000 | New York. 
60, 000 1, 000 
EE New York Curb. 
4,000 | Nominal. 
1,200,000} 350, 000 | Curb. 
000 500 
Ba ia 
e | Ss rg Corta, 
Consolidated, 
200,000 ons Now Vork. 
1, 200, 000 000 
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200, 000 5,000 
100, 000 5,000 
600,000 50,000 
10,000 500 
3,000,000 | 60% 000 
300, 000 Nominal. 
175, 000 40, 000 
95, 000 20, 000 
2 | te 
200,000 | Nominal. 
75, 000 5,000 
5,000 600 
260, 000 25,000 
000 75, 000 
000 6, 000 


he year 1928 and the 


Firm Liabilities. | Assets. 

$92, 000 $3, 000 
AOA R a Apes Peer ey 

18,000 15,009 

aan | Ni 

60,000 | Nominal. 
ay gpa Sg ean eh I 1 20 
Gutcheon, Nash & Coo 30 000 2,000 
M. J. Haines & Co. skas 86, 200 18, 600 
J. A. Haines & CO. . . . 15,000 6,000 
o T 400, 000 4,000 
B. F. Hari . . Unknown, 1,000 
Ha S R, 50,000 | Nominal, 
Heatley, Robles & Smith.. , 400 12, 900 
Milton Heim . 150,000 000 
& Dias.. 249, 800 50,000 

W E ö 
Hoey, Tilden & Co...... 250, 000 120,000 
Hollister, Lyons & Walton...........- 1,200,000 | 480, 000 
Houston, Fible & Co 2.0... 6,200,009 | 5,700, 000 
Howell & Wales 800,000 300, 000 
Italian Bond Sales Buren 50, 000 1,000 
Charles C. James & Co. 5 350, 000 6,000 
anne... 
rl... SITATO SONEA 
Kardos 800,000 
Wm. H. so 
Geo, W. Kendrick 3d & (ooo 4 
18. 000 500 

2,500 None, 

300, 000 20,000 

575, 000 65, 000 

000, 000 30, 000 

129, 700 12,700 

150, 000 60, 000 

50,000 1,000 

000, 000 k 


> 
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Seer Ss 
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200 
135,000 35,000 
800,000 00 

23, 500 2,000 
000,000 000 
130, 000 25,000 
000, 00% 
35,000 250 
400,000 | 100,000 
20, 000 7,500 
445; 400 30, 100 
170, 000 7.000 

15,000 | Nominal. 
, 500,000 75, 000 

? 750,000 | 900,000 
75, 000 10, 000 
7,500 400 

3,700 4300 

60, 100 3.800 
105, 000 5,000 
500; 000 20,000 

2.500 None. 


of brokers and brokerage firms in the city of New York during 
last three months of 1921—Continued. 
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American Cotton. 
Consolidated. 
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Associated Curb 
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New York Cotton. 
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New York Prod- 
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effect that the order has been executed, when in fact such order has 
never been executed. ‘The result is that the margin or collateral 
forwarded to the broker by the customer remains in the possession 


Failures of brokers and brokerage firma in the cit 2 nee x rere ter de 
the year 1922 and the last three months of I—Co' 


Firm. Liabilities.| Assets. Exchange. of the broker, who waits until a slump occurs in the evyer-fuctuating 
stock market. He thereupon advises the customer that the customer 
has been sold out; and pockets the margin or disposes of the collateral, 

9 Of course, in practice, the crooked broker disposes of the margin and 

J. D. Sugarman & (o L $1, 239, $300,000 Cotton - New York | collateral immediately upon its receipt by him. If the customer has 

u given an order to sell „short“ the converse of the proposition is true 

Ee ig oth sepeseeeees — sete — and the broker waits for a rise in the market and then informs the 

Frank aylor & Cobb : customer that the customer’s margin or collateral is forfeited because 
a sew Vork. of the turn the market has taken. 

Co 9 On the other hand, ir in the case first mentioned the market never 


takes a slump but continues to rise —or, in the latter case, the market 
never takes a rise and continues to fall—the broker who has not exe- 
cuted the orders in question for his customer, when called upon to 
deliver the securities he is supposed to have purchased, or money re- 
celyed, for such customer, is unable to do so and must go into bank- 
ruptey. 

The second and more common device utilized by brokers is trading 
against the orders of their customers. In such case the broker goes 
through the form of executing the order, but immediately, through 
dummy accounts known as “ house accounts,” offsets the execution of 
such order by a contrary execution for such dummy or house account.” 
In other words, if the customer gives the broker an order to purchase 
certain shares of stock upon margin, the broker who adopts the device 
just mentioned will actually purchase and carry out the order. Imme- 
diately thereafter, however, he will sell for the dummy house account 
that is, for himself—a like amount and the same kind of stock at 
approximately the same price. In such case, because of the clearing- 
house system, no actual delivery of any stock does take place, and 
precisely the same result is accomplished as in the case of a straight 
“ bucket “; so that here, too, the broker is in the same situation as he 
was in connection with bis customer's margin or collateral as in the 
case of a “ bucket.” 

A third device is what is known as utilizing the customer's securities 
as collateral in the broker's “ general loan“ with some other brokerage 
house or a bank, which is substantially the same thing as selling out 
the customer’s collateral. Our State statutes seem to have a prohibition 
against this In cases where the broker holding stocks as collateral in 
Margin accounts does not carry on hand at all times sufficient stock of 
the same kind to return to the customer should the customer demand it 
and tender what is due. But the broker evades this law by keeping on 
hand just enough of a particular kind of stock as will represent the 
largest amount pledged with .. Thus if “A,” B,“ and “C” are cus- 
tomers of a broker and “A” leaves with him 100 shares of Standard ON 
Co. of New Jersey as security for margin account, and B leaves 50 
shares of the same stock, and “ C” leaves 25 shares of the stock in the 
same way, the crooked and law-evading broker does not carry on hand 
175 shares of such stock but only 100 shares. So that if either A“ 
or “B” or “C” should make demand upon him the amount that such 
broker will have on hand will equal any amount which either of the 
three is entitled to get back. The broker will sell, dispose of, or repledge 
for his own use the other 75 shares of stock with perfect impunity, 
because it is impossible to prove under existing laws that the 100 shares 
of stock-kept is not to be applied to either one of the three customers 
upon a demand for the return thereof. 

These three situations occur in the vast majority of crooked broker- 
age failures and could all be discovered and prevented if some re- 
sponsible public official had access to and would periodically examine 
the books of these brokers. The mere organization of a stock exchange 
and the passage of rules by its board of governors does not and can not 
remedy the evils of such a situation. A concrete example of this is the 
New York Consolidated Stock Exchange where, apparently, a ring of 
dishonest brokers were in a position to cooperate in their dealings 
through the very existenee of such exchange, and as a result of which 
customers lost untold millions. The principal business on the New 
York Curb Exchange for many years was done by a brokerage house 
which recently failed and was a member of that exchange; and which, 
in turn, controlled and employed a number of separate members of the 
exchange, apparently having no connection with the said large broker- 
age house, but, in fact, being utilized by it as a means of accomplishing 
the very frauds pointed out above. 

Practically all brokerage business is transacted through the use of 
the mails and interstate telegraph and telephone service. And therein 
lies the means of controlling stock exchanges and brokers. In addition 
to the foregoing suggestions, it seems to me that if the Federal Gov- 
ernment passed a law making it presumptive evidence of the conceal- 
ment of assets for persons who are engaged in the brokerage business 
to fail without keeping a full and compléte set of understandable books, 
and barring use of malls, etc., to those who do not keep such books 
something could be accomplished toward recovering moneys Jost by cus- 
tomers. So, too, if it were made a presumptive rule of evidence that 
brokers who carry margin accounts for other brokers are presumed to 


8 9 
New Y 


(Nore.—The above company has no relation with Simon & Co. now doing busines 
at 67 Exchange Place.) 

Mr. KING. In addition to the foregoing failures, there were 
in the year 1923, a number of other failures of brokers and 
brokerage houses, including the important firms of Knauth, 
Nachod & Kuhne, Zimmerman & Forshay, Marshall & Co., and 
Wiggleman & Co. 

These failures were so flagrant as to really amount to a 
public scandal and accordingly became the subject of investiga- 
tion by the district attorney's office. I have received from 
Hon. Joab H. Banton, district attorney for the county of 
New York, a letter setting out with particularity some of the 
fraudulent, improvident, and improper practices which are pro- 
lific causes of the failures above referred to. Mr. Banton also 
outlines some remedial measures which I would like to bring 
to the attention of the Senate. 

I ask that the Secretary may read the letter. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will read. 

The principal legislative clerk read as follows: 


DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE, Couxty or New YORK, 
CRIMINAL COURTS BUILDING, 
New York, September 21, 1923. 


Hon. Wittram H. Krixa, 
United States Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Sm: I beg to acknowledge your letter of the 12th instant, 
inquiring as to the information and data, etc., available in connec- 
tion with proposed regulation of stock brokerage houses and exchanges 
upon which securities and commodities are traded in. Some time 
ago I caused to be introduced in the New York State Legislature 
a bill having that in mind, the general pian of such bill being a 
compulsory licensing of all such brokerage businesses and exchanges, 
and their sapervision by our State superintendent of banks along 
the lines of our present banking laws. It was my thought that 
regular access should be had to the books of all such businesses by 
public officials who are competent to detect any fraud being perpe- 
trated in connection therewith. It was to be a crime to do business 
in the State as a broker or in connection with a stock exchange 
unless a license had been first procured. The license, of course, could 
be revoked by that branch of the government issuing the same, upon 
proper cause for such revocation being shown, such cause being fraud- 
ulent and unsafe practices, insufficient capital, etc. The statutes 
in most States which make felonies of certain practices in connection 
with the brokerage business are involved and especially designed, 
apparently, to make it difficult to obtain proof without granting im- 
munity to those who should be punished. 

I have before me as I write a list of more than a hundred broker- 
age houses ranging from members of the New York Stock Exchange 
down to those of the New York Curb Market and nonmembers of 
any exchange, all of which have failed with abilities approximately 
100 times greater than their nebulous assets, and though many of 
them have been indicted and convicted there are a greater number 
who can never be reached because of the inadequacy of our statutes. 
The principal methods utilized by brokers in defrauding their cus- 
tomers consisted of various devices for retaining “margins” or col- 
lateral—which, after all, are the only property that comes into 
the hands of brokers. These devices may be grouped into three 
classes. The first is what is ordinarily known as “bucketing”; in 
such a case, when an order is given by a customer to a broker to 
purchase, upon credit or margin, certain securities for the customer's 
account, the broker simply sends the customer a memorandum to the 
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know that securities used as margin in such accounts are in fact the 
securities of customers, a great deal could be done to stop brokers gam- 
bling with customers’ property. The Pujo committee, in 1914, as you 
will doubtless recall, urged the regulation of exchanges and brokers by 
means of the Government's right to control the use of the mails and 
interstate commerce via telephone and telegraph. 

I trust what I have indicated above meets what you have in mind 
in writing your letter of September 12, 1923. 

Respectfully yours, 
Joan H. Banton, 
District Attorney. 


Mr. KING. The resolution which I offered is pending before 
the Finance Committee. I shall press for favorable action, be- 
lieving that the situation calls for an investigation of the ex- 
changes now operating in the United States. After the com- 
mittee has acted, or if it shall fail to favorably report the 
resolution, I shall ask the attention of the Senate to a further 
discussion of this important subject and shall suggest some 
legislation which may mitigate somewhat the evils which are 
so apparent. Undoubtedly the States could and should deal 
more effectively with the evils referred to by District Attorney 
Banton and those which I have casually alluded to. I recog- 
nize that the field of the Federal Government, in dealing with 
exchanges and bucket shops and the gambling and speculative 
evils so common in connection with grain, commodity, and stock 
exchanges in the United States, is limited; and, with my great 
respect for the rights of the States, I would be the last one to 
recommend legislation which infringed the police powers or the 
sovereign rights of the States. 

I have prepared a bill which deals with exchanges engaged 
in interstate commerce transactions and which denies the use 
of the mails to those engaged in certain interstate transactions. 
I have been urged by many who have given attention to the 
subject now under discussion to seek legislation. placing stock 
and other exchanges which deal in interstate stocks, bonds, and 
commodities under the control of the Federal Government. 
Many have suggested that all corporations and individuals so 
engaged should obtain licenses from the Federal Government 
and be subject to inspection and examination as national banks 
are examined by Federal agencies The suggestion has also 
been made that the Federal Government should deal with these 
Interstate transactions by imposing a tax upon every sale, 
whether of commodity or stocks or bonds, where the vendor 
did not have the commodity or stock or bond and where there 
was not delivery accompanying the sale. I have preferred, how- 
ever, to wait until after a committee has made the investigu- 
tion called for by my resolution before submitting legislation. 

I have not attempted to call attention to the evils that are 
found in the commodity exchanges and in the grain exchanges. 
Reference has been made in the discussion this afternoon con- 
cerning cotton to the fact that, as I recall, 70,000,000 bales were 
alleged to have been bought and sold on the cotton exchanges 
in the United States in a given year, whereas the entire product 
was less than 10,000,000 bales. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Permit me to call the Senator's attention 
to the fact that after looking this matter up a little further I 
find that in 1922 they sold on the three exchanges 224,000,000 
bales, as against a production of between seven and eight 
million. 

Mr. KING. That confirms the observation which I made 
when I interrupted the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Rans- 
DELL], and indicates that the evil was greater than was indi- 
cated by the Senator from South Carolina. 

I can not assent to the proposition which is implied in the 
remarks of the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. RANspELL] that 
these exchanges, with the gambling and speculation which they 
encourage and which they continue, are of such importance to 
the people of the United States. There is not a stock exchange 
that adiis a penny of wealth to the country. There is not a 
cotton exchange or grain exchange that grows a pound of cot- 
ton or a grain of wheat. But thousands of speculators live in 
luxury, live in affluence and in wealth, which they have wrung 
by their gambling and by their speculation from the laboring 
men and from the toilers on the farms and the plantations of 
our country. 

It does seem to me that this evil rises to such heights as to 
demand the attention of the Federal Government. I sincerely 
hope that my resolution may be reported and that a compre- 
hensive investigation may be made, with a view of determining 
whether the field is one which should engage the attention of 
the Federal Government and call for remedial legislation. 


VOTE ON NOMINATION OF WALTER L. COHEN. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I desire to pre- 


sent a notice which I want to give of a motion to suspend a 
part of Rule XXXVIIL 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The notice will be read. 
The reading clerk read as follows: 


I hereby give notice that after one day from the presentation of this 
notice and as soon thereafter as possible, I shall move to suspend that 
part of paragraph 2 of Rule XXXVIII, embraced in the first sentence 
of said paragraph 2, for the purpose of moving that the injunction of 
secrecy be removed from the vote on the confirmation of the nomination 
of Walter L. Cohen, and that the vote on sald nomination be printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 


; aoe PRESIDENT pro tempore. The notice will lie on the 
able, 


CONDITION OF RAILROAD EQUIPMENT. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law, a report for the 
month of January, 1924, showing the condition of railroad equip- 
ment and related information, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce. 


EDWIN DENBY, SECRETARY OF THE NAVY. 4 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from Walter C. Clephane, on behalf of the District 
of Columbia Chapter, Military Order of the World War, trans- 
mitting a resolution adopted by the chapter, which, with the 
accompanying resolution, was ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed in the Recorp as follows: 


DISTRICT or COLUMBIA CHAPTRR, 
MILITARY ORDER or THE WORLD WAR, 
Washington, D. O., February 16, 1925. 
To the honorable the PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES Senate: 

Dear Sir: I haye been directed by the District of Columbia Chapter 
of the Military Order of the World War to transmit to you a copy of 
a resolution passed by that chapter on February 13, 1924, the same 
being inclosed herewith. 

Very truly yours, 
WALTER C, CLEPHANÐ, 


— 


Dis rater or COLUMBIA CHAPTER, 
MILITARY ORDER OF run WORLD Wan, 
Washington, D. C. 

Whereas the reputation and integrity of a companion of this order, 
the Hon. Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy, have been attacked in 
Congress in an exceptionally conspicuous manner, accompanied by a 
demand for his resignation as a member of the President's Cabinet; 
and 

Whereas the President of the United States, in language as plain as 
it was forceful, has emphasized the fact that the National Constitution 
prescribes an orderly procedure for the ascertainment of, and punish- 
ment for, such guilt as that with which the Secretary of the Navy has 
been branded, and that this public condemnation of him has been made 
without regard to the settled processes of the law; and 

Whereas this organization, as a patriotic body, is pledged to maintain 
and uphold the Constitution and laws of the United States, and is un- 
alterably opposed to any action by any individual or body of men, 
however exalted, which seeks to condemn and punish without giving 
to the accused the protection which is guaranteed to him by law: 
Now therefore be it 

Resolved, That the District of Columbia Chapter of the Military Order 
of the World War, in meeting assembled this 18th day of February, 
1924, place itself upon record as heartily approving the stand taken 
by the President of the United States In ignoring the demand made 
upon him to sacrifice an officer of the United States Government and 
to punish him for an action of such a character that, under the laws 
of the land, no penalty can properly be inflicted without complete proof 
of guilt; and be it further 

Resolved, That a committee from this chapter be appointed by the 
commander thereof to convey in person copies of these resolutions 
to the President of the United States and the honorable the Secretary 
of the Navy, and that a copy be also sent to the President of the 
Senate of the United States, 

ENNALLS WAGGAMAN, Commander. 
Juks O. Portrr, Adjutant. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


Mr, McKINLEY presented memorials, numerously signed, of 
members of the Santa Fe Supervisors’ Association and of the 
shop associations of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway: 
system, of Chicago, IIL, remonstrating against the making of 
any substantial changes in the transportation act of 1920, which, 
were referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. CAPPER presented a petition of sundry citizens of 
Medicine Lodge, Kans., praying fur the enactment of legisla- 
tion repealing the so-called war and nuisance taxes, especially 
the tax on industrial alcohol, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 8 
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He also presented memorials, numerously signed, of members 
of shop associations of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Rail- 
way system, of Arkansas City, Kans., remonstrating against 
the making of any substantial changes in the transportation 
act of 1920, which were referred to the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce. 

Mr. WILLIS presented a resolution adopted by the Retail 
Merchants’ Division of the Chamber of Commerce, of Mansfield, 
Ohio, favoring adoption of the so-called Mellon plan of tax 
reduction, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Dayton, 
Ohio, praying for the passage of legislation removing the ex- 
cise taxes on taxicabs for hire, on tires, inner tubes, parts, and 
aecessories therefor, and to reduce the tax on taxicabs from 5 
per cent to 3 per cent, which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution of the council of the city of 
Toledo, Ohio, favoring the granting of adjusted compensation 
to veterans of the World War, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance, 

He also presented a resolution of Cincinnati (Ohio) Post, No. 
270, the American Legion, favoring the classification of nurses 
by the Federal Government as being in the professional service, 
which was referred to the Committee on Civil Service. 

Mr. ROBINSON presented a letter in the nature of a petition 
from Herman Day, of Chevy Chase, Md., praying that an in- 
vestigation be had of the United States Botanic Garden, which 
was referred to the Committee on the Library. 

Hie also presented resolutions adopted by Frank Fried Post, 
No. 18, American Legion, Department of Arkansas, of Mena, 
Ark. favoring the prompt passage of legislation granting ad- 
justed compensation to veterans of the World War, which 
were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by Victor Ellig Post, 
No, 31, the American Legion, of Fort Smith, Ark., urging that 
an apology be demanded of the German Government and the 
German ambassador recalled for his failure to order promptly 
the flag half-masted as an act of respect on the occasion of the 
death of former President Woodrow Wilson, which- were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations, 


REPORTS OF THE COMMERCE COMMITTEE. 


Mr. LADD, from the Committee on Commerce, to which 
were referred the following bills, reported them severally 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 2420) granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of South Dakota for the construction of a bridge across 
the Missouri River between Potter County and Dewey County, 
S. Dak. (Rept. No. 164); 

A bill (S. 2439) granting the consent of Congress to the 
Board of Supervisors of Leake County, Miss., to construct a 
bridge across the Pearl River in the State of Mississippi 
(Rept. No. 165) ; 

A bill (S. 2437) granting the consent of Congress to the 
Board of Supervisors of Leake County, Miss., to construct a 
bridge across the Pearl River in the State of Mississippi 
(Rept. No. 166) ; and 

A bill (S. 2446) granting the consent of Congress to the 
Clarks Ferry Bridge Co. and its successors to construct a 
bridge across the Susquehanna River at or near the railroad 
station of Clarks Ferry, Pa. (Rept. No. 167). 


ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED. 


Mr. WATSON, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the 
United States the following enrolled bill and joint resolution: 

S. 2249. An act to extend for nine months the power of the 
War Finance Corporation to make advances under the pro- 
yisions of the War Finance Corporation act, as amended, and 
for other purposes; and 

S. J. Res. 71. Joint resolution directing the Secretary of the 
Interior to institute proceedings touching sections 16 and 36, 
township 30 south, range 23 east, Mount Diablo meridian. 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED. 

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and re- 
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. SIMMONS: 

A bill (S. 2560) granting the Fort Macon (N. C.) Military 
Reservation to the State of North Carolina; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A bill (S. 2561) to provide further for the national security 
and defense; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

A bill (S. 2562) for the relief of William Hensley; to the 
Committee on Claims. 


By Mr. McNARY: 

A bill (S. 2563) to provide for the purchase and acquirement 
by the United States of certain lands within or adjoining the- 
Superior National Forest, in the counties of Cook and Lake and 
that part of St. Louis County north of township 53 north and 
east of range 18 west of the fourth principal meridian, in the 
State of Minnesota; to the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys. 

By Mr. SWANSON: 

A bill (S. 2564) granting a pension to Dr. H. W. Judd; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. DILL: 

A bill (S. 2565) to authorize acquisition of unreserved public 
lands in the Columbia or Moses Reserve, State of Washington, 
under acts of March 28, 1912, and March 8, 1877, and for other 
purposes ; to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

By Mr. McKELLAR: 

A bill (S. 2566) granting a pension to Mary A. Huckaba 
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (S. 2567) to provide for the acquisition of a site and 
the erection thereon of a public building at Ripley, Tenn. (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 2568) for the relief of the owners of the steam tug 
Joshua Lovett; and 

A bill (S. 2569) for the relief of Walter 8. Holbrook, as 
managing owner of the steam tug Crescent; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 

A bill (S. 2570) to provide for the establishment, operation, 
and maintenance of foreign trade zones in ports of entry of the 
United States, to expedite and encourage foreign commerce, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. WILLIS: H 

A bill (S. 2571) to extend the provisions of certain laws to 
Porto Rico; 

A bill (S. 2572) to purchase grounds, erect and repair buildings 
for customhouses, offices, and warehouses in Porto Rico; and 

A bill (S. 2573) to amend and reenact sections 20, 22, and 50 
of the act of March 2, 1917, entitled “An act to provide a civil 
government for Porto Rico, and for other purposes ; to the 
Committee on Territories and Insular Possessions. 

By Mr. BURSUM: 

A bill (S. 2574) granting a pension to Patricia S. de Gallego; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McKINLEY: 

A bill (8. 2575) for the promotion of certain officers of the 
United States Army now on the retired list; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. REED of Pennsylvania: 

A bill (S. 2576) to limit the immigration of aliens into the 
United States, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Immigration. 

By Mr. REED of Pennsylvania (by request) : 

A bill (S. 2577) for the relief of the estate of Richard W. 
Meade, deceased; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ASHURST: 

A bill (S. 2578) authorizing the completion of the diversion 
dam and irrigation system on the Gila River Indian Reserva- 
tion, Ariz.; to the Committee on Appropriations. 

By Mr. JONES of New Mexico: 

A bill (S. 2579) for the relief of John H. Easley; to the Com- 
mittee on ‘Claims. 

By Mr. BRANDEGEE: 

A bill (S. 2580) authorizing each of the judges of the United 
States district court for the district of Hawaii to hold sessions 
of said court separately at the same time; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 88) for the appointment of one 
member of the Board of Managers of the National Home for 
Disabled Volunteer Soldiers; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

AMENDMENT TO INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL. 

Mr. NORBECK submitted an amendment providing that the 
offices of register and receiver at the Rapid City, S. Dak., land 
office be not consolidated, intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 5078, the Interior Department appropriation bill, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I have had occa- 
sion to try to find some information with reference to voting 
at elections and to ascertain to what extent people neglect this 
privilege or avail themselves of it. I think one of the serious 


menaces to the country is the indifference of the people to elec- 
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tion day. In my investigation I found an article by Ashmun 
Brown in the Providence (R. I.) Journal of September 2, 
1923, that gives some very concrete and definite data along 
this line. I think in order to be made available it should be 
placed in the Recorp, and I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The article referred to is as follows: 

[Ashmun Brown in the Providence Journal of September 2, 1923.] 

Government by “organized minorities,’ government by blocs and 
groups are subjects to which publicists have been directing their atten- 
tion in increasing numbers during the past year. The result of this 
sort of government, as reflected in increased taxes and multiplication 
of public officers and employees, has been vividly portrayed. But beyond 
quoting approximate and estimated figures, those engaged in the efforts 
to call public attention to the facts have not presented in detail the fun- 
damental cause of the rise of minority power over governmental affairs. 

That fundamental cause Is that considerably more than 50 per cent of 
the American citizens entitled to vote at elections habitually refrain from 
voting. And this in a country whose sovereignty lies in the citizenship. 

As revealed by the census of 1920, there are in the 48 States of 
the Union a total of 54,128,895 citizens, males and females, 21 years 
of age and over. This is the maximum figure of the country's voting 
population. In 1920 only 26,657,574, or much less than half, partici- 
pated in the presidential election. The total of all the votes cast for 
Senators and Representatives in Congress in the election of November, 
1922, was only 20,579,191. In other words, in this last general elec- 
tion less than 2 out of every 5 voters went to the polls. 

A bulletin of the National Civic Federation is responsible for the 
statement that “at the last election in England 80 per cent of the 
votes were cast, and in that of Germany 89 per cent.” 

In an accompanying table is set forth in consolidated form the first 
analysis ever published of the voting habits, by States, of the Ameri- 
can people as demonstrated in the two latest national elections. 

In the table are set forth the numbers of males and females 21 
years of age and over, citizens found in each State by the census of 
1920, together with the total number of votes cast in those States in 
the elections of 1920 and 1922, with the percentages of the votes cast 
to the total voting population. These are the facts at the bottom of 
any accurate appraisement of the exact situation. 

It will be observed that the voting habits of the American people 
vary remarkably in the different States. It is natural, of course, that 
the Southern States should be found low down in the scale in point 
of percentages, at least. This is primarily because the heavy negro 
population of those States does not make a practice of yoting. But it 
must be apparent that the absence of the negro vote from the polls 
is far from being the only cause for the small votes cast in Southern 
States, The negro, for example, is not to be held solely responsible 
for the fact that South Carolina, with a possible vote of 776,960, cast 
only 66,150 in 1920 and 35,130 in 1922. Many thousands of whites 
were voting “slackers.” 

On the basis of the 1920 vote the rank of the several States in order 
of excellence of voting habits is set forth in the following table, the 
percentages for 1922 also being included for comparison's sake: 


Per cent voted for President in 1920 and in congressional election, 1922. 


cent. cent. 

1 75.0 58.8 
2 74.1 63.6 
3 71.8 28.4 
4 21.7 54.6 
5 70.4 58.3 
6 70.2 66.1 
7 67.5 49.5 
8 67.4 53.9 
9 65.3 45.2 
10 62.6 66.5 
1¹ 62.5 43.3 
12 62.3 65.0 
13 62.1 54.7 
14 61.5 55.0 
15 3 49.3 
16 4 55.8 
17 2 53.4 
18 0 55.0 
19 9 55.4 
20 7 61.2 
21 2 9 
1 0 

7 4 

5 5 

3 8 

3 9 

9 0 

7 5 

6 4 

2 6 

2 4 

9 0 

2 0 

3 4 


F 
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Per cent voted for President in 1920 and in congressional election, 1922—Continued. 


1922 

Percent, | Per cent, 

35 46.9 41.7 
36 45.2 35.4 
37 44.6 30.2 
3 42.7 33.3 
35.4 18.4 

40 28.9 10.2 
4 2.1 10.0 
42 20.8 3.8 
43 19.3 13.6 
44 18,5 17.7 
45 14.0 4.9 
46 10.5 5.5 
47 9.4 7.8 
48 8.5 4.5 


This failure of the people to participate in the election of their 
responsible Government officers is shown in startling fashion In a 
review of the senatorial elections of last November. In the following 
table is presented the names of the Senators then elected, the total 
number of votes cast for each, and the percentage that total bears to 
the voting population of the States wherein the election was held: 


Senators elected in 1922 and the number of votes received by each, ce. and the percentage of 
that number to the States’ voting population, 


3 


Democrat...| 39, 722 
Republican 564, 422 
d 169, 524 


do 
erat 
Republican . 5 
Democrat...| 294,932 
z . 325,372 


Bae leah 
«| Republican.. 
Democrat...| 18,200 
aoe 
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C. C. 

M. M. Sag fe 2 
R. M. La Folle 
J. B. Kendrick. 


Of course, there must be deducted from the figure of 54,182,895 
potential voters those who are disqualified by criminality, insanity, 
or mental deficiency. It is impossible to say, with any degree of 
accuracy, what these deductions should be. The only guide to the 
figure of those disqualified by criminality is an uncertain one. It is 
a census bulletin of November 22, 1922, which found that on July 
1 of that year the total number of prisoners in all the penitentiaries, 
county jails, State and county chain or road gangs, city police stations, 
and other penal institutions, was 163,889, but a very large number 
of these were aliens, who under no circumstances would be entitled 
to vote. The latest estimate of the number of insane and feeble- 
minded in the country is a figure of about 225,000, but this also 
includes aliens. 

As an offset, the census shows that in 1920 there were in the 
District of Columbia 132,988 males, and 159,949 females, 21 years of 
age and over, citizens, a total of 292,937, not included in the voting 
population of 54,128,895 of the 48 States. Still, many thousands 
of these have voting residences in States and make a practice to go 
there on election day to vote. In 1920 it was estimated that at least 
30,000 of them went home to vote. 

Then to recur to the practical disfranchisement of the negro: The 
census shows that there were in 1920 only 5,532,406 negroes of 
voting age in the entire country, of whom 2,792,006 were males and 
2,730,400 were females. Of these, only 1,060,940 live in the Southern 
Atlantic States, the heaviest center of negro population in the country, 
and the remainder is divided. But even assuming that the entire 
negro population of the country was disfranchised, it still would 
be found that the total number of voters who went to the polls last 
November is far below 50 per cent of the country’s voting strength. 
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erates of males and females, 25 years of age and over, Sea ee by census of 1920. 


gures on congressional vote, 1922 (Senators and Representatives), taken 


Representatives. Percentages worked out {rom above, 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1925, and for other purposes. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
querum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Adams Ernst Kendrick 
Kin 


Ashurst Ferris Robinson 
Balt Fess Lad Sheppard 
Borah Fletcher La Follette Shields 
Brandegee Frazier Lenroot Shipstead 
Grookhart George McKellar Simmons 
Broussard Gerry Me y Smith 
Bursum Glass MeNar, Smoot 
Cameron Gooding Mayfield Spencer 
Capper Hale. Moses Stanley 
Caruway UHarreid Neely Stephens 
Copeland Harris Norris Swanson 
Cummins Harrison Oddie Trammell 
Curtis Heflin Overman ‘alsh, Mass. 
Dial Howell Owen Warren 

u Johnson, Minn. Ph Wheeler 

ge Jones, N. Mex Pittman illis 
Edwards Jones, Wash. Ransdell 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-one Senators have 
answered to their names. A quorum is present. 


HOWARD UNIVERSITY. 


Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, when the pending bill was 
first called up and consideration was given to it some 10 days 
ago, I gave notice that I would make a point of order as to the 
whole bill and ask that it be sent back to the committee. I find 
an item in the bill against which a point of order will doubt- 
Jess lie. I am a member of the committee myself. The great 
Committee on Appropriations has added $700,000 as a gratuity 
to a private institution. Think of that! The House allowed 
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$157,000 and this great committee of the Senate, on this par- 
ticular item, like drunken sailors, have given a private institu- 
tion $700,000 more than the House gave it. A subcommittee 
by 1 vote and the full committee by 1 vote approved the 
item. I am glad to say that the senior Senator from Utah 
[Mr. Smoor], who has charge of the bill on the floor of the 
Senate, voted against the item. I do him the credit to say that 
he did that. It was approved by only 1 vote. 

The point I make is that $370,000, found in the item on page 102 
of the committee print of the bill, was added for the purpose of 
building a medical school and $130,000 for equipping a medical 
school in this city. When Senators from States like West Vir- 
ginia, Washington, and other States are trying to get public build- 
ings which are absolutely needed for post offices, here is a com- 
mittee of the Senate giving $500,000 for this private purpose. 
When the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor} stands up here and 
makes a valuable report showing that $5,000,000 is needed to 
erect necessary Government buildings in the city of Washing- 
ton, we hear nothing further about it; but for a private insti- 
tution we are asked now to appropriate $500,000, and that for 
the building and equipment of a private institution. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, did not the committee have 
hearings and was there not propaganda brought to the atten- 
tion of the committee that the appropriation was needed for 
some altruistic purpose? 

Mr. OVERMAN. The House committee had hearings and 
then turned the item down, 

Mr. STANLEY. Then the Senate committee probably had 
more propaganda coming before it and turned the item up. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Iam not a member of the subcommittee, I 
suppose they had private hearings. I am a member of the 
main committee, and opposed the item there, and I am glad 
to say that it was only sustained in the full committee by a 
majority of 1 vote. 

I call attention to page 20 of the Senate rules, paragraph 2, 
Rule XVI. This question has never been raised in the Senate, 


2832 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 20, 


and therefore it is a very important question and ought to be 
decided right, because it is going to establish a precedent, I 
say that the Committee on Appropriations has no right to put 
this item in the appropriation bill, because it never was author- 
ized by Congress. All appropriations ought to be authorized 
by Congress. The fact that it was estimated for by the 
Budget makes no difference. The Budget, as I understand 
and as I shall show by the law creating the Budget, is granted 
no authority whateyer to send down appropriations to Congress 
that have not been authorized by law, and they ought not to 
have such authority. If they have, then three men sitting up 
here in a Government bureau can send to Congress all sorts 
of appropriations, even $500,000,000 for a railroad to the 
moon, and what would we think of that? Would that be out 
of order? It would be just as much out of order as the item 
which I am discussing. 

Under paragraph 1 of the rule it is claimed that it is in 
order, I call attention to Rule XVI, the second clause of the 
paragraph, which reads as follows: 


The Committee on Appropriations shall not report an appropriation 
bill containing amendments proposing new or general legislation, and 
if an appropriation bill is reported to the Senate, containing amend- 
ments proposing new or general legislation, a point of order may be 
made against the bill, and if the point is sustained the bill shall 
be returned to the Committee on Appropriations. 


Now, what is this legislation? It is legislation, It is 
bound to be new legislation, because no legislation of the kind 
is found in any statute. It is new legislation put on by a 
committee which had no right to do it, and the point of order, 
I maintain, will lie. 

I have before me the law providing for the Budget. I find 
in that law no authority granted for the Budget to send down 
to Congress an estimate for an appropriation not authorized by 
law. Upon that point the law provides that the Bureau of the 
Budget shall meet at a certain time and estimate the amount 
of revenues derived from the taxation and otherwise in this 
Government, and having ascertained the amount of revenues 
they then shall estimate what is necessary for running the 
Government, economically administered, and for such sums as 
are authorized by Congress. They cut the cloth according to 
the amount of cloth which they have. What authority is there 
to do what has been done in this instance? I ask any Senator 
here, the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] or the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Warren], who are so familiar with the subject, 
or other Senators, to show me where authority has been granted 
to the Budget to estimate for expenditures not authorized by 
statute. This item was never authorized by statute. It is new 
legislation, and I raise the point of order against it. 

I may have something further to say about the matter, but 
I call attention to the fact that we have gone wild on this sub- 
ject. Even if this were a great national institution, this pro- 
posed legislation would not be in order; but it is proposed to 
make this appropriation for a private institution. It is true 
that for some years a small amount of money has been appro- 
priated for Howard University, but the House of Representa- 
tives decided that $157,000 was sufficient to run the institu- 
tion if economically administered; and that body voted down 
every other provision relating to the institution which was re- 
ported by the committee. The bill comes over to the Senate in 
that shape, and the Senate committee now reports to add this 
enormous amount of money to the pending appropriation bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I had perhaps better call the at- 
tention of the Senate to the history of the appropriations which 
are carried under the heading “Howard University.” The 
first item of appropriation reported by the Committee on Ap- 
propriations of the House of Representatives was as follows: 


For maintenance, to be used in payment of part of the salaries of 
the officers, professors, teachers, and other regular employees of the 
university. * * ®* $125,000. 

The next item was as follows: 

For tools, material, salaries of instructors, and other necessary 
expenses of the department of manual arts, $30,000, 

The next item reads as follows: 

Medical department: For part cost of needed equipment, laboratory 
supplies, apparatus, and repair of laboratories and buildings, $9,000. 

The next item reads: 


For material and apparatus for chemical, physical, biological, and 
natural-history studies and use in laboratories of the science hall, 
including cases and shelving, $5,000. 


Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator’ 
zon Utah for what year were those appropriations to be 

Mr. SMOOT. For the coming fiscal year of 1925. 

Mr. President, these four items which were reported by 
the Appropriations Committee of the House of Representatives 


went out in that body on points of order. I wish Senators 
to understand why that action was taken. These items have 
been appropriated for Howard University during 30 years or 
more. 

Mr. WARREN, Similar appropriations have been made 
every year during that time. 

Mr. SMOOT. But, Mr. President, Rey. Francis J. Grimke, 
a trustee of Howard University, in a speech made some re- 
marks which were taken exception to by certain Members 
of the House of Representatives, and if Senators will turn 
to the debate in the House they will plainly see why the 
point of order was made against these four items. I do not 
think it is necessary to state specifically what was said by 
Mr. Grimke, but at any rate exception was taken to his state- 
ment, and as a consequence the four items went out on points 
of order in the House of Representatives. 

22 7 FLETCHER. What was the ground of the points of 
order? 

Mr. SMOOT. The points of order were based on the ground 
that the proposed items would increase the appropriation, 
and under the rules of the other House such points of order 
are well taken. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Utah yield to me? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. i 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to ask the Senator, if there was 
no original law for the appropriation, why was the item 
of $157,500, on page 102, allowed? Was there a special act 
for that? That appropriation was reported by the House com- 
mittee and passed by that body, and I was merely wondering 
why a point of order did not also He to that appropriation. 

Mr SMOOT. The reason the point of order did not lie 
against that appropriation in the other House was that the 
last appropriation bill carried an appropriation of $197,500 
for that purpose, and the appropriation proposed this year 
was less than the appropriation carried in existing law. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is why the item did not go out on a 
point of order. 

I shall now refer to the appropriation of $370,000 “ for addi- 
tions to medical school building.” That appropriation is not 
carried in existing law. The other item of $130,000 is “for 
equipment for additions to medical school buildings,” making 
a total of $500,000. There was no question in the committee 
about the four items to which I have just referred. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I made no point of order against them. 

Mr. SMOOT. And the Senator from North Carolina made no 
point of order against the four items which have been carried 
in previous appropriation bills. The Senator, however, did call 
our attention to the item of $500,000 just referred to. A vote 
of the committee was taken, and, as the Senator has stated, the 
item was carried and put into the bill on a vote by one majority. 

Mr. President, as to the point of order, I can not agree with 
the Senator from North Carolina that a point of order can lie 
against this item. The only ground on which the Senator can 
base a point of order is that the item proposes new legislation, 
and that Howard University is a private institution and in no 
way connected with the Government of the United States. 

Mr. President, they can go back as far as 1879, when the 
first appropriation was made for the institution, and learn that 
since that time there has never been a year without an appro- 
priation being made on the part of the Government for this 
institution. Howard University has added department after 
department; it has increased its facilities every year accord- 
ing to the number of students that have been admitted, and no 
question has ever heretofore been raised. 

128 STANLEY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at that 
point? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Uta 
yield to the Senator from Kentucky? s 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. STANLEY. I know that Howard University is an ex- 
cellent institution; I have had that brought to my attention, 
but is the Senator making the argument that it is a Federal in- 
stitution because of the fact that it has been the recipient of 
Federal appropriations? : 

Mr. SMOOT. Not altogether, I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. STANLEY. That is what I wanted to get at. 
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Mr. SMOOT. I will come to that point right now. In the 
United States Statutes at Large, volume 30, page 624, we find a 
taw reading, in part, as follows; 


That the trustees— 
Referring now to Howard University— 


phall accord to the Secretary of the Interior authority to visit and In- 
ypect the university and supervise the expenditure of appropriations. 


Also: 
The president and directors shall report to the Secretary of the In- 
terior * * + on the Ist of July of each year— 


And so forth. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, Congress having directed that 
such report shall be submitted to the Secretary of the Interior 
upon the 1st of July of every year and having provided that the 
trustees must accord to the Secretary of the Interior the author- 
ity and right to visit and inspect the university and supervise the 
expenditure of appropriations, certainly it has placed that insti- 
tution, at least partially, under the direction of an official of our 
Government. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield further to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do. 

Mr. STANLEY. Suppose I am running a private school in 
Kentucky and I want $100,000 out of the Federal Government 
and I say to Congress, “ I will let you send somebody down there 
to look over my school and supervise my curriculum; I will allow 
you a referendum on the personnel of my teachers, and permit 
you to prescribe, if your desire, what shall be the age at which 
pupils shall enter, how many units shall be required for gradua- 
tion, what standard of excellence shall qualify a graduate, or to 
have a voice in any other matter connected with this institution 
of learning,” would that make it a Federal institution? 

Mr. SMOOT. No, Mr. President; it would not be a public 
institution. 

Mr. STANLEY. Now let me ask the Senator another ques- 
tion. 

Mr. SMOOT. I say it is a public institution, partially, at 
least, provided the Government makes the appropriation and 
imposes restrictions, 

Mr, STANLEY. The Senator and I are talking about two 
different things. The point I make is that this is either a public 
institution or private institution. I care nothing about the 
appropriation, particularly, for I am not disposed to criticize 
Howard University; I doubt if there is an institution of its 
kind in the United States that has given a better account of 
itself, and I have nothing but the best wishes for it; but the 
Senator has brought before the Senate—and it ought to be 
brought before the country—a very important matter to which 
ex-Governor Frank Lowden, of Illinois, and also Dr. Nicholas 
Murray Butler have called the attention of the country in 
recent addresses. There is not a bigger question before the 
people of the United States to-day. There is not a more 
pernicious hole in the Treasury than that which is being bored 
right now. State institutions, educational, eleemosynary, medi- 
cal, and I could go on and add to the list indefinitely, first 
get up a propaganda to get the Government to do something 
such as assisting mothers in maternity, providing Government 
aid for babies, or Government burial for corpses, or some such 
thing, and then secure some little provision in an appropriation 
bill granting an innocent-looking gratuity. It matters not what 
it may be. Some would start when the infant is ushered into 
the world and have a trained nurse, appointed by the Govern- 
ment, sit there to supervise the accouchement, and others would 
have a fellow at hand when they pull the sheet back from 
your face to ask, “Don't he look natural?” and to supervise 
the burial. They get a little appropriation and then the 
Government, in consideration of the appropriation, exercises a 
little authority over these institutions, either private or State 
institutions. Thus they sell their birthright for a mess of 
pottage; and it will not be long under this character of pro- 
ceeding until the Federal Government will control every school, 
every medical institution, every college, every hospital, every 
institution of a quasi public nature in the United States. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, it seems to me rather late in the 
day to draw the line on Howard University after appropria- 
tions have been made for that institution for 45 years. I wish 
that I had the time at my disposal to call attention to what a 
wonderful work that institution has done for the colored people. 
I say that the results of the teaching and activities of that 
institution have been more valuable to the Goyernment of the 
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United States a hundred times over than all the money that has 
been appropriated for the Institution. Do Senators know what 
that institution did during the war, how loyal they were to the 
country, what interest they took in bringing the colored people 
from one end of the country to the other to a realization that 
they were fighting for their country and for the institutions of 
their country? 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield right 
there, I agree; and if the Senator will introduce a bill appro- 
priating $1,000,000 as a pure gratuity, just like we gave to the 
sufferers at San Francisco, I will vote for it. I think highly 
of the institution. In fact, it is Howard University. That, of 
course, is in its favor. I am not prejudiced against this great 
institution, nor am I prejudiced against the people who are the 
beneficiaries of it because of their color. If I have any preju- 
dice against any of God’s creatures because of their color or 
their race or their religion, I am not conscious of it. I am 
intolerant only of intolerance; but the thing I am calling atten- 
tion is not whether we shall appropriate for Howard University. 
The better the university, I will say to the able Senator from 
Utah, the better the cause, the more dangerous the precedent. 
I propose to hit the heads I see. I propose to strike this thing 
of Federal aggression and the extension of the Federal powers 
and the squandering of Federal appropriations without the 
clear warrant of law wherever I see it and wherever it shows 
its pernicious head, and here is one case. I am going to strike 
at it in the first place, and at any other university or any other 
thing that comes in here to trade the control of its own affairs 
for a Federal appropriation. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not think there is a Sen- 
ator in this body but that understands the position taken by 
the Senator from Kentucky in this respect, and I want to say 
to the Senator that I have a great deal of sympathy with that 
position; but we have gone far afield. There is not a year but 
that appropriations are made by Congress reaching to every 
one of the agricultural colleges in the United States, giving 
them aid for every possible project affecting public health and 
public morals; and I do not think that ought to be brought up 
at this particular time against this worthy institution. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do, 

Mr. DIAL. I have not examined the financial statement of 
this institution very carefully, but I think I saw that it was 
in about as good condition financially as most institutions in 
the country. Is not that true? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is true; but they have a certain amount 
of income each year, and I want to say to the Senator that that 
income has not increased as rapidly as the students in the 
institution have increased. 

Mr. DIAL. It is very popular now to ask for endowments 
for institutions from the friends of the institutions all over the 
country. 

Mr. SMOOT. If Howard University had not done that, there 
would be no Howard University. 

Mr. DIAL. Is not that true of a whole lot of colleges in our 
section of the country and everywhere else? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes, Mr. President; but I do not know of any 
other appropriation that is made here directly for the educa- 
tion of the colored people of this country. There are over 
10,000,000 of them in the United States. Find in any other 
appropriation bill, if you please, an item that goes directly to 
the education of the colored people, outside of the appropria- 
tions that go to agricultural colleges where a part of the ap- 
priation is used for that purpose. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, what I wish to call the at- 
tention of the Senator to is this: In this case as in all the rest 
we have the Goyernment making an appropriation predicated 
upon the right of the Government to exercise a certain control 
over either a State or a private institution. Howard University 
has been successful in spite of that supervision. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, may I suggest to the Sena- 
tor that one of the greatest colored institutions in this country 
is the one at Tuskegee, Ala. They have a medical school. 
They haye a great school. They have not asked a dollar of the 
Government. They have a fine school in my town which I have 
helped to build up with my own money. We did not come to 
the Congress to ask for an appropriation for that school. There 
are schools everywhere in the South—fine schools, splendid 
schools, with splendid buildings, medical schools—that are tak- 
ing care of the colored man; but does not the Senator think 
that if an appropriation is desired for any of these schools, it 
ought to be made by statute? 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senator permit the 
Chair a suggestion? ‘This debate is proceeding at the invita- 
tion of the Chair and ought to be confined to the point of 
order, and should not wander to the merits of the appropria- 
tion itself. 

Mr. SMOOT. Then, Mr. President, I will Just call the 
Chair's attention to one other matter on this point of order: 


The first reference in any statute to any specific land belonging to 
the Howard University fs in the act of June 16, 1882 (22 Stat. 104), 
which refers to certain land bounded by Pomeroy Street, Four-and-a- 
half Street, College Street, and Sixth Street, then known as Univer- 
sity Park and comprising about 11 acres. By this act the university 
was authorized to convey the land referred to to the United States for 
a public park, and in consideration thereof all taxes, penalties, inter- 
ests, and costs on real and personal property of the university due or 
to become due and unpaid at the date of the act were remitted; and it 
was provided that the real and personal property of the university 
should be exempt from taxation so long as the property was used for 
the purposes set forth in the charter of the Institution, except that real 
estate of the university should be subject to assessment for special im- 
provements authorized by law. 


Mr. President, of course the Senate can vote against this 
appropriation and vote it out, but I do not believe that the 
point of order can He against the amendment. 

I do not know that I need say anything further. This insti- 
tution certainly has a direct connection with the Government, 
and it certainly is a quasi government institution; and the 
appropriations for 45 years, it seems to me, ought at least to be 
taken into consideration at this particular time, 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not know whether the 
Senator has brought it out or not; but, as I understand, this 
item is estimated for by the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, I so stated, Mr. President. I stated in 
my opening remarks that this was estimated for by the Budget; 
that it was passed upon by a standing committee of the Senate 
and reported to the Senate. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, the Senator is wrong about 
that. It is not estimated for by any committee of the Senate. 

Mr. SMOOT. I did not say it was estimated for by a com- 
mittee of the Senate. I said it was estimated for by the Budget. 

Mr. OVERMAN. The Senator said it had been authorizet 
by a standing committee of Senate. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Oh, the Appropriations Committee, which 
made this appropriation. That is the only committee that had 
anything to do with it. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is the only committee that could have 
anything to do with it. 

Mr. OVERMAN. It did not recommend the appropriation. 
It put it in the bill. It does not come from any other standing 
committee. 

Mr. SMOOT. Then, if the Senator objects to the word “ rec- 
ommendation,” I will go still further than that, and say that 
they voted it in the bill before ever it was reported to the 
Senate. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Utah 
yleld to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Is not this item for an addition to an existing 
building, and not for a separate building and a new feature? 

Mr, SMOOT. It is, of course. > 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—— 

Mr, JONES of New Mexico. No, Mr. President; it is for an 
entirely new building. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is for a building for the enlargement of 
the medical department of Howard University. 

Mr. McKELLAR and Mr. NORRIS addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield to the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I want to ask the Senator this question: 
If an item of this kind were not authorized by any law, but 
were recommended and approved by the Budget, does the Sena- 
tor still think that it would be in order? 

Mr. SMOOT. Under our rules, I think it would. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not agree with that. I think it de- 
pends on whether there was an original law authorizing it. 
The Senator understands that I am opposed to the Budget 


anyway. I think it is a useless piece of machinery, and I 
think that has been demonstrated a number of times. Outside 
of that, however, I do not think it was ever the intention of 
Congress to give the Budget the right to dictate to the Con- 
gress, or to supply an original law that the Congress ought to 
pass, in the Judgment of the Budget. In other words, if we 
are going to do that we had better turn over the whole matter 
to the Budget. 

Mr. SMOOT. We have to act under our rules; and I want 
to say to the Senator, in answer to his suggestion, that I have 
not any doubt but that if we had had no Budget the appropria- 
tion bills for the year 1925, which we are now beginning to 
consider, would be $500,000,000 more than they will be. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, did the Budget estimate for 
anything else? I am not objecting to the items to take care of 
the institution. I am objecting, and I made the point of order, 
as to the $500,000 that is appropriated for a new building, 
which the Senator himself voted against. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have not denied that; but it was not for that 
reason. I can not stand upon the floor and say that the point 
of order will lie against this. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I understand the Senator's position. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr, OVERMAN. When I get through. I want to ask 
another question. 

Mr. NORRIS. All right. 

Mr. OVERMAN. The Senator reported that we needed 
$5,000,000 for public buildings in this country. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Does the Senator think, although they are 
needed, that the Budget had a right to estimate $5,000,000 
for the purpose of building them? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is an entirely different thing, We have 
no estimate at all for that purpose. 

Mr, OVERMAN. Would the Budget have a right to estimate 
for it? That is my question. 

Mr. SMOOT. I think they would have the right if the Presl- 
dent of the United States in connection with the Budget, agreed 
to recommend $5,000,000 for that purpose. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Why not do the same thing with every 
other appropriation, then? What is the use of coming to Con- 
gress for appropriations? ; 

Mr. SMOOT. No appropriation comes here unless it comes 
through the Budget. Every item that is in this appropriation 
bill is found in the Budget report. 

1 17 5 OVERMAN. And every one of them was authorized 
y law. 

Mr. SMOOT. No more than this. 

. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
me 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What I am about to say is not about 
this item; but in answer to the statement the Senator has just 
made about the Budget, I want to say that in my judgment the 
Budget just adds another body to which those who want appro- 
priations may appeal. They first go and see how much they 
can get out of the Budget; then afterwards they go to the 
House committee to see how much they can get out of the 
House committee; and finally, if they have not gotten all 
they want, they come to the Senate committee and get such 
additions as possible. 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to call the Senator’s attention to the 
fact that 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair refuses to listen 
to arguments upon the merits of this appropriation. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator 
one question. The whole question is whether this is new legis- 
lation on an appropriation bill. Is it not new legislation? 

Mr. SMOOT. No, Mr. President; I do not think it is new 
legislation. 

Mr. FLETCHER. There is no legislation previously to 
authorize this building. Therefore the provision for this build- 
ing and the appropriation for it must be new legislation, it 
seems to me; and that is the whole question. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is an increase in an appropriation for an 
agency of the Government. If the Senator's position is right, 
we never could make an appropriation unless the Budget 
agreed to it. The Budget agreed to this, though. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I wish to say a few words on 
the point of order. The matter of the committee voting 5 to 4 
or 7 to 8 has nothing to do with the case, because majorities 
are to rule everywhere. I wish to say, in that con- 
nection, that I am trying continuously to get out from under 
the idea of Government paternalism. The Recorp will show 


1924. 
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that I voted against the maternity bill and other bills of that 
ind. But here is an institution that has been more or less 

supported by the Government, as my colleague has said, for 

some 40 years. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I rise to a point of order. 
It is Impossible to hear the proceedings of the Senate on ac- 
count of the discussions and conversations that are going on. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate will be in order, 

Mr. WARREN. The rules of the House and the rules of the 
Senate differ. In the House there must be a specific authoriza- 
tion of law for each item, unless they can be brought in under 
the so-called Holman decision, made years ago; 80 that almost 
any matter of legislation can get into an appropriation bill in 
the House on the ground that it lessens the amount of an ap- 
propriation in some way, direct or indirect. 

Here we are laboring under different rules. This is the Sen- 
ate rule: 


All general appropriation bills shall be referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations; and no amendments shall be received to any gen- 
eral appropriation bill the effect of which will be to increase an appro- 
priation already contained in the bill; or to add a new item of appro- 
priation, unless it be made to carry out the provisions of some existing 
law or treaty stipulation or act or resolution previously passed by the 
Senate during that session; or unless the same be moved by direction of 
a standing or select committee of the Senate or proposed in pursuance 
of an estimate submitted in accordance with law. 


This matter conforms to all the stipulations in that article of 
the rule. There is added to that what was added to the old rule 
at the time when all appropriation bills were ruled to come to 
the general Appropriations Committee, the part of the rule 
which my colleague on the committee, the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. Overman], has read. I do not wish to interest 
myself especially in this item, except in so far as to state that 
the latter clause governs all of our appropriations. I want to 
say to the Senate that more than half of the appropriations in 
about every bill have no direct statutory law behind them; 
they can not have, because the items of appropriation change 
every year and from day to day. 

Mr. SWANSON. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a 
question there? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. SWANSON. If the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds should meet and authorize the offering of an amend- 
ment to an appropriation bill for the construction of a new 
post-office building in Virginia or elsewhere, would that be in 
order? 

Mr. WARREN. Unless forbidden by another rule. 4 

Mr. SWANSON. No; it would not be. The Senator says this 
is in order because it has been moved by a standing commit- 
tee of the Senate. 

Mr. OVERMAN. The standing committee is the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

Mr. SWANSON. That is all right. The Committee on Pub- 
lic Buildings and Grounds, under that rule, has the same privi- 
lege, the same right to exercise its power, that the Committee 
on Appropriations has. If the ruling is made in accordance 
with the request, it would seem to me that the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds could meet and authorize the 
chairman or some member of that committee to move 

Mr. WARREN. Have they ever done it? 

Mr. SWANSON. I do not know whether that is the rule or 
not. That Is what I want to find out. 

Mr. WARREN. Have they ever done it? 

Mr. SWANSON. If that were submitted, would it be in 
order? 

Mr. WARREN. I will tell the Senator when a bill of that 
character comes before the Senate. 

Mr. SWANSON, I want to ask, if the Chair decides that the 
Committee on Appropriations can move to construct a new 
building, why can not the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds offer an amendment for the construction of a new 
building? 

Mr. WARREN. That does not touch the point before us, 
because this is not a new or complete building but is an addi- 
tion to the present school. If I may be allowed to proceed, I 
will read the rest of this: 


The Committee on Appropriations shall not report an appropriation 
bill containing amendments proposing new or general legislation. 


Is it general legislation to provide further for an institution 
we have been providing for all these years? We make appro- 
priation for a building already in existence, as provided for 
by the part of the rule I have just read. 

Mr. OVERMAN. May I ask the Senator a question? 
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Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. OVERMAN. The Senator read the first section, which 
is a very useful section, as the Senator knows. 

Mr. WARREN. Yes. 

Mr, OVERMAN. Why did the Senate put in the second 
paragraph if it was not to meet just such questions as this? 
What is its use? If the Chair should rule that this is in 
order what is the use of this paragraph? What good will 
it do? Did the Senate mean to do what the rule says? 7 

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator permit me to answer that? 

Mr. OVERMAN. I will; that is what I want. 

Mr. WARREN. It was to cut out the riders we have been 
guilty of putting in, as the Senator knows very well, carrying 
not only appropriations of millions of dollars, but simon pure 
general legislation, especially during war times. This was 
adopted directly after the war. It was to cover these cases 
where the item put in had no relation whatever to a syllable 
of the balance of the appropriation bill, but was simply a 
rider embodying another measure in order to get it through 
at an early date. That was the situation, and that was why 
this part of the rule was adopted, It was adopted with a 
perfect understanding that it did not clash with the part 
above, because if it had, naturally the one above would have 
been stricken out. 

Mr. KING. Will the Senator yield for a question before 
he takes his seat? 

Mr. WARREN. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. I ask, purely for information, whether it is 
the opinion of the Senator that if Congress should make an 
appropriation, a gratuity, for a number of years to John Jones 
or to a corporation, just as an act of charity, or because the 
Congress felt that John Jones or this corporation was doing 
some philanthropic or charitable work, that those separate 
appropriations from year to year would constitute general 
legislation, so that it could be said that individual or that 
institution had become a part of the general laws of the 
country, and that if an appropriation were permitted in some 
subsequent year, it would not be subject to the point of order 
that it was special legislation or that it did not relate to a 
subject that was covered by general legislation? 

Mr. WARREN. If it was a matter that had been provided 
for directly or indirectly in the way of legislation assuming 
part of the expenses of the matter, I think there would be a 
right to propose it, and the Senate, of course, would dispose of 
it as they chose, just as they can do with this matter. It is 
a mere matter of submitting it to the Senate and letting the 
majority take it out if they wish to. In my judgment, how- 
ever, it becomes the duty of the Committee on Appropriations 
to carry out its understanding of the law. To begin with, as to 
the Budget, there will be no quarrel about the Budget made, 
because, while I did not vote for the Budget Bureau, I feel 
it has done a good deal of good in its way. Formerly we took 
the estimates of the different Secretaries in the departments, 
and on those Secretaries’ estimates the Senator from Utah, 
or any other Senator, could move at almost any stage of the 
consideration of an appropriation bill to insert an amendment 
which a department had estimated for, as that was within the 
rule. 

The Budget only gets its power from the estimates that are 
taken to the Budget from the different departments. In other 
words, instead of those estimates coming to us direct and being 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations as formerly, they 
go to the Budget Bureau; the Budget sifts them and, as a gen- 
eral thing, sifts out considerable numbers of appropriation 
items and a great amount of money in the long run. So that we 
act upon the estimates, rather than the larger amounts which 
come up from the departments. The estimate of the Budget 
goes to the House, and the House, as I have said, inserted this 
item in the bill, but it went out on the demand of one Repre- 
sentative, under their rule, which, as I have said, differs from 
ours. 

The Senator and I have known the House to cut out such an 
item as one clerk where they could not discover any general 
law which gave him place. That ruling has never been either 
yoted for or followed in the Senate, to my knowledge. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, I submit to the Senate that 
the admitted facts in this case indicate that this is not new 
legislation. Of course, under Rule XVI, if the Committee on 
Appropriations puts before the Senate a bill containing either 
new or general legislation, it is subject to the disciplinai action 
of having the bill sent back to the committee. But what are 
the facts in this case? Here is Howard University, with a 
medical school in existence, a medical school carried on by our 
appropriations, at least in part. Every year for 15 years or 
more we have made the continuance of that medical school a 
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possibility by the appropriations which Congress made for it. 
This appropriation is not for a new building. This appropria- 
tion is not for anything that is not already in existence. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr, President, the item above provides for 
the medical school. I did not make any point of order as to 
that. 

Mr. SPENCER. That sustains my point, may I say to my 
distinguished colleague from North Carolina? 

Mr. OVERMAN. The $370,000 is for additions to the medical 
school. They want $500,000 more for a new building. 

Mr. SPENCER. Not for a new building. Let us read the 
item at which the point of order is directed. The medical 
school is there. The Senator from North Carolina says frankly 
that he makes no point of order or objection to the item above 
for $9,000 for the medical department. What are the items 
to which objection is made and the point of order raised? 


For additions to medical school building. 


What building? The very building we ourselves have made 
possible in the years gone by. 


For equipment for additions to medical school buildings. 


For what building? The very building for which for 15 
years we have been appropriating. All I say, Mr. President, is 
that that is not new legislation. Certainly it is not general 
legislation, and it is not new legislation. 

May I make this single other remark? I suppose there is 
not much difference of opinion that it is desirable that the 
colored race have for its own people, both in dentistry and 
medicine, those competent to take care of the ills of their 
bodies, particularly in times of emergency and of epidemics, 
The facts are—— ý 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion 
that the debate should be confined to the point of order raised. 

Mr. SPENCER. For the first time I am glad to see some- 
body on the floor of the Senate confined to the question at 
issue. I think the Chair is right. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, I want to ask the Senator 
from Missouri a question. I am trying to get light on the 
subject. I want te know from the Senator how long, in his 
judgment, it would be necessary for appropriations to be made 
year after year so as to take them out of the ruie? 

Mr. SPENCER. I do not think the mere making of an ap- 
propriation, as the Senator from Utah indicates, to some com- 
mendable charity, would necessarily make it a subject of stat- 
utory creation, but I do say that when those appropriations 
are not haphazard, but are continuous, and are interwoven 
with legislation, as the senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] 
pointed out, which requires that institution to report to Con- 
gress, and gives us supervision over the amount, that does give 
it a statutory foundation. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then, if I understand the Senator’s position, 
one appropriation would be just as good as a dozen? 

Mr. SPENCER. I should think so, with those conditions 
attached to it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I wanted to get the Senator’s idea. Now, I 
want to ask the Senator from Utah another question I tried 
to ask him when he had the floor. It has been argued by the 
Senator from Utah and others that this is not subject to a 
point of order because it was reported by a standing committee. 

Mr. SMOOT. I did not confine my statement to that one 
phase. 

Mr. NORRIS. I know that; that was only one of the rea- 
sons why the Senator contends it is in order. I do not care 
whether it is the Senator from Utah or anybody else who be- 
lieves that way. Does it have any effect? I want to get for 
the Chair perfect light on the subject. It is said here that this 
is not subject to a point of order, and the Senator from Wyo- 
ming now says that one of the reasons why it is not subject to 
a point of order is because it is reported by a standing com- 
mittee. Has it been reported by any standing committee except 
the Committee on Appropriations in this particular bill we have 
before us now? 

Mr. SMOOT. It has not. 

Mr. NORRIS, That is getting the light. That is what I 
wanted to find out. If that is the reason why we get away 
from the point of order on that account, then all we have to 
do to get away from a point of order is to have the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations report the item. 

Mr. WARREN. Oh, no. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then why is it being offered? 

Mr. WARREN. That reason must be added to the other 
reasons, 

Mr. NORRIS. ‘There is nothing in any rule anywhere that 
says it is added to any other reason. If it is any reason at all 


it is a good one, and if it is not a good reason, why offer it? 
I want to clear the atmosphere if I can. I realize the difficulty 
the Chair must be facing. If that is not any reason, then why 
propose it? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, there is only one question, 
I take it, after the argument of the Senator from Nebraska. 
There can be but one question here and that is: Is it new 
legislation? There is a distinction in the rule. If it is not 
new legislation, if it is authorized to be reported by the com- 
mittee, it can be acted on if it is not new legislation. Fol- 
lowing that, if it is new legislation there is no provision that it 
may be put in order by recommendation of the committee or 
by anybody. There are two distinct things. If it is not new 
legislation, the amendment is In order if authorized by a com- 
mittee to be reported. Following that, however, it is provided 
that if it is new legislation, the committee is not authorized to 
report it. Consequently we come down to the question as to 
whether the committee was authorized to report it. If it is 
new legislation, the rule expressly prohibits the committee 
from reporting it. 

Mr. NORRIS. May I ask the Senator what effect upon the 


‘| legality of it is given by virtue of the fact that the Committee 


on Appropriations has reported it? 

Mr. PITTMAN. None, if it is new legislation. 

Mr. NORRIS. But if it is not new legislation? 

Mr. PITTMAN. If it is not new legislation, if it is part of 
general legislation, then it is not subject to a point of order. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then what does the report of the committee 
have to do with it? If it is not new legislation I could offer 
it as a Member of the Senate, could I not? 

Mr. PITTMAN. There is a prohibition against that, but the 
prohibition that is against the individual Senator offering the 
amendment does not extend to the committee, provided it is 
not new legislation. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the committee, assuming that it is not new 
legislation, is authorized to make a report and that takes it 
away from the question of a point of order, then what part of 
of the rule and where is the rule that differentiates in that 
way? I wish the Senator would read it. 

Mr. PITTMAN. That is the way I construe it. It reads: 


All general appropriation bills shall be referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations — 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair suggests that the 
Chair is interested in the observations of the Senator from 
Nevada and would be glad if he would raise his voice suffi- 
ciently so the Chair may hear. 

Mr. PITTMAN. I beg the Chair’s pardon. 
on page 20 and is as follows: 


All general appropriation bills shall be referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations, and no amendments shall be received to any gen- 
eral appropriation bill the effect of which will be to increase an 
appropriation already contained in the bill, or to add a new item 
of appropriation— 


Now, mind you, here is the exception— 


unless it be made to carry out the provisions of some existing law, or 
treaty stipulation, or act, or resolution previously passed by the 
Senate during that session— 


And here is the differentiation— 


or unless the same be moved by direction of a standing or select com- 
mittee of the Senate 


Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senator permit me to interrupt him 
right there? 
Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator just read the next part of 
the clause? 

Mr. PITTMAN. Certainly— 7 


or proposed in pursuance of an estimate submitted in accordance with 
law. 


Mr. NORRIS. The only part of that which applies to the 
question I am asking is the exception which says “ proposed by 
a standing or select committee of the Senate.” The reason why 
I feel so positive about it, I will say to the Chair, is because I 
tried to do the same thing here once with reference to the bill 
providing appropriations for the War Department. I took the 
position that the Senator from Utah takes and that the Senator 
from Wyoming takes, and here is what they read to me, and it 
convinced me that I was wrong. The fact is that the report of 
the committee referred to does not mean the committee that 
reported the bill under consideration, as I am convinced. The 
same rule in section 2 explains how amendments offered by 
standing or select committees must be considered, and I will 
read it. It is section 2, at the bottom of page 20B, as follows: 


The rule is found 


1924. 
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All amendments to general appropriation bills moved by direction of a 
standing or select committee of the Senate proposing to increase an 
appropriation already contained in the bill or to add new items of 
appropriation shall, at least one day before they are considered, be 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 


It refers to some standing or select committee, and if they 
want to offer an amendment they must do it one day in advance 
and have it referred to the Committee on Appropriations for 
their consideration, 

Mr. PITTMAN. I agree with the Senator. I had forgotten 
that, but that is not the question I am getting at. Whether the 
contention of the Senator from Utah is right or whether the con- 
tention of the Senator from Nebraska is right, does not touch 
this question, because the point of order is based on the ground 
that it is new legislation and does not come under that provision 
of the rule, but comes under the provision as follows: 


The Committee on Appropriations shall not report an appropriation 
bill containing amendments proposing new or general legislation. 


That is the ground on which the point of order is made. Is it 
new legislation? That is the question that meets the situation. 

Mr. NORRIS. That gets it down to a narrow point. 

Mr. PITTMAN, The question is, When did Congress by any 
general legislation, by any act, create the Howard University as 
a public institution or as a Federal institution? Never. It 
was admitted by Mr. Scott that— 


Although the Comptroller of the Treasury has held that Howard 
University is not strictly a Government bureau— 


Yet Mr. Scott goes on further to say— 


it is nevertheless true that since the first appropriation of $10,000, 
March 8, 1879, which was specifically given for the maintenance of 
Howard University, there have been continued increasing appropriations. 


That comes back to the question raised by the Senator from 
Nebraska, The fact that they have continued to violate the 
rules of Congress or the rule of the Senate by making appropria- 
tions without authority does not help the situation. We come 
back to the proposition, where is there an act of general legisla- 
tion authorizing Congress to erect buildings for Howard Uni- 
yersity? The Comptroller of the Treasury, who does control 
these matters 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Inasmuch as the argument 
is addressed to the Chair, will the Senator from Nevada con- 
sider the amendments proposed by the Committee on Appro- 
priations from line 18 on page 101 to line 12 on page 102, and 
state whether in his Judgment those amendments are subject 
to the same point of order? 

Mr. PITTMAN. From the information that is afforded. the 
Senate through the report of the Committee on Appropriations, 
I would say that they are all subject to the point of order, but 
I am not so certain of that, sir, for the reason that there was 
legislation, according to the hearings, though I do not know 
whether they are accurate or not. On January 28, 1894, the 
bill H. R. 11284 was enacted into law, authorizing the erec- 
tion of the present Freedmen’s Hospital building, I assume that 
was general legislation authorizing the erection of that build- 
ing. If it was, the question as to whether or not they have a 
right to maintain that building is a question that would depend 
upon the facts of that particular act. 

But I can find nowhere any authority for the erection of ad- 
ditional buildings, even if we erected that building. I can find 
no evidence of any general authority to maintain Howard Uni- 
versity or to maintain the building that they did erect. 

Now, they did do this, according to the report, and I am only 
arguing from the evidence we haye before us. There was a dona- 
tion or recession of land by Howard University for park purposes, 
but what was the consideration for that? According to the 
report we-have the consideration was not to build a new build- 
ing for Howard University, not to maintain Howard Uni- 
versity, but to exempt its property from taxation. That was 
the consideration as reported here. Now, unless there can be 
shown by the Committee on Appropriations some general legis- 
lation at some time by Congress authorizing the Government 
of the United States to erect buildings for Howard University, 
then it is new legislation if we authorize it here, 

Mr. NORRIS. May I interrupt the Senator at that point? 

Mr. PITTMAN, Certainly. 

Mr. NORRIS. Another point has been raised. I think it 
would be a good thing to settle it anyway, not only for this 
item, but for any other that might arise. It is claimed by some 
that when a matter has been estimated by the Budget it is not 
subject to a point of order even though there is no law authoriz- 
ing it. 


Mr, PITTMAN. That is not the question. 


Mr. NORRIS. That has been the claim. I do not think it is 
the rule, but it is the claim that if the Budget estimates some- 
thing it is not subject to a point of order regardless of whether 
there is any law authorizing the appropriation or not. 

Mr. PITTMAN. That is not the rule. ‘The rule here has no 
exception to it whatever as I read it. There can be no amend- 
ment to an appropriation bill if the amendment is carrying new 
legislation. If that is not so, I would like to know it. 

Mr. NORRIS. So would J. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Personally I would like for if not to be so.. I 
am not a member of the Committee on Appropriations, and while 
T have the highest respect for its mepbers I think I have suf- 
fered in my requests as much as anybody.. They are probably 
doing their duty. I would like very much to have the privilege 
right now, during the consideration of this bill, of offering an 
amendment carrying $250,000 for an addition to the Newlands 
project in Nevada. Is that new legislation or is it not? I can 
have a standing committee of the Senate within 24 hours move 
the amendment. We have the Newlands project and we have 
spent money on it, and we are now asking for an addition to the 
project to supply those people with water, and it requires 
$250,000. If that amendment is offered here now, is it subject 
to the point of order? Is it new legislation? If a standing com- 
mittee reports it, it does not have to be estimated. 

: Mr. SMOOT. It has to go to the Committee on: Appropria- 
ons. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Under the rule, if a standing committee re- 
ports such an item it does not have to go to the Budget. 

Mr. SMOOT. No, not to the Budget; but it has to go to the 
ref alee Committee and be passed upon by that com- 
mittee. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Oh, no. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator says, “Oh, no”; that is the fact. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, it does not make any differ- 
ence whether the building in this instance is a new building or 
an addition to a building; it is new construction. There is no 
general legislation which I can find that authorized the Govern- 
ment of the United States to do any new construction for How- 
ard University, and if there is no general law providing for the 
erection of new buildings for Howard University then the 
proposition. to do so must be new legislation. From the infor- 
mation I have, I would vote right now for an appropriation to 
erect a new building there; and if such a proposition should be- 
come a law Congress then might appropriate money for the 
purpose; but if the rule of the Senate means anything on earth 
it is intended to confine appropriations to purposes that are 
already authorized by Congress. 

That is the purpose of the rule, if it has any purpose. If 
it has not that purpose, then it should not be used alone 
for Howard University but it should be used for every good 
purpose for which the Senate thinks it might be used. That 
is the reason the ruling is {important to me. 

I have refrained from offering amendments to the pending 
bill because I have considered that there would be new legis- 
lation. I have refrained from offering an amendment to ap- 
propriate $250,000 for additional work on the Newlands project 
which is demanded, and which was estimated for by the De- 
partment of the Interior, but which was cut out in the other 
House. I have refrained from doing it, because I believed 
it to be new legislation. If the ruling shall be made that 
an amendment providing for erection of an additional building 
for Howard University, when there is no statute at all author- 
izing such a building, is not new legislation, then I contend 
we have a right to offer amendments to provide additional 
appropriations for the Newlands project. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I want to make a sugges- 
tion. There is no difference between making an appropriation 
for an addition to Howard University and making an appro- 
priation for hundreds of other buildings throughout the United 
States, Additions are needed, I reckon, in the case of two or 
three hundred buildings to provide post-office facilities, for 
instance, where present quarters are not adequate for the 
transaction of their business, There is a demand before the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds for additions to 
those buildings: If Howard University may now come in 
and obtain this appropriation to provide an addition to their 
buildings, I do not see why an amendment providing an appro- 
priation for any public building anywhere in the United States: 
may not be considered if it be moved by a standing committee 
of the Senate and reported one day previous to consideration. 
In the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds we have 
hundreds of applications for increased facilities for public 
bulldings. We have been deterred from offering amendments 
for that purpose because it has been understood there was 
no law authorizing such additions, and that until a law was 
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properly enacted authorizing the additions it would not be 
in order to move those amendments on an appropriation bill. 

If this may be done for Howard University, and additions 
may be made to its buildings without being authorized by 
law and without having an act of Congress authorizing the 
committee to report such legislation, it may be done as to 
other buildings, for there should be no difference in the appli- 
cation of the rule. It seems to me that if the Chair holds 
in order an amendment providing an appropriation that is 
not authorized by law, but is new legislation and a new author- 
ization—and there is no difference between a new authoriza- 
tion and new legislatlonz then the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds can report amendments to provide addt- 
tions to buildings all over the country, and comply with the rule 
by allowing such amendments to lie over for one day. And I 
do not see how such amendments could be held subject to a 
point of order. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, in addition to what the Senator 
from Virginia has just said, I desire to call his attention to 
the fact that Congress has heretofore made appropriations 
for the construction of many post office buildings, but it has 
developed that there were not sufficient funds and the con- 
tracts for those buildings have therefore been held up. If, 
however, we are going to adopt this proposed amendment, it 
seems to me that we could provide for the completion of those 
buildings, for there is legislation not only authorizing their 
erection but appropriating a part of the money for their con- 
struction. There are in my State several buildings, the con- 
struction of which I should like to have completed by se- 
curing sufficient appropriations to carry out the contracts which 
haye already been authorized by law. 

By looking over the records here I see that appropriations 
for Howard University have been stricken out in the other 
House on points of order at different times. One splendid 
Representative from my State, Mr. Ragsdale, several years 
ago, made a point of order against such an appropriation and 
it was sustained. At that time the amount was only $80,360. 
Senators will realize how it has grown. So it seems to me it 
is time to stop it. I see no difference between this college 
and other colleges all over the country. If we are going to 
establish the policy of making appropriations for educational 
purposes, let us allow all of the States to have some of the 
money as it goes around. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair would like to ask 
a question of the Senator from South Carolina for his own 
guidance and information. Does the Senator from South Caro- 
lina regard an act of appropriation as an act of legislation? 

Mr. DIAL. I do not know. Perhaps where Congress has 
authorized land to be bought 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is not asking now 
whether it is authorized by law or not, but does the Senator 
regard an act of appropriation as an act of legislation? f 

Mr. DIAL. If it is to complete a building and the money is 
appropriated, I think, perhaps, it would be legislation. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, as I look at this 
matter, the question is not what the result might be if the rule 
were this way or that, but what is the rule whieh the Senate 
laid down to guide itself. I think the rule makes a clear dis- 
tinction between items of appropriation and legislation, either 
new or general. It also makes a distinction between items to 
carry out an existing law and items for which there may be no 
existing law but which may be recommended in some other way. 
The first paragraph of Rule XVI—and I know it has been pre- 
viously read—reads as follows: 

All general appropriation bills shall be referred to the Committee on 
Appropriations, and no amendments shall be received to any general 
appropriation bill the effect of which will be to increase an appro- 
priation already contained in the bill, or to add a new item of ap- 
propriation— 

Now, note what limitation we put on the new item— 
unless it be made to carry out the provisions of some existing law— 

If an item of appropriation can not be put into a bill under 
any circumstances unless it is to carry out existing law, then 
another provision of this rule is meaningless, because the rule 
goes on to say: 
or to add a new item of appropriation, unless it be made to carry out 
the provisions of some existing law— 

And so forth— 


or unless the same be moved by direction of a standing or select com- 
mittee of the Senate, or proposed in pursuance of an estimate submitted 
in accordance with law. 


Grant that this item is not pursuant to any existing law, it is 
pursuant to an estimate submited to Congress in accordance 
with law. Whether it is wise that an item proposed in that 
way shall be in order on an appropriation bill is not for us 
to say upon the point of order, if the rule authorizes it and 
makes it in order. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from North 
Carolina has not made that point of order. The point of order 
is that it is new legislation, and the result of sustaining the 
point of order would be to recommit the entire bill to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Of course, if the Senator from 
North Carolina makes the point of order on the ground that 
the item is new legislation, and, of course, if the Chair should 
hold it to be new legislation, the bill would go back to the 
committee. I thought, however, that the point of order was 
made on the ground that it was not in order on this appro- 
priation bill in a general way, and it seemed to me that it wag 
in order on the ground I have indicated, if on no other. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from North 
Carolina has not made that point of order. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Wash- 
ington yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. Even though it may not apply to this bill, I 
think the question is very important. The Senator argues— 
and I thought that had been settled, because I asked the ques- 
tion once before—that an item estimated for, even if there was 
no law for it, would not be subject to a point of order if the 
committee brought it in. The Senator argues that no point of 
order can lie because of the provision of the rule— 


or proposed in pursuance of an estimate submitted— 


Mr. WARREN. “In accordance with law.” 

Mr. NORRIS. I hope the Senator will let me finish my 
sentence, and if he does he will not need to add his. I know 
it sounds a good deal better when the Senator from Wyoming 
finishes it, but I dislike to get to the middle of a sentence and 
have somebody take my place, especially when he is violating 
the rules of the Senate by not addressing the Chair and getting 
permission to interrupt. Of course, however, the Senator from 
Wyoming being a new Member here, I will not take offense at 
that. 

Now, the Senate will observe this language: 


or proposed in pursuance of an estimate submitted in accordance with 
law. 


Does the Senator think that an estimate submitted without 
any law behind it would be in accordance with law? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. As I understand, what that 
means is that if the estimate is submitted to Congress in the 
way that Congress provides for the submission of such estimates, 
it will come within the rule. This item has been submitted to 
us by the Bureau of the Budget in accordance with the law 
creating the Budget Bureau. That is what I understand that 
rule to mean. 

Mr. NORRIS. If we concede, for the sake of argument, that 
the Budget Bureau have submitted something that is not au- 
thorized by law, it seems to me that under this rule it would 
follow that they had not any right to submit it, although they 
might have acted right, so far as their conduct was concerned, 
and submitted this item, as they would have submitted any- 
thing else, for instance, sending it in a certain way or signing 
in a certain way; but if they submitted an estimate here that 
had no law authorizing it, does the Senator think that that 
would not be subject to a point of order? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not think so under this 
rule; I do not think that the rule contemplates that.“ 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I will yield in just a moment, 
The present rule is the same as the rule we had before the 
amendment to the rules was made, except that before the 
amendment the rule read “submitted by a department.” I 
know that time after time when a proposition has been sub- 
mitted here to insert an item of appropriation in an appro- 
priation bill, the question has been asked, “Is it in accordance 
with the estimate of the department?” When the answer wag 
“Yes,” that ended it; it was held to be in order. I think 
that is the meaning of the rule. It may be that the rule 
ought not to mean that, but I think it is perfectly clear that 
is what it does mean, and that is what we intended, 
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Mr. OVERMAN. The Budget law authorizes the Budget 
Bureau to do no such thing. s 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator from Tennessee 
IMr: McKettar] first rose, and I yield first to him. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I merely want to submit to the Senator a 
concrete case. George Washington University, in the District 
‘of Columbia, at this time is trying to secure funds from 
private sources. Suppose its officers should go to the Budget 
Bureau and the Budget Bureau should furnish an estimate 
recommending that Congress should appropriate $300,000 for 
George Washington University; simply because the Budget 
Bureau had reported or included such a provision in its esti- 
mates would that make it in order under the rule? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I think so; though, of course, 
it would be a question for the Senate to determine whether or 
not it would adopt the recommendations, and, of course, it 
would not become a provision of law if the Senate should not 
adopt it. 

I do not know what led the Senate in the first instance to 
adopt the rule that if a department submits an estimate here, 
that makes it in order on an appropriation bill. The House 
neyer had such a rule as that; but when I got to the Senate I 
found that the Senate had a rule that if an item is estimated 
for by a department, that makes it in order. It may not have 
been wise. That did not make it a part of the law. 

Now, we have provided for the Budget to submit its esti- 
mate. A Senator suggests that we have authorized the Budget 
to make laws. Not at all. The fact that the Budget sub- 
mits the estimate here does not make it law at all. It has to be 
adopted by the Senate. Under our rule it simply makes it in 
order for somebody to propose it; but, as I understand, this 
question is really not involved. That point of order is not 
made. The point of order is made that this is new legislation. 
Then I have used a good deal of time unnecessarily, except that 
I do think that the rule itself makes a difference between an 
item of appropriation and an item of legislation, and that in 
accordance with that distinction—which seems to me to be per- 
fectly clear—this is not legislation, either new or of any kind, 
but it is simply an item of appropriation coming under the 
previous language of the bill. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. LENROOT. I should like to see this appropriation 
made, but the question is a good deal more important than the 
appropriation involved in this bill. 

Mr, JONES of Washington. Certainly; that is true. 

Mr. LENROOT. I want to ask the Senator if the proper 
construction of the paragraph is not this. 

The language is:“ 


Or to add a new item of appropriation, unless it be made to carry 
out the provisions of some existing law or treaty stipulation— 


And so forth, Does not that mean that if the law requires 
the payment of a certain sum then the amendment may be 
made to carry out that law? 

Then it goes on; 


Or unless the same be moved by direction of a standing or select 
committee of the Senate, or proposed in pursuance of an estimate sub- 
mitted in accordance with law. 


Does that not include an appropriation that is authorized by 
law but there is no requirement of any appropriation to pay 
for it? For instance, practically every item of appropriation 
in our Agricultural bill is based upon the fundamental law 
creating the Department of Agriculture. There is no require- 
ment for the appropriation of a single dollar, but it authorizes 
every kind of an appropriation that can properly come under 
the head of agriculture; and it is that kind of appropriation 
that is referred to in the later clauses of the paragraph. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, if that conten- 
tion is right, we do not need the last clause, “ proposed in pur- 
guance of an estimate,” at all, because if there is existing law 
it can be offered. 

Mr. LENROOT. No; the Senator has not caught my point 
If the law requires the payment of a certain sum, then the 
amendment may be offered upon the floor. If the law merely 
authorizes appropriations, then it must be proposed by a 
standing committee or estimated for. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I can not agree 
with that contention of the Senator. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Washington yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 


Mr. JONES of Washington. In just a moment. I think 
that has been contrary to the procedure in the Senate, at least 
ever since I have been here. The general practice has been 
when an item of appropriation was proposed that the ques- 
tion was asked, “Has it been estimated by a department?” 
“ Yes.” “Then it is in order.” I remember the time when 
claim bills have been submitted, not of a private character but 
of a general character. “Is there an estimate submitted?” 
Tes,“ whether there was specific law providing for the pay- 
ment of the money or not, 

I now yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I will take the floor when the Senator 
has concluded, 

Mr. JONES of Washington, I am through, Mr. President. 
I just want to add this to reiterate, really, what I said a 
moment ago: 

I think the rules of the Senate distinguish very clearly be- 
tween items of appropriation and legislation, new or general. 
The term “general legislation ” expresses the idea as well as it 
can be expressed in any other language or in any other way. 
The Chair knows that we had quite a practice of putting purely 
legislative items upon appropriation bills, and those were the 
items that led to the amendment to this rule—the putting of 
legislation of that kind on appropriation bills, not items of 
appropriation. That did not lead to the amendment of this 
rule. It was the practice that the Senate got into of putting 
all sorts of legislative provisions on appropriation bills that 
led to the amendment of this rule. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the correct construction of 
this rule is entirely clear to my own mind. I do not think 
there is any doubt but that the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
LENROOT] correctly construes the first paragraph; but this rule 
must be construed as a whole, and in order to arrive at the 
correct interpretation of the rule it is proper to take into con- 
sideration its history. 

The practice had arisen in the Senate of legislating on ap- 
propriation bills, of bringing in provisions authorizing ex- 
penditures for purposes not previously passed upon by the 
Congress. In order to terminate that practice and to separate 
the function of authorizing appropriations and of making them, 
the second paragraph of the rule was adopted just two or three 
years ago. The purpose of that part of the rule was to stop 
the habit of the Appropriations Committee of incorporating 
legislation within the appropriation bills. 

We had just given or were giving to the Appropriations Com- 
mittee jurisdiction over all appropriations, and in considera- 
tion of that very great enlargement of its powers and respon- 
sibilities we took away from the committee the power to legis- 
late. We penalized any violation of. the second paragraph of 
this rule by saying to the Appropriations Committee: “If 
you do bring in a bill that contains new legislation, your bill, 
upon a point of order, shall go back to the committee.” 

In my judgment, the whole question is whether the provision 
in the bill for the construction of buildings at Howard Uni- 
versity constitutes new legislation within the meaning of the 
second paragraph of the bill. The Senator from Wyoming 
(Mr. Warren] took that position, and took the position that 
such provisions do constitute legislation and are violative of 
the rule, just one year ago, in a precedent which I shall cite in 
a minute. The Senator from Wyoming then said that if it 
were not for the fact that the Congress by legislation had 
authorized the construction of a building, the appropriation 
for it in the bill then under consideration would be obnoxious 
to the rule; but it appeared in that case, from a consideration 
of the record, that the building had been actually authorized. 

It is one thing to say that there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $350,000 for the construction of a 
medieal school building at Howard University ” and an entirely 
different thing to say that “there is hereby appropriated, in 
accordance with the foregoing authorization, the funds neces- 
sary to carry out the authorization.” When there is no act of 
Congress permitting or authorizing or directing the construction 
of a building a provision which carries funds for the construc- 
tion of such building is new legislation within every rule of 
legal interpretation. So that it follows as an irresistible con- 
clusion that if there is no statute in force authorizing the con- 
struction of these buildings the committee has disregarded the 
second paragraph of the rule and brought in provisions which 
constitute new legislation. 

It is just as much legislation to say that a building is author- 
ized to be constructed as it is to provide for the construction of 
a building; and our rules have segregated the labor of author- 
izing appropriations and authorizing buildings and the function 
of making the appropriations to carry out the authorizations. 
The power and function of authorizing the construction of 
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buildings is in the Public Buildings and Grounds Committee of 
the Senate, That committee can no longer make appropriations 
or report appropriations to carry out its authorizations. After 
the authorizations have been made by the committee, through a 
bill reported by the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
the Committee on Appropriations then, under the new provision 
of the rule to which I have referred, actually reports the appro- 
priations. 

Since there is no law or statute which authorizes the building, 
this unquestionably constitutes new legislation. 

This is an important precedent. I do not care, from a prac- 
tical standpoint, how it is decided; but the effect of it will be to 
give the Committee on Appropriations, in spite of the rule 
intended to preyent it, the power, under the guise of making an 
appropriation, to authorize public works, which authority under 
our present system is vested in other committees. 

The Committee on Appropriations now has no power what- 
ever to legislate. Its sole power is to effectuate or carry out 
legislation that has been enacted by the Congress through the 
functions and activities of other committees. I think that the 
question as a matter of law is perfectly clear, and that the 
precedent as stated by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. PITTMAN] 
is indeed a yery important one, 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr, President, I am satisfied that the 
conclusions reached by the Senator from Arkansas are correct ; 
but I wish to call the Chair's attention to the argument made 
by the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Spencer] in this connec- 
tion, He took the position that this was not new legislation, 
and that items for this institution were already carried in 
this bill. I think that provision in the rule would apply to 
this particular appropriation that is objected to even though 
the Chair should reach the conclusion that this is not new 
legislation. The language to which I refer is contained in 
the third line of the rule: 


All general appropriation bills shall be referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations, and no amendments shall be received to any gen- 
eral appropriation bill the effect of which will be to increase an 
appropriation already contained in the bill. 


So that the position taken by the Senator from Missouri, if 
agreed to by the Chair, will find the inhibition in this rule 
which would absolutely eliminate it, because the other provi- 
sions are carried in the bill, and the committee now proposes 
to increase an appropriation for Howard University. So that 
I think no matter which view the Chair takes, the motion made, 
directed against this $500,000 appropriation, should be sus- 
tained by the Chair. S 

Mr. BROOKHART. I think the Senator from Louisiana 
omitted one point in this rule. It seems to me the Senator from 
Washington is the only one here that has read the whole rule; 
that all the other discussion leads off from that last part. I 
read: 

No amendments shall be received to any general appropriation bill 
the effect of which will be to increase an appropriation already con- 
tained in the bill, or to add a new item of appropriation. 


That is what we are considering here, adding a new item of 
appropriation. 

Unless it be made to carry out the provision of some existing law, 
or treaty stipulation, or act, or resolution previously passed by the 
Senate during that session, 


That part of the idea ends there. All there is to it referring 
to legislation ends with that semicolon. Then we start with 
a new proposition: 
or unless the same be moved by a standing or select committee of the 
Senate 


That is independent of all that other provision 


or proposed in pursuance of an estimate submitted In accordance with 
law. 


This amendment, I suppose, comes in under both those latter 
clauses. I think they have not been considered in this argu- 
ment, and have not been given the weight that the proper con- 
struction of the plain English language in the rule would give 
to them. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Iowa 
yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield. ; 

Mr. ROBINSON. I call the attention of the Senator to the 
fact that the clause which I discussed and upon which the 
point of order is based is in addition to, and in no wise related 
to or dependent upon, the clauses the Senator has read. It is 
an affirmative limitation on the power of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, adopted, I think, in 1922, 

Mr. BROOKHART, Where is that provision? 


Et y 
ek WARREN. It is on the same page, the second para- 


graph. 

Mr, OVERMAN. Let the Senator read the second paragraph 
of Rule XVI, on page 20. 

SENATE CONTINGENT FUND. 

Mr. SMOOT obtained the floor. 

Mr, LENROOT, Will the Senator from Utah yield to me 
for a few moments? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT. I wish to state to the Senate that the con- 
tingent fund of the Senate for the payment of witnesses and 
expenses of investigations is entirely exhausted. There are 
witnesses in the city now from New Mexico who have not 
money enough to pay their fare back to the State of New 
Mexico. I have conferred with the chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations and other members of that committee, and 
I ask unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of 
the joint resolution which I send to the desk. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res, 84) making appropriations 
for contingent expenses of the United States Senate, fiscal year 
1924, was read the first time by its title and the second time at 
length, as follows: 


Kesolved, ete., That the sum of $125,000 is hereby appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the fiscal 
year 1924, for expenses of inquiries and investigations ordered by the 
Senate, including compensation of stenographers to committees at such 
rate as may be fixed by the Committee to Audit and Control the Con- 
tingent Expenses of the Senate, but not exceeding 25 cents per hundred 
words, 


Mr. LENROOT. Mr, President, may I say this amount has 
been estimated for by the Bureau of the Budget, and it would 
come later in the deficiency bill, but the money will be made 
immediately available if affirmative action is had. 

Mr. WARREN. The joint resolution simply anticipates what 
would be carried in the first deficiency bill, which is now in the 
House, not yet acted on, and which may be delayed for some 
time. It is all right as it is. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I understand this is a joint 
resolution which is just now being introduced? 

Mr. LENROOT. It is. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. 
committee? 

Mr. LENROOT. It has not. 

Mr, JONES of Washington. Of course, that is very un- 
usual. I recognize the circumstances of the case, but I want 
it understood that it is not to be considered as a precedent 
hereafter for the introduction of bills and their passage without 
any reference to a committee. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
request of the Senator from Wisconsin? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. LENROOT. I ask that the estimate for the appropriation 
submitted to Congress be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered 
to be printed in the Recor, as follows: 


It has not been referred to any 


there objection to the 


THe Warre House, 
Washington, January 11, 1925, 
The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES, 

Sm: I have the honor to transmit herewith for the consideration of 
Congress, and without revision, a supplemental estimate of appropria- 
tion for the legislative establishment of the United States for the 
fiscal year ending June 80, 1924, in the sum of $125,000. 

Respectfully, 
CALVIN COOLIDGÐ, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, January 11, 192}. . 

SIR: I have the honor to submit herewith for your consideration 
and, upon approval, for transmission to Congress a supplemental esti- 
mate of appropriation pertaining to the legislative establishment for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, as follows: 

For expenses of inquiries and investigations ordered by the 

Senate, including compensation of stenographers to commit- 

tees at such rate as may be fixed by the Committee to Audit 

and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, but ! 

not exceeding 25 cents per hundred words (submitted)... $125, 000 

The letter from the financial clerk of the United States Senate 
submitting this estimate is transmitted herewith. 

Very respectfully, H. M. Lorp, 
Director of the Bureau of the Budget. 


The PRESIDENT, 


1924. 
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RECESS, 


Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate now take a recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow. 

There being no objection, the Senate (at 5 o'clock and 50 
minutes p. m.) took a recess until to-morrow, Thursday, Febru- 
ary 21, 1924, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
WEDNESDAY, February 20, 1924. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Holy, holy, holy, Lord God Almighty, heaven and earth are 
filled with Thy glory; glory be to Thy name O Lord most high. 
We are before Thee again to consecrate these hours with all 
their responsibilities and provileges to Thee—the Father of all 
light and wisdom. Give eyes to see the light and hearts to 
love the truth. We are conscious that it is possible for us to 
live the fuller life of God. Let Thy hand still lead us on 
with its strength and mercy. O purify and give rest from all 
strife the world over until Thy kingdom shall reach every- 
where. In the name of Jesus our Savior. Amen, 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

IMMIGRATION. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani- 
mous consent to address the House for three minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Washington asks 
unanimous consent to address the House for three minutes. Is 
there objection? . 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I desire the 
Members of the House to know that I have received from the 
Secretary, of State, addressed to me as chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Immigration, a letter transmitting a protest from 
the Rumanian Government, through its chargé d'affaires, 
against pending immigration legislation. I will place the entire 
letter in the Recorp, but I will read one paragaph. After 
charging that the paragraphs in H. R. 6540 are discriminatory, 
the chargé d'affaires in a letter to the Secretary of State 
says: 

Further, it should be considered that the adoption of the census 
of 1890 would not only deeply wound the pride of the Rumanian 
people but also strongly affect their material interest, inasmuch as 
Rumanian immigrants by their savings increase the amount of stable 
currencies available for commercial and financial purposes in Ru- 
mania. This in itself would not fail to have a detrimental effect 
on the chances of Rumania to speedily attain its goal, economic re- 
cuperation, an aim which can not be indifferent to any government 
interested in assisting the world to recover from the consequences of 
the World War. 


Mr. Speaker, is not that an astonishing protest? Shall im- 
migrants come here for the commercial and financial gain of 
Rumania or any other foreign country? 

I would like to say here and now, Mr. Speaker, that these 
astonishing protests of other governments demanding the right 
that they may recuperate at the expense of the people of the 
United States, together with the impudent threat of alien 
blocs here, should result very soon in the passage of an immigra- 
tion restriction bill that will really restrict. [Applause.] 

The letter in full is as fellows: 

THe RUMANIAN LEGATION, 
1607 Twenty-third Street, Washington, D. O. 

The chargé d'afaires ad interim of Rumania presents his compli- 
ments to the Secretary of State and, acting under instructions from his 
Government, has the honor to inform him that the bill known as the 
Johnson bill, now pending in Congress, is viewed with much concern by 
the Government of Rumania. While conceding absolutely the un- 
doubted right of the United States of America to limit or even to 
entirely suppress immigration, the Rumanian Government can not but 
be painfully surprised when it contemplates the possibility of a bill 
becoming law the undisguised purpose of which is not only the reduction 
in the total number of admissible immigrants but more particularly the 
practical elimination of immigration from southern and southeastern 
Europe, including Rumania. Under the terms of the bill now before 
Congress, which adopts as a basis for the quota the census of 1890, the 
quota of certain countries of northern and northeastern Europe would 
be but slightly modified, whereas the Rumanian quota would be reduced 
to a wholly negligible figure, probably around 10 to 15 per cent of the 
present one. No attempt is even made to justify the selection of the 


congus of 1890 as a basis for the immigration quota, 


The Rumanian Government feels compelled to draw the attention of 
the Secretary of State to the painful impression and the disappointment 
which would be caused in Rumania should the bill above referred to 
become law in its present form, the more so as the United States of 
America have always expressed their determined opposition and aversion 
to discriminatory policies. 

Further, it should be considered that the adoption of the census of 
1890 would not only deeply wound the pride of the Rumanian people 
but also strongly affect thelr material interests, inasmuch as Rumanian 
immigrants by their savings increase the amount of stable currencies 
available for commercial and financial purposes in Rumania. This, in 
turn, would not fail to have a detrimental effect on the chances of 
Rumania to speedily attain its goal—economic recuperation—an aim 
which can not be indifferent to any Government interested in assisting 
the world to recover from the consequences of the World War. 


The Hon, CHARLES EVANS HUGHES, 
Secretary of State, Washington, D. C. 
February 2, 1924. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE PEEDEE RIVER, N. C. 


Mr. HAMMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to take 
from the Speaker’s table the bill (S. 2189) to authorize the 
building of a bridge across the Peedee River, in North Caro- 
lina, between Anson and Richmond Counties, near the town of 
Pee Dee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAMMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask to amend the Senate bill 
by striking out all after the enacting clause and inserting the 
House bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate bill as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (S. 2189) to authorize the building of a bridge across the Peedee 
River, in North Carolina, between Anson and Richmond Counties, 
near the town of Pee Dee. 


Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the State Highway Department of North Carolina and its successors 
and assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches 
thereto across the Peedee River at a point suitable to the interests of 
navigation, at or near the town of Pee Dee, between the counties of 
Anson and Richmond, in the State of North Carolina, in accordance 
with the provision of the act entitled “An act to regulate the coustruc- 
tion of bridges over navigable waters,“ approved March 28, 1906. 

Sec, 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


The SPEAKER, The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

The title was amended. 

On motion of Mr. Hammer, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

The House bill H. R. 6717 was laid on the table. 


LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE, 


Mr. ANDREW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for five minutes, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent to address the House for five minutes, Is 
there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I am sorry, but I 
shall have to object. The matter that the gentleman wishes 
to speak about can be discussed under the five-minute rule. 

Mr. ANDREW. It amounts to the same thing, does it not? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; it does not, because if we allow 
the gentleman to address the House we will have to allow 
others. 

THE REVENUE BILL. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolye itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide revenue, and 
for other purposes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. GRAHAM of 
Illinois in the chair. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. On yesterday evening we had read 
through to line 9, page 26. I am not sure that I correctly 


A parlimentary inquiry, Mr. Chair- 
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understand the Chair's ruling. Is it in order now to offer 
amendments to paragraph 8 or walt until it is read through? 

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair understands it, the para- 
graphs in this bill are designated by letters, and in these para- 
graphs -are subparagraphs or subsections, and unless I am 
otherwise directed by the committee, the Chair will ask in each 
case the paragraph be read before amendments are offered. As 
I understand, the amendments to paragraph (a) are in order, 

Mr. OLDFIELD, Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
I got unanimous consent a few days ago to offer an amend- 
ment striking out the eatire section 208. That goes as far as 
line 21, page 27. Am I compelled to offer the amendment now, 
or shall I offer it to strike out section 8 down to and includ- 
ing 9, page 26, after it is read; then when the rest of the 
paragraph is read to offer an amendment to strike out the 
balance? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Under the unanimous-consent agree- 
ment the gentleman would have the right to, wait until the 
whole section is read and then offer the amendment to strike 
it out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was about to state that the 
gentleman from Arkansas will be recognized to move to strike 
out the entire section after it is read. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. In the meantime, however, it is in 
order to offer amendments perfecting paragraphs as we go 
along. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. Any perfecting amendments are in 
order as we read the respective paragraphs. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, before leaving that point, it is 
now understood that the lettering shall determine the para- 
graphs, and the subparagraphs under the letters which are 
indicated by figures will not be considered as paragraphs. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the interpretation of the Chair. 
The Chair thinks that will be conducive to expedition in the 
matter and that it is a reasonable construction. 

Mr. TILSON. I think, myself, that is a better way than to 
attempt to divide it up into the small subparagraphs, which are 
not complete sentences, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
committee amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Committee amendment offered by Mr. Gnxxx of Iowa: On page 26, 
line 6, strike out “ for profit or investment.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, this is a perfecting 
amendment. The committee has previously agreed that if any 
property was entitled to the benefit of the capital-gain section 
it would be dwelling-house property, but, under the language of 
the provision as it stands, if a dwelling house were sold, it 
would have to pay the ordinary tax, in some instances a higher 
rate than other property. These words, “for profit or invest- 
ment,” have practically no effect except that under the rulings 
of the department as they stand now they would exclude dwell- 
ing houses, which it was not the intention of the committee to 
have excluded, if the eapital-gain section stood. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
committee perfecting amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. Green of Iowa: Page 26, line 9, after the word 
„property,“ strike out the remainder of the line and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “of a kind which would properly be ineluded in 
the inventory of the taxpayer if on hand at the close of the taxable 
year, or property held by the taxpayer primarily for sale in the course 
of his trade or business.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the object of this was 
to expand a little further the words “stock in trade,” as they 
might possibly be construed to mean just the stock that the 
merchant or other party happened to hold in his business house 
at the time, the idea of the committee being that the definition 
of “capital assets” should exclude not only what was in the 
business house at the time but goods in the process of manufac- 
ture and other articles that eventually would become a part of 
the stock and were held for that purpose, and, therefore, would 
have to be included in the inventory. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr, Chairman, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment, which I send to the desk and ask to have 
read, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Garnur of Texas: At the end of the 
amendment just adopted by the committee insert “or stock received 
as a stock dividend by the taxpayer or by the donor if the taxpayer 
acquired the stock by gift.” 


The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, paragraph (8) will be 

read by the Clerk with this included to show its connection. 
Mr. GARNER of Texas. I am very glad to have that done. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


(8) The term “capital assets“ means property held by the taxpayer 
for more than two years (whether or not connected with his trade or 
business), stock in trade of the taxpayer or other property of a kind 
which would properly be included in the inventory of the taxpayer if 
on hand at the close of the taxable year, or property held by the tax- 
payer and primarily for sale in the course of his trade or business, 
or stock received as a stock dividend by the taxpayer or by the donor 
if the taxpayer acquired the stock by gift. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of tha 
committee, the object of this amendment is to tax stock divi- 
dends in the hands of those who own them for a while and 
sell them after a few years of ownership at whatever bracket 
they may appear in rather than the 123 per cent. : 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Les. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am in favor of the gentleman's amend- 
ment, but if he will examine it I think he will discover that 
where he has placed it, it excepts the property from taxation} 
in fact, does just the opposite of what the gentleman desires. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I will say to the 
gentleman from Texas that I have implicit confidence in the 
experts, and they are the ones who told me where to put this 
amendment, I will say to the gentleman again that if he had 
served on the committee as long as I have and knew the tech- 
nique of this tax business he would find that the placing of a 
comma, a semicolon, an “or” or an “and” sometimes makes a 
tremendous difference, and [ am perfectly willing to trust Mr, 
Beaman's judgment on this matter. 

Mr. BLANTON. I call attention to this language: 


But does not include stock in trade or— 


And so forth. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That is what we want, We do not 
want It to be included in the capital assets, If it is included in 
the capital assets, it would bear 124 per cent. If it is not, it 
may go as high as 50 per cent under the rates in this bill. 

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest to the gentleman 
that his amendment ought to be this: 


At the end of the last committee amendment strike out the period, 
insert a comma, and the following words: 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Well, I think that probably would be 
all right. I did not undertake to arrange the punctuation, 
Strike out the period and put in a comma. 

Now, let me see if I can get you gentlemen to understand it 
and say if you want to adopt it or not. The experts from the 
Treasury Department have done a splendid work in this par- 
ticular, in trying to protect the Government in the sale of these 
stock dividends and other stock manipulations by stopping up 
all the holes they can. But in stopping up this particular hole 
they catch the stock dividend only when it is sold by the party 
having the ownership by 123 per cent, whereas if you put this 
in under the definition of “capital assets“ you will subject it 
to whatever bracket it comes in when the man has got it. 

Now, the only objection made to it by the Treasury Depart- 
ment was that you could accomplish the same thing by the re- 
organization of the corporation. I do not know whether that is 
true or not, but I say this in spite of that, that I would rather 
force the corporation to reorganize than to openly give the 
owner of the stock dividend the 124 per cent rate on the stock 
dividend, That is all you do give him. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, GARNER of Texas. Yes. . 

Mr. LONGWORTH. This applies only to stock dividends 
after they are sold, not when they are in the owner's hands. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. No; after they were sold or after 
two years’ ownership. x 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The effect will be, will it not, to place 
stock dividends on a different basis from other capital gains? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. I want ta place them on a 
different basis. I think they ought to be taxed originally as 
if money had been paid, I merely called this to the attention 
of the committee for the purpose of letting you pass on the 
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question of whether you want stock dividends placed in the 
class where they can bear the rate of taxation which they 
would bear if they had been owned by the original man in a 
higher bracket than 124 per cent. Outside of that I have 
no interest in the matter. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, the amendment proposed by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] is nothing but an 
ineffective gesture directed against stock dividends. And let 
me show you why. Assuming that a corporation is capitalized 
at $100,000 and has a surplus of $150,000, and it desires to 
increase its capital stock, it has two methods of doing so, open 
to it. The first is to issue stock dividends to the extent of 
$50,000, in which event the gentleman from Texas proposes 
to tax the owner of that stock dividend when he sells it at 
a profit, not at the 12} per cent rate applicable to the case of 
profits derived from the sale of capital assets but at the sur- 
tax rate. The corporation, however, can with equal facility 
simply reorganize on the basis of $150,000, issue new stock to 
its stockholders, and then the stockholders, if they sell that 
new stock at a profit, will be taxed at the 124 per cent rate 
and not at the rate suggested by the gentleman from Texas, 
In other words, the amendment will accomplish nothing what- 
soever in the way of increasing revenue or in the way of 
reaching the stock dividends at which it is aimed. 

Moreover, let me point out to you, gentlemen, that there is 
an injustice involved here. Assuming that a corporation is eapi- 
talized at $100,000, that it has a surplus of $50,000, or total 
assets of $150,000, and assume that all other factors—and by 
that I mean profits—are equal, the original stock which was 
issued at par would be worth $150. If the stockholder sells 
that original stock worth $150, which cost him $50, why 
under the law, even as amended by my friend from Texas, 
he would be taxed 123 per cent on the $50. If, however, that 
corporation in {ts desire to increase its capitalization should 
issue a stock dividend based on the surplus of $50,000, then 
if the owner of the capital stock sells that stock for $50 he 
would be taxed not at the 124 per cent but at the surtax 
rate. The situation is in no wise different. At all times he 
owned $150 worth of stock. He owned it before the declara- 
tion of a stock dividend and he owned it afterwards. If he 
sold his stock for $150 before the declaration of the stock 
dividend you tax the sale at 12} per cent. If the stock div!- 
dend is declared and he sells the stock, you tax the profits 
on the sale at the surtax rate provided. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. JONES. If the majority who control the corporation 
happened to be men of small means they would not be sub- 
ject to the surtax rate and it might be that they would not 
reorganize in order to save taxation just for one man, or a 
few wealthy men who might be interested in the corporation, 
and therefore the Garner amendment might accomplish some- 
thing in that event, might it not? 

Mr. MILLS. No. The Garner amendment would accomplish 
nothing in either event. A 

Mr. JONES. Iam afraid I did not make myself clear. Sup- 
pose in the $100,000 corporation just mentioned a majority of 
those would be men to whom a 124 stock tax would be 
greater than their surtax. Therefore they would not want the 
corporation to be reorganized. But there might be a man or 
two in the corporation whose surtax would be greater. There- 
fore they might say, “ We will not reorganize. We will simply 
issue extra stock and let the men sell it if they want to.” 

Mr. MILLS. The trouble is that the gentleman thinks this 
whole tax applies at the time the corporation reorganizes or 
the stock is issued. It applies at the time the man sells his 
stock. 

Mr. JONES. No; I think it would apply in the event of a 
sale. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, may I have three minutes 
more? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent for three minutes more. Is there objec- 
tion? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLS. There is an additional objection to this propo- 
sition. I take it that it is aimed at the holders of stock divi- 
dends which have been issued in large quantities in the course 
of the last three years, If you adopt the amendment sug- 
gested by the gentleman from Texas this situation arises: The 
owners of these stock dividends, who disposed of them prior 
to the passage of this act, will be taxed 123 per cent, while 
the owners of the stock dividends, who dispose of them after 


the passage of this act, will be taxed at the higher rate. So 
I say the amendment is objectionable; first, because it is 
wholly ineffective, for by going through a process of reor- 
ganization, which is just as simple, let me say, as the issuance 
of a stock dividend, it can be totally avoided; in the second 
place it discriminates, without any logic or reason, between the 
owner of stock in a corporation which has a surplus and which 
has not declared a stock dividend and the owner of stock 
in a corporation which has a surplus and has declared a stock 
dividend; and, in the third place, it discriminates, without 
reason or logic, between the owners of stock dividends who 
dispose of their stock dividends prior to the passage of this 
act and those who dispose of their stock dividends after its 
passage. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? ; 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. In addition to that it discriminates be- 
tween earnings obtained from capital stock and earnings ob- 
tained from other sources; I mean capital earnings obtained 
from other sources. 

Mr, MILLS. Oh, yes; the gentleman is quite correct. The 
surplus of a corporation does not necessarily come from ac- 
cumulated profits; a large part of it may be due to the accre- 
tion in value of capital assets and to the extent that the surplus 
represents the accretion in the capital value of its assets; then 
we discriminate against that corporation by taking away from 
its stockholders the benefits of the capital-assets provision of 
the bill. 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes, 

Mr, CELLER. If it were constitutional to do so, would the 
gentleman be in favor of a tax on stock dividends? 

Mr. MILLS. I do not want to go into that whole question, 
which is very difficult. I am one of those who agree with the 
majority of the Supreme Court that the issuance of a stock 
divifend does not in any way alter the value of the ownership 
wh%h a stockholder has in the assets of a corporation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RAINEY] is recognized. 

Mr. RAINEY. Mr. Chairman, this is an exceedingly impor- 
tant amendment. It will yield more revenue, if it is adopted, 
than the automobile taxing sections of this bill. If this amend- 
ment is adopted we can, without decreasing the revenues, strike 
out these automobile taxes and, perhaps, some more of the 
nuisance taxes in this bill. 

I am one of those who agree with the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mts], who has just taken his seat; I agree that 
the decision of the Supreme Court which declared these stock 
dividends not taxable under the income tax amendment, al- 
though it was a five to four decision, will not be reversed under 
the law as it stands now. I do not think a distribution of stock 
is a distribution of income. 

The amendment submitted yesterday by my colleague [Mr. 
Garner], and which was defeated yesterday before adjourn- 
ment, would simply again put up to the Supreme Court of the 
United States the clause in the revenue laws it has declared 
unconstitutional, and if the Supreme Court of the United States 
should hold again, in the event that.amendment had been in- 
corporated in the bill, as it held in 1920, that amendment would 
have been absolutely unavailing, and I believe the Supreme 
Court would stand by that decision, 

But we must reach, if we ean, these stock dividends and the 
profits which go with them, At the present time the recipients 
of stock dividends can hold them for two years and then dis- 
pose of them and account not in the surtax rates but account 
for them at 12} per cent in their income-tax returns as if they 
were making an investment. 

Now, I want to call the attention of the committee to the 
history of stock dividends, the recent history. In the original in- 
come-tax bill we placed a clause taxing stock dividends 10 per 
cent; I think that was the amount, and stock dividends were 
taxed until March 15, 1920, when the Supreme Court by a 
5 to 4 decision held that a distribution of stock was not a 
distribution of money at all, and therefore it did not come 
within the income-tax amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. After that decision of the Supreme Court there 
commenced a series of stock distributions. From that time and 
until May 21, 1920, $475,000,000 worth of stock was distributed 
as stock dividends. After that date, in May, stock dividends 
stopped, and I want to tell you why they stopped. The sol- 
diers’ adjusted compensation bill in the Sixty-sixth Congress 
made its appearance from the committee on that date, and the 
original soldiers’ adjusted compensation bill, as reported by the 
committee, contained a clause which I succeeded in getting in 
myself, but which I did not draw. It was drawn by the chair- 
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man of the committee, the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green], 
It went in the bill; it taxed corporations on the privilege of 
making stock dividends; it required that that tax revert to 
the date of the decision of the Supreme Court which destroyed 
the tax on stock dividends, and, of course, under the decisions of 
the Supreme Court an income tax of this character can be 
made to revert, and we could make this tax revert, and we 
did. From that time on and until the soldiers’ adjusted com- 
pensation bill of the Stxty-sixth Congress was killed in the Sen- 
ate, after the presidential election of that year, there were no 
stock dividends. ‘There was a majority for the party now in 
power of 7,000,000 in the national election of that year, and the 
selection of Secretary Mellon as Secretary of the Treasury, and 
the apparent fact that the party of Mr. Mellon was strongly 
intrenched in power, and perhaps, the danger that it would not 
always remain intrenched in power led to a resumption of stock 
dividends, : 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RAINEY, I ask unanimous consent to proceed for five 
minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAINEY. And in the year 1922 there was a perfect 
flood of stock dividends. The stock dividends distributed in 
1922 amounted to over $2,100,000,000, and the Gulf Oil Oo., 
which is Secretary Mellon’s company, led in those stock distribu- 
tions., The Gulf Oil Co. led the movement with a 200 per cent 
stock distribution. I am indebted to the industry of the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Fear], and the country is indebted 
to his industry for many things now, for the following interest- 
ing fact: 

According to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR], 
after this 200 per cent stock distribution made by Mr. Mellon's 
company, the stock in the Gulf Oil Co. Increased in value from 
$400 to $800 per share. A stock distribution of 200 per cent re- 
suited in an increased value in this case to all the stock in Mr. 
Mellon’s Gulf Oil Co.; and it is the same oil company which is 
now operating in Mexican flelds. 

Now, if, as the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mis] says, 
this amendment Is a mere gesture, it can not hurt any of these 
corporations and none of them will be called upon to disgorge 
any of their illicit gains on account of these stock distributions ; 
but if it is not, if it is more than a gesture, then it accomplishes 
something. 

Under the law as it stands now and under this section of the 
bill as it has now been made by the committee amendments, 
you can hold stock obtained in a stock distribution for two 
years. If you sell it prior to the expiration of two years, you 
must account for your profits on that stock received as a dis- 
tribution in the surtax rates. 

But if you sell it after the expiration of two years, then you 
can regard it as an inyestment in your income-tax return and 
account for it only in the 123 per cent rates. The object of this 
amendment is to take it out of the capitnl-assets clause, so that 
if it is disposed of after two years the recipient of the cash will 
be required to account for just as much taxes in the high sur- 
tax rates as he would now if he sells his stock within two 
years. The only reason that exists for these stock distribu- 
tions is that the recipient can hold them under the law as it 
now stands for two years and then dispose of them and account 
for them at 124 per cent when he makes up his tax schedule. 
It he sells within the two years, he must account for them in 
the surtax rates, and that makes it possible for these large 
stockholders in the great corporations of this country to escape 
accounting for a large share of their profits in the income-tax 
rates. 

Why, Secretary Mellon does not pay any normal tax at all. 
There are six men in the United States who pay no normal tax. 
They are the six men whose incomes are $3,000,000 or more than 
that. They have invested all their earnings in corporations, so 
that they are not required to pay any normal income tax at all. 
These six men are the greatest tax dodgers the world has yet 
produced. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. 


Mr. RAINEY. May I have five minutes more, Mr. Chairman?- 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
three minutes? 

Mr. RAINEY. Yes; three minutes will be sufficient. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for three additional minutes. Is there 
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 


Could the gentleman get along with 


Mr. RAINEY. This amendment, as the gentleman from New 
York states, if it is effective, will reach those who have not 
yet disposed of the $2,100,000,000 worth of stock dividends they 
received in 1922, following the leadership of Mr. Mellon in that 
2 RUA ja it will reach them. 

a what it is intended to do, and it will reach them 
if the stock is sold after the adoption of this amendment; and 
if they have sold that stock before this amendment is adopted, 
they have already accounted for it in the surtax rates, pro- 
3 they sold it within two years after the distribution was 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield for 

Mr. RAINEY. Yes. 5 5 scot 

Mr. MILLS. What is to stop any man who owns one of 
these stock dividends, if this section Is adopted in the House, 
from selling it to-morrow and buying it back the next day and 
so stepping out from under the section? 

Mr. RAINEY. I do not think that can be done. I think 
if this amendment Is adopted, from the moment it becomes the 
law, the recipient of a stock distribution who sells it win 
account in the surtax rates. It may be, as the gentleman 
suggests, that they could sell now before the bill becomes a 
law, but they could not sell now and escape anything if they 
received that stock dividend within the last two years. If 
they received it in 1922 and sold it now, the two years not 
having yet expired, they would account for that sale as profits 
in Ne RESTE rates. [Applause.] 

e . The time of the itleman has a 
expired, i ebene 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I ask for recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I just want to say a word with 
reference to the illustration which the gentleman from New 
York gave about the corporation which has $100,000 of stock, 
in which he said that if this amendment were adopted they 
could reorganize if they wanted to issue a $50,000 stock 
dividend, and instead issue $150,000 of new stock to take the 
place of the old stock, and each owner would get his share 
and at the end of two years, if any holder sold it, he would 
only be taxed on the 124 per cent basis. The vice in the 
gentleman's illustration is twofold. In the first place, he 
assumes that all corporations, some of which hold valuable 
franchises which could not be transferred, could reorganize, 
and in the second place, he assumes that all of those who own 
the $100,000 corporation, or a majority of them, will be subject 
to the surtaxes to such an extent as to make it to their in- 
terest to reorganize. 

To show you a case in which the amendment would apply, 
let us assume that in this $100,000 corporation there are 60 
men who own.$1,000 worth of stock each, and one man who 
owns $40,000 worth of stock. The Garner amendment is 
adopted. Let us take each Illustration—one in which the ċor- 
poration does not reorganize but issues a $50,000 stock dividend, 
and the other one in which the corporation undertakes to 
reorganize and issue $90,000 to the group of men who owned 
$1,000 each, and issue to the other man $60,000 In lieu of the 
old stock held by them respectively. At the end of two years 
they all undertake to sell their stock. If they reorganize 
each one would have to pay the 12} per cent, or in the alterna- 
tive pay under the surtax provisions. The small man would 
probably choose the regular income rates, and the wealthy man 
would choose the 124 per cent rate; whereas if they went 
ahead under the old plan and simply issued their stock divi- 
dends and sold them at the end of two years, the wealthy 
man would have to pay under the surtax rates. In other 
words, he would have the surtax to pay, and I say that the 
60 men who control the corporation would not reorganize but 
would go ahend and declare their stock dividend and let the 
wealthy man pay under the surtax rates. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. MILLS. I think the gentleman is unaware of the fact 
that the capital assets provision is optional and that a tax- 
payer only comes under it if he elects to come under it. So 
that the gentleman must understand that in so far as capital 
assets are concerned when held by a small taxpayer, he would 
elect to be taxed not under that provision, but under his own 
rates. of taxation. K 

Mr. JONES. Very true, but if the Garner amendment were 
adopted and the corporation did not reorganize, then the man 
who owned the $40,000 worth of stock, which he sold at the 
end of two years, would come under the surtax. 

Mr. MILLS. Yes; the Garner amendment might have the 
effect of depriving the small stockholder of his option. 
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Mr. JONES. No; it would not deprive the small stockholder 
of his option, because he would not be taxed, but it would 
deprive the big stockholder of a means of escaping taxes. 
The man who had only $1,500 worth of stock and sold it at the 
end of two years, if he had no other income, would not be taxed 


at all under the Garner amendment. Also, if at the end of 
two years, the man who owned the $40,000 worth of stock 
undertook to sell it, under the Garner amendment he would be 
subject to the surtax, and he would not have the choice, if 
the corporation did not reorganize, would he? 

Mr. MILLS. It deprives him of his choice, in any event. 

Mr. JONES. You do not mean to say that if the Garner 
amendment were adopted and the corporation did not reorgan- 
ize but simply went ahead and issued stock dividends, and the 
man worth the $40,000 worth of stock at the end of two years 
undertook to sell it, he would have his choice, if the Garner 
amendment applied? 

Mr. MILLS. He would not come under the capital-assets 
provision. 

Mr. JONES. No; but he would come under the surtax. 

Mr, MILLS. He would not come under the capital-assets 
provision and therefore I say—— 

Mr. JONES. And he would have more than 123 per cent 
to pay in that event. 

Mr. MILLS. Therefore I say that what Mr. Garner’s amend- 
ment does is to deprive him of his option. 

Mr. JONES. Yes; and any corporation that is controlled by 
men who would pay more under the 12% per cent capital rate 
than under the surtax rate would refuse to reorganize. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gentleman be 
given two minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLS. Is the gentleman from Texas under the im- 
pression that under the Garner amendment the full amount of 
stock dividends could be taxed? 

Mr. JONES. No; only the amount of the profit. If a man 
had a lot of other property, the surtax might amount te more 
than 122 per cent. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman realizes that there might be no 
property? 

Mr. JONES. Then he would not be affected in any way. In 
the event there was a profit under the Garner amendment, if 
the man had a large income, he would be taxed at the surtax 
rate. At the present time he could have an option ef 12} per 
cent or the surtax rate. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, JONES. Yes. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. My colleague said, aecording to the 
statement of the gentleman from New York, they would reor- 
ganize and issue additional steck. e 

Mr. JONES. Yes. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. People for years have believed that 
they evaded the tax in that way, and now the gentleman from 
New York confirms what we believe. 

Mr. JONES. Of course, Mr. Mrs assumes that all corpora- 
tions will reorganize in order to enable some of their wealthy 
stockholders to dodge taxes. As a matter of fact, some of them 
would not and others could not afford to go to that expense, to 
say nothing of the danger of the loss of some of their rights in 
franchises or other concessions. If this amendment is a mere 
gesture, why is the gentleman from New York so frantic in his 
opposition to it? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this arendment and all amendments thereto be now closed. 
This motion not to affect the unanimous-consent agreement in 
reference to the amendment to be offered by the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. OLDFIELD]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa that all debate on this amendment and amend- 
ments thereto be now closed. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will continue the reading of the 
bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) In the case of any taxpayer (other than a corporation) who for 
any taxable year drives a capital net gain, there shall (st the election 
of the taxpayer) be levied, collected, and paid, in lieu of the taxes im- 
posed by sections 210 and 211 of this title, a tax determined as follows: 


A partial tax shall first be computed upon the basis of the ordinary 
net income at the rates and in the manner provided in sections 210 and 
211, and the total tax shall be this amount plus 123 per cent of the 
capital net gain. 

(c): In the ease of any taxpayer (other than a corporation) who for 
any taxable year sustains a capital net loss, there shall be levied, col- 
lected, and paid, in lieu of the taxes imposed by sections 210 and 211 of 
this title, a tax determined as follows: 

A partial tax shall first be computed upon the basis of the ordinary net 
income at the rates and In the manner provided in sections 210 and 211, 
and the total tax shall be this amount minus 123 per cent of the capi- 
tal net loss; but in no case shall the tax under this subdivision be less 
than the taxes imposed by sections 210 and 211 computed without regard 
to the provisions of this section. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER], 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amend- 
ment again reported? 

The Clerk again reported the amendment, as follows: 


At the end of the committee amendment adopted, in line 9, page 6, 
strike out the period, insert a comma, and the following: “ or stock 
received as a stock dividend by the taxpayer or by the donor or if the 
taxpayer acquired the stock by gift.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of the 
gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken: and the Chair being in doubt, the 
committee divided, and there were 132 ayes and 88 noes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. GREEN of 
Towa and Mr. Garver of Texas as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported that 
there were 162 ayes and 112 noes, 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk, continuing the reading of the bill, read as follows: 


(4) The total tax determined under subdivison (b) or (c) shall be 
collected and paid in the same manner, at the same time, and subject 
to the same provisions of law, including penalties, as other taxes under 
this title. 

(e) In the case of the members of a partnership, of an estate or 
trust, or of the beneficiary of an estate or trust, the proper part of 
each share of the net income which consists, respectively, of ordinary 
net income, eapital net gain, or capital net loss, shall be determined 
under rules and regulations to be prescribed by the commissioner with 
the approval of the Secretary, and shall be separately shown in the 
return of the partnership or estate or trust, and shall be taxed to the 
member or beneficiary or to the estate or trust as provided in sections 
218 and 219, but at the rates and in the manner provided in subdivivion 
(b) or (e) of this section. 


Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. OLDFIELD: Page 26, line 3, strike ont all of the 
page down to and including line 25 on page 25, all of page 26, and 
down to and including line 21 on page 27. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Would the gentleman from Arkansas 
be willing to agree to some time for debate on this amendment? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. How much time does the gentleman 
from Iowa suggest? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will 20 minutes be enough—10 min- 
utes on a side? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I think 10 minutes on a side will be suffi- 
cient. 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. To accommodate another gentleman I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate on this amendment and 
all amendments thereto be closed in 30 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this amendment and amend- 
ments thereto close in 30 minutes. Is there objeetion? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. I further ask that the time be equally 
divided between the gentleman from Arkansas and myself. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from lowa asks unani- 
mous consent that the time be divided between the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. OLpDFIELD] and himself. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I agree very thoroughly with the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Gianxer], just adopted. But 


that does not cure the evil. I am opposed to the policy of 
section 208, and I will tell you why in as brief a time as it is 
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possible for me to do so, This provision of the bill did not 
appear in the act of 1918. It never appeared in any law in this 
country until the act of 1921. Under this provision in section 
208 of this bill they undertake to divide and specify and set 
aside different sorts of income, and make sacred a certain 
kind of income which I do not believe is fair to all the tax- 
payers of the country. Under this provision an individual can 
invest in land—or first, I will say, that there are three sorts 
of income; first, that which is the effort of labor, income that 
is earned. 

If you earn $50,000 a year at your work, that is taxed in 
the surtax brackets where it belongs. There is another kind 
of income, and that is the income from the interest on notes 
or dividends on stocks or bonds. That is also taxed in the 
surtax brackets where the amount belongs. But in this propo- 
sition, if a man has an income on account of the enhancement 
in the value of the property, stocks, bonds, real estate, that is 
not taxed in the way that you are taxed on the money that you 
earn in the brackets where it should properly belong, but it is 
taxed at the rate of 124 per cent flat. I think that policy is 
bad. I think this section ought to be stricken out because the 
policy is bad. Suppose a man buys a piece of real estate in 
the city of Washington for $100,000 and keeps it for two years 
and then sells it for $1,000,000. Of course that is an exagger- 
ated case, but there are many cases similar to that, both above 
and below. The gain from that, after he had kept it for two 
years, and he has not done anything in the world except to 
invest $100,000 in it, is taxed at the rate of 123 per cent, which 
would be 123 per cent on $900,000. If this provision were not 
in the law he would be taxed $472,000, because it would fall 
in the surtax brackets where it properly belongs. Some gen- 
tlemen object to this because they say they would not sell. If 
a man will not sell for a profit of $372,000, it makes no differ- 
ence to me whether he sells or not. I think they, would sell if 
they could make a profit of $372,000 on a $100,000 investment 
in two years. But, at any rate, why should they not be taxed 
as much on the enhancement in the value of the property 
which they get as other people are on money they earn? The 
same is true with stocks. A man can buy $100,000 worth of 
Steel Corporation stock, keep it one year, and sell it ata pps 
of $100,000 and he is taxed $12,500, but if you earn $100,000 
you are taxed $30,000. This is the greatest leak in this bill. 

It was put in there because there were a great many people 
in America in 1921—I know some of them, although it would 
not be fair to mention the names on this floor, and it is a 
matter that we thrashed out in the Ways and Means Commit- 
tee—there were some who had timberlands and coal lands and 
other lands which they had owned for some years, and they 
did not want to sell them at the inflated prices which we had 
in 1920 and in 1921 and pay the high surtax rate. There- 
fore they had this provision placed in the law, and it is wrong. 
It ought not to be in the law. Why not tax them just as you 
tax everyone else? Of course, as the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mitts] said a moment ago, this 12} per cent or sur- 
tax is optional. Up to $30,000 of income a man may just as 
well pay the normal and the surtax, because they do not amount 
to any more than the 123 per cent, but when you make more 
than $30,000, then you receive a benefit. In other words, this 
benefits the man who made more than $30,000, and it does 
not benefit the man who makes less than $30,000. Is there a 
man on either side of this House who down in his heart feels 
that the man who makes $30,000 on a transaction like this, or 
over, should get the best of it as between that man and some 
man who makes less than $30,000? It is so simple, to my 
mind it is so clear, that this is bad policy that I think there 
ought not to be any question about it. What I am saying to 
you now can not be disputed. It will not be disputed by Mr. 
Minus or Mr. Green or anyone else, but here is the argument 
that they will make: They will say that under this provision 
we will get more reyenue, but I do not believe that statement, 
and I know that they do not know that the statement is true. 
Why do I say that? Because the Treasury Department has 
never submitted any figures which would show that we would 
get more revenue under this provision than if it were not in 
the law. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
has expired. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I shall be compelled to use 
a little more time. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. DENISON. How does the gentleman feel about losses of 
that kind? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I think that losses ought to be deducted. 


The time of the gentleman from Arkansas 


Mr. DENISON. All losses? $ 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes; all the gains should be taxed and all 
of the losses should be deducted. I have not a doubt in the 
world that a great deal more money is made by speculating in 
stocks and bonds and real estate than is lost. I say tax all 
the gains and deduct all the losses. That is fair to everyone. 

Mr. DENISON. The gentleman does not think there are 
more gains than losses in the purchase of stock? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I do with the kind of people who hold 
them for two years. They are conservative. They have money; 
they are able to hold them for two years, and they are able to 
hold their bonds for two years. They are able to hold them 
until the cycle of business changes. The experts tell us that there 
is a cycle in business. Their gains are taxed at 124 per cent 
while everybody who earns money is taxed in the surtax 
bracket, where they belong. Mr. Mitts will tell you that under 
this provision of this bill you will get no money. 

Mr. McCoy said that the other day also, but he did not offer 
a scintilla of proof, and right here let me say that we have 
been unable to get information out of the Treasury Department. 
I say that the minority of the Ways and Means Committee, 
regardless of the party in power, ought to have at least two 
or three experts connected with it. Let us have them when 
you are in power and let you have them when we are in 
power, Those men should be able to go to the Treasury De- 
partment and check up the figures and bring the facts -to this 
House. I think everyone ought to have the facts before him. 
To show you how much Mr. McCoy knows about the proposi- 
tion, he said the other day that in the 1918 act capital gains 
were not taxed at all. That is not true, and everyone con- 
nected with the Treasury Department knows that that is not 
true. Up until 1921 they were taxed like everything else was 
taxed, and then some gentleman before the committee said 
they picked out 15 or 20 of the big fellows and found out that 
they had deducted $11,000,000 in losses and reported $1,000,000 
in gain. You can pick out these things in the Treasury De- 

rtment and prove your case, but we ought not to be in the 

usiness of picking them out and leaving all of the others. 
They can get the information. Mr. McCoy said that they could. 
All they have to do is to go to the records and find cut. 
Every man who returns an income-tax return returns his loss 
and his gain under this provision of the law—capital gains, 
You can go through the records there and get the proof, and 
Mr. McCoy told me they could. I asked him if he would get the 
information, and he said he would, but he has not gotten it. 
He has not furnished it to this House. It is not fair to the 
House, therefore, to say that we will get more money if we 
do not repeal this provision of the law. But if you do, you 
will put everybody, every kind of an income, on the same basis. 
Why do you want to tax a man who makes money out of hold- 
ing stock for two years at a less rate than we are taxed and 
every other income-tax payer in the country is taxed? Why 
tax the man who makes a good deal of money on bonds, after 
holding them for two years, less than you tax the man who 
earns $25,000 or $50,000 a year? Let us take a plece of land 
on the water front down here. Suppose the Government has 
spent millions of dollars in improving the channel of the river 
and makes the property on the river front worth ten times or 
a hundred times more than was paid for it. Why tax that 
increment, that enhancement in value, to which the owner haus 
not added one penny, for less than you tax every citizen in the 
country who earns his money? 

I say, gentlemen, it is bad policy and it ought not to be kept 
in this law. It is an outrage. It is a vicious proposition. It 
is one of the deliberate leaks of this bill. It was put in there 
for the purpose of permitting these fellows to sell their prop- 
erty and make a lot of money and pay only 12} per cent in- 
stead of 50 per cent. They say they found $11,000,000 in loss 
and $1,000,000 in gains. They evidently did not take into con- 
sideration Senator Couzens’s taxes. That matter was bandied 
around here in letters passing between Secretary Mellon and 
Senator Couzens, and Senator Couzens has no objection to 
my mentioning it on the floor. He paid the high surtax. He 
paid nearly $8,000,000 in taxes, gentlemen, whereas if he had 
waited a year or two he would have had to pay only $2,000,000. 
He told me the other day that many men had done the same 
thing. 

Why did not the Treasury Department find those cases? 
When the Treasury Department goes and picks out cases, why 
do not they pick out cases that weigh against their argument, 
just as they pick them out in favor of their argument? 

oa GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman surely does not mean 
to say that these cases were picked out. They were the 50 
largest taxpayers. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Why did they not include the Couzens 
ease? It is only a short time ago. It was in 1921. This is 
1924. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. They have not named anybody. 

Mr. OLD FIELD. Secretary Mellon named Senator Couzens 
in the newspaper correspondence, did he not? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. This is not the way to deal with this 
matter, 

Mr. OLDFIELD. The correspondence shows that he paid 
$8,000,000 in taxes, whereas under this bill he would pay only 
$2,000,000. We-want to give the facts. 

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has two minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I hope I may have 
the attention of the House because I am satisfied that I can 
explain this matter, and gentlemen on either side will want 
this information. I think I can show beyond all controversy 
that the adoption of this amendment would cause a loss to 
the Treasury of the United States of from $25,000,000 to 
$50,000,000. I do not mean by that to cast any reflections 
upon my friend fröm Arkansas [Mr. OLDFIELD] who is honest 
and diligent and a hard worker. He thinks he has found a 
place where some parties who ought to pay high taxes are 
getting away from them, but he is mistaken. 

Now, the fact of the matter is that this capital-gain pro- 
vision, as the gentleman from Arkansas correctly stated, does 
not apply to those who have incomes below $30,000. It ap- 
plies only to those in the high brackets—that is all—those 
who would pay high rates, And for that reason the proposi- 
tion of the gentleman from Arkansas looks plausible, because 
we cut down the taxes they would otherwise pay if they made 
these sales. Why was this provision originally adopted? It 
was not adopted on the recommendation of Republican Secre- 
taries of the Treasury alone; it was adopted also because 
we were informed by a previous Democratic Secretary that 
the provision taxing capital gain by the surtax rates was a 
failure. Why? Because people did not have to sell to be 
taxed at those high figures, but they always took their losses 
and got full credit for them. Democratie Secretaries of the 
Treasury as well as Republican Secretaries were unanimous 
on that point. 

Now, we found in 1920, before this capital-gain section was 
enacted, that the 50 largest taxpayers were taking their 
losses but realized no capital gains, and they took the 50 
largest as the extreme cases, the men who paid the most, as 
the fairest. They did not pick out one here and there, and 
I have no doubt Senator Couzens was included if he sold his 
property in 1920—the 50 largest taxpayers showed $10,000,000 
of losses and only $1,000,000 of capital gain, because they did 
not have to take their gains. 

The gentleman from Arkansas said a man will sell when he 
makes a big profit. Well, if property is worth $100,000 to the 
buyer, it is worth just about the same to the seller. Why should 
anyone sell and pay these high surtaxes when he can keep the 
property and make practically as much out of it as the man 
who proposes to buy it? He will not do it. He will not be 
foolish enough to do it. He will say, This property is worth 
just about as much to me as to the other man, and therefore I 
will not sell and will not pay 50 per cent on my gain; because 
if I did, it would wipe out all the profit I could get and put me 
in a worse position than if I kept the property.” 

If you pass the bill you will wipe out that $25,000,000 that we 
expect to get on both sides by putting in a similar provision as 
to capital losses, namely, that capital losses should be allowed 
in the way of deductions at the rate of 12} per cent, the same 
as capital gains, which is a part of the section which the amend- 
ment seeks to strike out. But, of course, if the amendment of 
the gentleman from Arkansas prevails, that is the end of it. 
He would not want the losses to be treated differently. We will 
lose that $25,000,000, and then we will lose a number of millions 
in addition, because it will simply stop these sales and we will 
get no revenue out of the provisions in the amendment. They 
will proceed just as they ‘have done before, and, as the Secretary 
has said, the Treasury will get “whipsawed.” They will all 
take their gains and none of their losses. 

Mr. Chairman, I sincerely hope this amendment will be voted 
down. I have examined into this subject very carefully. This 
is not a partisan matter. It is something that has been recom- 


mended and called to our attention by previous Democratic 
Secretaries in the same way—that under this system the Treas- 
ury was bound to lose. 


Now, there is another reason why we ought not to tax 
these capital gains at the full rates, and that is that these 
capital gains are realized, as a rule, over a number of years, | 
A man must hold the property at least two years in order to 
come under the benefits of this provision. He may have held 
the property since 1913 and the gains have gone along gradu- 
ally from year to year; but if the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Arkansas prevails, he will have to pay in one year 
on all the gains that should be distributed over a number 
of years. That is not fair. It is not fair to the farmer or 
to anybody who sells real property to have the gain assessed 
in one year that has accumulated over a number of years 
taxed at the same rate as other gains are taxed. There can 
not be any question about that. If this provision is enforced 
in that kind of a way it will result in the taxpayer paying 
more tax than in all fairness he ought to pay. 

We put this at 123 per cent. Of course, 124 per cent is 
an arbitrary figure, but it is about as near as we could come 
to what we thought would be a rate under which more money 
would be realized to the Treasury, and the Treasury has been 
realizing under this provision a great deal more money, as 
all the experts of the Treasury have testified, than was real- 
ized when the law stood as the gentleman from Arkansas 
now desires to have it stand. 

Mr. THATCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. THATCHER. As I understand, these provisions apply 
to the larger gains, gains over $30,000, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. About that. 

Mr. THATCHER. And that these provisions do not apply 
to the smaller gains? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It does not make any difference to the 
smaller men. They have their option to pay the ordinary rate 
which they would pay. 

Mr. THATCHER. Then it is no discrimination against the 
smaller men? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No. We expressly fixed it so that the 
man who had to pay only 5 per cent on the other gains would 
have to pay only 5 per cent on this, for example. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Just what amount did the gen- 
tleman say would be lost to the Treasury? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Somewhere between $25,000,000 and 
$50,000,000. I should estimate it roughly at $35,000,000, if this 
amendment is adopted. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I will ask the gentleman whether 
the great danger in dealing with a revenue bill is not that as 
paragraph after paragraph is reached and amendments are 
offered in order to give apparent benefit we are apt to keep losing 
money for the Treasury, until finally it is not a revenue bill 
at all? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is correct, and I agree with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes, 

Mr. HUDSPETH. If a man purchased a piece of land in 
1913, sells it now and makes a profit of $200,000, under which 
provision would he have to pay the greatest tax—under the 
provision as written in the bill or under the amendment, if it 
is adopted, offered by the gentleman from Arkansas? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Under the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Would it not stop all sales and be a great 
incentive not to sell land? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Why, certainty. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. And men would not sell? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is what I have been contending. 
The tax on it would be so heavy that a man would say, “I 
can not afford to sell.” 

Mr. HUDSPETH. It would have a tendency to stop all 
transfers? { 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Because it would result in giving all 
the profits to the Government? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. That is what happened under the excess- 
profits tax, and that was the reason for repealing it? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; one of the reasons, 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. Was not that the reason the limit was fixed 
at 123 per cent, so as not to entirely impede all sorts of 
transactions? 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; as the law originally stood it 
practically stopped buying and selling in large transactions 
where there was a large gain. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I apologize to the gentlemen 
of the House for speaking so frequently on this measure, but 
it comes entirely from my interest in seeing that a proper 
pill is finally passed, There are two features in any tax bill. 
One is the question of rates and the other is the question of 
administration. You gentlemen have voted into this bill the 
rates which you desire. It might be good politics for us to 
hold our hands off and let any amendments go in which would 
wreck this bill, but I for one will say it is certainly not my 
purpose to do so, and in so far as I have any information I 
want to put it at the disposal of this House. 

Now, I recognize the sincerity of my friend from Arkansas, 
but he is dealing with one of the most difficult questions in 
the whole field of income taxation as to what constitutes 
income. In Great Britain the gain from the sale of capital 
assets is not treated as income and, therefore, they disregard 
the gain or loss from the sale of capital assets entirely. In 
this country, in our first two income tax laws, we proceeded to 
treat the gain from capital assets as income and we there- 
fore found ourselves in a position where we had to permit the 
deduction of capital losses, Now, after the experience of 
some years with that particular provision the administrators, 
the gentlemen who are called upon to administer this law, 
came to Congress and said, “Gentlemen, we are losing far 
more than we are gaining under this provision, for the reason 
that men may refrain from taking capital gains, but they 
can always take capital losses, and not only do they always take 
real losses, but they take fictitious losses.” It was -perfectly 
possible, under the law as it existed prior to 1921, for a man 
to sell stocks or bonds, take a loss and buy back those very 
same bonds 30 days later. He would not have made a real 
loss but he would have made a loss for income-tax purposes. 
He might not even do that. He might, for instance, let us 
say, sell Southern Pacific Railroad stock one day and make a 
loss on it, and that very same day buy Santa Fe Railroad 
stock. The character of his investment would not in any 
way have altered but he would have made a paper loss for 
the purpose of income-tax returns. The Government soon 
discovered that. It discovered in 1920, as the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. Green] has told you, that the 50 largest 
taxpayers in this country made $11,000,000 worth of losses and 
only $1,000,000 worth of gains. So those men, probably, through 
that provision saved in taxes between $5,000,000 and $6,000,000 
because of losses which in a good many cases, I can assure 
you, were not real losses. 

The House in 1921 acted on the advice of the Treasury. 
When the bill went to the Senate we provided that capital gains 
should be taxed at 124 per cent and that capital losses should 
be limited to 124 per cent. The Senate eliminated the provision 
with reference to losses, so that the present situation is abso- 
lutely indefensible. A man is only taxed 124 per cent on his 
capital gains, but he is allowed to deduct 100 per cent of losses. 
The Ways and Means Committee is trying to cure that evil. We 
limit taxable losses to 121 per cent, and by so doing it is esti- 
mated we will pick up another $25,000,000 in revenue under the 
provisions of the bill as reported by the committee. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I do not want to yield just now. It seems to 
me we would be making a great mistake to return to the sys- 
tem which prevailed prior to 1921. I want to say to the House 
that, not only based on the advice of the best experts but 
based on my own personal knowledge of what goes on, out- 
side of tax-exempt securities, there is no easier means of avoid- 
ing the income tax than taking losses, principally paper losses. 
The proper course for us to pursue with reference to this provi- 
sion and many others is to maintain the ground that we have 
gained, and, in my judgment, appoint a committee, probably of 
both Houses, to study the administration of income tax laws 
not only in this country but in other countries, so that many 
of these questions which are now doubtful may be determined 
in accordance with the light not only of our own experience 
but the experience of others. In the meanwhile, not only with 
reference to this section but sections to come, may I plead with 
the House to back up the mature opinion of the committee that 
studied them with care, and to back up the labor of tax experts 
who have labored for five or six months in order to make this 
bill, if possible, tax-evasion proof? 

Mr. STEPHENS. Will the gentleman yield? Will you please 
explain in detail what method is used in reference to these capi- 
tal losses? 

Mr. MILLS, To effect a capital loss? 


Mr. STEPHENS. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. Why, it is very simple. I gave an example last 
year when a Dill referring to capital losses was before the 
House. Assume that in 1917 X bought 5,000 shares at par for 
$500,000, X being a man with an income of $250,000-—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from New York have two minutes additional. 

Mr. STEPHENS. I ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man be allowed five minutes additional. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, the time has been fixed by 
the committee. Of course, the committee can fix further time 
if it desires. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think we have had sufficient time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Arkansas want 
to use the balance of his time? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I want to use the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for two and 
a half minutes. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate what the gen- 
tleman says about the situation, ö 

Mr. STEPHENS rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Ohio rise? 

Mr. STEPHENS. I rise for information. 
consent to Mr. Mitts proceeding objected to? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The time Las already been fixed in the 
committee. 

Mr. STEPHENS. And we can not extend it by unanimous 
consent? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No. 

Mr. STEPHENS. If it can not be extended, all right. If it 
can, we ask unanimous consent for this purpose, and would like 
to have our request considered if it is in order. 

The CHAIRMAN, Will the gentleman from Ohio prefer his 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. STEPHENS. My unanimous-consent request was that 
tue time of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mrs] be 
extended five minutes. The gentleman was giving us very 
valuable information. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I respectfully submit, Mr. Chair- 
man, that request for unanimous consent is not in order. The 
only request that is in order is that the gentleman may have 
time not to be taken out of this time because the time is con- 
trolled by the committee. 

Mr. STEPHENS. I ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man have five minutes’ time, not to be taken out of the time 
that has been designated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that the gentleman from New York have five minutes, 
the same not to be counted against the time already allotted by 
the committee. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to 
object, is there any more time going to be asked beyond that? 
We can not spend all day on this one item, 

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Chairman, we are here for informa- 
tion. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. STENGLE. I object, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Mrtts spoke about the 
law in Great Britain. I do not know what the law is in Great 
Britain, and neither does Mr. Mrs know what their law is on 
this question. The Treasury Department has not been able to 
tell us. They do have certain land taxes, landlord taxes, and 
various other taxes over there that we do not know anything 
about. 

Gentlemen, there is another question involved in this matter. 
I think this provision of the law has done more to increase 
rents in this country than any other one provision in it, and I 
will tell you why. They sold properties, apartment houses and 
land, in this town and in New York and everywhere else at 
immensely inflated prices because they could sell those proper- 
ties and pay only 124 per cent. It would have been better for 
the people of America if they had kept those properties, as 
Mr. Green predicts they would have kept them. It would have 
been better if they had kept those properties, because then the 
rents of this country would not have been so high, because 
these immense profits, these stilted profits, have been capital- 
ized, and the people of America, in every city of this country, 
are paying rent on that high capitalization due to inflation 
and due to this provision in this law. That is the situation, 
and you ought to vote this out, and I believe that you will vote 
it out. [Cries of “Vote!” Vote! “1 


Was unanimous 


Tue CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Arkansas. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. OLDFIELD) there were—ayes 56, noes 120. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. ‘Tellers, Mr. Chairman. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. Green of 
Iowa and Mr. OLDFIELD as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported that 
there were 58 ayes and 137 noes, 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. On page 5, when paragraph (c) was being 
read a motion was made to strike out paragraph (c), which 
was to be considered with this section. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Iowa 
and myself have agreed on an amendment to be offered to para- 
graph (c), on page 5. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask that this be 
passed, because I have not the amendment at hand. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that paragraph (c), page 5 of the bill, be passed 
for the present. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


EARNED INCOMM, 


Sec. 209. (a) For the purposes of this section 

(1) The term “earned income“ means wages, salaries, professional 
fees, and other amounts received as compensation for personal services 
actually rendered, but does not include that part of the compensation 
derived by the taxpayer for personal services rendered by him to a 
corporation which represents a distribution of earnings or profits rather 
than a reasonable allowance as compensation for the personal services 
actually rendered. 

(2) The term “earned income deductions"? means such deductions 
as are allowed by section 214 for the purpose of computing net income, 
and are properly allocable to or chargeable against income. 

(3) The term “earned net income" means the excess of the umount 
of the earned income over the sum of the earned income deductions. 
If the taxpayer's net income is not more than $5,000, his entire net 
income shall be considered to be earned net income, and if bis net 
income is more than $5,000, bis earned net income shall not be con- 
sidered to be less than $5,000. In no case shall the earned net jucome 
be considered to be more than 820,000. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment, to go in at the end of line 6, page 28. 
The Clerk read as follows: . 


Amendment offered by Mr. Ganxng of Texas: Page 28, at the end 
of line 6, insert “ earned income also means reasonable compensation or 
allowance for personal services where income is derived from combined 
personal services and capital in the production by unincorporated 
persons of agricultural or other business, 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, I hope you will not think I am offering amend- 
ments for any purpose except what I believe will improve the 
bill. I want to say to my Republican friends, as I said to the 
Committee on Ways and Means this morning when we were dis- 
cussing a certain amendment—I said to the Democrats on 
the committee, “ Gentlemen, I hope you will be careful in offer- 
ing amendments to this bill because we do not want to put the 
bill in such a condition that when it goes to the Executive he 
will have any reason to veto it.“ And I hope the gentlemen 
will understand when I offer an amendment that I am doing 
80 in the belief that I am improving the bill and in no way 
impairing its efficiency or to give the Executive any reason for 
vetoing it. 

Now, you know what this amendment is. You are now 
considering what is known as the earned-income definition. 
I wish I had this printed, but if you will turn to page 27 of 
the bill you will find in subdivision 1, “ the term ‘ earned income’ 
menus wages, salaries, professional fees, and other amounts 
received as compensation for services actually rendered.” That 
was all that was in the original bill If you get the original 
Mellon bill yop will find that is all that was in that bill as 
far as the subject of earned income is concerned. But the 
Ways and Means Committee put in this additional language, 
“and other amounts received as compensation for personal 
services actually rendered.” That was an amendment by the 
Ways and Means Committee itself. 

I did not object to that amendment, although I do not see any 
great necessity for it, because the only persons that would be 
benefited would be some receivership or activities of that nature, 
which did not concern me in getting a 25 per cent reduction. 


LXV—180 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2849 


But I am concerned about the merchant and the farmer, be- 
cause I believe he earns his income just as much as the wage 
earner or the professional man or the salaried man. For in- 
stance, do you not believe that the merchant doing business in a 
store on the corner of a street in your town working 10 or 12 
hours a day making $10,000 a year is earning his income just as 
much as the man who sits upstairs in an office over him and 
earns $10,000 a year as a doctor or a lawyer? This amendment 
I propose will take care of that situation. The reason they ad- 
vance for not adopting this amendment—and it is a pretty good 
reason, I can not make light of it because it will be a difficult 
problem for the Treasury Department, but I believe the depart- 
ment can solve it—they say it will be difficult to administer, and 
that is the only reason they give. I will ask the gentleman from 
New York, who opposed the amendment and defeated it—and 
there was not a chance to defeat it except by giving all men 
haying an income of 85,000 and less credit for earned income. 
The gentleman offered that amendment. Now, this amendment 
does not apply to any income except between $5,000 and $20,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I shall have to ask for five minutes 
more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will not the gentleman explain his 
amendment? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Let me read the amendment. 


Earned income also means reasonable compensation or allowance for 
personal services where income is derived from combined personal 
services and capital in the production by unincorporated persons of 
agriculture or other business. 


In other words, it applies to incomes from mercantile busie 
ness and the farming business where the income is not over 
$10,000 a year. The Treasury Department says it is difficult to 
administer the law, and I expect it will be. And the principal 
reason is the difficulty of ascertaining the capital investment. 

I admit that difficulty, but that is a small difficulty with small 
people having incomes between $5,000 and $10,000 and is not as 
effective as it would be with corporations incorporated for mil- 
lions or hundreds of millions of dollars. I yield to the gentle- 
man from North Dakota. 

Mr. BURTNESS. The gentleman has already answered the 
question, and that is whether or not the gentleman would elimi- 
nate the earned-income feature of $5,000. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. No; I would not. If you put this 
language in the bill, you do not need that. Mr. Rockefeller, 
under the $5,000 provision, will get 25 per cent reduction up to 


„000. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Might I suggest that if you eliminated that 
language the persons in the Treasury Department who would 
determine what a farmer earns would probably claim that the 
earned income amounts to $1,000 or $2,000? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That is a matter of administration. 
I do not know what my side of the House will say to me when 
I make the suggestion, because I have not consulted the Ways 
and Means Committee, but I do hepe that in the course of the 
discussion and consideration of this bill, before we finally send 
it to the Senate, we can get a record vote on this proposition. 
I think it is most indefensible to say that a lawyer, a doctor, 
a bank cashier can have a reduction of 25 per cent and that you 
can not give the same reduction to a farmer or a small mer- 
chant. I have fought for it in the committee, and I am going 
to do my best here, and some time later on perhaps an oppor- 
tunity will be afforded for everyone to vote upon it. I am not 
telling any secret when I say that if the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. MiILs] had not gotten in his amendment exempting 
everybody up to $5,000, undoubtedly the-committee would have 
adopted this amendment, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Assuming the Treasury Department had 
gotten beyond the very difficult question of determining the 
amount of investment, then how would you fix the rate of in- 
come in that investment? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I would leave it just as the lan- 
guage is here, “ reasonable compensation.” You can not write 
a law and you have never written a revenue law where you 
did not give the Treasury Department some discretion in ascer- 
taining the facts. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I do not think there is another provision 
in this bill where the Treasury Department would have discre- 
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tion to determine how much profit or earnings a man should 
make. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman may be right about 
that; but this applies to a very small class of people, and they 
are just as deserving as the bank cashier. Here is a bank 
cashier who gets $10,000 a year, and here is a merchant working 
twice the number of hours that the cashier does, who has a 
store across the street and who deposits the money in the bank 
where the cashier is. One gets 25 per cent reduction and the 
other is given no reduction, 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I think the gentleman is right in 
criticizing this classification, which puts in one group of people 
and leaves out another group. Personally I very much doubt 
whether a court would uphold any such classfication. It is an 
arbitrary classification Wit is not warranted by any fact. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas has 
expired. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr, BLACK of Texas. Is it not the opinion of the gentle- 
man that this whole section would introduce a new complica- 
tion into our income-tax laws and ought not the whole thing 
to go out? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. There is a good deal of argument 
back of what the gentleman says. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I just wanted to give notice that 
I am going to offer an amendment to strike it all out. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. How can you say, and how can 
anyone say, that I should have or Mr. Murs should have 
or Mr. Mellon should have, or anyone else with large incomes 
should have a deduction of 25 per cent for earned income up 
to 85,000? That was a foolish thing to do—to give a man 
with a million dollar income a reduction of 25 per cent on 
earned income up to $5,000. It was done only for the pur- 
pose of defeating this particular amendment and this particu- 
lar amendment was defeated only because it is difficult of 
administration, and I believe Mr. Muls is very conscientious 
and perfectly frank about it. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Garner} is quite right in saying that there is no ques- 
tion of principle involved here. This is a straight question 
of administration. When the committee of experts were en- 
gaged in drafting the provisions of this bill they sought to 
do the very thing which Mr. Garner wants to do, and that 
is to define “ earned income” in a comprehensive way. Earned 
income, of course, is very easy to define when a man’s total 
income comes as a result of his own personal efforts, but 
if part of his income is derived from personal efforts and part 
from capital then there is presented a very difficult problem 
from an administrative standpoint, as all can readily see, 
There are two methods of procedure for segregating these tw) 
different kinds of income. You can either determine the amount 
of capital invested in the business and then allow a reasonable 
return on that capital—two very difficult questions—and then 
say that all of the rest of the income is derived from personal 
effort, or you can approach it from the other angle and at- 
tempt to determine what the man’s own personal services are 
worth and ascribe the balance of the lucome to capital. The 
department found that in dealing with the question of invested 
capital in the case of a few hundred thousand corporations 
it was absolutely impossible as a practical matter to determine 
what invested capital was, and it became apparent, therefore, 
that in the case of 8,500,000 taxpayers, if the department 
had to examine each separate return and determine in every 
ease the amount of capital invested why administration would 
inevitably break down. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I have only a very few minutes. When the 
department, after trying many drafts to accomplish what the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] seeks to accomplish 
to-day, finally determined that it could not draft a satis- 
factory definition they examined the returns. 

They examined the returns, and if you will turn to the re- 
turns for 1921 you will find that out of a total of about 
$18,000,000,000 reported under the personal-service item no 
less than $14,000,000,000 came from salaries, wages, commis- 
sions, and bonus. The bill as originally reported then took 
that definition, which covered 85 per cent of the earned income, 
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recognizing very frankly that an injustice was being done to 
15 or 20 per cent of earned income in other cases. When we 
got into committee—and I am telling you the story just as it 
occurred—I met one day Doctor Adams, who is not only one 
of the best theoretical experts but one of the most practical 
administrators of the income tax laws, and Doctor Adams said 
to me, “ Mirs, the only thing for you to do in the case of th 
earned-income proposition is to adopt an arbitrary limitation,’ 
He said, “If you take $5,000 as an arbitrary limitation, I 
think you will cover over 90 per cent of the earned incomes in 
this country to-day, and you will do substantial justice with- 
out ruining the administration of the law.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, may I have three minutes 
more? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for three minutes more. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, MILLS. I examined the figures, and I found, as I have 
already told you, that under the bill as originally reported wa 
did injustice to perhaps 20 per cent of the earned incomes. 
But if in addition to the definition in the original bill we give 
an exemption of $5,000, I believe we could take care of 90 per 
cent of that 20 per cent, and if there is any injustice done, why, 
of course, it is done only above the lower brackets. 

What is the use in coming here and talking about discrimi- 
nations against the farmer? How many farmers are earning 
a net income of $5,000 a year? If they are earning $5,000 a 
year, they get the full benefit of this earned-income provision. 
What is the use of talking about the small storekeeper if he is 
earning $5,000 a year? He gets the full benefit. It is only. 
when you get into the upper brackets that there is any possible 
injustice, and then I make the flat assertion that the gentle- 
man’s criticism applies only to a very small fraction of earned 
income. On the other hand, I submit that every administrator 
I have consulted has reached the same conclusion, that it ig 
literally impossible to segregate income from property and in: 
come from personal service in the hundreds of thousands of 
individual cases which would be covered by the amendment 
of the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Les. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Can the exemption—for instance, the fam- 
ily exemption—be taken away from the earned income? 

Mr. MILLS. Oh, no, We give a 25 per cent reduction of the 
tax on the first $5,000 of net income. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I did not get the gentleman's argument 
when he suggested $7,500. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has again expired. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gentleman’s time 
be extended two minutes. I want to ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion on his statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that the gentleman from New York may have two 
minutes more. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. ` 

Mr. BEGG. If the Garner amendment were adopted, would 
not that multiply by an untold factor the opportunities for dis- 
pute between the Government and the taxpayer in ascertaining 
capital investment? 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman must recognize that in every 
one of these thousands of cases there would be a dispute be- 
tween the taxpayer and the Government as to what his per- 
sonal services were worth and what his return on his. capital 
should be worth; and in the case of the small storekeeper or 
the farmer who does not keep books the administrative difti- 
culties would be literally insuperable. 

Mr. BEGG. And the added fact that it is more difficult to 
ascertain the capital invested on a farm if the man has had it 
15 or 20 years than it is on any kind of corporation, is it not? 

Mr. MILLS. I should say so, but I am not a farmer. 

Mr. BEGG. It seems to me it would be wholly unworkable, 
and the small man who would have that dispute could not 
afford to hire an expert attorney to come down and plead his 
cause. 

Mr. MILLS. I understand one thing that these farm organi- 
zations have been trying to do is to get the farmer to keep 
books so that he will know what he is getting on his capital 
but that to date they have been unsuccessful. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 
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Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Have not the English had 

trouble in this matter because they did not have provisions of 
this character? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. I have studied the English law, and 
never in my life have I found anything so difficult as to under- 
stand those provisions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New York 
has again expired. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut offers an 
amendment to the amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Tilsox to the amendment offered by Mr. 
Garner: After the Garner amendment, strike out the period, insert a 
colon, and add the following: “ Provided, That the total allowance for 
earned income in addition to the $5,000 herein provided for shall not 
in any case exceed 20 per cent per annum of the net income from such 
business, as reported by the taxpayer for the tax year, and shall not in 
the aggregate exceed $20,000." 


Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Minis] has made it so plain that it seems to me there 
ought to be no misunderstanding of this provision. He has 
shown that it is physically impossible for the Treasury to carry 
out the purposes sought to be effected by the amendment of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner], and that if that amend- 
ment is adopted, it will do more than anything else could do 
to break down the administration of this part of the income tax 
law. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
yield right there? 

Mr. TILSON. I do. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have been particularly enthusiastic 
about this provision, but if I wanted to beat it and fix it so 
that it would not be operative I would ask that the amendment 
of the gentleman from Texas be put in there. 

Mr. TILSON. It should not be put there. But if the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Texas is put in, there should be 
a limitation put to it. 

One who, because he has an investment which will yield 
well up toward $20,000 and gives only a bit of his time to it, 
should not be permitted to take advantage of this reduction 
in his tax to the full amount of his income from his investment. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. If the gentleman’s amendment 
should be accepted, would the gentleman and his associates 
agree to support my amendment? 

Mr. TILSON. I told the gentleman frankly that I would not, 
because I think that it would break down in its administration, 
in fact, that it can not be administered, but if the amendment 
must go in I think this limitation should be put in, so that a 
man who gets most of his income from an investment should 
not be able to take advantage of it all as earned income. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Is there any scientific reason for fixing 
it at 20 per cent? Has the gentleman studied the question and 
determined why it should be 20 per cent? 

Mr. TILSON. It is arbitrary, of course; but I think it is 
fair, if a man, for instance, has an income of $50,000 from his 
business to provide that he shall not be entitled to a preferen- 
tial rate as earned income on more than $10,000 of it over 
and above the $5,000 already allowed him. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman should not use the 
amount of $50,000 but should use the limit of $20,000. 

Mr. TILSON. I mean where his income from services and 
capital is $50,000 and is not limited in any way. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes; it is limited to the activities 
of men in business and is limited to $20,000. 

Mr. TILSON. Yes; but 20 per cent of $50,000 is only $10,000, 
and I am talking about an income within the limitation. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. His business would have to yield $100,- 
000, as I understand the gentleman's amendment, before he 
would get an income of 820,000? 

Mr. TILSON. It would; yes. 

Mr. McSWAIN. In view of the fact that the gentleman's 
amendment would not be subject to amendment, would he not 
agree to accept a suggestion to offer an amendment making 
it 50 per cent and for this reason: Has not my friend seen a 
merchant who was earning, by giving 12 or 15 hours a day to 
his business, $10,000 or $15,000 a year, and then when he dles, 
the personality being gone from the place, the whole thing, 
lock, stock, and barrel, fixtures, and all, would not bring 
$15,000? 

Mr. TILSON. Well, that man, under my amendment, if his 
Income was $50,000—— 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
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Mr. MoSWAIN. I said $15,000. 

Mr. TILSON. Then he would get 20 per cent of that, which 
would be $3,000, in addition to the $5,000. So he would get 
credit on $8,000 as earned income. It seems to me that would 
be fair and that there ought to be some limitation if this 
amendment is to go through. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this amendment close in 10 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, in the remarks which I 
made on Monday last upon the entire bill I inserted, at page 
2674 of the Concresstonat Recoxp, figures which I had ob- 
tained from the legislative reference service in the Library of 
Congress with reference to the income of various classes of our 
population. In the industrial groups, based upon income-tax 
returns for 1921, sole proprietors of businesses earned the 
following average incomes: Agriculture and related industries, 
$1,758; mining and quarrying, $2,885; manufacturing, $3,332; 
construction, $3,830; and transportation and other public utili- 
ties, $2,141 per annum—all per annum. 

In the various trades sole proprietors, according to the in- 
come-tax returns of 1921, had the following incomes per annum: 
Public service, professional, amusements, hotels, and so forth, 
$2,964; finance, banking, insurance, and so forth, $3,619; special 
eases, businesses not sufficiently defined to be classed in any 
other division, $2,811. 

I think these classes include practically all the people who 
might be reached by the amendment proposed by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner]. A deduction of $5,000 for earned 
income will certainly reach practically every farmer and prac- 
tically every small storekeeper in the land. I think we have 
a right to legislate in the light of conditions which exist and 
in the light of facts which are known. We never could pass 
any revenue Jaw if we were to base it merely upon theory, 
speculation, or deduction. Reyenue laws are always more or 
less inaccurate and always more or less unjust, so that our 
purpose must be and should be to make them as nearly fair 
and as nearly equitable as may be possible. This deduction 
of the tax on $5,000 will certainly, within the knowledge and 
personal experience of every man in this House, cover every 
man now involved. every small storekeeper, and every farmer, 
referring now to the particular classes that have been men 
tioned. 8 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I have very little time. 

Mr. McKEOWN. I just wanted to know whether there 
would be any objection to increasing it to.$7,500? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Well, I will say this: I would not care 
particularly whether you raised it to $7,500, if the Treasury 
ean stand the drain, 

Now, there has been some rather jocular reference to this 
deduction of $5,000, as if it did not meet any real conditions. 
I want to name a class of persons who can not be reached in 
any other way than by a provision of this sort. I refer to 
the beneficiaries of trusts—children, for instance, who are 
under guardianship, incompetent persons under conservatorship, 
and other people who are receiving incomes from trust estates, 
They do not and can not earn their incomes, but they are 
benefited by this provision for a deduction of $5,000. This 
amount of their income will be considered as earned income in 
their behalf. 

With reference to the other classes, they are amply able to 
take care of themselves. The total allowable deduction is 
$20,000, although, as everybody knows, there was no limitation 
in the Treasury draft which was sent to the committee. The 
committee considered this proposition, gentlemen, for a yery 
long time, and in the light of every conceivable circumstance 
and of all the information that could be obtained. Then, also, 
consider the difficulties which are going to arise when the 
Treasury Department begins to try to determine what is the 
inyested capital of a farmer with 80 or 160 acres of land and 
how much of a percentage he should be allowed as earnings 
upon his investment. A man of small means will have no op- 
portunity to come to Washington and make his protest or his 
complaint, because his interest is not sufficiently large. 

We have provided a deduction of $5,000, and I think it is 
equitable; I think it reaches not only 99 per cent, but I will 
say 999 out of every 1,000 of these taxpayers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, in view of the demand 
for additional time, I ask unanimous consent that the time for 
debate upon this amendment be extended 10 minutes further, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that the time be extended 10 minutes, making 15 
minutes altogether. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
it would seem to me that if this amendment were adopted the 
eost of administering the same and the dissatisfaction over its 
adoption would be many times greater than the benefit re- 
ceived by the people supposed to be covered. I believe that it 
is a safe statement to make that three-fourths of the criticism 
of the income tax to-day is because of the dissatisfaction with 
the settlements made on the value of the investment rather 
than the amount to be paid by the taxpayer, and I can con- 
ceive of absolute conditions where nobody could make a just 
settlement. I can take $10,000 to-day and go into any State in 
the Union and buy more land for $10,000 than three years ago 
I could have purchased for $25,000. If I buy my farm to-day, 
and you bought yours three years ago, and they are side by side 
and both alike in productiveness, and in every respect pro- 
duce the same, would there be any equity in this particular 
amendment if applied to both of us? 

It would be absolutely impossible to found your taxes on 
satisfaction of the amount levied if you left it to a man in 
a department down here who probably never saw a farm to 
determine the capital asset. It seems to me that is a great 
weakness. It is even more difficult on the farm than it would 
be in a little store, yet in a little store the same kind of a 
difficulty might arise. 

I believe another safe statement to make is that 50 per cent 
of the value of the capital invested in the little stores is in 
good will. You can invest $25,000 in a little store, and if you 
have somebody at the head of your management who is not 
adaptable to that particular line of business the production 
on your capital asset would not produce an earning on one- 
fifth the amount invested, whereas you may take one-fifth 
of the amount invested and because of the good will that 
goes by the name of John Smith or John Jones the pro- 
duction may show an earning on an investment several times 
as great. 

Therefore it would seem to me that if you want to do some- 
thing in this bill that will magnify the dissatisfaction in this 
country over taxes, and particularly income taxes, the best 
way I know to do it would be to put a provision in here leay- 
ing it to the arbitrary decision of any man or any set of men 
in Washington to say what is the capital investment in Ohio 
either in a farm or in a small business. 

If the $5,000 offset as earning is not high enough, do what 
my friend the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. OCHINDBLOM} sug- 
gested that he would not oppose, raise it to $7,500 or $6,000 or 
any other figure. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I said depending upon the conditions in 
the trade. 

Mr. BEGG. I meant to quote the gentleman accurately; 
but by all means do not adopt an amendment that is going to 
multiply the difficulties of administration by nobody knows 
how much. 

Then another feature is that 90 per cent of the people who 
have come to me as their Representative to arrange some 
kind of hearing for them in the Internal Reveune Bureau have 
been in dispute on the amount of capital invested and what 
should be allowed as capital investment. 

Let us take the little man again. Let us say that in 1918, 
when farm prices were at the peak, he bought a farm for 
$250 an acre, and some man, after this law is in effect, in 
basing his figures on the average price of land over a period 
of five years should find that the average price of land in 
that community over that period of five years was $125 an 
acre, just one-half the actual investment, could you imagine 
the state of mind of that farmer when he goes back home and 
gets a letter saying that his capital investment claim of $250 
an acre has been disallowed? I know cases, and could give 
the names and the places, where an arbitrary decision was 
made in the Internal Revenue Bureau that the value of a 
farm lying near a community should be taken back to 1913, at 
$85 an acre, when it sold on the market two years later than 
that for more than $500 an acre, and sold during the period 
of high prices for between $900 and $1,000 an acre. This 
was an arbitrary decision, and when it was carried to the 
board of appeals they said, “Support your decision and your 
claim by affidavits,” and the Government sent men out to 
secure affidavits, and they secured affidavits from men who 
were engaged in a rival business, motivated by revenge as 
much as anything else, who swore that the land in 1913 was 
only worth $85 an acre, multiplying, as I said, the dissatis- 
faction to the taxpaying public. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio 
has expired. 


Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, as I looked at the - 
tion. of earned ineome, as this. bill first came from the ynsan 
to tħe Ways and Means Committee, I felt that the definition 
and its application in practice would have been positively 
ridiculous and unfair to a very large percentage of the tax- 
payers of this country. I personally went before the Ways 
and Committee and opposed that definition and sug- 
gested some change be made which would include the very 
men whom the gentleman from Texas has in mind in pro- 
posing his amendment here this afternoon. But I am entirely 
well satisfied with the practical proposition which has been 
adopted by the Committee on Ways and Means and which is 
found in this bill, I think everyone will concede that it is a 
much more practical and a fairer proposition than if you im- 
posed no limits whatsoever, no minimum limits and no maxi- 
mum limits, and then accepted the amendment proposed by the 
gentleman from Texas, for then the situation, of course, would 
be that some man here in the Treasury Department would 
determine how much of a storekeeper’s income or how much 
of a farmer’s income is the result of his work and how much 
of it the result of the capital invested. Very few of such 
representatives of the Government would have granted $5,000 
as actually earned income; hence the decision of the committee 
arbitrarily regarding $5,000 as earned income serves the pur- 
pose very much better. But so much for that. I want, how- 
ever, to make this prediction to-day. Although I am ready 
to vote for this provision with reference to earned income 
deductions, and regard it correct on principle, I am inclined 
to think that two or four or six years hence you will find 
there has been so much difficulty in administering this pro- 
vision that there will be a great deal of sentiment in favor 
of wiping out any provision whatsoever for earned income 
deductions. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. I have not the time. I have just a few 
minutes and there are several things I want to discuss. 

We had some experience with this sort of a provision in 
eur own State and we wiped it out at the last session of the 
legislature. But I want to remind you that the $5,000 is not 
the maximum which a farmer or storekeeper can earn and still 
have the benefit of this reduction on all of his tax. As a mat- 
ter of fact, the $5,000 is earned net income, and the total earned 
income for him may be $6,000 or $7,000. If no more than $5,000 
remains after the deduction set out in section 204, he gets 
the benefit of the reduction on $5,000, even though his gross 
income may be $7,000 or $8,000. 

At the proper time I shall offer an amendment, and I want 
to explain it now, and that is, to change the word “net” in 
line 13 to “taxable.” If the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mutts] is correct as to the intent of this section, that it means 
that a person is to have the benefit of the reduction on the 
first $5,000 in taxable ineome—that is, his income after family 
exemptions have been deducted—then this amendment is abso- 
lutely necessary, because as the bill now stands it can only 
be allowed upon what is defined to be “ earned net income,” and 
you will find the definition of that in the section now under 
consideration. 

If my amendment carries, it will give a person who has a 
total net income of $7,000, with a family exemption of $2,000, 
thereby leaving $5,000 in taxable income—the enactment of my 
amendment will give him the right to treat all of such $5,000 
as earned income. Otherwise the situation of such farmer or 
merchant will be that the $7,000 is the total net income, and 
$5,000 is net earned income, and they would have to figure up 
the proportion of the total earned income and the total net 
income. In other words, he would only get the earned reduc- 
tion on 50/70 of the $5,000. What I want is to give him the 
privilege of regarding everything up to that figure as earned 
income, and to do that my amendment must be adopted; other- 
wise a person with only or a little more than $5,000 actual 
taxable income will not receive the benefit of a reduction on 
$5,000 in many eases. In fact, his reduction might in effect 
really be on only $3,000 or $3,500; that is, the relationship of 
the arbitrary earned net income to his total net income might 
be in such percentage in the case of total incomes of six or 
seven or eight thousand as to treat but a percentage of the 
$5,000 as entitled to the credit of an earned deduction. The 
deduction does not under the present wording of the bill apply 
to the first $5,000 of taxable income, but to the first $5,000 of net 
earned income. I only desire to make the bill do what the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Mrs] a few minutes ago stated 
that it would do when he said that $7,500 might be the income 
of a taxpayer, and if he had exemptions amounting te $2,500, 
the deduction could apply to all of the amount remaining— 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2853 


that is, upon $5,000—even though the $7,500 was the result of a 
combination of personal work and invested capital. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I will ask for only two 
minutes, as I haye agreed to let the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts have three minutes of my time. I will occupy it by call- 
ing attention to the fact that every gentleman who has spoken 
on the subject admits that the definition ought to go in the 
bill if it was not for the $5,000 exemption. Every gentleman 
Says that if it is possible to do so, the merchant and the farmer 
ought to be in the same condition as the lawyer and the doctor. 
They give as a reason for it, as the gentleman who has pre- 
ceded me has just said, that they will have certain exemptions, 
that the lawyer will have certain exemptions, and the doctor 
will have certain exemptions, and the bank cashier will have a 
certain exemption; and I am unwilling to discriminate against 
the farmer and the merchant who earns his income as much as 
the banker or the lawyer and the doctor. It is a matter of 
principle that is involved here, whether you are going to favor 
the doctor and the lawyer and the bank cashier with a 25 per 
cent reduction and not give the exemption to the farmer and 
the merchant. I will agree with the gentleman from Illinois 
that this was all considered for three or four days in commit- 
tee. It was not adopted because the gentleman from New York 
did not want us to adopt the amendment and the only way he 
could prevent it was to make the income up to $5,000 earned 
income. If it had not been for that this would have been in 
your bill now. I think that the amendment ought to be adopted 
so that you will not discriminate against the merchant or the 
farmer, 

Mr, ANDREW. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate very much the 
courtesy of the gentleman from Texas in giving me three min- 
utes, With the progress that is being made in the considera- 
tion of the bill, the time is rapidly approaching when Congress 
will have to deal with adjusted compensation. It is a matter 
of concern to a vast majority of the Members of the House; 
and when we have finished this bill there should be a bill 
reported out dealing with the question of adjusted compensation, 
which can be at once given attention on the floor of the House. 

Conditions have changed in certain respects with the passage 
of the years. More than 300,000 of the soldiers and sailors 
who served their country in the war and who would have been 
entitled to the benefits of this measure have passed beyond the 
range of earthly reward. Their heirs should now be included 
among the beneficiaries of this bill. 

The long delay in the adoption of the measure has made some 
of the benefits provided in the bill, such as vocational training, 
of doubtful value. 

The reduction in taxes, the ultimate form of which is not yet 
predictable, creates a situation in which the remaining reve- 
nues of the Treasury can not now be foreseen, and makes it 
at least doubtful what balance will be left, 

On all of these accounts it has seemed appropriate to recon- 
sider some of the provisions in the adjusted compensation bill 
while safeguarding our obligations to the veterans. I have 
therefore introduced an alternative to the adjusted compensa- 
tien bill before us for the last two years, and this alternative 
bill I should like to bring to the attention of the Members of 
the House. It attempts to meet the changed conditions and at 
the same time give the veterans that which is their mani- 
fest due. 

This bill provides benefits not merely for the veterans who 
have survived until this long-delayed measure has become a 
law, but it extends these same benefits to the heirs of those 
who died during the war or in the years that have elapsed since 
the war ended. Certainly neither logic nor justice would war- 
rant discriminating between the heirs of those veterans who 
die after the law goes into effect and the heirs of those who 
have died before. If we are to provide adjusted compensation 
for the former, we are equally bound to provide it for the 
latter, whose losses are the more severe and whose situation is 
the more appealing and deserving. 

The bill eliminates all benefits to officers and confines the 
advantage of its privileges to enlisted men. The argument for 
adjusted compensation has always been based upon the enlisted 
men’s pay of $1 or $1.25 per day. This argument and the 
schedules based thereon are not equally applicable to officers 
and their pay, and the line of demarcation between captains 
and higher officers has always seemed arbitrary. I have heard 
of many captains and lieutenants who protested that adjusted 
compensation was not due them, but seldom an enlisted man. 

It has been claimed that the bill which has been before 
Congress is unduly complicated and contains provisions the 
execution of which would involve an unnecessary amount of 
bookkeeping and a yery extensive bureau for its administration. 


Take, for instance, the Government loan features. If a veteran 
wanted to borrow, he would have to fill out at the post office 
an application for the loan and hand in with it his own promis- 
sory note and his service certificate, and these three documents 
would then have to be forwarded to the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, who in turn would haye to pass upon the application and, 
if he approved, issue an acknowledgment, in triplicate, before 
the loan to the veteran could be made. All these transactions 
would have to be duly recorded on the books of the Treasury 
and of the post office, and the same procedure would have 
to be repeated as often as the veteran made any payment 
either for interest or principal on his note. Such a complicated 
process in making and repaying loans, it must be admitted, 
would involve unconscionable paper work, delays, and possi- 
bilities of errors, which would be as unsatisfactory to the vet- 
eran as it would be expensive to the Government. This whole 
complicated system of recording and repaying loans through 
the post office and the Government Treasury has been elimi- 
nated in the present measure, and a method has been substi- 
tuted by which a veteran can obtain a loan, when necessary, 
from any incorporated bank. 

We have heard it said that because of the difficulty of fore- 
casting the probable choice among alternative options in the 
original bill it is impossible to foretell exactly the expense that 
will be involved during successive years. The measure which 
I have presented eliminates these unpredictable factors and 
makes it possible to caleulate the definite cost for each year by 
simply applying actuarial tables to the easily accessible records 
in the War and Navy Departments. 

The fear has been expressed that the adjusted compensation 
bill before Congress involves so large an expenditure of money 
in the next few years as to interfere, if adopted, with any im- 
mediate and substantial reduction in taxes, I believe that 
these fears are unjustified, and have heretofore presented to 
Congress the reasons for my belief; but the modified adjusted 
compensation bill now presented involves so little expense dur- 
ing any of the next 25 years as to eliminate any possible ground 
for apprehension about our current program of tax reduction. 
Congress can not only reduce taxes for the future to the full 
extent recommended by the Secretary of the Treasury, but can 
also make that reduction retroactive to an almost like amount 
as has been proposed by the Committee on Ways and Means, 
The adjusted compensation bill herewith presented would not 
cost more than $100,000,000 in any of the first four years and 
would not cost on the average more than $35,000,000 annually 
for the 20 years succeeding. 

The bill which I have introduced contains the following 
modifications of the original bill: 

(1) It adjusts the compensation of the heirs of veterans who 
have died on the same basis as the compensation of veterans 
who still live. 

(2) It limits adjusted compensation to enlisted men. 

(3) It eliminates the option of vocational training, which now 
that six years have elapsed since the war ended would have 
substantial value for few veterans. 

(4) It substitutes for the former farm and home aid and 
Government loans the privilege of loans from incorporated 
banks and trust companies. 

(5) It calls the adjusted service certificates provided in the 
original bill by a name which clearly shows what they really 
are—fully paid insurance policies. 

(6) It extends these policies from 20 to 25 years. 

(7) It makes the one essential feature of adjusted compensa- 
tion a fully paid insurance policy based in amount upon the 
length of the veteran's service in the war, payable to the vet- 
eran at the end of 25 years if he lives or to his beneficiaries 
and heirs in case of his death in the intervening time, and it 
makes this policy available as collateral for bank loans. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent ta 
modify the amendment that I introduced. After consultation 
with Mr. Beaman, I want to put it in a little different form, 
leaving it the same in substance, so that it will limit the per- 
sonal seryices over and above $5,000 to 20 per cent of the 
profits from the business. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I have no objection 
to the gentleman's offering that amendment, but I hope that in 
offering the amendment it is not the purpose to destroy the 
amendment which he says he will not vote for, 

Mr. TILSON. It does not; but it makes it much better, I 
think. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut asks 


unanimous consent to modify his amendment. The Clerk will 
report the modified amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: = 

Amendment offered by Mr. Trtson: After the Garner amendment, 
strike out the period and insert a comma and the following: “ but not 
exceeding 20 per cent of the net profits of the taxpayer from the busi- 
ness in connection with which his personal services are rendered.” 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Connecticut to the amendment 
of the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced that the 
ayes seemed to have it. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I do not believe I 
shall call for a division. I do not like to see this discrimina- 
tion. I shall accept the gentleman’s amendment and hope that 
some gentleman on his side will see the necessity of putting 
them all on a parity. 4 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I call for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 69, noes, 40. 

So the amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question now is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner], as amended. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Garner) there were—ayes 116, noes 117. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas, Mr. Chairman, in view of the close- 
ness of the vote, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and Mr. Green of Iowa and Mr. GARNER 
of Texas were appointed to act as tellers, 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 
141, noes 134. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment, 
which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Burrness: Page 28, line 13, after the 
word “taxpayer's” strike out the word “net” and after the word 
“income” insert “subject to tax”; and in line 15 omit the second 
word “net” and after the second word “income” insert “subject to 
tax.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I am sure the amend- 
ment of the gentleman does not accomplish what he wants to 
accomplish. If he desires, I shall ask unanimous consent to 
pass this over temporarily, with permission to return to it, so 
that he may consult the experts and get the kind of amend- 
ment he desires. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I feel certain that the 
amendment accomplishes what the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mns] said the bill does, namely, provide for tax of that 
portion of the income which is taxable, and certainly the lan- 
guage of the bill now does not do what the gentleman from 
New York said it did in his argument. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I did not hear the gentleman from 
New York make his statement, so I do not know what he said, 
but if I am correctly informed as to what he said, I think he 
said something that he did not intend at all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from North Dakota. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(d) In the case of the members of a partnership the proper part of 
each share of the net income which consists of earned income shall be 
determined under rules and regulations to be prescribed by the com- 
missioner, with the approval of the Secretary, and shall be separately 
shown in the return of the partnership, and shall be taxed to the mem- 
ber as provided in section 218. 


Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, which I send to the desk, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BLACK of Texas: Page 27, line 22, strike 
out lines 22, 23, 24, and 25, and on page 28 strike out all of the lan- 
guage on page 28, and on page 29 strike out all of the language down 
to and including line 17, the language stricken out being all of sec- 
tion 209. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the amendment comes too late. We are reading by 
paragraphs, and part of the motion is to strike out the first 
paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas desire to 
be heard? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas, Mr. Chairman, I do not know just 
what the ruling of the Chair in a case like this would be, but 
I followed the precedent of the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr, 


Otprietp], who waited until the previous paragraphs relating 
to capital gain and loss were finished by perfecting amend- 
ments. He then moved to strike out the whole section. I 
thought that was the logical thing to do. I realize that we 
consider these revenue bills by paragraphs, but inasmuch as 
we were dealing with the whole section, as I understood it, I 
thought the logical thing to do would be to wait until the sec- 
tion was perfected and then move to strike out the whole sec- 
tion. That is the only reason I did not attempt to offer my 
motion before that. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, in the case of the gentle- 
man from Arkansas, the only reason why he was permitted to 
make such a motion was that he had been granted the right to 
do so by unanimous consent. The gentleman from Texas 
plainly violates the rules, 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, in view of the circum- 
stances, I ask unanimous consent that my amendment be now 
considered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of his amendment. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas insist 
upon a ruling from the Chair? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I insist upon the 
amendment. It is up to the Chair to make the ruling. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is constrained to rule that un- 
der the practice as the Chair understands it, where a bill is 
being read by paragraphs and it is desired to strike out the 
section, the proper thing to do is to move to strike out the sec- 
tion in the first place or to wait until the first paragraph is 
read and then move to strike it out, with notice that a similar 
motion will be made to each succeeding paragraph as it is 
reached. In view of the matter, in which I am confirmed by 
consultation with the parliamentarian, the Chair is constrained 
to sustain the point of order. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Texas rise? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. To make a suggestion on the 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair has ruled upon it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I beg the Chair’s pardon. I un- 
derstood he stated he would consult the parliamentary clerk. 

The CHAIRMAN. No; I have consulted him. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. If all the amendments had been 
offered at the same time, the perfecting amendments would 
have been voted on first, and the gentleman from Texas could 
not offer his amendment to strike out until all the other amend- 
ments were disposed of. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the parliamentary situation the 
Chair thinks the point of order should be sustained. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the next section to be 
read is 212. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is right. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(a) The term “gross income” includes gains, profits, and income 
derived from salaries, wages, or compensation for personal service 
(including in the case of the President of the United States, the judges 
of the Supreme and inferior courts of the United States, and all other 
officers and employees, whether elected or appointed, of the United 
States, Alaska, Hawaii, or any political subdivision thereof, or the 
District of Columbia, the compensation received as such), of what- 
ever kind and in whatever form paid, or from professions, vocations, 
trades, businesses, commerce, or sales, or dealings in property, whether 
real or personal, growing out of the ownership or use of or interest In 
such property; also from interest, rent, dividends, securities, or the 
transaction of any business carried on for gain or profit, or gains or 
profits and income derived from any source whatever. The amount of 
all such items shall be included in the gross income for the taxable 
year in which received by the taxpayer, unless, under methods of ac- 
counting permitted under subdivision (b) of section 212, any such 
amounts are to be properly accounted for as of a different period. 
Items of gross income shall be considered to be received in the taxable 
year in which they are unqualifiedly made subject to the demands of 
the taxpayer, 


Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr, BLACK of Texas: Page 24, line 24, after 
the word “ whatever" strike out the period and add the following 


Mr. Chairman, I am compelled to 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2855 


language: “ Including interest received upon the obligations of States, 
Territories, political subdivisions thereof, or the District of Columbia: 
Provided, That there shall be excluded from the gross income in the 
case of any person owning obligations of States, Territories, political 
subdivisions thereof, or the District of Columbia, the interest of which 
is included in the gross income, the interest on the amount of such 
obligations, the principal of which does not in the aggregate exceed 
85,000.“ 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, this proposition has 
already been considered and voted down in a little different 
form. We debated it for a long time, and therefore I ask unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this amendment close in five 
minutes, all the time being allowed to the mover of the motion. 

Mr. FREAR. I shall object. Here is a matter involving 
$2,000,000 of securities, and you propose to stop it in five 
minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. How long do you want to argue it? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this amendment close in five 
minutes, all the time to be allotted to the mover of the motion. 
Is there objection? 

Mr, LAGUARDIA., I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLACK] 
is recognized. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, it is 
true that the proposition which is contained in my amendment 
has been argued heretofore, but it is a very important one, and 
it ought to receive the earnest consideration of the House. 

Now, if my amendment should be adopted there would be 
added to the gross income of a taxpayer all interest received 
upon the obligations of States, Territories, political subdivisions 
thereof, or the District of Columbia, except an exemption is 
granted to the interest upon an amount of such obligations the 
principal of which does not exceed in the aggregate $5,000. The 
reason why I have written that exception into the amendment 
is that I follow exactly the exemption now allowed to interest 
on $5,000 of bonds of the Government of the United States, 
and it is in the same language as the provisions of the revenue 
act of 1918 as it passed the House of Representatives. The 
Senate did not pass the provision, but nevertheless the House 
clearly expressed its will upon the subject. In that bill we 
undertook to tax the income from these securities, and it was 
supported by the present majority leader, Hon. NICHOLAS LONG- 
WORTH, of Ohio, and it was supported by our honored colleague 
on the Committee on Ways and Means, Hon. Henry T. RAINEY, 
of Illinois. The bill was in the charge of that gallant and able 
Democrat, Hon. Claude Kitchin, of North Carolina, and I have 
copied the proviso to my amendment exactly from the provision 
of the bill of 1918. 

The only difference in the whole amendment is—I want to be 
frank, and will be frank, of course—the only difference is that 
the bill of 1918 did not seek to tax the interest on these securi- 
ties which had been issued prior to the enactment of the bill. 
The tax levied would have applied only to securities issued 
after passage of the act. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. No. I regret I have only five min- 
utes, and the gentleman from Iowa has been very technical this 
afternoon in regard to time. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, no. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas declines to 
yield. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. The proposition that I make is this: 
The House, having voted by a majority vote in favor of taxing 
income from these securities in 1918, ought now to adopt my 
amendment and put the precise question up to the Supreme 
Court of the United States for a final decision, 

There is no man in this House who has a more profound re- 
spect for the Supreme Court than I, and if that great court had 
ever passed upon this precise point and had ruled that Congress 
was without the power to levy this tax, then I would not again 
submit it to the House. I would recognize, of course, that the 
only way to cure the situation was by a constitutional amend- 
ment. But there is not a Member of this House who can fairly 
and justly argue that the precise question has ever been decided 
by the Supreme Court. 

Now, in the debate in 1918, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
RAINEY] had this to say, found on page 10374 of the CONGRES- 
STONAL RECORD: 


Mr. Chairman, I have no hesitancy in submitting this question to the 
Supreme Court of the United States, 


And then the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonewortH], who is 
now the majority leader of the House, made a speech opposing 


the amendment offered by the gentleman from Virginia, Gover- 
nor MoxtasvE, who sought to strike out the provision from the 
bill. The present majority leader made a vigorous speech against 
the adoption of the amendment, in which he said: 


Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia |Mr. MONTAGUE]. 

It seems to me that there is quite a distinct difference, a very sharp 
difference, between our right to tax the income of municipal bonds 
already outstanding and our right to tax those which shall be issued in 
the future, I myself have very little doubt that we have the power to 
put a tax on the income of bonds hereafter to be issued, 


Thus spoke Mr. Loncwortu on September 16, 1918. I do not 
agree with him that there is any distinction whatever in the 
power of Congress to tax the income from these bonds issued 
after the passage of the act over those issued before the passage 
of the act. The power of Congress in each case would be just 
the same. I do agree with him, however, that we do have the 
power to tax such income, and therefore I urge the adoption of 
my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Sanpers of Indiana). 
the gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this amendment close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that 
all debate on this amendment close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. FREAR rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the chairman of the 
committee to make the motion. 

Mr. FREAR. Will the Chair recognize me? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that all 
debate on this amendment close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; in 10 minutes. It has been dis- 
cussed over and over again. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I move an amendment—that it. 
be made 20 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin moves to 
amend the motion of the gentleman from Iowa. and make it 
20 minutes. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that 
the noes seemed to have it. 

Mr. FREAR. A division, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. A division is demanded. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 90, noes 69, 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question recurs on the motion of the 
gentleman from Iowa as amended. 

The motion of Mr. Green of Iowa as amended was agreed to. 

Mr, FREAR. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. FREAR., Mr. Chairman, I wish to assure the House 
that I do not care to delay its proceedings, but on a matter of 
this importance it is folly to cut off discussion in 5 minutes 
or 10 minutes, and that is the reason why I insisted upon the 
extension of the time for discussion. It is like the right of 
petition, and we insist upon it, 

I do not intend to discuss what we have talked over from 
my viewpoint, because I think the House understands quite 
clearly that practically all of he argument made on either side 
thus far for the cutting down of the surtax on these very 
enormous incomes is based on the ground that if we do not do 
this the incomes will be placed in tax-free securities as one of 
the methods of tax escape. “hat is a good argument, and it is, 
to an extent, followed by the statement which I have inserted 
in the Recorp of the man who tried the only case that is 
claimed to be decisive but which was only obiter dicta, the case 
of Evans against Gore. He says this question of tax-free 
securities, as we all know, was never tried and never deter- 
mined by the court. That case related solely to judges’ 
salaries. In addition to that there is the brief of Judge Cor- 
win, which is a remarkeble brief and covers all the cases affect- 
ing the question of taxab’> securities. If, with all of tnese 
facts before us, we can not say to the Supreme Court, Decide 
the question fairly,” then I say frankly we are begging the 
question. If these incomes are being placed in tax-free se- 
curities—and we know they are—let us have the court decide 
the question and decide it sqrarely. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. oe said to me 
yesterday, “When we sold our bonds in Texas we put that 
condition in them, and they knew they were to pay taxes.” 
That being so, people understand generally that the sixteenth 
amendment to the Constitution meant what it said; that it 
gave power to tax incomes from whatever source derived. K 
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that was so, then they at that moment taxed all the incomes 
under laws enacted by Congress, and that being true, no one 
ean complain to-day when buying any kind of a security, 
whether it be a sewerage security, a highway security, or what- 
ever it may be. They can not complain, because they bought 
with full knowledge under the law. 

We say, of course, we are not going to tax securities; we can 
not touch them, and we do not want to; we want to tax the 
income of the people who to-day are able to evade their just 
taxes, and those most violent in attacking these tax evaders 
are now helping them to escape. 

My good friend from Texas [Mr. Brack] has put into this 
bill a better proposition than I had, for he exempts from taxa- 
tion $5,000 to every holder. It is right he should do that. 
I do not believe the Supreme Court will turn down this propo- 
sition when once fairly presented, but let us give the court a 
chance, especially, as I said the other day, when it involves 
$20,000,000,000 in securities which affords an avenue of escape 
from payment of taxes . tax-free securities. 

„OLIVER of New York rose. 

355 CHATRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 

from New York rise? Is the gentleman in favor of the amend- 

r opposed to it? 

msi ‘OLIVER of New York. I am opposed to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Loretta ron New York is recog- 
tion to the amendmen 

58 Oe of New York. Mr. Chairman, I am against this 

amendment on the same principle that I was against the con- 

stitutional amendment recently defeated in the House. I 

have introduced a proposed constitutional amendment giving 

the Federal Government the power to lay and collect taxes on 

income derived from all Government securities. My amend- 

ment reads as follows: . 


SECTION. 1. Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes on 
income derived from securities issued after the ratification of this 
article by or under the authority of any State, but without discrimi- 
nation against jncome derived from such securities and in favor of 
income derived from securities issued after the ratification of this 
article by or under the authority of the United States or any other 
3 2. Congress shall provide that moneys collected under said 
power from the income derived from securities issued by any State or 
subdivision thereof shall be returned to the State or subdivision which 
issued the securities and that all moneys collected from the income 
derived from securities issued by the Government of the United States 
shall be paid into the Treasury thereof. 


Section 2 of the bill provides that the Federal Government 
shall give back to the States, cities, towns, and villages every 
dollar's worth of tax collected from the income of any State, 
city, town, or village bond, on the theory that by that method 
we would put every income, from every source whatever, under 
a Federal income tax law, but give back to the States, cities, 
towns, and counties, which must raise their interest rate be- 
cause of a taxation policy, every single dollar the Federal 
Government collects. 

The vice of the bill proposed by the committee, on which we 
voted some time ago, was that it proposed, by a process of 
retaliation, to bring about justice between the States and the 
Federal Government. But retaliation never brought justice 
and ean never bring anything but strife. The committee bill 
read as follows: 


Section 1. The United States shall have power to lay and collect 
taxes on income derived from securities issued after the ratification 
of this article by or under the authority of any State, but without 
discrimination against income derived from such securities and in 
favor of income derived from securities issued after the ratification of 
this article by or under the authority of the United States or any 
other State. 

Sec, 2. Each State shall have power to lay and collect taxes on 
income derived by its residents from securities issued after the ratifi- 
cation of this article by or under the authority of the United States, 
but without discrimination against income derived from such securities 
and in favor of income derived from securities issued after the ratifi- 
cation of this article by or under the authority of such State. 


The fallacy of that plan is that in endeavoring to put all citil- 
zens on an equality before the income tax laws it created the 
greater evil of putting State and local government at the mercy 
of the 1 The power given to the State gov- 
ernments to retaliate on the Federal Government would never 
be used in time of war, and I do not think, since but a few 
States have income tax laws, that it is a power equal to that 
conferred on the Federal Government. Now, the proposition is 
contained in the amendment offered by the gentleman from 


Texas [Mr. Brack] to permit the Federal Government to keep 
all the tax it collects, even though local government is made 


more expensive by the power to tax. He proposes to tax the 
income from all State and city bonds and give the whole thing 
to the Federal Government. I do not see why States, cities, and 


towns should pay a subsidy to the Federal Government. The 


report of the Committee on Ways and Means advocating their 
constitutional amendment said that they proposed to tax State 
and city bonds because the States, cities, towns, and counties 
are living on a subsidy from the Federal Government due to 
tax exemption of their securities, and they proposed to make the 
States pay a subsidy to the Federal Government for all time 
in order to cure that evil. I am against that, and I am going 
to offer this proposal at the proper time to the platform com- 
mittee of the Democratic Party as the only fair method of 
solving the tax-exempt income evil; in other words, I do not- 
believe there is any other method except by making the Federal 
Government a collection agency for the States. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. Yes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Would not the gentleman’s amendment 
destroy the marketability of municipal bonds and also increase 
the rate of interest? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. No; but I perfectly agree with 
the gentleman that there is going to be some evil in it, but 
not as much as he suggests, but whatever evil there is will be 
corrected in the greatest degree by returning to the States, cities, 
and towns every dollar of tax collected. The Federal Govern- 
ment would not be collecting all the taxes and spending them 
for Federal purposes when the people of the States and cities 
are themselves financing their investments at a higher rate be- 
cause of the Federal tax. I voted against the committee bill 
largely for the reason that the committee bill did a gross injus- 
tice to local government. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Does not the gentleman believe that 
with the development of public utilities by municipalities which 
must take place in the next 10 or 15 years to destroy these 
exploiting public-service corporations, it would be better to 
leave it as it is? 

Mr. OLIVER of New York. It might be, but I suggest this 
amendment because of the great vote, almost a two-thirds 
vote for the committee bill in the House recently. If they are 
going to carry through a tax-exempt amendment—and all in- 
dications show that some day they will succeed—we have 
got to carry through a sensible one that does the minimum of 
harm to the State and city governments. 

The object to be obtained is to bring the income of every 
citizen under one uniform tax law, the Federal income tax law. 
There is no need to change the relation between State and 
Federal Government in order to accomplish this simple object. 
The object can be secured as I have suggested. The evil it 
will do to State and local government is very small. Whatever 
tax is collected they will receive as compensation for the rise in 
interest rate on their bonds. No system is perfect. No system 
is without evil, but the plan I have suggested can be adopted 
with little or no financial loss to any government and with no 
gain to either State or Federal Government at the expense of 
each other. State sovereignty will be preserved under my plan 
and the Federal Government will receive the revenue collected 
from a tax on the securities which the Federal Government 
issues. Thus, no citizen escapes the payment of his tax, no 
State or local government is made subject to the Federal Gov- 
ernment. My plan gives the Federal Government the power to 
tax without the power to destroy. 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Kansas is recognized. 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I do not know 
of any more desperate situation in this country than the 
ability of men of great fortunes to escape paying taxes. I am 
sorry to hear the distinguished Chairman object to farther 
consideration of the question. I do not know of anything we 
have in our minds that more needs discussion. Every subject 
that has been before us this week has been discussed over and 
over many times. I hope you will keep on discussing this until 
somebody evolves a method of meeting it, and that it will not 
be stopped by any point of order. I heard somebody remark 
a moment ago that the discussions did not bring anything new. 
I ran across some facts—and I think a few facts will not hurt 
this discussion, either—about:the English method of collecting 
taxes. I find that the Guinness brewery in 1921 made 


$76,000,000 in profits. The Government collected $60,000,000 
and more of excise and license duties and $7,000,000 of income 
and excess profits taxes, a total tax of $67,794,000. Those 
people had just $7,583,000 left out of a total of $76,374,000. 
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Mr. LAGUARDIA. What year? 


Mr. LITTLE. 1921. 
lected out of $76,000,000. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LITTLE. Excuse me, I can not yield now. That left 
$7,000,000. The tax paid out in that case was 90 per cent. 
The people retained about 10 per cent of their income. What 
are these people crying about that pay the taxes we have 
heard of in the last week. We do not know how to collect 
taxes, and I hope the discussion will go on until we have a 
chance to find out a way. 

You can now begin to pay your income taxes or get ready 
to pay inheritance taxes when you are dead. Will you pay now 
or leave it to your children to pay? This question has got 
to be solved, gentlemen, some way or other, and if you men 
can not pay your taxes alive, you can pay them when you are 
dead. 

We now levy a 50 per cent inheritance tax, 25 per cent here 
and 25 per cent in some of the States. ‘They can take half 
you have now in that way. Why do you not prefer to pay 
your income tax now? 

I should think any ordinary citizen, any brilliant genius of 
finance, would rather pay a good, stiff income tax each year 
than to pay an enormous inheritance tax after he is dead, 

On page 2442 of the Congresstonat Dairy RECORD of Feb- 
ruary 14, 1924, the gentleman from New York said that under 
the Mellon plan the total tax reduction would be $233,000,000 ; 
that of this tax reduction only 3 per cent would go to incomes 
of over $100,000. Three per cent of $233,000,000 is $7,000,000 
in round numbers. The gentleman from New York thus in- 
dicates that those paying taxes on incomes of over $100,000 


This was a total of $67,000,000 col- 


will gain $7,000,000 a year if the Mellon plan goes into effect. | 


If it goes into effect, their surtax is reduced by 50 per cent. 


If $7,000,000 is 50 per cent of the surtax they pay, the total | 


surtax they pay is $14,000,000 in round numbers, but their 
surtax is 50 per cent of their total income, and therefore 
their total income is about $28,000,000 a year. If we estimate 
that they have been making a 10 per cent income on the capital 
they have invested, that capital would be approximately $280,- 
000,000. That is a fair and reasonable estimate. They wish to 
be protected hereafter so that they will only pay a $7,000,000 
surtax on a probable investment of $280,000,000 here in America. 
Similar people in England pay $67,000,000 in taxes on a $76,- 
000,000 income. They pay 90 per cent in England as compared 
with 25 per cent in this country if this bill had become a law 
as reported by the committee. 

If we had applied the English law to those $28,000,000 ad- 
mitted taxable incomes, we would have collected $25,200,000, 
instead of only $7,000,000. It does seem to be much harder to 
squeeze the American eagle than the English pound sterling, 
so the Englishmen borrow our money to take care of their 
soldiers and big money says, “ The war is over. Discontinue 
the war taxes.” Yes; the war is over for the present, but 
the war debts are not. “The tumult and the shouting dies, 
the captains and the kings depart,” but the $20,000,000,000 
debt is still unpaid and can only be paid by the taxes of this 
country. An immense portion of these great fortunes was 
made during the Great War while the boys were at the front. 
A too great proportion was made by dishonest profiteers who, 
equally dishonest in peace or war, now seek to ayoid paying 
their just debt to the Government. The crippled soldiers are 
still discharging their war debts. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts told us the other day 
that you can not tax anything that can run away. The crip- 
ples can not run away, and the mortgage the war put on them 
is still a lien. There were many great incomes present after the 
war, and the principal reason they do not appear on the tax 
records is because their owners are perjured scoundrels. If 
we place them in the penitentiary, they will not run away and 
we will collect those taxes. There is no man in this House who 
believes that those great fortunes are all in tax-exempt securi- 
ties. Those men have become outlaws in this land and long 
since ceased to be entitled to any consideration from the tax 
collector and the sheriff. 

The gentleman suggested that I advocated the doctrine of 
force. Why, certainly. I go further. I advocate the doctrine 
of confinement until the goods are delivered in the Treasury. 
Gentlemen, let us apply the ordinary principles of common sense 
and justice to dishonest men who seek to evade the law and 
take advantage of its technicalities, which give no aid for the 
soldiers’ families. We must teach these men a higher code of 
honor. There is no better protection for their wealth and for 


this great Nation than the demonstration by the Republic that 
it is determined its soldiers shall kave just and generous con- 


sideration. This Congress should definitely determine that the 
soldiers of this country stand higher in its esteem than the - 
money changers. 

The lessons of the last five years, the lessons of the war, 
should teach every man that the world has changed tremen- 
dously as a result of this Great War. People are no longer 
standing saddled and bridled to be ridden by wealth and power. 
Hereafter great majorities, not great wealth, will rule. See 
that you learn that fact before it is too late, before 80 per cent 
inheritance taxes have been utilized to pay off the war debts of 
this country. My views on this subject have not changed since 
May 29, 1917, when I made a very brief speech here on the tax 
bill then under discussion, which I shall probably republish in 
the same pamphlet in which this little talk will appear. 

Patriotism, honor, and valor are the bulwark of this Nation, 
not money bags. The world is almost at peace, but in the 
silent watches of the night when the rains are on the roofs 
you can still hear in the distance the beat of muffied drums to 
which march with measured tread those who are dead already 
and those who are yet to die for this great Republic. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa and Mr. CELLER rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa, chairman of 
the committee, is recognized. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, this is a subject that 
a few days ago we devoted several hours to and by a very de- 
cided majority voted down. This is submitted in just a little 
different form. The gentleman from Texas talked about my 
being technical, I have been, as I have always been with 
all Members of the House, more than fair, and have given them 
this time when they are not entitled to anything here, because 
it has already been submitted. 

Now, gentlemen, what is this proposition? It is simply a 
proposition in defiance of the law of the United States as it 
stands to-day, in defiance of the faith and credit extended by 
the several States, to proceed to put a tax not only upon all 
State and municipal securities that are to be issued in the 
future but also upon all those that have been heretofore issued. 

Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? I am 
with him on this proposition, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes, 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. How much does the gentleman 
from Iowa calculate we would raise the interest rate on these 
securities issued in the future if we adopted this amendment? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Let me tell the gentleman just what 
effect it would have. It would raise the rate, I do not know 
just how much, but a certain percentage on all the issues for 
the next two years, until the case got before the Supreme 
Court and had been decided against them. Then it would 
bring in nothing to the Government, and all the money col- 
lected would have to be refunded, and the only result would be 
that the States and municipalities who had issued the securities 
would have to pay, in the meantime, an additional rate. If 
any of you gentlemen on that side want to vote for that propo- 
sition, you can do so. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Did not the gentleman oppose the 
amendment of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MONTAGUE] 
to strike it out in 1918? ' 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. To strike what out in 1918? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. To strike out a provision taxing the 
interest from State and municipal securities. Was the gentle- 
man not one of those who opposed the amendment? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Let me ask the gentleman a question. 
The gentleman stated awhile ago that this was in the 1918 law. 
The gentleman had better read the 1918 law, because there is an 
express provision in that law exempting them. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I said it was in the 1918 bill as it 
passed the House, but it did not pass the Senate. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Of course, it did not pass the Senate. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. It passed the House and the gentle- 
man voted for it. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But wait a moment. What was the 
situation at that time? Had the case of Evans against Gore been 
decided by the Supreme Court at that time? The gentleman 
knows it had not. The case that covers this matter had not 
been decided at that time. 

Mr. FREAR. Will the gentleman yield? The gentleman who 
tried that case in the Supreme Court says it did not decide it 
and that it was obiter dicta and had no relation to it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Wisconsin has 
made that statement so many times that I suppose he believes it. 

Mr. FREAR. That is the reason I am citing it to the gentle- 
man. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman has cited as his au- 
thority the man who tried that case and lost it when he ought 
to have won it. If that suits him as an authority, very well. 
Res FREAR. It was on a different principle involved, en- 

ly. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. There is one minute remaining and the 
gentleman from New York is recognized for one minute. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I do, indeed, admire the enthusiasm and persistence of 
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] and the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Brack], but I am afraid that enthustasm 
and that persistence is entirely misguided. We would, indeed, 
stultify ourselves if we would adopt this amendment, the prin- 
ciple of which was denounced by the Supreme Court of the 
United States, and it is idle for us to keep arguing and talking 
about this question over and over again. We get nowhere 
whatsoever. I say to the gentleman from Wisconsin that it 
was not obiter dicta with reference to the decision of Evans 
against Gore: That case squarely decided the proposition that 
within the realm of the sixteenth amendment you could not 
tax, and this body had no power to tax, any new or excepted 
subjects, subjects which the Congress had not power to tax 
before that decision, and just as Congress could not cause a 
diminution of the salary of a Federal judge, Congress could 
not tax the instrumentalities of a State, such as the income 
from tax-exempt securities. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brack]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr, 
Brack) there were—ayes, 47, noes 115. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. Section 213 provides for taxing the 
salary of the President of the United States and various Fed- 
eral judges. No provision is made that it is to apply only to 
those who have taken office following the enactment of the law 
making their income subject to the tax. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will say that it is the same as the 
present law, and of course it dates back to the enactment of 
the present law and applies to those appointed since. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. So it is necessary if the judge 
Was appointed before February 24, 1919, when the provision 
was first enacted, for him to make an express claim for ex- 
emption on the ground that the tax constitutes a diminution of 
his salary. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I want to make another ob- 
servution in reference to the case of Evans v. Gore (253 U. S.). 
It is established by Evans against Gore in the majority opinion 
that the taxing of the salary of a Federal Judge who was in office 
when the law is passed is a diminution of that salary, and there- 
fore in violation of section 1 of Article III of the Constitution. 
There can be no question about that. Now, then, section 1 of 
Article II of the Constitution of the United States provides that 
the salary of the President of the United States shall neither be 
diminished nor increased during his term of office. If the tax- 
ing of the income of the President is a diminution of his salary, 
then it would appear to follow that a reduction in the tax dur- 
ing his term is an increase of the salary in accordance with the 
majority opinion of the Supreme Court in Evans against Gore. 

I merely call it to the attention of the House. The dissent- 
ing opinion of Judge Holmes and Judge Brandeis seems to me 
to be more logical and better law and more in keeping with the 
situation. If anyone should raise the question after this re- 
duction becomes law, it seems to me the court would have dif- 
ficulty in not holding that the reduction was in a constitutional 
sense an increase in the salary of the President of the United 
States during the period for which he was elected. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not agree with the gentleman, 
and if I did it would not make any difference as to the pro- 
Visions in this paragraph. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. My purpose was to make an 
additional comment on the decision in Evans against Gore with 
which, as the House knows, I have not been in accord. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Mr. Chairman, I moye to strike out the 
last two words. With reference to taxing the salary of United 
States judges, I want to say that it is about time that we 
gave the Federal judges a decent living salary instead -of 
taxing and taking away a part of the measly salary that they 
get now. In New York City we pay the judges of the supreme 
court $17,500. 

Mr. CELLER. And they are asking for 825,000. 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes; and they are worth it. You get 
an honest, independent judge and he is worth $25,000. I hope 
to see the time that the House will give very serious con- 
sideration to giving the Federal judges a reasonable and suffi- 
cient salary. Pay the Federal judges a decent salary and 
r 225 get the right kind of an independent man to take 

e job. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Yes. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Is the gentleman trying to build up a tax- 
exempt class in this country? 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Oh, no; the gentleman knows I would 
not advocate that. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) The term “gross income“ does not include the following items, 
which shall be exempt from taxation under this title: 

ti) The proceeds of life insurance policies paid upon the death of 
the insured; 

(2) The amount received by the insured as a return of premium or 
premiums paid by him under life insurance, endowment, or annuity 
contracts, either during the term or at the maturity of the term men- 
tioned in the contract or upon surrender of the contract; 

(8) The value of property acquired by gift, bequest, devise, or 
descent (but the income from such property shall be included in gross 
income) ; 

(4) Interest upon (A) the obligations of a State, Territory, or any 
political subdivision thereof, or the District of Columbia; or (B) securi- 
ties issued under the provisions of the Federal farm loan act, or under 
the provisions of such act as amended; or (C) the obligations of the 
United States or its possessions. Every person owning any of the 
obligations or securities enumerated in clause (A), (B), or (C) shall, 
in the return required by this title, submit a statement showing the 
number and amount of such obligations and securities owned by him 
and the income received therefrom, in such form and with such Informa- 
tion as the commissioner may require. In the case of obligations of 
the United States issued after September 1, 1917 (other than postal 
savings certificates of deposit), the interest shall be exempt only if and 
to the extent provided in the respective acts authorizing the issue 
thereof as amended and supplemented, and shall be excluded from gross 
income only if and to the extent it is wholly exempt to the taxpayer 
from income taxes; 

(5) The income of foreign governments received from investments 
in the United States in stocks, bonds, or other domestic securities, 
owned by such foreign governments, or from interest on deposits in 
banks in the United States of moneys belonging to such foreign govern- 
ments, or from any other source within the United States; 

(6) Amounts received, through accident or health insurance or under 
workmen's compensation acts, as compensation for personal injuries or 
sickness, plus the amount of any damages received whether by suit or 
agreement on account of such injuries or sickness ; 

(7) Ineome derived from any public utility or the exercise of any 
essential governmental function and accruing to any State, Territory, 
or the District of Columbia, or any political subdivision of a State or 
Territory, or income accruing to the Government of any possession of 


the United States, or any political subdivision thereof. 


Whenever any State, Territory, or the District of Columbia, or any 
political subdivision of a State or Territory, prior to September 8, 1916, 
entered in good faith into a contract with any person, the object and 
purpose of which is to acquire, construct, operate, or maintain a public 
utility, the tax upon the income from the operation of such public 
ntility shall be collected and paid in the manner and at the rates pre- 
seribed in this title; but there shall be refunded to such State, Terri- 
tory, or political subdivision thereof, or the District of Columbia, under 
rules and regulations to be prescribed by the commissioner, with the 
approval of the Secretary, a part of such tax equal to the amount by 
which the share of the income from the operation of such public utility 
accruing to such State, Territory, or political subdivision thereof, or the 
District of Columbia, was reduced by the imposition of such tax; 

(8) The income of a nonresident alien or foreign corporation which 
consists exclusively of earnings derived from the operation of a ship 
or ships documented under the laws of a foreign country which grants 
an equivalent exemption to citizens of the United States and to cor- 
porations organized in the United States; 

(9) Amounts received as compensation, family allotments and allow- 
ances under the provisions of the war risk insurance and the voca- 
tional rehabilitation acts, or as pensions from the United States for 
service of the beneficiary or another in the military or naval forces of 
the United States in time of war; 

(10) The amount received by an individual before January 1, 1927, as 
dividends or interest from domestic building and loan associations, sub- 
stantially all the business of which is confined to making loans to mem- 
bers, but the amount excluded from gross income under this paragraph 
in any taxable year shall not exceed $300; 


1924. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2859 


(11) ‘The rental value of a dwelling house and appurtenances thereof 
furnished to a minister of the gospel as part of his compensation ; 

(12) The receipts of shipowners’ mutual protection and indemnity 
associations, not organized for profit, and no part of the net earnings of 
which inures to the benefit of any private shareholder; but such cor- 
porations shall be subject as other persons to the tax upon their net 
income from interest, dividends, and rents; 

(13) In the case of an individual, amounts distributed as dividends 
to or for bis benefit by a corporation organized under the China trade 
act, 1922, if, at the time of such distribution, he is a citizen of China, 
resident therein, and the equitable right to the income of the shares of 
stock of the corporation is in good faith vested in him. 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 38, line 15, after the semicolon, insert a new section as fol- 
lows: 25 per centum of all incomes derived from cheap sanitary dwell- 
ings rented to families having more than two children under 16 
years of age: Provided, That two-thirds of the apartments in such 
dwelling must be used for housing families having children. 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, this amendment may seem to you rather strange. I 
have no place in my district that it applies to, and I have no 
constituent that would be benefited by it. I want to call the 
attention of Congress to the great necessity now existing in 
the United States for sanitary cheap dwellings for workmen 
with families. One of the great troubles is that a man with a 
family can not find a place to live, either within reach of his 
means or he is barred because he has children. Now there is 
nothing socialistic in this proposition, because for years it has 
been the law in other countries that the people who have money 
to invest have been encouraged by tax exemption to invest in 
buildings of this character. It is needed in the great cities 
in this country, and the language used, “sanitary cheap dwell- 
ings,” will cover apartments. I do not want any man to secure 
25 per cent allowance on an income because he could rent one 
apartment in his apartment house, but he must let at least 
two-thirds of the tenement to families having more than two 
children. Perhaps you think it is rather novel, but you have 
not given attention to it. I say to you now that the great need 
in this country to-day is the housing of people of small means 
as well as those of medium, One-third of every dollar paid out 
in Washington by the Government goes to the landlords. 

If you want to know how much money is spent in Wash- 
ington for rents, just take the amount of money that is paid 
in salaries in this city, and you will find that one-third of it 
goes to the landlords. Rents throughout the country have 
gone up 80 per cent since 1917. This matter is no light mat- 
ter. We are here to legislate for the benefit of all of the 
people of the country, and I say to you that you let the people 
of the country, who are unable to protect themselves, live in 
tenement houses from which come boys growing into man- 
hood, who have no chance in life, and conditions that grow 
some citizens who may cause a great deal of trouble in this 
country. They have no chance; they are growing up under 
environments which are likely to make them dangerous citi- 
zens. Yet we sit here in the Congress and pay no attention 
to it. You may vote down this amendment promptly, because 
it has not had the consideration of the committee. Yet the 
language of the amendment is drawn from the law as it is 
in effect in other countries where it has proven of great 
benefit. I am asking that you make this exemption, not 
that I know of a single instance where it will apply, but 
as an inducement to philanthropic men, to men of great, 
wealth, to construct these buildings so that these people can 
haye a place in which to live. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes. 

Mr. BOYLAN. I am in thorough sympathy with the amend- 
ment proposed by the gentleman, but I think there should be 
a more complete definition or restriction. For instance, the 
gentleman should specify what he means by “sanitary” and 
what he means by “cheap.” I think he should put a limit 
upon the total value of the building. In the city of New 
York we have exempted buildings to a certain extent. I think 
there would be a limitation placed upon the value of each 
building. 

Mr. McKEOWN. In reply to that, I might say that the 
gentleman now touches upon one thing that is a great wrong 
in respect to our laws to-day. Instead of writing down plain, 
everyday language so that everyday American citizens may 
understand what we mean, so the courts can understand what 
we mean, we undertake to enter the realm of definitions. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa has expired. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for two minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Every man in this House knows and every 
citizen in this country knows what a cheap house is, and 
what a sanitary house is. We write too many statutes with 
too many definitions in them, until it is so that nobody can 
tell, layman or court, what we mean by our language. If we 
would simplify the language in which we write our laws we 
will get along very much better. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Yes. 

Mr. BOYLAN. I am in thorough sympathy with the amend- 
ment of the gentleman, but I would like to see it couched in 
such language that it will be productive of some good. 

Mr. McKEOWN. This is the language that is used in other 
statutes. It is also similar te the language used in the French 
act, which went into effect many years ago. Of course I take the 
gentleman's suggestion seriously. If one wanted to go to work 
and draw a bill embodying this idea, one could very well do so. 
but this is a simple exemption of 25 per cent on the incomes of 
men who will invest their money in sanitary, cheap houses for 
persons with children, It is a shame that in the city of Wash- 
ington one can not get a place for himself and family for no 
other reason than that there are children in the family. Get 
out and try to get an apartment, and the first question that will 
be asked will be how many children you have. If you have any, 
you are barred. That ought not to be permitted in Washington 
or in any other place. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I sympathize with the 
purpose of my friend from Oklahoma, but I think the House will 
take him at his word and vote this amendment down very 
quickly and promptly. The fact of the matter is that, outside 
of the merits of the question, the amendment offered by the 
gentleman is absolutely impossible of administration. There 
is no way of determining whether it be a cheap house or a 
sanitary house. If there was, it would draw an unfair com- 
parison between that and more expensive dwellings. A 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That would not be any harder than to 
5 the capital investment of a farmer or a small mer- 
chant. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. But that question has been passed 
over. 

Mr. BOYLAN rose. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all debate upon this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in five minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Mr. Chairman, I think this is a really serious 
amendment, and that it should not be shouted down by merely 
saying that it is not serious. What is closer to us than to 
provide for housing conditions? First we must have food and 
clothing, and necessarily that must be followed by proper hous- 
ing conditions. In the city of New York we have endeavored 
to solve this problem by providing an exemption in respect to 
the cost of buildings to a certain amount in order that addi- 
tional facilities might be provided and in order that encourage- 
ment might be given to building. The greatest asset to the 
country to-day is the children of the country. [Applause.] 
Why should we not cater to anything or any means to bring 
about better living conditions for the children of these United 
States? Why not have cheap sanitary dwellings, providing that 
families with children should have the preference? What 
greater incentive could be given to capital than an exemption 
of this kind? This is a serious proposition, and I believe that 
the amendment should prevail. It will show that we are in 
favor of helping the main bulwark and asset of our civiliza- 
tion in this country, and it would tend to create a better citi- 
zenship as these children grow up. The amendment is humane, 
and to my mind it is germane to the bill now under discussion, 
Nothing better could be done than to adopt this splendid, hu- 
manitarian amendment proposed by the gentleman from Okla- 
homa. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. McKeown) there were—ayes 76, noes 84. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is within his rights. 
Does the gentleman ask for tellers? 

Mr. McKEOWN. Tes. 

Te CHAIRMAN, Tellers are demanded. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Ohair appointed Mr. McKzown 
and Mr. Green of Iowa to act as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 
71. noes 108, 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


DEDUCTIONS ALLOWED INDIVIDUALS, 


Src. 214. (a) In computing net income there shall be allowed as 
deductions : 

(1) All the ordinary and necessary expenses paid or incurred during 
the taxable year in carrying on any trade or business, including a 
reasonable allowance for salaries or other compensation for personal 
services actually rendered; traveling expenses (including the entire 
amount expended for meals and lodging) while away from home in 
the pursuit of a trade or business; and rentals or other payments 
required to be made as a condition to the continued use or possession, 
for purposes of the trade or business, of property to which the tax- 
payer has not taken or is not taking title or in which he has no equity; 


Mr. JACOB STEIN. Mr. Chairman, when shall I have the 
right to offer an amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman. will have the right to 
offer an amendment to that paragraph at the end of the read- 
ing of the paragraph, namely, at the end of the section num- 

as (a) on 43. 
3585 740088 1h. I can offer it at that time as if it were 
offered after the paragraph? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; that is correct. The Clerk will 
proceed with the reading. 

The -Clerk read as follows: 


(2) All interest paid or accrued within the taxable year on in- 
debtedness ; 

(3) Taxes paid or accrued within the taxable year, except (A) 
income, war-profits, and excess-profits taxes imposed by ‘the authority 
of the United States, (B) so much of the income, -war-profits, and 
excess-profits taxes imposed by the authority of any foreign country 
or possession of the United States as is allowed as a credit under 
section 222, (C) taxes assessed against local benefits of a kind tending 
to increase the value of the property assessed, and (D) taxes imposed 
upon the taxpayer upon his interest as shareholder of a corporation 
which are paid by the corporation without reimbursement from the 
taxpayer. For the purpose of this paragraph, estate, inheritance, 
legacy, and succession taxes acerue on the due date thereof, except 
as otherwise provided by ‘the law of the jurisdiction imposing such 
taxes; 

(4) Losses sustained during the taxable year and not compensated 
for by insurance or otherwise, if incurred in trade or business; 

(5) Losses sustained during the taxable year and not compen- 
sated for by insurance or otherwise, if incurred in any transaction 
entered into for profit, though not connected with the trade or busi- 
ness; but in the case of a nonresident alien individual only if the 
profit, if such transaction had resulted in a profit, would be taxable 
under this title. No deduction shall be allowed under this paragraph 
for any loss claimed to have been sustained in any sale or other dis- 
position of shares of stock or securities where it appears that within 
80 days before or after the date of such sale or other disposition the 
taxpayer has acquired (otherwise than by bequest or inheritance) 
or has entered into a contract or option to acquire substantially 
identical property, and the property so acquired 4s held by the tax- 
“payer for any period after such sale or other disposition. If such 
acquisition or the contract or option to acquire is to the extent of 
part only of substantially identical property, then only a proportionate 
ipart of the loss shall be disallowed; 

(6) Losses sustained during the taxable year of property not con- 
nected with the trade or business (but in the case of a nonresident 
alien individual only property within the United States) if arising from 
fires, storms, shipwreck, or other casualty, or from theft, and if not 
compensated for by insurance or otherwise. The basis for determining 
the amount of the deduction under this paragraph, or paragraph 
(4) or (5), shall be the same as is provided in section 204 for deter- 
mining the gain or loss from the sale or other disposition of property. 

(7) Debts ascertained to be worthless and charged off within the 
-taxable year (or, in the discretion of the commissioner, a reasonable 
addition to a reserve for bad debts); and when satisfied that a debt 
is recoverable only In part the commissioner may allow such debt to be 
charged off in part. 

(8) A reasonable allowance for the exhaustion, wear, and tear of 
property used in trade or business, including a reasonable allowance 
for obsolescence. 


(9) In the case of mines, oil and gas wells, other natural deposits, 
and timber, a reasonable allowance for depletion and for depreciation 
of improvements, according to the peculiar conditions in each case; 
such reasonable allowance in all cases to be made under rules and 
regulations to be prescribed by the commissioner, with the approval of 
the Secretary, In the case of leases the deduction allowed by this para- 
graph shall be equitably apportioned between the lessor and lessee. 

(10) Contributions or gifts made within the taxable year to or for 
the use of: (A) The United States, any State, Territory, or any politi- 
cal subdivision thereof, or the District of. Columbla, for exclusively 
public purposes; (B) any corporation, or community chest, fund, or 
foundation organized and operated exclusively for religious, charitable, 
scientific, literary, or educational purposes, or for the prevention of 
cruelty to children or animals, no part of the net earnings of which 
inures to the benefit of any private shareholder or individual; (C) the 
special fund for vocational rehabilitation authorized by section 7 of the 
vocational rehabilitation act; or (D) posts or organizations of war 
veterans, or auxiliary units or societies of any such posts or organiza- 
tions, if such posts, organizations, units, or societies are organized in 
the United States or any of its possessions, and if no part of their 
net earnings inures to the benefit of any private shareholder or indi- 
vidual, to an amount which in all the above cases combined does not 
exceed 15 per cent of the taxpayer's net income as computed without 
the benefit of this paragraph. In case of a nonresident alien indi- 
vidual this deduction shall be allowed only as to contributions or gifts 
made to domestic corporations, or to community chests, funds, or 
foundations created in the United States, or to such vocational rehabili- 
tation fund. Such contributions or gifts shall be allowable as deduc- 
tions only if verified under rules and regulations prescribed by the com- 
missioner with the approval of the Secretary. 


Mr. JACOBSTEIN, Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Jacopstsrn: Page 39,-llne 24, after the 
semicolon following the word “ equity insert “all necessary expenses 
actually paid during the taxable year to physicians, nurses, hospitals 
for medical or surgical treatment, attendance, or service to the tax- 
payer or the members of his immediate family.” 


Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this 
amendment is to enable people to deduct from their individual 
income tax some of the expense incurred in maintaining health. 
You have heard a section read in which business men and 
manufacturers are entitle’ to deduct from their income ex- 
penses incurred in maintenance, Cepreciation, repair, and so 
forth, of machinery. Is it not more than fair that individuals 
be permitted to deduct from their income the sums of money 
spent in maintaining health? 

To cover this item, the amendment reads, on Lage 39: “That 
all necessary expenses actually paid to physicians, nurses, hos- 
pitals, for medical or surgical treatment, attendance or service 
to the taxpayer or to members of his immediate family” shall 
be deducted. In a word, if I have to spend for myself or for 
my wife or for my children sums of money to maintain my 
health or their health, I believe I am entitled to a deduction. 
That is absolutely a logical inference from our whole income- 
tax procedure. You allow a business man a deduction when 
he spends money to repair a machine. What is more important 
than to keep the human machine in fit condition? [Applause.] 

It seems to me that on the very face of it the amendment 
which I have offered has such merit that it ought to be passed 
without great debate, I think nothing further need be said on 
it. So far as I am concerned, it seems to me lik» a very simple, 
straight proposition, easy to administer, if that question is in 
your mind. It simply means you would have to record on your 
return the amount of money you have paid to your physician 
or to the hospital or to the nurse. Those things are items just 
as your charitable contributions are items on your return, 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Yes. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. At the present time we allow deduc- 
tions to be made on account of fire, tornadoes, and. other de- 
struction of property. Is there any reason why we should not 
allow allowance for a fire that should injure a man personally 
and allow for his expenses incurred thereby, impairing his 
earning capacity? 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Answering the gentleman's question, of 
course there is no reason for making that distinction. Un- 
fortunately our laws have been framed, so to speak, from the 
viewpoint of property as against that of human life, without 
giving due consideration to the human aspects of the situa- 
tion, 
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Mr. STENGLE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, JACOBSTEIN. Certainly. ~ 

Mr. STENGLE. Does your amendment include, under the 
title of physicians, an osteopath or a chiropractor? 

Mr, JACOBSTEIN. Any service rendered by any profes- 
sional person to maintain health. The word “physician,” I 
think, is generic enough, general enough, to cover all pro- 
fessional services intended to maintain health and which 
actually do maintain it. [Applause.] 

When we gentlemen go to pay our Federal income tax on 
March 15 we will deduct from our gross income, under the law, 
the following items of expense: 

Repairing of machines (in factories). 

Repairing a house. 

Repairing a barn. 

Depreciation on our factory machinery. 

Loss due to bad debts. 

Loss due to bad investments. 

Loss by theft. 

Loss by fire, storm, tornado, shipwreck. 

Contributions to charitable organizations. 

Contributions to religious organizations. 

Contributions to educational institutions. 

Necessary expenses in carrying on a business or trade. 

These are regarded as reasonable deductions, the theory be- 
ing that the individual who has to pay out money in any of 
these ways does not derive any enjoyment from the expendi- 
ture. These are justifiable deductions, because the theory of 
the income tax is that the tax is on net income and not on gross 
income. 

This being so, I maintain that we ought to be permitted to 
deduct from our gross income money spent to maintain health. 
If an employer is entitled to a deduction when he spends 
money for the upkeep of a machine, why am I not-entitled to 
a deduction for the upkeep of my bodily health and the health 
of my wife and children? 

The injustice of the present law was brought home to me 
recently by a letter which I received from one of my con- 
stituents, Mr. Otto R. Rohr, president of the Stecher Litho- 
graphic Co., of Rochester, N. Y., which I take the liberty of in- 
serting herewith: 

I note from our local papers that you have been in receipt of con- 
siderable correspondence relative to Secretary Mellon’s suggestion in 
connection with a revision and reduction of the income tax. 

I will not burden you with my thoughts in the matter other than 
to say that the members of our organization are in entire accord 
with Secretary Mellon's suggestion, with which we know that you to 
quite some extent agree. 

There is, however, one phase of the income tax regarding which 
one hears considerable comment when the matter is discussed, particu- 
larly amongst working people, that has not been touched upon in the 
discussions relative to the income tax which appear in the papers, and 
that is that our income-tax regulations of the past have made no pro- 
on for a deduction from income for the amount which one may 
be compelled to pay following the misfortune of serious accident or 
illness. : 

As an example I might cite the instance of an employee here whose 
wages are about on an average with those of other employees. 

He had illness in the family, which involved hospital, doctor's, and 
nurses’ bills in excess of $500, and he had to pay the same income tax 
that his more fortunate associates paid. 

The law as it now exists does not give him the benefit of de- 
ducting from his income tax owing to the misfortunes which he had 
to go through. 

It is really a case of having it rubbed in. It is bad enough to have 
the misfortune without haying to pay a tax on the money which he 
earns in order to honorably take care of his responsibilities. 

I am bringing this phase of the matter to your attention with the 
hope that you may see your way clear to endeavor to do something 
to relieve the situation that I have indicated above, 


What can be more reasonable than to permit a deduction 
for an item of expense which has for its purpose the keeping 
in efficient condition the human body? The health of the 
individual is essential for productive efficiency in industry. 

Our Government ought by every means to encourage and 
not penalize expenditures for health purposes. It is for the 
purpose of incorporating this reasonable and obviously fair 
proposition into the law that I am offering an amendment, 
which reads as follows: 


Deduction shall be permitted for— 
“all necessary expenses actually paid during the taxable year to 
physictans, nurses, hospitals, for medical or surgical treatment, 
attepdance or service, to the taxpayer or the members of his 
immediate family.” 


Certainly this amendment is as reasonable as subdivision 8 
of this section of the law, which reads as follows: 


Deductions allowed individuals: 
(8) A reasonable allowance for the exhaustion, wear, and tear 
of property used in trade or business, including a reasonable 
allowance for obsolescence.” 


And it is certainly as reasonable as the ninth subdivision, 
which reads as follows: 


In the case of mines, oil and gas wells, other natural deposits, and 
timber, a reasonable allowance for depletion and for depreciation of 
Improvements, according to the peculiar conditions in each case; 
such reasonable allowance in all cases to be made under rules and 
regulations to be prescribed by the commissioner, with the approval 
of the Secretary. In the case of leases the deduction allowed by this 
paragraph shall be equitably apportioned between the lessor and the 
lessee, 


The passage of my amendment would lift the human body 
just up to the plane of a mere machine, of an oil well, a gas 
well, or a coal mine. 

If misfortune through accident, shipwreck, storm, or fire 
causes loss, that loss is permitted as a deduction, but when 
through an act of God misfortune strikes down the human body 
and the individual seeks to rehabilitate that body, we do not 
permit such expense to be deducted. I maintain that this is as 
unreasonable as it is illogical. 

Why it should be necessary to wipe out such inconsistencies 
in the law is hard to explain. When laws are made from the 
viewpoint of human rights and not merely from that of prop- 
erty rights, such glaring inequalities will not appear. 

There can be no serious objection made to the proposed 
amendment on the ground of administration. Health expense 
items can be entered on our returns just as easily and just as 
honestly as our charitable, philanthropic, and educational 
contributions. I hope, therefore, that you will see this ques- 
tion as I see it and vote for the amendment I have proposed. 
Health is our greatest national asset. 

That this suggestion of mine has met with popular approval 
is indicated by the number of letters I have received expressing 
sympathy with it. Public sentiment was probably crystallized 
and expressed in an editorial which appeared in the Rochester 
Journal and Post Express of January 26, which I am here 
reprinting: 


THE HUMAN POINT OF VIEW—-TIMELY CALLING OF ATTENTION TO IT BY 
CONGRESSMAN JACOBSTEIN, 


Schools and hospitals are exempt from taxation, because education 
and health are deemed of prime public importance. 

The proposal of Representative JAcOBSTEIN, of the Rochester district, 
to the House Ways and Means Committee that exemption from income 
taxation be given for money individually spent for medical and hos- 
pital service and for the schooling of children is in line with this. 

A business man, he points out, in arriving at his profits as a basis 
for taxation, is allowed to subtract the cost of upkeep of his plant, 
including the repair of machinery. 

The worker’s plant is his body and his mind. 
their upkeep equally entitled to exemption? 

Raising of this new point is timely. It illustrates the value of having 
in Congress men trained to look to the protection of human as well as 
mere property values. 


Mr. McSWAIN. Mr, Chairman, I have a substitute to offer 
on the same line. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will be recognized by the 
Chair. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all debate on this amendment close in 10 minutes. 
Of course, I want to use up that time myself. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I want to speak on it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this amendment close in 10 
minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. CELLER. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentleman will make it 15 minutes and let me have 5 
minutes I shall not object. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. We are fast turning this discussion 
into a joke. I move, Mr. Chairman, that all debate on this 
amendment close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask that it be made 20 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the 
debate on this amendment close in 10 minutes. The question 
is on agreeing to that motion. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I offer an amendment, Mr. Chairman. 


Is not the cost of 
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Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from South Carolina is authorized to offer an amendment under 
the rules. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has stated that the gentleman 
will be recognized for that purpose, 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. The gentleman from Iowa has 
offered a motion to limit debate to a certain time. My recol- 
lection of the uniform practice is that when an amendment is 
proposed the Chair shall put the vote first on the amendment 
to the amendment. The amendment of the gentleman from 
South Carolina is offered, as I understand it, to the motion of 
the gentleman from Iowa. The gentleman’s motion is not de- 
batable, but amendable. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
McSwain] moves as an amendment to the motion made by the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] that the time be 20 minutes 
instead of 10 minutes. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I asked for recognition because 
I have offered a substitute to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York, and that substitute is now on the 
desk of the Reading Clerk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will be recognized when 
that times comes. The question now recurs on the motion made 
by the gentleman from lowa. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
McSwain] offers a substitute for the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. JACOBSTEIN], which the Clerk 
will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 39, line 24, insert “ not exceeding $500 for each person, including 
husband or wife, dependent upon and receiving his chief support from 
the taxpayer, if such dependent person is under 21 years of age or is 
incapable of self-support because mentally or physically defective and 
resides in taxpayer's household, when the taxpayer proves that he has 
paid cash, not exceeding $500, for medical, hospital, nurse, or funeral 
expenses.” 


Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I am entirely in sympathy with the sentiment ex- 
pressed In the amendment of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. JAcoBsSTEIN]. But I apprehend that there is some difi- 
culty in the minds of all of you who sympathize with the 
thought that the human instrumentality concerned in producing 
revenue, whereby taxes may be paid, must itself be first of 
all kept in order and that the difficulty in your minds is that 
it is wide open; that there is no limit as to the amount that 
may be deducted nor as to the persons to whom the money 
shall be paid or whether or not it shall be paid in cash. 

My substitute proposes to follow almost identically the lan- 
guage on page 47 of the bill with regard to the person for 
whose benefit the expense is incurred, to wit: Where there is 
any person dependent upon a taxpayer, whether under 21 
years of age or not, residing in that taxpayer's household 
and that person is sick or disabled and has to go to a hospital 
to be operated on or has to have medical attention, or if that 
person dies, that the expenses of the doctor, the hospital, or 
the undertaker shall be deducted from that year’s earnings 
in an amount not exceeding $500. 

We have put under the head of exemptions, on page 47 of 
the bill, the arbitrary sum of $400 for each child, a member 
of the family, under 18 years of age. We all know that $400 
will not clothe and feed a child for 12 months, but we fix that 
as a fair average. While $500 may not take care of all the 
hospital, nurse, medical, surgical, and undertaking expenses 
that may happen in the case of any one child in a year, yet 
it is a fair average and it is a fair deduction, and it is that much 
deduction in addition to what is now allowed by law. It seems 
to me it is so obviously a necessary and reasonable deduction 
from the earnings of the year that there ought to be, with 
these limitations and hedgings put about it, no reasonable and 
fair ground for opposition. 

We allow deductions for bad debts. We credit a man when 
we think he will pay us, but he fails to pay and we deduct 
it. Yet no man, by the exercise of any judgment, can ward 
off the misfortune of sickness or death that may come to him- 
self or to the members of his family. 

It seems to me it would be the most reasonable, fair, and 
logical deduction that could be made from the earnings of a 
man within a period of 12 months. It is designed to take 
eare of emergencies, and the taxpayer must prove he paid 
out the cash to get the deduction, just as he must prove busi- 
ness expenses, interest, losses, bad debts, depreciation, and 
religious, charitable, and educational contributions. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I appeal to the House 
to use some little reasoning and judgment on these amendments 
that come before it and not, as a little while ago, turn this whole 
matter into a joke. 

We have here a great revenue bill affecting a great people. 
No more serious or no more important matter could possibly 
come before this House. 

The gentlemen who have just spoken are actuated by the best 
of purposes, no doubt; but if these gentlemen will pardon me, 
do they not really think that gentlemen who have been study- 
ing these subjects for 10 or 12 years—with the advisers they 
get from the Treasury Department and elsewhere, very great 
experts, as many of them are—are really just a little better 
qualified to draw these provisions than they are? 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] has already by his 
amendment enlarged the exemptions to $2,000 for a single per- 
son and $3,000 for a married person. No other country in the 
world gives half as much exemption; in fact, nowhere else do 
they ever give half that exemption, and the purpose of those 
exemptions is to take care of just such kinds of cases as are 
presented by this amendment. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. If I understood the gentleman, the 
force of his remarks is that the men who have been studying 
these propositions for 10 or 12 years are not dependent on any- 
one else in writing provisions for a bill of this character or 
perfecting provisions. Now, if that is so, why should the gen- 
tleman bother to bring the bill before the House if gentlemen 
in the House are not to have a voice in framing it? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I did not yield to the gentleman for a 
speech. I thought the gentleman wanted some information, and, 
Mr. Chairman, I decline to yield further. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa declines to 
yield further. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will yield to the gentleman for a 
question. . 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I want to ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion. How does the gentleman discriminate between the ex- 
emption allowed for food and clothing for dependents and an 
exemption for expenses incident to medical attention for de- 
pendents? That is a legitimate question. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not. I see no distinction. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Then why should we not have one? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. We have already allowed $400 for the 
purpose of caring for this kind of a thing—that is, to cover the 
food and clothing of dependents and the general exemption for 
the same purpose. We aliow all that without any distinction 
whatever. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. That is allowed whether there be sick- 
ness or not, and, therefore, it is not aimed at sickness; it is 
aimed at the necessary expenses, which are food and clothing, 
and not for emergency and extraordinary expenses incident to a 
spell of sickness. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know what else it is allowed 
for if not for such purposes, but I wish the gentleman would 
permit me to use a little of my own time. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I thought the gentleman was through. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The reason that is done is because it is 
absolutely impracticable to administer the law in any other 
kind of way. You can not expect to have the Treasury 
Department investigate into the family affairs of 10,000,000 
families, and I think there is something like that number in 
this country. That is exactly what the Treasury Department 
would have to do under the substitute offered by the gentleman 
from South Carolina [Mr. McSwatn] and under the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. JACOBSTEIN}. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. HAWLEY. In the family deduction which we have 
allowed did we not consider that, in addition to food and cloth- 
ing, medical attendance would probably also be taken care of? 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. Certainly; that was the very purpose 
of it. This amendment simply means that the Treasury Depart- 
ment will have to investigate every solitary case of sickness that 
occurs over this country. It would throw such a burden on the 
Treasury Department in the administration of these taxes as to 
make it absolutely impossible for them to ever get through with 
the work and eyer assess the taxes. Now I yield to my friend 
from South Carolina [Mr. MeSwatrn]. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I will ask the chairman of the Ways and 


Means Committee if, as a matter of fact, each one of the nine 
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subdivisions of deductions is not predicated upon the ascertain- 
ment of facts such as bad debts. What would be more difficult 
to satisfy a revenue collector about than that you had lost bad 
debts? This is only one more. It is only 10, instead of 9. 
Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It is 10,000 instead of 9; that is what 


it is. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 


expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. All time on this debate is exhausted. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for two minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr, Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the time is exhausted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time is not exhausted according to 
the timekeeper. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I understood the Chair to say that I 
had exhausted my time, and I supposed that was all the time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Carolina used 
three minutes and the gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER] 
is recognized for two minutes. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
I deem it comes with ill grace from the chairman of the com- 
mittee which drafted this bill to say we are treating this propo- 
sition as a joke, I do not believe in the mind of anyone here it 
is a joke to say that you should deduct necessary e: in- 
curred in an emergency, in a case where there is an act of God 
interfering with the normal health of the individual or family. 
Surely it is not the man’s fault or the woman's fault if he or 
she. becomes ill or the children become ill, and there should be 
some consideration given with reference to that emergency. 

The chairman has said they have given a great deal of time 
and study to this proposition, Indeed, they have, and the thanks 
of this House are due them for their patient labors, but, never- 
theless, despite that fact, they must take suggestions from the 
other Members of the House. They are, indeed, not the last 
word on income tax laws or the laws with reference to the 
raising of revenue, We certainly have the inherent right to 
make suggestions and to offer amendments, and we should not 
be called jokesters because we do it. It has been asked, “ What 
shall come within the definition of physician?” And I will say 
to my good friends that the word “ physician ” is all-embracing. 
If one happens to be a Christian Scientist, a healer would come 
within the term “physician,” and any expenditure made for 
healing of that sort would be a deduction. New York, for ex- 
ample, recognizes all manner and kind of “physicians” under 
its law, and allows them to practice, and the term includes 
osteopaths, healers, chiropractors, and so forth; and I say, with 
reference to that, that the particular law obtaining in the par- 
ticular State would govern. We take the duty off of dirks and 
daggers and bowie knives, and yet we are told to hesitate before 
we allow a deduction for a doctor's bill. The rich man can pay 
a doctor’s bill without any effort. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. 
for a question? 

Mr. CELLER. I yield. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Under this proposed amend- 
ment would the physician administering the treatment neces- 
sarily have to be a licensed practitioner? 

Mr. CELLER. That depends upon the law of the State in 
which the matter arises. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. 
McSwatry]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. McSwain) there were—ayes 40, noes 100. 

So the amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question now recurs on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. Jacon- 
STEIN]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. JAconsrzix) there were—ayes 24, noes 104. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(c) The amount of the deduction provided for in paragraph (2) of 
subdivision (a), unless the interest on indebtedness is paid or incurred 
in carrying on a trade or business, and the amount of the deduction 
provided for in paragraph (5) of subdivision (a) shall be allowed as 
deductions only if and to the extent that the sum of such amounts ex- 
ceeds the amount of interest on obligations or securities the interest 
upon which is wholly exempt from taxation under this title. 


Mr. STEVENSON and Mr. KINDRED rose. 
Mr. KINDRED, Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 


Will the gentleman yield 


The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: i 


Amendment offered by Mr. Kinprep: Page 44, line 13, after the title 
insert a semicolon and the words “all premiums paid on life, sick 
benefit, and annuity insurance policies the face value of which mall 
not exceed $10,000 at maturity.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr, 
KINDRED] is recognized 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all debate on this paragraph and all amendments 
thereto close in seven minutes. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I have an amendment, which is the only one I will offer 
to 8 bill, so far as I know, and I want a little time to dis- 
cuss it. ö 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. On another point? 

Mr, STEVENSON. Yes; on another point entirely different 
from this. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Then I will simply ask that that apply 
to the amendment of the gentleman from New York. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this amendment close in seven 
minutes. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. KINDRED. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee. The obvious intent of my amendment is to exempt 
premiums paid by the great mass of our poor people in this 
country on life insurance policies of small amount, premiums 
on sick benefit policies and those paid on annuity policies. 

It will be admitted on every hand that money invested in 
life insurance, in sick benefit funds and in annuity insurance 
is for the protection of helpless widows, children, and depend- 
ents, and therefore for the protection of society at large. It 
will be admitted, I am sure, also, that money invested in 
premiums on life insurance of small amounts fosters thrift 
and prosperity as no other investments do. It will be admitted 
also that investments in annuity insurance are protection 
against probable hardships that will come otherwise in old 
age. 

I have purposely limited the amount of the insurance, the 
premiums on which I would exempt, to a very small amount 
of insurance, namely, $10,000. Surely $10,000 or less—and 
most of the insurance policies here referred to are for much 
less than that sum—is a small amount, in these days of high 
cost of living and great burdens of taxation, a very insignifi- 
cant amount, which a man dying might leave to his helpless 
widow and children for their support and for the education 
of the children. 1 

Surely, no fair-minded Member of this House will deny that 
an exemption of this class of investment is the best exemption 
that could be made in any clause of an income-tax bill, and 
in order to protect the great masses of people in this country, 
who are always the backbone and the sinew of our Republic, 
I ask your favorable consideration, without further debate, 
of this very reasonable amendment to protect the poor in the 
small amounts of insurance which they carry. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. KINDRED] is 
offered in altogether the wrong place. I think the gentleman 
will acquit me of any intention to mislead him. I did not sug- 
gest to the gentleman to offer it at this place. 

Mr. KINDRED. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. KINDRED. I yield all honor and respect to the gentle- 
man for technical knowledge in such matters. I consulted 
him, told him where I was going to offer the amendment, and 
I heard no objection. I really thought he was going to support 
my amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know how the gentleman got 
such an idea as that. I want to deal fairly with the gentle- 
man, and if I thought there was any prospect of the amendment 
carrying I would be willing to submit a request for unanimous 
consent and let him put it in in the proper place. This para- 
graph to which he has offered the amendment simply applies 
to interest; it relates back to another paragraph, and if this 
amendment was added here it would not mean anything. 

Mr. KINDRED. It was intended as a sepurate clause or a 
separate paragraph. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is not the way it reads, 

Mr. KINDRED. If there is any question about the technical 
place, I will ask unanimous consent to correct my amendment 
so it will appear as a new paragraph in line 13. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will say to the gentleman that the 
amendment offered by him will not be worth anything. These 
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poor people are all exempt; they do not pay any income tax. 
The man who does not have an income of $4,000 or $5,000 will 
pay no income tax, 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York de- 
sire to offer a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. KINDRED. No, Mr. Chairman; I will ask for a vote 


on the amendment. I think the amendment is well understood. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 

offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. KINDRED]. 
The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Stevenson: Page 44, at the end of 
Une 13, strike out the period and insert a semicolon and add: Pro- 
vided, That this shall not apply to interest received from farm-loan 
bonds,” 


Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I want to state this 
quickly and succinctly. The proposition here is that a man 
who makes an income-tax return when he gets the gross in- 
come has a right to deduct from the gross income interest paid 
out in carrying on his business. This exception provides that 
if a part of the income shall be received from tax-exempt 
securities he must take that from the interest paid out and 
can only deduct the balance. 

Take a man with a gross income of $20,000, of which $3,000 
comes from farm-loan bonds or any other tax-exempt secur- 
ities. He has paid out $5,000 interest, and if this did not 
apply he would have to pay a tax on $15,000, but before he 
can deduct the $5,000 he must take from it the $3,000 got 
from the tax-exempt securities, and therefore can only deduct 

2000 and is taxed on $18,000. In other words, he is taxed 
on the income he had from tax-exempt securities absolutely. 
Why do I limit my provision to farm-loan bonds? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. In a moment. I will tell you why I 
limit it to that. It is because it will be deducted as to State 
and municipal securities, regardless of this law, because they 
are protected by the Constitution; but the exemption of in- 
terest on farm-loan bonds is merely a statutory exemption, 
and this being a statute of the same body, but of later date, it 
will supersede it and we will get the income received from 
farm-loan bonds taxed by making two moves instead of one 
and still it will stand as to them. In so far as all of the other 
tax-exempt securities are concerned, they will escape, unless, 
perhaps, it may be United States bonds. 

There is another thing about it. Liberty bonds are not en- 
tirely tax exempt. There is a surtax on the income from 
Liberty bonds, and consequently you do not have to deduct 
from the interest you pay, and the Liberty bonds will be pre- 
ferred over these under this section, which is shrewdly done 
apparently for that purpose. 

If the gentleman will look at the section he will see that that 
is correct. I think it is poor policy to provide in the first part 
of this bill that securities issued under the provisions of the 
farm loan act or any provisions of such act as amended shall 
not be taxable, and then over here make them pay a tax, if the 
owner happens to have paid out interest. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. What is there to prevent a man from 
borrowing $20,000 and buying farm-loan bonds with that money 
and then taking a deduction for the interest paid upon the 
money with which to buy the tax-exempt securities? 

Mr. STEVENSON. If there is nothing in here to prevent 
that, that is the fault of the committee, but it would be a fool 
financier who would pay 6 per cent for money to buy 41 per 
cent bonds merely to escape a small tax. 

Mr. MILLS. It is in there. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I submit that it is not. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It is in here now. 

Mr. STEVENSON. To prevent his doing that? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. STEVENSON. All right; if it is provided for, what 
are you kicking about? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman’s provision would take it 


out. 

Mr. STEVENSON. No; it is not provided for in this par- 
ticular paragraph. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes; in that paragraph. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I think the gentleman is mistaken. He 
will not find it in this paragraph or the paragraph I seek to 
amend, on page 44. There is no such provision. This is the 
whole proposition. You have in here a provision that a man 


can deduct the interest he has paid, and then you say but hav- 
ing paid out $5,000 interest, and he has held the bonds and 


collected $3,000 interest, and those bonds are not taxable— 
and farm-loan bonds are all it will apply to—then he has to 
deduct that $3,000 from the $5,000 interest that he has paid 
out, and, therefore, you have taxed the $3,000 indirectly as 
completely as if you had provided here that he shall be taxed 
upon the interest of his farm-loan bonds. There is no provision 
8 will prevent it, and the language as written will do that 
g. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all debate upon this amendment close in 15 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman expects to 
keep us here until 5.30 o’clock, why does he not close the debate 
now and save 15 minutes? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Does the gentleman want to have just 
one side of the matter presented? 

Mr. BLANTON. We have heard it and we all understand it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, no; you do not. 

Mr. BLANTON. Iam going to vote with the gentleman from 
Iowa. If he makes a speech, he may make me change my mind. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection? 7 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I object. I think we ought 
to get along with the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from South Carolina. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 217. (a) In the case of a nonresident alien individual or of a 
citizen entitled to the benefits of section 262 the following items of gross 
income shall be treated as inceme from sources within the United 
States: 

(1) Interest on bonds, notes, or other interest-bearing obligations of 
residents, corporate or otherwise, not including (A) interest on deposits 
with persons carrying on the banking business paid to persons not en- 
gaged in business within the United States and not haying an office or 
place of business therein, or (B) interest received from a resident alien 
individual, a resident foreign corporation, or a domestic corporation, 
when it is shown to the satisfaction of the commisioner that less than 
20 per cent of the gross income of such resident payor or domestic 
corporation has been derived from sources within the United States, 
as determined under the provisions of this section, for the three-year 
period ending with the close of the taxable year of such payor, or for 
such part of such period immediately preceding the close of such tax- 
able year as may be applicable; 

(2) The amount received as dividends (A) from a domestic corpora- 
tion other than a corporation entitled to the benefits of section 262, 
and other than a corporation less than 20 per cent of whose gross 
income is shown to the satisfaction of the commisioner to have been 
derived from sources within the United States, as determined under 
the provisions of this section, for the three-year period ending with 
the close of the taxable year of such corporation, or for such part of 
such period immediately preceding the close of such taxable year as 
may be applicable, or (B) from a foreign corporation unless less than 
50 per cent of the gross income of such foreign corporation for the 
three-year period ending with the close of its taxable year preceding 
the declaration of such dividends (or for such part of such period as 
the corporation has been in existence) was derived from sources within 
the United States as determined under the provisions of this section; 

(8) Compensation for labor or personal services performed in the 
United States; 

(4) Rentals or royalties from property located in the United States 
or from any interest in such property, including rentals or royalties 
for the use of or for the privilege of using in the United States, pat- 
ents, copyrights, secret processes and formulas, good will, trade-marks, 
trade brands, franchises, and other like property; and 

(5) Gains, profits, and income from the sale of real property located 
in the United States. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following com- 
mittee amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 48, line 16, after the word “ payor,” insert “ preceding the pay- 
ment of such interest.” 

Page 48, lines 16 and 17, strike out the words “ immediately preced- 
ing the close of such taxable year.” J 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is necessary 
to make the language conform to other parts of the bill. It is 
a correction of verbiage. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 


The committee amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HAWLEY. I offer the following committee amendment, 


which I send to the desk. : 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 48, line 25, strike out the comma, and on page 49 strike out 
line 1 and all of line 2 through the word “ applicable” and insert in 
leu thereof the following: preceding the declaration of such divi- 
dends (or for such part of such period as the corporation has been in 
existence).”” 


Mr. HAWLEY. The explanation is that it is to correct 
verbiage and make the language conform to other parts of the 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(£) (1) Except as provided in paragraph (2) a nonresident allen 
individual or a citizen entitled to the benefits of section 262 shall 
receive the benefit of the deductions and credits allowed in this title 
only by filing or causing to be filed with the collector a true and accu- 
rate return of his total income received from all sources in the United 
States, in the manner prescribed in this title; including therein all the 
information which the commissioner may deem necessary for the cal- 
culation of such deductions and credits. 

(2) The benefit of the credits allowed in subdivisions (d) and (e) 
of section 216, and of the reduced rate of tax provided for in para- 
graph (1) of subdivision (b) of section 210, may, in the discretion of 
the commissioner and under regulations prescribed by him with the 
approval of the Secretary, be received by a nonresident alien indi- 
vidual entitled thereto, by filing a claim therefor with the withholding 
agent. 


Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment on 
page 53, in line 8, to take care of the amendment adopted by 
the House on Tuesday, In line 8, strike out the words “ para- 
graph (1) of subdivision (b)” and substitute in lieu thereof 
“subdivision (e).“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. HawLey: Page 53, line 8, strike out the 
words “paragraph (1) of subdivision (b)“ and insert in lieu thereof 
“ subdivision (c).“ 


Mr. HAWLEY. This merely corrects the text. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


INDIVIDUAL RETURNS. 


Src. 223. (a) The following individuals shall each make under oath 
a return stating specifically the items of his gross income and the 
deductions and eredits allowed under this title— 

(1) Every individual having a net income for the taxable year of 
$1,000 or over, if single, or if married and not living with husband or 
wife; j 

(2) Every individual having a net income for the taxable year of 
$2,000 or over, if married and living with husband or wife; and 

(3) Every Individual having a gross income for the taxable year of 
$5,000 or over, regardless of the amount of his net income. 


Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, on page 66, in line 7, I move 
to strike out “$1,000” and insert “$2,000,” and in line 10, 
to strike out “ $2,000" and insert $3,000.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Hawtry: Page 66, line 7, strike out 
“$1,000” and insert in lieu thereof “ $2,000." Page 66, line 10, strike 
out “$2,000” and insert in lieu thereof “$3,000.” 


Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, this is to conform to the 
action already taken by the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) If a husband and wife living together have an aggregate net 
income for the taxable year of $2,000 or over, or an aggregate gross 
income for such year of $5,000 or over 

(1) Each shall make such return, or 

(2) The income of each shall be included in a single joint return, 
in which case the tax shall be computed on the aggregate income, 
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Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, on page 66, line 16, I move 
to strike out the figures “ $2,000” and insert “ $3,000.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. HAWLEY: Page 66, line 16, strike out 
82,000“ and insert in lieu thereof “ $3,000,” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


FIDUCIARY RETURNS, 


Sec. 228. (a) Every fiduciary (except a receiver appointed by author- 
ity of law in possession of part only of the property of an individual) 
shall make under oath a return for any of the following individuals, 
estates, or trusts for which he acts, stating specifically the items of 
gross income thereof and the deductions and credits allowed under 
this title 

(1) Every individual having a net income for the taxable year of 
$1,000 or over, if single, or if married and not living with husband or 
wife ; 

(2) Every individual having a net income for the taxable year of 
$2,000 or over, if married and living with husband or wife; 

(3) Every individual having a gross income for the taxable year of 
$5,000 or over, regardless of the amount of his net income; 

(4) Every estate or trust the net income of which for the taxable 
year is $1,000 or over; 

(5) Every estate or trust the gross income of which for the taxable 
year is $5,000 or over, regardless of the amount of the net Income ; 
and 

(6) Every estate or trust of which any beneficiary is a nonresi- 
dent alien. 


Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move, on page 67, line 19, 
to strike out “$1,000” and insert “$2,000,” and in line 22 on 
the same page strike out “$2,000” and insert “$3,000;” and 
on page 68, line 2, strike out “$1,000” and insert “ $2,000.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon offers amend- 
ments, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendments offered by Mr. HAwLEY : Page 67, line 19, to strike out 
“$1,000” and insert $2,000," and on page 67, line 22, strike out 
“ $2,000" and insert “$3,000,” and on page 68, line 2, strike out 
51.000“ and insert * $2,000." 


Mr. HAWLEY. These amendments are made necessary by 
the action taken previously. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. : 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, I hope the gentleman will not do 
that. There is no dispute on these matters. I hope the gentle- 
man will let us go on.“ 

Mr. BLANTON. What is the gentleman’s program about 
running to-night? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will stop as soon as there is any 
serious dispute. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the point of 
order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

CONDITIONAL AND OTHER EXEMPTIONS OF CORPORATIONS. 

Sec. 231. The following organizations shall be exempt from taxation 
under this title: 

(1) Labor, agricultural, or horticultural organizations ; 

(2) Mutual savings banks not having a capital stock represented by 
shares ; 

(3) Fraternal beneficiary societies, orders, or associations (a) oper- 
ating under the lodge system or for the exclusive benefit of the members 
of a fraternity itself operating under the lodge system and (b) provid- 
ing for the payment of life, sick, accident, or other benefits to the mem- 
bers of such society, order, or association or their dependents; 

(4) Domestic building and loan associations substantially all the 
business of which is confined to making loans to members, and coopera- 
tive banks without capital stock organized and operated for mutual 
purposes and without profit; 

(5) Cemetery companies owned and operated exclusively for the bene- 
fit of their members or which are not operated for profit, and any 
corporation chartered solely for burial purposes as a cemetery corpora- 
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tion and not permitted by its charter to engage in any business not 
necessarily incident to that purpose, no part of the net earnings of 
which inures to the benefit of any private shareholder or individual; 

(6) Corperations, and any community chest, fund, or foundation, 
organized and operated exclusively for religious, charitable, scientific, 
literary, or educational purposes or for the prevention of cruelty to 
children or animals, no part of the net earnings of which inures to the 
benefit of any private shareholder or individual ; 

(7) Business leagues, chambers of commerce, or boards of trade not 
organized for profit and no part of the net earnings of which inures to 
the benefit of any private shareholder or individual; 

(8) Civic leagues or organizations not organized for profit but oper- 
ated exclusively for the promotion of social welfare, or local asseciations 
of employees the membership of which is limited to the employees of a 
designated person in a particular municipality, and the net earnings of 
which are devoted exclusively to charitable, educational, and recreational 
purposes, whether or not for the benefit of the members and their 
families; 

(9) Clubs organized and operated exclusively for pleasure, recreation, 
and other nonprofitable purposes, no part of the net earnings of which 
mures to the benefit of any private shareholder ; 

(10) Farmers’ or other mutual fire-insurance companies, mutual ditch 
or irrigation companies, mutual or cooperative telephone companies, or 
like ofganizations, or mutual hail or cyclone companies, but only if the 
income consists solely of assessments, dues, and fees collected from 
members for the sole purpose of meeting expenses; 

(11) Farmers’, fruit growers’, or like associations organized and 
operated as sales agents for the purpose of marketing the products of 
members and turning back to them the proceeds of sales, less the neces- 
sary selling expenses, on the basis of the quantity of produce furnished 
by them; or organized and operated as purchasing agents for the pur- 
pose of purchasing supplies and equipment for the use of members and 
turning over such supplies and equipment to such members at actual 
cost, plus necessary expenses; 

(12) Corporations organized for the exclusive purpose of holding title 
to property, collecting income therefrom, and turning over the entire 
amount thereof, less expenses, to an organization which itself is exempt 
from the tax imposed by this title; and 

(18) Federal land banks, national farm-loan associations, and Fed- 
eral intermediate-eredit banks, as provided in the Federal farm loan 
act, as amended. 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. 5 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Diexixso of Iowa: On page 73, line 
21, strike out section 10 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“{10) Farmers’ er other mutual hail, cyclone, casualty, or fire in- 
surance companies, mutual or cooperative ditch irrigation companies, 
mutual telephone companies, or Tike organizations; but only ff the 
principal sources of income consist of amounts collected from members 
for the sole purpose of meeting losses and expenses.” y 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, how would the last 
line read? 
The Clerk read as follows: 


But only if the principal source of income consists of amounts 
collected from members for the sole purpose of meeting losses and 
expenses. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Let me ask the gentleman from 
Iowa a question to facilitate business. I understand this is 
agreed to by the committee on both sides, and the experts have 
drawn this amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The committee has not agreed to it, 
but personally I think the amendment is all right. 

Mr. MILLS. I will say to the gentleman from Texas that 
this is not the amendment which the experts have approved. 
The experts approved of an amendment which read “ substan- 
tially all of the income,” while the gentleman from Iowa 
{Mr. Dickrnson] has changed the language to read “the 
principal sources of income.” 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman from New York will 
permit, when it was said that the experts agreed to the ameng- 
ment, It was merely meant that they had drawn the amendment 
in the form it was desired by those who are presenting it. 
Of course, if the amendment is offered in the form of “ sub- 
stantially” it might as well not be offered at all. 2 

Mr, DICKINSON of Iowa. If there is any objection to it, 
I want to make a statement. 

Mr. MILLS. I will have some objections to it in that ferm. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa, Mr. Chairman, the principal part 
of this amendment to which objection is made is the question 
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whether or not the principal sources of income shall be a 
matter of assessment against the members of mutual or co- 
operative insurance companies. Now, every once in a while 
there are some of these companies which have a few thousand 
dollars which they want to put on time deposit, and they will 
put it in a bank for a short time on time deposit. If you do 
not provide that the principal sources of income shall consist 
of amounts collected from members, you bar them from having 
those little incidental revenues which they make out of these 
small matters. The total tax paid by all these companies will 
probably amount to about $50,000, according to the statement of 
the Treasury Department. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Just what term does the gen- 
tleman use? The principal sourees or the substantial sources? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. The principal sources. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, may we hear the lan- 
guage of the amendment again? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 


be again reported, 

The Clerk again read the amendment. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The words “if the principal sources of 
income consist of amounts collected from members for the sole 
purpose of meeting losses and expenses” would include, would 
they not, a company or an association where the members paid 
assessments in very much the ordinary way payments are 
made to insurance companies, and those assessments would be 
amounts collected? 

Mr. GREEN of Iewa. This is intended to apply to assess- 
ment companies? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Only; and that is all that it is 
intended to apply to. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yleld? 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr, GARNER of Texas. The gentleman from Iowa, as I 
understand, wants to relieve these farm organizations and I 
am in perfect sympathy with him, but if the gentleman will 
use the word “substantial,” then the Treasury Department will 
have to construe that language. If you use the word “princi- 
pal” they can take 51 per cent, and if you use the word “sub- 
stantial” it will-probably mean 90 per cent, because I do not 
imagine they would haye more than 10 per cent that they 
would want to use otherwise than for the purpose of meeting 
losses and expenses. It looks to me as though the gentleman 
should use the word “substantial” and then there will be no 
objection from any source that I know of. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman from Iowa will per- 
mit, I do not think we ought to use the word “substantial.” 
If you use that word you put the Treasury Department in a 
difficult position and, moreover, you will have the same old 
trouble that the Treasury Department has been having. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. If the word “principal” is used 
they will have to construe that word 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. And they will construe it at 51 per 


cent. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. But if the word “substantial” is 
used it will be 90 per cent. I do not want to open up any place 
in this bill where you can drive a four-horse wagon through 
it and all insurance companies get away from paying taxes. 
In the present law the word “solely” is used, while now it is 
proposed to use the werd “principal.” As I have said, if the 
gentleman will use the word “substantial,” I think there will 
be no objection from any source. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. CHIXNDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Iowa have five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unanl- 
mous consent that the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DICKINSON] 
haye five additional minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will say to the gentleman from Iowa 
that as I look upon this amendment it appears to me as though 
an old-line company could pretty nearly drive in. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. According to all of the interpre- 
tations of this amendment that can not be done. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Let me call attention to the language 
used. In the first place, the word “mutual” does not mean 
anything particularly, because some of the olddine companies 
are mutual. Secondly, you say, “but only if the principal 
sources of income consist of amounts collected from members.“ 
Ordinary premiums are amounts collected. 
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The Northwestern Mutual 


Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa, No. 
Life Insurance Co. does not collect amounts for the purpose of 
meeting losses and expenses; it collects a regular, standard 
rate, and everybody knows what they are going to pay. The 
small mutual companies, which make assessments for the pur- 
pose of meeting losses, make the assessments on their members 
according to the amount of the losses they sustain. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. I know what you are trying to reach, 
but I am wondering whether your language is not broad enough 
to cover even the old-line companies, ` 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. This has been gone over by all 
of these companies and they have_an organization and they 
haye been here and have approved of this form. They say 
this is the form that the Treasury will let them out on. Now, 
you gentlemen are all willing to let them out and you are not 
willing to let any other companies out because they have an 
entirely different method of doing business. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I am perfectly willing to let them out, 
but I do not want to do more than that. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That is the main thing—not to 
let anybody else out when you let them out. It seems to me 
this might open the door for others to be let out. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not think there is any real 
objection to substituting for the word “amounts” the words 
“assessments, dues, and fees.” 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That would improve it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That would make it, beyond all 
question, so it could not apply to the others. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. I would rather not make that 
substitution because I know they haye some objection to it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I did not think we 
were going to get into any conflict over this matter and inas- 
much as we have, I move the committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. A 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported 
that that committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide revenue, and 
for other purpeses, and had come to no resolution thereon. 


MEMORIAL SERVICES FOR THE LATE PRESIDENT HARDING, 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent, 
on behalf of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burton], that there 
may be printed in the Recorp the program of arrangements for 
the memorial services for the late President Harding. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that there may be printed in the Recorn the program 
of the memorial services for the late President Harding. Is 
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 


[For program, see Senate proceedings of to-day, page 2808.] 
HOUR OF MEETING TO-MOREOW—ORDER OF BUSINESS, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, let me ask the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GARNER] whether there would be any objec- 
tion to meeting at 11 o'clock to-morrow morning. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. There seems to be some opposition 
to it over here. Let me ask the gentleman from Ohio and the 
gentleman from Iowa now, if I may, about another matter. Of 
course, every Member of this House wants to be here when this 
bill is finally voted on in the House. What is the prospect of a 
vote in the House? I was talking to one or two Republicans 
this afternoon, and they suggested that under no conditions 
could we have a vote earlier than next week, upon the theory 
that many gentlemen had gone away with the understanding 
we would not pass this bill prior to Monday or Tuesday. 
What is the idea of the majority leader and the chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think we can certainly finish the 
reading of the bill this week, but it might be possible that we 
would not be able to get to a vote until next Monday. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. We have appropriation bills that 
could be considered. Suppose we have an agreement then that 
we will not take this bill up in the House for final passage 
prior to Tuesday of next week? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I would not want to agree to that 
if we could just as well dispose of it Monday. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Very well; we will say Monday, 
then. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman from Texas give 
me overnight to think about that? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Certainly. That is just the point. 
I simply want to accommodate the Members who are away, as 
well as those who might want to go away that are here now. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, for certain reasons, I 
will ask unanimous consent that when the House adjourns 
to-day it adjourn to meet to-morrow morning at 11 o'clock. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that when the House adjourns to-day it adjourn to 
meet at 11 o’clock to-morrow. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. 

ADJOURNMENT. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adf 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 
50 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, 


Thursday, February 21, 1924, at 11 o’clock a. m. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNiVATIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Spenker's table and referred as follows: 

371. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation, “On and after July 1, 1925, when in 
the opinion of the Secretary of War the change of station of 
an officer of the Corps of Engineers is primarily in the interest 
of river and harbor improvement, the mileage and other allow- 
ances to which he may be entitled incident to such change of 
station may be paid from appropriations for such improve- 
ment”; to the Committee on Military Affair~ 

372. A letter from the chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, transmittins a report for the month of January, 
1924, showing the condition of railroad equipment and the re- 
lated information indicated in the resolution in so far as such 
information is available; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. WINSLOW: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 7034. A bill to establish in the Bureau of For- 
eign and Domestic Commerce of the Department of Commerce 
a foreign commerce service of the United States, and for other 
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 214). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whol- House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. WINSLOW: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 6817. A bill to provide for the construction of a 
vessel for the Coast Guard; without amendment (Rept. No. 
215). Referred to the Coiamittee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. FAIRFIELD: Committee on Insular Affairs. H. R. 
6143. A bill to purchase grounds, erect and repair buildings 
for customhouses, offices, ¿nd warehcuses in Porto Rico; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 216). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. WURZBACH: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 
593. A bill authorizing the issuance of service medals to offi- 
cers and enlisted men of the two brigades of Texas cavalry 
organized under authority from the War Department under 
date of December 8, 1917, and making an appropriation there- 
for; and further authorizing the wearing by such officers and 
enlisted men on occasions of ceremony of the uniform law- 
fully prescribed to be worn by them during their service; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 217). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. KIESS: Committee on Printing. H. R. 7039. A bill to 
amend section 72 of chapter 23, printing act, approved January 
12, 1895; without amendment (Rept. No, 218). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce was discharged from the consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 4438) to amend section 800 of the war risk 
insurance act, and the same was referred to the Committee on 
World War Veterans’ Legislation. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 7148) grant-. 
ing the consent of Congress to the city of Minneapolis, a munici- 
pal corporation, organized under the laws of the State of Min- 
nesota, to construct a bridge across the Mississippi River in the 
city of Minneapolis, in the State of Minnesota; to the Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
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By Mr. WILLIAMS of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 7144) to re- 
Unquish to the city of Battle Creek, Mich., all right, title, and 
interest of the United States in two unsurveyed islands in the 
Kalamazoo River, within the corporate limits of said city; to 
the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. ABERNETHY: A bill (H. R. 7145) granting the 
Fort Macon (N. ©.) Military Reservation to the State of 
North Carolina; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 7146) to amend section 9 
of an act entitled “An act to define, regulate, d punish 
trading with the enemy, and for other pu ” approved 
October 6, 1917, as amended; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. i 

By Mr. BOYLAN: A bill (H. R. 7147) to prohibit the col- 
lection of a surcharge for the transportation of persons or 
baggage in connection with the payment for parlor or sleeping 
car accommodations; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. COLTON: A bill (H. R. 7148) providing for the 
location, entry, and patenting of lands within the former Un- 
compahgre Indian Reservation, in the State of Utah, containing 
gilsonite or other like substances, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Publie Lands. 

By Mr. MORTON D. HULL: A bill (H. R. 7149) to provide 
for the admission to the mails as second-class matter of period- 
ical publications issued by regularly incorporated religious 
associations; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7150) to provide for the admission to 
the mails as second-class matter of periodical publications 
issued by regularly incorporated religious associations; to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. KNUTSON: A bill (H. R. 7151) to promote and 
preserve the navigability of Cass Lake in the State of Minne- 
sota; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7152) to provide for the payment of 
claims of Chippewa Indians of Minnesota for back annuities ; 
to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. WELLER: A bill (H. R. 7153) to amend the Penal 
Code; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TINKHAM: A bill (H. R. 7154) to reimburse the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts for expenses incurred in com- 
pliance with the request of the United States marshal, dated 
December 6, 1917, to the Governor of Massachusetts in fur- 
nishing the State military forces for duty on and around Boston 
Harbor under regulation 13 of the President’s proclamation ; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7155) to reimburse the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts for expenses incurred in protecting bridges on 
main railroad lines and under direction of the commanding 
general Eastern Department, United States Army, and the 
commandant navy yard, Charlestown, Mass.; to the Committee 
on Claims. 

By Mr. CANNON: A bill (H. R. 7156) providing for the pur- 
chase of a site and the erection of a public building at Van- 
dalia, Mo.: to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. PORTER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 195) guthor- 
izing an appropriation for the participation of the United 
States in two international conferences for the control of the 
trafic in habit-forming narcotic drugs; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, 

By Mr. CRAMTON: Resolution (H. Res. 184) to pay salary 
and funeral expenses of William E. Gardiner, late an employee 
in the folding room of the House of Representatives; to the 
Committee on Accounts, 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Washington: Resolution (H. Res. 185) 
to provide for additional copies of hearings on “ Restriction 
of immigration”; to the Committee on Printing. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BLOOM: A bill (H. R. 7157) for the relief of Clarence 
F. Birkett; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BOYLAN: A hill (H. R. 7158) for the relief of Charles 
F. Brown; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: A bill (H. R. 7139) granting a pension to 
Margaret A. Pool; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FULMER: A bill (H. R. 7160) for the relief of J. S. 
Cerbett; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. GLATFELTER: A bill (H. R. 7161) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Harriet Gardner; to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 


Also, a bill (H. R. 7162) granting an increase of pension to 
Adacinda Kurtz; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7163) granting an increase of pension to 
Mary J. Fishel; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, i 

By Mr. HOCH: A bill (H. R. 7164) granting an increase of 
pension to Charlotte A. Daily; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HUDSPETH: A bill (H. R. 7165) granting a pension 
to Matilda Guest; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7166) granting a pension to J. H. Thomp- 
son; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. LINEBERGER: A bill (H. R. 7167) for the relief of 
George A. Berry; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr MAGEE. of New York: A bill (H. R. 7168) grant- 
ing a pension to Louise Martz; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MINAHAN: A bill (H. R. 7169) granting a pension 
to James Walsh; to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. PURNELL: A bill (H. R. 7170) granting a pension 
to Clarie Herley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7171) granting a pension to Irvin E. 
Browning; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROBINSON of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 7172) granting a 
pension to Joseph J. Nedd; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SEARS of Florida: A bill (H. R. 7173) for the relief 
of J. N. Lummus and C. L. Huddleston; to the Committee on 
Claims, 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 7174) granting an Increase of 
pension to Lucy A. Cooley; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. TREADWAY: A bill (H. R. 7175) granting a pen- 
sion to Rosa ©. Allen; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILSON of Mississippi: A bill (H. R. 7176) for the 
relief of Charles N. Robinson; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WINGO: A bill (H. R. 7177) granting a pension to 
Mary J. Walston; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

1217. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of National 
Woman's Party, favoring the equal rights amendment to the 
Constitution; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1218. Also (by request), petition of Bay Ridge Council, A. A. 
R. I. R., approving the Robinson resolution and urging that 
every step be taken to detect anyone who may have participated 
in the big oil swindle; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

1219. Also (by request), petition of Waverly Council, No. 138, 
Junior Order United American Mechanics (Inc.), urging the 
enactment into law of the Johnson immigration bill; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1220. Also (by request), petition of the Pennsylvania State 
Camp, Patriotic Order Sons of America, favoring the 3 per 
cent immigration restriction quota bill; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

1221. Also (by request), petition of 38 residents of Long 
Island, N. X., favoring an increase of compensation being 
granted to postal employees; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

1222. By Mr. ALDRICH: Petition of Loggia Riunite del 
North End, No. 908, Order Sons of Italy, Providence, R. L, 
protesting against the passage of the Johnson immigration bill; 
tø the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1223. By Mr. BARBOUR: Petition of the Dos Palos (Calif.) 
National Farm Loan Association, relative te certain changes 
in the Federal Farm Loan Board; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency. 

1224. Also, petition of the Memorial Baptist Church, of 
Fresno, Calif., urging the passage of the Kelly bill (H. R. 4123) 
in the interest of postal employees; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

1225. By Mr. BURTNESS:: Petition of residents of Mayville, 
N. Dak., in favor of establishing free shooting grounds and 
game refuges; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

1226. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of New York State Teach- 
ers’ Association for Social Studies, favoring an appropriation 
for the preservation of the castle at Fort Niagara; to the Com- 
mittee on Apprepriations. 

1227. By Mr. FULLER: Petition of G. D. Brush and 32 
other citizens of Kingston and De Kalb County, III., favoring 
repeal or reduction of the so-called nuisance taxes, and espe- 
cially of the tax on industrial alcohol; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 
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1228. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of M. Matuson, Roxbury, 
Mass., recommending early and favorable action on the Kelly- 
Stephens bill, which requires that all package merchandise or 
patent medicines shall be sold at not less than the stated price 
on the package; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

1229. Also, petition of Washington Central Labor Union, 
Washington, D. C., recommending early and favorable con- 
sideration of the Fitzgerald-Jones workmen’s accident compen- 
sation bill; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1230. Also, petition of New Century Club, Boston, Mass., pro- 
testing against Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

1231. By Mr. HUDSON: Petition of the Detroit Conference 
of the Methodist Episcopal Church, opposing the weakening 
of the Volstead Act by any nullifying scheme of so-called light 
wines and beer; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

1232. By Mr. KING: Petition of Alfred Curtis Cady, of Ke- 
wanee, III., asking to have public debt paid rather than more 
money loaned to foreign countries; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1233. Also, petition of the auxiliary of Shearer Post, No. 
350, of Geneseo, IlL, American Legion, declaring themselves 
unequivocally in favor of the adjusted compensation bill; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1234. By Mr. LEAVITT: Petition of the Glendive (Mont.) 
Chamber of Commerce, urging that the Sixty-eighth Congress 
pass no legislation touching the present railroad situation, and 
especially disapproving of any attempt to modify any existing 
provisions of the transportation act of 1920, which it is felt 
has not been in effect a sufficient length of time to give it a fair 
trial; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1235. Also, petition of I. M. Hobensack, of Lewistown, Mont., 
outlining the problems of the wheat farmer in Montana and 
other States of the Northwest; to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture. 

1236. By Mr. O’CONNEIELL of Rhode Island: Petition of 
members of the Loggia Riunite del North End, No. 908, Order 
Sons of Italy, Providence, R. I., opposing the Johnson immi- 
gration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. 

1287. By Mr. ROUSE: Petition of citizens of Covington, Ky., 
requiring that all strictly military supplies be manufactured in 
the Government-owned navy yards and arsenals; to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

1238. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens 
of Jefferson County, Pa., urging the removal or reduction of 
nuisance and war taxes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 


SENATE, 
Tuorspay, February 21, 1924. 
(Legislative day of Saturday, February 16, 1924.) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Chaf- 
fee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed 
the bill (S. 2189) to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Peedee River in North Carolina, between Anson and Rich- 
mond Counties, near the town of Pee Dee, with amendments, 
in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1925, and for other purposes, 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follow- 
ing Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Capper Edwards Harris 

Ashurst Caraway Ernst Harrison 

Ball Colt Ferris Heflin 

Rayard Copeland Fess Howell 

Borah Couzens Fletcher Johnson, Minn. 

Brandegee Cummins az Jones, N. Mex. 

Brookhart Curtis George Jones, Wash. 
roussard Dale Gerry Kendrick 

Bruce Dial Glass King 

Bursum Di Gooding Ladd 

Cameron Edge Hale La Follette 


Lenroot Norris Sheppard Swanson 
5 die Shipstead Trammell 

McKinley Overman Shortridge Wadsworth 

e pper immons alsh, Mass, 
MeN: Phipps Smith Warren 
Mayfield ittman Smoot Weller 
Moses Ransdell Spencer Wheeler 
Neely Reed, Pa. Stanley Willis 
Norbeck n Stephens 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-nine Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. 


HOWARD UNIVERSITY. 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, unless the chairman of the 
subcommittee in charge of the bill desires to submit some 
remarks, I would like to occupy about two minutes on the 
question of the rule. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I understand that the Presid- 
ing Officer does not particularly care to rule upon the point 
of order made by the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OvER- 
MAN], but intends to submit it to the Senate for the Senate 
to vote upon it. 

I recognize that there is a grave doubt about the rule. In 
fact, I might as well say now that I think the rule ought to be 
amended so that there will be no question about what it 
means; but that can not be done at this time. 

Therefore, if there is no objection on the part of the Senator 
from North Carolina, I will ask that no ruling be made at this 
time, and that the bill go back to the committee with the under- 
Standing that I shall immediately report the bill back with 
that item omitted. Then, when we reach the consideration of 
the bill, after the committee amendments are disposed of, some 
member of the committee will report that amendment as com- 
ing from the committee, and we can get a direct vote upon it 
and thus not have a ruling or a vote of the Senate as to what 
the rule means. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The point of order could be raised on 
the amendment when it is presented by a member of the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I do not think so, I think that is quite 
clear, as it does not involve the question of new legislation. 

Mr. MOSES. Does the Senator mean that when the amend- 
ment comes in in that way we will get a direct vote on the 
merits of the question? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; on the merits of the question. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator 
from Utah that he will raise a new parliamentary question 
if that is done, and that is whether the rule can be avoided by 
the committee not reporting an amendment when it reports the 
bill, but afterwards reporting an amendment which it would 
be prohibited from reporting originally. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is the suggestion I rose to make. 

Mr. SMOOT. We will discuss that question when we reach 
it. I think there is no doubt that under the rule it can be done, 
and the question might as well be settled at the same time when 
we are settling the question now before the Senate. I think it 
is of the utmost importance that the course I have proposed 
should be followed. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I did not intend to say any- 
thing with reference to the amendment, but I think one remark 
of the Senator from Utah makes it necessary for me to say a 
word or two on the rule. 

The amendment to the rule in question was reported by me 
from the Committee on Rules, and I think it is as clear as day. 
When all appropriation bills were ordered sent to the Committee 
on Appropriations the rule was adopted with the view of pre- 
venting any kind of legislation, new or general, being reported 
by the committee as an amendment to an appropriation bill. 
The matter was fully discussed upon the floor, the provision 
was fully explained, and the reasons for incorporating it in the 
rule were given to the Senate at the time the amended rule was 
adopted. 

There is no question that the rule means that no legislation, 
new or general, can be reported as an amendment to an appro- 
priation bill by the Committee on Appropriations. I say this 
notwithstanding that I am for the amendment to the appropria- 
tion bill; but I would have to vote that the amendment is out 
of order because of the rule, which was so carefully considered 
by the entire membership of the Committee on Rules, reported 
back to the Senate, and discussed on the floor very fully, and 
every Senator who heard the discussion knew just what the 
rule meant. 

Mr. MOSES. Let me ask the Senator a question. 
great parliamentarian—— 

Mr. CURTIS. No; I am not u great parliamentarian, but I 
know what a thing means when I report it. 


He isa 
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Mr. MOSES. Does the Senator think the circuitous method 
proposed by the Senator from Utah is going to cure the defect? 
Mr. CURTIS. That question will have to be settled by the 
Chair. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, undoubtedly there is a dif- 
ference of opinion on this question. I do not agree with the 
Senator from Kansas. I think it is not new legislation and that 
the point of order is not well taken. The Chair has left it 
apparently to the Senate or desires to do so. In the interest of 
the future deliberations of the Committee on Appropriations, as 
well as the determination of the meaning of the rule, why 
should we not yote on it now and decide it one way or the 
other? 

Mr. SMOOT. I think that point can be decided after the 
amendment is offered by a member of the Committee on Ap- 
propriations when the bill is in that stage before the Senate. 
Then we will ask the Chair to rule upon the point of order. 
I think it would be very much better to have it done in that 
way than to undertake to have a decision upon the question 
as it is presented to-day, 

Mr. SPENCER. If the Senator will allow me to ask a 
question, is not the point of order which would come up under 
his plan different from the point of order which comes up 
now? 

Mr. SMOOT. It Is. 

Mr. SPENCER, In any event, if the Senate sustains the 
point of order, the bill would go back to the committee, and the 
plan of the Senator from Utah is that it shall go back to the 
committee without the point of order being sustained. I 
think it would be helpful to have the point of order passed 
upon and obtain the judgment of the Senate in regard to it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It will be passed upon 
unless the Senator from North Carolina withdraws it. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I do not withdraw it at all, but I am 
willing to have the chairman of the committee take the bill 
back to the committee and eliminate the amendment. If he 
wants to take out the amendment by sending the bill back to 
the committee and reporting it without the amendment, that 
is all I want to have done. If any member of the committee 
then introduces the amendment, that is another question 
which will come up later. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair, then, desires 
to make the following statement: The Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. OverMAN] has raised the point of order that this 
bill must be recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations 
because it contains the following proposed amendments in the 
items for Howard University: 


For additions to medical school buildings, $370,000; 
For equipment for additions to medical school buildings, $130,000. 


It is urged that these amendments propose new legislation, 
and that therefore, under the amendment to Rule XVI, which 
was adopted March 6, 1922, the entire bill must be recommitted 
to the Committee on Appropriations. The point of order 
would not be good under paragraph 1 of Rule XVI prior to the 
change suggested, because, as the Chair understands the two 
proposed amendments, they are in pursuance of an estimate 
submitted in accordance with law. 

The second paragraph of the rule does not apply because the 
proposed amendments are not moved by a standing or select 
committee of the Senate other than the Appropriations Com- 
mittee. Obyiously the proposed amendments do not fall within 
the scope of paragraphs 3 or 4 of the rule. Moreover, the 
point of order is against the bill as a whole and not aguinst 
specified items in the bill. 

The sole question presented by the point of order is, Do these 
amendments propose new legislation? If an act of appropria- 
tion is an act of legislation and the word “new” is to be given 
its broadest meaning, and if it be admitted, as the Chair 
thinks it must be, that there may be new legislation upon an 
old subject as well as upon a new subject, the result of an in- 
terpretation of the rule might be that the Committee on Appro- 
priations would not be permitted to propose any amendment 
to an appropriation bill. 

Under these circumstances, and as there are no precedents, 
the Chair is of the opinion that the Senate should first con- 
strue and apply the rule. The Chair therefore submits to the 
Senate the question, Shall the point of order be sustained? 
Upon that question those who are in favor of sustaining the 
point of order. will vote “aye.” 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. LENROOT. If the Chair submits the point of order to 
the Senate, is it not then debatable? 


i —— — —— — — — — —-—¼—p — — — — Fœõͤ— 


Mr. ASHURST. The question is debatable if it be submitted 
to the Senate. f 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly, it is debatable, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of the opinion 
that it is subject to debate. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I desire to say merely a few 
words in that connection. Clearly there is but one question 
presented in this case, and that is, Is the proposed legislation 
new legislation? I merely want to take a moment in order to 
call the attention of the Senate to the precedents upon that 
subject. The question has been decided time and time again. 
On page 72 of the first volume of Gilfry's Precedents I find 
the following amendment was offered: 


For the construction of a general administration bullding at Fort 
Mason, San Francisco, Calif., to provide office accommodation for divi- 
sion headquarters, $200,000. 

Mr. pu Pont. I make the point of order that it is new legislation. 

The Vice Prestoent (Mr. SHERMAN). The point of order is sus- 
tained, 


On page 77 I find this statement: 


The committee reported to Insert on page 19, after line 3+ 

“For the purchase of building and grounds, or of a site and the 
erection of a building thereon, in the city of Paris, France, for the use 
of the embassy and for the residence of the ambassador at that capital, 
and for furnishing the same and, if necessary, otherwise adapting it 
to the needs of the service, $400,000, or so much thereof as may be 
necessary. 

“Mr. Culberson raised a question of order that it was general legis- 
lation. 

“The Vics Presiopent (Mr. Fairbanks). The Chair is of opinion that 
the amendment does propose legislation in the nature of general legis- 
lation and that it Is obnoxious to paragraph 3 of Rule XVI. Therefore 
the Chair sustains the point of order.” 


On June 2, 1914, Mr. Gallinger proposed this amendment for 
a navy yard at Portsmouth: 


Nayy yard, Portsmouth, N. HI.; New dry dock at the Portsmouth 
Navy Yard, of sufficient size to accommodate the largest battleships, 
e 200,000. 

Mr. THorNTON. I make the point of order on this amendment that 
it is new legislation. 

The Vice Prestpent (Mr. Marshall), The point of order is sus- 
tained. 


Mr. President, if the pending amendment be not new legisla- 
tion, then the Committee on Appropriations may propose an 
amendment to any appropriation bill providing for a mere gra- 
tuity to any individual and it would not be subject to a point 
of order under the rule. Can it be said that such amendment 
would not be new legislation? 

So far as the question of being estimated for is concerned, 
Mr, President, surely it can not be said that the Budget has 
any authority under the law to send an estimate to the Con- 
gress of the United States for an appropriation that is not 
authorized by law. It does not seem to me it can be contended 
for here for a moment that the Budget should be given any 
such authority, and the rules of the Senate be relieved from it, 
because the Budget may have violated the law in sending 
estimates to Congress. 

I am very much in favor of this proposed appropriation ; 
I should vote for a suspension of the rules in this case or for 
the amendment in any proper way; but this question is so im- 
portant that it ought not to be decided with reference to this 
particular appropriation, because if it be decided that this 
amendment is in order, the Senate will become constantly met 
with such appropriations, and the rule, so far as appropriations 
are concerned, so far as protecting the Treasury is concerned, 
will be a dead letter. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Wisconsin a question? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Senator from Utah, who first rose. 

Mr. SMOOT. I call attention to United States Statutes at 
Large, volume 30, page 624. where, among other things, it is 
provided that the trustees must accord to the Secretary of the 
Interior authority to visit and inspect the university and 
supervise the expenditures of appropriations, and also that: 


The president and directors shall report to the Secretary of the In- 
terior * * on the ist of July of each year— 


And so forth. Does not the Senator believe that that is 


The Chair recognizes the 


legislation making that institution a quasi public institution, 
and does he not believe, therefore, that there has been legis- 
lation upon the question heretofore? 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


2871 


Mr. LENROOT. It might be a public institution in the sense 
that it is subject to public supervision—and in this particular 
case it is so subject because it was a condition to certain 
appropriations that were made and to which there is no objec- 
tion—but surely it would not be said, for instance, that because 
we have the right to supervise some institution and because 
we are making some appropriations for it, therefore it would 
be lawful to entirely remodel the buildings of that institution 
and erect immense new ones? 

Mr. SMOOT. We make appropriations every year for certain 
educational purposes, and in the very next appropriation bill 
that will come before the Senate I am quite sure there will be 
recommended by the committee an increase of an appropriation 
from $25,000 to $149,000. Does the Senator hold now that a 
point of order would lie against such an amendment? 

Mr. LENROOT. That is a very good illustration. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. LENROOT. I will ask the Senator to allow me to pro- 
ceed for a moment. That is a very good illustration which the 
Senator presents. For instance, we have Government aid to 
certain colleges and institutions in the States which ts Ilinited 
by law to a certain amount 

Mr. SMOOT. That is not the appropriation to which I have 
reference. 

Mr. LENROOT. And those institutions are required to make 
reports to the Federal Government. Certainly the Senator 
would not say because they are required to make reports to 
the Federal Government, inasmuch as we have made certain 
appropriations to aid them, that therefore they become quasi 
Federal institutions, which would warrant any appropriation, 
irrespective of previous authorization of law, that we might 
choose to make to them. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is not answering my question, I will 
call attention to the item, and then the Senator will know to 
what I refer. The Government has been appropriating every 
year for, I presume, 10 years or more a certain amount of 
money for the investigation and prevention of venereal dis- 
eases. The House passed an appropriation this year of only 
$25,000 for that purpose; the Budget estimated $149,000 for it. 
If the Committee on Appropriations should increase the amount 
carried by the House provision from $25,000 to $149,000, does 
the Senator hold that a point of order would lie against it? 

Mr. LENROOT. Not at all; that comes under an entirely 
different rule, as the Senator well knows; namely, that if the 
House enters upon the domain of a given subject which if it 
came in here independently would be out of order, the door has 
been opened by the House action, and then we may adopt any 
amendment that is germane to that Item. 

Mr. LODGE. It has been so ruled again and again. 

Mr. LENROOT. That question has been before the Senate 
many times. 

Mr. SMOOT. There is that difference, I will admit. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, I wish to make an observa- 
tion on what the Senator from Wisconsin has said, for I have 
the highest respect for his knowledge of parliamentary law. 
He indicates that the precedents in this case are many, and 
then he cites three. The first one has merely to do with the 
fact that the amendment was not reported by a standing com- 
mittee, and has nothing to do with the point that it was new 
legislation. In the last precedent cited fhe point was decided 
upon the ground that the amendment was general legislation. 
No one contends that the amendment in the instance before us 
is general legislation. The second precedent had to do with 
a new building in the city of Paris. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

Mr. SPENCER. Then I beg the Senator’s pardon, and I 
will yield to him. 

Mr. LENROOT. I merely wish to correct the Senator; he 
did not quote me accurately; that is all. 

Mr. SPENCER. Then, I beg the Senator's pardon, and I 
yield at once. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator said that the first precedent 
I cited did not relate to new legislation, but the point was that 
the amendment had not been reported by a standing committee. 
I wish to read from Gilfry’s Precedents: It says that an amend- 
-ment was offered by Senator Works— 


For the construction of a general administration building at Fort 
Mason, San Francisco, Calif, 


Mr. SPENCER. From what page is the Senator reading? 
Mr. LENROOT. From page 72. 


to provide office accommodation for division headquarters, $200,000. 
Mr. ov Pont. I make the point of order that it is new legislation. 
The Vice PRESIDENT (Mr. Sherman). The point of order is sus- 
tained, 


Mr, SPENCER. The Senator from Wisconsin is quite right, 
and I apologize to him. Upon the same page is a precedent 
citing a point of order made by Senator du Pont, upon which 
the ruling was as I have indicated; but it was not the precedent 
which the Senator from Wisconsin cited, and I was in error. 

Mr. President, the point in this case is: Is this amendment 
new legislation? On that question I wish to say merely a few 
words. This legislation has to do not with new matter, but 
for the purpose, as it reads, of making additions to medical 
School buildings, buildings which are now in existence, at 
least in part, by our appropriation. We are proposing to add 
to an existing building which we have helped to construct. 
How can that be regarded as new legislation? 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. SPENCER. Certainly. 

Mr. LENROOT. I should like to ask the Senator this ques- 
tion: We have public buildings in process of construction, for 
which we have appropriated certain amounts; does the Senator 
think that the Committee on Appropriations could bring in as 
a new amendment to a general appropriation bill an appropria- 
tion for an addition to an existing public building, there being 
no previous authorization for such addition? 

Mr. SPENCER, I should certainly think it was not new 
legislation. 

Mr. NEELY and Mr. MOSES addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from West 


‘Virginia is recognized. 


Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I purpose to do two things 
rarely heard of in this Chamber, I purpose to talk to the 
point in issue and stop when I have reached it. 

There is one question, and only one, before the Senate. It 
is that of applying a rule that is as plain as the English 
language can make it to facts about which there is no con- 
troversy or dispute. 

The junior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Overman] 
makes the point of order that two items contained in an amend- 
ment to the pending appropriation bill constitute new legisla- 
tion. The items in question, which appear at the bottom of 
page 102 of the bill, are as follows: 

For additions to medical school building, $370,000; 

For equipment for additions to medical school buildings, $130,000— 


That these provisions do constitute legislation is admitted 
by all. But is the legislation new or old? If it is old, where 
is the prototype of which this is a copy? Let some one name 
the volume containing the old law and specify the page on which 
it may be found, No one attempts to furnish the requested in- 
formation for the reason, as every Senator knows, that no 
such antecedent law exists. Since it is not only admitted, but 
self-evident, that the items against which the point of order 
has been made constitute legislation, and since it is conceded 
that there is no preexisting equivalent or similar law, it neces- 
Sarily follows that so much of the amendment as proposes 
these items is new legislation. 

All that remains to be done is to apply to the above-stated 
facts, the second paragraph of No. 16 of the Standing Rules 
8 the Senate, Which I quote from memory, verbatim, as fol- 
ows: 


The Committee on Appropriations shall not report an appropriation 
bill containing amendments proposing new or general legislation, and 
if an appropriation bill is reported to the Senate containing amend- 
ments proposing new or general legislation a point of order may be 
made against the bill, and if the point is sustained the bill shall be 
recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations. 


Manifestly, that part of the amendment which proposes these 
items of appropriation is in direct violation of the rule. 

I am sincerely sorry that I am forced to this conclusion, for 
I should like to assist in sustaining these particular appropria- 
tions for Howard University. I voted for both of them, not 
only in the subcommittee but also in the full Committee on 
Appropriations. I shall gladly vote for both of them on this 
floor if afforded an opportunity te do so without violating 
the rules of the Senate, 

It is the desire of all to make ample appropriations for 
this very efficient and deserving school for colored people, but 
at this moment respect for safe and orderly procedure by this 
body requires, and duty demands, that we comply with the 
Senate's regulations, observe the Senate’s rules, and obey the 
Senate's laws. Therefore the point of order must be sustained. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The yeas and nays have 
been demanded upon this question. Is the demand seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, may I have the atten- 


tion of the Senator from Wisconsin [fr. Lexsoor}. becuse 
the matter which is here brought up, and the decision here to 
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be made, will have a very far-reaching effect. I should like to 
ask the Senater his opinion on some matters which have gone 
before. 

For example, in the annual Army appropriation bill of last 
year, following in part the recommendation of the Budget, the 
Committee on Appropriations inserted several items of appro- 
priation for new construction at existing Army posts. I recol- 
lect. some of them. I shall not recite them all. For example, 
we appropriated directly for the construction of four storage 
warehouses at Schofield Barracks, in the Island of Oahu, in the 
Hawaiian Islands. We authorized the construction of some new 
barrack buildings at Fort Benning, in Georgia. It is to be as- 
sumed, of course, that Schofield Barracks and Fort Benning 
exist as public institutions, as Army posts, as the result of 
prior legislation. Does the Senator contend that those items 
of appropriation last year were new legislation? 

Mr. LENROOT. My reply would be that that would all de- 
pend. I should not be prepared to express an opinion upon it 
now; but with reference to these various department appro- 
priations, we find most of our authority in the organic act 
creating the department. For instance, in the case of the De- 
partment of Agriculture there is no specific authority for one- 
tenth of the appropriations that we make; but we go back to 
the organie act and find the purpose and the power and the 
duties of the Secretary of Agriculture, and that forms the 
basis for the appropriation, To a certain extent the same is 


true of the War Department. As to the particular matters to 


which the Senator refers, I have not them sufficiently in mind 
to express an opinion. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Fully as much so, I should say. 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; I should think so. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I wanted that point cleared up. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, before the Senator from New 
York sits down I should like to ask him a question. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I interrupt just a moment? I 
noticed that the Senator from Wisconsin cited a point of order 
raised against the construction of a new. building at Fort 
Mason, San Francisco. The point of order was sustained on the 
ground that that was new legislation, which, to me, was an ex- 
traordinary development. If that precedent is followed strictly, 
there ean be no new construction in any established govern- 
mental institution except by unanimous consent. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator permit me to ask him a 
question? Does not the Senator agree that authority for any 
appropriation must be found either in some express authoriza- 
tion of law or else some general authorization upon which the 
appropriation may rest? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; I am of that opinion, and I am 
wondering where the difference is between the four storage 
wareliouses in Hawaii and the division headquarters at Fort 
Mason. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is the question I was going to ask the 
Senator. 

Mr, WADSWORTH. I think they are both authorized. I 
think the ruling of Some years ago was wrong. 

Mr. NORRIS. Let me ask the Senator a question before he 
takes his seat. In the particular question that the Senator 
has propounded to the Senator from Wisconsin, he has not 
told us what the original authorization was in Hawali. Was 
there an original authorization providing for the building of 
that fort? Was there not some general legislation behind it all 
upon which all these specific appropriations were afterwards 
based? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I can not answer authoritatively. I 
should have to look back through the bills for several years; 
but I have no doubt that at some time or other, years ago, the 
Congress authorized the establishment of an Army post in the 
Hawaiian Islands; and the establishment of a post necessarily 
must be followed by the construction of buildings from year to 

ear. 

7 Mr. NORRIS. Why, of course; and that is what I wanted to 
call the Senator's attention to. While I am not familiar with 
the particular case the Senator cites, I have no doubt that if 
he would trace it he would find that originally there was a 
law that authorized the establishment of that post; and there 
would be a difference, I think, between basing an appropriation 
on such a state of facts and basing it upon one where there 
was no original authority to provide for it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I should not be disturbed about this 
thing, and I should agree with the Senator from Nebraska, had 
not the Senator from Wisconsin cited the Fort Mason building 
as one which, when appropriated for, was new legislation. 

Mr. NORRIS. That was a fort already established by law, 
as I take it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It was. That was by some authority 
of Congress. 


Mr. DILL. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
from New York whether there are now medical buildings at 
this university? 

Mr. SMOOT. There are. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I understand so. I am not familiar 
with this university. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes. 

Mr, DILL, And does the Government support this school? 

Mr. SMOOT. It has ever since 1879. It has not supported 
It entirely, but it has paid just a small portion of the expense. 

Mr. DILL. This is simply an appropriation that originated 
in the committees, and was not estimated for? 

Mr. SMOOT. It was estimated for by the Budget. 

Mr. DILL. Then why can it not be put in like any other 
item? 

Mr. SMOOT. Because, they say, it is new legislation. 

Mr. NORRIS. May I ask the Senator from Utah a question? 
Is not this an agreed state of facts—that there is no authoriza- 
tion of law, and never has been any authorization of law, for 
the construction by the Government of Howard University? It 
seems to me there is a difference. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, there is no organic act creating 
Howard University, but—— 

Mr. MOSES. Was it not chartered by Congress? 

Mr. SMOOT. It was chartered. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; but what difference does that make? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think that makes any difference. 

Mr. NORRIS. We have chartered the Rockefeller Institute; 
but, because we have done that, it does not follow that an ap- 
propriation to construct a building for them would not be sub- 
ject to a point of order. 

Mr. MOSES. Did we not immediately begin buildings for 
them? 

Mr. GLASS. Mr, President, the Senator from Utah is per- 
fectly well aware that this is not a Government institution, 
and that the Government has not a dollar of proprietary in- 
terest in it. Therefore the Budget has nothing to do with it. 
The Budget had no more right to estimate for this appropria- 
tion than it had to estimate for an appropriation for a private 
institution in the State of Virginia. 

The fact that the managers of this institution are required 
to report to the Government as to the disposition and the man- 
ner of expenditure of gifts in the nature of money which Con- 
gress has bestowed upon it does not constitute it a Government 
institution. We appropriate money to the agricultural schools 
of the country and require them to give an account of how 
they expend it; but that does not make these schools Govern- 
ment institutions or Government property. 

The fact that the Budget estimated this shows that the Bud- 
get went outside of its jurisdiction. It had nothing in the world 
to do with this appropriation. 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to call the Senator's attention to the 
fact that the first reference in any statute to any specific land 
belonging to the Howard University is in the act of June 16, 
1882, which refers to certain land bounded by Pomeroy Street, 
Four-and-a-half Street, College Street, and Sixth Street, then 
known as University Park and comprising about 11 acres. 

By this act the university was authorized to convey the 
land referred to to the United States for a public park, and 
in consideration thereof all taxes, penalties, interests, and 
costs on real and personal property of the unversity due or to 
become due and unpaid at the date of the act were remitted. 

Mr. NORRIS. Let me ask the Senator from Utah a further 
question. The conveyance by the university of certain lands 
for public park purposes does not include the lands on which 
the university buildings have been constructed, does it? 

Mr. SMOOT. They are near them. 

Mr. NORRIS. They are not the same lands, however? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; they have other land. 

Mr. NORRIS. ‘This is not a new building or the improvement 
of a building on lands owned by the United States? 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no. 

Mr. NORRIS, Then what does that have to do with this 
case? 

Mr, SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that this is only by 
way of recognition, and I called attention to another case 
of the kind yesterday in my speech. Howard University can 
be closed to-day if the Secretary of the Interior giyes the 
order. 


Mr. OVERMAN. I doubt that. 


Mr. SMOOT. Howard University to-day has to make a re- 
port on the Ist day of July of every year to the Secretary of 
the Interior as to its activities, what they have cost, and what 
it is undertaking to do; and those yearly reports are made. I 
recognize that there is no act of Congress creating Howard 
University and providing for appropriations thereafter, 


Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, the Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Moses] makes the point that this is a public insti- 
tution because of the fact that it was granted a charter by 


the Government. Any institution in the District of Columbia 
can under existing law be chartered by the Government. We 
can charter the Moose; a corporation to make Miss Pinkham’s 
pink pills can be chartered if the corporation exists in the 
District of Columbia. Any institution in the United States 
can, if we are so disposed, be given a Federal charter, and 
that practice became so general that the Judiciary Committee 
established a rule not to charter institutions which are not of 
a Federal nature. That has no bearing whatever on this 
subject. h 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I know that when questions 
of order are submitted to the Senate very often many Senators, 
and I think sometimes almost all of them, vote upon the question 
of order according to their sentiments or belief regarding the 
merits of the question involved. It always seemed to me that 
the Senate should not do that: that it was a serious thing for 
the Senate to do; but I have seen that happen so often that I 
have reached the conclusion that that was probably the right 
course to pursue, because if you submitted to it when it went 
against you, and you are voted out, you really have nothing 
to do except follow the same precedure when others try it. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr, STANLEY. I will say to the Senator in that connection, 
having spoken favorably for the point of order, that I stated 
yesterday on the floor of the Senate that I had had occasion 
during my service in Congress to look into the operations and 
character of the work done in that university, and it is a most 
commendable institution. I would readily vote for a liberal 
appropriation for it; I would vote for this appropriation. It is 
doing a good work and a work that is needed, and there is not 
a Senator on the other side more heartily in favor of encour- 
aging this institution or more heartily in favor of a liberal ap- 
propriation by the Federal Government in its behalf; but I am 
opposed, first, to violating the rules of the Senate; in the second 
place, I am not in favor, in the case of the Howard University 
or the agricultural colleges, or any other institutions in the 
United States, of this pernicious system of trading Federal super- 
vision for Federal funds. The States are being literally bribed, 
in an indirect way ; they are being corrupted, they are being sub- 
sidized into a surrender of a discretion and of a jurisdiction over 
these institutions, and the private institutions in the same way 
are surrendering in order to get appropriations, and the Federal 
Government is being saddled with an infinite detail that it can 
not attend to, that no buman intelligence can supervise. That 
is one reason these bureaus are going to pieces, like a rotten 
apple. They have too much to do. 

Mr. SMOOT. Will the Senator from Nebraska yield while I 
ask the Senator from Kentucky a question? 

Mr. NORRIS. I hope the Senator will not ask the question 
iu my time. I will yield to the Senator to ask me something, 
but not to ask the Senator from Kentucky a question. I will 
soon give up the floor, and then the Senator can make his 
inquiry. I would not like to yield for that purpose, because I 
never would get through with what I wanted to say. 

I was about to say, when I was interrupted by the Senator 
from Kentucky, that in one respect I have been very much de- 
lighted with the debate that has taken place, because so many 
Senators have said that they favor this appropriation on its 
merits, but that they are convinced that it is subject to a 
point of order, and that in order to preserve the rules of the 
Senate and not establish a precedent which they think would 
be dangerous, they are going to vote in favor of sustaining the 
point of order. 

That has confirmed what I thought, when I first became a 
Member of this body, always ought to guide a Senator. I 
have not always followed that opinion, for the reasons I stated 
while ago, because it seemed to me that my colleagues were 
not following it; but if Senators want to return to that prac- 
tice, I want to go with them, I think we ought to preserve our 
rules, and that we ought to pass on a point of order regardless 
of the merits of the particular legislation against which the 
point of order is directed. 


Mr. DILL. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. NORRIS, I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. DILL. As I understand it, the rule we are discussing is 


a new rule and has never been construed. I understand it was 
adopted because it was the practice to put all kinds of legis- 
lation on appropriation bills. In construing this rule, does 


not the Senator think we ought to be liberal in the interpreta- 
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tion of the word “legislation,” rather than to be so narrow as 
not to permit even the adding of items to enlarge appropria- 
tions which are recognized as admittedly proper in the bill? 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator has asked me a very proper 
question, and I want to answer it as best I can. I was about 
to proceed along that line when I was interrupted. 

In its present form this is a new rule. I haye in mind the 
object we tried to attain when we adopted the rule—to get 
away from a difficulty which had become almost a nuisance in 
the Senate, and I fear if we do not sustain this point of order 
we will go back into the same old rut where we were and out 
of which we tried to get when we modified this rule. I am 
not opposed to a liberal construction, but as I view it if we vio- 
late this rule now and overrule this point of order we will 
have accomplished nothing by the amending of the rules. We 
will have opened the gate wide and it will come home to trouble 
m with every general appropriation bill that comes before the 

enate. 

In changing this rule we went so far, so anxious were we to 
keep legislation off appropriation bills, that we provided in so 
many words that when a point of order of this kind was sus- 
tained the whole bill should automatically go back to the com- 
mittee. That was quite a severe punishment. But our idea 
and our object was to provide that when we took up an appro- 
priation bill we should have an appropriation bill, and not be 
considering general legislation. 

I think I could put this whole rule in one sentence in such 
a way as to relieve it from all difficulty; but we have not quite 
done that. There are some things in this rule which seem to 
me difficult of construction. I concede that. Parts of it are 
somewhat conflicting. But I am firmly of the opinion that 
these items about Howard University are obnoxious to the 
rule and that the point of order in regard to them ought to be 
sustained. If it were not that we would be pgs eo a 
precedent, I would vote the other way, because I am heartily 
in favor of what the committee has provided here. I am sorry 
that the point of order has been made. I wish it had not been 
made, I will vote to suspend the rules, in an orderly way, so 
as to take this up. If I get an opportunity to do so, I will 
vote for this appropriation that will be stricken out on the 
point of order. I would like to see this item put in. 

I would vote for a general law which would give us a basis 
for appropriations in regard to Howard University. I always 
supposed, before this point came up yesterday, that we had 
a legitimate right to appropriate for this university and that it 
was, in fact, a Government institution. I was dumfounded 
and surprised, when the Senator from Utah was called upon to 
cite the law in defense of these appropriations, that he was 
unable to do it. That is no criticism of the Senator from Utah, 
of course. He frankly stated, in substance, that there was no 
law authorizing the appropriations, or at least I understand 
the facts to be so. 

The fact that we have incorporated the item, the fact that 
they conyeyed to us at one time land which became a public 
park, the fact that we have appropriated in the past for this 
institution, is, in my judgment, no basis whatever for an appro- 
priation now. It is entirely different from making an appro- 
priation for repairs or for the improvement of property owned 
in the United States, This is an appropriation which goes with 
ownership of title, and would be authorized if the original 
thing had been authorized by law. 

The importance of this will come home to us if we realize 
that if we overrule this point of order it will be proper to 
offer amendments of all kinds to every appropriation that 
comes before us for consideration. A good many instances can 
be picked out where we have heretofore made a simple appro- 
priation for something by unanimous consent, and the very 
fact that we have given something for charity, let us say, to 
some individual, or to some institution, will be cited as a reason 
why we must continue to give. To my mind, the fact that we 
have once appropriated to help an institution, worthy as this 
one is, is not a legal determination authorizing other appropria- 
tions, and because of its importance, Mr. President, because of 
its importance as a precedent, because of its importance in 
really overthrowing this rule, I believe, going contrary to the 
very spirit of it and contrary to the intention we had in mind 
when we adopted it, it behooves us to make no mistakes now, 
From the expressions of Senators on the floor, I think a motion 
to suspend the rules, which would take a two-thirds vote, it 
is true, could be carried, and we could put this in. Iam ready 
to support a general law that would take care of Howard 
University. I would dislike to cripple that institution. 1 
would go as far as anybody to keep from crippling it. I think 
we ought to keep it up. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Nebraska yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. ` 

Mr. FLETCHER. Is there any more reason why we should 
not make appropriations for Howard University, a private 
institution, than for the Tuskegee or Hampton Institute, or 
other institutions of that character? 

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President, I think there is some dif- 
ference, although there may be merit in making appropriations 
for Tuskegee and some other institutions. But here we have 
a great race of people who some time ago were slaves. ‘This 
is intended to give them all the advantages of college educa- 
tion, where they can study medicine—— 

Mr. FLETCHER. The same is true of Tuskegee and 
Hampton. 

Mr, NORRIS. All right; I am not saying I would vote 
against a provision in the Jaw that would allow us to make 
appropriations for the other Institutions. It does seem to me 
that we are under some moral obligation to give these people 
an opportunity to get every advantage in dentistry, in medicine, 
in all other lines of education that we give to anyone else, and 
we are justified in lending a helping hand to them. 

Mr. MOSES. Will the Senator permit me to add to his 
statement, further, that Howard University is an outgrowth 
of the Freedman's Bureau, which was a governmental institu- 
tion, established toward the close of the Civil War, and the 
development of that bureau was wholly with Government funds? 

Mr. NORRIS. I thank the Senator for his interruption. 

Mr, OVERMAN. Mr. President, in making the point of 
order, I do not desire to cripple the institution. I did not make 
a point of order, as I could have done, to other items amount- 
ing to $150,000 or more for the purpose of sustaining this insti- 
tution. If this institution did not already have a medical 
college, a full force of doctors, and $150,000 for equipment of 
the institution, I would not have made the point of, order. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I am not criticizing the Sena- 
tor for making the point of order. In my opinion, if we had 
made the point of order against any one of these items, or all 
of them, the point of order would have been good. I do not 
think this particular item is any more subject to a point of 
order than any other item appropriating money for Howard 
University. 

It seems to me when we have discovered that there is an 
absolute lack of legal authority upon which any of these appro- 
priations can be based, a point of order must be sustained. It 
will pay us in the end, it seems to me, if we do not make a 
mistake now that will let in items of this kind, as such items 
will be offered on every appropriation bill we ever get up. 

Mr. MOSES. Let all the others be decided on their merits 
as they arise. 

Mr. NORRIS. Very well; let us take that view of it for 
just a moment. There are a great many people who argue 
that that course ought to be followed with all appropriation 
bills. It has been argued in all legislative bodies that appro- 
priations ought to be more or less limited to objects authorized 
by law. - 

An argument can be made on the proposition that there 
ought to be no such rule, and that after all we should discuss 
every proposition upon its merits when it is offered. If we 
are going to do that, then we ought to repeal the rule and let 
anybody offer any kind of amendment and decide it on its 
merits. 

Mr. MOSES. I agree with the Senator very largely about 
that. In this particular case it is impossible to discuss the item 
under the point of order that has been raised against it wholly 
aside from the merits of the appropration involved. But that 
is not what I wish to say to the Senator and to the Senate 
generally. I agree with the Senator that something must 
be done if the Senate is to maintain its authority, its dignity, 
and its right to deal with public funds. Under the situation 
that has grown up the Senate has practically abdicated its 
function as an appropriating agent. We see general laws set- 
ting limitations upon the Senate so that a clear majority of 
the Senate is absolutely hamstrung in the matter of any action 
it wishes to take, and it would require two-thirds of the Senate 
to suspend the rule in order that the Senate might do some- 
thing that a large majority plainly wants to do. 

Mr. NORRIS. My own idea is there are about two-thirds of 
the Senators who want to do it, but we ought to follow the 
methods we have laid down. It never pays to do a lawful 
thing in an unlawful way. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 


Mr. SWANSON. There is a way the majority can do it 
under the rule. The Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds could report an authorization for this appropriation. 
If it becomes a law by a majority vote, then the Appropriations 
Committee could report the appropriation. That is what was 
contemplated ; that there would be two committees; that in such 
a case as the one before us the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds should pass upon it and authorize the appropria- 
tion, and then the Committee on Appropriations could report 
the appropriation. 

Mr. NORRIS. I had already referred to the fact that was 
called to my attention by the Senator from Virginia, and said 
that we could do it in that way. We could not do it in that 
way In time to save the appropriation in the pending bill be- 
cause that would take some time. Such a measure would have 
to pass both Houses and be signed by the President. I think 
we ought to pass that kind of a law. T believe most Senators 
have felt as I have always felt that we were authorized by law 
to appropriate for this institution. I would like to help to give 
us authority so we can do it. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from New Hampshire? 

Mr. NORRIS. In just a moment. I want to answer more 
fully what the Senator from New Hampshire said a moment 
ago. It does not pay in the end in my judgment for us to do 
something that violates our own Jaws in a particular instance 
where we can see or believe that we can see that by doing so 
we can accomplish some good. In other words, we will be doing 
a good thing, but we will violate the law in order to do it. 
The danger comes there, that while we have accomplished some 
good in that particular case it will be cited a thousand times 
as an excuse to do something that is wrong instead of right. 

If it is true that we ought to overthrow the technicality of 
the rule and pass upon this question upon its merits in the 
particular case, then we have no excuse for the rule and ought 
to overthrow it entirely and pass upon the merits in every 
other instance. But legislative experience has shown during 
all civilization that that kind of rule and that kind of procedure 
means bad legislation, means no control over the purse strings 
of the Nation. It means extravagance. These precedents 
would be cited to justify extravagant use of public funds all 
through. The theory is that we should first legislate, first au- 
thorize by law, and then the Appropriations Committee should 
be confined in its official capacity to bringing in appropriation 
items that will carry out the law which has been put upon the 
statute books. 

I now yield to the Senator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. MOSES. The Senator from Nebraska need have no fear 
whatever about the safeguarding of the Treasury so long as 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Warren] and the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Sxoor] sit on the Appropriations Committee, 
and I hope their days will be long in that body. 

Mr. NORRIS. But they are both getting old. Does not the 
Senator see that? [Laughter.] 

Mr. SMOOT. I resent that suggestion. 

Mr. WARREN. I resent it, too! [Laughter.] 

Mr. MOSES. They are still very vigorous, however, as I 
know, because I am sitting with them on a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. NORRIS. I know that; but the very fact that both of 
them resented it so quickly is a further evidence of their de- 
clining years. 

Mr. WARREN. Why, Mr. President, the Senator who makes 
the suggestion is just as old as we are. [Laughter.] 

Mr. NORRIS. When the Senator says, “ You are just as bad 
as I am,” that is further evidence that he is pretty bad him- 
self. (Laughter.] 

Mr. MOSES. I want to call the Senator's attention to an- 
other matter in connection with the development of this institu- 
tion in which I disagree with the interpretation put upon the 
law that this is new legislation. It is not new legislation in the 
sense that it is novel, because this type of legislation has the 
well-nigh unbroken sanction of precedents in Congress after 
Congress in every session for 30 years or more. 

Mr. SMOOT. For 45 years. 

Mr. MOSES. I have already pointed out that the institution 
had its beginning as a governmental institution, the Freedmen's 
Bureau, and that Government money has constantly supported 
it. Except for the technicality of having been taken over and 
managed by a board of trustees appointed by the same gov- 
ernmental authority, Howard University is in every sense a 
public institution. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, will the Senator from New Hav 
shire yield to me for a question? 
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Mr. MOSES. Certainly. 

Mr. FESS. Reverting to what the Senator said about the 
unbroken practice of making appropriations, over in the House, 
time after time, these items go out on a point of order on the 
ground that they were not authorized. We had one Member 
who constantly raised the objection, and just as often as it 
was raised the item went out. It was always reported there 
that the Senate would permit it to go into the bill. When 
it came over here the item was put in the bill and it went 
back to the House and they then voted on it. x 

Mr. MOSES. The House did not then resist it? 

Mr. FESS. It did not. My question is, Why is not the uni- 
yersity put in a situation under legislation so that such a 
thing would not occur in a body like the House? A 

Mr. MOSES. Of course the Senator asks a question which 
I can not possibly answer. I am ready to cooperate with the 
Senator in putting the university into such a status that this 
question will not constantly arise, because I assume the Sena- 
tor agrees with me that the demand which the institution 
makes upon the consideration of Congress and the approach 
which it makes every year to the Federal Treasury is well 
founded; that they have every reason to come to us, because, 
as has been pointed out in the course of the debate, the work 
which the institution is doing is absolutely unique. It does 
work which other institutions of learning, to which we con- 
tribute millions of dollars every year, to wit, the State uni- 
yersities, can not do. While it is true that their doors may be 
open technically, yet we all know the situation which con- 
fronts the pupils of color who go to their institutions. 

But here is an institution of learning originating, as I have 
said, in a governmental organization, fostered through all the 
years by governmental liberality, and contributing, as every- 
body knows who knows the history of Howard University, 
very greatly to the welfare of the country by giving education 
to those who without education might otherwise become vicious 
and criminal. The sanction of usage for a generation and a 
half takes the legislation, as I believe, out of the category of 
new legislation in any sense that can be urged against new 
legislation as being novel. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I want to indorse ail that was 
said by the Senator from New Hampshire as to the character 
of the work dune by Howard University. I have watched it 
since I have been in the other branch of Congress, and have 
always supported its efforts, but we were always embarrassed 
in the House by a lack of legislation which would permit us 
to make the appropriations, and had constantly to depend upon 
the Senate to relieve the situation. My question is, Why can 
we not reach it in a way so that this embarrassment does not 
continually come up? I want to vote for the appropriation, 
but I want to maintain the integrity of the rules and vote in 
accordance with the rules of the Senate. That is why I raised 
the question as to why we can not cure this seeming defect. 

I would like also to state while I am on my feet that the 
Federal Government has constantly assisted in education. Our 
land-grant college system has been in vogue for years and 
years. There is no stretch of Federal authority over education 
in Howard University that we have not been exercising right 
along.. So far us that argument is concerned I am not embar- 
rassed, but I am embarrassed as a Member of the Senate to 
know how to vote on an appropriation which I would like to see 
put in the bill that seems to be in conflict with the rules, espe- 
cially if we go to the point where we shall have to vote on the 
Tule as a rule. 

Mr. MOSES. As the Senator knows, the rule is much more 
honored in the breach than in the obseryance, and it is only 
by the willful exercise of authority that the situation can be 
handled. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, Senators are very much wor- 
ried over the violation of the integrity of our rules. If Sena- 
tors want the rules obeyed, if they are so anxious about the 
rules being carried out, they would make a point of order 
against all of the items under the Howard University heading, 
with the exception of that for the completion of a building for 
assembly hall, $157,500, and 

Mr. OVERMAN. But I did not make that point of order. 

Mr. SMOOT. I know the Senator did not. I am not speak- 
ing of the Senator’s motion to-day; but if we are anxious to 
maintain the integrity of the rule and if this is a violation of 
the rule, and we want to keep the integrity of our rules in- 
violate at all times, then it becomes the duty, may I say, of 
Senators to raise the point of order against the first item, 
$125,000 for maintenance to be used in payment of part of the 
salarios of officers, and so forth, $30,000 for tools, material, 
salaries of instructors, and other necessary expenses of the 
department of manual arts 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. SMOOT. In just a moment. The point of order should 
be also made against the item of $9,000 for the medical depart- 
ment, $5,000 for material and apparatus for chemical and 
other studies, $3,500 for books, shelying, and so forth, for the 
library, $20,000 for improvement of grounds and repairs of 
buildings, and $15,000 for fuel and light. Every item that I 
have mentioned is subject to a point of order just as much as 
the items against which the point of order has been made. If 
it is desired to strike out these items on a point of order—and 
if one item is struck out I do not see why the others should 
not be—it may be possible to have legislation at this session 
of Congress or else let the institution go by the board. 

Mr. LENROOT. If the bill should go back to the commit- 
tee, it is my opinion that all these items should be stricken 
out of the bill and then offered on the floor, where anything 
may be done by unanimous consent. 

Mr. MOSES. A fine chance a Senator would have to get 
unanimous consent on such a proposition! 

Mr. LENROOT. Anyone could make the point of order at 
any time then. The Committee on Appropriations has no 
right to report to the Senate anything that is in the nature 
of legislation, as the Senator knows. 

Mr. SMOOT. I know it has no right to report to the Senate 
items that are in the nature of new or general legislation, 
but there are a great many Senators who do not believe this is 
new or general legislation. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, if the Senator from Utah will 
allow me, it seems to me he has drifted away from the one 
real point, and that is that this is new legislation. I do not 
see how it can be regarded as new legislation. If we are 
going to strike these items out on the technical ground that 
we have never passed a law to provide buildings for Howard 
University, it is making such a ridiculously small objection 
that it would cut out everything before we are done that car- 
ries on any building or-any institution to which the Govern- 
ment is committed. We have been committed to this institu- 
tion for years and years. It grows out of the Freedmen’s 
Bureau. In no broad sense is it new legislation. I do not 
think it falls within the general rule at all if properly applied. 

Mr. FLETCHER and Mr. LENROOT addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr, SMOOT. I will yield as soon as I have answered the 
Senator's suggestion. If this is new legislation, we might just 
as well abolish the Appropriations Committee of the Senate 
and let the House of Representatives alone pass upon all ap- 
propriation bills. : 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. LENROOT. I should like the Senator’s view in response 
to the suggestion made by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Longe]. Does the Senator from Utah believe that the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations have jurisdiction to report appropria- 
tions providing for additions to public buildings the construc- 
tion of which Congress has heretofore authorized and which 
have been completed? 

Mr. SMOOT, That Congress has heretofore authorized? 

Mr. LENROOT. Where the original buildings were author- 
ized but there has been no authorization for the additions; does 
the Senator from Utah think that the Committee on Appropria- 
tions is authorized to report amendments making appropria- 
tions for additions to existing buildings? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not, because there has never been an 
appropriation made in the first place, and the first appropria- 
tion would have to be made by the House of Representatives. 

Mr. LENROOT. But an appropriation was made for the 
original building. 

Mr. SMOOT. But there has been an appropriation made in 
the present instance, and the pending amendment is to provide 
an addition to a building which has already been erected. 

Mr. LENROOT. Let me follow this up for a moment. We 
appropriate, in the first instance, for the construction of publie 
buildings, just as we have appropriated for Howard Univer- 
sity; and yet the Senator would not think we could bring in an 
amendment, without previous authorization, for constructing 
additions to public buildings all over the United States? 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator from Utah knows perfectly well 
that there was recently before the Appropriations Committee a 
proposition just like that indicated by the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Lenroor], and the Senator submitting it was told 
that it could not go into the bill because it would be subject 
to a point of order. 

Mr. SMOOT. It was not for the erection of a building at all. 
It was an appropriation which was asked for $20,000 to repair 
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a building that had been destroyed by fire. There had been 
no appropriation made for it at all. It was a building which 
Was erected 60 years ago. 

Mr. SWANSON. I should like to sa 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The debate must proceed in 
order, if the Senate is to observe any of its rules. Does the 
Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I will yield the floor. I have said all I 
desire to say. 

Mr. SWANSON. I desire to suggest that the post-office 
building at Norfolk, Va., is not large enough to transact the 
business of the Government. We have spent several hundred 
thousands dollars for that building, and it is now desired to 
have some additions made to it, as Is also desired in this case, 
in order that there may be increased facilities provided there 
to transact the business. The building, of course, has here- 
tofore been authorized and constructed. Does the Senator 
from Utah think that an amendment to the pending bill would 
be in order, providing an appropriation of $50,000 to make 
additions to the post-office building at Norfolk? 

Mr. SMOOT. No, Mr. President; I should say—— 

Mr. SWANSON. Why? 

Mr. SMOOT. I will tell the Senator why if he will permit 
me. The original appropriation for the erection of the post- 
office building at Norfolk was expended as soon as the build- 
ing was erected. We have not been appropriating every year 
for extensions to that building, but we have been appropriat- 
ing for 45 years for Howard University. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President 

Mr. NORRIS. I should like to ask the Senator from Utah 
a question. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senate will be in order. 
Does the Senator from Utah further yield, and, if so, to whom? 

Mr. SMOOT. I suppose the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
Swanson} wishes to ask me a further question, and I will 
first yield to him. : 

Mr. SWANSON. I can not see any difference in the two prop- 
ositions, We have made, I think, several appropriations to 
enlarge the post-office building at Norfolk. The erection of 
that building was begun over 100 years ago, and its operation 
has been continuous, 

Mr. SMOOT. The appropriations for it have not been con- 
tinuous, to any extent. 

Mr. SWANSON. The Senator will find hundreds of build- 
ings of that character. Now let me ask a question. When 
this rule was brought in here it was distinctly understood that 
the Committee on Appropriations would not absorb all of the 
authority of the other committees of this body. If the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations may now bring in new items on the 
naval appropriation bill when it is reported; if it may bring 
in new items on the bill providing for the erection of public 
buildings when it is reported; if it may bring in new items on 
the agricultural appropriation bill when that shall be reported, 
it will simply mean that the Committee on Appropriations has 
absorbed all the appropriating authority of the Senate. When 
this rule was adopted it was provided that there should be 
no new legislation on any general appropriation bill which 
came from the Appropriations Committee; that was distinctly 
understood at the time. 

Mr. SMOOT. I recognize the fact that the Committee on 
Appropriations has no authority to bring in new legislation; I 
have said that three or four times on the floor of the Senate“ 
but there are Senators who believe that the pending amend- 
ment is not new legislation. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

Mr. SWANSON. But where is the old legislation which 
authorizes it? 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, Mr. President, the appropriations for this 

urpose have been made time and time again, and they have 
ken authorized. 


Mr. SWANSON. So have -appropriations been made for 
buiłdings all over the country. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I now interrupt the Sena- 
tor from Utah? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator from Utah claims that because 
we have been appropriating for a good many years for this 
purpose, therefore this proposition is now new legislation; and 
he says in answer to the question of thé Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. Swanson] that if the post office at Norfolk had been in- 
jured by fire, or if a building in some other place had been in- 
jured by fire, an appropriation to repair the damage would be 
subject to a point of order, because the appropriation had never 
before been made. Let me just follow out that suggestion, 


Suppose down at Norfolk, Va., 10 years go there had been a 
fire in the post-office building owned by the Government, and 
an item for an appropriation to repair the damage came in here, 
and no Senator made a point of order against it, and Congress 
appropriated $10,000 to repair the building; and the next year 
there had been another fire and another appropriation of 
$10,000 had been made; and there had been another fire the 
next year, and that kept on and appropriations had been made 
for 9 years, and this year there had been a tenth fire and an 
item came in here to repair the damage, would such an appro- 
priation be subject to a point of order? 

Mr. SMOOT. If there had been 45 fires consecutively, 1 
every year, I think more than likely Congress would have ap- 
propriated $10,000 to repair the damage. 

Mr. NORRIS. Forty-five such appropriations, then, would 
be the limit? 

Mr. SMOOT. No. 

Mr. NORRIS. Suppose there had been 44 fires; would that, 
then, be the limit? 

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, if there had been only 44—— 

Mr, NORRIS. Such an appropriation would, then, be subject 
to a point of order? In other words, if we have been doing 
something without authority of law, if we haye done it 45 
times, it makes it law; but if we have only done it 44 times it 
would not be law? 

Mr. SMOOT, Mr. President, it seems to me that the dis- 
cussion is resolving itself into a quibble. I believe there are 
but few Senators who think that the appropriations for Howard 
University ought not to be made. If we followed the House 
of Representatives in this matter, Howard University would 
have to close immediately. I called attention yesterday to 
the reason why the appropriations were stricken out. Does 
the Senator from Nebraska think it was the sentiment of the 
House of Representatives that these items aggregating $192,- 
500 should be taken out of the bill in the House? 

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator ask me that question? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. I answer, no. 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly not. 

Mr, NORRIS. Certainly not; there is not any question but 
that a great majority of the House favor the proposition just 
as we do. 

Mr. SMOOT. As to this item, a point of order was made 
against it for the same reason that the point of order was 
made against the other item by one Representative. 

Mr. NORRIS. Let me ask the Senator, Does he object to 
a Member of the House or a Member of the Senate exercising 
a right that the rule gives him to make a point of order? 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Utah does not object, and 
he has not objected nor said a word against the Senator from 
Nerth Carolina [Mr, Overman] making the point of order. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; but the Senator from Utah thinks the 
point of order ought to be overruled merely because a majority 
of the Senate think that on the merits of the proposition it 
should remain in the bill. That is the argument the Senator 
is making. 

Mr. SMOOT. No; the Senator from Utah has never made 
that statement and his record will show that time and time 
again he has never voted upon a point of order on the merits 
of the item involved but in accordance with what the rules 
of this body provide, 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I wish to say merely a 
few words. Inasmuch as the other body has been mentioned, 
I presume I can follow up that discussion for a moment and 
let it be understood just what was done in the House, Of 
course it is not necessary for more than one Representative 
to make a point of order. It might have been necessary for 
others to make it if that one had not done so; but one was 
enough, The point of order, as stated by the Chair, was— 


The CHARMAN. The question is whether there is existing law or au- 
thorization to sustain this appropriation, The gentleman in charge 
of the bill admits that there is no law authorizing it. 


If there is no law authorizing it, it is new legislation; there 
can be no escape from that conclusion. It was admitted by 
the chairman of the committee handling the bill in the other 
House and by the Chairman who presided over the Committee 
of the Whole that there was no law authorizing this appro- 
priation, exactly the same item being under consideration there. 

The same point of order bas been made in previous years, and when- 
ever made it has been decided uniformly in the same way that the 
present occupant of the chair must decide it. If the appropriation is 
not authorized by law—and it is eonceded that it is not—then it is 
clearly subject to a point ef order. The Chair therefore sustains the 
point of order, 
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The Chair sustained the point of order raised in the other 
House as to various items including this item here. That was 
the ruling in the other body. It was conceded by everybody 
that the item was not authorized by law, and If it is not cu- 
thorized by law, I say it is new legislation and therefore 
comes under the rule. 

I wish to say a few words with reference to the argument 
that the amendment is in order, because Congress has hereto- 
fore, since 1883 or somewhere along there, been making appro- 
priations for this private institution. It is a private institu- 
tion, and I am not objecting to the appropriation asain! ~ 
on that ground; but I merely wish to make the point t 
because Congress has from year to year made appropriations 
for Howard University, because it has made appropriations for 
a medical college, if you please, in the past, does not make it a 
case of existing legislation, The general rule is that laid down 
by Hinds’ Precedents, section 3588, and it settles that question. 
I quote from that work: 


An appropriation for an object in an annual appropriation bill makes 
law only for that year and does not become “ existing law” to justify 
a continuance of the appropriation. 


Consequently this is necessarily new legislation on an appro- 
priation bill. That is all there is to it 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, Does the Senator from Flor- 
ida yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield. 

Mr. ADAMS. I should like to ask the Senator from Florida 
a question, if I may, to clear my own mind. 

Mr. FLETCHER, I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. ADAMS. My trouble, I will say to the Senator from 
Florida, is that I can not quite understand, probably due to 
my lack of experience, the argument that every new appropria- 
tion Item is necessarily new legislation. 

Mr. FLETCHER, It is not. 

Mr. ADAMS. I find in the rule, as I look at it, two para- 
graphs in the first section of Rule XVI, the first of which con- 
tains the provision that there may not be added a new item of 
appropriation unless there be a preexisting law for it. The 
section under which I understand the point of order has been 
made is that the amendment is new legislation. What I want 
to get clear is whether or not every new item of legislation or 
of appropriation is necessarily new legislation. It seems to me, 
as I interpret the rule, that these things are not the same, and 
if the Senate had intended to say that every item of legislation 
should be subject to the point of order it would have said so. 

I have been rather led to interpret this rule as an effort to 
put a penalty upon the violation of paragraph No. 3, and that 
new legislation rather has to do with legislation which is not 
germane to the appropriation bill. I have difficulty, therefore, 
in understanding that the addition of an item to an appropria- 
tion bill is new legislation, as I can not escape the connection 
between the term “new” legislation and “ general” legislation. 
It seems to me that the Senate must have had in mind the evil 
which has been somewhat frequent here of adding general leg- 
islation to appropriation bills, and that in order to provide the 
penalty for it they provided that when new legislation or gen- 
eral legislation were added the bill should go back to the com- 
mittee, 

It rather seems to me that if the point of order is to be sus- 
tained it means absolutely that no new items can be added to 
any appropriation bills, because I can not conceive of a new 
item of appropriation which would not come within the inter- 
pretation that some Senators seek to put upon the term new 
legislation.” I am disposed, a8 a matter of inclination, to fol- 
lew the Senator from North Carolina, but at the present time 
I can not make that sort of mental connection. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator, 
if I understand his point, that it is not claimed by anybody 
that every new item in an appropriation is subject to the point 
of order, because every new item is not necessarily new legis- 
lation. There may be authorizations for the item in various 
instances. ‘There must be and there ought to be in all instances 
authorization in existing law as a basis for an appropriation, 
and, of course, such an appropriation is not new legislation. 

Mr. ADAMS. That is the point that I had in mind. Is there 
not a confusion in the objections made between the first para- 
graph and the second? The point of order, as I see it, under 
the first would be upon the ground that there was no pre- 
existing legal authorization for the appropriation, and, I think, 
if that objection had been made, I wo be disposed to vote to 
sustain the point of order, but when the point of erder is that 
this is new legislation it seems to me that the question whether 
or not it is new legislation can not be determined—at least Í 


can not see that it can be determined—hby the fact that there is 
no preexisting and underlying legislation; that is, I can not 
help looking at an appropriation, for instance, in the naval ap- 
propriation bill, and if we were to add an item for a new cluss 
of submarine chasers, or something of that sort, I can not quite 
conceive that- that is new legislation rather than adding an 
item. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Florida yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I do. 

Mr. SWANSON, When the naval bill comes in, the question 
is asked whether there is any authorization for new items. If 
the contention made here is correct, they can bring in here 
appropriations for 10 battleships, virtually a new naval bill, 
not authorized by the Naval Affairs Committee, when they 
have never made appropriations for new submarines or new 
battleships. Under our rules such appropriations must be au- 
thorized by the Naval Affairs Committee, which has charge of 
naval affairs. If we do a thing of that sort, there is no use in 
having a Naval Affairs Committee. 

Mr. ADAMS. As I understand the Senator from Virginia, 
that is specifically provided for by the first paragraph of this 
rule. My point is that the particular point of order ties itself, 
as I understand, to whether or not this is new or general 
legislation. 

Mr. SWANSON, Suppose a House bill is brought over here, 
and the Senate committee makes an amendment to it. If it 
is authorized by law, that is a new item included in the bill. 
For instance, suppose we appropriate to build battleships. If 
the House did not see proper to inelude in the bill sufficient to 
complete the battleships which had been authorized, that would 
be a new item in the bill, added in the committee; but it must 
be authorized by law or else it is new legislation. The words 
“new item” mean something added in the committee to the 
bill as it went to the committee. The words “new item” are 
limited by whether it has new law or old authorization for it. 

If this were a naval appropriation bill, it could have come 
over here and not had any appropriation in it to take care of 
submarines authorized by law. It could go to the Committee 
on Appropriations and they could bring in a new item for that 
purpose; but it is authorized by law. That would be a new 
item added to this bill, but it would not be subject to a point 
of order, because there would be legislation authorizing it. 
That is what I think the rule means by a new item, limited 
by “new legislation” down below, in the next paragraph. 

Mr. FLETCHER. In the instances the Senator has in mind 
there must be a recommendation for the item. The Director of 
the Budget must approve it or it must be reported by a stand- 
ing committee. That is a different situation. That has no 
bearing at all on this case. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Florida yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Practically the first section is the old rule. 
There came to be almost a scandal in the Senate because the 
Appropriations Committee from time to time were bringing in 
new legislation which had not been authorized by any other 
committee or by the Senate. Therefore this new rule was 
established to prevent the Appropriations Committee from 
acting at all upon those questions of new and general legisla- 
tion. The Appropriations Committee acts upon the estimates 
sent from the Treasury Department and upon appropriations 
authorized by the different committees, to wit, the Naval Affairs 
Committee, the Military Affairs Committee, and so forth, and, 
therefore, under the new rule, all these appropriations are to 
be sent to the Appropriations Committee with instructions that 
they shall not incinde any new legislation. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, may I make a suggestion there? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. ADAMS. The Senate did have, as I understand, its old 
rule, paragraph 3, which provided that— 


No amendment which proposes general legislation shall be received 
to any general appropriation bill, nor shall any amendment not ger- 
mane or relevant to the subject matter contained in the bill be 
received. 


That was the section which was being continually violated, 
and that is what occurred to me—that the penalty provision 
was inserted in order to prevent the disregard of that sec- 
tion—and that had conveyed to my mind the inference that 
when the Senate said “ general or new legislation” it had in 
mind those things where there had been violations under pre- 
vious practice. 
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Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
suggestion? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Florida yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, the Senator from Colorado was 
not here when the rule was adopted, but the Senator from 
Florida well remembers that the word “new” was advisedly 
used as being much broader than “ general.” 

Mr, FLETCHER. I was just going to say that. The word 
“new” was added in the amended rule so as to take care of 
situations like this that might come up. Because there is an 
item in an appropriation bill simply saying “for such and 
such a purpose, so many million dollars,” the idea that that 
may not be legislation, that it may be simply an appropriation 
which does not involve legislation, can not be sound, because 
involved in the very item of appropriation may be legislation 
to which Congress would be committed. 

For instance, suppose an appropriation bill, say, for rivers 
and harbors, should proyide that there should come in an 
amendment appropriating $1,000,000 for the improvement of the 
Missouri River from the point where it enters the Mississippi 
to its source. That is not merely an item of appropriation. 
That would commit Congress to the approval and adoption of 
that whole project—the improvement of the Missouri River. 
So this is not merely an item of appropriation; it is legislation, 
in that we propose here to construct certain buildings at a 
certain place. That is legislation; and the mere fact that some 
years ago, or two years ago, or perhaps each year for 40 years 
we may have made some appropriations for some purpose to 
be expended on that plant generally does not take it out of 
the status of new legislation, because under the highest prece- 
dent which I have just read here each appropriation expires 
with the year for which it is made and is not thereafter the 
basis of further appropriations. It does not continue as exist- 
ing law to constitute the basis of further appropriations. This 
is necessarily new legislation under that rule, and I can not 
see any escape from so holding. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, may I make just one inquiry? 
The Senator from Wisconsin really pointed out the thing that 
led to what is perhaps my confusion when he said that the 
word “new” was used advisedly and with care. If they 
meant by that the equivalent of a new item of appropriation, 
I wondered why they did not say “new item of appropriation ” 
or “general legislation“ rather than saying “ new legislation.” 
That is, there seems to have been a deliberate use of terms 
drawing a distinction between new items of appropriation and 
new legislation. That was what I was interrupting for and 
trying to get my own mind cleared up. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The legislation is involved in the item 
of appropriation. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, may I reply to that? 

Mr. FLETCHER, I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT, The question often came up whether a given 
item or given language was general legislation or special legis- 
lation, and so the word “new” was used to cover them both— 
not items of appropriation, necessarily, but whether it was gen- 
eral or special. 

Mr. WARREN, Mr. President, I do not rise with any ex- 
pectation of changing a single vote. In fact, I do not care to 
change the vote of any Senator. I hope they will vote as their 
judgment dictates upon this question. 

I am not going to argue the case further than what I con- 
tributed yesterday. I am still of the opinion that this par- 
ticular subject before us came in here in order, but I think 
the chairman of the Committee on Appropriations has a right 
to have the proper construction of this word “new” and the 
words “new legislation,” because, as I understand and have 
reason to believe, the chairman of that committee and the 
members of the committee desire to keep within the law and 
within the rules of the Senate. However, when it comes to 
the point where the word “new” applies to anything new 
it applies even to any increase of appropriations; it applies 
to a great many matters that have passed for years and do pass 
in appropriations, because it has been considered that appro- 
priations, unless the word “hereafter” preceded them so as 
to make them statutes, were, of course, only from year to 
year, and it has not seemed necessary to take up the matter of 
having some standard clause governing what we shall pay our 
Senators’ clerks or what we shall pay the boys who wait upon 
us. If, however, a close construction is to be given—as seems 
to be desired upon the part of some of our prominent parlia- 
mentary friends—the committee will be in very close quarters; 
and I want at this time simply to say that I want the Senators, 
one and all, to observe what this rule is and what it means, 
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because it will be very difficult for us under the rules as they 
are and with the close construction it is now sought to accord 
it, taking the first and second paragraphs of it together, to 
follow out anything like the lines that have been followed in 
the appropriations that become necessary from time to time 
for the support of the Government, 

I shall be glad to have Senators abide by this decision, as I 
expect to do; and when they approach—as they will and as 
they have a right to do—the Committee on Appropriations 
with their amendments, I will ask them to assist that com- 
— n by bringing with them the law, the authority, upon 
with they base the appropriations or increases of appropria- 
tions, and so forth, asked for, because, of course, we have to 
defend them in committee and here on the floor, and the 
easiest way might be for the committee to leave out all such 
items and come in with a bill with perhaps half the number of 
items that we have now and the others omitted because a 
point of order may be raised in regard to them. 

Of course, I understand that the rule can be waived, that 
nobody may raise the point about it, and let almost any kind 
of a bill go through; but if we are to have continuously the 
impending danger of every item that is new being challenged 
on the floor I ask that the Rules Committee may take this 
rules question under consideration and determine whether we 
do not need some clarification or some extension of the rules, 
because surely our practice has not been, when there has been 
no fault or criticism raised as to subject matter, to have our 
amendments subject to points of order from first to last on 
every one of these measures because of that little word “ new.” 

Having said that, I hope that Senators will record their 
judgment upon this point, and I hope, furthermore, that we 
may have a different and better understanding of what our 
rules mean because not only the differences we have had bere- 
tofore but the different attitudes taken on the floor yesterday 
and to-day make it incumbent, in my judgment, upon the Com- 
mittee on Rules to present some different rule to this body so 
that we may not crawl out on a limb and saw off the limb, 
as we might do in some of these cases of needed appropriations. 

For instance, the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Fess] has spoken 
of the treatment that is sometimes accorded to items In the 
House. What he says I subscribe to fully because it is a 
matter of fact. Matters go out there on the objection of one 
man or two men, and they undertake to say that we can re- 
store them here in the Senate, and under the rules as we have 
understood them and as we have practiced under them here- 
tofore many of those items could be restored and have been 
restored. 

I hope we may have a yea-and-nay vote. 

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. President, I simply desire to say that I 
propose to vote in support of this point of order because I 
believe that in a legal sense it is welt taken. It seems to me 
that what the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] has said 
upon that subject, and especially what the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. Nrety] has said, is unanswerable. 

I desire to say, at the same time, that I regret that I shall 
be constrained to vote that way. I represent a State in whieh it 
is not only the policy of the people at large, but particularly 
the policy of the Democratic Party at the present time, to ex- 
tend the amplest educational facilities that the treasury of the 
State of Maryland will bear to the colored people of the State; 
always, however, separately. Therefore, I take occasion now to 
declare that whenever this proposition comes before me dis- 
embarrassed of this point of order, I expect to vote for it, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Jones of Washington in 
the chair). The question is, Shall the point of order be sus- 
tained? Upon that the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. EDWARDS (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with my colleague, the senior Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
Enge], and inasmuch as the senior Senator from New Jersey 
would vote “nay,” I am free to vote, and vote “nay.” 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called). I 
transfer my general pair with the senior Senator from Maine 
[Mr. FERNALD] to the junior Senator from Indiana [Mr. RAL- 
STON], and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). 


I have a general 


pair with the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDrnwoop]. 
I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
GREENE], and vote “nay.” 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, a parliamentary question. I 
would like to have the question stated by the Chair, so that we 
may know what an affirmative or a negative vote will mean 
upon this particular question. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. An affirmative vote means 
that the Senator so voting is in favor of sustaining the point of 
order, and a negative vote that he is in favor of overruling it. 


Mr. SMITH (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Sren- 
Līne]. F transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Shirts! and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. McNARY (when Mr. STANFrEtD’s name was called). My 
colleague [Mr. STANFIELD] is absept from the city. If he were 
present, he would vote “ nay.” 

Mr. STANLEY (when his name was called). I transfer my 
general pair with the junior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
Ernst] to the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GERRY] 
and vote “yea.” 

Mr. WILLIS (when his name was called). I am paired for 
the day with the junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKer- 
LAR]. I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. Eben] and vote nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce that the senior Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. McCormick] is paired with the senior Sen- 
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen}. 

Mr. COLT. Has the junior Senator from Florida [Mr. 
TRAMMELL] voted? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has not. 

Mr. COLT. I haye a general pair with that Senator, and in 
his absence I withhold my vote. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I desire to state that my colleague [Mr. 
TRAMMELL] is unayoidably absent. He is paired with the Sen- 
ator from Rhode Island, as that Senator has just stated. If 
my colleague were present, he would vote “ yea.” 

Mr. SIMMONS (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
have a pair with the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. HAR- 
NEIL J. I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Montana 
[Mr. Wars] and let my vote stand. 

The result was—yeas 40, nays 35, as follows: 


YEAS—40, 
Ashurst Fletcher Kin Reed, Mo. 
B 5 G neg Le t Sheppard 
ora gorge nroo par 
Broussard Glass Mayfield Simmons 
Bruce Harris eely Smith 
Caraway Harrison Norbeck Stanley 
flin Stephens 
Curtis Howell Overman Swanson 
Dial Jones, N. Mex. Pittman Wadsworth 
Fess Kendrick Ransdelt Wheeler 
NAYS—35. r 
Adams: Dale La Follette Reed, 
Rall Dill Lodge Shi 
Brandegee Edwards McKinley Shortridge 
Brookhart Elkins M Smoot 
Bursum Ferris McNary Spencer 
Cameron G Moses „Mass. 
Capper Hale Oddie Wa 
Copeland Johnson, Minn. Pepper wW 
Cummins Jones, Wash, Phipps 
NOT VOTING—21. 
Colt Harreld Ralston Walsh, Mont. 
0 Johnson, Calif. Shields Watson 
Ernst Keyes Stanfield er 
Fernald McCormick Sterling 
Gerry McKellar Trammell 
Greene Owen Unde 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the question of sustaining 
the point of order the yeas are 40 and the nays are 85. So the 
point of order is sustained, and the bill goes back to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. ` 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I have asked the members of 
the Committee on Appropriations for authority to report the 
bill back without the item just stricken out on a point of order, 
and with the total changed. Therefore, I now report back 
favorably, from the Committee on Appropriations, with amend- 
ments, the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations for the 
Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1925, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 


port being received? The Chair hears none, and the report 


will be received and the bill go to the calendar. 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate now 
proceed to the consideration of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Utah? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 5078) making 
appropriations for the Department of the Interior for the year 
ending June 30, 1925, and for other purposes. 


PROSECUTION OF SUITS TO CANCEL OIL-LAND LEASES. 


Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the unfinished business be temporarily laid aside for the 
immediate consideration of House Joint Resolution 160, making 
appropriations for the prosecution of the naval oil-lease cases. 

Mr. SMOOT., The Senator does not think it will lead to any 
discussion? 

Mr. LENROOT. No; I do not think so. 

Mr. SMOOT. With that understanding, I have no objection 
to tem laying aside the unfinished business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wisconsin 
asks. for the present consideration of the joint resolution 
(H. J, Res. 160) to provide an appropriation for the prosecution 
of suits to cancel certain leases, and for other purposes. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution, which had 
been reported from the Committee on Appropriations with an 
amendment, on page 2, line 13, after the word “ shall,” to insert 
the words “be appointed by, and with the advice and consent 
of Te Senate, and shall,” so as to make the joint resolution 
read: 

Resolved, etc., That there be, and is hereby, appropriated, from any 
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
$100,000, or so much thereof as may be necessary, to be expended by 
the President for the purpose of employing the necessary attorneys 
and agents and for such other expenses as may be necessary in institut- 
ing and carrying on any suits or other proceedings, either civil or 
criminal, which he may cause to be instituted or which may be in- 
stituted, or to take any other steps deemed necessary to be taken 
in relation to the cancellation of any leases on oil lands in former 
naval reserves, in the prosecution of any person or persons gullty 
of any infraction of the laws of the United States in connection with 
said leases or in any other measures which he may take to protect 
the interests of the United States and the people thereof in connection 
therewith. Any counsel employed by the President under the authority 
of this resolution shall be appointed by, and with the advice and con- 
sent of the Senate, and shall have full power and authority to carry 
on said proceedings, any law to the contrary notwithstanding, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate as amended, 
and the amendment was concurred in. 

Mr. FLETCHER. What amount does the joint resolution 


carry? 

Mr. LENROOT. One hundred thousand dollars. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the joint 
resolution to be read a third time. 

The joint resolution was read the third time and passed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Committee on Appropria- 
tions also reports that the preamble be strieken out. With- 
out objection, it is so ordered. 


PRESIDENTIAL “APPROVAL. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his seeretaries, announced that on February 20, 
1924, the President had approved and signed the act (S. 2249) 
to extend for nine months the powers of the War Finance 
Corporation to make advances under the provisions of the 
War Finance Corporation act, as amended, and for other pur- 


poses. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. JONES of New Mexieo. I ask to have a petition which 
I received this morning, in favor of soldiers’ bonus legislation, 
printed in the Recorp without the names, and that the peti- 
tion be referred to the Committee on Finance. 

There being no objection, the petition was referred to the 
Commitete on Finance and the body of the petition was or- 
dered to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

COSTILGA, N. MEX., February II, 1924. 
Hon. A. A. JONES, . 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. : 

Dran Sin: We, the undersigned citizens of the United States of 
America and residents of New Mexico, having noticed the unjust fight 
being waged against the soldiers’ adjusted compensation bill now 
pending before Congress by selfish interests who are trying to make 
Congress believe that the majority of the people are against said bill, 
do hereby, in mass meeting assembled, petition and urge you as our 
representative to stand and vote for the said compensation bill; that 
the majority of the people, as far as we know, are in favor of that 
measure. Thanking you in advance, we are, 

Yours truly, 
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Mr. REED of Pennsylvania presented a memorial of the 
Philadelphia (Pa.) Board of Trade, remonstrating against the 
passage of legislation creating a Federal department of educa- 
tion, which was referred to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

Mr. CURTIS presented a resolution adopted by the Wichita 
Board of Trade, of Wichita, Kans., favoring the passage 
of legislation granting increased compensation to postal em- 
ployees, which was referred to the Commitee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads. 

He also presented a petition of sundry rural letter carriers 
of Cloud County, Kans., praying for the passage of legislation 
granting an equipment allowance of 6 cents per mile per day 
to rural letter carriers, which was referred to the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Medicine 
Lodge and Alma, all in the State of Kansas, praying for the 
passage of legislation repealing or reducing the so-called 
nuisance and war taxes, especially the tax on industrial alco- 
hol, which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution adopted at a mass meeting 
of the Gilbert M. Lewis Post, No. 113, the American Legion, 
and its friends, of Kinsley, Kans., praying for the passage 
of legislation granting adjusted compensation to veterans of 
the World War, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented memorials of sundry members of shop as- 
sociations of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
system, of Strong City, Cottonwood Falls, Florence, Ottawa, 
Arkansas City, Kansas City, and Newton, all in the State of 
Kansas, remonstrating against the making of any substantial 
change in the transportation act of 1920, which were referred 
to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented memorials of sundry members of the 
Santa Fe Supervisors Associations of the Atchison, Topeka & 
Santa Fe Railway system, of Chanute, Dodge City, Welling- 
ton, and Newton, all in the State of Kansas, remonstrating 
against the making of any substantial change in the trans- 
portation act of 1920, which were referred to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Wichita 
Board of Trade, of Wichita, Kans., protesting against 
the making of any substantial change in the transportation 
act of 1920, which was referred to the Committee on Inter- 
state Commerce. 

Mr. WILLIS presented the petition of Leo T. Courtad and 
858 other citizens of Carey and vicinity, in the State of Ohio, 
praying for the passage of legislation granting adjusted com- 
pensation to veterans of the World War, which was referred to 
the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. CAPPER presented a memorial of the Santa Fe Super- 
visors’ Association of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Rail- 
way system, of Wellington, Kans., remonstrating against the 
making of any substantial change in the transportation act of 
1920, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce. 

Mr. BROOKHART presented the following concurrent reso- 
lution of the Legislature of Iowa, which was referred to the 
Committee on Manufactures: 

STATE oF Iowa, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Des Moines, February 16, 1924. 
Hon. Surra W. BROOKHART, M. C., 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dran SENATOR: I have the honor to transmit herewith a copy 
of concurrent resolution No. 11 adopted by the General Assembly of 
the State of Iowa. 

Very respectfully yours, 
A. C. GUSTAFSON. 
Concurrent resolution 11. 


Whereas the retail selling price of gasoline has been increased 6 
cents per gallon in the State of Iowa within the past 40 days by all 
companies operating in the State; and 


Whereas there appears to be no economie condition in the oil in- | 


dustry that justifies such an advance in price or the maintenance of 
the present retail price and the adherence to such prices by all com- 
panies is due to an unlawful combination controlling the industry; 
and 

Whereas the President of the United States has ordered the De- 
partment of Justice to make an investigation of the causes of the re- 
rent advances and the present high prices of the commodity: Now 
therefore be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of the State of Iowa (the 
senate concurring), That we most earnestly commend President Coolidge 


upon his action in ordering a full and complete investigation of the 
present high price of gasoline and of conditions relating to the produc- 
tion and sale of the product for the purpose of determining whether 
there exists an unlawful combination in connection therewith, aud that 
we pledge to him the unqualified support of this legislature and that 
of the people of our State in his endeavor to prevent oppression of the 
people by what appears to be an vnlawful combination and an unfair 
trade practice; and be it further 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be forwarded to the Presi- 
dent and to each of the Membern of Congress from this State. 
J. HENDERSON, 
Speaker of the House. 
JOHN HAMMILL, 
President of the Senate. 
I hereby certify that house concurrent resolution No. 11 passed the 
fortieth general assembly in special session. 
A. C. GUSTAFSON, 
Chief Clerk of the House. 
FEBRUARY 16, 1924. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on Finance, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 1370) authorizing the grant- 
ing of war-risk insurance to Capt. Earl L. Naiden, Air Serv- 
ice, United States Army, reported it with amendments and 
submitted a report (No. 168) thereon. 

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 732) for the relief of the Alaska Steam- 
ship Co., reported it with amendments and submitted a report 
(No. 169) thereon. 


NATIONAL HOME FOR DISABLED VOLUNTEER SOLDIERS. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. With the indulgence of the Senator 
from Utah, I ask unanimous consent to report back favorably 
without amendment from the Committee on Military Affairs 
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 83) for the appointment of 
one member of the Board of Managers of the National Home 
for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, and I ask for its present con- 
sideration. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole, and it was read, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That John J. Steadman, of California, be, and he is 
hereby, appointed a member of the Board of Managers of the Nationale 
Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers of the United States, to fill the 
unexpired term of Henry H. Markham, deceased, 


The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BURSUM: 

A bill (S. 2581) authorizing the President to appoint Robert 
C. Gregory a captain of Infantry in the United States Army 
and place him upon the retired list of the Army; to the 
Committe on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ELKINS: 

A bill (S. 2582) to provide for the purchase of a site for and 
the construction of a public building at Parsons, W. Va.; to 
the Committee on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. DIAL: 

A bill (S. 2584) for the relief of the Crescent Manufactur- 
ing Co., of Spartanburg, 5. C.; to the Committee on Claims, 

A bill (S. 2585) to authorize the Postmaster General to 
place on the retirement rolls of the Post Office Department to 
receive the benefit of any Iaws heretofore enacted for the re- 
tirement of postal employees the name of Jeremiah W. Wise, of 
Sandy Run, Calhoun County, S. C.; to the Committee on Post 
Offices and Post Roads. 

By Mr. COUZENS: 

A bill (S. 2586) for the relief of Robert June; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. HEFLIN (for Mr. UNDbRR WOOD): 

A bill (S. 2587) for the relief of William B. Minor; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. COPELAND: 

A bill (S. 2588) for the relief of John N. Knauff Co. (Inc.); to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 

A bill (S. 2589) relating to transportation rates for veterans 
and parents of deceased veterans,.and for other purposes; te 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 
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GRANT OF FRANKING PRIVILEGE TO EDITH BOLLING WILSON. 


Mr. SWANSON, I introduce a bill and ask unanimous 
sent for its immediate consideration, 

Mr. SMOOT. I understand that the bill proposes that the 
same action shall be taken in regard to the widow of President 
Wilson that was taken in reference to the widow of President 
Harding, and I do not object to its passage. 

The bill (S. 2583) granting a franking privilege to Edith 
Bolling Wilson was read the first time by its title and the 
second time at length, as follows: 


Be it enacted, cto., That all mail matter sent by the post by Edith 
Bolling Wilson, widow of the late Woodrow Wilson, under her written 
autograph signature, be conveyed free of postage during her natural 
life. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


DAY AND NIGHT AIRPLANE MAIL SERVICE, 


Mr. PHIPPS submitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $1,500,000 for an additional amount for the installation, 
equipment, and operation of the airplane mail service by night 
flying, and to enable the department to make additional charges 
for both night and day service on first-class mail matter in ac- 
cordance with existing law, intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 6349, the Treasury and Post Office Departments ap- 
propriation bill, which was referred to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations and ordered to be printed, 


AMENDMENT TO INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr, FRAZIER submitted an amendment proposing in the 
item for secondary reclamation projects to strike out the 
figures “$50,000” for cooperative and miscellaneous investi- 
gations, and to insert * $60,000, of which not to exceed $10,000 
shall be used for the Bowman project In Bowman County, and 
the Knife River project in Dunn and Mercer Counties, in North 
Dakota,” intended to be proposed by him to House bill 5078, 
the Interior Department appropriation bill, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 


INVESTIGATION OF INTERNAL REVENUE BUREAU. 


Mr. COUZENS submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
168), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Con- 
trol the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Whereas the Bureau of Internal Revenue of the Treasury Depart- 
ment has not, according to reports, completed settlement of all tax 
cases for the year 1917, which cases should have been settled long 
ago; and 

Whereas this delay is indication of improper organization or gross 
inefficiency, or the bureau’s handicap by conditions of which the Sen- 
ate is not aware; and 

Whereas as the result of this system and this delay the Govern- 
ment has, it is claimed, lost millions of dollars, taxpayers have been 
and still are oppressed, and corruption or the opportunity for cor- 
ruption exists; and 

Whereas rates for income taxation are governed entirely by the ad- 
ministration or lack of it; and 

Whereas there can be no helpful, honest, sincere, and intelligent 
action on the rates of taxation until this system is corrected: There- 
fore be it 

Resolved, That the President of the Senate pro tempore is author- 
ized to appoint a special committee of five members, three of whom 
shall be of the majority party and two of the minority party, which 
shall investigate the Bureau of Internal Revenue to ascertain the 
extent to which said conditions exist and report thereon not later than 
April 1, 1924, so that this information may be ready for the Senate in 
considering a tax revision and tax reduction bill now before the House 
of Representatives. 

The committee is authorized to hold hearings, to sit during the 
sessions and recesses of the Sixty-eighth Congress, and to employ 
such stenographic and other assistants as it may deem advisable, 
The committee is further authorized to send for persons and papers; 
to require by subpena the attendance of witnesses, the production of 
books, papers, and documents; to administer oaths; and to take tes- 
timony. Subpe@nas for witnesses shall be issued under the signature 
of the chairman of the committee. The cost of stenographic service 
to report such hearings shall not be in excess of 25 cents per hundred 
words, The expenses of the committee shall be paid from the con- 
tingent fund of the Senate. 


con- 
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PEEDEE RIVER BRIDGE, NORTH CAROLINA, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER lald before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 
2189) to authorize the building of a bridge across the Peedee 
River in North Carolina, between Anson and Richmond Coun- 
ties, near the town of Pee Dee, which were to strike out all 
oe the enacting clause and to insert in lieu thereof the fol- 
owing: 


That the consent of Congress is hereby granted to the State High- 
way Department of North Carolina, and its successors and assigns, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto 
across the Peedee River at a point suitable to the interests of naviga- 
tion, at or near the town of Pee Dee, between the counties of Anson 
and Richmond, in the State of North Carolina, in accordance with 
the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the construction 
of bridges over navigable waters,” approved March 23, 1906, 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved— 


and to amend the title so as to read: 


An act granting the consent of Congress to the State Highway 
Department of North Carolina to construct a bridge across the Peedee 
River in North Carolina between Anson and Richmond Counties. 


Mr. SIMMONS. That is substantially the same bill that 
passed the Senate, and I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL DAUGHERTY. 


Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, some days ago when the 
Robinson resolution was pending, declaring that it was the 
sense of the Senate that the President, in the interest of the 
country, should request the resignation of the then Secretary 
of the Navy, Mr. Denby, the senior Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. Lopes] became very much excited and said it was lynch 
law and that we were lynching the Secretary of the Navy. 

The public prints this morning carry the statement that the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lope] and the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Perper] were closeted with the President 
yesterday, urging that he lynch the Attorney General, Mr. 
Daugherty. They do not put the plea upon the ground that it 
would be fer the public weal, but upon the ground that it would 
be for the good of the Republican Party. 

Mr. President, I had understood that the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Lope] was one of the advocates of the Dyer 
antilynching bill. It certainly ought to be true, if it is not, 
that the Senator is as kind to a member of the Republican 
Cabinet as he insists that other people shall be to the negroes 
in this country. He wants a law against lynching negroes, 
and according to his own definition of lynching he and the 
Senator from Pennsylvania were engaged in the enterprise of 
trying to lynch the Attorney General. They did this without 
giving any notice to the Attorney General. As I am informed, 
he was out associating with his usual cronies, according to the 
resolution of the Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER], pro- 
tecting the bootleggers and other people engaged in that sort 
of enterprise, and these two Senators, without notice and with- 
out any other reason except to do the Republican Party good, 
engaged in a conspiracy to lynch him. 

I merely want to protest against it, because they know and 
we all know that the Attorney General is slated to be retired 
to private life. I do not know whether or not the Attorney 
General has heard about it yet, but everybody else knows it. 
They know it, just like they knew that the Secretary of the 
Navy was going. It was some days before the President, Mr, 
Coolidge, found it out. They had not told him. He gave out 
an interview, and I think in perfect good faith, that until he 
found out that Mr. Denby had been guilty of some wrongdoing 
he was going to keep him. He was advised, I am sure, over- 
night that Mr. Denby had been guilty of some wrongdoing, not 
against the country, possibly, but against the possibility of the 
Republican Party winning in the coming contest, and therefore 
Mr. Denby went. 

Mr. Daugherty gave out an interview, I understand, yester- 
day morning saying that he and the President were in perfect 
accord; that they were “two souls with but a single thought,” 
and he was going to stick, going along with that blissful feeling 
that he had a job until March 4, 1925, and then he and the 
President were going out together. These two reputable Sena- 
tors lynched him overnight, according to the definition of what 
constitutes lynching by the senior Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. Lobokl, and I merely rise to protest against it. 
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INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (II. R. 5078) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1925, and for other purposes, which had been reported from 
the Committee on Appropriations with amendments, 

Mr. SPENCER. I send to the desk an amendment to the 
pending bill and ask that it be read and He on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Missouri 
proposes the amendment, which will be stated. 

The Reaprna CLERK. On page 102, after line 20, insert the 
following: 


For additions to medical-school] building, $370,000. 
For equipment for additions to medical-school buildings, $130,000. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be 
Printed and lie on the table. 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask unanimous consent that the formal read- 
ing of the bill be dispensed with, that the bill be read for 
amendments, and that committee amendments. be first con- 
sidered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Utah? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The reading clerk proceeded to read the bill. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the head “ Contingent expenses, Department. of the 
Interior,” on page 3, line 25, after the word.“ offices;” to insert 
“not exceeding $450 for the purchase of newspapers, notwith- 
standing the provisions of section 192 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States; and on. page 4, at the end of line 4, to 
strike out “$77,000” and insert $80,000,” so: as to make the 
paragraph read: 

For contingent expenses. of the office of the Secretary and. the 
bureans, offices, and buildings of the department; furniture, carpets, 
ice, lumber, hardware, dry goods, advertising, telegraphing, telephone 
service, street car fares not exceeding $250, and expressage; examina- 
tion of estimates for appropriations in the field for any bureau, office, 
or service of the department; not exceeding $500 shall be available 
for the payment of damages caused to private property by department 
motor vehicles exclusive of those operated by the Government fuel 
yards; purchase and exchange of motor trucks, motor cycles, and 
bicycles, maintenanee, repair, and operation of motor-propelled passen- 
ger-carrying vehleles and motor trucks, motor cycles, and bicycles, to 
be used only for official purposes; diagrams, awnings, filing and labor- 
saving devices; constructing model and other cases and furniture; 
postage stamps to prepay postage on matter addressed to Postal Union 
countries and for spectal-delivery stamps for use in the United States; 
expense of taking testimony and preparing the same, in connection 
with disbarment proceedings instituted against persons charged with 
improper practices before the department, its bureaus and offices; not 
exceeding, $450 for the purchase of newspapers notwithstanding the 
provisions of section 192 of the Revised Statutes of the United States; 
and other absolutely necessary expenses not hereinbefore provided for, 
including traveling expenses, fuel and lights, typewriting and labor- 
saving machines, 880,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 5, line 21, after the words 
“amount of the,” to strike out“ purchases or the services does 
not exceed $100 in any month,” and insert “purchase or the 
service does not exceed $100 in any instance,” so as to make 
the paragraph read: 

The purchase of supplies and equipment or the procurement of serv- 
ices for the Department of the Interior, the bureaus and offices thereof. 
including Howard University and the Columbia Institution for the Deaf, 
at the seat of government, as well as those located in the field outside 
the District of Columbia, may be made in open market without com- 
plianee with sections 3709 and 3744 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States, in the manner common among business men, when the 
aggregate amount of the purchase or the service does not exceed $100 
in any instance. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 6, at the end of line 3, 
to strike out “$6,000: Provided, That the four inspectors shall 
not receive per diem in Heu of subsistence for a longer period 
than 20 days at any one time at the seat of government” and 
to insert “$10,000,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

For per diem at not exceeding $4 in Meu of subsistence to four 
inspectors while traveling on duty, and for actual necessary expenses 
of transportation and incidental expenses of negotiation, inspection, 
and investigation, including telegraphing, temporary employment of 
stenographers, and other assistance outside of the District of Colnm- 
bia, $10,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was, under the subhead Office of 
solicitor,” on page 7, at the end of line 17, to increase the 
appropriation for personal services in the District of Columbia 
in accordance with the classification act of 1923, from $110,- 
000 to $124,000: 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Public land 
service,” on page 9, at the end of line 24, to increase the appro- 
priation for salaries of surveyors general, clerks in their offices, 
and contingent expenses, including office rent, pay of messen- 
gers, stationery, drafting instruments, typewriters, furniture, 
fuel, lights, books of reference for office use, post-office box 
rent, and other incidental expenses, including the exchange 
of typewriters, ete., from $175,000 to $191,590. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 11, at the beginning of 
line 4, to increase the appropriation for suryeys and resurveys 
of public lands, ete., from $650,000 to $700,000. 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The next amendment was, on page 12, line 11, after the name 
“ Little Rock,” to insert “and Harrison,” and in line 14, after 
the name Roswell,“ to insert “Clayton,” so as to make tha 
paragraph read: 


Registers and receivers : For salaries and commissions of registers of 
district land offices and receivers of public moneys at district land 
offices, at not exceeding $3,000 per annum each, $315,000: Provided, 
That the offices of registers and receivers at the following land offices 
shall be consolidated on June 1, 1925, and the applicable provisions of 
the act approved October 28, 1921, shall be followed in effecting such 
consolidations: Little Rock and Harrison, Ark.; Eureka and Sacra- 
mento, Calif.; Denver, Colo.; Hailey and Blackfoot; Idaho; Bozeman, 
Mont.; Las Cruees, Roswell, Clayton, and Fort Sumner, N, Mex.; 
Burns, La Grande, and Vale, Oreg.; and Rapid City, S. Dak.: Provided 
further, That where a vacancy shall occur in the offices of register or 
receiver in said land offices prior to June 1, 1925, consolidation shall 
be effective as of the date of such vacancy. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “Bureau of In- 
dian Affairs, general expenses. of Indian Service,” on page 16, 
line 12, after the words “ pay of,” to strike out “ five” and in- 
sert “ speeial Indian Service inspector at a salary of $3,500 per 
annum and four,” so as to make the paragraph read: 


For pay of special Indian Service inspector at a salary of $3,500 
per annum and four Indian Service inspectors, at salaries not to exceed 
$2,500 per annum and actual traveling and incidental expenses, and 
not to exceed $4 per diem in Heueof subsistence when actually employed. 
on duty if the fleld away from home or designated headquarters, 
$20,000, 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I would like to have a brief 
explanation of the amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. The House provided for five Indian Service 
inspectors, The Commissioner of Indian Affairs came before 
the committee and while he did not ask for any increase in the 
amount of the appropriation, he did ask for an increase in the 
salary of the one Indian Service inspector whose duty it is to 
travel all oyer the United States and examine the work of the 
other four inspectors. 

Mr. ROBINSON. To inspect the inspectors? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is true. Any question that arises at any 
of the headquarters, which can not be settled directly by cor- 
respondence with the department, is referred to this inspector 
and he is sent out to hold hearings on the ground. The Com- 
missioner of Indian Affairs held that it is absolutely impossible: 
to keep the inspector unless he is given $3,500 salary. He has 
been in the service a great many years and is a very valuable 
man. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The other inspectors receive $2,500? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator will notice that we did not in- 
crease the total amount of the appropriation of $20,000 for the 
service, That the committee refused to do. 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the subhead “ Indian lands,” on page 19, at the end 
of line 18, to inerease the appropriation for survey, resurvey, 
classification, and allotment of lands in severalty under the 
provisions of the act of February 8, 1887, etc., from “ $50,000” 
to “$56,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend» 
ment. Would the Senator from Utah prefer to have me wait 
until the committee amendments are disposed of? 
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Mr. SMOOT. I would prefer to get through with the few 
committee amendments that we have before other amendments 
are submitted. 

Mr. HARRISON. Very well. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next nmendment was, on page 31, line 22, to increase the 
appropriation for maintenance and operation of the irrigation 
systems on the Flathead Indian Reservation in Montana, etc., 
from “$50,000 to “ $300,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 32, line 2, to increase the 
appropriation for maintenance and operation of the irrigation 
systems on the Fort Peck Indian Reservation in Montana, etc.. 
from “$15,000” to “ $30,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 32, line 7, to increase the 
appropriation for maintenance and operation of the irrigation 
systems on the Blackfeet Indian Reservation in Montana, etc., 
from “ $20,000” to “ $60,000." 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 38, line 17, after the 
word “than,” to strike out “$5,000” and insert “$10,000,” 
so as to make the paragraph read: 


For construction, lease, purchase, repair, and improvement of 
school buildings, including the purchase of necessary lands and the 
installation, repair, and improvement of heating, lighting, power, and 
sewerage and water systems in connection therewith, $230,000: Pro- 
vided, That not more than $10,000 out of this appropriation shall 
be expended for new construction at any ong school or institution 
unless herein expressly authorized. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 40, at the beginning of 
line 1, to strike out “$12,000” and insert “ $18,000,” so as 
to read: 


Haskell Institute, Lawrence, Kans.: For 850 pupils and for pay of 
superintendents, including not to exceed $1,500 for printing and 
issuing school paper, $170,000; for general repairs and improvements, 
818,000. 


Mr. SMOOT. I desire to offer an amendment to the amend- 
ment. After the figures $18,000," in the committee amendment 
as proposed, I move to insert the words “to be immediately 
available.” The reason for that is that they had a fire at 
Haskell Institute recently, and we propose to make the money 
immediately available in order to enable them to restore the 
buildings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment to the amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The Reaprnc CLERK. On page 40, line 1, after the figures 
“ $18,000,” insert the words “to be immediately available.” 
so as to read: 


For general repairs and improvements, $18,000, to be immediately 
available. 


The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 43, line 2, to strike out 
“$10,000” and insert $15,000,” so as to read: 


Chemawa, Salem, Oreg.: For 800 Indian pupils, including native 
Indian pupils brought from Alaska, and for pay of superintendents, 
including not to exceed $500 for printing and issuing school paper, 
$155,000; for general repairs and improvements, $15,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 44, line 2, to increase the 
appropriation for Indian boarding schools, from “ $2,530,000” 
to “ $2,541,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 49, line 3, after the word 
“For,” to strike out “the relief of distress among” and to in- 
sert “ general support and civilization of,” so as to read: 


For general support and ciyllization of the full-blooded Choctaw 
Indians of Mississippi, including the pay of one special agent, who 
shall be a physician, one farmer, and one field matron, and other 
necessary administration expenses, $10,500; for their education by 
establishing, equipping, and maintaining day schools, including the 
purehase of land and the construction of necessary buildings and their 
equipment, or for the tuition of full-blood Mississippi Choctaw Indian 
children enrolled in the public schools, $20,000; for the purchase of 
lands, including improvements thereon, not exceeding 80 acres for 
apy one family, for the use and occupancy of said Indians, to be 
expended under conditions to be prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Interior, for its repayment to the United States under such rules and 
regulations as he may direct, $4,000; for the purpose of encouraging 


industry and self-support among sald Indians and to aid them in 
building homes, in the culture of fruits, grains, cotton, and other 
crops, $8,000; which sum may be used for the purchase of seed, 
animals, machinery, tools, implements, and other equipment necessary, 
in the discretion of the Secretary of the Interior, to enable said 
Indians to become self-supporting, to be expended under conditions to 
be prescribed by the Secretary for its repayment to the United States 
on or before June 30, 1930; in all, $42,500. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 51, line 7, to increase the 
appropriation for expenses of administration of the affairs of 
the Five Civilized Tribes, Oklahoma, and the compensation of 
employees, from $150,000 to $165,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to ask the chairman 
of the committee whether any provision has been made for the 
Indians in San Juan County, Utah, and San Juan County, 
Colo., particularly those who belong to the tribe that re- 
cently, it was alleged, was in revolt. The senior Senator from 
Utah is familiar with those Indian troubles. The contention 
was made at that time that these Indians had been deprived of 
the lands which they and their progenitors had occupied for 
centuries; that the whites had taken possession of the lands 
which belonged to them; at least, which they claimed; that 
the Government had given to the whites the title to the lands, 
and that the Indians were left without any support whatever 
from the Government. 

l was in Utah at the time of the alleged outbreak and I re- 
member telegraphing to the Indian Bureau and to the Secre- 
tary of the Interior. A promise was made that those Indians 
would be cared for; that they would be taken to some reser- 
vation or, at least, would receive an allotment of lands some- 
where, so that they could be properly cared for. I should like 
to ask whether any steps have been taken to care for those 
Indians. 

Mr. SMOOT. The only items for the Utah Indians, and I 
may say, also, for Colorado Indinns as well, is an item of 
$3,000 for the Southern Utes and $15,000 for the Ute Mountain 
Indians. They are on the border line between Utah and Colo- 
rado. Those appropriations have nothing to do with the 
Paiutes in Utah, to whom the junior Senator from Utah refers. 
The other appropriations contained in the bill for Indians in 
Utah are— 

Utah: Goshute (Goshute, $3,500; Paiute, $800; Skull Valley, 
$1,500), $5,800; Uintah and Ouray, $15,000; 


I do not think there is any direct appropriation to take care 
of the Indians who were in trouble in San Juan County last 
year. 1 recall the disturbance that took place at that time; 
but there has been no estimate, I will say to my colleague, for 
an appropriation covering the matter to which he has re- 
ferred, and there is no appropriation carried in the pending 
bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I very much regret that the In- 
dian Bureau did not bring this matter, as I understood it would, 
to the attention of the Budget Bureau; for here is a case, as I 
understand the facts, which calis for relief. A number of 
these Indians living on the border between Utah and Colorado, 
being a portion of the time in Colorado and a part of the time 
in Utah, have been crowded by the whites coming into that 
district from the lands which they formerly occupied. They 
have been driven out of the fertile lands, the lands along the 
streams, so they claim, into regions which, if not inaccessible, 
are not fertile and which do not afford them an opportunity 
of making a living. There have been outbreaks for a number 
of years because these Indians felt that they were being robbed 
of their lands. While the Government has been generous in 
caring for other Indians, it has done nothing for this tribe. 
It may be that they are the remnants of a number of tribes. 

Only last summer it was alleged that Chief Posey, the head 
of the tribe, was leading a revolt. The marshal was sent from 
Salt Lake City upon a telegram, as I understood, from Wash- 
ington, and there was a great deal of excitement over the 
alleged outbreak of the Indians. The result was that old 
Posey was killed. Whether or not others were killed, I do not 
now recall. 

As I stated a moment ago, I telegraphed to the Interior De- 
partment and to the Indian Bureau insisting that some steps 
be taken suitably to care for these Indians. My own opinion 
is—and I tender it with a good deal of hesitation, because I 
do not have all the facts—that these Indians have not been 
properly and fairly and humanely dealt with by the Govern- 
ment. The Government has taken the lands which they occu- 
pied, has had a portion of them surveyed, and has disposed of 
them to white people. Cities and towns have been erected in 
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certain parts of the territory formerly occupied by these In- 
dians and their forefathers for generations anterior to ‘this 
time; these Indians, now few In number, are congested in 
little narrow gorges and are moving about because of their 
inability to make a living. No provision is made for teaching 
or educating them; no allotments, I have been advised, have 
been made of any lands to them; and they are vagrant and 
fugitive Indians, 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Utah a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 7 

Mr. FLETCHER. About how many of these Indians are 
there? 

Mr. KING. My understanding is that there are somewhere 
between 100 and 200 of them remaining. It does seem to me, 
Mr. President, that when we so generously deal with other 
Indians we fail in our duty when we leave these Indians dis- 
possessed of their property and without any means of support 
whatever, 

I should like to ask some member of the committee whether 
the committee would object to an amendment to the pending 
bill which would authorize the Indian Bureau out of funds 
which it may have availnble, if it has any, to take care 
of these Indians, or whether an amendment would be per- 
mitted requiring the Indian Bureau to allot to these Indians 
on the Government domain in some suitable place—not some 
arid waste or some mountainous district where they could not 
subsist—some lands susceptible of irrigation or of being 
farmed, so that they could at least partially support them- 
selves, and then receive such contributions from the Govern- 
ment as the circumstances might require? 

Mr. SMOOT. I beg the Senator’s pardon. My attention was 
diverted for a moment. 

Mr. KING. I asked the chairman of the subcommittee 
whether a point of order would be raised against a suitable 
amendment ‘requiring the Indian Bureau to allot to these In- 
dians suitable lands from which they might obtain a livelihood 
and to give to them such sums as may be necessary to save 
them from want and starvation? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I know the situation just as 
well as does my colleague, and I think the estimate ought to 
have come to Congress in the regular order. I will have to 
say to my colleague, however, that, notwithstanding my in- 
terest In an item of that kind and my knowledge as to its 
necessity, under the circumstances I would have to make a 
point of order against it. 

Mr. KING. May I ask the Senator in charge of the bill, 
and particularly those members of the committee who are also 
members of the Committee on Indian Affairs, if they will take 
the matter up with the Indian Bureau with a view to having 
upon some future bill a provision engrafted that will deal 
with the situation before the adjournment of Congress? 

Mr. SMOOT. If a regular estimate should come from the 
Bureau of the Budget, I ‘have not any donbt but what the 
committee would consider it, and more than likely favorably ; 
but I can not speak with certainty as to that. I will say to 
the Senator, however, that if it were possible for me to put it 
upon the bill, knowing the situation as I do, I should ‘be glad 
to do it, but it is impossible. 

Mr. KING. I appreciate the fact that it would be subject 
to a point of order, and I do not want to violate the rules of 
the Senate; but the exigencies are such, it seems to me, as to 
call for some quick action upon the part of the Indian Bureau 
to take care of this problem, because there may be another 
emeute; we are apt to have another outbreak, because those 
Indians resent what they conceive to be the harsh treatment 
of the Government toward them. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the Government has frequently 
taken care of such bands of Indians, and I suggest that if the 
Senator will write a letter to the chairman of the Committee on 
Indian Affairs I am sure the committee will take the question 
up with the department in the hope of securing from them some 
recommendation. 

Mr. KING. I shall be glad to accede to the suggestion of the 
Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, the matter I am about to 
bring up is rather out ef order, but we can dispose of it very 
quickly. I ask the Senator in charge of the bill to turn back 


to page 47, where, between lines 21 and 22, there is an item 
appropriating $10,000 for the Seminole Indians of Florida. I 
offered an amendment to make that £20,000. 

The situation there is—and I will be very brief—that $10,000 
will not do for these Indians what is considered, especially by 
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those familiar with the situation there, to be the proper and 
just and the advantageous thing for the Government as well 
as for the Indians. For instance, the Indian agent is Capt. 
Lucien A. Spencer, who was a chaplain in the service during 
the World War. He is a most admirable man, thoroughly in 
love with the Indians, and desirous of doing what will be for 
their well-being. He was out of pocket some $1,200 last year 
for items which were not covered by the appropriation; and 
yet he has kept on looking after those Indians. He has recom- 
mended very strongly that the Government ought to allow 
him $2,000 for the purchase of hogs, in order that the Indians 
may grow hogs and thereby, in a way, become self-supporting, 
and also an item of $3,000 for the purpose of purchasing some 
cattle, in order that they may raise cattle, his idea being to 
on the Indians to be self-supporting and give them an oppor- 
Y. 

They have a reservation provided by the State and by the 
Federal Government together ample to accomodate them. 
There are some 650 of these Seminole Indians. At the close 
of the Seminole War they were ordered out to Indian Terri- 
tory, and they never could be persuaded to go. They insisted 
on staying there, If they had gone out west, some of them 
would have been vastly rich now and greatly improved in 
their circumstances; but as they were pressed to go they got 
farther back into the Everglades, where they were out of 
reach of all civilization, and they lived for years by fishing 
and hunting and selling alligator skins and bird plumes and 
that sort of thing. Now the Everglades are being reclaimed, 
and their old hunting grounds are being taken away from 
them, the game is “being taken away from them, and they 
need help. 

Captain Spencer not only looks after them as to their physi- 
cal needs, but he provides them with medical attention and 
school facilities and that sort of thing. It is a great pity 
that he can not be allowed enough to enable him to lay the 
foundation for their self-support, to purchase for them a few 
hogs and a few cattle, and let them raise these hogs and cat- 
tle on their reservation. I have offered an amendment to 
make this $20,000 instead of $10,000. I presume it is subject 
to a point of order. 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to call the Senator's attention to the 
fact that in 1922 the appropriation was $8,000; in 1923 it 
was $7,000; in 1924 it was $7,000; and the House and the 
Senate committee agreed to an increase to $10,000. That 
estimate for $10,000 was sent up, I think, for the very reasons 
named by the Senator; but we only had an estimate for $10,000, 
and we granted an increase in this appropriation of $3,000 
over the existing law. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Over the previous appropriations, 

Mr. SMOOT. Over the appropriations for the two previous 
years, and $2,000 over 1922, 

Mr. FLETCHER. I realize that. Those appropriations 
have been too small. I should be very willing to trade with 
the Senator, and make it $15,000. 

Mr. SMOOT. I should like to accommodate the Senator, 
but I can not do it. 

Mr. FLETCHER, Then I can not say any more. The 
20 500 assures me that there was no estimate beyond the 

10,000. 

Mr. SMOOT. No; there is no estimate above the $10,000. 
We gave every dollar of the estimate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will continue 
the reading of the bill. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 54, line 15, to reduce the appropriation for sup- 
port and civilization of Indians at the Klamath (Oreg.) 
Agency, etc., from $125,000 to $110,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 55, at the end of line 2, 
to reduce the total appropriation for support and civilization 
of Indians under the jurisdiction of certain agencies, ete,, from 
$1,275,800 to $1,260,800. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 59, after line 13, to strike 
out: 

For one-half the cost of the construction of a bridge across the 
Washita River within the Kiowa Indian Reservation, Okla., on the 
road between the agency and the Riverside Boarding School, not to 
exceed $8,000, from the tribal funds of the Kiowa, Comanche, and 
Apache Indians, under such rules and regulations as the Secretary 
of the Interior may prescribe; to be available only when the proper 
authorities of Caddo County, Okla., shall have provided funds to de- 
fray the remainder of the cost of said bridge. 


1924. 
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The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 59, after line 22, to insert: 


For the construction of steel bridges across the Rio Grande within 
the Cochiti and San Juan Pueblo Indian grants, New Mexico, under 
the direction of the Seeretary of the Interior, $82;200 (reimbursable). 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead: Bureau of 
Reclamation,” on page 66, line 14, after the word “ operations,” 
to strike out. “ $765,000, of which not to exceed $250,000 may 
be expended for the construction of a hydroelectric’ power 
plant at the siphon drop on the main canal: Provided, That 
no part of said sum of $250,000 shall be expended until con- 
tracts have been entered into by a majority of the water-right 
applicants and entrymen, for the lands to be charged with the 
cost of said hydroelectric power plant in the manner provided 
by section 4 of the reclamation extension: act approved August 
13, 1914 (38 Stat. L., p. 686), wherein said water-right appli- 
cants and entrymen shall agree to repay the cost of said power 
plant chargeable- against their lands, in 12 equal annual in- 
stallments, commencing December 1, 1925,’ and to insert 
“ $515,000,” so as to make the paragraph read: 


Tuma project, Arizona-California: For operation and maintenance, 
continuation: of construction, and incidental operations, $515,000. 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, on page 66, beginning after 
the word “ operations,” in line’ 14, and down to and including 
line 1 on page 67, appears a Senate amendment. The amend- 
ment is so vital that I am obliged to discuss it; but I will 
reduce my remarks to all possible compactness, and I assure 
the chairman that I certainly do not wish to delay this bill. 

First, I must correct an error which I made in my speech—or 
my tangential outburst, as I prefer to call it—on February 11 
regarding this item; but I can make the correction with more 
facility by reading a letter I have received. The error arises 
only from the circumstance that I said that the Southern Cali- 
fornia Edison Power Co. had caused this amendment to be 
stricken out. I miscalled the name of the company, It was the 
Southern Sierra High Power Co. The letter is from Mr. B. F. 
Fly, president of the Yuma Mesa Unit Holders’ Association, 
at Yuma, Ariz. It reads as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., February 12, 1924. 
Hon. Henry F. ASHURST, 
United States Senator from Arizona, Washington, D. O. 

My Dear Suxaron: I was gratified this morning to read the Senate 
proceedings of yesterday in the CONGRESSIONAL. Recorp and to see that 
you so vigorously took exception to the elimination by the Committee 
on Appropriations of the $250,000 item for the construction of a 
power plant at Yuma for the benefit of Yuma project and the Yuma 
Mèsa auxiliary project. 

Permit me, however, to. call your attention to the fact that instead 
of it being the Southern California Edison Co. directly Interested in 


the elimination of this item, which proposes. à Government-owned. 


power plant at Yuma, that it is the Southern Sierra High Power Co., 
which, I am told, is largely owned and dominated’ by one of your 
fellow Senators. 

Yuma is at the very tall end of this Southern Sierra Power Co. line, 
which is reputed to be the longest high-power line in the world, it 
being something like 600. miles in length. This company was induced 
to extend its power line from Andrade, Calif., where the Imperial Valley 
irrigation district has its intake, to the city of Yuma, by Messrs. E. F. 
Sanguinetti and Frank L. Ewing. This company at the time the 
15-year contract was entered into granted to Sanguinetti & Ewing the 
exclusive use for the Yuma territory of all the electricity generated by 
the Slerra company’s line; however, Sanguinetti & Ewing permitted 
this contract to be changed so that the local power, water, and light 
company in Yuma could obtain its power for city purposes under. the 
same terms and at the same price that the power was furnished to 
Sanguinetti & Ewing; this, as my recollection serves me, was 2 cents 
per kilowatt hour for the first 100,000 kilowatts, 11 cents per kilo- 
watt for the next 100,000 kilowatts, 13 cents per kilowatt for the next 
100,000 kilowatts, and 19 cents per kilowatt for all over and above that 
amount, Sanguinetfi & Ewing practically putting up a cash bond guar- 
anteeing that they would consume not less than $2,000 worth of electric 
energy per month, After this contract had been in force for two or 
three years the Southern Sierra High Power Co, made application to 
the rate-fixing board in California, known as the State Railway Com- 
mission, for an increase in the price fixed in the contract, alleging, as 
I understand it, that they were not making sufficient! profit to maintain 
their line to Yuma. This ratefixing board, notwithstanding the 


written contract, raised the rate to 2.6. cents per kilowatt for: the 
first 100,000 kilowatts and then graduated In the same ratio down to 
the lowest figure. 

In the meantime Sanguinetti & Ewing bad gone to tremendous ex- 
pense in erecting high-power lines all over Yuma Valley and to Yuma, 


Mesa. All our cotton gins: were induced’ to electrify: their plants; but 
when this abnormal raise in prices came, contrary to the contract, all 
the gins and other institutions that were using electricity for power 
canceled their contract with Sanguinetti & Ewing. 

I merely state this incident to show you the greedy proclivities. of 
the Southern Sierra High Power Co. 

When the Reclamation Service erected the power plant to pump the 
water from the east main canal to my beloved Yuma Mesa,” It was 
necessary, of course, to obtain power for pumping. purposes: from the 
Sierra High Power Co. through Sanguinetti & Ewing. My offhand im- 
pression is that the Reclamation Service is furnished this power at 
cost, plus a certain percentage, but even that figure makes electric 
energy so expensive that this last year it cost all of us who own land 
on the Yuma Mesa $15 per acre for operation and maintenance, the 
greatest item of which is the cost of electric energy furnished by the 
Southern Sierra High Power Co. through the local firm above referred 
to. Fifteen dollars per acre for pumping water onto citrus-fruit lands 
makes it so burdensome that the Government itself through its Reclama- 
tion Service realizes that Yuma Mesa, which you know is the only frost- 
less district in the United States, could not be successfully maintained 
under this high cost for electric energy to pump the water necessary to 
irrigate those lands. It was, therefore, determined by the Reclamation 
Service to erect a power plant at what is known as the siphon drop 
where, ever since the construction of the Yuma project, 1,100 horse- 
power has been daily going to waste. The reclamation officials figured 
that this power plant, to cost in round numbers $250,000, would gen- 
erate enough electricity not only to lift the water onto the Yuma Mesa, 
pump all the drainage water out of the valley, but would also furnish 
sufficient electric energy to run the Reclamation Service machine shops 
on the Yuma project. It was estimated that this plant would vay for 
itself within six years, and thereafter it would be a perpetual source 
of income to the Yuma project, and by furnishing its own power would 
reduce the cost of pumping water onto the mesa by at least one-half. 

You can therefore readily see why those interested in the Southern 
Sierra High Power Co, line that is now furnishing this electric cnergy 
at such an abnormally high cost are objecting to the Government 
erecting a $250,000 plant, because it takes just that much profit away 
from this grasping; greedy’ corporation. 

I think if you will refer to the records in the hearing before the 
House Commiftee on Reclamation a couple of years ago you will find 
where one of your fellow Senators admitted that he was one of the 
owners of this company, and I, therefore, congratulate you on calling 
the attention of your fellow Senators, as you mildly put it, to the 
probability that the power companies had this item stricken from the 
bill. T would consider it an outrage if this item were ultimately 
eliminated from the Interior Department appropriation bill. It is one 
of the most just items in that entire bill, and I trust you will exercise 
your every energy in seeing that this item is finally adopted by the 
Senate. 

It was first asked for by the people of Yuma themselves; it was asked 
for by the project manager of the Yuma project; it was recommended 
and estimated for by the Director of the Budget; it was recommended 
by the Department of the Interior, and the item passed the House of 
Representatives by a unanimous vote, plainly indicating that they 
appreciated the necessity for this appropriation. 

With highest consideration. 
Faithfully yours, B. F. Pry, 
President Yuma Mesa Unit Holders’ Association, 


That letter, I think, is a fair résumé. I read from the hear- 
ing before the House committee on this bill: 

For the year 1924 users of electric current on that project will pay 
for electric current 848,800, approximately; for 1925, $57,000; for 
1926, $66,000 ; for 1927, $78,000; for 1928, $78,000; for 1929, $78,000; 
for 1930; $78,000 ; whereas if this advance were made, so that requisite 
electric current could be generated by the project, the savings would be 
as follows. 

I again read from the testimony of Mr. Weymouth, the engi- 
neer for the Reclamation Service, than whom there is no more 
able public servant, who said: 

The savings. which could be effected by building the siphon drop 
power plant— 

That is, by building this hydroelectric power plant— 
are estimated as follows: 
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And down through the subsequent years the saving would be 
about the same, so says Mr. Weymouth; and the entire cost of 
the proposed power plant would be covered by the savings in six 
years. Hence there can be no doubt as to the desirability of 
installing this. power plant at the earliest date, provided suit- 
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able contracts can be entered into guaranteeing the return of 
the cost. Mr. Weymouth further says: 


The Mesa unit of the Yuma project is not able to finance the con- 
struction of the power plant and there appears to be no way to secure 
funds for its construction unless they can be secured from the reclama- 
tion fund. ‘To do this it will be necessary to have some guaranty as to 
payment. The following plan is suggested: 

(a) The Yuma project to vote supplemental construction, build the 
plant, and operate it. g 

(d) The Yuma project to receive power at net cost. 

(e) The Mesa to pay a fixed rate in excess of actual cost for power 
received ; say, 2 cents per kilowatt hour. 

(d) The net returns from power used by the Mesa to be applied to 
the repayment of construction cost. 

(e) The gross returns from sale of surplus power to be applied to 
reduction of operating costs until fully covered, then to repayment of 
construction cost. 


Mr. President, I assert that if this amendment proposed by 
the Senate committee is agreed to it will be a flagrant disregard 
of public right, will be an injustice upon a community which 
is already making a brave effort to sustain itself, 

Senators will not forget that what is usually the third largest 
river in the United States, and at times the second largest— 
the Colorado—debouches into the Gulf of California about 105 
miles below this project; that that is a temperamental and erratic 
river, most flashy in its performances. Yet there is the Yuma 
project on the bank of the river, and this project has been re- 
quired to hold in a fixed channel the mighty sweep of those 
treacherous waters, for when the aggressive cutting edge of 
the river begins to eat into the sand, like a mighty giant with 
steel claws, it digs the banks away and overwhelms, destroys, 
and carries away rich farms which represent the results of 
many years of hard labor and rigid economy on the part of the 
people of that community. 

Yet those people at Yuma have made a titanic effort to con- 
trol that river, and they have measurably succeeded. I am 
bound to say that the Reclamation Service has extended all the 
help within its power. Every energy at the command of the 
Reclamation Service has been employed in times of danger to 
assist in holding that raging river in check. The waters to 
irrigate by gravity are taken out of the river about 14 miles 
above Yuma on the west side of the river; flows down the side 
of the river in a large canal; is then siphoned under the river, 
and at the siphon there is a 10-foot drop, at which point it is 
proposed to generate hydroelectric power for the project and 
to pump water to irrigate the mesa, to drain the valley, and to 
take care of the other needs and requirements of the project 
so far as electric current is concerned, 

The company which I mentioned before, the Southern Sierra 
High Power Co., has been and is now delivering this electric 
current. I am not complaining because the Southern Sierra 
High Power Co. or one of its subsidiary or allied companies 
delivers the current. I am not complaining. They had a right 
so to do. I do not make that feature a matter of complaint, 
because it is a subject in which both sides were agreed, and 
say in passing that the current was furnished and delivered at 
an extraordinarily high price. 

The landowners and water users of the Yuma project per- 
ceive an opportunity to generate hydroelectric power and to get 
relief from high rates for current charged by this Southern 
Sierra High Power Co. and its allied companies by building 
their own hydroelectric power plant. They have asked for an 
advance of $250,000. It was estimated for by the Director of 
the Budget; it was estimated for by the Interior Department ; it 
passed the House of Representatives; Senate hearings were 
held. A stenographer was present to take down most of the 
hearings, but as soon as they reached this item the stenographer 
was strangely absent. I do not know what the reasons were. 
It was unfortunate that the stenographer lifted his pen just as 
this item was reached, because if the statements had been 
reported I would haye had some of the reasons for eliminating 
this item, and I would have been able at least to know what 
was in the minds of the committee when they eliminated this 
item. 

Now, one of the stockholders of the Southern Sierra High 
Power Co. sits on the Appropriations Committee. I want to 
ask him how he voted on this item? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Certainly; I voted to cut this item out. 

Mr. ASHURST. That is what I thought; and thereby you 
put money into your own pocket. 

Mr. PHIPPS. But 

Mr. ASHURST. There is no “but” about it, When you 
voted to cut ft out you voted to put money into your own 
pocket and to deprive the farmers of the yalley there of the 


right to have their own 
“I refuse to vote.“ 


power plant. You should have said, 


Mr. PHIPPS. I warn the Senator not to impute motives, 

Mr. ASHURST. I do not care anything about your warnings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator declines to yield. 

Mr. ASHURST, Yes; I yield to the Senator, if he wishes to 
ask me a question. 

Mr. PHIPPS, I wish in my own time to make a full and 
complete statement. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator had better call it a confession. 

Mr. PHIPPS. It will not be. It will be a statement that I 
shall be proud to make on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. ASHURST. There is such a thing as being above pride 
and below pride. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Tes; there is. I came to the Senate, Mr. 
President, without one pledge or promise outstanding. I have 
held my place here, I believe, devoting my time to the service 
of my country. I have never been approached by any indi- 
vidual or company or the representative of a company improp- 
erly, nor have I been at any time asked how I should vote, nor 
has an attempt been made to induce me to favor any particular 
measure. I sat as a member of this committee, as was my per- 
fect right. The committee did not have any hearing on this 
particular item at the time it was first considered and no com- 
munication whatever had been received from the Southern 
Sierra Power Co, The chairman of the subcommittee, the Sen- 
ator from Utah [Mr. Sscoor], and myself both noticed in the 
bill this item for a power plant, and also an item for a power 
plant in the Boise (Idaho) project, together with one or two 
items that were units or projects already under way, and it was 
beyond question the sentiment of the committee that no new 
expenditures should be authorized until after the report of the 
fact-finding committee is available for the Department of the 
Interior and for our committee. 

Mr. President, reference was made in the letter which the 
Senator read—I did not catch the name of the man who signed 
the letter. 

Mr. ASHURST. Having said what I have, I feel under 
obligation to him to yield to the Senator, but I do not want 
indefinitely to prolong my remarks. The letter is signed by Mr. 
B. F. Fly, president of the Yuma Mesa Unit Holders’ Associa- 
tion. I know Mr. Fly. I may not agree with him on some 
public questions, but I have no reason to doubt that his state- 
ment is fair and accurate. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator declines to yield. 

Mr. ASHURST. Let me say a word so this controversy will 
be reduced to the narrowest limit. I do not make it a matter 
of criticism that the Senator is interested in any power com- 
pany. He has the right to be interested. I do not make it a 
matter of criticism that the Senator as a Senator is interested 
in power companies, He has the right to be. I would be a fool 
to pretend any criticism for that reason. The objection which 
I level—and I believe when the Senator reflects he is bound to 
see the force of it—is that it does not become a Senator who is 
a stockholder in a power company, be it large or small, when 
legislation is brought out that creates electrie energy that would 
come into competition with the energy which is furnished at 
high prices by the company in which he is interested, to vote on 
the question. That is my criticism. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ASHURST. I want to ask the Senator now if he did not 
testify before the House committee a year or so ago—— 

Mr. PHIPPS. I did. 

Mr. ASHURST. That he was a stockholder in those com- 
panies? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I did. 

Mr. ASHURST. I have a right to make it a matter of 
criticism that he sat on a committee and voted to prevent appro- 
priations the result of which would raise up an agency in com- 
petition to his own business affairs, 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair desires to read this 
part of Rule XIX, so that Senators will govern themselves ac- 
cordingly: 

No Senator in debate shall, directly or indirectly, by any form of 
words impute to another Senator or to other Senators any conduct or 
motive unworthy or unbecoming a Senator. 


Mr. ASHURST. I am glad the Chair read the rule. I would 
not have known it if he had not read it. I thank the Chair. 
I want the Chair to hold me to a strict account for what I say. 
I am not going to say anything unparliamentary. If I do say 


something unparliamentary it will be true no matter how un- 
parliamentary it may be. 
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Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield to the Senator ‘from Colorado? 

Mr. ASHURST. I do. 


Mr. PHIPPS. On the first point, I said I voted for it. I did 


in this way 

Mr, ASHURS®. That is, the Senator voted for the amend- 
ment? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I voted to strike it out in this way. I want 
to explain how the subcommittee acted.. The ‘subcommittee had 


the House hearings, from which the Senator has read, and eon- 


‘sidering the item they said it was unwise at this time to ap- 
(propriate $250,000 for the power plant. There was no definite 
vote taken. It was à consensus of opinion, the unanimous opin- 
ion of the subcommittee that it should go out. It was so re- 
ported to the whole committee, and it went out. 


I believe, Mr. President, that I am fair minded enough to 


know when any yote of mine might possibly be affected by any 
property interest which I may have. I think that I am con- 


scientious enough to refuse to vote on any question where I. 


think there might be a suspicion of my being influenced by any 
property possession of mine. I felt that it was my duty to go 
with the committee in this matter of eliminating the item at 
this time for various reasons which I shall discuss in my own 
time. However, I want to say this—— 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield further. 

Mr. PHIPPS. With reference to the point that I appeared 
before the House committee a year ago and admitted that I 
was interested as a stockholder in the holding company of 
which the Southern Sierra Power Co. is a subsidiary—yes, I 
appeared before the eommittee on request. It was with rela- 
tion to the erection or the building of a dam at Boulder Oean- 
yon. My testimony was taken as being opposed to the propo- 
sition until other dam sites farther up the river had been 
developed. Then the question was put to me, “Are you a stock- 
holder or interested in one of these power companies?” I 
admitted that I was, I do not recall the exact wording of the 
testimony, but I think the question came up as to whether or 
not the power company was opposed. 

My reply, if the Senator will look up the testimony, was, in 
effect, that if the dam was constructed at Boulder Canyon it 
seemed to me it would be greatly to the benefit and to the 
interest of the power company in which I was interested, 
hecause it had a restricted output and would thus have addi- 
tional low-price power available, which it could purchase and 
deliver to its customers. In other words, I appeared before 
that committee opposing a project which, apparently, the com- 
pany in whtch I was interested was opposing but which, as a 
‘matter of fact, it was not opposing and never has o 80 
far as I am aware, and which, as a matter of fact, would 
‘greatly benefit it and will benefit it when it is constructed. 

Mr. ASHURST. I am not challenging what the Senator said, 
‘but I read from the hearings of June 28, 1922, on House bill 
11449. I read from the bottom of page 192: 


Mr. Harp nN 
Mr. Hayven is a Representative from Arizona— 


Would you object to my asking you a personal question at this time? 

Senator PuHirrs. No. 

Mr. ‘HAYDEN. I have been told that you have considerable financial 
interest yourself m the California power companies. Is that true? 

Senator PHrrrs. I am interested and have been for years in one of 
the smaller companies out there and in a company that, by the way, 
has furnished hydroelectric power to the Imperial Valley. 

Mr. Harpy. What company is that? 

Senator Purpps. The Nevada & California Electrical Corporation. 
1 think they furnish the Imperial Valley with current through one of 
their subsidiaries, either the Holten Power Co. or the Southern Sierra 
Power Co. I am not familiar with the detalls of the business, because 
I have no part in the management; but it goes without saying that 
‘having established distribution lines in there any further development 
of hydroelectric power in ‘that neighborhood would put that company 
in an ideal position, as it would benefit through being allotted its pro- 
portionate share of the hydroelectric power developed. 

Mr. SWIN ao 


He Is a Representative from California 


You are short of power now, are you not? 
Senator Purers. J do not think so. 


I will compact my argument as best I may. Here is an 
irrigation project trying to contrel the Colorado River, and 
which has done so with a measurable degree of success. Here 
‘are the people paying around 2.64 cents per kllowatt hour 
for hydroelectric ‘current. Here they are paying $48,000 one 
year; $58,000 another year; $68,000, 878,000, and so on in 


the future for hydroelectric power. 


I again assert that up 
to this point nobody has done anything of which complaint 


can be made. 


The Senator from Colorado seems to think that I am indig- 
nant because he has some stock in a power company. Not at 
all. It is no concern of mine or anybody's else how much his 
company—whether his holdings are small or large—charges for 


current; but when those farmers who are making a great effort 


to reduce their expenses and pay the Government what they owe 
to the Government, try to secure a hydroelectric plant under 
and by which they would save enough in six years to pay for 
that plant, and then own the plant besides, the Senator from 
Colorado, sitting as a member of the committee, votes against 
them. I say—and I hope, Mr. President, I am not unparlia- 
mentary, because the Chair is familiar with the rule, and if 
what I say transcends the rule I stand corrected. 

Mr. BORAH and Mr. DIAL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator from Idaho. I 
think he rose first. : 

Mr. BORAH. There is one fundamental principle underlying 
this contest which I think we ought ‘to accentuate, and that is 
the question of developing power by the Government as it comes 
‘in conflict with the furnishing of power by private corporations. 

Mr. ASHURST. That is a very valuable contribution to the 
‘discussion. I am glad the Senator mentioned it. 

Mr. BORAH. We are really meeting that important issue in 
these two particular items. I am just as much concerned in 
seeing the Government go ahead and develop its power as I 
am in favoring particular enterprises which may be involved in 
this controversy. 

Mr. ASHURST. I believe that. I now yield to the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. DIAL. I merely wished to Inquire of the Senator as to 
what use this power is put? 

Mr. ASHURST. The power is required on the Yuma project 
for three particular purposes. One is for the headquarters 
camp, where the machine shops are located. Another ‘is for the 
valley drainage. Irrigation is not only a matter of putting 
water on the land, but you must drain it. The other is for-a 
pumping plant. There is a mesa of 45,000 acres, about 3,200 
acres now being irrigated, of very rich soil, and water must be 
pumped up there. It requires hydroelectric power to do that. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
Just at that point? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. I have been out of the Chamber and have 
not heard all the Senator has said, and if I am asking a 
question which the Senator has covered I hope he will excuse 
me, and I will not ask him to answer it. 

Mr. ASHURST. I am very glad to answer the Senator's 
question in any event. 

Mr. NORRIS. Where is this power plant located? 

Mr. ASHURST. The Laguna Dam is built across the Golo- 
rado River about 14 miles above Yuma. The water is diverted 
onto the western or California side of the river. It flows 
parallel to the river in a large canal on the western or Cali- 
fornia side, whence it goes under the river in an immense 
siphon and is then spread upon the land on the Arizona side 
of the river. Before it reaches the siphon there is a drop of 
10 feet. It is proposed, and the engineer of the Reclamation 
Service, Mr. Weymouth, a competent man, gives it his ap- 
proval, and other Government engineers give it as their judg- 
ment that at that siphon drop a great quantity of hydroelectric 
power could be generated and the project be able to reduce its 
kilowatt charge about one-half, and at the end of six years it 
would not only repay to the Government the $250,000 but the 
project would own its power plant as well. 

Mr. NORRIS. It is proposed that the Reclamation Service 
install a hydroelectric plant at this siphon? 

Mr. ASHURST. At the siphon drop, 4 miles above the 
siphon. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is a part of the reclamation project 
or would become such? 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes. 

Mr, NORRIS. The Senator’s proposition is to appropriate 
money out of the reclamation fund? 

Mr. ASHURST. It is. 

Mr. NORRIS. To be repaid like any other part of the fund? 

Mr. ASHURST. It is to be repaid and will ‘he repaid in gix 
or seven years, 

Mr. NORRIS. That was m the bill and hes been stricken 
out? 
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Mr. ASHURST. This item was recommended by the Secre- 
tary of the interior, it was recommended by the Director of 
the Budget, it was recommended by the House committee, it 
passed the House, and it was stricken out by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 


Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator will. permit me, while the 
installation of that kind of a plant is new to me, I am familiar 
with the details to which the Senator has referred. I have 
seen the siphon; I have been there and know where the water 
goes in and under the river and out again. I haye been all over 
it. However, I wanted to get an understanding as to just what 
they propose to do. I was not aware of that. I think the 
Senator has made that clear, but I wanted to know whether 
this was simply a part or would become a part of the Reclama- 
tion Service project, and that is how it happens to be in an 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. ASHURST. It is an improvement on that project. 

Mr. NORRIS. Exactly. 

Mr. ASHURST. After it is paid for it would belong to the 
landowners and water users there. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I understand, 

Mr. ASHURST. I feel it my duty at this particular time to 
indicate just how this project has struggled and how faith- 
fully they have repaid the Government. I will premise by 
saying that if certain foreign governments which owe the 
United States large sums of money would only repay the 
United States with one-half the celerity that these irrigation 
projects do we would need have no concern. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
yield? 

Mr. ASHURST, I yield. 

Mr. DIAL. Does not the Senator think it is time the foreign 
governments began to get a little busy? 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes; but I do not want to get off on that 
subject. 

Now, as to the value of the crop each year on that project, I 
will say that in 1917 the value of the crop was $3,752,000; in 
1918 it was $5,105,000; in 1919 it was $7,012,000; in 1920 it 
Was $3,328,000; in 1921 it was $2,098,000; and in 1922 it was 
$2,682,000, 

The number of acres cultivated last year was 55,000. 

Now, as to its finances. Of the contract payments there have 
become due from this project to the Government the sum of 
$1,155,000. That is the amount that is due or which has become 
due. Bear in mind that all the Government has ever asked 
this project to repay up to date is $1,155,000; and how much 
has it repaid? It has repaid $1,081,000, leaving unpaid but 
$74,000. That, in my judgment, is a superb showing on a project 
that must hold in check the most erratic, the most dangerous 
river in the United States. It has been done wholly by these 
farmers, with the assistance of the Reclamation Service, and 
because, forsooth, they have asked the Government to advance 
them $250,000 to build a hydroelectric power plant they are not 
met by open argument in a committee. 

Mr. BORAH rose. 

Mr. NORRIS. May I again interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. ASHURST. I think the Senator from Idaho first rose. 
I will yield to him, and then I will yield to the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. BORAH. 
or price? 

Mr. ASHURST. I will try to state the difference in price. 
I will read not my own figures but the figures found on page 
817 of the hearings on this bill before the subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Appropriations, of which Representative 
Cramton, of Michigan, was the chairman, It is shown there 
that the unit price—I presume that is a fixed figure for a unit 
of hydroelectric power—would be, for 1924, 2.68 cents per 
kilowatt hour. If this power plant were in operation for the 
year 1924, the charge would be 0.94 cent per kilowatt hour. 
I repeat that for the year 1924 the charge is 2.68 cents per 
kilowatt hour, while under the hydroelectric power project, 
which it is proposed to build, it would be only 0.94 cent an 
hour, and that scale is maintained all the way through. In 
dollars the figures are as follows: For the year 1924 they would 
pay for electrie current $48,800, while under the project pro- 
posed to be built they would pay, for 1924, $31,100. In 1925, 
at the rate of 2.62 cents per kilowatt hour, they would pay 
$57,000 for current; but if we can get this item put into the 
bill they would pay only $40,000 for that year. In the year 


Does the Senator from Arizona 


What would be the difference in the charge 


1926 they would pay $66,000 for hydroelectric energy, but if 
we can get this item put into the bill for the construction of 
this hydroelectric plant, they will pay but $49,000, and so on 
So, within six or seven years they would save enough 


down. 


money to pay for the project and, besides, would own the 
project. 

Mr. NORRIS. Now, Mr. President, may I interrupt the 
Senator? 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. I wish to ask the Senator two questions: 
First, did the amendment which is stricken out propose to 
supply this fund differently from the way in which any other 
fund is supplied in the Reclamation Service? 

Mr. ASHURST. No; I do not perceive any difference in 
the way in which it is to be supplied. However, I would bet- 
ter confine myself to the statement which was made by the 
Reclamation Service in reference to this subject, and I will 
read it to the Senator. This is Mr. Weymouth’s statement 
which I have before me and is found on page 817, Mr. Wey- 
mouth says: 


Since the enttre cost of the power plant would be covered by the 
savings in six years, there can be no doubt as to the advisability of 
developing this site at the earliest possible date, provided suitable 
contract can be entered into guaranteeing the return of the cost. 


That is, to the Government. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator from Arizona has answered my 
question. It appears that in this instance the project will be 
carried on in the way all other reclamation projects are con- 
ducted. In other words, this is in no sense a gift? 

Mr. ASHURST. None whatever. 

Mr. NORRIS. But it is to be used the same as any other 
moneys appropriated and used in any reclamation project? 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. The next question I wish to ask, and which 
Seems to me very important, is this: Is there any claim made 
that this improvement can not be installed for the money 
estimated? 

Mr. ASHURST. I will answer the Senator with frankness. 
I have been told that one of the objections lodged against the 
item is that a hydroelectric power plant can not be installed 
on a 10-foot drop. As to that I do not know; I am not sufti- 
ciently familiar with hydroelectric power plants to say, of my 
own knowledge, that a drop of 10 feet would generate the 
power which it is hoped to generate. However, engineer after 
engineer, expert after expert, has testified with reference to 
the matter. I say here that Mr. Weymouth is an engineer 
upon whose sagacity and judgment I have learned to depend 
and whom I trust, and shall read his statement. He gives it 
as his opinion that the power plant could be installed there 
and the power generated. 2 

Mr. NORRIS. Do any of the engineers contradict that 
Statement or take an opposite view? 

Mr. ASHURST, There has been no such contradiction of 
record that I have found, 

Mr. NORRIS. Who has said or claimed that it could not 
be installed because of there being only a 10-foot fall? 

Mr. ASHURST. I think I ought to tell the Senator that I 
have heard that it might be argued that a 10-foot drop would 
not generate sufficient power. That is the only argument of 
which I know, 

Mr. NORRIS. The generation of hydroelectric power de- 
pends on two things—one is the distance of the fall and the 
other is the volume of water that falls. If a sufficient quan- 
tity of water could be made to drop 10 feet enough power 
could be generated to turn the earth around on its axis. 

Mr. ASHURST. I agree with the Senator. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that I have shown the neces- 
sity of this appropriation. I have shown that it was estimated 
for by all the experts; I have shown that the project not only 
agrees to pay back the money but that it has already estab- 
lished a magnificent record for paying back what is advanced 
by the Government. 

I do not want to crush out private industry; do not mis- 
understand me; I want private industry to thrive; but by the 
same parity of reasoning and upon the same principle I do 
not want private industry, by crushing out all governmental 
operations, to have twice as much profit as it ought to take. 
That, in brief, is the case. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. SMOOT. Has the Senator from Arizona concluded? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Senator from Colorado 
first rose, and is recognized. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator from Utah yield to me 
for just a moment in order that I may have a notice read? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 
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Mr. LENROOT. I desire to give a notice, and ask that It 
may be read at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wisconsin 
presents a notice, which the Secretary will read. 

The reading cerk read as follows: 


NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND THE RULES. 


I hereby give notice that I shall move to suspend Rule XYI for the 
purpose of offering and having considered by the Senate the following 
amendments to House bill 5078, the Interior Department appropria- 
tion bill: 

Page 102, after line 20, insert the following: 

“ For additions to medical school building, $370,000. 

“For equipment for additions to medical school buildings, $130,000.” 

I. L. LENROOT. 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, as chairman of the subcom- 
mittee and as a member of the Appropriations Committee, I 
yoted to strike out the proposed provision making an appro- 
priation for the Yuma project in Arizona and California. I 
wish to tell the Senate why I took that action. In the first 
place, let me assure the Senator from Arizona that the thought 
that power was being furnished by private companies never 
entered my head. It was not a question of who was furnishing 
power; it was not a question as to rewarding any individual 
or company. The Secretary of the Interior, however, has ap- 
pointed a fact-finding commission to make a thorough inves- 
tigation into all of the reclamation projects under construction 
and those that have been constructed as well. I am informed 
that within a very short time their report will be submitted; 
but I know enough of it in advance to state upon the floor of 
the Senate that there are a number of projects that are hope- 
less as to their successful outcome, and if the Government of 
the United States continues to put money into such projects it 
is simply wasting money. There is one project covered by this 
bill as to which I told the committee—and I believe the state- 
ment with all my soul—it would be far better for the Govern- 
ment of the United States, rather than to continue its efforts, 
to say to the few settlers left upon that project, “We will 
give you this money to help pay you for what you have ex- 
pended in trying to make the project a success,” for it can not 
be successful in the end. 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 

Mr. ODDIE. I ask the Senator from Utah to what project 
he refers? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I have not the time to go into 
them; there are more than one, I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. It seems to me, while the Senator may be 
justified in not naming them, so far as this amendment is con- 
cerned, he ought at least to state to the Senate whether this is 
one of them. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am coming to that Mr. President. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. GOODING. As the Senator from Utah knows so much 
about this matter and knows that there are projects which 
should not be carried on, he ought to give the Senate that in- 
formation. 

8 Mr. SMOOT. I am quite sure the Senator from Idaho 
nows. 

Mr. GOODING. I do not know of any such project. 

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, what I might tell the Senator as 
to a project in his own State would never have any effect upon 
him, but when that project comes up I am going to tell the 
Senate the truth abont it. The only interest I have in this 
thing is to lay the situation before the Senate. I will say 
that as far as this project is concerned, the position I took 
was that I should strike out this amendment that was adopted 
upon the floor of the Senate, so that it could go into conference, 
with the hope that we would have a report upon this project 
from the fact-finding commission before the final action upon 
the bill. I want to say frankly to the Senator from Arizona, 
that that is my idea as to this project. 

Avice BORAH, Mr. DIAL, and Mr. GOODING addressed the 
air. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield; and if so, to whom? 


Mr. SMOOT. I yield to the senior Senator from Idaho. 


Mr. BORAH. 
commission? 

Mr. SMOOT. The former Governor of Arizona, Doctor 
Widtsoe—— 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr, President, will the Senator yield to 
me at that point? 

Mr. SMOOT. Just as soon as I get the names. 

Mr. BORAH. I want to say here, Mr. President, that I 
know who they are, but I think it is well that they go into 
the Recorp, We have here, however, the reports of engineers 
and other men who have devoted their lifetimes to the study 
of these questions, and people who are familiar with the sub- 
ject through years of experience and observation, who have 
approved of these projects. 

So far as I am concerned, while I have some considerable 
regard for the fact-finding commission, I do not propose to 
be bound by its ultimatum when it is delivered here. I think 
we are entitled to take into consideration those who have 
had Infinitely better opportunity to judge, and infinitely better 
opportunity to study, and who knew something about the 
subject prior to the time when they got on the train to go out 
and look at it. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. DIAL. As I understand, this money is advanced by the 
Government without interest. 

Mr. SMOOT. For 10 or 20 years, so the testimony shows. 

Mr. ASHURST. Now, Mr. President 

Mr. SMOOT. Let me read the testimony, then. The Sena- 
tor does not take my word for anything. 

Mr. ASHURST. But does the Senator refer to the Yuma 
project? That is all I want to know. 

Mr. DIAL. That is what I am asking about at this par- 
ticular time. i 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. ASHURST. Then, 
years "? 

Mr. SMOOT. Because Mr. Weymouth says “10 to 20 years.” 

Mr. ASHURST. He says “6 years,” if the Senator will 
pardon me. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let us see if it is 6 years. 

Mr. DIAL. What I want to know is whether the Govern- 
ment is lending money without interest. If so, I should like 
to get some myself to develop some power with. 

Mr. SMOOT (reading)— 


Mr. CRAMTON. Just what is it that you propose? 
this money. Just what do you propose? 

Mr. WsymournH. My idea is that we should ask them to pay for it 
as supplementary construction after the end of the 20-year period. 

Mr. CramTon. At the end of the 20-ycar period? 

Mr. WEYMOUTH. Yes. 

Mr. Cramton. To run on for 10 years, 20 years more? 

Mr. WEYMOUTH. Yes, 

Mr. Cramton. Without interest? 

Mr. WermouTs. Without interest. 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, from what page is the 
Senator reading? 

Mr. SMOOT. From page 819 of the House hearings. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
there? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. SMOOT. In a moment. I am not objecting even to 
that. I simply read this now in answer to the question of the 
Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand that. I am not finding fault 
with the Senator, but I want to know whether that is not in 
accordance with the reclamation law. 

Mr. SMOOT. As to the original expenditure; yes. 
finding fault with that. 

Mr. NORRIS. Iam not, either. I simply wanted the Senate 
to know the facts. I will say, for the benefit of the Senator 
from South Carolina—who, I judge from his question, does not 
understand the status of this matter—that all reclamation 
projects are based on the proposition that the money shall be 
furnished by the reclamation fund and that it shall be paid 
back in installments, being completed in 20 years, without 
interest. 

Mr. SMOOT. But I want to say to the Senator from Ne- 
braska that Congress has acted upon that, and I do not think 
any criticism can be leveled at that at all. 


May I ask who composes this fact-finding 


why does the Senator say 20 


You are asking 


J am not 
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Mr. DIAL. I think a good deal of criticism can be leveled 
at it. 

Mr. SMOOT. As long as Congress has acted upon it, I am 
not going to stand upon the floor here and criticize it. That is 
a thing of the past. 

Mr. NORRIS. The only object I had In view was to bring 
out the fact that the project would be built out of reclamation 
money and the reclamation law would apply to it. That is a 
law that we passed. Right or wrong, that is the law. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is the law. When the reclamation proj- 
ects were contemplated in the beginning, however, nobody 
anticipated that we were going to create a water power to lift 
water te irrigate land. 

Mr. ASUURST. Mr, President, will the Senator yield at that 
point? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator from Utah is successful in 
many walks of life. Is he oblivious to the fact that in many 
ef these projects hydroelectric power is developed as a by- 
product, necessarily, and it should be developed? The Senator 
knows that. 

Mr. SMOOT. I know that a little such power is developed 
as a by-product. 

Mr. ASHURST. A little? 

Mr. SMOOT. Not for lifting water for irrigation purposes, 
however. That is what is the matter with the Idaho project. 
Who ever thought that it was possible to lift water 180 feet 
to irrigate land? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, who ever thought 50 years ago 
that it would be possible to irrigate a single foot of the desert 
out there where the Senator and I live? 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, well, a good deal of it was irrigated 50 
years ago. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. SMOOT, 1 hope the Senator will allow me to proceed. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator now says that all of a sudden 
we are trying to develop hydroelectric power on this project, 
as if that might be a matter of guilt. It would be a lack of 
efficiency, it would be poor business, to allow this potential 
power to go to waste; and it saves the farmer, it saves the 
Government, to have this power generated. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator said it was 80 feet. 

Mr. ASHURST. I did not say 80 feet. 

Mr. SMOOT. 
said, did he not, that he would lift it up a hundred feet? 

Mr. ASHURST. Oh, on a mesa, s 

Mr. SMOOT. That is where you have to get the water. 

Mr. ASHURST. But does the Senator deny that water can 
be lifted a hundred feet in this age of science, when we have 
made a whispering gallery of the skies, and have done things 
that formerly the wizard’s wand would have found it impos- 
gible to do? Yet the Senator is talking about some difficulty 
in lifting water a hundred feet. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is not a question of lifting water a hundred 
feet. That can be done, of course. It can be lifted a thousand 
fect. The only question is, What does it cost to lift it a thou- 
sand feet, and will it pay to lift it that high? 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
there? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. It seems to me, as I look at it, that the par- 
ticular item before us now is not a question of lifting water or 
whether we can lift it any distance or whether we ought to, 
but it is a question as to whether we should invest sufficient 
money to harness this water, running down hill and capable 
of generating electric power. 

Mr. SMOOT, That is the only question. : 

Mr. NORRIS. What it shall be used for is a different thing. 

Mr. SMOOT. And whether the project is going to be a suc- 
cess and whether it is possible to lift that water and make 
it so that it is profitable to the man who uses the water. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; that would be true whenever you decide 
to lift it up to a higher elevation; but when you have your 
plant completed, with the water tumbling down into this big 
tunnel, the question as te whether it is possible to generate a 
lot of electricity there is aside from the question as to 
whether it is practicable to pump, by water, sufficient water to 
irrigate a mesa, That is a different proposition. If it is good 
business to develop this electricty which otherwise would go 
to waste, ought it not to be done without thinking what it is 
going to be used for? If it is used for irrigation afterwards, 
that wiii be another consideration. If it can not be applied 
practically for the use of irrigation, then use it for something 


One hundred feet, then. I think. the Senator | 


3 ze! light their houses, to run their washing machines, and 
so fo: i 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I was speaking of the original 
intent of the act. The original intent of the act was to de- 
velop reservoirs to hold water, and from the reservoirs the 
water would be taken to the land by gravitation. 

Mr. NORRIS: Yes. We did not think, probably, when we 
passed the act, that as a sort of by-product of this industry 
there would be opportunities for developing a great deal of 
hydroelectric energy. Now it develops, in a good many of the 
projects—not all of them—that in carrying this water from 
the storage reservoir to the place where it is to be used it drops 
in some places quite a distance; and the question arises, when 
that takes place, whether it is not good business, whether it 
is not efficiency, to get out of it all that we can, to make 
electric energy as the water goes down, without diminishing 
the quantity of water or injuring it in any way, and to use 
that Sets energy for any practical purpose, whatever it 
may 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield to the Senator from Idaho, 

Mr. GOODING. ‘The Senator refers to the lift of the Boise 
project as 185 feet. 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I did not say 185 feet. I said that in 
part of it there would be a lift of 180 feet. 

Mr. GOODING. But it is only a small part. The Senator 
did not mention the rest. He did not mention the average, 
The average lift on the Boise project which he mentioned is 
between 70 and 80 feet for all the land. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I know projects now that are 
trying to lift water 61 feet that can not make a go of it. I 
know that they have lost money right straight along in trying 
to Tift it 61 feet. When you begin to lift water over that, 
or over 50 feet, you have to find out first what the expense of 
raising the water is going to be, and whether it is going to be 
profitable to the party who uses the water. 

Mr. GOODING and Mr. ASHURST addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield, and, if so, to whom? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I was asked who are the mem- 
bers of the fact-finding commission. They are as follows: 


James R. Garfield, of Cleveland, Ohio, Secretary of the Interior in the 
Cabinet of President Roosevelt, who is thoroughly familiar with recla- 
mation problems; 

Thomas E. Campbell, of Phoenix, Ariz., former Governor of Arizona 
and chairman of the Colorado River Basin project, 1921; 

Elwood Mead, of Berkeley, Calif., engineer, member of American 
Society of Civil Engineers and British Institute of Civil Engineers, 
engineer of Wyoming 1888-1899, chief of irrigation and drainage inves- 
tigations United States Department of Agriculture 1897-1907, chairman 
State Rivers and Water Supply Commission, Victoria, Australia, 1907- 
1915, consulting engineer for various irrigation works, and author of 
articles on irrigation and engineering subjects; 

Oscar E. Bradfute, of Xenia, Ohio, vice president American Farm 
Bureau Federation 1920-21, and president of Ohio Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration, member of the board of control of Ohio Agricultural Experiment 
Station; 

Julius H. Barnes, of Duluth, Minn., president United States Chamber 
of Commerce; 

Dr. John A. Widtsoe, of Salt Lake City, Utah, director Utah Experi- 
ment Station 1900-1905, president Agricultural College of Utah 1907— 
1916, president of International Dry Farming Congress 1912, and author 
of articles on dry farming and irrigation subjects; 

Clyde C. Dawson, of Denver, Colo., lawyer, who bas given much atten- 
tion to irrigation law and frrigation subjects; and 

Henry L. Myers, lawyer, former United States Senator from Mon- 
tana; while Senator was a member of the Senate Committee on Public 
Lands and Surveys and is familiar with reclamation and its problems, 


Those are the members of the fact-finding commission. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield at that 
point just for one suggestion? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator has read the list of members of 
the fact-finding commission. J have made no assault on them. 
On the contrary, the chairman of the fact-finding commission 
is ex-Governor Campbell, of my State. While he does not betong 
to my party—he is a member of the opposition party—it would 
be impossible to tind anywhere a ‘man of higher character or 
larger ability than ex-Governor Campbell. I am not making 
any strictures against the fact-finding commission, but 1 say 
to the Senator that the facts have been fonnd already in this 
case, They have been found by engineers; and while I do not 
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know what the fact-finding -commission will say on this mat- 
ter, I have no doubt that they are bound to find that that project 
has paid back its money, They are bound to find that they are 
paying double prices for hydroelectric power. They are bound 
to find that they can generate power, under all expert testimony, 
for half the price they pay now. 

So much for that, If I understand the Senator correctly, he 
says to wait, postpone, delay, until the fact-finding commission 
reports, afchough in the meantime the bill will be passed. The 
fact-finding commission possibly will not report for a month; 
the report will have to be digested, and this bill will be on its 
way toward eternity, and another $25,000 or $30,000 too much 
will be paid for this hydroelectric power. So I do not see the 
force of the Senator's argument that we must wait for the fact- 
finding commission. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will tell the Senator, and then I think he will 
see the force of it. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

Mr. SMOOT. Wiil the Senator allow me to answer this 
question? Then I will yield to him. 

Mr. GOODING. Certainly. 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator that my idea 
was, and I may add that I know it is the opinion of some of 
the officials of our Government, that upon the report of the 
fact-finding commission there will be recommended additional 
appropriations for the projects recommended by the fact-find- 
ing commission. I want to say to the Senator that I expect 
there will be a report favorable to projects I know of which 
are not in this bill, and I expect, before this session of Con- 
gress is over, that there will be legislation as a result of the 
report. 8 

I think that is a fair answer to the Senator. I am just as 
deeply interested in the reclamation of the Western arid States 
as the Senator possibly can be. 

Mr. ASHURST. I have not asserted to the contrary. 

Mr. SMOOT. I know the Senator has not, but from the 
statements which have been made and from the questions whica 
have been asked It might appear that I am not interested in 
the subject matter at all. The increases in this bill are 
nearly all for reclamation projects. 

Mr. BORAH. Also the decreases. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; one decrease. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah yield to the Senator fron Idaho? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. GOODING. I wish to say to the Senator from Utah 
that the fact-finding commission was not called into existence 
to pass on the question whether irrigation projects were prac- 
ticable or not. It was called into existence to find the condi- 
tions which exist on the irrigation projects. 

Mr. SMOOT. I think the Senator is wrong. 

Mr, GOODING. To go further than that, a report made after 
a few short weeks of investigation can not be of any service 
to the country at all. It would take years to properly investi- 
gate the matter. 

With regard to the lifts, the Senator speaks of some irriga- 
tion project where water is now being lifted 60 feet, but that 
it is not being done successfully. I want to call the Senator's 
attention to the fact that 1,600,000 farmers in this country 
who are in bankruptcy are not lifting water at all. They have 
not any irrigation projects at all. It may be true that there 
are some irrigation projects which are not very profitable 
where they are pumping water at the present time. 

Mr. SMOOT. ‘The only conclusion to be drawn from the 
Senator's statement is that even without lifting the water they 
are bankrupt, and that if you were to put an extra burden on 
them they would be successful. 

Mr. GOODING. The Senator knows the condition of agri- 
culture; at least, he ought to know it. 

Mr. SMOOT. I think I do know it. 

Mr. GOODING. He knows it is facing an impossible condi- 
tion, and if it is continued his country and mine must go back 
to desert. It can not go on, 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to continue on this project. I want to 
tell the Senator from Arizona why I took the position that this 
should go to conference. Let me say to the Senator that in the 
testimony before the House committee, on page 818, this oc- 
curred: 

Mr. Cramton, In this connection, Commissioner Davis, let me ask 
you this question. Of course, as to the Salt River project, we are not 
putting any more money into that. But I would like to ask you your 
Opinion as to whether you consider that an insolvent project? 

Mr. Davis. The Salt River project? 


Mr. CramMTon. Yes. 

Mr. Davis. No. 

Mr. Cramton. You have already said that you did not consider the 
Yuma an insolvent project. 

Mr. Davis. The Yuma project, of course, bas its difficulties. There 
is a real menace in that river, and it might change the complexion 5 
things in a few days. It would be pretty hard to say. 


That was the testimony of Commissioner Davis, and nobody, 
even the Senator from Idaho, can claim that Commissioner 
Davis is not in favor of reclamation projects. Commissioner 
Davis recommended the projects in the State of Idaho. Com- 
missioner Davis is back of taking over this private project 
known as the Gem project and making that now a part of the 
Boise project. 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President—— 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator that with a 
statement of that kind from the Commissioner of the Reclama- 
tion Service, is it any wonder that the committee would hesi- 
tate a moment and say, “ Should we not have a report from the 
fact-finding commission before we decide?” 

Mr. ASHURST. Since the Senator has addressed a question 
to me—— 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that the Senator 
knows this is a House provision, and he knows that if the 
House insists upon that to the end it will go in. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator asked me a question. Will the 
Senator yield to allow me to answer it? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator read correctly what appears 
on page 818, but I read this: 


Mr. Cramton, You have already said that you did not consider the 
Yuma an insolvent project. 


Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. ASHURST. Two negatives, of course, amount to an 
affirmative. He said, in effect, “I do consider it a solvent 
project“; he does not consider it an insolvent project. I am 
not complaining of the Senator’s reading. I read further: 


Mr. Davis. The Yuma project, of course, has its difficulties. There 
is a real menace in that river, and it might change the complexion of 
things in a few days. 


Is that anything new? Did I not try to say that these poor 
farmers were holding in check that mighty river, which might 
carry away its bank any moment? Does not the Senator 


remember that I said that? 

Mr. SMOOT. I know the Senator did, and that one thing, 
Mr. President, it seems to me, has to be solved before we ever 
know whether this project is to be a success or not. 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. SMOOT. Just a moment. Let me call attention to this 
Yuma project. The original estimate of the cost of the Yuma 
project was $2,170,096. Up to June 80, 1923, it had cost $9,026,- 
546.52. 

Mr. ASHURST. Let me make some reply to that. 

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator deny it? 

Mr. ASHURST. I do not deny that the Senator has read 
accurately what he saw on a printed page, of course. I assert 
that the Senator has truthfully reproduced in words what he 
saw on a page, yes. No] 

Mr. SMOOT. That is just what I said. I want to say to 
the Senator further, in connection with this very item, to which 
I have just called attention, that the Yuma project is not the 
only irrigation project which has cost vastly in excess of the 
original estimate. I am perfectly fair to the Senator. I think, 
however, that the figures I haye read show that the Yuma 
project has cost 400 per cent of the estimate. 

Mr, ASHURST. Will not the Senator say that in many, if 
not most, instances the cost of the project was far in excess of 
the original estimate, and will not the Senator be fair enough 
to say that it was brought about, first, by reason of enlarged 
and expanded ideas and projections that were not originally 
taken into consideration when the project was estimated for? 

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator would only wait, I would tell 
him the whole story, so that he would know it. 

Mr. ASHURST.. Very well. 

Mr. SMOOT. Utah has only one project, the Strawberry 
project, costing a little over $3,000,000. I am not criticizing 
Idaho—— 

Mr. ASHURST. What was the original estimate for the 
Utah project? 

Mr. SMOOT. Wait a moment. If this American Falls proj- 
ect goes in, and if other projects which are under way go in, 
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it will take about half of all the money we have collected for 

the project. That is perhaps to the credit of the Senators from 

Idaho, and perhaps I should be criticized because I have not 

insisted upon the appropriation of the money for the State of 

Utah. But when that project in my own State was estimated 

for in the beginning, it was to cost $47 per acre-foot of water. 
Mr. ASHURST. The Strawberry? 


Mr. SMOOT. The Strawberry. When it was finished, what 
did it cost? It cost over $87 per acre-foot. I do not believe 
there is a project in the United States but that has cost more 
than was estimated. That is one of the reasons why we find 
ourselves now in the difficult position in which we are. That 
is why some of the projects have to go without any kind of an 
increase. I want to say to the Senator from Arizona and to 
the Senators from Idaho that the Secretary.of the Interior, that 
Commissioner Davis, that Mr. Weymouth, if you please, have 
recommended just as strongly for the extension of the Straw- 
berry, but you do not find it in this bill. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. SMOOT., Yes; I yield. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. In order to get a correct idea 
as to the cost per acre of the Strawberry project, will the Sen- 
ator state how many acre-feet to the season they estimate? 

Mr. SMOOT. Two acre-feet of water. 

Mr, JONES of Washington. So the cost of that project is 
over $160 an acre? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; but I want to say to the Senator that it 
waters some of the very best land there is—I was going to say 
in the world. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I just wanted to get the amount 
of the cost per acre for the reclamation. 

Mr. SMOOT. I believe that the estimate made here of 
ninety-four hundredths of a cent per kilowatt hour will be as 
accurate as the estimate on the project in the beginning. I 
want to say to the Senator now that this project has difficulty. 
I know the difficulties. they have. That river has to be con- 
trolled in some way different from the way in which it is being 
controlled to-day, or the project in the end can not be a success. 
I know that. I do not know how much money it will take to 
do it. 

The Senator from Arizona gave a splendid description of the 
river, and of its power during the flood season of tearing away 
acres—yes; I was going to say thousands of acres—of the soil, 
and carrying it down to the mouth of the river, into the Gulf 
of California. I hesitate to say to the people using the water 
power under this project that it will be delivered to them for 
ninety-four hundredths of a cent per kilowatt. If that can be 
done, it will be the cheapest electric power eyer created any- 
where in all the world. What are the people here in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia paying per Kilowatt hour? 

Mr. ASHURST. I can answer that. 

Mr. SMOOT. Very well. 

Mr. ASHURST. Just five times too much. 

Mr. SMOOT. Then, if it is fiye times, it would be 2 cents, 
according to this rate. 

Mr. ASHURST. I assert here that the people of this Dis- 
trict—though I do not want to get off the subject—pay five 
times as much for their electric current as they should. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have had a little experience in developing 
electric power. I put in a plant for Provo City in the begin- 
ning, and I know about what it costs there. That was gener- 
ated by water power. I would not want the farmers under 
this project to think for a moment that I believe it was going 
to cost only ninety-four hundredths of a cent per kilowatt hour 
to lift that water. I will say this, that I think, as far as the 
project is concerned, with the lift they have there, and the 
immense amount of water, it can be lifted at a fair price, and 
I think myself that if they got it 

Mr. ASHURST. Possibly I did not make myself clear. It 
is going to be used for three purposes. Only about a third of 
it will have to be lifted at all. A great quantity of the water 
used flows by gravity. All the water on the Yuma project is 
not lifted, of course. I said a hundred feet. I fancy it is not 
over 80 or 90. 

Mr. SMOOT. I knew that, Mr. President. I simply quoted 
the figures the Senator stated. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 

Mr. HOWELL. In speuking of the cost of electrical energy, 
I would like to give some figures in connection with the energy 


supplied Omaha, Nebr. The charge was formerly 14 cents 

per kilowatt hour. By threatened public competition the 

maximum rate charged in the city of Omaha to-day is 5.5 

25 to mae ee eae ane it varies down to as low 
cent for manufactur and packing-house 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator means for the day 8 

Mr. HOWELL. That is the average for the month the 
number of kilowatt hours used per month. In the city of 
Washington the people are paying 10 cents per kilowatt hour 
for electricity, and the people of this city are being robbed 
every month that they pay their bills. Washington is the 
Capital of the Nation and ought to be the right kind of an 
object lesson for the rest of the cities of the country and not 
the kind of an object lesson that it is in that respect. 

Mr. SMOOT. Of course, I knew what they were charging 
in the District of Columbia, because I have to pay my bill 
every month. 

Mr, GOODING. Mr. President s 

Mr. SMOOT. But I was not talking about the 10-cent rate 
being a reasonable charge. I was discussing the question 
whether electrical energy could be created for 0.94 cent and 
furnished for the lifting of water and the project made a 
success, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah yield to the Senator from Idaho? - 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 

Mr. GOODING. I would like to ask the Senator from Ne- 
braska a question, with the permission of the Senator from 
Utah. I do not think he stated how the electrical power is 
generated in Omaha, ¢ 

Mr. HOWELL. I am much obliged to the Senator from 
Idaho for asking the question. The energy is produced by 
steam. Omaha is not so favorably located for procuring 
steam coal as is the city of Washington. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is true. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator from 
Utah a question. Since it has been disclosed that hydroelectric 
energy developed by steam-can be sold at 0.9 cent per kilowatt 
hour, is it unreasonable to suppose that where it is not neces- 
sary to have steam to generate the power but by gravitational 
forces the power is furnished that the power may be generated 
at 0.94 cent per kilowatt hour? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not know what the circumstances are. I 
will say that very often this is done—and I do not see why it 
should not be done with a steam plant—the selling of electric 
energy during the day for power purposes when not used for 
lighting at a very low rate, even sometimes less than cost. I 
know of cases of that kind. I could not conceive why it should 
be done in Omaha, where steam power is the force by which it 
is created. 

Mr. HOWELL. I would say that each development, of 
course, has its particular conditions which affect the price 
accordingly. But it is my Judgment, from my knowledge of 
the situation respecting electrical industry in this country, that 
the rates charged by the private companies are higher in pro- 
portion than almost any other publie utility service afforded. 
Nevertheless, merely because it is 0.9 cent in Omaha for whole- 
sale power, it might not be practicable to sell it at that rate 
with a small plant under certain conditions. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not want to take any more 
of the time of the Senate at this particular juncture. I want to 
say to the Senator from Arizona that if the project is reported 
on as a feasible one and there is no chance whatever that it 
will be a failure in the end I have not the least objection to the 
amendment adopted, and as a conferee on the bill I would be 
glad to yield to it. But with the report that we have before us 
and the evidence that was given before the committee in the 
House, it seems to me that the Senate committee would have 
been rather lax in its duty if it had reported the amendment. 

Mr. ASHURST. Te what evidence does the Senator refer be- 
fore the House committee as indicating this is not a just and 
proper item? To what line of evidence does he refer? On the 
contrary, I assert that every word of evidence given before the 
House committee was an argument for the appropriation. For 
instance, on page 818: 

Mr. Caan rox. It is a question whether these people are ever going 
to pay the operation and maintenance charges, or pay back the cost of 
construction, is it not? 

Mr. Wermourn. I do not think there is any question about it. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Air. President, will the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield to me? a 

Mr. ASHURST. I have not the floor. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 
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Mr. SMOOT. I yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. As I understand ithe situation, the House 
committee allowed the appropriation? 

Mr. SMOOT. They did. 

Mr, SHIPSTEAD. That ought to be the best evidence of 
what they thought of the project. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am not trying to interpret what the House 
Members thought, I am trying to state what was the action 
of the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, based upon 
the testimony and the conditions existing here, Speaking for 
the committee, we thought that we ought not to enter into the 
building of power plants in connection with an irrigation 
project, at least until we knew whether the fact-finding com- 
mission would report those projects as being projects which 
would be successful. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I understand the Secretary of the Int 
rior recommended it? i 

Mr. SMOOT. He did, 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. To what extent there were hearings be- 
fore the House committee I do not know. They had hearings 
and the appropriation was granted. What other evidence does 
the Senator want? 

Mr, SMOOT. Just what I have stated. I do not know any- 
thing about whether they took that question into consideration 
at the time or not. 

Mr. SHIPSTBAD. I may have missed a part of the Senator's 
3 because I was unfortunately called out of the Cham- 

r. 

Mr. SMOOT. Under that theory, whenever the House made 
an appropriation the Senate would not be able to do anything 
else. As this commission, composed of men deeply interested 
in the subject, were making an examination of all the projects 
in the United States and are to report to the Secretary of the 
Interior their findings, and not only to the Secretary but to the 
Congress, your committee felt that rather than undertake now 
the establishment of hydroelectric plants in connection with 
irrigation projects it would be very much better to wait until 
the fact-finding commission haye reported. 


Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I think it is proper that I 
should make a statement that is, in part at least, personal. 

Many years ago, when gold was first discovered in the neigh- 
borhood of Goldfield, it was found to be a very difficult matter 
to produce the electrical power which was needed for the opera- 
tion of the mines. Wood—because coal was unayailable—was 
selling at anywhere from $20 to $30 a cord. The proposition to 
furnish electrical power from California was taken up and, 
with some others, I became interested in the formation of a 
parent company, a small company, a $200,000 concern. That 
company has developed and grown. It supplied the mining dis- 
tricts of Neyada, and later those of a portion of southern Cali- 
fornia. It supplied the cement plants which were made pos- 
sible by the furnishing of hydroelectric power. It supplied 
power for the development of agriculture in some of the valleys 
of southern Colorado—I mean, the high mesa land, particu- 
larly Paris Valley, which is now a garden and was before a 
barren waste. The hydroelectric power is being produced on 
Bishop Creek in California, and it is transported over high- 
tension lines. As stated, the Paris system now owns the longest 
transmission line in the world. To say, however, that because 
it is the longest the cost of delivering power is greater is not 
well based, because, as a matter of fact, with the very high 
tension, running up to 110,000 volts, the line loss is compara- 
tively small. e 

I was a Stockholder and a director in that company from, I 
think, about 1906 until 1909, when I resigned. I did not care 
to devote my time to any business during that period. Later, 
upon the death of one of my colleagues in that business, the 
man who was president of the company, there came a vacancy 
on the board and with great reluctance, but on the insistance 
of all the other people who were interested, I agreed to resume 
my place on the board, which I held until I was elected to the 
Senate. Immediately upon being elected, or at least before I 
took my seat, I resigned my office as director of the company 
and resigned all other offices which I held in business. 

As I have stated, there was no communication from any 
representative of the Southern Sierra Power Co. to me or 
to any member of the subcommittee, so far as I am aware. 
I had no information regarding it until after the amendment 
was stricken from the bill, as stated by the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor]. 

I do not like to have Senators make allusions to the effect 
that the reporter lifted his pen, or Something of the sort, when 
nothing of the kind ever happened. 


There is a great question as to the advisability of erecting 
hydroelectric power plants to furnish the Yuma project. I 
say frankly that while I know but little as to the cost of pro- 
ducing hydroelectric power, very little compared to what I 
should know, perhaps, on account of my interest in the busi- 
ness, I do believe that the estimate as printed and as fur- 
nished to the House is oversanguine. It is based on what 
would practically be constant operation, when the constant 
duty in actual practice rarely exceeds two-thirds, or 75 per 
cent at most. 

I would feel that the Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHUEST] 
and the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Drar] or any other 
Senator sitting as I did in this case could be trusted implicitly 
to exercise his best judgment and not be influenced by any 
possible personal interest which he might have in some other 
company. As I said in the hearings from which the Senator 
read, I do not know but perhaps it might be to the benefit of 
the Southern Sierra Co. that the plant be established. It 
would be another means of producing hydroelectric power. It 
possibly might be a regulator on the line. Instead of all of it 
coming from one end, they could get a little from the other 
end. That would produce a balance and would be a regulating 
force, as in this long line advantage has been taken of every 
opportunity to tie in other lines, : 

There is a very serious question of doubt in my mind as to 
the advisability of appropriating $250,000 for the purpose of 
erecting that plant. A 10-foot drop is certainly a very low 
drop with which to produce hydroelectric power economically. 
Low-drop plants, as a rule, are much more expensive than ara 
these that have a high head. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield there, 
on a matter of figures and computation? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator has some information on the 
subject of hydroelectric power. What does he say about a 
head of 10 feet with a flow of 1,200 second-feet? Would not 
a drop of 10 feet with 1,200 second-feet flow have sufficient 
momentum or power to generate a large quantity of hydro- 
electric power? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I do not question that, and theoretically it 
will work out to 750 kilowatt-hours, as estimated here; but 
I do say that that is based on a 100 per cent efficiency. Not 
only is the question of the ability to operate the plant involved 
but also the use of the power which is produced. The esti- 
mate is based on the operation of the plant at 100 per cent effi- 
ciency and selling 100 per cent of product, which is never 
possible in any hydroelectric business. 

The control of the river is a matter of great importance. I 
certainly have interested myself in it. I am hopeful of seeing 
proper steps taken, and I am very glad to hear that the steps 
taken a little farther down the river than at Yuma, at the 
Pescadero cut, have proven so successful that danger of the 
inundation of the Imperial Valley has, perhaps, been removed 
for at least 10 or 15 years to come and perhaps permanently. 
I believe that these developments should be carried on in the 
light of the best information that can possibly be obtained. 

The subcommittee of the Senate Committee on Appropria- 
tions did not ask for further expert testimony, because we 
had what we believed to be full hearings which had been had 
on the part of the House of Representatives. We used those 
hearings. We arrived at a different result from that which 
had been arrived at by the House, based on the fact that the 
fact-finding commission was expected to report. In that con- 
nection the question was asked by Mr. Cramton of Mr. Wey- 
mouth : 

Mr. ASHURST. From what page is the Senator from Colo- 
rado reading? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I am reading from the top of page 818. 

Mr. Cnaurox asked Mr. Weymouth the question: 

You have no trouble about getting power to operate the drainage 
plant? 

Mr. Wermovurs. No. 

Mr. Cramroy. What disaster would happen if we deferred this ex- 
penditure for a year, until we could have the results of the fact- 
finding commission before us? 

Mr. WRTMOUrn. We could continue to operate as we do now by 
buying part of the power. 


There was not any apparent urgency for the construction of 
this plant. Frankly, if it had been a question of appropriat- 
ing $750,000 for necessary development of acreage, so as to 
bring the full acreage under irrigation, and in that way divide 
the overhead expenses of operation, I would more willingly 
have voted for the appropriation ef $750,000 te develop the 
project than I would for $250,000 to furnish power where 
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power is now being furnished and—as I have been told since 
this action was taken by the subcommittee and the commit- 
tee—is under contract made for a period of 10 years, of which 
8 or 4 years, perhaps, have elapsed; so that the power be- 
ing used on the project is being furnished under a 10-year 
contract having 4 or 5 or 6 years, perhaps, to run. 

I have not the figures as to, and I have no desire nor haye I 
the time to follow, any personal investments which I may 
have. I absolutely get practically no information as to the 
operation of this company or any other in which I may be 
interested. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore: Does the Senator from Colo- 
rado yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. PHIPPS, I yield. 

Mr. DIAL. What about the regularity of the flow of the 
river? Can the Senator from Colorado impart some informa- 
tion on that point? 

Mr. PHIPPS. As to the flow of the Colorado River at Yuma 
I have not the figures. I only know that there is a wide 
variance in the run-off of the stream. The variation is, per- 
haps, greater than that of any river of its size in the United 
States. That is my impression, but I do not care to be under- 
stood as having definite information on that point. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator from Colo- 
rado permit me to interrupt him at that juncture? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Certainly. 

Mr. ASHURST. In reply to the question propounded by the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Dir] I desire to say that 
it is true, as the Senator from Colorado has stated, that there 
is a wide divergence in the volume of water at times in the 
flow of the river. In winter the flow of the river at times is 
comparatively low, while in summer, when the snows melt on 
the mountains up in Wyoming and Colorado, the river has a 
mighty flow. There never will be, however, and there never has 
been a flow of water in the river so low as would in any way 
interfere with the power proposed to be generated by this 
plant. I am sure—I know very well that I am stating the 
fact—that nobody has contended that the water of the river 
would be diminished or depleted to such an extent that it 
would interfere with this particular proposed hydraulic plant. 

It is true that far below the irrigation project, far below 
where the water for the Laguna Dam is taken out, far below 
where the water of the Imperial Valley is taken out, sometimes 
the river goes nearly dry, but that is because the water has 
all been taken out of it. The river really changes its bed; 
that is all there is to it. i } 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
at that point? I have an idea that the Senator from South 
Carolina in asking his question was under the impression that 
85 power was generated from the flow of the river at that 
place? 

Mr. DIAL. That is true. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, the power is not generated from 
the river flow at that point; the power that is proposed to 
be generated there comes from the irrigation ditch and not 
from the river itself. The water is taken out of the river a 
good many miles farther up; so that the flow of the river at 
Yuma, however high or low, does not interfere with the power 
that could be generated if there is sufficient flow of the river 
at the point where the water is taken out of the river. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I will say to the Senator from Nebraska 
that I did not understand the Senator from South Carolina 
was interrogating me on that point or I should have been 
glad to have given him the information. 

Mr. DIAL. All I want to know is whether or not there is 
sufficient water there to generate power throughout the entire 
year. 

Mr. PHIPPS. So far as my information goes, there can | 


As to the present rates being high or exorbitant, I do not 
know what they are, but I do know that the railroad commis- 
sion of California, like almost every other State commission— 
and it is a public-utilities board, although called a railroad 
commission in California—fixes the rate which may be charged 
by hydroelectric power companies and allows them to make 
earnings based on the actual investment of property, in which 
they will give no credit whatever for the franchise—the fran- 
chise has no value in their estimation—and they only allow 
them 8 per cent on their investment. As a stockholder, I 
know that I have stood for a good many years holding the 
sack without getting any dividends on my investment. I will 
Say, however, the company did make earnings that would have 
justified the payment, but on account of the exigencies of 
business during the war period, and all that, the money had 
to be invested back in the property in order to take care of 
the demand. That company has been one of the leading 
factors in developing not only the mining district in Nevada 
but the valleys leading down to southern California and the 
agricultural districts there. It has made it possible to pro- 
duce cement; it has made it possible to operate mines in 
California which could not otherwise be operated. While, 
as I have said, I have not paid any attention whatever to the 
details of the business since I came to the Senate, I do know, 
in a general way, from the reports what has been done, and 
I know that I have never been asked to do anything in the 
interest of the company or any of its officers. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Colo- 
rado yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. I want to ask the Senator a question in re- 
gard to a statement he made which does not bear directly on 
this item but is exceedingly interesting. He said a little while 
ago that, for some reason which he did not develop, the aanger 
of floods in the Imperial Valley, such as haye occurred ia the 
past, had been eliminated for the next 10 or 15 years and, per- 
haps, forever. I wish the Senator would briefly, if he will, 
tell us just what has brought about that condition. 

Mr, PHIPPS. I can not give the exact date, but at one time, 
about 1909 or 1910—that is within a year or two of the actual 
date one way or the other—the Colorado River overflowed its 
banks at a point some distance below Yuma, Ariz., perhaps 
60 or 70 miles below there, I would estimate. The formation 
there is like the formation in the neighborhood of the delta of 
any large stream, such as the Nile, for instance. The sands 
and the alluvial soil that have come down through the ages 
have been deposited gradually and have raised the bed of the 
river, which cuts its channel during the periods of the greatest 
flow and piles up the sediment on either side. In the course 
of time the level of the river came to be at quite an elevation 
above that of the surrounding country, and, to add to the 
situation, this vast territory known as the Imperial Valley is 
located actually below sea level, its lowest point being about 
150 feet below sea level, at the bottom of the lake. There is a 
lake there which has been there for some years—part of the 
overflow of past years which has never dried out, or the result 
of annual rainfall. 

When the river overflowed its banks at this point near the 
Imperial Valley it cut with a great rush through this soft 
alluvial soil and found its way to the Salton Sea, raising the 
level of that lake to the extent of several feet. It alsu de 
stroyed the tracks and land of the Southern Pacific Railway. 
It was the Southern Pacific Railway which, under the best 


engineering talent available, with their forces of men, their 


cars, and all available wrecking apparatus and tools and every- 
thing they could bring, rushed to the spot to stem this disaster. 
They fought it for weeks before they got the river absolutely 
under control, at a cost of several millions of dollars, which, 


be no doubt that the water taken out for irrigati u it was claimed, should have been repaid by the United States 
and which, as explained, nowa e „ pia | Government, and which claims, I believe, never have been paid 
the power would be produced by a drop of 10 feet, probably In full. The railroad company have never been compensated 


would have a constant and sufficient flow. There is, on the | 
other hand, a question as to the disposition of the power that | 
could be produced. The figures shown in this schedule are | 
based on the cost of operation at 750 kilowatt hours capacity. 
Only a portion of the power would be used by the project 
itself for the purposes of the project, as indicated in the 
schedule. 

Mr. DIAL. I thank the Senator, and I will say a few words 
in my own time after he shall have concluded. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The ability to use the remainder of the 
power would depend upon whatever market is available; and 
that power would naturally come into competition with any | 
other power that might be available for that district. 


‘a private one. 


for their work and their expenditure in saving that section 
of the country from being inundated to such an extent that 
it never could be redeemed. 

When the river receded, and they were able to hold it within 
control, the question arose as to recurrences which might im- 
pend, and which probably would be looked for the very next 
time the river got beyond its ordinary high stage. The Senator 
will appreciate, say, that there is a stage of 40 feet whicli is 
considered high. On extreme occasions the river migh' rise 
un additional 10 or 12 feet; so that means were looked to to 
prevent a recurrence of this trouble. 

The valley at that time had a reclamation project that was 
The owners of the territory were banded to- 
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gether to redeem and cultivate this very rich land, whieh is a hydroelectric plant for the Yuma enterprise should be de- 


among the richest on earth, similar in every respect to the 
delta of the Nile. It was found that a cut could be made from 
the banks of the stream southerly toward Mexico, taking out 
the water through a cut and putting it back into the river at 
a point farther down. In other words, they proposed to 
strnighten out the channel of the stream by cutting across one 
of the elbows which had formed in. the course of the ages, and 
that is known as the Pescadero Cut. The cost was paid by 
the people who are cultivating lands in the Imperial Valley, 
through their reclamation enterprise, and my recollection is that 
the cost of the Pescadero Cut exceeded half a million dollars. 
The Government contributed no part of that expenditure, but the 
people of the district, at their own expense, carried on this work; 
anil, as I say, my latest information is that it is so eminently suc- 
cessful that any danger of a flood in the Imperial Valley by 
reason of the river breaking out has been removed for at least 
10 or 12 years, and perhaps for all time. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit an- 
other interruption. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Colo- 

rado yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. PHIPPS. LI yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. I asked the question because I thought there 
might be a misunderstanding here, and one that might have 
some bearing on other matters coming before the Senate, 
theugh not on this question; and therefore I beg the Senator’s 
pardon. for injecting it here. I have done it only because of 
the remark made that, in the Senator’s judgment, the danger 
was past. 

I am more or less familiar with what was done there I 
have been over this cut. I bave seen it. I know what they did: 
I know what the farmers of the Imperial Valley have done and 
what they are doing now. They have an army of men and 
railroads and trains and all kinds. of machinery in readiness. 
I think the Senator is wrong when he says that the danger of 
future floods to that valley is past. They are living in constant 
dread of a recurrence of it. It is likely to recur at any time 
when the Colorado River is im flood. The danger has not been 
removed, and it will require a stretch of the imagination to 
tell what might happen to that, one of the finest valleys in the 
world, if this danger should occur again and the flood not stop. 

This cut that the Senator speaks of consisted first in building 
a bridge across the new river, which, as the Senator very properly 
Stated, had been gradually raised higher and higher by the de- 
posit of silt that came down the stream. 

It cut a new ehannel, and instead of running into the ocean 
it ran back into this depressed valley, the Imperial Valley, a 
large portion of which is below the sea level, and, of course; 
had no outlet, and if not stopped would have eventually filled 
it up and destroyed the towns and the cities and the farms 
and the homes.of all the people in that valley. 

They built a bridge across. that new stream, and then these 
farmers with their trains and their engines hauled on that 
bridge stone that they took from a quarry which they owned 
and which they operated for that purpose and kept dumping it 
in there, and dumping it in there until they had constructed 
a stone dam across the river. In the meantime they had dug 
a new channel to the ocean for the river to take, and that is 
where It is running now. But until some means has been 
adopted by which the flood water of the Colorado River can 
be held back they are not safe, and they realize fully, I think, 
that they are living in constant danger of having everything 
blotted out. It would take some time, of course, because that 
is a large territory, but everything that is below sea level 
wouid be covered up. 

1 mention this now so that there may be no misunderstanding’ 
if in the future, as E hope will occur, an opportunity is given 
here, in the Senate as well as in the House, to construct a 
dam many miles farther up, at a place known as Black Canyon, 

-that will hold back the floods of this river and keep them in 
cheek and let them out in such volume as will supply the irri- 
gation ditches, and still, at the same time, not in such great 
volume as to do any damage. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I did not intend to enter into 
a diseussion of this question of flood control, which is not in 
the bill and not at issue at this: time, 

Mr. NORRIS. No; it is not. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I merely expressed the thought that that 
danger had been passed! over into the future, some time in the 
future, if not definitely removed, based on a personal Tetter 
received from a friend who had just been on the site and had 
made a personal examination. I do not care to discuss that 
matter further. I have tried to say why I believe the com- 
mittee acted properly in saying that the item of $250,000 for 


ferred. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Colo- 
rado yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I yield. 

Mr. McNARY. Just as a matter of information, I read tha 
hearings had before the House committee, and I desire to ask 
the Senator if any witnesses or experts appeared before the 
Senate committee in reference to this item? 

Mr. PHIPPS. No. We took the House hearings; but later, 
in executive session, we had Director Davis and Secretary 
Work before us. We talked in a general way about the pros- 
pects. of getting reports from the fact-finding commission and 
other matters In connection with reclamation and other items 
in the bill, A great number of subjects were covered, just as 
Senators would get together and consult. It was not meant to 
be a public hearing, and the committee did not feel that it was 
one to call for witnesses on this particular item of the 


Mr. McNARY. I wondered if the Senator was able to say 
that they based their conclusion upon what the Secretary of 
the Interior said, or what Mr. Davis sald, or whether it was 
based upon the House hearings, or upon additional facts that 
had been brought to the attention of the committee. 

T ask that question because L am very much interested in this 
whole scheme of western development through irrigation. I 
know thut the fact-finding commission has been appointed 
and is to make a report; but I do not get the connection be- 
tween the report of the fact-finding commission and the action 
of the Senate committee {n removing from the bill an, item 
that had been passed upon: favorably by the Director of the 
Budget, the Reclamation Service itself; and the Seeretary of 
the Interior, and had passed the House committee and the 
House itself. It seems to be such an unusual thing that there 
ought to be some outstanding facts which would support a 
decision of that kind by the Senate committee. My question. 
is in the nature of an inquiry; made in th» best of goed faith. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I have answered the inquiry. No additional 
witnesses were called. I read part of the testimony where 
Mr. Cnaxro questioned Mr. Weymouth, and the statement 
was made that they could get along for another year, although 
they would be compelled to purchase some power: That is quite 
true. 

Mr. CAMERON. Mr. President, I Hstened very attentively 
to all this controversy over this $250,000 for the Yuma. project. 
My colleague’s statement I fully appreciate, I believe, how- 
ever, that the most important part of the whole controversy 
has been to some extent left out. 

In the first place, the farmers of the Yuma Valley know ex- 
actly what they want. There is no question about that; and 
why should we walt on any fact-finding commission? As I 
consider—and I think I know the people of that seetion of the 
country fully and well—they are as intelligent a lot of people 
as possibly the members of the fact-finding commission, and 
they want help now, not a year from now; and this appro- 
priation should be given them, so that they can figure on what 
they shall do for the future. 

T have been wondering while sitting here and listening to 
this controversy why Arizona and Idaho have been picked 
upon, as it looks like these States have been singled out. 

In the first place, Arizona can not get too much cheap power. 
If it were available and could be delivered, we should to-day 
use from seventy-five to one hundred thousand kilowatts. I 
have no fault to find or quarrel to pick with the Southern Sierra 
Nevada Power Co. or the Southern Sierra Power Co, There is 
lots of room for all the companies we have there now or that will 
come there in the near future. The demand for power is great 
all over the West. I understand from very good authority that 
the company which is furnishing this power at the present 
time at Yuma could use and are looking for some way to 
develop from fifty to sixty thousand more kilowatts than they 
develop: at the present time. 

I know that every State in the West—not only Arizona, Cali- 
fornia, Utah, and Nevada—is looking for cheaper power, and 
they need it. Our coal beds are remote and require a long 
haul: and the oll has been so high in late years that it is im- 
possible to use.it for fuel in pumping water. 

In the southern part of Arizona there are 3,500,000 acres of 
land’ underlaid with a sea of water from 35 to 80 feet below 
the surface. It is a finer soil than is found in any other State 
of the Union. A few years ago some of this land was pumped 


by private people, who bought crude oil when the price was 
down as low as 5 cents per gallon, but when it went up to 18 
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and 20 cents they had to give up their farming, and they are 
waiting now and have been waiting for years for cheap power. 

The farmers of the Yuma Valley know what they want, and 
we know what they want, and for God's sake let us help them, 
not next year, but now. Those people have struggled along 
there for years, and what we want is the assistance of the 
Government of the United States. Those people are not asking 
the Government for a donation. They are going to pay this 
money back, and every inch of land to which this power 
furnishes water, which to-day possibly is not worth more than 
$15 or $20 per acre, as soon as the water is delivered to that 
land by this power will be hee from $300 to $500 an acre; 
and that is not at all exaggerated. 

I do not care to take up the time of the Senate further. My 
colleague has gone into this thing very thoroughly, and I fully 
agree with every word he has said. I want to say to the 
Senate of the United States, especially to the Senators who are 
present and have listened to this argument, that I hope and I 
believe that every one of them will vote to put this item back in 
the bill, because it is as just as anything that is in the bill, 
and the people of our State, and the people especially of the 
valley for which this power is to be furnished, are fully able 
to pay the money back, and they will do so. I would like to 
see the item put back in the bill. I thank the Senate. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I wish proteran amendment 

the pending bill, and ask that it lie on the table. 

9995 PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the amendment will be received and will 
lie on the table. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I regret that I feel compelled to 
speak on this amendment, but we will have to stop spending 
Government money some time, and I think we might just as 
well stop now. I am opposed to the Government going into 
any kind of business. I think it would be a good idea to take 
stock of these irrigation projects and have a settlement, and 
let us see where they stand with the Government. 

My good friend the Senator from Arizona who has just 
spoken [Mr. Cameron], has urged that the people out there 
are not asking favors, that they are able to pay this money 
back, that they do not want any donation. I am glad to hear 
that. That is the way people ought to talk and ought to act, 
but as I understand, they are asking that this money be ad- 
vanced without interest. If lands are going to increase in 
value all the way from $15 an acre to four or five hundred 
dollars an acre, it occurs to me that those people could form 
private companies and develop water power to real advantage, 
and benefit the land to that extent. They would not need 
Government help. I do not know that I ever heard of a greater 
profit than from $15 to four or five hundred dollars an acre. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, it appears that the Senator 
from South Carolina is not at all familiar with the purposes 
and provisions of the reclamation act passed in 1902. As 
stated by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Nonnis] a little 
while ago, this is a special fund, not derived from taxation, 
but contributed out of the resources of the various States 
where public land is located not subject to taxation. It be- 
longs to the people of those States. It is subscribed to by the 
people of those States through their agencies. It goes back to 
the people of the States where it is taken, for the purpose of 
State development, under the law, without interest, and the 
people of South Carolina and the people of any other part of 
the country do not contribute to this fund. Properly it should 
go to the people of those Western States and be used without 
interest, paid back, and become a revolving fund, to be used 
throughout other portions of the West. That is the reason it 
does not bear interest. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
South Carolina yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. DIAL. I yield. 

Mr. GOODING. I want to call the Senator’s attention to 
the fact that 35 per cent of my State is in a forest reserve. 
All the great timber resources of my State are being held for 
the benefit of future generations. I voted for an appropriation 
last year of $56,000,000 to keep water off the land in the South 
by leveeing the Mississippi and by improving the rivers down 
‘there. The people of the South have enjoyed the great national 
resources which God Almighty gave to those States; they have 
had the full benefit of them. We have been denied our re- 
sources in Idaho for the benefit of the people in South Caro- 
lina, as well as other States in the Union, and we are merely 
asking an opportunity to take this money and develop the 
West, that is all, and for no other purpose. I expect to con- 


tinue to vote for appropriations to keep water off the land in 
the South and for the improvement of its rivers, because I do 


Sunis, billions of dollars, 


not believe we can have the great South about which we talk 
so much, the new South, unless we permit it to be developed, 
That is all we ask for the West. I am surprised that there is 
a voice lifted from the South against the development of the 
West by the people’s own money. 

Mr. DIAL. Of course, every Senator is at liberty to vote as 
he pleases It is true I am not the best-posted man in the 
world about these irrigation projects, but I am told by some 
Senators who live pretty close to the West that it is very 
doubtful whether or not a great deal of this money will ever 
be paid back. 

Mr. ASHURST. Will my distinguished friend the Senator 
from South Carolina yield? 

Mr. DIAL. I will not give the names of the men 

Mr. ASHURST. I am not asking the Senator to divulge 
anything. My affectional seat mate, I regret to say, has seen 
fit to go over where he now stands to talk against me. As 
we go along in the discussion of this bill, we are everywhere 
met and challenged by able Senators with the statement that 
the reclamation of arid lands is a failure in the West because 
it does not repay. It therefore becomes my duty, the duty 
of all of us who have any interest in irrigation, and the 
duty of those who have no interest in irrigation but in the 
interest of truth, everywhere, in every form, by night and by 
day, to tell the truth about repayments. What is the truth 
about the repayments from the Yuma project? 

There has fallen due on that project the sum of $1,155,000, 
and there has been repaid of that sum that fell due 81.081.000, 
leaving due only $74,000, showing that the poor farmer there, 
just as in South Carolina, is the first to pay. Would to Heaven 
the foreign governments repaid their loans to the United States 
with as much promptness and celerity as do the farmers of 
this country. If the nations of Europe which received great 
from our Treasury during the war, 
would repay as truly and with as much celerity as do the trri- 
gationists, we could pay anything. 

I hear it here, I hear it elsewhere, that the irrigationists 
do not pay. What are the facts? The total investment of the 
United States in moneys advanced from the reclamation funds 
is only $181,726,457. Of that sum $46,495,363 have been re- 
paid. I assert here, and I challenge successful contradiction 
of my statement, that there is no business in the United States, 
public or private, that has repaid moneys advanced with 
promptness and celerity comparable to the promptness and the 
fidelity with which the irrigationists have repaid the money 
advanced to them from the Federal Treasury, and they have 
repaid it in the face of the hard fact that they are pioneering 
a new energy. I say this to by friend, so that he may know 
hereafter, that of all the governmental institutions we appro- 
priate for the irrigations of the West are. first on the roll to 
repay. Their families practice economy. They deprive their 
children of things which other children have in order that they 
may repay the Government. Do not add to their already heavy 
burdens the imputation, unjust as it is, that they do not repay 
what they get from the Government. They do repay, and 
they will repay every dollar adyanced to them by the Federal 
Government for irrigation and reclamation. 

But suppose they do not repay! I have heard men say that 
our public schools do not pay a money profit. What good 
citizen wants a money profit out of the publie schools? In- 
formed and educated young ladies and young gentlemen are 
our profit of the public schools. Ah, but they say the Army 
does not pay money profits. No; not in dollars. Protection is 
the pay we get. Ah, but some say that the Navy does not pay. 
No; but the floating leviathans, our first line of defense, tell 
of the country’s distinction and safety, and thereby the Navy 


pays. 

What if the Government irrigation projects do not pay? 
What if they never repaid a dollar? Our profits are in the 
feeding of a mighty race. The irrigationists are helping to 
subsist the most puissant nation on the earth. What if they 
do not repay? Is there not more to the great question of irri- 
gation than merely paying back dollar for dollar? But have 
no fear; every dollar will be repaid. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 

Mr. DIAL. My desk mate almost frightens me, I do not see 
how I can go on until I get my nerve back. 

Mr. GOODING. I wonder if I can help the Senator get his 
nerve back? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. DIAL. No; not at present. I wish all the projects had 
such records as that of the project in the Senator's State. 
As I understood, the senior Senator from Utah said there were 
some projects which had better be abandoned than for us to 
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continue to advance money for them. I am not very well 
posted about that. Down in my section of the country the 
Creator provides us with water, and we have a little too much 
of it in certain sections; but we have not been able to progress 
very far in getting appropriations for drainage. 

My friend from Arizona [Mr. AsHursT] has spoken about 
the debts owing to us from foreign nations. I will join with 
him in a polite suggestion to this able commission we have for 
the refunding of those debts, that they dispatch a little note to 
all the countries and suggest to them that they begin to con- 
sider and get busy, and let us have some interest, at least, on 
their debts. My position on that is well known. 

I am opposed to Government ownership, as I have said. I 
know but little about this proposition, but I do know that the 
business of developing hydroelectric power is a very dangerous 
one. Those who undertake it have to contend with high water 
and low water. It is not altogether a rosy proposition. 

It seems that they have a power company there already 
supplying them with power with a line some 600 miles long. 
Individuals put thelr money into it and helped to develop that 
section, and now because they think they can make power a 
little bit cheaper they come and ask the Government to ad- 
vance money without interest. If the money belongs to the 
State, I have no objection to letting them have it without 
interest or even donating it to them, but I do not so under- 
stand it. I am not in favor of the United States Government 
advancing any money to anybody for any purpose without 
interest. The Government has not a dollar except what it 
takes from the people by taxation or by issuing bonds. 

My friend from Idaho gets up and talks abont a great appro- 
priation for the Mississippi River. The people in my section 
of the country have not got their fingers deep in the sugar 
bowl at all. We are burdened with tariffs; we are robbed 
with pensions. The Civil War pensions to-day are much 
greater than they have been at any time since the Civil War. 
Yet here it is proposed now by some Senators to add an addi- 
tional burden. of about $100,000,000 upon the people of the 
country for that purpose. We get nothing from pensions. We 
get nothing from the Mississippi River that the Senator has 
talked about. We get nothing from irrigation. So we bear 
the burden and get but little of the benefits in my section of 
the country, Notwithstanding that, we are not here to try to 
take money out of the Treasury and put it into some indi- 
vidual people’s hands. We ought to legislate according to the 
Constitution and to uphold the Government and see that 
everybody in the country receives a fair deal, and we ought to 
abolish special privileges. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I want to make only one 
observation in order to correct the statement made by the 
Senator from South Carolina that this is taking money out 
of the Treasury to complete a project that is a private enter- 
prise. I tried to make clear a moment ago in a very brief 
statement that this money does not come out of any sum accu- 
mulated by taxation. It comes out of a specific fund that can 
not be used for any other purpose. I am informed by the 
Secretary of the Interior that about $7,000,000 remains unex- 
pended in this specific fund that can only be used for the pur- 
pose of reclamation development. Consequently the argument 
of the Senator that this is a wasting of money or an imposi- 
tion upon the taxpayers is not applicable. 

It is strange, indeed, to hear the Senator from South Caro- 
lina urge that the policy of the Government should be to per- 
mit water to waste itself and run idly out on the land and 
into the streams again without using it because it comes in 
competition with private capital. If this project is developed, 
the power is only supplementary to the other proposition, 
which is the irrigation of the land. If that is accomplished by 
the people who live on the project, it becomes their property 
later—a community property and not the property of the Gov- 
ernment. So in no sense is the Goyernment going into busi- 
ness. It is a community proposition that develops itself inci- 
dentally only and as auxiliary to the other scheme of irri- 
gation. 

Mr. SMITH addressed the Senate. 
five minutes, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from South 
Carolina will suspend, that the Senate may receive a message 
from the House of Representatives. 

[Mr. SsirH’s speech is published entire, 
page 2986.] 

DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE DUPRE, OF LOUISIANA. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Chaffee, 
one of its clerks, communicated to the Senate the intelligence 


After having spoken for 


beginning on 
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of the death of Hon. Henry Gartanp Dupré, late a Repre- 
sentative from the State of Louisiana, and transmitted the 
resolutions of the House thereon. 

The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives had appointed the following committee on 
the part of the House, with such Members of the Senate as may 
be joined, to attend the funeral: Mr. LAZARO, Mr. ASWELL, Mr. 
Martrx, Mr. Witson of Louisiana, Mr. O'Connor of Louisiana, 
Mr. Favnor, Mr. SANDIN, Mr. McDurriz, Mr. Dempsey, Mr, 
FISHER, Mr. LINEBERGER, and Mr. MINAHAN. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I ask that the resolutions 
of the House of Representatives may be laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate resolutions from the House of Representatives, which 
will be read. 

The reading clerk read the resolutions, as follows: 

CONGRESS OF run UnITED STATES, 
In the House of Representatives, 


Resolved, That the House had heard with profound sorrow of the 
death of Hon. Hexry GanLaxb Duprt, a Representative from the State 
of Louisiana, 

Resolved, That a committee of 12 Members of the House, with such 
Members of the Senate as may be joined, be appointed to attend the 
funeral. 
` Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the House be authorized and 
directed to take such steps as may be necessary for carrying out the 
provisions of these resolutions, and that the necessary expenses in con- 
nection therewith be paid out of the contingent fund of the House, 

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the Senate - 
and transmit a copy thereof to the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect this House do now 
adjourn, 


Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I send to the desk resolu- 
tions for which I ask immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Louisiana 
offers resolutions which will be read. 

The resolutions (S. Res. 169) were read, considered by unani- 
mous consent, and unanimously agreed to as follows: 


Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow the an- 
nouncement of the death of Hon. HENRY GARLAND DUPRÉ, late a Rep- 
resentative from the State of Louisiana. 

Resolved, That a committee of six Senators be appointed by the 
President pro tempore of thé Senate, to join the committee appointed 
on the part of the House of Representatives, to attend the funeral of 
the deceased Representative. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 
House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family 
of the deceased. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore appointed, under the second 
resolution, as the committee to join a like committee on the 
part of the House of Representatives Mr. RANspELL, Mr. 
Broussarp, Mr. MoKELLAR, Mr. Caraway, Mr. Lapp, and Mr. 
STEPHENS. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, as a further mark of re- 
spect to the memory of the deceased Representative, I move 
that the Senate do now adjourn. d 

The motion was unanimously agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock 
and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow, 
Friday, February 22, 1924, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
THURSDAY, February 21, 1924. 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Our Heavenly Father, the remembrance of Thee fills our 
hearts with peace and confidence. When we forget Thee and 
become unmindful of Thy mercies we entreat Thy tender 
patience. Give us rest of mind in this truth, no career can be 
defeated and no life can be a failure that seeks and strives to 
do Thy will. Father, we pray for the sick. Give them bless- 
ings of those eternal riches which pertain to the soul immortal. 
Give us that strength and courage that would cast out of our 
lives the things that cause grief and do harm. By the blessing 
of Thy help may we do our best this day. O God, in the midst 
of life we are in death. With one of our Members earth's 
door has closed. Reminded of life's uncertainty and separations, 


2898 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 21, 


we tarry in silent reverence in his memory. Lead us on until 
this mortal shail put on immortality to the glory of the Father 
of us all. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap- 
proved. 
IMMIGRATION. 


Mr. LAGUARDIA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for three minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent to address the House for three minutes. Is there 
objection? 

Mr, CELLER. Reserving the right to object, I desire to ad- 
dress the House for two minutes following the gentleman from 
New York. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. CEL- 
LER] asks unanimous consent to address the House for two 
minutes following the gentleman from New York [Mr. La- 
Guanpral. Is there objection? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Reserving the right to object, 
what is It about? . 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. About the statement made by the gentle- 
man from Washington [Mr. Jounson] yesterday and a state- 
ment. given to the press by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
CABLE]. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the requests of both 
gentlemen from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA, Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Wash- 
ington [Mr. JOHNSON] obtained unanimous consent yesterday 
to address the House, and read a protest from the Rumanian 
Government. I am not concerned about the protest of the 
Rumanian Government or any foreign government. But he 
took occasion to make this: statement: 


I would Uke to say here and now, Mr. Speaker, that these aston» 
ishing protests of other Governments demanding the right that they 
may recuperate at the expense of the people of the United States, 
together with the impudent threat of allen blocs here, should result 
very soon in the passage of an immigration restriction bill that will 
really restrict. 


The gentleman, from Ohio [Mr. Caste}, in a statement to 
the press, told about a bloc that he was forming, and stated 
that he was forming a bloc to combat the “foreign bloc al- 
ready organized in. Congress.” Some of us oppose the features 
of the Johnson bill, but I resent the statement of the gentle- 
man from Ohio, and I say that when he states there is a 
foreign bloc in Congress he was giving to the press a state- 
-ment that is not true. If he is going to. adopt that kind of 
tactics to further the Johnson bill, he is going to get all the 
fight he wants on the floor of the House. There have been 
many organizations protesting against the bill, but I say to 
the gentleman from Washington and the gentleman from Ohio 
that they are American organizations and most of them vote 
the Republican, tieket. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, in 
all justice to the chairman of the Immigration: Committee, 
und in reply to what the preceding speaker has just said, I do 
not think the chairman. of the Committee on Immigration in- 
tended to declare that there was any alien bloe in this House. 
He simply used language which might imply that, but it is 
unfair to wrench a few words out of the context of a state- 
ment and say that the gentleman, from W [Mr. JOHN- 
S80N] intended to indicate that there was an alien bloc in this 
House. If he intended that, it is unfortunate However, I 
do not agree with the attitude of the gentleman from Wash- 
ington with reference to the protest of the Rumanian Gov- 
ernment. Just think, if the Rumanian Government. at- 
tempted to pass a discriminatory bill against the American 
people, surely we would have a right to protest to the Ruma- 
nian Government I say further that our foreign affairs are 
in the hands of an able Secretary of State, and we should 
leave them there without using intemperate language in this 
Chamber against a foreign government. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Has the gentleman read the statement 
in the press by the gentleman from Ohio? 

Mr, CELLER. I have not. 

Mr. LaGUARDIA. Then the gentleman does not know 
what he is talking about. 

Mr, CELEER. T certainly do, but yow dd not: I was con- 
cerned with Mr. JoHnson’s remarks, not Mr. CABLE’ S: 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from New York 
has. expired. 


THE REVENUE BILD. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
6715) to reduce and equullze taxation, to provide revenue, and 
for other purposes, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of! 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. QRAHAM 
of Illinois in the chair. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, by unanimous consent 
I have leave to offer an amendment to paragraph (c) on page 
5, where a motion was made by the gentleman from Arkansas 
to strike out the section. The experts have prepared the amend- 
ment, and the gentleman from Arkansas has agreed to it. I 
will send the amendment to the desk to be read. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the committee will re- 
turn to page 5, paragraph (c). There is an amendment pend- 
ing to that section, as the Chair remembers it, an amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. OLDFIELD} to 
strike out the paragraph. 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Arkansas said 
that he would withdraw that amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair assumes that this would take 
precedence of the other motion anyhow. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Arkansas and 
myself have agreed upon this amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Gruen of Iowa: Page 5, strike out all of 
line 8 after the period, and strike ont lines 9 and 10 and the part of. 
line 11 through the period, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
“The gain or loss to the distributee resulting from such exchange 
shall be determined under section 202, but shall be recognized: only to 
the extent provided in section 203. There shall be taxed as a divi- 
dend to the distributee such an amount of the gain recognized under 
section 203 as is not in excess of his ratable share of the undistributed 
earnings and profits of the corporation accumulated after February 
28, 1913. The remainder, if any, of the gain recognized. under section. 
208 shall be taxed as a gain from the exchange of property.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, as this Is a perfecting 
amendment it would be first in order in any event. My under- 
standing is that this is agreeable to the gentleman from Ar- 
kansas [Mr. Oxprrecp], and if it is carried he will withdraw his 
motion to strike out the paragraph. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. That is correct. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I want briefly to explain to the House 
the reason for this amendment. This deals with liquidating 
dividends, When this paragraph was read in the committee I 
fafled to notice, and I think some of the members of the com- 
mittee failed to notice, that under its provisions gains and 
profits which would ordinarily be distributed by the way of 
dividends would be distributed and taxed only under the 
capital assets provision. The change that is made by this 
amendment is that so far as the gains and profits are con- 
cerned they will be taxed under the ordinary income-tax rates, 
while the distribution of capital will be provided for under the 
other sections. That is all the difference. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. This matter comes up now from having. 
been passed over at some prior time until to-day. It comes now 
entirely new to the other members of the committee, to myself, 
for instance, and I would like to study it. I think it is a very 
important matter. Can it not go over again until to-morrow 
and be printed, so that we can see the effect of it? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, I suppose so, but I think the gen- 
tleman ought to be able to see the effect of it from the reading 
of It. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Not from hearing it read, with a great 
deal of noise around me. I shall withdraw my request, if it 
may be read again, to see whether some of us can get the 
full effect of it . 

The CHAIRMAN. Withont objection, the Clerk will report 
the paragraph as it would read if the amendment were agreed 
to, so that Members can get the connection. 

There was no objection, and the Clerk read as follows: 


(c) Amounts distributed in complete liquidation of a. corporation 
shall be treated as in full payment in exchange for the stock, and. 
amounts distributed in partial liquidation of a corporation shall be 
treated as in part or full payment in exchange for the stock. The 
gain or loss to the distributee resulting from such exchange shall be 
determined under section 202, but sball be recognized only to the 
extent provided in section 208. There shall be taxed as a dividend to 
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the distributee such an amount of the gain recognized under section 
208 as is not in excess of his ratable share of the undistributed earn- 
ings and profits of the corporation accumulated after February 28, 
1918. The remainder, if any, of the gain recognized under section 203 


shall be taxed as a gain from the exchange of property. In the case 
of a distribution in partial liquidation (other than a distribution within 
the provisions of subdivision (g) of section 203 of stock or securities 
in connection with a reorganization) the part of such distribution 
which is properly chargeable to capital account shall not be considered 
a distribution of earnings or profits within the meaning of subdivision 
(b) of this section for the purpose of determining the taxability of 
subsequent distributions by the corporation. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. Curnpstom] will observe that the ohly effect that the 
amendment has in the way of change is to provide that the 
profits, if any, resulting from the operation of the corporation— 
that is, the gains or profits distributed to the stockholder—will 
be subject to tax at the ordinary rate, whereas as the provision 
read at first they would be taxable only under the capital gain 
section, and surely that ought to be done. If there is a profit 
being distributed it ought to bear that tax. It will apply to 
only a very few cases, but it corrects a manifest error in the 
provision. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. It is limited to profits gained after- 


February 28, 1913? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; expressly limited to that. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I understand the gentleman from 
Towa [Mr. Green] and the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
OLDFIELD] have agreed upon this amendment? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. And this amendment is In line with 
the broadening of the application of the taxes under section 203 
to gains of corporations. 

Mr, OLDFIELD. Liquidation. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Liquidation. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It would prevent a liquidation being 
used to evade regular income taxes, and that is the effect of it, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That is all right. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, this provision as it stands in 
the bill was not adopted by the committee without very care 
ful consideration, and it is perfectly consistent with general 
principles. What is a liquidating dividend, either partial or 
in total liquidation? It is the sale by the stockholder of his 
stock to the corporation. No one can deny that. Why should 
a sale of the stock by the stockholder to the corporation be 
treated in any other way than the sale by the stockhoider of 
his stock to a third party? The effect of the amendment now 
suggested by the chairman of the committee is to make that 
distinction which has no basis in reason, It is not contended, 
as I understand it, by the gentleman, that partial liquidation 
can in any way be used to distribute profits, because that is 
covered by another section of the bill, and if the partial 
liquidation has the effect of a declaration of a dividend, then 
you tax it as a dividend? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
yield there? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is exactly what I do contend. If 
you will leave this provision as it is I can take any corpora- 
tion that has made a large amount of profits and I can fix things 
so that it will distribute its profits without paying anything 
but the assets tax. I can do it with perfect ease. 

Mr. MILLS. I would like to call the attention of the gentle- 
man to paragraph 2 (d) on page 10, under section 203. It reads: 


(2) If a distribution made in pursuance of a plan of reorganiza- 
tion is within the provisions of paragraph (1) but has the effect of 
the distribution of a taxable dividend, then there shall be taxed as a 
dividend to each distributee such an amount of the gain recognized 
under paragraph (1) as is not in excess of his ratable share of the 
undistributed earnings and profits of the corporation accumulated after 
February 28, 1913. The remainder, if any, of the gain recognized 
under paragraph (1) shall be taxed as a gain from the exchange of 
property. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
yield there? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. y 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That applies only to reorganization. 
This is not a case of reorganization. This is a liquidation, a 
closing out of the whole thing. 

Mr. MILLS. I think the chairman knows the subject well 
enough to know that the term “reorganization” is broad enough 
to cover the situation, and there is no question but that as 
the bill is reported by the committee it is perfectly impossible 
to distribute dividends in the form of a partial liquidation. 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 


The only effect, I repeat, of the chairman’s amendment is to 
make a distinction between a sale by the stockholder to the 
corporation and a sale by the stockholder to a third party. 
This is a distinction, I repeat, which has no basis in reason. 
And again, I would not quarrel with this inconsistency any 
more than I quarreled with some of the other inconsistencies 
discussed yesterday by the committee if it were an effective 
inconsistency, but it is a mere gesture. If there is to be a 
partial liquidation of a corporation, what on earth is to prevent 
the stockholder, two days before the liquidation, from selling 
his shares of the stock in the open market and getting the 
full benefit in the assets provision? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. If he does not hold it for two years, he 
cannot. 

Mr. MILLS. If he has not held it for two years, he can not, 
but that is a very small class of cases, and the man who buys 
them does not come under the terms of this bill, because he 
will pay full value for it, the liquidating dividend included. 
I am not going to press the matter further, except that I do 
think that it is a great pity that when a bill very carefully 
drawn, consistent throughout, is reported after consideration 
by the committee, without real consideration we should change 
important provisions of the bill, particularly when the changes 
are wholly ineffective. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, if I had supposed there 
was a man on this floor who would object to this amendment, 
I would not have brought it up this way but would have pre- 
sented it to the committee. Everyone knows how pressed I 
have been and how pressed the committee has been. There is 
not anything in the statement of the gentleman from New 
York to the effect that this provision can be gotten around by 
selling shares in advance, because of the fact that that would 
do the man who sold no good and the man who bought would 
pay nothing extra. On the other hand, if we leave this pro- 
vision as it stands we have an opening left as wide as a house 
by which an evasion can be driven through and by which the 
profits may be distributed through liquidation without the stock- 
holders paying a just tax. The gentleman talks about reor- 
ganization being equivalent to liquidation. How can you have 
a reorganization of a corporation unless you have another 
corporation? When this corporation {s liquidated there is noth- 
ing left. There is no reorganization. It is nothing. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. In the event the gentleman's proposal is 
adopted, will there be any difference in the treatment of gains 
and profits in the case of the liquidation of a corporation as 
provided for in paragraph (e) of section 201, now under con- 
sideration, and in the treatment of gains and profits in the case 
of the reorganization of a corporation as provided in para- 
graph 2 under section 203? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There would not be, so far as that is 
concerned, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. What difference would there be in the 
treatment of the gains and profits? Have you not taken your 
language in the proposed amendment from paragraph 2 of sec- 
tion 203? I will read that paragraph, if I may: 


(2) If a distribution made tn pursuance of a plan of reorganization 
is within the provisions of paragraph (1) but has the effect of the dis- 
tribution of a taxable dividend, then there shall be taxed as a dividend 
to each distributee such an amount of the gain recognized under para- 
graph (1) as is not in excess of his ratable share of the undistributed 
earnings and profits of the corporation accumulated after February 28, 
1913. The remainder, if any, of the gain recognized under paragraph 
(1) shall be taxed as a gain from the exchange of property. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There would not be any difference. 
The effect would be just the same. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. So that you would treat the liquidation 
of corporation exactly as the reorganization? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. When the effect of the reorganization 
is to distribute the profits, then the gains ought to be taxed; 
and if in the reorganization there is a gain that is taxable, it 
ought to be considered as a part of the distribution of the 
profits. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I understand the gentleman's statement, 
but I am not sure about the conclusion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Iowa. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
Orbit] desire a vote on his amendment? 

Mr. OLDFIBLD. No; I do not desire a vote on my amend- 
ment to strike out the paragraph. I accept the amendment 
which has just been adopted. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment offered | 
iby the gentleman from Arkansas will be withdrawn. 

When the committee rose last evening there was an amend- | 
ment pending offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DE- 
INSON]. | 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, in compliance 
with the suggestion made by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GARNER], I ask unanimous consent to modify my amendment by | 
striking out the words in the fourth line, the principal sources | 
of,” and substituting therefer the words “substantially all | 
the,” so that the amendment as corrected will read: “but only 
if substantially all the income consists of amounts collected | 
from members for the sole purpose of meeting losses and 
expenses.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to modify the amendment in the manner sug- | 
gested. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN, ‘The Clerk will report the amendment as 
modified. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Modified amendment offered by Mr. Dicxtrson of Iowa: | 

On page 78, line 21, strike out section (10) and insert in Heu thereof 
the following: 

“(10) Farmers’ or other mutual hail, cyclone, casualty, or fire in- 
surance companies, mutual ditch or irrigation companies, mutual or 
cooperative telephone companies, or like organizations; but only if 
substantially all the income consists of amounts collected from members 
for the sole purpose of meeting losses and expenses.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Pus- 
WELL] is zed for five minutes. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I think it is not out of place if some suggestions be 
made as to the need for the adoption of this amendment. 
Going back to the 1917 law, let me call your attention to the 
language which was supposed to exempt these mutual com- 
panies. The exemption reads as follows: 


Bec. 231. That the following organizations shall be exempt from 
taxation under this tithe: 

(10) Farmers’ or other mutual bail, cyclone, or fire insurance com- 
panies, mutual ditch or irrigation companies, mutual or cooperative 
telephone companies or like organizations of a purely local character, 
the income of which consists solely af assessments, dues, and fines col- 
jected from members for the sole purpose of meeting expenses. 


This was the supposed exemption contained in the act of 
1917 but which, as a matter of fact, got all of these mutual 
insurance companies into the trouble they have experienced 
Since the passage of that law. It came about by reason of the 
fact that although they were clearly supposed to be exempted 
they were, because of the ambiguity of the law, continually 
‘being harassed by special agents of the Government who sought 
not only to collect the tax buf penalties and fines in addition. 
‘The result was that these companies were not able to set aside 
any surplus; they were not able to expand; they were not able 
to buy any buildings; thrift was not only (discouraged but 
penalized; they were not even able to accept interest en dally 
balances in banks. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PURNELL. In just a minute I will. This amendment 
seeks to clarify the existing law and, as I understand, there 
is no serious controversy as far as the merits of this amend- 
ment are concerned. ‘The contention comes when we seek to 
dotermine how to really clarify the situation so that there can 
be no further disputes and ambiguities that will hamper these 
mutual insurance companies. 

There are over 2,000 of these mutual insurance companies 
in this country, with hundreds of thousands of farmer members. 
That is the great justification at this particular period of agri- 
cultural distress for a clarification. ‘These mutual insurance 
companies, if not given this exemption, will be at the mercy | 
of the stock Insurance companies and will be unable te expand 
and proceed with their business. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PURNELL, Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman, of course, has ob- 
served that if some such amendment as this is not adopted 
they will be taxed on every cent of money they take in and 
there will be all kinds of assessments, which is something that 
is not done with any of the ether insurance companies. 

Mr. PURNELL. Exactly. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. And the gentleman has also observed | 
that big fraternal insurance companies are entirely exempt | 
from taxation under this section. f 


Mr. PURNELL. In my judgment, the failure to adopt this 
amendment will kill one of the best organized cooperative en- 
dea vors that exists in the country to-day. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PURNELL. In just a minute. I want to suggest an- 
other point that I think is very. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. PURNELL. May I have five additional minutes? { 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to 
object, but I de want to make a suggestion to the gentleman 
and this may be considered outside the Rrcoxp if need be—and 
the suggestion is that this is a farmer’s amendment. If the 
gentleman is in favor of it, it will be adopted unanimously if 
a vote is permitted, but if everybody in favor of the farmer 
wants to make a speech, we will not get through with the 
amendment to-day. So I just wanted to suggest to the gentle- 


{ 


man that if he is in favor of this amendment he should permit 


a vote on it and let us adopt it. 

Mr. PURNELL. In view of the statement of the distin- 
guished gentleman from Texas, who up to date has been able 
to get through all of the amendments he has proposed, I shall 


follow his suggestion and relinquish my five additional min- 


utes and ask for a vote. [Applause.] [Cries of Vote!“ 
“Vote! ?“] | 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Dick- 
IN SON]. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 


| Iowa, which the Clerk will report. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. CHINDBLOM to the amendment offered by 
Mr. Dickinson of Iowa: In line 5 of the amendment of the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. Dickinson], after the words consist of,” strike out 
the word “amounts” and Insert in lieu thereof the words “ assess- 
ments, dues, and fines.” 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I do not think this is 
going to injure the gentleman's amendment at all, but I do 
believe the word “ amounts” is altogether too broad to be left 
in the law. The werd “amounts” would include any kind of 
a premium. 

Mr. DOWELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. DOWELL. As I understand, it was clearly the inten- 
tion of Congress to exempt these companies originally, but 
under the construction of this language by the department they 
have been placed under this assessment, and it seems to me the 
gentleman's amendment might place this in the same position 
it is now in and subject te another construction. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Let me say to the gentleman that the 
present law which resulted in the way the gentleman has stated 
msed the words “the income of which consists solely of assess- 
ments, dues, and fees.” 

Mr. DOWELL. Yes. | 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. When you now use the words “substans. 
tially the whole income of which consists of assessments, dues, 
and fees,” then you have certain leeway. You have an opening 
for a small amount of receipts which may not be assessments, 
dues, and fees. But if you use the broad term amounts col- 
jected from the members,” that includes every kind of a collec- 
tion from the members whether it be an assessment, dues, or 
a fee or any other kind ef a charge. 

Mr. DOWELL. These companies are only permitted to col- 
lect for certain purposes, and under the language of this 
amendment there can be no question about it. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. But the gentleman makes the mistake of. 
assuming that the law contains what he has in his mind, namely, 
that this concerns only a certain kind of companies. This law 
will be construed upon the language that is used in the Dill 
and not upon the understanding that the gentleman or I may. 
have with reference to the manner in which these particular 


companies operate. 


Mr. DOWELL. And that is just why I am suggesting te 
the gentieman that the amendment, which cleurly, 
covers the question, should not be interfered with by his amend. 
ment which leaves the question again in doubt and permits an- 
ether construction by the department. 

Mr. CHINDEBLOM. This is not a case of “the Greeks bear- 
ing gifts“ I will say to the gentleman. I am in sympathy with 
the purpose of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Dickinson] and 
I want these tions to be exempted. I want his purpose 


te be achieved, but I do net want it to be accomplished in 
such a way as to open the door for moneys collected in any 
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other way than by the ordinary Ana employed by these mutual 
companies which are described here. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas, Mr. MILLS, and Mr. McLAUGHLIN 
of Michigan rose. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM, If I have any time left I will be glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has two minutes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I want to say to the gentleman 
that I am just as anxious to protect the Treasury against open- 
ing this up to organizations that ought not to have the benefit 
of the exemption as the gentleman from Illinois, but when I 
raised this question yesterday I asked Mr. Dickinson to take it 
to Mr. Gregg, who, I think the gentleman will admit, is the 
best expert we can get, who bas been construing this law, and 
Mr. Gregg, as I understand it, is in thorough accord with the 
language now offered, “substantially all,” and I can not see 
any reason why it should not go through. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I have not talked with Mr. Gregg. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Gregg told me this morning—I 
do not know whether he is on the floor, and, of course, he could 
not confirm it in person—but he has already approved this 
language, and it seems to me that ought to be all right. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I would take that as somewhat of an 
assurance that the Treasury Department will construe the word 
“amounts” to mean “ assessments, dues, and fees,” and then 
we will accomplish by construction what I am trying to ac- 
complish by direct words, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Well, maybe so. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Wil the gentleman from Illinois yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Is there not some danger that the word 
“assessment may be construed to mean only an assessment 
levied for the purpose of paying a past loss and might not be 
construed to cover an assessment made for the future? That 
is the only objection to using the word “ assessment,” 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That is a valid objection, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Suppose the gentleman withdraws his 
amendment. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. With the understanding we now have, 
I withdraw the amendment. We have had this discussion 
which shows our purpose in the matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHIND- 
BLOM] is withdrawn. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan rose, 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. 


Chairman, 
The gentleman from Michigan is asking 


The CHAIRMAN, 
for recognition. 

Mr. MeLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I appre- 
ciate that the House wishes to vote, and I will take only a 
moment or two. We are all trying to reach the same end. 
We wish to exempt from taxation the smaller cooperative 
companies, and we wish to frame the law in such a way as to 
take away from the larger companies the privilege we would 
extend to the smaller ones. It has been suggested to me, and 
I think the suggestion has force, that we ought not to impose 
a company with taxation on assessments it collects for the 
purpose of paying losses; but some companies—the larger 
ones—following the plan of collecting money for losses, have 
other sources of income, and sometimes incomes from these 
other sources are very large. If you say “substantially,” it 
leaves it up to the department to make a ruling, and its ruling 
might give the advantage of this section to large companies, 
which ought not to be exempted. Therefore it is suggested 
that on line 24, after the word “ only,” the words “so far as” 
should be put in. That would exempt companies from taxa- 
tion, but only so far as the income consists of assessments, 
dues, and so forth, and would let them be subject to taxation 
on the income otherwise received or received for another 
purpose. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. In a moment. There 
came to my attention this instance in actual experience: One 
of the small companies levied, at the beginning of the year, an 
assessment for the purpose of meeting losses during the year. 
The company very naturally and properly put the amounts 
collected, as they came in, in the bank and drew a little inter- 
est on them. 

At the end of the year it was found that the interest amounted 
fe less than $100, but in view of the fact that the company 
ad an income other than the money received by assessments 
and fees, though all was used to pay losses, the company 
was taken altogether out of the provisions of this section and 


its entire business was made subject to tax. Now, the amount 
collected as interest, or otherwise collected than for the pur- 
pose of paying losses, might be very large. It might be so 
large, or the source of it might be such, that we would not 
wish to give the company the advantage of this exemption, but if 
we put the words “in so far as the money collected is used 
for payment of losses" and so on, it would reach the com- 
panies as we wish to reach them. If they have a substantial 
income otherwise collected, or collected for another purpose, 
let them pay the tax upon it, and even the company that I 
am speaking of would be called upon to pay a tax on the sum 
which, as I have said, was less than $100. 

There is merit in the suggestion of the use of the words 
“in so far as,” and this would leave no doubt at all and 
would leave no room for construction by the Treasury De- 
partment which might be unfavorable. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all de- 
bate on this amendment and all amendments thereto close. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, if I have 
3 remaining I yield to the gentleman from North 

ota. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that all 
debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto now 


Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary 
inquiry. That does not include other amendments? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, has my 
time expired? 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I want to know whether tha 
adoption of the motion of the gentleman from Iowa would 
prevent the offering of another amendment to the section? 

The CHAIRMAN. Not at all. The question is on the motion 
of the gentleman from Iowa. 

The motion was to. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. A parliamentary inquiry. Was 
the request for unanimous consent to change the wording put 
and adopted by the committee? 

The CHAIRMAN. The modification of the amendment of the 
gentieman from Iowa? That is the Chair’s understanding. 
The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Now, Mr. Chairman, I offer the 
following amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 78, paragraph 10, line 24, after the word “companies” and 
before the semicolon, insert a comma and add these words: “and also 
benevolent mutual life insurance associations not operating for profit 
whose business is purely local and wholly for the benefit of its mem- 
bers.” 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that that language has been agreed to and can not be 
amended. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will say to the gentleman that 
his amendment ought to be framed so that it will fit into the 
text that has been adopted. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. May I suggest that the language that 
has already been adopted is not open to amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the gentleman is cor- 


rect, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I am against my 
colleague’s amendment, but I do believe that it is in order, if 
I understand the amendment. It has for its purpose exempt- 
ing certain organizations from a tax. I understand that the 
gentleman wishes to add to those enumerated in the paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair suggest that the gentleman 
add it at the proper place and frame it so that it fits into the 
language already adopted by the committee. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I suggest to my colleague that he 
offer it as a separate paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will be given an oppor- 
tunity to put it in shape. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. While that is being done, I want to sug- 
gest whether the matter is not covered In paragraph 8 of this 
section already. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I have changed it so as to follow 
the paragraph of the Dickinson amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman offers his amendment as 
another paragraph, which the Clerk will report. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. JOHNSON of Texas: At the end of the Dickin- 
son amendment just adopted add the following: “Also benevolent life- 
insurance associations not operated for profit whose business is 
purely local and wholly for the benefit of its members.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of 
order that that is already covered by subdivision (3) of this 
section, and that is where it ought to haye been offered. 

Mr. CRAMTON. And, further, Mr. Chairman, the Dickinson 
amendment was a complete substitute for subdivision (10), 
and until its adoption it was open to amendment to perfect 
it. But, having been adopted, subdivision (10) is disposed of, 
and the Dickinson amendment now can not be further amended, 
having been adopted by the committee. Of course, the sug- 
gestion would not apply if the language is offered to some 
other part of the bill or as an independent subdivision, but 
the Dickinson amendment was a complete paragraph, has been 
adopted, and is not now open to amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I understood that I had the right 
to offer another amendment that would not conflict with the 
Dickinson amendment. I am not seeking to change the Dick- 
inson amendment, but simply to enlarge it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I understand the amendment 
offered is not to disturb the language of the Dickinson amend- 
ment, but it is to add at the end of the paragraph, to enlarge 
it, and so there is nothing in the point of order by the gentle- 
man from Michigan. It does not amend the Dickinson amend- 
ment. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] suggests that 
it is not germane at this point because it should have been 
inserted under paragraph 3, but paragraph 8 refers to organi- 
zations that have a lodge; they must have a lodge, and the 
gentleman’s amendment does not refer to those organizations. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I think my amend- 
ment does not conflict with the Dickinson amendment; it 
simply enlarges and puts in another feature not covered by the 
Dickinson amendment. Therefore it would be germane at this 
time and would not by its adoption change the Dickinson 
amendment. My amendment covers additional organizations 
not embraced in the Dickinson amendment. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, the difficulty with the posi- 
tion of the gentleman is that the entire paragraph was 
stricken out, and the Dickinson amendment goes in as a com- 
plete amendment. If the gentleman desired to amend it, it 
was in order at the time of its adoption. After its adoption 
it became a complete paragraph and not subject to amend- 
ment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, in order to avoid tak- 
ing up the time of the committee, because I think they will 
defeat the amendment, I withdraw the point of order. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle- 
man for withdrawing his point of order but not for his 
prophecy of defeat of my amendment. I believe that an ex- 
planation of it will convince the membership that I am right 
and that they will so declare by their votes. Section 10 of the 
act which I am seeking to amend reads as follows: 


(10) Farmers’ or other mutual fire insurance companies, mutual 
ditch or irrigation companies, mutual or cooperative telephone com- 
panies, or like organizations, or mutual hail or cyclone companies, but 
only If the income consists solely of assessments, dues, and fees col- 
lected from members for the sole purpose of meeting expenses. 


It will be observed from a reading thereof that certain local 
mutual insurance companies therein named are exempted from 
taxation, those named being fire. mutual ditch or irrigation 
companies, mutual or cooperative telephone companies, hail, 
cyclone, and other companies. My amendment leaves these 
companies named in the bill exempt, but merely adds thereto 
also benevolent mutual life insurance associations not op- 
erated for profit, whose business is purely local and wholly for 
the benefit of its members.” 

A statement of the conditions existing in my district will dis- 
close the necessity for thisamendment. Ina number of communi- 
ties therein there have been organized and operating a num- 
ber of years local associations generally known as home benefit 
associations. A nominal membership fee is charged for join- 
ing, and when a death occurs the members are assessed $1.10 
each, $1 thereof going to the beneficiary of the deceased member 
and the 10 cents is applied for the operating expenses, cover- 
ing largely postage and incidental expenses of the secretary. 
It is purely a benevolent association, operated without any 
profit whatsoever. I am forcefully reminded of the need of 
this amendment, because at this time the revenue department 
of the Government is seeking to collect about $2,000 as taxes 
from one of these associations located at Hillsboro, Tex. I 


have been trying to convince the department that the asso- 
ciation is exempt under the law, but have been unsuccessful 
in doing so. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Is it not absolutely on all fours with the 
Dickinson amendment, which exempts farmers’ mutual fire 
insurance companies? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes; my colleague is right, and I 
submit that if fire insurance associations are exempt why 
should not life insurance associations among farmers be like- 
wise exempt. I can see no good reason why one should be freed 
from the payment of taxes and not the other. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Is not the tax the gentleman is talk- 
ing about levied under the 1918 act? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes; I think so. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. They were assessed at that time, but 
I do not see how they can be assessed under this act. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the gentleman can convince 
me that the societies named in my amendment are not assessed 
under the present act, I shall withdraw the amendment, but 
I have been trying unsuccessfully to convince the revenue de- 
partment, and want to be sure that there is no question about 
what the law is upon this subject. j 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. They were subject to assessment 
under the 1918 act. A 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Let me ask the distinguished 
gentleman who is chairman of the Ways and Means Committee 
what law passed since 1918 would exempt them from assess- 
ment, or what portion of the present bill that we are now con- 
sidering would so exempt them? The language of the 1918 
act is almost identical with the language of section 10, which 
I am seeking to amend, and I desire to quote the language 
of the 1918 act, and also an excerpt from the opinion of the 
Circuit Court of Appeals construing that act. Section 10 of 
the 1918 revenue act was as follows: 


(10) Farmers’ or other mutual hall, cyclone, or fire insurance 
companies, mutual ditch or irrigation companies, mutual or cooperative 
telephone companies, or like organizations of a purely local character, 
the income of which consists solely of assessments, dues, and fees 
collected from members for the sole purpose of meeting expenses. 


I contended before the Internal Revenue Department that the 
expression “like organizations” was intended by Congress to 
include benevolent life associations, but unsuccessfully, since 
the Circuit Court of Appeals, in the case of Bankers & 
Planters Mutual Insurance Association v. Walker (279 Fed. 
Rep., p. 53), had held differently. In that case the associa- 
tion was doing a life insurance business, and they sought to 
exempt themselves from the tax upon the ground that life 
insurance was a “like association” with those named in the 
act, and the court, in overruling this contention, used this 
language: 

Life insurance is too well known and important for us to suppose 
the Congress would detail hail, cyclone, and fire insurance, and intend 
life insurance to be included in the general expression of “ike 
association.” The plaintiff is clearly liable to be taxed. 


It is significant that the language of the present act, which 
I am seeking to amend, is almost identical in terms with that of 
the 1918 act, and which the courts have held does not exempt 
such associations as are described in my proposed amendment. 

The chairman of the Ways and Means Committee insists that 
other legislation has been enacted which does exempt such 
associations, but he has failed to point out any such law, and 
the purpose of my amendment is to include in the exemptions 
those associations described therein. Mr. Chairman, I submit 
that these benevolent life associations do far more good than 
the local fire insurance associations which are protected by the 
bill. Why legislate in favor of those that protect from fire, 
and discriminate against those that give protection from death? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes; I yield to my colleague from 
North Dakota. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Do these associations operate in any way 
as a lodge or society? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Not at all. There is no lodge and 
no feature resembling a lodge, and that is why the chairman of 
the Ways and Means Committee is in error when he claims that 
this amendment should haye come under paragraph 3 of section 
231, which relates exclusively to fraternal beneficiary societies, 
orders, or associations operating under the ledge system, and 
that is why my amendment was not germane thereunder. 

Mr. BURTNESS. That is the reason they are not given the 
benefit of subdivision 3? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes; that is the reason. They 
have no lodge feature whatsoever; they merely have a secretary 
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who performs clerical duties. There are no meetings held, and 
the secretary merely notifies the members when a death occurs, 
and they pay their assessments, as I have already stated. 

Mr. BURTNESS. And the gentleman’s only purpose is to 
give to these associations not operating as a lodge the same 
benefits that these other associations receive, such as the Shrine 
Widows’ Fund and other organizations of that sort? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The gentleman is exactly right. 
These local life associations serve a very useful purpose in a 
community and many times prevent the passing of the hat when 
a neighbor in unfortunate circumstances dies. I have observed 
in my own county and in other counties of my district a great 
deal of good that results therefrom. We have probably a dozen 
or more of these neighborhood associations alone in the district 
which I represent, and there are many others throughout dif- 
ferent sections of Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman’s time be extended for two minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Reserving the right to object, does the 
gentleman really want the time? Just let me state to him now 
that the experts inform me that, unless these companies have 
some money out at interest from which they are getting returns, 
they would not be taxed in any event. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If that is the law, my amendment 
can certainly do no harm. My experience, however, is that the 
revenue department does not always agree with the experts, 
and I would prefer to have a clear legislative expression upon 
the subject than to have the opinion of experts as to what the 
law is, since the opinion of experts is not always accepted by 
the revenue department, as I have shown In the Hillsboro case. 

Mr. GREEN of lowa. Oh, no; that is under the 1918 act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I take it that no 
one will contend but what my amendment is both equitable 
and just; that it protects a class who are entitled to be pro- 
tected; and the only reason that has been urged by the com- 
mittee against its adoption is that the experts of the committee 
think that such associations are already exempt under the law, 
but they have failed to point out any provision of the law 
which does exempt these associations, either under the present 
or any previous law. If we did have a law which protects 
them, the passage of this amendment, if it does no good, can 
certainly do no harm. My experience is that the officers of 
the revenue branch of the Government are somewhat hard to 
convinee, and my purpose in offering this amendment is to 
secure the passage of a law which will leave the matter no 
longer in doubt, so that not only the experts will agee that they 
are not subject to tax but that there can be no controversy 
about the matter hereafter. If these local associations have 
to pay the tax such as is being sought to be collected from 
the Hillsboro Association, it will result in forcing them out of 
business and prevent benevolent organizations of this char- 
acter from operating in the future. 

Mr. DENISON, And it does not make any difference what 
these experts say. The department will go ahead and assess 
the tax. I think the gentleman's amendment has merit, and I 
think the House ought to adopt it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The experts may be right, but 
their judgment does not always control the judgment of the 
revenue department, The passage of my amendment will be- 
yond doubt protect these associations, locally organized, purely 
benevolent in their nature, and doing great good, from the 
iniquitous tax sought to be imposed. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. And there are many of them all over 
the country. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Yes; not only in Texas but, I 
understand, in other States of the Union. 

I shall not detain the committee longer. If you believe in 
helping the farmers, if you believe in helping the man of small 
means who is unable to take insurance in the old-line com- 
panies, if you believe in helping these organizations that ren- 
der aid in the hour of death to those who need help, you will 
remove all question about the existence of the law as to 
whether or not they are exempt from the income tax and vote 
for the amendment. 

Local organizations of this character, operating wholly with- 
out profit, and whose purpose is purely unselfish, that of ren- 
dering aid in the hour of death, are both a social and an eco- 
nomic benefit to the State and Nation and should be en- 
couraged rather than discouraged. If similar organizations, 


such as fire, cyclone, hail, and telephone companies, are to be 
exempted from the law, as they are by the terms of this bill, 
let us not discriminate against these local life associations, 
but exempt them also. By passing this amendment it will 
make clear that it is the intention of Congress to so exempt 
them, and I urge you, therefore, to support this amendment. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, If the gentleman will 
find any ease since the 1921 act in which the department has 
tried to collect any taxes, I shall agree to go back to this. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I cited a case. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But that is under the 1918 act, and 
the gentleman admitted that it was. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will cite a case in the district of my col- 
league from Texas [Mr. Hupsrreru], at San Angelo, Tex., where 
only recently the San Angelo Mutual Life Insurance ©o., which 
is such an organization as this, where members paid a dol- 
lar—— 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, but that is an assessment for back 
taxes. 

Mr. BLANTON. The assessment is for this year, and they 
sought to put it out of existence. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The matter is quite plain, I think. 

Here on page 89 is what we have incorporated later on. It is 
down near the bottom of the page, under section 244. I read: 


“Sec. 244. (a) In the case of a life insurance company the term 
“gross income means the gross amount of income received during the 
taxable year from interest, dividends, and rents. 


That is all that can be taxed under the present law and under 
the law as we will have it here. 

Mr, HUDSPETH. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Les. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I am sure my friend feels certain that 
there is such a law, but there seems to be a question with the 
department about it. Then, I ask my friend what harm will it 
do to put it in the bill and make it absolutely certain? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, if we did that every time there 
was a doubt, what would the law be? 

Mr. HUDSPETH. The department holds that way. 

Mr. BURTNESS. The gentleman surely does not mean to 
say that a charitable association in which they pay a dollar a 
year is a life insurance company? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; but they do come under the con- 
struction of the department. The department must tax them 
either as a life insurance company or otherwise, 

Mr. BURTNESS. It is purely a mutual association, and it 
is limited to the members. It is not a large fraternal organiza- 
tion. There is a contention, I believe, on the part of the Treas- 
ury Department officials that they must pay taxes, as has been 
brought out here. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman from Texas means to 
assume that every association and every entity must be taxed, 
whether it is mentioned in this bill or not. The fact is that 
this bill is a grant of power to tax, and unless the power is 
granted in this bill there is no power to tax. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
CHINDBLOM] does not draw any distinetion in favor of mutual 
fire insurance concerns. The gentleman would apply to these 
little charitable organizations that pay a dollar to the widow 
when a member dies the same rule that applies to Insurance 
companies. 

Mr. HAWLEY. In support of the statement of the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. Green], E have a digest of the opinions 
of the department in which it is stated “no part of premiums 
received from the assured is now to be included in the return”; 
and if no such payment is included in the return, there can be 
no tax levied upon it. e 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, just one word—— 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this amendment close in five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that all 
debate on this amendment close in five minutes. The question 
is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I want to cite again the case 
I mentioned. It is in the district of our collengue from Texas 
[Mr. Hupsrrrej. I happen to know, because a young friend of 
mine is there in charge of the business, and I have discussed 
the case with Mr. Hupsrerm, It is the San Angelo Mutual Life 
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Insurance Co. It is nothing in the world but a band of citizens 
there, a thousand, more or less, of them, who have put up a 
dollar apiece into a fund, making a burial fund of a thousand 
dollars, with the understanding that every time one of their 
number dies this thousand dollars is paid over immediately to 
his widow. The company has no funds. It has no profits. It 
has no premiums. They simply pay a dollar apiece each year 
to pay the secretary for handling the matter. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. In answer to the statement of my friend 
from Iowa [Mr. Green] that they do not and have not since 
the 1921 act demanded the payment of this tax, I ask the gentle- 
man if they have not demanded it this year? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; and they are trying to close them out 
of business. They are trying to make them pay a tax of quite 
a large sum. They only pay a dollar apiece when a member 
dies. It is like those organizations known as burial-benefit asso- 
ciations. In San Angelo they call it “the San Angelo Mutual 
Life Insurance Co.,” just to give it a high-sounding name. On 
account of that name the Treasury officials are trying to charge 
them a large tax and close them out of business. You will find 
an organization of that kind in almost every city in our dis- 
tricts. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. And they have not a dollar invested ex- 
cept this $1 for mutual benefit. 

Mr. BLANTON. That Is all; $1 for each death; and when a 
member dies they put in another dollar for the next death; and 
then each member puts in the $1 per year extra to pay the 
secretary for handling the matter. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

5 l Is this organization incorporated under the 
tate 

Mr. BLANTON. I do not know whether it is or not; prob- 
ably some are, but most of them are not; but it ought to be 
exempted from this tax, because it is nothing but a burial 
benefit association, to give the widow this sum in cash just as 
soon as her husband dies. 

Mr. CRAMTON. The organization must be incorporated be- 
fore it would be affected by this act. Unless a company is 
incorporated, nothing you can put in here will affect it. 

Mr. BLANTON. This amendment, as drawn by our col- 
league, Judge Jounson of Texas, is so drawn that it will exempt 
them from taxes, whether they are incorporated or not, as it 
Says “ associations,” 

Mr. CRAMTON. Not unless they are incorporated. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes it will; for it is drawn to cover in- 
corporated associations. Most of these benefit clubs are un- 
incorporated associations, and this amendment applies to them, 
I will say to the gentleman from Michigan. If he will examine 
the wording of the amendment he will ascertain that it is not 
limited to corporations. I know a lot of them that are not in- 
corporated. If you pass this amendment it will advise the 
Treasury Department that we do not intend to tax them, and 
it will stop bothering them. 

Mr. DENISON. If the gentleman will permit, I wish to say 
that they are worrying the same kinds of organizations that 
are doing business in the State of Illinois, 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. They just provide a cash burial fund 
in case of necessity, and it means a lot to some people. 

Mr. WURZBACH. I will say that in my county we have an 
organization of that kind that is not Incorporated. 

Mr. BLANTON. I dare say the gentleman has one in every 
one of the counties in his district. This local arrangement has 
been going on for years all over the country. It is just a little 
mutual arrangement to help a woman out in time of need, when 
her husband dies. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. It takes the place of the large companies, 
when the people are not able to join the large companies. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; and I know that some men who are 
able to join large companies join these associations and they 
join because the money is paid immediately upon death. The 
money due under insurance policies is not paid as soon as 
a man dies, but sometimes a month or so afterwards, while 
this money is paid the very day a man dies. The very day 
a man dies this $1,000 or $500, as the case may be, is handed 
to his widow; she has the cash and that is the time she needs 
it. It is worth more to her that day, sometimes, than the 
money due on policies which comes afterwards, because some- 
times a widow is in dire need of funds. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON]. 


The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Green of Iowa) there were—ayes 78, noes 64. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chairman appointed as tellers 
Mr. Hawtey and Mr. JoHNson of Texas. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported— 
ayes 98, noes 87. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 73, line 4, after the word “individual” strike out the period, 
and insert a colon and the following: “Provided, That there shall be ex- 
empted from taxation under this act all amounts paid as dues or 
membership fees (where the amount so paid is $50 or less per year), 
to any institution organized and operated exclusively for religious, 
charitable, scientific, literary, educational, recreation, pleasure, and 
other nonprofitable purposes, not organized for profit and no part 
of the net earnings of which inures to the benefit of any private 
shareholder or individual.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that this amendment is not germane to the paragraph 
to which it is offered nor is it germane to the section. The 
section pertains to corporations. The amendment does not 
really pertain to this title, and I can not see where it should 
go in the bill, if there is any place in the bill where it ought 
to go. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Oregon wish to 
be heard on the point of order? 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

The committee informally rose; and Mr. Vrestat having taken 
the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Senate, 
by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, announced that the Senate had 
passed without amendment bill of the following title: 

H. R. 3198. An act to authorize the States of Alabama and 
Georgia, through their respective highway departments, to 
construct and maintain a bridge across the Chattahoochee 
River at or ‘near Eufaula, Ala., connecting Barbour County, 
Ala., and Quitman County, Ga. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
Senate Joint Resolution 84, making appropriation for contin- 
gent expenses of the United States Senate for the fiscal year 
1924, in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives 
was requested. i 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following bill: 

S. 2583. An act granting a franking privilege to Edith Bolling 
Wilson. 

THE REVENUE BILL. 


The committee again resumed its session. 

Mr. HUDSON rose. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Luce moves to insert a new section as follows: 

“Sec. 231a. If all the stockholders or members of a corporation 
agree thereto, the commissioner shall, in Meu of all income taxes im- 
posed upon the corporation for the taxable year, tax the stockholders 
or members of such corporation upon their distributive shares in the 
net income of the corporation for the taxable year in the same manner 
as provided in subdivision (a) of section 218 in the case of members 
of a partnership, and the incomes thus taxed shall be exempt from 
further tax when actually distributed to the stockholders or members 
of the corporation.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I did not understand 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
as there was so much confusion when the amendment was 
proposed. ö 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is 
offering a new section. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Where does it go? 

The CHAIRMAN. After section 231, I assume, as that is the 
language in the amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. On what page of the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will again report the amend- 
ment, and then the gentleman from Iowa can note the language 
of it. 

The Clerk again read the amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, have we read through 
to section 232? Have we finished 231? 


1924. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Section 231 has been finished. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CRAMTON. If the gentleman is now recognized to offer 
a new section, that will foreclose any further opportunity to 
amend section 231, will it not? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the Chair's idea of it. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Then, will not the gentleman defer until 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Hupson] has an oppor- 
tunity to offer an amendment to section 231? 

Mr. LUCE. With the greatest pleasure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the Chair has 
been advised that the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HUDSON] 
has an amendment to perfect the text of the preceding section, 
which he should offer now. 

Mr. LUCE. I will yield with the greatest pleasure, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows; 


Amendment offered by Mr. Hupson: Page 73, line 12, strike out 
the word “a”; also, on page 73, line 13, after the word “ person,” 
insert “or persons,” 


Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, this is just to clear the in- 
tent of the bill. It does not change its effect in any way, 
with the exception of clearing what might be the interpreta- 
tion of the word“ person.” We have these employees’ associa- 
tions that are engaged in naturalization work, conducting 
night schools, recreational, and sick benefits. They are asso- 
ciated with our automobile industries within the designated 
city. We simply want to correct it so this will make the 
meaning of the term clear. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, when this matter was before 
the committee the understanding was it was applied for by 
only one organization in one city of the United States, and we 
thought we went to the limit when we put the language we 
have in the bill. It seems as thought we ought not to go any 
further than that by an amendment offered on the floor. 

Mr. HUDSON. There are 50 of these organizations. 

Mr. YOUNG. So much the worse. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Let me suggest to the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. Youne] it is very possible that the lan- 
guage that is in the bill would be, in the case he speaks of at 
Flint, Mich., entirely ineffective, because in that case the com- 
pany is made up of employees engaged in a certain industry, 
but not all with one employer. The language in the bill says 
“the employees of a designated person.” The word “ person” 
is defined in section 1: 


The term person means an individual, a trust or estate, a part- 
nership, or a corporation. 


There is nothing to indicate that the word “person” as 
used in page 73, line 13, would include person or persons, and 
unless you do, you are doing nothing for the organization in 
Flint referred to. If you are going to make this exemption, it 
might just as well apply to an organization made up of em- 
ployees of two employers as of one. I can see no objection 
except to making this language effective, and I hope the gen- 
tleman from North Dakota can withdraw any objection. 

Mr, YOUNG. To my mind the language would simply make 
a bad thing worse. As a matter of fact, this whole section 
ought to go out, and if you are going to make it apply to a 
whole city and group up all the employers I should think we 
ought to just vote it out. 

Mr. CRAMTON. The objection, if there is any, would be 
to the section itself, which, I am glad to say, now has the 
approval of the gentleman’s committee, but in order to make 
it workable you simply extend it in this case to those who are 
engaged in the automobile industry, in this case having sepa- 
rate employers. 

Mr. YOUNG. But it happens in this particular case they are 
doing a business of half a million dollars a year and in com- 
petition with the merchants of the city who pay taxes, and if 
the gentlemen of this Congress want to enlarge this priv- 
lege 

Mr. HUDSON. Will the gentleman yield for a moment? 

Mr. YOUNG. Not at this time. Much of my time has been 
used in questions. If the gentlemen of this Congress want to 
exempt concerns in the different cities that do a business of 
half a million dollars a year in merchandising, then they ought 
to support this amendment. 

Mr. HUDSON. Will the gentleman now yield? 

Mr. YOUNG. I yield to the gentleman. 


Mr. HUDSON. Have you had any objection from any mer- 
ae concern in that city that these men were making a 
profit 

Mr. YOUNG. They are surely making some profit and they 
are taking business away from other concerns; in addition, 
there are other cities besides the gentleman's city, and we are 
supposed to have some little regard for those who pay taxes 
in them. We are asking a whole lot of people to pay an im- 
mense sum of taxes in this bill, and I do not think it is right to 
grant exemptions to people who are in business and making 
money in competition with other people from whom we are ask- 
ing large sums in the way of taxes. 

Mr. HUDSON. Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gentleman 
that we ought not, but this organization is not making money. 

Mr. YOUNG. The record made at the hearings shows other- 
wise. If they are not making any money there is no reason 
why they should ask for this exemption. If they are not pay- 
ing income taxes now why are they asking for legislation? I 
am wiling to stand by what our committee recommended, but 
I do not think what we recommended should be enlarged. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this amendment and all amendments thereto close in 10 
minutes. 

Mr. TRHADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be heard. 

Mr. MILLS. I hope the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] 
will not press that motion. I have an amendment to offer. 

Mr. CRAMTON. I hope the gentleman will not press his 
motion. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
already spoken. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Oh, no; I simply interrogated the gentle- 
man from North Dakota [Mr. Youne]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN] that all debate on this amend- 
ment and all amendments thereto close in 10 minutes. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts, a 
member of the committee, is recognized. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, perhaps there was no one 
item of a minor nature that created as much interest and con- 
sideration in the Ways and Means Committee in the prepara- 
tion of this bill as the paragraph now under discussion. I 
fully agree with the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. Youne] 
when he says that we are legislating for one particular organi- 
zation in one particular city. I think it is an extremely poor 
type of legislation. I do not think it can be claimed even for 
the one organization in the city of Flint, Mich., that it does not 
have parts of its organization wherein a business is done for 
profit in direct competition with some one on the outside not a 
member of that organization. 

It is true the item was approved by the Ways and Means 
Committee. I am free to say I did not vote for it, and I do not 
intend to vote for it here, and I think the amendment as 
offered by the gentleman representing Flint undoubtedly makes 
it worse than the phraseology of the bill itself. We are ex- 
cluding altogether too many local things and phrasing this bill 
in a way to take care of particular instances. It seems to me 
we ought to take a broader view than that. We ought to 
legislate for general conditions, not for a form of organization 
that may be gotten together for the particular welfare of one 
especial group of employees. I am opposed to the whole amend- 
ment. I am opposed to the amendment now before the House 
on the motion of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Hupson], 
and I would like to see the greater part of this paragraph 
stricken out that is in the bill now. 

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I used? 

The CHAIRMAN. Three minutes, 

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield back two minutes, 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I propose after this present 
amendment has been voted upon to offer an amendment strik- 
ing out all the language after the word “ welfare,” in line 11, 
to the end of the paragraph, page 73. I do this for the reason 
that the section as it stands now is thoroughly objectionable in 
principle and one of the best examples of how holes come into 
the income tax law. Some one comes to the Ways and Means 
Committee or to the House and says that in a certain instance 
an injustice is done, and the committee or the House adopts an 
exception. If you take the section as it stands now, you are 


The gentleman from Michigan has 


adopting the principle that any cooperative organization that is 
doing business, although it sells goods, although it maintains 
active competition with the merchants and manufacturers, as 
the case may be, in a particular city or locality, shall be ex- 


empt from taxation. Now, to be sure, the gentleman will say 
that we have it so phrased that it only applies to one place, 
Flint, Mich. The fact is the next year some other city will 
come, and then another, and the first thing you know we will 
have a situation where all cooperative organizations do not 
come under the income tax law. Here is the beginning of the 
hole, and now is the time to plug it. Do not come back five 
years from now when you can drive a horse and wagon through 
it and complain that the income tax law is ineffective. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Chairman, this situation is a very un- 
usual one. The Committee on Ways and Means have thor- 
oughly examined the question, and the report is now in subdivi- 
sion (8), and have indorsed the principle therein set forth. 
Now, the gentleman from Michigan, my colleague, offers an 
amendment to make the section effective in what the gentleman 
from North Dakota says is the only organization to which it 
will apply. But having offered that suggestion to put language 
in to fit the one case, the great Committee on Ways and Means 
entirely repudiates their own report. I hope that we are not to 
gain from that the impression that the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee were simply playing horse and putting a joker over in 
this instance. I do not believe that was the case, but I hope 
the gentlemen will join with me by supporting the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Hupson]. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMTON. I regret that I have not the time, for it has 
been limited by the gentleman from Iowa. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mixes] comes in and thinks this is a terrible 
affair and will make a great hole in the income tax. That is 
the chief trouble here. The gentleman from New York, perhaps 
better than anybody else in the House, knows that the great 
hole in the income tax is that the men who have more money 
than they know what to do with, with more than is good for 
them or their families, do not make correct returns and do not 
pay the taxes that they ought to [applause], and claim that we 
have got to make up this deficiency by putting it on the little 
organizations of workingmen. These are organizations for 
charitable, educational, and recreational purposes, and I hope 
the House will make the language effective by adopting the 
amendment by my colleague from Michigan. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's time has expired, and all 
time has expired. 

Mr. McLAUGHEIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I ask unan- 
imous consent that my colleague [Mr. Hupson] may have three 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unanl- 
mous consent that the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Hupson] 
may have three additional minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I am compelled to ob- 
ject; we will never get through with this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Hupson]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend by striking 
out in section 8, page 78, all after the word “ welfare” in line 
11, also the comma after “ welfare” and substitute a semicolon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. MILLS : Page 73, strike out the comma after the 
word “ welfare” and Insert a semicolon; strike out all of lines 11, 12, 
13, 14, 15, and 16. 


The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to correct a grammatical error in the amendment 
adopted a short time ago by adding the letter “s” to the word 
“ consist,” as it appears in the next to the last line. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman asks unanimous consent 
to correct an error in the amendment adopted by changing the 
word “consist” to the word “ consists." Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Luci has an amendment which he has sent to the desk. 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to insert 
in my remarks a very brief statement. 

The OHAIRMAN. General leave has been granted to all 
Members to extend their remarks in the RECORD. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amendment 

reported? 

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair understands the amendment 
was reported. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If that is the case, I desire to make 
a point of order to the amendment, 
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Mr. GARNER of Texas, When was the amendment reported? 

Mr. TREAD WAT. Did not the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts withdraw his amendment? Therefore, it has not been re- 
ported to the committee at the present time. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. The Clerk will report 
the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr, Luce moves to insert a new paragraph as follows: 

Sp. 281a. If all the stockholders or members of a corporation agree 
thereto, the commissioner shall, in lieu of all income taxes imposed 
upon the corporation for the taxable year, tax the stockholders or 
members of such corporation upon their distributive shares in the net 
income of the corporation for the taxable year in same manner as 
provided in subdivision (a) of section 218 in the case of members of 
a partnership, and the income thus taxed shall be exempt from further 
tax when actually distributed to the stockholders or members of the 
corporation.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that this amendment is not germane to the section. The 
gentleman has inserted a number of provisions besides that of 
exemption. He has tacked on to the end one exemption, but 
the main provision that is contained in his amendment is not 
an exemption but a system of taxation altogether different 
from what we have now. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Massachusetts 
desire to be heard? 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, this part relating to corporations 
has, after the heading in line 18, page 71, the subheading “ Tax 
on corporations.” The next heading, on page 72, is Condi- 
tional and other exemptions of corporations,” under which 
comes section 231. The purpose of the new section I submit is 
to exempt the little corporations of the country under certain 
conditions. I know of no other place in the bill where it will 
be more pertinent than under the heading “ Other exemptions 
of corporations.” 

The CHAIRMAN, 
about the matter? 

Mr. LUCE. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. This is a very close question. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the Chair permit a 
suggestion? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Section 231 begins with this language: 


The following organizations shall be exempt from taxation under 
this title e 


Is that all the gentleman desires to say 


Then it contains subparagraphs (1) to (13), each one of 
which names a specific class of organizations that may be 
exempt from taxation. The proposal of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Luce] is to substitute a different class of 
taxation in the case of certain corporations. If it is added as 
an amendment to section 231 it will have to be read in connec- 
tion with the opening lines of section 231— 3 


The following organizations shall be exempt from taxation under 
this title— 


Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, I had nothing more to say at the 
moment the Chair asked me the question, but to the suggestion 
of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Curnpetom] I would com- 
ment that I am adding a new section, and certainly a wholly 
new section can not relate back to the introduction of a pre- 
ceding section. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. In that event, I beg to make the further 
point that it should have come at the end of section 230, which 
is headed “Tax on corporations.” There is the amount of 
tax actually placed on corporations. 

Mr. LUCE Oh, no; the heading of this section Is Condi- 
tional and other exemptions of corporations.” 

Mr CHINDBLOM. My point is that it is not an exemption, 
but it is merely a substitution of a different tax. 

Mr. WINGO, Mr. Chairman, may I suggest this to the 
Chair, without knowing anything about the merits of the 
gentleman’s amendment but purely from a parliamentary view- 
point. Section 231 covers exemptions. I think that is con- 
ceded. The subject of exemptions carries with it not only 
total but partial and conditional exemptions, The effect of 
the amendment of the gentleman from Massachusetts is to 
grant conditional exemptions. The objection pointed out is 
that it is another plan of taxation with reference to certain 
corporations. It will grant them certain exemptions from 


taxes under this title and will give them a different rate under 
a preceding title, but it still is a question of conditional ex- 
emption. That is the substantive proposition. I appreciate 


1924. 


the statement of the Chair that it is a close question, but it 
occurred to me that it is a conditional exemption, just as ex- 
emptions in section 231 are conditional. The point objected 
to by the chairman of the committee is that it carries a dif- 
ferent plan of taxation. That is true; but if that different 
plan carries with it conditional exemptions, then it is ger- 
mane to the section which provides exemptions. 

Mr. LUCE. By use of the permission to extend and revise 
remarks I would make a brief statement of the nature and 
purpose of this amendment. As the bill now stands it would 
put the corporate form of doing business at a very serious 
disadvantage in comparison with the partnership form in the 
matter of the small enterprises. To illustrate, suppose four 
men owning a country newspaper and making $10,000 a year. 
As a corporation they would have to pay $1,000 a year in 
taxes, But as a partnership, taking $2,500 a year each, they 
would pay little or nothing. This means a powerful induce- 
ment to the small corporations of the country to abandon their 
charters, and will surely debar many other little enterprises 
from incorporating. It is my belief that the experience of the 
last 30 years, in which has come much of the increase in 
number of the little corporations, has proved this method of 
conducting business to be an economic advantage to the coun- 
try. Furthermore, the abandonment of charters and the de- 
terrence of new incorporations means important loss of revenue 
to the States. 

Be it remembered that such payment as should be made in re- 
turn for franchise privileges is already made in the shape of 
State franchise taxes. Whatever the Nation also takes is an 
addition not to be justified on any ground of particular benefit 
to the corporation itself as such. 

The full significance of my proposal can best be gathered 
from examination of the following table: 


Corporations reporting net income for 1921. 


529, 891 
79619402 
46, 116, 863 
4908, 000 
Seer 41,993, 
$250,000 to $500, 33, 930, 213 
$500,000 to $1 33, 033, 759 
$1,000,000 to $1,338, 894 
$5,000,000 and over..... 87,708, 090 


e 171,239 | 4,336, 047, 813 


It will be obseryed that of the 95,788 corporations then paying 
an income tax, 60,536, about two-thirds, paid $14,146,383, or 
3.8 per cent of the total. 

By no means all the proprietors of the little corporations 
would take advantage of the opportunity to substitute personal- 
income taxes. The requirement that all the stockholders shall 
join, automatically shuts out nearly all corporations with 
any considerable number of stockholders and confines the mat- 
ter to concerns that are in essence partnerships. Moreover, in 
many cases the total incomes of some of the owners are such 
that there would be little or no gain from using the privilege. 
All this makes it impossible to estimate how much the revenues 
might be reduced, but taking into account the fact that the 
proprfetors would in any event pay considerable taxes, I should 
doubt if the reduction amounted to much, if any, more than 
$10,000,000. On the other hand, far more than this may even- 
tually be saved to the national revenue if the practice of carry- 
ing on small business by the use of charters is not handicapped 
to the altogether unwarranted extent that the bill in its present 
form threatens. 

Mr. Chairman, I should be perfectly willing to have the con- 
sideration of the point of order go over if the chairman of the 
committee is willing to let it do so, and bring it up to-morrow. 
I do not want to delay matters. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think we ought to dispose of it now. 
The proper place for this would be after section 230, with ref- 
erence to the tax on corporations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The proposition of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Luce] is so close that the Chair can not be 
entirely satisfied with his conclusion, whichever way it may be. 
The title to which this is offered as an additional section is 
headed Part I1I—Corporations.” It first provides for a tax 


on corporations, which tax is set out in section 230. In section 
231 “ Conditional and other exemptions of corporations” are 
given. 


Following section 281, the gentleman from Massachu- 
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setts desires to offer an additional section, to be known as sec- 
tion 231 (a), which provides: 


If all the stockholders or members of a corporation agree thereto, the 
commissioner shall, in Heu of all income taxes imposed upon the cor- 
poration for the taxable year, tax the stockholders or members of such 
corporation upon their distributive shares in the net income of the 
corporation for the taxable year in same manner as provided in sub- 
division (a) of section 218 in the case of members of a partnership, 
and the income thus taxed shall be exempt from further tax when 
actually distributed to the stockholders or members of the corporation. 


The latter part of the amendment does provide an exemp- 
tion from taxation, but the first part of the proposed section as 
offered sets up a new method of taxation. 

It provides that if the stockholders of a corporation desire 
to do so, they may have their taxes imposed in the manner de- 
scribed in the first part of section 31 (a). That, in the opinion 
of the Chair, is a new subject matter, not thus far covered by 
the section, and is therefore not germane in the view that the 
Chair takes of it, and the Chair is constrained to sustain the 
point of order, 

Mr. LUCE. Mr. Chairman, a question of parliamentary in- 
formation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. ; 

Mr. LUCE. This being the case, can the amendment be 
offered at the conclusion of the part relative to corporations? 

The CHAIRMAN. If the Chair is correct in his idea that it 
is a new method of taxation not set up in the bill, the same 
objection could be made to it at that time. The Chair is not 
putting his opinion on the ground that it is not in the right 
place, because the Chair believes it is as properly in this place 
here as it would be anywhere in the section, but is putting it on 
the broader ground that it sets up a new subject of taxation. 

Mr. LUCE. But, Mr. Chairman, my understanding of the 
change of the rules we made at the beginning of the year was 
that under it we had somewhat broadened the opportunity for 
amendment. I suggest most respectfully that if the Chair's 
viewpoint at present is correct one would be precluded entirely 
from inserting in the bill a provision that very properly could 
have been retained in the bill as reported by the committee, as 
pertinent to the subject in issue. 

The CHAIRMAN. That may be true and doubtless is true; 
but that is the judgment of the Chair at this time about the 
matter. The Chair may say incidentally that there have been 
printed in the Recorp certain amendments which will doubtless 
be offered hereafter by the members of the committee and to 
which the Chair has given considerable thought; and if points 
of order are raised when they are reached, the Chair will give 
his reasons in full for the decision which the Chair has now 
made. But until that time comes the Chair does not think it 
necessary to go into it further than the opinion he has just 
expressed. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, as a matter of fact, the 
so-called exemption is not really an exemption. It is a pro- 
posal of a new method of taxation instead of the one already 
provided in section 230. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained. The 
Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) In the case of a foreign corporation or of a corporation entitled 
to the benefits of section 262 the deductions allowed in subdivision 
(a) shall be allowed only if and to the extent that they are connected 
with income from sources within the United States; and the proper 
apportionment and allocation of the deductions with respect to sources 
within and without the United States shall be determined as provided 
in section 217 under rules and regulations prescribed by the com- 
missioner with the approval of the Secretary. 


Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Frear: Section 230, page 80, is hereby 
amended by adding a new subdivision at the end thereof, as follows 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, there is no section 
230 on page 80. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Section 234, 

Mr. FREAR. It should be section 234. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be changed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the amendment. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Section 234, page 80, is hereby amended by adding a new sub- 
division at the end thereof, as follows: 

„(e) In addition to the taxes hereinabove provided, there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid, for each of the taxable years 1922, 1923, 
and for each year thereafter, on that portion of the net income for 
any such year of every corporation, not distributed in the form of cash 
dividends, a tax upon the amount of such net income for such year 
in excess of the credits provided in section 236, and a further de- 
duction of $3,000 for such year at the following rates: 

“Five per cent of the amount of such excess not exceeding $20,000; 

“Ten per cent of the amount of such excess above $20,000; 

“ Provided, That if any of such undistributed profits are taxed as 
above provided and the corporation shall have within two years after 
the payment of such tax distributed in money any of the profits 
upon which this tax has been paid, then the corporation shall be en- 
| titled in its next income-tax return, to a credit upon its tax so re- 
turned to the extent and amount of the tax which it has paid under 
provisions of this subdivision.” 


Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order against 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut makes 
a point of order against the amendment. 

Mr, TILSON. That it is not germane. 

Mr. FREAR. Does the Chair care to hear me? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. FREAR. I will say, Mr. Chairman, that I was asked 
land advised to insert it, and I have tried to insert it in the 
place where it would be germane. In that I have had the ad- 
{vice of two parliamentarians that the amendment is in its 

roper place. I do not see either one of them present now, 
But it carries out the purpose of the entire provision; that is, 
detailing the proper assessment to be made of the profits by 
the corporations. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, FREAR., Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. The heading of this section 234, to which the 
gentleman offers an amendment, is “ Deductions allowed cor- 
porations.” 

Mr. FRHAR. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON, And I understand the gentleman’s amendment 
goes very much further than this. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Les. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman probably knows that 
I am for his amendment, but I think his amendment ought to 
go under section 230, on page 71. You will find that 230 is a 
tax on corporations. Now, so far as I am concerned, I would 
give unanimous consent for the gentleman to return to that for 
the purpose of offering his amendment. But section 234 is 
the “Deductions allowed corporations.” This is not a deduc- 
tion. 

Mr. FREAR. Of course not, Mr. Chairman. I ask unani- 
mous consent that we return to section 230 for the purpose of 
offering my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks 
unanimous consent to return to section 230 for the purpose of 
offering his amendment. Is there objection? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I reserve the right to object. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I know no reason why the 
regular order should be set aside. Of course the gentleman 
from Wisconsin is a very valuable member of the Committee 
on Ways and Means and has followed the reading of this bill 
very closely, and it seems to me if we should yield to a member 
‘of the Ways and Means Committee to do this that then we 
ought to yield to anyone who should happen te let an oppor- 
tunity to offer an amendment go by. 

Mr. FREAR. I can see the point is well taken, and I let 
the opportunity go by because of an error by the typewriter 
operator. As the gentleman knows, I have been present ail the 
time and endeavored to offer my amendment, as I thought, at 
the proper place. 

Mr. TILSON. I am sorry, but it seems to me we should 
have a principle and stick to it. 

Mr. FREAR. However, I think that is a very unfair position 
to take. May I have five minutes in which to speak on it? 
Does the gentleman object to that? 

Mr. TILSON. No. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, a B inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Is the amendment withdrawn? 

Mr. FREAR. No. I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, unless the amendment is with- 
drawn I shall ask for a ruling. 


The CHAIRMAN. The present situation is that a point of 
order is pending, but it may be withdrawn for the present. 

Mr, TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN, The point of order is reserved, and the 
gentleman from Wisconsin is recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that a point 
of order is raised and possibly I shall be unable to have a vote 
upon the amendment, all I care to say is that for several years, 
since the decision of the court in the McCumber case as to 
stock dividends, we have been trying to tax stock dividends 
indirectly. There have been propositions time after time to 
tax undivided profits which go to make up stock dividends. 
There is no objection that I can see, constitutionally or other- 
wise, or by reason of any decision thus far made, to having a 
tax placed upon undivided profits that make up stock dividends. 
It has a double purpose if it is a small tax, as this is; it 
tends to urge the distribution of profits by the corporation in- 
stead of retaining them to go into stock dividends. If I could 
have had this amendment adopted, it was my purpose then to 
urge in this body—and I am sure it would have been urged in 
another, if not—that the normal tax of 12} per cent, which is 
oppressive upon small corporations to-day, should be lessened 
and that this tax should go to make up the difference because, 
if you remember, on the effect of the excess-profits tax we tried 
to make up the shortage in revenue by increasing the corpora- 
tion normal tax from 10 per cent to 124 per cent. It seems to 
me we should return to the 10 per cent normal tax either by 
adopting this tax or by an excess-profits tax, either by an un- 
divided profit tax, or in some such way. 

I realize that the point of order has been correctly raised, but 
I feel the right thing to do would be for the gentleman from 
Connecticut to consent or for the committee to consent that I 
should have a vote upon the amendment which I have offered. 


Mr. CRISP. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FREAR. Yes. 
Mr. CRISP. I would like to say that my friend from Wiscon- 


sin discussed the matter with me and I told him that in my 
opinion the amendment would be in order under section 230. 
Of course, I did not know anything about the page of the bill. 

Mr. FREAR. I am placing the mistake upon the typewritten 


copy. 

Mr. CRISP. I thought it was in order and personally I hoped 
the gentleman would be given unanimous consent to offer it. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, under the reservation may I 
be indulged for just two minutes? It is a matter of very deep 
regret to refuse the request of the gentleman from Wisconsin, 
because he always plays the game fairly, and I certainly would 
not wish to play it in any other way with him. But I feel that 
the matter is important, as the gentleman says. To my way 
of thinking it would be very bad legislation if the proposed 
amendment should be agreed to, and feeling as I do—that it 
would injure the bill, that it would be unwise legislation, and 
that it would lead in the direction of unsafe business: practice 
instead of good, sound business—I feel that I should be derelict 
in my duty if I did not avail myself of every fair parliamentary 
practice and procedure to defeat the amendment. As a member 
of the committee reporting this bill, it is all the more my duty 
to do everything possible that is fair and honorable to protect 
it from what I believe to be a serious injury, and for that 
reason I made the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the amendment is germane at all—and 
as to that matter the Chair does not now rule—it should have 
been offered to section 230. It is not germane, concededly, to 
the present section, and, therefore, the point of order is sus- 
tained. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


ITEMS NOT DEDUCTIBLE BY CORPORATIONS. 


Src. 235. In computing net income no deduction shall in any case be 
allowed in respect of any of the items specified in section 215. 


Mr. FREAR. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr, FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I recognize the deep regret of 
the gentleman who has just spoken. I trust it will not cause 
him to lie awake nights, and that it will not cause him any 
worry because he made an objection of this technical nature, 
when I have said it was clearly a matter I overlooked because 
of an error made by the typewriter operator. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I feel I did my duty in the 
matter. Otherwise, as the gentleman knows, I would not have 


acted as I did. 

Mr. FREAR. That is all right; I ask for no apologies or 
explanations from the gentleman. He has the right to insist 
on his privileges as a Member of this House, 
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I here been a meinber of this committee for a good many 
years and I huve endeavored in every way to play fairly, and 
the gentleman himself bas snid so in committee time after 
time. But hecnuse of a mistake made by the typewriter oper- 
ater, os I sald, and because I overlooked it, he raised a point 
of erder. And why did he raise the point of order? Because 
he is cpposed to permitting a vote to be had; he is opposed to it 
on principle; but he has the technical right to object, and I lhare 
no purtleular ebjection to bis assuming his technical right. 
But I {eel it was u mistake on the purt of the gentleman and 
on the purt of the committee not to give us un opportunity to 
vote on this amendment at this Ulme. 

Now, Mr. Chuirmun, I am not going to discuss the question 
further becuuse E have already espinined my position. I do 
net cave to go into it uny further, but I have here am editorial 
taken from this morning's paper which has to do with taxation. 
In this morning's Washington Post is contained the following 
editorin] extract: 


The merits of the Melion plan of tax reduction are mathematically 
demonstrable, Tue Secretary of the Treesury accompanied his pro- 
posuls with figures that conclusively prove the desirability of his plan, 
and that, by the same token, indirectly provo the undesirability of the 
Pian favered by the House majority. 


I ani going to sny I agree with that proposition to a certain 
extent, It is mathematically to be demonstrated, but here is 
what is imuthematically demonstrated: That $76,000,000 or 
$75,556,000, under Secretary Mellon's bill, according to the re- 
port, Eves to 3,923 people and $11,500,000 of the reduction goes 
to 21 multimillionzires, and only $50,000,000, in round numbers, 
to 3,500,000 small taxpayers, and let me say that the distin- 
guished Sceretary whose name the bill bears and Mr. McLean, 
publisher of tiis paper, both share in the reduction to the 
extent of 2 per cent in that $76,000,000, as nearly as can be 
ascertained. They have au abiding interest In the bill. 

1 want to present the point, Mr. Chairman, aside from show- 
ing the personal interest of the gentleman, that the distin- 
guished Republican leader is the one to blame, not the so-called 
liberals, radicals, or insurgeuts. We are not to blame because 
we can not vote upon the Mellon plan. We can not have it 
brought up here. I have made that point before, and as a good 
Trient of the leader I have suggested that we have an oppor- 
tunity to vote frankly upon the Mellon plan, und the Washing- 
ton Post onght got to hold the insurgents, as it terms our bonor- 
able group, or others responsible, for, as I have snid, it is within 
the power of the leader to permit a vote on the plan and not in 
ours. This purllamentary situation, I realize, has arisen be 
cause you had 25 per cent in the Mellon bill on which you 
could deal and Jockey, but you could not at the same time use 
it for parliamentary purposes. We certainly ought not to be 
held responsible when we are willing to vote on the Mellon 
pian and we should nut be charged by papers of this kind with 
responsibility. 

Mr. DYER, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FERRAR- I yield. 

Mr. DYER. Will the gentleman state who is to blame be- 
cuts we do not hure an opportunity to vote on the so-called 
Mellon plan? 

Mr. FREAR, I do not know. Although I have been on the 
committee, I am not on the Inside, so as to know why the 25 
per cent preposition is put in such shape we can not reach a 
vote. The committee that reported in favor of the Mellon bill 
can answer, 

Mr. SEARS of Florida rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Floridan rise? 

Mr. SEARS of Merida. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last two words. 

In this merning’s paper, Mr. Chairman, I think it was, I read 
an urticle in which it was stated the Democratic Party had 
gone radical because we had supported the Garner plan. 

We are willing to stand by the plan and to stand by our 
caucus. The Democratic caucus seems to be worrying some of 
my friends on the other side, hut as far as I am concerned I 
am not worried in the least. But there was in that article a 
stutement that some of the Repnhlicans who voted for the 44 
per cent plin were sorry they hud so voted and if they got an 
opportunity they would change their votes. I hold no brief 
fer my good friend und colleague, Mr. NELSON, or my good 
friend and colleugue, Mr. Füran, nud the others who voted with 
us. I realize the Mellon plan bas been on the auction block 
and the majority leader, Jaboring under the ditfculty of trying 
to get out some bill that he could enll a Republicun bill, bus 
been raising the ante until he went to 374 per cenf, but I shall 
refuse to belleve those who yoted for the Garner plan the 


other day, after the full and free discussion we had, will 
change their vote when it comes to a inal record vote. 

Sometimes, Mr. Chairman, prhiciple is abore price, und in 
making that statement I have no refiectiun to make ugaiust 
any of my Republican colleagues who believe differently from 
me, but I do say ngain I shalt refuse and refrain from bellev- 
ing that the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. NIS Ox] was sorry 
he voted for the Garner plan or thut such is the case with any 
of the ethers voting for the Garner plan, I think some of those 
who voted for the 50 per cent plan two years ago, next fall 
will find that they will regret they chunged their attitude and 
accepted the bid of the distinguished diplomat from Ohio. T 
want to congratulate him, becuuse be is a diplomat und should 
be in that service. He has had a very difticult problem to 
handle, but he bas handled it very well, because be took so 
many of the 65 with him on the 37} per cent, but when the 
nul vote comes you will find that the Democrats, not gucged 
and bound und tied, as my friends on the Republicun side 
would have the country believe, are standing for what they 
belleve is right, We simply met in caucus under our rules, and 
after fnll and free discussion of the Gurner plun agreed to 
support said plan. With us the majority rules 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleinun yield? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. To my good friend from Ohio, al- 
ways, with pleasure. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Frankly, may I ask the gentleman if 
he thinks or is prepared to state that had there been no binding 
caucus all Democrats would have voted for the Garner plan? 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Frankly, I will answer the gentle- 
man. First, I wIll answer the gentloman by asking a question. 
You are a regular Republicun? 

Mr. LONGWORTHL Of course; but that is not answering 
the question. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Do you belong to the Masonic fra- 
ternity? {[{Laughter.] 

Mr. LONGWORTH, I huve asked the gentleman a question, 
and I see I have embarrassed the gentleman and will withdraw 
my question. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Yon have not embarrassed me in 
the least. Will you tell me the secrets of thut fraternity? 
The gentleman refuses to tell. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Is the Democratic Party a secret so- 
ciety? [Laughter] 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Absolutely not—absulutely not, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Ah, the gentleman can get away from it if he wanis to, 
and they can talk about a caucus on this side. but during my 
nine years of service here I have not questioned your confer- 
ences, nor shall I. f have not questioned tlie papers when they 
stated that the distinguished gentleman from Olio [Mr. Loxa- 
wortH], assisted by the Speaker and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Murs], have been meeting with the progressives, 
trying to buy them over for a less percentage than was con- 
tained in the Garner plan, That is your plan, and I do not 
intend 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the gues- 
tion. The gentleman is gravely embarrassed. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. The gentleman is not embarrassed. 
But I con not help tnt wonder why the majority leader Is so 
anxious to know the rules and regulations of a Democratic 
caucus. [Cries of “Rerd!”] Just one minute, Mr. Chalrmun. 
While they are holloing “Rend” on the Republican side I 
usk that that be not taken out of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Dower), The gentleman has Just 
one moment left. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. The gentleman is not embarrassed. 
We will run our party and you may and should run yours. 
Let me remind you of the Sixty-fifth Congress und the Sixty- 
sixth Congress, when we were supposed to be in the majority 
and we were in the minority. Let me remind you of the ac- 
tions of the Republicans in their conference. Let me remind 
you of the time when you reported out u bill and would not 
permit a Member on your own, the Republicun, side or the 
Democratic side to offer an amendment, and only one amend- 
ment by any Member of Congress coukl be offered, and that was 
a motion to recoumit You on the Republican side were re- 
sponsible for that condition, and if that is not hog-tylng people 
1 do not know what is. In view of the above the gentleman 
from Ohio is the lust one entifled to complain about gag rule. 
We met, and those who desired presented their views freely, 
decided the Gurner plan was the best plan submitted, and it 
dees not emburruss the gentleman from Floridu in the leust. 

Let me umin repeat Tim a Democrat, and therefore I do not 
believe I should nor would I ansk what rules goyern your con- 
ference. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iown.. Mr. Chairman, I want to say that I 
shall be compelled to object to any further remarks. If I had 
been here when it began, I would have objected to this. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer the same nmendment 
to section 285, subdivision (a). 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois). The Clerk will 
report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Beetion 234, page 80, is hereby amended by adding a new subdlvislon 
at the end thereof, as follows: 

“(c) In addition to the taxes hereinabove provided, there shall be 
Tevled, collected, and paid for each of the taxable years 1922, 1923, 
anil for each year thereafter, on-that portion of the net Income for 
any such year of every corporation, not distributed in the form of 
cash dividends a tax upon the amount of stich net income for such 
year in excess of the credits provided In section 236, and a further 
doduction of $3,000 for such year at the following rates: 

„Five per cent of the amount of such excess not exceeding $20,000; 

“Ten per cent of the amount of such excess aboye $20,000: 

“Provided, That if any of such nndistributed profits are taxed as 
above provided and the corporation shall have within two years after 
the paynreat of such tax distributed in money any of the profits upon 
which this tax has been paid, then the corporation shall bo entitled 
In ite next Income-tax return to a credit upon its tax so returned to 
the extent and amount of the tax which it bas paid under provisions 
of this subdivision.” 


Mr. TILSON. Mr. OChalrman, I make the same point of 
order that I made to the other. 

Mr. FREAR. I do not wish to say anything. I am trying 
to find where this amendment is germane, and I hope the 
Chnir will succeed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin Informed 
the Chairman early in the consideration of this bill that he was 
to offer this amendment, and it has appeared in the RECORD 
so that the Chair has had ample opportunity to examine it. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin offers an amendment to the 
bill, to be known as section 235a and which is as follows: 


In addition to the taxes herein above provided, there shall be levied, 
collected, and paid, for each of the taxable years 1922, 1923, and for 
each year thereafter on that portion of the net income for any such 
year of every corporation, not distributed In the form of cash dividends, 
a tax upon the amount of such net Income for such year in excess of 
the credits provided in section 236, and it further deduction of $3,000 
for such yeur at the following rates: 

Five per cent of the amount of such excess not exceeding $20,000; 

Ten per cent of the amount of such excess above $20,000. 

Provided, That if any of such undistributed profits are taxed as 
above provided and the corporation shall have within two years after 
the payment of such tax distributed in money any of the profits upon 
which this tax has been paid, then the corporation shall be entitled, 
In its next income-tax return, to a credit upon its tax so returned 
to the extent and amount of the tax which it has pafd under provisions 
of this subdivision. 


To this proposed amendment a point of order is made that the 
amendment is not germane. 

This raises a question of importance. The Chair will there- 
fore trespass upon the time of the committee long enough to 
examine the question ns thoroughly as the circumstances seem 
to justify. 

It was enrly considered by the American Congress that it 
was conducive to the orderly dispatch of its business to cunfine 
amendments to matters pertinent to the subject being con- 
sidered. Therefore, iu 1789, a new rule in parliamentary law 
Was adopted by the Congress. That rule and the history of 
succeeding rules on that subject were fully reviewed by Chair- 
man Carlisle in a leading decision made March 17. 1880, found 
In Hinds’ Precedents V, 5825, and I need not again call atten- 
tion to it. It suffices to say that in March, 1822, a rule was 
adepted as follows: 


No motion or proposition on a subject different from that under 
consideration shall be odmitted under color of amendment. 


In that form the rule has continued ever since and is now a 
part of clause 7 of Rule XVI of the House, This continued 
the only rule of the House on germuneness until the Sixty- 
second Congress on April 5, 1911, adopted a rule as follows: 

No amendment shall be in order to any bill affecting revenue which 
fs not germane to the subject matter in the bill; nor shall any amend- 
ment to nny item of such MII be in order which does not directly 
relate to the Item to which the nmendment is proposed. 


This became clause 3 of Rule XXI of the House and remained 
as such until the present session of Congress, when it was 
repealed, 


It is obvious that any ruling made on revenue bills In the 
period since the adoption of the rule of April 5, 1911, constitutes 
no guide to us in deciding as to the germaneness of the amend- 
ment here. We must seek our precedents in the period prior 
to the adoption of the Underwood rule, and since March, 1822. 
In that period of 89 years many decisions may he found, seme 
of which I will briefly review, together with a few recent decl- 
sions on bills other than revenue. : 

On January 20, 1859, Speaker Orr, of South Carolina, ruled 
that where a bill providing for the sale of public lands was 
being considered an amendment. giving said land to settlers 
was not germane. (Hinds’ V, p. 5877.) 

On March 17, 1880, Chairman Carlisie held, in ruling against 
the germaneness to an amendment to a deficiency appropriation 
bill asking to make the Publie Printer an elective ofticer of the 
House: 

The rule docs not prohibit a committee reporting a bill embracing 
in ft as many different subjects as it may choose, but if the bil has 
been reported to the House no different subject cnn be Introduced into 
it by amendment, whether as a substitute or otherwise. 


On April 1, 1808, the naval appropriation bill was under 
consideration and a section had been rend relative to inställa- 
tion of electric plants in certain ships. An amendment relating 
to oflicers on the retired list was held not germane to the 
section. (Hinds* V, p. 5815.) 

On December 5, 1900, when an act to increase the efficiency 
of the Military Establishment of the United States was under 
consideration, a paragraph had been read fixing the size and 
organization of the Army. An amendment was offered to fill 
certain vacancies by appointments from civil life. It was held 
uot germane to the paragraph, (Hinds' V, p. 5817.) 

On April 23, 1902, while a bill relative to oleomargarine, and 
so forth, was before the House, Mr. Mann, of Illinois, attempted 
to amend it by including a reference to a section of the act not 
then before the committee. The Chuir adhered to the ruling 
formerly made by Speaker Reed: 


To a bill amending a general law on a specific point an amendment 
relating to the terms of the Jaw rather than to those of the bill was 
offered and held not to be germane. 


On April 6, 1909, under the consideration of a general tariff 
bill to un item, “ Hides of cattle, raw or uncured, whether dry, 
salted, or pickled,” an amendment adding thereto “ leather and 
the products of leather” was held not to be germane by Chair- 
man Olmsted. (Sixty-first Congress, first session, p. 1151.) 

Again, on April 9, 1909, when an amendment was offered add- 
ing two additional items to the free list, the Chair holding that 
while the amendment might have been germane to a preceding 
paragraph it was not germane when offered. (Sixty-first Con- 
gress, first session, p. 1267.) 

Again, on April 9, 1909, a section had been read relating to 
manufacturing under patents issued by the United States to 
subjects of foreign countries, am amendment was offered seek- 
ing to regulate the issuance of patents by the fixing of fees, 
and so forth, and was much broader than the original language, 
It was held not germane. (Sixty-first Congress, first session, 
p. 1288.) - 

On April 29, 1890, a bill was being considered relative to the 
classification of worsted goods as woolens. An amendment was 
offered to admit certain wools, and so forth, free of duty. It 
was held that the amendment was not germane. (Hinds' V, 
p. 5854.) 3 

On April 18, 1902, a bill relating to reciprocal trade relations 
with Cuba was being considered. An amendment was offered 
providing for a duty on all sugars imported into the United 
States, Stress was placed on the intimation of Spenker Blaine 
on June 30, 1870, which will be hereinafter referred to, Chair- 
man Sherman ruled it not germane, and the Mouse reverse him 
on appeal. Many authorities are cited in this décision. (Hinds' 
V. p. 6856.) Following this, on the same day, the committee 
sustained the Chair in two similar rulings, thus reversing itself. 

On January 16, 1906, the Philippine tariff bill was under 
discussion. Mr, Clark, of Missouri, offered an amendment ex- 
cepting all sugars from the duties imposed by the act. Ohair- 
man Olmsted commented upon the lust preceding ruling and 
held that there the House liad subsequently reversed Itself, cited 
many precedents in support of the rule of zermaneness, tind held 
that clearly the amendment related to a subject matter not 
included in the bill and sustained the pofut of order. (Hinds' V, 
p. 5857.) 

To the same effect is a decision made on an amendment to 
the Philippine tarif hill offered by Mr. Pou, of North Caros 
linn, January 16, 1906, (Hinds’ V, p. 5858.) 
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On March 26, 1897, a tariff bill was under diseussion, The 
first section had been read, declaring the imposition of certain 
import duties. An amendment was offered permitting free 


entry of goods controlled by trusts. The amendment was held 
not germane. (Hinds V, p. 5812.) 

On a provision relative to certain dyes in a tariff bill an 
amendment permitting free importation of certain agricultural 
produce was held not germane. (Hinds’ V, p. 5813.) 

On March 31, 1897, on a provision making certain dutles 
retroactive, an amendment making trust-made articles free of 
duty was held not germane. (Hinds' V, p. 5814.) 

On April 29, 1898, the House was considering a bill to pro- 
vide ways and means to meet war expenditures. A section had 
been read authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury to borrow 
money and issue bonds, An amendment was offered to levy a 
tax on corporation franchises. It was held not germane to the 
section. (Hinds’ V, p. 5816.) 

On June 23, 1917, the food control bill was before the House. 
Section 13, giving the President power to regulate the amount 
of food material to be used in producing alcoholic or nonalco- 
holic beverages, had been read. An amendment was offered to 
add to the section a provision authorizing the President to 
take over any such alcohol, and so forth, when he deemed it 
necessary. The Chairman, Mr. Hamlin, of Missouri, held the 
amendment not germane to the paragraph. 

On August 22, 1919, a bill amending the food control act was 
being considered. This amendment gave power to the Presi- 
dent to prevent hoarding or limiting the supply of certain 
essential supplies, among others “wearing apparel.” An 
amendment was offered adding, after “apparel,” the words 
“raw cotton.” It was held not germane, as not one of the items 
embraced within the bill. 

On a bill to prohibit the importation of prison-made or 
pauper-lnbor-made goods, an amendment to add “goods made 
by child labor” was held not germane on the ground that the 
labor described in the bill represented but one class of labor. 
(Speaker Clark, Sixty-third Congress, second session, p. 5481; 
March 25, 1914.) 

From these and many other authorities it is obvious that if 
the amendment offered here is to be held in order it must be 
not only germane to the purposes of the bill but also to the 
section to which offered. The reason for this rule is obvious. 
I can not state it better than was done by Chairman Olmsted, 
of Pennsylvania, on January 16, 1906. He said: 


It is a great safeguard against hasty and ill-considered action. It 
prevents unexpected and diverse objects from being suddenly thrust 
forward for the instant consideration of the House without the benefit 
and assistance of previous consideration and report by the appropriate 
committee; protects the minority from the sudden springing and en- 
actment by the majority of new propositions, of which the minority 
has had no notice and no opportunity to prepare for discusston; and 
protects the majority from having to accept the responsibility of im- 
mediate action upon matters unexpectedly brought forward without 
Previous committee consideration or report or opportunity for full in- 
formation. (Hinds’ V, p. 5860.) 


The only exceptions which I have found to this general 
rule, which applies not only to revenue bills but to any bill, are 
four precedents. They are as follows: 

On June 3, 1870, the House was considering a bill to reduce 
internal taxes, An amendment was offered reducing import 
duties on certain products mentioned in the bill. Speaker 
Blaine said he thought it would be germane, because it might 
be necessary to know what the external revenue on a product 
might be in order to determine its internal revenue, But he 
refused to rule, and submitted it to the House, which, on vote, 
heid it admissible. (Hinds’ V, p. 5855.) Chairman Sherman, of 
1 York, afterwards, on June 30, 1870, in commenting on this, 
said: 


Speaker Blaine made no decision upon this question. He did em- 
phatically express his judgment upon a like proposition, and after 
expressing his judgment, he referred the matter to the committee for 
decision, So that he made no decision overruling the long line pre- 
ceding. (Hinds’ V, p. 5856.) 


On January 27, 1806, the House was considering a resolu- 
tion of the Senate expressing the desire of Congress for tha 
protection of Christians in Turkey, requesting the President 
to éommunicate these views to European nations, and pledging 
the support of Congress to the President in such steps as he 
might take. An amendment directing the President to dis- 
Miss the Türkish minister and to sever diplomatic relations 
was held germane. 

On July 7, 1856, a bill was offered to repair and construct 
post-office buildings in three cities, and the committee offered 


an amendment providing for the same kind of buildings at 
ere This amendment was held germane. (Hinds’ V, 
p. . n 

Another decision was the one of June 8, 1878. Then a bill 
was being considered which amended the law relative to in- 
ternal revenue, and had reached the paragraph imposing a 
tax on manufactures of tobacco. An amendment proposing 
a tax on snuff, and so forth, was held germane by Speaker 
pro tempore Carlisle, who held that any amendment relating 
alone to the internal-revenue system was in order. (Hinds' V, 
p. 5811.) That decision, however, has not been followed, and 
was reversed by Speaker Carlisle in his ruling in the Public 
Printer case afterwards. The ruling is analyzed in another 
decision by Chairman Sherman in Hinds’ V, page 5812, who 
there ruled to the contrary. 

These authorities are the ones usually cited in support of 
the proposition that where two or more matters of similar 
class are embraced within a bill an amendment introducing 
a third is proper. It is sufficient to state that were these 
precedents taken as authority in this case, they do not go 
further than to hold that where there are more than one 
phase of the same subject matter involved a third is proper 
as an amendment. If in the case of the public buildings an 
amendment had been offered to build a congressional library 
in the city of Washington, it doubtless would have been held 
not germane because not in the same class. 

It Is claimed the adoption of the Underwood rule in 1911 
and its subsequent repeal by this Congress is evidence that 
revenue bills were intended to be thrown open to the most 
liberal amendment. A careful review of the authorities will 
convince one that the Underwood rule did not change the 
existing parliamentary law, except to insert the word “item ” 
instead of the former parliamentary practice as to para- 
graphs, it being the apparent purpose of the rule to provide 
for the expedition of the passage of a general tariff bill with 
many items in it. I can not refrain from calling attention 
here to a statement made by Mr. Mann, of Illinols, the best 
parliamentarian in our day, relative to the passage of the 
Underwood rule, which is as follows, and which was made in 
debate at the time the rule was adopted: 

Do you propose this as a new rule of parliamentary law? Why, 
every man who has even a rudimentary knowledge of parliamentary 
law knows that an amendment not germane to the subject matter of 
a bill was never in order under general parliamentary law, and yet 
you write it into your rules as a discovery. Is your knowledge of 
parliamentary law so lax that you do not know that an amendment 
not germane to the subject matter of the bill is not in order? 

Then you provide that it can not be in order with respect to a 
particular item unless it relates to the Item. Since when did anyone 
think he could offer an amendment in order to any one item which 
did not relate to the item? Is that a Democratic discovery of par- 
liamentary law? You have referred to this on the Democratic side 
as one of the Important changes you propose in the rules. While 
this provision in the rules will do no harm, it win not change to the 
extent of the dotting of an “i" or the crossing of a “t™ the par- 
liamentary law as shown in the precedents from the time of Jefferson's 
Manual down to the present time. 


Now let us test this amendment by the authority of these pre- 
cedents. The amendment proposes not to amend section 230, 
as found in the bill, but to add a new section to the act of 1921, 
to be known as section 285a. This section proposes a new tax 
and starts with the language “in addition to the taxes herein 
above provided, there shall be levied, and so forth.” It levies 
a retroactive tax on the years 1922 and 1923. It imposes these 
taxes on the portions of net incomes for those years which have 
not been distributed in cash dividends, and which are in excess 
of the credits in section 236. It proposes a further deduction 
of $3,000, makes assessments on certain percentages of undis- 
tributed dividends, and provides credit for distributed dividends. 

Section 230, as it appears in the present bill, and even in the 
act of 1921, simply imposes a tax on net incomes with certain 
deductions differing, in many respects, from those in the Frear 
amendment. 

To what portion of the act is this amendment germane? It 
Introduces a new method of taxation not heretofore known to 
the law, and not to any degree mentioned in the pending bill. 
It is an entirely different proposition based upon an entirely 
different theory of taxation. 

If it may be said a general internal revenue bill, embracing the 
many subjects this bill contains, should justify amendments as 
to any method of Internal taxation, then it would be equally 
proper, it seems to the Chair, to offer here amendments provid- 
ing for a general sales tax, a capital tax, a land tax, or any other 
method of internal taxation, and, without consideration by a 
committee, to bring the matter to an issue before the House. 
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The Chair does not believe this should be the practice, and is 
therefore constrained to sustain the point of order. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer the amendment 
as a separate section at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amend by adding a new section after section 235 amended by add- 
ing a new subdivision at the end thereof as follows: 

„) In addition to the taxes herein provided, there shalf be levied, 
collected, and paid, on that portion of the net income of every cor- 
poration not distributed in the form of cash dividends a tax upon the 
amount of such net Income for such year in excess of the credits pro- 
vided in section 236, and a further deduction of $3,000 for such year 
at the following rates: 

“ Fiye per cent of the amount of such excess not exceeding $20,000; 

“Ten per cent of the amount of such excess above $20,000: 

“Provided, That if any of such undistributed profits are taxed as 
above provided and the corporation shall have within two years after 
the payment of such tax distributed in money any of the profits upon 
which this tax has been pald, then the corporation shall be entitled 
in its next income-tax return, to a credit upon its tax so returned 
to the extent and amount of the tax which it bas paid under pro- 
visions of this subdivision,” 


Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
strike out the words “under provisions of this subdivision.” 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that 
the amendment is not germane, and cite as my authority the 
exhaustive 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will be 
modified as requested. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that 
the amendment is not germane, and cite as my authority the 
exhaustive and admirable ruling which has been made by the 
Chair. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be heard for a 
moment only. I want also to compliment the Chair for the 
yery excellent statement that he has made and for his careful 
investigation and to assure the Chair in every way that I have 
the highest respect for his ruling. 

If the Chair will now notice, I have changed the reading 
of the propesed amendment by striking out the retroactive 
feature referred to in the Chair's finding. I do not, however, 
assume that that point alone will change the ruling of the 
Chair. I do wish to state this, that at the beginning of this 
session, with other Members, it seemed to me desirable to 
procure a liberalization of the rules, so that an amendment if 
it were germane, or what we deem to be germane to a bill 
of this character, might be offered. I take it from the state- 
ment made by the Chair in his ruling that it would be imma- 
terlal, so far as the ruling is concerned, where this proposed 
amendment is offered. 

I desire to offer it here as a separate section, so that the 
matter could be passed on thoroughly without the retroactive 
feature, and in order that I might be able to take such action 
as seemed to be desirable hereafter. Our purpose at the be- 
ginning of the session on the rules was undoubtedly to permit 
an amendment to be made, and we thought the only way we 
could do it was to have a modification of the so-called Under- 
wood rule to this extent. We hoped and believed at that time 
that we would be able to offer any tangible, reasonable, ger- 
mane proposition in respect to the method of raising taxation, 
like I have offered. This portion of the bill relates to corpora- 
tions and it is in connection with corporation taxes. We be- 
lieved that such an amendment would be proper at this time. 
That was the purpose of securing a liberalization of the rules. 
If we have not gone far enough, it certainly is the duty of the 
House hereafter to act further, so that the House can so 
liberalize its rules that amendments of this nature, which have 
to do directly with obtaining revenue, may be made, and so 
that they may be considered germane. In saying this I do not 
for a moment criticize the Chair or the exhaustive decision 
that he has made. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The Chair has ruled on this propo- 
sition and I listened to the ruling very carefully. It is a very 
serious question, which is subject to debate on both sides, 
whether this would not have been in order if the gentleman 
had offered it to section 230. 

Mr. FREAR. I have introduced it as a separate section. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I understand that, but let me call 
the attention of the gentleman to the fact that he could have 


gotten in, and I think he could have offered his amendment 
and it would have been absolutely germane if he had put it 
in the definition of net income. If the gentleman will turn to 
the net income definition he will see that he has the right there 
to define anything as net income of an’ individual. 

Mr. FREAR. The gentleman, I am afraid, is mistaken, be- 
cause I made the effort on tax-free securities and was ruled out. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I know; but either the gentleman 
from Wisconsin or myself, I think, could have offered such a 
provision in this bill where the net income of the individual 
included profits of a corporation, and then we would have had 
the right to have the corporation certify to the Secretary of 
the Treasury the amount of profit that it made during the yeur. 
Therefore you would define the net income of an individual 
and at the same time have a corporation advise what that net 
profit was, 

Mr. FREAR. Oh, it would seem to me that that is a long 
way around and that we ought to meet it fairly at this time or 
that it ought to be stricken out. It seems to me that the posi- 
tion of the Chair is the right one in that it is either admissible 
upon its merits or it is not. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the point of order of the gentleman from Connecticut 
[Mr. Trnson] comes too late in this particular instance. Let 
me state the parliamentary situation. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Frean] offered an amendment which was clearly 
subject to a point of order. There should have been a point of 
order made to that amendment, but there was not. The gentle- 
man from Connecticut sat in his seat and permitted the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin to ask to modify the amendment which was 
subject to the point of order. The gentleman let him modify 
his amendment, the House permitted him to modify it, and the 
gentleman from Wisconsin did modify it. He thus modified an 
amendment which wag subject to a point of order. The gentle- 
man from Connecticut haying permitted the amendment to come 
before the House, which was subject to the point of order, 
without making a point of order, his point of order against the 
modified amendment now comes too late under a well-recognized 
line of decisions which the gentleman from Connecticut himself 
helped to set as a precedent in this House. 

Mr. TILSON. Oh, let me set the gentleman from Texas right. 
As a matter of fact, I rose and made the point of order and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin asked me to withhold. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will submit the reporter's record. I 
watched the situation, and I submit the reporter’s record in 
proof that he did not. 

Mr. TILSON, The gentleman is entirely mistaken. The 
Chair will bear me out, because the Chair was watching me, and 
the gentleman from Wisconsin asked me to withhold until he 
could modify his amendment by unanimous consent. Even that 
would not have changed it, because the amendment was not 
really offered until a modification was made, so that the gentle- 
man from Texas is out of court on either horn of the dilemma. 
Mr. BLANTON. But the reporter’s notes will show the 
acts. . 

Mr. TILSON. The amendment to which I am making the 
point of order is the modified amendment, and I had started to 
make it to the first one. 

Mr. BLANTON. But the point I make is that having let the 
first amendment subject to a point of order come before the 
committee with no point of order made against it, when it wus 
clearly subject to a point of order, the gentleman then waived 
his right to make a point of order after it was modified. 

Mr. TILSON. I could have made it again even if I had been 
derelict. I would again have had the right to make the point 
of order after the modification had been made. 

The other point, Mr. Chairman, that the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Garner] so well referred to, even if there were 
no question whatsoever about the germaneness of this af 
another place in the bill, it certainly is not germane here. See- 
tion 230 was the proper place, If there be any proper place in 
the bill for such amendment. I wish to have the Chair bear 
that point in mind in making his ruling. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state the situation as he 
understands it. Nothing will be gained by technicalities. We 
had better meet the matter fairly and dispose of it as suggested 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. When the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FBEAR] rose and offered the 
amendment, the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Trson] rose 
to his feet and was making a point of order 

Mr. BLANTON. But he did not make it. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will have to state it the way 
he understands it. He was making his point of order. The 


gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] was trying to get 
recognition to modify his amendment, The Chair stated that 
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without objection the modificatlon would be made, and the 
gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. TIISsoF] was making his 
point of order at that time, as the Chair understood it. The 
Chair thinks it would be better to dispose of the matter. Is 
there anything more to be said on the point of order? z 
Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, just a word, 
since my colleague from Wisconsin IMr. Frear] has discussed 


the matter quite fully. 

I wish to call the attention of the Chair and the attention of 
the House to the effect of this decision. In effect, Mr. Chair- 
man, as the Chair made it quite clear, this ruling, if sustained 
by the committee, is equivalent to the action of the House when 
the Underwood rule was adopted. Obviously, the House then 
intended to accomplish some purpose; that was to limit the 
possibility of introducing just this kind of an amendment to 
a tariff or revenue bill. Otherwise the House was going 


through a futile and foolish performance. 

When the Committee on Rules and the House recently took 
out of the rules of the House the Underwood amendment it 
intended to accomplish something, namely, to open the door 
to just this kind of an amendment. Otherwise we were going 
through a foolish and futile performance. 

Now, as to the further effect of this decision, let me call 
your attention to this, Mr. Chairman; If the Chair continues 
to so rule that Mr. Frear’s amendment is out of order, under 
clause 7 of Rule XVI “no motion on the subject different from 
that under consideration shall be attempted under color of an 
amendment.” Under that rule we find clause (c). The effect 
of the decision of the Chair, notwithstanding we have repealed 
the Underwood amendment, is, in my judgment, to overrule this 
general rule of parliamentary practice: 


(e) A general subject may be amended by specific propositions of 
the same class. = 


Now, the general subject here is taxation, and we have here 
many classes—six or seven at least—in this general bill. 

I quote further the general summary under this section the 
best decisions: 


Thus the following have been held to be germane: To a bill admit- 
ting several Territories in the Union, an amendment adding another 
Territory (V, 5838); to a bill providing for the construction of build- 
ings in each of two cities, an amendment providing for similar build- 
ings in several other cities (V, 5849); to a resolution embodying two 
distinct phases of international relationship, an amendment embodying 
a third (V, 5839). But to a resolution authorizing a class of em- 
ployees in the service of the House, an amendment providing for the 
employment of a specified individual was held not to be germane 
(Hinds’ V, 5848-5849). 


The summary is this: 
780. Specific subjects germane to genera) propositions of the class. 


Now, what does the Chair's ruling mean? It means that 
Congress, now having under consideration a general taxation 
bill for many kinds of taxation, is barred from introducing a 
class of taxation that has been on our statute books, such as an 
excess-profits tax, that we repealed by our last tax bill. 

_ Obviously if there be conflict between these former decisions 
and the Chair indicated conflict, let us to-day—lI say to the 
Chairman and to the House—make a decision that gives the 
House the right to legislate, so that it shall not be hamstrung 
by any misty conflicting decisions. We thought that we 
opened the road for this kind of amendment, and I leave it to 
the House to decide whether or not we did open the way. I 
hope the Chair does not insist on ruling the Frear amendment 
out of order as an independent proposition, but if the ruling 
is made that it will not be sustained by the House. 

` Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I am not in favor 
of the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Frear]. If the Chairs ruling is correct and we were 
considering a tariff bill, we would be restrained from doing 
what was forbidden by section 3 of Rule XXI, but that pro- 
vision has been repealed. The repeal of the rule was designed 
to allow the thing being dene which the Frear amendment 
proposes, 

We have here now a general tax bill, and any amendment 
relative to internal-revenue taxation is relevant. [Cries of 
„Rule! J 

Mr. BLANTON. May I offer the Chair a decision? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be glad to hear the 
gentleman. 

Mr. BLANTON, A section in Volume V of Hinds’ Precedents, 
which is cited on page 340 of the manual, says: 


LXY—184 


- | 

An amendment germane to the bill as a whole, but hardly germane 

to any one section, may be offered at an appropriate place, with notice 
of motions to strike out— 


And so forth. 

That decision holds that even though it may not be germane 
at this particular place, if it is germane to the bill as a whole 
it could be offered. I know there is one decision cited above 
this which holds that it must be germane to the preceding para- 
graph, but the great weight of decisions upholds this proposi- 
tion, that if the matter offered as a new paragraph is germane 
to the bill as a whole it is admissible at any appropriate place 
in the bill, and if it is necessary to strike out any subsequent 
paragraphs notice should be given at the time. 

This amendment is clearly germane to the purposes of the 
bill. This is a revenue measure, providing various dissimilar 
means of taxation to raise revenue, and we are on the subject 
of taxing corporations, The amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin is on that general subject, and under this 
decision in Volume V of Hinds’ Precedents it occurs to me it is 
certainly germane. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, following up the 
authority read by the gentleman from Texas, I think the gen- 
tleman should know what the authority really holds. The gen- 
teman from Texas read the headline, which says: 


An amendment germane to the bill as a whole, but hardly germane 
to any one section, may be offered at an appropriate place, with notice 
of motions to strike out the following sections which it would super- 
sede, 


And this is the way this occurred: There was a bill under 
consideration for the codification of the postal laws. After the 
first section was read Mr. James A. Tawney, of Minnesota, 
offered an amendment striking out the section as read and in- 
serting a comprehensive scheme of classification for the Rural 
Mail Service, which is what we do here quite frequently. After 
the first section of a bill is read we move to strike out the sec- 
tion and substitute a whole bill; but that is not the proposition 
here, and if the gentleman from Texas had read the preceding 
section he would have come nearer reading an authority in 
point on this question. The preceding section says: 


That ar amendment Inserting an additional section should be ger- 
mane to the portion of the bill where it is offered. 


Mr. BLANTON. I called attention to that. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana, But the gentleman did not read 
it, and I want to read it to the Chair, That was back in 1852, 
Mr. Chairman, like a great many of the decisions the Chair 
has referred to in the able opinion he has just rendered, which 
was the most carefully considered and logical decision that 
has been made during my service here. 

On August 11, 1852, during the consideration of the civil and 
diplomatic appropriation bill in Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, Mr. Edward Stanley offered as an 
additional section a provision for the completion of the hos- 
pital at Cleveland, Ohio. A point of order was made against it, 
and the Chairman said: 


The Chair decides that we have passed the point in the bill at which 
it might haye been offered. We shall never finish the bill unless some 
rule of this kind be observed. 


And the Chair went on and held that in his opinion it was 
not germane at that particular place. 

I want just for a half minute to mention the other question 
raised. The point was made that since the gentleman had 
been given unanimous consent to modify his amendment the 
point of order comes too late. It seems to me the Chair is 
clearly right in holding that the point of order was made in 
time. In the Committee of the Whole a gentleman can not 
withdraw an amendment he offers without unanimous consent; 
it is otherwise in the House, but in the Committee of the Whole 
he can not, and that rule is for the purpose of preventing 
filibustering by offering amendments, debating them, and then 
withdrawing them. As a corollary of that rule, and solely 
growing out of that rule, a gentleman can not modify his 
amendment without unanimous consent. Before debate has 
occurred, if a gentleman asks to modify his amendment and is 
given that permission, it is equivalent to the withdrawal of his 
amendment by unanimous consent and the offering of a new 
amendment. And that is precisely what occurred in this in- 
stance. The amendment was offered; there was no debate on 
it, and a point of order could have been made, and the gentle- 
man from Connecticut [Mr. TrtsoN] was on his feet. to make it. 
Then without debating it the gentleman asked unanimous con- 


sent to amend it, which was equivalent to asking unanimous 
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consent to withdraw It, and offered a new amendment to which 
a point of order was promptly made. It was just as much in 
order to make the point of order against the modified amend- 
ment as if it were a new amendment. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, at the beginning of the 
reading of this bill—and I refer now to the remarks of my 
good friend from Wisconsin [Mr. Nensox[, who said that our 
action in amending the rules was futile if it did not affect the 
present situation—on Monday the 18th I propounded this in- 
quiry to the chairman om page 2608 of the RD; 


Mr. CuinpptOM. Mr. Chairman, may I propound a further inquiry 
for information?’ As I understand it, a revenue bill now stands on the 
same basis as any other piece of legislation brought into the House. 
Would the Chair care to express an opinion on that? 

The CuatmmmaN. That is the general opinion of the Chair. 


Then the distinguished leader on the minority side, than 
whom there ig no better parliamentarian in this House, arose 
and said: 

If the Chair will permit me, it has now exactly the same status that 
it has had heretofore. 


Then I said: 


Before the adoption of the Underwood rule? 

Mr. Garretr of Tennessee. Certainly. The Underwood rule did not 
affect a revenue bill at all. This is a tax bill. It did affect tariff 
bills. 


Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, this is a proposition of the 
highest importance. It involves one of the most vital changes 
in the procedure of the House it would be possible to effect 
through a decision from the Chair. 

The question presented is not, however, an intricate one. 
On the contrary it is comparatively elemental. To a bill rais- 
ing revenue from various sources the gentleman from Wis- 
consin [Mr. rear] offers an amendment providing a further 
source of revenue. Against this amendment the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. Tison] raises the point of order that 
the amendment is not germane. The question therefore is 
whether or not it is in order to amend a bill providing several 
propositions of a kind by adding another proposition of the 
same class. Or, to differentiate further, whether it is com- 
petent to amend a bill for genera? objects with a specific pro- 
vision. 

The question is not a new one. Reference has already been 
made to the familiar precedent found in the manual It is 
one which has been so long established and so frequently cited 
that it has beeome one of the classics among the precedents of 
the House. The Committee of the Whole was considering a 
bill admitting three Territeries te statehood—Oklahoma,. Ari- 
zona, and New Mexico. An amendment was offered adding 
Indian ‘Territory, and the same point of order was made 
that has been raised here, that the amendment was not germane. 
The Chairman held that the amendment was à proposition te 


amend a general bill by the addition of a specifie proposition, | 


and therefore germane, and overruled the point of order, 
In deciding the question the Chairman quoted a decision 
made as far back as the Thirty-fourth Congress, in which a 


proposition fo erect a publle building was offered as an 


amendment to a bill providing for the erection of public build- 
ings in various States. 


The point of order was raised that the amendment proposed | 


the erection of a building in a State not mentioned in the pending 
bill and was therefore not germane. The Speaker held that 
the bill in providing for several buildings in a number of 
States was general in its scope and therefore subject to 
amendment by a proposition to erect a similar building In an- 
other State and overruled the point of order. 

But it is not necessary to go back inte the masty precedents 
ef the past in order to demonstrate the admissibility of this 
amendment. In the Sixty-sixth Congress during the considera- 
tion of a bill, reported by the Committee on Military Affairs, 


providing for several Army eamps in various parts of the | 


country, an amendment was offered providing for an additional 
eamp in another section of the country. A point of order 
having been interposed, the chairman held that as the Mi! 
provided for more than one camp an amendment providing for 
another camp was 2 proposition to amend a general bill with a 
further propesition of the same class and was therefore ger- 
mane and admissible. When the bill was reported to the 
House the same question was submitted to Speaker GILLETT in 
the form of a motion to recommit, and Speaker Gutrerr af- 
firmed the decision of the chairman of the committee and 
agaim overruled the point of order. 

But probably the best authority which could be submitted 
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precise point rendered by the gentleman who has raised this | 
point of order, the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Trson]. | 

Only in the last Congress the gentleman from Connecticut, 
presiding as Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union—and no one is better fitted to dis- 
charge the duties of that responsible position—himself passed | 
upon this question of order, -The bill under consideration, as, 
I recall it, was a bill affecting the salaries of certain officers 
in the Department of Agriculture. An amendment was pro- | 
posed relating to the salary of other officers of the depart: | 
ment; in other words, to a general bill embodying several | 
propositions, an amendment was offered relating to one or more 
propositions of the same class. The distinguished chairman— | 
passing upon precisely the same question which he has just 
raised against the amendment of the gentleman from Wiscon- | 
sin—held that as a specifie proposition amending a bill pro- 
viding many propositions of the same class it was germane and | 
therefore in order. 

Now, that is exactly the point under consideration here to- 
day, and the question under debate is the same question so 
authoritatively decided in the long line of decisions just cited. 
To the pending bill relating to various sources of revenue an 
amendment is proposed relating to an additional source of 
revenue. 

There is one condition under which the amendment weuld 
not have been germane. Had the bill provided a single source 
of revenue, then an amendment adding another source of rey- 
enue would net have been germane, as one individual proposi- 
tion may not be amended by another individual proposition, 
even though the two belong to the same class. 

But the bill provides for several sources of revenue. On 
page 3 it provides for an income tax. On page 124 for an 
estate tax. On page 151 it provides for another source of 
revenue, a manufacturers’ tax, a tax on cigars and tobacco, 
On page 160 it provides still anether source of revenue differ- 
ing entirely from these which have gone before, a tax on ad- 
missions. 

Mr. FREAR. Will the gentleman yield? It provides also, 
for a tax on automobiles and many other things under the 
excise-tax provisfon. 

Mr. CANNON. Yes; there are several others. In other 
words, this bill provides various sources of revenue, all of 
them, however, of the same class. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON. Certainly. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Suppose some gentleman should 
now rise and offer an amendment providing that the Garner 
rates of taxation which were adopted the other day should be 
effective for one year and thereafter the following rates should 
be effective, naming the rates in the original bill here at this 
portion of the bill. Would the gentleman claim that was in 
order? 

Mr. CANNON. That is beside the point. That question is 
not before us. 

Mr, SANDERS of Indiana. Would that be in order? 

Mr. CANNON. We are not discussing that proposition. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. But what does the gentleman 
think about that? 

Mr. CANNON. That question is not raised on this point at 
all. We should not permit ourselves to be led away from the 
real proposition before the House. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON. With pleasure. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman think it would be 
In order at this point to introduce a tax on land values? 

Mr. CANNON. It would be in order at this time to intro- 
duce any Income-tax proposition along lines of raising revenue. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman contends that would be 
true of any form of taxation whether it had been considered by 
the committee or not—any form of taxation? 

Mr. CANNON. Any form of income tax providing a source of | 
revenue. 

Mr. MILLS. Does the gentleman go further and say that, 
in the midst of an ineome-tax provision, you could introduce a 
Sales tax? 

Mr. CANNON. The proposition is just the preposition de- 
cided by the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Tr.sox] in the 
notable decision to which I have just referred. They could 
have introduced amendments relating to any office in the 
Department of Agriculture and it would have been in order. 

Mr. MILES. The gentleman does not answer my question. 
Does he think it Is proper to amend a title dealing with an 
income tax by inserting in the middle of the income-tax section 
a sales-tax provision? 

Mr. CANNON. The amendment is offered here as a separate 


on this question under the cireumstance is a decision on this | section. 
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Mr. MILLS. But it is a title that deals with income taxa- 
tion. 

Mr. CANNON. The proposition is to tax the income of cor- 
porations, and is certainly under the proper head. 

Mr, MILLS. Does the gentleman say it would be proper to 
introduce a sales tax? j 

Mr. CANNON. It would be competent to offer it at the 
proper place in the bill, if not at this particular place. The 
excess-profits tax is an income tax. 

Mr, MILLS. This is not excess-profits taxes. 

Mr. CANNON, I should have said an undistributed-profits 
tax. Now to this proposition an amendment providing a new 
tax of the same class is germane—it is simply amending a gen- 
eral proposition with a specific proposition of the same class, 
and I submit that under the unbroken precedents of more than 
half a century, and in accordance with every consideration of 
right and reason the amendment is in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman address his remarks 
to the Chair? 

Mr. BLANTON. I make the point of order Mr. Chairman, 
that the Members are as much interested in this as the Chair. 
We have the final decision in the matter. The Chair does not 
haye the final decision. 

Mr. CANNON. I yield the floor to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Onisp]. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to enter into the dis- 
cussion for I am afraid the Chair, from the able opinion which 
he has just rendered, has his mind made up. I am not taking 
issue with the Chair in sustaining the point of order to which 
his decision was directed, because I think the amendment was 
offered at the wrong place in the bill, and I do not believe it 
was germane to the Section to which it was offered. Therefore 
Iam in accord with the Chair in his ruling. 

Now, the pending amendment offered proposes to insert, as 
a new section under the provisions of the bill dealing with 
corporation taxes, an amendment adding a new subject matter 
of taxation by providing that undistributed dividends in cor- 
porations shall be taxed. 

The bill we are considering, according to its title, is a bill 
to reduce and equalize taxation, provide revenue, and for 
other purposes. The subject matter of that bill is to provide 
reyenue from sundry and divers sources of taxation, to wit, 
the raising of revenue through internal-revenue powers of the 
Government, by raising it from income taxes, by raising rev- 
enue by taxing tobacco, cigars, automobiles, an inheritance tax, 
brokerage fees, promissory notes, deeds, and many, many dif- 
ferent classes of subjects of taxation are embraced for the 
purpose of raising revenue. To my mind, the bill being gen- 
eral in its nature, proposing to raise reyenue from many differ- 
ent sources, it is inconceivable to me that it is not germane 
to propose to raise internal revenue or excise taxes from 
some other class of business or property within the United 
States. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRISP. Certainly. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. In view of the language the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM] read, I think empha- 
sis should be placed upon this fact, and that is that the repeal 
of clause 3 in Rule XXI does not affect this situation one way 
or the other. The repeal of the rule does not affect it. 

Mr. CRISP. I agree with the gentleman from Tennessee, 
and was going to address myself to that proposition. Now, 
Mr. Chairman, the object of rules in legislation is to have 
orderly procedure, and therefore common sense dictates and 
requires that an amendment offered must be germane to the 
subject matter of the bill under general parliamentary law. 
It always, with one exception, which I will refer to later, has 
been the rule. ‘Therefore, under general parliamentary law, 
the, proposed amendment Is undoubtedly germane to the bill 
we are considering, for the bill is general in scope. 

Now the Democrats—and I am not dodging the proposition— 
came into power and control of the House of Representatives 
in the Sixty-second Congress, and we adopted an amendment 
to the rule which in my judgment absolutely contravenes gen- 
eral parliamentary procedure so far as considering germane 
amendments to a general bill. That was clause 3 of Rule XXT, 
which provided that in a revenue bill no amendment should 
be in order unless it related to some item in the bill. Why 
Was that done? We might as well face it frankly. We were 
going to propose amendments repealing or modifying certain 
schedules in the tariff law by separate or popgun bills. We 
did not want to consider them under a special order. If we 
brought in one of those bills it would have been in order under 
the old rules to propose amendments to some other schedules of 
the tariff law. So that clause 3 of Rule XXI was incorporated 


in the rules so that no amendment to other schedules would 
be in order and no other amendments could be considered unless 
the amendment was germane and related to some particular 
item in the bill. Under that drastic rule, which contravenes 
as I have said general parliamentary procedure, you could not 
offer an amendment unless it related to some item in the bill. 
As an illustration, under that rule if you were considering 
the free list of a tariff bill, placing a thousand articles on the 
free list, you could not offer an amendment placing another 
article on the free list because it was not related to some par- 
ticular item that was already in the bill or on the free list. 

That is not right; but that is what clause 3 of Rule XXI 
would have done, If you had under consideration a free list 
bill, and a thousand articles were on the free list, you could 
not have offered an amendment adding another article to that 
free list. That provision has remained in our rules up to 
this Congress. This Congress, for the purpose of going back 
to regular parliamentary law, for the purpose of removing that 
section which limited the scope of amendments, for the purpose 
of liberalizing the rules of the House, and that was patent and 
apparent all through the debate, because that was the object 
of the change, struck out clause 3 of Rule XXI, and that pro- 
vision no longer is in the rules, but under the rules we are to 
consider bills and amendments offered under general parlia- 
mentary law. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ORISP. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman go so far as the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon], that it would be in 
order to offer any sort of tax proposition in this bill? 

Mr. CRISP. I do, as a separate section, of course, at the 
proper place in the bill. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Is that because this bill contains more 
than two different methods of taxation? 

Mr. CRISP. Because, in my judgment, this is a general bill 
raising revenue, and it is raising it from many different 
sources. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I am trying to find out just where the 
gentleman stands. Suppose this bill contains two different 
methods of taxation. Would it then be in order to offer a 
third, a fourth, a fifth, a sixth, and so on up to a hundred? 

Mr. CRISP. The answer to the gentleman's question would 
depend very largely upon what he means by “methods.” The 
gentleman refers to “ different methods of taxation.” I do not 
eoncede that there is more than one method of taxation pro- 
posed in the bill. The bill is a general one proposing to raise 
revenue from sundry and divers sources. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Cannon] said that in his opinion it would be in order to offer 
any method of taxation provided it came under the internal- 
reyenue tax. 

Mr. CRISP. I do not know what the gentleman said, but 
my own view is that on this bill at the proper place it would 
be in order to raise revenue from an excess-profits tax. I am 
not in fayor of that and I would not vote for it, and yet I 
believe it would be in order to offer such an amendment to 
this bill. I believe, at the proper place, it would be in order 
to offer an amendment proposing to raise revenue from a sales 
tax. I am unalterably opposed to a sales tax and I would not 
vote for it, but this bill being general in its scope and pro- 
posing to raise revenue from sundry sources or subject matters 
I believe it would be in order to add a new source or a new 
subject matter for taxation. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman think that that 
would tend to orderly procedure? What I mean by that is 
this: Here is a great committee which has for months been 
considering a bill. That committee has decided that certain 
methods not different from those now in existence should be 
utilized. Does not the gentleman think it would conduce 
rather to disorder than order if now any gentleman in the 
House could offer at the proper place in the bill, if there should 
be a proper place, any sort of a method of taxation? Would not 
that tend to great disorder and to legislation not carefully 
considered? I am asking now from the standpoint of a mat- 
ter of policy. 

Mr. CRISP. I will answer the gentleman frankly. My an- 
swer is that before any matter can be offered it must be ger- 
mane to the bill. Further, I answer, whether it is wise or 
foolish for the House to adopt some unbaked amendment is 
one thing, but whether that particular amendment be in order 
under the bill is another thing. I think if a proposition be 
offered that has not been considered, which may work con- 
trary to what the proponent himself thinks it will, then that 
is a matter for debate as to the reasons why the committee 
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should not adopt the amendment, but I do not think that has 
any bearing whatever on the question of whether or not the 
amendment is in order to the bill. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin, Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. CRISP. Yes, 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin, Along the line of the question 

ropounded by the distinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 

NGWoORTH] as to the matter of order, I want to ask this ques- 
tion: Suppose the Committee on Ways and Means, appointed as 
it is, had decided by the bare vote of a majority of 1 to leave 
out the income-tax method of taxation. Does the gentleman 
think it would be wise for us to adopt a precedent whereby an 
overwhelming majority of the Members of the House could not 
in the general taxation bill reintroduce that method of taxa- 
tion? 

Mr. CRISP, I do not, In answer to the gentleman I would 
say that in a revenue bill—a bill that this bill is seeking to 
change and amend—several years ago there was a provision 
levying an excess-profits tax. In the revenue bill of 1921 which 
amended the revenue act we repealed the excess-profits tax, 
which shows that it is clearly germane to the general scope of 
this bill. 

Mr, NELSON of Wisconsin. Following the very able opinion 
of the Chairman, it occurred to me, and I submit this to the 
gentleman, who is an expert parliamentarian—— 

Mr. CRISP. I do not claim to be. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. That we are discussing the 
introduction of one class where there are several other classes 
all under the general subject of deriving revenue, and it seems 
to me the Chairman went off on the tangent of unrelated sub- 
jects not in the same class but in other classes. 

Mr, CRISP. I have the utmost confidence in the Chair, and 
I know the Chair is going to rule according to what be believes 
right.. I merely unfortunately differ with the Chair’s intimation 
of his views in the ruling that he read. I did not discuss the 
decisions quoted by the Chair, because the able and distinguished 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CaN NON JI, who is an expert 
parliamentarian, who served this House six years as parliamen- 
tarian, argued them and presented the authorities in a better 
and abler and more forcible way than I could, Therefore I did 
not care to repeat what he said. 

Mr. TILSON. Before the gentleman takes his seat will he 
not address himself to the question of whether this amendment 
is offered at the proper place in the bill? I entirely agree with 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] that if there is any 
proper place in this bill where this might be offered, we have 
already passed that place. The gentleman from Wisconsin 
[ Mr. rear] has deliberately slept on his rights and is now at- 
tempting to offer this amendment at a place which is not a 
proper place, and, according to the gentleman’s own argument, 
this would defeat it on a point of order when offered at this 
Place. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman answers 
will he permit me to state just where this has been introduced? 
After section 235, under “Items not deductible by corpora- 
tions,” a separate section was introduced to precede “ Credits 
allowed corporations.” 

In view of the close relation of all these questions to the 
merits of the corporation tax, I will ask gentlemen to keep that 
in mind when speaking on the subject, although that was not 
the basis of the decision, because the Chair frankly has gone 
at the question as we all desired that he should, directly. 

Mr. CRISP. Answering my friend from Connecticut, I do 
not take exception to the ruling of the Chalr. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr, FREAR] proposed an amendment propos- 
ing to amend certain provisions of the section of the bill to 
which he offered it. I do not think that was the proper place. 
I think the proper place was after section 230. I stated that 
at the beginning. Now, the gentleman is offering his proposi- 
tion to amend as a new section. After a certain paragraph 
dealing with corporations and dealing with the income tax on 
corporations he proposes a new section dealing with corpora- 
tions, adding new subject matters to the bill for the purpose of 
taxation; and it seems to me under the character of this bill, 
under the amended rules, under general parliamentary law, 
under the principle of germaneness of amendments, and under 
the paramonnt supreme precedents, to give this House an 
opportunity to express itself on general subjects of taxation 
that we are dealing with, this amendment is in order. [Ap- 
plause and cries of“ Vote!"] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the difficulty of 
this matter. He would state very frankly that when he started 
out upon the consideration of this matter he was exactly of the 
opinion jast expressed by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 


Cursr]. He was of the opinion that a general internal reve- 
nue bill was broad enough to cover any kind of provision for 
the raising of internal revenue, and proceeded upon that theory 
until forced by the overwhelming weight of authority during 
a hundred years to change his mind about it. 

The idea expressed by gentlemen here that where there 
are two or more objects of a particular class involved in a bill 
that another can be added by way of amendment was my former 
idea, but that was based on the two decisions cited by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Cannon]. In the first it was 
held that where a bill admitted several Territories into the 
Union, an amendment adding another Territory was germane, 
and that to a bill providing for the construction of buildings 
in each of two cities an amendment providing for similar 
buildings in several other cities was germane. In the first 
precedent everyone will concede that all the objects were in 
the same class, namely, the admission of Territories into the 
Union under the general law, and in the second precedent 
all will concede that all the objects were in the same class, 
because they were all post-office buildings. 

That Is not the case here. If to the bill admitting Territories 
some one had introduced an amendment to provide a method 
of government for the Territory of Alaska different from that 
in the other Territories of the Union to be admitted, then it 
would not have been germane, because it was not in the same 
class. If in the case of the post-office building proposition an 
amendment were offered to build a library, it would not have 
been in the same class. 

Here is a bill dealing with several kinds of taxation; an 
income tax, a corporation tax, certain excise taxes, setting up 
three or four or five different methods of taxation, specific 
methods incorporated in the bill and reported to the House. 

Now comes an amendment providing for what? Something 
in the same class? Not at all; something of a different class. 
Tt is internal revenue, it is true, but a totally different kind 
of taxation. Now, if the House, which will pass upon this 
ultimately—and I haye no pride of opinion in the matter— 
decides that this sort of an amendment is proper, then any 
gentleman can offer an amendment relative to any form of 
internal taxation, and therefore, in the opinion of the Chair, 
disorganize the orderly procedure in such matters which ought 
always to be followed in a legislative body. The Chair is con- 
strained to adhere to his ruling and sustain the point of order. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, in consideration of the ruling 
S ine Chair, I respectfully appeal from the decision of the 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ask the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. SANDERS] to assume the chair, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Indiana is not here, and in order to relieve the Chair 
from embarrassment I will ask for tellers on that. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it will be so ordered, 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GAR- 
RETT] and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonoworrH] will 
take their places as tellers. The question {s, Shall the de- 
cision of the Chair stand as the decision of the committee? 
Gentlemen will pass through the tellers and be counted. 

The committee divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 150, 
noes 164. 

The CHAIRMAN. On this vote by tellers the ayes are 150 
and the noes are 164, and the decision of the Chair is not sus- 
tained. The Clerk will report the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin for the information of the members of 
the committee. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Frear: Amend by adding a new section 
after section 235, as follows: 

“Smo. —. In addition to the taxes herein provided there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid on that portion of the net income of every 
corporation, not distributed in the form of cash dividends, a tax upon 
the amount of such net income for such year in excess of the credits 
provided in section 236, and a further deduction of $3,000 for such 
year at the following rates: Five per cent of the amount of such excess 
not exceeding $20,000; 10 per cent of the amount of such excess above 
$20,000: Provided, That if nny of such undistributed profits are taxed 
as above provided and the corporation shall have within two years 
after the payment of such tax distributed in money any of the profits 
upon which this tax has been paid, then the corporation shall be en- 
titled in its next income-tax return to a credit upon its tax so returned 
to the extent and amount of the tax which it has paid.” 

Mr. FREAR. Mr, Chairman and gentlemen of the House, I 
will say that I would rather have had this defeated at the 
outset than to have lost the opportunity to present, as I feel 
we may now, other legislation which affects revenues, although 
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not reported by the committee. To take any other course would 
allow a bare majority of the committee at any time to deter- 
mine what might be embodied in a revenue bill, and I am glad 
the House has not taken that course. 

I will briefly state what this amendment means. I am 
not going to argue it, because I think most of you understand 
the purpose of the amendment, but I shall be glad to have those 
who do not understand it ask questions because it ought to be 
clearly understood. 

When corporations make profits, if instead of distributing 
their dividends, as they may, they decide to hold the dividends, 
as they have the right to do, then the undistributed profits 
with a $3,000 exemption shall be taxed 5 per cent on the first 
20 per cent of the profits retained, which are placed in a bracket, 
so to sperk, and i0 per cent on the excess of the 20 per cent 
profits will then be levied. In other words, they have first the 
exemption and then they have this tax of 5 per cent on the 
first $20,000 and 10 per cent on all over that amount to pay as 
a tax if retained undistributed. To repeat, 5 per cent of the 
amount of the income which is held as undistributed profits 
by a corporation not exceeding $20,000 shall be the first tax, 
and when the surplus gets beyond $20,000 then the tax shall 
be 10 per cent. 

Secretary Houston presented this to the Congress some years 
ago in his report, proposed a 20 per cent undivided profits 
tax, but this one I have proposed is only 5 and 10 per cent 
in two brackets. He estimated at that time that under that tax 
there would be received $159,000,000, or some such figure, as 
I now remember, from the corporations, But he said that 
was not the most important part of his tax, because by placing 
a tax on the undivided profits held by a corporation it would 
cause it to distribute to the extent of $400,000,000 additional 
tax income to be paid by personai surtaxes. Of course, that 
was a large tax which he proposed, amounting to 20 per cent; 
J have cut that in two, and simply offer this for your considera- 
tion. 

We have gone on record here in an effort to tax stock divi- 
dends, Stock dividends are made up of undivided profits, and 
if it is right to tax stock dividends—and I question it in some 
respects, because I can see a very strong argument against it 
from what the court says in its ruling—but there can be no 
excuse for not taxing these undistributed profits, so far as 
I can understand. 2 

The question is raised as to the right of a corporation to 
lay aside money, Of course, it is true a corporation has that 
right for expanding its business, and that is made the principal 
argument against this proposition. But if a corporation has 
to go into the market to increase its business it can sell its 
stock, and if its stock is earning a reasonable profit—and in this 
case you see what it would be, 20 per cent originally, with 
only a 10 per cent tax—it will have no trouble in disposing 
of its stock in order to increase its business. But if it wants 
to retain it, like the Standard Oll Co. did in the case of the 
New Jersey company, which retained $400,000,000 in undi- 
vided profits, which were later turned into a stock dividend, 
then it should pay a tax on the undistributed profits, and this 
is the only way 1 can see of reaching them. Of course, it has 
been said you reach them when eventually they sell the stock, 
but you do not know when they will sell the stock, for they 
may hold it in a family for 10, 20, or 30 years, then it may 
be sold, and then we may or may not get the tax. Of course, 
as the dissenting opinion in the McOumber case says, it is a 
question of getting the profits upon the profits or income upon 
the income, to use the words of the court, if held as stock divi- 
dends, 

I have offered this amendment believing it is the way to 
reach the profits of corporations which are retained, and I 
have tried to make it a reasonable rate. 

The CHAIRMAN. Tue time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FREAR. May I have two minutes more for the purpose 
of answering questions? 4 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for two additional minutes. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I want to ask the gentleman as to what 
becomes of the income between $20,000 and $100,000? 

Mr. FREAR. That is a mistake; in the paper you hold, I 
take it, it should be $20,000. 

Mr. GRIFFIN: It is 5 per cent of the amount of such ex- 
cess not exceeding $20,000; that is, up to $20,000. 

Mr. FREAR. That is a mistake in the print and it should 
be corrected. The next figure is $20,000; all in excess of $20,- 
000 would be taxed at 10 per cent. 

Mr. COLTON. ‘Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes. 


Mr. COLTON. The gentleman mentioned 8 per cent. 

Mr. FREAR. ‘That related to the excess profits and it was 
a mistake. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER], 
a member of the committee, is recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, I regret very much that I must differ from the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin on this particular amendment, and I 
hope it will not be adopted. 

Now, in order that you tlemen may understand, remem- 
ber that the difference In the normal tax of a corporation and 
of an individual is this: An individual is taxed 2 per cent up to 
$5,000, 4 per cent up to $8,000, and 6 per cent after that. 
That is on his income. A corporation is taxed flat to start 
with—whether it has $1,000 to $1,000,000—123 per cent on all 
of its income; that fs, on all of its profits. Keep that in your 
minds. In an effort to adjust the differences between a cor- 
poration and an individual Congress put a flat rate on corpora- 
tions, a normal tax of 123 per cent, whereas in this bill we 
have three grades for individuals—2, 4, and 6. I admit that 
does not entirely equalize the taxes of corporations and indi- 
viduals, but no gentleman living has been able to suggest a 
prescription yet whereby you can equalize the taxes of a 
corporation and of an individual 

I am as anxious as Mr. Fear, and I belleve every gentle- 
man here will bear me out when I say that I want to tax these 
undistributed profits when I have the information sufficient to 
tax them; but, gentleman, do not legislate in the dark. You 
do not know anything about this matter. We can not get the 
information at the present time, and I say it is better to have 
no legisiation than to have legislation based possibly on mis- 
information or a lack of information. 

Mr. FREAR. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I yield. 

Mr. FREAR. Right in line with what you said, with which 
I agree, I feel it is unjust to tax corporations 12} per cent 
normal tax, and I would feel.that this ought to help reduce that 
tax, because it is just to all corporations. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I will say this 
much: If Mr. Frear and myself had the information, I do not 
doubt but what we could come to a conelusion within an hour 
as to what the rates ought to be on normal taxes on corpora- 
tions and on undistributed profits. There has only been one 
suggestion that has appealed to me, and that has a difficulty 
and an almost impossibility of being put into execution, and 
that is the one suggested by the gentleman from South Dakota, 
I believe. That is a suggestion that you levy a certain tax on 
undistributed profits, with the option in the corporation to 
either pay that tax or permit its stockholders to render the 
profits in their individual incomes. Now, if you will analyze 
that in your minds just a moment you will see the effect of it. 
I would not mind a suggestion of that kind, because the cor- 
poration could protect itself. You do not want to force cor- 
porations to pay out their earnings. You want to encourage 
them to keep their earnings, if that is going to develop their 
business. That has been the theory of our tax system all the 
time—that we did not want to discourage any business in this 
country—and I say again that I do not want to amend this bill 
so that the Executive can say fhat he vetoes it on business rea- 
sons and appeal to the intellect of the business men of this 
country. I want to be careful about it, and I think we had 
better let this go until we have more information and until 
we have an opportunity to legislate with a Secretary of the 
Treasury who can give us information upon which we can 
legislate intelligently, I hope the amendment will be defeated. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to include in the Recorp a telegram 
received this morning, which explains itself: 


You and your party are to be very highly congrntulated upon the 
passage of the tax-reduction bill, especially the tax exemption of the 
single men up to $2,000. Our organization In Greater New York, con- 
sisting of the five boroughs, have a membership of over 100,000 single 
men, If the Republican Party fails to allow this bill to go through 
to final passage, our organization intends to flood the State of New 
York with propaganda asking every single man to help defeat the Re- 
publican Party at the coming election. 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, of course everything that my 
friend from Texas says is absolutely sound and true. Here 
is a brand new form of taxation that in so far as I know 
does not prevail in any other country and has never been tried 
in this country. No hearings have been held on it. The effects 


‘either on the revenue or on the taxpayers have at no time, 
in so far as I know, been studied. It originated some years 
ago with our friend, Doctor Adams, when he suggested that 
for the purpose of encouraging savings both in the case of 
‘Individuals and corporations money reinvested should be taxed 
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at a lower rate than money actually distributed or spent. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR} has conveniently for- 
gotten just half of Doctor Adams's proposition and, of course, 
standing alone his half of the proposition is very difficult to 


justify. He proposes that in addition to the 123 per cent 
which, mark you, gentlemen, is put on all of the earnings of 
a corporation whether distributed or not, there shall in addi- 
tion be a penalty of 10 per cent imposed on the corporation if 
it has the good sense to reinvest some of its money in its 
business instead of distributing every year all the money that 
it makes. 

The gentleman, I believe, is prompted to offer this new form 
of tax because of his belief that under our present high in- 
come taxes on individuals, corporations have been inclined not 
to distribute their earnings. That idea is so prevalent that I 
think gentlemen of the House will be interested to know what 
the actual figures show. 

The figures up to the year 1916 are, I believe, complete as 
to all corporations. They were prepared by the National Bu- 
reau of Economic Research. They show that for the seven 
years from 1910 to 1916, inclusive, dividends averaged 534 per 
cent of the profits available for distribution. That is, gentle- 
men, prior to the day of high income taxation on individuals. 

From 1917 to 1922, in the case of the 141 largest industrial 
corporations in the United States, dividends averaged 65 per 
cent of profits available, and for the year 1922 approximately 
the same amount. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I will yield in a moment. So that we find that 
far from having the effect which is claimed for them, that 
high taxes have tended to induce corporations to retain money 
in their business rather than to distribute it, we find that for 
‘the period since we have had these high taxes corporations, 
instead of distributing 53 per cent, actually distributed 65 per 
cent of profits available. I will put the two tables in the 
Rercord for the information of the House. I now yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I wanted to ask whether those dividends 
of 65 per cent embraced stock dividends or were they cash 
dividends only? 

Mr. MILLS, No; these were cash dividends. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Just the cash dividends. I wanted to get 
that straight. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman permit an 
interruption? 

Mr. MILLS. Gladly. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I understood the gentleman from 
New York to say these figures were compiled by the National 
Bureau of Research. What is the National Bureau of Research, 
and where does it get the word “ National ”? E 

Mr. MILLS. I do not want to make any mistake, but my 
impression is that the National Bureau of Economic Research 
is that bureau of economic research which was organized six or 
seven years ago and which made a very interesting and, I 
believe, admittedly accurate study of the distribution of income 
in the United States. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Who are its officials? 

Mr. MILLS. I will be very pleased to put that in the RECORD. 
I have not got it here now, and I do not want to make any 
mistake. The bureau figures are for the years 1910 to 1916 
only. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman pardon me 
just a moment? The reason I asked the question—the gentle- 
man spoke of it as If it were some standard authority the 
history of which he knew all about and we were supposed to 
know all about. As a matter of fact, the gentleman can not 
give now the name of any of its officers or tell how it is 
organized? 

Mr. MILLS. No; but I shall put that in the RECORD. As a 
matter of fact, I have read its publications. Their authority is 
recognized, and I am surprised that a gentleman who is pre- 
sumably so interested in these economic questions as the dis- 
tinguished Member from Wisconsin should never have had 
called to his attention that very interesting work published by 
this bureau on the division of income in the United States. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the 
gentleman from New York have three minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota asks 
unanimous consent that the time of the gentleman from New 
York be extended three minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I will 

Mr. STEVENSON. There are quite a large number of corpo- 
rations that are not embraced in the gentleman’s report which 
he has read—the Hyva Corporation and the Ja Ja Corporation. 


Mr. MILLS. No. I will say that these are large industrial 
corporations 

Mr LOZIER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I will. 

Mr. LOZIER. Will the gentleman permit me to say some- 
thing about the National Bureau of Economic Research? 

Mr. MILLS. I will be glad to have the gentleman. 

Mr. LOZIER. May I say that the statistics furnished by the 
National Bureau of Economic Research are generally recognized 
as having been carefully and impartially prepared and as re- 
fleeting the results of an honest investigation by an able staff 
of expert statisticians and economists. Among other things, 
this bureau has endeavored to ascertain the national income. 
One staff of experts proceeded to compute the national income, 
using as a basis the income-tax returns and other data found 
in the Internal Reyenue and other departments of our Govern- 
ment. Another staff of experts proceeded to compute the 
national income by ignoring income-tax returns and going 
direct to the original sources of production. Each unit com- 
pleted its investigation and made a finding without consultation 
with the other and without knowing what conclusions the other 
had reached. There is but little difference in these two esti- 
mates of our national income, although the methods by which 
the results were ascertained were very different. The com- 
putations made by numerous statisticians in the past were 
carefully analyzed and checked by this bureau. The final 
estimates made by Knauth, King, Mitchell, Macaulay, and 
Ingalls are, in my opinion, reliable and not the product of 
an agency organized and maintained for the purpose of 
propaganda. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mitts] has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. I append the following tables: 


TABLE A.—Earnings and dividends by years of 141 leading industrial 
corporations. 


Relation between corporate distributions and retentions compiled from 
tables on pages 326 and 327 of “Income in the United States.” 


National Bureau of Economie Research, New York, 1922.] 
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j 2 tities 


The members of the staff of the National Bureau of Economie 
Research (Inc.) are: 


Wesley C. Mitchell, Willford I. King, Frederick R. Macaully, Oswald 
W. Knauth. 


The board of directors in 1921 were, as follows: 


Directors at large: T. S. Adams, adviser to the United States Treas- 
ury Department; John R. Commons, professor of political economy, 
University of Wisconsin; John P. Frey, editor of the International 
Molders’ Journal; Edwin F. Gay, president of the New York Eve- 
ning Post; Harry W. Laider, secretary of the Intercollegiate Socialist 
Society ; Elwood Mead, professor of rural institutions, University of 
California ; Wesley C. Mitchell, New School for Social Research; J. Ð. 
Sterrett, member of the firm of Price, Waterhouse & Co.; N. I. Stone, 
labor manager Hickey, Freeman Co.; and Allyn A, Young, professor 
of economies, Harvard University. 
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Directors, by appointment, representing organizations: 

F. P. Fish, the Nationa] Industrial Conference Board; Hugh Frayne, 
the American Federation of Labor; David Friday, the American Beo- 
nomic Association; W. R. Ingalls; the Engineering Council; J. M. 
Larkin, the Industrial Relations Association of America; George M. 
Roberts, the American Bankers“ Association; Malcolm C. Rorty, the 
Amarican: Statistical Association ; A. W. Shaw, the Periodical Publishers’ 
Association; Gray Silver, the American Federation of Farm Bureaus, 


Mr. JACOBSTEDN. Mr. Chairman, in spite of the great 
diversity of opinion in the debate thus far there seems to be 
an agreement of opinion on two propositions: First, that taxes 
ought to be cut; second, that the principle of the progressive 
graduated income tax is sound and should be retained in the 
law. I subscribe to both of these propositions. 

I want to address myself to-day to the justice of applying 
the underlying principle of the income tax law to corporation 
income, This principle, briefly stated, is that each individual 
should help support the Government in accordance with his 
ability to pay. The individual's ability to pay is measured by 
the size of his income. Under this principle each dollar of 55 
come is supposed to yield to the Government a higher rate as 
the income inereases upward. It is on this principle that a 
dollar of income of the lowest earning group pays 4 per cent 
and the dollar of the highest earning group pays 58 per cent 
to the Government. 

In a very crude way an effort was made to carry out this 
principle from 1917 to 1921, when the corporation income tax 
was supplemented by a tax on excess profits. Under that law 
the 10 per cent corporation income tax was supplemented by 
an excess-profits tax of 20 and 40 per cent, depending upon the 
rate of return. 

The repeal of the excess-profits tax was brought about by 
an amazing piece of subtle and effective propaganda in behalf 
of a small group of business interests. The substitution of a 
flat rate of 123 per cent benefited the few who had been earning 
high rates of profits at the expense of the many corporations 
earning average or less than average rates of profit. 

The higher the rates of profit the greater is the saving to 
the corporation under the operation of the present uniform 
rate of 123 per cent. This is brought ont in the accompanying 
tables. You will observe that when the net income of the 
corporation equals somewhere near 10 per cent on invested 
capital the tax paid under the flat rate of 12} per cent is about 
the same as it was under the old law with the excess-profits 
tax. Below 10 per cent the corporation pays more under the 
flat rate than it previously paid. When it earns above 10 per 
cent it pays less to-day than formerly. ‘The present law there- 
fore favors the corporation earning the highest rates of profit. 

In advocating as I do the application of a graduated corpora- 
tion inceme-tax schedule, I do not have in mind an attack on 
big business as such. In fact, there are many large businesses, 
especially publie utilities and railroads, which pay higher 
taxes under the present uniform flat rate of 123 per cent than 
they did under the excess-profits rates and higher than they 
would under a schedule of rates such as I have in mind, 

To fully appreciate the point I am trying to make you must 
remember that the method for calculating the tax for corpora- 
tion income under my plan differs from the method or basis of 
calculation used with personal incomes and the personal-income 
tax. In the ease of the personal income tax the rate increases 
progressively with the size of the income, whereas with the 
corporation income tax it would increase progressively as the 

te of profits increases and has no relation to the size of the 

come. 

Is there any reason on earth why a business corporation 
earning 10 per cent on its capital investment should pay a 123 
per cent rate on its profits, whereas an oll corporation earn- 
lug a 100 per cent rate of profits should pay the same rate 


of taxes, namely, 123 per cent? I repeat, that it is not the 


amount of the invested capital nor the amount of the net in- 
come which I have in mind as a basis for taxation, but rather 
the rate of return on capital investment. 

A business corporation earning huge profits does so only by 
virtue, usually, either of some monoply power or because of 
the imperfect workings of society in the economic control of 
business. In either event society is justified in taking a higher 
rate of revenue from such corporations than from those that 
‘earn anywhere from 5 to 10 per cent on invested capital. 

There is an additional reason why we ought to capture some 
of these profits. The Supreme Court decision which declared 
stock dividends nontaxable income permits the wealthy stock- 
holders of these large corporations to escape a tax which was 
oviginally intended to be levied upon their individual incomes, 
The corporations that issue stock dividends are likely to be 
those that are earning high rates of profits, Since, therefore, 


these corporations or their steckholders are escaping their 
share of the tax burden by the issuance of stock dividends, 
we ought to be resourceful and courageous enough at this time 


to impose a graduated tax high enough to ca some of 
these excessive profits before they are distribut And, I may 
add, all the more so since these dividends so received may be 
at a later date invested in tax-exempt securities. 

If it is desired that the Government should not raise any 
more revenue than it is now collecting from corporations, tha 
schedule of rates could be so graduated as to spread the burden 
more equitably between corporations earning high rates of 
profits and those earning low rates of profits to the advantage 
of those earning low rates. 

The application of a schedule of rates ranging, let us say, 
anywhere from 6 to 25 per cent, er higher, would undoubtedly 
work to the advantage of a very large number of small and 
some large business corporations, and especially small corpora- 
tions only normal rates of profits. 

On the other hand, if it is desired to increase our revenues 
from this source, for the purpose, let us say, of paying a 
soldier bonus, then the schedule of rates could be made corre- 
spondingly higher. 

I may add also that the present flat rate of 12} per cent ap- 
plied uniformly on the net incomes of all corporations ls unfair 
and discriminatory as against partnerships, which are subject 
to the personal-income tax rates on all profits, even though 
they are not distributed to the owners. This situation is clearly 
brought out in the accompanying table. 

In the illustrations that I have given the figures show that 
the advantage is all in favor of the corporation and against the 
partnership. This diserlmination against the partnership in- 
creases in amount as the profits rise. 

A great deal has been said in support of the necessity for 
Insisting on a larger measure of publicity in connection with 
the income-tax returns. This is especially true of the subject I 
am discussing. The country, and certainly the Ways and Means 
Committee, ought to know the facts regarding rates of profits 
earned by business corporations without revealing the Identity 
of the specifie business concern. I understand that the auditors 
in the income-tax division of the Treasury Department have for 
their confidential use a compilation of such valuable data. If 
Congress had access to such data, it could more intelligently 
draft a corporation income tax law. 

But even with such meager information as is now avaliable, 
supported, however, by common knowledge of profits in indus- 
try, there is every justification for writing into the law a pro- 
gressively graduated corporation income-tax schedule based on 
net incomes as related to capital investment. 

I am preparing a schedule of rates which I shall offer as an 
amendment to that section of the proposed bill dealing with the 
tax on corporation income. Mr. Fear, of Wisconsin, has also 
promised to introduce an amendment of a similar character. I 
believe the proposition is a sound one and merits your support. 

I append the following table: 


Schedule en, computation of tases for pete under plans A, 
B, and O, and under the present la 


SOMO SE ai $10,000} 100 $500 $500 $500 | $1,00 
15,000 | 150 1,70 1,70 1,750 1, 625 
20,009 | 200 3,000 000 3.000 2.250 
858,000 EEES 10, 40 500 500 500 1,000 
25,000} 100 4,250 4,250] 4,250 3, 125 
50,000} 200 10,500} 10,500] 10. 500 6, 250 
250,000. . . 10,000 20 500 500 500 1, 000 
20; 000 40 8, 000 3, 000. 3, 000 2, 200 
50,000} 100 10,500} 10,500] 10,500 6, 250 
3100, 000. .] 10,000 10 500 500 500 1, 000 
20, 000 20 2,20 2,500 2, 500 2.250 
80, 000 30 4 500 5,500 5,500 3, 750 
8200, 000 . . 10, 000: 5 500 500 500 1,000 
20, 000 10 1,300 | 1,300 1,500 2) 250 
30,000 15 2.500 3500 3,500 3, 750 
46, 000 20 $800 | 6,500} 6,500 5, 000 
60, 000 $0 9,800 13,000 13,000 7,509 
8500, 000. . . 28,000 5 1,20 1,250] 1,250 z 
50, 000 10 3,20 3,700 4,500 6, 250 
100, 000 20 12,600 18,500 18,500 12500 
43 | S| Se Pe Si 
wl a „ moj mo aia 
70, 009 7 4; 100 3260 7.700 52 
100,000 10 6.500 7,700 9,500 12.500 
110, 000 11 8,000 15,500 11, 500 750 
130, 000 15 14, 000 21, 500 21, 500 18, 750 
130,000} 18. 20,000 34500 31,100 22, 
200,000 20 24,000 38,500 38,500 25 
300, 000 30 46, 500 78, 000 „ „ 
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In the above table plans A, B, C represent schedules of 
rates of taxation graded from 5 per cent to 25 per cent on 
profits based on invested capital. These tables show that small 
business concerns and large business concerns earning low rates 
of profit would be benefited as against corporations earning 
high rates of profit. 

3 GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield s . 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Yes, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not understand whether the gen- 
tleman is in favor of this particular proposition or against it. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. I favor the proposition that Mr. FREAR 
has introduced, but I hope also that he will introduce another 
proposition which will go beyond that. If we have to have a 
tiat rate of 123 per cent on corporations, then I think we ought 
to reach the undistributed profits by a graduated schedule of 
rates such as the Frear amendment proposes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Burrness, of North Dakota, offers the following amendment: 
At the end of the amendment add the following: “ Provided further, 
That if all the shareholders of such corporation agree thereto, the 
commissioner may, in lieu of all income taxes imposed upon the cor- 
poration for the taxable year under this section, tax the shareholders 
of such corporation upon their distributive shares in the undistributed 
profits of the corporation for the taxable year in the same manner as 
provided in subdivision (a) of section 218 in the case of members of 
a partnership.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I shall have to make 
a point of order to the amendment, unless the gentleman 
merely wants me to reserve it. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Oh, no. I want the gentleman to make the 
point of order. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The amendment is not germane to the 
provision which is now pending. It proposes instead to attach 
thereto an altogether different kind of tax, which would nullify 
the provisions contained in the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, it is evident that the gen- 
tleman from Iowa did not grasp the purport of the proposed 
amendment, My amendment simply does this, The amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] provides 
that there shali be a tax of 5 to 10 per cent on the undis- 
tributed profits of corporations. My amendment proposes that 
in lieu of that particular tax, if the shareholders of the par- 
ticular corporation so desire, the corporation instead of pay- 
ing that tax from the undistributed profits may allow the 
shareholders, at their option, to pay a tax on their respective 
distributive portions of the undistributed incomes. It is simply 
a limitation upon the amendment proposed by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. It is giving to the corporation and the stock- 
holders the option to do one or the other, the intent of the 
amendment being to make provision so that the Government 
will not collect a larger revenue, and so that a larger burden 
will not be placed upon the shareholders of the corporation 
than is placed upon the stockholders of the corporation which 
distributes its profits; for in the case where the profits have 
been distributed, of course such profits become subject to a 
surtax. 

Mr. Chairman, 
yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If I understand the amendment cor- 
rectly, it refers not only to these additional taxes proposed by 
the amendment of the gentleman from Wisconsin, but it refers 
to all of the taxes named in the section, and therefore it goes 
back and amends portions already acted on. 

Mr. BURTNESS. ‘The original amendment proposed is a 
Separate section. It is true the word “section” is used in 
my amendment, but it is limited to the taxes referred to in 
this particular section. The amendment of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin has been proposed here as a separate section, 
and of course my amendment relates only to them. There is 
no attempt in the amendment to have it relate to the general 
corporation taxes or general income taxes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Not to the 124 per cent? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Not at all. It relates simply to what- 
ever taxes would be assessed on the undistributed profits. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The Chair will observe that this is 
substantially the same amendment that was offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Luce], which was ruled 
out of order at that time as not being at the proper place. 


CHINDBLOM. Mr. will the gentleman 


Mr. BURTNESS. The amendment of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts of course applied generally to the income of a 
corporation. The amendment which I have proposed to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin applies 
simply to the undistributed-profits taxes proposed and which 
have now been held to be germane to the general questions 
under consideration by the House itself, or, rather, by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. And will the effect be then that only. 
as to the taxes on undistributed profits may the shareholders 
have their taxes distributed to themselves instead of charged 
to corporations? 

Mr. BURTNESS. That is true in so far as my amendment 
is concerned. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. But as to the general corporate tax of 
123 per cent, that shall still be paid by the corporation, and no 
opportunity afforded the shareholders to have that distributed 
to themselves. . : 

Mr. BURTNESS. In so far as my amendment is concerned, 
that is correct. It relates only to the taxes suggested in Mr, 
Frear’s amendments, and affects no other one way or the other. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is somewhat loose from his 
moorings on this proposition since the recent action of the com- 
mittee, but it occurs to the Chair that in view of the subject 
matter of the original amendment, the matter sought to be 
added by the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. Burress] 
would not be germane. The Frear amendment provides that in 
addition to the taxes provided herein there shall be collected 
and paid on that portion of the net income of every corporation 
not distributed, in the form of cash dividends, a tax upon the 
amount of such net income, if such Is in excess of the credits 
provided in section 236, and a further deduction of $3,000 for 
such year, and then it gives the rate that the tax shall be. 
Then it provides that if any of such undistributed profits are 
taxed as above provided and the corporation shall have within 
two years after the payment of such tax distribute in money 
any of the profits, then the corporation shall be entitled to a 
credit in its income-tax return for the amount that has been 
distributed. The gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. BURT- 
NESS] now seeks to add to that the following: 


Provided further, That if all the shareholders of such corporation 
agree thereto, the commission may in lieu of all income taxes imposed 
upon the corporation for the taxable year under this section tax the 
shareholders of such corporation upon their distributive shares in the 
undistributed profits of the corporation for the taxable year in the 
same manner as provided in subdivision (a) of section 218 in the case 
of members of a partnership. 


Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, may I submit a request for 
unanimous consent, and that is, to modify my amendment by 
omitting the word “income” as it appears before the word 
“taxes,” leaving just the word “ taxes.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the modification will 
be made. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURTNESS. So that it will read: 


All taxes imposed on corporations under this section. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not understand the de- 
cision of the committee in reversing the Chair a moment ago 
to go further than to declare that the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin would be proper if offered at 
the proper place. But here is a particular method of taxation 
which the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] has proposed. 
It is proposed to give the commissioner the option as to whether 
it should be done in that way or done in another way, specified 
in the amendment. The Chair does not believe that is 
germane to the purposes of the original amendment, and sus- 
„tains the point of order. ; 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I seek recognition on the 
Frear amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I am not one of those who 
feel that the corporations of this country are the proper prey 
for the collection of the largest amount of tax possible, or 
anything of that sort. I am very much disappointed by the 
fact that the Committee on Ways and Means found it im- 
possible to reduce the normal tax upon corporations, for, as 
you will recall, the only tax which was increased two years 
ago was the normal tax on corporations, which was increased 
from 10 to 123 per cent. 

The idea contained in the amendment in question, in harmony 
with the theory of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR], 
and the gentleman from New York [Mr. Jacosstern] who have 
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just spoken, is that in the case of all corporations they should 
all be treated fairly and alike. Now, then, what does the 
amendment proposed by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Frear] really do? Some one suggested that he is trying to 
seek out a new method of taxation to find new property to tax. 
It does not do anything whatsoever of the kind. It is rather 
an amendment to prevent some corporations, or rather the 
people interested in such corporations, from dodging the pay- 
ment of taxes that have been imposed and have been included 
in our corporate income-tax legislation from the very beginning, 
and in that way it attempts to make the stockholders of one 
corporation stand on the same basis as those of another, 

It seems plain. Here we have a corporation with a net in- 
come of $100,000. It distributes that profit. As soon as it has 
distributed such income, every dollar of it goes into the hands 
of stockholders, and there becomes subject to the proper surtax 
imposed. Here is another corporation doing the same kind of 
business and having the same amount of income, but it does 
not distribute its profits, with the result, of course, that these 
profits do not in turn become subject to surtax rates in the 
hands of the stockholders. 

The only purpose of the Frear amendment, therefore, is to 
impose in the case of these undistributed profits a very moder- 
ate tax, to make up what? To make up the loss that the 
Government suffers because of the fact that these profits are 
not distributed by this corporation in the same way that they 
are distributed by most of the other corporations in the coun- 
try, many of which, forsooth, are actual competitors with the 
corporation it is intended to reach. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. I will yield to the gentleman later. 

Now, in order that no disadvantage may be suffered by the 
people interested in that corporation, I have proposed an amend- 
ment here which you have all heard discussed, which will give 
to the steckholders of that corporation the absolute power in- 
stead of paying a tax on the undistributed profits to treat 
their pro rata or percentage share of the net income of the 
corporation in the same way as if it had been distributed. 
If that amendment had been accepted no one could say that 
such tax is imposed as a penalty, or anything of that sort. 

I appreciate very much the reference that the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner] made to the fact that I had sub- 
mitted such a proposition to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and that he felt that there was a good deal of merit and 
justification in It; but he made the usual mistake and referred 
to me as coming from South Dakota, instead of the better, 
the more beautiful, and possibly somewhat cooler sister of the 
north. [Laughter.] Now I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. SNYDER. I was going to ask the gentleman if he 
thought it was a good policy to enact a law to punish 99 people 
in order to get after 1 who ought to be punished. 

Mr. BURTNESS. It does just the opposite to that. 

Mr. SNYDER. No. That is exactly what this attempts to 
do. I am not speaking of the gentleman's amendment, but of 
the undistributed corporate profits. It must be conceded by 
everybody that the average corporation has distributed at all 
times all that it is entitled to distribute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I ask for two minutes 
more to reply to the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for two minutes more. Is there 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to make 


objection? 
Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
a motion to close debate. 

Mr. SNYDER. I would like to have five minutes myself. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from North Dakota? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will 20 minutes be enough? I move, 
Mr. Chairman, that all debate on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto close in 20 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that 
all debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto close 
in 20 minutes. The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota is 
recognized for two minutes more. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Now, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. I want to reply first to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Snyper].. If I understand his proposi- 


tion correctly, he takes the position that most of these corpora- 


tions do substantially distribute their profits, and I think he 
is right; but the purpose of this is to get from the corporation 
which does not distribute its profits the same ultimate revenue 
that is obtained from the corporation that does distribute 
them—the surtax on the dividends. That is all there is to i 
and the tax which is suggested is a very moderate one, from 
to 10 per cent, and I do not think that in a case of such a 
moderate tax the option which I have suggested is necessarily 
required, although I think it would have been better and safer 
to have inserted such an option. 

If revenue can be obtained in this way—and it can be— 
will it not be better for business in your community and in 
your State than to maintain In full the present 124 per cent 
normal tax on corporations? The ridiculous situation now is 
that a corporation which earns only 2, 3, 4, or 5 per cent of 
net income must turn right around and pay one-eighth of that 
income to the Federal Government as well as pay a large 
number of other special taxes. And I think you will all agrea 
with me that there is no tax which is so easily passed on to 
the consuming public as is the normal tax upon a corporation. 

All of these corporations are engaged in legitimate public 
business—that is, generally providing the public with the 
means and necessities of life and the opportunity to exist and 
develop in a civilized country—and when taxes are applied to 
them directly, these taxes are immediately included as a part 
of the overhead expense and passed directly on to the con- 
sumer; but that is not true, as a general proposition, with the 
surtaxes. This amendment in reality only tends to get more 
of the surtaxes; that is, catch those dodging surtaxes in a 
slightly different way. 

I agree fully that these corporations should have the oppor- 
tunity to keep their surplus and to keep their profits for the 
purpose of further expansions, and everything of that sort, and 
I would be the last one to impose a penalty upon them which 
would make it impossible for them to do so. But this moderate 
tax will not do that at all; it will simply put each corporation 
on a fair and square footing with the other corporations of the 
country. [Applause.] 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota and Mr. GARRETT of Tennes- 
see rose, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. GAR- 
RETT] Is recognized for five minutes. 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I do not think 
this amendment should prevail. I have not the slightest idea 
what its effect will be from a revenue standpoint, and I take 
it there is no one here who can give us even a guess or who 
would care to hazard a guess as what it would amount to from 
a revenue standpoint. And yet that is, as I understand, what 
we are primarily seeking to do in this bill; that is to say, we 
are seeking to reduce taxation, but not beyond the point that 
will not produce the necessary revenue to run the Government. 

I am unwilling to vote for a proposition when I have not 
even a guess as to what its effect, from a revenue standpoint, 
will be; and, furthermore, I have no idea what its effect will 
be from a business standpoint. I do not understand it is the 
thought of the great majority in this House, the numerical 
majority in this House, to undertake to levy taxes in order to 
reach some business whose practices may not altogether meet 
with our approval, and I think we ought to be extremely careful 
in making up this bill not to load it down with amendments 
and reach out into new fields of activity unless we can have some 
fair, intelligent, and reasonable statement as to what the effect 
will be from the revenue standpoint and from the business 
standpoint. I do not mean that I shrink from new taxes simply 
because they are new, but I shrink from walking in a new path 
when I have no idea where that path is going to end. For 
that reason it seems to me good judgment dictates to us that 
in making up this bill we should not load it down with amend- 
ments which we do not understand and about which we have 
at best only an imaginary idea. [Applause.] 

Mr. WOODRUM and Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] proposes an amendment to tax 
the earned surplus of corporations. The present corporation 
tax on net income is 123 per cent. This we have reenacted. ` 
In addition, he proposes to levy a tax of from 5 to 10 per cent 
on the earned surplus of any corporation whenever that sur- 
plus exceeds a certain figure—$20,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I have always understood that a business 
concern, Whether incorporated or not, just like an individual, 
should set aside a portion of its earnings as a surplus as 
against possible future reverses or business setbacks. I have 
considered that evidence of good business judgment. Here is 
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n proposition to directly penalize it. Take a bank, for ex- 
‘ample—and this provision would apply to banks. We form 
our judgment largely as to the strength of a bank by its sur- 
plus and the percentage that surplus bears to capital origi- 
‘nally invested. This surplus stands as a protection to the 
depositor. 

Gentlemen, most of you are familiar in one way or another 
with at least one or more incorporated business concerns. 
The careful, prudent head of that concern has in many in- 
‘stances built up a substantial surplus as against a possible 
‘rainy day. You know of such concerns, and I know of them. 
In my own city and State I know of several such concerns who 
‘have accumulated such a surplus only to see it wiped out 
during the past two or three years. The surplus was the only 
‘thing that saved them from bankruptcy. But along comes the 
‘gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] with an amendment 
to penalize this by a substantial increase in the tax of that 
‘corporation. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to reach the tax evaders, but in an 
effort to catch one of them I do not want to hamper and de- 
stroy the great majority of men in business who are doing 
business in an honest and practical way. 

This bill in section 220 (a) confers real power in the com- 
missioner to get at those who resort to schemes such as the 
gentleman has suggested to evade the payment of their taxes, 
There is no occasion to enact it on that ground. Its principal 
effect will be to prevent business concerns from accumulating 
a surplus for a possible rainy day. 

Here is another evidence of the lack of consideration which 
this amendment received in its preparation. Here is one 
‘corporation capitalized at $100,000. Here is another capitalized 
at $1,000,000. A surplus of $20,000 would be a very small 
surplus for even the small corporation in business for several 
years. It would be infinitesimal for the $1,000,000 corporation. 
In one case it would amount to 20 per cent of the invested 
‘capital, while in the other it would amount to 2 per cent. Yet 
in the gentleman’s amendment he would commence to tax all 
‘earned surplus above $20,000, regardless of the amount of 
capital invested. You will observe that his amendment is not 
‘based upon the percentage of surplus to the capital invested, 
‘but upon a fixed surplus regardless of inyested capital. Can 
Fou Imagine a more unscientific way to provide any such tax? 

Mr. Chairman, this is merely another instance of the many 
efforts that are being made to make sane substantial tax 
reduction impossible. There are those here who are trying 
to load it down so that it can not become a law; otherwise, 
why offer such an amendment? This amendment has received 
practically no consideration by the experts in the Treasury 
Department. It has not received the consideration of our 
committee who have been studying the problem of tax reduc- 
tion for months, and it certainly can not receive much con- 
‘sideration here, and it should be voted down. + 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, in response to the remarks of 
the distinguished leader of the minority I will say that when 
Mr. Houston made his estimate it ran about $550,000,000 at 20 
per cent annually, as I now remember the estimate. A very 
conservative estimate, I take it, of $100,000,000 would come 
from this tax. The purpose would be to take the income so 
derived and relieve corporations from the 123 per cent to enable 
the small corporations to do business and to relieve them from 
their burdens. ‘There were $2,000,000,000 In stock dividends 
declared last year. Our Government is the only Government, 
80 far as I know, that has had that experience. Men have left 
their money in the corporations, and the majority of the stock- 
holders are enabled to do that to the exclusion of the small 
stockholders, and the income remains in the corporation and 
can not be reached as personal income. It will not pay the 
high surtaxes, so that its retention is subject to identically 
the same reasoning as stock dividends which we have tried to 
reach, That is the purpose of this amendment. It is as simple 
a proposition as we can get, and it is a very modest rate of 
tax that has been urged. 

The complaint has been made that we did not have hearings 
on this subject. No; we did not have any hearings on this 
subject. It is so simple that we did not need them; but we did 
not have a hearing on normal taxes and we did not have any 
hearing on surtaxes; in fact, we did not have any hearings 
on the bill outside of the excise proposition, because it was 
‘drafted up in the Treasury Department, no one knows by 
whom, no one knows under what circumstances, and so I am 
giving an answer to the gentleman who said we had no hearings. 
I confess we did not have hearings, but we do know in a 
| general way the effect upon corporations, and I think the tax 
Ihas been put so mild that if it can be used for the purpose 
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of relleving small corporations that now pay 123 per cent 
and we can reduce that to 10 per cent or even 8 per cent it 
would be a great relief to them and would come from profits 
of those better able to pay. 

I yield back the balance of my time, Mr. Chairman. [Cries 
of Vote!“ 

Mr. WOODRUM. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I am not disposed to detain you. I know you want to 
vote, and so do I. I have not said a word during this whole 
discussion on this tax bill for several reasons. One was that 
I felt I ought to be modest, being a new Member, and should 
be seen and not heard so much. Another was that I thought 
the men who had served on this committee and worked out this 
tax bill were the men who were familiar with it, and I en- 
joyed hearing their debate on it pro and con. 

I voted for the Garner plan of tax reduction. It is true I 
was tied up in the caucus. I say that to you gentlemen. I was 
tied up in the caucus. I will be frank to say to you [indicating 
the Republican side] that I know of two or three men over here 
who would have preferred to vote for the Mellon plan if they 
had not been tied up in the caucus, but I say to you gentlemen 
{speaking to the Democrats] that I know of 25 or 30 men over 
there [Republicans] who would have been glad to have voted 
for the Garner plan and are mighty glad it passed. 

Gentlemen, let me now leave this thought with you. There 
is one thing you can tie to. We can talk about propaganda, 
but the people of this country want a tax bill passed by this 
Oongress that will reduce taxes. They want that. There has 
been a lot of propaganda and a lot of it has been inspired by 
interests that wanted to influence Congress. I know that, but 
on the other hand, with all of it, there is what amounts to a 
demand from the public that this Congress pass a bill that will 
reduce taxes. What have we done up to date? We have passed 
a bill, as far as we have gone with it, which to my mind gives a 
substantial reduction in the taxes of the people. It gives what 
I belleve to be a good, wholesome reduction of taxes to people 
who most need that reduction. It distributes the benefit of the 
tax reduction to the people who most need that benefit, but I 
want to suggest this to you gentlemen. 

You have already seen it intimated in the press. It has 
already been suggested to you that the taste of blood can 
drive us so far that we will load this bill down so that it 
will never become a law, and then the wrath of the people 
of this country is going to be visited upon the party that 
brought about that action. I want to submit that to my dis- 
tinguished friend from Wisconsin and to my colleagues. It 
appears here that when we get ready to do it we vote in 
amendments when we want to put them in, but I want to sug- 
gest to you gentlemen to let us frame this bill so that when 
it goes to the White House there will be no earthly reason 
for the President to veto it. You can go ahead with your 
votes here and you can load this bill up from start to finish 
and from bottom to top with such measures that the Presi- 
dent can say, “I would not veto this measure, but you have 
put such a radical provision in it that it can not be adminis- 
tered, and therefore I will have to veto it.” 

I do not believe the President would ever dare to veto this 
bill because of the Garner rates. I do not believe he would 
do that, but you can put provisions in here whereby he would 
feel justified in vetoing the bill, and I submit to you gentle- 
men that that is worth considering when we offer these amend- 
ments and when we pass these amendments. Let us be care- 
ful. Let me give you this thought: You can not cure all the 
Ils of suffering humanity in this one revenue bill. Let us 
save some of them for a little later. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOODRUM. Yes. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. The gentleman has warned us 
against a presidential veto. Now, following his line of logic, 
I take it for granted that we should not vote for the soldiers’ 
adjusted compensation bill because the President has said he 
would veto it. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I was very glad to hear 
the remarks of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Wooprum], 
who comes from a substantial business community and repre- 
sents substantial business interests in that community. We 
have begun here to pass a law for the reduction of taxes. We 
have started out to relieve the people of some burdens. I know 
that in the heat of debate when we discussed rates, the Garner 
plan on the one side and the Mellon plan on the other, there 
was some ridicule about the idea that the purpose of this 
legislation was to benefit business and to improve the economic 
conditions of the country, but still I do not believe there is a 
man even among those who voted for the Garner plan who will 
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not concede that if there is anything that the Government 
does or can do which affects business it is the laying and col- 
lecting of taxes. 

That is, in my opinion, the only department in which the 
Government should properly affect the business of the country. 
It is the only proper method by which the Government does 
affect business, and every collection of tax is in the nature of 
a burden. None of us would lay taxes merely for the pleasure 
of doing so. None of us would lay taxes for the purpose of 
punishing some one engaged in certain business practices while 
there are other means available for reaching abuses in the 
conduct of business by individuals and by corporations. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield for an ob- 
servation in support of what the gentleman says? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Certainly. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have been in favor of taxing indi- 
vidual profits, but I can not subscribe to this. There is not a 
railroad in the country that could make an improvement if this 
amendment was adopted. There is not a large Institution that 
could put on an addition to its business. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If you want to stop the present progress 
of prosperity, this is the way to do it: Begin to attack this 
group or that; begin to attack business generally and you will 
soon see the prosperity of this country fleeing to the winds, 
[Applause. ] 

Mr. FREAR. I want to say that I got my inspiration for 
this measure from the gentleman from Iowa, chairman of the 
Ways and Means Committee, from what he has said in the 
past. [Laughter.] I feel that he was right then. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman from Iowa may have 
changed his mind. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; I have not changed my mind. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I am not going to get into a discussion of 
the differences between the gentleman from Wisconsin and the 
gentleman from Iowa. The distinguished leader on the Demo- 
cratic side said a few minutes ago that we had passed the 
controversial points on the method of reducing taxes, shall we 
now begin to increase taxes, shall we begin to undo all we 
have done or tried to do up to this point? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. FREAR) there were 51 ayes and 170 noes, 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


CORPORATION RETURNS. 


Sec. 239 (a). Every corporation subject to taxation under this 
title shall make a return, stating specifically the items of its gross 
income and the deductions and credits allowed by this title. The re 
turn shall be sworn to by the president, vice president, or other princi- 
pal officer and by the treasurer or assistant treasurer. If any foreign 
corporation has no office or place of business in the United States but 
has an agent in the United States, the return shall be made by the 
agent. In cases where receivers, trustees in bankruptcy, or assignees 
are operating the property or business of corporations, such receivers, 
trustees, or assignees shall make returns for such corporations in the 
same manner and form as corporations are required to make returns, 
Any tax due on the basis of such returns made by receivers, trustees, 
or assignees shall be collected in the same-manner as if collected from 
the corporations of whose business or property they have custody and 
control, 


Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr Chairman, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment, which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Moors of Virginia. 

Amend by adding a new section at the end of section 239 (a), as 
follows: 

“Sec. 239 (b). Every person required by this act to make a tax 
return shall therein specifically state each item, and the amount 
thereof, of all gifts, advances, subscriptions, payments, contributions, 
and expenditures made, and to whom, in behalf of, or for the purpose 
of influencing, directly or indirectly, the nomination or defeat or the 
election or defeat of any candidate or candidates for the once of 
President, Vice President, Senator, or Representative, or presidential 
or vice presidential electors, or for use in, or in respect to, any con- 
vention, primary, or election in which there is nominated or elected 
a candidate for any of the aforesald offices, and when the aggregate 
thereof made by such person during the year to which the return 
applies exceeds the sum of $5,000, the excess shall be subject to, and 
there shall be paid thereon, by such person a tax equal to 100 per 
cent of such excess, but when the aggregate does not exceed $1,000 
no return thereof need be made. Any person willfully making a false 


return of such gifts, advances, subscriptions, contributions, and ex- 


penditures shall, upon conviction, be fined not less than $1,000, and 
in addition the individual, member, official, or employee of a part- 
nership, corporation, trust, or estate willfully making such false return 
shall, upon conviction, be imprisoned not less than 30 days nor more 
than one year.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the last part of this amendment does not pertain to 
returns at all, but contains a provision for a tax which is not 
in order. It is not an income tax at all, or a tax that is recog- 
nized anywhere in the bill. 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the whole amendment as not being germane to the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did the Chair understand the gentleman 
from Iowa to make the point of order? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I make the point of order against the 
whole amendment because it contains this latter provision. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
Virginia. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, whether the amend- 
ment be considered as falling under the income-tax provisions 
or the excise-tax provisions, it has to do with the general sub- 
ject of the bill and comes within the ruling which the com- 
mittee itself made a while ago. All through the bill are pro- 
visions with reference to the data to be furnished in returns. 
The amendment has reference to certain data designed to be 
furnished in the return of every person, and “person” is de- 
fined in the bill as an individual, an estate, a trust, a partner- 
ship, or a corporation. It embodies a new requirement, namely, 
that every person making a return shall include in it a show- 
ing of the amount which he has contributed or expended, in the 
manner defined, within the tax year for political purposes, 
with respect to the nomination or election of the officials men- 
tioned, penalizes a false return, and taxes the excess over a 
stated amount. That is a mere outline of the scope of the 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman from Virginia kindly 
call the attention of the Chair to those provisions of the bill 
imposing punishment? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. If the bill itself does not contain 
specific punative provisions, such provisions are contained in 
the existing law, which the bill modifies. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. In my remarks of Monday of this week 
I inserted a table of penalties and interest charges under vari- 
ous conditions arising in the bill. I think all of those matters 
are mentioned in that list. 8 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The gentleman says there are 
penalties carried in the bill, and if they were not carried in 
this bill they are carried in existing law, and thus that point 
need not be considered. The question of whether the amend- 
ment is in order seems to me free from any reasonable doubt. 
As to the merits of the proposition I may only say now that 
it is not a partisan proposition, but a proposition in the interest 
of the entire country and all the people, and that is a matter 
I shall further discuss if the point of order is not sustained. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. The proposition which it is pro- 
posed to amend deals with the returns of corporations only. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. No; it deals with the returns of 
any person, and the bill defines “person” in the manner I 
have already stated. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, the gentleman is in error. This 
refers simply to the returns of corporations. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The gentleman is mistaken. The 
amendment is an independent section, and while it comes at 
the foot of provisions of the bill, dealing with corporations, 
the independent section relates to returns made by all others 
as well as by corporations. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Does the gentleman mean the section 
in the bill or the provision in his own amendment? Of course 
the amendment refers to returns made by persons? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Precisely. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But the provision which he seeks to 
amend—— 

Mr. MOORE of Virginta. I do not seek to amend any par- 
ticular provision. I seek to add an independent section ap- 
plicable to all returns. I could have done that when we were 
considering the returns of individuals, and it is just as proper 
to do it now. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I submit to my distinguished friend 
that it must be an amendment to something. 7 
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Mr. MOORE of Virginia. It is an independent section that 
seeks to amend the bill exactly as did the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But we are now on the income tax of 
corporations. The gentleman’s amendment is on the outgo 
instead of the income. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The gentleman’s objections, in my 
judgment, are untenable since the action awhile ago on the 
appeal from the decision of the Chair. I submit that if this 
independent section is not proper to be offered at this point 
it can not be offered at all. 

I have taken the course which I think Is the correct course, 
of waiting until the entlre matter of returns had been covered 
in the consideration of the bill and then offering a new section 
which affects returns of every character, whether made by 
natural persons, corporations, partnerships, estates, or trusts. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, the question pre- 
sented by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore] would, of 
course, not Inyolve any difficulty if it were not for the action 
taken by the committee a little while ago in overruling the de- 
cision of the Chair. Everyone in the House would say imme- 
diately that it is not germane. There is a tendency on the part 
of some gentlemen since the committee took the view it took 
awhile ago on the ruling of the Chair to pass over these things 
lightly and say, “If the committee wants to put the House in 
a hole about it, so that they can offer any sort of an amend- 
ment, let the committee go ahead and do it,” 

I do not agree with that viewpoint. I regard the opinion of 
the Chair, which was overruled by the committee, as the 
ablest opinion ever delivered by anyone occupying the Chair, 
whether in committee or in the House, during the seven years 
in which I have served in the House, [Applause.] 

Of course, Mr. Chairman, I realize that the committee, on 
appeal, has the right to determine these questions, and that we 
are bound when a proposal similar to that proposition comes 
up under that precedent, and that the Chair would feel bound, 
because of the action of the committee, so to rule. But the 
proposition of the gentleman from Virginia departs even from 
the proposition which the committee voted upon, because it 
goes far afield and deals with a subject which, under the guise 
of taxation, is on an entirely foreign topic. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Certainly. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. In 1918, when the revenue bill was 
under consideration, a proposition of this character was in- 
serted in the bill in the Senate, a proposition even more drastic 
than this proposition, with a view of breaking up corruption in 
connection with political elections, and that proposition was 
stricken out in conference when the bill went into conference. 
The bill had been considered not only by Congress heretofore 
but had been very carefully studied by a good many individuals 
who were extremely anxious to break up that abuse. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I am not arguing the merits or 
undertaking to debate the merits. The gentleman himself said 
the proposition was put in by the Senate. Certainly; but the 
Senate has no rule with reference to germaneness in amend- 
ments. If the gentleman would study the rules of the Senate, 
he will find that they have no rule with reference to the ger- 
maneness of amendments, And that is the reason that some 
legislation comes back to the floor of the House from the Sen- 
ate which would not have been in order in the House, 

But, gentlemen, it is Important, since we have voted in Com- 
mittee of the Whole on the merits of the question, it seems to 
me, rather than under the rules of the House—it is very im- 
portant now to see to it that we do not depart from that im- 
portant provision in the rule, namely, that this House can not 
have presented to it a question not presented in the bill and be 
compelled to vote on the spur of the moment on a proposition 
that has not been studied or considered. The rule as to ger- 
muneness, as cited by the Chair in the able opinion which he 
rendered, is to prevent some gentleman from suddenly bring- 
ing before the House a proposition concerning which the House 
has had no notice. When we have before us an important prop- 
osition like prohibition, or woman suffrage, or taxation, or the 
question of whether or not we shall pass legislation dealing with 
contributions to political campaigns, it has been our custom to 
notify the Members ahead of time; and the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. Moor] stood up on the floor of the House and 
induced the House to change the rule, so that the Committee on 
Rules could not one day bring in a proposition and consider It, 
because he said the House was entitled to notice, and the gentle- 
man did not desire to have anything sprung on us without 
warning. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman—— 


Mr, SANDERS of Indiana. I do not yield to the gentleman; 
I do not want to be discourteous to him, 

Now, let us see what he proposes to do, and let us find out 
whether this House and this committee is going to open the 
doors and lay down the bars to such a doctrine as he advocates, 
when he says this amendment is in order. Here is his amend- 
ment: 


Every person required by this act to make a tax return shall therein 
specifically state each item and the amount thereof, of all gifts, ad- 
vances, subscriptions, payments, contributions, and expenditures made, 
and to whom, In behalf of, or for the purpose of influencing, directly 
or indirectly, the nomination or defeat or the election or defeat of, any 
candidate or candidates for the office of President, Vice President, Sen- 
ator, or Representatives, or presidential or vice presidential electors, 
or for use in, or in respect to, any convention, primary, or election in 
which there is nominated or elected a candidate for any of the afore- 
said offices, and when the aggregate thereof made by such person dur- 
ing the year to which the return applies exceeds the sum of $5,000, the 
excess shall be subject to, and there shall be paid thereon, by such per- 
son a tax equal to 100 per cent of such excess, but when the aggregate 
does not exceed $1,000, no return thereof need be made. 


Nobody pretends that that is a tax measure. The gentleman 
ought to know that that is not a tax measure. The Supreme 
Court of the United States has held time and time again that 
undertaking to legislate on another proposition under the guise 
of taxation is not taxation, and the Supreme Court would again 
hold that it is not taxation. They held that in the case of 
the child labor act, which undertook to use the taxing power 
to prevent the employment of child labor. The gentleman from 
Virginia brings into this House, in connection with a section re- 
lating to the returns of corporations, a proposition which em- 
braces this language—an amendment not only providing that 
they shall be taxed 100 per cent on the amount they give, but 
providing a penalty. His amendment provides: 


Any person willfully making a false return of such gifts, advances, 
subscriptions, contributions, and expenditures shall, upon conviction, be 
fined not less than $1,000, and in addition the individual, member, om- 
cial or employee of a partnership, corporation, trust, or estate willfully 
making such false return shall, upon conviction, be imprisoned not 
less than 30 days nor more than one year. 


Just think of the proposition, gentlemen! Shall we hold, in a 
section dealing with the returns of corporations, that a gentle- 
man may offer an amendment which undertakes to deal with the 
contributions of men to bring about elections, and then provide 
a penalty and write a criminal law—a corrupt practice act? 
Shall we hold now that that may be done? I submit, Mr. 
Chairman, that notwithstanding the action of the committee with 
reference to the other amendment, this proposition of the gentle- 
man from Virginia is indefensible from every standpoint. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr, Chairman, I ask for recognition on the 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Indiana 
claims that the committee is not put on notice of such an 
amendment as is now proposed. What is this bill but a general 
revenue bill? It is not confined to income taxes; almost every 
kind of a tax imaginable is proposed in this bill. 

I take it the Chair is not going to consider the question of 
the constitutionality of the amendment. That is a matter for 
the courts. The Chair considers just one question—that of its 
germaneness to this bill. This being a general revenue Dill, 
and we having passed the clauses in the bill which provide for 
a return of personal income taxes and we having just passed 
the clauses which provide for a return of corporation taxes, 
why is not such an amendment as this, regardless of whether 
it is a salutary one or not, germane and in order? 

The gentleman from Virginia proposes that a man who con- 
tributes to campaigns from $1,000 on up shall make a return, 
and when he contributes more than $5,000 that he is to be 
taxed, and that there shall be placed in the Treasury of the 
people a revenue from a contribution over $5,000. It does not 
make any difference, so far as the decision on this point of 
order is concerned, whether the tax 8 is confiscatory or 
not. That is a matter for the court, the question here being 
one of germaneness, 

Mr. DENISON, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 8 

Mr. DENISON. I would like to Inquire whether the question 
which has been presented by the gentleman from Virginia was 
brought up in the Democratic caucus and whether there was 
anything in thelr resolution which was binding on the Members 
as to this proposition, 
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Mr. BLANTON, Our proceedings, as I have said, were not 
secret, for we allowed an outsider to sit with us. There was 
no such proposition brought up that I remember. It may have 
been discussed, but there was no action on this proposal taken 
by the members of the caucus. I am not disclosing any secret 
when I say that; but if such a proposition had been brought 
up, the Democrats would have had the right to bind themselyes 
if they saw fit to do 80. 

But this is not a question as to the merits of the proposition. 
If the merits of the proposition were under consideration I 
would be in favor of cutting the amount of $1,000 down to 
$100. The man who contributes to campaigns should be willing 
to have his contribution known, because it is a matter of public 
interest. We Members of the House must file the names of our 
contributors to our campaigns with the Clerk, and anybody 
can go there and get the names of our contributors. It is a 
matter of publie interest, and the public has a right to know 
about the contributions which are made to campaigns and has a 
right to have such contributions reported. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Win the gentleman yield? s 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Is the gentleman really so serious in 
his contention as to the germaneness of this amendment that 
if in the event the Chair sustains the point of order the gen- 
tleman will appeal from the decision of the Chair? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; I will not. But that does not change 
my opinion as to its germaneness. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Why not? 

Mr. BLANTON, Because there has been one appeal already 
this afternoon. ; 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Then the gentleman is really not 
serious? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes; but lots of times I bow to the will 
of the Chair when I think the Chair is wrong. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. And in this case the gentleman will bow 
to the will of the Chair? 

Mr. BLANTON. It is not my amendment. If I had proposed 
it, I would appeal. But that does not affect the germaneness of 
the proposition. I submit, Mr. Chairman, that under the 
ruling of this committee on germaneness this proposition is 
germane. In conclusion, let me say we are proposing gen- 
erally to raise revenue at this time, and It affects both the indi- 
vidual and the corporation and provides for the kind of a 
return that is to be made, and I submit this proposition is ger- 
mane under the ruling of the committee and ought to be held 
in order, [Cries of “Rule!” “ Rule! ”] 

Mr, TILSON. Mr. Chairman, just a word in regard to the 
decision rendered by the committee a little while ago, and in 
regard to what effect it should have on the ruling of the Chair 
on some other proposition. If it were exactly the same point 
raised over again on another amendment of the same import 
if we could conceive of such a thing as the point being exactly 
like it in character—then the Chair might feel it to be neces- 
sary and proper to bow to the superior wisdom of the com- 
mittee. 

It seems to me, however, that it would be wrong practice sim- 
ply because the committee has overruled the decision of the 
Chair in one matter, where undoubtedly the merits of the ques- 
tion entered into it, as they always do on the floor of the House, 
to feel himself bound to follow the same ruling. If I were in 
the chair, I should feel that it was my duty as each individual 
ease arises to pass upon it as a separate proposition and on its 
own individual merits. Unless it were on all fours with the other 
ease, I should consider it my duty to consider it solely on its 
own merits, and overrule it, if I thought it should be overruled. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. In other words, the gentleman does not 
think that the gentleman's opinion as to the merit or demerit of 
the question should influence the Chair? 

Mr. TILSON. It should not do so, but it does inevitably in- 
fluence the membership of the House in their decisions on points 
of order. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Is not that exactly what occurred not 
long ago? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. The Chair sits there as an impartial 
Judge of parliamentary procedure, and it is his duty to pass 
upon questions of order in a spirit of judicial fairness, entirely 
apart from the merits, while, on the other hand, there is not 
the same feeling of responsibility on the part of Members on 
the floor, who naturally and almost invariably find themselves 
influenced by the effect the ruling will have upon the final out- 
come of the matter in controversy. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, the other day—— 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? Let me 
suggest to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN] that the mat- 


ter of the ruling of the Chair can be had to-morrow as well as 
this afternoon. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Virginia, I sup- 
pose, wants some time. How much time does the gentleman 
from Virginia desire? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Five minutes will suffice. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think no one wants to argue the 
matter except the gentleman from Virginia. Suppose we let 
him conelude, and then we will rise. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The committee has made a ruling 
which controls the consideration of this point of order, and yet 
gentlemen propose that the Chair shall disregard the vote of the 
committee. ; 

That is what the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Trmson] 
and other gentlemen propose, and the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. LoncwortH] makes a very insidious suggestion that if the 
Chair sustained the point of order there will be no appeal. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will my friend permit a suggestion 
there? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think really the situation is quite 


different from the situation when the gentleman from Wisconsin 


(Mr. FREAR] offered his amendment. That was with reference 
to an income tax, and we were considering Income tax. 

Mr. MOORD of Virginia. This amendment relates to taxa- 
tion. A moment ago the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SANDERS] 
made the same suggestion, based upon the fact that the amend- 
ment provides a 100 per cent tax on contributions over $5,000. 
But the gentleman knows how far the Supreme Court has held 
Congress can go in exercising the power of taxation. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. He remembers, of course, such 
cases as that in which legislation was upheld that taxed out of 
existence the authority of State banks to issue currency. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield for a sug- 
gestion? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I want to suggest to the gentleman 
from Virginia that there is a 100 per cent rate in the present 
law, and it produces revenue. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. That is true. The gentleman from 
Indiana spoke of my effort to have notice given in advance of 
the business coming before the House. I am sorry to say that 
effort has proved up to this time unsuccessful. 

The proposition coyered by this amendment is not novel. 
Congress considered it in the midst of the war or just as the 
war had closed. Many thoughtful men have considered it. 

Many patriotic men desire this sort of legislation. Several 
hours ago the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee 
knew I intended to submit it. I am in the open about it 
There has been no effort at secrecy and no reason for such an 
effort. If we can not consider it fully and deliberately here 
this afternoon, because the time has arrived when the House 
is expected to adjourn, let us take it up to-morrow and dispose 
of it, not in a hasty way, but as a serious proposition that de- 
mands the consideration of this committee and ought to have it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Again the Chair finds himself groping in 
uncertainty because of the ruling of the committee. However, 
the Chair will have to do the best he can under the circum- 
stances. This whole title deals with corporation taxes. Sec- 
tion 239 deals with corporation returns. At the close of that 
section the gentleman from Virginia offers his amendment as 
a separate section. That amendment is as follows: 


Every person required by this act to make a tax return shall therein 
specifically state each item, and the amount thereof, of all gifts, ad- 
vances, subscriptions, payments, contributions, and expenditures made, 
and to whom, in behalf of, or for the purpose of Influencing, directly 
or indirectly, the nomination or defeat or the election or defeat of, 
any candidate er candidates for the office of President, Vice President, 
Senator, or Representative, or presidential or vice presidential elector, 
or for use in, or in respect to, any convention, primary, or election in 
which there is nominated or elected a candidate for any of the afore- 
said offices, and when the aggregate thereof made by such person 
during the year to which the return applies exceeds the sum of $5,000, 
the excess shall be subject to, and there shall be paid thereon by such 
person, a tax equal to 100 per cent of such excess; but when the aggre- 
gate does not exceed $1,000 no return thereof need be made. Any 
person willfully making a false return of such gifts, advances, sub- 
scriptions, contributions, and expenditures skall, upon conviction, be 
fined not less than $1,000, and in addition the individual, member, 
official, or employee of a partnership, corporation, trust, or estate 
willfully making such false return shall, upen conviction, be imprisoned 
not less than 30 days nor more than 1 year. 
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The decision of the committee a while ago was this, as the 
Chair understands it: That wherever there is presented in this 
bill, or in any general revenue bill dealing with internal rey- 
enue, a distinct tax proposition, a proposition to impose some 
additional kind of tax in the way of internal revenue, that 
such a proposition would be in order. 

What is the purpose of this amendment? And in passing 
upon the germaneness of any amendment to any bill one neces- 
sarily must take into account what the purpose of the amend- 
ment is. What is the purpose of this amendment? Is it a 
tax purpose or is it something else? It seems to the Chair that 
the manifest purpose of this amendment is to incorporate into 
a revenue act a corrupt practices act and to impose penalties 
upon a candidate for office who spends more than $5,000, and 
to make him by the means of his return for income tax com- 
ply with that law. ‘Therefore the object of the amendment, 
manifestly, is to enact a corrupt practices act under the guise 
of a tax provision It is true it imposes a tax. But the impo- 
sition of such tax is merely incidental to the general purpose, 
namely, to limit and control campaign expenses. 

The Chair is of opinion the amendment is not germane, and 
sustains the point of order. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I respectfully ap- 
peal from the decision of the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia appeals 
from the decision of the Chair. The question is, Shall the de- 
cision of the Chair stand as the judgment of the committee? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chair appointed Mr, Lone- 
Wourn and Mr. Garsert of Tennessee as tellers. 

The committee divided; and the tellers reported that there 
were 110 ayes and 75 noes. 

So the decision of the Chair was sustained as the judgment 
of the committee. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. 
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. GranAm of Illinois, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that committee had had under consideration the bill 
H. R. 6715, the revenue bill, and bad come to no resolution 
thereon. 


FRANKING PRIVILEGE FOR MRS. EDITH BOLLING WILSON. 


Mr. GRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill (S. 2583) granting the 
franking privilege to Mrs. Edith Bolling Wilson and proceed 
to a consideration of the same, and I ask unanimous consent 
to make a short statement. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, we have plenty of time to 
take that up at some other time and I object for the present. 


THE WHEAT PROBLEM. 


Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the. Recorp concerning the wheat problem 
and include in it an article in the Review of Reyiews by Mr. 
Lirrir, of Kansas. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Speaker, on December 5, 1923, House bill 
No. 78 was introduced and referred to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. This is a bill to authorize the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture to purchase, store, and sell wheat, and to secure and main- 
tuin to the producer a reasonable price for wheat and to the con- 
sumer a reasonable price for bread, and to stabilize wheat values. 

With certain amendments, this is the bill which I introduced 
in the Sixty-seventh Congress a year ago In December. If 
this bill as introduced had been passed by the Sixty-seyenth 
Congress the American farmers would have received an ayer- 
age of from 20 cents to 25 cents a bushel more than they got 
for their 781,000,000 bushels of wheat. This would have given 
them $156,000,000 and would have wonderfully assisted all the 
business in this country. 

The plan of this bill was simply to authorize, not require, 
the Secretary of Agriculture to send his agents to the elevators 
where the farmers sell their wheat and pay from $1 to $1.10 
for the wheat. The-idea was that whenever the department 


Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 


undertook to do this the farmer would decline to accept less 
than the amount the Government tendered; that thereupon the 
millers and wheat buyers would inevitably meet the Goyern- 
ment competition and pay the amount the Government was 
tendering. 
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Heretofore every year all the wheat the farmers raised has 
been sold. The Secretary of Agriculture; Hon SYDNEY ANDER- 
son, chairman of the National Wheat Conference; and one of 
the editors of the Wall Street Journal, and others have said 
that all the wheat raised is sold and always will be, which is 
true. The bill would simply restore the self-respect of a bushel 
of wheat and stimulate the market for wheat. The buyers 
would take it all in and the Government would not be compelled 
to buy any wheat, or practically none, as the Hon. MARTIN 
Mappen has said. The bill had the support before the com- 
mittee of Colonel TIILSOoN, of Connecticut, and the encourage- 
ment of many able thinkers, including Doctor Atkeson, legis- 
lative representative of the National Grange, who said: 


DOCTOR ATKBSON’S TESTIMONY BEFORE COMMITTEN ON AGRICULTURE, 
JANUARY 9, 1923. 


On page 125, Doctor Atkeson, legislative representative of the Na- 
tional Grange in Washington, said: ; 

“I have read all these bills, so far as I know, that have been intro- 
duced in-both Houses of Congress, I have read Mr. LITTLE'S bill both 
ways, and I am thoroughly conyinced if we are going to try this experi- 
ment that it is the most defensible, and less objectionable than any 
other bill. 

* + * * * * * 

“Mr, ATKESON. But if you fix the price of wheat—say you fix the 
price of wheat at $1.50. Mr. Lirtte’s bill undertakes to stabilize it 
at $1—I say it is the most defensible and least objectionable of any 
of the measures, to my mind. 

“Mr. KINCHELOE. Doctor, if I understand your position, which is 
personal, you are against all this legislation; but if the committee and 
Congress are determined to enact some of it, we should choose the one 
with the least evil in it, to wit, the Little bill. 

“Mr, ATEBSON. Yes; as an experiment. 

* * * „ * * * 

“Mr. ATKESON. * * è That is one objection to Mr. Larrue’s bill, 
which tends to stabilize wheat at $1 a bushel. 

“The CHAIRMAN. Doctor, is not the object of this bill to stabilize 
the price of wheat at $1 a bushel? I am referring to Colonel Lirrie’s 
bill. 

Mr. ATKESON. As I have sald two or three times, as an experiment 
I prefer that to any and all the other measures. 

a s * . . . * 

“Mr. ATKESON. Undoubtedly it is not high enough to pay the pres- 
ent price of production. 

“Mr. SINCLAIR., Then why should you be in favor of that? 

“Mr, ATKESON, As an experiment, to see how it will work; to see 
what the effect will be. As I interpret the Little bill—I think it is a 
fair interpretation—to take care of the surplus and stabilize the price 
of wheat to at least $1 a bushel. The Secretary, at his option, might 
continue to buy it up to $1.10. That means a price of $1.10. If the 
Secretary did what he would do under the circumstances—that Is, if 
he buys ali the wheat that is offered up to $1.10—anybody else that 
wanted to get it would have to pay $1.11 or $1.12, or something more. 

. . * * * . * 


“Mr. ATKESON. No human being knows certainly what the effect 
would be or how well satisfied the consumers of farm products or the 
producers would be after an experiment of a year or two; the Little 
bill is the most defensible, and less objectionable than any of the 
others.” 

At the conclusion of his evidence, page 183, Doctor Atkeson says: 

“I have only attempted to call attention to one solution. If price 
fixing is the way out, why let's experiment with it. We can quit If it 
doesn’t pay. I want to repeat that of all the bills I have read I am 
partial to Mr. LIrrI's bill.” 

The conrmittee adjourned. 


The bill was reported favorably by the committee. The com- 
mittee, however, failed to grasp the exact purpose of the bill 
and amended it by ordering the Secretary to buy and leaving 
him no discretion. The bill was amended by increasing the 
amounts to be offered from $1 and $1.10 to $1.40 and $1.50. 
Of course, It at once became wholly impossible to pass the bill. 

Wheat never brought the farmer at his home the amount of 
$1 or $1.10, which my bill suggested. If the committee had let 
the bill alone and it had passed, I repeat that the farmers 
would be over $150,000,000 to the good. I have reintroduced 
the bill with certain amendments which, in my judgment, 
greatly Increase its value and force. 

The legislation recently tendered on the wheat question is 
all based on the claim that there is a surplus of wheat, sup- 
ported by the contention that cheap lands and cheap wheat in 
other parts of the world make it impossible for us to compete 
at Liverpool and the further contention that there is no market 
in Europe for wheat. Each of those statements is without any 
foundation whatever. In the December number of the Review 


1924. 
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of Reyiews I published the following article with regard to the 
allegation that there is a surplus of wheat: 
{From the Review of Reviews, December, 1923, page 645.] 
THE Wreat SURPLUS MYTH. 
(By Hon. E. C. LATTLE.) 

Recently a very distinguished gentleman said that he was not much 
interested in the wheat-surplus question; that what he wanted was 
a remedy. There is no wheat surplus, and the only remedy necessary 
is to make all the people know that fact. Then the law of supply 
und demand will go into effect and the farmer will get a reasonable 
price. 

Farmers raise wheat to sell. Whenever they sell all they have there 
can be no surplus. Whether they-sell it to Cleveland or Constantinople 
is of no importance whatever. In 1922 the farmers raised 862;000,000 
bushels and sold every bushel except 85,000,000 reserved because they 
go desired. In 1923 the farmers raised only 781,000,000 bushels, and 
that they will sell every bushel of it is obvious. There has never been 
the slightest pretext of this hullabaleo about a surplus. This surplus 
bubble is as cruel a fake os was ever perpetrated on our farming 
people, and when the facts are presented and ‘understood the only 
pretext for buying wheat at less than cost will have disappeared. 

The wheat speculators raised a hue and cry that there was a tre- 
mendous ove ply. Unfortunately some farm leaders believed this 
story and asker that the Government buy the surplus which did not 
exist. Wheat that should have brought at least $1.25 was sold for 
from 70 cents to 95 cents for months, and the farmers have already 
lost $50,000,000 at least. 

If during a single week the newspapers would simply publish the 
facts, hy December 1 wheat would be selling everywhere for at least 
$1.25, and all good milling wheat would soon bring $1.50. That is 
the remedy, and if it is tried we shall need no other before the next 
crop. 

ONLY 781,000,000 BUSHELS THIS YEAR, 

The figures I am presenting are all from the Department of Agri- 
culture, except as otherwise indicated. On November 8 Secretary 
Wallace said that we had sowed 80,000,000 bushels and would feed to 
the stock 89,000,000 bushels, The department announced that we had 
exported 70,000,000 bushels by October 1. Subtracting this 189,000,000 
bushels from 781,000,000 bushels, the total crop, we have 698,000,000 
bushels remaining to eat from crop to crop this year, 

The Department of Agriculture has been good enough to furnish 
me with the figures for production and consumption during the last 
22 years. They state that the average per capita consumption of 
whoat during that period has been 5.39+ bushels. If each of our 
110,000,000 people eat this year as much as they have been eating 
regularly for 22 years, they will consume 593,000,000 busbels of wheat, 
which is just exactly what they have to eat. 

Year before last they ate 5.8 bushels each. For 8 of the 22 years 
they haye averaged that much or more, and in 4 of those years they ate 
6 bushels. If they eat 6 bushels this year, they will consume 660,- 
000,000 tushels, and be compelled to import 67,000,000 bushels. If 
they eat 5.8, they will consume 638,000,000 bushels. Only two times 
in 22 years have they eaten as little as 4.5 bushels per capita. This 
year wages are high and wheat is cheap. Secretary Wallace estimates 
that we shall eat this year 537,000,000 bushels, about 4.88 bushels per 
capita. If that is correct, we shall have left over for export the 
difference between that and 593,000,000 bushels, which is 56,000,000 
bushels. If exports continue as since harvest, that will all be shipped 
abroad by Christmas. There is slight chance for any surplus to be 
Jeft on the farmers’ hands in the United States. 

THE WORLD-CROP FAKE. 


The Wall Street Journal says that the world crop this year is 
8,343,000,000, and the department states that the world crop is 
8,409,000,000 bushels. The figures furnished me by the department 
show that in the norma] years before the war, including 1910, 1911, 
1912, 1913, 1914, and 1915, the average world crop per annum was 
8,855,000,000 bushels. In other words the average normal world’s 
crop in ordinary times is about 500,000,000 bushels greater than the 
crop this year. 

The Wall Street Journal said that their estimate was exclusive 
of Russia,” but that requires explanation. It included the supply 
from the old Russian Provinces of Poland, Lithuania, Latvia, Es- 
thonia, Finland, and Bessarabia. As for the remainder of Russia, 
last year we shipped them wheat so they would not starve, and the 
department informs me that their crop this year is no larger than 
it was last year when we fed them. The claim that the world crop 
contains a great oversupply is the most vicious and miserable fake 
since the Mississippi bubble exploded, and it was perpetrated un- 
doubtedly to force the farmer to sell his wheat for less than cost. 


NOT ENOUGH WHEAT FOR OUR HOME USE, 


Hon. E. L. French, of the Department of Agriculture of the State of 
Washington, bas said: “The simple and honest truth of tbe case is 
that, outside of the Pacific Coast States, the United States has not 


produced this year enough wheat for domestic consumption. There 
is not in the United States to-day enough milling wheat to supply | 
the needs of the mills or furnish the flour needed for home use.” 

On November 6 Congressman ANDERSON, chairman of the Joint 
Commission of Agricultural Inquiry and presiding officer of the Na- 
tlonal Wheat Conference in Chicago in June, said: “Our own surplus, 
din my judgment, is very small. I do not think we have any surplus 
of good milling wheat.” As Congressman ANDERSON thinks that we 
should cut the American acreage 10 per cent in order to restore 
American wheat prices, this admission is all the more valuable, 
Milling wheat is the only wheat that Is fit to eat. Wheat that is fit 
to eat is the only wheat that we can sow; and if Congressman ANDER- 
BON and Mr. French are right, as is now practically conceded by 
everybody, we have not Mm this country enough wheat for food and 
seed at this moment. ‘ 

THE EUROPEAN FABLE. 


Our farmers have been constantly menaced with the threat that 
Europe won't buy. According to the department's figures we exported 
in the year beginning July 1, 1918, 287,000,000 bushels; beginning 
July 1, 1919, 220,000,000 bushels; beginning July 1, 1920, 866,000,000 
bushels; and beginning July 1, 1921, 279,000,000 bushels, making 
1,152,000,000 bushels in four years after the war. Information from 
the department indicates that in the fifth year we exported about 198,- 
000,000 bushels, making a total in five years of 1,350,000, 000 bushels 
ef wheat that American farmers sold to Europe. For this they must 
have received at their farms about $1,150,000,000, which they would 
never have received if after the war we had adopted the proposal to 
cut down American acreage until we had no wheat to export. 

Has there ever been such a Munchausen tale as this talk about the 
European market having disappeared? According to Prof. Alonzo 
Taylor, of Stanford, the principal speaker at the National Wheat Con- 
ference in Chicago in June, in the five years before the war Europe, 
outside of Russia, produced an average of, roughly speaking, 1,300,- 
000,000 bushels each year. While the data is a bit confusing, I chal- 
lenge denial of the statement that Europe, including Russia, has never 
since the war produced that much wheat in any year; and, of course, 
they will, as Secretary Wallace said in July, continue to purchase for 
some time. S 

FAIRY TALES FROM SOUTHERN LANDS. 


Probably the most absurd of all the fakes is this talk about Argen- 
tina and Australia. They will not thresh a bushel of wheat below the 
Equator for some wecks yet to come, and the reader knows just as 
much about how much wheat will be produced in Argentina and Aus- 
tralia as anybody in the United States. 

Congressman ANDERSON, who presided at the Chicago Wheat Confer- 
ence, officials of the Department of Agriculture, and many who had 
believed there was a great surplus now concede that there is no sur- 
plus. They argue that while there is ample market for all the wheat 
in the world the farmers can’t scli it high enough to make a profit 
and must quit planting it. 

If there is a markét ample to consume all wheat, which would in- 
clude people who would want to eat it all, the question of price is 
simply a question as to whether the buyer or the seller is the more 
clever. If the Department of Agriculture will take half as good care 
of the wheat grower as the Liverpool and Chicago Boards of Trade 
take of the wheat buyers, the price will rise and farmers will get 
enough for their wheat so they can sell it and make a profit. “It is 
naught, saith the buyer; but he goeth his way and he boasteth.” If 
the bill to stabilize the price of wheat which I introduced in the last 
Congress bad passed, the Department of Agriculture would have been 
able to protect the interests of those who raise the wheat for the 
world's flour. 

If there really were 200,000,000 bushels of wheat more than we can 
use, wheat would be bringing 50 cents a bushel instead of $1.07, as it 
does in eastern Kansas now. No wheat buyer would pay $1 for wheat 
if he really believed that there will be 200,000,000 bushels on hand 
next June when harvest begins. If there were 400,000,000 bushels 
oversupply in the world, we wouldn't have shipped 70,000,000 bushels 
abroad since harvest. 

‘THE CANADIAN OGRE, 


Secretary Wallace says that the United States crop of wheat is 
81,000,000 “bushels less than it was last year. The Canadians claim 
their crop is 67,000,000 bushels greater than last year. ‘Thus, North 
America bag produced 14,000,000 bushels less wheat than in 1922. 
There is nothing to be scared about, anyway ; but let us be reasonable, 

Ex-Gov. John W. Leedy, of Kansas, has for a long time been a resl- 
dent of the Province of Alberta, Canada. Governor Leedy is as good a 
judge of crops and crop statistics as any man in North America. On 
October 31, at Alberta, Canada, he wrote: 

“The estimate of the Canada wheat crop is 467,000,000, and we 
have the goods. But only about one-half of it is threshed and most 
of the unthreshed portion is in the shock, and if snow comes, which 
sometimes happens at this time of year, it would be a serious loss. 
The straw is heavy and the shortage of help is such that farmers 
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have to help each other thresh, and this prevents stacking. Dut if 
snow does not fall for a month, they will be in fair shape.” 

If it does not snow in Alberta by December 1, the Canadians will be 
able to supply the deficit here if we eat as mach per capita this year 
as we have in former years. As it has already snowed in Maryland, 
gentlemen of sporting proclivities who like to gamble on the wheat 
market might place their bets as to whether it will snow in Winnipeg 
before Christmas. 

Forty-odd years ago my father managed to put in 240 acres of 
winter wheat. That summer I slept on the prairie and broke prairie 
for that sowing. As the wheat came up that fall the grasshoppers 
hatched out and ate every spear of it. We never had a dollar from 
those fields. All these predictions of wheat crops are subject to the 
grasshoppers in Kansas or the snow in Saskatchewan. The wheat 
crop is a gamble, and the gamblers’ “ advance information” has been 
for centuries the device by which all over the world they secured the 
farmers’ wheat almost without money and without price. 

We must realize that this imaginary surplus is the farmers’ great- 
est difficulty. Let us tell the truth, print the facts, wreck this cruel 
propaganda, and secure for the American farmer at least a cost price 
for his wheat. 


FORBIGN COMPETITION LARGELY AN ILLUSION. 


The pretext that we have no European market is absolutely 
inexcusable and indefensible, as thoroughly and absolutely 
demonstrated by the article in the Review of Reviews published 
above. People should not advance such untruthful statements. 

Since July 1, when last year’s crop appeared on the market, 
the figures of the department show that by January 31 in flour 
and by February 16 in wheat we had exported a total of 112,- 
000,000 bushels. If the same rate continues for the balance of 
this crop year, our total export will be over 195,000,000 bushels 
of wheat. A man who undertakes to tell us that we have no 
European market must certainly be deliberately untruthful. 
The only purpose that could be served by legislation in accord 
with that claim would be that they would buy the speculators’ 
wheat at an advanced price under the pretense of European 
needs. 

There is another universally admitted incorrect assertion, 
that we can not meet foreign competition. In order to substan- 
tinte the incorrectness of that assumption and the lack of any 
serious danger, I call attention to figures furnished by the 
Department of Agriculture and the International Institute of 
Agriculture at Rome. These give the values of wheat at the 
different foreign ports on certain dates and the cost of trans- 
portation as compared with that here in America. 


AUGUST, 1022. 


AUGUST, 1923. 
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On November 27, 1923, the Department of Agriculture issued 
a statement, which was reprinted that day in the Kansas City 
Times, with regard to freight rates to Liverpool. Examining 
that, we find that the freight rate from McPherson, Kans,, to 
Galveston, Tex., was 27 cents a bushel, and the rate from Gal- 
veston to Liverpool was 8.6 cents, making a total from Me- 
Pherson to Liverpool of 35.6 cents per bushel. However, the 
rate from Larimore, N. Dak., to New York was 22.6 cents, and 
from New York to Liverpool 4.8 cents, a total of 27.4 cents 
from Larimore, N. Dak., to Liverpool. These figures are de- 
duced from those given by the Secretary of Agriculture. He 
says: 


ARGENTINA WHEAT Rates—Snort Haunts TO Seaporrs Sayn TRANS- 
PoRTATION COSTS—OCEAN FREIGH'YS ro LIVERPOOL Ann HIGHER AND 
Ratt Rate Per MILE IS More THAN IN THR UNITED STATES. 


WASHINGTON, November 26.—The ocean freight rate on wheat from 
Rosario, Argentina, to Liverpool in the period from January 1 to Sep- 
tember 80 this year averaged 14.7 cents a bushel, while in the same 
perlod the average rate from New York to Liverpool was 4.8 cents a 
bushel, and from New Orleans 8.6 cents a bushel. 


His figures show that it cost 18 cents to reach the seacoast 
from the Argentinian wheat fields, which added to the ocean 
rate of 14.7 cents makes 32.7 cents a bushel from the wheat 
fields of Argentina to Liverpool, while the total from Larimore, 
N. Dak., to Liverpool was 27.4 cents, 5.3 cents a bushel less 
than the Argentina rate. In other words, the wheat fields of 
Larimore, N. Dak., can ship wheat to Liverpool 5.3 cents a 
bushel cheaper than Rosario, Argentina, or could last year 
when the Secretary of Agriculture figured it. 

In other words, we can deliver wheat to Liverpool and meet 
Buenos Aires and Argentina on equal terms, and the Indian 
wheat, whose export is comparatively very small anyway, can 
generally outsell us a little at Liverpool, though it is a different 
kind of wheat. In other words, this story about cheap wheat 
from cheap lands and cheap people is just eatly exag- 
gerated bugaboo that has been worked to dea Our wheat 
can compete in Europe all the time with any wheat exported 
to Europe from anywhere. 


THE EUROPEAN CROP, 


According to Secretary Wallace on October 6, 1923, the Buro- 
pean crop before the war averaged about 1,300,000,000 bushels, 
outside of Russia. That crop has never since the war at any 
time equaled their average before the war, and yet the people 
need just as much wheat as they did then, and, as you will 
notice, the sales to Europe this year are going on just about as 
before. 

NO OVERPRODUCTION ABROAD. 


A speaker the other night at a caucus of Congressmen said 
that we have 70,000,000 more bushels of wheat from Argen- 
tina this year than ever before. He admitted that they cut 
their wheat in December and January, but he claimed that on 
February 20 the Argentinians had threshed all their wheat and 
therefore knew there were 70,000,000 bushels in excess of any 
former crop. Eyery farmer knows that the wheat Argentina 
cut in January was not all threshed by February 20, nor even 
one-third of it, and yet they undertake to tell the world of an 
alleged great surplus in Argentina. That is the foundation of 
the whole alleged surplus of wheat—such tales as that. Every 
year Broomhall, at Liverpool and London, tells the world of a 
great surplus of wheat before the wheat is in the bin. Every 
year, from week to week, the pretense of a surplus dies away, 
Yet when the farmer brings his first wheat to the market he is 
always met by those lying tales, and wheat that should bring a 
fair price is sacrificed. 

In Egypt in 1893 a great wheat farmer, Abdul Karim, told 
me how he amassed a fortune. It appeared that the taxes 
were all collected in June, at the time of the wheat harvest, 
and to meet them and his debts the farmer was compelled to 
sell his wheat for whatever he could up the river. He gener- 
ally realized, 600 miles up at Luxor, about 50 cents a bushel. 
Abdul Karim by careful patience managed to get rid of his 
taxes without selling his wheat, and he sold about Christmas 
for approximately $1 a bushel and made 100 per cent. Once 
started, he made much money. They baye worked that shell 
game since Joseph came to Memphis and went into the wheat 
business. The wheat trade is the oldest international traffic, 
and every scientific graft possible of invention has been afoot 
for many centuries. Broomhall is the center and beginning 
of it all every year, and the Chicago Stock Exchange carries 
on the deception in this country. 

There is no wheat surplus, as shown by my article in the 
Review of Reviews. On November 22 last Secretary Henry C, 
Wallace wrote me: 


Of course, every bushel of wheat can be sold at some price. 


On November 26, 1923, Hon. SYDNEY ANDERSON, chairman of 
the Joint Commission of Agricultural Inquiry, wrote me: 


Our own surplus, in my judgment, is very small; and, indeed, I do 
not think we have any surplus of good milling wheat, 


On November 9, 1923, Mr. ANDERSON sald: 


The American farmer can sell every bushel of wheat he produces 
this year or any other year. 


1924. 
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On December 14, 1923, the Wall Street Journal wrote me: 


The Wall Street Journal has never said that tbe farmer will not be 
able to sell all his wheat. He always has been and always will be able 
to dispose of his wheat, 


Of course these gentlemen continue to say that he will not be 
able to sell it at a sufficiently high price. Well, that depends 
upon who is the better trader, the buyer or the seller. 

These gentlemen establish the primary essential fact that the 
farmer can always every year sell all his wheat, which he 
always does and always will do. The reason he can not get a 
fair price is because these bunco steerers“ tell him there is a 
great surplus when there is none. They begin each season by 
heralding abroad that alleged news. The farmer becomes panic- 
stricken, and they keep the market down. If the people all 
knew that there is no surplus of wheat anywhere in the world, 
which is the simple fact, their wheat would bring a reasonable 
price and they would not stand for it. 

If H. R. 78, introduced in this Congress, becomes a law, the 
Federal Government, when the harvest is over, will stand ready 
to pay the man the price the Secretary is authorized to pay for 
wheat, and that competition will necessarily be met by all pur- 
chasers, and this will be the price in this country. 

To review, the danger of competition from Buenos Aires Is 
not serious. The failure of a European market is pure non- 
sense, The transportation rates of the world are all in our 
favor. The Canadian situation has been carefully reviewed in 
the Review of Reviews article for December. If the bill I 
introduced had been passed in the Sixty-seventh Congress, the 
difficulties for American wheat this past summer would have 
been wholly and entirely disposed of and the country would be 
at least $150,000,000 richer. Wheat is of such a character and 
the elevators are of such a nature that the proposition is easily 
handled for wheat and cotton and such products only. As to 
surplus of the 781,000,000 bushels produced, 81,000,000 went for 
seed. That left 700,000,000. At our present rate of export we 
will export 195,000,000 bushels, leaving 505,000,000 for home 
consumption. If our 110,000,000 people consume 5 bushels per 
capita, we use 550,000,000 and will necessarily import 45,000,000 
bushels in order to have enough to eat by July 1, 1924. Where 
is any surplus? 

Herewith I insert H. R. 78, a bill to keep a loaded gun behind 
the door and restore the self-respect of a bushel of wheat: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby 
authorized to buy wheat of such grades and quality as he designates, at 
such times and places as he directs, at not to exceed $1.25 a bushel 
and at not to exceed the market price at said times and places, except 
when wheat is being sold there and then at less than $1.10 a bushel, 
when he may pay $1.10 a bushel for said wheat if he deems best; and 
an appropriation of $30,000,000 ts hereby authorized for the purchase, 
transportation, storage, and insurance of said wheat. 

Whenever the Secretary of Agriculture has accumulated in elevator 
storage 1,000,000 bushels of wheat or more, Treasury certificate shall 
be issued to the Secretary of Agriculture at such interest and for such 
times as the Secretary of the Treasury shall name, but with authority 
to the Secretary of Agriculture to pay them prior to their expiration 
if he shall see fit. They shall be issued in such amount as the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury shall hold to be properly secured by the wheat 
then in storage. But whenever the wheat on which these certificates 
are issued is sold, that money shall be applied to the discharge of that 
particular indebtedness and to pay off those certain certificates, and 
this process may continue whenever the Secretary of Agriculture has a 
million or more bushels of wheat in storage on which no certificates 
have issued. 

The wheat he buys shall be stored in elevators under warehouse re- 
ceipts. When any 2,000 bushels or more of wheat shall have been held 
by the Secretary for more than 80 days, thereafter it shall be stored 
In bonded elevators, 

The Secretary of Agriculture may from time to time sell wheat at 
not less than the market price in Minneapolis; Buffalo; Kansas City, 
Kans.; Chicago; and New York City, as he shall deem to the best 
interests of the Nation. 

If at any time the Department of Agriculture shall purchase and 
have on hand for one week 100,000,000 bushels of wheat, or more, the 
department shall have the sole authority to export wheat without pay- 
ing an export tax of 50 cents per bushel, which may be levied on all 
wheat exported by other parties. 

Whenever wheat of the aforesaid grades and quality can not be 
bought in Chicago and New York City for less than $1.85 per bushel, 


the Secretary of Agriculture shall proceed to sell as much of the. 


wheat he holds in storage as he deems wise, at such prices as shall be 
considered proper by hinr, and so continue as in hia judgment such 
sales shall be to the best interests of the Nation. 
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The $30,000,000 first appropriated, the money derived from the sale 
of the certificates authorized, and the money derived from the sale of 
wheat by the Secretary as hereinbefore authorized, or for this fund 
from any other source, shall constitute a revolving fund for carrying 


out the provisions of this act. If the sale of any wheat made security 
for any given certificates shall not be sufficient to take up those cer- 
tificates, the balance may be discharged from the said revolving fund. 

The President of the United States shall appoint, for a term of four 
years and subject to removal by him, an officer in the Department of 
Agriculture, to be known as the superintendent of grain and bread, at 
a salary of $10,000 a year, who shall maintain in Washington an office 
as his headquarters, employing, subject to the approval of the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture, such assistants in said headquarters and such 
agents for the purchase and sale of wheat as shall be appropriated for. 
The bonds of all bonded elevators in which wheat shall be stored shall 
be subject to approval by the superintendent of grain and bread. 

Subject to the provisions hereof, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
make, subject to the approval of the President of the United States, 
and shall enforce suitable regulations for the exercise of the powers 
and the performance of the duties hereby authorized. 


ADJOURNMENT TO 11 A. M. TO-MORROW. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that when the House adjourns to-night it adjourn to meet 
at 11 o'clock to-morrow. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Reserving the right to object, I 
tried yesterday afternoon to get an agreement from the gen- 
tleman from Iowa that he would not have a vote on the final 
passage of this bill earller than Tuesday next. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I thought that was so agreed. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. All right, we will make that 
agreement now, not to vote earlier than next Tuesday. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is satisfactory. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I want to say that I think in this 
particular bill the gentleman from Iowa is overworking the 
House. Many Members believe that the bill under considera- 
tion is entitled to considerable thought, and when you meet 
at 11 o'clock in the morning and do not adjourn until 6 at 
night it makes a long day. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The first hour to-morrow will be used 
by reading Washington's Farewell Address. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. And we will not start on the con- 
sideration of this bill before 12 o'clock? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will suggest that the reading 
of the Farewell Address will certainly take an hour. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman from Iowa that when 
the House adjourns to-day it adjourn to meet at 11 a. m. to- 
morrow? 

There was no objection. 


DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE DUPRE. 


Mr. LAZARO. Mr. Speaker, it is with a feeling of profound 
sorrow that I rise to announce the death of my friend and 
colleague, Hon. H. GaRLAND Dupré, from the State of Louisiana. 

Mr. Dupré possessed the confidence, as well as the affection 
of all who knew him. I shall not speak further at this time, 
Mr. Speaker, than to say that at a later date I shall ask that 
a day be set apart when we may pay tribute to his memory. 
I offer the following resolution: 

: House Resolution 187. 

Resolved, That the House has heard with profound sorrow of the 
death of Hon. HENRY GARLAND Dupré, a Representative from the State 
of Louisiana. 

Resolved, That a committee of 12 Members of the House, with such 
Members of the Senate as may be joined, be appointed to attend the 
funeral, 

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the House be authorized 
and directed to take such steps as may be necessary for carrying out 
the provisions of these resolutions, and that the necessary expenses in 
connection therewith be paid out of the contingent fund of the House. 

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the Senate 
and transmit a copy thereof to the family of the deceased, 


The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the reso- 
lutions. f 

The resolutions were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER appointed the following committee: 

Mr. LAZARO, Mr. ASWELL, Mr. Martin, Mr. WILSON of Louisi- 
ana, Mr. O'Connor of Louisiana, Mr. Favnor, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. 
McDurrisg, Mr. Dempsey, Mr. Fisher, Mr. Linesercer, and Mr. 
MINAHAN, 
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7 The Clerk read the further resolution: 
Resolved, That as a further mark of respect this House do now 
adjourn, 
The resolution was agreed to. 
j ADJOURNMENT. 


Accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 53 minutes p. m.) the House 
adjourned until to-morrow, Friday, February 22, 1924, at 11 
o'clock a. m. 


CONGRESSIONAL 


* 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETG. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV. executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

373. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting a draft of proposed legislation “To enlarge the Liberty 
Loan Building, Washington, D. C.“; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

3T4. A letter from the Acting Secretary of Commerce, trans- 
mitting a statement of the expenditures in the Coast and Geo- 
detic Survey for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1923; to the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Department of Commerce. 

375. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending 
June 80, 1924, for making replacement of losses occasioned by 
fire at the Chilocco Indian School, Chllocco, Okla., $17,000 
(H. Doc. No. 208); to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

876. A eommunication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the War Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1924, for completion of the acquisition of land at certain mili- 
tary reservations, amounting in all to $204,350 (H. Doc. No. 
204); to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr, SNYDER: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 5525. A 
bill for the relief of J. G. Seupelt; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 219). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SNYDER: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 6857. A 
bill to provide for the addition of the names of Chester Calf 
and Crooked Nose Woman to the final roll of the Cheyenne and 
Arapahoe Indians, Seger jurisdiction, Oklahoma; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 220). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on the Judiciary 
was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 6486) 
to amend sections 218 and 215, act of March 4, 1909 (Criminal 
Code), relating to offenses against the Postal Service, and sec- 
tions 3929 and 4041, Revised Statutes, relating to the exclusion 
of fraudulent devices and lottery paraphernalia from the mails, 
and for other purposes; and the same was referred to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 

Under clause 8 of Rule XXII. bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 7178) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to limit the immigration of aliens into the United 
States“; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 7179) to protect the interest of 
innocent persons In property which is used in the unlawful con- 
veyunce of goods or commodities; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. FULMER: A bill (H. R. 7180) to enlarge the fish- 
cultural station at Orangeburg, S. O.; to the Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: A bill (H. R. 7181) to regulate com- 
mon carriers by water; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. FULMER: A bill (H. R. 7182) to establish the Jack- 
son National Forest, in the State of South Carolina; to the Com- 
mittee on the Public Lands, 

By Mr. GERAN: A bill (H. R. 7183) for the erection of a 
post-office building at Red Bank, N. J.; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. HAMMER: A bill (H. R. 7184) to provide for the 
purchase of a site for a post-office building and the erection of 
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a post-office building thereon in the city of Wadesboro, N. C.; 
to the Committee on Publie Buildings and Grounds, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7185) to provide for the purchase of a 
site for a post-office building and the erection of a post-office 
building thereon in the city of Hamlet, N. C.; to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7186) to provide for the purchase of a 
site for a post-office building and the erection of a post-office 
building thereon in the city of Sanford, N. C.; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7187) to provide for the purchase of a 
site for a post-office building and the erection of a post-office 
building thereon in the city of Rockingham, N. C.; to the Com- 
mittee on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. BRITTEN: A bill (H. R. 7188) to amend the act 
of August 29, 1916 (ch. 47, pp. 578 to 579, U. S. Stat. L. 64th 
Cong., 1915 to 1917, vol. 39, pt. 1) ; the act of May 22, 1917 (ch. 
20, p. 86, U. S. Stat. L. 64th Cong., 1917 to 1919, vol. 40, pt. 1); 
and the act of July 11, 1919 (ch. 9, p. 39, U. S. Stat. L. 66th 
Cong., 1919 to 1921, vol. 41, pt, 1), relative to the promotion of 
officers of the line of the Navy by selection; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. FOSTER: A bill (H. R. 7189) making the possession 
of a firearm or other deadly weapon while engaged in the un- 
lawful manufacture, transportation, or sale of Uquor a felony; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 7190) to amend the China 
trade act, 1922; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, joint resolution (H. J. Res. 196) authorizing the Presl- 
dent of the United States, under the provisions of the first 
Sentence of section 202 of the transportation act, 1920, to pay 
just and meritorious claims for loss of and/or damage to freight 
in transportation arising out of or incident to Federal con- 
trol, and declaring the intent of section 206(a) of said act 
in relation to the provision authorizing actions at law against 
an agent appointed by the President; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PERLMAN: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 197) pro- 
viding that October 12 shall be a legal holiday; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee: Resolution (H. Res, 186) direct- 
ing the Speaker of the House of Representatives to appoint 
select committee to Inquire into the operations, policies, an 
affairs of the United States Shipping Board and the United 
States Shipping Board Emergeney Fleet Corporation; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. BLOOM: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of New York urging Congress to enact legislation providing 
for an increase of salaries to postal employees; to the Com- 
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. ROBINSON of Iowa: Memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Iowa commending President Coolidge in action 
ordering full and complete investigation of present high prica 
of gasoline; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, 
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PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRAND of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 7191) granting a pens 
sion to Frank Nelson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BURTON: A bill (H. R. 7192) granting a pension to 
Oliver W. Alexander; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7103) to correct the military record of 
Raymond F. Meier; to the Committee on Naval Affairs, 

By Mr. CULLEN: A bill (H. R. 7194) for the relief of Ber- 
tram Gardner, collector of internal revenue for the first. dis- 
trict of New York; to the Committee on Olaims. 

By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 7195) for the relief of Ella 
Kepner; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. FREDERICKS: A bill (H. R. 7196) granting a pen 
sion to Frederick Turner; to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. GLATFELTER: A bill (H. R. 7197) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Mary A. Good; to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. GREENWOOD: A bill (H. R. 7198) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Katie Edds; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. HULL of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 7199) granting a pen- 
sion to Annie Knappe; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7200) granting a pension to Nancy Iowa 
Ross; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KURTZ: A bill (H. R. 7201) granting a pension to 
Fannie I. Sanderson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 
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By Mr. LANGLEY: A bill (H. R. 7202) granting an increase 
of pension to Dury M. Craft; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MCREYNOLDS: A bill (H. R. 7208) to remove the 
charge of desertion from the military record of William P, 
Qualls; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


By Mr. MURPHY: A bill (H. R. 7204) granting an increase 
of pension to Margaret J. Coss; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. RAINEY: A bill (H. R. 7205) granting an increase 
of pension to Elizabeth Bridgman; to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7206) granting a pension to Mary Amonett; 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7207) granting an honorable discharge to 
John Sanders; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SEARS of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 7208) granting a 
pension to Samuel F. Shannon; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. STALKER: A bill (H. R. 7209) granting an increase 
of pension to Frank T. Potter; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7210) granting an increase of pension to 
James P. Shewman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7211) granting a pension to Sarah Q. 
Green; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TILLMAN: A bill (H. R. 7212) granting an increase 
of pension to Walter Ruark; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. VINCENT of Michigan: A bill (H. R. 7213) grantin 
a pension to Amanda Fuller; to the Committee on Invali 
Pensions, 


7 PETITIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXIL, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

1239. By Mr. ALDRICH: Petition of Hebrew Free Loan As- 
sociation, of Providence, R. I., protesting against the passage 
of the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

1240. By Mr. BLOOM: Petition of Cayuga Club, of 2043 
Seventh Avenue, New York, N. Y., urging that the Edge-Kelly 
bill be enacted into law; to the Committee on the Post office 
and Post Roads. 

1241. By Mr. BULWINKLE: Petition of 83 ex-service men 
of Mount Holly, N. C., favoring the passage of the adjusted 
compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1242. Also, petition of members of Gaston Post, No. 23, Ameri- 
can Legion, Gastonia, N. C., favoring passage of the adjusted 
compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1243. By Mr. CORNING: Petition of the New York State 
History Teachers’ Association, urging that Congress appropriate 
a sufficient sum of money to restore the castle at Fort Niagara 
to a condition befitting its historical significance; to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

1244. By Mr. KVALE: Petition of Granite Falls Post, No. 
69, American Legion, Granite Falls, Minn,, unanimously in- 
dorsing the adjusted compensation bill; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

1245. Also, petition of N. P. Frayseth and other citizens of 
Milan, Appleton, Dawson, Montevideo, and Ortonville, Minn., 
urging action by Congress to provide free shooting grounds and 
game refuges on the plan of the Anthony bill (H. R. 745); to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

1246. By Mr. McNULTY: Petition of Grande Loggia Dello 
Stato Di New Jersey, against the Johnson immigration bill 
(H. R. 101); to the Committee on Immigration and Naturali- 
zation. 

1247. By Mr. MAGEE of Pennsylvania: Petitions of Union 
Lodge No. 86, A. O. U. W.; Acacia Club; Knights and Ladies of 
Security, Almond Council; American Flint Glass Workers, No. 
82; Gas and Steam Fitters, No. 449; and the Odonotological 
Society of Western Pennsylvania; all of Pittsburgh, Pa., urging 
increased compensation for postal employees; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

1248. By Mr. MORROW: Petition of residents of Costilla, 
N. Mex., in favor of soldiers’ adjusted compensation bill; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

1249. Also, petition of ex-service men organizations com- 
mittee, United States Public Hospital No. 55, Fort Bayard, 
N. Mex., protesting against the enactment of section 10 of rec- 
ommendation of the preliminary report of the select committee 
of the Senate appointed to investigate the Veteran’s Bureau; to 
the Committee on World War Veterans’ Legislation. 

1250. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Petition of mem- 
bers of the Hebrew Free Loan Association, of Providence, R. I., 
opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization, 


1251. By Mr. O'CONNELL of New York: Petition of the Na- 
tional Committee for Constructive Immigration Legislation of 
New York, opposing the passage of the Johnson immigration 
bill (H. R. 6540) ; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. 

1252. By Mr. O'SULLIVAN: Petition of the Avoda Club 
(Inc.), of Hartford, Conn., in opposition to the Johnson immi- 
gration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. 

1253. Also, petition of the Lodge Fiume and Gloria of Italy, 
Sons and Daughters of Italy, No. 985, and the Christoforo Co- 
lombo Society, of Naugatuck, Conn., in opposition to the John- 
son immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

1254. By Mr. RAKER: Petition of residents in California, 
85 letters indorsing the adjusted compensation bill; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

1255. Also, petition of Evangeline C. Hursen, 109 North Kost- 
ner Avenue, Chicago, III., in re Muscle Shoals project; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

1256. Also, petition of San Bernardino Chamber of Commerce, 
California, in re transportation act of 1920; San Pedro Cham- 
ber of Commerce, California, in re transportation act of 1920; 
and Santa Ana Chamber of Commerce, California, in re trans- 
portation act of 1920; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

1257. Also, petition of Laundry Owners National Association, 
La Salle, III., in re repeal of war tax on telegraph messages, 
and Fred L. Hilmer Co., San Francisco, Calif., in re tax reduc- 
tion plan; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1258. Also, petition of United National Association of Post 
Office Clerks, in re readjustment of post-office employees’ sal- 
aries and revision of retirement law; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

1259. Also, petition of the Farmers’ & Merchants’ National 
Bank, Los Angeles, Calif., in re House bill 3206, amendment to 
the Federal reserve act; to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

1260. Also, petition of National Association of Cost Account- 
ants, in re revision of the Federal laws relative to compilation, 
etc., of trade information; to the Committee on Revision of the 
Laws. 

1261. Also, petition of Sutter County Chamber of Commerce, 
California, in re transportation act of 1920; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1262. Also, petition of Shasta Water Co., San Francisco, Calif., 
in re elimination of tax on soft drinks; Itallan-Swiss Colony, 
San Francisco, Calif., in re adjusted compensation measure ; 
and California Metal & Mineral Producers’ Association, San 
Francisco, Calif., indorsing Mellon tax plan; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, 

1268. Also, petition of H. N. Cook Belting Co., San Francisco, 
Calif., in re tax reductions; Seller Bros. & Co., San Francisco, 
Calif., in re tax reductions; the Elkus Co., San Francisco, Calif., 
in re tax reductions; Warehousemen's Association of the Port 
of San Francisco, Calif., in re tax reductions; Wm. Marriott 
Canby, Philadelphia, Pa., in re tax reductions; J. J. Jacobs 
Motor Co., San Francisco, Calif., in re tax reductions; Schmidt 
Lithograph Co., San Francisco, Calif., in re tax reductions; and 
Vallejo Chamber of Commerce, Vallejo, Calif., in re tax reduc- 
tions; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1264. Also, petition of R. H. Russell, Auburn, Calif., in re tax 
on alcohol; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

1265. Also, petition of the Torrance Chamber of Commerce, 
Torrance, Calif., in re transportation act of 1920; the Western 
Fruit Jobbers’ Association of America, Chicago, III., in re trans- 
portation act of 1920; Dried Fruit Association of California 
San Francisco, Calif., in re transportation act of 1920; an 
Fifty-sixth Fruit Growers and Farmers’ Convention, Santa 
Ana, Calif., in re transportation act of 1920; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1266. Also, 25 resolutions and letters, etc., from chambers of 
commerce in California, in re transportation act of 1920; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1267. Also, petitions of Chamber of Commerce of the State of 
New York, in re uniform laws regulating sales and contracts to 
sell in interstate and foreign commerce; and Chamber of Com- 
merce of the State of New York, in re reduction of passport 
fees; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1268. Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of the State of 
New York, in re relief for disabled Army officers in the late 
World War; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

1269. Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of the State of 
New York, in re single executive for United States Shipping 
Board; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
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1270. Also, petition of Chamber of Commerce of the State of 
New York, in re Government purchase of Cape Cod Canal; to 
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 

1271. By Mr. ROBINSON of Towa: Petition of employees of 
Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific Railroad, Cedar Falls, Iowa, 
fayoring continuation of present transportation act without 
amendment or repeal; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

1272. Also, petition of citizens of Winthrop, Iowa, favoring 
strict enforcement of the eighteenth amendment; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

1273. By Mr. SINCLAIR: Petition of ex-service men of Flax- 
ton, N. Dak., for adjusted compensation; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

1274. Also, petition of rural-mall carriers of Max, Wilton, 
Coal Harbor, Benedict, Baldwin, Turtle Lake, Garrison, and 
Degden, N. Dak., in favor of increased equipment allowance; to 
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

1275. Also, petition of 200 residents of Wildrose, Rhame, 
Powers Lake, Westhope, and Starkweather, N. Dak., urging the 
enactment of the Norris-Sinclair marketing bill; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

1276, Also, petitions of 58 residents of Sherwood and Antler, 
N. Dak.; 87 residents of Bowbells and Lignite, N. Dak.; and 6 
residents of Dazey, N. Dak., in favor of the Norris-Sinclair 
marketing bill; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

1277. Also, petition of Red River Valley Livestock Associa- 
tion, Crookston, Minn.; also Bergen Community Farmers’ Club, 
Pekin, N. Dak., indorsing the MeNary-Haugen and Norbeck- 
Burtness bills; to the Committee on Agriculture, 

1278. Also, petition of Ludwig Jacobson and 17 others, of 
Rocklake, N. Dak., favoring the Norbeck-Burtness and Norris- 
Sinclair bills for the relief of agriculture; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

1279. Also, petitions of 89 residents of Washburn, Kenmare, 
and Larson, N. Dak. urging the speedy enactment of the 
Norris-Sinclair marketing bill; to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture. 

1280. By Mr. TAGUE: Petition of the grain board of the 
Boston Chamber of Commerce, opposing House bill 742, by Mr. 
JouNson of Washington; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

1281. Also, petition of Hon. Benjamin Loring Young, speaker 
of the Massachusetts House of Representatives, with inclosure, 
in opposition to the equal rights bill; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. k 

1282. By Mr. THOMPSON: Petition of several citizens of 
Henry County, Ohio, asking for the removal of the double tax 
on industrial alcohol; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1283. By Mr. TINKHAM: Petition of Today’s Club, urging 
favorable action on equal rights amendments; to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. 

1284. By Mr. WELSH: Memorial of the Philadelphia Board 
of Trade, protesting against the passage of House bill 5635; 
to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors. 


SENATE. 
Fray, February 22, 1924. 


The Chaplain, Rey. J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: í 


O God, the God of our fathers, who in the years gone by 
was thelr refuge and strength, we come to-day before Thee 
with thanksgiving, rejoicing in the records that have been 
made by those of the past in connection with truth and duty. 
We bless Thee for him immortalized in the memory of the 
people at large, rejoicing in what he has been in the history 
of this country, for his heroism, for his consecration, yea, too, 
for his appeal unto Thee in the Nation's great crisis, then an 
infant of possibilities. We pray Thee, our Father, that this 
land, holding as a treasure the memory of our first President, 
may be truly encouraged and deeply devoted to those interests 
which were dear unto him and which have been perpetuated 
along the pathway of duty. 

The Lord grant a blessing always, keeping us from all the 
entanglements of life that would prejudice us in Thine eyes 
as well as in the great commonwealth of nations. Deliver us, 
we beseech Thee, from all forces that would prostitute our 
institutions, and help us always to feel that liberty to do right, 
liberty to honor Thy name, and to walk wherever Thou dost 
Jead us are the highest possibilities for us. The Lord our God 
be with us. Save us from all unhallowed influences, and may 


the Nation go forward, so that righteousness shall be exalted 
and Thy glory be manifest. We ask in Jesus Christ’s name, 


On request of Mr. Lopce and by unanimous consent, the 
reading of the Journal of the legislative day of Saturday, Feb- 
ruary 16, 1924, was dispensed with and the Journal was 


approved. 


READING OF WASHINGTON’S FAREWELL ADDRESS. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under the standing order 
of the Senate and the appointment made by the Chair, the Sen- 
ator from Ohio [Mr. Warris] will now read Washington's 
Farewell Address. 

i 157 WILLIS (at the Seeretary's desk) read the address, as 
ollows: 


To the people of the United States: 


FRIENDS AND FELLOW Critzens: The perlod for a new election 
of a citizen to administer the executive government of the 
United States being not far distant, and the time actually 
arrived when your thoughts must be employed in designating 
the person who is to be clothed with that important trust, it 
appears to be proper, especially as it may conduce to a more 
distinct expression of the public volce, that I should now ap- 
prise you of the resolution I have formed, to decline being con- 
sidered among the number of those out of whom a choice is to 
be made. 

I beg you, at the same time, to do me the justice to be as- 
sured that this resolution has not been taken without a strict 
regard to all the considerations appertaining to the relation 
which binds a dutiful citizen to his country; and that, in with- 
drawing the tender of service which silence in my situation 
might imply, I am influenced by no diminution of zeal for your 
future interest; no deficiency of grateful respect for your past 
kindness; but am supported by a full conviction that the step 
is compatible with both, 

The acceptance of, and continuance hitherto in the office to 
which your suffrages have twice called me, have been a uni- 
form sacrifice of inclination to the opinion of duty, and to a 
deference for what appeared to be your desire. I constantly 
hoped that it would have been much earlier in my power, 
consistently with motives which I was not at liberty to disre- 
gard, to return to that retirement from which I had been reluc- 
tantly drawn. The strength of my inclination to do this pre- 
vious to the last election had even led to the preparation of an 
address to declare it to, you; but mature reflection on the then 
perplexed and critical posture of our affairs with foreign. na- 
tions and the unanimous advice of persons entitled to my con- 
fidence, impelled me to abandon the idea. 

I rejoice that the state of your concerns, external as well as 
internal, no longer renders the pursuit of inclination incompati- 
ble with the sentiment of duty or propriety; and am persuaded 
whatever partiality may be retained for my services, that in 
the present circumstances of our country you will not disap- 
prove my determination to retire. 

The impressions with which I first undertook the arduous 
trust were explained on the proper occasion. In the discharge 
of this trust I will only say that I have, with good intentions, 
contributed towards the organization and administration of the 
government, the best exertions of which a very fallible judg- 
ment was capable. Not unconscious in the outset of the in- 
feriority of my qualifications, experience, in my own eyes, 
perhaps still more in the eyes of others, has strengthened the 
motives to diffidence of myself; and, every day the increasing 
weight of years admonishes me more and more that the shade 
of retirement is as necessary to me as it will be welcome. Sat- 
isfied that if any circumstances have given peculiar value to 
my services they were temporary, I have the consolation to 
believe that, while choice and prudence invite me to quit the 
political scene, patriotism does not forbid it. t 

In looking forward to the moment which is to termfnate the 
career of my political life, my feelings do not permit me to 
suspend the deep acknowledgment of that debt of gratitude 
which I owe to my beloved country, for the many honors it has 
conferred upon me; still more for the steadfast confidence with 
which it has supported me; and for the opportunities I have 
thence enjoyed of manifesting my inviolable attachment, by 
services faithful and persevering; though in usefulness unequal 
to my zeal. If benefits have resulted to our country from these 
services, let it always be remembered to your praise, and as an 
instructive example in our annals, that under circumstances in 
which the passions, agitated in every direction, were liable to 
mislead amidst appearances sometimes dubious, vicissitudes of 
fortune often discouraging—in situations in which not unfre- 
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quently, want of success has countenanced the spirit of criti- 
cism—the constancy of your support was the essential prop of 
the efforts, and a guarantee of the plans, by which they were 
effected. Profoundly penetrated with this idea, I shall carry it 
with me to my grave, as a strong incitement to unceasing vows 
that heayen may continue to you the choicest tokens of its 
beneficence—that your union and brotherly affection may be 
perpetual—that the free constitution, which is the work of your 
hands, may be sacredly maintained—that its administration in 
every department may be stamped with wisdom and virtue 
that, in fine, the happiness of the people of these States, under 
the auspices of liberty, may be made complete by so careful a 
preservation, and so prudent a use of this blessing, as will 
acquire to them the glory of recommending it to the applause, 
the affection, and adoption of every nation which is yet a 
stranger to it. 

Here, perhaps, I ought to stop. But a solicitude for your 
welfare, which can not end but with my life, and the apprehen- 
sion of danger, natural to that solicitude, urge me, on an occa- 
sion like the present, to offer to your solemn contemplation, and 
to recommend to your frequent review, some sentiments which 
are the result of much reflection, of no inconsiderable observa- 
tion, and which appear to me all important to the permanency 
of your felicity as a people. These will be offered to you with 
the more freedom, as you can only see in them the disinterested 
warnings of a parted friend, who can possibly have no personal 
motive to bias his counsel. Nor can I forget as an encourage- 
ment to it, your indulgent reception of my sentiments on a 
former and not dissimilar occasion, 

Interwoven as is the love of liberty with every ligament of 
your hearts, no recommendation of mine is necessary to fortify 
or confirm the attachment. 

The unity of government which constitutes you one people, 
is also now dear to you. It is justly so; for it is a main pillar 
in the edifice of your real independence; the support of your 
tranquillity at home; your peace abroad; of your safety; of 
your prosperity; of that very liberty which you so highly prize. 
But as it is easy to foresee that, from different causes and 
from different quarters much pains will be taken, many artifices 
employed, to weaken in your minds the conviction of this truth; 
as this is the point in your political fortress against which 
the batteries of internal and external enemies will be most con- 
stantly and actively (though often covertly and insidiously) 
directed; it is of infinite moment, that you should properly 
estimate the immense value of your national union to your col- 
Jective and individual happiness; that you should cherish a 
cordial, habitual, and immovable attachment to it; accustoming 
yourselves to think and speak of it as of the palladium of your 
political safety and prosperity; watching for its preservation 
with jealous anxiety; discountenancing whatever may suggest 
even a suspicion that it can, in any event, be abandoned; and 
indignantly frowning upon the first dawning of every attempt 
to alienate any portion of our country from the rest, or to en- 
feeble the sacred ties which now link together the various parts. 

For this you have every inducement of sympathy and inter- 
est. Citizens by birth, or choice, of a common country, that 
country has a right to concentrate your affections. The name 
of American, which belongs to you in your national capacity, 
must always exalt the just pride of patriotism, more than any 
appellation derived from local discriminations. With slight 
shades of difference, you have the same religion, manners, 
habits. and political principles. You have, in a common cause, 
fought and triumphed together; the independence and liberty 
you possess are the work of joint counsels and joint efforts, of 
common danger, sufferings, and successes. 

But these considerations, however powerfully they address 
themselves to your sensibility, are greatly outweighed by those 
which apply more immediately to your interest. Here every 
portion of our country finds the most commanding motives for 
carefully guarding and preserving the union of the whole. 

The north, in an unrestrained intercourse with the south, 
protected by the equal laws of a common government, finds in 
the productions of the latter, great additional resources of mari- 
time and commercial enterprise, and precious materials of man- 
ufacturing industry. The south, in the same intercourse bene- 
fiting by the same agency of the north, sees {ts agriculture grow 
and its commerce expand. Turning partly into its own chan- 
nels the seamen of the north, it finds its particular navigation 
invigorated; and while it contributes, in different ways, to 
nourish and increase the general mass of the national naviga- 
tion, it looks forward to the protection of a maritime strength, 
to which itself is unequally adapted. The east, in a like inter- 
course with the west, already finds, and in the progressive im- 
provement of interior communications by land and water, will 
more and more find a valuable vent for the commodities which 


it brings from abroad, or manufactures at home. The west 
derives from the east supplies requisite to its growth and com- 
fort—and what is perhaps of still greater consequence, it must 
of necessity owe the secure enjoyment of indispensable outlets 
for its own productions, to the weight, influence, and the future 
maritime strength of the Atlantic side of the Union, directed by 
an indissoluble community of interest as one nation. Any other 
tenure by which the west can hold this essential advantage, 
whether derived from its own separate strength or from an 
apostate and unnatural connection with any foreign power, must 
be intrinsically precarious. 

While then every part of our country thus feels an immediate 
and particular interest in union, all the parts combined can not 
fail to find in the united mass of means and efforts, greater 
strength, greater resource, proportionably greater security from 
external danger, a less frequent interruption of their peace by 
foreign nations; and, what is of inestimable value, they must 
derive from union, an exemption from those broils and wars be- 
tween themselves, which so frequently afflict neighboring coun- 
tries not tied together by the same government; which their 
own rivalship alone would be sufficient to produce, but which 
opposite foreign alliances, attachments, and intrigues, would 
stimulate and embitter. Hence, likewise, they will avoid the 
necessity of those overgrown military establishments, which 
under any form of government are inauspicious to liberty, and 
which are to be regarded as particularly hostile to republican 
liberty. In this sense it is, that your Union ought to be con- 
sidered as a main prop of your liberty, and that the love of the 
one ought to endear to you the preservation of the other. 

These considerations speak a persuasive language to every 
reflecting and virtuous mind and exhibit the continuance of ~ 
the union as a primary object of patriotic desire. Is there a 
doubt whether a common government can embrace so large a 
sphere? Let experience solve it. To listen to mere speculation 
in such a case were criminal. We are authorized to hope that 
a proper organization of the whole, with the auxiliary agency 
of governments for the respective subdivisions, will afford a 
happy issue to the experiment. It is well worth a fair and 
full experiment. With such powerful and obvious motives to 
union, affecting all parts of our country, while experience 
shall not have demonstrated its impracticability, there will 
always be reason to distrust the patriotism of those who in 
any quarter may endeayor to weaken its bands. 

In contemplating the causes which may disturb our Union 
it occurs as matter of serious concern that any ground should 
have been furnished for characterizing parties by geographical 
discrimination—northern and southern—Atlantic and western; 
whence designing men may endeavor to excite a belief that 
there is a real difference of local interests and views. One of 
the expedients of party to acquire influence within particular 
districts is to misrepresent the opinions and aims of other dis- 
tricts. You can not shield yourselves too much against the 
jJealousies and heartburnings which spring from these misrep- 
resentations: they tend to render alien to each other those who 
ought to be bound together by fraternal affection. The inhabit- 
ants of our western country have lately had a useful lesson 
on this head: they have seen, in the negotiations by the Execu- 
tive and in the unanimous ratifications by the Senate of the 
treaty with Spain, and in the universal satisfaction at the 
event throughout the United States, a decisive proof how un- 
founded were the suspicions propagated among them of a pol- 
icy in the General Government and in the Atlantic States, un- 
friendly to their interests in regard to the Mississippi. They 
have been witnesses to the formation of two treaties, that 
with Great Britain and that with Spain, which secure to them 
everything they could desire, in respect to our foreign relations, 
toward confirming their prosperity. Will it not be their wis- 
dom to rely for the preservation of these advantages on the 
union by which they were procured? Will they not hence- 
forth be deaf to those advisers, if such they are, who would 
sever them from their brethren and connect them with aliens? 

To the efficacy and permanency of your Union a government 
for the whole is indispensable. No alliances, however strict, 
between the parts can be an adequate substitute; they must 
inevitably experience the infractions and interruptions which 
all alliances in all times have experienced. Sensible of this 
momentous truth, you have improved upon your first essay by 
the adoption of a constitution of government better calculated 
than your former for an intimate union and for the efficacious 
management of your common concerns. This government, the 
offspring of our own choice, uninfluenced and unawed, adopted 
upon full investigation and mature deliberation, completely free 
in its principles, in the distribution of its powers, uniting 
security with energy, and containing within itself a provision 
for its own amendment, has a just claim to your confidence and 
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your support. Respect for its authority, compliance with its 
laws, acquiescence in its measures, are duties enjoined by the 
fundamental maxims of true liberty. The basis of our political 
systems is the right of the people to make and alter their 
constitutions ef government. But the constitution which at 
any time exists, until changed by an explicit and authentic act 
of the whole people, is sacredly obligatory upon all. The very 
idea of the power, and the right of the people to establish gov- 
ernment, presuppose the duty of every individual to obey the 
established government. 

All obstructions to the execution of the laws, all combinations 
and associations under whatever plausible character, with the 
real design to direct, control, counteract, or awe the regular 
deliberations and action of the constituted authorities, are de- 
structive of this fundamental principle, and of fatal tendency. 
They serve to organize faction, to give it an artificial and ex- 
traordinary force, to put in the place of the delegated will of the 
nation the will of party, often a small but artful and enter- 
prising minority of the community; and, according to the alter- 
nate triumphs ef different parties, to make the public adminis- 
tration the mirror of the ill-concerted and incongruous projects 
of faction, rather than the organ of consistent and wholesome 
plans digested by common councils, and modified by mutual in- 
terests. 

However combinations or associations of the above descrip- 
tion may now and then answer popular ends, they are likely, 
in the course of time and things, to become potent engines, by 
which cunning, ambitious, and unprincipled men will be en- 
abled to subvert the power of the people, and to usurp for them- 
selves the reins of government; destroying afterwards the very 
engines which have lifted them to unjust dominion. 

Towards the preservation of your Government and the perma- 
nency of your present happy state, it is requisite, not only that 
you steadily discountenance irregular opposition to its acknowl- 
edged authority, but also that you resist with care the spirit 
of innoyation upon its principles, however specious the pretext. 
One method of assault may be to effect, in the forms of the 
Constitution, alterations which will impair the energy of the 
system; and thus to undermine what can not be directly over- 
thrown. In all the changes to which you may be invited, 
remember that time and habit are at least as necessary to fix 
the true character of governments as of other human institu- 
tions; that experience is the surest standard by which to test 
the real tendency of the existing constitution of a country; 
that facility in changes, upon the credit of mere hypothesis and 
opinion, exposes to perpetual change from the endless variety 
of hypothesis and opinion; and remember, especially, that for 
the efficient management of your common interests in a coun- 
try so extensive as ours, a government of as much vigor as is 


consistent with the perfect security of liberty is indispensable. | 


Liberty itself will find in such a government, with powers 
properly distributed and adjusted, its surest guardian, It is, 
indeed, little else than a name, where the government is too 
feeble to withstand the enterprises of faction, to confine each 
member of the society within the limits prescribed by the laws, 
and to maintain all in the secure and tranquil enjoyment of the 
rights of person and property. 

I have already intimated to you the dangers of parties in 
the state, with particular references to the founding of them ou 
geographical discrimination. Let me now take a more com- 
preliensive view, and warn you in the most solemn manner 
against the baneful effects of the spirit of party generally. 

This spirit, unfortunately, Is inseparable from our nature, 
having its root in the strongest passions of the human mind. 
It exists under different shapes in all governments, more or 
less stifled, controlled, or repressed ; but in those of the popular 
form it is seen in its greatest rankness, and is truly their 

Worst enemy. 

‘The alternate domination of one faction over another, sharp- 
ened by the spirit of revenge natural to party dissension, which 
in different ages and countries has perpetrated the most horrid 
enormities, is itself a frightful despotism. But this leads at 
length to a more formal and permanent despotism. The dis- 
orders and miseries which result, gradually incline the minds 
of men to seek security and repose in the absolute power of an 
individual; and, sooner or later, the chief of some prevailing 
faction, more able or more fortunate than his competitors, turns 
this disposition to the purpose of his own elevation on the ruins 
of public liberty. 

Without looking forward to an extremity of the kind (which 
nevertheless ought not to be entirely out of sight), the common 
and continual mischiefs of the spirit of party are suflicient to 
make it the interest and duty of a wise people to discourage 
and restrain it. 
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It serves always to distract the public councils and enfeeble 
the public administration. It agitates the community with ill- 
founded jealousies and false alarms; kindles the animosity of 
one part against another; foments occasional riot and insur- 
rection. It opens the door to foreign influence and corrup- 
tion, which finds a facilitated access to the Government itself 
through the channels of party passions. Thus the policy and 
the will of one country are subjected to the policy and will of 
another, 

There is an opinion that parties in free countries are useful 
checks upon the administration of the government and serve 
to keep alive the spirit of liberty. This within certain limits is 
probably true; and in governments of a monarchical cast, patriot- 
ism may look with indulgence, if not with favor, upon the spirit 
of party. But in those of the popular character, in governments 
purely elective, it is a spirit not to be encouraged. From their 
natural tendency, it is certain there will always be enough of 
that spirit for every salutary purpose. And there being constant 
danger of excess the effort ought to be, by force of public opin. 
ion, to mitigate and assuage it. A fire not to be quenched, it 
demands a uniform vigilance to prevent it bursting into a flame, 
lest instead of warming it should consume, 

It is important, likewise, that the habits of thinking in a free 
country should inspire caution in those intrusted with its ad- 
ministration, to confine themselves within their respective con- 
stitutional spheres, avoiding in the exercise of the powers of 
one department to encroach upon another. The spirit of en- 
croachment tends to consolidate the powers of all the depart- 
ments in one, and thus to create, whatever the form of govern- 
ment, a real despotism. A just estimate of that love of power 
and proneness to abuse it which predominate in the human 
heart is sufficient to satisfy us of the truth of this position. 
The necessity of reciprocal checks in the exercise of political 
power, by dividing and distributing it into different depositories, 
and constituting each the guardian of the public weal against 
invasions of the others, has been evinced by experiments ancient 
and modern; some of them in our country and under our own 
eyes. To preserve them must be as necessary as to institute 
them. If, in the opinion of the people, the distribution or modi- 
fication of the constitutional powers be in any particular wrong, 
let it be corrected by an amendment in the way which the Con- 
stitution designates. But let there be no change by usurpation; 
for though this, in one instance, may be the instrument of good, 
it is the customary weapon by which free governments are de- 
stroyed. The precedent must always greatly overbalance in 
permanent eyil any partial or transient benefit which the use 
ean at any time yield. 

Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to political pros- 
perity, religion and morality are indispensable supports. In 
vain would that man claim the tribute of patriotism, who should 
labor to subyert these great pillars of human happiness, these 
firmest props of the duties of men and citizens. The mere poli- 
tician, equally with the pious man, ought to respect and to 
cherish them. A volume could not trace all their connections 
with private and public felicity. Let it simply be asked, where 
is the security for property, for reputation, for life, if the sense 
of religious obligation desert the oaths which are the instru- 
ments of investigation in courts of justice? And let us with 
caution indulge the supposition that morality can be maintained 
without religion. Whatever may be conceded to the influence of 
refined education on minds of peculiar structure, reason and 
experience both forbid us to expect, that national morality can 
prevail in exclusion of religious principle. 

It is substantially true, that virtue or morality is a necessary 
spring of popular government. The rule, indeed, extends with 
more or less force to every species of free government. Who 
that is a sincere friend to it ean look with indifference upon 
attempts to shake the foundations of the fabric? 

Promote, then, as an object of primary importance, institu- 
tions for the general diffusion of knowledge. In proportion as 
the structure of a government gives force to public opinion, it 
should be enlightened. 
| As a very important source of strength and security, cherish 
| public credit. One method of preserving it is to use it as spar- 
| ingly as possible, avoiding occasions of expense by cultivating 
| peace, but remembering also, that timely disbursements, to pre- 
| pare for danger, frequently prevent much greater disbursements 

to repel it; avoiding likewise the accumulation of debt, not only 
by shunning occasions of expense, but by vigorous exertions, in 
| time of peace, to discharge the debts which unavoidable wars 
may have occasioned, not ungenerously throwing upon posterity 
the burden which we ourselves ought to bear. The execution of 
| these maxims belongs to your representatives, but it is neces- 
sary that public opinion should cooperate. To facilitate to them 
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the performance of their duty, it is essential that you should 
practically bear in mind, that towards the payment of debts 
there must be revenue; that to have revenue there must be 
taxes; that no taxes can be devised which are not more or less 
inconvenient and unpleasant; that the intrinsic embarrassment 
inseparable from the selection of the proper object (which is 
always a choice of difficulties) ought to be a decisive motive 
for a candid construction of the conduct of the government -in 
making it, and for a spirit of acquiescence in the measures for 
obtaining reyenue, which the public exigencies may at any time 
dictate. 

Observe good faith and justice toward all nations; cultivate 
peace and harmony with all. Religion and morality enjoin 
this conduct, and can It be that good policy does not equally 
enjoin it? It will be worthy of a free, enlightened, and, at no 
distant period, a great Nation, to give to mankind the mag- 
nanimous and too novel example of a people always guided by 
an exalted justice and benevolence, Who can doubt but, in 
the course of time and things, the fruits of such a plan would 
richly repay any temporary advantages which might be lost by 
a steady adherence to it; can it be that Providence has not con- 
nected the permanent felicity of a nation with its virtue? The 
experiment at least is recommended by every sentiment which 
ennobles human nature. Alas! is it rendered impossible by its 
vices? 

In the execution of such a plan nothing is more essential 
than that permanent, inveterate antipathies against particular 
nations and passionate attachments for others should be ex- 
cluded; and that, in place of them, just and amicable feelings 
toward all should be cultivated. The nation which indulges to- 
ward another an habitual hatred, or an habitual fondness, is in 
some degree a slave. It is a slave to its animosity or to its 
affection, either of which is sufficient to lead it astray from its 
duty and its interest. Antipathy in one nation against another 
disposes each more readily to offer insult and injury, to lay hold 
of slight causes of umbrage, and to be haughty and intractable 
when accidental or trifling occasions of dispute occur. Hence, 
frequent collisions, obstinate, envenomed, and bloody contests. 
The nation, prompted by ill will and resentment, sometimes 
impels to war the goyernment, contrary to the best calculations 
of policy. The government sometimes participates in the na- 
tional propensity, and adopts through passion what reason 
would reject; at other times it makes the animosity of the 
nation subservient to projects of hostility, instigated by pride, 
ambition, and other sinister and pernicious motives. The peace 
onen sometimes perhaps the liberty of nations, has been the 
victim. 

So likewise, a passionate attachment of one nation for another 
produces a variety of evils. Sympathy for the favorite nation, 
facilitating the illusion of an imaginary common interest, in 
eases where no real common interest exists, and infusing. into 
one the enmities of the other, betrays the former into a partici- 
pation in the quarrels and wars of the latter, without adequate 
inducements or justifications. It leads also to concessions, to 
the favored nation, of privileges denied to others, which is apt 
doubly to injure the nation making the concessions, by unneces- 
sarily parting with what ought to have been retained, and by 
exciting jealousy, ill will, and a disposition to retaliate in the 
parties from whom equal privileges are withheld; and it gives 
to ambitious, corrupted, or deluded citizens who devote them- 
‘selves to the favorite nation, facility to betray or sacrifice the 
interests of their own country, without odium, sometimes even 
with popularity; gilding with the appearances of a virtuous 
sense of obligation, a commendable deference for public opinion, 
or a laudable zeal for public good, the base or foolish compli- 
ances of ambition, corruption, or infatuation. 

As avenues to foreign influence in innumerable ways, such 
attachments are particularly alarming to the truly enlightened 
and independent patriot. How many opportunities do they 
afford to tamper with domestic factions, to practice the arts of 
seduction, to mislead public opinion, to influence or awe the 
ublic councils! Such an attachment of a small or weak, 
jtowards a great and powerful nation, dooms the former to be 
the satellite of the latter. 
| Against the insidious wiles of foreign influence (I conjure 
you to believe me fellow citizens), the jealousy of a free people 
ought to be constantly awake; since history and experience 
prove, that foreign influence is one of the most baneful foes of 
republican government. But that jealousy, to be useful, must 
be impartial, else it becomes the instrument of the very influ- 
ence to be avoided, instead of a defense against it, Excessive 
partially for one foreign nation and excessive dislike for 
another, cause those whom they actuate to see danger only on 
one side, and serve to veil and even second the arts of influ- 
ence on the other. Real patriots, who may resist the intrigues 


of the favorite, are liable to become suspected and odious; while 
its tools and dupes usurp the applause and confidence of the 
people, to surrender their interests. 

The great rule of conduct for us, in regard to foreign rations, 
is, in extending our commercial relations, to have with them as 
little political connection as possible. So far as we have already 
formed engagements, let them be fulfilled with perfect good 
faith. Here let us stop. 

Europe has a set of primary interests, which to us have none, 
or & very remote relation. Hence, she must be engaged in 
frequent controversies, the causes of which are essentially 
foreign to our concerns. Hence, therefore, it must be unwise 
in us to implicate ourselves, by artificial ties, in the ordinary 
vicissitudes of her politics, or the ordinary combinations and 
collisions of her friendships or enmities. 

Our detached and distant situation invites and enables us 
to pursue a different course. If we remain one people, under an 
efficient government, the period is not far off when we may defy 
material injury from external annoyance; when we may take 
such an attitude as will cause the neutrality we may at any time 
resolve upon, to be scrupulously respected; when belligerent 
nations, under the impossibility of making acquisitions upon us, 
will not lightly hazard the giving us provocation, when we may 
choose paac or war, as our interest, guided by justice, shall 
counsel. 

Why forego the advantages of so peculiar a situation? Why 
quit our own to stand upon foreign ground? Why, by inter- 
weaving our destiny with that of any part of Europe, entangle 
our peace and prosperity in the toils of European ambition, 
rivalship, interest, humor, or caprice? 

It is our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliance with 
any portion of the foreign world; so far, I mean, as we are now 
at liberty to do it; for let me not be understood as capable of 
patronizing infidelity to existing engagements. I hold the maxim 
no less applicable to public than private affairs, that honesty 
is always the best policy. I repeat it, therefore, let those en- 
gagements be observed in their genuine sense. But in my 
opinion, it is unnecessary, and would be unwise to extend them. 

Taking care always to keep ourselves by suitable establish- 
ments, on a respectable defensive posture, we may safely trust 
to temporary alliances for extraordinary emergencies. 

Harmony, and a liberal intercourse with all nations, are rec- 
ommended by policy, humanity, and interest. But even our 
commercial policy should hold an equal and impartial hand; 
neither seeking nor granting exclusive favors or preferences; 
consulting the natural course of things; diffusing and diversify- 
ing by gentle means the streams of commerce, but forcing noth- 
ing; establishing with powers so disposed, in order to give 
trade a stable course, to define the rights of our merchants, and 
to enable the Government to support them, conventional rules 
of intercourse, the best that present circumstances and mutual 
opinion will permit, but temporary, and liable to be from time 
to time abandoned or varied as experience and circumstances 
shall dictate; constantly keeping in view, that it is folly in one 
nation to look for disinterested favors from another; that it 
must pay with a portion of its independence for whatever it 
may accept under that character; that by such acceptance, it 
may place itself in the condition of having given equivalents 
for nominal favors, and yet of being reproached with ingrati- 
tude for not giving more. There can be no greater error than 
to expect, or calculate upon real favors from nation to nation. 
It is an illusion which experience must cure, which a just pride 
ought to discard. 

In offering to you, my countrymen, these counsels of an old 
and affectionate friend, I dare not hope they will make the 
strong and lasting impression I could wish; that they will con- 
trol the usual current of the passions, or prevent our Nation 
from running the course which has hitherto marked the destiny 
of nations, but if I may even flatter myself that they may be 
productive of some partial benefit, some occasional good; that 
they may now and then recur to moderate the fury of party 
spirit, to warn against the mischiefs of foreign intrigue, to 
guard against the impostures of pretended patriotism; this 
hope will be a full recompense for the solicitude for your wel- 
fare by which they have been dictated. 

How far, in the discharge of my official duties, I haye been 
guided by the principles which have been delineated, the public 
records and other evidences of my conduct must witness to you 
and to the world. To myself, the assurance of my own con- 
science is, that I have, at least, believed myself to be guided by 
them. 

In relation to the still subsisting war in Europe, my procla- 
mation of the 22d of April, 1793, is the index to my plan. Sanc- 
tioned by your approving voice, and by that of your representa- 
tives in both Houses of Congress, the spirit of that measure 
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has continually governed me, uninfluenced by any attempts to 
deter or divert me from it. 

After deliberate examination, with the aid of the best lights 
I could obtain, I was well satisfied that our country, under all 
the circumstances of the case, had a right to take, and was 
bound, in duty and interest, to take a neutral position. Having 
taken it, I determined, as far as should depend upon me, to 
maintain it with moderation, perseverance, and firmness. 

The considerations which respect the right to hold this con- 
duct, it is not necessary on this occasion to detail. I will only 
observe that, according to my understanding of the matter, that 
right, so far from being denied by any of the belligerent powers, 
has been virtually admitted by all. 

The duty of holding a neutral conduct may be inferred, with- 
out anything more, from the obligation which justice and 
humanity imposes on every nation, in cases in which it is free 
to act, to maintain inviolate the relations of peace and amity 
towards other nations. 

The inducements of interest for observing that conduct will 
best be referred to your own reflections and experience. With 
me, a predominant motive has been to endeavor to gain time to 
our country to settle and mature its yet recent institutions, and 
to progress, without interruption, to that degree of strength, 
and consistency which is necessary to give it, humanly speaking, 
the command of its own fortunes. 

Though in reviewing the incidents of my administration, I 
am unconscious of intentional error, I am nevertheless too 
sensible of my defects not to think it probable that I may have 
committed many errors Whatever they may be, I fervently 
beseech the Almighty to avert or mitigate the evils to which 
they may tend. I shall also carry with me the hope that my 
country will never cease to view them with indulgence; and 
that, after forty-five years of my life dedicated to its service, 
with an upright zeal, the faults of incompetent abilities will be 
consigned to oblivion, as myself must soon be to the mansions 
of rest. 

Relying on its kindness in this as in other things, and actu- 
ated by that fervent love towards it, which is so natural to a 
man who views it in the native soil of himself and his progeni- 
tors for several generations; I anticipate with pleasing expecta- 
tion that retreat in which I promise myself to realize, without 
alloy, the sweet enjoyment of partaking, in the midst of my 
fellow citizens, the benign influence of good laws under a free 
government—the ever favorite object of my heart, and the 
happy reward, as I trust, of our mutual cares, labors and 
dangers. 

Gro. WASHINGTON. 

UNITED STATES, 

17th September, 1796. 


PETITIONS. . 


Mr. JONES of Washington presented petitions of sundry citi- 
zens of Tacoma, Yakima, Toppenish, and Ellensburg, all in the 
State of Washington, praying for the passage of legislation 
granting increased compensation to postal employees, which 
were referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

Mr. WILLIS presented a resolution adopted by Lorain Lodge, 
No. 863, Independent Order B’Nai B'rith, of Lorain, Ohio, pro- 
testing against the passage of the so-called Johnson selective 
immigration bill, as being discriminatory, etc., which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Methodist 
Ministerial Association of Greater Cincinnati, Ohio, favoring 
the participation of the United States in the Permanent Court 
of International Justice, which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by delegates to As- 
bestos Workers Union No. 8, of Cleveland, Ohio, favoring an 
appropriation to defray the expenses of delegates from this 
country to the forthcoming International Conference on Nar- 
coties, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions, 

BILL INTRODUCED. 


Mr. FESS introduced a bill (S. 2590) to amend sections 1, 
8, and 6 of an act entitled “An act to provide for the promotion 
of vocational rehabilitation of persons disabled in industry or 
otherwise and their return to civil employment"; which was 
read twice by its title, and referred to the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor. 


BICENTENNIAL OF THE RIRTH OF GEORGE WASHINGTON. 


Mr. FESS. Mr. President, I introduce a joint resolution 
providing for the preparation and completion of plans for a 


comprehensive observance of the bicentennial of the birthday 
of George Washington. I ask that the joint resolution be 

1 in the Recorp and referred to the Committee on the 

rary. 

There being no objection, the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 85) 
authorizing an appropriation for the participation of the 
United States in the preparation and completion of plans for 
the comprehensive observance of that greatest of all historic 
events, the bicentennial of the birthday of George Washington, 
was read twice by its title, referred to the Committee on 
mo Library, and ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
‘ollows: 


Joint resolution (S. J. Res. 85) authorizing an appropriation for the 
participation of the United States in the preparation and completien 
of plans for the comprehensive observance of that greatest of all 
historic events, the bicentennial of the birthday of George Wash- 
ington, 


Whereas on February 22, 1982, will occur the two hundredth anni- 
versary of the birth of George Washington, the Father and Founder of 
the American Republic; and 

Whereas the significance of this event transcends in importance any 
other historic event of a similar kind that has ever before been com- 
memorated by the Nation; and 

Whereas past experience has taught that it takes from 5 to 10 years 
to complete fitting and adequate plans for the commemoration of out- 
standing historic events; and 

Whereas heretofore the celebration of epochal events has always 
been marred by the incompletion of preparations, monuments, ete, 
necessitating delays in the inauguration of commemorations; and 

Whereas if any commemoration of the bicentennial of the birth of 
George Washington that is commensurate with its importance and 
significance to the American people be held, then the time between 
the present day and the year 1932 is by no means too long for the 
completion and carrying out of plans: Therefore be it 

Resolved, eto., That there is hereby established a commission to be 
known as the United States Commission for the Celebration of the 
Two Hundredth Anniversary of the Birth of George Washington 
(hereinafter referred to as the commission) and to be composed of 
19 commissioners, as follows: 

The President of the United States; the President pro tempore of 
the Senate and the Speaker of the House of Representatives ex officio; 
eight persons, to be appointed by the President of the United States; 
four Senators, by the President pro tempore of the Senate; and four 
Representatives, by the Speaker of the House of Representatives. The 
commissioners shall serve without compensation and shall select a 
chairman from among their own number, 

Sec, 2. That there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
, to be expended by the commission in accordance with the pro- 
visions of this resointion. 

Sec, 3. That it shall be the duty of the commissioners, after pro- 
mulgating to the American people an address relative to the reason 
for its creation and of its purpose, to prepare a plan or plans and a 
program for the signalizing of the event, to commemorate which they 
are brought into being; and to give due and proper consideration to 
any plan or plans which may be submitted to them; and to take such 
steps as may be necessary in the coordination and correlation of plans 
prepared by State commissions or by bodies created under appoint- 
ment by the governors of the respective States and by representative 
civic bodies; and if the participation of other nations in the com- 
memoration be deemed advisable, to invite foreign governments to send 
representatives to engage in such participation. 

Sec. 4. That when the commission shall have approved of a plan of 
celebration, then it shall submit for their consideration and approval 
such plan or plans, in so far as it or they may relate to the fine arts, 
to the Commission of Fine Arts, in Washington, for their approval, 
and in accordance with statutory requirements. 

Sec. 5. That the commission, after selecting a chairman and a vice 
chairman from among their members, may employ a seeretary and such 
other assistants as may be needed for clerical work connected with the 
duties of the commission, and may also engage the services of expert 
advisers and may fix their respective compensations within the amount 
appropriated for such purposes. 

Suc. 6. The commissioners shall receive no compensation for their 
services, but shall be paid their actual and necessary traveling, hotel, 
and other expenses incurred in the discharge of their duties. 

Sec. 7. The commission shall, on or before the 4th of March, 1925, 


make a report to the Congress, in order that enabling legislation may - 


be enacted in the carrying out of the plan or plans finally approved. 
Sec. 8. That the commission hereby created shall expire within (one) 

(two) year after the expiration of the celebration, December 31, 1932. 
Sac. 9. This act shall take effect immediately. 
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AMENDMENT TO INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Mr. KING submitted an amendment intended to be proposed 
by him to House bill 5078, the Interior Department appropria- 
tion bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

The proposed amendment is to strike out the item for the 
Strawberry Valley reclamation project, Utah, and to insert in 
lieu: 

Strawberry Valley project, Utah: For operation and maintenance 
and incidental operations, $40,000; for continuance of construction, 
$1,400,000 ; in all, $1,440,000. 


RECESS. 


Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I move that the Senate take a 
recess until to-morrow at 12 o'clock. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 12 o’clock and 44 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Saturday, Feb- 
ruary 23, 1924, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Fray, February 22, 1924. 


The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Almighty God, we thank Thee that the laws of Thy infinite 
nature are at the heart of all life. With such a refuge con- 
fusion need not bewilder us and burdens need not harden us, 
for Thy love and mercy will never fail us. We praise Thee for 
a past that is all glorious with Thy wonderful providence, for 
Thou hast stood within the shadows, keeping watch above Thy 
own, We are grateful this day that the principles of free gov- 
ernment were condensed in the patriotic devotions of our fore- 
fathers. We bless Thee that the finest ideals of free institu- 
tions were divinely ordained in the character and services of 
him whose birth we this day commemorate. Our fathers recog- 
nized no superior, save God, and their faith in Him gave heroic 
courage to our soldiers and stainless lives to our scholars and 
statesmen. We entreat Thee that Thou mayst continue to be 
the spring of the noblest impulses of our country. Bless all 
institutions founded upon Christian learning, upon liberty, and 
upon law. May the justice, the honor, and the truth of the 
Gallilean Teacher be ours and bless us with the eternal love He 
has brought to the light of men. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was wad and 
approved. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr. 
Brumo, for three days, on account of making an important ad- 
dress at Pittsburgh. 


ELECTIONS TO COMMITTEES. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I present the following 
privileged resolution (H. Res. 188), which I send to the desk 
and ask to have read: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

ELECTIONS TO COMMITTEES. 

Resolved, That the following Members be, and they are hereby, 
elected members of the standing committees of the House, as follows, to 
wit: 

Pensions: FRED M. Vinson, of Kentucky, and ALLARD H. Gasdun, of 
South Carolina ; 

Flood Control : 
SÒN, of Texas. 

Public Lands: Fren M. Vinson, of Kentucky. 


The SPEAKER, The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. ö 
The resolution was agreed to. 
CALL OF THE HOUSE. 


Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. Evidently 
there is not. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois, 
House. 

The motion was agreed to, 


FRED M. Vinson, of Kentucky, and LUTHAR A. JOHN- 


Mr, Speaker, I move a call of the 


The SPHAKER. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the 
Sergeant at Arms will bring in absentees, and the Clerk will 
call the roll, 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names; 


Aldrich Gallivan McDuffie Shreve 
Aswell Garber McFadden Sinnott 
Beedy Geran McKenzie Snyder 
Bell Gifford MacLafferty Sproul, ADI 
Berger Grabam, Pa. Martin Ste 
Britten Griffin Mead Ste 
Browne, N. J. Hastinga Michaelson Sul 1 

rumm Hayden Minahan Sweet 
Burdick Hill, Wash. Mooney Swoope 
Butler Howard, Okla. Morrow Tague 

rew 2 Newton, Mo. Taylor, Colo. 

Celler Hull Nolan Thomas, Ky. 
Clane Hall. Wiliam H. O'Brien Treadway 
Cole, Ohio Johnson, W. Va. O'Connor, La. Tydings 
Collier Jost Patterson Underhill 
Connery Kuhn Peavey Upshaw 
Corning Kearns Peery Vinson, Ga 
Curry Kendall Perlman Vinson, Ky 
Davey Kent Phillips Watres 
Dempsey Kiess Porter Wilson, La. 
Dominick Knutson Ramseyer Wilson, Miss, 
Eagan Kopp Ransie Wingo 
Edmonds Lazaro Reed, W. Va. Winslow 
Fairchild Leavitt Roach Winter 

aust sny Rogers, Mass. Wood 
Favrot Lindsay Romjue Wright 
Fish Lineberger Rouse Zihiman 
Fisher Linthicum Sanders, N. V. 
Fredericks Logan Sandlin 
Freeman on Schall 


The SPEAKER. Three hundred and fourteen Members have 
answered to their names, a quorum. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with 
further proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The doors were opened. 


CONTINGENT EXPENSES UNITED STATES SENATE, 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table Senate Joint Resolution 84, mak- 
ing appropriations for contingent expenses of the United States 
“Senate for the fiscal year 1924 and consider the same at this 
time. This carries an appropriation of $125,000 out of which 
the Senate must pay the expenses of the investigation it is 
conducting into the oil leases on the public domain, and also to 
pay expenses in connection with the investigation of the sena- 
torial election in Texas, A great number of witnesses are here 
from Texas and other places. A large number of counters are 
here engaged in the counting of the ballots. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unanl- 
mous consent for the present consideration of Senate Joint 
Resolution 84. Is there objection to the present consideration 
of the resolution? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will the gentleman give us a little time, say, five minutes, on 
this matter? 

Mr. MADDEN. I would be glad to do that, of course, but I 
hope the gentleman will not take up any time. The investi- 
gating committee of the Senate is out of money, and it is im- 
portant that the funds be supplied immediately. Of course, if 
the gentleman wants to discuss the matter I should be very 
glad to yield him the time. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. As I understand it, Mr. 
Speaker, the Senate just simply has to have this contingent 
fund increased. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is all there is to it. 

Mr. BLANTON. I would like to have five minutes, if the 
gentleman will yield me that. 

Mr. MADDEN. Of course, I shall be glad to do that. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the joint resolution? [After a pause,] The Chair hears 
none. The Clerk will report.the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Joint resolution (S. J. Res. 84) making appropriation for contingent 
expenses of the United States Senate, fiscal year 1924. 

Resolwed, cte., That the sum of $125,000 is hereby appropriated, out 
of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, for the fiscal 
year 1924, for expenses of inquiries and investigations ordered by the 
Senate, including compensation of stenographers to committees at such 
rate as may be fixed by the Committee to Audit and Control the Con- 
tingent Expenses of the Senate, but not exceeding 25 cents per hundred 
words. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr, Speaker, I know nothing about the 
merits of this resolution. All I know is that the Senate is en- 
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gaged in these investigations and has been for some time. I 
am informed by the Senate committee, through its chairman 
that the fund is exhausted; that they have had a large amount 
of expense in connection with their work which they are unable 
to pay; and that the passage of this resolution is urgent and 
the necessity for it immediate. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. It has been suggested to me that 
the gentleman failed to get unanimous consent to consider this 
joint resolution in the House in the Committee of the Whole. 

Mr. MADDEN. That is true. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the joint resolution may be considered in the 
House as in the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, it ought to be understood by 
the people of the United States that the House of Representa- 
tives has nothing whatever to do with the money that the Senate 
of the United States sees fit to expend out of its contingent 
fund. No Member here, with propriety, may criticize any such 
expenditure. However, a joint resolution must be passed in 
order that the Senate may have money placed in its contingent 
fund. By voting for a joint resolution to put money into the 
contingent fund of the Senate I do not want, however, to be 
placed in the attitude of approving the manner in which the 
money is expended thereafter. I have asked for this time in 
order that the matter might be understood, so that, as one 
Member of the House, I might state our position. This 
is merely a measure for placing money in the contingent fund 
of the Senate, to be spent by it as it sees fit; and after we 
place it there, whatever manner in which the Senate sees fit 
to expend it is a responsibility which the Senate alone must 
assume and answer for it to the country, and is not a respon- 
sibility of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. WYANT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. BLANTON. Tes. 

Mr. WYANT. Can the gentleman tell us how much money 
has been expended in this investigation? 

Mr. BLANTON. I have no means of knowing, and I take it 
that that is not a matter of proper inquiry for the House of 
Representatives. We likewise have a contingent fund, and 
when we spend money out of our contingent fund we are re- 
sponsible to the people for the manner in which we spend it. 
When the Senate spends money out of its contingent fund, it 
alone is responsible to the people of the United States for the 
manner in which it is expended. The people of the United 
States must not hold the Members of the House of Representa- 
tives responsible for the manner in which the other body 
spends its contingent fund, and vice versa, must not hold the 
Senate responsible for our expenditures out of our contingent 
fund. 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question. 

The previous question was o 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the joint resolution. 

The bill was ordered to be. engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


E. W. COLE. 


The SPEAKER. The Chair refers papers in the ease of 
E. W. Cole, of Texas, who claims a seat in the House of Rep- 
resentatives as a Member at large from the State of Texas, to 
the Committee on Elections No. 2. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, was that some 
report from some election committee? 

it The SPEAKER. No. The Chair referred some papers in that 

case from Texas to the Committee on Elections No. 2. 


QUESTION OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE, 


Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a ques- 
tion of personal privilege. I want to cast a vote on this bill 
and I have not had the opportunity. 

The SPEAKER. On which bin? 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. This joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman had his opportunity at the 
proper time. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. The Speaker was too swift for 
me. I wanted ‘to say “no.” [Laughter.] 
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WOODEOW WILSON. 


Mr. EVANS of Montana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the Recoxp on ex-President 
Wilson. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has that privilege already. 

Mr. EVANS of Montana. Mr. Speaker, Woodrow Wilson is 
dead; he sleeps; his tired body rests; his matchless mind and 
great heart, worn out in the service of the millions of human- 
kiñd, are stilled forever; but the things for which he fought 
will never die. He needs no encomium, no panegyric from me; 
his deeds done for his country and the world are his monu- 
ment and will stand as secure and imperishable as the pyra- 
mids of Egypt. As he lived so he died, true to his ideals— 
he neyer surrendered. 

Mr. Speaker, a few days ago and just prior to the passing 
of the spirit of Woodrow Wilson there appeared an article 
from the pen of David Lawrence, entitled “ Hour of surrender,” 
which is worthy to be preserved in the archives and the history 
of the Nation, and I desire to read it into the Recorp, Wood- 
row Wilson is gone, but he never surrendered. 


HOUR or SURRENDER, WORD Never KNOWN BY Him, Comes TO WILSON— 
SADDENED Worp WarcHes LAST FIGHT OF MAN Wso ASKED No 
QUARTER, Gays Noxx, to Achmr His IDEALS. 


[By David Lawrence.} 


The hour of surrender—a word which, in his days of power, he never 
recognized—has come to Woodrow Wilson. 

And with it there wells up simultaneously in the hearts of the people 
everywhere a sadness born of admiration for the stolcism of a states- 
man who fought till the last for the ideals in which he believed. 

“T would rather fail,” he used to say, “in a cause that I know some 
day will triumph than to win in a cause that I know some day will 
fall.” 

It was his philosophy of battle. To posterity he looked always for 
vindication. He never understood the word “compromise.” Even m 
his breakdown, after the famous western trip, when it seemed as if 
the Versailles covenant of the League of Nations was beaten in the 
Senate, he scorned defeat. 

Senator Hitchcock, Democrat, chairman of the Senate Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee, who was in charge of the fight for the League of 
Nations treaty, asked for an engagement, 

“YT suppose he is coming to talk compromise,” commented Mr. Wilson 
as he granted the engagement, but he listened without surrender. 

All the world may say Woodrow Wilson should have compromised 
and that to-day he would have had America a member of the league 
with reservations. But to Woodrow Wilson it was an enduring prin- 
ciple—he could not barter what he thought was fundamental to the 
peace of the world. And he looked on ever since, waiting patiently 
for the turn in the tide, a turn that years of agitation may or may not 
bring, but at the hour of his passing from the stage of life America 
remains outside the league he worked so ardently to establish. 


NEVER WANTED PITY. 


Tragic may be the atmosphere, sorrow felt by his friends and foes 
alike that he did not retain the physical vigor to continue his fight, 
praise for his courage—all this may be the comment of the outside 
world, but not a word of pity or pathos did the Wilsonian temperament 
want. His was the spirit of a crusader. His was the tenacity of a 
soldier in a hand-to-hand fight. He never gave an inch. For years 
he was ready for death. He went forth on his western trip against 
the advice of his physicians, but with a smile of disregard for life 
itself. He used to say he would gladly give his life for the cause 
of the League of Nations. The remaining years of his life were meant 
to him only for the accomplishment of the greatest ideal of all—a 
world organization for peace. 

Scarred by the war, racked in nerves, never forgetting the awful- 
ness of the combat in which he felt always a personal responsibility, 
he never could drive out of his mind the thoughts of the hundred 
thousand Anrerican boys who died, as he thought, for an ideal and of 
the hundreds of thousands who came home wounded and maimed in 
the service of the flag. 


HELD PIRMLY TO IDEALS. 


“To make the world safe for democracy” was Mr. Wilson’s war 
slogan. To his critics it became an empty phrase. But the idea of 
a war to end war never left Woodrow Wilson. Long after the Ameri- 
ean people began to turn their minds to domestic concerns and the 
material side of reconstruction, the broodings of Mr. Wilson over the 
breakdown of moral force continued. He was arbitrary in his views 
about formula for world peace, because he was in no mood for detail 
or distrust of other peoples or governments. Y 

All had worked together in the common partnership of war. AN 
had put their armies and navies under one command and bad given 
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of their food and money and resources without stint for an ideal. Tho 
decision of 1917 meant to Woodrow Wilson a readiness on the part of 
America to assume obligations in the affairs of the world and to ful- 
fill them. The recession from this viewpoint he could never under- 
stand. In his last speech to the American people over the radio on 
Armistice Day, November, 1923, Mr. Wilson was bitter in the denuncia- 
tion of that policy. He called it “cowardly” and ignoble, And 
his words were resented by many. To the sick man in seclusion in 
the National Capital it was but the last feeble attempt to bestir the 
people to a realization of the change that had come over them since 
they pledged themselyes in 1917 so willingly to cooperation with the 
rest of the world without reseryation. 

Seven years ago to a day almost—Saturday, February 3, 1917—came 
the fateful turn in the career of Woodrow Wilson. It was on that day 
that the United States severed diplomatic relations with Germany and 
orders] Count von Bernstorff, the German ambassador, to go home. 
War followed two months Jater—a war that Woodrow Wilson never 
wanted to enter, though he felt for a long time prior to 1917 that 
American participation would sooner or later become imperative. He 
hoped against hope for an allied victory without the ald of the United 
States. As he steered the ship of state in what he believed was a 
course af benevolent neutrality he prayed that the Allies would end 
the war triumphantly and enable the United States to play a rôle of 
peacemaker and healer of the wounds of war. 

But when war came he threw himself into the fray with an abandon 
that wiped the mistaken phrase “too proud to fight” out of the vo- 
eabulary of his critics for once and all. The selective service act— 
compulsory military service—something which under the dread term of 
"conscription " had shaken the other democracies of the world to their 
foundations, was recommended by him with a suddenness that made 
everybody gasp. But it enabled America to put 2,000,000 men into 
Europe and turn the tide of battle toward the ultimate victory. 

It was Woodrow Wilson who from the first fought for unity of 
command on land and sea and the brushing aside of technical sover- 
eignty in the interest of self-preservation of the allied peoples. 

His influence in the scales made Foch the generalissimo and enabled 
the teets of the Allies to be combined for effective operation under the 
British high command. 

The hectic days of the war with their worries and burdens that his 
friends thought would break him down were weathered triumphantly, 
but he set sail for the Peace Conference with a heart saddened by the 
loss of both Houses of Congress after his ill-fated appeal of 1918 for a 
Democratic Congress. He had been thinking of the partisan attack 
behind his back in the war days. He was a partisan, too, His appeal 
for a Democratic Congress was based upon the belief that he would be 
able the better to make peace. Mis opponents construed his statement 
ag a reflection ou their patriotism. His advisers and friends begged 
him to deny it and set the country straight. 

He never issued a word of defense, he never changed a syllable of the 
statement. He never made a public comment on the verdict. He felt 
that if the Republican Congress would give him the proper cooperation 
in making peace the result would speak for itself—it would prove that 
he was wrong. If the Republican Congress blocked his peace efforts, as 
he predicted, the country would know why he appealed for a Democratic 
Congress. 

CONVINCED BY LATER EVENTS. 

The events that followed convinced Mr. Wilson that the Repub- 
licuns would make a partisan question of the League of Nations and 
the peace treaty, and he was still so confident of the opinion of the 
American people that he wanted a referendum in the election of 1920 
to decide the issue. But Mr. Wilson's precepts of government, his 
theories of parliamentary government, and the practical side of Ameri- 
can ‘polities, especially in a presidential year, were at variance. 

Thirty-one prominent Republicans, including Elihu Root, Charles 
Evans Hughes, and Herbert Hoover, interpreted the Republican na- 
tional platform of 1920 and the views of Warren Harding, the Repub- 
lican presidential candidate, as meaning that “a vote for Harding” 
was “a vote for the league with reservations.” When the victory of 
the Republicans was won they promptly repudiated that position and 
declared the “league is dend,” and in the first inaugural address the 
Republican President announced his intention of keeping America out- 
side the League of Nations, either with or without reservations, 


HOPED FOR VINDICATION, 


And even on top of that Woodrow Wilson hoped for vindication in 
1924. He watched the maneuvers of the candidates. None but James 
M. Cox has been mentioning the League of Nations, but the removal 
of Woodrow Wilson from the political stage will not mean that his 
party will forget. 

William Gibbs McAdoo, son-in-law of Woodrow Wilson, has publicly 
declared for the Bok peace plan, which provides for entry of the 
United States into the League of Nations with suitable reservations 
and proper safeguards on American sovereignty and independence, 


Mr. McAdoo may or may not be heir to the Wilson strength in the 
United States, but he has already indicated his willingness to take 
up the battle for the league. 

Woodrow Wilson never sanctioned his son-in-law’s presidential ambi- 


tions, He never committed himself, so far as anyone knows, to any 
man for 1924, but he has been looking hopefully to the Democratic 
National Convention in June to adopt a platform which will keep 
alive the Wilsonian view of foreign policy. 


PICTURE OF TRAGEDY, 


Only a few weeks ago the members of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee passed in silent procession before the ex-President at his home. 
His haggard face, his feeble body loosely draping an armchair, his 
smile of recognition for his old friends—it made a picture of never- 
to-be-forgotten tragedy. But he would resent that word. It was but 
his farewell counsel to his party—he had never surrendered, 


A NECESSARY REVISION OF LAW. 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Mr. Speaker, and gentlemen of the 
House, recent events in Washington, culminating in the shoot- 
ing of Hon. FRANK L. GREENE, United States Senator from the 
State of Vermont, which occurrence is being paralleled in 
various parts of this country at the present time, coupled with 
the action of the House on yesterday in overruling the deci- 
sion of the Chair while considering the revenue bill, presents 
an opportunity for the presentation of a matter that I beiieve 
should be considered during the present Congress. 

It is my intention, when the proper paragraph of the bill 
under consideration is reached, to offer an amendment to the 
bill providing for a tax of $6 per barrel on brewed or malted 
beverages containing 2.75 per cent alcoholic content or less, 
this alcoholic content being in accord with the decisions of 
the court as to the amount of alcoholic content that can be 
legally manufactured and seld under the provisions of the 
eighteenth amendment. 

The adoption of the amendment which I shall offer will 
produce a revenue of $600,000,000 annually. This amount, 
gentlemen, will be more than the amount required to pay the 
cost of the adjusted compensation bill. It will provide both 
for the payment of that just and expected obligation, and will 
at the same time permit Secretary Mellon to advocate a tax 
reduction program with greater reductions than contemplated 
in the plan he originally submitted. : 

The tax will be neither unequitable nor unpopular. It will 
apply and be collected from only such sources as elect to pay 
it. Only such States as voluntarily choose to increase the 
alcoholic content in excess of one-half of 1 per cent may do so, 
and those States desiring to retain their present limitation 
are not required to permit an increase by reason of the con- 
current jurisdiction provision of the eighteenth amendment. 

That the time is opportune for the consideration of such a 
measure is evident from the fact that there has been much 
discussion on the floor of the House recently regarding the 
merits or demerits of prohibition. From the time I first en- 
tered Congress it has been my policy neither to take the time of 
the session nor to encumber the Recorp, unless I felt I was in a 
position to add some information on the subject under discus- 
sion. It has not been my practice to indulge in rhetorical 
gymnasties, somersaults, or flip-flops for the amusement of 
Members or the entertainment of my constituents. In the time 
allotted to me I shall endeavor to submit for your consideration 
my views as to why absolute prohibition of all beverages with 
alcoholic content is unwise, impracticable, and undesirable. 

I do not believe that the use of alcoholic stimulants in any 
form and under any conditions can be eliminated by the enact- 
ment of prohibition legislation. I hold this view for many 
reasons which have not yet been advanced. The reasons I 
shall Submit are the conclusions arrived at as the result of 
personal observations; a close study of man as I have met him 
and know him, and not founded upon the theoretical ideals 
that seem to goyern some Members in the consideration of 
their legislative duties. 

No nation can move more rapidly in any cause or toward 
any goal than the individuals who compose it, as it is the indi- 
vidual who constitutes the nation, and if our Nation is to 
take its place in the affairs of the world it will be after we, as 
individuals, shall sò decide. We can not leave it to the Nation 
or to the established officers of government, for we are the 
Nation, and if we fail then the Nation must fail, 

It is undoubtedly the duty of legislators at all times to stand 
between the radicals in their demand for legislation. To stand 
between the radical labor advocate and the radical antilabor 
advocate; the radical champion of capital and the radical cham- 
pion who is anticapital; the radical dry and the radical wet; 
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and we must never lose sight of the fact that while a certain 
law may be desirable it may not be practical. We must not 
enact a law that can not be enforced, respected, and upheld by 
the people generally, although such law might be desirable. 


CONGRESS RESPONSIBLE FOR FAILURE. 


For the present deplorable condition in respect to law en- 
forcement I criticize neither the wets nor drys; neither the 
judicial nor executive branch of our Government. The criti- 
cism must be directed to Congress exclusively as the legisla- 
tive branch of the Government, as they alone are responsible 
for the passage of our laws, and when they enact legislation 
that fails of enforcement the criticism lies not against the 
enforcing power but against the legislative power that will en- 
act a law in connection with which there is any doubt of the 
ability of those charged with the duty of enforcing it. 

The evil results of the excessive use of intoxicating liquor 
are so apparent that every man and woman would lend every 
effort possible to bring about a condition that would make the 
excessive use of intoxicating liqnors unknown; but, neverthe- 
less, until it is certain that a solution of this problem has been 
found it will not do to blindly align ourselves with a suggested 
remedy until we are positive that in attempting to apply the 
suggested remedy we do not bring about a condition worse than 
the evil we aim to control and to eventually eliminate. 


LACKS BIBLICAL AUTHORITY, 


The divine laws governing the conduct of man to which we 
all subscribe to-day were the Ten Commandments; but, mark 
you, these were not advaneed or given to man until he had 
advanced sufficiently to receive them. F have no doubt that 
there were objections to those provisions of the Ten Command- 
ments that protected property, required certain domestic re- 
lations, and governed the conduct of the individual. No doubt 
the use of intoxicating liquors was at that time abused, but it 
Was necessary in order that a beginning be had that such laws 
governing human conduct should be advanced as would be sup- 
ported by the sentiment of those who were to be governed. 
That those restrictions as to man’s activity were accepted is 
evidenced by the fact to-day that practically all over the world 
the restrictions placed on the conduet of man, based on the 
Ten Commandments, receive the support of practically all the 
people, and that were you to submit to a vote any of those 
things prohibited by the Commandments there would be none 
to raise his voice in opposition. There would be practically 
no yotes cast against these provisions. 

It is here I find that which in my opinion is the funda- 
mental, basic weakness of legislating total prohibition as the 
means of eliminating the use of intoxicating liquors. Having 
no foundation in the Commandments, these laws do not have 
the respeet of mankind in general, such as he has for those 
things forbidden by the Commandments. His conscience does 
not teach him that he is violating his moral or social obli- 
gations when he violates a law that is not based upon the 
restrictions contained in the Commandments. It may be that 
in due time man will have progressed sufficiently to support 
laws governing his appetite, but that time has not yet arrived, 
and to attempt to enforce it is not conducive to public weal 
and only postpones the time when it might come about of its 
own accord in the natural course of human advancement. 

If it were possible to amend the Ten Commandments by add- 
ing an eleventh commandment: ‘ Thou shall not drink or have 
in thy possession a beverage of more than one-half of 1 per 
cent of alcohol,” ft may be that in time such a commandment 
would create a public sentiment that would support Vol- 
steadism, But, in the absence of such a commandment and 
until nature's law of fermentation is either amended or re- 

led, yon will never be able to make absolute prohibition by 
Jecislation a workable proposition. 

It must be admitted that public opinion was beginning to 
bring the use of intoxicating liquors inte disrepute. I can re- 
call distinctly when a banquet was not a suecess unless many 
of those in attendance would get intoxicated; when a wedding 
was regarded in a similar manner, and the lady Member of the 
House during the Sixty-seventh Congress, Miss Alice Robert- 
son, stated here on the floor that when her grandfather was 
ordained as a minister in Oklahoma several barrels of 
whisky were used in the course of the celebration. Public 
sentiment, however, was rapidly helping the situation that pro- 
hibition legislation is attempting to meet. It was going along 
the same line as the chewing of tobacco, whieh but a day ago 
was the habit of our leading merchants, jurists, and men of 
affairs, and without the aid of prohibitory legislation, by mere 


recognition of the fact that it was undesirable, men of their 
own accord were refraining from indulging in this habit. 

No man or woman would dare raise his voice in opposition 
to this legislation would it accomplish that which is claimed 
for it by its champions. The reason there are so many who 
protest the suggested remedy is not because they are opposed 
to the results desired, but because of the fact that they do not 
believe in the light of human experience that the enactment of 
absolute prohibitive legislation will bring about the results 
claimed by its champions. The fact that on this question you 
will have a yote in the States which may carry one way or the 
other by thousands, or even hundreds of thousands, of course, 
dependent on the size of the vote, Is proof of that fact, and 
it is this division of opinion that makes enforcement impos- 
sible, as it is the sentiment of the people, the public conscience 
alone, and not the officers of the law, that enforce any law, 
and when such a close division of opinion exists the law can not 
be enforced. 

POVERTY INDUCES INTOXICATION, 


It is not the excessive indulgence in alcoholic beverages that 
makes men poor; it is being poor that makes men indulge in 
alcoholic beverages to excess. I do not mean poor in money, 
or the world’s goods alone, but poor in opportunity, in work, 
in ambition, as well. A careful analysis of the surrounding 
circumstances of those who indulge to excess will convince 
you of the truth of this statement, whether you analyze the 
drunkenness of the day laborer, the unscrupulous financier, 
or the roué who inherits all of the world’s goods he may 
ever need. The man whose social condition is such that he 
may be content needs no excessive indulgence in alcoholic 
liquors in order to enjoy his peace of mind, and it is he that 
constitutes the vast army of temperate users of alcoholic 
beverages. It is only from the discontented that the exces- 
sive users of alcoholic beyerages are recruited, and the remedy 
lies not in the prohibition of the use of alcoholic beverages 
but in changing social conditions to the extent of eliminating, 
as far as practicable, the discontent that prevails, whether 
it result from an inadequate wage, a lack of opportunity for 
service, or personal disqualification of the individual. 

There is but one way to eliminate the use of intoxicants 
and that is by education. By a restriction until the public 
agree on the remedy and will support the solution offered. 
A period of preliminary restriction during this period of edu- 
cation to determine whether or not this plan would eventually 
bring about the results desired by all, no one more so than 
myself, and largely by those who are at present prejudiced 
against this plan of absolute prohibitive legislation. 

It is true that there are some who, regardless of the result, 
would oppose any restriction whatever, but their number is 
negligible, and need not be considered. Their position is 
largely actuated by the desire to commercialize the business, 
and they are interested solely for the purpose of money- 
making. : 

The advocates of absolute prohibitive legislation have taken 
the wrong road to reach the end they desire. We recall dis- 
tinctly from our school days the old motto from our copy 
books, There is no royal road te learning.” You remember the 
story of the young prince who wished to find and travel that 
road. Need I apply that story to the present desires of the 
prohibition advocates—there is no royal road to prohibition. 
It will require time and work to reach the desired destina- 
tion. Edueation alone is the road to travel, and with the 
help of restriction, and these restrictions varied from time 
to time in accordance with the progress made, they will be able 
to advance along this way. 

It is obvious that it is impossible to bring about by legisla- 
tion a condition where the exeessive use of alcohol is unknown. 
When & man opened his piace of business to dispense his wares 
in intoxicants, if no one entered his store to purchase he soon 
went out of business. But this was never the case; there were 
always plenty of customers. There would be at least as many 
to-day. In other words, it was the demand for these goods that 
made the business possible. It is the demand for these goods 
that the advocates of prohibition are hoping to eliminate, and 
how are they doing this? Are they doing it by undertaking to 
diminish the demand—to destroy the demand? No; the demand 
alone being the harmful thing, they undertake to eliminate that 
demand by outlawing the supply, paying no attention to the 
demand whatever. This plan is so faulty that it needs but be 
stated to recognize the weakness in the present campaign. 

HAS LEGISLATION HELPED? 

We are sometimes amused at the story of the ostrich who 

hides his head in the sand when pursued, and thinks he is 


1924. 


hidden. We adopt a prohibition amendment and proclaim that 

we have done away with the evil of the use of intoxicants, but, 
view of the statements that have been given to the publie by 

Representative Kvare, Representative SHERwoop, and Governor 
nchot, can we longer afford to keep our heads in the sand? 

Statistics are furnished by those who advocate this method 
of relief showing what a great success prohibition has been. 
Statistics are also furnished by those who say it has been a 
failure. I say each one of us, from our dally perusal of the 
newspapers, those papers from our home cities, and as well 
papers from cities where we may happen to sojourn, from our 
daily contact with our neighbors, from the opportunities we 
have of gathering information in reference to this subject, 
can best form our own opinion. Statistics are similar to testi- 
mony offered by expert witnesses in lawsuits. I have yet to 
hear an expert called for the plaintiff give testimony helping 
the defendant, and vice versa. 

That the present prohibition legislation has the support of 
practically all the people in every State in the Union is, in my 
opinion, incorrect. To say it has been voted upon in many 
States by the citizens of the States and indorsed by them is 
also incorrect. By this I mean that there was no direct vote 
on the matter that was pending. By skillful manipulation and 
juggling on the part of the proponents of the legislation the 
proposition that was submitted to the voters was: Do you 
approve of drunkenness, misery, crime, want, degredation, and 
so forth? If you do, then vote against this legislation. If you 
do not approve of those things and are willing to help eliminate 
them, then vote for this legislation. With this proposition be- 
fore the voters of the country there could be but one answer 
from those who had an opportunity to record themselyes, and 
that answer was recorded. The true proposition that was 
submitted at the time of the various elections was; Will the 
adoption of this prohibition legislation eliminate, or tend to 
eliminate, the conditions which we all desire shall be elimi- 
nated? On this question many would have given greater 
thought to thelr vote, had they carefully considered the real 
matter before them for decision, and cast their vote in accord- 
ance with the knowledge had by them of human experience and 
their knowledge of human frailties. 

One of the things that has deterred some who have not 
approved of this remedy for improving conditions, and who 
regard it as an experiment and merely trying out a suggested 
remedy for an admitted evil, is the fact that the advocates of 
the suggested remedy charge its opponents with condoning, or, 
more strictly said, with championing or approving of the ad- 
mitted evil, and will not concede that anyone opposing the 
suggested remedy may do so because of their honest belief of 
the inefficacy of the remedy suggested. The great trouble, as I 
see it, of the present situation is that the advocates on both 
sides will not regard this question as they do any other that 
comes into their daily lives. They ask all or none on both 
sides. In the ordinary commercial dealings a merchant may 
market his goods at 5 per cent profit where he may desire 20 
per cent profit, A man would desire a position paying him 
$5,000 a year but accepts one at $2,500 a year. In this matter, 
however, the advocates of the present prohibitive legislation 
demanded as their first step the entire elimination of the use 
of all liquors. 

SALOON GONE FOREVER, 


They were not satisfied with eliminating the saloon which 
the people of the country were unquestionably in favor of doing, 
and which was indicated by the name of the organization—the 
Anti-Saloon League—to which they lent their assistance, finan- 
cial and political, proclaimed as its purpose. The saloon has 
gone, and is gone forever, and with its elimination the Anti- 
Saloon League has accomplished the purpose which its title 
indicated it was formed to accomplish. Of course, there are 
those who will say that its work is not complete, that it must 
keep the saloon out of the social fabric. There will be no 
trouble doing that, as public sentiment will support them, On 
the other hand, however, public sentiment will not support 
them, as shown by votes in the various States by various majori- 
ties, in the elimination of alcoholic liquors altogether. 

One of the principal benefits derived thus far, according to 
those advocating the legislation, has been the decreased number 
of arrests for drunkenness—mark you, not less drunkenness. 
This is undoubtedly for the reason that there is no longer pub- 
lic drinking. Drinking now is conducted in the homes, clubs, 
hotels, and illicit dispensaries. In the preprohibition days 
when a man became intoxicated and started on his way home 
he was seen and sometimes apprehended. Of course, at this 
time that is not the situation. People who can afford to pay 
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the present exhorbitant prices charged for any concoction 
capable of producing the effect of a wholesome alcoholic bever- 
age, and who can afford to frequent clubs and hotels where 
drinking parties in open violation of the prohibition laws are 
considered te smart, can also afford either to have automo- 
biles of r own or to taxicabs to take them to their 
homes and are thus less liable to be apprehended, and if not 
financially able to engage a conveyance and compelled to 
purchase drinks in a speakeasy, the operator of the ak- 
easy to protect himself will not allow his customers to leave 
his place of business showing signs of intoxication. 

That it is difficult to carry this law into effect on the basis 
that it is immoral and wrong must bring itself to your attention 
when you look at your daily newspapers in any city in the 
country and you find advertised for sale malt and hops in com- 
bination packages for a dollar or a dollar and a half. The only 
purpose for which these goods would be purchased is to violate 
the law by manufacturing a drink that not only the manufac- 
ture but the mere possession constitutes a violation of the law, 
and yet these ingredients are sold openly and always will be. 

In the windows of the stores of this city and other cities you 
will see canes containing long glass bottles marked “ medicine 
canes.” You will see in the windows copper pans, filters, corks, 
bottling machines, caps, new business has grown up 
since the advent of our prohibition legislation. Suppose, gen- 
tlemen, that in the windows on the street you were to see bur- 
glar tools marked can openers, tubes of nitroglycerine marked 

eworks, and opium pipes marked bubble blowers, and these 
articles sold openly for an illegal purpose, how long would tha 
authorities be powerless to suppress this? 


BETTER THAN WHISKY, 


You must admit that the present law is ineffective when I 
exhibit to you a full-page advertisement that appeared in the 
newspapers published in my home city of Wheeling, W. Va., 
which has been under prohibition legislation since 1914. This 
advertisement appeared on January 8, 1924, and since this 
date, headed; as you can plainly see, in large type, “ Better 
than whisky.” Notice the word “whisky” is set in such large 
type that you can plainly see it from any point in this Chamber. 
As you notice, on this page is a picture of a bottle with a label 
on it, and in plain figures the information, “Alcohol, 10 per 
cent.” You further note, according to the advertisement, the 
instructions given, as follows. I will read part of them: 


All drug stores are supplied with the wonderful elixir, so all you 
have to do to get relief from that cold is to step into the nearest drug 
store, hand the clerk half a dollar for a bottle of Aspironal, and tell 
him to serve you two teaspoonfuls. With your watch in your hand, 
take the drink at one swallow and call for your money back in two 
minutes if you can not feel the distressing symptoms of your cold 
fading away like a dream within the time limit. Don’t be bashful, 
for all druggists invite you and expect you to try it. Hverybody's doing 
it. When your cold or cough is relieved, take the remainder of the 
bottle home to your wife and children, for Aspironal is by far the 
safest and most effective, the easiest to take, and the most agreeable 
cold and cough remedy for children as well as adults. 


And so forth. 

Now, gentlemen, this is unquestionably a legal preparation, 
unquestionably within our present prohibition laws, or it would 
not have appeared in this paper. Can you, gentlemen, in any 
way justify your objections to a mild beer on the grounds that it 
would tend to create an appetite for stronger drink, when under 
our present laws, which we are told by their champions are 
perfect and which we must not lay unholy hands upon, such ad- 
vertisements appear and such commodities are sold to the men, 
women, and children of our country under such a thin disguise? 
Of course, I can see why some would advocate that we should 
not change the present law, because they do permit of allowing 
those who desire a soft drink to have Coca-Cola, and those who 
desire something stronger, as advertised, “ Better than whisky,” 
ean have their Aspironal, both of them manufactured, sold, and 
distributed, by a peculiar coincidence, from Atlanta, Ga. 


PROHIBITION LAW NOT RESPECTED. 


During the course of the discussions heretofore had on this 
question the inquiry has often been made as to why this law is 
regarded differently than others, why it is failing of enforce- 
ment, why grand juries are reticent to indict, and why petit 
juries seldom convict. In this connection, I was amazed when 
in the Pittsburgh Post of December 20, 1923, I read a state- 
ment made by State Treasurer Charles A. Snyder, of Pennsyl- 
vania, referring to Governor Pinchot, an outstanding champion 
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of prohibition, an outstanding champion for strict enforcement 
of the Volstead law. This article of the date and authority 
mentioned, and so far undenied by Governor Pinchot, in my 
opinion throws some light on the reason why people do not 
respect this particular law, in fact, more than any other single 
thing that has come to my attention. The statement is as 
follows: 


Snyder said the information had been confirmed when the governor 
had notified the State police verbally that if any member of the force 
should “ violate any law in the prosecution of the liquor enforcement 
act he, the governor, would immediately extend to him the benefit of 
his pardoning powers.” 


You realize, gentlemen of the Congress, that the public, the 
working people, who have not had an oportunity for education 
and who have not been honored in their communities as has 
been Governor Pinchot, are apprised of the fact that the State, 
in undertaking to enforce a particular law, notifies its armed 
service that they can commit murder, robbery—any other act 
that has been declared criminal solely for the purpose of pro- 
tecting our citizens, can be wantonly violated by the law- 
enforcing power itself with the knowledge that they will be 
pardoned of the offense by the governor. The public are notified 
that such human rights as they believed they had will be 
trampled upon by the representatives of the law, in the name 
of the law, and for the purpose of enforcing one particular law 
that their servant at the head of the State government happens 
to be particularly espousing. Such devotion for this one par- 
ticular law must indeed be the basis for political aggrandize- 
ment, because were it a moral effort alone he would certainly 
regard all laws as equally effective and binding, and particu- 
larly those guaranteeing the lives and property of the citizens 
of the State that he has been selected to govern. 

The attempted enforcement of prohibition causes Infringe- 
ment of rights which have heretofore been considered sacred. 
Rights which have been secured after centuries of struggle and 
effort are being invaded, even ignored. American citizenship 
has been considered a guaranty and pledge that a citizen was 
to be secure in his possession—that no one could be deprived of 
property which he owned or that such property could be utilized 
for public benefit without compensation to the individual. 
Among other rights which the American citizen has just cause 
to believe are inallenable are those insuring him against dep- 
rivation or dispossession of his property without due process 
of law, the right to a trial by jury, the right to safety and pro- 
tection of life and property in the home and on the highway. 
Individually these rights are fundamental. Collectively they 
furnish the structure supporting our cherished liberty. 

The American citizenry, individually or collectively, will not 
tolerate any encroachment on these rights. They are being in- 
vaded and denied in the attempted enforcement of prohibition, 
and this is basically the cause of the widespread resentment 
against the Volstead law and absolute prohibition. Contrary to 
general opinion, the resentment, lack of sympathy, and opposi- 
tion to the law are not the result of depriving the people of 
alcoholic beverage but rather the result of the contempt of the 
enforcement officers for the inviolable rights of the people. 

To make enforcement of prohibition effective I concede that 
it may be necessary, and is necessary, to ignore the constitu- 
tional rights of the people, but if the price to be paid for pro- 
hibition is to be the surrender of every vestige of our liberty 
then I submit the price is extravagant and out of all propor- 
tion to the reward—the promised blessings of Volsteadism. 

It will be very difficult, indeed, to have the present genera- 
tion believe a thing is wrong, criminal, or immoral which they 
have seen their mother, their father, or their grandparents do 
during their entire lifetime in accord with law. It will be still 
harder to have the next generation believe a thing is wrong, 
criminal, or immoral which they have seen their father or their 
grandparents and dearest friends doing daily, although it has 
been declared illegal. It is even harder to have men and 
women sitting among juries to deprive their fellow citizens of 
their liberty and stamp them as criminals for doing that which 
on every jury will be some who are doing the same thing as 
the accused. That is the answer to the query why juries fail 
to convict in cases where the charge is other than the illegal 
sale, and why convictions are so rare even in the cases of sale. 
In other words, could you hope for a conviction on a charge of 
robbery of one charged with robbery when on the jury trying 
him would be six, eight, or ten robbers, or could you hope to 
convict one of murder who was being tried before a jury upon 
which were sitting six, eight, or ten men who were guilty of the 
crime themselves, and so on, ad infinitum? Unless trial by jury 


be abolished, there can be no hope for the enforcement of this 
legislation by prosecution in the courts. 

This is not the first time nor the first opportunity that I have 
had to express my apprehensions in regard to the proposed leg- 
islation. It was my privilege at a previous time to serve as a 
member of the Senate of West Virginia. On February 20, 1917, 
when amendments to our prohibition law, which had been in 
force then since July 1, 1914, were before us for consideration, 
among other statements, I made the following: 

The fact that at each session of the legislature the prohibition de- 
partment has been compelled to come to the legislature for more drastic 
legislation is an admission by them that such laws as bave been en- 
acted are ineffectual and the purpose which they desire to attain has 
failed of its accomplishment. Our conditions could not be more de- 
plorable than they are at this time. Our jails are filled with violators 
of these laws; our grand juries will rarely indict, and the petit jurors 
will rarely convict in the few cases where indictments are found. The 
entire structure of the law has been destroyed, and the regard for the 
law's mandates has been lost by the very element who are only held in 
control by their fear of the law. 


It requires no laws on the statute books to keep the ma- 
jority of our citizens from picking pockets, burglarizing, and so 
forth, but unfortunately we do have an element which is only 
kept from doing these things by the fear of punishment at the 
hands of the law, and it is in the minds of these very people 
that we are taking from society its greatest protection as 
against these persons by showing them that law is but man 
made, and that it is dependent upon the sentiment in favor of 
that law in order to be effectual. 

That this condition is true must be admitted when we realize 
the truth of what I have said in regard to the failure to indict 
and convict, when under the law the necessary elements have 
been established. 

That the conditions that prevailed in the State I find pre- 
vailing here in Congress is true is evidenced by the fact that 
at every session of Congress you will find those charged with 
the enforcement of this law coming to Congress for additional 
laws and money to support those already enacted. In West 
Virginia we adopted prohibition in 1914, and at every session 
of the legislature since that time new laws have been adopted 
for the purpose of carrying its provisions into effect, thus ad- 
mitting that the laws which had been passed before were inade- 
quate to meet the situation, and as to the condition there now 
I will not undertake to say, as I have said previously, that 
statistics suit those who furnish them, but I refer you to the 
daily press printing the daily news of the communities, ours 
being no different from any other. 

PRISONS CONGESTED. 


I will, however, insert here a statement from a paper printed 
in our State penitentiary called Work and Hope as to the con- 
ditions prevailing there at this time. This article was pub- 
lished within the past 60 days: 

Protest against crowded conditions in the State penitentiary at 
Moundsville is sounded in the latest issue of Work and Hope, the prison 
nragazine. What is to be done about the crowded condition, asks a 
writer in the editorial column of the publication. 

There are but 840 cells to accommodate 1,614 prisoners. Almost 2 
prisoners for every cell, and before the month ends the few that are 
now single will have to be doubled up. Many of these cells are small, 
old-time ones, and positively not large enough for one man. Yet several 
hundred men spend from 12 to 13 hours in them every day. It is 
necessary to put the young with the old, the unhardened with the 
repeater, the healthy with the diseased, and so on. But what can be 
done about it when 1,614 human souls are herded into a space built to 
accommodate half this number? ‘The writer suggests that the parole 
board get busy and give some of the deserving ones another chance. 


At no time have I opposed the proposed remedy on the ground 
that there was no need for some regulation of the liquor traffic, 
At no time have I. opposed the proposed remedy on the grounds 
of personal liberty, loss of revenue, retention of police power by 
the States, or any of the stock objections. My objections have 
been from the beginning, both in our State legislature and at 
present, based on the fact that this legislation would, in my 
opinion, bring about a disregard for law that would result in so 
much greater evil than the evil that it was hoped to abolish; 
that this disregard for law would go to an extent that it would 
seriously menace our entire institutions, our entire Government. 
This view, which I expressed in 1917, was repeated by President 
Harding last summer in such a vivid and clear-cut manner that 
it requires no repetition by me at this time. That this is not the 
view of an alarmist, but is true, can best be evidenced to you 
by reciting a little experience I had in my own city. 


1924. 


* 
PRESENT-DAY PRACTICE. 


It was an octasion such as you have in all your eitles when 
there is a big affair and all the prominent people of your city 
and your community assemble at a banquet, and on this event 
the leading men of the time from outside your community are 
present. Last fall, on a certain date, at a prominent club in my 
district there were assembled men of the caliber I have men- 
tioned. Beling a candidate for office at the time and the affair 
being of a political. character, I was called upon for remarks, 
Seated among those present were men whom I knew were opposed 
to iny candidacy, although of my political faith, for the sole 
reusom that I had said I would vote to legalize the unrestricted 
sale of beer of not over 5 per cent alcoholic content. There 
were men there who told me they would vote for me, but were 
telling their friends they would not. This being the situation 
when called upon for remarks, I felt it my imperative duty to 
couyey to them my honest Impressions, and I said: “ Gentlemen, 
J appreciate this opportunity of being with you this evening. 
The time, the oeeasion, aud the surrounding circamstances afford 
me an opportunity to say something which I believe should be 
said, regardless of results. We are here not as Republicans or 
men of any political faith; we are bere as American citizens 
who believe in our laws and who believe they should be up- 
held. You are gathered from all parts of our country, and par- 
ticularly of our State—law-abiding citizens, men of culture, 
men whose example leads their various communities, and what 
do we find at this time? Here in front of you on the table 
are a dozen empty whisky bottles and several hundred beer 
bottles: 

“ Several of you show the effeets of this indulgence. There 
are none of you present who I know of that have not indulged 
in this refreshment; but you are not alone, gentlemen. It is 
now 8 o'clock in the morning. With you during the entire 
course of the evening have beem a dozen or two men who for a 
few dollars have been waiting upon you. They are not enjoy- 
ing this affair; they are losing their sleep, and are here merely 
to serve you. What is your thought as to the impressions 
these men carry with them from here into their various com- 
munities and associates when they tell what takes place here 
at this time? When they tell of your indulgence in beverages 
in which they delight and in which the cost has been made pro- 
hibitive, when they tell of you men who in public advocate the 
elimination of these beverages and who in private fill your- 
selves to the brim with them? How can you, Mr. Manufac- 
turer, complain to-morrow if the men in your employ would 
refuse to abide by an injunction of the court, to abide by the 
decisions in the construction of the law, which did not suit 
their convenience, when you shew them by your example that 
when a law does not meet your convenience it means nothing 
to you and cam be openly violated? 

How can you, Mr. Storekeeper, criticise mem who, less for- 
tunate than yourselves in the possession of the world’s goods, 
would forcibly enter your store and take therefrom their neces- 
saries, -instead of sitting up here all night to earn the few 
dollars with whieh to buy them, when you show them by your 
example that if a law is inconvenient it means nothing? How 
could any of you criticize anyone for violating the terms and 
provisions of any law when you by your example show them 
that when a Iaw is inconvenient it means nothing? That, gen- 
tlemen, in my opinion, is the greatest price that we are paying 
to-day for the enactment of this law. What can we expect of 
those whose opportunities have not been as great as ours when 
we show them by the example set here to-night that law is but 
man made and need not be respected when it is not desirable? 
If these men did not respect the law more than you do which 
protects your property, and which requires them to labor and 
earn the money necessary, you show them by your example in 
Tespect to this law, and this is true, and if it is true of this 
law, it is true of all law, and, gentlemen, may I presume to 
sound a note of warning?” 

Gentlemen of the Congress, while I have recited the circum- 
stances of this story as to my own community, you know that 
the same situation is true everywhere; in every city in this 
country to-day the same thing is going on, whether at banquets 
at your eountry clubs or your social clubs, and I ask you what 
will be the result? . 

In my announcement as a candidate for Congress when I 
was first elected, in 1920, I made the following statement over 
my signature, and, if afforded an opportunity, will cast my vote 
in accordance with that statement: 


I solicit the support of those whe wish to throw off the yoke of the 
Anti-Suloon League, whose dictation in Congress has gone to an extent 
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that must be repugnant to many who lent their assistance to this 
league for the purpose of eliminating the saloon, but who did not in- 
tend that their support should be used for the purpose of creating a 
dictatorial political machine that would take advantage of its power 
to the extent that has been done by those at the head of this organiza- 
tion, and who desire to adopt instead of the dictatorial policies of the 
Anti-Saloon League a sound public policy of education and restriction 
tending to minimize and in due time abolish the evils attending the 
excessive use of alcoholic liquors. 

The Supreme Court of the United States having held that Congress 
has the power to fix the alcoholic content of beverages (Ruppert v. 
Caffey, Jan. 5, 1920), I believe that the sale of light wines and beers 
ef not over 5 per cent alcohol, under United States Government regu- 
lations, will do more to remove the é¢vils of excessive drinking than 
does the attempted enforcement of total prohibition; that the sale 
of light wines and beers of not over 5 per cent alcohol will tend to 
ereate a contented people and will help eliminate mob violence, social 
unrest, and general disregard for law. I pledge myself, if elected to 
Congress, to advocate and vote for the manufacture and unrestricted 
sale of light wine and beers containing not more than 5 per cent alcohol. 

In view of the public knowledge as to the medicinal qualities of 
distilled liquors, such as brandy, whisky, and so forth, it is childish to 
deprive ourselyes of securing this product of nature when necessary 
to aid the human system in a fight against disease, and I pledge my- 
self, if elected, to vote for a law providing for the distribution of 
distilled liquors as a medicine under the same restrictions as we now 
have governing the distribution of narcotic drugs. The issuance by 
a physician of @ registered preseription to a registered druggist of 
whatever quantity necessary and in compliance with the same restric- 
tions as govern the prescription of narcotics. 


At this time, however, gentlemen, I have been convinced that 
the Supreme Court decisions, rendered since the case cited, have 
held that over 2} per cent beer would be intoxicating. I there- 
fore want to amend my statement made in my original announce- 
ment for office, where I stated I would vote for 5 per cent beer, 
und change the figure 5 to 2} per cent, which I am now con- 
vinced is the limit that can be written into the Volstead law. 

Not only would this bring about much needed relief, but it 
wonld secure additional revenue for the Government amounting 
to $600,000,000 a year, this amount to be procured by a tax 
of $6 a barrel on this beverage, this tax to be collected at the 
place of manufacture, and no further tax placed upon the dis- 
tribution of the beer of this alcoholic content. 

When we realize the tax reductions that are possible, ac- 
cording to Secretary of the Treasury Mellon, by reducing the 
tax receipts approximately by $320,000,000, you can easily see 
the further relief to the taxpayer of a Federal income of 
$600,000,000, which tax would be collected only from those who 
wish to pay it, a large part of whom are to-day paying nothing. 
I submit this figure of $600,000,000 by reason of the fact that 
a representative of the Brewers’ Association, before the Ways 
and Means Committee, was the authority for the statement 
that they could make and dispose of 100,000,000 barrels an- 
nually of 21 per cent alcoholic light beer. 

Unfortunately, there is not before’ the House at this time a 
measure which would permit of a vote on modifying the pres- 
ent enforcement, but I feel it my duty to submit my views on 
this matter by reason of the agitation there has been in Con- 
gress on this subject. I realize that my course in voting for 
such appropriations as have been asked for enforcement of 
this law has been criticized by those who do not approve of 
this legislation. I can not agree with them, however, that the 
fact that we are not in accord with the wisdom of the law 
should at any time deter us from lending our full aid to its 
enforcement. Our first consideration at all times must be 
given to the enforcement of such laws as are on the statute 
books, that no price is too great to firmly establish the fact 
that law must be obeyed regardless of the opinion of the indi- 
vidual, and that while at all times it is proper in a due, 
orderly, and legal way to advocate the modification or repeal 
of any law that has been placed upon our statute books, at the 
same time it is the duty of our citizen to lend himself to the 
enforcement of law and to uphold the hands of those charged 
with its enforcement; that we must not confuse our personal 
views of a law with the fact of its enforcement. Our pri- 
mary consideration must at all times be to maintain at any 
cost the respect for law which alone makes our country and its 
institutions possible. 

In submitting the observations that I have I do not claim 
that my views are entirely correct. I merely submit them for 
your consideration, with the hope that we may arrive at a 
course of procedure that will inure to the greatest good of the 
greatest number, and that this experiment, as I regard it. 
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which we are now conducting in the matter of this legisla- 
tion will point out some feasible plan of combating the evil 
that results from the excessive use of intoxicating liquors 
and that the experiment we are now engaging in, costly as it 
is, will point out a way to bring about a condition of respect 
for law, decency, and order. 


WASHINGTON’S BIRTHDAY. 


The SPEAKER. To-day is Washington's Birthday, and in 
accordance with the practice of the House, without objection, 
the Chair will ask the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore], 
representing the Mount Vernon district, to read Washington’s 
Farewell Address. [Applause.] 


WASHINGTON’S FAREWELL ADDRESS, 
Mr. MOORE of Virginia read the address. 


[For the address see Senate proceedings of to-day, at page 
29382. ] 


INVESTIGATION OF UNITED STATES SHIPPING BOARD, ETC. 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I desire to present a privileged 
report, accompanying House Resolution 186, for printing in the 
Record under the rule. 


MOTOR-VEHICLE FUELS. 


Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recor on the subject of assessments 
of the District of Columbia. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maryland asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks on the subject of assess- 
ments of the District of Columbia. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN. Mr. Speaker, on January 27, 1924, when 
the Committee on the District of Columbia had placed before 
the House a bill (H. R. 655) to provide for a tax on motor- 
vehicle fuels, and. for other purposes, the distinguished gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] inserted into the Recorp, under 
leave to print, as an extension of his remarks, 21 specific items 
giving the assessed value of properties in the District of Co- 
lumbia, and in some cases giving the value as claimed by the 
owners before the Rent Commission, and in other cases merely 
stating that it was reliably estimated as to what the actual 
worth of these properties were. 

During the debate on February 11, on the same bill, I gave 
a general statement of assessments in the business section of 
the District, and I quote my statement herewith: 


I have here the figures from the assessor's office, which show that 
in the business section sales made during the years 1919, 1920, and 
1921, aggregating $50,840,848, when compared with assessments of 
the same property disclose figures of $53,407,937. In the same way, 
properties in the northeast and southeast show sales of $4,258,945, 
against assessments of $3,447,344 in 1,218 sales. In the southwest 
382 sales were made, at a total value of $1,625,145, and the same 
property was assessed at $1,384.828. In small apartments, number- 
ing about 200, the sales were $15,185,700 and the assessment of the 
same property was $13,414,606. In the sales of 20 very large apart- 
ments the sales were $13,551,868 and the assessments for the same 
property were $11,847,347. 

In an examination of bank values submitted to the Treasury De- 
partment it was found that 50 banks and savings institutions carried 
their buildings at $16,948,734, against which an assessment had been 
levied of $15,964,500. If two institutions included in these amounts 
be eliminated, it will be found that the bank values are $12,505,630, 
against which there is an assessment laid of $12,791,000, or an excess 
above the bank valuation. 


In the course of this debate the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Branton] asked me to give specific items of assessments and 
sales, and I hereby submit the list of sales in the business sec- 
tion of the city, giving a list of the properties, over 700 in 
number, which shows the square number, the street number, 
the assessed value on the tax books of the District, and the 
sale price for the years 1919, 1920, 1921, and 1922 and up to 
and including February, 1923: 
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June, 1919 nue. 


g 1919.........| 1400 L. 
ptember, 1921...| Northeast corner Ver- 


J: 1922. Do, 
June, 1921......... 913 Fifteenth, 
November, 1922... ent Hea, The Cham- 
plain. 
924-934 Fourteenth. 
December, 1921.... 1414-1418 K. 
January. 1922. ....| 1414-1418 K. 
January, 1922 934 Fourteenth. 
924 Fourteenth. 
919 Fifteenth. 
Do. 
1413 L 
922 Fourteenth, 
Do. 
910 Fourteenth. 
Do. 


88 f 725 fire th, Stock 
e way n 

j Exchange. : 
August, 1920......| 1408-1414 

June, 1619 1416 H 

April, 11 


Vork Avenue 

June, 1922. 1415 G. 

January, 1922 703 Fifteenth, Home 
Life Building. 

April, 1922........] 1420 New York Aye- 
nue, Evans Build- 
ing. 

June, 1922......... 1419 G. 

ag . Do. 

November, 1920... 1426 New York Ave- 
nue. 

October, 1922 


Do. 
December, 1922....| 1410 New York Ave- 
nue. 
December, 1919. . 1411 G. 
A 1921 


1409 G. 
y, 1920. Fifteenth and G, Al- 
bee Building. 
May, 
3 o.. 
2 d 


July, > Ses A 
November, 1919. . 1330 Massachusetts 
Avenue, Valois 
apartment. 
Do. 
1345 L. 
5 Do, 
1314 Massachusetts 
Avenue. 
Ei „ 1022 1100, 1102 Thirteenth, 
3 Do. 
May, 1919. 1319 L. 
April, 19222 Do. 
December, 1920...| Rear of 1314 Massa- 
chusetts Avenue. 
Fe 1920....| 1321, 1323 L. 
April, 19022 1327 L. 
June, 1920.... 4 Restat 1339 L. 
April, 1920. . ...... 1109 Fourteenth, 
April, 1921. 1115 Fourteenth. 
January, 1920. ....| 1117 Fourteenth. 
EES do............| 1119 Fourteenth. 
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E 9,977 
G 21, 217 
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K 8.828 
N 3,405 
19 184,525 
23, 24, 
806 122, 341 
807 154, 193 
36 „67 
36 13, 673 
37 14, 273 
37 14, 273 
38 13. 173 
38 13,173 
38 , 173 
51 6,715 
51 6,715 
63 81, 763 
52 6, 823 
59| 372,108 
eof 289,210 
200 51,825 
801 28, 648 
801 28, 648 
10, 811 24, 401 
17 195, 970 
237,316 
37 75, 466 
37 75, 466 
37 75, 466 
39 246, 690 
162, 900 
810,811 120, 580 
11 70, 400 
812 27,3% 
813 25,728 
814 18, 268 
817 31, 500 
817 31, 500 
817 31, 500 
821 41,735 
825 „ 600 
825 36, 600 
826 12, 108 
826 12, 108 
828 12, 608 
831 19, 824 
833 19, 328 
8 66, 313 
11 121,150 
12 300, 246 
12 300, 246 
57, 801 205, 888 
69 45, 288 
&30 188, 185 
805 105, 695 
806 217, 455 
810 167, 086 
814 75, 286 
816 58,477 
816 58,477 
819 — 
822 46,573 
824 33,750 
55 65,734 
827 26,194 
8 352,712 
20,21 293,575 
30, 805 162, 202 
30; 805 162,202 
37 118, 850 
37 118, 850 
40 „925 
40,832 203,075 
832 107,250 
45 805 
45 „805 
48 119, 840 
Land only. 


18,000 March, 1922 
8,350 | January, 1920.....| 1110 Thirteenth. 
9,000 | A 920 È 
11,000 | August, 1920...... 
8,000 
8, 200 
9,000 
21, 000 | October, 1921. 
Avenue 
24,000 | November, 1922... Do, 
12,500 | December, 1021. . . 1307 L. 
9, 500 Rear 1110 Thirteenth, 
40, 000 «| 1339 K. 
Horner Building, 
71,300 Fourteenth, be- 
tween K and L. 
200,000 | January, 1919..... Dewey Hotel, 1330 L. 
12, 250 | December, 1919. 1318 L. 
18,000 | January, 1921 
23.500 19200 . 
13, 500 | January, 1920 
17,000 | August, 1920 
22.500 
10,000 | June, 1921. 
11, 500 | July, 1922 Do. 
185,000 | June, 1019 Northwest corer 
Thirteenth and K. 
9,500 | June, 190 1302 L. 
350,000 | July, 1922 Southeast corner 
Fourteenth and L. 
1300, 000 | June, 1921......... Hamilton Hotel, 
orth 
45, 
35, 
40, 
20, 
250, April, 1920. 
300, April, 1921. 
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150, 000 January, 1922 
96, 
75, 000 | March, 1922....... 
35,270 | August, 1922 
32, 830 |..... 
24,418 |..... 
13,000 | May, 19211 
15, 500 
18,500 HAR Do. 
000 1819. 5 
215, 750 July, 1018 834 Thirteenth. 
18, 750 | June, 1919 Do. 
„000 | August, 1922. 
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10, 500 
25, 500 5 822 Thirteenth. 
27, 500 , 1922... ...| 816 Thirteenth. 
66, February, 1919....| 1336 New York Ave- 
nue. 
127, 000 | July, 19211. 1342 New York Ave- 
nue. 
228, 160 | September, 1919. ..| 719, 721 Fourteenth, 
280,000 | November, 1922... Do. 
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105, 500 | April, 1922 
120, 000 | August, 1922...... 
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57;500 Do. 
40,000 
47,500 ` 
36,000 Thirteenth. 
50,000 1316 New York Ave- 
nue. 
17,500 1314 New York Ave 
nue. 
* 
220.6000 February, 1019. . 1333-1335 F. 
308,000 August, 1919 n G, City 
150,000 December, 1919. 1311-1313 F. 
176. 8 Jan 1 Do 


‘Improvements. 
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305 E 
June, 1922 New National 
August, 1919 225 * 
1019 
February, 192001215 I 
February, L ah 
September, 1822. Do. 
ay, 1821 1227 I Garfield Apt. 
2 Do. 
July, a 909 
355 
March, 1928 1200 J. 
April, 1922. 1211, 1213 L 
August, 1922 Do. 
July, 1920. . 1214 K. 
April, 1920 800 Twelfth. 
September, 1922...) 1227 New York Ave- 


817 Thirteenth. 
1209 New York Ave 


nue. 
1213 New York Ave- 
nue, 
Do. 


Do. 
828 Twelfth. 
-| 800 to 804 Twelfth. 
806 Twelfth. 
s Twelfth. 
-| 728-728 Twelfth. 
715, 717 Thirteenth. 


January, 1922 
August, 1919 
November, 1919... 


-| Southwest corner 
Twelfth and G. 
612,614 Twelfth. 
> Do. 
614 Twelfth. 
610 Twelfth. 
Do. 
1212 F. 
517 3 
O. 
519 Thirteenth. 


hes Do. 
521 Thirteenth. 
May, 1919 1216 F, 


November, 1921...| 1210 F. 
November, 1919...) 1206 F. 
Decembar, 1920.. _| 526. 528 Twelfth. 
July, 1922. 516 Twelfth. 
December, 1022. 


— 


July, 1921. 
June, 19222 
May, 1922 420 
August, 1919 


December, 1919... 


Do. 
August, 1920. 1220, 1222 Pennsyl- 
vania Avenue, 
May, 19211 


$ improvements. 
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783 Eleventh. 
731 Eleventh. 
15, Fart Woodward & 
22,000 February, 1919 nae 
pe rh tag 921. 1013 E. 
8.500 Apri 921 1000-1008 r. 
4,000 803 500 1007 E. 
426,500 | J 1920 — Pepa 1000 E. 
1017 E. 
807, 808 19,158 808. 30, 600 500 Eley 
809 7,000 su 35, 000 515 Eleventh, 
SIL 4, 500 S14 31, 00 521 Eleven 
812 6,100 814 38,000 Do. 
812 7.500 821 27, 500 520 Tenth. 
— 5 — 81 10 05 De 
514 T. 
823 10, 000 304 Twelfth. 824 19,500 8 
294 809, 870 58,500 Northeast corne 825 30, 360 512 Tenth. 
Thirteenth an us 13 42,000 E. 
3 Ohio. 14 35, 000 428 Tenth. 
808 3,000 1214 C. 15 35, 000 1 Tenth. 
205 SOL 40,000 1210, 1212 Ohio Ave- 800 60, 500 June, 1019. 1001 D. 
nue. D, 
37 10 6, 750 915 Twelfth. ae 52,060 0 Nan 
16 van Do. 807 40, 000 Eleventh. 
80¹ 17,000 1107 J. 814 49,149 48, 000 1010, 1012 E. 
808 5,600 900 Twelfth. 349 802, 804 235, 100; 000 Pennsylvania 
809 5, 600 911 Twelfth. venue, ` 
810 5,000 919 Twelfth, 803 111, 957 82,000 | December, 1920. . . 1016 Pennsylvania 
812 10; 500 925 Twelfth. Avenue. 

812, 825 14, 000 Do. 803, 806 118, 780 100,000: | February, 1922. ...| 1008, 1010 Pennsyl- 
822 3,750 916 Eleventh, vania Avenue. 
823 8,500 905, 908, 910 Elov- 808 21, 479 19,000 | November, 1921... 308 Tenth. 
ee ikea enth. Ð 43, 25, 050: | March, 1921 Kyy Pennsylvania 

venus. 
A 14, 500 1119 J. D 904 28, 00%: March, 1922 
B 18,000 1121 L. 350. 15 21, 152 21,000 | July, 1920 
318 |13,14,15 50, 000 1100, 1102 T. 800 2,685 | 748,000 | May, 191— È 
17-21 1108-1116 New York 809 , 565 31,00% | June,1922.........| 210 Tenth. 
24 117 82, 500 | 5 872 8 17, 936 14,7 August, 1919......| 929 New York Avo- 
K even nue. 
2 30, 825. 16,000 57 1100 New York Ave- 20 4, 880 2.00 December, 1919....| 940 K. 
nue. 20 4, 880 10, 500 | May, 1921 Do. 
24,25 38, 040 30,000 . . do 812, 814 Eleventh. 22 26, 526. „500 May, 1922. 905, 907 New York 
28-23 59, 650. 52,500 | May, 1919. ........} 808, 808, 810 Elev- Avenue. 
enth. 26 12, 375 15,000 | January, 1921. 9314 New York Avo- 
02 29, 814 25,000 April, 100. 1105 H. nue. 
809 87, 433 41,300 | February, 1919....| 811, 813 Twelfth. 800 35,000 | 50,000 | April, 1919... .....} 903 New York Ave- 
810 166 45,000 S 1118, 1120 New York nue. 
Avenue, 803 15, 369 15, 000 927 New York Avo- 
G 27, 522. 28,750 |.....do.............| 815 Twelfth. : nne, 
a aan on 5 805 21, 431 22, 500 937 News York Ave 
319 1 = nue. 
19 38, 362 21,000 | February 807 2,317. 6,000 923 Tenth 
800 64, 045 97,818 | October, | 810 5, 324 §, 500 929 Tenth. 
SOL 67, 235 206,600 July, 1910... 815 4,027 4, 200 981 K. 
805 72.500 „000 | January, 1919 373 4 13, 073 12, 000, 919 1. 
806 34, 600- 34,600 | February, Yeu 4 18, 073 18, 250 x 
813 32, 632 30,000 | September, 1818. Í 7 12, 828 8,300 1925 1. 
813 $2, 632 33, 000 |... do... D 21 28,001 21, 000 928 Now- York Ave- 
813 32, 632 60,000 | March, 1922. 5 Do. nue. 
814 24, 282 28,000.| June, 1919 7-2) 727 Twelfth. 21 25,091 30, 000 Do.. 
815 10,740 11,30 December, 1919... 729 Twelfth. 2 27, 113 25, 000 924 New York Ave- 
816 12,295 9,750 | April, 1019. N nue, 
818, 816 29) 035 24,500 | February, 1930 24] 28, 48 18,000 | October, 1010. . .. . 922 New York Ave- 
817 55, 450 63, 000. | March, 1920. nus. 
820 33, 006 27,500 | August, 1920. 24 28, 482 19, 500 ... do Do. 
821 33,296 23; 000 April, 1922.. 24 28, 482 42, 000 | Fune, 1920 Do. 
826: 18, 800. 15,000 | July, 1922. . 732 Eleventh, 28, M, Southeast corne 
828 20, 879 18,000 | September, 1919... 726 Eleventh. 815, B, 82, 453 60,000 | June, 1919 Tenth and Ne 
829 42,830 18,000 . ... do............| 724 Eleventh. 0. Vork Avenue. 
§32 26,830. 40,000 aly, 1020. 718 Eleventh, 801 8,300 8,000. | Fo , 1920... -| 907 I. 
832 36, 830 45,000. | December, vase Do, $02 2,779 Rear 907 I. 
41, 462 47,500 | February, 1921....| 716 Eleventh, 806 14, 901 915 T. 
S34 52; 529 Appa February, 1920....| 714 Eleventh, Es 28 1 — FRS 8 
320 | 17, 808 117,500 |}December, 1919... .| 008,610,612 Eleventh, H 5,005 2875 
5 805 $0,000 | May, 1921 611 Twelfth. 817 17, 072 938 New York Ave 
„ nue. 
321 a 470, 000 513, 515 Twelfth. sis 19,319 936 New York Ave 
806 46, 750. 511 Twelfth. nue. 
813 30, 000. 508 Eleventh, 820 17,605 932 New York Avo- 
814 28, 250 500 Eleventh, nue. 
815 29,000 502 Eleventh. 821 31,812 87,500 | November, 1920...| 920 New York Avo- 
322| %02 100, 000 1109, 1111 P nue. 
Avenue. 31,388 30,000 March, 19020 «| 916 New York Ave 
11 112,500. September, 1919. ..| 420, 422 Eleventh. nue. 
35 1 18,000 October, 1920. 72 Tenth, 823 1, 388. 30, 500 
38, 800 1,248,444 | 1,056,160 | May, 1922.. Corner Eleventh and 824 19, 753 15,500 
G, Palais Royal, 
802 90, 948 30; 500 824 19, 753 25,100 
802 30, 948 26,000. 831,832 56, 945 40, 000 
803 27,579. 27,850 832 21, 190 15, 000 
809 45, 296 50, 000 A 28, 921 30, 000 
811 22.500 20,000 D 22, 608 18, 000 
812 24, 200 28, 000 
813 8,230 7,500 I 12, 100 20, 000 
814 71,829 65, 000 374 1 19, 511 17,000 
3 35,050 36, 000 
20 11; 000 12, 000 
8¹⁴ 71, $29 85, 000 31 11, 880 15, 750: 
814 71, 829 98, 000 A 13,545 9, 500 
816 14.885 12,000 39 23, 300. 15,000. 
817 12, 555 10, 000 39 23, 300 23, 000 
818 37, 868 30, 000 800. 43, 500 45,000 
823 12,506 12,000 8068 21, 199 25,000 | August, 1920....._| 920 H. 


3 
i 
i 


Court trustee deed, 
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Square. Lot. Assess- | Considera- j Assess- 
; Time of sale. Square. Lot. Considera-| Time of sale. Street number. 


tion. 


374 $26, $15,500 July, 1921 031 H 4 d 
5 8 š s% | $18,000 
28, 330 17,500 | August, 1921...... 100 ; 7 51 
11,471 16,000 3 1027. 625 H. a — A N . 
12.842 10,000 | September, 1919. 930 I. Nant 
9, 465 9,000 | February, 1922. 926 I. 818 56,300 140, 000 5 
60, 850 53, 000 7") $26, 828 Ninth 8H 5, 882 22 oe N 
23, 004 14,000 Nint. £ 7805 Ora mpna 
2.054 32° 000 7 — 27, 828 10, 096 Shes sil I. 
27, 750 16, 500 822 Ninth. 828 9,752 9,000 
26, 130 19, 000 811 Ninth, 828 9; 752 7 000 De 
26.130 | 2500 Do. B 33, 900 — is 
375 43.370 32,500 923 G. 404 1l 16.925 18.806 99 K. 
j 37, 925 G. 12 13, 985 14 x 
55,370 52.500 927 G. 12 13, 965 $500 8 
55,370 200,000 Do. s 13.000 w 
96, 40 60, 00 929, 931 G. 3 1185 12.200 — A 
i é 931 C. 802 17,650 14, 000 A 
51,970 55,000 Do. 802 17,650 $ = 
51,870 65,000 i í 12100 Nan 
11 61,612 65, 000 933 5 š 2 1000 17.655 Al Nut 
66 8,937 10, 000 6 Gran 805 19, 996 22.000 5 su yin 
2 7,964 11; 500 800 2975 77250 E soy 
1 6.500 810 5,375 š 8 
2 8, 184 500 ; 6, 500 806 1. 
2 Es 2 405 837 wie 240,000 -| 701 Ninth. 
77 7,788 9, 800 18 11, 568 8088 Tee 
78 7,888 8.500 8⁰⁰ 15, 439 9 2 727 hh 
8 ao veo 2 11851 10, 250 727 Ninth. 
s4 8,788 6, 500 408 | 1,813 118,455 30,000 peo west 
89 7,250 10,000 : . re Eighth and E 
13, 875 14, 250 ighth. 
102 43, 442 40, 000 ay 17, 210 118.800 * — 1 
102 or — — 205 18,900 | 110, 000 410-416 Eighth, 
803 13, 800 13,000 £04 81,960 8280 3 
— 7 — 13,000 81,960 62, 500 419,421 Ninth, 
804 14, 900 12, 000 ait 12, 350 4 — . 
S04 14, 900 15,000 408 13 51, 500 42.605 8 
804 14, 900 16, 000 800 126, 500 raped E 
376 64 75, 708 60, 000 428 8086 246,411 an oop 36 
377 32 96, 250 75,000 | August, 1919. 912 F d . eee eee 
32| 9620| 0,000 | June, 1920... o 58,668 1 
Br 62, 784 70, 300 September, 917 E. 810 58, 668 62.255 . es ipa a 
, 500 | September’ 1922... | 9274, 929 E. 90, : ” 1922.7. gen he, 
813 50, 776 42,500 | January, 1019 Northeast corner 1 me maad ieee Neier and E x 
814 13,747 10,500 | ..... oie See i 7 Tent hs = 00.801 89.605 130,000 | November, 1919...| 700 Seventh; 707 Q 
821 59,055 65,000 | August, 1919... . 938 F. ‘ 806 10, 895 1 Pede tai: he 
824 63,000 50,000 | April, 1921... .. 926 F. 811 197, 848 r 
81 8.70 8.500 | July, 1022 808 F. f 200,000 | January, 1921 west corner 
2108740 167,000 40. 901 906 F. 812 8,672 8 
85 oe C 812 88, 673 60,000 | August, 1919... . 734 Seventh. 
837 | 160,633 | 145,000 | January, 1920... ..| 512 Ninth. 823 54,245 FF Onn e r ton Beret 
838 66,714 65,000 | March, 1920 510 Ninth. 825 61, 100 Lops ys 3 
8 0,0% 60,000 December, 1919...) 506 Ninth. Eal por oon | eee nani} ee 
$40 72,492 66,000 | November, 1919. 504 Ninth. 8 9, 416 N ae 
378 8 112, 862 100,000 | August, 1919... ... Northeast corner 431 23 361, 840 8 000 e avis nrc Ton j 
at ortheast 001 3 36, 40 300, 000 March, 1919. 400-404 Seventh. 
2 } 127,808 | 120,000 | December, 1020. . 98-044 E À * 2 437,500 Do. 
374, 956 222,000 | March, 1921... . 400-410 Ni. s d TARE 
805 36, 826 32, 500 | December, 1919. D. ne 20 | 149,418 | 124.600 33323 
0 39,8 33,000 00. Do. Sor | 2 10 11.50 . ; 
806 30.826 41,600 De 887 80 81,250 | September, 1919. ..| 432 Seventh. 
816 21, 664 15,000 | April, 1821. E. 807 82108 00.000 | January, 1420... pe 
R21 60, $30 60,500 | November, 191 440 Ninth. 808 106, 424 125.800 
30,740 33,000 | May, 1921 438 Ninth. 810 114,340 12855 
85 8 85 79, 000 | April, 1926 430, 432 Ninth. 811,812 400 29.00 
ne g : 5, 0 
S4 74, S00 75,000 April, b 7810. 426 Ninth. 823 12.200 10550 Do. 
$ em 19...| Rear 414 N : ? 
sa| 2| 1367} 75,000 | July, 1019... 60. Pennsyt 7) gol ams] 105 500 en 
Avenue. > ' f Licata 
3 67, 300 65,000 | January, 1920...... o1 Pennsylvania *. 3 9.742 2.000 O 
75 ae ue. E 050 6,000 | J 1} 613, 615 I, 
as a a 7,448 6, 500 617,619 I 
8 6 3 J 6.719 5,000 June, 1920. 627 L. 
a 13,264 7, 359 6,000 June, 1919 606 Massachusetts 
i 8 5 
381 802 70, 229 g ý 
„ 33 64, 440 59, 000 
oS ig eae Peer ee | am| wo 
804 43,043 | 50,000 January, 1920 35 21; 375 30, 000 
28 801 „ 025 7.850 
807 25 12. 557 25, 000 
0 25, 534 9, 650 
800 fo ot 29, 000 
821 9.20 . 
812 454 28 46, 505 35,000 
wo} u s| 332803] 289.600 
na 4 Sa Bae 
818 31,835 | 21,000 
aie 93; 000 90, 000 
10, 184 7.500 
— 7.508 9, 500 
October, 1019. £20 830 8625 1.60 
nue. 833 3, 000 43,125 
65,000 | March, 1919.......| 935-941 B. 833 3.000 ; 
— 19 3 4,000 
ca eater bar a S| ræ e ene 
27,000 | Decem ee 5 2 e A E AA S 
— 8 ber, 1921... 214 Ninth. $45 3,620 4,600 | August, 1919 718 Sixth. 


; In trade. Improvements. s terest. 
In trade. * Deed. Court trustee deed. Bent eee eens 
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Square.| Lot. | Assess | Considera- | mime of sale, Street number. 
846 242 $4, 500 716 81 
847 9250 2050 1148 
849 616 6, 000 1921...| 7108 
851 2 sot 4.000 700 8 
856 8, 160 8, 000 618 H. 
455 42 126,614 200, 000 635, F, Barrister 
t . 
42 126,814 | 4138, 000 
801 10, 285 95000 603 F. 
818 48, 240 40,000 613 Seventh. 
21 82, 474 83, 500 623 Seventh. 
822 112, 070 103,000 627 Seventh. 
456 31 50, 708 47, 500 613 E. 
32 16, 004 15,000 E. 
36 65, 815 90, 000 "| 628, 630 F. 
800 , 643 44, 500 601 K. 
801 20, 412 20, 000 605} E. 
802 12,911 8, 500 600 E. 
802 12,911 11, 000 Do. 
8 12,611 11. 772 Do. 
809 19,664} 916,015 620 E. 
811 84, 180 97, 000 513 Seventh 
812 84, 780 97.000 515 Seventh. 
14, S15 177,211 165, 000 1-533 th. 
816 23, 706 10,850 April, 1620. ... 626 F. 
824 17, 250 26,000 | October, 1920... 610 F. 
§26 „271 25,850 | February, 192 . Fm gd Build- 
i * 
S18, 88. 89, 209 65, 000° 
828 25, 465 22, 500 
S28 „405 35,000 
47 25 8,900 8 109 
80 880 16,818 19, 000 
512 12,832 19,025 
816 , 234 35,000 
817 39,234 40, 000 
818 38, 994 38, 500 
822 62,770 55,000 | Fe 
827 16, 996 29,000 | May, t 
831 27, 367 13,500 | May, 1919. ..... 610 E. 
834 44,427 35,000 | November, 1921... sala remitted 
All. 
837 7,244 9,000 | December, 1921....| 420 Sixth. 
839 |» 10,849 9,500 | January, 1921. 416 Sixth 
S48 12, 401 15,000 l 608 E. 
458 6 400 22, 500 
6 400 80, 000 
7 32, 709 28, 600 
15,17 19,701 25, 000 
800 11,948 13,250 
805 17,388 17, 500 
813 11,127 12, 000 
814 8 7 200 1 24 D. 
459 12 14,600 17,000 | November, 1921. 617 C. 
; 28 Loulsiana Ave- 
13 8,892 15,000 | May, 1922......... nue, 
803 10,361 8,250 | Februsty, 1920....| 616 Louisiana Ave- 
ito, 
805 10, 361 11,500 . do. 
803 10, 361 3,000 | July, 1921. Do 
804 6, 260 6,200 | May, 1920. 
805 8,079 12,000 | August, 1920 
nue. 
x Louisiana 
D.E} u, 20,500 | Apéi, 100... . „ayot: 
0 6, 263 5, 000 1919 310 Sixth, 
460 303 82,130 $0,000 | April, 1019 627 Pennsylvania 
venue. 
461 11 42,519 50,000 | March, 1920....... ho Soe sylvania 
venue. 
$01 29,705 40,500 | February, 1922....| 602 Pennsylvanis 
Avenue, 
Pennsylvania 
802, 803 22, 703 20,000 | August, 1919...... { 60 Bes. 
802, 803 22, 703 25,000 | April, 1922........ Do. 
(606 Pennsylvania 
504 18, 357 20, 000 QO e { oe 
820 64, 466 45,000 | May, 1022 630 Ponnsylvania 
venui 
220 48| 197,092 72,500 | October, 1919...... 1411 H 
48 682 90,000 April, 1920 Do: 
27| 832 71, 762 75, 000 | October, 1920. 1512 Massachusetts 
venue. 
D 31, 809 235, 000 | February, 1919. ...| 1133 Fourteenth. 
248 [44,45,48 58, 858 67,000 | February, 1923....| 1008, 1mo, 1012 Thir- 
tean 
250| 819 14,629 212,00 June, 1921 1811 1. 
236 35 „188 135,000 | October, 1922 Southeast corner 
Thirteenth and I, 
289 47 99, 170 115, 000 | February, 1923....| 1212 G. 
380 G 49, 200 40, 000 do...........-| 922 Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 
Land only. 2 Deed. Default. * Trustee deed. 


In view of the statements made by the tax commfssioner of 
Texas, Mr. James A. King, that the revenne and taxation of 
that State is a screaming farce; that only about 4 per cent of 
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the personal property in the form of bank deposits is taxed; 
that there is $800,000,000 on deposit subject to check and that 
only $40,000,000 is assessed; that a vast amount of property. 
escapes taxation every year; that there are millions of acres o 
land which are not taxed at all; and that if the unreturn 
property located in the State of Texas subject to taxation under 
the laws of that State were put upon the statutes and the prop- 
erty already returned was well entered at a just and fair valua- 
tion it would raise sufficient revenue to enable the State to pay. 
her debts, to liberally support her public institutions, and to’ 
lower the present tax rate from 75 to 15 cents, this would seem 
to be a conclusive answer to the statements which are being 
continually made by the gentleman from Texas that propert 
in the District of Golumbia is not assessed at a fair And just 
value and shows that there is ample field for his endeavor to 
see that all property is justly taxed in his own State of Texas, 


REVENUE ACT OF 1924. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 
6715, the revenue bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the 
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
H. R. 6715, the revenue bill. The question is on agreeing to 
that motion. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. 
information. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I am so new here that I do 
not know what is the practice on an occasion of this kind, 
but would it not be well now that this House should adjourn 
as a mark of further respect to the memory of George Wash- 
ington? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will say that that has not been 
the custom in the experience of the Chair when there was im- 
portant business to be transacted. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There never was a time when the 
necessity of legislation was more pressing than now. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. GRAHAM] 
will please take the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself inte Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize 
taxation, to provide revenue, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
GRAHAM of Illinois in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill H, R. 6715, the revenue bill, which the Clerk will 
report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes. 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will proceed with the reading 
of the bill for amendment. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend by adding a new séction at the end of section 289 (a) as 
follows: 

Sn. 289 (b). Every person required by this act to make a return 
shall therein specifically state each item and the amount thereof of all 
gifts, advances, subscriptions, payments, contributions, and expendi- 
tures made, and to whom, in behalf of, or for the purpose of influencing 
directly or indirectly the nomination or defeat or election or defeat of 
any candidate or candidates for the office of President, Vice President, 
Senator, or Representative, or presidential and vice presidential electors, 
or for use in or in respect to any convention, primary, or elettion in 
which there is nominated or elected a candidate for any of the afore- 
said offices, but when the aggregate thereof in any taxable year does 
not exceed the sum of $1,000 no return thereof need be made.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. While I think this is subject to a point 
of order it is evidently taking so much time here in the 
House—— [Cries of “ Make the point of order!”] Then some 
Member make it. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I make a point 
of order against the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia, 


Mr. Speaker, a question for 
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Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be 
heard on the point of order, and I will be very brief. 

The amendment which was offered yesterday provided a tax 
and provided a penalty; this amendment only pertains to the 
return, There are certain sections of the bill which simply pro- 
vide for a return of property without the contemplation of a 
tax. There is a section in the bill, for instance, as the distin- 
guished chairman of the Ways and Means Committee will recall, 
which requires that a person shall report his tax-exempt se- 
curities. : 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I will. > 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman knows that is made necessary 
now by the other provisions of the bill, and it does affect the 
tax, 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. But it is not absolutely necessary. 

Mr. MILLS. Excuse me; it is, 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. In what way? 

Mr. MILLS. Because we have limited it to the deduction of 
interest, for instance. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. You have limited it to the deduc- 
tion of interest, but that does not necessarily require a report 
of all the tax-exempt securities; it only requires a report of 
the deduction, 

Mr, MILLS. 
fact that in so far as nonbusiness losses are concerned, they 
are limited to the amount of income from tax-exempt securi- 
ties, and in order to determine the taxable income under the 
present bill it is necessary to report tax-exempt securities. 

aa GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman from Virginia 
yield 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman from New York 
would not contend for a moment that the committee or the 
House did not have a right to direct what should be made in 
the return. If I understand the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia, it merely directs that in making the 
return certain things shall be given to the Secretary of the 
Treasury, and undoubtedly we have that right. 

Mr. MILLS. No; I should be inclined to deny that. I 
should be inclined to deny that the committee had the right to 
say that a man should state in his return how many rocking- 
chairs he had in his home, how many automobiles he owned, 
how many cows he owned, or how many horses he owned. All 
he should state in his return is what is necessary in order to 
levy an income tax. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, if we chose to pro- 
vide in the bill that he should return all the articles enumerated 
by my distinguished friend from New York, we could do it, and 
we would have the right to do it. It would be a matter of 
taste and expediency, but we would clearly have the right 
to do it. 

Now, there is one substantial reason why we should re- 
quire—— 

Mr. FREAR. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. FREAR. What could be the objection to having that 
appear in the record, as long as Congress certainly bas the 
right under the law to impose that duty if it sees fit? Is ita 
question of shame or regret for a man that he is trying to 
evade his taxes, or what is the objection and what objection 
could there be? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I was about to say—and it applies 
to the gentleman's inquiry—that many of us here are being 
charged with advocating propositions that will tend to injure 
rich people. Now, it is certainly relevant and legitimate to 
find what people are doing with their money; not only whether 
they are putting it in tax-exempt securities or not, but what 
they are doing with it otherwise. 

It would be very informing to the Government, as well as to 
the public, in determining where to lay taxes and on what 
particular groups it is wise to place taxes, to ascertain how 
the money is being spent; to ascertain, for instance, whether 
a member of a Cincinnati firm is still designing to influence 
presidential elections by giving hundreds of thousands of dol- 
lars in support of the candidate he may favor; to ascertain 
whether somebody in the State of Dlinois, or a few people in 
the State of Illinois, are intending again to subscribe hundreds 
of thousands of dollars to influence a presidential nomination. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. Why ean not the gentleman accomplish exactly 
the same purpose by amending the corrupt practices act? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The difficulty is that the Federal 
act and all State acts deal with eandidates and do not deal 


I will call the gentleman's attention to the 


with contributors, and I know of no method of discovering the 
contributors unless they are compelled to make returns. 
Mr. MILLS. Why does not the gentleman make the con- 
tributors file reports? What would be the objection to that? 
Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I am trying to do it now, and 
what is the objection to this method? 
Because it does not belong in an income 


tax law. 


Mr. MOORE of Virginia. How would the gentleman do it? 
If the gentleman will suggest a method, I will follow it. 

Mr. MILLS. Let me point out to the gentleman that he does 
not accomplish the purpose he is seeking to accomplish, be- 
cause income-tax returns are not public property. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I believe we are going to make 
them public property, to an extent, before we leave the House 
to-day, so far as the House is concerned. [Applause.] 

Mr. MILLS. Then I am going to ask the gentleman how, 
even under the terms of the amendment which he will suggest 
later in the day, it would affect the corrupt practices act to 
provide that the Ways and Means Committee, If you please, 
should in certain cases examine returns? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Well, if the information is devel- 
oped in some way—and it would be very interesting informa- 
tion—we will ascertain, for instance, taking a recent case, 
something about the possible future political contributions of 
people like Mr. Doheny. 

Mr. FREAR. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. FREAR. I have a proposition on publicity that will not 
confine the question to the Ways and Means Committee of the 
House or the Finance Committee of the Senate, but will throw 
it open, so that in that way it becomes material. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
There was so much confusion on this side, I did not hear 
the basis of the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. That it was not germane. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is the only proposition advanced? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is the only one the Chalr heard. 
Is there anything further to be said on the point of order? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I just want to 
state this: In conformity with the ruling of the Chair yester- 
day, this should be held out of order. ‘There is not any pre- 
tense that this has a thing in the world to do with taxation. 
It is simply a corrupt practices act which does not limit the 
amount but compels them to make public the amount, which is 
simply a corrupt practices act. I say “make public,” and in 
saying that I make the statement in connection with what I 
understand they are going to follow this up with. So it is 
simply the same proposition the Chair ruled on yesterday. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, just a word on the point of 
order. The gentleman from Indiana states it entirely cor- 
rectly, that the substance of this amendment is not in any wise 
related to the tax bill. It is as foreign to it as anything could 
possibly be. It is a well-established rule of parliamentary 
procedure that when one portion of an amendment is offensive 
to the rule that the entire amendment must go out. Assuming 
for the sake of argument that at this point of the biil we might 
require certain matters to be included in a return, can we by 
reason of that authority add to it a corrupt practices act— 
something entirely foreign to the bill? The portion of the 
gentleman's amendment that is offensive to the rule vitiates 
it all. 

Mr. YOUNG. Win the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Under the present law, as I understand it, it 
is the duty of every taxpayer to state the amount of his income 
and then to state the amount of deductions properly charge- 
able against the income. As I understand, it is proposed in 
this amendment to call for certain other information that is 
not at all needed to ascertain the net amount of the income. 

Mr. TILSON. Yes; and this, with the provisions not related 
to this bill, vitlates the amendment. The subject matter of 
this amendment is entirely foreign to a tax bill. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. TTLSON. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Although I am not a parliamen- 
tarian like the gentleman from Connecticut, yet I can not 
understand, Mr. Chairman, how it is you can not make rules 
and regulations in any portion of this bill for the purpose of 
telling the taxpayer what returns he shall make. It seems 
to me perfectly ridiculous that this committee has not the 
power under the rules to tell a taxpayer what returns he 
shall make. : 
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Mr. TILSON. Certainly we have that power so far as 
such rules and regulations are necessary for the collection of 
the fax, but when we go outside of the taxing bill entirely 
and bring in a foreign matter, then it is not germane to this 
bill and should go out. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, under that philoso- 
phy the Chair would have to determine whether or not an 
amendment was necessary for the collection of the the taxes. 

Mr. TILSON. It is perfectly apparent on the face of this 
amendment that it relates to an entirely different matter. 
It is a corrupt practices act masquerading under the guise of 
a taxing provision. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. If you are going to take that posi- 
tion in the committee—that an amendment is out of order 
because, forsooth, the Chairman himself must determine the 
effect of the amendment on the law—then you are undoubtedly 
stretching the rule further than I ever heard of it being 
stretched before. 

Mr. TILSON. Does the gentleman contend for a moment 
that a proyision relating to a corrupt practices act has any 
sort of relation to the tax bill? The gentleman himself will 
not so contend. [Cries of Rule!“ Rule!“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The title 
which the committee is now considering is Title III Corpora- 
tions,” and deals with the tax on corporations. The particular 
part of the title which the committee has just finished is headed 
“Corporation returns,” and provides for certain returns to be 
made by corporations for the purpose of the assessment of 
their corporation tax, and for no other purpose. Throughout 
the paragraph relative to returns to be made by the taxpayer 
nothing else is included except elements upon which this tax 
may be assessed. To that the gentleman from Virginia seeks 
to add a new section to be know as 239 (b), which is as 
follows: 


Every person required by this act to make a return shall therein 
specifically “state each item, and the amount thereof, of all gifts, ad- 
vances, subscriptions, payments, contributions, and expenditures made, 
and to whom, in behalf of, or for the purpose of influencing directly 
or indirectly the nomination or defeat or election or defeat of, any 
candidate or candidates for the office of President, Vice President, 
Senator, or Representative, or presidential and vice presidential elec- 
tors, or for Use in, or in respect to, any convention, primary, or elec- 
tion in which there is nominated or elected a candidate for any of 
the aforesaid offices, but when the aggregate thereof in any taxable 
year does not exceed the sum of $1,000 no return thereof need be 
made. 


There is nowhere in this amendment any statement of any 
fact which aids and assists the taxing officers in computing 
the amount of the tax, and that should be the reason for the 
return to be made by the taxpayer. If there was any informa- 
tion contained in the amendment which would affect the amount 
of the tax, it would be germane, but there is nothing in it that 
affects that question. The only thing that is affected by it is 
that if the taxpayer is a candidate for public ollice and spends 
less than $1,000, he need not make this return to the taxing 
authorities. Therefore, the matter is not in any particular 
germane to the object to be accomplished, namely, to tax cor- 
porations; but this is an attempt, as the Chair last night ruled, 
and I think properly, to impose upon every candidate for of- 
fice the necessity of complying with certain corrupt practices 
provisions under the guise of an income-tax return. If the 
House, in its wisdom, desires to overrule the Chair on this 
ruling, it will have the right to do so, but the Chair can not 
stultify himself, and come to any other conclusion than that he 
has heretofore expressed, that such an amendment is not ger- 
mane, anù therefore sustains the point of order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


TAXES ON INSURANCE COMPANIES, 


Sec. 242. When used in this title the term “ life insurance company” 
means an insurance company engaged in the business of issuing life 
insurance and annuity contracts (including contracts of combined 
life, health, and accident insurance), the reserye funds of which held 
for the fulfillment of such contracts comprise more than 50 per cent 
of its total reserve funds. 


Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. I dislike to interrupt the reading of the bill, and 
will only do so briefly. This title clear through to the top of 

ge 98 has to do with taxing insurance companies. I think 

e phraseology as it appears under this section is practically 
the same as originally written in the income tax law of 1921. 
It has not been revised or changed by the Ways and Means 
Committee, and one reason why it has not been revised in any 
sense is that it seems to be practical in its working methods, 
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I admit to rather a density of understanding, particularly of 
legal phrases, and therefore I inquired as to just what the pro- 
visions of the insurance section did, but I was unable to find 
out. No one except the experts in the department actually 
know what these provisions in this section accomplish. It is 
another illustration of the impossibility of the accomplishment 
of simplification of tax expressions; the whole law is full of 
very difficult language to comprehend. That not only applies 
to the law itself but to the efforts we have made to simplify 
the forms of the returns. I referred to that matter once be- 
fore. The returns, unfortunately, after this bill becomes a 
law will be almost as complicated as they are now. We simply 
have to follow the phraseology of the experts, follow the orig- 
inal writing of the paragraph, supplemented by the rulings of 
the department. I am sorry we have here so complicated a 
law, and I am sorry that the returns are so complicated, but 
it looks to me as if we were helpless to endeayor to reform 
Hayes The only improvement made is on the returns under 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I renew the motion to strike 
out the last word. It is true, as my friend from Massachu- 
setts says, there are many things in this bill, and necessarily 
must be in any tax bill, complicated and difficult for the average 
person to understand. After working for days and weeks in an 
effort to simplify some of these matters the members of the 
committee are in unanimous agreement that it is a difficult 
proposition. The particular title that we are now reading is 
an exception in this respect. It seems to have given entire 
satisfaction both to the Treasury in their administration of it 
and to the insurance companies who must pay under it. There 
was no request or demand from any source whatever for any 
change. In the book of regulations, which is quite a volume, 
the regulations concerning insurance companies are very few, 
indicating that the law itself is being administered satisfac- 
torily and without serious difficulty. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, 
I hope that this one title, which is so satisfactory to all, will 
not be seriously amended in any of its provisions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment is withdrawn. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE, 


The committee informally rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, a messuge from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its 
Chief Clerk, announced that the Senate had passed Senate Joint 
Resolution No. 83, for the appointment of one member of the 
Board of Managers of the National Home for Disabled Volun- 
teer Soldiers, in which the concurrence of the House of Repre- 
sentatives was requested. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with 
amendments the joint resolution of the following title, in which 
the concurrence of the House of Representatives was requested: 

H. J. Res. 160. Joint resolution to provide an appropriation for 
the prosecution of suits to cancel certain leases, and for other 
purposes. i 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following resolution: 

Senate Resolution 169. 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow the an- 
nouncement of the death of Hon. Henry GARLAND Dvuprf, late a Rep- 
resentative from the State of Louisiana. 

Resolved, That a committee of six Senators be appointed by the 
President pro tempore of the Senate to join the committee appointed 
on the part of the House of Representatives to attend the funeral of 
the deceased Representative. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 
House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family 
of the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of the 
deceased the Senate do now adjourn. 


And that the President pro tempore had appointed under the 
second resolution Mr. RANSDELL, Mr. BROUSSARD, Mr. McKet.ar, 
Mr. Caraway, Mr. Lapp, and Mr. STEPHENS. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1924, 


The committee again resumed its session. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. The distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts 
referred to the forms of returns prepared by the Treasury De- 
partment. I think, perhaps, the publie will be interested in' an 
observation or two on that subject. The returns have been re- 
vised for the present year. Returns for income less than $5,000 
have been made very simple. I do not think any eltizen will 
find any difficulty in filling out those returns. With reference 
to the other returns, this is to be stated: If it were possible 
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to prepare and issue separate forms of returns to all the differ- 
ent lines of business, occupation, and employment, it would 
be possible then to work out some further simplification of 
these returns, but the present returns necessarily cover all 
kinds of business, and there are many items which each tax- 
payer will find not applicable to his own situation or his own 
business. I think that the department is to be complimented 
and commended for the improvements in the forms of returns 
that have recently been made. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment is withdrawn, and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(c) Nothing in this section or in section 246 shall be construed 
to permit the same item to be twice deducted. 
PART IV.—ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. BLANTON: On page 98, after line 3, add the 
following new section: 

“Sec, 253(a). No officer, attorney, agent, or other employee of the 
Bureau of Internal Revenue shall, within two years after severing 
his connection with such bureau, accept employment concerning in- 
come or revenue tax matters from any person, association, partner- 
ship, or corporation.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I do not think the amend- 
ment is subject to a point of order, but I want to discuss the 
merits for five minutes. We have down in the Treasury De- 
partment an army of agents and attorneys employed by the 
Government at fair salaries to prevent taxpayers from evading 
taxes, from escaping taxes, from dodging taxes, if you please. 
We educate these employees to do that. We pay the people’s 
money to teach them how to keep the taxpayers from dodging 
taxes, and just about the time we get them educated they find 
out that they can go out in the business world and hire them- 
selyes out, commercialize the education the Government gives 
them at the expense of the Treasury, and help tax dodgers in 
showing them how to evade taxes by representing them in the 
department. 

Mr. COLTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON, Yes. 

Mr. COLTON. Is it not a fact that the Secretary of the 
Treasury has recently issued an order covering the very point 
the gentleman is seeking to cover? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; to the extent of obtaining his permis- 
sion. Mr. Chairman, this is an important matter, and I would 
not introduce it here if it were not; but so many employees 
have quit and entered private employment that it has become 
almost a scandal down there. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I understood the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Green] to say that he would accept the amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, no; he is going to make the point of 
order against it 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It has not the slightest thing to do 
with the bill or anything that is in the bill. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I was under the impression that the 
gentleman said he would accept the amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
from Texas yield to me? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, the gentleman very kindly granted me 
five minutes, and I hope that he will not take all of my time. 
I yield. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. How would we ever get anybody of 
any ability down there if we cut them off from practicing after 
they got out? Nobody will vote enough salary to keep a good 
man there. 

Mr. BLANTON. We do not seek to keep them from getting 
employment anywhere else in the world except in the Treasury 
Department. We are trying to keep them from commercializing 
the education that the Government has given them in order to 
administer this law. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In a minute. I first want to answer my 
friend from Utah, and that will answer the gentleman from 
Iowa. So many of these employees have lately quit the Treas- 
ury Department and have gone out and sold their services to 
private enterprises, based on the experience the Government has 
‘given them, that the Secretary of the Treasury has seen fit to 
amend a ruling which he made within the last year about prac- 
. tice, hoping to keep them from it. I think the last amend- 


ment was made last month. It has not yet taken effect, but 
he has promulgated it to take effect in a few days. It is to 
prevent any employee from practicing there for two years after 
resigning unless he first gets the consent of the Secretary. 
Why should it be left to the Secretary? If there were em- 
ployees who wanted to quit and hire themselves out to friends 
of the Secretary, then he could let them practice there, but if 
an employee wants to hire out to somebody who is not a friend 
of the Secretary, the Secretary reserves the right to prevent 
him from practicing before his department. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. WINSLOW. I would like to ask the gentleman in all 
friendliness whether he has had an opportunity to follow the 
results attending the services which these men have offered for 
sale? I belleve myself, although It may not be germane to this 
discussion, that they have given such mighty poor service to 
the public that it has almost amounted to a holdup. They 
have obtained an income by making poor clients think they 
know something, and when it comes to a show-down they do 
not know anything at all. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman is right. One of the big 
business men of the country will go down there, we will say, 
and believe that he has made an honest return. Some of these 
fellows in the employ of the Treasury Department will say, 
“You are not entitled to this credit or this deduction,” and they 
disallow some of his deductions. Then he appeals, and later 
they quit the office and resign and immediately advertise that 
they will accept private business before the department, and 
can advantageously represent taxpayers before that department 
and can save much expense. The taxpayer pays him a good 
fee and the fellow goes down there, thus commercializing the 
experience in this connection with that department that the 
department has paid them for acquiring, and when the tax- 
payer gets through with him he frequently has to pay his tax 
just the same. It is thus an imposition on the public in many 
cases and a direct loss to the Government when they are suc- 
cessful in reducing taxes. 

Mr. LUCE. Wil the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. LUGE. Will the gentleman tell us how he thinks there 
is any way to keep an ambitious man in the department, keep 
him from resigning, except by paying a salary somewhere near 
what he can make on the outside? 

Mr. BLANTON. The Secretary of the Treasury says so. 
Under his ruling of last August he prevents them from practic- 
ing there except when they come to him and get special per- 
mits, and he has amended that just this last month by an 
amendment which prevents any employee, for two years there- 
after, practicing there unless he gets a permit from the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury. 

Mr. LUCE. Has the gentleman struck the root of the evil? 
Is not the root of the eyil the unwillingness of Congress to 
pay the good men enough to keep them there? 

Mr. BLANTON. Has the gentleman read that famous me- 
morlal sent here by 350,000 farmers that his colleague [Mr. 
Dannow] put in the Recorp the other day? In which they say 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts and to the gentleman 
from Texas, “Quit raising salaries.” We make valuable men 
of many green employees by training them in business at 
Government expense. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Mr, Chairman, I insist upon the point 
of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Iowa 
undoubtedly is in favor of this amendment. I know it be- 
cause I know that he is a man who has good business judg- 
ment. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] is in favor 
of this amendment because he is a man of good business judg- 
ment, and I believe my colleague from Texas [Mr. GARNER], 
the ranking minority member of the committee, is in favor of 
it because he is a man of good business judgment. I believe 
that the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Wrystow], who is a good business man, is in favor of this 
amendment, and I believe the majority of the membership of 
the House is in favor of it. Then why does the genticman 
from Iowa in charge of the bill seek to keep us from voting 
upon it by lodging the point of order against it? I am going 
to oppose the point of order when he makes it. I do net be- 


Oh, let me have two minutes more, Mg. 
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lieve this amendment is subject to a point of order. Ts, the 
gentleman afraid to let us vote on it? It is followiug the 
action already taken by the Treasury Department, but making 
his order applicable to all practitioners. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I would certainly be afraid to put 
into this bill everything that the gentleman from Texas wants 
put in it. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Texas is just one out 
of 435 Members. I have found out that when the membership 
of this House fully understand a proposition you can depend 
upon their doing the right thing. They vote wrong only when 
they do not understand the issue. Lots of times I believe 
they vote when they do not understand the situation, but let 
them all fully understand it they will vote right upon it every 
time. They are just like a jury. I never yet have seen a jury, 
when all were honest, I do not care how ignorant, which, if 
they understood the facts and the law and knew how to apply 
the law to the facts under the charge of the court, but what 
would do justice in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred. They 
go wrong frequently because they do not understand either 
the facts or the law. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
an interruption? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield. 

Mr. WINSLOW. It was not my purpose to go quite so far 
in my suggestion, so far as the gentleman from Texas has 
gone; but I realize, on reflection, that he was justified in mak- 
ing the interpretation he did. What was in my mind was 
this, that there had been so many disappointments on the 
part of clients because of the employment of these so-called 
Treasury experts that the difficulty would automatically take 
care of itself through the discredit of them by those whose 
money they seek to get in the way of retainers. 

Mr. BLANTON. If we have to wait until they cheat every- 
body in the United States once, we shall wait many years. 

Mr. WINSLOW. But we must be cheated once in order to 
learn anything. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. Mr. Chairman, I want to be heard on 
the point of order when the gentleman from Iowa makes it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, there is nothing in the 
bill anywhere that undertakes to regulate the practice in the 
department, or anything that approaches it, 

Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, this is a general revenue 
bil. We have come now to the general title, embracing the 
administrative features of it. We have come down to page 98 
in the bill, Part IV, under the general heading, “Administra- 
tive provisions.” Before anything else is considered under that 
general head I offer this amendment, which is an administra- 
tive provision. It is germane to Part IV. It is germane to 
the heading, “Administrative provisions,” because this is in 
itself an administrative provision. Why is it not germane to 
this particular paragraph? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. In the first place, it is not an admin- 
istrative provision, and, as I said before, there is nothing in 
the administrative provisions with reference to the practice in 
the department. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, this is a bill providing for 
the collection of revenue to run the Government. It provides 
for taxes of many kinds and particulars, varied in their nature, 
and whenever you provide taxes, whenever you provide the 
levying of taxes, any administrative feature is germane to the 
taxing features of the bill. Whenever you provide for a tax 
there must be administrative features in connection with the 
collection of the tax. It is certainly germane to a tax bill to 
have an administrative feature connected with it. Otherwise, 
you could never collect the taxes that you levy. After the taxes 
were laid you could not collect them. 

This is one of the administrative features in connection with 
the collection of the very taxes that we provide for in this bill. 
We go on under this head and provide for certain deductions 
to be made; we provide for certain credits to be made, and the 
purpose of this amendment is to prevent unfair deductions and 
credits from being made by private interests employing our 
own experts. It provides against improper credits to be made 
in connection with the collection of the taxes, and I submit to 
the Chair that in this bill it is cerainly germane. 

The CHAIRMAN. This is a much closer question than any 
that has heretofore been presented to the Chair. The section 


which the Clerk is now reading has to do with administrative 
provisions and is entitled“ Part IV.“ The administrative provi- 
sions in this part of the act have to do with the returns and 
deal with the administration relative to the collection of taxes 
from the taxpayer. The amendment which the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BLANTON] presents is as a separate section, 253 (a), 
and reads as follows: 


No officer, attorney, agent, or other employee of the Bureau of In- 
ternal Revenue shall, within two years after severing his connection 
with such bureau, accept employment concerning income or revenue tax 
matters from any person, association, partnership, or corporation, 


Prior to the adoption of the Underwood rule in bills of this 
kind, while the rule was, as the Chair stated it yesterday, rela- 
tive to new subject matter attempted to be incorporated by way 
of amendment, it was never held that proper amendments to 
the administrative features of an act could not be made on such 
bills, and it was held repeatedly, as I understand it, that such 
an amendment would be germane. Now, the question arises, 
Has this anything to do with the collection of the income taxes 
mentioned in this bill? It might have. Congress may believe 
that persons leaving the department should not, within two 
years after leaving, haye anything to do in the way of attorney- 
ship or otherwise with anyone who was subject to the payment 
of the tax, and the enactment of such a provision might result 
in the collection of more taxes by the Government. Therefore 
it does seem to the Chair that it is germane to the purposes and 
provisions of the act. 

Permit the Chair to state, however, that there are two parts 
in this bill relative to administrative provisions, The first is 
part 4, which is now being considered, and which deals en- 
tirely, as the Chair views it, with the administration of the 
act as to the making of the returns and collections of taxes. 
Title X of the bill has to do with general administrative pro- 
visions, and certain laws are made applicable thereto and 
certain penalties are imposed for violation of the provisions of 
the law, which the Chair supposes the lawmakers thought were 
essential to carrying out the provisions of the act. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is the reason why I offered it under 
this administrative head, for the reason that it is in connection 
with the making of returns that these services are offered to 
the people. It is in connection with the returns that the tax- 
payer makes that these employees can go out and sell their 
services, and therefore I thought it was more pertinent to this 
section than to the other section. 

The CHAIRMAN. Of course, it might be germane to more 
than one portion of the bill, but in view of the presence of 
Title X in the bill, the Chair is of opinion it would not be 
germane to this section. But the Chair would like to state, 
so that tliere will be no doubt as to his opinion, that, as he 
views it now, it would be germane to the provisions under 
Title X. The Chair sustains the point of order. The Clerk 
will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


RETURNS TO BE PUBLIC RECORDS, 


Sec, 257. (a) Returns upon which the tax has been determined by 
the commissioner shall constitute publie records; but they shall be 
open to inspection only upon order of the President and under rules 
and regulations prescribed by the Secretary and approved by the 
President: Provided, That the proper officers of any State imposing 
an income tax may, upon the request of the governor thereof, have 
access to the returns of any corporation, or to an abstract thereof 
showing the name and income of the corporation, at such times and 
in such manner as the Secretary may prescribe: Provided further, 
That all bona fide shareholders of records owning 1 per cent or more 
of the outstanding stock of any corporation shall, upon making 
request of the commissioner, be allowed to examine the annual income 
returns of such corporation and of its subsidiaries, Any shareholder 
who, pursuant to the provisions of this section, is allowed to examine 
the return of any corporation, and who makes known in any manner 
whatever not provided by law the amount or source of income, profits, 
losses, expenditures, or any particular thereof, set forth or disclosed 
in any such return, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and be punished 
by a fine not exceeding $1,000 or by imprisonment not exceeding one 
year, or both. 


Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment ‘offered by Mr. FREAR: Strike out all of section 257, on 
page 100, and insert: 

“That when returns of any person shall be made as provided in 
this title, fhe returns, together with any correction thereof which may 
have been made by the commissioner, shall be filed in the Treasury 
Department and shall constitute public records and be open to inspec- 
tion as such under the same rules and regulations that govern the 
inspection of other public records. 

“an tax proceedings and determinations subect to reasonable regu- 
lation shall be public, and an advance calendar of all hearings of 
contested tax rulings shall be open to the public.” 


- 


1924. 
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Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman 
from Wisconsin, who has the floor, will indulge me a minute, 
while I have no purpose to interfere with his effort to secure 
the adoption of the amendment which has just been read, I 
have prepared an amendment relating to the same subject, and 
I ask unanimous consent that the amendment which I have pre- 
pared may also be read, so that both can be discussed together. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Before that is done, I think the last 
part of the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wis- 
consin, if I understood it correctly, is subject to a point of 
order. 

Mr. FREAR. Which part is that? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The part with reference to the hear- 
ings. Mr. Chairman, I desire to make a point of order 
against the last paragraph of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. I will confine my point of order 
simply to that part of the amendment, although I could make 
a point of order against the whole amendment on that account. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa reseryes a 
point of order. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I make a point of order against the 
last paragraph of the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin as not being germane to the bill, but I will 
reserve my point of order for the moment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia preferred 
some sort of unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. MOORD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, having spoken to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin in advance, I think he has no 
objection to the amendment which I have prepared being read 
at this time for the information of the committee. It deals 
with the same subject to which the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin relates. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. May I inquire of the gentleman 
from Virginia whether it is his intention to offer his amend- 
ment as a substitute for the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin? 

Mr, MOORE of Virginia. Not just at this moment, but I 
may later on. I have not had an opportunity to consider the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin as fully 
as I would like, and I thought perhaps the committee would 
like to have my amendment read for its information. Of 
course, I care nothing about it personally. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] 
has reserved his point of order. The gentleman from Iowa will 
be recognized for five minutes, and then the gentleman from 
Virginia can prefer his request. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I notice from the reading that 
subdivision (b) may be included in the proposal I have here, 
and I have no objection to that at all; but my amendment refers 
entirely to subdivision (a), and that is the only purpose I have 
in mind, 

I wish to read this amendment to the committee, because I 
know we often fail to grasp the meaning of amendments from 
their reading by the Clerk, and we ought to know the provision 
upon which we are voting. My amendment reads: 

That when returns of any person shall be made as provided in this 
title, the returns, together with any correction thereof which may have 
been made by the commissioner, shall be filed in the Treasury Depart- 
ment and shall constitute public records and be open to inspection as 
such, under the same rules and regulations that govern the inspection 
of other public records, 


Then follows the part to which the point of order has been 
made: 


All tax proceedings and determinations, subject to reasonable regula- 
tions, shall be public, and an advance calendar of all hearings of con- 
tested tax rulings shall be open to the public, 


The section in the bill is 257 (a), and it provides: 


Returns upon which the tax has been determined by the commis- 
sioner shall constitute public records. 


And then it provides conditions or restrictions by which you 
have to go to the President of the United States, subject to 
rules by the Secretary of the Treasury, before you can ascer- 
tain anything from those records. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. I wilh 
| Mr. GARNER of Texas. Why not strike out all the balance 
of the section and just declare them to be records? 

Mr. FREAR. That is my purpose. $ 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. To accomplish that why not strike 
out all the balance of the section and just declare them to be 
records? 

Mr. FREAR. I will discuss that in a moment, because I 
want to discuss the merits of my amendment now. 


To-day we have a close corporation in the Treasury Depart- 
ment. We have a bill before us and no one knows who drew 
it; we do not know where it was drawn, but we do know that 
it is claimed there are defects in the collection of taxes in the 
Treasury Department that need to be remedied and I believe it 


is correct in that particular. We know that certain gentlemen 
were called in to help draft the bill, but the Congress of the 
United States, supposed to know these facts, has no informa- 
tion because these records are secret. All you can find from 
the records to-day is a generalization from the reports that are 
furnished in regard to taxable incomes, and that gives one but 
an indefinite idea as to whether or not there are escapes by 
reason of tax-exempt securities or whether there is tax escape 
coming from any other source. We can not ascertain that be- 
cause all of these matters are contained in the return that is 
sent in by the taxpayer and the return is confidential. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think my friend’s language is calcu- 
lated to give a wrong impression. When he said nobody knows 
who wrote the bill, I suppose he referred to the rates, that no 
one has stated who fixed the rates in the bill, but as far as the 
form of the bill is concerned, I stated in my opening address 
to the House that it was prepared by the revision board or 
committee which was appointed by the Treasury Department, 
of which the chief members were Mr. Gregg and Mr. Beaman, 
and they wrote the bill. 

Mr. FREAR. I will accept that as true, and I know it must 
be true coming from the chairman. The chairman’s state- 
ment, of course, is true. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. And I sat with them a part of the 
time, not drawing the bill at all, but listening to what was 
going on. 2 

Mr. FREAR. I want to say as to those two gentlemen that 
they are both very able men, but the Congress of the United 
States, the body which ought to have information on which to 
draw bills and fix rates, based upon publie records, has no 
knowledge whatsoever and to-day you can not find anything in 
statutes which permit of that. What an absurd situation is 
presented to us as intelligent legislators. Here, as I say, is a 
matter of the utmost importance, a department of the Govern- 
ment to which four or fiye million men to-day have to send their 
returns, and what do we know about revenue conditions as 
affected by escaping taxes? Mr. William Rockefeller dies and 
we are told $43,000,000 was disclosed by his estate. The in- 
formation was there in the department but we did not know 
anything about it. We have to wait for men to die. We 
seek to have legislation to meet that matter. It is our duty to 
do it. Publicity of records it seems to me is a proposition 
that should appeal to every man. What has been the argument 
against it? Simply that it would be dangerous for anybody 
to know about them because of business competition or because 
a man might ascertain some things about another man’s busi- 
ness which were supposed to be secret and that this would pry 
into their affairs. We might give the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury some right to determine the purpose and that could be done 
by rules and regulations which would not disturb the purpose 
of the statute. To-day we have no means of access except to 
go to the President of the United States after the Secretary of 
the Treasury has determined what the rules are. Nobody ever 
goes or attempts to go. 

The Senate of the United States at the last session passed 
upon this question. I do not know that it was in the identical 
language, but they voted 35 to 33. There were 83 votes in 
favor of public records—not as stated here—with restrictions 
now found in the law that makes it impossible to discover 
what the facts are. 

That is about all I care to say about it. I have discussed 
the matter frequently on the floor. 

Mr. McKENZI®. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin has expired. 

Mr. FREAR. May I have two minutes more, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin may proceed for two additional minutes. 

Mr. YOUNG. As I understand it, it is not the purpose of the 
gentleman that notice shall be given of each step. 

Mr. FREAR. Only in the hearings. 

Mr. YOUNG. Only the hearings? 

Mr. FREAR. That is all covered by the amendment. 

-Mr. YOUNG. For instance, the examiner takes up a report 
when it comes in and checks it up, this would not refer to that? 

Mr. FREAR. No; this only refers to the hearings and rec- 
ords. I understand that to-day over $100,000,000 in tax refunds 
have been had. We do not know who will get the refunds, Of 


2954 


course, there is a secret statement sent to the Ways and Means 
Committee, and I do not question but that these refunds are 
regular, but it is a tremendous responsibility, and we have no 
knowledge on the subject. The fact was stated here a few mo- 
ments ago that many men have been practicing before the de- 
partment who had just been educated at public expense. That 
we know from the record. I ask you, gentlemen, as thinking men, 
why do we tie our hands and say we shall not know about these 
records and do not permit ourselves to know about them? It is 
‘Sust like it was at the last session of Congress when we could 
not vote upon a single amendment. We tied ourselves up. We 
are doing in the same way practically the same act now. The 
Treasury Department is the only department of government 
where the public has such vast business affairs and where we 
confine ourselyes simply to reports that are issued from that de- 
partment without any names being attached; in fact, there is a 
‘penalty provided they do attach the names. 

Mr. McKENZIE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. If I have the time. 

Mr. McKENZIE. Out in the State of Illinois we have a law 
that requires the publication in our local newspapers of the 
‘assessments of each individual taxpayer. Does the gentleman’s 
amendment provide that the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
‘publish this in some newspaper? 

Mr. FREAR. Not at all The gentleman has been listening 
and understands that there is nothing at all here about that. 
It does provide that anyone can go to the records. In my State 
we have publicity of tax records. I think it is one of the few 
States that has such a law, and there has been no harm come 
‘from it. 

Mr. McKENZIE. Why do you not go the whole way and give 
full publicity? x 

Mr. FREAR. I will be very glad to go to that length, without 
any harm, so far as I can see. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman's 
time may be extended one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks that 
the time of the gentleman from Wisconsin may be extended one 
minute. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman says they have publicity of re- 
tuns in the State of Wisconsin and that no harm has come 
from it. How long have they had that? 

Mr. FREAR. They have had it since the last session, and I 
think there will be read in this discussion a letter coming from 
the governor of the State in reference to that law. There is no 
reason why there should be any danger. There is no pretense 
that there has been any danger in the State or that there is 
Hable to be any from the people of Wisconsin, except it will 
increase the income tax, because it gives added information, 
and people will not dodge taxes in Federal taxes, as we know 
they do to-day, because we have had that statement on the floor 
from practically everyone speaking on the bill who has been 
connected with affairs here, and that is one reason why we are 
trying to correct it by these provisions. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri and Mr. MILLS rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I am in favor 
of making public these records. I have an amendment that I 
would have offered if one had not been offered by either Mr. 
Frean or Mr. Moore of Virginia or someone else. The language 
of the amendment that I had was to section 257. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman will permit, there is a 
point of order pending, and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Frear] was simply speaking during a reservation of the point 
of order. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. I am not going to speak to 
the point of order. I will withdraw for the present. I want to 
speak on the merits of the amendment. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Inasmuch as the gentleman from 
Missouri is on his feet, I ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man may have five minutes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, let us have the point 
of order decided first. 

The CHAIRMAN. That was the opinion of the Chair. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. I will withdraw for the pres- 
ent, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The point of order, Mr. Chairman, 18 
that certainly the last paragraph of the amendment of the 
gentleman frem Wisconsin is not germane to this provision of 
the bill, although under an intimation that the Chairman gave 
it might possibly be germane to some other part of the bill. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. ‘This is 
offered as a substitute for section 257. While the amendment 
does not say so in its language, I assume ‘that the gentleman 
e offers it as a substitute for paragraphs (a) 
an 3 

Mr. FREAR. It was only intended really as a substitute 
ea para graph (a), although striking out the section was in- 
t 


The CHAIRMAN. As it stands, it is a substitute for the 
section including both paragraphs. 

Section 257 (a) provides for returns to be public records 
and deals entirely with income-tax returns and records and 
states that under certain circumstances those income-tax re- 
turns shall be public records, and under certain other circum- 
stances they shall not be public records. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin offers an amendment as follows: To insert in lieu 
of that language this provision: 


That when returns of any person shall be made as provided in this 
title, the returns, together with any correction thereof which may 
have been made by the commissioner, shall be filed in the Treasury 
Department and shall constitute public records and be open to in- 
spection as such, under the same rules and regulations that govern 
the inspection of other public records. 


Thus far, obviously, the language is germane to the ‘section. 
Then follows this paragraph: 


All tax proceedings and determinations, subject to reasonable regu- 
lation, shall be publie, and an advance calendar of all ‘hearings of 
contested tax rulings shall be open to the public, 


The query arises, just what that language means. The 
language is “all tax proceedings.” What sort of tax proceed- 
ings? Income-tax proceedings, internal revenue tax proceed- 
ings, external revenue tax proceedings, or what sort ef pro- 
ceedings? In other words, it seems to the Chair that the 
language “all tax proceedings,” if this amendment is to be 
considered germane, should be limited by some appropriate 
language so that it will be confined to the internal revenue 
provisions contained in this bill. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, that could be obviated by the 
word “such” after the word “all” Iam just offering this 
instead of reoffering the amendment in a different form. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks 
unanimous consent to modify his amendment by inserting 
between the words “all” and “tax” the word “such.” Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

175 CHINDBLOM. Will the Chair yield to me for a mo- 
ment 

The CHAIRMAN. Gertainly. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will that limit the hearings and notices 
to the returns of corporations? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understands it limits them 
to the returns dealt with in this section. In view of the 
modification the Chair overrules the point ef order and the 
Olerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


EETURNS TO BE PUBLIC RECORDS. 


Sec. 257. (a) Returns upon which the tax has been determined 
by the commissioner shall constitute public records; but they shall 
be open to inspection only upon order of the President and under 
rules and regulations prescribed by the Secretary and approved ‘by 
the President: Provided, That the proper officers of any State im- 
posing an income tax may, upon the request of the governor thereof, 
have access to the returns of any corporation, or to an abstract 
thereof showing the name and income of the corporation, at such 
times and in such manner as the Secretary may prescribe: Provided 
further, That all bona fide shareholders of record owning 1 per 
cent or mere of the outstanding stock of any corporation shall, 
upon making request of the commissioner, be allowed to examine 
the annual income returns of such corporation and of its subsid- 
faries. Any shareholder who pursuant to the provisions of this 
section is allowed to examine the return of any corporntion, and who 
makes known in any manner whatever not provided by law the amount 
or source of income, profits, losses, expenditures, or any particular 
thereof, set forth or @isclosed in any such return, shall be guilty 
of a misdemeanor and be punished by a fine not exceeding $1,000 
er by imprisonment not exceeding one year, or both. 


Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. FREAR: Page 100, strike out para- 
graph (a) of section 257 and insert: 

“That when returns of any person shall be made as provided in 
this title, the returns, together with any correction thereof which may, 
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have been made by the commissioner, shall be filed in the Treasury 
Department and shall constitute publie records and be open to inspec- 
tion as such, under the same rules and regulations that govern the 
inspection of other public records. 

“All such tax proceedings and determinations subject to reasonable 
regulation shall be public, and an advance calendar of all hearings 
of contested tax rulings shall be open to the public.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair calls attention to the fact that 
the Clerk read paragraph (a) and did not read paragraph (b). 
I think it may be well, if there is no objection, to read the 
paragraph (b), and then the amendment will be considered as 
offered at that point. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think I shall have to object to that, 
because the gentleman from Virginia is to offer an amendment 
which I am prepared to accept. I do not think the amendment 
of the gentleman from Virginia would be in order if we pro- 
ceed in that way. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. May I suggest to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin that his purpose can be served by offering the 
amendment as a full substitute for the paragraph, with a 
notice that if adopted he will move to strike out the second 
paragraph? 

Mr. FREAR. Under the excellent suggestion of the gentle- 
man from Indiana, which is phrased better than I could, I 
will accept it. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I understand if 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
should not be adopted, I would have the right to offer an 
amendment to section (a) to perfect the paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. The parliamentary situation is this: 
The gentleman from Wisconsin offers his amendment to para- 
graph (a) with notice that if adopted he will move to strike 
out paragraph (b). So if the amendment of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin is not agreed to, the gentleman from Virginia 
will be recognized to offer an amendment to paragraph (a). 

Mr. DICKINSON of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I want to in- 
dicate my approval to this amendment. If no such amendment 
has heen offered, it had been my purpose to offer an amendment 
reading as follows: 


Tage 100, strike out lines 8 to 25, inclusive, and lines 1 to 12, in- 
clusive, on page 101, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“Sec, 257. Returns upon which the tax has been determined by the 
commissioner and settlements thereon shall constitute public records, 
and shall be open to extension under rules and régulations prescribed 
by the commissioner and approved by the Secretary.” 


An eminent authority often quoted in this House, Dr. Thomas 
S. Adams, who had been tax advisor of the United States Treas- 
ury from 1917 to 1921. made this statement: 


What can be wisely done with the upper surtaxes is dependent upon 
what actually is done with respect to tax avoidance, and that no deci- 
sion upon the upper surtaxes can be helpfully made until you have 
decided whether it is practicable to close the larger holes in the in- 
come tax, 


In another letter addressed to the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means he stated: 


For one reason or another, but surely you will not close the holes. 
And then again he said: 
The vital fact is that they will be left open. 


These big holes should be closed and, in my judgment, the 
way to close them is to make public the returns and settlement, 
so that those seeking to avoid income taxes will not be pro- 
tected by the secrecy that now gives opportunity to conceal and 
avoid payment of the taxes for which especially those of large 
incomes are liable. 

The upper surtaxes are now being largely avoided, he says. 
The holes are not closed. I commend the efforts in this bill 
to close some holes, but the large holes I fear will be left open, 
and I believe the remedy will not come until the returns are 
made public—avoid the secrecy that is thrown around these re- 
turns. Any discovery of false returns, if revealed by those 
handling the returns, is made a felony by statute, and the settle- 
ment by compromise and otherwise of large amounts involved 
in the returns of great concerns have been, I fear, in violation 
of the law. It has been charged that by reason of this secrecy 
that protects these settlements from disclosures that hundreds 
of millions of dollars have been lost to the United States Treas- 
ury. No official dares to reveal the wrong for fear of punish- 
ment. Turn on the light and fewer dishonest returns and set- 
tlements will be made, and fat fees for helping to rob the Treas- 
ury will cease. I want no further avoidance of payment of in- 
come taxes due the Government. and I hope before this bill be- 


comes a law that an amendment for making publie the returns, 
properly safeguarded, will be adopted and written into the 
bill. Let us have common honesty written into every law and 
not invite by unholy secrecy criminal conduct on the part of 
those whose duty it is to administer the law, and if those whose 
duty it is to make honest returns and honest payment of what 
is due the Government that safeguards at great expense the 
property of those most benefited by the Government. 

It has been reported in the public press that millions of dol- 
lars have been lost by reason of the secrecy that surrounds the 
making of the returns. No man interested in the settlement 
dare disclose any settlement of return for fear he would subject 
himself to the penitentiary sentence and subject himself to tha 
disapproval of those under whom he works. So he does by 
compulsion what he does not desire to do. 

I only wanted in a brief way to state my approval of this 
amendment, and I may further extend my views in the RECORD. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
the House of Representatives is blessed with a Member who 
knows probably more about income taxation and its practical 
workings than anyone but those who are professional experts 
or those theoretical experts who have had an opportunity to 
deal with tax administration in a practical way. Unfortunately 
he has been so busy with other duties that his services have not 
been available as an adviser either in the Ways and Means 
Committee or in the House. I speak of the Hon. CORDELL HULI.. 

Had those services been available I have no doubt that the 
bill as it stands to-day would be a much better bill. 

On the matter of publicity of returns I am going to put 
in the Recorp, and read in part if the committee will give 
me the time, one of the most thoughtful and careful analyses 
made of this whole subject that I have ever read, which ap- 
pears in a letter dated June 14, 1918, of Mr. Hutr’s, in which 
he reviews this question not only in so far as our own ex- 
perience is concerned but in the light of the experiences of 
all countries and States that have tried an income tax. After 
reviewing their experience and after examining with care 
all of the arguments that have been urged here to-day and 
will be urged in favor of full publicity, Mr. Hurt reaches 
the flat conclusion that the arguments against it far exceed 
in strength the arguments in its favor. He deals with it 
generally under four heads. First, he says publicity is not 
necessary to expose improper business practices because there 
are other governmental agencies charged with this duty, 
such as the Federal Trade Commission and the Department of 
Justice. He then goes on to point out that the practice in all 
other countries has been to keep income-tax returns secret. 
Then he takes up the history of the United States and points 
out that whereas on one or two occasions, notably in 1909 
with the corporation income tax, we provided, first, that re- 
turns should be public; within a year it was decided that that 
practice was so undesirable that Congress reversed its position; 
that it has been the uniform practice not only in this country 
but in every other country to keep these returns secret. 
Finally, he takes up in connection with the argument that 
publicity is necessary in order to avoid fraud the experience 
of the States with reference to the administration of the per- 
sonal-property tax, and he points out that every State in the 
Union has demanded full returns as to the personal property 
held by every taxpayer, has made those returns public, and 
has lamentably failed in every instance to collect the tax. 

These, gentlemen, are not arguments of mine, but they are 
the arguments of the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. HULL], 
and in view of his experience and judgment and knowledge 
of the law they are entitled to the greatest consideration on 
both sides of the House. What does Mr. Hutt say? He says: 


May I venture to offer limited comment on the subject of the 
publicity of income-tax returns, which course has been rather vigor- 
ously urged from time to time by certain phases of sentiment in the 
country? 


Mr. WARD of North Carolina. 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I am reading a letter of Mr. Hurts. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. Just one question; what 
is the date of it? 

Mr. MILLS. June 14, 1918. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. 
for a moment? 

Mr. MILLS. I have very little time, and I want to get 
Mr. Huss views before this committee. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. I wanted to know if Mr. 
Hutt knew then that the atmosphere was rife as it is to-day 
with charges of fraud, that a little bit of lifting of the lid 
would enable the Congress to peep into it and see—— 


Mr. Chairman, will the 


Will the gentleman yield 
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Mr. MILLS. Oh, Mr. Chairman, I did not yield for the pur- 
pose of having the gentleman make a speech, and I want to 
say now, and I know that the committee will believe this state- 
ment, that I am not indulging in the usual trick of reading 


the opinion of a Member of the other party, made at another 
date, in order to accuse him or his party ef inconsistency, 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina arose. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I refuse to yield. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five minutes, so as to have the opportunity of mr 
senting Mr. Hurz's views. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLS. And I want to say, gentlemen, that I am offer- 
ing this letter of Mr. Hux, because, so far as I know, it rep- 
resents the most comprehensive and the most mature and careful 
analysis of this situation that has ever come to my attention. 
That letter is as follows: 

APPENDIX A. 
PUBLICITY OF INCOME-TAX RETURNS. 
WASHINGTON, D. C., June II, 1918. 

My Dear Sin: May I venture to offer limited comment on the sub- 
ject of the publicity ef income-tax returns, which course has been 
rather vigorously urged from time to time by certain phases of senti- 
ment in the country? I am not quite sure whether the chief reason ad- 
vanced is that publicity would secure fuller and more accurate returns 
of taxable income, or whether it is based on the desire which has mani- 
fested itself more or less during recent years for unrestricted publicity 
of the affairs of business generally to the end that any improper trade 
policies, metheds, or conduct might be exposed. 

If the demand for publicity rests on the former ground, I should like 
to set out some of the points of the opposing views; if it rests on the 
last ground, without regard to the effect of publicity on the success of 
the tax, I should like in this connection to suggest that, however desir- 
able and necessary this character of publicity may be—and I strongly 
favor it to the fullest extent suggested by the public interest—the plan 
should not be coupled with and made a part of the general tax law 
unless it were calculated to sustain, rather than materially to injure 
the operation of, the tax law. 

Attention may be called to the enactment of the Federal Trade Com- 
mission act, one of the prime purposes of which was publicity of the 
inner affairs, private-trade methods, trade practices, and conduct of 
business concerns whenever deemed to be in the public interest. This 
act, however, imposes penalties on any officer or employee of the Fed- 
eral Trade Commission for divulging any facts of this character de- 
veloped by the commission, unless first authorized to do so by the com- 
mission itself. The commission is only authorized to make public 
such portions of the information obtained by it “as it shall deem 
expedient in the public interest,” and it is entirely prohibited from 
making public “ trade secrets and names of customers.” The report 
of the commission after an investigation of a business concern on 
charges of antitrust practices can only be made public in the discretion 
of the commission. It will thus be seen that careful restrictions against 
any general publicity are contained in the law, one of the underlying 
purposes of which is to expose to the condemnation of the publie and, 
by appropriate official proceedings, to curb certain business practices, 
methods, or conduct, including that prohibited by antitrust and ether 
legislation. 

What is, or at least what should be, the main ground on which the 
policy of publicity of tax returns is urged is to secure fuller and more 
accurate returns of taxable income. The controlling purpose of any 
tax statute designed to secure a large revenue yield should be such satis- 
factory and effective administration as would secure the maximum yield, 
and no other plan or purpose should be allowed materially to hamper 
er handicap the law operating to this end. 

In the abstract and at the first blush it seems most natural that these 
tax returns might or even should be subjected to any and every kind 
of publicity at all times. Assuming, as I have, that the Department of 
Justice, the Federal Trade Commission, and numerous other govern- 
mental agencies and authorities haye been given ample statutory au- 
thority to deal effectively with any and all acts, trade practices, 
methods, or other conduct on the part of any citizen or business con- 
cern which the Federal laws have thought it wise to suppress or pre- 
vent. I have investigated and reached my individual conclusion with 
respect to the proposed general publicity of income-tax returns solely 
from the standpoint of the most satisfactory and successful administra- 
tion of the income tax law and the securing of the largest possible yield 
of revenue. Viewed from this standpoint, I have been unabie to bring 


myself to the conclusion that publicity would secure the most desir- 
able revenue results. I may first refer to the experience of some gov- 
ernments which have tried out income taxation for the longest periods, 
England, after 75 years’ experience with her present income tax law, 


retains her policy of keeping the results secret. There is no demand 
from any Source, so far as 1 am advised, for publicity of English income 
tax returns. Holland retains secrecy under her income tax law, which 
has been in operation some 25 years. Denmark pursues the same 
policy of secrecy under her income tax law, in operation for 14 years; 
Austria pursues the same policy under her law, enacted some 75 years 
ago; Canada’s recent income tax law contains the same provision; 
France in her recent law has some form of secrecy, the exact nature 
and extent of which I am not definitely informed. ‘This policy of these 
different countries, after many years’ trial, is controlled entirely by the 
question of the most satisfactory administration and the largest revenue 
yield of their respective laws. They evidently have not felt justified in 
allowing considerations of collateral or other government policies, how- 
ever strongly and plausibly urged, to effect a change of this policy. 

Let us now turn to the United States. The first Civil War income 
tax acts did not prohibit publicity. The Commissioner of Internal 
Revenue early recommended a provision of secrecy to Congress. This 
was disregarded, however, until the income tax act of 1870 was enacted. 
A lengthy debate on this act oecurred in Congress, during which Gar- 
field referred to one feature of the income tax “which has made it 
yery odious in many parts of the country,” namely, publicity of returns, 
The outcome of the discussion was the insertion of a proyision in sec- 
tion 11 requiring secrecy, and it became a law. The view on which 
this provision was inserted was that it would meet the complaint that 
income tax laws are inquisitorial, and also that publicity often dis- 
closes secret trade processes, methods, ete., even though ever so legiti- 
mate, and that therefore a taxpayer would be more encouraged to 
make a full and complete return when he had the assurance that his 
trade secrets, processes, ete., would not be exposed to his competitors. 

The strength, stability, and perpetuity of the income tax is based on 
the rather fixed opinion among the people generally that in both theory 
and practice it accomplishes relative fairness among the taxpayers 
more accurately than any other tax method thus far devised. Both 
now and after the war it is extremely yital that a tax method pro- 
ductive of a larger revenue than any other should be safeguarded by 
the most effective means. Whatever may be thought or said to the con- 
trary, there is a phase of human nature which while entirely willing 
to make full and complete returns of income and pay taxes accordingly 
in the belief that all taxpayers are receiving equitable treatment is at 
the same time utterly averse to the idea or general publicity of private 
business methods and private business affairs. The States and the Fed- 
eral Government can provide for investigations and full publicity of 
business methods, practices, and affairs generally by separate enact- 
ment, as has already been done to a measurable extent. Publicity at 
this stage, when business conditions and methods have become far more 
complicated and consist of a far greater variety than those in existence 
during and following the Civil War period, would be resented by the 
taxpayer to a correspondingly greater extent than it was during the 
operation of the Civil War acts. I strongly favor any and every kind 
of publicity needed with respect to all phases of our financial, com- 
mercial, and Industrial activities, but I think it unwise in the light of 
almost universal experience in the past to discredit or break down the 
income-tax system or seriously jeopardize it by utilizing this law in- 
stead of some separate law or laws for publicity purposes. 

The Federal income tax act of 1894 in section 34 reenacted sec- 
tion 8167 of the Revised Statutes, containing secrecy of returns, and 
without special opposition, so far as I new recall. In this connection 
it is my recollection that when this act was declared invalid by the 
Supreme Court the Treasury directed that all income-tax returns on file 
be burned. The Federal corporation excise act of 1909 contained a 
provision that the returns filed in the office of the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue should constitute public records and be open to in- 
spection as such. It was soon deemed wise in the interest of the more 
successful administration of the law to adopt secrecy, with the result 
that an appropriation bill which passed Congress in June, 1910, among 
other things provided that these corporation excise-tax returns 
should be open to inspection only upon the order of the President, 
under rules and regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of the 
Treasury and approved by the President. The Treasury later in the 
year issued a regulation, which the President approved, restricting 
inspection of these returns virtually to certain officials of the Govern- 
ment under certain conditions and to stockholders of a given corpora- 
tion which had filed its return. This regulation also provided that 
returns could enly be inspected in the office of the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue. This policy of secrecy was followed without par- 
ticular objection or complaint until the repeal of the law. 

The Federal income tax act of 1913 contains secrecy as to indi- 
viduals, but allows inspection of corporate returns upon the order of 
the President, under rules and regulations prescribed by the Treasury 
and approved by the President, which was the same provision as that 
contained in the amendment to the corporation excise act of 1909. 
It contained the additional provision, however, that the proper officers 
of any State imposing a general income tax may, upon the request of 
the governor, have access to said returns or to an abstract thereof 
showing the name and income of each corporation, at such times and 
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in such manner as the Secretary of the Treasury may prescribe. The 
President accordingly approved a Treasury regulation under the act 
of 1913 for the benefit of State officials whose States have a general 
income tax Jaw. This regulation also allowed Federal officials and 
stockholders to make inspéctions under certain conditions very similar 
to the Treasury regulation allowing inspections under corporation 
exclse act of 1909. The States, however, are only allowed, I believe, 
to secure the name of the corporation and its income. The character 
and extent of publicity of income-tax returns above described practi- 
cally represents the present policy of publicity of the Federal Govern- 
ment under existing income tax law. 

Wisconsin has the most moderized, successful, and comprehensive 
income tax law of any State. It contains a provision requiring secrecy 
of returns, A new, progressive income tax law of Massachusetts re 
quires secrecy except as to the name and address of the taxpayer. It 
will thus be seen from the proven experience of foreign countries, of 
our Federal Government, and of the States, which have had the most 
successful revenue producing Income tax laws and which haye been able 
most successfully to overcome the objection of inquisitorialness, that 
secrecy of returns has been found essential to this result. 

Another consideration and object lesson which arises in connection 
with the publicity proposal under our Federal law relates to the general 
property-tax systems In most of the States. It is a fact generally 
recognized that the general property-tax systems of most of the States 
haye measurably broken down in their administration, with the result 
that personalty, and especially intangible personalty, almost entirely 
evades or avoids taxation. Some of the States, such as Connecticut, 
New York, Pennsylvania, Maryland, and New Hampshire, have always 
maintained the widest publicity of tax returns under their general 
property-tax systems, but this system has fallen down just as rapidly 
and extensively in those States as it has in other States where pub- 
licity was not practiced cr vermitted. ‘This experience of the States 
witt publicity proves, at least, that it was powerless to increase or 
even maintain the revenue yield, or to prevent the breaking down of 
the laws. This experience but filustrates that phase of human nature 
which discourages and gives but little credit to the informer, no matter 
how good or worthy his Intentions. No fax or penal law the successful 
operation of which is dependent upon facts voluntarily furnished by 
informers, with or without pecuniary reward, can expect more fhan a 
precarious existence. 

With respect to the question of securing information, the present 
income tax law specifically requires, under severe penalties, every citi- 
zen who has personal knowledge of the receipt of income by his 
neighbor or another citizen, by reason of having paid it, to transmit 
such information in writing to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
in all cases where the amount of fixed income exceeds $800, and fn 
case of interest from corporate bones without regard to amount. This 
provision, therefore, really provides for and requires all direct infor- 
mation, except what might be rumor or hearsay, sdve as to isolated 
items or as fixed Income ı der 8800. 

There is still another conditio: atising from the operation of the 
present general property-tax systems of the States which should be 
considered by the Federal Government in determining the policy of 
publicity. It is a well-kuown fact that when a citizen undertakes to 
make a full return of bis property at its full value the present general 
systems of the States impose a most severe penalty on his honesty by 
levyim practically confiscatory rates, which amount to near 40 per 
cent of his income on the average. The result is that most citizens in 
the various States by general consent give in their real property at 
figures substantially below its value and their personality, on the aver- 
age, at almost a nominal value. The tax rates of the States are now 
almost confiscatory when applied to fall values, for the reason that 
they haye been raised to considerable heights in order to secure ade- 
quate revenue from greatly scaled valuations of property which the 
citizens are now in the habit of giving in for taxation. From past 
experience it would appear but natural that if the citizen should make 
a full and complete return of his income for Federal taxation this 
would be equivalent to making a like full return to his State in many 
‘cases, and the result would be that he would undertake to make the 
same inadequate return to the Federal Government that he now makes 
to the States rather than to have the full value of his property sub- 
jected to the present practically confiscatory rates of the States. If 
it would assist the States in rehabilitating their present general 
property-tax systems and equalizing thelr tax burdens under these 
systems, I should strongly favor any reasonable sacrifice on the part 
of the Federal Government in aiding to bring about this situation; but 
if instead of revitalizing and putting into successful operation the 
grossly inequitable and broken-down- general property-tax systems of 
the States, the effect of publicity would be likewise to discredit and 
more or less break down tue Federal income-tax system, Í am unable 
to discover any advantage or benefits which could be reaped either by 
the States or the Federal Government from such. course. 

Whenever the States reform their general-property tax systems, or 
whenever they adopt general income tax laws similar to the Federal 
law, there could and should be the fullest and freest cooperation be 


tween the States and the Federal Government in the successful adminis- 
tration of their respective laws, just as there is cooperation now with 
respect to State and Federal income tax on corporations, 

My individual opinion is that the only effective method by which 
either the States or the Federal Government will ever be able to reach 
for taxation in full measure the income from personalty, and especially 
intangible personalty, will be under a system of so-called collection or 
retention at the source. 

In conclusion I may call attention to the course of the Treasury 
Department under authority now given it by statute to compile and 
make public income-tax statistics, Under this statute the Treasury will 
give amount of the individual and corporate income as a whole, by 
States, by industries, by classifications as to the number of taxpayers, 
amount of income and taxes paid as to classes of individuals, the per- 
centage of the income of each to the total amount, as well as the per- 
centage of taxes paid to the total, etc. This information, which will 
come out annually as to each preceding tax year, should meet practi- 
cally every requirement, expectation, or desire of the public in consider- 
ing and dealing with economic conditions, apportioning the tax burdens, 
and properly curbing or regulating any practice, method, or conduct of 
general business or any class of business. 

Very respectfully, CORDBLL HULE. 


Mr. Chalrman, E wish we were not going to vote on this 
matter at this time. I wish the matter could go over until to- 
morrow, so that every Member of this House would have the 
opportunity of reading this letter in full, and when he weighs 
in his own mind the arguments made by Mr. HurL against this 
proposition, with the advantages which may be urged in favor 
of it, I think he will reach the same conclusion as the gentle- 
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MITAS. Certainly. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Would the gentleman enlarge upon 
any of the opportunities now existing in the law in the matter 
of ascertaining what these returns are? 

Mr. MILLS. Let me say to my friend from Texas that in so 
far as the making of revenue laws is concerned, we have all of 
the information needed in the way of statistics, The income 
tax paid by any particular individual is not the kind of in- 
formation which you need in framing a revenue law. ‘The 
information which you need is the information with reference 
to great classes of individuals and the kind and character of 
their incomes, I am inclined to believe that the information in 
the case of a single individual frequently might do more harm 
than good by arousing perhaps the kind of prejudice to which 
human minds are open, and lead people to frame general laws 
to meet the necessities of individual and exceptional cases, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has again expired. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to in- 
sert in the Recorp this letter of Hon. Corpert Hur, dated 
Washington, June 14, 1918, appearing in the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of September 10, 1918, on page 10167. 

The CHAIRMAN. The genfleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Rrcorp by the 
inclusion of the letter mentioned. Is there objection? 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, reserving the 
right to object, to whom is the letter addressed? 

Mr. MILLS. It does not appear. It comes at the end of a 
speech of Mr. Hutr’s, and is labeled Appendix A. Publicity 
of income tax returns.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. an, I resérve the right to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi reserves 
the right to object. 

Mr. RANKIN. I would like to know the number of that 


page. 

Mr. MILLS. It is on page 10167. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] 
is recognized, = 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr, Chairman, if I could not get 
anything else but what the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
FREAR] has offered, I would accept that rather than the present 
law. 

I want you to understand my position with reference to this 
matter, and I think I speak the position of the Democratic 
side of the House, on behalf of the Committee on Ways and 
Means, when I say that we hold that we are entitled to an 
opportunity to examine some of these returns in the Treasury 
Department. We regret—and I speak on behalf of the Demo- 
cratic side of the Committee on Ways and Means—we regret 
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exceedingly that Mr. Hurt has not been able to give his as- 
sistance to the Democratic members of the Committee on Ways 
and Means or to the entire Committee on Ways and Means in 


the preparation of this bilk I regret it. If he were here I 
think the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts] would get 
some kind of publicity with regard to these details. I can not 
speak for Mr. Horz, but my opinion is that he would now say 
that conditions are such that he thinks we ought to have an 
opportunity to examine the returns, 

Mr. FREAR. At the time Mr. Hutt read the letter the sur- 


tax was only 13 per cent, whereas now It is 50 per cent. That 


letter was written in June, 1918, five years ago. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I do not think that simply because 
one may be a Republican or a Democrat you are assuming a 
different viewpoint. In my humble judgment, if you give 
publicity to these returns—and they could be properly 
guarded—it would result in the saving of $50,000,000 a year to 
the Treasury. I said in the House in opening the debate on 
this matter that I thought a committee of this House could be 
trusted in this matter, and, as you will recall, I said that if 
any committee of the House or of the Senate passed a resolu- 
tion that requested the Secretary of the Treasury to supply 
these returns, that request ought to be granted. But under 
the present law you could not do it. Under the present law, if 
this House passed a resolution requesting the Secretary of the 
Treasury to send the returns of JoHN N. GARNER to Congress, 
he could not do it without violating the law. The law tells him 
that he can not send it to the House of Representatives without 
the direction of the President of the United States. So the 
House of Representatives itself has not the power to get these 
returns. Now, I think the House of Representatives ought to 
have the power to ask the Secretary of the Treasury for these 
returns and get them. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana rose. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will yield later to the gentleman. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I want to ask the gentleman a 
question to correct the impression that there was a high surtax 
at the time Mr. Hurt read the letter. The letter was writ- 
ten in September, 1918, when we had the highest surtax we 
ever had. I think the gentleman from Wisconsin was under a 
misapprehension. 

Mr. FREAR. The gentleman from New York [Mr. MIILS! 
stated to the House that this letter was written in September, 
1918. It was in June, 1918. He may have been mistaken when 
he said it was September. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. He used it in the House in September; 
in debate in September. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas, Oh, that is the difference between 
tweedledum and tweedledee. When Cornett Hurt read that 
letter in 1918 the situation was different. I will say that Mr. 
Hutt of Tennessee would not say that the House ought not to 
have the right, by solemn resolution passed, to have returns ex- 
isting in the Treasury Department furnished to it. Do you 
believe that the Committee on Ways and Means, whose duty it 
is to report revenue bills, if the House had passed a resolution 
to that effect, ought not to have the right to secure the returns 
of the 100 largest taxpayers in the United States? Would 
not the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts] agree that we 
should have the right to have the returns from 100 largest cor- 
porations in the United States? We can not do that now. I 
say that Mr. Mitts and the Treasury Department are somewhat 
estopped, gentlemen, from coming in and saying that you ought 
not to do this or that, when they decline to give us an oppor- 
tunity to acquire the means of publicity. I feel on that ques- 
tion very much as I felt with respect to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] when he sought 
to provide no one should be allowed to practice in the Treasury 
Department until two years after he had left the department. 
I do not want to legislate on that subject, but I think the Con- 
gress has as much right to legislate on that as the Secretary 
of the Treasury has to regulate that. It ought not to be done 
by a regulation. I do not think this country should be run by 
rules and regulations except those made by Congress. [Ap- 
plause. ] 

The Secretary of the Treasury declines to help us in this mat- 
ter. The Secretary of the Treasury declines to afford us oppor- 
tunity for any publicity, so that we must take what we can get, 
The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] has suggested a 
publicity plan. I would like to compromise the matter. So far 


as I am individually concerned, I would like to have a provision 
inserted in this bill telling the Secretary of the Treasury that 
when any committee of the House or the Senate inquire about 
tax returns in the Treasury it would be his duty to send it to 
them. 


Mari! GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
e 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Speaking in my own behalf alone— 
I have not had time to consult the committee—I am ready to 
agree to that. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Very well. If we can get that 
kind of an amendment, it is a good suggestion, and I am will- 
ing to take that in lieu of the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this amendment and all amendments thereto close in 10 
minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that all 
debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto close in 
10 minutes. The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will ask to have it made 15 minutes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield for a moment? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. If the gentleman is in earnest—I 
know he was in earnest—and wants to select one as between 
two propositions, one with publicity and one with no pub- 
licity, he had better prepare an amendment which will provide 
that any committee of the House or Senate may call for any 
papers they want on income-tax returns. The gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. Moore] has an amendment for supplying the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House and the Finance 
Committee of the Senate. 

Mr. TILSON. Why should it apply to any other committees? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Can you not trust any other com- 
mittee in the House? I do not want to be selfish enough to 
think I am the only patriotic Member of the House. 

Mr. TILSON. But you are a member of the only committee 
that deals with this subject. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Let me say to the gentleman that 
the Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury Department 
might gain a good deal of information by looking at these 
papers, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that all 
debate on this amendment and all amendments thereto close 
in 15 minutes. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. 
inquiry. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, my motion was to close 
debate on this amendment, and not on all amendments. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, the parlia- 
mentary inquiry I wanted to submit was whether the Chair 
was putting the question just as the gentleman from Iowa had 
propounded it. I understood the gentleman’s motion to be 
directed simply to the Frear amendment, while I understood 
the Chair to put the question on the Frear amendment and all 
other amendments, - 

The CHAIRMAN. The Frear amendment and all amend- 
ments to the Frear amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is all right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that all 
debate on the Frear amendment and all amendments thereto 
close in 15 minutes. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. JAconsrzix) there were—ayes 80, noes 40. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, may we have the Frear 
amendment read for information before we go any further? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 
again be rend. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That when returns of any person shall be made as provided in this 
title the returns, together with any correction thereof which may 
have been made by the commissioner, shall be filed in the Treasury 
Department and shall constitute public records and be open to inspec- 
tion as such, under the same rules and regulations that govern the 
inspection of other public records. All such tax proceedings and 
determinations, subject to reasonable regulation, shall be public, and 
an advance 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, that last paragraph is 
not being submitted at this time, as I understand. 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; that is a part of the amendment. 

The Clerk continued to read as follows: 
and an advance calendar of all hearings of contested tax rulings shall 
be open to the public. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri 
Hawes] is recognized. 


Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary 
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Mr. HAWES. Myr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 

mittee, this amendment proposes that in order to secure the 
unishment of 100 or 500 crooks: making dishonest tax returns 

the private affairs of 6,000,000 people shall be published to 
the world. It violates every idea of Anglo-Saxon fair play, 
Applause. ] It destroys the old theory of the right of castle. 

A man is entitled to some privacy. My mind is not upon 
the mighty rich; my mind is upon the man with an income of 
$5,000, $10,000, or $20,000. Let us all remember that in this 
Nation of 115,000,000 people this tax is only paid by approxi- 
mately 8,500,000. 

What is to prevent a lawyer in the practice of his business 
from being attacked by a man who never made an honest dol- 
lar in his life? Some outcast in a community to be permitted 
to inquire into his private affairs and find out what his- fees 
are, what the lawyer's fees are, what the doctor's fees are, 
what the little corner merchant makes, and what the farmer 
made off his load of hogs. I do not care about the mighty 
rich; none of them live in my district; but I do care about the 
privacy of the home and the privacy that brings the money to 
support the home. 

It seems we are having a new government in America. It 
seems that Wisconsin rules the House. [Applause.] And Wis- 
consin rules the Senate—mighty Wisconsin. Well, I will not 
follow the lead of Wisconsin when it goes into the privacy of 
the home. [Applause.] 

The frontiersmen who crossed the ocean and built their cabins 
in this land put doors and windows. in their homes in order 
that they might sleep and rise and dress in privacy. Some 
privacy must attach itself to the business of a man and to his 
~ occupation. Income-tax returns are subjected to the closest 
scrutiny by United States officials, and men who make false 
returns may be punished and sent to the penitentiary for mak- 
ing false returns. But if we are going to start in here to-day 
and have those whe make no returns pry into the privacy of 
the home or the place where the funds come from that make 
the home, then democracy has been struck a powerful blow. 

I am not one of those who want to restrict the power of 
Congress to investigate false returns. I agree with my friend 
from Texas and I agree with my friend from Iowa that there 
should be some congressional method found to examine these 
returns, but I am not willing that every gossip on the corner, 
every scold in the village, and every nuisance in the neighbor- 
hood should be permitted to go into the private affairs of the 
men and women of this land. It should not be permitted, and 
it ean not be done without striking a fatal blow to our theory 
of government. [Applause.] 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin and Mr. LOZIER rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Browne] is recognized. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin, Mr. Chairman, I noticed that 
my distinguished Democratic friend received a great deal of 
applause from the Republican side of the House and from 
those who have been ardent supporters of the Mellon plan. But 
knowing the politieal antecedents of my friend from Missouri, 
I am glad to say that if I am going to pick out a Democrat and 
great Missourian to follow I would rather pick out the gentle- 
man who preceded him, Judge Dickrnson, and who spoke in 
favor of this publicity of income-tax returns. 

Let us look at this proposition a minute: Over 80 per cent 
of the people of the United States pay no income tax. What 
kind of a tax do they pay? They pay a tax on real estate and 
on personal property. Eighty per cent of the money that is 
raised, and more than that, in the United States from taxes 
comes from personal property and real estate. 

Do these people, this 80 per cent of the population of the 
United States, have any secrecy about their tax returns? No. 
Their property and tax returns are an open book, and any- 
one in that locality can go to the town treasurer, to the 
county treasurer, or to the State treasurer and find out ex- 
actly how much his neighbor is paying, what he pays on, and 
all about it. There is no secrecy at all and no privacy. And 
yet when you come to the 20 per cent who do pay income taxes 
you say there must be secrecy. Why should there be secrecy 
in one case and not in the other? 

Now, we know the arguments which have been presented 
here against the high surtax and an excess-profits tax. The 
argument has been that these people would not give in their 
full income; that they would falsify their returns; and that 
we would get more money by having a small surtax than we 
would get by having a large surtax, because of the many ways 
that the wealth of the United States might invent to get out 
of paying high surtaxes. That is just the reason why we 
should have publicity, and T want to say in regard to publicity 


that publicity in this case would bring in, as my friend from 
Texas [Mr. Garver} said, over $50,000,000 a year more income 
taxes, but I think that is a very small estimate. 

Now, in governmental matters the people are demanding that 
we have more publicity than we have been having. The Seni 
ate of the United States, just a few days ago, instead of hav- 
ing a seeret executive session when they were considering tha 
men the President had appointed to prosecute the oil 5 
opened its doors so that everyone could see what they we 
doing, and that is what the people of the United States want, 
They want all the doors of the Government opened and no 
Secrecy in any department of Government. Just the other day, 
when a distinguished United States Senator got into a contro- 
versy with the Secretary of the Treasury, the Secretary of tha 
Treasury went into the secret income returns there and made 
the income returns of this Senator public. He, of course, had 
access to all the income returns and he used the information 
and made it public. Why give him any more rights in making 
these facts public than the rest of the people of the United 
States? Why did not the Secretary of the Treasury give the 
Same publicity to his own income returns? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. I can not yield for a moment. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That is not quite true. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. I have a statement right here 
made in regard to that by the distinguished Senator from 
Michigan, wherein he said; 


Nor did I make any reference to the sale of any particular stock 
I bad, and yet the Secretary of the Treasury has violated the law 
to the extent of going to the records of the Treasury Department to 
ascertain from confidential records my individual and personal busi- 
ness, something that no other public officer can get and would have 
no right whatever, if he did have it, to disclose to the public. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. Now, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. A Senator of the United 
States or the Senate of the United States could not go to the 
Treasury and look at a single income-tax return, or get the 
Same information. Yet the Secretary of the Treasury took 
these secret returns of this Senator and made them public. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FREAR and Mr. JACOBSTRIN rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin, a mem- 
ber of the committee, is recognized. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, first addressing myself to the 
remarks of the gentleman from New York who read a letter 
from Mr. Hurt, as I stated at that time, in June, 1918; the 
time it is claimed the letter was written, there was a 13 per 
cent surtax which was afterwards raised to 65 per cent. This 
was in 1918, about the time they were drawing the new law. 
But that is not the serious question. Gentlemen on both sides 
of this House have risen here to show the fraud discovered 
since then; to show the dishonesty discovered by the depart- 
ment since then. This has all been shown recently, and you 
would bring back, for our guidance, a letter written in June, 
1918, to determine a question of this importance, in view of 
all the tax-free security exemptions that have occurred; in 
view of all the other questions we are trying to reach in this 
very bill, judged by our experience since 1918. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Just for a brief question, because I do not 
want to take up too much time, 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman cite a single fact showing 
dishonesty in returns? : 

Mr. FREAR. Will I show a single fact? That is the very 
point, Not a Member of this House can. Our hands are ti 
We do not know a thing about the records of the department, 
but we do know that $100,000,000 and more was refunded to 
various people. We do know that if you will look at Mr. 
Sully’s statement in this week’s Saturday Evening Post you 
will find he cites case after case where the Government was 
being defrauded and it was later discovered. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Will the genteman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Does the gentleman know that 
before the Committee on Rules now we have inquiries by 
leading men of both parties, especially our friend the gentle- 
man from Alabama [Mr. Jerrrrs], asking us to give them the 
right to look into the returns of Doheny and Sinclair and their 
corporations and all that sort of thing? No wonder we are 
not to look into these things. Why should we not look into all 
of them? [Applause.] 

Mr. FREAR. I am anxious not to disturb the condition of 
the farmer who has got the hogs that my friend from Missouri 
[Mr. Hawes] is trying to protect. We do not want to injure 
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the farmer, by any means, but I will say for the State of Wis- 
consin in response to the conclusion of the gentleman from Mis- 
gouri [Mr. Hawes], that when it comes to the soldiers’ bonus, 
or when it comes to the Mellon bill, or when it comes to any 
proposition of that kind, we can not stand with the gentleman 
from Missouri. Our training has been different. All of our 
views of life are different from his, I fear. We want publicity 
now. We want to know these men who have been defrauding 
the Government. We want to be able to get at these records. 
We want to see what they are. We have not any fears that 
the average man is going to be disturbed. There are over 
8,000,000 people, as the gentleman said, who make returns, and 
there would probably only be several hundred of them, in all, 
examined, but if some of them have been defrauding the Gov- 
ernment we want to know about it, and we wish to discover 
means taken legally to escape taxes, in order to stop the gaps. 

I want to suggest one thing for the attention of the commit- 
tee. When we made our argument on stock dividends, and I 
stood for that because I thought it was right, some of the gen- 
tlemen split up. Later, when it came to undistributed profits, 
which reached the same end, or when I ask for a real publicity 
provision, they say, “Oh, let us give it to some committee.” 
Why not give real publicity, just as was proposed in the Sen- 
ate? Why not have these records made open to the public? 
This is a most important branch of the Government. I have 
here a letter from the governor of my State, where we have full 
publicity, and I will read a portion of his letter: 


I have not any doubt but that the effect of the publicity of income- 
tax returns will indicate more accuracy in making returns and an in- 
crease in the returns, not only as to amount but also as to number, as 
inquiries are already being made whether or not certain parties have 
made their income-tax returns. 


The governor says that is the probability. Of course, that 
is all he can speak about and he is very fair about it, but he 
believes from the letters that he has received that there are 
going to be more who will file tax returns. 

Who files tax returns to-day? Who knows about it? Only 
the men who are sent out as investigators. We will assume, 
for the sake of argument, they are perfectly honest and fair, 
but we do know that when men have their records made public, 
as they have to-day in personal property and in all other tax 
matters, they are going to be more careful. I concede, for the 
sake of argument, that personal-property tax has gone out of 
existence, but it went out of existence when the income tax 
was made a substitute for it, not only in the States, but now by 
the Federal Government. We are trying to collect money to 
run the Government, and we are trying to determine here the 
question of surtax, which is an important point, and my only 
request is to ask you gentlemen to vote for a real publicity 
proposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin has expired. All time has expired, and the question 
is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. FREAR]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. FREAR) there were 78 ayes and 183 noes. < 

Mr. FREAR. I demand tellers, Mr. Chairman. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers Mr. 
FREAR and Mr, HAWLEY. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported that 
there were 80 ayes and 158 noes. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. Moore of Virginia: Page 100, line 12, amend 
section 257 (a) by inserting, on page 100, after the word “ Presi- 
dent” and the colon, in line 12, the following additional proviso: 
“ Provided, That any standing or special committee of the Senate or 
House or any joint committee of the Senate and House shall have 
the right to call on the Secretary of the Treasury, and it shall be his 
duty to furnish any data of any character contained in or shown by 
the returns, or any of them, that may be required by the committee, 
and any such committee shall have the right, acting directly as a 
committee or by and through such examiners or agents as it may des- 
ignate or appoint, to inspect all or any of the returns at such time 
and in such manner as it may determine. And any relevant or useful 
information thus obtained may be submitted by the committee obtain- 
ing it to the Senate or to the House, or to both the Senate and House, 
as the case may be.“ 


The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair understand; paragraph 
(b) has not yet been read. Does not the gentleman think that 
paragraph (b) should be read? 
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Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I have no objection, if I do not 
lose my rights. 

Sheik GREEN of Iowa. I think the gentleman would lose his 
rig 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The amendment only refers to 
paragraph (a). 

Tey CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks it is sufficient as it 
stands. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Does the gentleman from Virginia 
desire recognition? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I think we are ready for a vote. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Then, Mr. Chairman, I desire recog- 
nition. The House ‘will observe that this is not what I agreed 
to, and I want to offer an amendment to it. I offer the fol- 
lowing amendment: 

In the Moore amendment, beginning with the words “any 
standing or special committee,” I move to strike out the words 
“any standing or special committee of the Senate or House, 
or any joint committee of the Senate and House,” and insert 
“the Ways and Means Committee of the House or the Finance 
Committee of the Senate.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 
amendment to the amendment, which the Clerk will report: 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment to the amendment: Strike out the words “any standing 
or special committee of the Senate or House, or any joint committee 
of the Senate and House,“ and insert in lieu thereof “the Ways and 
Means Committee of the House or the Finance Committee of the 
Senate.” 


Mr. WATSON. Will the gentleman from Iowa yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. WATSON. Is it understood that this is an individual 
amendment or comes from the committee? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, no; this is an individual amend- 
ment. Mr. Chairman, as the amendment of the gentleman from 
Virginia is now offered it is not what I expected, although tlie 
gentleman had a perfect right to change it. In my judgment 
it would be practically as bad as the amendment that has just 
been voted down. All that is necessary in order that the tax 
laws may be reformed, if necessary at all, is to give the two 
committees who have charge of tax matters the right to call 
for these returns and pass upon them after they receive them. 
If every committee of the House can call for these returns and 
scatter them around through the House, everyone knows that 
they will become public property. 

The amendment of the gentleman from Virginia differs in 
its effect but very little from the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear]. I do not consider it 
necessary to take much time. for I consider the amendment 
very objectionable and subject to the same criticism as was 
made against the amendment of the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I want to ask a question for 
information. I want to know—suppose this House shall be 
investigating in a few days now some of the legislative ir- 
regularities in the Department of the Treasury with reference 
to income-tax returns and a special committee from this House 
should desire information. Under the amendment offered by the 
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee that would be 
entirely out of order, and we would have to get it through the 
chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; it would go through the President. 
I think that is perfectly proper, and I have never known of an 
investigation before the House 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Have we ever gotten any special 
information of a return through the President? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. We never asked for it. We have ob- 
tained it when needed. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. No; he speaks through the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, and we do not get it from the Secretary 
of the Treasury. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Such a special committee could get special 
authority in the resolution that creates the committee. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Moreover, I would say that we have 
on several occasions gotten specific information with reference 
to returns made from the Secretary of the Treasury in a num- 
ber of instances. 

Mr. CASEY. Is not the effect of the gentleman’s amendment 
under the practice now that the majority members of the Ways 
and Means Committee can get this information by barring the 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2961 


minority out and the minority will never get the facts or the 
views of the Secretary of the Treasury? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; and the gentleman knows that 
that is not the fact. The minority members of the Ways and 
Means Committee have been able to get just as much informa- 
tion as I have. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
upon this amendment and all amendments thereto close in 15 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa that all debate upon this amendment close 
in 15 minutes. 

Mr. JEFFERS. Mr. Chairman, I moye to amend the motion 
and make it 30 minutes instead of 15 minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Alabama to amend the motion of the gentleman 
from Iowa by making it 30 minutes instead of 15 minutes. 

The question was taken, and the amendment to the amend- 
ment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Iowa to close debate in 15 minutes, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I desire only two 
minutes, and then I want to give the remaining three minutes 
of my time to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Lozter], if I 
may. I think I am as egotistical as any man in this House in 
believing that I serve on the best committee in Congress, but 
it is not the only committee in Congress. I think there are 
other committees that we can trust. I am not afraid to trust 
the Congress. You do not want to trust the public, you de not 
want to trust the newspaper men to look into these returns, 
but can you not trust the Congress? Can you not trust the com- 
mittees that we make up? If you can not, for God’s sake what 
can you trust? Do you want to reflect on yourselves by refus- 
ing another committee of the House the same privilege that you 
would ask for yourself? It is a serious matter to me that you 
should select one committee of the House of Representatives 
and one committee of the Senate in which you can place im- 
plicit trust, and at the same time say that you can not trust 
any other committee in the Senate and in the House. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. CRISP. Is not this true, that under this amendment 
there is this check and safeguard that the individual members 
of these committees can not get this information, but the com- 
mittee by a majority vote has to act before it can be obtained? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. They not only have to act, but the 
papers have to be sent to them, and if they are patriotic, wise 
men, as I hope and believe they are, they will see that the tax- 
payer does not suffer through any negligence on their part. It 
is preposterous to me that you say to the House of Representa- 
tives, “I can not trust any committee except the Ways and 
Means Committee; that is the only committee I can trust to 
get papers from the Treasury Department.” 
to do that, although, like my friend from Iowa [Mr. Green], I 
think it is a very important committee and can be trusted. I 
think other committees of the House can be trusted. It does 
not seem to me that this is acting in good faith. I voted against 
the Frear amendment. I want to be careful, I want to be cau- 
tious, about what I do in this bill. I have repeated that sey- 
eral times. I want to be careful about the amendments that 
I put on the bill, and I am unwilling to put an amendment like 
the Frear amendment on the bill. No one can object to this 
amendment. I understood that the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GREEN] would accept the proposition I made when I was on the 
floor of the House, as a compromise. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas has occupied 
two minutes. 
` Mr. GARNER of Texas. Very well. 

Mr. LOZIER. Mr. Chairman, I am a new Member and con- 
scious of my limitations, but I have the ordinary powers for 
observation and reflection, in the exercise of which I am 
irresistably forced to the conclusion that nine-tenths of the 
time consumed in the consideration of this revenue bill has been 
spent in an effort to devise ways and means by which the 
swollen wealth of this country can be required to pay its just 
proportion of our national taxation. It is a sad commentary 
on existing conditions when practically all the debate on a reve- 
nue bill must be given over to devising methods to stop the 
leaks through which the owners of great fortunes escape taxa- 
tion, especially in view of the fact that the major portions of 
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I am not willing 


these fortunes were accumulated as a result of war-time 
profiteering. — 

What is the situation? Why, every time amendments are 
offered which are designed to compel a just return of taxable 
incomes by vast aggregations of capital the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mrs] or some other Representative from one 
of the great centers of wealth and population, ‘with all the elo- 
quence and logic they can command, openly, publicly, and at 
times arrogantly tell us in substance: “ Your amendments will 
be ineffectual; they will accomplish nothing; they can be 
evaded, and wealth will find a way to vitiate the amendments 
and nullify this legislation.” In other words, gentlemen, they 
tell us that great corporations and men of great wealth will 
continue to evade and avold taxation, and that their staff of 
high priced income-tax experts will find or make a gap in any 
law that Congress may enact. When we were discussing the 
amendments relating to tax on stock dividends and undis- 
tributed profits what did the able gentleman from New York 
say? Did he not tell us that Congress could not enact a law 
which would accomplish the purpose intended? Did he not say 
that some of the amendments which have been adopted were 
mere gestures in the direction of the desired relief? Did he 
not say, in substance: Wealth will find a way to get around 
these amendments ” ; that Congress was impotent and powerless 
to compel corporations to pay a tax on their undistributed 
profits or on profits distributed in the form of stock dividends? 

He frankly told us that if necessary to evade paying a tax on 
these profits corporations would go through the mock ceremony 
of disorganizing and then reorganizing their concerns, or would 
sell their stocks and take a paper loss and then go in the 
market and buy back the same stocks or stocks of a similar 
character, a process or circumlocution utilized for the sole pur- 
pose of evading the payment of their just proportion of national 
taxation. The taxable returns are dwindling to such an extent 
as to justify no other conclusion than that the returns do not 
reflect the taxable incomes of the Nation. I am making no war 
on wealth where it has been accumulated honestly, and I am 
not insisting on wealth paying more than its just proportion of 
the public tax burden. But I do say that the income-tax returns 
from the great centers of wealth and population have dwindled 
so rapidly and so tremendously as to justify no other conclu- 
sion than that the great aggregations of wealth are not report- 
ing their taxable incomes. 

Moreover, three-fourths of the clerical work in the income-tax 
unit of the Treasury Department and probably nine-tenths of 
the expense of maintaining and operating that bureau are made 
necessary by reason of the failure of great corporations and 
owners of great fortunes to make honest tax returns under the 
law; and a great army of auditors, inspectors, statisticians, and 
experts must be maintained by the Government to check over 
and audit these false or evasive returns to the end that the 
Government may exact from these parties and organizations an 
equitable contribution toward the maintenance of our Govern- 
ment. 


You can not fool the country. You can not fool the American 
people. There is a widespread conviction that the great corpora- 
tions and the owners of great fortunes are escaping taxation by 
making evasive and at times fraudulent income-tax returns. 
Under the present system of secrecy Congress has no power to 
expose these practices or to correct the abuses by which hun- 
dreds of millions of dollars are being wrongfully withheld annu- 
ally from the Government. This House knows and the country 
knows why wealth and the great corporate interests are oppos- 
ing this amendment. 

The people know that the owners of swollen fortunes and 
the representatives of great corporations oppose this amend- 
ment because it strikes at the root of a great evil and is in- 
tended to prevent a continuance of the wrongful practices by 
which a few privileged classes have escaped paying their just 
proportion of our national taxes. These powerful organiza- 
tions oppose this amendment because it seeks to remove, under 
well-guarded restrictions, the cloak of secrecy under the pro- 
tection of which they have so long evaded taxation. The cor- 
poration or individual who makes an honest tax return does 
not oppose and has nothing to fear from the adoption of this 
amendment. It will only reach and restrain those who have 
been defrauding the Government by a fraudulent or evasive tax 
return. 

These great aggregations of capital and these predatory cor- 
porations viciously opposed and for a long time delayed the 
ratification of the income tax amendment to our Federal Con- 
stitution. Since the ratification of the income tax amendment 
to our Constitution these same forces haye sought by every. 
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known device that ingenious minds, astute lawyers, and expert 
statisticians could formulate to prevent a reasonable construc- 
tion and a fair and just administration of our income tax 
laws, and legal proceedings. have been repeatedly instituted 
and: vigorously- prosecuted in a sinister and sordid attempt to 
nullify our income tax laws entirely or render them innocuous 
and impotent. 9 

B do not favor an investigation of income-tax returns, ex- 
cept in cases where it is very evident or there is strong reason 
to believe that the returns are fraudulent and manifestly 
unfair. This amendment is not radical: It violates the rights 
of no individual, and no ill results can flow from its adoption. 
It is nonsense to say that Anglo-Saxon civilization will be 
threatened or destroyed by the adoptien of this amendment. 
This amendment does not affect honest men or honest cor- 
porations who make honest tax returns. It is designed to 
reach those who persistently and deliberately evade the law 
and defraud the Government out of hundreds of millions of 
dollars: 

Let me say to you, gentlemen, you will either take this 
amendment now or you will be forced to take a more drastic 
amendment at some time in the near future. If you deny to 
the American people the right to investigate these fraudulent 
tax returns, if you allow the great corporations and owners 
of swollen fortunes to defy the Government, ignore our income 
tax laws, and escape taxation, then sooner: or later the people 
will hold you responsible for a continuation of these grave 
abuses and may demand the enactment of a more radical and 
far-reaching amendment than the one now under consideration. 
I want to add that in my opinion the greatest enemy- that 
capital has im this Nation is the greed and lust of mem and 
organizations who: persistently and arrogantly ignore our laws 
and refuse by fraud and evasiom to contribute their just pro- 
portion of the expenses incident to the maintenance of our in- 
stitutions. Corporate greed, evasion, and disrespect for the 
law, and the baneful and sinister influence of swollen and un- 
earned. wealth are doing infinitely more to stimulate the growth 
of socialism in America than all other causes combined. 
LApplause.] 

Now, gentlemen, let us be reasonable and look this situation 
squarely in the face. The eountry has the right to know whether 
or not the tax returns made by the idle rich and by the 
gigantic corporations are fair and reasonable or based on eya- 
sion, fraud, and cireumloention: Under this amendment the 
rights of the ordinary citizen and ordinary corporation are 
safeguarded. The power will never be exercised, except in a 
comparatively few cases where there is conclusive, or at least 
persuasive, evidence that there have been gross: evasions and 
fraudulent concealments of such magnitude as to shock the 
conscience and justify an investigation, and then the returns 
can only be examined by a duly authorized committee from the 
Senate or House and under reasonable and proper regulations 
I am sure that no committee of the House or Senate will eyer 
abuse this privilege or use the power recklessly. If you gen- 
tlemen defeat. this. proposition, the country will hold you re- 
sponsible, and when legislation en these lines comes later it 
will be far more drastic and far-reaching than is proposed in 
the pending amendment. [Applause.]' 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. Chairman, I ask to. be recognized. 

Mr. JEFFERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask for recognition. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Maryland is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. Chairman and. gentlemen of the House; 
T have not had anything to say heretofore during this session, 
but this country is patterned on the premise and the principle 
that certain rights of the people of this Nation are sacred 
The Constitution of the United States provides that the citizen 
has the right to be secure in his person, in his house, in his 
papers and effects against unreasonable searches, and seizures, 
While it may seem to be reasonable in this case to allow some- 
bedy to inquire into the records. of the Treasury Department 
in certain cases, yet to throw the inspection of income-tax re- 
turns; making private business public, wide open, violates every 
principle of liberty that has come down to us from the fathers, 

But there is another point. So many propositions may be 
put into this bill before it is finally passed that the President 
of the United States can, on sound ground, veto this measure, 
and leave my colleagues and myself in the position of having 
a good bill that bas been amended so frequently that the 
President can veto it, not because of the surtax provision but 
because of its un-Americam character if the amendment pro- 
posed by the gentleman from Virginia were put into it. [Ap- 
plause. | 

T therefore hope that the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. Green], which is sound and reasonable, will be 


adopted. There should be somebody to check up on the returns 
in. the Treasury Department if fraud is alleged to exist there, 
and the body named in his amendment is the proper body to 
handle this thing. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, if I understand 
the attitude of the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. Typives]; 
it is that we must be very careful here in our legislative func- 
tions lest we run up against Executive opposition. 

Now, will the gentleman who has made the statement, warn- 
ing us net to- run up against presidential opposition, also ask 
us not to take the same course. when we come to the considera- 
tion of the bonus measure? 

Mr: TYDINGS. I will say to the gentleman from Nebraska, 
in answer to his question, that the opposition I speak of is the 
opposition of the voters who pick out the President. [Applause.] 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. We are ready to confront that. 

Mr. JEFFERS. Mr: Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I feel that there is a sentiment in the House sufficiently. 
strong to require proper investigation of these records at the 
proper time, but I feel that the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] restricts this proposition too 
much, You have a Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury 
Department in this Heuse: Now, why, if any committee of the 
House is to be empowered to look into any particular record, 
should it not be, for example, the Committee on Expenditures 
in the Treasury Department? It is the proper function of that 
committee. There is no reasonable excuse at all for cutting 
them out of the picture and leaving it entirely to one certain 
committee: Taking it as it now stands, if the Committee on 
Expenditures in the Treasury Department should in its judg- 
ment feel that a certain income-tax record should be investi- 
gated, that committee could not be empowered to so investigate. 

Mr. NDWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentie- 
man yield? 

Mr. JEFPFERS: [I regret P can not yield. It could be in- 
vestigated by the Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury 
Department under the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr: Moore] but not under the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa; and so T feel, gentlemen, 
that the amendment te the amendment should be voted down, 
I think the amendment of the gentleman from Virginia itself is 
safe. Surely you can safely trust to a committee of the Con- 
gress of the: United States to be wise, and it is unnecessarily 
and arbitrarily discriminatory to limit it to the one committee 
which has been mentioned. I know the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee is a great and a powerful committee, but even so. the 
0 and Means Committee ought not to try to hog the whole 

ow. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman. allow me. to 
ask him what reason is there to. so exalt. the Committee on 
Ways and Means’ of the House and the Committee on Finance 
of the Senate beyond all other committees? 

Mr. JEFFERS. I do not know of any. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Those committees are named not be- 
cause these committees claim that exaltation, such as the gen- 
tleman from Virginia states, but because they are the only com- 
mittees of the House that have to deal with the questions abeut 
which information should be sought. There fs no other com- 
mittee having anything to do with the income tax. 

Mr. JEFFERS. The Committee on Expenditures in the 
Treasury ent is a proper tribunal. 

Mr. JACOBSTELN. rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
New York.. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman. and gentlemen, I won- 
der if you know that at one time—1918—the Treasury Depart- 
ment did actually reveal the information which. some of you now 
so strenuously object to revealing? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have just stated that that has been 
done. 

Mr. JACOBSTHIN. This valuable data was supplied in re- 
sponse to a specific request, but such information, ought to 
be available to the public at all times. Senator Boran of- 
fered a resolution. in, the Senate: June 6, 1918, requesting the 
Treasury Department to supply concrete information regard- 
ing corporate earnings. I called up the Treasury Depart- 
ment the other day and asked for returns on corporations and 
the actuarial department said there was no such data; but 
I unearthed. a, volume, published by the Treasury nt 
in 1918 in response to Senator Boran’s, request for this in- 
formation, which gives the following data.. The returns were 
segregated into groups representing, reeognized industries, 
trades, and occupations into which the business life of the 
country has been differentiated. Each of these groups pre- 
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sents the data called for in a separate statistical table ex- 
hibiting the following information for each tax return: 


1. Capital stock, 1917. 

2. Invested capital, 1917. 

8. Net income, 1917. 

Tax 1917: 

. Income tax. 

Excess-profits tax. 

. Total tax. 

Per cent of total tax to net income, 1917. 

Net Income after deducting tax, 1917. 

. Per cent of net income to capital stock, 1917. 

10. Per cent of net income to invested capital, 1917. 
11. Per cent of net income after deducting tax to capital stock, 1917. 
12. Per cent of net income after deducting tax to invested capital, 
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13. Capital stock, 1918. 

14. Net income, 1916. 

15. Per cent of net income to capital stock, 1916. 

16. Excess of the per cent of net income to capital stock for 1917 
è the percentage for 1916. 


It apparently was not very dangerous at that time to give 
this data to the public. This report is entitled“ Corporate 
Earnings and Government Revenues, 1918,” published as a 
public document, Senate Document 259, Sixty-fifth Congress, 
second session, being a letter from the Secretary of the Treasury 
in response to a Senate resolution calling for facts, figures, and 
data regarding income and excess-profit tax returns of corpora- 
tions. There are returns here of 31,500 corporations, covering 
19 important groups of industries in the United States, covering 
275 specific business enterprises. 

What sort of information do you think they give to the 
country? They give the capital stock, the capital invested, 
the net income, the income tax, the profits tax, the proportion 
of total tax to the income, the per cent of net income to the 
capital stock. And listen to this: It gives also the per cent 
of net income to capital invested, and a lot of other valuable 
and detailed information with respect to 31.500 corporations. 
Every corporation in the United States earning as much as 
15 per cent on capital stock is listed here. 

I desire to call attention to this fact, that this information 
is given by code, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Of course, that does not name the 
corporation. 

Mr, JACOBSTEIN. Exactly, and I was coming to that point. 
To the gentlemen here who are afraid we are undermining the 
Anglo-Saxon principles of government respecting the rights of 
individual privacy I want to say that this information can 
be given to the public by code as it is here presented. Every 
corporation is listed 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and so forth, and each group 
is given a symbol or code letter, so that we get all the informa- 
tion we want for a specific corporation without revealing its 
identity. I wanted the information in order to draw up an 
intelligent schedule of rates for taxing corporations. The 
Treasury Department could not supply me with recent data, 
and I had to make use of the only published data that I know 
of available, printed in 1918. And even this data would not 
have been available if Senator Boras had not requested it back 
in 1918. 

So because the resolution introduced by the gentleman from 
Virginia would enable us to get just this kind of information, 
which the country requires, desires, and should have, I shall 
yote for it. Wise and discreet publicity does more good than 
harm. We learned this in dealing with the railroad situation. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana, Of course, any time that either 
the House or Senate wanted specific information by resolution 
they could get it. 

Mr. JACOBSTHIN. But the trouble with that is this: I 
ealled upon the Treasury Department a couple of weeks ago 
for information with respect to the net income of corporations, 
and they told me it was not available and that it would take 
too long to get it. I say that if these committees were author- 
ized by the amendment to secure necessary and valuable data 
we would naturally have available for our use just the kind 
of information we want when a revenue bill is under consid- 
eration. It is futile to wait until the emergency arises, for 
then statistics are either unavailable or unreliable. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired, 
and all time has expired. 

Mr. BOYCE rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Delaware rise? 


Mr. BOYCE. I desire to offer a substitute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Delaware offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Substitute offered by Mr. Borca to the amendment offered by Mr. 
Green of Iowa to the amendment offered by Mr. Moons of Virginia: 
Strike out the amendment offered by Mr. GREEN and insert the 
Ways and Means Committee of the House or the Finance Committee of 
the Senate or a special committee of the Senate or House.” 


Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, has all time expired? 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. The question is, 
first, on the amendment to the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Iowa [Mr. Green]. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, ought not the vote to 
first come on the substitute last offered? 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The vote is first on the Green amendment. 
The question is on the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. GREEN]. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. 
inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, where will the 
vote come on the substitute just offered? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair’s understanding of the par- 
liamentary situation is this: That the matter offered by the 
gentleman from Delaware constitutes a substitute for the 
Moore amendment. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana, 
for the Green amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is not offered in that way. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent that the amendment last offered be again reported, so 
it will be clear. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair does not understand that a 
substitute for the amendment to the amendment would be in 
order, 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. The question is not whether it 
was in order, because no point of order was made against it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair can raise it himself. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana, Yes; the Chair can raise the 
question himself. 

The CHAIRMAN. And in the opinion of the Chair that 
would be an amendment in the third degree. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana, I think so. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the Chair is wrong about that he 
would like to be corrected. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, then I make a point 
of order against the substitute, 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, by reading the matter sent up 
by the gentleman from Delaware this whole matter will be 
cleared up; will it not? 

The CHAIRMAN. For the information of the committee 
the Clerk will again report the substitute offered by the gentle- 
man from Delaware. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


The Ways and Means Committee of the House or the Finance Com- 
mittee of the Senate or a special committee of the Senate or House. 


Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. If that is all that was sent to 
the desk I make the point of order that the amendment does 
not indicate where it goes, and, therefore, is not in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be inclined to sustain the 
point of order on the form of the substitute. If the gentleman 
from Delaware will take his substitute and make it a substitute 
for the entire Moore amendment and offer it, then it will be 
in order. 

Mr. BOYCE. That is what I undertook to explain, but the 
Chair requested that it be sent to the desk. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that it is not now in order to offer a substitute for the 
amendment to which an amendment is pending. 

The CHAIRMAN. Weill, the Chair thinks it is. 

Mr. BOYCE. Mr. Chairman, I offered the substitute as an 
amendment to the Moore amendment. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
make a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
propound this question to the Chait: If the Green amendment 
is voted down, would it not then be in order for the gentleman 
from Delaware to offer his substitute as an amendment to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Virginia? 

The CHAIRMAN. It would; and the point of order is sus- 
tained. The question is now on the amendment to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN]. 


Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary 


No; it is offered as a substitute 
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The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Green of Iowa) there were—ayes 104, noes 134. 
So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, has all time expired? 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for debate has expired. The 
question is now on the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. Moors]. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the amendment just 
offered by the gentleman from Delaware [Mr. Boyce] as an 
amendment to the Moore amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut offers 
an amendment to the amendment which the Clerk will now 
report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Titson to the amendment offered by 
Mr. Moorr of Virginia: Strike out “any standing or special com- 
mittee of the Senate or House or any joint committee of the Senate 
or House” and Insert “the Ways and Means Committee of the House 
or the Finance Committee of the Senate or a special committee of the 
Senate or House.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Connecticut. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Crisp) there were—ayes 127, noes 125. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Tellers, Mr. Chairman. 

Tellers were ordered and the Chairman appointed as tellers 
Mr. Tison and Mr. Moore of Virginia. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 
148, noes 139, 

So the amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moose], as 
‘amended. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Moore of Virginia) there were—ayes 158, noes 100. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, may we have the 
amendment reported now as adopted, just for information? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will report 
the amendment as adopted. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amend section 257(a) by inserting on page 100, after the word 
„President“ and the colon, in line 12, the following additional pro- 
viso: “ Provided, That the Ways and Means Committee of the House 
or the Finance Committee of the Senate, or a special committee of the 
House or Senate, shall have the right to call on the Secretary of the 
Treasury and it shall be his duty to furnish any data of any character 
contained in or shown by the returns or any of them that may be 
required by the committee; and any such committee shall have the 
right acting directly as a committee or by and through such examiners 
or agents as it may designate or appoint, to inspect all or any of 
the returns at such times and in such manner as it may determine; 
and any relevant or useful information thus obtained may be sub- 
mitted by the committee obtaining it to the Senate or the House or 
to both the Senate and House as the case may be.” 


Mr. BARKLEY rose. 
The CHAIRMAN, For what purpose does the gentleman 


rise? 
I offer an amendment, Mr. Chairman. 


Mr. BARKLEY. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky offers an 
amendment which the clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr, BARKLEY; Page 100, lines 13 and 14, 
strike out the words “imposing an Income tax.” 


Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, the language of this bill as 
it now stands authorizes the proper officers, which are the 
taxing officers, of any State imposing an income tax to have 
access to the income-tax records in the Department 
on the request of the governor of the State. I am in favor of 
that provision, but I think it ought to go farther. I assume 
that the reason that was inserted is that these records ought to 
be available to the State officers in order that they may de- 
termine whether the income-tax reports made by the same 
corporations or individuals for State purposes have been differ- 
ent from those reported for Federal taxes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. And # would offer an opportunity for a 
check up, to determine whether the corporation or individual 
were defrauding either the State or the Federal Government in 
the report of income taxes. I now yield to the gentleman, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is quite correct. It 
was put in for that purpose and I would like to inquire who 
would be the proper officer if they do not impose an income 
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tax. How would any officer be the proper officer to make the 
inquiry? 

Mr. BARKLEY. My amendment will give the State taxing 
authorities of any State, whether it imposes an income tax or 
not, the right to inspect these income-tax records, and I will 
state to the gentleman why I think that ought to be done. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman simply goes back to 
the original amendment which a long time ago we voted down, 
namely, that anybody could have access to these returns, or 
8 anybody, because this would include any State 
officer. 

Mr. BARKLEY. If my amendment is adopted it will per- 
mit the tax authorities of any State, upon the request of 
the governor of that State, to have access to these income- 
tax reports. My reason for urging this is because every in- 
come-tax report by a corporation or individual involves a 
question of valuation. It so happens that I know there are 
many corporations which fix a valuation upon their property 
for income-tax purposes to the Nation ten to fifteen times the 
value they fix upon it for State purposes for taxation by the 
State or county or city in which it may be located. Now, 
if it is proper for these State officers, who are the taxing 
officers of a State, to have access to these reports in order 
to determine whether a corporation or individual is de- 
frauding the State of income tax, it is just as proper to give 
them access to these income-tax reports to determine whether 
they have fixed a ridiculously low value upon thelr physical 
property in order to defraud the State out of taxes levied 
upon the valuation of the property. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I am sure the gentleman does not 
intend just what he states. They have no occasion to fix any 
value on their property for income-tax purposes since we re- 
pealed the excess-profits tax. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Oh, yes; they do, on account of the ques- 
tion. of depreciation and depletion. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is not what the gentleman said. 

Mr. BARKLEY. It enters into the amount to be deducted 
by reason of depreciation and depletion so as to fix the value 
of the property for income-tax purposes. Certainly the State 
authorities. ought to have the right to know what the valua- 
tion of physical property has been fixed at by income+tax 
payers for Federal purposes, if by reason of that it gives them 
an idea of the value for local taxation purposes, This amend- 
ment, if adopted, will aid the States im fixing a fair valua- 
tion upon physical property where its owner seeks to cheat 
the State by an undervaluation of the property. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to my friend from Tennessee. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I call attention to the fact that 
the valuation is also very important for use by public-utility 
commissions in fixing the rates that the respective public- 
utility corporations are permitted to charge. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I do not think any corporation or indi- 
yidual should be allowed to value his property for State taxing 
purposes at one-tenth of what he values it for taxing purposes 
of the Federal Government. If my amendment is adopted it 
will do no harm to any honest corporation or any individual, 
but will enable the States through the tax authorities to find 
out what valuation is put upon the physical property for Fed- 
eral purposes, and whether it is higher than that fixed for local 


purposes. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Is it not a fact that the lower value 
for taxation by the States often comes from the fact that one 
part of the property is located in the State and another part out 
of the State, and when reporting to the Federal Government 
they value it as a whole? 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; the gentleman is not correct. There 
are many instances where the physical property of a corpora- 
tion is wholly within the State, and I happen to know cases 
where they value it in the income-tax return at over a million 
dollars and for State and county purposes they have fixed the 
yaluation at less than $75,000. There ought not to be any such 
avenues of escape from State taxation. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman’s last statement is 
true, the officials are acting foolishly. 

Mr, BARKLEY. I think the gentleman misunderstands the 
effect of my amendment. It gives to the taxing officers of all 
States, whether they impose an income tax or not, the right to 
examine these income-tax reports to ascertain whether any 
form of State taxation is being evaded. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I know what it will do; it will permit 
the State officers to have access to these tax returns. Let me 
say to my friend that if the States are satisfied there is an un- 
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dervaluation of property, whose fault is it? The State has the 
right to put the yalue on it, and they do not need any informa- 
tion. The property is right there under the sight of the officers. 
If the assessors are not doing their duty, whose fault is it? 

Mr. BARKLEY. . Often the property is of such a nature that 
they can not ascertain the value of it. The corporation fixes 
the value of it for Federal purposes, and then they deceive the 
local officers: 

Nr. GREEN of Iowa, I do not know what kind of property 
that can be. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Well, for illustration, mineral property. 
Local assessing officers frequently are unable to know its value. 
There are also other forms of property in the same situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chalrman, I move that all de- 
bate on this amendment close in five minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, the gentleman from Iowa is evidently misled as to 
the effect of the amendment of the gentleman from Kentucky. 
Whe bill already provides the very thing which the gentleman 
from Kentucky asked for in every State where they have an 
income tax. The gentleman from Kentucky simply provides 
by this amendment that those States imposing no income tax, 
under proper restriction, shall have access to these tax records 
as already provided in the bill for States that have an in- 
come tax. The gentleman from Kentucky wants the authori- 
ties of the other States that are not imposing income taxes 
to have the same opportunity under the same restrictions if 
necessary to get the facts. Let me suggest that there is an- 
other question other than an income tax that may arise, and 
I am not speaking from imagination but by reason of a prac- 
tical proposition that I know has arisen in one State. That 
is upon the question of a proper severance tax. It is con- 
tended that certain values are there, that certain income is 
derived from raw material taken out of the ground by a 
subsidiary corporation and sold to a parent corporation in 
another State and used by the parent corporation, and the 
books of the parent corporation are closed to the tax authori- 
ties in that State, and are closed to the courts of that State 
in its effort to present facts to maintain the tax against the 
charge of being confiscatory. Can not you trust those States 
and those courts’ to the same extent that you can those States 
that have an income tax and to whom you give access by this 
bill to these reeords? My State imposes an income tax. It 
can come in, but as a lawyer I have had my attention ad- 
dressed to this practical proposition that will affect the other 
States. The amendment of the gentleman from Kentucky, as 
I understand it, is that these officials in other States other 
than the income-tax States shall get the returns and then 
only under the order of the governor of the State, and subject 
to the regulations of the Secretary of the Treasury. Can not 
you trust the governor of the State to get the information 
for a proper purpose? 

A MemBER Not the governor of my State. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WINGO: One gentleman says he can not trust the 
governor of his State. If he can trust him for income-tax 
purposes can not he trust him to get the returns for proper 
official use on a severance-tax question? This amendment does 
not open these records to a legislative committee of the State, 
but whenever the proper tax authorities, through the gover- 
nor, ask for this power they shall have it, as already pro- 
vided in the same provision: reported by the committee and 
now in the bill. 

That is granted in certain States, and why should you with- 
hold it from other. States where the governor and the taxing 
power, under their oaths and duty, say that it is necessary in 
order to enable them in the discharge of their official duties to 
have the same information as other States? Why should Ken- 
tucky be denied that information and my State of Arkansas be 
given it? That is the situation, if you vote down the gentleman's 
amendment. It is carefully safeguarded. We ought to allow 
Kentucky and these other States that have no income tax laws 
to have the same right that the Governor of the State of 
1 and. every other State that has an income tax law 
has. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. And the gentleman notices in the 
next line that the shareholders are permitted to examine the 
returns of a corporation. Would it not be equally impertant to 
pera the State to examine the returns of its own corpora- 

ons 

Mr. WINGO. Certainly. It does look as if one could trust 
the governor and the taxing authorities of a State for one pür- 
pose if for another, as now provided in the bill: The governor 


passes on whether the taxing authorities want to do this for a 
legitimate purpose, and while you get a bad governor now and 
then, I think a great majority can be trusted in the States 
where they have not an income tax law. I think the amendment 
ought to be adopted and that the State of Kentucky shall be 
given the same right as the State of Arkansas and some other 
States have under the bill as: reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kentucky. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
GREEN of Iowa) there were—ayes 101, noes 107. 

. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and Mr. Barkngy and Mr. TrIsoN were 
appointed to take their places as tellers. 

The committee again’ divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 
120, noes 119. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer the amend- 
ment which I have sent to the Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Moors of Virginia: Page 100, line 15, 
strike out the word “corporation,” and the word “ corporation” in Hne 
16, and insert in lieu thereof the word “ person.” 


Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is 
simple and easily understood. The provision to which. the 
amendment applies gives State authorities the right. to inspect 
the returns of corporations. They ought to have the right to 
inspect the returns of everybody as defined by the word 
“person” in the beginning of the bill, which includes not only 
corporations but individuals, estates, and trusts. The amend- 
ment is suggested to me by tax officials of the State of Virginia, 
Our State allows the Federal officials to examine local returns. 
All that I ask is that the State may have the corresponding 
right to examine the returns of natural persons, trusts, estates, 
as well as of corporations, made to the Federal Government. 
One of the officials writes me that the permission to make an 
examination of corporation returns has been of much advantage 
to the State and that there is a great disadvantage attaching to 
the restriction upon the right to go further. What I desire is 
to open the doors a little further’ to: the States, including my 
own State, to ascertain the nature of the returns. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
upon this paragraph and all amendments. thereto close in 10 
minutes. 

The motion was to. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
it seems to me that this would be a good time for the House 
of Representatives. to stop, to look, and to listen, The Ameril- 
can taxpayer to-day seems to be playing the hare to the 
hounds, and it seems that 435 Representatives of the people 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. MURPHY. No. The 485 Representatives of the people 
have combined to chase the Ameritan prosperous business 
man, to hound him, do everything they can to make him the 
opposite of prosperous. Russia in the time of the Romanoffs 
did not attempt anything more drastic than this House is doing 
this afternoon. I hold no brief for the very rich man. You, 
like myself, would all like to be the possessor of an income 
sufficiently large to benefit by some of the provisions of this 
bill, but it seems to me that if you are going to frame à bill 
that will stand the test of fair play you ought to stop this 
afternoon just a little to think of the prosperous American 
citizen, He has been honest all of these years, and he is 
honest to-day. In the name of American fairness stop and 
think of the American taxpayer. Do not try to find some new 
way to place a burden upon him. The time has come when 
you ought to try to lift some of the burdens from his back 
instead of fastening more upon him. I merely sound this word 
of warning. Treat the American prosperous business man as 
you hope to be treated when you become prosperous. [Ap- 
Plause.] 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I want to point out to the com- 
mittee the effects of this provision. We have been debating 
for two hours the question of whether returns should be made 
public. We voted on different forms of publicity and the com- 
mittee finally agreed that it was willing to grant the right to 
examine returns to either a select committee of the House or 
the standing Committee on Ways and Means, Having done 
that and having reached the definite conclusion, we next voted 
in another amendment which would give authority to any State 
officer, if the governor certifies that he is the proper officer, to 
examine corporate returns. I told the gentleman from Vir- 
ginia that if that last amendment was voted! down I thought 
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his amendment might be proper, because his State has an in- 
come tax also, and it is only fair that the State government 
and the Federal Government should exchange information 
about income-tax returns. But this amendment -goes further 
than that. All that a governor has to do is to certify that an 
official is the proper official, and then he will come down and 
examine the income-tax returns of any individual in the United 
States for any purpose he sees fit and make those returns 
public. In other words, the House is asked to reverse the very 
action it took an hour ago; not openly, not squarely, by making 
all returns public, but by allowing some political official for 
some political purpose to go and pry into the individual tax 
returns of any citizen of the United States for any purpose 
that some other political official may certify is proper. 

I want to say to this House that this bill as originally intro- 
duced and reported by the Committee on Ways and Means was 
a measure designed to reduce taxes and to put our revenue- 
producing system on an approximately peace-time basis. For 
the last week, however, this bill has become nothing but an in- 
strument for either party or personal politics. It is rapidly 
being destroyed piecemeal. It is being made a political bill 
from beginning to end, and in the course of the process you 
are not only destroying this bill but you are destroying the 
income tax law which has been built up in the course of the 
last six or seven years, and built up, I may say, by your party 
as well as by mine. 

The preceding speaker [Mr. Murray] stated very truly, gen- 
tlemen, that the bill as introduced and reported was a meas- 
ure intended to relieve the taxpayer. You are making of it a 
bill to harass the taxpayer, not only by failing to relieve’ him 
of his financial burden but by making the income tax an object 
of hatred and derision to everyone who is unfortunate enough 
to come under its provisions. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. DowELL). The question is on agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Virginia 
[ Mr. Moore]. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. A division, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. A division is called for. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 74, noes 122. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment which 
I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Epmonps: Page 100, line 18, after the 
word “prescribe,” insert “ provided upon the sworn statement of any 
three neighbors of a taxpayer that they suspect a taxpayer of not pay- 
ing enough taxes they shall be allowed to inspect his return and com- 
ment upon it to the public or the collector.” 


{Laughter and applause.] 
Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
on the amendment. 


The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained, [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, is all debate on this section 
closed? 


The CHAIRMAN. It is. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) The commissioner shall as soon as practicable in each year 
cause to be prepared and made available to public inspection in such 
manner as he may determine, in the office of the collector in each inter- 
nal-reyenue district and in such other place as he may determine, lists 
containing the names and the post-office addresses of all individuals 
making income-tax returns in such district. 


Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Arkansas moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, the only time that I addressed 
the committee in this entire debate of many days was on the 
amendment just adopted by the committee and offered by the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]. I should not offer any 
further remarks now were it not for the unseemly and wholly 
unjustified statement in condemnation of that amendment and 
misrepresentation of its effect made by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mitts]. He said we had just adopted an 
amendment which would permit any Dick, Tom, and Harry— 
any officer selected by a governor—to come and nose around 
for returns of corporations or otherwise, 


Can we not be fair about this? I shall not impute any im- 
proper motive to the gentleman from New York or impute any 
lack of intelligence to him, but I simply impute to him misin- 
terpretation of the wording of his own bill. Section 257 (a), 
to which the amendment offered by the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. BARKLEY] was directed, reads as follows: 


Returns upon which the tax has been determined by the commission 
shall constitute public records; but they shall be open to inspection 
only upon order of the President and under rules and regulations pre- 
scribed by the Secretary and approved by the President: Provided, 
That the proper officers of any State imposing an income tax— 


The words “imposing an income tax” were cut out by the 
Barkley amendment— 


may, at the request of the governor thereof, have access to the returns 
of any corporation, or to an abstract thereof showing the name and 
income of the corporation, at such times and in such manner as the 
Secretary may prescribe. 


All on earth we did to that amendment was to give the State 
of Kentucky the same right that the State of Arkansas has. If 
it is wise and sound for an official of the State of Arkansas, 
upon the request of the governor, to come here and inspect the 
income-tax returns, then I ask why it is not fair for the Goy- 
ernor of the State of Kentucky to send here whatever officer he 
may select and examine the returns and ascertain whether or 
not there has been fraud involving the taxation returns of the 
great natural resources of the State of Kentucky? You are 
not going to get anywhere by imputing bad motives to people 
who differ from you. 

The gentleman from New York said something about making 
a football of this bill, something about personal interest and 
political considerations. I would rather be charged with en- 
tertaining political considerations than be charged with per- 
sonal interest in the framing of a tax bill. [Applause.] I 
have no interest whatever other than that which goes to any 
citizen of the land. I have not been extreme in my views with 
respect to this bill. I have been one of those who wanted a 
fair and square reduction, which granted the same reduction 
and the same relief to every class of taxpayer in the land. 

I have gone further, and in my votes upon the question of 
the inspection of records I have wanted to relieve the public 
apprehension that is founded upon facts that are within the 
knowledge of Members of this House, that there have been some 
irregularities which the representatives of the taxpayers of this 
land, charged with that duty, ought to look into. I voted for a 
provision which would enable this House, through a special com- 
mittee, to determine whether or not there was fraud upon the 
part of any taxpayer and the Treasury. Any man who is op- 
posed to doing that because he is afraid there will be some 
chance of a man being blackmailed does an injustice to the 
taxpayer. If a man is afraid of being blackmailed it is be- 
cause he has something in his income-tax return that is either 
morally bad or constitutes a legal fraud upon the Treasury 
which he is afraid will be exposed. I have nothing in my re- 
turn, nor will any honest man, which I am ashamed to have 
examined and inspected in a proper way and as provided by the 
provisions we are putting in the bill. 

Let us have done with this misrepresentation and imputing 
bad motives to men who differ with him by the gentleman 
upon a great question like taxation. The gentleman from 
New York does not have a monopoly of either the intelligence or 
the virtues of this House. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The pro forma amendment is withdrawn, 
and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

PUBLICATION OF STATISTICS, 

Sec. 258. The commissioner, with the approval of the Secretary, 
shall prepare and publish annually statistics reasonably available with 
respect to the operation of the income, war-profits, and excess-profits 
tax laws, including classifications of taxpayers and of income, the 
amounts allowed as deductions, exemptions, and credits, and any other 
facts deemed pertinent and yaluable. 


Mr. KETCHAM,. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KercHaM: Page 101, line 20, after the 
word “valuable,” strike out the period, insert a colon, and add the 
following: Provided, That such publication shall include the total 
amounts of such taxes paid in each county.” 


Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the amend- 


ment which I have offered is simply to make it possible to 
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have available better information concerning the general appli- 
cation of present laws relating to income and cerporation taxes 
than is available at the present time, and also to determine, 
as we face new propositions, such as we are considering in 
this revenue bill, the local application of it. 

My proposal does not go into the field of revealing anything 
of the individual taxpayer’s interest whatsoever. I am opposed 
to such individual publicity and voted against it a few moments 
ago. I only wish to carry a step further the very fine in- 
formation which is already made available in this publication, 
Statistics of Income. If you refer to the closing pages of it 
you will find therein listed the number of income-tax returns 
from counties; there is also listed the number o income-tax 
returns from each city. That is all very helpful. Then, you 
will find in the front part of the volume a statement showing 
the average income tax paid by your State, and by using this 
information you can approximate the local effect of the law. 
But I maintain that this added bit of information, which would 
in no sense reveal the amount of taxes paid by the individual, 
would be very helpful indeed in determining what the effect 
would be upon particular counties; and it is with that idea 
and with that purpose in mind that the amendment is offered. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KETCHAM. Les. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. What does the gentleman want this 
information for? I do not understand. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Individualty I want it for the purpose of 
forming a more intelligent opinion upon the operation of a 
revenue law and its effect upon the counties that are included 
in my own congressional district. If I am going to vote intelli- 
gently and express the wishes of my constituents, I can see no 
rezson in the world why I ought not to have this information. 
It would be an added step and mean but very little expense in 
compilation in connection with the information already found 
in the very excellent publication which I hold here. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman has not answered my 
question, because I do not know yet what he wants to do with 
this information. 

Mr, KETCHAM. I want to say to the chairman of fhe com- 
mittee, if he will permit, as an illustration I could use the 
information in connection with my study of the very important 
proposition which we are soon to face with reference to the 
soldiers’ adjusted compensation. If I had that information 
right at this time, I could give the House some very definite 
figures as to the application of that proposed law, not only in 
my own congressional district but In others as well. It would 
be likewise helpful in considering other legislative proposals. 

In my own county, for instance, there are 460 income-tax 
returns filed, and in going through this publication I find there 
is also listed the number of income-tax returns from each 
city. Now, I could quite definitely ascertain the application of 
the law, if I had this additional information, as to how much 
Federal income tax was paid in the county as a total. I do 
not care for the individual amounts but the total. There can 
be no possible objection to it that I can see. 

Mr. MICHENER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KETCHAM. Yes. 

Mr. MICHENER. My colleague has suggested that this 
would be a step further. Now, has the gentleman considered 
the fact that congressional districts, in many instances, are 
made up of parts of counties, townships in counties, and parts 
of cities? 

Mr. KETCHAM. I have. 

Mr. MICHENER. And to compile the very thing the gen- 
tleman wants would be a very difficult task, and It is a difficult 
task to-day to get that Information through any of the depart- 
ments. I happen to have one of those districts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman ‘has expired., 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this amendment and all amendments thereto close in five 
minutes. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask permission to proceed 
for three minutes additional in order to answer questions which 
may be asked. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for three additional minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. KETCHAM. In response to the question asked by my 
colleague I will say that I have considered that proposition, 
but in order to make the law of widest application, and to 


meet the largest possible number of situations, I believe the 


language I have used would be the only language possible. I 
recognize perfectly well that in the situation of New York City 
it would not be possible to gather that information, but, of 
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course, on the other hand, that can be gathered because New 
York City is listed and the number of returns from New York 
are found in statistics of income. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 


Mr. TREADWAY. I am trying to get recognition in my own 


Mr. KEARNS. Does the gentleman want this information in 
order to know what effect the bonus would have on his county 
or district, so that if the gentleman should find his district 
would not have to pay much of it the gentleman would vote for 
a big bonus? Is that what the gentleman wants? 

Mr. KETCHAM. I had nothing to say about that. I simply 
felt I would be able to vote much more intelligently if I had 
the information, 

Mr. KEARNS. What other possible good could it do the 
gentleman? 

Mr. KETCHAM. I think it would be useful in a great many 
ways, and I can see no possible objection to having this in- 
formation in view of the fact that we already have recognition 
of the desirability of the information so far as the number of 
returns are concerned and the post-office addresses, and so on. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KETCHAM. I yield. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. We are supposed to be reducing taxes, 
are we not? 

Mr. KETCHAM. Yes. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Will this not increase taxes? 

Mr. KETCHAM. I can not see how it would increase taxa- 
tion to any degree whatsoever. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. It will increase expenditures, will it 
not? 

Mr. KETCHAM. I would say not, because already within 
this volume are included the statistics to which I made ref- 
erence, and the only possible expense would be in the additional 
compilation, which would be very, very small. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired, 
and the question is on the motion of the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Green] that all debate close in five minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. On this paragraph and all amend- 
ments thereto. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
thereto. 

‘The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman—— 

The } Re ee The gentleman from Massachusetts is 

zed. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I listened very carefulty 
to the argument made by my friend from Michigan in favor of 
his motion and I must confess I heard no argument for the 
amendment that he has suggested. Tt is very easy to say that 
a compilation of the additions of all amounts paid by taxpayers 
in every county in every State in the United States could be 
made at very small expense, but I can not agree with the 
gentleman from Michigan in that conclusion, and what earthly 
good could it do him or any other Congressman to know the 
aggregate amounts paid by taxpayers in amy one county in 
any one State, he certainly failed to make clear to me. I am 
sure there can be no benefit whatever derived from an amend- 
ment of this nature. Just what benefit that could be to anyone 
I can not understand. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. 

Mr. KETCHAM. May I say that the language contains 
nothing except the total amounts paid in each county? 

Mr. TREADWAY. On the various items as submitted in 
paragraph 258, operation of the Income, war profits and excess 
profits tax laws, including classifications of taxpayers and of 
income, the amounts allowed as deductions, exemptions, and 
credits, and any other facts deemed pertinent and valuable. 
Now, with all those items submitted, there is to be no ex- 
pense incurred in figuring up the aggregate sums in dollars 
and cents. If that is true, I do not know what compilations 
of statistics cost. 

Mr. YOUNG rose. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I ought to yield to my colleague event- 


‘On this paragraph and all amendments 


| ually. 


Mr. YOUNG. ‘These returns, as I understand, are not now 

ted or assembled as to counties? 

Mr. TREAD WAT. It is absolutely impossible to carry out 
the provisions of the gentleman’s amendment without very 
material expense and without changing the methed of com- 
(pilation of statistics. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TREAD WAT. Yes. 
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Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the 
that the publication of returns by collection 
we already have is not valuable? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I think we publish altogether too many 
statistics. I do not think one-tenth part of the statistical in- 
formation that is submitted in various publications of this Gov- 
ernment is worth a hurrah, nor are they ever looked at by one 
in a million taxpayers of the country. The proposed amend- 
ment adds one more element to this sort of foolish statistics. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


EXAMINATION OF RETURN AND DETERMINATION OF TAX. 


Sec. 271. As soon as practicable after the return is filed the com- 
missioner shall examine it and shall determine the correct amount of 
the tax. 


Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLACK of Texas: Page 108, line 13, after 
the word tax,“ strike out the period, insert a colon, and add the fol- 
lowing language: 

Provided, That except in cases of fraud, such determination as to 
returns under this act shall be made within two years from the time 
said return is filed.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of 
order on that, and I will ask the gentleman from Texas if he 
will not consult the draftsman and have it offered at the right 
place. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I think it is offered at the right 
place. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. On page 115, under the heading of 
“Period of limitation upon assessment and collection of tax,” 
are the limitations. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I understand that provision, and if 
my amendment is adopted it will be a very simple matter to 
amend that particular provision. I think my amendment is 
offered at the proper place. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There is a whole section devoted to 
that particular matter beginning on page 115. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. This is section 271. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois make 
the point of order? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the amendment is not germane. May we have the 
amendment again reported? 

The Clerk again read the amendment. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, the language used in this 
section 271 is general. It provides that “as soon as prac- 
ticable” after the return is filed the commissioner shall ex- 
amine it and shall “ determine” the correct amount of the tax, 
The important element in it is that the action shall be taken 
by the commissioner “as soon as practicable.” It does not go 
into any detail with reference to the assessment of the tax or 
the collection of the tax. It does not go into the subject of 
limitation on the action of the commissioner. The bill proceeds 
in an orderly fashion, and on page 115 we begin a section con- 
taining limitations upon these various acts of the department. 
While it may be that under a very liberal construction of the 
language under section 271 we may go into details with refer- 
ence to the collection of the payment of taxes, the assessment 
of taxes, still, inasmuch as there is a section of the bill de- 
voted to special subjects and we are following in a general 
way the law of 1921, I submit that there being a proper place 
for this amendment where the other limitations are fixed, this 
provision being in the nature of a limitation, it should go in at 
the same place. I am inclined to appeal to the gentleman from 
Texas, and I may say to him that I have some question techni- 
cally whether the point of order does lie. I will submit further 
to the Chair, however, that orderly procedure in the con- 
sideration of a bill, in putting in amendments where they belong 
under the order adopted, ought to be considered in determining 
a point of order of this kind. It relates to the orderly pro- 
cedure in the consideration of legislation. I can not speak for 
others, but I will say that as for myself I certainly would not 
offer objection to the substance of the gentleman's amend- 
ment if it may be considered at the right place. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I think the proper place is where I 
have offered it, although I have a very high regard for the gen- 
tleman’s judgment. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Section 271 is the introductory section to 
the whole subject. 


tleman say 
cts which 


Mr. BLAOK of Texas. If my amendment is adopted, it will 
be easy to make an amendment to section 277. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The Chair is ready to rule. 8 

Section 271 is headed “Examination of return and determi- 
nation of tax,” and reads: 


Sec, 271. As soon as practicable after the return is filed the com- 
missioner shall examine it and shall determine the correct amount of 
the tax. 


To which the gentleman from Texas wants to add the fol- 
lowing proviso: 


Provided, That except in cases of fraud such determination as to 
returns under*this act shall be made within two years from the time 
said return is filed. 


The section is intended to have these returns passed upon 
as soon as practicable. Suppose the section had said within 
two years after the return. There is a time limit in one case 
“as soon as practicable,” but this might have been put in 
other language defining a certain period of limitation. 

The gentleman from Texas simply desires to modify that by 
language “ that except in cases of fraud the determination shall 
be made within two years.” There might be a better place in 
the bill for the amendment, and it might be advisable for the 
committee to refuse to adopt such amendments except to a later 
section, but that is a legislative question and not a question 
of parliamentary law. The Chair thinks that if the gentleman 
from Texas insists upon his amendment it is germane, and 
overrules the point of order. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I can see the force of the Chairman’s 
ruling, but would it not be better to let it go over until we 
reach page 115 when we get into the subject of limitations? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. If the gentleman would agree that 
the committee will accept the substance of the amendment, 
certainly I would be willing to do that. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. No; I could not do that. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Unless I get that agreement, I prefer 
to consider the matter now. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I could not do that. It contravenes the 
general theory of the bill, The general theory of the bill is to 
make a uniform period of limitation on all these matters of 
four years, both for the Government and for the taxpayer. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Surely, and when we reach that pro- 
vision, if this amendment be adopted, I propose to offer another 
amendment that as to returns filed under this particular act 
all assessments must be made within two years after the re- 
turn is filed. 

et GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yie 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Has the gentleman consulted any of 
the experts in the Treasury Department? ; 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. No; I have not, because I thought the 
matter was not in need of any expert advice. 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. I assure the gentleman he has the 
wrong idea. I have not consulted them, but I am satisfied that 
they will tell the gentleman that if he succeeded in carrying 
out the purpose he has in mind it would cost the Government 
at least $50,000,000, but that will not be carried out at all, 
What the officials down there will be compelled to do, if the 
amendment carries, would be to clap on a great big assessment 
for the outside figure which they think is needed to cover the 
Government and to make the taxpayer all imaginable trouble. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. They could not do that except by the 
exercise of the grossest kind of injustice, and I do not belleve 
the Treasury officials will be guilty of that. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If they do not, they will be grossly 
negligent in the performance of their duty. 

The CHAIRMAN, The point of order is overruled. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I want it distinctly 
understood that I have no desire whatever to protect any tax- 
payer from a just assessment upon the part of the Govern- 
ment if an error has been made. Not only that, but I am ab- 
solutely willing that the Government shall have a reasonable 
length of time after the return is filed within which to inspect 
the returns and, if necessary, to cause an audit to be made of 
the taxpayer’s books, and then upon such inspection and upon 
such audit a correction of the assessment; but I think there 
ought to be a time limit within which that shall be done. It is 
unjust and unfair for the Government, through the agency of 
its internal revenue collectors, to come along four or five years 
after the original return was filed and make demand for addi- 
tional taxes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. In just a moment. We have the 
revenue act of 1917, or we did have, and we had the revenue 
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act of 1918, and now have the revenue act of 1921, and are find a particular section devoted to the matter of limitations, 


about to adopt the revenue act of 1924. Millions of returns 
haye been filed under the acts of 1917, 1918, and 1921. My 
amendment would not seek to disturb the situation as to any 
of those returns, but it would state to the Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue that as to all returns filed under the 1924 
act he must make an audit and a correction of the tax within 
two years after the returns are filed. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Would the gentleman be willing to cor- 
respondingly limit the taxpayer to the period of two years 
within which he may file a claim for refund or abatement? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I would not have any particular 
objection to that. It is not pertinent at this point, however. 
I will say this: Regardless of the time the taxpayer has within 
which to file his claim for refund, he is usually a long time in 

getting his money back. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does not the gentleman think the Gov- 
ernment ought to have the same time in which to examine re- 
turns that the taxpayer has in which to file objections? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. If the gentleman has any amendment 
that he wants to offer with reference to time for filing claims 
for refund, let him offer it. Here is the point that I am making 
to the gentleman from Illinois and other Members of the House. 
I do not know of anything that causes more real hardship to a 
taxpayer than for the Government, some four or five years after 
he has filed his return, to pile up a big additional assessment 
and demand its collection under entirely different conditions 
from those which prevailed at the time he filed the original 
return. Take the great cattle industry of the State of Texas, 
which State I have the honor in part to represent. In 1918 
that industry was in a highly prosperous condition. Now con- 
ditions are radically changed, and the Government of the United 
States is coming along six years after those returns were filed, 
in many cases, making heavy additional assessments, and it 
finds the taxpayer in practically a bankrupt condition and in 
no position to pay. Other cases where equal hardships have 
resulted could be cited. I submit the Government ought to 
make an audit sooner than that in order that the taxpayer may 
have an opportunity to meet the additional tax when he is in 
a position to pay it. My amendment does not seek to compel 
the Government to make this final audit within two years as to 
any taxpayer who has been guilty of fraud against the Govern- 
ment. The language of the amendment especially protects the 
Government in all such cases. 

Mr. KINDRED. Will the gentleman state whether or not in 
his opinion his amendment is distinctly in the interest of the 
Government as well as in the interest of the taxpayer? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I think so. I think it is always in 
the interest of the Government to be fair, and it is in the in- 
terest of the taxpayer for the Government to be fair and con- 
siderate in the collection of the taxes, No one single thing is 
causing so much dissatisfaction with the administration of the 
income tax laws as this action of the Government in waiting 
such a long time after the original tax return is filed before 
making a final audit. 

If my amendment is adopted, section 271 will read as follows: 


As soon as practicable after the return is filed the commissioner shall 
examine it and shall determine the correct amount of the tax: Pro- 
vided, That except In cases of fraud such determination as to returns 
under this act shall be made within two years from the time said return 
is filed. 


I urge adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
upon this amendment close in five minutes, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I say to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Brack] and to the members of the committee 
that the Committee on Ways and Means would be very glad 
indeed if it were possible to inaugurate the system which the 
gentleman proposes, but that is absolutely impossible so far 
as the work in the department is concerned. The department 
is now finishing the audit of the 1917 and 1918 returns. Those 
are the returns which contained the large, important, excess- 
profits matters, which occupy a great deal of time. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I can not yield. If you adopt this pro- 
vision, the Treasury Department will have to come to Con- 
gress for additional appropriations of millions of dollars and 
will have to go out and secure further employees to go into 
the department to do this work. They could not possibly 
keep up with the current work and assume this obligation now, 
When we get to page 115 of the bill, as I stated before, you 


both upon the Government and upon the individual taxpayer. 
There is a limitation of four years inserted in each case. 
That has been reduced from five years under the 1918 act. 
At this point, when we have not reached the subject under 
the arrangement with reference to debate and can not go into 
all of the details with reference to the action of the depart- 
ment on these matters and the rights of the taxpayers in filing 
their claims for refunds and abatements, I plead with the 
committee not to rush hurriedly into the determination of this 
matter at this time. 

The matter will be in order when we get to page 115 of the 
bill, when it and the section to which I have referred ought 
to be considered together with all the other questions which 
affect the rights of the taxpayers as well as the needs and the 
necessities of the department in fixing the period of limita- 
tion. To require that the Government should now, upon the 
adoption of this bill, upon the enactment of this law, proceed 
to determine all the current questions relating to -returns, 
within two years, and finish up particularly the work with 
reference to the years 1917 and 1918, much of which is still 
pending, would simply mean an amount of labor to be de- 
volved upon the department which can not be performed, and 
it would result in the loss of many, many millions of dollars 
in taxes to the Government for the years that are gone. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. It does not affect the past year 
at all. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. They have got to do the work of past 
years as well as the current work. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I want to plead with 
the committee in behalf of the Government and on behalf of 
the taxpayer not to adopt this amendment. You could not 
possibly do anything worse for the large taxpayer. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I was going to suggest three years. 
This five years is an objectionable period. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It is only four years. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If this amendment passes, the Gov- 
ernment will have to put on an assessment which they are sure 
will cover anything, because they have not the time to go over 
the returns. There is no way in the world to do that. I am 
sure that if the gentleman had taken the opportunity to go 
over this matter carefully with the committee and the com- 
mittee had submitted to him the figures in regard to it he 
would not have dreamed of offering that suggestion. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. CELLER. The statute of limitations is five years, is it 


not? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; four years. 

Mr. CELLER., Does not the Government save that longer 
time by saying to the taxpayer, “If you will not sign a waiver, 
we will make an assessment.” That is the practice now, is it 
not? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That has been the practice in some 
eases where the Government would not be able to conclude the 
return within the time limit. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the ainend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLACK]. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced, that 
the noes seemed to have it. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a division. 

The CHAIRMAN. A division is called for. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 34, noes 97. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 274. (a) If, in the case of any taxpayer, the commissioner de- 
termines that there is a deficiency in respect of the tax imposed by 
this title, the taxpayer, except as provided in subdivision (d), shall be 
notified of such deficiency by registered mail. Within 30 days after 
such notice is mailed the taxpayer may file an appeal with the board of 
tax appeals established by section 900. 


Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from West Virginia offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. ALLEN: Page 109, line 20, after the word 
“mail,” strike out the entire sentence and insert “ within 60 days 
after such notice has been received the taxpayer may file an appeal 
with the board of tax appeals established by section 900.” 


Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I hope this amendment, this 
slight change in the section, will not be objected to by the 
chairman of the committee. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman be willing to have 
his amendment read again? I did not catch it. 
The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the amendment will be 


agnin reported. 
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. 

Mr. ALLEN. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will say to the gentleman that as a 
matter of time we are not much concerned about the difference: 
between 30 days and 60 days, but as to the proposition that the 
law should provide a sufficient time after the notice has been 
received there is much danger in compelling the department 
to prove the actual receipt by the addressee. 

Mr. ALLEN. Of course, the department sends out all these 
notices by registered mail, They would have, undoubtedly, 
their proof that the notice had been received. The main point 
that I desire to make here is the time the Government takes, 
three or four years, in taking up and auditing the returns, and 
it gives the taxpayer only 30 days in which to make his appeal. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Of course, it has been held that proof 
of mailing is, prima facie, receipt of notice by the addressee. 
The department can knew when it mails a letter, while it can 
not know when the addressee received it. The addressee may 
be away from home or he may have moved, and other things 
may have occurred which would make it unfair to compel the 
department to prove that the addressee reeeived the letter. 

Mr. ALLEN. That could be remedied if you would strike out 
the word “ received.” 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That can be done by changing the word 
„thirty“ to the word “sixty.” 

Mr. ALLEN. That would be satisfactory. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I understand the gentleman wishes to 
change it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. How would it read then? 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Iowa would like to 
know how the language would appear otherwise if you strike 
out “thirty” and insert “sixty.” 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentlemam from West Virginia 
would just withdraw his amendment and move to strike out 
“ thirty” and insert sixty,“ I would not object. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw my amendment and offer another amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
unanimous consent to withdraw his amendment and offer an- 
other amendment. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ALLEN. I move to strike out the figures “30” and 
insert in lieu thereof 60.“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from West Virginia. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(d) If the commissioner believes that the assessment or collection 
of a deficiency will be jeopardized by delay such deficiency shall be 
assessed immediately and notice and demand shall be made by the 
collector for the payment thereof. In such case the assessment may 
be made (1) without giving the notice provided in subdivision (a) of 
this section, or (2) before the expiration of the 30-day period pro- 
: vided in subdivision (a) of this section even though such notice has 
been given, or (3) at any time prior to the final decision by the 
board upon such deficieney even though the taxpayer has filed an 
appeal. If the taxpayer does not file a claim in abatement as pro- 
vided in section 279 the deficiency so assessed (or, if the claim so 
filed covers only a part of the deficiency, then the amount not cov- 
‘ered by the claim) shall be paid upon notice and demand from the 
collector. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, in order to conform to 
the amendment adopted a moment ago, I move that on page 
110, line 20, the figures “30” be changed to “ 60,” striking out 
30“ and inserting in lieu thereof “690.” 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from IIIinois offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CHINDBLOM : Page 110, line 20, strike 
| out the figures “30” and insert in lieu thereof the figures’ 60.“ 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Period of limitation upon assessment and collection of tax. 
Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. T hope the gentleman will not insist 
on his point of order. I think there is a quorum present, 


The gentleman from West Virginia asks f 


Mr. BLACK of Texas. Unless there is a quorum present 
I shall press my point of order. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Surely the gentleman from Texas 
wants to get along with the bill, and we are for the first time 
to-day at a place where we can get along. 
me BLACK of Texas. I am anxious to get along with the 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Then I hope the gentleman will with- 
draw jis point of no quorum. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. No; I will not withdraw It. 

The C The gentleman from Texas makes a point 
of 3 that there is no quorum present. The Chalr will 
coun 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, may F ask the 
gentleman from Iowa a question while the Chair is counting? 
As I understand it, the gentleman from Iowa intends to go 
3 this afternoon and get down to estate taxes and then 
stop 

Mr. OLDFIELD. No; I object to that, because there is 
going to be an amendment offered just before we get to 
estate taxes on page 124, line 17. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That will give them a chance as 
to excess profits. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; I will stop at that point. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. My understanding with Mr. FREAR 
was that we would read to that place and allow him to offer 
his amendment as to: excess profits to-morrow morning. 

The CHAIRMAN (after counting). One hundred and four- 
teen Members are present, a quorum: The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec, 277. (a) Except as provided in section 279 and in subdivision 
(b) of section 274 and in subdivision (b) of section 279— 

(t) The amount of income, excess-profits, and war-profits taxes im- 
posed by the revenue act of 1921, and by such act as amended, for 
the taxable year 1921 and succeeding taxable years, and the amount of 
income taxes imposed by this act, shall be assessed within four years 
after the return was filed, and no proceeding in court for the collection 
of such taxes shall be begun after the expiration of such period. 

(2) The amount of income, excess-profits, and war-profits taxes im- 
posed by the act entitled “An act to provide revenue, equalize duties, 
and encourage the industries of the United States, and for other 
purposes,” approved August 5, 1909, the act entitled “An act to 
reduce tariff duties and to provide revenue for the Government, and 
for other purposes,” approved October 8, 1913, the revenue act of 
1916, the revenue act of 1917, the revenue act of 1918, and by any 
such act as amended, shall be assessed within five years after the 
return was filed, and no proceeding in court for the collection of such 


taxes shall be begun after the expiration of such period. 


(3) In the case of income received during the lifetime of a decedent, 
the tax shall be assessed within one year after written request therefor 
by the executor, administrator, or other fiduciary representing the 
estate of such decedent, but not after the expiratoim of the period 
prescribed’ for the assessment of the tax in paragraph (1) or (2) 
of this subdivision. 


Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr, Buack of Texas: On page 115, line 9, 
after the word “ years,” strike out the language “and the amount of 
income taxes imposed by this act“; and in line 10, after the word 
“ years,” insert the following language: And the amount of incomo 
taxes imposed by this act shall be assessed within three years after 
the return was filed.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this paragraph and all amendments thereto close in five 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that all 
debate on this paragraph and all amendments thereto close 
in five minutes. 

Mr. JONES rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas desire 
to make a point of order? 

Mr. JONES. No. 

The CHAIRMAN. Then for what purpose does the gentle- 
man rise? 

Mr. JONES, I wanted to ask the gentleman from Iowa to 
withdraw his motion so that I might have a little time. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw the 


motion temporarily. How much time does tlie gentleman want? 

Mr. JONES. About three minutes; and I would like to offer 
an amendment to the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr, Brack]. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Gentlemen think they are offering 
amendments in the interest of the taxpayers, but they are not; 
they are going to make the situation of the taxpayers worse. 

Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on this paragraph 
and all amendments thereto close in eight minutes, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I want to assure the 
committee, as I did a moment ago, that the Members of the 
Committee on Ways and Means were very anxious to do every- 
thing possible to help the taxpayer in matters of this sort, 
but I want to tell gentlemen just what they are doing. You 
can not prevent the Treasury Department from assessing a 
tax; they will do that and they will have to assess it upon 
the best information they have and make it just as high as 
possible so that they will know they are getting enough; then 
the taxpayer will get a review and you will have the same 
situation that we have had with regard to the 1917 and 1918 
returns, where taxpayers have been compelled to file waivers 
in order to avoid an arbitrary assessment. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The time has been limited. I can not 
yield. The department is organized upon a basis of a certain 
amount of appropriations and upon the basis of a certain num- 
ber of employees. They are working as best they ean with the 
force they have and with the money we give them. They are 
not organized for this three-year period, and as between three 
years and four years I dare say the choice is not very large. 
If we could cut it down to two years or one year, I would much 
prefer that, but they still have a large number of cases growing 
out of the excess-profits muddle in 1917 and 1918. That is an 
inheritance that the present administration of the Treasury 
Department got from the prior administration. They can not 
help it. They have got to go through those cases. They are 
now finishing up the 1917 and 1918 cases, and in all probability 
all of them will be disposed of within less time than a year. 
With that work on hand they can not possibly go ahead and 
accelerate their work, as would be contemplated by this amend- 
ment, unless one of two things occurs—either they would have 
to be able to get additional employees, which they can not do 
because they can not train them and put them right into the 
work, or they would haye to neglect the examination of these 
reports, resulting on the one hand in losses of revenue to the 
Government or, on the other, if they render arbitrary assess- 
ments, in a great many hardships upon the taxpayers them- 
selves. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
Black amendment by striking out “three years” and inserting 
“two years.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment to the amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Jones to the amendment offered by Mr. 
Black of Texas: Strike out “three years” and insert in lieu thereof 
“two years.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that that proposition was voted on a short time ago. 

Mr. JONES. No; this is not the same proposition. The 
amendment that was offered before was connected in an entirely 
different way. The other was with reference to making the 
tax determination and this is with reference to imposing taxes 
and making levies. It is an entirely different proposition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks it is not subject to a 
point of order, and the gentleman from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. JONES, Mr. Chairman, I have been trying for two 
years to get the Ways and Means Committee to correct the 
evil of having additional assessments made four or five years 
after reports are in, when conditions have entirely changed, 
and when there has been no fraud or concealment. It frequently 
means ruin to business men who could have paid the tax 
without trouble at the time. I think the time limit ought to 
be two years. It does not take any more time for the Treasury 
Department to check the returns under this bill within the 
first year or any more clerical help than it does to correct 
them five years behind. It takes just so much time to review 
returns. This amendment allows them all the time they want 
to check up the old returns, but requires them to keep up here- 
after with current returns, or at least to get no more than two 
years behind. They have to do the work sometime, and it is 
just as easy to do it within the first two years as it is five years 
afterward; in fact, it would take less time for them to make a 
check up on the returns if they undertook to check them up 
earlier rather than if they wait a long time. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. They have got to take them in their 
order. 


Mr. JONES. It seems to me they could take the old ones in 
their order and keep more nearly up to date with the new ones. 
I want to say that it often happens that a taxpayer is in a 
position to pay additional taxes at the time his return is made 
if he were notified that additional taxes were required, but he 
goes ahead and makes his return, apparently everything is all 
right, and he inyests his money again. Sometimes panics come 
or something goes wrong with his investments, and three or 
four years later his Government suddenly and unexpectedly 
asks for a lot of additional money when he can not pay it 
without going broke. If he opens his books freely and makes 
no concealment, this Government should be able to make a 
check up within two years. r 

They can go ahead and take the time that is necessary with 
reference to these old laws. The damage has already been 
done in those instances, but when the Government makes its 
assessments under the new law it requires no more clerical 
help; it requires no more time to make review within two 
years than it does to spread the work over four or five years. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
{Mr. Jones] has expired, and the gentleman from Texas, Mr. 
HUDSPETH, is recognized. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, this is the first time I 
have intruded myself into the discussion of this bill; but this 
amendment, I want to state to my friend from Iowa—and, by 
the way, I have voted with him nine times out of ten against 
the radical amendments that have been offered on this side 
or that—he ought to accept. I want to state to him that if 
they have not enough force in the Treasury Department to 
keep from harassing the citizens of this country they ought to 
secure larger appropriations and put a larger force at work 
upon them. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. They can not get them. 

Mr, HUDSPETH. They can get them if they have sufficient 
funds, I will state to my friend. Nineteen hundred and eighteen 
was the heyday of the cowman or the livestock producer. That 
is when he made his money. But they have gone back now. 
He is not a bookkeeper; but he is honest, as a rule. They have 
now gone back on him for six years, and they have broken 
many of them throughout the West by levying larger assess- 
ments than were levied at that time. He had no books; and 
you gentlemen who come from the West know that the aver- 
age livestock producer is not a bookkeeper and does not have 
a splendid set of books like a banker or those engaged in other 
lines of business. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I want to say that I sympathize with 
my friend in his complaint, and I think he is entirely right. 
I am trying to stop that at the department, but this will not 
stop it. 


Mr. HUDSPETH. I think the time has come when there 
ought to be a period of peace for the taxpayer, and he ought 
to have some consideration when we are passing measures of 
this kind. I am not a radical. I have stood by the bill; but 
I say to you that there is grave danger existing, and it ought 
to be stopped by an amendment of this kind, and I think a 
period of three years is ample for the Government to go back 
upon a citizen who has made a rendition, I think the amend- 
ment ought to be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones]. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. This vote is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Texas providing for two years? 

The CHAIRMAN. On the amendment to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Jones] there were 21 ayes and 61 noes. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make the point that no quorum 
is present. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I call for tellers. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. The gentleman can not demand 
tellers when the point of no quorum is presented. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the point of no 
quorum for the moment and ask for tellers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas demands 
tellers. All in favor of taking the vote by tellers will rise. 
{After counting.] Nineteen Members have risen, not a sufti- 
cient number, and tellers are refused. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I make the point that no quorum 
is present. 
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Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, has the Chair 
developed the fact that no quorum is present; has the Chair 
announced that the amendment failed? 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair has not announced it. 

r. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a recapitulation 
of the teller vote. 

Mr, SANDERS of Indiana. That is not permissible in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. < 
| The CHAIRMAN, It is evident from a count of the House, 
which the Chair has made, that there is no quorum present. 
Nr. GARRETT of Tennessee. If the Chair has counted, that 
ends it, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Has the Chairman announced the 
vote? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has not announced the vote. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. It is my impression that the 
Chair announced the vote, whereupon the gentleman from Texas 
demanded tellers and there was not a suflicient number to 
get tellers. 

The CHAIRMAN, The parliamentary situation is this: 
, While the division was being made the point of no quorum was 
made and the Chair counted and found there was no quorum, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to, 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Gramas of Illinois, Chairman of the 
i Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re- 

rted that that committee had had under consideration the 

ill H. R. 6715, the revenue bill, and had come to no resolution 
thereon. 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED, 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled 
bill of the following title, when the Speaker signed the same: 

II. R. 3198. An act to authorize the States of Alabama and 
Georgia, through their respective highway departments, to con- 
struct and maintain a bridge across the Chattahoochee River 
at or near Eufaula, Ala., connecting Barbour County, Ala. 
and Quitman County, Ga. 


AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee on Appropriations, by 
direction of that committee, reported the bill (H. R. 7220, Rept. 
No. 228) making appropriations for the Department of Agri- 
culture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, and for other 
purposes, which, with accompanying papers, was ordered printed 
and referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. BLANTON reserved all points of order. 


OTTO H. KAHN’S VIEWS ON TAX REVISION. 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, in the minority report of the reve- 
nue bill there is a quotation from testimony given by Otto 
Kahn three years ago. Mr. Kahn has written a letter in which 
he desires to give his interpretation of that testimony, and I 
ask unanimous consent that the letter may be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The letter is as follows: 

OHEKA COTTAGE, 
Paim Beaoh, Fla., February 18, 1924. 
Hon. OGDEN L. MLLS, M. C., 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

Drag CONGRESSMAN MILS: In a report in the New York Times of 
February 12, summarising the report of the minority of the Ways and 
Means Committee on the pending tax revision proposals, I find the 
following statement: 

“The minority quotes Otto II. Kahn as having testified he thought 
the maximum a man ought to pay in surtaxes ought to be one-third of 
his income and that the highest bracket would be higher than 30 to 33 
per cent. The minority quotes Professor Seligman as saying a reduc- 
tion of surtaxes to.an outside limit of 40 per cent will ultimately, in 
all probability, entail no diminution in revenue. 

“The foregoing citations,” says the minority, “could not now ‘be 
explained away by their authors, even if they should be disposed to 
attempt to do so. They are in direct contradiction of Secretary Mellon 
and his propaganda as to maximum surtax rates, and are merely offered 
to show that Secretary Mellon is not infallible * .“ 

I have no intention to explain away anything I said. The state- 
ment above quoted is a correct rendering of the views I expressed in 
December, 1920. 

But there is no inconsistency in my having expressed these views 
more than three years ago under the then prevailing circumstances, 
ar in my now supporting the Mellon plan, as I do, 
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It so happens that several weeks before this minority report came to 
my attention I prepared an article, soon to be published, on the 
Mellon tax plan, in which article I refer to my testimony of December, 
1920, as follows: 

“During the war, and for the first year or so after its conclusion, 
there was little endeavor, as proved by the income-tax returns, by 
those subject to the higher surtaxes to avoid them, eyen though tax- 
exempt securities and other legally permissible means of mitigating 
the rigor of such taxation were avallable. Capital felt under a moral 


| compulsion, in the face of extraordinary circumstances of govern- 


mental requirements, to resign itself to bearing extraordinary burdens, 

“It was only when capital came to realize that these extraordinary 
circumstances, and with them the justification for extreme surtaxes, 
no longer existed, when it came to feel that the maintenance of such 
taxes was due not to the needs of the country but to political con- 
siderations or to class prejudice or sectional animosity, and that their 
continued exaction was something not far removed from -economic 
violence—it was only then that capital took such steps as were law- 
fully open to it to escape from what it regarded as unwarrantably 
and unnecessarily burdensome taxation. This statement is clearly 
borne out by the following figures of surtaxes collected by the Govern- 
ment on incomes of $300,000 or above: 
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“In December, 1920, two years after the close of the war, testify- 
ing before the Committee on Ways and Means of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, I said that ‘a tax which did not raise surtaxes and 
normal taxes together above a highest average rate of approximately 
30 to 83 per cent would be a moderate and reasonable tax under ex- 
isting conditions, and would be willingly paid by everybody, and would 
not be evaded by investment in tax-exempt securities or by other means 
that are legitimately open.’ I added that ‘this would mean that the 
highest brackets might probably come as high as 40 per cent '—de- 
pendent, of course, upon the way ‘in which the surtax schedule was 
graded (and assuming that our taxation system did not include a 
Sales tax, the principle of which, fairly and wisely applied, I favored 
then and favor now). 

“At that time the general situation, as well as the fiscal Situation, 
of the Government was wholly different from what it is now. Men of 
means were not then jJustified—even though they believed, as I have 
always believed, that a reasonable surtax would yield at least as 
much revenue as à very high surtax—to advocate such a reduction in 
the surtax schedule as is now fully warranted both by the financial 
position of the Government and by the since undeniably proven fact 
that high surtaxes do not yield high returns to the Government. 
Furthermore, since that time various measures of ‘tax relief for the 
benefit of the masses of the people have been enacted and additional 
and very substantial relief for those of small means is provided for 
in the Mellon proposals, 

“There is nothing inconsistent in the attitude I took in 1920, as 
above stated, and in the attitude I am taking now in indorsing Sec- 
retary Mellon’s recommendation that the highest surtax rate be 25 
per cent. The situation has definitely changed. It is perfectly mani- 
fest that with surtaxes not exceeding the rate of 25 per cent and with 
materially lowered taxes all round the Government is able easily to 
meet its requirements. Under existing conditions surtax rates higher 
than those recommended by Secretary Mellon could not be looked upon 
as being required by the needs of the Government or as being the most 
effective means of producing revenue, but would be regarded as being 
dictated manifestly by considerations of politics or by a disposition to 
penalize success. 

“Moreover, when I contemplated a scale of surtaxes graduated to a 
maximum as high as, or even higher than, 33 per cent I never sug- 
gested or thought that the maximum rate would be applied to incomes 
of $94,000, as the Democratic tax measure proposes, or even to incomes 
of $200,000. I thought then, as I think now, that the progressive 
scale of surtaxes ought to be spread over wide spacing of income brack- 
ets, much wider than that represented by the difference between 
$10,000 as the lowest bracket and $94,000 as the highest bracket, or 
wider even than that between $10,000 and $200,000. In other words, the 
application of the maximum rate, whatever it be, should, in my opinion, 
be confined to what may be ranked as maximum income classes. It 
seems to me manifestly incongruous that under the theory of a progres- 
sive tax a man with an income of $94,000 should be taxed at approxi- 
mately the same rate as a man with an income of $940,000." 

May I suggest, if you think it worth while, that you give publicity to 
this letter by having it read into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD or in 
whatever other way you may deem best? 

Very faithfully yours, 


WASHINGTON, THE CITIZEN. 


Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
insert in the Recorp a speech delivered by my colleague, the 
Hon. B. G. Lowney, at the Masonic Temple last night, 


Orro H. KAHN, 


1924. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Mississippi? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, under the leave granted me 
I insert a speech delivered by my colleague, Hon. B. G. 
Lowrey, of Mississippi, at Masonic Temple, Washington, D. C., 
at a celebration of Washington's Birthday, February 22, 1924, 
which is as follows: 


You have requested me to discuss George Washington, the citizen. 
Of course there is much that might be said of the man as a military 
leader, or as a legislator in the broad sense of the word, or as the 
first President of our great Republic. In all these relations he served 
with dignity, wisdom, honor, and ability, generous in bis devotion ea 
earnest in his consecration. 

And yet what higher relation can any man have in this life than 
the simple relation of citizenship? It is here that we find the quality 
of his greatness unmodified—unadorned and not distorted by the 
glamor of dramatic issues. Here we find the most unmistakable tests 
of his personality—his loyalty, his unselfishness, and his sterling 
virtue. 

In speaking their praise of a man as a citizen we often hear his 
fellows refer to him as a Christian citizen, as a public-spirited citizen, 
as a progressive citizen, as a successful citizen, as a useful citizen. 
Every trait described by these various adjectives was preeminent in 
the citizenship of George Washington. 

He was not simply a nominal church member; he was a man who 
exemplified the Christian yirtues in a clean, manly life; a man who 
believed in religion as the only safe basis of morality and as the most 
potent factor in the maintenance of civilization, His was not driveling 
sentimentality, or fiery vehemence, or cold rigidity. His was a sane 
and constant faith in God and love for his fellow man. ‘Traditionally, 
we are cited to his praying at Valley Forge. But I submit without 
meaning to be facetious that almost any man would have prayed at 
Valley Forge. It was time to pray. Dreadful circumstances such as 
Washington faced there always cause men, great or small, to reach 
out toward God. Yet Washington’s hold on God was unshaken not 
only in misfortune, but in good fortune. That is the real test. 

After Braddock’s defeat he wrote: “By the all-powerful dispensa- 
tion of Providence, I have been protected beyond all human probability.” 
On returning his commission to Congress at the close of the Revolu- 
tion, at a time when he was receiving personal adulation such as 
seldom has been heaped on a living man, he said, I consider it an 
indispensable duty to close this last act of my official life by com- 
mending the interests of our dearest country te the protection of 
Almighty God, and those who haye the superintendence of them to His 
holy keeping.” 

And again in his Farewell Address, when be had reached the pin- 
nacle of human achievement, “Im all those dispositions which pro- 
mote political happiness, religion and morality are essential props, 
In vain does he claim the praise of patriotism who labors to under- 
mine these great pillars of buman happiness.” And again, “Can we 
in prudence suppose that national morality can be maintained in 
exclusion of religious principles?” 

In a word, the Father of His Country was a great Christian citizen, 
with profound faith in God as the only source of power and wisdom, 
and of safety for himself, his fellow man, and his country. 

A public-spirited citizen is one whose patriotism and philanthropy, 
love of conntry and love of fellow man, lead him to sacrifice freely 
for the public good. Throughout Washington’s whole career we find 
unfailing proof of the largeness of this spirit. When called by Con- 
gress to take charge of the Revolutionary Army, he said, As to pay, 
gir, I beg to assure the Congress that as no pecuniary consideration 
could have tempted me to accept this arduous employment at the 
expense of my domestic ease and happiness, I do not wish to make 
any profit from it. I will keep aceount of my exact expense. That is 
all I desire.” 

Keep exact account he doubtless did. That was his business habit 
through life. But not only did he contribute that expense, when the 
war closed he had contributed as well from his own private fortune 
$60,000 to his country's cause and had suffered immense loss in the 
depreciation of his splendid Virginia estates; which he visited oniy 
once during the eight years of the war. And this financial sacrifice 
was only the beginning of his personal sacrifice. 

His letters and utterances from the beginning of the war abound 
in appeals to his fellow citizens that they forget their own comforts 
and fortunes and give themselves and their means to the cause of 
liberty. There seem to have been both profitcers and slackers in those 
days, and many gentlemen of rank and fortune were looking after 
thelr private interests while their country bled. His greatness is the 
measure of their smallness, 

In his life as a country gentleman and farmer at Mount Vernon we 
find, not from tradition only but from abundant and reliable records, 
that Washington displayed every characteristic of a useful, pro- 
gressive, and successful private citizen, He was a champion of every 
good community movement after he became a leader of far-reaching 


reputation as well as before. He took an active interest In roads 
and schools and practical farming problems. He was concerned in 
the election of the humblest local officials. He stood for the best care 
and treatment of slaves, and finally for their emancipation; but he 
also demanded industry and systematic work and made Mount Vernon 
the best kept and most progressively managed place in Virginia. 

His business accounts show that in making his annual orders from 
his European brokers he secured the best and latest books on agricul- 
ture and kindred subjects, by which he contributed both to his own 
success and to the success of his neighbors. They seem to have looked 
to him not only to advise them how they should deal with the King of 
England but how they should plant and harvest their crops as well. 

Withal he was not the type of man who pushes himself into leader- 
ship, but the type to which men naturally turn for leadership. After 
his return from the war with the French and Indians, and his mar- 
riage, his fellows elected him to represent them in the House of Bur- 
gesses. Thayer relates that on his first entrance to take his seat 
Mr. Robinson, the speaker, welcomed him in the name of the Colony 
and praised him for his high achievements. Washington rose from his 
seat, but was so embarrassed that he was unable to speak. Whereupon 
Mr. Robinson, the speaker, welcomed him in the name of the colony 
equal to your valor, and that surpasses the power of any language I 
possess,” 

He made no reputation as a brilliant debater or orator, and yet so 
trusted did he become as a leader that later, when he entered the 
Continental Congress, Patrick Henry declared, For solid information 
and sound judgment Colonel Washington is unquestionably the greatest 
man on the floor.” 

His attitude was ever that not of a man “aiming at prominence 
and power, but a man moved by an obligation to serve a cause.” 

A man of Jarge wealth and of large power to increase that wealth, 
he spent eight years serving and suffering in desperate want with hig 
soldiers of the American cause, while his splendid estate diminished 
almost to bankruptcy. To him wealth, position, and influence were 
not ends, but means—means not to self-gratification, but to service, 
We find him constantly ylelding his own comfort and preference that 
he might use these powers to this purpose. He accepted the command 
of the American Army and retained it through eight terrific years; 
he accepted the Presidency of the young Republic, accepted a second 
term, and refused a third term, always moved by a determination to 
do what he believed to be best for his fellow men, never once asking 
after his own personal profit. 

This third-term proposition is worth noting. Washington knew that 
to accept a third term would mean, practically, to accept life tenure. 
He knew that there were men in the country who desired to sce the 
Government revert to parliamentary monarchy. He knew that his was 
almost the only name that had been mentioned in this connection. He 
had good reason to believe that there had never been a time when he 
could not have made himself king had he sought to do so. He knew 
that other men might rise to power who would be more susceptible 
to Cwesar’s ambition, Hence, as he had accepted high office motivated 
by pure patriotism, so he declined to continue in high office. 

And so I make no apology for repeating that George Washington's 
ruling passion as a citizen was fervent devotion to his country, and the 
fundamental principle of that devotion was implicit obedience to her 
laws and adherence to her Constitution. This be ever placed above 
party allegiance, personal interest, or sectional tie. In his farewell 
address he says, “ Children of a common country, that country claims 
and ought to concentrate your affections.” Again he speaks of the 
benign influence of good laws under a free government,” and condemns 
“all obstruction to the execution of laws” and “all combinations or 
associations under whateyer plausible characters to control, counteract, 
or awe the regular action of the constituted authorities. The free con- 
stitution which is the work of our hands must be sacredly maintained.” 

Was there ever spoken, or written, or lived, greater political wisdom 
or more wholesome philosophy of government? 

Far up Pennsylvania Avenue, in a little circular park bearing his 
name, stands an equestrian statue of George Washington. It has been 
there for many decades, Some months ago it was found that the metal 
was yielding to atmospheric conditions, and the statue had to be 
taken down and renewed. Metal wastes while character endures. 

“I met a traveler from an antique land 
Who said, Two vast and trunkless legs of stone 
Stand in the desert. Near them on the sand, 
Half sunk, a shattered visage lies, whose frown 
And wrinkled lip and sneer of cold command 
Teil that its sculptor well those passions read 
Which yet survive, stamped on those lifeless things, 
The hand that mecked them and the heart that fed. 
And on that pedestal these words appear: 

My name is Ozymandias, king of kings; 
Leok on my works, ye mighty, and despair!’ 
Nothing beside remains. Round the decay 
Of that colossal wreck, boundless and bare, 
The lone and level sands stretch far away.” 
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So it is ever with a man whose life object is personal aggrandizement. 

The selfish works of man, the material monuments of man, fail and 
fall. Enduring as bronze” is a proverb. Yet in this case the bronze 
of the Washington statue has failed, while his fame is only in its bud. 

Ozymandias -must have lived contemporaneously, or almost contem- 
poraneously with a certain man named Moses. This Moses, too, built. 
He built not in granite but in service. His law was the law of service 
and of love. 

Washington also had contemporaries to build on things material— 
men who called him dreamer and impractical idealist, that he should 
attempt to lead his people up out of bondage and through the wilder- 
ness. Round their monuments the lone and level sands stretch far 
away. 

But the name and fame of Washington will thrill the hearts of men 
when every statue that adorns this Capital City shall have fallen into 
dust. Though this Potomac may be dry and these fair hills may be- 
come barren desert, he shall stand, like Moses, the servant of God and 
the servant of man. Down through all the ages men shall see his 
Monument graven in the progress of the race. 


TAX BEDUCTION. 


Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend remarks in the Recorp made by me on the subject of 
tax reduction at a meeting on the evening of February 20 at 
the PFortieth Annual Banquet of the Old Town Merchants and 
Manufacturers’ Association of Baltimore. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, TILSON. Mr. Speaker, by permission of the House here- 
tofore granted, I submit for printing in the Recorp some 
remarks made by me on February 20, 1924, at the fortieth 
annual banquet of the Old Town Merchants and Manufac- 
turers’ Association, of Baltimore: 


Mr. Toastmaster and gentlemen, the change made in the order of 
speakers on your program is a wise and fortunate one for two reasons: 
The first is that it enables me to catch my train. The second, and by 
far the more important, reason relates directly to you. By the time I 
have finished my tax speech you will probably need to be resuscitated, 
and since spirituous stimulants can no longer be served—that is, pub- 
licly—it is a happy solution that as soon as I have finished you are 
to have a spiritual stimulant administered to you in the person of the 
famous baseball parson, the Rev. Thomas W. Davis. 

My first knowledge of Baltimore came to me as a small boy in my 
Tennessee mountain home when my two older brothers went away to the 
far-of city of monuments and medical schools to secure a medical edu- 
cation. A few years later I journeyed northward, and, passing through 
Baltimore, had a very fine worm's-exe view of the city from the depths 
of the Pennsylvania Railroad tunnel. I must say that the impression 
your clty makes from that viewpoint is not particularly pleasing. 

You may have lost on that account a perfectly good settler—poor, but 
honest, and quite able-bodied. At any rate, I went on to Yankeeland, 
which received me hospitably and soon made me feel quite at home. 
Years went by, as the story books say, and the people of my adopted 
State sentenced me to two years’ hard labor at Washington. The sen- 
tence has been extended from time to time, which has given me addi- 
tional opportunities to see your beautiful city from the Pennsy” tun- 
nel and the B. & O. as well, The scenery is much the same in both, 
though one can see it better in the latter. 

All the while Baltimore continued to be a quiet suburb of the 
National Capital until one cold, bleak November day the District of 
Columbia was, by act of Congress, annexed to the Sahara Desert. 
Then Baltimore came into her own. It is a great thing to be an oasis 
when numerous thirsty statesmen are wandering in the desert near by. 
Your streets soon became familiar to some who had scarcely known of 
your existence. Some went even as far as Orleans Street, which your 
honored mayor has this evening paved with good intentions. Even in 
those pre-Volsteadian days doubtless Senators could walk about your 
streets with a greater degree of safety than they now can walk along 
Pennsylvania Avenue in the Capital City of the country. 

I am glad to be here on the invitation of my friend and colleague, 
Joux PRIur Him. He has not told you, but it is a fact, that I am 
one Member of Congress who spends most of his time in Washington 
attending to the business for which I was sent there. I seldom accept 
invitations to speak outside of Washington, but I could not refuse the 
request of your distinguished Representative from the third district. 

When Colonel Hit arrived at the Capitol I soon became attracted to 
him by his good looks, fine presence, and attractive personality. It soon 
developed that his fine appearance and pleasing personality were an 
accurate index of his fine character and ability. He has made good. 


Few men in the House have more quickly earned a noteworthy place 
among their fellow Members, and no one has maintained the posi- 
tion gained for himself with greater courtesy, courage, industry, or 
capacity. 


I have come here to talk to you on the subject of tax reduction. You 
will, of course, expect me to discuss the question with candor, and there- 
fore from my own viewpoint, which is that of a Republican, Taxation 
is a dry subject at best and I shall not try by any artifice of mine to 
lift it into the realm of entertainment. Its very great importance, 
however, warrants an effort on my part, with a corresponding patience 
and endurance on your part, to give you something in the way of a 
clearer insight into the problem as it exists on Capitol Hill in Wash- 
ington to-day. 

Let me call your minds back for a moment to the fiscal situation of 
our Government 10 years ago. The income-tax amendment had been 
recently added to the Federal Constitution with the hope and general 
understanding that, although a positive necessity for a great emergency 
lia great war, it would not be used extensively except in such an 
emergency. 

The emergency came all too soon. We became involved in the great- 
est war of all history. Unheard of sums of money were called for to 
carry on the war. We began to talk billions instead of millions. Tax- 
ation and still more taxation was necessary. Pelion was piled upon 
Ossa in every conceivable form of taxation and still the mountain of 
indebtedness grew. ‘Taxes were imposed which were known to be in- 
ordinate and oppressive. Rates which were then admitted to be im- 
possible if applied to peace times were adopted; but the people bore 
them patiently, hoping and believing that the war would soon be over 
and that soon thereafter the burden might be lightened. 

After all the taxes imposed during its progress the war closed with 
our national debt increased from one billion at the beginning to nearly 
twenty-five billions at the close, The annual interest due on this sum 
was about equal to the entire national debt at the beginning of tho 
war, and substantially equal to the entire annual expense of running 
the Government, including interest on the public debt, prior to the war. 
The current expenses of administering the Government had also in- 
creased unduly by reason of the war. 

With such a situation it was clear and still is clear that for a long 
time to come the amount of money to be raised by taxation must be 
very much in excess of any sums heretofore raised in times of peace. 
Therefore, with patience and fortitude, the overburdened taxpayer 
staggered on with his load, looking forward to the day when a proper 
adjustment would lighten the load or more equitably distribute the 
burden. 

In 1921 an effort was made to remove some of the more oppressive 
and harmful taxes. The very unsound, unjust, and viclous excess- 
profits tax was lopped off and some others that had been found par- 
ticularly annoying or oppressive. It had become evident at that time 
that the surtax rates were altogether excessive, both from the stand- 
point of securing the greatest amount of revenue and the effect upon 
business. An effort was made to reduce the maximum rate from 65 
per cent to 32 per cent but it failed, and the rate was fixed at 50 
per cent, which, together with a normal tax of 8 per cent, made a 
tax on individual incomes of 58 per cent. 

It was perfectly apparent to those who studied the subject that 
such a rate would continue to drive large incomes out of the taxable 
field, and it did so, as the figures in the Treasury clearly show. 

Toward the end of the fiscal year 1923 it became apparent that 
while the sources of taxation in the higher incomes were drying up, the 
yield from incomes at the lower rates and from other sources was such 
that there would be a surplus in the revenues, so that a real tax 
reduction might be made. Experts were set to work preparing the 
statistics and other data necessary for working out a sound, con- 
structive plan of tax reduction. The so-called Mellon plan was the 
result. It was first embodied in a communication to Judge GREÐN, 
acting chairman of the Ways and Means Committee. Afterwards 
it was submitted in the form of a proposed bill embracing a com- 
plete and thorough revision of the administrative features of the 
revenue law. 

The proposed revision of the tax laws, with a systematic, well-con- 
structed, well-balanced plan for reducing the burden of war taxes, 
was put forward as a nonpartisan proposition. What could be more 
nonpartisan than taxes? It was at first hoped that it might be con- 
sidered in Congress on a nonpartisan basis. The national platforms 
of both the great parties in 1920 were sound on this subject. Listen 
to this. It rends like President Coolidge’s Lincoln Day address, but 
it is in fact from the Democratic platform of 1920: 

“We advocate tax reform and a searching revision of the war 
revenue acts to fit peace conditions, so that the wealth of the 
Nation may not be withdrawn from productive enterprise and 
diverted to wasteful or nonproductive expenditures.” 

I am compelled to admit that this Democratic plank on tax reduc- 
tion is clearer and better than the corresponding plank of my own 
party. It clearly embodies the principle on which the Mellon plan 
was constructed. It was backed up by two able Democratic Secre- 
taries of the Treasury, Glass and Houston, and by the late President 
Wilson. It would seem that the Democrats in Congress, just as sound 
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Democrats all over the country have done, would have: jumped. at the 
opportunity to: help enact into law the principles enunciated by their 
own soundest and best financial leaders. I am personally very fond 
of Joun Garner, but if I were a Democrat and called upon to follow 
in financial matters either GAnnur or former Secretary Glass, there 
would be no hesitation in choosing the latter. 

What do we find. the Democrats In Congress doing? Playing poli- 
tics every minute and, in my judgment, poor politics; for if they 
succeed in making this a party issue and array the party in opposi- 
tion to genuine tax reduction, in my judgment they are digging their 
own political graves. 

They held a caucus and bound themselves to vote for the Garner 
rates, regardless of opinions or convictions. Yesterday, by a combina- 
tion of the solid Democratic vote In the House and about 20 so-called 
insurgent Republicans, the Garner rates were written into the tax bill, 
although it was made perfectly clear by figures from the Treasury 
Department that such a change would lose revenue to the extent of 
over $600,000,000 and produce a deficit in the Treasury of about 
$300,000,000 per year, 

Just what do the high rates carried in the Garner bill mean? No 
economic principle has been more thoroughly established than that of 
the diffusion of taxes. A few days ago, in debate in the House; Mr. 
Bourton, of Ohio, quoted a writer of the time of the Merry Monarch in 
England, who. wrote concerning the land tax that 

“Tt is not only the landlord pays, but every man who eats an 
egg or an onion of the growth of the lands, or who uses the help 
of an artisan, which feedeth on the same.” 

He quoted the same author as saying that the tax “ doth ultimately 
fall. on the consumptioners.” 

The quaint language of this seventeenth-century writer expresses 
clearly. the views ‘of sound economists of every age who have studied 
the subject. We say that the tax is passed on, and it is passed on 
wherever it can be done, so that in the last analysis the ultimate con- 
sumer pays the tax. 

High surtaxes. nat only impose a heavy burden upon the nontax- 
paying consumer, by way of added cost of. produetion, but they also 
fail in their primary purpose. The first object. of any tax is to produce 
revenue for governmental expenses. High surtaxes are rapidly failing 
to produce revenue, The tax figures of the last. five years demonstrate 
this fact. beyond question One need. be no further schooled than ele- 
mentary arithmetic to know that a million dollars multiplied by 25 
will produce more revenue than a quarter of a. million dollars multi: 
plied by 50, and yet if the present Democratic plan should be writ- 
ten into law we shall continue to hamstring business and in the end 
Jose revenue, all for the sole purpese of substantiating the shadow 
claim of “ soaking the rich.” 

Some of those whe, would, at any, cost discredit the Mellon plan go so 
far as to scoff on sneer at the claim that a. reduction of the present 
impossible 50 per cent. surtax rate to 25 per cent—the maximum rate 
in the Mellon proposal—will, cause capital to flow more freely into 
productive. channels. I, believe that I can demonstrate by a. simple 
problem in arithmetic that it will do so. The chart on the wall before 
you is but a group of examples in multiplication, subtraction, and per- 
centages; but it tells the story why large incomes leave the productive 
field, where they are taxed to death, and seek refuge in the hayen of 
tax-exempt securities. 

ĮI assume that, as successful: business. men, vou will need no argument 
to prove that, other things being equal, men having capital to invest 
will invest it where it promises to be most. productive of income. In 
other words; if it Is profitable for them to do so, mem with brains and 
capital will use them to engage in active business. By their doing so 
society as a whole will he benefited, living costs will tend toward lower 
levels, and in the end, through the greater well-being of all, the aggre 
gate of governmental revenues will be increased. 

If the tax rates are so high om the. fruits of productive enterprise that 
it is more profitable to invest in tax-exempt securities, men will do so, 
retire from active business, and clip coupons for a living: While thus 
employed they have no business worries: and contribute not a brownie " 
toward the expenses of Government. Examine my chart and decide 
under which of the four plans a man of large income having capital to 
invest will engage in active business and under which he will be driven 
to seek Income, as well as safety, in tax-exempt securities. The chart 
follows: 


PRESENT LAW—NORMAL TAX S PER CENT-+SURTAX 59 PER CENT=68 PER CENT. 
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In making un the tables on my chart I have assumed that the tax- 
payer has reached the top bracket of the surtax under all of the plans; 
but for the purposes of the chart it makes no difference at what figure 
the top bracket is reached. Having reached the top bracket, so- that 
any additional income will be taxed at the highest rate; I assume that 
the taxpayer has $100,000 and is trying to decide how to invest it so 
as to net him the highest return. If be knows what rate of income his 
investment in business will pay, my tables will tell him what his net 
return om his: investment will be after paying his income taxes under 
3 law, the Frear plan, the Garner plan, and the Mellon 
P. 

If you will compare the first line of the four tables you will note 
that under the present law at.6 per cent the supposed investment nets 
a return of 2.52 per cent, under the Frear plan 2.76 per cent, under the 
Garner plan 8 per cent, while under the Mellon plan the net return 
is 4.14 per cent. It is sald that good tax-exempt bonds cam be bought 
to yield. anywhere from 4 to 5% per cent: Not being fortunate enough 
to own, any taxxexempts I can not verify tlis from personal knowl- 
edge. It is thus clear that unless the investment pays more than 6 per 
cent it will not go into business under any. of the plans 

Next take an 8 per cent investment. Under the present law it nets 
8.36, per cent, under the Frear plan 3.08 per cent; under the Garner 
plan 4 per cent, while under the Mellon rates it nets: 5.82 per cent, or 
a fraction better than the tax-exempts. Still we should not expect 
many very prudent investors to rush into business at this rate: 

Then let us suppose that an opportunity for a 10 per cent invest- 

ment appears. We now approach the speculative realm, where even the 
principal may be lost; but assuming that the investment pays 10 per 
cent, the net return will be as follows: Present lawy 4.20 per cent; 
| Frear plan, 4.60 per cent; Garner plan, 5 per cent; Mellon pian, 6.90 
per cent. Large and careful investors will not need to be instructed 
as to the meaning of these figures. Those of the present law tell the 
tragic story of capable men still in the prime of life retiring. with their 
capital from active business to become idlers, rich. tramps, rendering 
no service worth while, not even contributing to the support of the 
Government that protects them, and all because our tax laws are such 
that it pays them better to invest in tax-exempt securities and be idle 
than to invest in productive enterprise and use their abilities for the 
betterment of mankind. Neither the Garner plan nor the Frear plan 
offers any: substantial relief: from present conditions. The Mellon pro- 
posal at least opens the door of hope and gives to active and venture- 
some spirits, upon whose activities so much of progress depends, the 
promise of fair consideration in case they work instead’ of play. 

It is quite generally believed that if Democrats: in Congress were 
free to vote their convictions the Mellon plan would be adopted 
substantially in toto; but they are bound by party caucus. On the 
other hand, there is a small group elected on the Republican ticket 
who, would, in order to make the futile gesture of “ soaking the rich,“ 
go even beyond the Democrats, and these; combined with the solid 
Democratic vote, give the combination a clear majority of Congress. 
What: kind of a tax law will come out: of: the struggle no one can 
now foretell. The country can only hope for the best. It is fortu- 
nate that in the White House is a man who toia remarkable degree 
commands the confidence of the people and they rely upom him: to 
prevent the worst, 

For a long time the burden of war taxes has been patiently borne: 
At last, through the most successful and brilhant fiseai: administra- 
tiom, since Hamilton's time, we bave arrived ut a place where the 
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burden may be lightened. A well worked out, scientifically constructed 
plan of rellef to all has been proposed, one which is so admirably 
adjusted that it effects the greatest economic benefit to the whole 
country with the least loss to the Treasury, It ought to be enacted 
into law. Will the people of this country stand complacently by and 
see partisan and factional politics defeat this proposal, thus depriving 
them of this boon? If I correctly interpret their attitude in this 
matter, they will not. They have learned that they may with com- 
plete confidence rely upon the financial sagacity and ability of the 
modest little wizard who now presides over the Treasury; and I 
believe that they are golng to stand back of him and see that his 
plan is put across, even if party lines must be crossed in order to 
do se. 


COUNSEL FOR PROSECUTION OF SUITS TO CANCEL LEASES. 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to take from the Speaker’s table House Joint Resolution 160, 
to provide an appropriation for the prosecution of suits to 
cancel certain leases, and for other purposes. 

This is a resolution passed, I think, unanimously, except for 
one vote. I ask to agree to the Senate amendments. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. What are the Senate amendments? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. One strikes out the whereas and the 
other provides that the appointment shall be with the advice 
and consent of the Senate. . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I shall not object, but I want 
to ask the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Lonaworts] if he is 
propapsd to say that the one vote was not, after all, the correct 
vote 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Oh, I prefer to spare the gentleman’s 
feelings. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate amend- 
ments. 

The Clerk severally reported the Senate amendments and 
they were severally agreed to. 


BOARD OF MANAGERS, NATIONAL HOME FOR DISABLED VOLUNTEER 


SOLDIERS, 


Mr. SHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to take from the Speaker's table the Senate Joint Resolution 
83, for the appointment of one member of the Board of Man- 
agers of the National Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers, 
and agree to the same, and that a similar House joint resolu- 
tion do lie upon the table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consept for the present consideration of Senate Joint Resolution 
83, a similar House resolution having been reported favorably 
by the Committee on Military Affairs. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate joint reso- 
lution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


. Senate Joint Resolution 83. 


Resolved, etc., That John J. Steadman, of California, be, and he is 
hereby, appointed a member of the Board of Managers of the National 
Home for Disabled Volunteer Soldiers of the United States, to fill the 
unexpired term of Henry H. Markham, deceased. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the 
joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed. 

A similar House joint resolution was laid on the table. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr. 
Srrone of Pennsylvania, for one week, on account of the death 
of his sister. 

HOUR OF MEETING TO-MORROW. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the House adjourns to-day it adjourn to meet at 11 
o'clock to-morrow morning. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Reserving the right to object, 
is there an agreement between the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Garner] and the gentleman from Iowa about this? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. There is not. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I did not suppose that the gentleman 
from Texas would object to it. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Oh, the gentleman from Iowa must 
know that I would object to it, because I told him, as I recall, 


that we are working from six to eight hours a day on this 
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bill and he is rushing it now when he could have had it in 
here a week or 10 days ago. I have tried to facilitate the pas- 
sage of this bill, and I am willing to do all I can toward that 
event. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman has not facilitated it 
very much to-day. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Reserving the right to object, the 
gentleman knows that we were trying to have a conference 
this morning of members of the Ways and Means Committee 
to get together on some amendments, and we did not have 
even 30 minutes in which to confer on important amendments, 
and yet the gentleman wants us to meet at 11 o'clock In the 
morning. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I hope the gentleman will not object 
to this. I have just made an arrangement to suit his conveni- 
ence. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Oh, my convenience is that of the 
convenience of the House, and whatever the House wants to 
do concerning this bill. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I hope the gentleman will not object. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


TAX LEGISLATION. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, under leave to extend 
my remarks I insert herewith the following letter: 


AN OPEN LETTER TO DR. T. S. ADAMS. 
Dr. T. S. Abaus, New Haven, Conn. 


My Dear Docron ADAMS: The approach to completion of the revenue 
bill by the Ways and Means Committee has given me the first oppor- 
tunity to carefully read the open letter which you addressed to me under 
date of January. 26. 

If I agreed to the premises which you lay down in your letter I 
might come to the same conclusions, but I do not; and I do not know 
of anyone who has had a better opportunity to inform himself thereon 
than I have. My duties and inclinations have for many years made 
me a student of tax problems. As a member of the Ways and Means 
Committee I think I can safely say that for the last four or five years 
no one has taken a more active part in framing national tax legisla- 
tion than I have. I am quite sure that I have had a better oppor- 
tunity to understand the inner workings of that committee, and also of 
the Finance Committee of the Senate, than anyone outside of Congress 
could possibly have. 

That there are certain “ holes,“ as you call them, in our revenue 
law I am quite ready to admit, There are in all revenue laws, as you 
are well aware. I will go further and say that there are more than 
there ought to be, and certainly more than are necessary. But, con- 
trary to the views expressed in your letter, the reasons why these 
holes“ exist is because in the past there has been little effort to close 
them, but, instead, much has been done to open them wider. For the 
first time, in the present bill, something substantial has been done to 
close the gaps that were open for evasion, although the bill in my 
Judgment does not go as far as it ought to go in this respect, and cer- 
tainly not as far as it might go without subjecting it to criticisms of 
the kind that you mention in your letter. 

When the 1916 law was passed the whole subject was new, and 
evasions that might be practiced were not then invented. When the 
1918 act was passed the door was opened to evasion by the reorgant- 
zation provisions and other changes quite proper in their general pur- 
pose but unfortunate in their wording. Other provisions equally proper 
in purpose but equally unfortunate in wording followed in the 1921 
act. Without some experience it was difficult to foresee how these pro- 
visions would operate. 

The reason why little has been done since 1921 to close the gaps 
in that act can not be fully made to appear without personal references, 
which I do not wish to make any more definite in this letter than to 
say that they would have no application to yourself. 

You say that Congress will not close the gaps because the remedies - 
are “probably unconstitutional” or “novel and bizarre,“ ete. Will 
you say this of the methods that we haye taken in the pending bill? 
I think not. Nor can this be said of other steps In the same direc- 
tion which we might very well take. As an example I might say that 
one of the most common instances of what is most often referred to 
as evasion of taxes is by division of estates among the members of a 
family, thereby reducing the high surtaxes. It would be perfectly easy 
to check this practice by a tax on transfer of gifts, as to the con- 
stitutionality of which there could be no question. That this would 
entirely correct the situation I do not claim, but if we would accept 
no income tax but one that can not be evaded in some ways everyone 
knows that we would have none. Every student of the subject knows 
that the same could be said of nearly every other tax, and that on the 
whole the income tax, which is based on the ability to pay, works far 
more fairly than any other. 

The statement which you make is an astonishing one to me. It 
amounts to this: That the extremely wealthy now defy the Govern- 
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ment and intend to continue to defeat it out of its just share of thelr 
taxes; therefore we should cut their tax in two. It is unnecessary to 
say that the political party which proclaims such a doctrine would 
seal its doom with the announcement, You say that they will not 
pay and we can not make them, But Canada makes them pay a much 
higher tax than we have now, and England makes them pay a higher 
tax than any which is now proposed for the new bill, so far as I 
know—certainly very much higher than any I would advocate. If 
other nations can do this, what reason can we give for not doing it? 
There is no answer except to point to tax-exempt securities, which I 
shall discuss later on. You say, in effect, that they will not pay 35 
per cent, which I have advocated. I say that the man with immense 
wealth, who will evade taxes at 35 per cent, will do so at 25 per cent. 
In neither case has he any need for the money which he keeps from 
the Government. 

I agree with you in your criticisms of legislators who champion the 
extremely high surtaxes and at the same time favor tax-free bonds, 
but here again I make the assertion that a reduction from 35 per 
cent to 25 per cent as the maximum surtax will have little effect on 
the investments of the extremely wealthy in tax-free securities, and 
it will still be largely to their advantage to invest in them. It would 
require a still lower rate to make them unattractive to the multi- 

_millionaires. Also, no matter how low the maximum surtax is, there 
will still be the same amount of tax-exempt securities in circulation 
and the same amount withdrawn from active business for investment 
therein, and about the same amount in taxes lost to the Government. 
The fact is that while the Government has lost much by the tax- 
exempt securities, it has not lost so much in the extreme upper 
brackets of the income tax from this cause as it has from the division 
of estates which, unless checked, will continue just as much at 25 
per cent as at 35 per cent or 40 per cent. 

You say Congress will not take the action which it ought. II. this 
is so, so much the worse for Congress, but I shall decline to take the 
responsibility for such a course. When Congress once has the oppor- 
tunity to make needful corrections in and through a general revenue 
bill I have faith that Congress will act. If not, we must admit that 
the control of wealth over our Government is supreme, and I deny the 
assertion no matter how much demagogues and agitators may re- 
peat it. 

You speak of the complexities of the law. Surely you are aware 
that these exist for the most part by reason of the efforts of Congress 
to adjust and equalize its application. Thus allowances, deductions, 
and exceptions are granted that no other government gives, but the 
complications were inevitably increased, and in some cases opportunity 
for evasion have unnecessarily been created. 

It is true as you state that there is much complaint against the 
income tax, especially among those who possess great wealth, and this 
spirit of late is being diligently fostered with a view to shifting its 
burdens to shoulders least able to bear it. It is lamentable that in 
this country, where men of great wealth are taxed less than In any 
other comparable country in the world; where they have not only been 
permitted but encouraged to accumulate fortunes which would seem to 
be beyond the wildest dreams of avarice; where allowances and deduc- 
tions are given them which are granted nowhere else; where they owe 
so much to the work and thrift of the tolling masses and to a Govern- 
ment without which these fortunes never could have been created; 
and so much to the loyalty of the common people to that Government ; 
that notwithstanding all this in so large a number of instances we 
find that the patriotic spirit which exists with reference to the pay- 
ment of taxes in Canada and England is lacking. Is it not possible 
that the scorn and contempt that you assert exists against the law is, 
among the people at large, pointed in a very different direction? 

Very truly yours, 
W. R. GREEN. 
ADJOURNMENT. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 
41 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Satur- 
day, February 23, 1924, at 12 o’clock noon. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. SNELL: Committee on Rules. H. Res. 186. A resolution 
directing the Speaker of the House of Representatives to ap- 
point a select committee to inquire into the operations, policies, 
and affairs of the United States Shipping Board and the United 
States Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 221). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SNYDER: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 6355. 
A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Interior to issue cer- 
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tificates of citizenship to Indians; with an amendment (Rept. 
No, 222). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. ANDERSON: Committee on Appropriations. H. R. 
7220. A bill making appropriations for the Department of 
Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1925, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 223). Re- 
2 a the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCHD. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Military 
Affairs was discharged from the consideration of the bill 
(H. R. 7207) granting an honorable discharge to John Sanders, 
and the same was referred to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions, 


PUBLIO BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. HUDSPETH: A bill (H. R. 7214) authorizing the 
acquisition of a site and the erection thereon of a Federal 
immigration building at the city of El Paso, county of El Paso, 
State of Texas, and for housing and furnishing of offices to 
Federal employees and the various departments connected 
with and attached to the Immigration Service, and appropri- 
ating money therefor; to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

By Mr. LILLY: A bill (H. R. 7215) to amend the revenue 
act of 1921, relating to tax on passenger automobiles for hire; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SABATH: A bill (H R. 7216) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act relative to the naturalization and citizenship of 
married women,” approved September 22, 1922; to the Commit- 
tee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. RATHBONE: A bill (H. R. 7217) for the purchase 
of the Oldroyd collection of Lincoln relics and the erection of 
a monument or tablet to mark the spot where Lincoln died; 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 

By Mr. STALKER: A bill (EL R. 7218) to authorize a reduc- 
tion of postage on books in circulation to or from certain pub- 
lic libraries; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

By Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina: A bill (H. R. 7219) to 
extend the time for the construction of a bridge over the 
Savannah River at or near Augusta, Ga.; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. ANDERSON: A bill (H. R. 7220) making appropria- 
tions for the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1925, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

By Mr. TINKHAM: A bill (H. R. 7221) to amend an act 
entitled “An act in reference to the expatriation of citizens 
and their protection abroad,” approved March 2, 1907; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. CLEARY: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 198) author- 
izing the President of the United States to pay just and mer- 
itorious claims for loss of and/or damage to freight in trans- 
portation arising during Federal control and declaring the 
intent of section 206a of transportation act, 1920, in relation 
to the provision thereof authorizing actions at law against an 
agent appointed by the President; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MOORE of Virginia: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 199) 
relative to the celebration of the bicentennial of the birthday 
of George Washington; to the Committee on Industrial Arts and 
Expositions. 

By Mr. LAGUARDIA: Resolution (H. Res. 189) providing for 
the appointment of a select committee of seven Members of the 
House for the Sixty-eighth Congress to investigate interpreta- 
tion and practice of the bankruptcy laws of the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRAND of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 7222) for the relief 
of S. C. Davis; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7223) for the relief of Maud H. Wright; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7224) for the relief of J. H. B. Wilder; 
to the Committee on Claims. 
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By Mr. FITZGERALD: A bill (H. R. 7225) granting a pen- 
sion to Issola T. Shipley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FLEETWOOD: A bill (H. R. 7226) granting a pen- 
sion to Agnes Touchette; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KELLY: A bill (H. R. 7227) granting a pension to 
Rachel Tweedie; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SPEAKS: A bill (H. R. 7228) for the relief of George 
W. Allison; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 7229) granting a pension to 
Joseph H. McKenna; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. THOMPSON: A bill (H. R. 7230) granting an in- 
erease of pension to Rachel Smith; to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. TUCKER: A bin (H. R. 7231) for the relief of Paul 
E. Haden; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WEAVER: A bill (H. R. 7232) authorizing the 
President to appoint Edward S. West to the position and rank 
of captain in the United States Army and immediately to retire 
him with the rank and pay held by him at the time of his 
discharge; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7233) granting an increase of pension to 
Zebulon A. Shipman; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 7284) granting 
an increase of pension to Laura ©. Rexroat; to the Committee 


où Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Olerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

1285. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of the Uni- 
versity Cabinet of the National University, approving resolution 
of Congressman Cooper of Wisconsin to recognize the inde- 
pendence of the Philippine Islands; to the Committee on In- 
Bular Affairs, 

1286. Also (by request), petition of citizens of Carrington, 
N. Dak., urging Congress to increase the duty on wheat from 
80 cents per bushel to 60 cents per bushel; also to repeal the 
drawback provision and the milling-in-bond privilege of the 
Fordney-McOumber Tariff Act of 1922; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 


1287. By Mr. ALDRICH: Petition of Societa di Maria Santis- 7 


sima della Carita, of Providence, R. I., protesting against the 
passage of the Johnson Immigration bill; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

1288. By Mr. BIXLER: Petition of Sons of Italy Lodge, 
Giordano Bruno, No. 875, opposing the Johnson immigration 
bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1289. By Mr. ALDRICH: Petition of Eagle Council No. 8, 
Junior Order United American Mechanics, of Providence, R. T., 
indorSing the Johnson immigration bill and urging its passage; 
to the Committee on Immigraiton and Naturalization. 

1290. By Mr. CROWTHER : Petition of 46 residents of Sche- 
nectady, N. Y., indorsing the Mellon plan of tax revision; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

1291. Also, petition of nine residents of Schenectady, N. Y., 
indorsing the Mellon plan of tax revision; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

1292. Also, petition of certain residents of Amsterdam, N. Y., 
at an open meeting of the men's class of the Second Presbyterian 
Church of Amsterdam, N. Y., held February 13, 1924, indorsing 
the Mellon plan of tax revision; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

1293. By Mr. FENN: Petition of the Civitan Club of Hart- 
ford, Conn., with reference to the military-naval policy of the 
United States: to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

1294. Also, petition of the Italian Society of Windsor Locks, 
Conn., protesting against the passage of the so-called Johnson 
immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. 

1295. Also, petition of the protective committee of the stock- 
holders of the State of Connecticut, held at New Britain, Conn., 
in favor of House bill 5649, a bill for the relief of the Polish- 
American Navigation Corporation; to the Committee on Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

1296. By Mr. GALLIYAN: Petition of L. Candee, treasurer 
New England Investment & Security Ca., Springfield, Mass., 
recommending early and favorable action on the Kelly bill to 
increase salaries of postal employees; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

1297. Also, petition of Associated X. M. and H. W. H. A. of 
New England, Boston, Mass., protesting against Johnson immi- 
gration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. 
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1298. Also, petition of Cadillac Automobile Co., of Boston 
Mass., recommending removal of tax from automobile parts! 
and accessories; to the Committee on Ways and Means, j 

1299. By Mr. KING: Petition ef February 12, 1924, by the 
Chamber of Commerce, of Geneseo, IN., in favor of the 0 
rar compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and 

eans. 


Commercial Club, urging that no congressional legislation ba! 
passed at this time, since it is believed to do so would be detri- 
mental to the public interest and retard the development and 
prosperity of the country generally and of Montana in par- 
ticular; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

1301. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Petition of 
members of the Societa di Maria Santissima della Carita, o 
Providence, R. I., opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1302. By Mr. SABATH: Petition of executive committee of 
the Chicago Association of Commerce, favoring the enactment: 
of legislation as will create an independent board of tex! 
appeals; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1303. By Mr. VARE: Memorial of Philadelphia Board of 
Trade, opposing the passage of legislation creating a depart 
ment of education; to the Committee on Education. 


SENATE. 
Sarurpay, February 93, 1924. 
(Legislative day of Friday, February 22, 1924.) ; 
The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 


the recess. Į 
ASe Sinsen Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a, 


ide PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
10 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the follows 
ing Senators answered to their names: 


Adams Edge Jones, Wash, Ralston 

s EI as Kane ponnn 

Keyes r 

Borah Ferris La Follette Bh 125 
Brandegee Fess Lenroot Shortridge 
Brookhart Fletcher Lod mmons 
Bruce Frazier Smith 
Bursum George McLean Smoot 
Cameron Gerry Mea Swanson 
Capper ‘Glass Mayfield Trammell 
Colt ing oses alsh, 
Conzens Harris eely Walsh, Mont. 
Cummins Harrison Rotak Warren 
Curtis Hefin Watson 
Dale Howell Oddie Weller 
Dial Johnson, Minn, Overman Willis 
DM Jones, N. Mex. Phipps 


Mr. HARRISON. I wish to announce that the junior Senax 
tor from Utah [Mr. Kine] is necessarily absent on public 
business. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The senior Senator from Louisiana [Mr 
Ranspet], the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR], the 
junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Broussard], the junior, 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway], and the Senator from! 
ish ot [Mr Sterpens] are absent on business of the’ 

nate, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sixty-seven Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. 


MEMORIAL ADDRESSES ON THE LATE SENATORS NELSON AND 
NICHOLSON. 


Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, after consultation with the 
senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. SRHipsrzap] we have de- 
cided to ask that a day be set apart on which we may address 
ourselves to the memory of the late Senators NELSON and 
NICHOLSON, who passed away during last year. We request 
unanimous consent that the day of Sunday, March 9, be Set 
aside to hold memorial services for those two Senators, and 
that on that day the Senate convene at the hour of 12 o'clock 
meridian for that purpose. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from Colorado? The Chair hears none, 
and the day suggested by the Senator from Colorado is set 
apart for that purpose. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Chaf- 
fee, one of its clerks, announced that the House had passed 
without amendment joint resolutions of the following titles: 
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S. J. Res. 83. Joint resolution for the appointment of one 
member of the Board of Managers of the National Home for 
Disabled Volunteer Soldiers; and 

S. J. Res. 84. Joint resolution making appropriation for con- 
tingent expenses of the United States Senate, fiscal year 1924. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 160) to provide an appropriation for the prosecution of 
Suits to cancel certain leases, and for other purposes. 

' ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. ; 

The message further announced that the Speaker of the 
House had signed the enrolled bill (H. R.8198) to authorize 
the States of Alabama and Georgia, through their respective 
highway departments, to construct and maintain a bridge 
across the Chattahoochee River at or near Eufaula, Ala., con- 
necting Barbour County, Ala., and Quitman County, Ga., and 
it was subsequently signed by the President pro tempore. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


Mr. JONES of Washington presented a petition of sundry 
citizens, being employees of the lighting department, of the 
city of Seattle, Wash., praying for the passage of legislation 
granting increased compensation to postal employees, which 
was referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

Mr. WARREN presented a resolution adopted by the Kiwanis 
Club of Cheyenne, Wyo., favoring the passage of legislation 
reducing income taxes, applicable to incomes received in 1923, 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a telegram in the nature of a petition 
from the Kiwanis Club of Casper, Wyo., praying for the pas- 
sage of legislation to reduce income taxes, applicable to in- 
comes received in 1923, which was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

Mr. CAPPER presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Bonner Springs, Kans., remonstrating against the adoption of 
the so-called Mellon tax-reduction plan, and favoring the pas- 
sage of legislation granting adjusted compensation to veterans 
of the World War, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. ° 

He also presented a resolution of the Rotary Club of Kansas 
City, Kans., favoring the passage of legislation granting in- 
creased salaries to postal employees, which was referred to the 
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented a petition of sundry rural letter carriers 
of Cloud County, Kans., praying for the passage of legislation 
granting an equipment allowance of 6 cents per mile per day 
to rural letter carriers, which was referred to the Committee 
on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented a petition of the Elisworth Chamber of 
Commerce, of Ellsworth, Kans., praying for the passage of 
legislation providing a 1-cent drop-letter postage rate for cities 
and rural routes, which was referred to the Committee on 
Post Offices and Post Roads. 

Mr. CURTIS presented resolutions adopted by Glen S. T. 
Vandeever Post, No. 33, the American Legion, of La Crosse, 
Kans., favoring the passage of legislation granting adjusted 
compensation to veterans of the World War, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of members of the Formoso 
Epworth League, of Formoso, Kans., praying an amendment 
to the Constitution regulating child labor, which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens, being wheat 
growers, of Freeport, Kans., praying for the passage of the 
so-called Newton relief bill, providing aid to agriculture, which 
was referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Wichita Real 
Estate Board, of Wichita, Kans., fayoring the making of cer- 
tain changes in the tax law relative to real estate, which were 
referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Kansas City 
Association of Credit Men, at Kansas City, Mo., favoring a 
reduction of Federal taxes and the adoption of the so-called 
Mellon plan of tax reduction, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Bonner 
Springs, Kans., remonstrating against the adoption of the so- 
called Mellon tax-reduction plan, and favoring the passage of 
legislation granting adjusted compensation to veterans of the 
World War, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the Chamber of 
Commerce of Hiawatha, Kans., favoring the passage of legis- 
lation granting adjusted compensation to veterans of the 
World War, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 


Mr. WILLIS presented a resolution adopted by the board of 
directors of the General Federation of Women’s Clubs at their 
midwinter meeting in Washington, D. C., favoring the partici- 
pation of the United States in the forthcoming International 
Opium Conference, which was referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 1 

He also presented the petition of William R. Mills and 20 
other citizens of Orrville, Ohio, praying for the passage of the 
so-called Brookhart-Hull bill, requiring that all strictly mili- 
tary supplies be manufactured in Government-owned navy yards 
and arsenals, etc, which was referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

He also presented resolutions adopted by the Alliance Real 
Estate Board, of Alliance, Ohio, favoring the restoration of the 
Army to the minimum skeleton strength recommended by the 
Secretary of War, in pursuance of the provisions of the national 
defense act of 1920, which were referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

He also presented a petition of the Civitan Club of Dayton, 
Ohio, praying that adequate appropriations be made to carry 
out the provisions of the national defense act relative to the 
AN, which was referred to the Committee on Military 

‘airs, 

He also presented the petition of the Grove City (Ohio) 
Parent-Teacher Association, praying an amendment to the Con- 
stitution regulating child labor, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a resolution adopted at a meeting of mem- 
bers of the Kentucky-Southern Ohio district of the Refractories 
Manufacturers’ Association, at Ironton, Ohio, favoring the 
adoption of the so-called: Mellon tax-reduction plan and opposing 
the payment of a bonus to veterans of the World War, which 
was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented the petition of Hessie W. Leybourn and 
129 other citizens of Toledo, Ohio, praying for the participa- 
tion of the United States in the Permanent Court of Interna- 
tional Justice, which was referred to the Committee on For- 
eign Relations. 

He also presented the petition of L. B. Day and 81 other 
citizens of Dexter City and vicinity, in the State of Ohio, pray- 
ing for the passage of legislation granting adjusted compensa- 
tion to veterans of the World War, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

He also presented the petition of C. F. Simpson and sundry 
other citizens of Forest, Ohio, praying for the repeal of the 
so-called war excise taxes, especially taxes on motor vehicles 
and accessories, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented the petition of the City Council of Cleve- 
land, Ohio, praying for the passage of legislation granting 
increased compensation to postal employees, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads, 

He also presented a resolution adopted at a mass meeting 
of citizens held under the auspices of the Cuyahoga County 
Council of the American Legion, at Cleveland, Ohio, favoring 
the passage of legislation granting adjusted compensation to 
veterans of the World War, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota presented a petition of sundry 
citizens of Minnesota, praying for the repeal or reduction of 
the so-called nuisance and war taxes, especially the tax on 
industrial alcohol, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

He also presented the petition of J. C. Hanson and sundry 
other citizens of Marmon and Alamo, in the State of North 
Dakota, praying for an increased tariff duty on wheat, the 
repeal of the drawback provision and the milling-in-bond privi- 
lege of the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act, and the passage of 
legislation establishing a Government export agency for wheat, 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented the petition of G. A. Rabe and sundry 
other citizens of Lake City, Minn., praying for the passage of 
the so-called Norris-Sinclair bill, to establish a Government ex- 
port corporation, which was referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens, being mem- 
bers of the Farmer-Labor clubs in the sixth district of Minne- 
sota, of Brainerd, Minn., praying for the passage of the so- 
called Norris-Sinclair bill, to establish a Government export 
corporation, which was referred to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry. 

He also presented the petition of V. S. Mohan and sundry 
other citizens of Minneapolis, Minn., praying for the passage of 
the so-called Brovkhart-Hull bill, requiring that all strictly 
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military supplies be manufactured in Government-owned navy 
yards and arsenals, which was referred to the Committee on 
Military Affairs, 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. NORRIS, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to which 
was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 22) an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States fixing the 
commencement of the terms of President and Vice President 
and Members of Congress, and fixing the time of the assem- 
bling of Congress, reported it with amendments and submitted 
a report (No. 170) thereon. 

Mr. BALL, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 1641) to declare Lincoln’s 
birthday a legal holiday, reported it without amendment and 
submitted a report (No. 171) thereon. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. MeNART: 

A bill (S. 2591) providing for the deportation of aliens con- 
yicted of unlawful possession of or traffic in drugs or narcotics; 
to the Committee on Immigration. 

By Mr. BALL: 

A bill (S. 2592) to prohibit the collection of a surcharge for 
the transportation of persons or baggage in connection with the 
payment for parlor or sleeping car accommodations; to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce, / 

A bill (S. 2593) for the extension of Rittenhouse Street, in 
the Distriet of Colambia; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. . 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Minnesota: 

A bill (S. 2594) previding pareles for Federal prisoners in 
eertain cases; and 

A bill (S. 2595) to amend section 21 of chapter 1 ef the 
Judicial Code, relating to affidavits of personal bias or preju- 
dice of. judges; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WARREN: 

A bill (S. 2596) granting a pension to Edmo Le Claire (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McKINLEY: 

A bill (S. 2597) to authorize the construction of a bridge 
across the Fox River in St. Charles Township, Kane County, 
UL; to the Committee on 

By Mr. HARRISON (for Mr. Kine): 

A bill (S. 2598) to appoint the days for the annual sessions 
of Congress; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DILL: 

A bill (S. 2599) for the relief of contractors, subcontractors, 
and material men who have suffered loss by reason of Gov- 
ernment orders; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

A bill (S. 2600) to amend section 1 of an act entitled “An 
act to amend and consolidate the acts respecting copyright,” 
approved Mareh 4, 1909; to the Committee on Patents. 


OPERATIONS OF UNITED STATES SHIPPING BOARD. 


Mr. HARRISON. At the instance of the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. Krxc] I offer a resolution inquiring into certain opera- 
tions of the Shipping Board, and I ask that it may lie on the 
table. 

The resolution (S. Res. 170) was ordered to lie on the table, 
as follows: 


Resolved, That the United States Shipping Board is directed to inform 
the Senate whether the board, through the Emergency Fleet Corpora- 
tion or otherwise, is a member of or is represented in the North 
Atlantic and United Kingdom Conference, East Bound, having an office 
at No. 8 Bridge Street, New York City; whether said board has par- 
ticipated through said conference in raising the rates on ocean freight 
from American ports or in restricting or attempting to restrict ports 
of sailing of Shipping Board vessels for the purpose of diverting trade 
from American ports to Canadian ports or otherwise; whether said 
conference is maintaining charges for the transportation of ocean 
freight, particularly on American agricultural products, at higher 
charges than would be paid en open competitive rates; whether the 
board regards the arbitrary fixing of rates by said conference as a 
violation of the antitrust laws of the United States; whether the 
beard has prevented or attempted to prevent operators ef vessels 
owned by the board from withdrawing from said conference; whether 
the board has knowledge that the British Board of Trade discriminates 
by rebates or deferred rebates to British shipping through sald North 
Atlantic and United Kingdom Conference, East Bound; and whether 
the board has knowledge of discrimination against American shipping 
by withholding insurance from American shipping or by granting 
preferential rates to British shipping by British insurance companies; 
and that said board is further directed to transmit to the Senate all 


documents, correspondence, and records in its possession relating to 
the premises, including the minutes of meetings of said North Atlantie 
and United Kingdom Conference, Kast Bound, in which said board or 
its representatives haye participated. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on February 21, 
1924, the President had approved and signed the joint reso- 
lution (S. J. Res. 71) directing the Secretary of the Interior 
to institute proceedings touching sections 16 and 86, township 
30 south, range 23 east, Mount Diablo meridian. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


Mr. SMOOT. I ask that the unfinished business be laid be- 
fore the Senate. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1925, and for other purposes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I submit the following notice on behalf 
of the Senator from Utah IMr. KING]. » 


NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND RULE XVI, 


Pursuant to the provisions of Rule XL of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate, I hereby give notice that I shall move to suspend paragraphs 
1 and 8 of Rule XVI for the purpose of permitting consideration by 
the Senate of the following amendment intended to be proposed by 
me to the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations for the Department 
of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1925, and for other 
purposes, viz: On page 71 strike out lines 10 to 12 inclusive, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“Strawberry Valley project, Utah: For operation and maintenance 
and incidental operations, $40,000; for continuation of constructien, 
$1,400,000 ; in all, $1,440,000.” 


5 N PRESIDENT pro tempore. The notice will lie on the 


ATTORNEY GENERAL DAUGHERTY. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, for some months the Attor- 
ney General and the Department of Justice have been the sub- 
jects of criticism in the press of the country, by various organi- 
zations, and by utterances in the Congress of the United 
States. On the 21st instant the Attorney General issued an 
open letter, addressed to the senior Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Perrer], in which he asserted that the charges made 
against him in this body are unfounded, prompted by malice, 
and that they should be fairly and impartially investigated. 
He declared that notwithstanding the fact he had been urged 
to resign from the Cabinet by the leaders of his party in the 
Senate, he had no intention of doing so, and that if he were 
removed from office by the President pending the investigation 
he would carry the issue te the country and in public addresses 
denounce the action of the administration and of the leaders 
of his party in the Senate as persecution. 

One can not fail to admire the courage which the Attorney 
General displays in the position he has taken. Fair-minded 
citizens everywhere will accord him the right of an investiga- 
tion before a fair and just tribunal. This does not mean, 
however, that in defiance of the opinion of the President and 
of other leaders of his party he has the right to insist on re- 
maining in the Cabinet while the investigation is in progress, 

Every Senator I think will agree with me when I say that the 
Cabinet constitute the official and intimate advisers of the 
Chief Executive. His right to choose his advisers is limited 
only by the constitutional provision which vests in the Senate 
the right of confirmation. When a Member of the Cabinet loses 
his confidence and loses the confidence of the public to such 
an extent that the functions and duties which the laws ordi- 
narily impose upon that officer and upon the department of 
which he is the head are taken away from him and his depart- 


ment and vested in others, clearly under those conditions the 


President has the right, and it would seem to be his duty, 
to remove the Cabinet officer and to substitute some one in his 
place who is in a position to advise him and whose advice 
the Executive feels himself justified in receiving and accepting. 

The attitude of the Attorney General challenges attention 
throughout the country. His letter to the Senator from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. Prrern] has summoned to his support the organi- 
zation of his party, and a conflict, apparently, has arisen be- 
tween the leaders of the party in the Senate and the chair- 
man of the National Republican Committee. The chairman 
of the National Republican Committee, according to Associated 
Press reports appearing in neariy all the newspapers this 
morning, has uttered a wild ery of rage; he has summoned to 
the defense of the Attorney General and of the Department 
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of Justice all, the agencies.of. the great organization. of which 
he is the head and also minor instrumentalities and influences, 
The Solicitor. General. of the United States, Mr. Beek, in an 
address delivered in. Ohio yesterday, is reported. to have de 
clared. that during his. Whole official: and 2 association 
with Mr. Daugherty” he has “ always held in the highest 
esteem“ and has the belief that the Cabinet member has 
never done an unjust or questionable thing in administering 
the office of Attorney General of the United States.” If he 
believes that statement, he does himself and his. courage credit 
for making it. Another press dispatch declares: 

Concerned: over the effort. to enforce the retirement of his friend 
Attorney General Harry’ M. Daugherty, according to his intimates; 
William J. Burns, of Scarboro, head of the Department of Justice 
Investigation Bureau, has left for Washington, it was announced at 
his: home to-day: 


The President of the Lincoln League, an influential organi- 
zation of colored Republicans, has issued a statement in sub- 
stunce and effect that the Attorney General is the victim of a 
bitter and relentless persecution from influences which are 
combined to oppress the colored race; and the proceedings of 
the Senate have been characterized by the head of that organi- 
zation as erecting a cross upon which to crucify the savior of 
the colored race. 

Chairman Adams in his furious declaration states, accord- 
ing to the press report to which I have referred, that the 
whole proceeding here is an effort upon the part. of “ black- 
guards and scandalmongers” to take political advantage of 
innocent men occupying office and to terrorize by political in- 
fluences those whose political duty and obligation it is to 
defend the administration. 


Taking advantage of this situation— 
Said Chairman Adams 


a few political blackguards and scandalmongers have launched a 
general campaign of slander against members of the Cabinet and 
others, high in official life. 

One of the victims of this campaign is Edwin: Denby, Secretary of 
the Navy. The record shows he did not perform a single act in con- 
nection with the leasing of the naval oil- reserves that was either 
illegal or immoral, much less a betrayal of publie trust or inimical to 
public welfare. 

Not one of Secretary Denby's detraetors can quote any official record 
or sworn testimony to the contrary. Not one dares make his accusa- 
tions outside of the Halls of Congress, where he claims protection in 
the prerogative of uttering slander. 


Omitting a portion of his statement 


What they hope to do is to force Attorney General Daugherty. to 
retire from the Cabinet before such an investigation can take place. 
They hope he will prefer such retirement to the alternative of remain- 
ing in office to be harassed and slandered. 


Mr. President, if the purpose of these investigations is pri- 
marily political, then it must be clear to anyone who is capa- 
ble of exercising the power to think that so long as the Presi- 
dent retains as his intimate and confidential political advisers 
men who have lost his own confidence and the confidence of the 
public, so long as he takes advice from such sources when he 
is under: no legal or moral obligation to do so, then the con- 
tinuance in authority of such Cabinet officers rather than their 
prompt dismissal from service is caleulated to work the politi- 
cul ruin of the Executive responsible for it. Mr: Adams is a 
great politician, and he must recognize that conclusion as 
irresistible. 

What; I ask you, could have been the motive of the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. Boran], of the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. PEPPER], and of the leader of the majority: in this body 
[Mr. Lopcr], if the actions repeatedly attributed to them by 
the publie press and never denied by any of them are founded 
in fact? What was their purpose in privately going to the 


President, in privately conferring: with the Attorney General 


about his resignation? In justice there may be attributed to 
those Senators the same high motives that ought to move and 
impel every Senator in) actions of that character. They are 
entitled to the benefit of the belief on the part of Senators and 
on the part of the chairman of the Republican National Com- 
mittee, Whose responsibility to his party and to this Republic 
certainly can not be greater than the responsibility of the dis- 
tinguished: and able Republican Senators to whom I referred; 
that they moved from a sense of public duty: Notwithstanding 
the fact that the Senator from Massachusetts in a publie ad- 
dress in this Chamber had characterized a resolution request- 
ing the President to call for the resignation of the Secretary of 
the Navy, after that Secretary had three times been heard by a 
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committee of the Senate, as lynch law“; notwithstanding the 
further fact that the Senator from- Pennsylvania on the floor 
of the Senate had objected to the same resolution on the ground 
that the of the Navy had not been heard, we may 
justly and fairly attribute to those Senators the motive and 
purpose to serve their country by asking the President to dis- 
miss an adviser from his Cabinet who they knew was unable 
to retain the confidence of the Executive and who in some 
way had lost the confidence of the public. But there is another 
motive fairly attributable to the great Senators who are leaders 
of their political party, and that motive was political). They- 
knew that if the President kept as his confidential adviser at 
the head of the Department of Justice the present Attorney 
General, and that issue were carried before the country in the 
approaching election, it would embarrass if. not encompass the 
defeat of the party to which they belonged and for whose 
leadership they are in part responsible. 

It is true that some of the Senators who demanded the resig- 
nation: of the Attorney General had put themselves in a hope- 
lessly inconsistent attitude; for after the Secretary of the 
Navy had been three times heard by a committee of the Senate, 
and: after that committee had reported upon his actions and 
characterized them as violative of law, as without authority of 
law, as in disregard of the public interest.and the well-settled 
public policy, when they said it was “lynch law” to ask the 
President to call for the resignation of Secretary Denby they 
might have felt themselves estopped from privately- undertaking. 
to do what they had denounced as immoral and unlawful if 
publicly done. The fact remains that one of the primary pur- 
poses of these three great Senators must have been political. It 
was to save the President from the embarrassment and the 
opposition which necessarily results and arises if he keeps in 
office at the head of the Department of Justice one who has lost 
his confidence and that of the public. 

It is one thing to convict a man of an offense without a fair 
trlal. It is an entirely different thing to permit a public of- 
ficer who has lost his usefulness to exercise the functions of an 
office, 

Mr. HARRISON: Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

The PRESIDENT pro: tempore. Does the Senator from: 
Arkansas yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield.to the Senator from Mississippt. 

Mr: HARRISON: What explanation does the leader of the 
Republican side make of this inconsistent: position: that the- 
Senator has so graphically described?’ I see him before us: 
An explanation is due on the matter: 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Mississippi has asked 
a question which my subconscious self had already asked; but 
I think I have answered the question, and I think I have done 
it: without: offense to my friend the Senator from Massachusetts. 
His motives were twofold, Let no one say that I am crediting 
him with too much. His motives were twofold: To serve hiş 
country and to serve his party; and, in order to do that, when 
one finds himself wrong he may take the responsibility for hav- 
ing been ineonsistent; he is right in doing so. 

Chalrman Adams declared that there must be no verdiet of 
guilty until guilt is proven. This is again confusing the issue 
It is the same issue that some Senators sought to make when 
the Denby resolution was under consideration, but it is not 
the real issue. The real issue is whether it is necessary to a 
fair investigation that the Attorney General remain at the head 
of the Department of Justice and in control of the innumerable 
agencies of that department, not one of which has been em- 
ployed to expose or to punish the wrongs against this Govert- 
ma disclosed by the Senate Committee on Public Lands and 

urveys. 

Before I finish I shall try to show yow why the organization 
of the Republican: Party demands that the Attorney General, 
whose resignation is desired by the President and by the leaders 
of his party in the Senate, shall stay at the head of the De 
partment of Justice until the issue of his fitness or unfitness is" 
determined. I want now, however, to point out the fact’ that 
the chairman of: the Republican National Committee has in 
every way possible made this whole controversy à political 
issue. He has denounced everyone responsible for the investi- 
gation as blackguards and scandal mongers. He has character-- 
ized the former Secretary of the Nuvy as a’ martyr’ Who had 
done no wrong or illegal act, in the face of the fact that both 
the Senate and the House by unanimous vote had passed a joint 
resolution declaring that his aets were iNegul and against the 
public interest and the well-settled: policy of the Government. 
He has described the proposal for an investigation of the 
Attorney General and his department as political’ terrorist 


and has denounced! as cowardly tliose’ who’ sought to save the 
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country the shame and humiliation of proceeding with an in- 
vestigation of this character while all the agencies authorized 
by the Government to make confidential or secret investigations 
are under the control and direction of the officer and depart- 
ment to be investigated. 

The proposal by the chairman of the Republican National 
Committee is that in spite of the desire of the leaders of the 
party in this body that the Attorney General give the Presi- 
dent a chance to put at the head of that department some 
one who enjoys the President’s confidence, all the power and 
influence of the national organization of the Republican Party 
shall be placed squarely behind the Attorney General and in 
defense of him, and that the effort to investigate his alleged 
mismanagement of his office and betrayal of public trust shall 
be characterized as the mere outgrowth of bitter political 
prejudice. 

If once the people of the United States come to the conclu- 
sion that all the events which have transpired in connection 
with these naval oil-lease transactions are merely the result 
of scandal and of political prejudice, of course the political 
consequences of corruption in high office will be averted. That 
is the object of the chairman’s proposal—to bring to the sup- 
port of the Attorney General all the infiuences and agencies of 
the Republican National Committee, and to make the people 
believe that, after all, it is merely a political issue, and that 
the proof of the disgusting incidents connected with the trans- 
action has been established for the mere purpose of winning 
an election. If such an effort is successful, then of course 
the cause of clean government and honest administration will 
fail. 

Why do the Attorney General and Chairman Adams insist 
upon the former remaining in office while the investigation 
is in progress, in spite of the advice of many of his party 
associates and some of the leaders of the party that he resign? 
Manifestly, as long as he is the Attorney General, and has at 
his command that shrewdest of all investigators, the head of 
the Bureau of Investigation, and the thousands of secret 
service agents who are in the employ of the Department of 
Justice, while the Attorney General is being investigated the 
investigators may also be investigated. ‘The investigation will 
be hampered and embarrassed by having the investigating 
and law-enforcing department of the Government opposing its 
success, 

You can not doubt that statement. The press says that upon 
receipt of notice that Republican leaders were trying to oust 
his chief, the great detective quit his home in Scarborough, 
N. Y., and hurried posthaste back to Washington, What 
for? To gather alongside of Chairman Adams the national 
Republican organization, the Lincoln League of organized 
colored voters, the Solicitor General of the United States, and 
all the hosts of secret investigators in the employ of the 
Department of Justice for the vindication of the Attorney 
General. 

He is entitled to a fair investigation before a just and im- 
partial tribunal. Meantime, let it be remembered that the 
Executive is responsible for those who constitute his Cabinet; 
that he ean change them at will; that when he chooses to keep 
an adviser in whom he has no confidenee, he invites the re- 
sponsibility which the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram], the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER], and the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Loper] sought to avert. 

No resort to billingsgate, no bitter denunciation, no effort to 
intimidate, no investigation of investigators can be permitted 
to create a false issue and thus prevent justice—justice to the 
Attorney General, justice to the President of the United States, 
justice to the Senate and House of Representatives, justice 
to all the agencies of this great Government, justice to the 
people of this Union, who want and who are entitled to have a 
clean and honest administration of public affairs. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I may be permitted to say a 
word on this amendment with propriety, I think, since I have 
been referred to in the remarks of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. Rostnson]. I do not disagree with the Senator from 
Arkansas to any marked extent. In so far as he states the 
responsibility for the continuance in office of the Attorney 
General I agree with him. A few days since in discussing 
the resolution with reference to the dismissal of Mr. Denby, 
I stated that the responsibility for Mr..Denby’s remaining in 
the Cabinet, or Mr. Daugherty remaining in the Cabinet, or for 
any other member of the Cabinet remaining there, is upon the 
President of the United States, unless the Congress sees fit to 
proceed according to the method pointed out by the Constitution, 
to wit, by impeachment. 

Mr. Daugherty can not remain in the Cabinet an hour unless 
the President desires that he shall remain there. The re- 


sponsibility is the President's. He must answer to the people 
of this country for retaining Mr. Daugherty. I assume, of 
course, that the President is willing to assume that responsi- 
bility. At any rate, it is his, and we can only discharge 
our duty here and elsewhere if we desire the removal of Mr. 
Daugherty by proceeding along constitutional lines and with 
due regard to constitutional authority. 

I do want to say further, howeyer, in view of the discussion 
as it seems to progress from day to day, I look upon the De- 
partment of Justice at this time as really the key to the 
Situation as it is now presented to the country. A most ex- 
traordinary condition of affairs obtains, and it must necessarily 
be to a marked extent through the instrumentalities of the 
Department of Justice that these wrongs are to be righted 
and that proper proceedings shall be had, both with reference 
to the recovery of property and the punishment of individuals 
who may be guilty of violation of the law. 

Not only is that true with reference to the particular matter 
which we have been investigating for the last several weeks, 
but there are other conditions obtaining throughout the country 
relative to other matters, relative to other investigations, par- 
ticularly with reference to the Veterans’ Bureau, relative to 
law enforcement, which make the Department of Justice at this 
time altogether the most important department of the Govern- 
ment. The position calls for a man not only of transcendent 
ability, a man of health and vigor, but also one who has the 
unquestioned confidence of the country. It is a mere matter 
of the performance of a public duty to have at the head of this 
department at this time a man in whom the country has com- 
plete confidence. 

I am not concerned at this time, because I think there is a 
different way to arrive at a conclusion with respect to that 
matter; I am not concerned at this time as to the particular 
derelictions which have been charged to the Attorney General, 
whether he is associated with the oil scandal, with speculation 
in oil stocks, whether he has been guilty of any pronounced and 
affirmative violation of law, or any pronounced dereliction of 
duty. As was said by the Senator from Arkansas, upon those 
questions, at some time or in some place, he ought to be given 
a fair and impartial hearing before an impartial tribunal. I 
know of no way of our giving that except in the manner 
pointed out by the Constitution. 

Aside from all this there is the other question, which relates 
alone to the question of the public service, the fitness of public 
officials, which would be a matter of consideration if he were 
to be appointed, and ought to be a matter of consideration 
upon the question of his remaining. It is all a matter for the 
President of the United States to determine and to settle. We 
can not settle it here unless we proceed in the manner which 
has been pointed out. In my opinion it is not only to the in- 
terest of the Republican Party, which I trust may be con- 
sidered second to the interest of the country, as I hope the in- 
terest of any other party may be considered, but it is to the 
interest of restoring confidence in the minds of the people in 
the Government which they have at Washington, that there be 
placed at the head of this department one whose competency, 
whose ability, whose integrity, and whose environments permit 
him to discharge his duty without fear of or favor to anyone. 
It is a stupendous task awaiting this department. I think this 
whole matter ought to be settled upon these broad and obvious 
principles. 

I think the great and the most pronounced evil which flows 
from this situation here in Washington is not the mere fact that 
some oil in the oil reserves may have been wasted or may be 
wasted, or that some particular individual may have violated the 
law and may escape, but it is the fact that from center to eireum- 
ference, from one side of this country to the other, the people 
have come to doubt the efficiency, the competency, if not the 
cleanness, of their Government at Washington, and no Re- 
publican, no Democrat, no citizen ought to hesitate to sacrifice 
himself, to sacrifice his position, if need be, in order to restore 
the confidence of the country in the Government here at 
Washington, As has been said, Mr. Daugherty stands up for 
his individual rights, and while I admire his courage, while the 
letter which he wrote must necessarily command your respect 
and mine from his standpoint, he must bear in mind, neverthe- 
less, that In a situation like this men must make sacrifices for 
the common good, and he must know that in the present situa- 
tion the common good and the common interest require that he 
do that which in so pronounced a way seldom comes to a man to 
do for his country—to make a personal sacrifice of his own in- 
terest In the common interest. 

My name has been mentioned in connection with the proposi- 
tion that I have given advice, as intimated, contrary to my 
position and my vote here. Not at all. When I have been 
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Bhonored with be consulted, I have advised, and I have not 
changed my view there or here, and therefore, without discuss- 
ing what I said, Senators may rest assured that my view there 
and my view here is that ithe responsibility is upen the Presi- 
dent of the United States. He must act. 

If this investigation is to go forward, I would much ra 
‘see it go forward in the first instance in the other House. 
believe in laying the foundation to do what we ought to do if 
owe feel as our language here would indicate; in other words, if 
the President thinks it fit and proper to retain Mr. Daugherty, 
and we think it is not, we know there is only one way in the 
world by which we can get rid of him, and, so far as I am con- 
«cerned, I would join with my friend from Arkansas, or with 
anybody else upon the other side of the Chamber, to lay 
foundation for the exercise of the power which we have, 
which will be effective when we do exercise it, to wit, that o 
impeachment, ‘This is too grave a subject to be dealt with 
except under undoubted authority and in a way. effective to 
serye the public interest. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interlor for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1925, and for other purposes, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question Is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment of the committee to strike out on page 
66, beginning with the figure " $765,000,” in line 14, and ending 
with line 1 on page 67, and to insert “ $515,000.” 

Mr. DIAL. Mr, President, we were discussing this amend- 
ment when we adjourned on Thursday. I did not have an op- 
portunity to make my posttion fully understood. I am heartily 
in fayor of developing all the water powers in the United 
‘States. I know but little about this proposition, but I was 
talking more in general terms. I am opposed to the Govern- 
ment going into the development of water power or going into 
any other kind of business. I am also opposed to the Govern- 
ment lending money without interest to anyone. . 

In this particular case, as I understand, a power company 
built a line some 600 miles long and was supplying power. If 
the Government goes in and encourages another development, 
lending money without interest, perhaps it will Sey ly put 
that company out of business and possibly result in the prac- 
tical confiscation of its property, Then the next step would be 
for that power company to come to Congress and say, “ You 
ae ruined our investment; therefore you ought to pay us 

or it.“ 

We have a case similar to this in the Dismal Swamp 8 
tion down near Norfolk, Va. There was a canal in that vicinity 
owned by a private corporation. Some time during the war, or 
along about that time, the Gevernment developed another canal 
parallel to the one to which I have referred. Then the owners 
of the first canal came to Congress and had a bill introduced, 
„and said, “You should take our prope off our hands.“ 
Hearings were had on that bill before the Committee on Com- 
merce, and a good many able Senators advocated the buying 
of that canal by the Government, which would have given the 
Government two canals, when they needed only one. I think 
there is some merit in that proposition, but it shows the foll 
of the Government going in and building up competition wi 
individual enterprises. 

I am heartily in favor of developing our country in every 
way possible. I think it is commendable to build hydroelectric 
plants and thereby save coal for future generations, and I haye 
the kindest of feeling to the people who advocate this propo- 
sition, and particularly my desk mate. Notwithstanding the 
fact that he gets a little noisy upon occasion, he is a most 
charming man. But I am talking about the principle. The 
time hag come when we should stop spending money on enter- 
prises that are not strictly governmental. We should not en- 
courage new development by the Government, but we should 
leave it to the initiative of the individuals. Let the people go 
on and develop the country and make it a great country, as 
we have done in the past. 

I merely wanted to make my views fully known, I had never 
heard of this controversy before the other day, and I am 
taking no sides in the local fight and care nothing about it. I 
merely wanted to lay down the general principle. 

If this kind of business is to be extended, I want to plow 
the ground a little, because down in South Carolina there is a 
charter to develop a large river and build a good dam across 
it at.a cast of about $3,000,000. By reason of that dam navi- 
gation will be helped and, incidentally, we will create a hydro- 
electric plant to send current into the magnificent city of 
Charleston. I want to again give notice that I am heartily 


in favor of developing water power, and if the policy of th 
Government is going to be to lend money without interest, 
want $3,000,000 to come down to South Carolina pretty soon. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I have no doubt the Senator 
from South Carolina will get it before he gets through. 

Mr. DIAL. I merely wanted to put my friends upon notice. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, when this item was up for com 
sideration the other day I gave a little information regarding 
my connection with the Southern Sierras Power Co., which is.a 
subsidiary of the Nevada-Callfornia Electric Corporation. 
Without any inquiry on my part it just happened that there 
came to my desk, under date of February 18, a copy of a letter 
addressed to Mr. Arthur B. West, president of the Southern 
Sierras Power Co., Riverside, Calif., in which it is stated that 
the Neyada-California Electrice Corporation has about 527 stock- 
holders and 5,441 bondholders, a total of about 6,000, as shown 
by the figures of 1922, which haye probably been materially 
increased since that time. 

I desire to read a telegram which comes to me from Mr. 
West, the president of the company, and wish to say that I have 
had no communication with him or anyone regard the mat- 
ter which came into controversy on the floor of the Senate 
ey before yesterday. The telegram to which I refer reads as 

‘ollows: 
RIVERSIDE, CALIF., February 22, 1924. 
Hon. L. C. PHIPPS, 
United States Senate Office Building, Washington, D. O.: 

Press reports indicate that Southern Sierras Co. has opposed erection 
of small power plant by the Reclamation Service at Yuma. This state- 
ment directly contrary to the facts and is disproved by letter from 
Vice President E. B. Crifdle, of our company, under date of December 
28, 1923, to Porter J. Preston, project engineer, expressing the willing- 
ness of the company to take over entire surplus output of proposed 
plant, and at times when plant will be forced to shut down to supply 
entire load demand of service. This position was taken notwith- 
standing fact the two local power companies are under long-term con- 
tract to purchase their entire power demands from our company, so 
that there would exist no other market for project surplus power if it 
were not for our offer to cooperate. 

A. B. West. 


Notwithstanding Mr. West’s statement, which I believe fully 
confirms my statement to the effect that I have not been in- 
fluenced or approached, I still wish to say I am opposed to 
the continuance in the bill of this item of $250,000 for the 
Yuma project. I would have to be convinced after further 
investigation. As I indicated, I expected the committee would 
receive and we would have the benefit of the findings of the 
fact-finding commission within a reasonable length of time 
whether a hydroelectric plant in the position where this is 
proposed to be placed, where there is only a 10-foot head of 
water, would be an economical proposition. 

One of my reasons for feeling as I do is that when the 
Southern Sierras Power Co. undertook to extend its lines to the 
Imperial Valley in the year 1912 to supply that valley with 
hydroelectric power, the actlon was taken because the Holton 
Power Co., a local company which had attempted to meet the 
demand there, was unable to do so. It had installed what they 
called, I think, a gas-generator plant. I saw the plant myself 
in the year 1911. It was a small installation and as the fuel 
had to be brought in it was not economical. The other plant, 
which was used for lighting, pumping, and other purposes, was 
a hydroelectric plant which was installed at the intake of the 
irrigation ditch leading from the Colorado River about 60 
miles below the Laguna Dam, or perhaps 50 miles, but 10 miles 
one way or the other is immaterial. The operations of the 
Holton Co. were not successful because neither one of the 
plants was economical. I will not say that the company was 
in a bankrupt condition, but I know that it was unable to 
supply the demand or to make money out of the highest rates 
it could charge, which were much higher, I belieye, than those 
now prevailing. 

The Southern Sierras line being extended in there, the gas 
plan was abandoned and the hydroelectric plant was dis- 
mantled. Their difficulties in operation, as I recall, were in 
part due to the fact that they must keep constantly a gang of 
men at the fore bay, so called, or the intake where the water 
comes into the hydroelectric plant, to clear the intake of 
débris, trees, and other articles that floated downstream; but, 
notwithstanding every effort exerted in that direction, the ex- 
penditure for operations was excessive because of silt carried 
the water which ground out the turbine wheels at a very rapi 
rate so that the plant was very frequently out of commission 
and the turbine wheels had to be replaced at excessive cost. 
I have in mind in a general way that a plan such as that 
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FEBRUARY 23, 


proposed for the Yuma project would not be economical 
proposition, and I felt that if we put the item in the biil we 
would, instead of handing the settlers on the Yuma project an 
asset, be loading them with a liability. 


ATTORNEY GENERAL DAUGHERTY, 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, before we get away from the 
morning hour, I want to say a word about a statement pub- 
lished in the Washington Post this morning by Mr. Adams, 
chairman of the Republican National Committee; A great many 
people are interested in the questions inyolved, and the Senate 
has a clear and distinct duty to perform in connection with 
them. It may offend the chairman of the Republican National 
Committee and Republican officials high in authority in the 
Government, but we owe it to ourselves and to the country to 
discuss these things in the open and let the truth concerning 
them be known. If I know my own heart, I want the truth 
known regarding every Democrat who while in office, holding a 
position of trust, has in any way betrayed that trust or done 
anything that would call into question the honor and integrity 
of a Democratic administration. I hold the Republican Party 
to the same high order of strict accountability to the American 
people. If Republican Party officials have betrayed their trust 
and done things that are crooked and corrupt, that party should 
be and will be held responsible for those things. 

I reeall since reading the statement of the Republican chair- 
man, Mr. Adams, this morning that it has not been many 
months since the Republican National Committee was complain- 
ing that it was in debt and had no money, but some time ago, 
since the oil-scandal investigation has been going on, it has 


been announced that the Republican committee was out of. 


debt and had plenty of money on hand. All of this happens at 
a time when the Doheny deal and the Sinclair deal and the 
Fall fall and the Denby fall. Daugherty, riding to a fall, was 
following after. I wonder if there is any connection with the 
forthcoming of this money for the Republican committee and 
the oil interests in question, Who contributed this money? 
Was it raised in the fashion that William Boyce Thompson 
raised it in 1920? A stockholder in the Sinclair Oil Co., the 
treasurer of the Republican campaign committee during the 
presidential campaign, and a member or a director of a Federal 
reserve bank in New York and the Chase National Bank, he 
borrowed $5,000,000, of which $3,000,000 was on a dummy note. 

Was that money borrowed for use in the Republican cam- 
_ paign? I think it was. Now, let the committee summon Mr. 
William Boyce Thompson and make inquiry into his connec- 
tions and activities in this matter. These are pertinent ques- 
tions. This Government does not belong to Republican officials. 
It does not belong to Democratic officials. It belongs to the 
American people. Those who are elected here to diligently 
safeguard the interests of the Government are unworthy the 
positions they hold and unfaithful to those who sent them 
here unless they demand the truth and the whole truth regard- 
ing all of these investigations. Just here I want to read from 
the Baltimore Sun of February 15, where it is suggested that a 
member of the Republican national committee wants to talk to 
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. It says: 


From Senate sources it was learned to-night that William H. Crocker, 
Republican national committeeman from California, wants to come be- 
fore the committee to disclose alleged information that a nationally 
known Republican politician of California has a son, an attorney, who 
has been on the pay roll of Edward L. Doheny, oll magnate, for some 
time. Mr. Crocker probably will be given an opportunity to testify. 
His testimony, if as represented in advance reports discussed about the 
Senate, may have certain political effect. 


I ask the chairman of the committee, Why not let him come 
and tell what he knows about this oil scandal? 

Mr. President, Mr. Adams, in his statement this morning, 
said: 

America, her institutions, and her form of government are not now 
and never will be endangered by enemies from without. 


I agree to that statement. Enemies from within, enemies 
in charge of the very Government they are sworn to protect and 
defend, enemies located on the inside, enemies found to be such 
who have charge of the great treasure of the Nation; but the 
enemies who ought to protect and safeguard our interests even 
with their lives have cunningly and cheerfully opened the way 
to the treasure house committed to their care and keeping and 
told the spoilsmen to help themselves. And in one Republican 
administration they took away more than a billion dollars’ 
worth of treasure and robbed the Nation of its entire naval oil 
reserves. 

Mr, Adams was right in his contention that the dangerous and 
deadly enemy is the enemy on the inside. I wonder if when 


these men were elected or appointed to office or to these high 
places there was an understanding with some of the parties 
outside that these deals would be put over. I said on this floor 
that I thought so. I reiterate it. I believe, as I live and God 
5 Say that parties outside knew that Senator Fall was goin 
to be appointed Secretary of the Interior; that Mr. Denby w: 
going to be made Secretary of the Navy; that Mr. Denby would 
ransfer the oil reserves of the Nation over to Mr. Fall; and tha 
Mr. Fall would then transfer the whole thing to Doheny an 
3 I believe that there was an understanding to that 
e 

Mr. Shaffer testified before the committee. And he is a man 
who has figured in the matter right conspicuously. He was to 
get several thousand dollars for the use of his newspaper. The 
Baltimore Sun of February 15 says: 


Besides saying that Fall began to lay plans for leasing Teapot Dome 
to Sinclair as soon as he (Fall) entered the Cabinet, Shaffer also testi- 
fied that, although he had no legal claims to any part of Teapot Dome, 
Sinclair paid him $92,500 and is to pay a total of $125,000 for a “ gift 
interest Shaffer had in the Pioneer Oil Co,; also that Fall agreed that 
when Sinclair got Teapot Dome he (Fall) would see that Sinclair gave 
Shaffer 200 acres in the reserve, Shaffer denied that all this was to 
get the influence of his several newspapers. 


If not all of it, I would like to know what part of it was to 
get the influence of his several newspapers. 

Again I want to refer to what Mr. Adams said, that the dan- 
ger of wrecking this Government comes from men who are In 
charge of it, not from men who are on the outside, but from men 
who are on the inside, men who are supposed to safeguard the 
interests of the country. In that connection I want to read 
something to show that Mr. Daugherty is not the man to 
remain in the office of Attorney General. This same article in 
the Baltimore Sun states: 


The committee was told that Attorney General Daugherty had ren- 
dered an informal opinion that the contracts between the Government 
ayi Doheny oil interests for exchange of oil and storage facilities 
were legal. 


Mr. President, the Teapot Dome scandal smells to high heaven, 
and so does the Doheny oil scandal. Here is the Attorney Gen- - 
eral, who is supposed to look out for the legal rights of the 
Government, who, in my judgment, ought to have condemned 
this thing in the outset and who ought to have prevented 
Doheny and Sinclair from boring a single oil well in the Goy- 
ernment oil reserves; but where do we find him? 

We find him on their side of the proposition. We find this 
governmental agency to which we would look ordinarily to 
protect the Government's interests shielding those who had our 
oil interests in hand and shielding those who bartered or trans- 
ferred those oil interests. For that reason at least, if for 
nothing else, can any fair-minded man say that he believes that 
Mr. Daugherty should remain in the Cabinet? 

We have appointed two attorneys to look after the matter of 
getting back the Nation’s billion-dollar ofl reserves. Here they 
are, with the Attorney General, with all the agencies under 
him antagonistic to the very thing we are trying to have them 
do. Here is the Attorney General, quoted as having already 
given his opinion that the contracts referred to were legal, and 
yet we have appointed two attorneys, at great cost to the tax- 
payers of this Government, to undo this crookedness which was 
born in a Republican administration; and we find the Attorney 
General, who of all men ought to be outstanding and enthusi- 
astic in his desire and efforts to serve the Government, giving 
aid and comfort to the other side. We find no act of his in the 
outset looking toward safeguarding these oil reserves, and no 
act of his since they were bartered to recover them, and they 
are worth in dollars several billions. The whole naval reserve 
of the United States have been bartered by those charged with 
the responsibility of holding and preserving them. 

Mr. President, I want to say for the benefit of Mr. Adams 
that when the scandal Is not about ofl it is coal; when it is not 
about coal it is timber; when it is not one kind of scandal in 
this administration it is another. It is hard to tell to-day just 
what department of the administration it is that can stand up 
with hands entirely clean before the country. I do not care 
what administration it may be, what party is in power, it ought 
to be driven out whenever such things as these occur. The 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rortnson] and the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. Boram] are right when they say that it is up to Mr, 
Coolidge. He is the President of the United States, and now 
the question is, Will the partisan cohorts, following Mr. Adams 
and Mr. Daugherty, be strong enough to prevent the President 
from doing his duty in the premises, or will the President in 
spite of them ask for the resignation of Mr. Daugherty? 
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I know, Mr. President, the temptation is strong with them 
to play party politics; I know there are interests in this 
Government that do not want to give up their hold upon a 
situation that gives them access to the treasure house of our 
rich natural resources. I know that they feel that if another 
Republican administration shall come into power they will 


continue to feast and fatten at the public expense. I am satis- 
fied that they feel that if they can pull through the present 
régime they can continue to pillage and plunder the resources 
of the Nation. 

Mr. President, I recall the large majority of votes received by 
the Republican Party in the election of 1920, and I remember 
how Senators on the other side of the Chamber used to stand 
up and taunt this side when we talked about the importance 
of them doing things right, and when we protested that the 
people would not stand for their failure to do the fair and 
just thing how they used to stand up in pompous fashion and 
tell us that they had been elected by 7,000,000 majority. I 
remember all that and that causes this thought to come to 
me: Did they think that by reason of that tremendous majority 
they had a license to do what they have done? Did they 
believe that because of that majority the people would turn a 
deaf ear to any cry of crookedness. in their administration? 
Did they believe by reason of that majority that our voices 
would be stifled and that we would be unable to bring out 
any of the facts that have come out and shocked the countr 
in the Teapot Dome and the Doheny oil scandals? Mr. Prest- 
dent, it seems to me that such a conclusion is justified. They 
said, “We are in.” The big, greedy Republican financiers 
who put up the money said, “ Now we have got to have ours in 
return.” Mr. Sinclair got his and Mr. Doheny got his, and 
they are both for Mr. Coolidge for President. 

And we are told that Daugherty is slated to head the Re- 
publican delegation to the national convention from Ohio, and 
that Denby is slated to head the Republican delegation from 
Michigan. Are they fearful, those in authority, that they are 
going to hurt somebody's chances politically by doing their civic 
duty at a time like this? 

I would be willing to have the roll called and march every 
Senator and every Member of the House of Representatives 
before the committee and ask them, “ Have you speculated on 
the Teapot Dome oil business or the Doheny business?” Inter- 
rogate them, I do not care who they may be; for no Demo- 
crat or Republican has a right to sit in this body or in the other 
or in the Cabinet or in the administration who can not stand 
up, daytime or nighttime, and say, “Ask me any question you 
please that affects my fidelity to public duty, my service to 
my country.” No man is fit to be here whose private interests 
or fortune hampers and hinders him in the discharge of his duty 
to his country. Senators, this is no time to try to shield any- 
body. 

I think that Vanderlip knew more than he told. I think that 
the same thing happened with him that happened with Alton 
B. Parker. Senators will remember that when Alton B. Parker 
was the Democratic nominee for President he said something 
about Theodore Roosevelt, the Republican nominee, being an 
intimate friend of Harriman, the big financial boss of the East. 
He said that Harriman had written notes to Roosevelt and 
Roosevelt had written to Harriman, beginning “ My dear Har- 
riman,” and stating that Harriman could come over and look 
over his message. Alton B. Parker said that in a speech, and 
then Roosevelt came out and denounced it as false. That was 
about six weeks before the election, as I remember it. Parker 
went to his friends and said, “ You see, he has denied it,” and 
they said, “ We did not believe he would; we are mighty sorry, 
but we can not say anything; he is the President now; he has 
great power, and it is unfortunate that you said it, since he 
has denied it.” Parker went on with lips sealed up to the elec- 
tion, and Roosevelt was elected; but after he was elected all of 
the correspondence was disclosed, including the My dear Har- 
riman ” letter. 

I wonder if somebody told Vanderlip something and that 
when he sprung it in a speech they afterwards told him: “ This 
thing is going to involve some big men financially, and you 
had better lay off of it; we can not come to your rescue.” I 
wonder if anything like that has happened. Why not go to 
the bottom of it? Why do you let a big, rich man off so easy, 
who makes a statement like that? You would not treat an 
ordinary citizen that way. He would be lectured; you would 
say to him: “ Why do you involve people here; you have no 
foundation for your statements.” An ordinary man, who made 
such a statement as that made by Vanderlip, would have re- 
ceived a reprimand that would ring around the country; but 
when one of these big fellows comes in and says: Well, I 
do not know that I can establish that just now,” and smiles 


and looks around, they say: “ Well, we will excuse you. Good 
day.” I say bring him back and interrogate him up one side 
and down the other. We are not conducting an investigation 
for the good of the Democratic Party or of the Republican 
Party; we are conducting one supposedly in the interest of the 
American people. Mr. Vanderlip says he is glad they have 
sued him, and that the truth will come out. I suppose under 
oath now he will swear to what was told him, and then per- 
haps, those fellows who told him will not swear that they did 
not tell him; so that we may yet get at the truth. I am not 
vouching for any of the suggestions that he made. I know 
nothing about them; but I want to repeat that I believe Van- 
derlip knows very much more than he intimated when here, 
and the truth ought to be brought out. 

Mr, President, I felt that I should make these observations 
this morning while this matter was up for discussion. Mr. 
Denby has gone. Mr. Fall was already out, enjoying his for- 
tune—the fortune that he made while a Republican Cabinet 
officer, the fortune that he made by bartering the oil interest 
of the Nation, the fortune that he made by betraying his 
country. Mr. Denby was a party to it just as much as Mn 
Fall was a party to it, and yet some Senators on the other 
side stood here and defended him. I made no difference be- 
tween them myself, because a man is either incompetent or 
he knows what he is doing. If he is incompetent he ought 
not to be in the office of Secretary of the Navy. If he is com- 
petent, and did what Denby did, he ought to have resigned, 
and the President ought to have asked for his resignation, 
especially after the whole Senate without a dissenting voice 
voted that he had been guilty of an act born in fraud and 
corruption and had violated the established policy of the Gov- 
ernment and disobeyed the law. That is what we said about 
him; and then they whined around about trying to “lynch” 
Denby! 

Public men ought to be careful about their official conduct. 
When these crooked interests come to a man and say to him: 
“You are now in a position where you can make money; you 
can feather your nest; you can cover it up and make it so 
legal that we can get an Attorney General to say that it is 
legal, and nobody will ever know it,” if the public official will 
lend a listening ear and encourage such as that you are strik- 
ing at the vitals of this Government. You ought to put in 
office men so honest, so brave and fearless, who hate crooked- 
ness and thievery so much that the minute such a thing is sug- 
gested they will say, Get out of this office! I am one of the 
guardians of the Government. I owe it to my country to be 
faithful. You are a crook, and I am going to tell the country 
what you have said to me.” 

Has anybody ever heard of anything being exposed by this 
Republican administration? Has anybody ever heard of one 
of them telling of su tions of crookedness and wrongdoing? 
Not once; not once. ators, that is an awful indictment, and 
yet the facts warrant me in saying it. When has one of them 
come out in the open and said: “ These people have been in, 
trying to get me to do this crooked thing at the expense of the 
Government and to the injury of the people.” Not once. But 
where is Mr. Daugherty when they go to him and ask him for 
an informal opinion? He says: “My opinion is that thing is 
legal.” 

Legal? Billions of dollars’ worth of the Government's naval 
oil reserves were bartered. Deliberately disposed of by gov- 
ernmental sanction. Is there any other way to account for it 
except by some deal that was made during the campaign of 
1920, when Republican leaders would have promised anything 
and bartered anything to get control again of the instrumen- 
talities of the Government? There was so much at stake. 
You had been out of office eight years. You had witnessed a 
wise and just administration of the country’s affairs that was 
without a parallel in the history of the Government—honesty, 
integrity, efficiency—yet you stood without. You said: “We 
have got to get control of these instrumentalities“; and what 
did you do? You went to the places where big money could be 
obtained and you got enormous campaign funds. You laid down 
with the dogs and you got up with fleas, [Laughter in the 
galleries.] That always happens. 

When you tied up with Doheny and Sinclair and William 
Boyce Thompson and men like that, of course, you knew that 
they were coming around saying: “Now you are elected; we 
put up the coin; where do we come in?” “And where do I come 
in?” said Doheny. “And where do I come in?” said Sinclair. 
Here they were, and there was Denby. and there was Fall, and 
there was the Attorney General. “ How is it with you, Mr. 
Denby, on the oil reserves?” “I sign.” “How with you, Mr. 
Fall?” “I sign.” How with you, Mr. Daugherty?” “I de- 
clare that it is legal.” Away it goes; three Republican Cabinet 
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rs—three strikes and out! [Laughter in the galleries. 
The Government paid the price, the le suffered, and b 
‘are raked in by those who wrote their big, fat checks for tha 
en fund of the Republican Party, 

eourse, I can understand why they do not want these things 
discussed, They do not want the truth to come out, A t 
‘many of our newspapers are free, I praise them. They have 
been pr pretty fair accounts of what has transpired here 
recently; but that never affects me personally, whether they 
give a fair account of the battles here or not. I fought a battle 

this Chamber for two years without having a fair press 

account given of it, but I won out in that fight. I won 1 
through getting the facts into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 40, 
copies of which go to the country each day, and the ple are 
read it more than ever. These Recorps go into distri 
and into all the States In the Union. They are passed aroun 
in the communities where received, and it is estimated that 
from 10 to 15 people read every RD. 

They are acquainting themselves with the facts, not as na 
are blue-penciled in the office of a subsidized newspaper whi 
has no soul, bought outright by the crooked interests—and I 
make no reflection upon the honest newspapers of the country 
nor the honest newspaper men and women here or elsewhere in 
the country. I aim these shafts o at the crooked and com 
rupt newspaper men and the subsid press, both of which 
constitute a serious danger and menace to the liberties of tha 
American people. 

Mr. President, the time has come for a genuine national house 
cleaning, When the Democratic Party comes into power, if it 
fails in its obligations to the people and falls down in the dis- 
charge of its duty to the Government I want you to turn on 
the light.. Let it into every nook and corner of the Democratic 
administration, from precinct to President. If you find a 
Democrat crooked in his service to the Government, turn him 
out. Throw the spot light on him. That is my doctrine. Do 
not shield anybody, Democrat or ublican. 

If the people will saat demand that public officlals be 
true to their obligations the Government, there will never 
be again such scandals as now humiliate and haunt the Nation, 

It is an awful situation, Senators. Here we ery. poima and 
tugging at the President to get rid of men who haye lost the 
confidence of the country. e is holding on to them, hugging 
them to his bosom. Is he afraid to tell them to get out? What 
isit? What is it? What is it, J ask, that makes the President 
halt and hesitate? These are the questions that the country 
is asking now. 

Would I hesitate about getting rid of an Attorney General 
who had so many serious charges pending against him as this 
man has? Would I keep him in the Cabinet when he has been 
sitting with folded arms refusing to turn his hand to protect 
the Government in its vast oil interests? Would I r him 
when he issues an opinion that their doings are legal? Would 
1 held him in when two lawyers have been appointed at Goy- 
ernment expense to get that same property back, when he 
stands at cross-purposes with them? 

Why, Mr. President, the great mass of our people have sense 
enough to analyze this situation as the facts justify and to 
reach a correct conclusion about what is going on here. Party 
politics! You are playing the greatest game of party politics 
that I have ever seen played here since I have been in publie 
life. You are afraid you will offend some big Republican wh 
contributes to your campaign fund. You are afraid you wi 
hurt the feelings of some purse-proud plutocrat. You are 
afraid that you will allenate the affections of some of these 
big money lords who have helped you in the past, who have 
given you big, fat campaign contributions; but what thought 
and what service are you giving to your country? How fares 
the Republic? What are you doing for this great Republic, 
this great household of sovereign States? It is as much your 
duty to stand up and fight now and be faithful now as it was 
the duty of the ragged Continentals to follow George Washing- 
1770 whose birth time we honored yesterday, as they marched 
with bare feet over the frozen ground at Valley Forge. They 
were fighting to bring Republic into being. We, under 
God, ought to fight to keep it clean, to safeguard it, to preserve 
it, and perpetuate it. 

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations for 
hee Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 

; 1925, and for other purposes. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, before the roll is called on 
the pending amendment I ask that the Secretary may state it, 

Mr. MOOT. I suggest the absence of a quorum, so that 
Senators may be here when the amendment is stated. 


— — 
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Mr. ASHURST. Very well. ey 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ovmasan in the chair), 


The Secretary will call the ro 
(he roll called, and the following Senators answered ta 
their names: 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-four Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. SMITH resumed and concluded the speech begun by him 
on Thursday last. His entire speech is as follows: 


Thursday, February 21, 1924. 


Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, I ask the Senator from Oregon 
. MoNary] if this power practically does not go to 5 

n the irrigation project, as I understand it, a dam is neces- 
sary, and the power t is thus created would be wasted so 
far as power is concerned unless they have this plant. If the 
plant was installed it would in no wise interfere with the 
volume of water to be used, but would convert a force that Is 
now going to waste into a power that the settlers or the owners 
of the land adjacent thereto could repay in time and own the 
power plant as well as being the beneficiaries of the water dis- 
tribution for irrigation. ; 

Mr. MoNARY. I will state to the Senator from South Caro- 
lina that that is a very excellent and accurate statement of tha 
situation, All through the western country the engineers go 
high up in the mountains to impound the water. That water 
runs down through a great system of vitation to the land, 
If we take the water that is impounded and the surplus wate’ 
that goes through the canals and use, it for the development 
horsepower it does in no sense diminish the use of the water or 
the quantity of the water. 

Mr. SMITH. It simply converts the fall of the water into 
power. 

Mr. McNARY. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH. I would like to ask the Senator from 0 n 

other question. Some of us in my State know som 
about the cost of hydroelectric power development. Has tha 
Senator any tables from competent electrical engineers to show 
what would be the difference in the value of this power as com- 
pared ae that which would be furnished by a private corpo- 
ration 

Mr. MONARY. I will vey 8 the Senator that I have not any 
figures, but the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHurst] has 
some figures. As I recall the saving is very considerable to 
those living on the project. If the Senator from South Carolina 
will address his inquiry to the Senator from Arizona, he can 
get the information he seeks, 

Mr. SMITH. With the permission of the Senator from Ore- 
gon, I will address my re to the Senator from Arizona, 
In supplying water for development under the auspices of the 
Government and allowing those that use it to pay, as provid 
for in the bill, what would be the difference in the cost to the 
people under the project as compared with what they have to, 
pay now? 3 

Mr. ASHURST. I will not giye the Senator my conclusi 
of course. I will read from the hearings on this subject hel 
before the Héuse committee. I quote from Mr. Weymouth, the 
engineer for the Reclamation Service. He said that at tha 
present time the power there requisite to the carrying on of the 
project is furnished at a figure of 2.68 cents per kilowatt hour, 
and if this hydroelectric power plant were built the first year, 
after its construction the power could be furnished at 0.94 
cent per kilowatt hour, as against 2.68 cents. Then there wo 
be a gradual increase the next 1 of about 0.78 cent, tha’ 
next year 0.67 cent, and so on, until finally, commencing with the, 
year 1927, the power would be furnished for about 0.6 cent per 
kilowatt hour, as against 2.68 cents now. The savings in 
seven years would be about $245,000. He said further: 

Since the entire cost of the power plant would be covered by the sav- 
ings in six ryears, there can be no doubt as to the advisability of de- 
veloping this site at the earliest possihle date, provided suitable con 
tracts can be entered into guaranteeing the cost of the preject. 
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In other words, within six years the consumers of this hydro- 
electric current would save enough money to pay for their plant. 

Mr. SMITH. May I ask the Senator another question? I 
have not gone into the hearings fully. What is the ultimate 
disposition of the power plant? 

Mr. ASHURST. It is a great project and cost millions of 
dollars. After it is entirely paid for, after the power project 
is paid for, it is then delivered by the Federal Government to 
the water users and landowners within the project. They 
must pay to the Government every dollar they owe on the 
project, and after that it then becomes their property. That 
is the way it works in these western irrigation projects. 

As to whether or not they are paying, let me say that only 
$1,155,000 has fallen due and of that $1,081,000 has been paid. 
Only $87,000 was unpaid when the figures were given as of 
June 30 last. So I fail to perceive any argument anywhere 
that could have any effect or force to the effect that the 
farmers do not repay. 

Mr. SMITH. Under the project for the distribution of the 
water the farmers pay a certain amount for the use of the 
water? 

Mr. ASHURST. That is correct. They pay for the project. 
They must pay that in installments. In addition to paying 
for the project they pay so much for the water. Then there is 
the O. and M.—that is, the operation and maintenance—that must 
be paid, and a substantial payment each year on the con- 
struction cost and charges. 

Mr. SMITH. Before the Government begins these projects 
there is a formal contract that is drawn up to protect the 
Government against loss by these landowners? 

Mr. ASHURST. That is quite true. 

Mr. SMITH. The same form of contract would pertain to 
the electric power development? 

Mr. ASHURST. That is quite true. 

Mr. SMITH. So that the users of it would pay not only 
for the use but would create a sinking fund, which in time 
would turn over to whatever corporation there may be—and 
I presume there is one that is sufficiently organized and com- 
petent to take over the property for the benefit of the com- 
munity? 

Mr. ASHURST. That is true. The Senator has described it 
with substantial accuracy. 8 

Mr. SMITH. The point I want to make is this: Here is a 
property that is valueless without water, the value of which is 
tremendously enhanced by virtue of the use of this power. The 
Government protects itself by proper contract with those who 
are to be so greatly benefited. Out of the enhanced value and 
productivity of the land when water is on it they are able to 
pay not only the operation and maintenance, but to create a 
sinking fund until at the end of the specified time the project 
is owned by them, and to the Government is returned every 
penny of its money. In the meantime the additional value to 
the general wealth of America is far in excess of any one sum 
expended by the Government in the development of the prop- 
erty. 

Ar, ASHURST. Precisely. I would not undertake to state 
it any more accurately than has the Senator from South Caro- 
lina. 

Mr. SMITH. The reason why I call attention to the fact is 
that in my section of the country a few years ago, not for put- 
ting water on the land, but to enhance the fertility of the land, 
I came before the Senate and asked that we might have an appro- 
priation of $10,000,000 as a revolving fund to enable us to increase 
the crop production in that section. This was granted. Every 
penny was paid back. The production of crops was greatly 
increased and the farmers were saved thousands of dollars. I 
refer to the purchase of nitrate of soda by the Government and 
its sale to farmers at cost. 

[At this point Mr, Smirn yielded that a message might be 


received from the House of Representatives which announced. 


the death of Representative Durr&, of Louisiana.] 
Saturday, February 23, 1924. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, on Thursday, when the matter 
of this appropriation was being considered, I was interrupted 
on account of a message from the House of Representatives 
announcing the death of one of its Members. I do not know at 
just what point in my speech I left off, but I became interested 
in this matter after reading the report of the committee and 
hearing the speeches on this floor. I shall not add to what I 
said the other day, except to give a justification why I am 
going to vote as I shail vote. 

As I understand, a certain dam has been erected on the Yuma 
River for irrigation purposes, and there is developed auto- 
matically a potential water power which could be of consider- 
able benefit to those who are trying to reclaim the desert land. 


This does not call for an additional appropriation, but the 
money is to come out of a fund already set aside for reclama- 
tion purposes, The proposition carries with it the question of 
the economical use of what the Government has already de- 
veloped. It also carries with it the possibility of contributing 
to the welfare of those who are attempting to build up this 
land. 

I think I should yote for this if it were an appropriation out- 
side of the fund set aside for reclamation purposes. In my 
State we have practically alienated the magnificent water 
powers in tbat State by lease and otherwise. Whatever power 
the citizens get now from those sources is gotten from corpo- 
rations and other organizations, which take the natural re- 
sources of my State and farm them out as they see fit. It has 
been calculated by statisticians that there was sufficient water 
power in my State, had the State developed it and retained 
ownership and leased the power, to have paid the taxes, county, 
State, and municipal; that is, the overhead charges could have 
been taken care of by the proper process of taxation, and then 
ultimately the people have been relieved of taxation. 

In this case we are dealing with one of the natural resources 
of the Western country, a resource more indicated for the use 
of the people through the agencies of the Government, than 
would the power in the State which I have the honor in part 
to represent. 

Therefore I shall with great pleasure vote to have restored 
ue language which has been stricken from the bill by the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I would like to have the 
amendment read in its entirety before we vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment reported by the Committee on Appropriations. 

The READING CLERK. On page 66, line 14, after the word 
“operations,” strike out “$765,000, of which not to exceed 
$250,000 may be expended for the construction of a hydroelec- 
tric power plant at the siphon drop on the main canal: Pro- 
vided, That no part of said sum of $250,000 shall be expended 
until contracts have been entered into by a majority of the 
water-right applicants and entrymen, for the lands to be 
charged with the cost of said hydroelectric power plant in the 
manner provided by section 4 of the reclamation extension act 
approved August 13, 1914 (38 Stat. L., p. 686), wherein said 
water-right applicants and entrymen shall agree to repay the 
cost of said power plant chargeable against their lands, in 12 
equal annual installments, commencing December 1, 1925,” and 
insert “ $515,000,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

Yuma project, Arizona-California: For operation and maintenance, 
continuation of construction, and incidental operations, $515,000. 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, so that there may be no 
confusion as to the amount, the only amount in controversy is 
$250,000. I see no reason now why I should traverse the 
ground I covered last Thursday. I stated all the arguments 
that occurred to me at that time, and I can see no reason why 
I should say anything further, because a mere repetition would 
be of no avail. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, it seems to me 
that we ought to have a little better understanding of just 
what that provision adopted by the House means. 

anh ASHURST. If the Senator wishes, I will try to make it 
clear. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. 
about it myself. 

Mr. ASHURST. Very well. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. So far as this project is con- 
cerned, I believe it to be a very practical one. In the commit- 
tee the first question that came up for consideration was 
whether or not we should make appropriations at this time for 
any new construction, and it was thought best by the commit- 
tee that we do not enter into any new construction at this 
time, in view of the fact that there is a commission at work 
now getting up a report on these various projects. After that 
conclusion was reached by the committee there was no further 
investigation of the projects themselves. 

I do not believe there has been any discussion thus far as to 
the language of the bill as it passed the House. I have just 
given some attention to that, and I do not believe, if it is 
understood, the Senate will feel like accepting the language 
passed by the House, even though it be in favor of going ahead 
with this project, and I will undertake to explain why. 

Provision is attempted to be made in the bill so that the 
cost of construction will ultimately be repaid to the Govern- 
ment. This is the language: 


Two hundred and fifty thousand dollars may be expended for the 
construction of a hydroelectric power plant at the syphon drop on 
the main canal: Provided, That no part of said sum of $250,000 shall 


I think I have some notion 


$ 

be expended until contracts have been entered into by a majority of 
the water-right applicants and entrymen for the lands to be charged 
With the cost of said hydroelectric power plant in the manner pro- 
vided by section 4 of the reclamation extension act approved August 


13, 1914. 


By referring to that extension act of 1914, in Thirty-elghth 
Statutes at Large I find that that statute was only intended 
to apply to a situation where plans and specifications had been 
made for the construction of a project and it was ascertained 
‘afterwards that there should be some additional construction. 
he statute provides: 


That no increase in the construction charges shall hereafter be 
made, after the same have been fixed by public notice, except by 
agreement between the Secretary of the Interior and a majority of 
the water-right applicants and entrymen to be affected by such 
| increase, whereupon all water-right applicants and entrymen in the 
¡area proposed to be affected by the increased charge shall become 
subject thereto. Such increased charge shall be added to the con- 
struction charge and payment thereof distributed over the remaining 
unpaid installments of construction charges. 


The purpose of the act, as I said, was simply to make an 
addition to the construction charge. If I am not in error, the 
purpose of this additional appropriation is practically to bring 
‘under the project a new addition. It seems that way to me. 
At any rate, according to the language of the bill as passed 
by the House, the only security which the Government will 
‘have for a return of this construction charge will be the obli- 
gation of a majority of the water-right applicants and entry- 
men for the lands to be charged with the cost of said hydro- 
electric power plant. 

Apparently this hydroeleetric power plant is not to be a 
‘charge upon the general project. If it is not to be a charge 
upon the general project, then it is to be a charge only upon 
the lands to be benefited by the project, and if that is so up 
to the present time there are very few people who would be 
called upen to consent to the new construction. 

Mr. ASHURST rose. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I shall be glad to get an answer 
from the Senator from Arizona to that suggestion. 

Mr. ASHURST. I thank the Senator for his question, but I 
wish to say that the entire charge for the hydroelectric power 
plant proposed to be constructed will become a charge upon ull 
‘landowners or all the land within the entire project. That is 
the absolute purpose of the provision. 

Mx. JONEN of New Mexico. I have no doubt that was the 
‘intention, but does the language make it such a charge? 

Mr. ASHURST. I think it does, because in the project rules 
and laws when a majority bind themselves that binds all of 
them to pay for the project. They are all equally bound. In 
addition to that a very large part of the power to be generated 
Is to be sold to an additional customer or consumer for the 
purpose of pumping water upon a mesa adjoining. It proposes 
that not only will this power be utilized by the present existing 
‘project but there is a pumping project near by by means of 
which the waters will be pumped by this electric energy upon 
those lands. They will sell power and derive an enormous rev- 
enue, About one-third of the power will be used in pumping 
the water upon this mesa land. : 

As to the word “ twelve,” let me say to the Senator, because 
the Senators knowledge of reclamation, not only from his 
service as a Senator but in the Department of the Interior, is 
very extensive, that the reason why the word “twelve” was 
used instead of “twenty” is that the reclamation loan is 
usually paid back in 20 years, but this project has already 
been running 8 years and has béen charged with 8 years of 
the 20, leaving 12 remaining, and the payments will be made 
within the 12 years, so that the end of the 20-year period and 
ithe end of the 12-year period will be contemporaneous, 

Nr. JONES of New Mexico. I understand that it is expected 
to make such an arrangement with regard to the repayment, 
| and from all the information I have I think it is quite advisable 
to do it; but I would like to ask the Senator, if he wants the 
language to be construed in the way in which he has just ex- 
pressed himself, if it would not be advisable, in line 19, after 
the word “entrymen,” to strike out “for the lands to be 
charged with the cost of such hydroelectric power plants,” so 
| that it would read “entered into by a majority of the water- 
richt applicants and entrymen in the manner provided by sec- 
tion 4”? That would make it apply to all of the water-right 
| applicants and entrymen under the project. 

| Mr. ASHURST. T am not going to get into even a friendly 
controversy with the Senator from New Mexico. My humble 
| opinion is that the present language is fully sufficient, but I 
cheerfully yield, and I say it without embarrassment, to the 
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superlor knowledge on the subject of the Senator from New 
Mexieo. If he believes that the language he supplies is more 
nearly eligible to effectuate the purpose of the proposed law, 
I cheerfully yield to that suggestion. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Of course, I appreciate the 
very high compliment and courtesy of the Senator from 
Arizona. 

Mr. ASHURST. I do say that my own opinion is that the 
present language is entirely efficacious, but I shall not quarrel 
over such a thing, especially with as good a lawyer as the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. In view of the remarks the 
Senator from Arizona has just made, I think, at least, that 
language ought to go out and let the matter go into conference, 
because there seems to be no difference of opinion as to what 
is desired. 

Mr. ASHURST. That is true. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Therefore I would suggest to 
the Senator from Arizona that his motion be amended to 


Mr. ASHURST. It will arise in this way. The question 
will be on agreeing to the committee amendment. Therefore, 
if the Senator wishes to change it, he had better move to 
amend the committee amendment, and then the question will 
be on the committee amendment as amended. Of course, on 
that I will have to vote “nay.” I want the amendment re- 
jected. Then after the committee amendment is disagreed to, 
I think the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] would yield long 
enough for the other amendment to be made. Would that be 
the proper parliamentary, proceeding? 

Mr. SMOOT. Under the unanimous-consent agreement, as 
soon as the committee amendments are disposed of the Senator 
could offer that amendment. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I feel like voting against the 
preposal to nonconcur in the action of the committee because 
of the language to which I have called attention. If we could 
first modify the language of the House 

Mr. SMOOT. That can not be done under the present condi- 
tion of the bill. Only amendments of the committee can now 
be considered. The question is now whether the Senate will 
agree to the committee amendment, and then ff the Senate 
agrees to the committee amendment, after that the Senator 
can propose his amendment. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, there is a way by which it 
can be reached very easily. The Senate committee amend- 
ment is a motion to strike out 

Mr. SMOOT. But not to insert. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The motion to strike out can be made a 
motion to strike out and insert. If the Senator from New 
Mexico will prepare his amendment, he can propose to strike 
out the language in the bill “and insert the following in lieu 
thereof.” He can amend the committee amendment by offer- 
ing an amendment in the nature of a substitute for it. The 
committee amendment merely strikes out the language of the 
bill, and the Senator can offer as a substitute for that a motion 
to strike out and insert, and thus effectuate his purpose now 
without waiting for the disposal of the committee amendments. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is what I had in mind when I said what 
I did with reference to a motion to insert. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It would be aceomplished now rather than 
later. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the committee amendment is 
to strike out and insert. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. No; to strike out. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator means as to the amount of the 
appropriation? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. The Senate committee amendment pro- 
poses to strike out, commencing with “$765,000,” in line 14, 
on page 66, and ending with “December 1, 1925,” in Hne 1, on 
nage 67, and in lieu thereof to insert “ $515,000." I do not 
think there can be any question about that. It is an amend- 
ment to strike out and insert. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is no question about 
that. 

Mr. NORRIS. When that motion is made, then the language 
to be stricken out, as well as the to be inserted, is 
susceptible of amendment. It would be perfectly in order for- 
a Senator to move to strike out certain language in the portion 
to be stricken out. It can be amended in any way. However, 
I would like to ask the Senator from New Mexico—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico, I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. Why does the Senator think that the lan- 
guage of the House stricken out by the Senate committee 
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amendment cenfines the payment of the $250,000 entirely to the 
land to be irrigated by the pumping proposition? I do not 
read if that way. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I, of course, realize that an- 
other construction might be placed upon it, 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not see how the Senator gets that con- 
struction, Let-me read the language: 


For operation and maintenance, continuation of construction, and 
incidental operations, of which not to exceed $250,000 may be expended 
for the construction of a hydroelectric plant at the siphon drop 
on the main canal: Provided, That no part of said sum of $270,000 
shall be expended until contracts have been entered into by a majority 
of the water rights applicants and entrymen, for the lands to be 
charged with the cost of the hydroelectric power plant in the manner 
provided by section 4 of the reclamation extension act. 


As I understand it, the reclamation act provided that we can 
do what is proposed by the House, by getting a contract entered 
into by a majority of the entrymen, which charges it up to the 
entire project and the lands to be irrigated by the pumping 
become a part of that project. I suppose there are no entry- 
men; it could well be that there are none in this case; but 
it is an extension of the project. I do not see how, if the 
Senator’s view is right, be can harmonize it with the law. 
Here we have a certain project now in operation. It is dis- 
covered that the project now in operation can be improved in 
water already flowing, already there; a canal already built, the 
drop already there, by simply Installing the necessary turbine 
wheels to develop electricity. That is part of the Yuma project. 
If this development is going to be charged only to the land 
that is going to be benefited by pumping water onto land that 
now does not have water, they would have to be charged with 
their proportionate part of the dam in the Colorado River, the 
construction and digging of the ditch that carries it down to 
the Yuma, and with the construction of the siphon that carries 
it under the river. 

You could not say to one reclamation project, “ We are go- 
ing to utilize power here, and take it all away from you and 
not pay you the proportionate share of the expense of convey- 
ing the water down to the place where the power is going 
to be developed.” The people in the Yuma project own that 
ditch; it is their money that built the dam in the river, it is 
their money that constructed the siphon, and it is their money 
that constructed the canal that carries the water down all 
those miles on the California side of the river in this case. 

You can not say We will take the development of the water 
power away from you that is yours as a matter of fact and 
give it to somebody else if they will simply pay for putting 
in the wheels.” I think that would be ridiculous. It would 
not be legal, Every man now owning land under the Yuma proj- 
ect farther down the river, where they use water in irrigation, 
has an interest in the ditch and in the dam and in the siphon, 
and everything that is there. You can not take that interest 
away from him and give it to somebody else without some 
consideration. So this is going to be charged up to the project. 
It can not be charged anywhere else. 

The language, which I think is perfectly plain, carries it out. 
The reclamation act provides that a thing of this kind can be 
done. They will not get the contracts from the people up on 
the mesa only, but they will get them elsewhere. The people 
up there will be charged with their proportionate share of bring- 
ing the water down, as they ought to be, 

As the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] truthfully suggests 
to me just now, whatever the acreage charge is, those people 
on the mesa must pay their proportionate share of it just the 
game as the other fellows. It is a part of one system. The 
thing the Senator from New Mexico fears must be more or less 
for the reason I have given, because it would be Illegal, and 
they could be restrained by injunction in court from taking that 
water power away from the men who own it now and giving it 
to somebody else without making them pay their proportionate 
share of bringing the water down from the river on the Cali- 
fornia side. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, it may be that 
some confusion regarding the language has arisen in my mind 
by reason of the fact that I have been reading the testimony 
taken by the committee of the House of Representatives. It is 
perfectly plain from that testimony that it is expected to get 
the money with which to pay this construction cost out of the 
entrymen of the lands upon what is called Mesa unit. Outside, 
it Is not expected that the landowners under any part of that 
project will ever pay a dollar. 
axe NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
there? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Yes. 


Mr. NORRIS. Let us take an illustration: Suppose the Sen- 
ator from New Mexico as a private individual owned an irriga- 
tion proposition, such as the Yuma project, and in order to 
irrigate his land, to get water on top of the land, he built a 
dam in the river, as these people did; that he constructed a 
eanal 25 miles long and dropped the water down to the land 
which he wished to irrigate. Suppose I came along at that point 
and sald to the Senator: “Now you have dropped the water 
down here; you have paid alt of that expense, and the water 
drops here 25 feet; you are not using that water; I am going to 
take advantage of all your expense and your labor; I will put 
in a water wheel, and I will own it, and all the power that is 
generated will be mine.” Does the Senator from New Mexico 
think I would have a legal right to do such a thing? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, I am not at all 
confused as to the thought suggested by the Senator from 
Nebraska, and I quite agree with every word that he has said; 
but it is a question as to whether or not this language ex- 
presses precisely that thought. That is the only question, in my 
mind; and that question has arisen from the fact, probably, 
that I have been reading the hearings, where it is stated that 
it is expected that the entire cost of construction shall be paid 
from charges for the use of the power upon additional lands 
or that the other lands, as a matter of fact, are expected to 
pay the cost of construction. It may be that I am confused 
with respect to this language only by reason of that situation. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield to the Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. ASHURST. I have no doubt that I have not been as 
clear in stating my own view of the matter as I might have 
been, but this is the fact: It will be the Yuma project, which 
embraces about 70,000 or 75,000 acres, that will be in law 
bound to repay the $250,000. Every acre of that project and 
every person owning land on it is bound in law to repay. 

As to the Mesa unit, which is a very rich tract of land on an 
elevated table, it is proposed to pump water up there in order 
to irrigate it, and the avails from the sale of hydroelectric 
power: which arise from pumping the water up there are to be 
collected by the project and used by the project manager in 
assisting to repay the $250,000; Therefore for every $100 worth 
of power or electric energy which is sold to the Mesa unit the 
cost to the water users and landowners within the project 
itself is reduced by that sum. I hope that is a clear statement. 
It seems clear to me. All the acreage within the project will be 
bound. . 

Mr. NORRIS. It is absolutely their property? 

Mr. ASHURST. It is their property. They will deliver the 
power to other settlers, collect for it, and use the avails in 
reducing their payments. 

Mr. NORRIS. They could put in this water power without 
reference to the Mesa unit and sell the power wherever they 
pleased. It is made possible by water to which they have a 
proprietary right, because they have taken it out of the river 
by the construction of a dam involving the expenditure of mil- 
lions of dollars; and it can not be taken away from them. 

Mr. ASHURST. Precisely; and I only mention 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
Mexico yield further to the Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I yield. 

Mr. ASHURST. I only mentioned the Mesa unit to show 
that it will be a very considerable customer of the main 
project in the utilization of the power. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, T have no doubt 
whatever as to the intention of the parties, but I still insist 
that the language ought to be made a little plainer. I think 
‘striking out the words I suggested awhile ago would accom- 
plish the purpose; and I believe I will move to strike out that 
language and to insert the words “ under said project,” so that 
it will read: 


Until contracts have been entered into by a majority of the water- 
right applicants and entrymen under said project in the manner pro- 
vided by section 4. 


And so forth. 

Mr. ASHURST. I am willing to compromise on that. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I think that that would make it 
very much plainer; so I make that motion, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the adop- 
tion of the amendment which is offered by the Senator from 
New Mexico to the committee amendment. 

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr, President, let the amendment to the 
amendment be stated, 


2990 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 23, 


Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I will be glad to state it. On 
page 66, line 19, after the comma, I move to strike out the 
words “ for the lands to be charged with the cost of said hydro- 
electric power plant,” and to insert in lieu thereof the words 
“under said project.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the adoption 
of the amendment to the amendment. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I did not catch what the 
amendment to the amendment was. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The purpose of the amend- 
ment to the amendment is to make plain the fact that the 
charge for the construction cost in this case shall be borne by 
the project and not merely by those who expect to use the 
power on the additional lands. The amendment to the amend- 
ment is proposed in order to make that plain. 

Mr. BORAH. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon the adop- 
tion of the amendment proposed by the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. Jones] to the amendment of the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now recurs on 
the amendment reported by the committee as amended. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I desire a yea and nay vote 
upon this question, but I understand that at this particular time 
very likely it will be impossible to secure a quorum. If the 
Senator from Arizona does not object, I should like to have 
this item and the item in relation to the other disputed project 
go over until Monday morning. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I wish to facilitate the labors 
of the chairman of the committee, but I see no reason for post- 
poning action. Senators know that the Senate is in session. 
I am willing to vote now; I have nothing more to say. I did 
not ask for the yeas and nays; the Senator from Utah, I think, 
asked for them. He had a right to do that, and I am not com- 
plaining at all; but I do want this question to be disposed of 
before we go any further with the bill. If the Senator wishes 
te move that the Senate adjourn, that is his privilege, and I 
shall make no objection.. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am not asking that the Senate adjourn. 

Mr. ASHURST. I believe in doing business as we reach it; I 
do not like neglect, postponement, or delay. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator has no advantage in that respect 
over the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. ASHURST. I am not complaining about the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have been trying now for 14 days to get 
through with the pending bill. 

Mr. ASHURST. I repeat I am not complaining about the 
Senator from Utah; he is one of the most diligent Members of 
the Senate; but I wish to go ahead and dispose of this con- 
troverted question, so that the Senate may proceed with the 
consideration of other matters. 

Mr. SMOOT, Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBINSON (when Mr, Caraway'’s name was called). 
The junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] is neces- 
sarily absent. He is paired with the Senator from New York 
[Mr. WADSWORTH]. 
the junior Senator from Arkansas would vote “nay.” 

Mr. CURTIS (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with the junior Senator from New York [Mr. Corgraxpl. In 
his absence I withhold my vote. 

Mr. DALE (when his name was called). I have a pair with 
the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STEPHENS] and will 
therefore withhold my vote. 

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD]. 
that pair to the Senator from Vermont [Mr. GREENE] and vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. MOSES (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. BROUSSARD]. 
He being absent, I transfer my pair with him to the senior 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Perper] and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. SIMMONS (when his name was called). I have a 
penera pair with the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. HARRELD]. 

transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
Reep], and will vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. SMITH (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. STERIING]. 
I transfer that pair to the Senator from Nevada [Mr. PITT- 
MAN] and will vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. McNARY (when Mr. STanrrery’s name was called). My 
colleague [Mr. STANFIELD] is absent from the city. He has 
no pair at this time. If he were present, he would vote “nay.” 


If he were present and at liberty to vote, 


I transfer’ 


Mr. SWANSON (when his name was called). I have a 
pair with the Senator from Maine [Mr. Hate]. I transfer 
that pair to the Senator from Tennessee [Mr, SHretps] and 
will vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. WILLIS (when his name was called). I am paired on 
this question with the junior Senator from Tennessee [ Mr. 
McKetrar]. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Spencer] and will vote. I vote “ yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. EDGE (after having voted in the affirmative). Has 
my colleague [Mr. Epwanps] voted? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. That Senator has not voted. 

Mr. EDGE. I have a pair with my colleague, and, not being 
able to obtain a transfer, I withdraw my vote, 

Mr. COLT. I have a general pair with the junior Senator 
from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL]. In his absence I withhold 
my vote. 

Mr. GLASS (after having voted in the negative). I havea 
general pair with the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLran}, 
which I transfer to the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Rans- 
DELL], and will permit my vote to stand. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I have a general pair with the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. FERNALD], which I transfer to the 
junior Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] and will vote. I vote 

yea.” 

Mr. CURTIS. I have been requested to announce the fol- 
lowing general pairs: 

The Senator from Tllinois IMr. McCormick] with the Sena- 
tor from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]; and 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reep] with the Sena- 
tor from Delaware [Mr. BAYARD]. 

The result was announced—yeas 9, nays 46, as follows: 


YEAS—9, 
Elkins Jones, Wash. Phipps Warren 
Fess Moses Smoot Willis 
Jones, N. Mex. 
NAYS—46. 

Adams Ferris Lenroot Sheppard 
Ashurst Fletcher age Shipstead 
Ball Frazier Mc ley Shortridge 
Borah George McNar. Simmons 
Brookhart lass Mayfie' Smith 
Bruce Goodin Neely Swanson 
Bursum Harris Norbeck Walsh, Mass. 
Cameron Harrison Norris Walsh, Mont, 
Capper eflin Oddie Weller 
Couzens Johnson, Minn. Overman Wheeler 
Cummins Kendrick ton 
Dill La Follette Robinson 

NOT VOTING—41, 
Bayard Ernst McCormick Stanfield 
Brandegee Fernald McKellar Stanley 
Broussard Gerry McLean Stephens 
Caraway Greene Owen Sterling 
Colt Hale Pepper Trammell 
Copeland Harreld Pittman Underwood 
Curtis Howell Ransdell Wadsworth 
Dale Johnson, Calif. Reed, Mo. Watson 
Dial Keyes Reed, Pa. 
Edge Kin Shields 
Edwards Lad Spencer 

So the amendment of the committee as amended was re- 

jected: 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will continue 
the reading of the bill. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 67, line 19, after the word “thereof,” to strike 
out “$1,080,000: And provided further, That no part of the 
money appropriated under this paragraph shall be expended 
for the development of electric power until the Secretary of 
the Interior shall have in hand contracts (1) for the purchase 
of all electric power developed in excess of that immediately 
needed for the pumping of water on the lands irrigated under 
the Boise project at rates sufficient to include interest at 5 
per cent per annum on the power development cost and to in- 
clude full depreciation on the power plant, (2) to guarantee, 
with sufficient surety, monthly cash payments for power 
charges, if sold for purposes other than irrigation, and annual 
payments in advance if sold for irrigation purposes, and (3) 
to provide, with the agreement of all holders of existing liens, 
that the cost of such power shall constitute a first lien upon 
the lands or irrigation district for which the same has been 
purchased,” and to insert “$630,000,” so as to make the para- 
graph read: 


Boise project, Idaho: For operation and maintenance, continuation 
of construction, and incidental operations: Provided, ‘That the expendi- 
ture for drainage shall not exceed the amount paid by the water 
users pursuant to the provisions of the Boise public notice dated Feb- 
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ruary 15, 1921, except for drainage in irrigation districts formed under 
State laws and upon the execution of agreements for the repayment 
to the United States of the costs thereof, $630,000. 


Mr, BORAH. Mr. President, I should like to have a vote 
upon the figures “ $1,080,000,” on page 67, line 19. I desire a 
separate vote as to the amount, because the language which 
follows is stricken out, and I am willing that that shall go to 
conference. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore: The Senator from Idaho 
requests a separate vote upon that part of the amendment in 
line 19, on page 67, Without objection, the separate vote is 

ed. 


grant 

Mr, SMITH. Does the Senator desire a vote just on the 
amount and not on the language stricken out? 

Mr. BORAH. I want a vote on the amount. The language 
goes to conference. 

Mr. SMITH. We will leave it as it stands, then, and just 
vote on the amount? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is, Shall the 
amendment, so far as it relates to the figures 51,080,000,“ 
be agreed to? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the request of the Senator from 
Idaho is to make an appropriation of $1,080,000 instead of 
$630,000, and agree to the action of the Senate committee in 
striking out the proviso. 

I think it is my duty to call the attention of the Senate 
to.this so-called project. The object of the increase in the 
appropriation over and above the $630,000 is to erect a power 
plant to pump water to a private project on a third lift of 
180 feet. 

The Gem project is a project that was established years 
ago by individuals in the State of Idaho. They are furnished 
power from the very source from which they anticipated re- 
ceiving power, and at an agreed price per acre. The average 
charge for the power is around $6 per acre. So far they 
‘have in part failed to pay the power charges. The power 
company wants to get rid of furnishing the power unless the 
charges are paid, and the bondholders are hoping something 
will be done to insure payment of the bonds issued for the 
building of the project, 

The theory of the proposal is that some 10 years or so hence 
this Boise project intends to create a power for the lifting of 
water into the reservoir of that project. The proposition is 
that the United States reclamation project known as the Boise 
project shall build this plant now, not for the use of the project 
at present, but that they may want it in 10 years hence, or 
that the plant shall be built now to permit the Gem project, 
owned by private parties and constructed by private money, 
to have the use of this power for 10 years to lift water, as I 
say, in the third-stage lift 180 feet. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I yield. 


Mr. KENDRICK. I want to ask the Senator if I understood 
him to say service is now rendered by a power com- 
pany at $6 nnually? 


Mr. SMOOT. It is, and the contract was made for power 
before this private concern began the building of the plant. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Is there sufficient power to meet the 
needs of the people there? 

Mr. SMOOT. Ample power; but it is stated that if this 
plant is built by the Government the power will be cheaper 
than it is to-day. I have no doubt that it will be cheaper 
when we take into consideration the fact that there is to be 
no charge for interest, there is to be no charge for wear and 
tear or repairs to the plant. It seems to me that it is going 
a long, long way for the Government to expend money at this 
time to put in this plant to be used for 10 years and perhaps 
more, and I want to say right now that I predict that if the 
Senators who are listening to me live until the end of 10 years, 
and the Boise project then wants this power, and undertakes 
to take it back, the Senators will find that the Government 
of the United States will be asked to provide additional power 
for this private concern. 

Mr. NcNARY. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator from 
Utah if he does not know that this whole scheme of furnishing 
an adequate supply of water for the Gem project must eventu- 
ally come out of the greater Owyhee project as it is a part of 
that development and that within 10 years that will likely be 
a going project? 

Mr. SMOOT. The testimeny upon the subject shows that 
there is a part of the Gem project which can be watered from 
that project when it is developed. 


Mr. NcNARY. Yes. 

Mr. SMOOT. But that does not do away with the lifting of 
the water to a part of that project. 

Mr. NcNARY. I might say to the Senator from Utah that 
after careful survey by the Reclamation Service of the feasi- 
bility of the greater Owyhee project, all lands lying within 
that project will be watered by a gravity system. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator says the “greater” project, 
There is no telling what it would cost per acre in order to con- 
struct that greater project, and when cost gets above a certain 
price per acre, it would be a total failure. 

Mr. NcoNARY. If the Senator will yield again, I am not con- 
sidering at this time, or proposing, what the cost per acre will 
be. I only undertake to say that within 10 years from now 
this scheme will not be fastened upon the Government to supply 
water by pumping, for by that time the Gem may become a 
part of the greater Owyhee system. 

Mr. SMOOT. When the Owyhee project is constructed, there 
is no doubt at all but that a part of the land can be watered 
from that project; but that is not constructed. I want to say, 
in this connection, that all reclamation funds can not go into 
one or two States. That is without a doubt correct. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I would like to ask the 
Senator what the language of the bill means when it mentions 
expenditures for drainage not exceeding such and such an 
amount. All through the bill the word “drainage” is used. 
I supposed these reclamation projects were for irrigation pur- 
pose, that the plan was to put water on the land, and not to 
take it off. 

Mr. SMOOT. There are some of these irrigation projects 
which are perfectly useless unless they are drained. That was 
not intended or expected in the first place, but it has developed 
that drainage is absolutely necessary in order for the projects 
to be a success. For instance, the Senator will remember—1. 
think it was a year age—that $600,000 or so was appropriated 
for the draining of the Nevada project. I say to the Senater 
now that those lands have to be drained or they are perfectly 
useless, If the water is not drained off, it sours the land and 
makes it so that it is worthless. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Does the Senator mean to say that the 
water that is put on the land as a result of the construction of 
= dams and the impounding of the water has to be drained 

? 

Mr. SMOOT. In only a very few cases, and this evidently is 
one of the cases. 

Mr. FLETCHER. This Gem project, to which the Senator 
refers, does not seem to be mentioned in the bill. Only the 
Boise project is mentioned. Is the Gem project a privately: 
ewned project? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; it was started, and bonds were issued by 
private parties, and it was developed under private ownership. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Is that a part of the Boise project in any 
way? 

Mr. SMOOT. It is not. It is not a part of the Boise project 
at all, but the Boise project, it is stated, is to erect a power 
plant at some time in the future about where this power plant 
would be, to lift water for the Boise project, providing the 
lands are such that it will call for that expense. The Gem 
project to-day has nothing to do with the Boise project. It is a 
privately owned concern. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 

Mr. GOODING. I want to say to the Senator from Utah 
that the Gem district is no more a private concern than the 
Strawberry project was a private concern when the Government 
took it over. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, when the Government took it 
over there was no Strawberry project. The Government started 
the Strawberry project. 

Mr. GOODING. No; but the land was all in private owner- 
ship. There was no public land there. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; there was some public land. 

Mr, GOODING. The records from the Interior Department 
show that it was all private land, and some of it had been 
under irrigation for 20 years or longer. 

Mr. SMOOT. Some of it; that is right. 

Mr. GOODING. And some even longer than that. 

Mr. SMOOT. Some of it for 50 years, Mr. President. 

Mr. GOODING. Let me say to the Senator that he knows 
as well as I do that when the Government went out to reclaim 
the West the majority of the projects out there were in pri- 
vate ownership, the same as the Gem district is. There was no 
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difference. Let us have that clear as we go along with this 
debate. 

Mr. SMOOT. We will have it clear. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It is not proposed now that the Govern- 
ment take over the Gem project out of this appropriation, is it? 

Mr. SMOOT. No, not to-day; but what are they going to do 
hereafter? The difference between the Strawberry project and 
the Gem project is this: There never was a dollar spent on the 
Strawberry project until it was agreed to by the Government, 
and adopted and approved, just the same as was done with 
every reclamation project in Idaho or any other State. 

Mr. GOODING. But, Mr. President 

Mr. SMOOT. There was not a single dollar of the bonds 
put upon the Strawberry project in individual ownership. It 
is a Government project pure and simple. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. SMOOT. Whereas the Gem project was organized by indi- 
viduals, the money was furnished by individuals, and the bonds 
put upon the land as security of the payments were issued by 
individuals. The Reclamation Service has nothing whatever to 
do with it and has no control over it. There has been no 
payment to the reclamation fund, but all the payments must be 
made to the bondholders of that project. That is the difference. 

Mr. SMITH. Is the Senator speaking of the project men- 
tioned in the bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. The Gem project, which is covered in this lan- 
guage which the committee struck out. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

Mr. SMOOT. & course, the name of the Gem project does 
not appear at any place in the bill, but that is what this 
amendment covers. It means for the construction of the 
power plant. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I just want to ask one question. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senator indicate 
to whom he yields? 

Mr. SMOOT. I will yield to the Senator from Florida, and 
then I will yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Suppose the language now proposed to be 
stricken out by the committee remains in the bill; then would 
they need the $1,080,000? 

Mr. SMOOT. That, Mr. President, is exactly what the 
Senator from Idaho wants done. He wants this stricken 
out here, in spite of the fact that it does protect the Govern- 
ment a little. If it is stricken out, then there will be $1,080,- 
000; then they will build the power plant, and there will not 
be any question hereafter as to what will be done with that 
plant involved, or that the wording of the proviso will not in 
any way, shape, or form limit the building of this project. 

On page 835 of the hearings before the House committee it 
is stated just what this $1,080,000 would be expended for: 


Operation and maintenance 444„„„.„k $300, 000 
DAIN (ANAL TEDA eee — pean 130, 000 
WPAINR GO \WOTK ao Sa ee pense 200, 000 


The committee gives all of that. They have not cut a single 
dollar of that out. But ; 

Power plant and transmission line $450, 000 

That is what the committee cut out. That is the situation 
just as it is. I have understood that no new project was to be 
started, and it is for that reason that the committee took the 
action it did. 2 

There is a great deal of difference between this project and 
the project in Arizona. The Arizona project is a reclamation 
project, started by the Government, built by the Governmeni, 
controlled by the Government, the payments collected by the 
Government ; but that is not the case with this project. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Utah if, when this money is appropriated, there is no pro- 
vision made for repayment to the Government, or collections, 
or any money accruing to the Government? 

Mr. SMOOT. Whenever this power is given up in about 10 
years, as the testimony shows, that the Boise project may 
need this power and can use it where they are going to lo- 
cate it for the Gem project. They may use that power for 
pumping water into the reservoir of the Boise project when- 
ever the time comes when it is necessary for them to do it, 

Mr. SMITH. What provision is made for the Government 
being repaid for any of this appropriation? 

Mr. SMOOT. The Boise project will have to pay for it in 
the end, because it will be charged to the Boise project; but 


> 


it will be bullt for 10 years before the Boise project will ever 
need it, if it ever does need it, It is to be used in the 
meantime by the Gem project. I think the bondholders 
now feel that they are going to lose their money and want 
this assistance, 

Mr. SMITH. Is provision made in the law that the Gem 
people will pay for this? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; the Gem people pay for the power. They 
do not pay for the erection of the power plant at all. 

Mr. SMITH. Who takes care of the wear and tear for the 
10 years? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is a question. Nothing is said about it. 

Mr. SMITH. They simply pay for the power that is gen- 
erated? 

Mr. SMOOT. They pay for the power that is generated 
there with the plant that ultimately will belong to the Boise 
project. 

ais SMITH. And the Boise project belongs to the Govern- 
men 

Mr. SMOOT. It does until paid for. 

Mr. BORAH. In other words, it does not make any differ- 
ence about it being a private project; the Boise project ulti- 
mately has to pay for it. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is what I said. 

Mr. BORAH. So all this talk about a private project is 
simply an ald to the Boise project. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let it be understood the way it is. I think I 
have stated it exactly as it is. I do not know how many 
telegrams I have had from my own State asking me to sup- 
port this proposition. I have had letters from my friends in 
Idaho asking my support for it. I recognize that there are 
farmers under that project now, as there are farmers in all 
parts of this country, who are having a mighty hard struggle 
to get along; but is it right for the Government of the United 
States to undertake now to relleve the bondholders of that 
project from assisting further in carrying it on? 

In the hearings we find this statement: 


Under such contract the district would pay annually certain speci- 
fied rates for temporary power. The district would acquire no interest 
in the power plant. When the Black Canyon division is completed. 
the power would be utilized for that division and the Gem district 
would have to make other arrangements for its power. 


That is what appears in the House hearings. That is the 
statement that was made. All I want to know is whether the 
Senate of the United States wants to undertake a proposition 
of this kind. Your committee thought it was unwise. I made 
the statement in relation to the Arizona project that it was a 
question of hoping to receive the report of the fact-finding com- 
mission before we undertook to establish power on the project. 
That is quite a different proposition. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Utah yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 

Mr. McNARY. The Senator makes the assertion that the 
Senate committee was not agreeable to em. Is it not 
true that the Director of the Budget wi. ‘enable, the Sec- 
retary of the Interior was agreeable, the House committee 
was agreeable, and the House itself agreed to the amendment? 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say tọ the Senator there is no question 
but what it was estimated for in the Budget. There is no 
question but what Mr. Davis, of Idaho, agreed to it and ap- 
proved it and took it to the Budget, and that the Budget 
agreed to it. There is no doubt in the world but what it 
went into the bill in the House and came to the Senate in the 
bill. Of course, it could not be otherwise or else the Senate 
committee could not have stricken the item out. 

Mr. McNARY. I merely wanted to show that the emphasis 
placed by the Senator on the fact that the Senate committee 
disagreed to it is small compared with the other agencies that 
did agree to it, The Senate committee is far outweighed by 
the other agencies that did agree with the proposition. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is for the Senate itself to decide. The 
committee thought it wise to bring it here for decision. 

Mr. McNARY. I want to ask the Senator from Utah, who 
has the bill in charge, if his committee held any hearings on 
the item or had anyone appear in opposition to it? 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, yes; we did. 

Mr. MeNARY, Have those hearings been printed? y 

Mr. SMOOT. They haye. If the Senator will get a copy of 
them he will find 

Mr. McNARY, A copy of the printed hearings has just been 
handed to me, 
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Mr. SMOOT. Beginning on page 128 the hearings will be | item this afternoon or not. I doubt if we have a quorum, and 


found. I might add, when we speak of the Secretary of the 
Interior, that I do not think the Senator can find in his evi- 
dence a statement that he approved it. 

Mr. MeNARY. But the project had its inception in the 
office of the Secretary of the Interior and was reported favor- 
ably to the Director of the Budget. 

Mr. GOODING. When the Secretary of the Interior was 
asked that question by the Senator from Utah, he said that his 
commissioner had approved it. He answered him in that way. 

Mr. SMOOT. There is no doubt about it. I said that the 
commissioner approved it. 

Mr. GOODING. The Senator did not make the position of 
the Secretary of the Interior quite as clear as he should have 
made it, however. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am not going to get into a dispute with the 
Senator as to whether the Secretary of the Interior approved 
of it or not. I think the Senator understands the Secretary's 
position on it. I certainly do. is remarks can be construed 
as in opposition to it. There is no doubt that Commissioner 
Davis approved of it. 

I have no more to say with reference to the matter. If the 
Senate wants to put this project proposition into the bill, know- 
ing exactly the conditions that exist, well and good. I think 
that all the money we have ought to be expended on Govern- 
ment projects which are suffering just as much as the people in 
the Gem district. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, on this item the point was 
brought out in discussion in the committee that power was being 
furnished by the Idaho Power Co. at what appears to be a very 
low rate per acre or per acre-foot for the water supplied; that 
the power company had notified the settlers on the Gem project 
that they could no longer furnish them with power because 
they had other uses for it. I stated in subcommittee that that 
struck me as being a very peculiar reason to give for inability 
to further serve the Gem enterprise, because it is generally the 
object of hydroelectric power companies to seek pumping loads 
as being very desirable on account of the very large quan- 
tity of power that is consumed and which, therefore, can be 
furnished at exceedingly low rates. 

In questioning the witnesses it was brought out that the proj- 
ect was in arrears in its payments for power to the power com- 
panies, and that for the last year or two at least the power 
companies had exacted payment in advance. The question 
naturally arises, how can a public utility corporation, operating 
under the laws of Idaho, cut off any one customer which it has 
been supplying with power, and say to it that it can no longer 
furnish power when that customer is willing to pay for the 
power in advance? It seems to me that the project which has 
been a customer is entitled to preference in service so long as 
it can pay for the power supplied. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

Mr. PHIPPS. I will yield in just a moment. Under the laws 
of Idaho, as I have been informed, the earnings of the power 
company are regulated on a basis of a 74 per cent return on the 
capital invested, and therefore the power rate would be deter- 
mined by the public utilities commission at a figure that would 
not yield more than 74 per cent return on the investment, There 
would be no reason I could think of why the Idaho Power Co., 
which has been furnishing the project for years, should say to 
the people on the Gem project, “ We refuse further to furnish 
you power and you must look elsewhere.” It seems to me the 
people of the Gem enterprise have a prior right to receive power 
at a rate to be established by the publié utilities commission. 

I now yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. GOODING. I would say for the information of the Sen- 
ator from Colorado that the Idaho Power Co. has forced the 
people of the Gem district into a contract in which they agree 
to furnish power, if they have it, and when they can sell that 
power for a higher price than is charged for pumping they 
likely will not have any power. That is the Shylock contract 
they have been forced into. 

Mr, PHIPPS. There is nothing in the evidence which we have 
had to disclose that fact. If that is the fact, then there is some- 
thing wrong with the law in Idaho, and the public utilities 
commission appointed under those laws apparently fails to 
function. 

Mr. GOODING. That is a fact, nevertheless. 

Mr. PHIPPS. It seems to me the first users can be pro- 
tected in their rights and can demand the service at a rate 
to be established by the publie utilities commission. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not know whether the 
Senator in charge of the bill desires to dispose of the pending 
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if we are going to have a yea-and-nay vote—— 
Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly willing to let it go over until 


Monday. 

Mr. BORAH. Is the Senator going to call for a yea-and-nay 
yote? 

Mr. SMOOT. I am. 

Mr. BORAH. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Idaho 
suggests the absence of a quorum. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Adams Edge Johnson, Minn, Phipps 
Ashurst Ferris Kendrick Ralston 
Borah Fess Lenroot Robinson 
Brookhart Fletcher Lod Sheppard 
Bruce Frazier MeNary Shipstead 
Bursum George Mayfield Smith 
Cameron Glass Moses Smoot 
Capper Gooding Neely Swanson 
Couzens Harris Norbeck Walsh, Mass. 
Cummins Harrison Norris Walsh, Mont. 
Dale Heflin Oddie Warren 

Dill Howell Overman Willis 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Forty-eight Senators have 
answered to their names. There is not a quorum present. The 
Secretary will call the names of the absent Senators. 

The reading clerk called the names of the absent Senators. 

Mr. Cort, Mr. Jones of Washington, and Mr. Jones of New 
Mexico entered the Chamber and answered to their names. 

The PRESIDENT. pro tempore. Fifty-one Senators have 
answered to the roll call. There is a quorum present. 


RECESS. 


Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate take a recess until 12 
o'clock Monday. 
The motion was agreed to; and (at 8 o'clock and 20 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until Money: February 25, 


1924, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
SATURDAY, February 23, 1924. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon, and was called to order 
by the Speaker. 

The Chaplain, Rey, James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Give ear, O Lord, unto our supplications; in the beauty and 
glory of Thy infinite nature incline Thine ear unto us. We would 
praise and thank Thee for all Thy goodness and wonderful works 
to the children of men. Thou hast kept us and not we ourselves. 
Vouchsafe Thy continued blessing unto us this day. We be- 
seech Thee that Thy spirit may abide in all our hearts and 
enable us to glorify Thee in all we do or say. Thus we shall 
find our best use and influence and render unto our country the 
obligations that we owe and unto Thee an offering worthy and 
yor guia in Thy sight. We pray in the name of Jesus. 

en. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved, 


CONTESTED-ELECTION CASE OF CHANDLER V. BLOOM. 


Mr. ELLIOTT. Mr. Speaker, I desire to make a privileged 
report from the Committee on Elections No, 3 in the case of 
Chandler v. Bloom, from the nineteenth congressional district 
of New York, for printing under the rule, and I also desire to 
submit a unanimous-consent request that the minority shall 
have five days in which to present their views. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana submits a re- 
port from the Committee on Elections No. 3, of which the Clerk 
will report the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Contested-election case of Chandler v. Bloom, from the nineteenth 
congressional district of New York. 


The SPEAKER. Referred to the House Calendar. The gen- 
tleman also asks unanimous consent that the minority may have 
five days in which to file their views. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
may I ask the gentleman whether the minority is composed of 
men on both sides of the aisle? 

Mr. ELLIOTT. They are all on your side. 
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TAKE THE PROFITS OUT OF WAR. 


Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Itecoxp on House Joint Resolution 
No. 128, to create a commission to study and report, advising 
legislation to take the profits out of war. : 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South Carolina asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the manner indi- 
cated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Speaker, I am availing myself of the 
privilege of extending my remarks by printing in the REC- 
ozp. this announcement: That on March 11, 1924, at 10 
a. m., in the House Office Building, at room 451, will be con- 
sidered House Joint Resolution No. 128 and certain other bills 
relating to the general idea of conscripting all the materials 
and financial resources of the Nation in time of war, as well as 
its man power. This idea is an irresistible deduction from the 
American principles of equality and fair play. In America 
every person, man and woman, old and young, owes his coun- 
try the obligation to serve in peace and in war to the extent of 
and in proportion to his or her respective ability. 

The late President Warren G. Harding recognized the just- 
ness of this conception, and in his inaugural address on March 
4, 1921, employed the following striking and vigorous language 
in expressing his conviction: 


If, despite this attitude, war is again forced upon us, I earnestly 
hope a way may be found which will unify our individual and collec- 
tive strength and consecrate all America, materially and spiritually, 
body and soul, to national defense. I can vision the ideal republic, 
where every man and woman is called under the flag for assignment to 
duty for whatever service, military or civic, the individual is best 
fitted ; where we may call to universal service every plant, agency, or 
facility, all in the sublime sacrifice for country, and not one penny of 
war profit shall inure to the benefit of private individual, corporation, 
or combination, but all above the normal shall flow into the defense 
chest of the Nation. There is something inherently wrong, something 
out of accord with the ideals of representative democracy when one 
portion of our citizenship turns its activities to private gain amid 
defensive war while another is fighting, sacrificing, or dying for 
national preservation. 


In subsequent addresses President Harding referred to the 
same principle, and I think that it is high time that some 
definite progress be made toward the formulation of laws to 
put into practice this high principle in the event of another war. 

This fundamental thought of the equality of obligation means 
to serve the country in time of war with your body and life, 
if you be young and strong, or with your field and forest and 
factory and railroad and bank and bank account if you have 
been blessed with these material goods. This is the essence of 
democracy. The results of defeat in war would bear just as 
heavily upon the vested interests and the accumulations of 
capital as they would upon human beings, upon the citizens of 
the Nation. No conquering nation would dare in modern times 
murder the citizens of the conquered nation, nor lead them into 
captivity, nor impose outrageous servitude upon them, but it is 
still considered within the rules of modern warfare that the 
conguering nation may levy heavy indemnities to be paid out 
of the capital and earning capacity of the citizens of the con- 
guered nation. 

It is expected that at the hearing on March 11 next the 
American Legion will be present by its official representatives 
to urge the passage of some such legislation, and that the 
Woman’s Auxiliary of the American Legion will also be present. 
It is expected that certain associations and individuals inter- 
ested in justice and equality and fair play and in the preserva- 
tion of peace and in the postponement of war and in the pre- 
vention of profiteering will be present to record their sentiments 
in favor of this proposed legislation.» The purpose of these 
remarks is to announce to the country that all who favor this 
idea and can not be present in person to express their indorse- 
ment may write a letter to that effect either to the chairman of 
the committee, the Hon. Junnus Kamn, or to any member of 
the committee, or to any Member of Congress, and I feel that 
all such letters will be assembled and published in the printed 
hearings upon these bills, I am sure that all who may see fit 
to write me indorsing these bills will find their letters appear- 
ing in the printed hearings for the consideration of the Mem- 
bers of Congress. 

It is my earnest and sincere belief that if some bill carrying 
into effect the principles announced in House Joint Resolution 
128 and in the other pending bills referred to will be enacted 
into law, then such law will prove to be the most epoch-making 
legal document since the Declaration of Independence. It will 
mark a new stage in the tide of human affairs, It will strike 


at the very vitals of jingoism. It will blot war profiteering 
from the pages of future American history. No longer will that 
curse of selfish, treasonable profiteering in time of war stain 
the pages of our history. It will set an example to the other 
nations of the world in this idea of equality and nonprofiteering 
in time of war. As America goes so goes the world. America 
will, therefore, be in the vanguard of the procession toward 
permanent peace. 

In conclusion, I again invite all to whose attention this 
announcement may come to express themselves either in person 
or by letter written as above indicated. 


LANDS AND FUNDS OF THE OSAGE INDIANS IN OKLAHOMA. 


Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I am instructed by the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs to ask that the bill (H. R. 6483) 
amending an act entitled “An act for the division of the lands 
and funds of the Osage Indians in Oklahoma, and for other 
purposes,” approved June 28, 1906; and acts amendatory 
thereof and supplemental thereto, be withdrawn from the 
Union Calendar and recommitted to the committee. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks that 
the bill H. R. 6483 may be withdrawn from the Union Calendar 
and recommitted to the committee. Is there objection? 

Mr. HASTINGS. That is entirely satisfactory. I have no 
objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1924. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill H. R. 
6715, the revenue bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the 
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
H. R. 6715, the revenue bill. The question is on agreeing to 
that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. GRAHAM] 
will take the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize 
taxation, to provide revenue, and for other purposes, with Mr. 
GrawAm of Illinois in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of the revenue bill, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bin (H. R. 6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide 
revenue, and for other purposes. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, at the close of the pro- 
ceedings yesterday I believe we had just taken a teller vote, 

The CHAIRMAN. When the committee rose the question 
was on the amendment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
JonEs] to the amendment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Brack]. There being no quorum present, the proceedings in 
that matter, the Chair supposes, were nullified. The question 
now is on agreeing to the Jones amendment. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 


sent that the amendment be again reported, and that I may 


have three minutes in which to explain the purpose of my 
amendment. > 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brack] 
asks unanimous consent that the amendment be again reported 
and that he have three minutes in which to explain his amend- 
ment. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have no objection to the amendment 
being reported again, but I have objection to the gentleman 
from Texas being again heard. I had no opportunity to be 
heard. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I do not mean to argue it, but merely 
to explain. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman has already had nearly 
10 minutes. He has had more time than anybody else. He 
has argued this matter twice. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendment may be again reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will be 
again reported for the information of the committee. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr, BLACK of Texas: Page 115, line 9, after 
the word “ years,” strike out the language “and the amount of income 
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taxes imposed by this act”; and in line 10, after the word “ years,” 
insert the following language: “and the amount of income taxes im- 
posed by this act shall be assessed within three years after the return 
was filed.” 


Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I make the point 
of order that the business in order is voting on that amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. But the gentleman knows that a substitute 
is always in order. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Not after a vote has been taken 
and it is developed that there was no quorum. 

Mr. BLANTON. No; it is in statu quo. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. No. We can vote again with a 
quorum. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, the Clerk has not reported my 
amendment to the Black amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House was dividing at the time. The 
orderly procedure is a yote on the amendment of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Jones]. 

Mr. JONES. The Clerk did not report my amendment in 
accordance with the unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that a substitute is always in order before there is a vote. 

Mr. Chairman, we are in statu quo by reasen of the fact that 
there was no quorum present. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, there was a vote being 
taken and a division was called for. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, And we are now in the process of 
voting. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state his understanding of 
the parliamentary situation. The Chair examined the RECORD 
on this matter last night quite carefully. There had been a 
vote and the number of votes on each side is recorded in the 
Recorp, but there had been no decision; therefore, the com- 
mittee was dividing at the time the point of order was made. 
Now the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON} seeks to offer 
a substitute. The Chair does not think it is in order at this 
time because of the fact that it was not offered before the com- 
mittee divided. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the order this morning is a vote on the Jones amendment, 
not a division, but a vote on the Jones amendment. That being 
the order, at any time before the vote is put to the House a 
substitute is in order, I submit to the Chair, under the parlia- 
mentary rules of this House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair adheres to its ruling. A sub- 
stitute will be in order after the vote on the Jones amendment. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the Clerk did not 
report my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment to 
the amendment as offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
JONES]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Jones: Amend the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLACK] by striking out the word 
“ three” and inserting in lieu thereof the word “ two.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to the 
amendment as offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
JONES]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment to the amend- 
ment was rejected. 

Mr. BLANTON. 
out the last word. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the substitute, as I 
understand it, is to strike out the last word, and I make the 
point of order that such a substitute is not in order but is 
merely dilatory. 

The CHAIRMAN. If a point of order is made, it must be 
sustained. The question is now on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Brack]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Brack of Texas) there were—ayes 29, noes 104. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) The period within which an assessment is required to be made 
by subdivision (a) of this section in respect of any deficiency shall be 
extended (1) by 30 days if a notice of such deficiency has been mailed 
to the taxpayer under subdivision (a) of section 274 and no appeal 
has been filed with the board of tax appeals, or, (2) if an appeal 
has been filed, then by the number of days between the date of the 
mailing of such notice and the date of the final decision by the board, 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, in conformity with the 
action of the committee taken yesterday, I move that on page 


Mr, Chairman, I offer a substitute to strike 


116, in line 9, the figures “30” be stricken out and the figures 
“60” be inserted in lieu thereof. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. CHINDBLOM: Page 116, line 9, strike out the 
figures “ 80” and insert in lieu thereof the figures “ 60.“ 


The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) Any deficiency attributable to a change in a deduction tenta- 
tively allowed under paragraph (9) of subdivision (a) of section 214, 
or paragraph (8) of subdivision (a) of section 234, of the revenue act 
of 1918 or the revenue act of 1921, may be assessed at any tint. 

(c) Where both the commissioner and the taxpayer have consented 
in writing to the assessment of the tax after the time prescribed in 
section 277 for its assessment the tax may be assessed at any time 
prior to the expiration of the period agreed upon. 


Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I was trying to 
prepare an amendment—— 

ee CHINDBLOM. To what? The paragraph has not been 
read. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I hope the gentleman from Illi- 
nois will not object, because I think this is a matter of great 
importance. I was trying to write out an amendment—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia will wait 
until the paragraph is read. 

The Clerk continued to read, as follows: 


(d) Where the assessment of the tax is made within the period 
prescribed in section 277 or in this section, such tax may be collected 
at any time by distraint or by a proceeding in court, but nothing in 
this section shall be construed as preventing the beginning, without 
assessment, of a proceeding in court for the collection of the tax before 
the expiration of such period. 

(e) This section shall not (1) authorize the assessment of a tax 
or the beginning of a proceeding in court for the collection of a tax if 
at the time of the enactment of this act such assessment or proceeding 
was barred by the period of limitation then in existence, or (2) affect 
any assessment made, or proceeding in court begun, before the enact- 
ment of this act. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia offers an 
amendment. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, the amendment I 
really want to offer should be offered at the end of line 3 on 
this page, and I ask unanimous consent that we may return 
to that section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani- 
mous consent to return to section (e) for the purpose of offer- 
ing an amendment. Is there objection? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I do not think we can 
go back to that section. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. It will be inserted at the end of 
line 8, on page 117, and we are on that page now, as I under- 
stand. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I will have to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is made. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last word. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I think the matter the gentleman spoke 
to me about last night would belong somewhere else. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. That would be on page 21, but 
this is a little different matter. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will say to the gentleman that I have 
been watching with reference to page 21, but the present matter 
is something about which I have had no conversation with the 
gentleman. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I think the gentleman will be 
somewhat interested in the matter I am now offering, if I may 
be permitted to have the attention of the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia moves to 
strike out the Jast word. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I sought recogni- 
tion by moving to strike out the last word in order that I 
might bring to the attention of the committee an amendment I 
had intended to offer at the end of line 3 on page 117. The 
amendment which I had intended to offer would read thus: 


Such an extension of time for assessment of tax shall also operate 
as a like extension of time for the refund of an overpayment should a 
final determination of the tax show an overpayment. 


The case I have in mind is this: There arose in my own dis- 
trict a case of this nature: Just before the expiration of the 
time within which the Government was allowed to assess the 
tax a business man was called upon for an additional tax of 
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several hundred dollars. In order that he might have an op- 
portunity to investigate the case from his standpoint and be 
heard it became necessary that he should sign a waiver, just 
as is provided in the preceding lines of this bill. He signed such 
a waiver, and by the terms of that waiver the Government had 
an extension of its time; in other words, the statute of limita- 
tions did not operate against the Government. After he had 
signed the waiver and they undertook to investigate the matter 
it developed that instead of owing the Government he had over- 
paid his tax, and I have in my pocket at this time a letter 
from the Government certifying to that fact. On a reinvestiga- 
tion of the case it developed he had overpaid his tax, but the 
Government officials say, “ We can not pay you; we can not 
refund to you because the statute of limitations is now run- 
ning; the five-year period has expired, and we regret to an- 
nounce that we can not pay you.” If he had not signed the 
waiver, they might haye collected some $300 from him. 

I would like to avoid such a situation, and I hope I may 
have the privilege of returning to the section of the bill in order 
that I may accomplish the idea I have in mind. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield for a sugges- 
tion? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. There is pending before the Ways and 
Means Committee at least one, if not more, bills seeking to 
adjust the situation to which the gentleman is now referring, 
and those bills, if enacted, will be made applicable immediately. 
It is the purpose of the Ways and Means Committee, as the 
chairman has informed me, to take up that particular question 
very soon and try to secure the passage, probably, of a special 
bill which will give immediate relief on the subject. The 
gentleman's proposition in all probability would only refer to 
the future. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Illinois spoke cor- 
rectly as to what I had informed him, but of course I was only 
speaking for myself. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have not had any time to consult the 
committee on this point, but what I had intended to do was to 
call the committee together at the very first opportunity fo 
consider this matter which the gentleman is presenting; and 
‘after hearing the gentleman from Georgia and others who want 
: to come before the committee, if the committee thought it ought 
to be granted, the committee then would probably forthwith 
ireport a bill that would go over to the Senate and be disposed 
of and go into effect right away. I am not prepared to express 
an opinion now, but at present I am rather inclined to think 
that ought to be done. Some of these cases will have to be 
rectified right away, or else the party will have to put up the 
money and sue to get it back. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgia 
has expired. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, may I have two 
minutes additional in order to present this matter further and 
answer the questions? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two additional minutes. Is there 
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. May I add that the 1918 cases will soon 
be expiring; that is, the limitations in the 1918 cases will soon 
be expiring. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes. 

Nr. CHINDBLOM. And for that reason it is particularly 
desirable to have separate legislation which will go into 
effect before March 15 of this year, and while I do not pre- 
tend to speak by the card, my understanding is there will be 
no objection on the part of the Treasury Department. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Now gentlemen, I appreciate the 
very liberal attitude that you seem to assume on this matter, but 
listen just for a moment. There is no better time to fix this 
matter than right now. Section (c) reads: 


Where both the commissioner and the taxpayer have consented in 
| writing to the assessment of the tax after the time prescribed in sec- 
tlon 277 for its assessment, the tax may be assessed at any time prior 
to the expiration of the period agreed upon. 


The effect of my amendment would simply be that where 
the parties, the commissioner and the party in interest, have 
signed an agreement in writing, if upon a final investigation 
of the case, and the statutes have applied, it should be ascer- 
tained that the Government is indebted to the taxpayer be- 
cause he has overpaid his tax, then the Government would 
still have the right to make the refund. 


I hope the gentlemen will not object and that we may at 
least return to the paragraph in order to offer the amend- 
ment. I am quite sure it adds no burden to the bill and adds 


no burden to the taxpayer. It simply provides what shall be 
the effect of the waiver that the parties sign in order that 
an extension of time may be obtained. Now, will not the 
gentleman consent to this amendment? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the 
motion to strike out the last word. 

I do this merely for the purpose of making this further state- 
ment: So far as assessments which have been or will be made 
under the act of 1921 are concerned, I think there is uni- 
versal approval of the plan suggested by the gentleman from 
Georgia, and that plan has already been considered by indi- 
vidual members of the Committee on Ways and Means. 80 
far as the future is concerned, under this act of 1924 we are 
trying to create a condition and a situation where nothing of 
that sort will be necessary. We are providing here a new 
period of limitation, four years for the Government and four 
years for the taxpayer, in which adjustments may be sought by 
either party. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgla. Will the gentleman yield for a 
second? One day last week I obtained permission from the 
department that a case, where the Government is contending 
that $18,000 ought to be paid by one of my constituents in back 
taxes, might be further considered. My constituent contends, 
in point of fact, that he has overpaid, according to his check- 
ing up. He has large business affairs in Georgia and Philadel- 
phia and other places, and is a man of considerable importance. 
They claim an underpayment of $18,000. In order to get this 
he had to sign a waiver, because the statute of limitations was 
about to expire. If it should develop upon the investigation 
that he has overpaid, it looks to me like the Government ought 
to be able to say, “ We will give back to you the amount you 
have overpaid.” The taxpayer has certainly to pay his attor- 
ney and expenses and should be able to obtain refund in case 
of overpayment. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. There is not so much in the point with 
reference to the waiver as would appear by the statement made 
by the gentleman from Georgia. The fact is, if he did not 
make the waiver the department would proceed to make the 
assessment without the waiver. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia, That is just what I said, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Waiver is suggested by the department 
in order to give the necessary time to further investigate the 
claim of the taxpayer. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I am in favor of that, but I do 
not think it ought to work one way only. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The Government has millions of re- 
turns to make examination of while the taxpayer has had all 
the time for his single case; he waited until the Government 
made an attack on his return and then he starts to make a 
claim for refund. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Georgia is in 
error when he says that this is the time to make a correction 
and the best way to do it. This bill may not go into effect at 
all, and if it does it will not be for several months, We could 
introduce a joint resolution and put it through the House and 
the Senate. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I must first yield to the gentleman from 
Georgia. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. The man makes his return and 
thinks it is all right until three, four, or five years pass, 
when the Government tells him that he made a mistake. 
When the Government brings the matter up he goes back to 
investigate and discovers that he has overpaid his taxes, and 
if he has acted in perfectly good faith he should be repaid the 
excess payment. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The taxpayer waits until the Govern- 
ment has discovered something, and in the meantime the tax- 
payer has not been doing anything. Let me say to the gentle- 
man from Georgia that he is trying to seek a remedy for 
things that are already gone by. This is a bill for the future, 
and his proposal would only affect the future. I am satisfied 
that the best way is to reach it by a bill from the Ways and 
Means Committee. I do not think we should return to this 
item. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Then, Mr. Chairman, I ask the 
Chair to put my request for unanimous consent to return to 
the item. When the Clerk was reading he was reading on 
page 16. He did not call page 17, but went on over to 
it. It was simply an omission on my part without any derelic- 
tion. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has put the unanimous-consent 
request and it was objected to by the gentleman from Illinois. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

CLAIMS IN ABATEMENT. 

Sec. 279. (a) If a deficiency has been assessed under subdivision (d) 
of section 274, the taxpayer, within 10 days after notice and demand 
from the collector for the payment thereof, may file with the collector 
a claim for the abatement of such deficiency, or any part thereof, or of 
any interest or additional amounts assessed in connection therewith, 
or of any part of any such interest or additional amounts. Such claim 
shall be accompanied by a bond, in such amount, not exceeding double 
the amount of the claim, and with such sureties, as the collector deems 
necessary, conditioned upon the payment of so much of the amount of 
the claim as is not abated, together with interest thereon as provided 
fn subdivision (c) of this section. Upon the filing of such claim and 
bond the collection of so much of the amount assessed as is covered by 
such claim and bond shall be stayed pending the final disposition of the 
claim, 


Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma, Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. I notice on page 117, line 20, you 
limit the time to 10 days after notice. Does the gentleman 
think 10 days is a sufficient time for a man, say, in San Fran- 
cisco to receive notice to prepare his papers and get them 
back here? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. This refers only to the time that the 
Jocal collector receives the bill. When the local collector has 
received the bill for collection and sends notice to the taxpayer, 
the 10 days is inserted for the benefit of the taxpayer so that 
interest on his failure to pay will not begin to run until the 10 
days have expired. This provision for 10 days’ time has been 
in every revenue bill since the Civil War. 

Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the 
pro forma amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

(b) If a claim is filed as provided in subdivision (a) of this sec- 
tion the collector shall transmit the claim immediately to the com- 
missioner, who shall by registered mail notify the taxpayer of his 
decision on the claim. The taxpayer may within 30 days after such 
notice is mailed file an appeal with the board of tax appeals. If the 
claim is denied in whole or in part by the commissioner (or by the 
board in case an appeal has been filed) the amount, the claim for 
which is denied, shall be collected as part of the tax upon notice and 
demand from the collector, and the amount, the claim for which is 
allowed, shall be abated, A proceeding in court may be begun for any 
part of the amount, claim for which is allowed by the board. Such 
proceeding shall be begun within one year after the final decision of 
the board, and may be begun within such year even though the period 
of limitation prescribed in section 277 has expired. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, in order to make this 
paragraph agree with the action already taken by the House, 
I move to amend line 14, on page 118, by striking out the fig- 
ures “30” and insert the figures ‘ 60.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. CHINDBLOM : Page 118, line 14, strike out the 
figures * 30 and insert in lieu thereof 60.“ 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


(c) If the claim in abatement is denied in whole or in part, there 
shall be eollected, at the same time as the part of the claim denied, 
and as a part of the tax, interest at the rate of 5 per cent per annum 
upon the amount of the claim denied, from the date of notice and de- 
mand from the collector under subdivision (d) of section 274 to the 
date of the notice and demand under subdivision (b) of this section. 
If the amount included in the notice and demand from the colleetor 
under subdivision (b) of this section is not paid in full within 10 
days after such notice and demand, then there shall be collected, as 
part of the tax, interest upon the unpaid amount at the rate of 1 per 
cent a month (or, in the case of estates of incompetent, deceased, or 
insolvent persons, at the rate of 5 per cent per annum) from the date 
of such notice and demand until it is paid. 


Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last word. This section may not be exactly clear to me, 
but if I understand it gives an advantage to certain classes that 
I do not think should be enjoyed. It says: 


If it— 


The amount included in notice and demand under section 
274— 
is not paid in full within 10 days after such notice and demand, then 
there shall be collected as a part of the tax interest upon the unpaid 
amount at the rate of 1 per cent a month— 


This would be 12 per cent a year, but— 


in the case of estate of incompetent, deceased, or insolvent person it 
shall be at the rate of 5 per cent per annum from the date of such 
notice and demand until paid, 


A man who occupies a fiduciary capacity, in my judgment, 
ought to be as diligent as he would be in transacting his 
own business. I think one difficulty in the country to-day is 
that we do not hold to strict account men who fill these public 


positions. Men in fiduciary capacities are not held to that 


strict accountability that they should be, and under the pro- 
posed law we are encouraging a man who ‘oceupies a position of 
that kind not to be as strict and attentive to business as he 
should be. 

This, I think, is radically wrong. We should not encourage 
men who represent estates of incompetent or deceased persons 
to neglect duty, as compared with men transacting their own 
business. Why should a man be penalized 1 per cent a month 
for neglecting his own business and only 5 per cent per annum 
for neglecting the public business? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I sympathize very much with the gentle- 
man's point of view in his strictures upon guardians, conserva- 
tors, and other trustees, but if you impose this penalty you are 
not punishing the guardian or the conservator or the trustee; 
you are punishing the beneficiary of the trust, because the 
money is paid out of the estate. 

Mr, LARSEN of Georgia. I do not think so. He ought to be 
punished, because he is the man who is guilty of the dereliction 
of duty, and the Taws of all the States so provide that when a 
representative of an estate is guilty of dereliction of duty and 
loss eccurs you take it out of his fees. Therefore, whatever 
penalty he may cause to be put upon the estate would in the 
end be visited upon him. The gentleman would relieve him 
from all these burdens. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Let me suggest this situation: Take the 
ease of an estate which must be reduced to cash, and most 
estates consist of choses in action, personal property items, 
which have to be reduced to cash, and you can not pay the tax 
until that has been done. Would you penalize an estate or 
would you even say the trustee was derelict in duty in that 
kind of a case? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I would reply to the gentleman 
by saying that my experience as an attorney has been that 
men who represent estates find it about as easy to get money 
for the estate as they do for themselves. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I think most of these estates are large 
estates and many of them are not able quickly to liquidate their 
assets. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I hope my friend from Georgia will 
realize that he has taken up half an hour this morning with 
pro forma amendments. I want to be liberal, but I am com- 
pelled to make the point of order that the gentleman is not 
discussing his amendment. We would never get through with 
this bill if we proceeded in this way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Georgia 
has expired. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend 
by striking out the figure “1” in lime 12, and inserting in lieu 
thereof “ one-half of 1,” so that the section when amended will 
read “one-half of 1 per cent per month” instead of 1 per cent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment by Mr. Larsen of Georgia: Page 119, line 12, strike 
out the figure “1” and insert in lieu thereof “ one-half of 1.“ 


Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, if I may be per- 
mitted to reply to the distinguished gentleman from Iowa | Mr, 
GREEN], who says that I have taken up half an hour this 
morning on pro forma amendments, I would say to the gentle- 
man that if he will consult his watch or put on his thinking 
cap he will realize that he is much in error, because I have 
consumed only seven minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the gentleman is not talking to his amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair, because of the confusion exist- 
ing in the Chamber, has not been able to hear what the gentle- 
man from Georgia said. The Chair, therefore, can not rule upon 
the point of order and can only say that the gentleman should 
confine himself to his amendment. 
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Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I am endeavoring to do that, but 
I might have the small privilege of replying to a lecture admin- 
istered to me by the distinguished gentleman from Iowa (Mr. 
Green]. I had not been in the habit of receiving lectures be- 
fore I came to Congress, and I do not propose to receive them 
now, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
gentleman. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. The fact of the matter is that the 
gentleman has misstated my position. I have taken up seven 
minutes, and if the gentleman will now be seated I shall try 
to discuss the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, here is the position: This is what my amend- 
ment will do: Instead of penalizing one for dereliction of duty 
in his private business 10 per cent per annum, it will penalize 
him 6 per cent and will put him somewhat on a parity with 
those who represent estates in a fiduciary capacity, who pay 
only 5 per cent. Let us have some system in the bill. If one 
person should pay 5 per cent interest, I think it is enough to 
let the other man pay 6. 

Mr. YOUNG. The gentleman surely wants to have some 
penalty fixed. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Six per cent would hardly be a penalty. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Then I assume that the gentleman 
would be in favor of raising the man in a fiduciary capacity to 
10 per cent or 12 per cent. I have not said what I would do 
if an amendment of that kind were offered. What I am trying 
to do is to put men on an equality and to put property to be 
taxed in this country somewhat upon the same basis. Do not 
tax one man’s property 12 per cent and other property that he 
happens to handle in a fiduciary capacity only 5 per cent. I 
think the Government will not suffer very greatly if we make 
it 6 per cent in one case and 5 per cent in the other. Five per 
cent you say is interest; then 6 per cent would be a penalty. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, the present law provides 
a flat penalty of 5 per cent and interest in addition at 1 per 
cent a month. The committee has taken off the flat penalty 
and left the penalty of 1 per cent a month. I think a man who 
is competent to do business who fails to pay his tax when he is 
able to pay it certainly ought to be penalized rather than 
charged an ordinary rate of interest. I ask that the amendment 
be defeated, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Larsen of Georgia) there were—ayes 26, noes 69. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, in view of. the 
close count, I think I will ask for tellers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia demands 
tellers. Those in favor of taking the vote by tellers will rise 
and stand until they are counted. [After counting.] Not a 
sufficient number have risen, and tellers are refused. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. On page 119, line 6, strike out, after the 
word “within,” the figures 10,“ and insert in lieu thereof 
“ 20.“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order. 
Have we not read paragraph (d)? 

The CHAIRMAN. No. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: : 

Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON: Page 119, Une 10, strike out, 
after the word “within,” the figures 10,“ and insert in lieu thereof 
20." 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, this is not a pro forma 
amendment, This is an amendment offered in earnestness and 
ail seriousness in behalf of the taxpayer. 

This paragraph in the bill provides that after the final 
notice is sent to the taxpayer of the amount due if he does 
not pay it within 10 days he is assessed 1 per cent per month 
penalty on the tax. 

I want to call the attention of the gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Green], as a business man, to the fact that sometimes 
those notices do not reach the taxpayer in 10 days. It does not 
give him a fair opportunity to get his money to the collector 
in 10 days, and a penalty is placed upon him. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr, BLANTON. Yes. 


I had no purpose of lecturing the 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I hope the gentleman will pardon me, 
but if he had conferred with the tax experts with his usual 
care he would find that he does not understand this provision. 
This applies only to claims in abatement, where a man has had 
all sorts of chances to pay. 

Mr. BLANTON. I do understand it exactly. That is what 
I am discussing, when he finally has the claim adjudicated 
and is turned down he then has to pay within 10 days or is 
penalized. I think I understand it. The assumption is made 
sometimes by the chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means that nobody understands the bill except the few Mem- 
bers who have been sitting by and are under the guidance of 
the tax experts. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. But I first want to ask the gentle- 
man from Illinois if he believes 10 days is a reasonable time? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I do, when it is merely a question of 
payment after a tax bill has been received from the collector. 
Tae dane will understand that in these claims in abate- 
ment 

Mr. BLANTON. This is in cases where notice of the dis- 
allowance of his claims has been sent to the taxpayer. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. By the collector? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; by the collector. But the gentleman 
knows that sometimes that notice is delayed in transit and its 
receipt is delayed. The man may not be home, or may not be 
at his office, or it may not be brought to his attention within 
the 10 days. I have had a case pending in the last month 
where $18,000 was involved and a notice was sent to the man 
and received just in time for him to come here and prove 
they had made a mistake in sending him the final notice, 
sia 85 barely had time to come here, but after coming saved 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. 
man yield there? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

i Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. I notice in line 15 of page 118, 
in another provision, this language: 


The taxpayer may within 30 days after such notice is mailed file an 
appeal with the board of tax appeals. 


Mr. BLANTON. That relates entirely to another matter. 
The gentleman from Wisconsin will note that this particular 
paragraph provides only 10 days in which to make the pay- 
ment after the final notice is sent to the collector. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The notice is sent to him, as in 
the previous section, 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; but this 10 days begins from the 
date of the notice, regardless of the time when it is received. 
Let the gentleman take the matter up with the tax experts, 
and he will find that the 10 days begin to run from the date 
of that notice, not from the date when he receives it, or the 
date when it is brought to his attention. It may be delayed 
several days in the mail. 

a COOPER of Wisconsin. The language is on lines 5 
and 6. 

Mr. BLANTON. This is a simple question, gentlemen, and 
is merely a question whether this committee wants to limit 
the taxpayer to only 10 days after this notice is dated to be 
sent thereafter to him, or whether it wants to give him a 
reasonable time of 20 days. I am in favor of 20 days. I hope 
the gentleman from Iowa will accept it. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last two words. The gentleman says 10 days is not enough, 
because the taxpayer might not be at home, might not get 
his mail; that it might not be delivered to him; that it might 
not be called to his attention. Of course, the gentleman can 
argue that 20 days, or 20 years, might not be enough to cover 
that contingency. The man might be in Europe or at the other 
end of the world or in a hospital. A hundred contingencies 
might arise; so that if the gentleman wants to be logical he 
ought not to limit it to 20 days. He ought to make it 20 years 
to carry out his notion. 

Then, on top of that, our friends from Texas continually 
find fault about the length of time of extension. I am sur- 
prised that the gentleman would come in here and ask for a 
still further extension beyond the time specified in the rules 
and the law now in force. On the one hand they want exten- 
sion and on the other hand quick action on the part of the 
Treasury. How can the two things work consistently? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman will read the law 
carefully, he will find that they have already had 60 days in 
these cases of abatement. 

Mr. BLANTON. 
them in Dallas. 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 


There were two cases in Texas, one of 
In some parts of Texas it takes four days 


1524. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2999 


for these letters to go from the collector to the taxpayer. 
There would be delay. There is not time. 

Mr. TREADWAY. We could argue just as well that the 
population should be larger down there, so that we may have 
more collectors. Lots of arguments may be made for the gen- 
tleman's amendment, but none of them is valid. It is impos- 
sible to reduce the time and extend it at the same time. This 
amendment should be defeated. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. ‘Chairman, only one observation: 
We have already passed the paragraph which provides that 
‘where a ‘taxpayer does not file any claim in abatement, but 
proceeds to pay his tax without any objection and without any 
complaint, then he must pay within 10 days after he gets his 
notice. Now it is proposed ‘that a man who files a claim in 
abatement has a hearing on his claim, takes all the necessary 
time for review, and then gets a notice of payment due shall 
have a longer time in which to pay fhe money—in other words, 
a longer time to pay his adjusted bill than the man who pays 
his tax without any complaint whatever. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) Except as provided in subdivisions (e) and (d) no suclf credit 
or refund shall be allowed or made after four years from the time 
the tax was paid, unless before the expiration of such four years a 
claim therefor is filed by the taxpayer. 


Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment, and I hope the gentleman from Illinois will give his at- 
tention to this, because it is the amendment I discussed with 
him. Ou page 121, line 3, I move to strike out the words “tax 
was paid“ and insert in lieu thereof the words “amount of 
the tax as finally determined.” 

The ‘CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Lansen of Georgia: Page 121, line 3, 
strike out the words “tax was paid” and insert in lleu thereof the 
words “amount of the tex as ‘finally determined.” 


Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, this 
amendment inyolves substantially the one I asked to offer 
on page 117, but which was denied on account of having passed 
the section. It is not exactly the same amendment, but it is in 
line with it. 

If I may have the attention of the committee I would like to 
call its attention to the effect of the amendment which I have 
offered, The conditions of the case I have in mind were these: 
Just before the expiration of the five-year limit an officer of 
the Government went to the little town of Alston, Ga., approached 
-a business man there, and told him he was due 8300 on his 
taxes for 1917. The merchant replied that he was very care- 
ful in his bookkeeping; that he was quite sure there was some 
mistake on the part of the Government; and that he did not 
owe anything. He spent three days with this agent checking up 
books; late in the evening of the third day the checking was 
finished and the Government officer said to him, “ You are cor- 
rect and I am wrong, I find the Government owes you an over- 
payment on your taxes; instead of your owing the Government 
$300 the Government owes you $50." The Government official 
made the statement that there was an overpayment of taxes. 
He reported it to the department in Washington, and when the 
matter was finally determined they found the report of the in- 
spector was correct and that the merchant had made an over- 

nt of taxes. But Deputy Commissioner Bright, of the 
ury Department, wrote Merchant McBride, of Alston, Ga., 
and said that— N 


Under section 250 (a), revenue act of 1921, refund could not be 
made as the five-year limitation ‘had expired. 


In effect he was advised— 


The statute of limitations applies and the Government can not pay 
the amount of the refund to which ‘you are entitled. 


Gentlemen, the purpose of the amendment I have offered is 
simply this: Instead of saying the statute of limitations shall 
run from the time the tax is paid, I provide that the statute 
of limitations shall run from the time of the final determination 
of 1 tux. This would remedy the difficulty of which I com- 
plain. 

I see Chairman Green smiling at me good-humoredly; he 
may have the idea that he can reply to me fully, but I want 
to call his attention to this fact: The very plan of this bill 


contained in the following section, section (d), is absolutely 


in line with the position I now take. If T understand ‘the pro- 
visions of paragraph (d), they amount ‘to simply this: The 
paragraph provides that where any section of the bill has been 
declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court of the United 
States the statute shall be arrested and that a man shall there- 
after have four years within which to file claim for refund. 
Notwithstanding the expiration of the time limit, he shall have 
four years after the Supreme Court declares a provision of 
the act unconstitutional. Now, if it is right, when the Supreme 
Court declares a section unconstitutional, to give one an addi- 
tional four years to make a claim for refund, why is it not also 
right to allow four years from date of final determination by 
the Government to file claim for refund? Where a man has 
proceeded in the transaction of his business for five years, with- 
out filing claim for refund, and the Government desires to 
check up his return to see whether or not he is in error, and 
it develops that the Government owes the taxpayer instead of 
his owing the Government, why should he not be paid? 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Will the gentleman yleld? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. I agree entirély with the proposition the 
gentleman has in mind, but does not the gentleman think it 
would be a great deal better to have the matter taken care 
of by a special bill rather than to have it involved in a para- 
graph of this tax bill with its uncertain future? I understand 
there are several bills before the committee which seek to ac- 
complish that very purpose; I have introduced one myself, 
and it may be we shall find from the chairman of the committee 
that the committee contemplates Teporting out some of those 
bills for the purpose of accomplishing the idea the gentleman 
has in mind. 

The CHATRMAN. 
has expired. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. May I have two minutes more, 
Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Georgia asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two additional minutes. Is there 
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I certainly appre- 
ciate the very encouraging information of the gentlemen who 
Say they have introduced bills that will ‘take care of this 
matter. It is very gratifying to know there is uu effort on ‘the 
part of others to correct the evil, but this suggests to my mind 
that perhaps there is no better time to do it than now. What 
is the use of postponing to a future date what can be accom- 
plished in two lines now? 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. The gentleman Wants it done right 
when it is done; and what you are suggesting now would not 
accomplish what you want. 

Mr. LARSEN of ‘Georgia. I do not see the necessity of a 
multiplicity of bills. I have been taught in law that we should 
not favor a multiplicity of suits. Let us not have a multi- 
Dlicity of bills. If a situation can be taken care of with an 
amendment of one line, let us take care of the ‘situation when 
it -arises. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Will the gentleman yield for the purpose 
of my asking a question? I Would like to ask a ‘question of 
the chairman of the committee as to whether they do not con- 
template considering a bill to eorrect this very ‘situation? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. As I have already stated, I shall call 
the committee together at the very earliest opportunity ‘to 
consider this measure, toward which I am favorably inclined; 
but I want a little time, even with the 
experience I have had, to see just how it ought to be worded. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I simply want to make 
one observation. The proposal-now made by the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. Laksen] is worse than the other, for the reason 
that for the language the time the tax was paid” he wants 
to substitute the language the time when the tax was finally 
determined by the Government.“ I dare say you would need a 
Judicial interpretation to determine just what that language 
means. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Is it not a fact that it is deter- 
mined by the statute of limitations, and the Government is 
compelled to determine it by that; and if there is litigation, of 
course, the Government finally determines it, and will not that 
take care of the situation? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Let us see what the situation would be. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. What suggestion do you offer in 
place of this la 7 

Mr. CHTINDBLOM. I think „the time when the tax was 
paid” is better language, because that is u definite and an 
always ascertainable date. 


The time of the gentleman from Georgia 


number of years of 
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Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Then the operation of your sugges- 
tion would be that the man does not get his refund, because that 
is just what it does. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. He has four years in which to file his 
claim for a refund; and then, when the tax has been finally 
determined, he has another four years in which to file another 
claim for refund. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Georgia. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Larsen of Georgia) there were—ayes 13, noes 37. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I would like to ask the Chairman 
if the count of that vote does not suggest to the Chairman this 
very important fact: That with a very important bill under 
consideration the membership of this House has not enough 
interest in it to constitute a quorum, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has not made a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. Does the gentleman make a point of no 
quorum? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I do not, Mr. Chairman. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(d) Where any provision of any act specified in subdivision (a) of 
this section or the application thereof to any person or circumstances 
has been held by the Supreme Court of the United States to be in- 
valid, any amount of income, war-profits, or excess-profits tax illegally 
collected pursuant to such provision shall be credited or refunded if a 
claim therefor is filed by the taxpayer within four years after the 
decision, notwithstanding the period of limitation provided for in sub- 
division (b) has expired. 


Mr. MCLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. This section of the bill provides, in 
substance, that when the Supreme Court of the United States 
determines a portion of this act unconstitutional, or for any 
reason that a tax collected has been illegally assessed and col- 
lected, the taxpayer shall have the right to recover the money 
he has paid. That is all right as far as it goes, but it does not 
go far enough, and I wish to tell the House why I think so. 
For instance, a case is begun by a taxpayer in a United States 
district court. It goes to the circuit court of appeals. The 
decision of the court of appeals is unfavorable to the Govern- 
ment. It is determined by that court that the tax was illegally 
assessed, or perhaps that a portion of the act is unconstitu- 
tional. If the Government does not appeal from that decision, 
the commissioner decides that it is binding upon the Govern- 
ment only in the circuit in which the decision was rendered 
and that taxpayers in the other eight circuits must be com- 
pelled to continue to pay their taxes under that law. so held to 
be unconstitutional or under an interpretation or application 
of a portion of the law that the court has determined is un- 
warranted and illegal. 

My insistence is, Mr. Chairman, that if a decision is against 
the Government even in a lower court, a circuit court of 
appeals, and the Government does not appeal and get a final 
decision by the Supreme Court, the Government ought to accept 
the decision of the circuit court of appeals as final all over 
the country and not simply in the circuit in which the decision 
was rendered, Cases have come to my notice, one in particular, 
to which I gave attention. A suit was begun at Buffalo in the 
district court and decided in favor of the Government. The 
taxpayer appealed to the circuit court of appeals at New York, 
where the decision was in his favor. The department not ap- 
.pealing from it accepts that decision as final only in the cir- 
cuit composed of the State of New York. It insists on en- 
forcing the old law in all other circuits in the country. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I yield. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. What does the department do when 
one district court decides the question one way and another 
district court decides it in another way? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. The department ought to 
appeal one of the cases and have a final decision by the Su- 
preme Court. What I am objecting to is that when one of the 
Government's own high courts, a circuit court of appeals, de- 
cides that an act is unconstitutional or that the tax, for any 
reason, has been illegally assessed and the Government does 
not appeal to the Supreme Court, it ought, in all fairness, 
to accept that decision as effective, not only in that circuit but 
in eyery other circuit. No; the Government goes on enforcing 
that unconstitutional law, as determined by one of its high 
courts, in all the other circuits of the country, The Govern- 


ment ought to play fair. It has opportunity to appeal. If it 
does not appeal, it ought to accept the decision as final. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan has expired. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I ask for 
five minutes more. I will get through as soon as I can. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Michigan asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is 
there objection? [After a pause,] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I wish to state an instance 
where I think the House will see how this course pursued by 
the Treasury Department is unfair. 

As I was saying, a case was begun in the district court in 
Buffalo, carried to the circuit court of appeals in New York 
City, and decided in favor of tlie taxpayer. A Michigan tax- 
prayer asked the benefit of that decision because he had paid 
under the same provision, under exactly the same circum- 
stances. He wished to have the department withdraw its de- 
mands for payment of an additional tax assessed against him. 
The department said no, you will have to begin a suit in the 
United States court in the State and district in which you 
live, and on appeal to the court of appeals of the circuit of 
which your State is a part the Government will abide by 
the decision of the court of apepals, but only as to taxpayers 
in that circuit. Taxpayers in New England—the New Eng- 
land States constitute one circuit—made a demand on the 
Treasury Department to the same effect as that made by the 
gentleman from Michigan and the answer was the same as to 
the gentleman of Michigan. They had to begin a suit in one 
of the district courts in New England and carry it from the 
district court to the court of appeals in Boston. The decision 
of the court of appeals in Boston was in favor of the taxpayer, 
but it gives relief only to taxpayers of the New England circuit. 

My insistence is that if a decision against the Government is 
made by the circuit court of appeals in any circuit and is not 
appealed from by the Government it should have the same 
effect as a decision of the Supreme Court of the United States. 
Tf a section of this act is held to be unconstitutional by a cir- 
cuit court of appeals, although never passed upon by the 
Supreme Court of the United States, it should be effective 
throughout the entire country; that if a section of the act is 
held to be illegal or an assessment of a tax he illegal by one of 
our United States circuit courts, and not appealed from, then 
the decision to that effect ought to be operative all over the 
United States. It is entirely in the hands of the Treasury De- 
partment to appeal if it sees fit, and it is its plain duty to 
appeal if it is unwilling to accept the decision as binding and 
conclusive. The Treasury says no, we wish to wait until 
some circuit court of appeals shall decide in our favor, in 
favor of the Government, and compel the taxpayer himself to 
appeal. That is not playing fair. We might expect that course 
to be pursued by a private individual or corporation, but it 
ought to be impossible by the Government of the United States. 
It ought to be impossible for the Government to be unfair to 
its people in any respect anywhere, 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment for the considera- 
tion of the House along the line of my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 3 


Amendment by Mr. MCLAUGHLIN of Michigan: Page 121, line 16, 
after the word “ by,” insert the following: any United States Court 
of Appeals from which the commissioner does not appeal or." 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I trust that this amend- 
ment will not prevail. The effect of it would be to compel the 
department to appeal from a decision rendered in its favor. 
How is the department going to do that? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. It does not compel them 
to appeal; they accept it. They refuse to accept the decision 
in other circuits. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. But the gentleman’s amendment covers 
cases where the Government refuses to appeal from the judg- 
ment of the circuit court of appeals. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. The gentleman is in 
error, because he has not read my amendment in connection 
with the rest of the section. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman is right; I failed to ob- 
serve the place where the amendment comes in, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I want to call atten- 
tion to the situation. The Department of Justice has charge 
of the matter of appeals, and whenever the Treasury wishes 
to appeal the department will do so. But they have not 
always done so. We had an important matter involving a 
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great sum of money, in which the Department of Justice, as 
they claimed, by oversight, failed to take an appeal, and they 
are now proceeding to collect that sum of money which, beyond 
all question, ought to be paid. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman from Michigan is cor- 
rect in saying that his amendment would apply only where 
the decision is against the Government. But why should we 
legislate to place the Government in a worse position than any 
other litigant in the courts of the land? I was interested in a 
suit myself where we lost upon the issues in one of the circuit 
courts of appeal, but we won out in another circuit. That was 
our privilege. That is the right that litigants have under the 
law. If you want to give the decisions of the circuit court of 
appeals larger effect than they have now, you should amend 
the law with reference to the practice in the courts. We should 
not place the Government in the collection of taxes in any dif- 
ferent position, but it should have the same rights that are 
given to other litigants in the courts. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Did the Government take ap- 
peal in the cases which the gentleman mentioned? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. No; the Government was not involved. 
We lost out in one and got a favorable decision in another. 
We have not given the decisions of the circuit court of ap- 
peals any extra territorial effect. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Does not the gentleman think 
that for the purposes of uniformity and fairness to the tax- 
payer in a case of that kind, if the Government was a party, 
the Government in one case or the other should take an appeal? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I can not see why we are going to place 
the Government in a different position than any other litigant. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Of course, the gentleman 
would place the great Government of the United States in an 
attitude of selfish, grasping, personal interest, and I appeal 
against that. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I do not think that is a 
fair conclusion. If our practice laws and our court acts are not 
proper, let us amend them, but why legislate differently for the 
Government of the United States than for citizens of the 
United States? 

Mr, McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I would. I would make it 
impossible for the Government of the United States to be dirty 
or unfair to its people. Let the individuals do it if their con- 
science will permit them to get away with it, but the conscience 
of the Government of the United States ought to make it im- 
possible. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. We assume that our laws are just. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If the gentleman wants to characterize 
the conduct of the Government under the law in the manrier 
that he has, I personally want to dissent from it. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I have said that it is un- 
fair, and I do not take it back at all. I think it is not playing 
fair with the people. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
GREEN of Iowa) there were—ayes 37, noes 40. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(f) This section shall not (1) bar from allowance a claim for 
credit or refund filed prior to the enactment of this act which but for 
such enactment would have been allowable, or (2) bar from allowance 
a claim in respect of a tax for the taxable year 1919 if such claim is 
filed before the expiration of five years after the date the return 
was due. 


Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol- 
lowing amendment, which I send to the desk. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment Offered by Mr. Newton of Minnesota: Amend section 
281 by adding at the end thereof the following: 

“(f) (1) As to any tax (including profits taxes) on income of 
the taxable years 1917 and 1918 (including fiscal years) the taxpayer 
may within one year after the approval of this act file with the com- 
missioner a waiver of any statutes of limitations which have run 
or which may run in the taxpayer’s favor as to the right to impose 
such taxes on the income of said year. 

“(2) As to any tax (including profits taxes) on income of the tax- 
able years 1917-1921 (including fiscal years), if the taxpayer shall be 
notified that there is asserted against, or proposed to be exacted from 
the taxpayer under the revenue acts of 1917, 1918, 1921, or any of 
them, any sum as to one or more of said years, additional to or in 
excess of the amount or amounts theretofore paid by or assessed 
against the taxpayer, the taxpayer may, within six months after the 


receipt of such notification, file with the commissioner a waiver of 
any and all statutes of limitations which have run or which may 
run in the taxpayer's favor as to the right to impose such taxes on 
the income of all of said years. 

“(3) Within six months after receipt by the commissioner of any 
waiver above provided for (or within such further time as the com- 
missioner may grant) the waiving taxpayer shall file amended re- 
turns for all said years and appropriate claims for abatement, credit, 
and/or refund. 

“In the disposition of the case all overpayments for any or all of 
said years shall, so far as necessary, be applied against any under- 
payments, and any net overpayment or overpayments shall be re- 
funded to the taxpayer, and any net underpayment or underpayments 
shall be paid by thê taxpayer, notwithstanding any statute of limi- 
tations, 

“Any such waiver shall automatically effect a waiver by the Govern- 
ment of any and all statutes of limitations which may have run or 
may run against the taxpayer as to overpayments for said years, or 
any of them, and such waivers shall expire, both as to the Govern- 
ment and the taxpayer, one year after the filing thereof, but, not- 
withstanding such expiration, in all cases wherein the waiving tax- 
payer shall have filed said amendment returns and claims within 
the time in this subdivision (f) provided the case may proceed to final 
determination and the underpayments may be collected and the over- 
payments refunded.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa: Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order against the amendment that it is not germane to this 
section or paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Minnesota care 
to be heard? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
applies to this section, and there can be no doubt about it. 
Section 281 applies to credits and refunds arising out of the 
excess-profits tax of 1917 to 1921. The amendment in ques- 
tion relates to the subject matter of the section. It relates to 
credits and refunds. It applies to the offsetting by the tax- 
payer of overpayments against claims by the Government to 
underpayments. It is offered at the end of the section. I do 
not know where else in the section it would have been ap- 
plicable. The amendment has been upon the desk of the chair- 
man. He has had an opportunity to examine it. The amend- 
ment was submitted to the members of the Committee on Ways 
and Means yesterday afternoon in the same form in which it 
is now reported. They have known when it was to be offered, 
and it is submitted to the very section applying to credits and 
refunds. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, it will be noticed that 
this amendment has a most extraordinary provision in it with 
reference to exacting taxes. I do not know just what that 
means. In fact, although I have given some study to this 
amendment, I still do not know just exactly what it means in 
a great many places, and I think most of the House will not. 
Evidently upon the mere proposal that a tax should be exacted, 
whatever that may be, then there are to be certain proceedings 
taken. I do not know what that has to do with refunds. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. The gentleman’s objection goes 
merely to the phraseology of the amendment; it does not go to 
the subject matter of the amendment, the main portion of the 
amendment, which is directed to amend section 281, applying 
to credits and refunds. 

The CHAIRMAN. Section 281 deals with credits and re- 
funds. It provides certain machinery and certain remedies 
where there has been an overpayment of any income or other 
tax. It makes certain other provisions relative to refunds and 
claims therefor—how they shall be made and allowed, and so 
forth. This amendment, which is long and which the Chair 
does not fully understand, deals with the same subject matter— 
credits and refunds—and seems to provide certain machinery 
in certain cases of credits and refunds, and while the full ef- 
fect of it may not be apparent to the Chair or to the committee, 
yet that is a question not of parliamentary law or as to its 
germaneness, but a question of construction to be hereafter 
determined by judicial authority. 

The Chair is constrained to rule that this amendment is 
germane, and therefore overrules the point of order. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
we have had some discussion this morning with reference to 
the advisability, if not the necessity, of the Government being 
fair in connection with the levying and collection of taxes, and 
a vote by the House just a moment ago, when an appeal was 
made upon that basis, showed that in the House there is keen 
interest in the subject. The amendment that has just been 
reported here is somewhat technical, but that should not alarm 
anyone. Every provision in these administrative sections is 
technical and very difficult to understand, and they are very 
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dificult even for members of the committee to enlighten the 
House upon. Therefore do not be alarmed about that. It 
will be remembered that from 1917 to 1921 we had an excess- 
profits tax. Under that it was necessary in making a return 
for the individual corporation to go back to the very beginning 
of its organization and there ascertain what the real original 
‘capital investment was. We were at war. Thousands and 
thousands of small concerns throughout the country, which had 
never given any thought to the technical science of accounting, 
were suddenly called upon to make returns. The life of the 
Government was at stake. Their desire was to serve the Goy- 
ernment and support it without resort to technicalities. In 
making their returns they gave the Government the benefit of 
every doubt. 

Now, then, the law was new. Interpretations were few. 
Neither the taxpayer or the Government knew where they were 
at. As a result, there have been many disputes between the 
Government and taxpayers. Most of the litigation arises not 
out of the income tax but out of the interpretation of the excess- 
| profits tax and the term “ capital invested.” 

Originally the Government could come to the taxpayer and levy 
an additional assessment without limit. The taxpayer, on the 
other hand, could go back into his books and show that he 
had paid the Government more than he should have paid. 
One could then be offset against the other. And that so re- 
mained until we passed a statute of limitations. Under exist- 
ing law you can not offset unless you come within the period 
of the statute of limitations. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. MADDEN. I would like to ask the gentleman whether 
he wants now to open the gates so that anybody can come in at 
any time and make any kind of a claim against the Government 
for back taxes? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Not at all. Here we have this 
statute of limitations, which has already run against the 1917 
tax and which will run against the 1918 tax from March 15, 
1924. The statute of limitations runs against the Government 
in theory, but in fact it does not, because here is what is done: 
The Government sees the time approaching. They have been 
unable to arrive at the tax through lack of time. They say to 
the taxpayer: “ Mr. Taxpayer, unless you sign this waiver of 
your right under the statute of limitations we will levy on you 
an arbitrary assessment.” And they get that arbitrary assess- 
ment high enough so that the taxpayer, who has the benefit 
of the statute of limitations under the law, is compelled in 
order to avoid an arbitrary assessment to sign a waiver of any 
rights under that statute. 

Now, then, the Government, following its examination and 
audit, finally finds out that its claim that he owes money grow- 
ing out of a gertain year is not true and that he in fact owes 
nothing. — 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Minne- 
sota has expired. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I ask for three 

_ additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of fhe 
gentleman frem Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Now, then, the taxpayer, in 
fhe endeavor to controvert the claim of the Government, has 
also had an audit made, and of course he has gone back to the 
beginning of things. He never had done it before. He has 
gone back to the beginning of things, and he finds out that he 
‘overpaid the Government in 1917 or 1918. He comes back to 
the Government and says, “ Here, I am not owing you for 1919, 
as you claim, but I find that I overpaid you in 1917 or 1918. 
Therefore you have caused me ‘great expense in this andit, and 
in justice you should return to me what you owe me because of 
the overpayment.” The Government, against whom the statute 
of limitations has run and upon whom there is no waiver, comes 
back and says, We have no authority to waive the ‘statute of 
limitations as to overpayments to the taxpayers,” 

This is unfair. This is unjust and ought not to be continued. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. In a moment. The effect of 
this amendment, gentlemen, is simply this: It is to permit an 
offset of all overpayments in the excess-profit years from 1917 
to 1921 as against all claims of underpayments; to treat them 
all as a unit, as they should be. And that certainly is fair to 
the Government, and that certainly is fair to the taxpayer. 

I now yield to the gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I want to ask if it is not true that, 
although the statute may be running against the man’s valid 
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claim, is it not always in the power of Congress to view tha 
case here and remedy that daim? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. The gentleman knows how dif- 
ficult it is to get out of committee and pass anything in the way 
of a private claim bill. These years, 1917-1921, should be con- 
sidered together. A man had a paper profit one year, only to 
see it wiped out the next year. The entire period should be 
considered as a unit. In doing so there would be less expense 
to the taxpayer and less expense to the Government and no 
injustice to either. I submit the fairness of this proposition. 
It was submitted to the committee. The comments in the hear- 
ings indicated that some of the committee looked with favor 
apon it, but apparently it did not receive consideration there- 

r. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Min- 
nesota has again expired. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, this proposition was con- 
sidered in the committee. Gentlemen appeared before the 
committee in the hearings and urged the proposal made here 
by way of amendment by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
Newton], The purpose of the amendment and the effect of 
the amendment would be to open up for review all of the tax 
returns for the years 1917, 1918, 1919, 1920, and 1921, for a 
period of four years after the enactment of this act, so that 
a return for the year 1917 may be taken up as late as the 
year 1926 for further review: 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield there? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. That is, they are opened up 
only in a case where the Government comes back upon the tax- 
payer for additional money. Is not that correct? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That is so in the case of the year 1918, 
because in case of the year 1918 your proposition proposes that 
with the adoption of this law the taxpayer may within one 
year after the approval of this act file with the commissioners 
the waiver of the statute of limitations. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. The provision in this amend- 
ment with reference to 1918 is the same provision that was 
re a year ago with reference to the 1917 tax. ‘That is 
all it is. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. But so far as the gentleman’s amend- 
ment reads, it does not matter whether the Government has 
made a claim for further taxes or not; the taxpayer, by merely 
filing a waiver in favor of the Government, may extend his 
own time in which to file claims for refund. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. But the taxpayer will not sign 
a waiver unless there is a claim pending against him or about 
to be made against him growing out of these 1917-1921 taxes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. But the gentleman’s proposal does not 
say that, and as it is drawn I think it is drawn for the pur- 
pose of opening the doors for the 1918 taxes, so that the tax- 
payer can come in, hand a piece of paper to the Government 
and say, “I waive the statute of limitations in favor of the 
Government,” not knowing whether the Government has any 
intention of making a claim against him or not, and by so doing 
the taxpayer gets an extension of time for four years in 
which to file claims for a refund. That is, in effect, paragraph 
1 of the gentleman’s proposed amendment. With reference to 
the others, it is provided that “if the taxpayer shall be noti- 
fied that there is asserted against, or proposed to be exacted 
from, the taxpayer, under the revenue acts of 1917, 1918, 1921, 
or any of them, any sum as to one or more of said years, ad- 
ditional to or in excess of the amount or amounts thereto- 
fore paid by or assessed against the taxpayer, the taxpayer 
may, within six months after the receipt of such notification, 
file with the commissioner a waiver of any and all statutes of 


limitations which have run or which may run in the tax 


payer’s favor as to the right to impose such taxes on the in- 
come of all of said years.” So I think it is clear, with refer- 
ence to the year 1918, that the taxpayer himself can extend 
the statute of limitations by filing a waiver with the Govern- 
ment, which is altogether unnecessary, and not required by any 
attack upon him as to his taxes for the taxable year 1918. 
But the main objection to this, Mr. Chairman, is that, in 
practical effect, it opens up all of these years until the year 
1926, and it would create interminable labor in the Treasury, 
Department. The Treasury Department is now seeking to con- 
cude its consideration of the 1917 and 1918 taxes, and this 
would add confusion worse confounded to the work in the 
Treasury Department. It is a very large proposal, and the 
amendment is long. Somehody asked me whether we had read 
the second and ‘third pages of the Newton amendment. Of 
course, that was rather facetious, but I dare say the members 
of the committee did not grasp the effect of the amendment 
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by hearing it read. However, it was considered in the com- 
mittee and the committee decided against it. It has received 
the consideration of the Committee on Ways and Means and 
the committee does not believe it is necessary to pass this 
provision. 

I refer again to the legislation which was discussed during 
the consideration of the proposals of the gentleman from 
Georgia IMr. Larsen]. That legislation will be taken up, 
I am assured, probably immediately after the consideration 
of this bill, so that it may be enacted into law before March 
15 of this year, That legislation will give all of these tax- 
payers the same rights and the same opportunities against the 
Government that the Government has against them and I think 
it will cover the case. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Does the gentleman contend 
that in the case of a claim as to taxes in the year 1921, re- 
gardless of the fact that the statute of limitations has run 
against the 1917 taxes, the taxpayer would have a right to 
file the claim? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will say this to the gentleman: I do 
not think we will report any legislation by which, in case the 
Government should make a claim for 1920 taxes, you are going 
to have an opportunity to go back to 1917 and review all the 
taxes for 1917, 1918, 1919, 1920, and 1921, and that is the 
gentleman’s proposal. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. 
to do it. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. NEWTON]. 

The question was taken: and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Newron of Minnesota) there were—ayes 4, noes 41. 

So the umendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


EFFECTIVE DATE OF TITLE. 
Src, 283. That this title shall take effect as of January 1, 1924. 


Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, at this point I wish to offer an 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. FREAR : On page 124, after line 20, insert 
the following new sections: Sections 284 to 299, inclusive, as fol- 
lows "—— 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of no 
quorum. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas makes a point 
of no quorum, and the Chair will count. 

Mr. BLANTON. Now that gentlemen have come in, I with- 
draw the point of no quorum. 

The CHAIRMAN. A quorum is present, and the Clerk will 
report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 124, after line 20, insert the following new sections, sections 
284 to 299, inclusive, as follows: 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF TITLE. 

Src, 283. That this title shall take effect as of January 1, 1924. 
TITLE I11.—WAR-PROFITS AND EXCEHSS-PROFITS TAX FOR 1924. 
Part I.—GENERAL DEFINITIONS, 

Src, 284. That when used in this title the terms “ taxable year,” 
“fiscal year,” “personal service corporation,” “paid or accrued,” and 
“ dividends” shall have the same meaning as provided for the purposes 
of income tax in sections 200 and 201. 

Part I1.—IMrosivion or Tax. 

Sec, 285. (a) That in lieu of the tax imposed by Title III of the 
revenue act of 1918, but in addition to the other taxes imposed by this 
act, there shall be levied, collected, and paid for the calendar year 1924 
upon the net income of every corporation (except corporations taxable 
under subdivision (b) of this section) a tax equal to the sum of the 
following: 
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FIRST BRACKET. 

Ten per cent of the amount of the net income in excess of the excess- 
profits credit (determined under section 312) and not in excess of 20 
per cent of the invested capital. 

SECOND BRACKET. 

Fifty per cent of the amount of the net income in excess of 20 per 
cent of the invested capital. 

(c) In any case where the full amount of the excess-profits credit 
is not allowed under the first bracket of subdivision (a), by reason of 


the fact that such credit is in excess of 20 per cent of the invested 
capital, the part not so allowed shall be deducted from the amount 
in the second bracket. : 

Sac. 286. That the tax imposed by subdivision (a) of section 301 
shall in no case be orore than 10 per cent of the amount of the net 
income in excess of $3,000 and not in excess of $20,000, plus 50 per 
cent of the amount of the net income in excess of $20,000; and the 
limitations imposed by section 302 of the revenue act of 1918 (upon 
taxes computed under subdivision (c) of section BOL of that act) are 
hereby made applicable to taxes computed under subdivision (b) of 
section 301 of this act. Nothing in this section shall be construed in 
such maner as to increase the tax imposed by section 301 of this act. 

Sec. 287. That if part of the net income of a corporation is derived 
(1) from a trade or business (or branch of a trade or business) in 
which the employment of capital is necessary, and (2) a part (con- 
stituting not less than 80 per cent of its total net income) is derived 
from a separate trade or business (or a distinctly separate branch of 
the trade or business) which if constituting the sole trade or business 
would bring it within the class of personal service corporations,“ then 
(under regulations prescribed by the commissioner with the approval 
of the Secretary) the tax upon the first part of such net income shall 
be separately computed (allowing in such computation only the same 
proportionate part of the credits authorized in section 812), and the 
tax upon the second part shall be the same percentage thereof as the 
tax so computed upon the first part is of such first part: Provided, 
That the tax upon such second part shall in no case be less than 10 
per cent thereof, unless the tax upon the entire net income, if com- 
puted without benefit of this section, would constitute less than 10 
per cent of such entire net inconre, in which event the tax shall be 
determined upon the entire net Income, without reference to this section, 
as other taxes are determined under this title. The total tax com- 
puted under this section shall be subject to the limitations provided 
in section 302. 

Src. 288. (a) That the corporations enumerated in section 231 shall, 
to the extent that they are exempt from income tax under Title II, be 
exempt from taxation under this title. 

(b) Any corporation whose net inconre for the taxable year is lesa 
than $3,000 shall be exempt from taxation under this title. 

(c) In the case of any corporation engaged in the mining of gold, 
the portion of the net income derived from the mining of gold sball be 
exempt from the tax imposed by this title or any tax imposed by Title II 
of the revenue act of 1917, and the tax on the remaining portion of 
the net income shall be the sanre proportion of a tax computed withont 
the benefit of this subdivision which such remaining portion of the net 
income bears to the entire net {ncome. 

Sec, 289. That if a tax is computed under this title for a period of 
less than 12 months, the specific exemption of $3,000 wherever referred 
to in this title shall be reduced to an amount which is the same pro- 
portion of $3,000 as the number of months in the period is of 12 montha. 


Parr III. Ex ASS Pnortrs CREDIT. 


Sec. 290. That the excess-profits credit shall consist of a specific ex- 
ewption of $3,000 plus an amount equal to 8 per cent of the invested 
capital for the taxable year. 

A foreign corporation or a corporation entitled to the benefits of 
section 262 shall not be entitled to the specific exemption of $3,000. 


Parr IV. —-Nyr INcoMp. 


Sec. 291. That for the purpose of this title the net Income of a cor- 
poration shall be ascertained and returned for the taxable year upon 
the same basis and in the same manner as provided for income tax 
purposes in Title II of this act. x 


Part V.—InNvestrep CAPITAL, 


Sec. 292. (a) That as used in this title 

The term “intangible property“ means patents, copyrights, secret 
processes and formule, good will, trade-marks, trade brands, franchises 
and other like property; 

The term “tangible property“ means stocks, bonds, notes, and 
other evidences of indebtedness, bills and accounts receivable, lease- 
holds, and other property other than intangible property; 

The term “borrowed capital" means money or other property 
borrowed, whether represented by bonds, notes, open accounts, or 
otherwise ; 

The term “inadmissible assets“ means stocks, bonds, and other 
obligations (other than obligations of the United States), the divi- 
dends or interest from which is not included in computing net income, 
but where the income derived from such assets consists in part of gain 
or profit derived from the sale or other disposition thereof, or where 
all or part of the interest derived from such assets is in effect inciuded 
in the net income because of the limitation on the deduction of Interest 
under paragraph (2) of subdivision (a) of section 234, a corresponding 
part of the capital invested in such assets shall not be deemed to be 
inadmissible assets ; 
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The term “admissible assets” means all assets other than inadmis- 
sible assets, valued in accordance with the provisions of subdivision 
(a) of section 326 and section 331. 

(b) For the purposes of this title the par value of stock or shares 
shall, in the case of stock or shares issued at a nominal value or having 
no par value, be deemed to be the fair market value as of the date 
or dates of issue of such stock or shares. 

Sec. 293. (a) That as used in this title the term “ invested capital” 
for any year means (except as provided in subdivisions (b) and (c) 
of this section) : 

(1) Actual cash bona fide paid in for stock or shares; 

(2) Actual cash value of tangible property, other than cash, bona 
fide paid in for stock or shares, at the time of such payment, but in 
no case to exceed the par value of the original stock or shares specifi- 
cally issued therefor, unless the actual cash value of such tangible 
property at the time paid in is shown to the satisfaction of the com- 
missioner to have been clearly and substantially in excess of such 
par value, in which case such excess shall be treated as paid-in 
surplus: Provided, That the commissioner shall keep a record of all 
cases in which tangible property is included in invested capital at 
a value in excess of the stock or shares issued therefor, containing 
the name and address of each taxpayer, the business in which engaged, 
the amount of invested capital and net income shown by the return, 
the value of the tangible property at the time paid in, the par 
value of the stock or shares specifically issued therefor, and the amount 
included under this paragraph as paid-in surplus. The commissioner 
shall furnish a copy of such record and other detailed information 
with respect to such cases when required by resolution of elther House 
of Congress, without regard to the restrictions contained in section 257 ; 

(3) Paid-in or earned surplus and undivided profits; not including 
surplus and undivided profits earned during the year; 

(4) Intangible property bona fide paid in for stock or shares prior 
to March 8, 1917, in an amount not exceeding (a) the actual cash 
yalue of such property at the time paid in, (b) the par value of the 
stock or shares issued therefor, or (c) in the aggregate 25 per centum 
of the par value of the total stock or shares of the corporation out- 
standing on March 8, 1917, whichever is lowest; 

(5) Intangible property bona fide paid in for stock or shares on or 
after March 3, 1917, in an amount not exceeding (a) the actual cash 
yalue of such property at the time paid in, (b) the par value of the 
stock or shares issued therefor, or (c) in the aggregate 25 per cent 
of the par value of the total stock or shares of the corporation out- 
gtanding at the beginning of the taxable year, whichever is lowest: 
Provided, That in no case shall the total amount included under 
paragraphs (4) and (5) exceed in the aggregate 25 per cent of the 
par yalue of the total stock or shares of the corporation outstanding 
at the beginning of the taxable year; but 

(b) As used in this title the term ‘invested capital” does not in- 
clude borrowed capital. 

(e) There shall be deducted from invested capital as above defined 
a percentage thereof equal to the percentage which the amount of 
inadmissible assets is of the amount of admissible and inadmissible 
assets held during the taxable year. 

(4) The invested capital for any period shall be the average in- 
vested capital for such period, but in the case of a corporation making 
a return for a fractional part of a year, it shall be the same fractional 
part of such average invested capital. 

Sec. 294. That in the following cases the tax shall be determined 
as provided in section 328: 

(a) Where the commissioner is unable to determine the invested 
capital as provided in section 326; 

(b) In the case of a foreign corporation or of a corporation entitled 
to the benefits of section 262; 

(c) Where a mixed aggregate of tangible property and intangible 
property hns been paid in for stock or fer stock and bonds and the 
commissioner is unable satisfactorily to determine the respective values 
of the several classes of property at the time of payment, or to dis- 
tinguish the classes of property paid in for stock and for bonds, 
respectively ; 

(d) Where upon application by the corporation the commissioner 
finds and so declares of record that the tax if determined without 
benefit of this section would, owing to abnormal conditions affecting 
the capital or income of the corporation, work upon the corporation 
an exceptional hardship evidenced by gross disproportion between the 
tax computed without benefit of this section and the tax computed by 
reference to the representative corporations specified in section 328. 
This subdivision shall not apply to any case (1) in which the tax 
(computed without benefit of this section) is high merely because the 
corporation earned within the taxable year a high rate of profit upon 
a normal invested capital, nor (2) in which 60 per cent or more of 
the gross income of the corporation for the taxable year (computed 
under section 233 of Title II) consists of gains, profits, commisrions, 
or other income, derived on a cost-plus basis from a Government con- 
tract or contracts made between April 6, 1917, and November 11, 1918, 
both dates inclusive. 


Sec. 295. (a) That in the cases specified in section 327 the tax 
shall be the amount which bears the same ratio to the net Income of 
the taxpayer (in excess of the specific exemption of $3,000) for the 
taxable year, as the average tax of representative corporations engaged 
in a like or similar trade or business, bears to their average pet in- 
come (in excess of the specific exemption of 83,000) for such year. 
In the case of a foreign corporation or of a corporation entitled to 
the benefits of section 262 the tax shail be computed withont deducting 
the specific exemption of $3,000 either for the taxpayer or the ;sepre- 
sentative corporations. 

In computing the tax under this section the commissioner shall com- 
pare the taxpayer only with representative corporations whose in- 
vested capital can be satisfactorily determined under section $26 and 
which are, as nearly as may be, similarly circumstanced with re- 
spect to gross income, net income, profits per unit of business trans- 
acted and capital employed, the amount and rate of war profits or 
excess profits, and all other relevant facts and cireumstances. 

(b) For the purposes of subdivision (a) the ratios between the 
average tax and the average net income of representative corpora- 
tions shall be determined by the commissioner in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by him with the approval of the Secretary. 

(e) The commissioner shall keep a record of all cases in which the 
tax is determined in the manner prescribed in subdivision (a), con- 
taining the name and address of each taxpayer, the business in which 
engaged, the amount of invested capital and net income shown by 
the return, and the amount of invested capital as determined under 
such subdivision. The commissioner shall furnish a copy of such 
record and other detailed information with respect to such cases 
when required by resolution of either House of Congress, without 
regard to the restrictions contained in section 257. 


Part VI.—REoRGANIZATIONS, 


Sec. 296. That in the case of the reorganization, consolidation, or 
change of ownership of a trade or business, or change of ownership 
of property, after March 8, 1917, if an interest or control in such 
trade or business or property of 50 per cent or more remains in the 
same persons, or any of them, then no asset transferred or received 
from the previous owner shall, for the purpose of determining in- 
vested capital, be allowed a greater value than would have been al- 
lowed under this title in computing the invested capital of such pre- 
vious owner if such asset had not been so transferred or received; 
Provided, That if such previous owner was not a corporation, then 
the value of any asset so transferred or received shall be taken at 
its cost of acquisition (at the date when acquired by such previous 
owner) with proper allowance for depreciation, impairment, better- 
ment, or development, but no addition to the original cost shall be 
made for any charge or expenditure deducted as expense or other- 
wise on or after March 1, 1913, in computing the net Income of such 
previous owner for purposes of taxation. 


Part VUI.—MIScELLANPOUs. 


Sec. 297. (a) That if a corporation makes return for a fiscal year 
beginning in 1923 and ending in 1924 the excess-profits tax for the 
taxable year 1924 shall be the sum of the same proportion of a tax 
for the entire period computed under this title, which the portion of 
such period falling within the calendar year 1924 is of the entire 
period. 

Src. 298. That every corporation not exempt under section 304 
shall make a return for the purposes of this title. Such returns shall 
be made, and the taxes imposed by this title shall be paid, at the 
same times and places, in the same manner and subject to the same 
conditions as is provided in the case of returns and payment of in- 
come tax by corporations for the purposes of Title II, and al) the 
provisions of that title not inapplicable, including penalties, are hereby 
made applicable to the taxes imposed by this title. 

Sec. 299, That in the case of a bona fide sale of mines, oil or gas 
wells, or any interest therein, where the principal value of the prop- 
erty has been demonstrated by prospecting or exploration and dis- 
covery work done by the taxpayer, the portion of the tax imposed by 
this title attributable to such sale shall not exceed 20 per cent of 
the selling price of such property or interest. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I purpose to make a 
point of order. The gentleman from Wisconsin has suggested 
he would like me to reserve the point of order to give him an 
opportunity to state just exactly what this very long amend- 
ment is. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentieman from Illinois [Mr. CHIND- 
BLOM] reserves a point of order. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, this is precisely the same tax 
as the law that you will find in the publication of laws as 
given out by the Ways and Means Committee, except a change 
in rates. The date of its going into effect is made January 1, 
1924, and a change in rates which formerly consisted of 20 
per cent and 40 per cent and are reduced by the amendment by 
one-half—to 10 per cent—affecting the first bracket of 20 per 
cent, und beyond that the rate tentatively is fixed at 50 per 
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cent. I have given out to different Members of the House a 
brief statement of the brackets. That is the important part of 
the amendment. The other part, covering administration, has 
been prepared by a tax expert, because I felt it was a very 
important matter and desired to have it correct. It has been so 
prepared and, I think, will be found proper in every way. 
there is any question, I would be willing to have it made sub- 
ject to any needed amendment, if that is desired. 

Mr. YOUNG. Do the rates appear anywhere in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD? 

Mr. FREAR. I think they were put in the Rxconů some 
while ago. Briefly, the rates are as follows: There is first the 
$3,000 exemption allowance and then the 8 per cent profits 
exemption, and then there applies 10 per cent tax on the first 
bracket up to 20 per cent, and beyond that there is a tax of 50 
per cent, which, of course, is intended to reach profiteering. 

I will say that this is offered in precisely the same position 
in the bill where it appears In the law to-day and under the 
Same section numbers that exist in the law to-day. The sec- 
tious were stricken -out of the law last session. You will find 
by a comparison the section numbers are identical in every 
way, and this is the only place the amendment could be offered 
in the bill to conform with the law as it existed before repeal. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes, 

Mr. BURTNESS. If I understand the gentleman correctly, 
the exemptions provided for are exactly as they were before? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. I would like to know how 
much this amendment will raise in taxes. 

Mr. FREAR. That is a rather uncertain estimate depending 
upon the year and effect of low rates provided. I will say that 
I think it will be conceded that the last excess-profits tax 
raised $450,000,000 during the last year. I can be co 
about that if Tam wrong. However, that was on a tax rate 
of, first, 20 per cent, and 40 per cent in the upper bracket, 
which is a much larger rate—more than double this rate. It 
ought to raise between $100,000,000 and $200,000,000, rough 


estimate. 

Mr. ACKERMAN, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes: 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Is the 50 per cent rate effective after the 
20 per cent? 


Mr. FREAR. After the 20 per cent bracket. The 20 per 
cent occurs after the 8 per cent exemption, on which the tax 
is 10 per cent, so that it would be after 28 per cent in profits 
had been set apart from the invested capital. Then would 
come the 50: per cent in the high bracket. 

Mr. BURTNESS. In regard to that 50 per cent, is not that a 
higher rate than the rate that was in the former law? 

Mr. FREAR. It is higher than the rate that was in the last 
law, but originally it was 60 per cent, as the gentleman will 
remember, and then was reduced to 40 per cent, where it stood 
when the law was repealed. This is the reason for that tenta- 
tive rate, which, of course, does not apply here, but I am giv- 
ing you the explanation: Up to 28 per cent there is only 10 
per cent that applies, but when it goes beyond that, it is as- 
sumed it might fairly be considered profiteering, and that Is 
the reason for the 50 per cent rate. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will my friends let the point of order 
be decided before they discuss the matter? 

Mr. FREAR. I am making an explanation of the bill as 
it stands and the reason for putting it in at this point. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Would the gentleman object to reducing 
that higher bracket rate somewhat in order to get more votes 
for his proposition? 

Mr. FREAR. If the chairman of the committee would 
accept less, I am quite sure I would accept it at onee. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will have to call for the regular 
order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr, DENISON, Would my friend be willing to increase it? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes; if proper to do so to reach profiteers. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the amendment proposed by the gentleman from 
Wisconsin is not germane to the section where it is offered or 
to the bill. 

I am, of course, aware we had a similar situation a few 
days ago when the Chair decided a similar point of order with 
reference to a tax on undistributed profits. However, I think 


the rule which the Chair at that time laid down so admirably, 
in his thoroughly considered opinion, is even more applicable 
to this amendment than it was to the amendment upon which 
the Chair ruled the other day, and upon which the Chair 
Was overrnied by the action of the committee, and I might 
Say, if the Chairman please, I am not altogether terrified by 


the action of the committee, I think we will all concede that 
upon appeals to the House, and perbaps particularly to the 
Committee of the Whole House, the membership is not dis- 
posed to determine questions of points of order from that 
judicial point of view which always, fortunately, characterizes 
the action of the Chairmen of the Committee of the Whole 
House and Speakers of the House of Representatives. We all 
know that very frequently Chairmen of the Committee of the 
Whole House and the Speaker himself determine points of order 
upon questions with the effect that the decision upon the point 
of order contravenes the view which the Chairman or the 
Speaker himself, in either case, holds upon the legislation in 
question, but that disinterested, perspective view, unfortunately, 
is not taken by the membership in determining the question of 
a point of order. : 

I think we are inclined to be affected by our opinion upon 
the legislation Involved. So I think when the Chair, as was 
done in this case; in the opinion at least of many of us, ruled 
properly upon an important question which established a prece- 
dent, the question should be raised again, and the same point 
of order should be raised upon a subsequent similar situation; 
and I do this not merely for the purpose of occupying time, but 
in the hope that if the decision of the Chair in this instance 
should be appealed from, the membership of the committee will 
consider this matter from a judicial standpoint and determine 
the point of order upon its merits and not with reference to the 
legislation, 

I want now to call attention to some things in this particular 
proposal. This is an entirely new title. It contains many 
different sections, a part on general definitions, a part on the 
imposition of the tax, and many miscellaneous provisions. In 
other words, it is a large, complete plan for a new and different 
method of taxation than that which is contained in the bill. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I hope the gentlemen 
will not reargue this whole preposition. It was argued here 
for hours and hours, and there is not anything new that can be 
said upon it. It is the same old question. 

Mr. FREAR. If the gentleman will withdraw the point of 
order, that will be all right; otherwise, not, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I can cite no better au- 
thority than the opinion of the Chair the other day on the 
question which then arose. It begins on page 2910 of the 
Recorp for last Thursday, February 21, 1924. 

Mr. BLANTON, And the subsequent decision of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I want to call attention to the 
distinction between the question which is raised now and the 
question which was raised the other day, and also to refer to 
the argument of the gentleman who has just preceded me [Mr. 
CHTNDBLOM ]. 

This is known as the excess-profits tax, as the Chair well 
understands, written in the same place in the statutes where it 
was before the act was repealed, and one absurdity of the bill 
before us is a jump from section 283 to section 300 withont 
any explanation, and I am supplying those sections which were 
formerly in the bill. Á 

It was then a proper part of the revenue law. I am trying to 
reinstate it. What is the argument made against it? That 
the gentlemen who form the majority of the committee are the 
ones to determine what shall go into a bill without amendment, 
and that unless the Chair is going to settle it in accordance 
with a former decision, we can not reinstate what has been 
taken out. Now, in the other case of my amendment as to un- 
distributed profits, involving the decision of the Chair, that was 
an entirely new proposal to tax undistributed profits. That 
was a new question never in any tax bill, On last Wednesday, 
by a very large vote of 315 Members, which will not oecur 
again probably until the bill is voted upon, the committee de- 
cided by some 15 majority to accept an amendment for a new 
revenue tax proposition, and here is one that is simply replac- 
ing in the law that which was once taken out. The sug- 
gestion is made by the gentleman from Illinois that it should be 
again determined by judicial determination of the House. Let 
me say that I know some Members have gone away to attend 
a funeral, and that may appeal to the gentleman as a factor in 
the yote, because the House has lost the votes of 10 Members. 
I feel this is the situation presented to us: That if the decision 
of the Chair is not now accepted we simply appeal constantly 
from decisions of the Chair hereafter, because the House has 
expressed its fudgment by a vote of 315 Members. We must 
hereafter regularly appeal from the decision of the Chair when 
the point of order is elose, something that I would hesitate to 
do, something that I regretted to do the other day, because I 
know the Chair is eminently fair and gave us all the authori- 
ties he had collated, but it seemed to me then that the House 
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ought to determine for itself what was the construction to be 
placed rightfully upon the contest made at the time of the 
House organization for the purpose of amending the rule. 
Our purpose was to make germane anything which approached 
the subject matter of the proposition which was directly in 
point. This is, in substance, the same law that was stricken 
out in 1921. We are now met with the proposition that we can 
not put the law back because it has been reported against by 
the committee. That is not logical nor reasonable and the pre- 
vious action of the committee should be sustained. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I am not a par- 
liamentarian and can not speak with reference to the rules as 
some other gentlemen can, but I want to call your attention to 
this one fact, that if this amendment is not germane to this 
bill—it is a separate title and it was in the last law—if the com- 
mittee had left out the income-tax provision or the estate-tax 
provision or a tax on tobacco we could not put them in in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. You would be absolutely helpless as far 
as the Committee of the Whole is concerned, in considering tax 
matters, to put those things into the law. I do not think any of 
us want to take that position. I do not think the Chair wants 
to take it. If an income tax or an estate tax or a tobacco tax 
can not be offered in its proper place, then you are perfectly 
helpless in the Committee of the Whole. 

This was a part of the law of 1921, and undoubtedly, in my 
opinion, it is in order. I want to say that I do not intend to 
support the amendment. I do not believe it will be adopted, 
but I do think that we ought to be very careful in making prec- 
edents, because if it is decided affirmatively here that it is not 
in order in the future you would have difficulty in other tax 
provisions. I do hope, however, that the Chairman will hold 
it in order, and if he does not I hope the-committee will overrule 
the decision. 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will. 

Mr. TILSON. I would like to know how far the gentleman 
wonld go in that direction. Does the gentleman mean to say 
that if a system of sales tax were proposed that would be 
germane at this point? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I think it would be germane to this 
bill; I do not know about this particular place in the bill. 

Mr. TILSON, If the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. HÆL] 
should bring in bis proposition to tax light wines and beer, 
does the gentleman think that would be germane at this place? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I do not know whether it would be 
in order at this point or whether it would be in order at all; I 
am not an expert parliamentarian; but I do say that any char- 
acter of taxation having to do with internal revenue would be 
in order. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, I would like to answer the 
gentleman from Connecticut. I do not think that an amend- 
ment taxing 2.75 beer would be in order, because I think it 
would be an attempt to repeal or change the Volstead Act, 
and could not come in under the guise of a tax proposition. I 
believe it would be like the Chair's ruling on the amendment 
of the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore] when he offered 
an amendment providing for a tax upon campaign contribu- 
tions. The Chair very ably differentiated it and said that it 
was not a tax proposition but was, in effect, an attempt to 
amend the corrupt-practices act. I favor the Moore amend- 
ment, but think the Chair ruled correctly, and I did not vote 
to overrule the Chair. 

Mr. Chairman, I hesitate to take any time of the House, and 
I do not want to do it if the Chair has definitely made up his 
mind. If the Chair is of the opinion that the amendment is in 
order, of course I do not want to be heard, but if the Chair is 
of the opinion that the amendment is not in order I would like 
to be heard for a few moments. 

Mr. CANNON rose. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair does not care to hear anything 
further on the proposition. The first excess-profits tax was 
incorporated within the provisions of the act of March 3, 1917, 
when war was imminent. Afterwards, in the fall of 1917, in 
October, there was a general revenue war act passed contain- 
ing another provision for an excess-profits tax. In both these 
cases the matter was treated as a separate subject matter in 
the bill. Afterwards, by the act of 1918, an excess-profits tax 
was again carried as a separate title, as a separate tax. This 
was again done in the act of 1921, but by the act of 1921 the 
excess-profits tax was repealed except as to the year 1921. 
Since that time there has been no such tax. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear] now desires by 
his amendment to reincorporate into the law a part of the law 
which had been formerly repealed, viz, the excess-profits tax. 
When he offers this amendment, substantially the same question 


arises that arose on the question of undistributed profits. The 
Chair at that time expressed his opinion quite fully, and the 
Chair has not changed his mind in any respect as to what 
the parliamentary law was and as to what was the proper 
deçision tọ be made under the circumstances. The committee, 
however, reversed the decision of the Chair on that matter, and 
afterwards, on the same day on another matter of taxes, arising 
when the Chair sustained the point of order, the committee 
sustained the Chair, so that the Chair is in doubt as to the real 
attitude of the committee. The committee has a right to make 
its own construction of the rules of the House, and the Chair 
proposes to give the committee an opportunity to do so. There- 
fore the Chair will submit this matter to the committee for 
decision. 1 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman 
Saad CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
rise 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Is debate in order? 

te CHAIRMAN. The Chair is inclined to think that it is 
not. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent to speak for three minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objction? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, since the matter 
is being submitted to the committee, and the committee must 
decide a parliamentary question, it seems to me it is quite 
proper to undertake to distinguish between the proposition 
which was submitted in respect to undistributed profits and the 
proposition that was submitted by the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. Moore]. I voted to overrule the decision of the Chair in 
the first instance because I thought the ruling of the Chair 
was wrong. I did not vote to overrule the decision of the 
Chair in the second instance because I thought the ruling of 
the Chair was right. Here is the proposition: A revenue Dill 
is under consideration. If a ruling of the Chair can limit the 
House to the consideration of only those things that the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means brings in, the hands of the House 
are tied. Although I am opposed to the amendment of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frear], it seems to me that, 
measured by all the rules of germaneness, measured by all the 
rules of procedure of the House, it ought to be in order for the 
House to consider it. Therefore I shall vote that the House 
may have the opportuity to consider it. f 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, this is an unusual proceeding. 
The Chair is submitting to the committee the question as to 
how it will decide this point of order. Therefore the matter is 
before the committee to determine that question. Is it not 
true that under the rules of the House any question submitted 
to the House is subject to debate until the debate has been 
closed by an order of the House by the previous question, or, if 
we are in the Committee of the Whole, by a motion to close 
debate? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? . 

Mr. CRISP. Yes; but I am submitting a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. This is in connection with a 
parliamentary inquiry which the gentleman has addressed to 
the Chair. It has been held that on appeals from the decision 
of the Chair five minutes’ debate is permitted on either side, 
and the matter is governed by the five-minute rule. It seems 
to me that when the question is submitted as an original prop- 
osition to the committee precisely the same rule ought to op- 
erate. 

Mr. CRISP. Only three minutes have been used so far, an- 
swering that suggestion; but my understanding is that where 
an appeal is made from a decision by the Chair, it is debatable 
under the five-minute rule, not limited to a five-minute speech 
on a side, but subject to debate until the committee itself 
closes debate. 

The CHAIRMAN. Inasmuch as there has been debate upon 
the matter, the Chair thinks it is debatable under the five- 
minute rule until debate is closed by some appropriate motion. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to close debate in some reasonable time. We debated 
this question some three hours the other day. 

Mr. CRISP. And we thought it was settled. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But the argument applies just the 
same. How much time does the gentleman want? 

Mr. CRISP. I do not think that I want more than five min- 
utes. Really, I do not care to talk at all, and I regret the 
occasion to have to talk. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move to close debate 
upon this proposition in 10 minutes. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr, Chairman, I move to amend the motion of 
the gentleman from Iowa by making it one hour. Come on, 
let us hold this on all day. 

The CHAIRMAN, Let the Chair state the proposition as it 
is. The gentleman from Iowa moves to close debate upon this 
point of order in 10 minutes, and the gentleman from Wisconsin 
moves to amend that motion by making it one hour. The ques- 
tion is on the amendment offered by the gentleman from Wis- 
consin. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. FREAR) there were—ayes 78, noes 156. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend the motion by 
making it 20 minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that that motion is not in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment is in order. The ques- 
tion is on the motion of the gentleman from Wisconsin to amend 
the motion of the gentleman from Iowa by closing debate in 20 
minutes. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. FREAR) there were—ayes 108, noes 130. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed Mr. FREAR 
and Mr. CHINDBLOM to act as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and there were—ayes 123, 
noes 132. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the motion of 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] to close debate in 10 
minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The . Let the Chair state what the situation is, 
geutlemen, before you start. There will be several gentlemen 
asking for recognition, and the Chair thinks he ought to recog- 
nize for five minutes one from those who are in favor of the 
germaneness of this proposition, and in the other five minutes 
one of those who are opposed to it. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Is the gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. Crise] one who is to be recognized in favor? 

The CHAIRMAN. Les. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, this 
is a most unusual procedure. A few days ago this point of 
order was raised on another amendment, which is on all fours 
with the amendment now proposed, unless it is that the argu- 
ment the other day applied more strongly in favor of the 
amendment we are now considering than it did to the other. 
The Chairman in an able opinion—and I have the utmost con- 
fidence in his judgment, and he is my friend, and he made an 
able ruling—was blazing the way, so far as the present rules 
are concerned, since clause 3 of Rule XXI was stricken out of 
them; but the committee by a deliberate vote of 164 to 150 over- 
ruled him, and we had a right to expect that that was the end 
of the proposition, because in that debate I myself used as an 
illustration of an amendment which would be in order on this 
revenue bill an excess-profit tax, identical with the amend- 
ment offered by Mr. FREAR, which we are now called upon to 
say whether or not it is germane to the bill under consideration. 

Mr. FREAR. By 164 to 150. 

Mr. CRISP. Yes. I gave the vote as 164 to 150. It is of 
importance to this House that it should have orderly procedure, 
and that gentlemen must at some time know what the rules of 
the House are. Suppose now you overrule this point of order; 
suppose you decide that this amendment is in order. A few 
minutes thereafter will you, when some one proposes a similar 
amendment, vote again to see if you shall sustain a point of 
order against the amendment? Should there not be some 
finality about the rule of procedure? 

Now, gentlemen, no one would question, if the Committee on 
Ways and Means had brought this title in with this bill, that it 
would be in order. Do you desire to say that the Committee on 
Ways and Means, of which I have the honor to be a member, is 
superior to the House? Do you say, gentlemen of the House, 
that the agent of the House, one of its committees, has more 
power than the principal that appointed the agent? [Ap- 
| plause.] 

That is what you do if you hold in this case that this amend- 
ment is out of order. There can be no question as to its ger- 
maneness. Take the history of the excess-profits tax, and you 
| will find that it is absolutely interwoven and bound up with 
revenue bills. The first bill enacting the excess-profits tax was 
the internal revenue law of 1917 or 1918. The excess profit law 
| was amended in a revenue bill similar to this one, In the reve- 
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nue act of 1921 the tax was repealed, and in the very bill we 
are now considering there are blank spaces where the excess 
profits tax law was stricken out of the revenue act. This 
amendment simply is to restore in the bill the excess-profits tax 
in the identical place where it was originally enacted. I am 
against the excess-profits tax; I am not going to vote for it. 
But I do think the House of Representatives should have some 
orderly procedure. The House of Representatives should have 
Some regard for the rules it made to control its own delibera- 
tions, and you have made a rule providing that revenue bills 
shall be considered under general parliamentary law, and it is 
reasonable to say, as any man can see, that this is a gen- 
eral revenue bill. The amendment will raise revenue, and is 
undoubtedly germane to the subject matter of the bill. Under 
these conditions, is it not unreasonable to say this amendment, 
offered to a general tax bill, proposing to restore a tax title 
originating in a similar bill, shall not be germane to it? I do 
not belleve you will be guilty of annulling your former ruling 
on any such pretext. [Applause.] 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, the question is not that we are 
to overturn a ruling made by a flushed majority of the com- 
mittee but whether we are to overturn the rulings and prece- 
dents of the House for many years—in fact, during its entire 
history. The present occupant of the chair, in oue of the most 
exhaustive and able opinions ever delivered from that desk, 
only the other day went over all the precedents from the begin- 
ning of the history of Congress and showed conclusively that 
amendments of this kind are not germane. J 

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp] says that if It 
should be decided that this amendment is not germane it would 
give the Committee on Ways and Means more power than the 
House, which created the committee. There is nothing better 
settled in parliamentary law than the fact that committees 
charged with the jurisdiction of the subject matter may include 
many things in the bills which they report which, having been 
brought in by a committee, are in order, when if offered from 
the floor of the House they would not be in order. This is the 
well-established parliamentary law, as well as the common prac- 
tice of the committees of this House, so that we get nowhere by 
saying that the House itself has more power than one of its 
committees has. Of course it has, but it is equally true that an 
indiyidual Member on the floor has not all the power that a 
committee of the House has. 

The gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Cnrsel referred to the 
necessity for orderly procedure. Let me appeal to you on behalf 
of orderly procedure. What does it mean if a committee brings 
in a bill covering a number of subjects, if some one can rise 
here and propose some other unrelated and very different sub- 
ject that has had no consideration whatever in the committee— 
spring it here in Committee of the Whole and force the com- 
mittee to decide upon it at once? If so, it must be decided with- 
out any investigation by a committee, without any hearings, 
without evidence of any sort whatever. What character of 
legislation must we expect if under the rules, with five minutes’ 
debate on each side, we are compelled to vote upon an impor- 
tant matter without the orderly consideration of a committee? 

This is what it would mean; so in the interest of good legis- 
lation as well as of orderly procedure I appeal to you gentlemen 
that we ought not to vote for a ruling t any sort of a tax- 
ing provision can be added here because it is labeled a tax bill. 
This would be going entirely too far. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. The effect of ruling this amendment to be 
in order, would it not, would be to compel every Member 
of this House to vote on the most difficult and intricate 
tax that I have ever known in our tax history, without even 
having a printed copy of the amendment before us? 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman is correct, and it shows to 
what state we should be brought if we are forced under our 
rules to permit any proposition that may be brought in, no 
matter how different it may be, no matter how difficult or com- 
plex it may be, and we be forced to vote upon it after a few 
minutes of debate under the five-minute rule. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. But that does not affect the 
integrity of parliamentary law, although it may be a question 
of exepediency. 

Mr. TILSON. It affects the parliamentary practice and 
usage of so many years that it has heretofore seemed to be well 
settled. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. But the suggestion of the gen- 
tleman from New York was that if the Committee of the Whole 
should hold that it was in order to present it it would force 


3008 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 23, 


the committee to vote upon a matter which the Committee 
on Ways and Means had not considered. That is not sound 
parliamentary law. 

Mr. TILSON. What the gentleman from New York sug- 
gested is one of the reasons why the almost unbroken parlia- 
- mentary practice has been as I have stated. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Les. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. If we should adopt the argument 
of the gentlemen on the other side, would we not absolutely do 
away with the rule, which provides: 


And no motion or proposition on a subject different from that under 
consideration shall be admitted under color of amendment, 


Mr. TILSON. Yes; we should surely weaken it to such a 
degree that it would lose much of its value. Gentlemen, if we 
decide this amendment to be germane, we shall be stretching 
the rule of germaneness to a point which will destroy much of 
its usefulness, and what we do will surely return to plague us. 
It will tend to introduce into legislation such a complexity of 
subjects in the same act that will be so confusing that the law 
will be a maze which can only with great difficulty be followed 
after it is enacted. 

Now, gentlemen, this proposition has a greater import than 
the simple proposition now before us. F believe that the propo- 
sition offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] 
is so vicious in itself that it will be voted down by this com- 
mittee beyond question. I feel confident of this; but the par- 
liamentary practice we are entering upon, to my mind, is dan- 
gerous and we ought not to enter upon it. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The timekeeper tells the Chair there is one minute remaining, 
and the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CAN NON] is recogni 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, it would be impossible to add 
anything to the able argument just presented by the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. Crisp], but I desire to call attention to one 
other phase of this important question which it is now pro- 
posed to authoritatively decide by what we trust is a final 
appeal to the House itself. 

Mr. Chairman, the law of the House falls naturally into 
two subdivisions, the code of the House, consisting of the Con- 
stitution, Jefferson’s Manual, and the Rules, which bear the 
same relation to the law of the House that the statutes bear 
to State and Federal law, and the decision-made law of the 
House, comprising the decisions of Speakers and Chairmen of 
the Committees of the Whole, which has its counterpart in the 
opinions handed down by State and Federal courts. The im- 
portance of the latter should not be underestimated. An 
opinion from the Chair may as profoundly affect the procedure 
of the House as the adoption or repeal of an important rule, 
That is lamentably true of the decision here submitted to the 
House on appeal. This decision proposes one of the most 
drastic changes in House procedure it would be possible for a 
decision to affect. If it is sustained, committees will be in a 
position to circumscribe absolutely and peremptorily amend- 
ments which may be offered, regardless of the preference of 
the House, however unanimous. If sustained, it will change 
radically an unwritten rule of the House in effect from the time 
of the earliest precedents. 

Mr. Chairman, it has been my misfortune to have been so 
long at the desk as to have fallen into the habit of regarding 
propositions relating to precedure as disassociated from the 
particular measure which may at the time be under considera- 
tion, and it is that point of view which I am trying to present 
to the House. We are now establishing a procedure, not for 
this bill, not for to-day, but possibly for years to come. Let 
us not be influenced by any plea of expediency or any tem- 
porary expediency. The amendment itself is not yet before 
the House. Support it or oppose it when it is reaehed, but on 
this question vote to maintain inviolate the law of the House 
and the integrity of its procedure. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr, CANNON. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for one more minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missourt-asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for one additional minute. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I am sorry, but I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state the proposition: 
The question is, Shall the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr, FREAR] be considered as germane to the 
bill? 

The question was taken; and on a division, the Chair an- 
nouncing he was in doubt, there were—ayes 143, noes 111, i 


So the committee determined that the amendment was ger- 
mane and overruled the point of order. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I offer a substitute 
for the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland offers a 
Substitute for the amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. HILLE of Maryland as a substitute for the 
amendment offered by Mr. FREAR: Page 124, line 20, after the figures 
“1924,” insert the following new title: 


“Tris III. 
“TO PROVIDE MONEY TO PAY ADJUSTED COMPENSATION, 


“Sec. 800 (a). That there shall be levied, assessed, and collected on 
all beer or cider, as hereinafter defined, a tax of 20 cents per gallon, 
all moneys so collected to be used solely for the payment of adjusted 
compensation for veterans of the World War. 

“(b) That from and after the passage of this act the word ‘beer’ 
means any beverage obtained by the alcoholic fermentation of an infu- 
sion or decoction of barley malt and hops in drinkable water containing 
not more than 2.75 per cent of alcohol by volume.“ 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the substitute is not germane for the reason that it is not 
a bona fide tax matter. I am going to state my point of order, 
and I am not afraid to do it. I am for the ex-service men, and 
everybody knows it, but I do not propose to have an amendment 
like this offered and be afraid to make a point of order 
against it. 

It stands on exactly the same footing as the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore], which the 
Chair held was a subterfuge, and I make the point of order 
that this is a measure in the guise of a tax matter which 
seeks—— 

Mr. TREAD WAT. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the gentleman is not in order. The amendment has not 
been read, so how do we know whether it is in order? 

Mr. BLANTON. I have the right to make my point of 
order, inasmuch as enough of the amendment has been read 
to indicate that it is subject to a point of order. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Not until the amendment has been read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas will desist 
until the amendment is reported. 

Mr. BLANTON. I thought it had been reported sufficiently. 

The Cierk continued to read as follows: 


That the word “cider” means any beverage obtained by the natural 
fermentation of apple or other fruit, vegetable, or herb juices con- 
taining not more than 2.75 per cent of alcohol by yolume. 

(c) That such beer or cider is hereby defined not to be an intoxi- 
cating liquor the manufacture, sale, or transportation of which is pro- 
hibited by the eighteenth amendment of the Constitution of the United 
States; but that after the passage of this act said beer or cider may be 
manufacured, sold, or transported for sale in original packages for 
consumption in homes and places other than the place of sale. 

(d) That all legislation inconsistent herewith is hereby repealed. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the amendment is not germane either to the purposes of the 
bill or to the place in the bill to which it is offered, for the rea- 
son that while it is in the guise of a tax matter, it is apparent to 
the Chair, from the reading of it, that it is a subterfuge seek- 
ing to make permissible the sale of beer and wine contrary 
to the provision of the Constitution. 

It is not a tax matter, but it is a subterfuge bringing in the 
liquor question. € 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I would like to be 
heard on the point of order. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I want to state one addi- 
tional point that the gentleman from Texas has not stated. 
It proposes to raise, or at least undertakes to raise, revenue 
to carry out a purpose which is not by law in effect. There is 
no adjusted compensation for the soldiers as provided by any 
law in existence. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. And I understand the gentleman is 
against it. 

Mr. STEVENSON. And you can not, in a measure to provide 
revenue, appropriate money for such a purpose at the same time. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, I have watched with a great deal of interest the par- 
liamentary situation in the last few days. I have seen this 
Committee of the Whole House, voting by the Democrats plus 
the insurgents, who control the House at the present time, 
make in order for consideration by this committee new sections, 
284 to 299, resurrecting the dead excess-profits tax. I have 
seen the Democrats and insurgents just vote to make in order 
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what is not in order. Now, let us see if you will extend the 
same favor to the bonus, You voted that the Frear amendment 
is in order, I want to put it up to you, and put it up squarely 
to this Committee of the Whole House. 

I have listened with a great deal of interest to the gentleman 
from Texas saying that my substitute was not offered sincerely. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, no. It is a subterfuge pure and simple. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I have heard him say it was a sub- 
terfuge. It is not a subterfuge, and if I could get a record 
vote on it I think the gentlemen who vote against it in the 
next election would not find it was anything subterfugeous. 


[Laughter.] I submit, Mr. Chairman, that this is a proper 
substitute. 
Mr. BARKLEY. The gentleman means subterfugitive. 


[Cries of “ Vote!” “Vote! “ 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I offer this, Mr. Chairman, as a 
substitute for the Frear amendment, which takes up a great 
number of new matters, and which has as one part of it such 
an irrelevant, out-of-order provision as this: That in case of 
the reorganization, consolidation, or change of ownership of a 
trade or business,” and so forth. Here is my simple substitute, 
which will raise one-half billion dollars a year in taxes for the 
soldiers and sailors. I have not yet seen any provision in 
the so-called Garner Democratic bill, which the House is adopt- 
ing from day to day, to pay the soldiers’ bonus. 

Mr. FREAR. Or the Mellon bill. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. The Mellon bill does permit a 
soldiers’ bonus. [Laughter.] 

Mr. FREAR. Mine would. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. I will tell the gentleman how the 
Mellon bill provides it. The gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. Cottier] the other day, in answer to my question, said 
that the difference between a 25 per cent surtax—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland will con- 
fine his remarks to the point of order. I think the Chair has 
been sufticiently enlightened. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I want to say in 
conclusion that if the Frear amendment, resurrecting an excess- 
profits tax, is in order, then my substitute, taking care of the 
men who suffered and bled for this country in the past war 
[applause], is in order. [Cries of “ Vote!” “ Vote!” “ Vote! “] 

The CHAIRMAN. In the opinion of the Chair the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Maryland is neither ger- 
mane to the bill nor to the section. 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr, Chairman, I appeal from the 
decision of the Chair on the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘Phe gentleman from Maryland appeals 
from the decision of the Chair. The question is, Shall the 
decision of the Chair stand as the judgment of the committee? 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BARKLEY) there were—ayes 226, noes 8. 

So the decision of the Chair was declared to be the judg- 
ment of the committee, 

Mr. HILL of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, I am glad to see 
the Democratic majority reverse itself inside of two minutes. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of 
order. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I understand it is not in 
order, but I just want to ask the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. HL] where are the ninety and nine he was bragging 
about when we were considering the rules of the House? 

The CHAIRMAN, The point of order of the gentleman is 
not in order. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin yields to me to see if we can get an agreement about 
time. How much time does the gentleman from Wisconsin 
want? 

Mr. FREAR. I am just wondering about that. The gen- 
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. OLÐFIELD] wishes to speak and 
there are two or three others. 

Mr, OLDFIELD. I would like to have 10 minutes, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. SEARS of Florida. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the gentleman from Maryland was not recognized 
by the Chair and therefore his remarks should not go into the 
RECORD. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that all debate on this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 30 minutes. 

Mr. CLANCY, Mr. Chairman, I reserye an objection. I 
want to hear the motion, 
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The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair state the unanimous-con- 
sent request. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous con- 
sent that all debate on this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 80 minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I object. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all de- 
bate on this amendment and all amendments thereto close in 
one hour, one-half the time to be controlled 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I will have to make a point 
of order against that. That is not in order now. I think we 
ought to close debate, but the gentleman can not make that 
motion at this time. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is right about that. 
I ask unanimous consent that all debate close in one hour, one- 
half to be controlled by the gentleman from Arkansas | Mr. 
OLDFIELD] and one-half by myself. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto close in one hour, one-half to be controlled 
by himself and one-half to be controlled by the gentleman 
from Arkansas. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr, OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to tha 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr, FREAR]. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to take the 
full five minutes for discussion which have been given to me 
by the House. This is a tax proposition which, if enacted into 
law, will bring in the neighborhood of between $100,000,000 
and $200,000,000 of revenue. It will be charged against the 
excess profits of corporations that are well able to pay the 
tax. I have no feeling against corporations and no prejudice 
whatsoever, nor against individuals with wealth. I only 
insist that those who have large wealth and the corporations 
that have made large profits should stand their proportion of 
taxes, and in this case, if necessary and revenue collections 
cover, I would be glad to see the normal tax on corporations 
cut from 123 per cent down to 10 per cent so as to help the 
small companies. 

Here is a situation that comes to the attention of every think- 
ing man in this country. One great corporation for 10 years 
earned 77 per cent upon its capitalization. In that time it 
distributed 22 per cent profits and it laid aside 40 per cent in 
surplus. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. What was the capitalization of that cor- 
poration? 

Mr. FREAR. Ninety-eight million dollars, and it distributed 
22 per cent each year and laid aside 40 per cent each year, 
and the balance went to pay the taxes. They paid a good tax 
at that time. 

Mr. CARTER. What is the corporation? 

Mr. FREAR. It is the Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey, and 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. ACKERMAN] and I both 
recognize the company by its record profits. These are the 
figures that appear in the committee hearings and there is no 
question about them. I admit that it is a large company, but 
think of a company with earnings of 77 per cent upon its 
capitalization and able to raise the cost of gasoline, if it 
chooses at any time, 2 cents or 10 cents; with an absolute 
monopoly in this country, while every other company, in- 
cluding the Doheny company and Sinclair company and all 
the others have to fall in line with the Standard Oil. Doheny 
in his book has made the statement that Standard Oil deter- 
mines prices of oil that govern all so-called competitors. The 
revenues derived from these enormous profits can be used for 
a bonus bill or for running the Government, I care not what 
particular purpose you put them to. Is anything more justi- 
fied than in placing a large tax on a company making such 
profits? Under this tax provision I have offered you have $3,000 
exemption, then an 8 per cent exemption on inyested capital— 
that was in the old law—and in the next 20 per cent of profits 
the bill provides for a 10 per cent tax, which is very small, 
and all over 20 per cent it requires should pay 50 per cent. 
That is to discourage profiteering. If the House thinks that 
is too high it can be amended. I submit it as a fair tax 
proposition supported by many tax experts as correct and just 
in principle. I will not take up further time but yield the 
floor. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of the Frear 
amendment. [Applause.] I am not in favor of the gentleman 
from Maryland's [Mr. HILL] substitute, because it is an insult 
to the soldiers of this land by intimating that they would have 
to depend upon a violation of the Constitution of the United 
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States in order to have a just debt paid them by this Govern- 
ment. We must adjust their compensation without violating the 
| Constitution. This amendment provides a proper tax on excess 
profits in order that the adjusted compensation to the soldiers 
of this country may be paid. The ex-service men would feel 
‘insulted if we tried to connect their adjusted compensation 
with a beer and wine proposition in vlolation of the Constitu- 
tion. If the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Munrpr] wants this 
just debt paid—and I take it he does, because all through this 
debate he has been active on the floor in behalf of it—he ought 
to get behind the Frear amendment and help to pass it, because 
this is the first step we have to take. It is to reach the excess 
|profits in the hands of the big financiers of the country and 
would open up the way to pay the adjusted compensation. 

Mr. MURPHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. MURPHY. Is not the gentleman aware that the receipts 
of the Government for the last fiscal year were almost a billion 
dollars over the running expenses of the Government, 
und that the national debt was reduced over $400,000,000? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, I have gotten so I do not pay any atten- 
ition to the reports from the Treasury of deficits or surplus, 
‘because they are so wide apart that you can not give them 
‘credence. I do know that we have got to raise the money to 
pay the adjusted compensation somehow, somewhere, some 
(time, and I am ready to make a start now by supporting the 
Frear amendment, reaching some excess profits made by the big 
‘business men of the country. They ought to be taxed, and there 
ds no excuse for not taxing them. I believe in doing justice to 
the ex-service men, and I believe that we should get behind 
the Frear amendment, put that into the law, and if that does 
not bring money enough we will go somewhere else and get the 
balance, 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. BacwaracH having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message in writing 
from the President of the United States was presented by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, who also informed the House of 
‘Representatives that the President had approved and signed 
bills of the following titles: 

On February 13: 

H. R. 486. An act to extend the time for the completion of the 
municipal bridge approaches, and extensions or additions 
‘thereto, by the city of St. Louis, within the States of Illinois 
‘and Missouri; and 

H. R. 657. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
‘Boards of Supervisors of Rankin and Madison Counties, Miss., 
to construct a bridge across the Pearl River in the State of 
‘Mississippi. 

On February 14: 

H. R. 4796. An act to extend the time of the Hudson River 
Connecting Railroad Corporation for the completion of its 
bridge across the Hudson River in the State of New York. 

On February 16: 

H. R. 4866. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Great Northern Railway Co., a corporation, to maintain and 
operate or reconstruct, maintain, and operate a bridge across 
the Mississippi River ; 

H. R. 4498. An act to authorize the State of Illinois to con- 
struct, maintain, and oparata a bridge and approaches thereto 
across the Fox River in the county of Kendall and State of 
Illinois; 

H. R. 4499, An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Illinois to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
and approacħes thereto across the Rock River in the county 
‘of Winnebago, State of Illinois, in section 24, township 46 
north, range 1 east of the third principal meridian; and 

II. R. 5273. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co. to construct a 
bridge over the Mississippi River between St. Paul and Minne- 
apolis, Minn. 

On February 20: 

H. R. 4817. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State of Illinois and the State of Iowa, or either of them, to 
construct a bridge across the Mississippi River connecting the 
county of Whiteside, III., and the county of Clinton, Iowa. 

REVENUE ACT OF 1924, 

The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Newton]. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
I have said heretofore in the course of this debate and I now 
reiterate that I believe in the graduated or progressive income 
tax. I believe that men of great wealth, possesing large 


property interests, enjoy in the protection of that property 
ter benefits than those of lesser wealth. Enjoying greater 
nefits, they should contribute more proportionately to the 
support of the Government. This is another proposition. The 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Frean] has offered an amend- 
ment which restores the excess-profits tax law of 1917 and 1921, 
which was repealed in the fall of 1921. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Yes. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Did the gentleman yote for 
the excess-profits tax when it was first enacted? 

Mr, NEWTON of Minnesota. My term did not begin until 
March 4, 1919, so that I was not a Member of the House at 
that time. It was a war measure, going into effect in war 
time and when prices were steadily mounting. Had I been 
a Member I would undoubtedly, because of these conditions, 
have voted for it. But the war is over and conditions have 
changed. Prices instead of increasing are Standing still or 
going down. 

We have two general propositions to consider. First, 
whether we believe generally in the principle of an excess- 
profits tax in times of peace. Speaking generally, I do n 
Take the anthracite-coal industry, involving a great nat 
resource, where the supply is limited. The coal commission 
has suggested a graduated income or profits tax in order to 
meet a peculiar situation in that industry. Due to natural 
advantages almast wholly some of these mines have a very low 
productive cost. Others, due wholly to natural disadvantages, 
have a high productive cost. The country needs the total 
product from all the anthracite mines. Obviously the low-cost 
mine can sell at the same price as the high-cost mine and make 
an enormous profit. Some of them are doing this. On the 
other hand, if the low cost should reduce its price to one 
showing only a reasonable profit the high-cost mine might not 
be able to ang os at that figure.. The result is that the price 
is fixed by the high-cost mine. This enables the low-cost opera- 
tor to make huge profits, I think that some such plan might 
be good to meet that particular situation. 

The second proposition is, whether we believe in an excess- 
profits tax or not, do we believe in this particular one which 
reenacts with change in percentages the old law. In this 
amendment the percentages run as high as 50 per cent. Dur- 
ing the four years of operation of this law, and especially 
following the close of the war, it was demonstrated, first, that 
it placed a heavy penalty upon honest, efficient, and economic 
management of a business, It placed a premium upon extrava- 
gance of all kinds. 

In the management of a business when it became fairly cer- 
tain after the year was well along that the concern would make 
more than the normal profit of 8 per cent they then commenced 
to. figure how they could absorb that excess of profit and 
thereby prevent it from being paid over in taxes. Salaries were 
increased. Bonuses were paid to employees. Advertising was 
extravagantly indulged in. Relatives of officers and directors 
were given jobs with little to do but draw pay and appear to 
earn their salaries. Then there were many other ways. All 
increased the overhead, which eventually the ultimate con- 
sumer paid in higher prices, 

It was also demonstrated that this law was grossly unfair 
to the corporation which was honestly and conservatively or- 
ganized. It placed heavy penalties upon the concern whose 
capital stock and every dollar of it represented real value. It 
favored the concern which had overvalued its property and 
whose capital stock represented part value and part water. 

For example, here is one concern with real value of $100,000 
and capital stock of the same amount, Here is another con- 
cern of real value of $100,000 and water of $50,000. The capital 
Stock is $150,000. Both have the same real value. We will 
assume that a profit in excess of 10 per cent pays a tax. Each 
concern makes $15,000. The first or conservatively organized 
would pay an excess tax on $5,000, while the second or watered- 
stock concern could keep all of its earnings and pay nothing, 
This is just the way this law worked out in practice. It is un- 
just and unfair and can not be defended. Furthermore, it is 
a heavy tax on business. It had no little to do with the slump 
in business in 1921, and it would have a like effect now. It 
would discourage the growth of enterprises, especially those 
involving considerable risk. With the high surtaxes, it would 
constitute another obstacle to American trade and industry. 

Mr. Chairman, these are merely a few of the reasons that 
prompted most thinking men to seek its repeal in 1920. It is 
my recollection that both Republican and Democratic Parties 
declared for its repeal in their platforms of 1920. Its effect 
upon business and industry was so bad In time of peace as to 
call from two or three Democratic Secretaries of the Treasury 


I refer to Secretary McAdoo, Secretary Glass, 
It is also my impression 
that President Wilson also recommended it in one of his mes- 


for its repeal. 
and, I think, also Secretary Houston. 


sages to Congress following the close of the war. Certainly 
the incoming Republican administration was prompt in urging 
its repeal. Notwithstanding this experience and the experienced 
judgment of the leaders of both parties, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Frear], with the aid of you, my Democratic 
friends, seeks its reenactment. Is this merely one more obstruc- 
tion to prevent the passage of any tax-reduction measure which 
the President can approve? 

Mr. Chairman, I can recall his message to Congress last De- 
cember. He pleaded for— 


immediate enactment of legislation relieving the people of some burden 
of taxation. 


He referred to the tremendous burden and the “ uncomplain- 
ing courage” of the people in bearing them. He referred to 
their burdening industry, oppressing the poor, and making agri- 
culture unprofitable. As to this particular form of tax he said: 

Being opposed to war taxes in time of peace, I am not in favor of 
excess-profits taxes. 

In an earnest appeal then for tax reduction in the interests 
of the entire country he used these words: 


To neglect it, to postpone it, to obstruct it by unsound proposals 
is to become unworthy of public confidence and untrue to public 
trust. 


Mr. Chairman, never did a President speak more truly. This 
amendment is unsound. It is unworthy of our confidence, and 
its enactment can only obstruct tax reduction, which the people 
are demanding and which the interest of the entire country 
requires. I shall not lend my vote or voice to the reenactment 
of any such proposition. [Applause.] 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. WATKINS]. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. Chairman, the most eloquent proof of 
the reasons why an excess-profits tax should be enacted is to 
be found in the records of the Federal courts of this country. 
During the war there was enacted and placed upon the statute 
books a law known as the Lever Act. Under that statute 
many firms throughout this country were convicted of profit- 
eering. Thereafter the Supreme Court of the United States 
declared that act unconstitutional. By virtue of that decision 
those firms and companies which had been fined came to the 
Government and asked for a return of the fines assessed 
against them for violating the act which was construed con- 
stitutional by the trial court but later unconstitutional by the 
Supreme Court. The records of those trials demonstrate that 
many firms were making profits from 36,827 per cent and less, 
some of them 1,500 per cent, many of them 3,600 per cent. A 
thing of that kind is not in the interest of the public weal; and 
the way to stop extortion, to stop profiteering, is to say to 
those men, “ You can not gouge the public; you can not make 
a profit which is exorbitant out of the people of this country”; 
and for that reason, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, we ought 
to place upon the statute books a law which says to these 
profiteers, “ When you make an excess of profits which is really 
profiteering, it will be taken from you.” 

An excess-profits tax would yield enough revenue to justify 
an adjusted compensation measure and for that reason alone 
ought to pass, It would also permit us to eliminate all excise 
taxes and reduce the rates on individual incomes and corpora- 
tion tax rates. Every reason under the sun justifies such a 
measure. I do not champion the rates proposed, but urge the 
principle and hope some favorable action will be taken here 
and now. 

The official records of the Government disclose that one chem- 
ist on a capital stock of $500 made in one year a net income of 
$181,876, or 36,327 per cent; that one banker on a capital stock 
of $1,000 made in one year a net income of $13,284, or 1,328 per 
cent; that one-iron concern on a capital stock of $4,500 in one 
year sandbagged the public out of a net income of $21,050, or 
1,403 per cent; that one steel concern—yes, they spell steel with- 
out an “a ”—on a capital stock of $4,000 in one year fleeced the 
American people out of a net income of $61,884, or 1,546 per 
cent; that another steel concern—also without the “a” in its 
title—on a capital stock of $6,000 in one year blackjacked the 
American people out of $110,415, or 1,840 per cent; that one 
metallurgist—doubtless dealing in brass—on a capital stock of 
$500 filched the public in one year out of a net income of $54,131, 
or 10,826 per cent. These are just a few of the cases which jus- 
tify some kind of excess-profits tax. It is the only restraining 
influence that a thief will heed, for there is no reason to commit 
extortion if the loot is in turn taken away and an accounting 
exacted. 


Another situation justifies the enactment of some law depriv- 
ing profiteers of outrageous profits: In this bill we have excise 
taxes on automobiles, automobile parts, tires, tubes, parts and 
Accessories; also on jewelry and other legitimate industry 
wherein not even a fair legitimate profit is realized, We have 
taken it off candy, chewing gum, yachts, canoes, dirks, hair 
dyes, patent medicines, and many other nonessential items. 

The thing to do is to change the rates so as not to hurt 
legitimate enterprises but to tax profiteers and parasites. Then 
take off all these damnable nuisance taxes and give honest legiti- 
mate business men a square deal. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. GRIFFIN]. 

Mr GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, personally I can not see why 
an excess-profits tax should be made applicable to individuals 
in the form of a surtax running up to 44 per cent, and why, at 
the same time, in the same bill, corporations should be let 
off with a meager tax of 124 per cent. This is the weakress 
of the whole Mellon plan. It discriminates in favor of the 
high-financed corporations. 

Let us take a concrete example of the injustice of maintain- 
ing the high surtaxes on the incomes of individuals and taxing 
big corporations only 123 per cent: 

If A, an individual, has a business which yields a profit of 
$100,000 per annum, he will pay in surtaxes approximately 
about $48,000. k 

If the X Corporation does the same business and has the 
same profit per annum, it will pay in taxes, just because it is a 
corporation, only about $12,000. 

LOOPHOLES WHICH INVITE TAX EVASION. 

It is therefore obvious that any revenue law which imposes 
a surtax on indiyidual incomes is inherently unjust unless it 
correspondingly provides for an excess-profits tax on corpora- 
tion incomes. Each is a complement of the other and they 
should not be disproportionate. If they should fail in this 
respect their inequality inevitably invites evasion and fraud. 
I have in mind a big corporation owned by a little group of 
men. When the excess-profits tax was higher than the sur- 
tax, the corporation books were made to show small profits by 
the simple expedient of paying big salaries to its officers, who ` 
were its chief stockholders. The president’s salary was raised 
from $100,000 to $400,000. When the excess-profits tax was re- 
pealed, they reversed the process. They cut down the high 
salaries of the officers, thus allowing their profits to appear 
on the books as corporation earnings. If they had continued 
to pay high salaries, the latter would have been subject to 
a 50 per cent surtax; but, as a corporation income, it was only 
liable to the 124 per cent tax which superseded the excess- 
profits tax. ; 

Such loopholes in the law are the nesting places of a new 
breed of parasite known as “ Income-tax advisers.” Their 
mission in life is to show tax evaders how they can artistically, 
legally, and scientifically defraud the Government without hay- 
ing to go to jail. 

The object of the pending amendment is to correct this 
defect. It is in harmony with the Garner amendment, already 
voted by the House into the bill, by which its glaring inequalities 
in personal taxation are corrected. To be consistent, to be 
strictly logical as well as just, we should now adopt the Frear 
amendment reinstating and reestablishing the system of taxing 
excess profits. 

REPEAL OF EXCESS-PROFITS TAX A FUTILE SACRIFICE, 


The repeal of the tax in 1921 was a futile sacrifice. It threw 
$450,000,000 of lawful revenue virtually into the gutter. There 
is where it went, so far as the Government or the consumers 
were concerned. Actually we made a present of thai tre- 
mendous income to profiteering corporations. 

It was claimed then that if the excess-profits taxes were 
repealed, the incomes thus released would find a vent in two 
channels: First, they said, they would go into productive indus- 
tries, and second, that they would be instantly reflected in a 
material reduction of the high cost of living and thus go into the 
pockets of the consumers. I do not know how far the first 
promise has been realized, but no one will have the effrontery 
to claim that any of these profiteering corporations have 
fulfilled their second promise. On the contrary, they have 
kept right on in their course of gouging the consumer. Like 
the tiger that has once tasted human blood, these profiteers 
had their appetite whetted by the flavor of war profits, and 
they will never be content to abate their avarice. Instead 
of giving the consumer a partial benefit in the generous 
beneficence of the present administration, which their campaign 
subscriptions helped so largely to put in power, they have gone 
right on in their stubborn, selfish course of profiteering and 
piling up tremendous surpluses, 
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THE STOCK DIVIDEND DEVICES, 


And as to the surpluses, that is another story. The corpora- 
tions did not at first distribute their profits to their stock- 
‘holders, because they were anxious to help them avoid the high 
surtaxes. So they added the piled-up profits to their capital, 
increasing their capitalization, and issued so-called stock diyi- 
dends to their stockholders instead of cash. For instance, the 
Atlantic Refining Co. increased its capital from $5,000,000 to 
| $50,000,000. The Standard Oll of Indiana its capital 
from $80,000,000 to $100,000,000. And there were scores of 
others. 

As an example of the way in which the stock-dividend device 
Was used as a means of circumventing the income tax laws 
of the Nation I will mention a few of the corporations which 
issued stock dividends upon which the Government received 
not one cent of taxes, because the United States Supreme Court 
by one of those 5-to-4 decisions held that the earnings of a 
corporation which were added to its capital and thereafter dis- 
tributed to its stockholders as shares of stock were not to be 
considered as earnings. 

That reasoning does not appeal to me and never did. I 
believe the minority of the court was right. But, regardless 
of that, this is what happened: Vast fortunes were piled up as 
surpluses, added to the capital of the corporations, and then 
distributed as “stock divicends.” For instance: 


STOCE DIVIDENDS. 


North Texas Oll 00 
St. Regis Paper 

wn enn 300 
Mataton Purina e...... te 400 
Shomme OIL & Gas 500 
Tidewater 0 300 
Tifany & Co. 800 
Waterhead Milla. 800 
Elmhurst Invest 1, 600 
de 4 ty GENE ial Da RSE EDS ae ae Rs EBS , 000 


Therein is to be found the wide-open door through which 
millions of dollars of revenue escaped, with its corresponding 
increase of burdens upon the backs of the consumers. There 
is the great leak which the committee bill has failed to stop, 
and the only chance of stopping it is to pass the Frear amend- 
ment restoring the excess-profits tax. 

The people are in a dilemma and it is our duty to extricate 
them. When we suggest taxing stock dividends and giving the 
Supreme Court another opportunity to think it over, they tell 
us that would be lese majesty. When we say the excess-profits 
tax should be restored they tell us that the corporations will 
evade the law. This is the most brazen as well as the most 
amusing of the stock arguments. In substance, it means this: 
If a big corporation evades or defies the law, it is our duty to 
repeal the obnoxious statute; but if a little fellow tries the 
game, slap him in prison. 

Well, we were humbugged by that kind of political economy 
two years ago and the excess-profits tax was repealed. But 
that does not end it, and even if you beat this amendment here 
the fight will go on. The people understand more about this 
subject now than they did two years ago, and they will never 
be content until the profiteering corporations of this trust- 
ridden land are compelled to bear their just burden in the 
maintenance of government. 

James M. Cox, our candidate for the Presidency in 1920, 
went through the country advocating the repeal of the excess- 
Profits tax. He was defeated by 7,000,000 votes. You gentle- 
men on the other side of the aisle take great pride in that 
victory. But very much of it, I venture to say, is traceable to 


the fact that the plain people of the country were against the 
| repeal of the excess-profits tax. 


USURY AND PROVITEERING ANALOGOUS. 


We are striving, whether we know it or not, to carry the 
usury idea into taxation. The usury laws limit the profits of 
the money lenders to 6 per cent. I do not say that corpora- 
tions should only make 6 per cent return on their capital 
(although we have done that apparently without compunc- 
tion with respect to the railroads). They are entitled to some- 
thing for the peril of their investment; they are entitled to 
adequate reward for brains and energy and personal effort 
devoted to their business, but all of these are rewarded by 
handsome salaries. They are not taxed on gross income, but 
only on net income. What I maintain is that that net income 
should be fair and reasonable and not be tainted with profiteer- 
ing. 

We have a vague idea of the relation or, rather, resemblance 
between robbing the borrower and robbing the buyer, and we 
are trying to put the profiteer where he belongs—in the same 
category with the usurer. 


The excess-profits tax is a tax on excess profits. It is not a 
tax on normal profits. The profiteer may be free of the 
excess-profits tax the moment he ceases to make excess profits. 
It is up to him; or, rather, I would put it up to him by re- 
enacting the excess-profits tax and then—enforcing it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LONGWORTH]. ' 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, as a resident of the Stata 
of Ohio, I rather regret the aspersions cast by one of the 
distinguished Tammany representatives, the gentleman from, 
New York [Mr. GRIFFIN}, upon Mr. James Cox, former gov- 
ernor of my State, because It shows that Tammany Hall is not 
going to support his candidacy. I am not advised as to whether , 
t intends to support Mr. McAdoo or not; but I am going to 
read what he said as Secretary of the Treasury—for Mr. Mc- 
Adoo was once Secretary of the Treasury, which ought not to 
be forgotten in spite of his more recent publicity—upon the sub- 
ject of the excess-profits tax. I do not know whether the gen- 
tleman from Tammany Hall will agree with him or not. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I do not think I will. I do not think Tam- 
many or the Democracy of New York will support Mr. McAdoo.’ 

Mr, LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, we are getting some very 
valuable information. May I ask the gentleman, who is now 
acting as the self-appointed spokesman of Tammany Fall, 
whether in the event of the candidacy of Mr. OARTER Gass, 
another former Secretary of the Treasury, Tammany will sup- 
port him? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I would not venture to say. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman is not so far advised as 
to the ideas of Mr. Murphy as to be able to say whether he 
would support Mr. Grass? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I know that Mr. Grass is in the same box 
with Mr. McAdoo and Mr. Cox on that subject. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. All that the gentleman has said is en- 
lightening, and now we have two candidates eliminated. 
Neither Mr. Cox nor Mr. McAdoo will be the candidate of the 
Democratic Party if Tammany can prevent it. Notwithstanding 
the remarks of the Tammany Member, I still regard Mr. 
McAdoo as having been an able Secretary of the Treasury in 
many respects. m the applause of the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. UpsuHaw], we evidently have a difference of opin- 
ion as between Tammany and Georgia; but, notwithstanding the 
attitude of either Georgia or Tammany, I want to state that my 
personal opinion is that one of the ablest Secretaries of the 
Treasury that we have bad in this country was the present 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass]. [Applause.] 

I am going to now read to you what Mr. Grass, as Secretary 
of the Treasury, had to say of the excess-profits tax which tha 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Otpriecp], the Democratic whip, 
is advocating. Mr. Grass, in a report to the Congress in 1919, 
said this of the excess-profits tax: 


The Treasury’s objections to the excess-profits tax, eyen as a war ex- 
pedient (in contradistinction to a war-profits tax), have been repeatedly 
voiced to the committees of the Congress. Still more objectionable is 
the operation of the excess-profits tax in peace times. It encourages 
wasteful expenditures, puts a premium on overcapitalization, and a 
penalty on brains, energy, and enterprise, discourages new ventur 
and confirms old ventures in their monopolies. In many instances 1 
acts as a consumption tax, is added to the cost of production upon 
which profits are figured in determining prices, and has been, and 
will so long as it is maintained on the statute books continue to be, a 
material factor in the increased cost of living. 


Evidently I very greatly differ with my friend from Arkansas 
[Mr. OLDFIELD] as to the ability of Mr. Grass, because the opin- 
ion of no two statesmen could be more widely divergent. 

Now, I am going to add another authority against the excess- 
profits tax, and I repeat, Tammany Hall to the contrary not- 
withstanding, that when Mr. McAdoo was Secretary of the 
Treasury he made a good Secretary in many respects, and par- 
ticularly in his view of this question. His view is contained 
in a document under date of June 5, 1918, in which he says: 


The distinction between the war-profits tax and the excess-profits tax 
is not a matter of form but of substance. By a war-profits tax we 
mean a tax upon profits in excess of those realized before the war. By 
an excess-profits tax we mean a tax upon profits in excess of a given 
return upon capital. The theory of a war-profits tax is to tax profits 
due to the war. The theory of an excess-profits tax is to tax profits 
over and above a given return of capital. A war-profits tax finds its 
sanction in the conviction of all patriotic men, of whatever economic 
or political school, that no one should profit largely by the war. The 
excess-profits tax must rest upon the wholly indefensible notion that 
it is a function of taxation to bring all profits down to one level with 
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relation to the amount of capital invested and to deprive industry, 
foresight, and sagacity of their fruits, ‘The excess-profits tax exempts 
capital and burdens brains, ability, and energy. The excess-profits tax 
falls less heavily upon big business than small business, because big 
business is generally overenpitallzed and small business is often under- 
capitalized. 

The war-profits tax would tax all war profits at one high rate; the 
excess-profits tax does, and for safety must, tax all excess profits at 
lower and graduated rates. Any graduated tax upon corporations is 
indefensible in theory, for corporations are only aggregations of indi- 
viduals, and by such a tax the numerous small stockholders of a great 
corporation may be taxed at a higher rate than the very wealthy large 
stockholders of a relatively smaller corporation. The object of a gradu- 
ated tax should be to make taxes fall upon the rich, who are best able 
to pay them. The graduated excess-profits tax disregards this and often 
produces the reverse result. 


Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Yes; I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. MORGAN. Is it not a fact that a very large number of 
small corporations that had to pay the excess-profits tax for the 
year 1917 were unable, when they faced the industrial depres- 
sion of 1920, to pass successfully over the depressing conditions 
of 1920 because of a lack of surplus capital? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. My colleague is right. He agrees, as I 
do, with Mr. Grass and Mr. McAdoo when they were in re- 
sponsible office. 

The trouble with the Democratic Party is that they take an 
entirely different view of their duty to the Nation when they 
are in the minority than when they are in the majority; and 
that is precisely what I said the other day about my distin- 
guished and most able friend from Texas [Mr. Garnerj]—he 
prefers to be in the minority, because then he excuses himself 
from any possible responsibility, even in the case of a measure 
of such primary importance as this, which is being butchered 
to-day by the Democratic Party. When any party in the 
minority disclaims all responsibility for the enactment of 
proper and decent legislation it deserves the condemnation of 
the people. Here you are to-day, gentlemen, absolutely disre- 
garding the advice of your last two Secretaries of the Treas- 
ury, given when they were in responsible positions. That is 
the trouble with you. You are butchering this bill, or attempt- 
ing to butcher it, because you are disclaiming any responsibility 
for ultimate results. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Is the gentleman talking to the 
Democrats or to the gentlemen who propose this amendment? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I am talking to the gentlemen who 
have been furnishing the majority votes for the reckless amend- 
ment of this bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I yield to my friend from Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. I was wondering if the coming Cleveland 
convention was thinking of nominating Mr. McAdoo or Mr. 
Grass. [Laughter.] 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. McAdoo certainly will be men- 
tioned at the Cleveland convention. There is no doubt about 
that, and he will furnish one of the vital issues of the campaign. 
Mr. McAdoo, since he has been out of the Treasury, will have 
much to do with the proceedings of the Cleveland convention. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Speaking of butchers, does not the gen- 
tleman think he is dealing rather a deathblow to the Mellon 
plan in the compromise provision he is advocating? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I will say in reply to the gentleman 
from Alabama that no specific rates suggested by any one in- 
dividual are completely binding on a great party. I will state 
to the gentleman very frankly that I would have been very 
glad to support the rates suggested by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, but I can see a situation when it confronts me. 
{Laughter.] I can see, and have seen for a long time, that it 
was not in the temper of this Congress to place surtax rates 
so low that a rate of 25 per cent could be adopted, but that is 
no excuse for voting for the 4-11-44 proposition you are com- 
mitted to. If he were not bound hand and foot, the gentleman 
from Alabama would not vote for an income-tax rate of 44 per 
cent, and the gentleman knows it. [Applause.] 

Mr. OLDFTELD. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. JACOBSTEIN]. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized for five minutes, 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, first let 
me say, in reply to the last speaker, Mr. Longworrn, that 
while Mr. McAdoo was Secretary of the Treasury we had a 
President in the White House who also was giving considera- 
tion to this question of the excess-profits tax, It may not be 
amiss to quote what President Wilson said on that subject. 
On May 20, 1919, addressing Congress, President Wilson said: 


We bave found the main sources from which it [Federal taxation] 
must be drawn. I take it for granted that its mainstays will hence- 
forth be the income tax, the excess-profits tax, and the estate tax, 
All these can so be adjusted to yield constant and adequate returns and 
yet not constitute a too grievous burden on the taxpayer. * * * 
The excess-profits tax need not long be maintained at the rates which 
were necessary while the enormous expenses of the war had to be borne, 
but it should be made the basis of a permanent tax system which will 
reach undue profits without discouraging the enterprise and activity of 
our business men. 


Please note that sentence: 
It should be made the basis of a permanent tax system. 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Certainly. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Of course, that was during the war. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. The word “ permanent” does not mean 
merely during the war. It means at all times. [Applause.] 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman think Mr. McAdoo, 
as Secretary of the Treasury, immediately after the war adyo- 
cated the repeal of the excess profits tax without consultation 
with President Wilson? 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. I can not say as to that. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I think the gentleman can say. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. I do not know; if I knew, I would hon- 
estly say so, 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Will the gentleman state the date of that 
utterance? 

Mr, JACOBSTEIN. May 20, 1919. 

Mr, LONGWORTH. We were at war then, and I supported 
the excess profits tax, and strongly, while the war was on. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Does not the gentleman know when the 
war ended? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman said it was during the 
war. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. I said May 20, 1919. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I did not hear the date; but I asked the 
gentleman whether that was not during the war, and he said 


ves. 
. Mr. JACOB STEIN. No. The excess profits tax, or rather 
what I prefer to call the graduated corporations income tax, is 
not new. It was used by the State of Georgia as early as 1863, 
and the tax was levied on profits in accordance with the ratio 
between profits and invested capital. Wisconsin in 1911 
adopted a somewhat similar principle, basing the corporations 
rate of tax upon the relation between the taxable income of 
the corporations and the value of its property. The progres- 
sive little European country of Norway adopted u graduated 
corporations income tax measured by earnings as related to 
capital. Great Britain has retained the excess-profits tax 
as an effective means of raising revenue. 

I presume the one authority as tax expert and economist who 
has been quoted most by our Republican friends, and par- 
ticularly by Mr. Mitts, in this entire debate on taxation is 
Prof. Thomas S. Adams, of the department of political economy 
at Yale University. This economist and tax expert, as I un- 
derstand it, has been the adviser of the Treasury Department 
while the Mellon plan was under consideration. It may, there- 
fore, be pertinent to quote Professor Adams on the merits of 
the graduated corporations income tax: 

The principal form of the graduated corporations income tax is the 
excess-profits tax. Experts are divided in their opinions about the 
principle or theory of this tax. Personally I approve of it, and I 
believe that the majority of the experts may be said to approve of 
the theory of a graduated excess-profits tax. 


Here, then, you have the outstanding tax expert quoted by 
our Republican friends as favoring, at least in theory, the 
graduated corporations income tax. It is only fair to add, 
however, that as to the administration of the law Professor 
Adams did state— 
that most of the experts believe that no plan bas yet been presented 
which solves the practical difficultics of such a tax. 
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One of the great financial writers of the last generation was 
Prof. Henry ©. Adams, who also advocated the adoption of 
such a method of taxation. 

I may state that in the background of thought underlying 
this theory of taxation is the idea that by this method of 
taxation the state—that is, the Goyernment—participates in 
and shares part of the abnormal gains or profits of private en- 
terprise without assuming any of the risks and responsibilities 
such as would occur if the Government went into business 
directly. 

As further authority in support of the soundness of the 
proposition I may refer to perhaps the best authority we have 
in this country to-day on taxation, certainly the theory of tax- 
ation, namely, Prof. E. R. A. Seligman, who indorses both the 
aim and the general principle underlying the so-called excess- 
profits tax, which is in reality a graduated corporations income 
tax. The great, practical banker and financier, Otto H. Kahn, 
has also indorsed the proposition. 

The central objection to this form of taxation is the thought 
that it is difficult to ascertain the real value of invested capital 
upon which the rate of profits must be figured. 

Even Professor Adams, who objects to the law on this ground, 
admits that this has been exaggerated, and states: 


I feel confident that invested capital fairly represents the capital 
entitled to a normal return in the large majority of cases; that in 
fully 75 per cent of the cases no better figures for asset values could 
be determined by expert appraisal than the book figures; and that in 
at least 85 per cent of the cases the value of the assets, even on the de- 
preciated cost basis, is as great or greater than the book figures. 


Prof. Robert M. Haig, who is an authority on the British tax 
situation, believes that the administrative features of the grad- 
uated income tax for corporations can be perfected and its 
defects eliminated. 

To those who object to any form of a graduated corpora- 
tions income tax, or excess-profits tax, let me say that Adams, 
who for practical reasons rejects the excess-profits tax, urges 
the levying of an additional tax to that then existing, namely, 
10 per cent. The national industrial conference board, made 
up of business organizations exclusively, recommended a tax 
of at least 16 per cent in advocating the repeal of the excess- 
profits tax in the following words: 


INCREASED CORPORATION INCOME TAX. 


The corporation income tax can be increased to not more than 16 
per cent, except in case of public utilities subject to regulation, on 
which it should probably remain 10 per cent. The exemption of $2,000 
now allowed to corporations can be abolished. — 

In view of the recommendations to abolish the excess-profits tax and 
to reduce the surtax rates in general or at least the surtax rates ap- 
plied to the saved and invested income of individuals, and of the fact 
that for reasons more fully set forth on preceding pages no one tax 
such as a sales tax has been found to be available as a substitute, the 
committee believes that it is both advisable and equitable to replace 
by an increase in the rate of the corporation income tax a portion of 
the revenue now raised through the excess-profits tax and the surtax. 

In order to avoid gross discriminations between corporations and the 
large number of individuals who are engaged in business either as part- 
ners or as sole proprietors, seme compensatory tax must be levied upon 
corporations to offset the surtax which the individual must pay upon 
that portion of his income which is retained in the business. Even 
if the committee’s recommendations for the reduction of the surtax 
rates upon such income are adopted, the rate might still run up to 
20 per cent. Under the existing system the surtax paid by the indi- 
vidual is assumed by some to be roughly equalized by the excess-profits 
tax on the corporation. The repeal of the excess-profits tax, however, 
wipes ont this supposed offset and turns the discrimination in every 
case against the individual. 


In the December issue of the Credit Monthly, published by 
the National Association of Credit Men, J. F. Zoller, of the 
General Electric Co., presents a strong argument in favor of a 
schedule of progressively graduated rates as against the flat 
rate. He says: 


The total net income of a corporation does not represent its ability 
to pay taxes. It is the rate of return on the investment that repre- 
sents the ability of a corporation to pay taxes. 


The repeal of the excess-profits tax in 1921 played into the 
hands of corporations earning high rates of profits and worked 
to the disadvantage of all legitimate businesses earning moder- 
ate rates of profits. By rates of profits I mean net income as 
related to invested capital. This fact is brought out in the 
following tables: 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 23, 


Illustration showing tases paid a corporation under old revenue act 
5 — excess-profits taw and 4 ene ender 


present law with 124 per cent flat 
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The above figures show conclusively that legitimate busi- 
nesses earning, let us say, under 10 per cent have been penalized 
by the substitution of the 124 per cent flat rate on net income. 

In the amendment which I will offer the rates are graded 
from 8 per cent to 25 per cent. In fact, the rate might even be 
reduced as low as 5 per cent and increased as high as 25 per 
cent without loss of revenue, and it would spread the tax bur- 
den more equitably than the present 123 per cent rate. 

The following series of illustrations show how the law would 
operate if we had a graduated schedule of rates ranging from 5 
per cent to 25 per cent. 


id 
5 er Per cent of 


The above figures and arguments prove to my mind that the 
present method of taxing business corporations is unjust to the 
corporations and unfair to the Government and ought to be 
replaced by a graduated corporations income tax. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, how much time have 
I remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. Fifteen minutes, and the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. OLDFIELÐ] also has 15 minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I will yield two min- 
utes to the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Hawes]. 

Mr. HAWES. Mr. Chairman, I was much interested in the 
remarks of the distingulshed Republican floor leader. I think 
he was slightly mistaken. We know perfectly well that both 
Democratic Secretaries of the Treasury were against an excess- 
profits tax, and we know that the Republican Secretary of 
the Treasury is also opposed to an excess-profits tax. We 
know there is no candidate now seeking nomination by the 
Republican Party who favors an excess-profits tax, and we 
know there is no candidate now seeking the Democratic 
nomination who favors an excess-profits tax. So again to-day 
Wisconsin leads. This is a Wisconsin proposition, and the 
men who vote for it on the Democratic side will follow the 
lead of Wisconsin just as the men who vote for it on the Repub- 
lican side are following the lead of Wisconsin, because neither 
the regular Democratic Party nor the regular Republican 
Party favor this excess-profits tax. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWES. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Then why does the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. Otprrerp], the whip of the Democratic Party, 
control the time in favor of this? 

Mr. HAWES. You may soon count the votes on this side 
and you will find our whip on this amendment will not reach 
very far. [Laughter.] 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I am delighted to hear that. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to 
the gentleman from Delaware [Mr. Boyce]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Delaware is recog- 
nized for two minutes. 
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Mr. BOYCE. Mr. Chairman, just a word. The revenue bill 
now before the committee, as it came from the majority of the 
Ways and Means Committee, approved by the Secretary of the 
Treasury, suffered much because it was regarded as designedly 
framed and submitted to the committee not altogether for the 
purpose of reducing income taxes but to defeat any demand for 
adjusted compensation for ex-service men. 

Excess-profits taxes were enacted originally because of the 
necessities of the war. They were and are obnoxious taxes to 
legitimate business. I hope the Members voting on the amend- 
ment will not be influenced by considerations favorable to a 
bonus for ex-service men, but will consider it as undesirable in 
peace times. I shall vote against the amendment. [Applause.] 

Mr. OLDFINLD. Mr. Chairman, I yield two minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FRRAnI. [Applause.] ` 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin is recog- 
nized for two minutes. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise to my feet simply be- 
cause of the remarks made by the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. Hawes] a few moments ago. The gentleman occupies a 
unique position on that side of the aisle; he stands practically 
alone on many propositions, And referring to what has just 
been said by the gentleman from Delaware [Mr. Boyce], when 
the adjusted compensation bill is up watch the vote of the gen- 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. HAwxs]. [Applause.] He is op- 
posed to the soldiers’ adjusted compensation bill; he is op- 
posed to an excess-profits tax, and he is in favor of the Melion 
tax. That is the gentleman, and that is the critic who has just 
complained about the State of Wisconsin. I insist to you gen- 
tlemen, both on the Republican and Democratic sides, that we 
of Wisconsin and other States have not been brought up in that 
school of thought. We believe in a soldiers’ bonus, and we 
want to give it to them. We are opposed to the Mellon tax 
plan, which takes off 50 per cent from the higher brackets and 
gives little to the man in the lower tax brackets. Weare opposed 
to the sales tax, which is supported by the same men who are 
opposed to the adjusted compensation bill. It is a different 
school of thought. I am not complaining about those who 
differ from me here, but I do say that when a gentleman comes 
from the Democratic side and complains about the State of 
Wisconsin, my home State, he ought to realize that he is not in 
very good repute with those on his own side, so far as economic 
principles are concerned. [Applause.] 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I have been here 
through all the years since the excess-profits tax was first 
enacted and then subsequently repealed. I was enthusiastically 
in favor of the excess-profits tax when it was enacted, and I 
still might be in favor of it as a war measure, but as a war 
measure only, because I have had occasion to very carefully 
examine the working of it and have found out how unfairly 
and inequitably it always worked. When we first enacted an 
excess-profits tax it was put not only on corporations but also 
on partnerships and individuals. We found that that worked 
very unjustly, so that in the course of a year or so we took it 
off of partnerships and individuals and left it on corporations 
alone. We found then that it worked inequitably, but we had 
to keep it there during the war because we had to have the 
money and it was a great money producer, bringing in billions 
of dollars into the Treasury. After the war it was repealed, 
first one half being taken off and then the remaining half sub- 
sequently being taken off, 

Here is the way it worked—and let me say in the first place 
that this excess-profits tax in many sections of the country, 
notably right in my own district, is a very popular tax. The 
people generally, I think, if they had an opportunity to vote 
upon it, would vote in favor of it by a large majority; but the 
reason they are in favor of it is the reason given by the gentle- 
man from New York this afternoon, namely, they think it is a 
tax on profiteering. The fact of the matter is it is not a tax on 
profiteering at all. I wish we could find some tax on profiteer- 
ing that could be properly applied, and I have been hunting for 
one for, lo, these many years, but I have not found it. It is 
certainly not found in the excess-profits tax, and I will tell you 
gentlemen why. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield for a question. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I want to ask the gentleman from 
Iowa this question: Under this bill, if an individual earns a 
large return on his capital, he is taxed progressively, is he not? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. What is the difference between 
applying that same doctrine to a corporation which earns more 
than a normal tax and applying it to an individual? Why 


does not the gentleman favor applying the same progressive 
income-tax principle to corporations that he does to individuals? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Because the returns from corporutions 
are taxed over again. I am in favor of the progressive income 
tax, but I am not in favor of applying it twice—once to a 
corporation and after that tax has been levied applying it 
again to the individual. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yleld for a moment? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Of course, the excess-profits tax is based 
on invested capital. The income tax of an individual has 
nothing to do with his capital. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN, Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; I can not yield further. I want 
to finish my line of thought. The gentleman from Ohio has 
gotten right to the heart of this whole question. The tax on 
excess profits is placed upon the percentage of returns from 
invested capital and the old and highly capitalized concerns 
invarlably get the best of it because with their large capitali- 
zation they show a small percentage of profit. The new and 
struggling concerns whose capital is based on its original invest- 
ment always gets the worst of it. You can not find any two 
corporations engaged in the samé business that are taxed on 
anything like an equality. I can give the gentleman case after 
case. -I know of two instances, both corporations, I think, 
located in South Carolina, where there are two big companies 
engaged in the tobacco business. One of them is highly 
capitalized and the other is not. Both of them sell their goods 
at about the same rate of profits. One of them, under the 
excess-profits tax paid an enormous tax and the other paid 
almost nothing; in fact, I think nothing at all some years, 
although it was selling its goods at just as big a profit as the 
other. The real fact of the matter is that instead of being a 
tax on profiteering, the tax actually encourages profiteering 
and discourages efficiency. 

Mr. FREAR. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I am afraid I can not yield, and I 
hope my friend will pardon me. 

Mr. FREAR. The gentleman has called my statement into 
question 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa declines to 
yield. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The fact of the matter is that a 
highly capitalized corporation haying a monopoly may sell a 
comparatively small amount of goods at a large profit, even a 
perfectly outrageous profit, and not be taxed a cent under the 
excess-profits tax that the gentleman from Wisconsin has pro- 
posed or any excess-profits tax we have ever had in this coun- 
try. On the other hand, a corporation that is trying to serve 
the people and doing business on a fair, legitimate investment, 
and that sells a large amount of goods at a very small profit 
but in the end makes a large return on its invested capital, will 
be taxed very heavily. The corporation that serves the people 
best and that sells its goods at the lowest profit will often be 
taxed the highest. Besides this it is a tax on efficiency and 
energy. The concern that is active and efficient and thus 
makes a bigger return on its investment is penalized for its 
efficiency. Moreover, it is an income tax on top of an income 
tax. That is what it amounts to. I am in favor of taxing 
the profits of these big corporations, but they have to come 
back into the hands of the stockholders, and there they will be 
taxed again under the progressive income tax. ‘They have 
already paid the corporation tax, which is supposed to take 
the place of the normal tax, and then as they pay the other 
tax they pay all they ought to pay, in my judgment. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, I yield. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I was very much impressed with the argu- 
ment about these profits being taxed again when they get into 
the hands of the stockholders, but what about that portion of 
the income of the corporations which is not distributed? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, The gentleman from New York yester- 
day afternoon presented that point. I have not time to argue 
it now. But I would say that I have often expressed the hope 
that some kind of a workable tax on undistributed profits could 
be invented. The gentleman from New York showed there was 
a greater proportion of the profits being distributed now than 
there had been even before we had the present income taxes. 
As far as that is concerned, of course, these profits that are not 
distributed are not taxed again, but the gentleman from North 
Dakota [Mr. Burtness] does not help the situation as to the 
unfairness of this tax when he makes that objection. We, of 
course, ought not to object to a tax simply because it some- 
times works unfairly, and that has been one trouble in the 
House as we have proceeded with this bill. Every time a gen- 


3016 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 23, 


tleman found some place where a tax did not work out with 
absolute equality he wanted to present an amendment to the 
bill which would produce in the long run more inequalities, 
There are always places where the tax will not work out fairly, 
but we ought not to readopt a tax which everywhere was found 
to work out unfairly and inequitably. 

Mr. FREAR. Unless a profit is made above the rates set out 
in the amendment, they are not subject to excess profit. We 
find all the experts say that it is a good system. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, the experts do not agree to that. 
They say that theoretically it ought to be a good one, but in 
practice it works badly. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I want to state that the gentleman from 
Texas and the gentleman from New York entirely miss the 
whole point of this proposition. It is not merely a question of 
taxing the profits; it is a question of taxing the profits of busi- 
ness on invested capital. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; I can not yield. Nothing has 
given the Treasury so much trouble as to determine tax assess- 
ments based upon the amount of invested capital. It is this 
very matter that keeps the Treasury still working on assess- 
ments as far back as 1917. i 

Mr. LONGWORTH. There were repeated cases like this, 
where one corporation had an income of $100,000, and another, 
doing the same business, with the same capital—one paid a large 
tax and the other did not pay a cent. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Will the Meee yield that I may 
answer the gentleman from Ohio 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; I will not yield for the gentle- 
man to answer the gentleman from Ohio; I yield for a question. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Why does not the gentleman reply and 
say that we propose to tax the income of the corporation, not 
as income, but as income related to capital investments, and 
these rates would vary on the levy of the return? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman does not seem to under- 
stand that that is the difficulty. The tax being on the per- 
centage of profit on the capital invested, the highly capitalized 
‘corporations escape it, and one that has stated its capital fairly 
‘and honestly would pay the tax. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. I think the gentleman is confusing cap- 
ital with capitalization. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; I am not; an old company has 
usually gone through several reorganizations and has its capi- 
talization fixed. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Every accountant recognizes the dif- 
ference between capital and capitalization. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There is a difference, of course, but 


the Treasury has not been able to find any rule for its applica- | 


tion. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. The Treasury collected $300,000,000 
under the old law, and they have been losing $300,000 since. 
Nr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, it collected more than that amount, 
but that did not make it a good tax. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, of course I am not especially interested in the colloquy 

between the gentleman from Ohio, Mr. LonawortH, and the 
gentlemen from Missouri, Mr. Hawes, as it makes not the slight- 
est difference about the opinion either of them entertains as to my 
influence on this floor. But, gentlemen, I want to discuss this 
bill for a moment and show you if I am able just what hap- 
pened. In 1921, when the Republican Party came into power, 
with two-thirds majority in both House of Congress, with 
President Harding in the While House, they made every 
promise on earth that you could think of to the big corporations 
of the country, to the wealth of the country, that you would re- 
peal the excess-profits tax. They did it at the behest not of 
the little corporations, because you Injured the little corpora- 
tions, but you did it at the behest of the big corporations that 
made $40,000,000,000 during the war. Out of 317.000 corpora- 
tions in America from 1916 to 1920 they took $40,000,000,000 
net after all taxes had been paid. They had never made more 
thun fifteen or twenty billion dollars in the same period of time 
in the history of this country. You gentlemen wanted them to 
keep the profiteering profits, and I am sorry to say that there 
are a few Democrats also who wanted them to keep those 
profiteering profits. 

Now, when you repealed the excess-profits tax and put a 124 
per cent tax on every corporation, whether it was a rich or a 
little corporation, you treated the little corporation unfairly; 
you know you did it. There is no denying that. The idea of 
tgxing little corporations making only $2,000 or $3,000 a 123 
per cent tax and taxing the big corporations only 124 per cent 
is eg to the little corporations, and you know it, [Ap- 
plause. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman does not mean that the 
little corporations making $2,000 or $3,000 would be taxed 123 
per cent. They only pay 123 per cent after the $2,000 exemp- 

on. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. And the one that makes $1,000,000 only 
pays 123 per cent after a $2,000 exemption. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. ‘The little corporation that makes 
$2,000 pays no tax. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. If there is any truth in the proposition 
that the individual ought to be taxed progressively, then corpo- 
rations ought to be taxed progressively. [Applause.] If it 
were not for the influence of the big corporations like the Steel 
Corporation and the Standard Oil and the Sinclair Corporation, 
you would not have repealed the excess-profits tax. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Did the Steel Corporation ever pay any 
excess-profits tax? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. They did. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Never. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. If they did not, I imagine the Treasury 
Department did not try to collect it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman perfectly well knows 
880 the Steel Corporation never paid a cent of excess- Profits 
ax. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. They are not paying half the tax to-day 
that they ought to pay. 

Mr. FREAR. Let me say that they put $500,000,000 by in 
their surplus. [Applause.] 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Ont of the 317,000 corporations that made 
the $40,000,000,000 during the war, 1,026 of them made over 
$30,000,000,000 of those profits. They talked here in 1921 
about going to redute the high cost of living. They knew it 
was not true when they said it. Every gentleman who made 
that argument on either side of the aisle knew in his heart 
that that was not true. Why? You talk about these 1,026 
monopolistic corporations reducing the cost of living. Why, 
taxation has nothing to do with the price at which they sell 
their products. They put every penny on their products that 
the traffic will bear, and they do it regardless of whether they 
are taxed or not taxed. Mr. LoneworrH talks about Mr. 
McAdoo and Mr. Grass. I have great admiration for both 
those gentlemen, but because I have admiration for them is 
not any reason why I should follow them. I have great admira- 
tion for Mr. Mrs and Mr. Loneworrs, and also for Mr. 
Hawes, but that is not any reason why I should follow Mr. 
Mitts and Mr. LoneworrH or Mr. Hawes. I am not going to 
follow them because I like them or because of my admiration 
for them. 


Did you know that every farmers’ organization in America 
petitioned Congress not to repeal the exvess-profits tax; that 
every laboring organization in America petitioned Congress 
not to repeal the excess-profits tax? Mr. Bryan went all over 
the country preaching that we should not repeal it, and Presi- 
dent Wilson said that there was no sounder tax that could be 
levied. Let me quote from him: 


The excess-profits tax need not now be maintained at rates which 
were necessary while the enormous expenses of war had to be borne, 
but it should be made the basis of a permanent system which will 
reach undue profits without discouraging the enterprise and activity 
of our business. 


[Applause. ] 

Is there any better authority than that? I take the author- 
ity of Mr. Bryan and Mr. Wilson in preference to Mr. Grass 
and Mr. McAdoo any time on any proposition. [Applause.] 
Nr. Chairman, neither party in its platform in 1920 declared 
for the repeal of the excess-profits tax, notwithstanding the 
fact that my friend [Mr. Newron of Minnesota] said they did. 
They did not dare do it. If the Democrats had won, they 
could not have put it over; but what is the use of putting any 
kind of a platform pledge in a Republican platform when the 
great corporations of the country at that time absolutely owned 
the party, owned the machinery of the party, and everybody 
knows it. 

It looks to me as if some Democrats want to be fooled in the 
interest of the rich. Why do you want to be fooled in the 
interest of the big corporations? They are not going to help 
you. Why does any man in this House, and especially on the 
Democratic side, want to vote in the interest of big corpora- 
tions outside of his district, to the disadvantage of all of the 
little corporations that are in his district? In other words, 
why is it possible for the Steel Corporation or the Standard 
Oil to control any Member of Congress except a Republican? 
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We are under no obligations to them, God knows, and I do 
not want to be, and I am not going to be, if I know it. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. SNYDER. The gentleman is very much excited in his 
speech. I wonder if he is willing to admit that all corporation 
taxew#are immediately passed on to the consumer? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. No, indeed; not 10 per cent are passed 
over to the consumer by the big ones. 

Mr. SNYDER. I want the gentleman to know that, in my 
judgment, 90 per cent of all corporation taxes are immediately 
passed on to the consumer. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I know that is the gentleman’s judg- 
ment, but it is not mine. 

Mr. SNYDER. I know it, but I am telling the gentleman, 
and if he wants to assist the consumer in a reduction of the 
cost of living he should reduce these taxes. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. The Republicans want to assist the 
big corporations directly and the people indirectly. 

Mr. SNYDER. I am not here in the interest of anybody, but 
I am telling the gentleman the absolute facts in regard to 
what happened. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. That is not the fact, and there is no 
truth in that statement at all. 

Several Members rose. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Burron). 
man from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I yield to the gentleman from Nebraska 
(Mr. Howard]. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. 


To whom does the gentle- 


The gentleman having received 


some Republican testimony regarding the excess-prefits tax, I 


thought he might like to receive a bit of Democratic testi- 
mony. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Snyper] says the 
corporation in which he is interested, if I understood him cor- 
rectly 

Mr. SNYDER. I did not make any such statement. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Then I beg the gentleman’s 
pardon. 

Mr. SNYDER. I made no reference to any corporation that 
I am connected with, but I will include in my statement my 
own corporation with the others, if the gentleman wants it 
that way. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I thank the gentleman, and I 
beg his pardon if I misstated his position. 

Mr. SNYDER. I am speaking generally upon the question 
of my own knowledge. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. In contradistinction, then, to 
the statement of the gentleman that 90 per cent of all of the 
excess-profits taxes are passed on to the consumer, I want to 
testify that I have paid as the owner of a little corporation 
excess-profits taxes, and I liked it and I did not pass any of 
it on to the consumer, not a dollar of it, not a penny of it. 
The price of the manufactured article was not increased dur- 
ing the year or during the year following the payment of that 
tax. 

Mr. MURPHY. Did the advertising rates go up? 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. No. 

Mr. SNYDER. If the gentleman's profits were not excessive, 
where did he get them? 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I earned them. 

Mr. SNYDER. The gentleman is one of the 10 per cent to 
whom I referred. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. If the gentleman is a real friend of the 
excess-profits tax and wants to put it over-in this House, does 
he not think it would be advisable to suggest an amendment to 
the amendment already offered and reduce the 50 per cent 
rate down to about 20 per cent and make it 10 and 20? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I would prefer personally that it be re- 
duced. What I want is to reestablish the principle in this 
country of the excess-profits tax. I know it is fair and just. 
I am not talking about the rates here, I have given this sub- 
ject a great deal of thought and study, and I know that this 
is one of the most just taxes ever levied in this country or any 
other country, and it never would have been repealed if the 
Congress had listeued to the voice of the people of the country. 
On the contrary, it listened to the great corporations of America 
and repealed the excess-profits tax. If I am in Congress in the 
future, I will continue to fight for the excess-profits tax. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I take it that the gentleman would sup- 
port such an amendment to cut down the other rates? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I understand that under this 
bill two individuals with a capital of $100,000 each in business, 


one of whom earns 6 per cent on his capital and the other 20 
per cent, each pays a progressive income tax, while with two 
corporations, each having a capital of $100,000 and rt: 
similar rates of profit, each pays not progressively but a fl 
rate of 124 per cent. Can the gentleman see any reason for 
differentiating between the individuals and corporations? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. 

Race CONNALLY of Texas. Why not apply the same prin- 
ciple 

Mr. OLDFIELD. The gentleman is entirely correct. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. The Chair would 
inquire of the gentleman, How is this offered? The proposi- 
tion is already pending as an amendment proposed by the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. Is it a substitute for 
that or an addition? 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN. It is an amendment to it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report it. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. JACOBSTESIN : In Hen of taxes paid by 
corporations provided for in section 230 of this act there shall be 
levied, collected, and paid for each taxable year upon the net income 
of every corporation the following rates of taxation: 

“A tax of 8 per cent on net incomes not in excess of $10,000. 

“On earnings in excess of $10,000 the following rates shall be 
applied : 

“On all earnings up to 8 per cent of invested capital a tax of 8 
per cent. 

“On earnings of 25 per cent of invested capital or under the rate 
on the entire income in excess of $10,000 shall be that percentage 
which the total income is of the invested capital: Provided, That the 
minimum rate so applied shall be 8 per cent. 

On earnings in excess of 25 per cent of invested capital the rate of 
tax shall be 25 per cent of the net income: Provided, That ee 
thereof shall be subject to a tax of 8 per cent.“ 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that all debate on this amendment and all amendments 
thereto is exhausted. 

Mr. JACOBSTEIN, I do not want to debate it. 
to explain the rates. 

Mr. BUTLER. Regular order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Is it proposed as an amendment to the 
amendment that is pending or a substitute? 

The CHAIRMAN. This is an amendment to the amendment 
changing rates. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York [Mr. JACOBSTEIN]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to propose an 
amendment, which is simply this: Where the figures 50 
occur in the pending amendment strike out the figures “50” 
and insert the figures“ 20.“ 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from North Dakota. 


Mr. BURTNESS offers an amendment to the amendment offered by 
Mr, Frear : That wherever the figures “50” occur in the Frear amend- 
ment strike out the “50” and insert in lieu thereof “ 20." 


The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from North Dakota to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. BURTNESS. A division, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. A division is called for. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 99, noes 109. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I demand tellers. 

The CHAIRMAN. Tellers are demanded. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chairman appointed Mr. BURT- 
Ness and Mr. Hawtrey to act as tellers. 

The committee again divided; and there were—ayes 106, noes 
128. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs on the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR]. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. A division, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN, A division is demanded. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 80, noes 155. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chairman appointed Mr. FREAR 
and Mr. Hawtey to act as tellers. 


I just want 
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The committee again divided; and there were—ayes 74, 


noes 157. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Gagner] and myself have an understanding, subject 
to approval by the House, that we would pass over the title, 
“Estate taxes, Title III.” Would it be better just to read it 

sand leave it open, or pass over it entirely? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. You had better pass it over. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will ask unanimous consent, Mr. 
Chairman, to pass over Title III, the estate tax—that is, from 
page 124, line 21, to page 150, line 24—until next week. 
| Mr. GARNER of Texas. Let us have a definite time set. 

Say we will take this up when you are through with the bal- 
‘ance of the bill. I am not going to let you have discretion to 
go back when you get ready. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know whether we can get to 
it on Monday or not. 
| Mr. GARNER of Texas. If you will pass it over with the 
understanding that you will take it up when the balance of 
the bill is completed, that would be satisfactory. Why does 
not the gentleman want to take it up this afternoon? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Because we can not possibly finish it 
this afternoon. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I know we can not, so why not 
adjourn? It is Saturday afternoon and quite late. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
I understand the chairman of the committee and others ex- 
pect to offer a substitute which they will support. If that be 
so, we have not seen the substitute, it has not been printed, 
and we know nothing about if. It seems to me the substitute 
ought to be printed so we will have access to it. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is no wnanimous-consent request 
preferred so far, so there is nothing to discuss. The Chair 
understood that the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN] and 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] were conversing on 
the question of whether they could get together. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I did make a unani- 
mous-consent request. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that Title ITI, beginning at line 21, page 124, 
and running to and including line 24 on page 150, be passed 
until next week. Is there objection? 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob- 
Jeete 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I do object; 
I do not reserye any right to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska objects. 
The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


TITLE III— ESTATE TAX. 


Sec. 300. When used in this title— 

The term “executor” means the executor or administrator of the 
decedent, or, if there is no executor or administrator, any person in 
actual or constructive possession of any property of the decedent ; 

The term “net estate” means the net estate as determined under 
the provisions of section 808; 

The term “month” means calendar month; and 

The term “collector” means the collector of internal revenue of 
the district n which was the domicile of the decedent at the time 
of his death— 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, in the confusion I can 
not tell how far the Clerk has rend. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk has read to line 6, page 125. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I will state that when 
we get through with that paragraph I will ask unanimous con- 
sent that the estate-tax provision may be read through; then 
I expect to make a motion that the committee rise, and then 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] and any other gentle- 
men will have an opportunity to offer such amendments to the 
whole estate-tax provision as they see fit. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will allow the Clerk to 
finish reading the paragraph. 

The Clerk continued to read, as follows: 
or, if there was no such domicile in the United States, then the col- 
lector of the district in which is situated the part of the gross estate 
of the decedent in the United States, or, if such part of the gross 
estate is situated in more than one district, then the collector of inter- 
nal revenue of such district as may be designated by the commissioner. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves to 
strike out the last word. 
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Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I came across in the Evening Star to-day an article containing 
information that is so pertinent to the subject which will come 
up on Monday—the inheritance tax—that I ask unanimous 
consent to insert it in to-day’s Reconp, so that the information 
may be available for the Members on Monday. It is an article 
relating to taxes on farm lands, being a report by Doctor Ely, 
of Wisconsin, 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York asks 
Unanimous consent to insert in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an 
article from the Evening Star, which he hands to the Clerk. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, reserving the 
right to object, I would like to have the gentleman state again 
the name of the paper which carried that article. 

Mr. MILLS. The Evening Star, 

; Mr: HOWARD of Nebraska. The Evening Star in Washing- 
on? 

Mr, MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. HOWARD of Nebraska. I am new here; but is that 
Mr. McLean’s paper? [Laughter.] 

Mr. MILES. No. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a Pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 


The article referred to follows: 
TAXES ON Farm LANDS NEARING POINT oF ACTUAL CONFISCATION. 


Taxes on farm lands, once only a nominal overhead charge on 
farming operations, have increased so steadily and so rapidly that they 
threaten to absorb farm-land values, If the present tax movement 
continues unchecked the farmers’ land will practically be confiscated 
by the State and farmers will become virtual tenants of the State. 

That is the serious relationship which taxes have come to have to 
farm life, as pointed out by Dr. Richard T. Ely, director of the in- 
stitute for research in land economics and public utilities at the Gui- 
versity of Wisconsin, in a communication to the National Association 
of Real Estate Boards. 

Doctor Ely points out in the basis of figures carefully collected by 
the United States Bureau of Agricultural Economics and on the basis 
of official State records studied by the institute that if present tax 
tendencies continue the time will come when the whole annual net 
return of America’s farm lands will be swallowed up in tax payments, 
At the present rate of tax increase in some of the States it will come 
within the present generation, the statistics indicate. 


‘TAXES MORE THAN RENT. 


In isolated cases taxes already far more than equal the rental 
value of the land, Doctor Ely asserts, 

To confiscation of land values by taxation, inconceivable for America, 
he adds, the present Congress Indicates a possible countermovement 
of significance. 

How rapidly taxes are overtaking land-values is shown by offictnl 
figures compiled by the Bureau of Agricultural Economics for Ohio and 
Kansas for the 40-year period 1880-1920. 

While the farmers’ lands in the 40-year period increased in valve 
in Ohio from an average of $45.97 in 1880 to $113.17 in 1920, the tax 
per acre increased, in the 8-year period, 1913—1921 alone, from 65 
cents to $1.15. In Kansas, while the value per acre increased in the 
same 40 years from $10.98 to $62.30, the taxes in the 8-year period 
increased from 17 cents to 46 cents per acre. The percentage of in- 
crease in the very short period in Ohio is 177 and in Kansas 271. 

Doctor Ely cites also the rich agricultural region of Chester County, 
Pa., where data for 1920, collected by field agents of the Burenu of 
Agricultural Economics, show that taxes were then absorbing 66 per 
cent of the net rent of all farms rented for casb. 


LAND VALUES FALL. 


He calis to notice, moreover, that while taxes show no tendency 
to fall, but, on the contrary, a tendency to increase, land values as 
eompared with their greatest height, about 1920, bave fallen over 
20 per cent, according to estimates of the United States Bureau of 
Agricultural Economics. 

In both Kansas and Ohio, for example, the statistical charts show 
that the upcurving line representing tax increase is gaining so rapidly 
on the line representing Jand value increase that it will not take an 
extremely long period for the two lines to cross. And when they 
cross the Government, by taking the entire income of the land, wil! 
have taken the value of the land, Doctor Ely points out. It is the 
economic view, sustained by the courts many times, that to take the 
income of property is to take the property itself. 

Cost of government, National, State, and local, hus been running a 
winning race with increases in land rent, Doctor Ely brings ont on 
the basis of studies made by the Institute for Research in Land 
Economics, In 1850, according to the most accurate estimate, the rent 
of land in the United States exceeded taxes, local, State, aud Natioaal, 
by somewhat more than $70,000,000. From 1890 to 1915 the increases 


rat closely parallel. After 1915 to 1920, while there is a slight 
increase in the annual land values or rent of land, the cost of govern- 
ment increases from $4,300,000,000 in 1915 to $19,000,000,000 plus 
in 1919, and then drops to $9,600,000,000 plus in 1920. In 1920 
the taxes exceed the rent by over $4,000,000,000, 

The Kansas State Agricultural College has found in 27 counties 
of Kansas delinquent taxes were four and a half times as large in 
amount in 1922 as they were in 1917. Income tax returns for Wis- 
consin show that for the years 1919-1922 the average proportion 
of net income absorbed by State and local taxes for farms was 30.6 
per cent. The average for all business corporations was 17.2 per 
cent, for unincorporated business, individuals, firms, and partnerships 
was 7.1 per cent. In comparing these figures the admitted great 
difficulties in farm accounting must, of course, be taken into con- 
sideration. ‘That the farmer's income will recover no one doubts, 
unless, indeed, it is absorbed in taxation,“ the study continues. 

The true underlying cause of incre&sed and increasing public ex- 
penditures is found in the development of State and Nation as cooper- 
ative institutions for promoting the public welfare, Doctor Ely con- 
cedes. But industrial and social changes of the past decade have 
fundamentally altered the relations of industries and classes and 
thereby the distribution of tax burdens and the effects of taxation. 

He says. 

“Tt is as if an earthquake or landslide had so changed the 
contour of an area that even where accurate ‘levels’ bad been 
run before there are now huge inequalities and irregularities.” 


The present new era in economic evolution requires an entire over- 
hauling of our ideas of taxation and a new program with respect 
to the expenses and revenues of Government, Doctor Ely asserts. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the motion of the gentleman from New York and move to 
strike out the last word for the purpose of making a statement 
to the committee. 

If I understand the gentleman from Iowa, he expects to read 
down to section 301, I believe it is? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. And then read through that section 
and move that the committee do rise. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. First asking unanimous consent to 
read clear through the paragraph and with permission that 
amendments may be offered to any part of the estate-tax pro- 
vision when the committee meets again or any amendments that 
will be proper to be offered at the end of the reading of the 
estate-tax provision. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Why does the gentleman want to 
read two or three pages? Why not let them go over and read 
them Monday when they come up in the regular order? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I would like to get along with this bill. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. That does not facilitate the passage 
of the bill; if it did I would agree to it. But why read two or 
three pages and then move {o rise and get a parliamentary ad- 
vantage? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
culty will be ended. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that 
the gentleman from Iowa, myself, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mrirs], the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM], 
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] have tried to 
have conferences concerning this matter in order to see whether 
the committee could not get together on some kind of an amend- 
ment to the estate-tax provision, but up to date we have had no 
agreement. Now, I want to say, in all fairness to the gentle- 
man from Iowa [Mr. Ramseyer], that I hope the advocates of 
an increase in the estate tax may find themselves in a position 
where they can support his amendment. I do not see the gen- 
tleman from Iowa here—yes; I see him on the floor now, and 
I am ready to go on wien this, but if the gentleman wants to 
make progress why not rise now and take up the matter Mon- 
day? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Why does not the gentleman object 
if he does not like my suggestion? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Then, Mr. Chairman, I do object. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. 
motion for a moment? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I withhold it. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I would suggest to the gentleman 
that he get unanimous consent to allow any gentlemen who 
desire to offer amendments with respect to the estate tax to 
have them printed. 

Mr. BLANTON, 


If the gentleman will object the diffi- 


Will the gentleman withhold that 


Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 


that after a motion to rise it is not in order to discuss that 
motion. 
The motion was agreed to, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3019 


Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. GranaAm of Illinois, Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported 
that that committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
6715) to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide revenue, and 
for other purposes, and had come to no resolution thereon. 

Mr. RAMSHYER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
print in the Record at this place an amendment that will be 
offered to the estate-tax rates. $ 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER] 
asks unanimous consent that an amendment he wishes to pro- 
pose be printed in the Rxconp for information. Is there objec- 
tion? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 


Amendment offered by Mr. RAMSEYER: Strike out all beginning with 
line 20, page 125, to and including line 22, page 126, and insert in lleu 
thereof the following: 

“One per cent of the amount of the net estate not in excess of 
$50,000 ; 

“Two per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$50,000 and does not exceed $100,000 ; 

“Three per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 8100, 
000 and does not exceed $150,000; 

Four per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds $150,- 
000 and does not exceed $250,000 ; 

“Six per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds $250,- 
000 and does not exceed $450,000 ; 

“Nine per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds $450,- 
000 and does not exceed $750,000 ; 

Twelve per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$750,000 and does not exceed $1,000,000 ; 

“Fifteen per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$1,000,000 and does not exceed $1,500,000 ; 

“ Eighteen per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$1,500,000 and does not exceed 52,000,000; 

“ Twenty-one per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$2,000,000 and does net exceed $3,000,000 ; 

“Twenty-four per cent of the amount by which the net estate ex- 
ceeds $3,000,000 and does not exceed $4,000,000 ; 

“ Twenty-seven per cent of the amount by which the net estate ex- 
ceeds $4,000,000 and does not exceed $5,000,000 ; z 

“Thirty per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$5,000,000 and does not exceed $8,000,000 ; 

“ Thirty-five per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$8,000,000 and does not exceed $10,000,000 ; 

“Forty per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$10,000,000 and over.” 


Net value of estate. 


Proposed | Great Britain 


amend- (approxi- 
mate). 

Per cent. 
3333ꝓF́́k!!/ſIi᷑n 5 40 7 
5 to 8 
9 to 10 
10 to 11 
12 to 14 
000 14 to 16 
$750,000 to 18 
$1,060,000 t. 19 to 21 
1,500,000 22 to 2 
„000,000 24 to 2 
$3,000,000 27 
$4,000,000 28 
$5,000,000 t 30 to 33 
0 š 


Mr. McKEOWN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
print in the Recorp an amendment that will be offered on page 
150, at line 24, as a new section, which is an important amend- 
ment I desire to have printed. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks unani- 
mous consent to print in the Recorp a proposed amendment. Is 
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Amendment by Mr. McKeown: On page 150, line 24, after the 
period, insert new title: 


TAX ON EXCESS DWELLING HOUSE RENT. 


Sec. —. That on and after July 1, 1924, there shall be levied, col- 
lected, and paid annually the following special tax: 

1. Where the rent of a dwelling house is increased above the standard 
rent, as hereinafter defined, 50 per cent of the amount by which the 
rent payable exceeds the amount which would have been payable under 
the standard rent; Provided, That where the landlord has since April 7, 
1917, and during the continuance of this section of this act, incurs 
expenditures on the improvement or structural alterations of a dwelling 


3020 


house (not including decoration or repair), an increase of rent not 
exceeding 10 per cent net on the amount so expended shall not be 
deemed an increase for the purpose of this section. 

2. Any transfer to a tenant of any burden or Hability borne by the 
landlord shall for the purpose of this section be treated as an Increase 
where such transfer makes the tenancy on the whole less favorable to 
the tenant whether or not the sum payable by way of rent has in- 
creased; and the transfer to any landlord of any burden borne pre- 
viously by a tenant, where as a result thereof the tenancy as a whole 
is not less favorable to the tenant than the previous term, shall not be 
deemed an increase under this section, although the amount payable as 
rent be Increased. 

8. Where any person lets any dwelling house or any part thereof 
at a rent which includes payment in respect of the use of furniture, 
and the rent so charged is yielding or will yield the lessor a profit of 
25 per cent net in excess of the standard rent of the dwelling or part of 
dwelling unfurnished, the excess rent shall be taxed 50 per cent, 

All rent received from subletting more than one dwelling or part of 
a dwelling shall be taxed 75 per cent, 

4. That this section shall not apply to a dwelling house or part of a 
dwelling house let at a rent which includes payment in respect of 
board. 

5. For the purpose of this section the expression “ dwelling house” 
means an apartment house, tenement house, or one-family house, and 
the expression “standard rent“ means the rent at which the dwelling 
house, or part thereof, was let on the Tth day of April, 1917, or where 
the dwelling house was not let on that date the rent at which it was 
Jast let before that date; and in case of a dwelling house which was 
first let after the said 7th day of April, 1917, the rent at which it was 
first let prior to January 1, 1918; and in case of a dwelling house con- 
structed since January 1, 1918, it is the amount of rent computed for a 
period of one year which does not exceed 10 per cent net of the capital 
value of the dwelling house, and that the value as fixed by the return 
rendered for the purpose of local taxation may prima facie be the capl- 
tal value of the dwelling house; but the landlord and tenant or tenants 
may by agreement determine the capital value for the purpose of this 
section; or in the event of disagreement the same may be fixed by the 
commissioner after a hearing of all parties. 

6. Whenever a standard rent, as herein defined, computed for a period 
of one year is in any case less than 10 per cent net of the capital 
value of the dwelling, then this section does not apply. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT—NORWEGIAN STEAMSHIP “HASSEL.” 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the President, which was read and with the accompany- 
ing papers referred to the Committee on Foreign Affairs; 


To the Congress of the United States: 


I transmit herewith a report from the Secretary of State in 
relation to a claim presented by the Government of Norway 
against the Government of the United States on account of the 
losses sustained by the owners of the Norwegian steamship 
Hassel in a collision between it and the American steamship 
Ausable, which, at the time of the collision, was being operated 
by the War Department, and I recommend that an appropria- 
tion be made to effect a settlement of this claim in accordance 
with the recommendation of the Secretary of State. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 


Tus Warre Hovse, February 23, 1924. 
ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, may I make an in- 
quiry of the gentleman from Ohio or the gentleman from Iowa 
as to whether they expect to continue the consideration of this 
bill next Monday? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 
Would it be necessary to ask unanimous consent to proceed 
with the consideration of this bill? 

The SPEAKER. No; the Chair thinks not. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Then I will state to the gentleman that 
it is our intention, so far as I know, to proceed with the con- 
sideration of the tax bill on Monday. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman from Ohio permit me to 
haye one minute on that question, as a member of the com- 
mittee? 2 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Texas want to 
submit that request when the motion is made? 

Mr. BLANTON. The motion will not be made this evening. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, as I understand it, it will 
be in order for the gentleman from Iowa to move to go into 
Committee of the Whole, 

The SPEAKER. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for one minute. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for one minute. Is there objection? 
[After a pause.] The Chair hears none, 
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Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
next Monday is District day as a matter of right. It may be 
set aside only by a vote of the House. We are going to have 
very few District days, comparatively, between now and ad- 
pauore, as everyone knows. There are numerous pieces of 

portant legislation which in justice to the people of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia ought to be considered by the House before 
adjournment, and I hope the membership will not set District 
day aside and by their yote take up Monday with consideration 
of other matters. I hope the membership will let the District 
of Columbia have its day on Monday. We bave plenty of 
time to pass this bill. The chances are we are going to have 
to be resting on our oars after we get through reading the 
bill before the leaders will want to agree upon a vote on it, 
and we will have plenty of time to consider it. In conclusion 
let me again say that I hope the membership will not set 
aside, by their vote, District day, 


AIR SERVICE CONDITIONS. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Netson] may 
proceed out of order for two minutes. I make this request be- 
cause the gentleman asked that at the beginning of the session, 
and I did not want to set a precedent at that time. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Netson] may 
address the House for two minutes. Is there objection? 
[After a pause.} The Chair hears none. 

{By unanimous consent, Mr. Nxetson of Wisconsin was 
granted permission to revise and extend his remarks in the 
RECORD. ] 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, on January 29 I 
addressed the House on the subject of the present condition of 
the Air Services. s 

Subsequently I introduced the following resolution : 


House Resolution 178. 


Resolved, That the Committee on Patents is hereby authorized and 
directed to inquire into the subject of patents incident to the operations 
of the United States Army Alr Service, United States Naval Bureau 
of Aeronautics, the United States Mail Air Service, or any agency, 
branch, or subsidiary of either; said inquiry shall include investiga- 
tion of contracts, letters, expenditures, reports, receipts, or other docu- 
ments in any way connected with any or all transactions of the said 
United States Army Alr Service, the United States Naval Bureau of 
Aeronautics, the United States Mail Air Service, or any agency, branch, 
or subsidiary of either, and any corporations, firms, or individuals, or 
agencies having any transactions with or being in any manner asso- 
ciated with or controlled or regulated by the sald Air Services. 

For the purpose of said inquiry, the committee, or any subeommittee 
designated by it, shall have the power to send for persons and papers, 
administer oaths, affirmations, to take testimony, to sit during the 
sessions of the House or during any recess of the House, and may hold 
its sessions at such places as the committee may determine, 

Such committee shall report to the House in one or more reports as 
soon as possible the result of its inquiry, with such recommendations 
as it may deem advisable as to whether or not any investigation by 
a special committee into the operations of the Air Services is neces- 
sary or desirable. 

The Speaker is hereby empowered to issue subpœnas to witnesses 
upon the request of the chairman of said committee at any time, in- 
cluding any recess of the House, during the inquiry of the committee, 
and the Sergeant at Arms is hereby empowered and directed to serve 
all subpoenas and other processes transferred to him by the said com- 
mittee. 

A week after I had spoken the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Warnwaicht] made a reply, and on Wednesday General 
Patrick was called before the Committee on Rules to answer me. 

After hearing General Patrick, the committee ordered an in- 
vestigation, but by a special committee to be appointed by the 
Speaker. I voted against such action and shall ask the House 
to restore jurisdiction to the Committee on Patents. 

In order to refute the explanations of these eminent military 
apologists for past and present conditions in this branch of the 
Government service and to show the wisdom of the reference 
to the Committee on Patents, I shall first briefly summarize 
my first address and then take up the speech of the gentleman 
from New York in detail. 

In my former address to the House I sought merely to call at- 
tention to the charge made to me by men of Standing and 
reputation that the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association (Inc.), 
is a monopoly in violation of the Sherman antitrust law, that 
it was organized by profiteering interests during the World 
War under the guise of patriotism and by crushing independent 
competitors, and was one of the chief sources of our enormous 
failure in producing fighting planes at the battle front. 


1924. 
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I am told that this monopoly still controls the field of atr- 
plane production, that the members of this trust were overpaid, 
as was disclosed, according to audits made by the Government, 
of more than $30,000,000, that owing to unknown causes there 
has been a delay of about four years, two in the War Depart- 
ment and two in the Department of Justice, in the recovery of 
these overpayments, and one cause indicated, namely, that of 
personal or political favoritism; that all contracts, so far as the 
list submitted to me show, are still given to the members of this 
air trust or their agents exclusively, and that frequently in 
these contracts the Government is made to suffer excessive 
losses. 3 

Further, that these contracts still contain the so-called cross- 
license agreement, condemned by the Thomas committee as 
“vicious,” that they also contain the so-called “ save-harmless 


clause” which enables the trust to practice piracy on inde- 


pendent inventions with impunity, and that for the purposes 
of propaganda a great acclaim is made over the Barling bomber, 
built at enormous costs, and which, even according to the fig- 
ures giyen in the propaganda literature, is obsolete and in- 
efficient, and that there is cooperation in the press, in aero- 
nautical publications, in staging airplane shows throughout the 
country, in making flights to the North Pole and around the 
world for no other purpose than to arouse public sentiment to 
compel Congress to make appropriations which are now run- 
ning far above $25,000,000 a year. 

Mr. Speaker, on one point at least the gentleman from New 
York and I agree, even if we arrive by different routes—that in 
view of what I stated “all possible light ought to be turned on 
the transactions referred to.” 

As to nearly every other point we seem to look at the subject 
in varying degrees of light or darkness. My friend from New 
York is an able apologist for the Air Services. 

He thinks that I am not aware of my source of Information 
being “tinged with malice and animosity bred of the bitterness 
of disappointment.” In truth, I am not aware of anything of 
the kind. My light comes from three sources—documents, such 
as contracts, reports, and letters by the aircraft officials; cor- 
respondence, papers, and other data collected over a period of 
years by the victims of the air trust, whose personal pleas for 
justice may be tinged somewhat with deep resentment over 
wrongs done them as patriotic law-abiding American citizens 
by the members of a richly fed monopoly having had propa- 
ganda ties with official favorites in high places; and, finally, 
expert investigators now in private life and officials with special 
inside information patriotically seeking te rid the Government 
and the people of any combination of private and public para- 
sites. So far as motives tinge information, I would not ex- 
change my source with my distinguished friend. 

The gentleman from New York can not very well defend our 
war experience, in which the alrplane monopoly played so con- 
spicuous a part. So he says “ It is not my purpose in any man- 
ner to condene those dismal, shameful, and certainly disap- 
pointing features of our war effort.” But the gentleman utterly 
fails to point out to us the dividing line between our war effort 
and our peace effort. When were the roots of those “ dismal, 
shameful, and certainly disappointing features” yanked out 
of the Air Service? Does not the gentleman know that evil 
continues until it is rooted out? I hoped the gentleman would 
point out when and where any aircraft house cleaning ever 
occurred and by whom it was conducted. On the subject the 
gentleman turned the light down very low; in fact, he left 
us in utter darkness, 

As a masterly apologist for this “dismal” page in our war 
history the gentleman gives us one of the explanations.” He 
informs us that European experts told our expert commission 
to Europe that the “United States should not endeavor to 
build any planes ”—that is, fighting or combat planes. The 
gentleman leaves us too much in the dark with his explanation. 
By turning on the light of former investigations we see two 
commissions sent to Europe in 1917. 

Here is a very serious situation. My friend from New York 
apparently has been informed that the reason no fighting planes 
were delivered to the front during the war was because the 
program of single seaters was upset by the commissions which 
went to Europe. The fact is that two commissions were sent 
to Hurope in 1917, one with V. E. Clark, then captain, after- 
wards lieutenant colonel, who was the Army expert on aero- 
nautics, 

On September 4, 1917, that commission recommended, among 
other things, one or two types of single-seater planes using an 
80-horsepower Le Rhone revolving engine; a single-seater 
fighter using a revolving engine of 170 horsepower; a single- 
seater pursuit with an engine giving 150 horsepower at 20,000 
feet altitude. This commission also recommended various 


bombing types. Lieutenant Colonel Clark in a separate report 
recommended a single-seater pursuit, the Spad, with the His- 
pano-Suiza engine; a single-seater combat plane with the re- 
volving engine, 150-horsepower Gnome; and an advanced train- 
ing machine, a Bristol scout, with 85-horsepower Le Rhone 


Another fact is that the program as adopted embraced these 
types, and contracts were being let for Bristol fighters up to 
July, 1918, which completely upsets the premise taken by the 
gentleman from New York. 

The truth of the matter is that because of the insistence of 
the friends of the air trust that the Liberty motor be used in 
these planes, and because of hundreds of changes made in these 
types by the members of the air trust without consulting 
Colonel Clark at all, the machine was rendered useless, was not 
remotely similar to the original machines which were recom- 
mended by the European commissions, five aviators were killed 
needlessly as rapidly as they were sent up in the planes, with 
a final money loss to the Government, according to Mr. Charles 
E. Hughes’s report, of more than $20,000,000, a loss of valuable, 
eyen vital, time, a useless waste of lives, all because the trust 
insisted on trying to control the production of the plane by 
using its motor, which would assure to it control of these air- 
plane contracts. 

Seeing that the United States would not produce planes in 
quantity early in 1918, France offered to furnish us all the 
fighting planes we needed, provided we would send over the 
raw material. Although it was agreed that we would send 
this material to France, General Kenly testified that we did 
not live up to the agreement. Lieutenant LaGuarpra—I now 
refer to my distinguished colleague from New York, Congress- 
man F. H. LaGuarpia—testified that if we had made good our 
promise to furnish material to the Italians they could have 
given us enough Caproni planes by the middle of 1918, so we 
could bave bombed Berlin with perfect confidence and ease, but 
that he had seen the Caproni factory stopped for want of coal; 
that at another time they stopped because they had no cables 
for the machines, and that at one time they had no steel. 

In order that my friend from New York may get accurate 
information I refer him to pages 5 and 9 of Senate Document 
No. 555, Sixty-fifth Congress, second session, known as the 
“report of the Thomas committee.” Also to the Hughes report 
incorporated in the Concresstonan RECORD of December 30, 
1918, pages 886, 896, and 897, and also the House hearings on 
aviation, page 125. These prove my contention that the same 
companies who are now getting the contracts in the Air Service 
were members of the trust that absolutely paralyzed our war 
production then. The gentleman seems to fear that I have been 
misinformed. I certainly hold the same fear for my friend 
from New York. It is true that I do not intend to rattle war 
skeletons, but it is also true that I do not intend to have the 
ghastly, bony hand of “our dismal, shameful, disappointing war 
effort” to reach forth into these days of peace and, in order to 
perpetuate the throttling grasp of the air trust upon the throat 
of our country's defense, continue killing our boys and wasting 
our funds. - 

The next statement of the gentleman is that I said that there 
was a loss of more than $500,000 of the people's money during 
the war. What I did say was a loss of more than $500,000,000 
of the people's money. The gentleman refers to my condemna- 
tion of the cross-license agreement and the save-harmless clause, 

I again assert without fear of successful contradiction that 
the cross-license agreement and the Manufacturers Aircraft 
Association together constitute a trust in restraint of trade; 
that the save-harmless clause was another means by which the 
trust strengthened its hold on the aircraft services, and that by 
reason of these things the trust is absolutely responsible for 
our failure in aircraft production, and that it is responsible to- 
day for our lack of an adequate air defense to a very great 


The Gregory opinion was rendered on October 6, 1917. 
follows: 


The SECRETARY or WAR. 

Str: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of 
September 17, 1917, in which you ask for my opinion concerning the 
legal status of the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association, incorporated 
under the laws of the State of New York, and in particular whether 
the cross-license agreement entered into between that corporation and 
its subscribers (stockholders) is in any way in contravention of the 
antitrust statutes of the United States. 

You submitted with your letter a copy of the cross-license agreement 
and a digest of certain of the minutes of the National Advisory Com- 
mittee for Aeronautics, hereafter referred to as advisory committee, re- 
lating to the subject. The other papers and information necessary for 


It 
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determination of the questions involved were not immediately available, 
but have since been furnished by that committee at various dates from 
September 19 to 28. 


We find that the Attorney General’s opinion was based solely 
upon data furnished him by the National Advisory Committee 
for Aeronautics. This committee was composed of Dr. William 
F. Durand, chairman; Dr. Charles D. Walcott, chairman ex- 
ecutive committee; Dr. S. W. Stratton, secretary; Dr. Joseph S. 
Ames; Lieut. Col. V. E. Clark; Prof. John S. Hayford; Prof. 
Charles Marvin; Byron R. Newton, assistant secretary and 
treasurer; Major General Squier; Rear Admiral D. W. Taylor; 
Lieut. Commander J. H. Towers. Suffice it to say that but two 
of these individuals on this board were aviators or were even 
acquainted with airplane designs. Advising this advisory board 
was the Aircraft Production Board. 

Now, let us see where the trust began to secure its throttling 
hold upon the Air Service. The chairman of this board was 
Howard E. Coffin. Coffin was vice president of the Hudson 
Motor Car Co., and had never been interested in aviation, nor 
had he had any experience in aviation from a practical stand- 
point, and his interest in this science became apparent only 
after it became obvious that the Government would have a 
good many millions to spend for aircraft. 5 

Throughout this whole mess must be kept in mind the truly 
brotherly manner in which the automobile interests stuck to 
one another for the purpose of taking away from the pioneer 
aviators the fruits of their long years of risking life and for- 
tune in rendering practical heavier-than-air craft. One of the 
men Cofiin selected for the Air Board was Edward A. Deeds, 
who had previously been convicted and sentenced to prison for 
a felony. The opportunity was too great to be lost, so Colonel 
Deeds immediately began to help former associates of the 
Dayton-Wright Airplane Co., and several other corporations, 
such as the Lincoln Motor Co., all of which immediately pro- 
ceeded to get fat contracts out of the Government, although 
these companies had been organized to build aircraft after the 
war began, were largely financed by the United States Govern- 
ment, and had no experienced airplane engineering staffs for 
production of aircraft. This, of course, while established aero- 
nautical engineers with plants and engineering staffs were un- 
able to secure a single contract. This is the Colonel Deeds 
who was recommended by Charles E. Hughes for court-martial 
and received a banquet instead. 

Another selection on the board made by Coffin was Sidney D. 
Waldon. Waldon was an automobile associate and intimate 
friend of Coffin, and throughout Coffin’s connection with this 
disgraceful situation Waldon was his chief lieutenant. Waldon 
was a stockholder in the Packard Motor Car Co. during the 
period in which he served on the board, but did not disclose 
this interest until August 27, 1917. Another man selected by 
Coffin was Robert L. Montgomery, who was made a colonel in 
the Signal Corps. Montgomery was of the firm of Montgomery, 
Clothier & Tyler, which became an underwriting syndicate at a 
period before Montgomery’s connection with the board for the 
flotation of certain automobile accessory novelties. These 
securities were backed by securities of the Willys-Overland Co. 
The Willys-Overland Co. was participating in aircraft contracts. 
This, then, was the board, composed of persons interested in 
the direction of aircraft contracts, which was advising the 
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, composed of 
men who knew nothing about aviation and who had to be 
guided almost wholly by the advice of those who claimed to 
have that experience and knowledge. 

The National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics was per- 
suaded that a cross-license agreement was necessary in order to 
eliminate difficulties regarding patents. It develops that as 
early as February, 1917, Coffin and others had worked out this 
cross-license agreement, in part at least, and on the recom- 
mendation of these interested parties the Advisory Committee 
for Aeronautics left the drafting of the cross-license agreement 
to a subcommittee. This subcommittee was composed of Messrs. 
Fish, Crisp, Walcott, Stratton, Towers, Waldon, and Durand. 
Advising the subcommittee which was to draw the cross-license 
agreement were E. F. Hager, Coffin, and John P. Tarbox. Now, 
let us see who these gentlemen were and what their connections 
were—this subcommittee which was to draw the cross-license 
agreement. To begin with, we have already seen Coffin’s inter- 
est, as well as that of Waldon. Frederick P. Fish was attorney 
for the Wright-Martin Aircraft Corporation, which company, 
under this cross-license agreement, was toget $2,000,000 for its 
royalty on its patents. W. Benton Crisp was attorney for the 
Curtiss Airplane & Motor Corporation, which also was to get 
$2,000,000 out of this deal for its patents. It is a singular fact 
that the Wright and Curtiss companies had been at law with 


one another over these very patents, which were unadjudicated 
and in which each company alleged the other company was not 
entitled to the rights under the patent; and Messrs. Fish and 
Crisp, previous to getting together on this committee, had been 
fighting the battles of their respective clients, alleging that each 
other’s patents were worthless. But it becomes evident here 
that as soon as each company could find a common source from 
which to collect equal sums it was no longer worth while for 
them to fight over who had the right to the patents, inasmuch 
as each one was to get the same amount from the Government. 
E. F. Hager was president of the Wright-Martin Aircraft Cor- 
poration. John P. Tarbox was patent attorney for the Curtiss 
Airplane & Motor Corporation. So, then, we have here the 
subcommittee which prepared the data, drew up the cross-license 
agreement, and which furnished Mr. Gregory with the infor- 
mation upon which he bases this opinion: That the Manufac- 
turers’ Aircraft Association and the cross-license agreement are 
not in contravention with the Federal antitrust law. 

Now, let us see who the incorporators of the Manufacturers’ 
Aircraft Association were. This association was incorporated 
in New York on July 18, 1917. One of the incorporators was 
Joseph S. Ames, a professor in Johns Hopkins University, at 
Baltimore, Md. A second incorporator was W. Benton Crisp, 
attorney, whose connections have been before noted. Another 
incorporator was Albert H. Flint. It is somewhat surprising 
to find Mr. Flint one of the proprietors of the L. W. F. Engi- 
neering Co. Another incorporator was George H. Houston, 
president of the Wright-ifartin Aircraft Corporation. Another 
incorporator was John C. P. Tarbox, patent attorney for the Cur- 
tiss Co. Now, let us for a moment reylew where we have 
gotten. The Advisory Committee on Aeronautics leaves the 
work of drawing the cross-license agreement to the attorneys 
for the two chief beneficiaries of the agreement. The cross- 
license agreement compels every inventor and manufacturer 
signing it to make the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association his 
agent. And we find the officials of the chief two beneficiaries, 
along with another beneficiary, to be the incorporators of the 
Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association, and it is this group of 
interested parties which provided Attorney General Gregory 
with the data upon which he bases this now famous opinion 
that the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association (Inc.), combined 
with the cross-license agreement devised by these gentlemen, is 
not a violation of the Federal antitrust law. Now, is it sur- 
prising that these gentlemen would furnish the Attorney Gen- 
eral with such data as would be sure to get a favorable opinion 
from the Attorney General? And it is this opinion thus secured 
that the Secretary of War and various others, including my 
friend from New York, now cite as the blanket of virtue under 
which all of the iniquities of this combination are hidden. 

Says the opinion further: 


The Manufacturers’ Alreraft Association (Inc.) (hereafter referred 
to as Association (Inc.)), was formed and the cross-license agreement 
entered into under the following circumstances, as gathered from the 
data submitted: 

The principal patents In the airplane industry were controlled by 
the Wright-Martin Aircraft Corporation and the Curtiss Aeroplane & 
Motor Corporation. The former, controlling what it claimed to be a 
basic patent, was demanding high royalties from all other aircraft 
manufacturers. The latter, controlling numerous important patents, 
was likewise making demands for royalties upon the other aircraft 
manufacturers. The patents controlled by these companies were of 
such a character as to make it difficult for any aircraft manufacturer 
to construct any modern approved form of airplane without infringing 
one or more alleged patents of each of these companies. 

The result of these patent claims was Rot only to render the cost of 
airplanes to the Government excessive, but also to make it difficult for 
the Government to get its orders filled, because some of the airplane 
manufacturers, in view of impending patent litigation, were unwilling 
to make further expenditures upon their plants. 


The facts in connection with this paragraph of the opinion 
are that the Wright-Martin Aircraft Corporation held a patent 
which had been only partially adjudicated relative to the Farman 
and Curtiss types of lateral control. This patent had not been 
finally adjudicated at that time even relative to these two types. 

Not one of the airplanes built for the Government during 
the war used either the Farman or the Curtiss systems of lat- 
eral control. The type of control actually used on all the 


planes built for the Government was that of the interconnected 
trailing-edge aileron, which was the invention of an inde- 
pendent airplane manufacturer, which invention had been in 
common use on airplanes since 1911 and which invention had 
never even been questioned in the courts by the Wrights or 
anybody else as an infringement on the Wright patent or any 
other patent. The Wrights had but one patent that they 
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Claimed was fundamental and that had been only partially 
adjudicated. The Curtiss Aeroplane & Motor Corporation had 
no patents adjudicated which were used on airplanes built 
for the Government during the war. 

A further fact is that these very patents alleged by Wright 
and Curtiss to be held by them were in litigation between 
these two interests, each alleging the patents held by the other 
were not valid. Simply because these two companies had 
made a demand upon all other airplane manufacturers for a 
royalty on patents which were unadjudicated, the Aeronautical 
Advisory Board and the Aircraft Production Board accepted 
the allegation that these two companies controlled the patents 
and proceeded to pay each of them a similar amount under the 
cross-license agreement. 

This was purely an attempt on the part of these two com- 
panies to secure an acknowledgment of their right to the pat- 
| ents without going through the due process of adjudication. 
Far from the patents alleged to have been controlled by these 
companies being of such a character as to make it difficult for 
any aircraft manufacturer to construct any modern approved 
form of airplanes without infringing one or more alleged pat- 
ents of these companies, the fact is that airplanes were built, 
which were claimed by the association itself and by the pro- 
duction board to be modern airplanes, which did not contain 
any of the patented features involved in this claim of these 
two companies, and the patents alleged by them to be con- 
tralled by them were not employed in the construction of any 
of the airplanes built during the war. 

The opinion further recites: 


Confronted with this serious crisis, the War Department and the 
Navy Department requested the advisory committee to investigate 
the situation and to suggest a solution for the unsatisfactory condi- 
tions existing in the airplane industry. Acting in accordance with 
these requests, the advisory committee proceeded to make a careful 
study of the situation, and after several months of investigation and 
numerous conferences with all interests directly involved recommended 
the formation of an assoclation of aircraft manufacturers with a form 
of cross-license agreement. 


In the first place, this was not a serious crisis for the Gov- 
ernment; it was merely a serious crisis for two airplane com- 
panies which were fighting over patents and on which they 
wanted to eollect from the Government without their patents 
having been properly adjudicated. When the War and Navy 
Departments requested the advisory committee to investigate 
the situation and to suggest a solution the advisory committee 
turned the matter over, as we have seen in the foregoing, to 
a subcommittee composed of the attorneys of the very com- 
panies themselves, together with others who were interested in 
getting contracts from the Government. Instead of the ad- 
visory committee making a careful study of the situation cov- 
ering several months, and of having numerous conferences with 
all interests directly inyolved, the whole matter as to the 
organization of the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association (Inc.) 
and the adoption of the cross-license agreement was decided by 
attorneys and officials of the Wright-Martin and the Curtiss 
companies, together with Mr. Coffin and other interested parties 
who were connected with automobile concerns seeking air- 
craft contracts. 

Says the opinion: 


Pursuant to the recommendation of that committee the Association 
Onc.) was formed and the cross-license agreement now under con- 
sideration was entered into. Practically all of the manufacturers of 
airplanes have since become stockholders in the Association (Inc.) and 
parties to the cross-license agreement. The royalties to be paid under 
the cross-license agreement in respect to the patents of both the 
Wright-Martin and the Curtiss Corporations are materially lower than 
those previously demanded by the Wright-Martin Corporation alone. 
The arrangement will result in a substantial saving to the Govern- 
ment, 


The fact is only about a dozen airplane manufacturers 
were members of this association at the time the Attorney 
General says: 


Practically all of the manufacturers of airplanes have since be- 
come stockholders in the Association (Inc.) and parties to the cross- 
license agreement. 


Of this dozen, about half were organizations that had had 
nothing to do previously with the manufacture of aircraft. 
At this very time of which the Attorney General speaks there 
were fully two dozen established, experienced organizations 
with plants and engineering staffs, ready to build for Govern- 
ment account without being financed by the Government, who 
were not members of this association, nor subscribers to the 
cross-license agreement. 


It is evidenced in this paragraph that the Attorney General 
was also giving considerable weight to the fact that the 
arrangement promised to save the Government some money. 

dless of whether the Government would have sav 
money or not, if this arrangement was in violation of tha 
antitrust laws it was a vollation notwithstanding. As a di- 
rect result of this organization and this agreement, practically 
entirely, a billion dollars was spent, of which more than half 
was utterly wasted, and the Government got little but tha 
unpleasant experience, 

The fact is that the arrangement did not save the Govern- 
ment any money but cost it hundreds of millions. Instead of 
facilitating the construction of an airplane fleet for the Governs 
ment this whole arrangement of the Manufacturers’ Aircraft 
Association and the cross-license agreement was designed by 
its originators to bar the experienced, already established 
airplane inventors and manufacturers who already had air- 
planes built and properly tested, which at that time were ready 
to go on quantity production. So then this whole scheme was 
designed in restraint of trade by barring manufacturers of 
experience and responsibility from securing contracts for quan- 
oe production of airplanes that had been completely de- 
veloped. 


In order to further insure the attainment of this object, this 
association had a membership committee within its internal 
organization which had full power to approve or disapprove 
the application of any firm for membership and participation 
in the cross-license agreement. This committee was made 
up of representatives of the companies who not only originated 
the association itself but also the cross-license agreement, All 
unwittingly the Attorney General, misled by the representa- 
tions of this committee, was actually passing an opinion on a 
scheme that constituted a betrayal of the United States in war, 
because these men who designed this thing knew at the time 
that airplanes were vital to this country’s cause, and they 
knew that they were barring the rapid production of such 
airplanes when they entered into this combination. 

Says Mr. Gregory: 


You state in your letter: “In accordance with the arrangement thus 
developed, the War Department now desires to proceed with the plac- 
ing of contracts for airplanes with airplane manufacturers thus 
organized.” 

The Federal antitrust laws prohibit every combination and agree- 
ment that produces or tends to produce a monopoly in the Interstate 
and foreign commerce of the United States or that is otherwise unduly 
restrictive of competitive conditions in such commerce. Their funda- 
mental purpose is to prevent undue interference with the free play 
of competition without prohibiting normal and usual contracts and 
agreements entered into for the purpose of promoting the legitimate 
interests of the trader or of the industry in which he is engaged, 
The questions here involved must be determined in the light of this 
fundamental purpose of the antitrust laws. 

In considering the questions submitted I have examined the cross- 
license agreement, the articles of incorporation, the by-laws, and the 
yoting-trust agreement of the Association (Inc.), together with 
other data relating to that association furnished by the advisory 
committee. I have also examined and considered the criticisms of the 
arrangement in the “protest of the Aeronautical Society of America 
against the formation under Government auspices of an aircraft trust.” 

The cross-license agreement between the Association (Inc.) and such 
persons (hereinafter called subscribers) as shall become stockholders 
therein was entered into on July 24, 1917. (Cross-license agreement, 
p. 1.) The subscribers under that agreement agree to grant to each 
other licenses under all airplane patents of the United States (with 
unimportant exceptions) now or hereafter owned or controlled by 
them. (Cross-license agreement, Art. 11, p. 2.) 

To appoint the Association (Inc.), their agent, with full power to 
grant the nonexclusive Hcenses provided for in the agreement in the 
form attached thereto. (Art. 8, pp. 3, 15.) 

Not to contract for rights under any airplane patents in such a 
way as to prevent the owner from granting similar rights to other 
subscribers on the same terms, unless the subscriber at the same 
time obtains the further privilege of itself granting right under the 
patent, which of itself shall have the effect of bringing the rights 
acquired by the subscribers under the operation of the cross-license 
agreement. (Art. 8, p. 3—4.) 

Not to enter into any agreement in respect to the subscriber's 
privileges under any airplane patent in such a way as to restrict the 
operation of the cross-license agreement in respect thereto, (Art. 4, 
p. 4.) 

Not to grant Hoenses under airplane patents to others than sub- 
scribers upon lower terms of royalty than those provided for in the 
agreements in the case of subscribers. (Art. 4, p. 4.) 


To submit claims or compensation in respect to airplane patents 
or patent rights hereafter acquired to a board of arbitrators, con- 
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sisting of one member appointed by the board of directors of the 
Association (Inc.), another by the subscriber making the claim, and 
a third by the other two, who shall determine the total amount of 
compensation, if any, to be paid for the same, and the rate of royalty 
to be paid toward such compensation by any subscriber desiring to 
take a license under such patent. (Art. 4, p. 4—5.) 

To waive all claims as against each other for infringements prior 
to July 1, 1917 (art. 14, p. 13); to make varlous reports and to 
keep various accounts, etc. 

To pay to the Association (Inc.) specified amounts upon every alr- 
plane manufactured and sold by the subscriber until the expiration of 
specified patents controlled by the Wright-Martin and Curtiss Cor- 
porations, or until each of those corporations shall have received the 
aggregate sum of $2,000,000, and to make other payments of minor 
importance. (Art. 8, pp. 8-9.) 

The Association (Inc.) agrees: 

To accept the appointment as agent of its subscribers for granting 
and enforcing the license provided for in the agreement and for en- 
forcing the other obligations of the subscribers under the agreement. 
(Art. II, p. 3.) 

To make specified payments to the Wright-Martin and Curtiss Cor- 
porations until the expiration of designated patents or until each of 
those corporations shall have received the aggregate sum of $2,000,000 
and to pay to the other subscribers the royalties, if any, to which 
they are entitled under the cross-license agreement. (Art, IX, pp. 
9-10.) 


The opinion continues: 


The cross-license agreement, as appears from its principal provi- 
sions summarized above, makes available to each subscriber of the 
Association (Inc.) the patents of all the other subscribers, and thus 
in this important respect instead of restraining trade facilitates 
competition among the subscribers of that association. 

To thus make the patents of each available to all it was, of course, 
necessary to provide special compensation for those controlling the 
more Important patents in the industry. This, as appears from the 
data submitted by the advisory committee, was the reason for the 
special payments to the Wright-Martin and Curtiss Corporations. 

The provision requiring these payments to be made to these corpora- 
tions upon every airplane manufactured and sold by the subscribers 
at first sight seems objectionable, as possibly designed to extend the 
patent rights of these corporations to objects not covered by their 
patents. 

However, the circumstances which led to the negotiation of the 
cross-license agreement refute this, The numerous patents controlled 
by the Wright-Martin and Curtiss Corporations made it difficult for a 
manufacturer to construct an up-to-date airplane without infringing 
one or more of the alleged patents of each of these corporations. 

For this reason the advisory committee deemed it advisable to pro- 
yide for a fixed payment to be made to these corporations in respect 
to every airplane manufactured, and thus avoid the controversies 
which would almost inevitably arise if the payments were made de- 
pendent upon the delicate question of which and how many of the 
patents of the Wright-Martin and Curtiss Corporations had been used 
jn the manufacture of a particular airplane. 

The provision requiring subscribers to submit claims for compensa- 
tion in respect to patents subsequently acquired by them to a board of 
arbitrators, and to license each other under such patents at the rates 
of royalty fixed by that board, might possibly be used to secure valu- 
able inventions at unreasonable compensation. But it serves the pur- 
pose of keeping the patents of each of the subscribers open to all, and 
that doubtless was the purpose for which it was adopted. Its possible 
abuse, therefore, scarcely justifies its condemnation in the absence of 
such abuse. 

Not to go into further detail, the provisions of the cross-license agree- 
ment seem to me to be reasonably adapted to secure cooperation among 
the parties to the agreement in the interchange of their patent privi- 
leges without imposing by their necessary effect any undue restriction 
of competition in violation of the Federal antitrust laws, but rather 
rendering competition freer by giving every responsible manufacturer 
of aircaft access to all the inventions in that field. 

The by-laws of the Association (Inc.) authorize any responsi- 
ble manufacturer or prospective manufacturer of airplanes, or any 
manufacturer to whom the United States has given a contract for the 
construction of 10 or more airplanes, or any owner of United States 
patents relating to the same, to become a party to the cross-license 
agreement upon subscribing for a share of the stock of that association 
and signing the yoting-trust agreement provided for in the by-laws. 

The certificate of incorporation of the Association (Inc.) limits 
the stock of that association to 100 shares of no nominal or par value, 
and authorizes it to issue and sell the same from time to time at their 
fair market value. The subscription value of this stock has since been 
fixed by the Association (Inc.) at $1,000 per share. The Association 
(Inc.) under its certificate of incorporation enjoys broad powers not 
material to the validity of the arrangement here under consideration, 
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The limitation of the number of shares of capital stock to 100, taken 
in connection with other provisions of the by-laws and cross-license 
agreement, has the effect of limiting the number of aircraft manufac- 
turers who may become parties to the cross-license agreement to 100. 
In the expansion of the industry this limitation may prove objection- 
able, but the advisory committee informs me that that number is far 
beyond the probable number of such manufacturers in the near future. 

The voting-trust agreement, in effect, gives the management of the 
Association (Inc.) for a period of five years to three voting trustees, 
to wit, a representative of the Wright-Martin and Curtiss Corporations, 
a representative of the smaller manufacturers, and a member of the 
advisory committee. 

The most questionable provision in the entire arrangement is that 
requiring the aircraft manufacturers who become stockholders in the 
Association (Inc.) and parties to the cross-license agreement to sign the 
yoting-trust agreement. ‘This provision, however, in view of the cir- 
cumstances noted below, does not, in my opinion, constitute a restraint 
of trade in the violation of the Federal antitrust laws. 

The primary functions of the Association (Inc.), so far as material 
to the arrangement here under consideration, are to act as an agent 
for the parties to the eross-license agreement in executing prescribed 
licenses, collecting and distributing royalties, and appointing through 
its board of directors one of the arbitrators to pass upon the value of 
patents acquired subsequent to the execution of the cross-license agree- 
ment. 

Under the arrangement the interests of the Wright-Martin and Curtiss 
Corporations, as owners of the principal patents and entitled to the 
bulk of the royalties provided for in the agreement, are somewhat 
antagonistic to the interests of the smaller manufacturers who have to 
pay these royalties. If all the manufacturers had been given equal 
voice in the Association (Inc.), the smaller manufacturers together 
would have been enabled to control the Association (Inc.), to wit, the 
agent of the parties on whose responsibility and vigilance the Wright- 
Martin and Curtiss Corporations are so vitally interested. This conflict 
of interests accounts for the adoption of the voting-trust agreement, 
under which the Wright-Martin and Curtiss Corporations named one 
trustee, the smaller manufacturers another trustee, and a party not 
favorable to either interest—namely, a member of the advisory com- 
mittee—was elected for the third trustee. 

Not to go into further detail, it suffices to say that upon the data 
submitted to me I am of the opinion that the Association (Inc.), as 
now constituted, and the cross-license agreement under which it is now 
operated are not in contrayention of the antitrust laws of the United 
States, 

Respectfully, 


T. W. Grecory, 
Attorney General. 


In order now to get a real analysis of the data from which 
Attorney General Gregory adduced his opinion it is necessary 
to analyze in detail the cross-license agreement at this point, 
Although Mr. Gregory apparently could not look so far into the 
future in 1917, in May, 1918, Senator ©. S. Thomas, a lawyer of 
notable ability, foresaw exactly what the effect of this combina- 
tion of aircraft association and cross-license agreement would 
be. I shall quote at length from a speech made by Senator 
Thomas on May 9, 1918, in the Senate on the cross-license agree- 
ment, in which he analyzed that. document after long study 
and after the committee of which he was chairman had taken 
testimony and had carefully studied it. His speech will be 
found in the CONGRESSIONAL Record of May, 1918, on pages 6235 
to 6245, inclusive. Says he: 


I am disposed to think from the incomplete examination which I 
have been able to make of these cross-license agreements that it has 
played and will play a very important part in the production of 
aircraft. 


He continues: 


Hence a proper understanding of the present unsatisfactory situation 
in aircraft production may, perhaps, be in part explained by these 
agreements which have the sanction both of the aylation authorities 
and of the Attorney General in so far as the opinion of that official is 
concerned. 

We began to pay serious attention to aviation in the summer of 1916, 
when conditions between the United States and Mexico became so 
acute as to justify the Pershing expedition across the boundaries of 
that Republic. That incident, as time developed, became of comparative 
unimportance; but it did bring to our attention very vividly the su- 
premely important part which aircraft plays in modern warfare. There- 
fore, appropriations of, I think, about $18,000,000 were provided for 
aircraft construction in the military bill of 1916, In the act of March 
4, 1917, this added provision appears: 

Jo enable the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy 
to secure’ by purchase, condemnation, donation, or otherwise such 
basic patent or patents as they may consider necessary to the 
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manufacture and development of aircraft in the United States and 
its dependencies for governmental and civil purposes under such 
regulations as the Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy 


may prescribe, $1,000,000." 

The purpose of this appropriation is obvious, the control of the basic 
patents by the Government being then regarded, and I am sorry that 
it is not now regarded, as essential to successful Government aircraft 
production, * * * 

An advisory committee on aeronautics was created, of which Mr. 
William F. Durand was made chairman and Mr. S. W. Stratton sec- 
retary. * . ©. * 

Among its activities was the question of patent control. For reasons 
satisfactory to the board, and which may, perhaps, be satisfactory to 
the Nation, it was determined not to purchase or commandeer existing 
patents regarding aviation but to make some arrangement of a more 
satisfactory character regarding them. My own view, Mr. President— 
and it is fortified by our recent experiences—is that the committee 
erred in not securing, by purchase or by condemning, through powers 
which Congress would freely have given them, existing patents of an 
established and fundamental character; because, with their control, agree- 
ment for aircraft production based upon basic or original patents 
would not be in any wise embarrassed by the personal or selfish inter- 
ests of outsiders or by conflict between rival claimants of the inven- 
tions. But, however that may be, the fact is that the purchase of 
patents, and therefore the use of the appropriation for that purpose, 
was almost immediately abandoned by the committee. 


Says Senator Thomas further: 


My attention was called some time during the month of February 
last to the method of procedure receiving the approval of the ad- 
. vVisory association, and which materialized in the form of a so-called 
‘eross-license agreement, under which producers of aircraft, exclusive of 
motor engines are, generally speaking, required to operate. 
It is sufficient for the present purpose to say that the attorneys and 
representatives of those interested in what are called basic patents and 
the representatives of the aviation section, after consultation with the 
advisory board, determined upon the preparation of an agreement which 
would recognize certain basic patents and provide for the issuance by 
some central authority of licenses to all persons desiring to engage in 
the manufacture of aircraft upon conditions requiring such manufac- 
turers, among other things, to transfer to the association, in whose 
name the licenses were issued, al} patents and inventions of their own 
or which they could control, either basic or otherwise, to the end that 
each member of the association under the license agreement might have 
the benefit of these other inventions and developments in their own 
operations. 
At that time, if I am correctly informed— 


Says Senator Thomas 


the patents controlled by the Curtiss Co. and the Wright-Martin Co. 
were either contesting the question of prior invention or were con- 
tested by others. Whether the controversies were decided or were in 
the courts, I can not now say; but I think it is understood that no 
such thing as a recognized patent belonging to any company or indi- 
vidual and free from challenge as to originality then existed. The 
attorney at that time for the Wright-Martin Co., as well as its presi- 
dent, was Mr. Frederick P. Fish, while the attorney for the Curtiss 
Co., was, and I presume is, a Mr. Crisp. 

It was finally determined, Mr. President, to embody the proposi- 
tions made and accepted at these meetings in the form of what is 
called a cross-license agreement. That agreement was prepared by 
one of the attorneys whose names I have mentioned, and in collabora- 
tion with others, including the other attorney. Those gentlemen were 
doubtless as competent, and perhaps more competent than any, to pre- 
pare such an agreement; but, so far as one can judge from its recitals, 
each of them took very good care of his own client, so that the 
patents controlled by the companies they represented are made basic, 
fundamental, free from controversy, and so far as the purposes of the 
agreement are concerned, established beyond peradventure. 


Senator Thomas continues: 


Just prior to the date of the agreement a corporation—and doubt- 
less in anticipation of it—was organized in the State of New York, 
called the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association (Inc.). The date of 
the charter is the 18th of July, 1917, and the location of the company 
is Manhattan. The incorporaters are Joseph S. Ames, W. Benton Crisp, 
Albert H. Flint, George H. Houston, and Jobn P. Tarbox, of Buffalo, 
N. Y., all of these gentlemen, I understand, being interested in aviation 
companies and enterprises, either professionally or as officers and share- 
holders, 

Shortly after the organization of that company, and on the 24th 
day of July, 1917, the cross-license agreement, the details of which 
had been arranged in previous conferences with the advisory committee, 
was formerly drawn and executed. 
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In connection with the cross-license agreement there was also adopted 
a form of license to be issued to those desiring or who might be com- 
pelled to associate themselves with the association. This license pro- 
vides, among other things, that the cross-license agreement shall con- 
stitute a part and portion thereof. Thus the cross-license agreement 
is practically embodied by proper recitals into the license Itself. 


Senator Thomas says further: 


The shares of the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association (Inc.) I under- 
stand to be limited to a definite number, and I think that number is 
1,000. One share must accompany each license, and the par value of 
the shares is also $1,000. A thousand incorporators under some cir- 
cumstances might be considered quite numerous. In aircraft pro- 
duction in times of war the number is comparatively limited ; but that 
limitation, while it does not appear in the cross-license agreement, I 
am told, actually exists. This inevitably tends to monopoly. 


This number was actually limited to 100. 
Now— 
Says this Senator— 


to convey an idea as to the probable operation—I will not say “ de- 
signed operation” of this agreement lest I might reflect unduly upon 
the advisory board, whose intentions and purposes, I am sure, were 
above reproach; but as to the operation of the agreement in practice, 
its consequences may be inferred from a few extracts which I will 
read from it. Before doing that perhaps I should refer to the so-called 
license itself, which precedes and embraces the general agreement. 
Omitting the preambles, which refer to the licensor and certain other 
stockholders of the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association, herein called 
the subscribers, it is provided; 

“That for and in consideration of the premises and other good 
and valuable considerations * „ the licensor does hereby 
give and grant unto the said licensee the unrestricted but non- 
exclusive license to make, use, and sell airplanes under all airplane 
patents of the United States now or hereafter owned or controlled 
by it or by any firm, corporation, or association owned or con- 
trolled by It, * * except that no rights, express or implied, 
are hereby granted under any foreign patents, nor shall the licenses 
herein provided for apply to or include the use of said patents in 
their application to other than airplanes.” 

Then follows this exception: 

“That no licenses are hereby granted under the Dunne patents, 
No. 975403, issued November 15, 1910, and No. 1003721, issued 
September 19, 1911, the rights under which are held by the Bur- 
gess Co.” 

The Burgess Co. and the Curtiss Co. I think have consolidated. 
These patents may possibly refer to water craft, motor boats, etc, 
and I think one of the patents does; but the exception nevertheless 
is in favor of one of the concerns the basic character of whose patents 
is fixed by this agreement, so far as it can do so, and which, as I 
have said, was drawn by the attorneys for the company receiving the 
benefit of its operation. 


Senator Thomas continues; 


Coming now to the agreement, it will be noted that in the second 
paragraph there is the same exception. The fourth paragraph pro- 
vides that 

Each ‘subscriber ' covenants that it has not heretofore entered, 
and will not hereafter enter, into any contract or arrangement 
whereby its privileges under United States airplane patents, issued 
or to be issued, inventions, and rights owned or controlled by it, 
have been or shall be diminished or surrendered so as to exclude 
or restrict the operation of this instrument in respect thereto. 
Each subscriber further covenants that it will not grant licenses 
under any such patents for use in airplanes, with reference to 
which it is receiving royalties hereunder, to any other person, firm, 
or corporation on more favorable or lower terms of royalty than 
those herein provided or which may become more favorable or 
lower during the term of such license.” 

Under the sixth paragraph it is provided that— 

“Tf any ‘ subscriber’ shall have developed the design or manufac- 
ture of any special model of airplane or airplane engine or other 
device used in an airplane (except the airplanes manufactured by 
the Burgess Co. under the hereinbefore-mentioned Dunne patents 
and the Hispano-Suiza aeronautical engine, manufactured by the 
Wright-Martin Aircraft Corporation or its subsidiaries) which the 
United States Government may at any time desire to have manu- 
factured in the factory of any other ‘subscriber’ or in the factory 
of any manufacturer not a ‘subscriber’ hereto, the said sub- 
scriber’ agrees that it will furnish to the other ‘subscribers’ or 
said other manufacturer such complete specifications, drawings, 
and other production data as may be required for use in the manu- 
facture of such special model, provided that and upon condition 
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that the ‘subscriber’ or other manufacturer in whose factory the 
work is placed by the United States Government shall agree with 
said Government and with the ‘subscriber’ owning said specifica- 
tions, etc., to pay, and shall pay inte the treasury of the company,’ 
1 per cent upon the contract price paid by the Government for 
each airplane or airplane engine or other device manufactured for 
it in accordance wtih said specifications "— 
And so forth. That is to say— 


The Senator continues 


every person who shall have developed a design and who shall contract 
with the Government for manufacture under that design, shall con- 
tribute 1 per cent of the price into the treasury; of this company, and, 
of course, that 1 per cent will be added to what would otherwise be 
the contract price with the Government. 

I read further: 5 

“If the manufacturer of such special model is conducted by one 
not a * subscriber *— 

That is, by some nonlicensee— 

“such manufacturer shall also agree to pay into the treasury of 
the ‘company’ such royalty as a ‘subscriber’ would have been 
obliged to pay had it made and sold the airplane, engine, or other 
device, including the amount specified in subdivisions (a) and (b) 
of paragraph 8 hereof.” 

That is to say, if an inventor or designer of some improvement in 
aircraft shall permit the manufacturer of his patented device by some 
outsider, then that manufacturer must agree with the subscriber that 
it will pay not only the royalty to which I have referred but other 
royalties of very much greater amount provided for in other sections 
of the agreement. 


Continuing his analysis, the Senator finds: 


In the seventh paragraph, the subscriber is required to report all 
United States airplane patents and inventions, together with serial 
numbers and filing dates of all pending applications, with all rights 
under such patents then owned or controlled by it; and it also pro- 
vides that no omission from the report shall exclude the patent, appli- 
cation, or right so omitted from the operation of this agreement. I 
shall not read all of this paragraph, for it is very long, but it is a 
very important one. In fact, it may be the fundamental provizion of 
the contract. 

Subdivision (d) of this paragraph provides that— 

“On the 10th day of January, April, July, and October in each 
year, each ‘subscriber’ shall report the number of airplanes, air- 
plane engines, or other devices for use in airplanes which it has 
sold and delivered during the preceding three calendar months, 
made from specifications, drawings, and other production data 
obtained from any other * subscriber,’ as provided in paragraph 6 
hereof, together with the sales price and the dates of delivery; 
and there shal] be included in the same report a copy of any 
agreement which the ‘subscriber’ shall have made with another 
manufacturer as provided in said paragraph.” 

The Senate will see how the business of the subscriber is bound up 
with this Manufacturers“ Aircraft Association. No matter what con- 
tract he may make on the outside, no matter what advantages he can 
secure, the outsider is required, as one of the conditions under which 
the contract will be made, to become a member of this association, and 
to abide by its provisions, and, of course, to pay the royalties which 
are there required. 


Here Senator Krna interrupted Senator Thomas: 


Mr. King. Some time ago I received a pamphlet purporting to be put 
out hy the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association. It stated that Howard 
Coffin was an honorary member, and that a man named Waldron was 
a member of that aircraft association, and that Curtiss, Wright, and 
a few other names that I recall were likewise members of that air- 
craft association. Did that association attempt to monopolize the pro- 
duction of airplanes in the United States, and to exclude all other 
persons from manufacturing them for the United States? 

Mr. THOMAS. Not In terms, But I believe the agreement is that it 
necessarily operates in that way and reaches that conclusion. I 
therefore can not escape the conviction that it was designed for that 
purpose by the men who prepared it. 


Then Senator Thomas resumed: 


The next paragraph, No. 8, is entitled, “Payments to the com- 
pany.’” That is also divided into subsections (a), (b), (c), (d), and 
(e). 

Subsection (a) provides that on each airplane, with or without 
engine, the sum of $200 shall be paid to this association until such 
time as the Wright-Martin Aircraft Corporation and the Curtiss Co. shall 
have been paid the aggregate sums provided for in the next paragraph. 

Subsection (b) provides that upon each airplane such additional 
sum, not to exceed $25, as the board of directors of the company may 
from time to time fix, shall be paid after the above-mentioned aggregate 
sums shall be paid to the Wright-Martin Aircraft Corporation and the 


Curtiss Airplane & Motor Corporation ; also, by subdivision (d), such 
amounts as may be payable with reference to the use of specifications, 
drawings, and data as provided in paragraph 6 hereof, including the 
royalty payments thercin provided for, but an 1 per cent payments 
on account of the use of such specifications, drawings, and data shall 
cease when the total paid by all users aggregate $50,000. 

This is important, because the specifications, drawings, and data are 
furnished almost entirely by the Curtiss Co. or the Wright Co.; and I 
may say, Mr. President, that the multitudinous changes in the plans 
of the Bristol flier, amounting to over 1,100 in one month, were made 
by the Curtiss Co. Such amount or amounts as may be payable with 
reference to the use of specifications, drawing, and data may, therefore, 
in the aggregate reach considerable magnitude; and, of course, as I 
have stated, the royalties and requirements of this contract necessarily 
come out of the Government, because common business practice justifies 
the assumption that in the details of the contract with the Government 
these extra requirements will be figured as part of the overhead charge 
or fixed charge. 


Senator Thomas continues: 


Subdivision (e) requires that each subseriber who shall become a 
party after the Ist day of July, 1917, shall on the 10th day of Janu- 
ary, April, July, or October next occurring pay to the company those 
amounts which it would haye been obliged to pay if it had been a sub- 
seriber on July 1, 1917. In other words, if the Senator fom Utah 
should be so fortunate—or perhaps I should say so unfortunate—ns to 
devise some aircraft improvement which he could only use throngh 
the agency of this cross-license agreement he would be required not 
only to pay the prospective royalty provided for in his Mcense but he 
would also be required to pay royalties as though he had signed up 
on the Ist day of July, 1917. That provision has all the features of 
the old darky’s celebrated coon trap, which was said to be so “sot” 
as to catch the coon “ a-comin and also to catch him “ a-gwine.” 

Now comes payments by the company,” subparagraph 9: 

“Out of the moneys paid Into the treasury "— 

And the Senate will bear in mind that on March 4, 1917, the Con- 
gress appropriated a million dollars for the purchase of basic pat- 
ents, and, of course, would have subsequently appropriated any amount 
in addition to that which was necessary for fair compensation for the 
acquisition of these so-called basic patents if that policy had been 
followed— 


“Out of the moneys paid into the treasury of the * company’ 
pursuant to the provisions hereof the following payments shall 
be made by the company on the 20th day of January, April, July, 
and October in each year, to wit: 

“(a) To the Wright-Martin Aircraft Corporation $185 on each 
airplane, with or without engine, with reference to which pay- 
ments shall have been made in accordance with subdivisions fa) 
and (e) of paragraph 8 hereof, during the preceding three calendar 
months, until United States Patent No. 821393, issued May 22, 
1906, shall have expired, or until the aggregate sum of $2,000,000 
shall have been paid to the said Wright-Martin Aircraft Corpora- 
tion, when all payments to it hereunder shall cease, except as 
hereinafter provided.” 


Subdivision (b) provides that there shall be paid to the Curtiss 
Co. $40 on each airplane, with or without engine, with reference 
to which payments shall have been made in accordance with subdivi- 
sions (a) and (e) of paragraph 8, which shall continue until such 
time as the Wright-Martin Aircraft Corporation shall have been paid 
in full as provided for in subdivision (a), after which there shall be 
paid to the Curtiss Airplane & Motor Corporation at the times herein 
mentioned the sum of $175 on each of said airplanes until the aggre- 
gate sum of $2,000,000 shall have been paid to it under its patent. 

So that the primary burden placed by this contract upon aircraft 
production is $4,000,000, $2,000,000 to each of these concerns. I 
haye been informed that quite recently, and since the aircraft situa- 
tion has become acute, these sums haye been reduced to $1,000,000 
each ; and if that is the case, of course it is a gain to the Government 
which we should recognize. 

Then there are provisions with regard to the disposition of the 
balance of the money received from royalties and the imposition of 
penalties, and so on. 

We now come— 


Says the Senator 


to the result of breach of agreement. I do not know that it is neces- 
sary to read these provisions regarding breach of the agreement and 
withdrawal from the agreement. I may say, however, that it is pro- 
vided that in the event of breach of agreement the board of arbitra- 
tion will assess such damages and impose upon the subscriber in 
default such other requirements as seem to the board to be just, and 
the subscriber expressly agrees and covenants that it will pay those 
damages and comply with such agreements. j 
It is then provided that nothing contained in the paragraphs shall 
deprive the company of the power to make, execute, and deliver licenses 
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under the patents or patent rights owned and controlled by any 
defaulting subscriber, or to which the subscriber may be entitled, at 
the time he ceases to be a stockholder. One may default after be- 
coming a licensee; one may commit a breach of the agreement after 
becoming a licensee; one may therefore be expelled from the company, 
but his patent, the agreement for patent, and the contracts outstand- 
ing remain with the company. 

In the event a subscriber desires to withdraw from the agreement 
he can do so after 10 years from its date, but he must give notice 
of his election to do so, and must also fulfill all of his obligations, 
but all of the patents and patent rights brought in by the subscriber 
remain to the association. 

In the event of the death of a subscriber, or the dissolution of the 
corporation, or the bankruptcy of the corporation, or the individual 
who is a subscriber, the company retains the right to purchase, for the 
benefit of the other subscribers, the stock and the license, and then 
to sell them on company account at a price to be fixed by arbitration. 

There is also a provision for the arbitration of disputes, which is 
elaborately provided for, and which in this discussion is comparatively 
unimportant, 

Now comes a clause for the further protection of the two concerns 
whose attorneys prepared the agreement. I read paragraph 14: 

“The ‘subscribers’ hereby waive and release any and all claims 
which they or any of them may have had against each other for 
damages and profits on account of any infringement or alleged in- 
fringement prior to July 1, 1917, of any patent included within 
this instrument in the manufacture, sale, or use of airplanes.” 

And the fifteenth paragraph provides: 

Each ‘subscriber’ agrees that all persons, firms, and corpora- 
tions now or hereafter controlled by it and engaged in the manu- 
facture of airplanes, or owning or controlling United States air- 
plane patents, shall be caused to execute this agreement.” 


Now, just note what conclusion Senator Thomas comes to: 


Mr. President, were it not for the opinion of the Attorney General, 
I would not hesitate to affirm that this contract is one under which a 
gigantic monopoly in aircraft production must inevitably ensue. I 
think I will go further and say that that was the purpose in mind, so 
far as the beneficiaries of the agreement are concerned, when the 
instrument was prepared. But the Attorney General was called upon 
for an opinion regarding this contract, which he gave on the 6th day of 
October, 1917, which I shall also ask to have inserted in the RECORD 
at the end of my remarks, 

Mr. President, I shall not read this opinion, which is somewhat 
long; but I am satisfied in my own mind, at least, that but for the 
emergency, but for the necessity of airplanes, and airplanes as soon as 
possible, this contract never would have passed the approving scrutiny 
of the Department of Justice. I will read one extract only from the 
opinion in justification of this statement: 

“The provision requiring subscribers to submit claims for com- 
pensation in respect to patents subsequently acquired by them to 
a board of arbitrators and to license each other under such patents 
at the rates of royalty fixed by that board might possibly be used 
to secure valuable inventions at unreasonable compensation. 
„„ * Its possible abuse * * * scarcely justifies its con- 
demnation in the absence of such abuse.” 

That seems to damn this contract with very faint praise indeed. 
If the possible abuse of an agreement like this does not justify its 
condemnation until the abuse appears, then laws designed to prevent 
the creation of instrumentalities for preying upon the public unduly 
would certainly be harmless and wholly ineffective. 

I do not at all reflect upon the Department of Justice in making this 
criticism. It acted conscientiously and sincerely. But I must dissent 
from its opinion regarding the harmless character of this agreement, 
and I do not believe the department was aware how and by whom it 
was prepared. 

And now here is the Senator’s further conclusion: 

Mr. President, I affirm that this agreement tends to produce mo- 
nopoly, first, because it draws within its ownership all patents except 
improvements upon engines and motive power, all patents existing or 
to exist affecting the industry. It secures absolute ownership to the 
extent that when the subscriber withdraws he can not take his patents 
with him. That being the case, the inventor of a new design can not 
manufacture himself if those engaged in the particular industry are 
bound by this cross-license agreement except upon such terms as the 
association imposes. * * + 

The opinion was given at the request of the advisory board. I 
think the practice is not unusual, and it was doubtless upon the 
strength of the opinion that the board accepted the terms of the con- 
tract. 


Senator Thomas here introduced some striking statements: 

Mr. Fauber has written and distributed a pamphlet entitled “The 
Men Who Can Win the War, or Things That Should Be Known at the 
Capitol.” This pamphlet is directed to the agreement, which he calis 
a secret agreement. I presume he does so because he made an appli- 


cation for a copy of it and was refused, so he says. This pamphlet, 
however, is quite illuminating, and the reasons which he assigns for 
the annulment of this agreement seem to me to be well supported by 
its text. Therefore I can, I think, economize time by making his as- 
signed reasons my own and reading them into the RECORD: 

“The cross-licensed agreement should be annulled— 

“First, Because it confers autocratic powers on powerful cor- 
poratlons and has created an organization in the Manufacturers’ 
Aircraft Association (Inc.) whereby corporations can substantially 
control inventions and patent values and dominate the aircraft 
industry as an aircraft trust. 

Second. Because sald agreement involves contractual relations 
and is, in effect, a combination between corporations and the 
United States Government now operating to control inventions, 
patent values, and an industry to the advantage of powerful cor- 
porations and against the best interests of the people and the 
efficient prosecution of the war. 

“Third. Because the terms of sald agreement, and also tho 
declarations and acts of the National Advisory Committee for 
Aeronautics arbitrarily fix certain unadjudicated patents of ques- 
tionable value and doubtful utility as fundamental in the aircraft 
art, and without due authority or competent procedure. 

“ Fourth. Because sald agreement, as a cross-license instrument, 
ostensibly providing for the arbitration of patent values, does not 
make adequate or fair provisions for the purchase of valuable 
inventions, nor do the corporations controlling said agreement 
seemingly give any guaranty that the small sum of $25 as addl- 
tional royalties per machine, which they may, at their pleasure, 
charge the licensees and collect, of the Government, shall go to 
the benefit of inventors of useful inventions or to the purposes for 
which it is seemingly provided. 

“Fifth. Because said agreement does and will operate to defeat 
the purposes and intent of thẹ United States patent laws, and by 
its provisions indicates an intent to dominate airplane inventions 
and the industry. 

“Sixth. Because the terms of the said agreement and its opera- 
tion will be such as to practically immune the Wright and Curtiss 
Corporations and the members of the Manufacturers“ Aircraft As- 
sociation (Inc.) from any responsibility for infringement. In the 
case of disputed Inventions embodied in aircraft built by the mem- 
bers of the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association (Inc.) for the 
United States Government, and since said corporations will be 
relieved of the penalties of infringement, there is little incentive 
or reason compelling any fair consideration of patents. 

“Seventh. Because there were no substantial grounds or com- 
pelling reasons warranting the action of the National Advisory Com- 
mittee for Aeronautics in approving or having any part in creating 
a cross-license agreement which is vicious in scope and principle 
and, furthermore, an agreement which is partial to powerful cor- 
porations and discriminates against inventors, patent owners, and 
independent manufacturers of aircraft. 

* Eighth. Because the subcommittee on patents, having as two 
of its members the attorneys of the Wright and Curtiss Corpora- 
tions, viz, Attorneys Crisp and Fish, said subcommittee was not 
properly constituted for the purpose of dealing fairly with the 
conflicting interests of the United States Government and the 
people, the interests of the Wright and Curtiss Corporations, and 
that of inventors and owners of patents generally. 

“ Ninth. Because of sald cross-license agreement enabling power- 
ful corporations to arbitrarily control airplane inventions and 
patents and thereby dominate the industry, as a result inyentors 
and engineers will be deterred from making inventions and im- 


provements in aircraft and aerial apparatus and prevented from 


securing money to carry on such work, and for the same reason 
capital and independent manufacturers will be deterred from 
engaging in the industry, and as a consequence and because of 
the power of the association and corporations dominating the 
industry prices will be advanced and fixed, and the Government 
will pay more for aircraft, and the whole industry will be re- 
tarded by the shutting out of a large percentage of Inventors, en- 
gineers, designers, and independent manufacturers, such as nor- 
mally engage and compete in business, and whereby the United 
States has led the world in the automobile and other industries 
which haye been less hampered. 

“Tenth. Because said cross-license agreement, being of a na- 
ture to create a vicious monopoly and retard the perfection and 
development of aerial apparatus for this war and at the same 
time advance the cost to the Government by preventing legitimate 
rights and purposes of patents, and likewlse all corporation en- 
terprise, with the possibility of resulting in overrestricting legis- 
lation in both cases; and these things, as herein enumerated and 
pointed out, proving true, as I believe they are, the acts of the 
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics in recommending 
and sustaining said cross-license agreement will tend to weaken 
confidence and support of the administration and correspondingly 
the Nation’s best efforts in this war. 
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“Eleventh. Because the policy of this Government should be 
to place orders for aircraft and aerial apparatus with a view of 
building up and stimulating independent manufacturers and 
thereby laying the foundation for a healthy, normal, commercial 
industry, and at the same time improving the product and enable 
the Government to purchase war equipment at best advantage.” 

Mr. Fauber can not join this cross-license agreement and manufac- 
ture his planes for the Government— 

Says Senator Thomas— 
unless he surrenders to the association his patents not only during his 
membership of it but for all time; and, of course, the same conditions 
surround everyone, whether he is at present an inventor or not, and 
very naturally discourages him from going to the expense, to say noth- 
ing of giving his time and energies, to the improvement of aircraft 
now so greatly desired, 


He says further: 


I can not understand why the great manufacturers of aircraft at the 
time the war began, unless they intended to control aircraft production 
absolutely, should have insisted upon the execution of such an agree- 
ment, because they are practically independent of all attacks upon 
their patents and at the same time are given the power through their 
agreement—and it is their agreement largely—to absorb all other de- 
vices, all other inventions relating to aircraft, and by that means ac- 
quire the benefit of the experiences of others at figures to be dictated 
by themselves. It looks like profiteering without any limitation, and 
I fear that much of the difficulties and disappointments which the 
Nation has encountered in attempting to carry out its aircraft program 
js due to the fact that all these conditions bestride the industry like a 
colossus. Of course, they have much to say in the granting of con- 
tracts to others, because would-be contractors, the owners of independ- 
ent concerns, can be easily outbid if they decline to submit to the 
yoke, and when they must submit it is upon terms dictated by the 


association. The agreement is un-American; it is undemocratic; it 
is wrong. In my judgment it should be annulled without further 
delay. 


Mr, President, I could refer to some other aspects of this subject; 
but I think I have said enough to acquaint the Senate and, I trust, 
the country with the chief features of this most remarkable agreement. 


Thus we see what Senator Thomas found. 

Briefly, Mr. Speaker, the Attorney General was passing on the 
cross-license agreement before it was in operation. He was in 
the position of a man who in the dead of night saw an individ- 
ual walking up and down in front of a bank, his cap pulled low 
over his eyes, a gun in one hand and a “ jimmie” in the other, 
eyeing the bank speculatively. Obviously the mysterious indi- 
vidual could not be charged with robbing the bank until after 
he had done so, or had at least attempted it, but no man would 
say that such an occurrence would not be suspicious. 

The very abuses which the Attorney General said would con- 
stitute a proper foundation for condemning the cross-license 
agreement took place after the agreement was in operation. In 
other words, we now know that this fellow walking up and 
down in front of the bank had sinister intentions. Yet here we 
find him again walking up and down in front of the Treasury 
Department, and we apparently dislike to remember that he is 
the same fellow who operated in the past. 

My friend said in his speech that Secretary of War Newton D. 
Baker and Secretary of the Navy Josephus Daniels initiated the 
steps taken to adopt the cross-license agreement. My friend, 
however, did not state the further fact that these two officials 
were advised by the National Advisory Committee on Aero- 
nautics, which committee was in turn advised by a board con- 
trolled largely by those interested in the trust. 

Suffice it to say that the authority on which this cross-license 
agreement was adopted was an opinion by Attorney General 
Gregory, based upon information given him by interested 
parties and transmitted through the National Advisory Com- 
mittee on Aeronautics. A careful reading of that opinion shows 
that the Attorney General took very good care to qualify so 
as to not be positive on any point until experience with the 
cross-license agreement demonstrated whether or not it would 
be abused. 

That experience demonstrated that the very abuses which 
Attorney General Gregory set up as being sufficient to brand 
the combination as a violation of the Federal antitrust law actu- 
ally occurred. I am prepared, if the documents turned over to 
me are what they are said to be, and I think they are, to prove 
these abuses. 

Said Mr. WarnwerIGHT in his reply to me: 

As to the importance of the patents covered by the cross-license agree- 
ment and the amount of royalty to be paid. it may be said further, Mr. 
Speaker, that the representatives of the Government did not rely en- 
tirely upon their own judgment. The Aircraft Board in January, 1918, 
appointed a special committee of patent experts, who were in no manner 


connected with the Government service nor with any of the parties 
interested in the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association or the cross- 
license agreement. These gentlemen were patent lawyers of the highest 
standing. They investigated the entire situation and rendered an ex- 
haustive report on January 14, 1918. This report discussed the differ- 
ent patents, the cross-license agreement, and royalties, and it was the 
unanimous opinion of these eminent attorneys that— 
“the royalty arrangement provided for In the cross-license agree- 
ment was just and equitable and provides a perfectly proper ar- 
rangement which may expedite the production of aircraft in the 
present emergency.“ 


This is another instance which supports my contention that 
these aircraft matters should be looked into. I understand 
from a careful reading of the speech, made by the gentleman 
from New York that this committee of independent and disin- 
terested patent attorneys supports the Gregory opinion, and the 
quotation made a moment later by the gentleman from the 
Hughes report relative to the aircraft association and the cross- 
license agreement. I am sure anyone reading the gentleman’s 
remarks would come to that conclusion. The fact is this 
excerpt is from an opinion rendered by three attorneys selected 
by R. F. Howe, acting chairman of the aircraft board, on De- 
cember 21, 1917, and approved by E. A. Deeds. The opinion 
covers only the question of the sums of money to be paid the 
Wright-Martin and the Curtiss companies under the cross- 
license agreement for the use of their alleged patents by the 
Government. 

The committee did not at all consider, and was not supposed 
to consider, and did not report on, and was not supposed to 
report on, the question of whether or not the Manufacturers’ 
Aircraft Association (Inc.) combined with the cross-license 
agreement devised by the attorneys of the Curtiss and Wright 
companies was a combination in restraint of trade and in vio- 
lation of the Federal antitrust law. 

I greatly fear my distinguished colleague from New York 
has been misled in this instance. Not only was the work of this 
committee confined entirely to this question of the sums paid the 
Wright and Curtiss companies for their patents, but the report 
of the committee specifically states that it is possible that future 
events might invalidate the claims of these companies to these 
patents. Of course, this committee accepted the patents as they 
were arranged under the cross-license agreement, and the cross- 
license agreement was arranged by the attorneys of these two 
companies for the principal purpose of giving or attempting to 
give an attempted adjudication to the patents of their clients, 
while these attorneys were sitting as a subcommittee of the 
National Advisory Committee on Aeronautics and while the sub- 
committee was being advised by the officials of the two, com- 
panies interested. Furthermore, the report on its face shows 
that this 1918 committee visited only the plants of the Curtiss 
and the Wright companies, and interviewed no one else but the 
interested employees and officials of these two companies in ar- 
riving at this report, and that all the data the committee had 
was supplied from those two sources. 

This report is in no sense an approval of the cross-license 
agreement nor of the Manufacturers’ Aircraft Association as 
being legal. It is in no sense an adjudication of the patents 
claimed by these two companies for which the royalties were to 
be paid. It is simply the opinion of three lawyers, after being 
furnished data by the interested parties, as to whether or not 
the patents claimed to be held by those parties are valid. The 
very connection of Col. E. A. Deeds with this thing should alone 
be sufficient to damn it. It is singular, to say the least, that 
they did not get the opinion of the Attorney General on this 
matter instead of sending three attorneys around over the 
country. Most assuredly if the Attorney General was at all 
competent to pass on the question of the Manufacturers’ Air- 
craft Association and the cross-license agreement, he should 
have been competent to pass on this also, This is another 
instance of where a committee rendered an opinion on data fur- 
nished entirely by interested parties. There is no record that a 
single independent inventor or manufacturer was interviewed 
or heard in this case, so how can it be said to be a disinterested 
finding? 

The gentleman from New York says he is unable to find any 
evidence of an understanding that the cross-license agreement 
was to be abandoned and knows that it has been incorporated 
in every contract continuously without question from the closing 
months of the war up to very recently. 

If he will look on page 15 of the Senate Thomas committee 
report, which is Senate Report No. 555, Sixty-fifth Congress, 
second session, he will find this language: 

Your committee sympathizes with many of these sentiments; and not- 
withstanding the Aircraft Production Board as now officered no longer 
requires or recommends the execution of the agreements by contractorg 
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(this being the cross-license agreement), we believe the arrangement 
should be abrogated. We regard it as vicious and as designed to reap 
large profits by taking advantage of the necessities of the Government. 


It thus becomes apparent that in some manner the Senate 
committee, whose report was rendered August 22, 1918, was the 
victim of a misrepresentation on the part. of somebody in the 
aircraft board, because it is inconceivable that the committee 
would make such a report as this unless it had been led to 
believe that the aircraft board not only no longer enforced the 
inclusion of the cross-license agreement in contracts but had 
ceased even to recommend its use. 

In discussing the save-harmless “ clause my friend cites the 

act of June 25, 1910, amended July 1, 1918, and states that the 

rope paons clause is merely a statement in other words of 
t law. > 

It is apparent that the analysis of this provision was not fol- 
lowed out to its completion by the gentleman from New 
York. The gentleman cites this section of the act as sustaining 
the use of the save-harmless clause wherein the Government 
saves the contractor harmless from any damages for infringe- 
ments of any patents in airplanes or parts manufactured for 
the Government. He says: 


As a matter of fact, this “save-harmless” clause is nothing more 
than a statement im other words of the provisions of the act of Con- 
gress of June 25, 1910, as amended July 1, 1918, which reads as 
follows: 

“That whenever an invention described in and covered by a 
patent of the United States shall hereafter be used or manufac- 
tured by or for the United States without license of the owner 
thereof or lawful right to use or manufacture the same, such 
owner's remedy shall be by suit: against the United States in the 
Court of Claims for the recovery of his reasonable and entire com- 
pensation for such use and manufacture.” 


The act cited does not apply to a contractor and does not pre- 
scribe the use of a suve-harmless clause. 

It does not save the Government harmless. 

It merely provides the manner and method by which any per- 
son whose patent is infringed by the Government shall proceed 
to recover his compensation therefor. 

It can be seen where if the Government in a time of war, in 
an emergency, should set its air officers and engineers to work 
under instructions to simply reach out and take any patent or 
patents existing and use them in making up designs, which it 
would then have manufactured for it, according to its own 
designs, then this law would apply and the use of a save-harm- 
less clause to protect the builder of the airplane for the Goy- 
ernment according to the Government's designs would be a 
reasonable provision, although eyen that is not cared for by 
this act. 

But in this case of the use of the save-harmless clause it is 
not the Government but the contractors and airplane manu- 
facturers who have reached out and have appropriated unto 
themselves various patents not belonging to them, and there- 
from have originated designs which they offered to the Govern- 
ment as being the designs of the manufacturers and have abso- 
lutely prostituted, the use of the save-harmless clause in the 
present contracts to protect them and to make the Government 
liable for damages. 

This is clearly a case of where the contract becomes a license 
to this predatory trust to steal any man’s patents and leave the 
damaged inventors. at the mercy of the slow-moving, and to 
some the prohibitively expensive, Court of Claims process.. 

What has the gentleman from New York to say in explana- 
tion of the fact that so far as I have been able to ascertain 
this save-harmless clause, under which the contractor is saved 
harmless by the Government, is not used in contracts in 
either the Navy or the Army except in these peculiar Army 
airplane contracts? Even in the Navy the Bureau of Aero- 
nauties, which has to let its contracts through the Bureau of 
Supplies and Accounts, this is not permitted, but, on the con- 
trary, the contractor is required to save the Government harm- 
less. i 

I now read from a Navy airplane contract: 

The contractor shall indemnify the United States, and all officers and 
agents thereof, for all liability incurred of any nature or kind on ac- 
count of the infringement of any copyright or patent rights granted 
by the United States that may affect the adoption or use of the article 
contracted for or the work done under this contract. 


This is the form of save-harmless clause which I think will 
be found in Government contracts other than those of the 
Army Air Service. 

This contract is the form used by the Navy for airplanes and 
parts. If the save-harmless clause as used in the contracts witli 


the air trust Is proper, then there is no more reason why the 
Navy Aeronautical Bureaw should not save the contractor 
harmless than there is that the Army Air Service save him 
harmless, By the same reasoning, if there is any reason why 
the contractor should save the United States harmless in Navy 
aircraft contracts, then the same reason certainly would apply 
to the Army contracts as well as to any other contracts for the 
manufacture of Government equipment to which patents are 
incident. 

The gentleman from New York again is misinformed when he 
states that the reason the Government did not accept the offer 
of an unconditional license to certain patents made by the 
owner thereof for $1 was due to the fact that this inventor was 
trying to secure a validation of his contract by Government 
acceptance and because the inventor refused to extend the 
license to cover all departments of the Government. 

The fact is, and I have a complete official record on this, that 
not only was the offer unconditional, requiring no validation 
by the Government of these patents, and under which the Goy- 
ernment could have inserted a clause, as it did in the Handley- 
Page million-dollar contract, leaving the validity of the patents 
open to proper adjudication; but this is absolutely the first 
bi such a question has ever been raised in relation to this 
offer, 

Furthermore, the trust was endeavoring to take advantage of 
this inventor on this very offer by the following method: The 
trust was even then figuring on getting possession of all out- 
side patents through the offices of the Government of the 
United States by creating a pseudo governmental civil aero- 
nautics department, similar to that now outlined in the Winslow 
bill. Under this the trust expected to operate commercial com- 
panies for private profit, and the offer of this inventor was 
turned down by Government officials because he would not ex- 
tend his license so as to cover the use of his patents by these 
private companies in their private commercial enterprises. 

My friend from New York forgets the fact that the Judge 
Advocate General of the Army had already held that this in- 
ventor had right of action against the Government in the Court 
of Claims for infringement of his patents. 

This is typical of how this trust operates, and I adyise the 
Members of this House to very carefully read the Winslow 
bill, which absolutely turns over possession of the air any- 
where in the United States beyond a few hundred feet above 
the housetops. 

I say to the Members of this House that if this Winslow bill 
is enacted into law, it will be just as logical for Congress to 
pass a law requiring a license for persons to breathe of the 
atmosphere. 

My friend from New York said it would be interesting if I 
had named the firms in the United States equipped with ex- 
perience and proper factories who were capable of building. 
aireraft at the outbreak of the war and who were not given 
contracts by the department. 

I suggest that the gentleman read the testimony and the hear- 
ings of the Senate Thomas committee, and particularly that 
testimony given before a subcommittee of the Committee on 
Military Affairs which investigated the cross-license agreement. 
I ean assure my distinguished colleague from New York, how- 
ever, that at the proper time not only will the men themselves 
be brought forward, but, in my opinion, adequate documentary 
evidence will be fortheoming to show a list of such firms. which 
will, I am sure, astound him. 

He says he is not prepared to say there was no fraud in the 
overpayments of about $40,000,000 to the aircraft trust on 
aircraft contracts. 

My answer to that is, neither am I. In fact, I strongly sus- 
pect, from the declarations of the Department of Justice in the 
Dayton-Wright complaint, to say nothing of the indictment of 
Phillips and others, that there was cousiderable fraud mixed 
up in this. 

The gentleman says that it has now been discovered that per- 
haps there is no cause of action in the Wright-Martin ease, 
Then a little further on, in discussing the “ Dear John” letters, 
he says that it was perfectly proper and not unnatural for the 
Secretary of War, at the instance of a good friend, Dear 
Hayden,” president of the Wright-Martin Co., to see to it that 
the Department of Justice held up action in the case after it 
had passed from the jurisdiction of the War Department, ac- 
cording to Mr. WALNwsIGH?’s own memorandum to the Seere- 
tary of War, in which he held, and which the Department of 
Justice later confirmed, could not possibly be handled except by 
a court possessed of full powers to enforce its findings. Yet the 
Secretary of War moved within two days after submission of 
that memorandum to delay action in the Department of Justice. 
Incidentally I want to say that the attitude of the gentleman 
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from New York at that time is a bright and shining spot of 
patriotism and clean government in that blotch of sad and 
dismal failure. 

When it is remembered that action in this case was promised 
within three weeks, and that promise was made over a year ago, 
and my friend now admits that it begins to look as though 
there never would be any court action, it seems to me that the 
interference of the Secretary of War in this particular case 
was questionable. I also note in the annual report of the Chief 
of Air Service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1923, that he 
does not even list the Wright-Martin case among those which 
have been completed and forwarded to the Department of Jus- 
tice for the recovery of overpayments. 

Neither is it listed by the Chief of Air Service in the 10 
cases still under consideration by the board, nor is it listed in 
the cases in which suits have been entered. Could it be that 
because of these Dear John” letters the Chief of the Air 
Service regards this case as closed? Do the Members of this 
House believe the Government would ever get anywhere in 
recovering overpayments on war contracts if every Cabinet 
officer is to interfere with the wheels of justice at the solici- 
tation of some dear friend who happened to be caught in the 
net? 

In this same connection the Chief of the Air Service reports 
that the Department of Justice has made a recovery of $1,550,000 
out of overpayments admitted to be more than $40,000,000. The 
fact is the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Wooprurr] made a 
speech on the floor of this House, which resulted in the De- 
partment of Justice being forced to take action to recover any- 
thing in this claim, which was that against the Lincoln Motor 
Co. The fact is the Lincoln Motor Co. was overpaid according 
to the audits of the Air Service itself $9,188,561.98. The claim 
was settled by a compromise by the Department of Justice for 
$1,550,000, because through delay of the Department of Justice 
the company dissipated its funds and went bankrupt. I be- 
lieve my colleagues will agree that this was a pretty good set- 
tlement for the Lincoln Motor Co. 

The gentleman says that Mr. Hughes found little evidence of 
positive fraud or dishonest dealings. 

Unfortunately, what little evidence Mr. Hughes did find was 
not used to court-martial Col. E. A. Deeds, but apparently re- 
sulted in a banquet to him instead. And what of Colonel 
Vincent? 

The gentleman was not prepared to accept my assertion that 
dummy companies operating on the outside of the air trust 
as so-called independents are actually owned by members of the 
trust. 

I would advise him to look up the ownership of the Lawrence 
Engine Corporation, and see if he finds that company to be 
owned by the Wright Aeronautical Corporation, and then if he 
will pursue his inquiry a little further he may find that the 
Wright Aeronautical Corporation is the old Wright-Martin Co. 
with a new dress on. There are numerous instances of this 
sort which I am sure the gentleman can find. 

My friend says that only by the judicious distribution of 
Government contracts can aircraft manufacturing concerns be 
kept alive. 

To this I heartily agree, and I am sure he will also agree that 
unless the distribution of contracts is very judicious we will 
find the trust in complete power and wholly dominating the 
industry. So that is why I urge that more justice be observed 
in the distribution of these contracts, and that everybody, not 
only the air trust, be given a chance. 

These contracts should be distributed on merit and not ac- 
cording to lines of favoritism. 

My friend says I am misinformed when I say that the manu- 
facturers who built the war aircraft made unconscionable 
profits. 

If the gentleman from New York will turn to page 5292 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp for April 11, 1922, he will find it 
shown that the Wright-Martin Co., for instance, according to 
the Government audits, while stating that 8 per cent was the 
proper profit on Government contracts to the company, actually 
collected 270 per cent profit. I am sure my friend will agree 
that that falls within the category of what might be termed un- 
conscionable profits. This is not the only case. 

The gentleman seems to see nothing remarkable in the fact 
thet disassembling and packing planes cost $3,000 per plane. 

At this rate it is not remarkable that airplanes cost the Gov- 
ernment from $65,000 to $150,000 apiece and more. 

The gentleman justifies the Packard motor contract and the 
Gallaudet contract on the ground that they were experimental. 

This is one of the very questions I want investigated, this 
question of experiments, 


So far as I have been able to learn, patents are ruthlessly | 
taken and the rights of their owners infringed, and the owners 
are told that the work is “ experimental.” 

If 10 motors are experimental, then a hundred motors would 
be experimental. If 100 motors are experimental, then a thou- 
sand motors would be experimental. 

My friend admits in this connection that the lowest bidder ` 
was not given the contract for these motors because somebody 
said he lacked the necessary experience and equipment for the 
work. This was exactly the excuse given by the officials who 
gave the contracts to the air trust during the war days when 
the trust was seeking to crush the independent manufacturers 
by withholding Government contracts from them. Of course, 
it is more costly to build the first experimental motor or plane 
than if is to build subsequent similar motors or planes; but if 
the contractor can make a few changes and get another experi- 
mental contract on the same motor or plane, he can continue 
indefinitely at extortionate prices, and this is exactly what I 
suspect is the situation. In reference to the Gallaudet con- 
tract, where the Government stopped the contract amounting 
to $110,000 after it had paid $88,000 to the contractor, I be- 
lieve no man can defend the letting of contracts to such a 
magnitude for a plane that has not been tested to determine 
whether it will fiy or whether it is too costly. If the air 
officers are competent, they can ascertain with almost mathe- 
matical accuracy whether or not a given type of plane will 
fly or whether it will be too costly before it is constructed. ` 

If the officers did not know the Gallaudet machine would fly, 
why did they order three of them instead of just ordering one 
for a test? I am ready to produce experts at the proper time 
who will testify and prove that it is just as easy to ascertain 
the capabilities and capacity of an airplane within a reason- 
able limit before it is constructed as it is to ascertain the capa- 
bilities and capacities of a ship. The Government would be 
in a fine shape, would it not, if it had to pay experimental 
prices for warships at the rate it is spending money for experi- 
mental airships without being able to know that the ships 
would float or not until they were constructed? 

The gentleman from New York says that the plane which 
was destroyed at McCook field without test was not as efficient 
as the Barling bomber, that it was built around a novel power 
plant which was not effective, and that it was determined that 
the plane as built could not be flown without great peril to 
the pilots. He says it was never flown, so it was decided it 
was worthless, 

Now, gentlemen, let us see what a singular contradiction 
we haye here. When an aeroplane is built by the Gallundet 
company they have to have a contract for three planes, and 
one has to be built on the ground, says Mr. WAINwRIGHT, that 
it is impossible to ascertain in advance what a new type of 
plane can do until it has been actually built and flown. 

But in this case when an independent manufacturer builds 
a bomber at once the Air Service can see that it is a man 
killer and it is destroyed by incendiary darts before some one 
attempts to fiy it. That destruction is called an accident for 
six months until the truth is forced out that it was done by 
deliberate design. 

Why does the Air Service have to conceal the destruction of 
worthless planes, if this plane was worthless, under the plea 
that it was an accident? Why did the War Department award 
a certificate of merit to the inventor for building this machine 
if it was a man killer? The relative efficiency of this machine 
and the Barling bomber are matters of laborious laboratory 
tests most exacting in their nature, and the official records of 
which I now have copies. The inventor of this machine 
wanted to fly it. Why did not the Air Service let him do so? 

I have records of other officers who wanted to fly this plane. 

If the power plant was inefficient, how does the Air Service 
account for an official report showing that the motors hvoked 
to this transmission were allowed to generate several hundred 
more horsepower than the transmission was eyen designed to 
stand, and how does it account for the fact that the trans- 
mission did stand up and the motors ran themselves to pieces? 

If the Air Service could tell that this machine would not 
fly, why could not it tell that the Gallaudet machines would 
not fly? 

How does the Air Service account for the fact that it has let 
millions of dollars worth of contracts to the air trust involving 
the very transmission principle which was condemned in the 
very machine which was destroyed? 

My friend from New York expresses some indignation be- 
cause I question the propriety of the Air Service risking the 
lives of our flyers and expending the money appropriated by 
Congress for the construction of battle planes in propaganda 
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flights around over the country in trying fo arouse public 
sentiment to force Congress to give the Air Service more money. 

I repeat that the proper place for these officers to come with 
this great knowledge of aeronautics ascribed to them by the 
gentleman from New York is to Congress. If these men can 
not convince Congress that they are entitled to the appropria- 
tions they ask for, then I submit to this House that it is 
highly improper for them to undertake to arouse publie senti- 
ment by hazardous exhibitions of flying in airplanes which 
have no relation to offensive or defensive warcraft in order to 
force Congress to do something which these air men can not 
convince it ought to be done. 

These racing planes for which the country's money is being 
spent can not mount a gun, and if we had 10,000 of them they 
could not stop one foreign bomber from flying over our shores, 
except possibly by flying into and crashing both planes to earth. 
Such a policy is absurd. In one continental flight 10 aviators 
were killed, 

Let me say in conclusion that the argument that there are no 
other manufacturers except the members of this Manufacturers’ 
Aireraft Association who can build airplanes for the Government 
is not only fallacious, but if it were true it would only go further 
to prove that the independent manufacturers have been crushed 
in the coils of an air octopus. Of course, as the gentleman says, 
we have subsidized this air trust. And by the same token if we 
had taken the independent manufacturers who spent years, 
lives, and fortunes in bringing the art of flying to its present 
standards those independent manufacturers would be perfectly 
able to-day to manufacture aircraft for the Government. 

If the Government would give these independent manufac- 
turers self-financing contracts, such as the air trust is getting, 
wherein the Government advances the money necessary to 
carry the contract on, there would be somebody besides this air 
trust who could build airplanes for the Government. 

Under the exigencies of war and the prostitution of patriot- 
ism, our dollar-a-year heroes created a Frankenstein. Are we 
going to now continue to nourish this monster, when we are 
to-day in its clutches? Are we going to continue to inoculate 
the germ of defenselessness into our very air defense system? 

In spite of the attempts of the trust to crush these inde- 
pendent companies, some of them, with their engineering staffs 
and plants, do yet live. 

There is no use piling argument upon argument before this 
House. This thing is primarily a question of patents. 

My friend from New York seems to see a great saving for 
the Government through this cross-license agreement on the 
Wright patent. Does he think when the Government paid a 
million or two million dollars for the patent it saved anything, 
when the rights under the same patent were sold to Great 
Britain for $75,000? 

I am not rattling war bones. I am making a plain proposi- 
tion, that when the officials of a bank have betrayed the de- 
positors and dissipated the funds it is poor business, to say the 
least, to put those same officials in charge of a new bank. 

I want to know the truth about this thing. And I want to 
know that what I have learned is the truth, not some form of 
propaganda or misrepresentation. I believe my friend from 
New York is just as anxious to learn the truth as I am, and I 
believe that he will be just as shocked as I was when he finds 
out the truth. 

I have no desire to launch this House into an investigation 
without due deliberation. But I must confess that the lack of 
reliable information, which seems to hamper my friend from 
New York, has convinced me that an inquiry should be insti- 
tuted to ascertain the facts.. If the Air Services are in good 
condition, if the policies are proper ones, an inquiry such as I 
propose will go much further, indeed, to win more money from 
Congress for these services than all their hazardous flying. 
costing millions of dollars and scores of lives, in a propaganda 
campaign throughout the country can achieve. 

No honest and efficient bureau of the Government fears an 
investigation. Honest and efficient, men and honest and 
efficient departments court investigation. 

I think the Committee on Patents should inquire into this 
whole question of patents as related to the Air Services and 
advise this House as to whether or not an investigation by a 
special committee into the operations of the Air Services is 
necessary. This is not an unreasonable request. I maintain 
that the whole air trust and the cross-license agreement were 
8 upon a false assumption as to the patent situation in 
a on. 


If after the Patent Committee has examined the documents 


which have been brought in to me and has gone into this ques- 
tion it reports to this Heuse that no further investigation is 
necessary, I shall be satisfied. And that report would stand as 


a contradiction to these men and these magazines who are 
assailing our Air Services with charges too grave to go un- 
challenged. If the condition is such as to need investigation, 
let us find that out. I agree with my friend from New York that 
our air defense is too important to be neglected by the Congress. 

The distinguished gentleman from New York and myself 
could debate this question pro and con for the rest of this 
session and would probably be no nearer a solution than we 
were when we began. 

The proper procedure to ascertain the facts in this case 
would be to turn it over to the Committee on Patents instead 
of trying to produce all the evidence on the floor of the House 
and take up the time of all of the Members. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, I obtained unanimous con- 
sent a moment ago to print an amendment in the Recorp. I 
ask now that following that amendment there be printed 
the short table appearing on page 2579 of the Recoxp, showing 
the brackets, present rates, rates proposed, and the British 
rates, so that Members can see at a glance just what the 
amendment is intended to do. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to reprint in the Recorp the matter stated. Is 
there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 


REFERENCE OF BILLS. 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has had called to his attention 
three bills, which were obviously by mistake of the Chair mis- 
referred, and without objection the Chair will rerefer to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries the bill 
H. R. 7181, which was referred to the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee; to the Judiciary Committee the bill H. R. 7189, which 
was referred to the District of Columbia Committee; and to the 
Committee on Military Affairs the bill H. R. 7182, which was 
referred to the Committee on the Public Lands, 

Mr. BLANTON. Would the Speaker mind stating what bill 
that is which is taken from the District Committee? 

The SPEAKER. A bill making the possession of a firearm 
or other deadly weapon while engaged in the unlawful manu- 
facture, transportation, or sale of liquor a felony. It applies 
to the whole country and not simply to the District of Columbia, 


TAX REDUCTION. 


Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
there has recently been much said as to what is the real Mellon 
plan. The Mellon plan is not fully disclosed by one suggestien 
or one bill any more than the plans of a house are fully shown 
by the detail drawings of the front porch. 

We find the Secretary of the Treasury at one time advo- 
cating a sales tax, at another suggesting 3 cents postage on ordi- 
nary letters, and a tax on all checks drawn on banks regardless 
of their size, At all times we find him urging less taxes for 
the millionaire profiteer and more for the common folks. So 
it is most evident that his plan is to tax more and more the 
poor and to finally relieve entirely the very rich. 

The real Mellon plan is summed up in the following: 


Tax the people, tax with care, 
Tax to help the millionaire ; 
Tax the farmer; tax his fowl; 
Tax the deg and tax his howl; 
Tax his hen and tax her egg, 
And let the bloomin’ mudsill beg. 
Tax them just all you can, 

This is, friends, the Mellon plan. 


Tax his pig and tax his squeal, 
Tax his boots, run down at heel; 
Tax his horses, tax his lands, 

Tax his blisters on his hands; 
Tax him just all you can; 

This is, friends, the Mellon plan. 


Tax his plow and tax his clothes, 
Tax his rag that wipes his nose; 
Tax his house and tax his bed, 
Tax the bald spot on his head; 

Tax the ox and tax the ass; 

Tax his Henry,“ tax the gas; 
Tax the road that he must pass 
And make him travel o'er the grass; 
Tax him just all you can; 

This is, friends, the Mellon plan. 


Tax his cow and tax the calf, 
him if he dares to langh; 

e is but a common man, 

So tax the cuss just all you can, 

This is, friends, the Mellon plan. 


Tax the lab'rer, but be discreet, 
Tax him for walking on the street; 
Tax his bread and tax his meat, 
Tax his shoes clear off his feet. 
Tax the pay roll, tax the sale, 
Tax all his hard-earned paper kale; 


This is, friends, the Mellon plan. 


; Tax their coffins, tax their shrouds, 
— Tax their souls beyond the clouds; 


— Tax “small” business, tax the shop; 


— Tax their incomes, tax their stocks; 
Tax the living, tax the dead, 
Tax the unborn before they're fed 
Tax the water, tax the air, 

Tax the sunlight if you dare; 
Tax them all, tax them well, 
Take it all, don’t leave a smell; 
Tax good roads, tax the stones, 
Tax the farmers, tax their loans, 
Kill their credit, raise their rates, 
Tax the cities, tax the States; 
Save the profiteer his gold, 

Tax the poor, tax the old; 

Tax them just all you can, 

This is, friends, the Mellon plan. 


Gentlemen, I am unalterably opposed to the Mellon plan. I 
am for the Garner, or Democratic, plan, which provides for 
less tax burdens for the great common people of America. 

ADJOURN MENT. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 56 
minutes p. = the House adjourned until Monday, February 
25, 1924, at o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETO. 


877. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a communication from 
the President of the United States, transmitting a supplemental 
estimate of appropriation for the legislative establishment of 
the United States for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, in 
the sum of $5,000 (H. Doc. No. 205), was taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIO BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. ELLIOTT: Committee on Elections No. 3. A report in 
the contested election case of Chandler y. Bloom, from the nine- 
teenth district of the State of New York (Rept. No. 224). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SNYDER: Committee on Indian Affairs, H. J. Res. 181. 
A resolution creating a joint committee of three Members of the 
Senate and three Members of the House to investigate the 
administration of Indian affairs in the State of Oklahoma; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 225). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE, 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 7189) making the possession of a firearm or 
other deadly weapon while engaged in the unlawful manufac- 
ture, transportation, or sale of liquor a felony; Committee on 
the District of Columbia discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

A bill (H. R. 7181) to regulate common carriers by water; 
Committee on Ways and Means discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

A bill (H. R. 7182) to establish the Jackson National Forest 
in the State of South Carolina; Committee on the Public Lands 
discharged, and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 

Under clause 8 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
Were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. LEAVITT: A bill (H. R. 7235) to establish an aux- 
illary fish-cultural station in the Yellowstone National Park; to 
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries, : 
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By Mr. HAMMER: A bill (H. R. 7236) to erect a post-offica 
building in the city of Thomasville, N. C.; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. MANSFIELD: A bill (H. R. 7237) to authorize = 
acquisition of a site and the erection thereon of a Federal 
building at Hallettsville, Tex.; to the Committee on Public’ 
Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. SABATH: A bill (H. R. 7238) to amend paragraph 5, 
of section 20 of the interstate commerce act; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. SCHNEIDER: A bill (H. R. 7239) authorizing the 
Secretary of the Interior to pay certain funds to various Wis- 
consin Pottawatomi Indians; to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs. 

By Mr. TINKHAM: A bill (H. R. 7240) in reference to pro- 
tection abroad of aliens wives of American citizens; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. KELLY: Resolution (H. Res. 190) requesting infor- 
mation from the Postmaster General; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. BERGER: Resolution (H. Res. 191) to investigate 
the strike of machinists and other employees on various rail 
road lines; to the Committee on Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. COLE of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 7241) granting a pen- 
sion to Mary Taylor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CRISP: A bill (H. R. 7242) granting an increase of 
pension to Mrs. William McCormick; to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr, DAVILA: A bill (H. R. 7243) for the relief of Jose 
Louzau; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. EDMONDS: A bill (H. R. 7244) for the payment of 
claims for damages to and loss of private property incident to 
the training, practice, operation, or maintenance of the Army; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. EVANS of Montana: A bill (H. R. 7245) for the relief 
of W. W. Payne; to the Committee on the Publie Lands. 

By Mr. FAIRFIELD; A bill (H. R. 7246) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Thersa J. Sunderland; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GLATFELTER: A bill (H. R. 7247) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Ida A. Jacobs; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 7248) granting a 
pennon to Harriet E. Kile; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. HOWARD of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 7249) for 
ye relief of Forrest J. Kramer; to the Committee on Indian 

airs, 

By Mr. MANLOVE: A bill (H. R. 7250) granting a pension to 
Martha E. Harmon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7251) granting a pension to Emma A, 
Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7252) granting a pension to Lucy 
Michener ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RAMSEYER: A bill (H. R. 7253) granting a pension 
to John W. Stokesberry; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 7254) for the relief of E. J. 
Hendrycks; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. TINKHAM: A bill (H. R. 7255) for the relief of 
Stephen J. Crotty; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. WELLER: A bill (H. R. 7256) to grant extension of 
patent to Walter D. Johnston; to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 7257) granting 
a pension to Anna K, Warren; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WRIGHT: A bill (H. R. 7258) for the relief of Ensign 
Joseph ©. Molder, Supply Corps, United States Navy; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs, 


PETITIONS, ETO, 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: i 

1304. By the SPEAKER (by request) : Petition of the gov- 
ernor and members of the Fortieth General Assembly of Iowa, 
urging the enactment into law of the McNary-Haugen bill; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

1805. By Mr. FULLER: Petition of sundry citizens of De 
Kalb and Kendall Counties, III., favoring repeal of the nuisance 
war taxes, and especially of the tax on industrial alcohol; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means 
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1306. Also, petition of the International Brotherhood of Elec- 
trical Workers, favoring the enactment of the adjusted com- 
pensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1307. Also, petitions of the General Federation of Women’s 
Clubs favoring the sending of representatives to the forth- 
coming International Opium Conference and appropriation of 
the necessary funds therefor; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

1308. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of the International Broth- 
erhood of Locomotive Engineers, of Enid, Okla., requesting 
favorable consideration of increase of appropriation for the 
Federal locomotive inspection department safety laws; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

1309. By Mr. GARNER of Texas: Petition of the Texas Con- 
gress of Mothers and Parent-Teachers’ Associations, Austin, 
Tex., indorsing child labor constitutional amendment; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

1310. By Mr. HUDSON: Petition of the citizens and users 
of motor vehicles of Flushing, Mich., and vicinity favoring the 
repeal of all war excise taxes on motor vehicles and the tax 
on parts and accessories of motor vehicles; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

1311. By Mr. MADDEN: Petition of the Chicago Motor Club, 
bearing signatures of various citizens of the State of Illinois, 
urging the repeal of all unfair war excise taxes, including 
those on the motor vehicle and the tax on misfortune which 
every car user must pay the Federal Government when acci- 
dents or other mishaps force him to buy parts; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

1312. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Petition of 
members of the Miriam Hospital Association of Rhode Island 
opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on 
Immigration and Naturalization. 

1313. By Mr. O'SULLIVAN: Petition of the Connecticut 
State Federation of Post Office Clerks, indorsing House bill 
4123, known as the Kelly bill; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

1314. By Mr. OLDFIELD: Petition of W. A. Hicks, Little 
Rock, Ark., advocating 1 cent postage in cities and on rural 
routes; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

1315. By Mr. ROGERS of New Hampshire: Petition of Amer- 
ican Polish Citizens Club, American Polish Woman's Associa- 
tion, Holy Cross Athletic Club, Thad. Kosciuszko Society, Br. 
Pom. Ryc Society, Polish National Alliance Groupe 874, Polish 
Falcons Alliance, of Manchester, N. H., opposing the Johnson 
immigration bill in its present form; to the Committee on Im- 
migration and Naturalization. 

1316. By Mr. ROUSE: Petition of members of the machinists’ 
union of Kenton County, Ky., requiring all strictly military sup- 
plies to be manufactured in the Government-owned navy yards; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1317. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of citizens 
of Brockwayville, Pa., urging the removal or reduction of 
nuisance and war taxes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

1318. By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of Hon. John W. Benson and 
other citizens of Rolette, N. Dak., and vicinity, asking for an 
increase in the duty on wheat from 30 to 60 cents per bushel, 
the repeal of the drawback and milling-in-bond privilege of the 
tariff act of 1922, also favoring the passage of the Wallace 
plan for the marketing of wheat; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1319. Also, petition of Charles Michels and other citizens, of 
New Rockford, N. Dak.; Carl Aamodt and other citizens, of 
Overly, N. Dak., and vicinity; also petition of citizens of Bow- 
don, N. Dak., urging the passage of the Norris-Sinclair bill; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

1320. Also, petition of J. H. Wampler and other citizens, of 
Bordulac, N. Dak., urging reduction in the tax on alcohol; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1321. Also, petition of Henry S. Grinde and other citizens, 
of Sheyenne, N. Dak., urging the passage of the Mellon tax 
reduction bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

1322. Also, petition of the North Dakota Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration at Fargo, N. Dak., recommending the passage of the 
MeNary-Haugen bill, the Norbeck-Burtness bill, and the Capper- 
French bill; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

1323. Also, petition of 27 farmers and business men of Ber- 
wick, N. Dak., urging the passage of House bill 4150; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

1324. Also, petition of the Bismarck Lions Club, Bismarck, 
N. Dak., urging the passage of House bill 161, a bill to establish 
the Roosevelt National Park in North Dakota; to the Committee 
on the Public Lands. 


SENATE. 
Monpay, February 25, 1924. 
(Legislative day of Friday, February 22, 1924.) 
The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

505 PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll, 

The principal legislative clerk called the roll, and the fol- 
lowing Senators answered to their names: 


Adanrs Ernst Kin Robinson 
Ashurst Ferris La Follette Sheppard 
8 Niete h — Slate 
letcher e ort 
Brookhart Frazier McKellar Smith = 
ruce George McLean Smoot 
Bursum Gerry MeN. Spencer 
Cameron Glass Mayfield Stanfield 
Capper Gooding Neely Stanley 
Colt Hale Norbeck Swanson 
Copeland Harris Norris Trammell 
Couzens Harrison Oddie Wadsworth 
Cummins Heflin Overman Walsh, Mass. 
Curtis Howell Owen Walsh, Mont, 
Dale Johnson, Minn. Pepper Warren 
Dial Jones, N. Mex. Phipps Watson 
Dill Jones, Wash. Pittman Weller 
Edge Kendrick Ralston Wheeler 
Edwards Keyes Reed, Pa. Willis 


Mr. ROBINSON. I wish to announce that the senior Sena- 
tor from Louisiana [Mr. Ranspett], the junior Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. McKetrar], the junior Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. Broussarp], the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
Caraway], and the junior Senator from Mississippi [Mr, 
STEPHENS] are absent on business of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-six Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. 

CONDOLENCE ON THE DEATH OF EX-PRESIDENT WILSON. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a message of condolence on the death of ex-President 
Wilson, cabled to the Senate of the United States by the Sen- 
ate of Bolivia, which, without objection, will lie on the table 
and be printed in the RECORD, 

The cablegram is as follows: 

[All-American Cables, via Colon. J 
Lapaz, 33 GHR, February 12, 1925. 
PRESIDENT UNITED STATES SENATE, 
Washington: 

Bolivian Senate expresses its condolence in the death of the apostle 
of justice, Mr. Woodrow Wilson, and wishes to join in the mourning 
of the Nation. 
5 PARAVICINI, Presidente. 
CLAIM OF THE GOVERNMENT OF NORWAY (S. DOC. NO. 52). 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate the 
following message from the President of the United States, 
which was read: 

To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith a report from the Secretary of State 
in relation to a claim presented by the Government of Norway 
against the Government of the United States on account of 
the losses sustained by the owners of the Norwegian steamship 
Hassel in a collision between it and the American steamship 
Ausable, which at the time of the collision was being operated 
by the War Department, and I recommend that an appropria- 
tion be made to effect a settlement of this claim in accordance 
with the recommendation of the Secretary of State. 

CALVIN COOLIDGE. 

The WHITE House, February 23, 1924. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The message will be printed 
and, with the accompanying papers, will be referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I suggest that the message of the Presi- 
dent ought to be referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. The Committee on Foreign Relations will then recom- 
mend the appropriation and send it to the Committee on 
Appropriations. X 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Without objection, the refer- 
ence will be changed from the Committee on Appropriations to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

LEASES OF NAVAL OIL LANDS, : 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair lays before the 
Senate a communication from the Secretary of the Interior, 
which he asks the Secretary to read. 
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| The reading clerk read the communication, as follows: 
THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR, 

i Washington, February 23, 1924. 

The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 


| Sin: In compliance with Senate Resolution 147, dated February 7, 
1924, I have the honor to send you herewith photostat copies in 
triplicate of all leases in naval reserves Nos, 1 and 2, as shown by 
tue General Land Office, covering the period between April 21, 1922, 
and February 7, 1924, and the record pertaining thereto; also all 
correspondence, papers, etc., in the Gemeral Land Office between said 
dates relative to leases in said naval reserves which may have been 
granted prior to April 21, 1922; also report from accounts division of 
{the General Land Office giving amount of rental paid under each lease, 
back royalty paid, royalty paid under the lease, and total amount 
collected up to and including February 13, 1924. 

I am also inclosing copies of papers and record pertaining to sections 
16 and 86 in naval reserve No. 1. 

No leases have been granted in naval reserve No. 3 since April T, 
| 1922, date of the Mammoth lease already furnished. 

The Bureau of Mines has been directed to furnish copies from its 
files of any further matters lodged in that bureau, and same will be 
‘forwarded as soon as prepared. 
! Sincerely, HUEBERT Work. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The papers referred to in 
‘the communication of the Secretary of the Interior will, unless 
there is objection, be referred with the communication to the 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 


(REPORT OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES (S. DOC. NO. 54). 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the president of the National Academy of 
Sciences, transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual report of 
the academy for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1923, which 
was referred to the Committee on the Library. 


INCREASE OF JUDICIAL SALARIES (S. DOC, NO. 53). 


Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, I find in the report of the 
| American Bar Association a discussion which, I am sure, will 
be interesting to the Senate, and I ask leave that it may be 
printed as a public document. It relates to the question of the 
increase of judicial salaries, and embraces only six pages, 
which I have marked. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and the matter referred to by the Senator 
from North Carolina will be printed as a public document 
accordingly. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid before the Senate a reso- 
lution adopted by the university cabinet of the National Uni- 
versity in the city of Manila, P. I., favoring the passage of a 
' Joint resolution introduced in the House of Representatives by 
Mr. Coorzn of Wisconsin entitled“ Joint resolution to enable the 
people of the Philippine Islands to form a constitution and 
national government and to provide for the recognition of their 
independence,” which was referred to the Committee on Terri- 
tories and Insular Possessions. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution adopted by the 
annual convention of the Protestant Episcopal Church of the 
diocese of Washington, favoring the cooperation of the United 
' States with other nations for social betterment, for the out- 
Jawry of war, for the achievement of world peace, and for the 
participation of the United States in the Permanent Court of 
International Justice, which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

He also laid before the Senate a resolution unanimously 
adopted in joint convention assembled by the Pennsylvania 
State Editorial Association, the Pennsylvania Associated Dailies, 
and the Pennsylvania Weekly Newspaper Association, at Har- 
risburg, Pa., favoring the passage of legislation to change the 
parcel-post classification so that there may be no discrimina- 
tion between the different kinds of commercial printing, stating 
that such matter should be entitled to as low a rate as accorded 
to any manufacturer’s product, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

Mr. WHEELER. I send to the Secretary’s desk and ask to 
have printed in the Recor and referred to the Indian Affairs 
8 a resolution adopted by the Flathead Tribe of 

ndians. 
i The resolution was referred to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs and order to be printed in the Reconp, as follows: 
i FLATHEAD TRIBAL COUNCIL, 
Flathead Indian Reservation. 

Whereas we, the Flathead Tribal Council of the Flathead Nation in 
the State of Montana, duly authorized to look after the interest of the 
Flathead Nation; and 


Whereas we understand that the Flathead project is abeut te be 
transferred into the Department of the Indian Bureau; and 

Whereas the Flathead Nation never at any time made a demand for 
the establishment of said project or was at any time consulted; and 

Whereas the Flathead Tribal Council feels that the transfer of the 
Flathead project tnto the Department of the Indian Bureau would 
mean that further appropriation would have to be appropriated from 
the funds of the Flathead Nation; and 

Whereas the Flathead Nation never was at any time informed as to 
how much Indian funds have been expended on said Flathead project; 
and 

Whereas there is now completed in construction work mostly all the 
land that can be irrigated, and it’s a know fact that half of the water 
that is now available would satisfy everybody concerned: Now there- 
fore be it 

Resolved, That we the officers of the Flathead Tribal Council, repre- 
senting the Flathead Nation, protest against the transfer of the Flat- 
head project into the Department of the Indian Bureau, and we fur- 
ther protest against any tribal funds being used for continuing the 
work on the Flathead project. 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, I ask to have printed in 
the Rxconn and referred to the Immigration Committee a state- 
ment issued by the American the American Federation 
of Labor, the State Grange, and the Native Sons of the Golden 
West, the latter being a California organization, in respect of 
the pending immigration bill. 

There being no objection, the statement was referred to the 
Committee on Immigration and ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, as follows: 


STATEMENT FROM CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF AMERICAN LEGION, AMERI- 
CAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, THE GRANGE, AND NATIVE SONS OF THD 
GOLDEN WEST IN REPLY TO JAPAN'S FORPIGN MINISTER ON THE SUBIRCE 
OF JAPANESE IMMIGRATION AND AMERICAN IMMIGRATION LAWS. 


San Francisco.—This statement, made on behalf of the California 
State department of the American Legion, the American Federation 
of Labor, and the Grange, and on behalf of the Native Sons of the 
Golden West, by the authorized executives thereof, is in reply to an 
appeal issued through the Associated Press by Japan, through her 
Foreign Minister, Mr. K. Matsui, to the people of the United States. 
In that appeal Japan alleges discriminatory treatment of her people 
in this country and refers to “proposals now before Congress for 
further exclusion of the Japanese.” 

There is no discriminatory treatment of the Japanese in this coun- 
try. They are accorded, everywhere, the rights and privileges to 
which all aliens, or aliens ineligible to citizenship, under our laws, 
Federal and State, are entitled. 

There is no Japanese exclusion bill now before Congress, and no 
such measure which mentions the Japanese. Minister Matsui prob- 
ably refers to that provision in the general tmmigration bill, which 
would exclude hereafter, as immigrants or permanent residents, all 
aliens ineligible to citizenship. 

Far from singling out the Japanese, this provision applies to all 
the yellow and brown races, comprising about half the population of 
the globe, and includes Hindus, Malays, Chinese, Japanese, and Fili- 
pinos—of which the Japanese constitute only a small fraction. 

The provision is in strict accord with the Federal law forbidding 
naturalization of certain aliens, passed in 1790, which law has not 
since been changed in this particular, nor was complaint in regard 
to this law or its effect on the Japanese people ever made by Japan 
at any time until within the past few decades, since she started her 
pelicy of colonization in the United States. The provision is cer- 
tainly a fundamental step in the restriction of unassimilable immi- 
gration now demanded by the Nation. It has received unanimous 
indorsement in national conventions of the American Legion, the 
American Federation of Labor, and the Grange. 

Minister Matsul's appeal, while couched in courteous language, isi 
an extraordinary attempt on the part of a foreign nation to influence} 
the electorate of this country against legislation on a purely domestic | 
question—immigration—because such legislation does not accord with | 
the interests or desires of that nation and her nationals. 

This appeal was preceded by an unsuccessful attempt to force the 
House Immigration Committee at Washington to eliminate the pro- 
vision in question from the immigration bill. According to widely 
published press reports, the attempt was made at the instance of our 
Department of State, because of strong protests from Japan, and at! 
the instance of our Department of Commerce, because of complaint’ 
from certain American commercial interests which were threatened , 
by Japan with cancellation of rehabilitation contracts aggregating 
$200,000,000 if this provision were enacted into law. 

We protest against such interference by Japan—and against such 
interference by any other nation—should any other mation, encouraged 
by Japan, be so presumptuous. Immigration is a purely domestic prob- 
lem, which it is the privilege and duty of a government to deter- 


mine, uninfluenced by urge or protest from other nations. The solu- 
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tion reached should be determined solely by the effect it may have 
upon American citizenship, regardless of effect upon other nations or 
other peoples, and uninfluenced by considerations of trade or threat of 
war. Such a question can not safely be left to the determination of 
those who would barter the vital principle involved for a few million 
dollars in trade. 

Under the present arrangement and regardless of this country's views 
or desires, any Japanese who comes to our shores bearing Japan's pass- 
port—provided he be not afflicted with contagious disease—must be 
accepted as immigrant or permanent resident. No other nation per- 
mits immigration under such conditions. We should regulate our 
immigration—as do all other natlons—in accordance with our own 
interests, by our own laws, enforced through our own departments 
by our own officials, 

Since Japan insists that this country should not enact legislation 
which will bar her nationals, even indirectly, as immigrants, it is 
proper to point out that Japan excludes as immigrants to her country 
the Chinese and Koreans—thereby discriminating against her own color. 
Her claim—doubtless true—is that such policy is demanded by the 
interests of the Japanese people. 

We are friendly with Japan and wish to remain friendly; but, as 
President Roosevelt pointed out, that friendship can not continue if 
communities of unassimilable Japanese established in this country pro- 
mote trouble through economic competition and racial friction. 
` The gentlemen’s agreement—referred to by Minister Matsui as work- 
ing satisfactorily—has worked satisfactorily to no one but Japan. 
President Roosevelt explained to the California Legislature in his 
telegram of February 9, 1909, and in his autobiography that Japan 
agreed with him that the two races, being unassimilable, it was un- 
wise to encourage or permit the increase of Japanese population in 
this country. The announced purpose of the gentlemen’s agreement, 
as explained by him, was not only to forbid further Japanese immigra- 
tion but also to decrease the number of Japanese already in the 
country. He pointed out that the result of the first six months’ opera- 
tion of the gentlemen's agreement had been entirely satisfactory, in 
that it had decreased the Japanese population in the United States 
by 2.000. 

The vigilance shown by President Roosevelt, however, was not ob- 
served by his successor, President Taft, with the result that the 
Japanese population in continental United States is now three times 
what it was when Japan opened negotiations for the agreement— 
while the Chinese population, under the exclusion act, has decreased by 
more than 50 per cent. 

Japanese births in the United States are about 12,500 annually— 
5,000 each in Hawaii and in California, and half as many in the other 
States of the Union. 

The gentlemen's agreement, therefore, bas not only been a failure and 
a detriment’ to this country in actual result, but it is also vicious in 
principle, conceding to a foreign nation the right to regulate our im- 
migration from that nation, 

MORGAN KEATON, 
Department Adjutant California American Legion. 
PAUL SCHARRENBERG, 
Secretary California State Branch American Federation of Labor. 
Gro. R. Harrison, 
Master California State Grange. 
Wu. J. HAYES, 
Grand President Native Sons of the Golden West. 


Mr. OWEN presented the following concurrent resolution of 
the Legislature of Oklahoma, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance: 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 
r DEPARTMENT OF STATE. 
To all to whom these presents shall come, greeting: 


I, R. A. Sneed, secretary of state of the State of Oklahoma, do 
hereby certify that the following and hereto attached is a true copy 
of senate concurrent resolution 6, passed by the senate and house of 
representatives February 2 and 9, respectively, 1924, the original of 
which is now on file and a matter of record in this office, 

In testimony whereof I hereto set my hand and cause to be affixed 
the great seal of State. J 

Done at the city of Oklahoma City this 20th day of February, 
A. D. 1924. 

[SEAL.] R. A. SNEED, Secretary of State: 


Senate concurrent resolution 6 (by soldiers’ relief committee), memo- 
rializing Congress of the United States to consider and enact a law 
providing for adjusted compensation to soldiers, sailors, marines, 
and nurses who served honorably in the World War. 

Whereas the soldiers, sailors, marines, and nurses who served honor- 
ably in the World War, by their entrance into the service offered their 
service and their lives in defense of the Nation and its principles and 
evidenced the most supreme American patriotism, and by their entrance 


into the service abandoned their individual properties, vocations, and 
business at their respective homes and were deprived of the oppor- 
tunities of participating in the opportunities commercially so profit- 
able and wonderful by virtue of the activities of war; and 

Whereas the compensation provided for and paid to those who served 
in the World War was less than 25 per cent of the most common of 
wages paid for daily labor to civilians during the period of the war; 
and 

Whereas subsequent to establishment of peace the National Govern- 
ment has paid to railroad corporations taken over during the war addi- 
tional adjusted compensation to approximate amount of $824,000,000, 
and has paid to war contractors an additional adjustment on war 
contracts with the Government of an approximate amount of $700,- 
000,000, and has paid to civilian Federal employees an adjusted com- 
pensation of $265,000,000, and to Federal civilian employees of Army 
and Navy an adjusted compensation of $235,000,000; and 

Whereas it is not in keeping with the American policy to discrimi- 
nate against its citizens, and especially should that not be done as 
against those who offered their lives and property in defense of the 
Nation during the World War; and 

Whereas France, England, Austria, New Zealand, Italy, and Canada 
have heretofore paid adjusted compensation to their soldiers, sailors, 
marines, and nurses who served honorably during said war: Now 
therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of Oklahoma (the House of Rep- 
resentatives concurring therein), That the Congress of the United 
States be, and is hereby, profoundly urged to give mature considera- 
tion and to enact a law making an adjustment in compensation to the 
soldiers, sailors, marines, and nurses who served honorably in the 
World War, to the end that the patriotic service during the war of 
the American soldier, sallor, marine, and nurse may be on a parity, 
in so far as compensation for service is concerned, with the common 
daily labor of those in civil life during the emergency. 

That the Senators and Representatives in Congress from the State 
of Oklahoma are urged to support such a provision of law. 

That a copy of this resolution be transmitted to both branches of 
Congress and a copy to each Member of the Oklahoma delegation 
therein. 

Adopted by the senate this the 2d day of February, 1924. 

F. A. CALVERT, 
Acting President of the Senate, 


Adopted by the house of representatives this the 9th day of Febru- 
ary, 1924. 
W. D. McBus, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
Correctly enrolled, J 
C. B. LEEDY, 
Vice Chairman Committee on Enrolled and Engrossed Bills. 


Mr. JONES of Washington presented a resolution unani- 
mously adopted at a regular meeting of the Washington State 
Graduate Nurses’ Assoclation, district 5, at Walla Wala, 
Wash., protesting against the classification by the Federal Gov- 
ernment placing trained nurses outside of the professional 
service, which was referred to the Committee on Civil Service. 

Mr. NORBECK presented the petitions of L. W. Gable and 
221 other farmers and business men of Wagner, Charles Mix 
County, and vicinity; of J. Coyle and 85 other farmers of Cor- 
son and Dewey Counties; of K. Nelson and 81 other citizens of 
Rosholt, Roberts County; and of Dr. C. P. Stockdale and 54 
other business men and farmers of Ethan and vicinity, Davi- 
son County, all in the State of South Dakota, praying for the 
passage of Senate bill 2012, creating an agricultural export com- 
mission, which were referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

He also presented a telegram in the nature of a petition from 
the Community Club of Claire City, S. Dak., praying for the 
passage of Senate bill 2012, creating an agricultural export 
commission, which was referred to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry. 

Mr. WILLIS presented a resolution unanimously adopted at a 
meeting of the board of directors of the Steubenville (Ohio), 
Chamber of Commerce, favoring the passage of legislation in- 
creasing the compensation of postal employees, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

He also presented the petition of Harry Miller and 559 other 
citizens in the State of Ohio, praying for the passage of legisla- 
tion granting adjusted compensation to veterans of the World 
War, which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Toledo (re- 
siding in the vicinity of Tony Wroblewski Post, No. 18, the 
American Legion), in the State of Ohio, praying for the passage 
of legislation granting adjusted compensation to veterans of the 
World War, which was referred to the Committee on Finance, 
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Mr. CAPPER presented a resolution of the Chamber of Com- 
merce of Marysville, Kans., favoring the enactment of legisla- 
tion creating a Federal agricultural export commission, which 
was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented a memorial of members of the Santa Fe 
Supervisors’ Association of the Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe 
Railway system, of Ottawa, Kans, remonstrating against the 
making of any substantial change in the transportation act of 
1920, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce. 

He also presented a resolution of the Horton Community 
Chamber of Commerce, of Horton, Kans., protesting against 
making any amendments at this time to the transportation act 
of 1920, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. 

Mr. KEYES presented a resolution of the executive board of 
the Milford (N. H.) Woman's Christian Temperance Union, 
favoring the calling of an international conference for the re- 
construction of economic relationships as a first essential step 
toward world peace, which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, 

He also presented the petition of J. N. Forrest and sundry 
other citizens of the State of New Hampshire, praying for the 
repeal or reduction of the so-called nuisance and war taxes, 
especially the tax on industrial alcohol, which was referred to 
the Committee on Finance, 

He also presented a resolution of the Milford Woman's Olub; 
of Milford, N. H., favoring the establishment of an industrial 
farm for Federal women prisoners, a reformatory for young 
men (first offenders), and the development of adequate em- 
ployment for Federal prisoners, which was referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented petitions of members of the Woman's Club 
and of the Milford Chapter of the Woman’s Christian Temper- 
ance Union, both of Milford, N. H., praying for the strict 
enforcement of the prohibition laws, which were referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. MeLEAN presented a petition of the Mount Carmel Book 
Club, of Mount Carmel, Conn., praying for the passage of legis- 
lation plaeing prohibition enforcement agents in the classified 
civil service, which was referred to the Committee on Civil 
Service. 

He also presented petitions of the board of directors of the 
Consumers’ League of Connecticut, at Middletown, and the 
Diocesan Bureau of Social Service, of Hartford, both in the 
State of Connecticut, praying an amendment to the Constitution 
regulating child labor, which were referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

He also presented a resolution of Hartford Camp, No. 50, 
Connecticut Division, Sons of Veterans, United States Army, at 
Hartford, Conn., favoring the passage of legislation granting 
pensions of $72 per month to Civil War veterans and $50 per 
month to their widows, which was referred to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

He also presented petitions of sundry automobile dealers of 
New Haven and Bridgeport, in the State of Connecticut, favor- 
ing repeal of the excise tax on automobiles and accessories, 
which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented petitions and papers in the nature of peti- 
tions of members of the Navaho Club (Inc.), of Hartford; of 
the American Legion of Connecticut, at New Haven; of Cor- 
poral Coyle Post, No. 1, Auxiliary, the American Legion, of 
Waterbury; the Meriden Post, No. 45, the American Legion 
(Inc.), of Meriden; of Strazza Post, No. 26, the American 
Legion, of Stafford Springs; and Tuttle-Burns Post, No. 43, the 
American Legion, of Winsted, all in the State of Connecticut, 
praying for the passage of legislation granting adjusted com- 
pensation to veterans of the World War, which were referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented petitions and papers in the nature of peti- 
tions of Local No. 656, Federation of Post Office Clerks, of 
Ansonia; Local No. 1077, Federation of Post Office Clerks, of 
South Manchester; employees of the Canaan Post Office; Local 
No. 16, Journeymen Plumbers of Hartford; Bricklayers, 
Masons, and Plasterers’ Union, No. 3, of New Britain; Goddess 
of Liberty Council, No. 3, Sons and Daughters of Liberty, of 
New Haven; Wilmot Lodge, No. 5, Knights of Pythias, of West 
Haven, and sundry citizens of Stamford, all in the State of 
Connecticut, praying for the passage of legislation granting in- 
creased compensation to postal employees, which were referred 
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads, 

He also presented memorials of the Cristoforo Columbo 
Lodge, No. 1033, Sons of Italy, of Hartford; the Avoda Club 


(Inc.), of Hartford; the Polish-American Political Organiza- 
tion of the State of Connecticut, at Hartford; of Circolo degli 
Amici, of New London; of the Giuseppe Curelio Constanza, 
Sons of Italy, of Ansonia; the Italian General Committee, Song 
of Italy, of Bridgeport; and of G. Nicestra M. B, Society of 
Bridgeport, all in the State of Connecticut, remonstrating 
against the passage of the so-called Johnson selective immigra- 
tion bill, as being discriminatory, which were referred to the 
Committee on Immigration. 

He also presented memorials of the legislative committee of 
the Connecticut Council of Catholic Women, of Hartford, and 
the Meriden Council of Catholic Women, of Meriden, both in 
the State of Connecticut, remonstrating against the adoption 
of the so-called equal-rights amendment to the Constitution as 
being tal to women employed in industry, which were 
referred to. the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I present sundry petitions 
signed by 3,148 citizens in the State of North Dakota, praying 
for the passage of the so-called Norris-Sinclair bill, providing 
aid to agriculture, which I ask be referred to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

The petitions were referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

The petitioners are as follows: 

J. D. Barclay and 18 others, of Mose; Erick Hanson and 
12 others, of McHenry; L. A. Anderson and 10 others,. of 
Binford; J. H. Paulson and 81 others, of Hoople; John Berg 
and 55 others, of Williams County; R. J. Dodge and 41 others, 
of Inkster; Henry Rombert and 2 others, of Inkster; Neft 
Johnson and 99 others, of Inkster; Tonnes Ivesdal and 28 
others, of Grafton; Thomas Haldorson and 27 others, of Moun- 
tain; ©. E. Hovrud and 12 others, of Schafer; T. W. Morrissey 
and 45 others, of Edmore; Arne Lima and 24 others, of Broad- 
view Township, Griggs County; H. Hanson and 7 others, of 
Minot; E. E. Mayo and 6 others, of Surrey; W. A. Beardsley 
and 89 others, of Minot; Joseph Rorbik and 22 others, of 
Cooperstown ; Ole L. Anderson and 21 others, of Binford; B. M. 
Haugen and 21 others, of Greenfield Township, Griggs County; 
John H. Haugen and 16 others, of Hannaford; C. K. Gjesdaht 
and 13 others, of Edmore; Carl Oftedahl and 6 others, of 
Hampton; Halvor Johnson and 9 others, of Battleyiew ; Louis 
Shirley and 6 others, of Noonan; Michael Rush and 6 others, 
of Hazelton; Olav O. Ness and 6 others, of Ryder; A. Skagen 
and 6 others, of Landa; Joseph A. Baillif and 10 others, of 
Woburn; E. J. Marks and 17 others, of Flaxton; Mons Iverson 
and 6 others, of Mapes; Even Johnson and 20 others, of 
Harvey; Christ H. Sonderlig and 12 others, of Pekin; A. 
Smeltzer and 4 others, of Cando; A. H. Oksendahl and 18 
others, of Tunbridge; John Wittemayer and 6 others, of 
Kramer; Mike Masseth and 6 others, of Napoleon; J. R. 
Johnson and 6 others, of Mapes; John McCallum and 11 others, 
of Clyde; O. B. Stray and 19 others, of Stanley; L. Larson 
and 12 others, of McHenry; C. O. Carlson and 16 others, of 
Glenburn; W. W. Bothwell and 20 others, of Walum; Fred 
Johnston and 21 others, of Walum; H. A. Steenson and 6 others, 
of Hannaford; H. Brunswick and 7 others, of Pekin; James 
Montague and 13 others, of Tolna; Theo. Steingun and 12 
others, of Tolna; Peter H. Fahje and 26 others, of Kenmare; 
U. Haselton and 16 others, of Norma; Chris J. Mosby and 
16 others, of Alexander; H. W. Voight and 6 others, of Bis- 
marck; Ed Hammerstedt and 4 others, of Brisbane; A. F. 
Hilller and 2 others, of Hoople; Mrs. Carrie Kraft and 1 other, 
of Clyde; Ole Johnson and 16 others, of Landa; John Weber 
and 6 others, of Wishek; John Werner and 5 others, of Zeeland; 
Richard Williams and 8 others, of Bottineau; Nick Ulberg and 
62 others, of Northwood; Henry H, Schmidt and 23 others, of 
Bismarck; Andrew Haldorson and 32 others, of Sheyenne; 
Charles Rehak and 109 others, of Forman; ©, Krohn and 3 
others ,of Omemee; H. G. Haga and 9 others, of Bergen; 
Mervin Joos and 4 others, of Wimbledon; Andrew Zessin and 
1 other, of Crary; Charles Schumacher and 6 others, of Fargo; 
A. R. Laurence and 4 others, of LaMoure; Tav Brandborg 
and 17 others, of Portland; J. G. Barlow and 38 others, of 
Eckman; Roy Wells and 31 others, of Wildrose; Mrs. Thea 
Gunderson and 4 others, of Aneta; Mrs. E. Hook and 3 others, 
of Wimbledon; Melvin E. Michaelson and 22 others, of Hanna- 
ford; James M. McManus and 24 others, of St. John; Alvin 
Lindahl and 54 others, of Oberon; 8. J. Rostvedt and 84 others, 
of Newburg; E. A. Retzlaff and 11 others, of Jessie; Chas. 
Young and 1 other, of Cooperstown; Louis Wertburg and 5 
others, of Cooperstown; John Sletten and 2 others, of Aneta; 
John Hogenson and 22 others, of Cooperstown; John Anderson 
and 22 others, of Cooperstown; C. D. Riceord and 61 others, 
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of Minot; Mrs. Swan Lindgren and 16 others, of Minot; Fred 
Rothert and 35 others, of Minot; Mrs. W. A. Beardsley and 
85 others, of Minot; O. L. Avery and 28 others, of Glenburn; 
Henry Brown and 12 others, of Minot; J. C. Berg and 33 
others, of McKenzie County; Dan Maloney and 70 others, of 
Esmond; P. C. Berntson and 35 others, of Epworth; Gilbert 
Olson and 10 others, of Cooperstown; J. D. Johnson and 22 
others, of Mose; Johnnie Overby and 19 others, of Binford; 
the Farmers’ Mass Meeting held at Steele, by J. O. Sherman, 
H. F. Sweet, and H. F. Brame, committee on resolutions; 
Edward T. Felland and 19 others, of Arnegard; ©. Burkland 
and 11 others, of Omemee; R. G. Warner and 7 others, of 
Courtenay; Walter Riek and 62 others, of Rawson; William 
Meyer and 40 others, of Hillsboro; Einer Twete and 73 others, 
of Wildrose; John R, Anderson and 65 others, of Edmore; 
James T. Broughton and 53 others, of Powers Lake; Geo. H. 
Hoople and 119 others, of Hoople; Martin Messner and 6 
others, of Pekin; Jos. A. Reinke and 12 others, of Hankinson ; 
Martin Vetfjeld and 28 others, of Berthold; Fred Riecord 
and 27 others, of Thorne; Olof Ribb and 54 others, of Donny- 
brook; C. K. Stromm and 17 others, of Hannaford; Carl V. 
Kjelgaard and 16 others, of Hannaford; Arthur E. Palm and 
19 others, of Hannaford; Magnus A. N. Skjireth and 15 others, 
of Karnak; Nels Olson and 1 other, of Walum; D. J. Ferner 
and 5 others, of Walum; Mrs. A. J. Rickford and 21 others, 
of Binford; P. J. Fenstyen and 12 others, of Binford; J. A. 
Knapp and 22 others, of Binford; T. H. Dahl and 4 others, 
of Binford; J. L. Wilkinson and 8 others, of Jessie; W. A. 
McCulloch and 15 others, of Cooperstown; W. J. Kubberness 
and 22 others, of Wimbledon; Otto F. Feske and 1 other, of 
Sutton; A. Angelshaug and 32 others, of Broadview Township; 
Martin Auren and 10 others, of Cooperstown; Andrew Sinclair 
and 10 others, of Cooperstown; Oscar Bostrom and 9 others, 
of Cooperstown; H. E. Pahaley and 15 others, of Van Hook; 
Sam Johnson and 40 others, of Rock Lake; W. A. McFall and 
26 others, of Parshall; J. B. Hagelbarger and 11 others, of 
Beulah; Andrew Lein and 29 others, of Rutland; Joe Parisien 
and 21 others, of Belcourt; Albert Norgaars and 5 others, 
of Arnegard; H. M. Clark and 20 others, of Eckman; Oscar 
Schafer and 44 others, of Stanley; Sever Severson and 51 
others, of Woodworth; and Theodore Quam and 11 others, 
of McHenry. 

Mr. CAPPER. I ask permission to have printed in the 
Recoxp and referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce a 
letter from C. A. McDonald, secretary of the Federated Shop 
Crafts of the Missouri Pacific Railroad, relative to alleged 
propaganda in connection with amendments to the Esch-Cum- 
mins law, together with an article from the Kansas City Star. 

There being no objection, the matter was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce and ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


Missoun! PACIFIC SYSTEM FEDERATION, No. 2, 
RAILWAY EMPLOYEES, 
St. Louis, Mo., February 13, 192}. 
Hon, ARTHUR CAPPER, 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senaton: In reviewing the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp dated 
February 9, I note on page 2166 yon presented memorials which were 
numerously signed by members of the Shop Association of the Atchison, 
Topeka & Santa Fe Railway system of Wichita and Chanute, Kans., 
in which they remonstrated against the making of any substantial 
change in the transportation act of 1920, and that said document was 
referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

1 do not believe that it is necessary for me to point out to you the 
fact that the railroad officials have been for the past 90 days going 
from one town to another making speeches in defense of the present 
transportation act in order that they may retain their high and un- 
reasonable freight and passenger rates and continue to rob the Ameri- 
can people. 

I am herewith inclosing to you a copy of an article taken from the 
Kansas City Star which will give you an idea of just what they are 
doing. I respectfully request, and would appreciate ft very much, if you 
will have this article inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD in order 
that as much publicity as possible be given to the railroad propaganda 
that is being put out at the present time. 

It is plain to be seen why the railroads have been so persistent in 
organizing. thelr employees, particularly those of the shop crafts, inte 
what is known as their company union in order that they might not 
only control the wages and working conditions of these employees but 
also use them from time to time in a political way for the purpose of 
influencing the representatives of our Government, It appears to me 
that such action on the part of railroad officials will in the end breed 
Bolshevism in this country. 


While I am not in a position to state just what you will be able to 
do in regard to this matter, it appears to me that some law should be 
passed prohibiting the employers of labor from in any way trying to 
influence their employees in regard to their duty as American citizens. 

I trust that you will give this matter your earnest consideration, 
advising what action you have taken relative to same. 

I remain, yours very truly, 
C. A, MCDONALD, 
Secretary Federated Shop Orafts, Missouri Pacific Railroad. 
RAILROAD LINING UP EMPLOYEES TO SAVE ESCH-CUMMINS LAW. 

TOPEKA, February 9.—The Santa Fe Railroad is getting ready to 
make a big drive among its employees to help the railroad fight any 
amendments to the Esch-Cummins transportation law. Most of the 
Kansas Members of Congress and Clyde M. Reed, chairman of the pub- 
lic utilities commission, have demanded some changes in the law that 
would stop the strangle hold the railroads have upon the country. 

The first move of the railroads to back-fire against the Kansas publie 
officials was to send a "canned ” resolution to chambers of commerce 
and other commercial organizations in which they were made to 
declare that the Esch-Cummins law was the greatest legislative act of 
a generation and ought not to be changed. The Topeka Chamber of 
Commerce was almost the only one that “fell” for the resolution, 
Most of the others refused to act upon It. 

The other day the Santa Fe shop workers in Topeka were called into 
a meeting and an address was made by J. W. Gibbons, one of the fore- 
men, Mr. Gibbons explained to these shop workers that the Esch- 
Cummins law had made the railroads more prosperous, that made the 
railroad equipment work harder, that necessitated more cleaning and 
more repairs, and that kept the shopmen busier and frequently pro- 
vided them with the double pay for overtime and Sunday work. He 
wound up by urging that every shop employee on the system, and par- 
ticularly in Kansas, should urge bis friends to get behind the movement 
to prevent any changes in the transportation act. 

This meeting is to be followed by one next month at which it ts 
planned to organize the shop workers and use the funds accumulated 
in the workers’ organization for carrying on a campaign against those 
candidates for Congress and State offices who are demanding amend- 
ments to the transportation act and are pointing out where the law 
needs changing in the interest of the general public. The workers are 
expected to use the surplus funds accumulated in their unions to help 
carry on this campaign on behalf of the railroads which seek to pre- 
vent amendments in the transportation act because of its unusual 
benefit to them. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED, 


Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A bill (S. 2601) providing for the registration of designs; 
to the Committee on Patents, 

A bill (8. 2602) to authorize and direct the Secretary of 
War to transfer certain materials, machinery, and equipment 
to the Department of Agriculture; to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 

A bill (S. 2603) for the relief of the legal representative of 
the estate of Haller Nutt, deceased; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. ELKINS: 

A bill (S. 2604) to provide for the appointment of an ad- 
ditional district judge for the northern judicial district of 
West Virginia ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BURSUM: 

A bill (S. 2605) designating the State of New Mexico as 
a judicial district, fixing the time and place for holding terms 
of court therein, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NORBECK: 

A bill (S. 2606) granting an increase of pension to Alma 
L. Bruce (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MeLEAN: 

A bill (S. 2607) granting a pension to Delia N. Banziger 
(with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 

A bill (S. 2608) granting an increase of pension to Rebecca 
C. Cotton (with accompanying papers); and 

A bill (S. 2609) granting an increase of pension to Nancy 
P. Pease (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. COLT: 

A bill (S. 2610) 


granting a pension to Annie T. Moran 
Macomber ; and 
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A bill (S. 2611) granting an increase of pension to Fannie 
E. Huntley; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. DIAL: 

A bill (S. 2612) for the relief of Francis D. Bates, sr., com- 
mittee for Francis D. Bates, jr. (with an accompanying paper) ; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HARRIS: 

A bill (S. 2613) for the relief of J. H. B. Wilder; and 

A bill (S. 2614) for the relief of Maud H. Wright; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SHORTRIDGE: 

A bill (S. 2615) granting a pension to Philip L. Schwager; 

A bill (S. 2616) granting a pension to Patrick Murphy; and 

A bill (S. 2617) granting a pension to Thomas S. Hanoum; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. OWEN: 

A bill (S. 2618) to carry into effect the twelfth article of the 
treaty between the United States and the Loyal Shawnee and 
Loyal Absentee Shawnee Tribes of Indians proclaimed October 
14, 1868; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. McKELLAR: 

A bill (S. 2619) for the relief of John Plumlee, administrator 
of the estate of G. W. Plumlee, deceased (with accompanying 
papers) ; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ELKINS: ` 

A bill (S. 2620) granting a pension to Mary C. Spaun; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 

A bill (S. 2621) relating to the use or disposal of vessels or 
vehicles forfeited to the United States, and for other purposes ; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRANDEGEE: 

A bill (S. 2622) to amend section 284 of the Judicial Code of 
the United States; and 

A bill (S. 2623) to amend section 1025 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A bill (S. 2624) for the relief of Edwin Grenville Seibels; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. McKINLEY (by request) : 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 86) to change the name of 
Mount Rainier to Mount Lincoln, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 


RETIREMENT OF CERTAIN ARMY OFFICERS. 


Mr. McLEAN submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (S. 83) making eligible for retirement 
under certain conditions officers of the Army of the United 
States, other than officers of the Regular Army, who incurred 
physical disability in line of duty while in the service of the 
United States during the World War, which was referred to 
the Committee on Miliary Affairs and ordered to be printed. 


JOHN SHARP WILLIAMS’S TRIBUTE TO WOODROW WILSON. 


Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have inserted in the Recorp a speech made by my former col- 
league, ex-Senator John Sharp Williams, before the legislature 
of my State on the death of Woodrow Wilson. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ord 

The address is as follows: 


For him who believes in the immortality of bis own soul there is a 
precious thought in the sentence which fell from Jesus’ lips: In my 
father’s house are many mansions.” Then there will be room for 
diversity of aptitudes and service there as well as here. Each can find 
the place for further development of his best qualities to higher service 
by extension of breadth and depth and length of vision. After “ shuf- 
fling off this mortal coil,” as Shakespeare calls it, this coil of fleshly 
appetites and fleshly necessities—which are our earthly limitations—the 
free spirit may envisage the plan of God, see more of its own true 
purpose and place in the creation, and know what duty is fittest to be 
performed by it as a part of God's will and way, which were only 
dimly seen and inefficiently sought, when sought at all, here on earth, 
even by the highest, most altruistic, and most idealistic natures. 

On the other hand for him who does not believe in the immortality 
of the soul and thinks man will make his exit like the angleworm or 
the sparrow—a thing in one moment endowed with that mysterious 
property “ life” and in the next moment deprived of it and cumbering 
the earth only as a material piece of potential putridity, there is still 
left the consoling and inspiring reflection that though the individual 
pass in the next moment into the nothingness of gas and air, the race 
of which he was a moment ago a part remains to “carry on forever, 
like the river whose millions of drops of water are each moment lost 
in the boundless sea, while yet the river itself remains flowing unceas- 
ingly, composed of yet other millions of water drops, succeeded in 


thelr progress by still other millions. For him, while individuals are 
mortal they are yet parts of a great continuous plan, and the human 
race, which from moment to moment they constitute, remains even on 
earth immortal, or as nearly so as the earth itself, which it inhabits, 
subdues, and improves. ‘The certainty remains, even for him, that 
each generation builds higher on the thought and accumulated per- 
formance of its predecessors; that men, “ mount on thelr dead selves 
as stepping stones to higher things” and sitting like dwarfs on giants’ 
shoulders, thereby acquire from generation to generation broader and 
longer vision. 
MEASURE OF MAN’S WORTH, 


In one view a man’s worth is measured by the quality of his de- 
velopment here and the extent to which it has fitted him for further 
service “over there.“ In both views his worth is also measured by 
his part in his generation's work, and also by his part in the true 
visions of his generation opened up, held fast, and passed on by it 
to the next generation in a part of the assured and continuous march 
of human progress—each generation “trying all things” left it by 
its predecessor and molding fast to that which is good.” 

In either of these views Woodrow Wilson’s worth must loom high, 
for his work was done in truth and honesty and courage and with a 
vision penetrating deep into the future. 

What all men are such in a measure, the men of vision, of whom he 
was one—the men of genius as we oftenest call them, are peculiarly 
“stepping stones“ for others “to higher things.” This is true, if 
even, which you and I do not believe, they cease spiritually as well as 
bodily to exist, when what we call death overtakes them. 

Their “vision” is essentially faith—a consecration to the unseen 
but eternal verities of love and service, as the only means to man’s 
“salvation,” that is to his safety—soul health and happiness there and 
hereafter. 

These men of vision, when it was a spiritual vision, have been for 
the most part neglected, often despised in their own day and espe- 
cially and proverbially in their own country—sometimes even cruci- 
fled; sometimes—most cruel of all fates—they have been met first 
with acclamation in the highest and then with crucifiction at the end. 


WOULD CARRY ON, 


Thelr death, however, is strangely always signalized by one occur- 
rence: The man dies seeing that it was “worth while” that his part 
of a great work should have been done and knowing that it will be 
carried on by others who have realized the vision, though in the 
moment of his outgoing it seems to others a “lost cause.” Thus he 
can say with Woodrow Wilson, “The machine is broken; it is best 
that I go; I am ready,” or with Paul, “For now I am ready to be 
offered; the time of my departure is at hand; I have fought a good 
fight; I have finished my course; I have kept the faith.“ Then for 
him death has, in fact, neither "sting" nor victory. What cared 
Paul, what cared Wilson, at the last about the so-called “ practical” 
men who pretended to scorn them as “idealists” and “visionaries” 
while they crucified the one in the flesh and the other in the spirit? 
For the most part these so-called “ practical” men “know not what 
they do,” because they have neither the heart to feel nor the head to 
realize that “the vision is the only really and eternally “ practical” 
thing on earth—the only antidote for man's suspicions, jealousies, 
greeds, hates, wars, and littleness. After all, the vision is only love 
and service organized for practice, and all that is needful to its suc- 
cessful operation is “the will toward it“ on our part. The theory 
underlying it, whatever may be said of its practice, Is not new. When 
Jesus summed up “all the commandments and the prophets" in these 
two, the love of God with all one’s heart and the love of one's neigh- 
bor as one’s self, He had given the key wherewith to unlock all the 
mystery—doors of human relations—whether personal, industrial, or 
international. Moreover, as an absolutely necessary corollary of that 
announcement He had at the same time inferentially announced that 
ultimately there had to come, developing from his saying as from a 
germ planted in the soul of man, a covenant of peace bétween the 
Christian people of the earth—a covenant to keep it and to enforce it. 

The vision has since then taken outline form in many great minds, 
but mixed with so much else of mysticism and “ divine right of kings“ 
and other rot of the time that it has been only a conception in part 
of what some day might be. Henry of Navarre and Alexander of Rus- 
sia had dreamt of it, but with mist in their heads. To many a poet's 
imagination, to many a seer's brain, it had in dim outline presented 
itself as something which ought some day, somehow, to come. 

CHILD OF HIS CENTURY. 

It remained for an American, who was also a southerner, and was 
in spirit as well as in time a child of his century to organize it, to 
give it form and functions, and, wonderful to relate, eyen in the hour 
of utmost hate and amid the very agents of revenge, to give to what 
had been, and promised long to be, mere “airy nothing" “a local 
habitation and a name.” 

Then, while peoples elsewhere accepted his scheme and made holy 
covenant together to serve God and man in the temple he had de- 
signed, we, the people of his own Jerusalem “ would not,” but crucified 
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his spirit—or thought and hoped we had—while at the same time, we 
“ broke,” as he said we would, “the heart of the world,” and in our 
flippancy added that we cared not, because we were not “ our brother's 
keeper.” 

Without our fellowship in the practice of the faith in the temple, 
it is not, and can not well be, a thing of completeness. The men of 
no vision prate of our rights“ and “ sovereignty," thinking of our 
duties and fellowship. Oh! would to God that some seer would write 
for mankind a bill of duties.“ We have “ bill of rights“ enough. 

The sublimest sovereignty right in this world is a sovereign right to 
eooperate with others in the performance of world duty to the human 
race. 

GREAT NAMES INVOKED. 


Men always invoke a great name to sanctify a great treason to a 
great duty, and this time they inyoked that of Washington, as authority 
for a cruel and in this era a senseless and impossible policy of isolation— 
a policy wherein the “ tribe” is everything and the “human race” is 
nothing; I can imagine Washington once more, as at Germantown, 
rising in his stirrups and swearing like an “Angel of the Lord,” while 
exclaiming: “O men of little vision, think you If I had remained until 
now on the earth I would have learned nothing from time; that I would 
have seen the world now as it was then; that I could not, or would not, 
see that your little earth has become one neighborhood, around which 
a man can ‘put a girdle’ in less than a score of days?” 

But never mind all that now. 

It remains for Wilson's countrymen a fact that this: 


“One voice above the crash of crumbling thrones 
Hath spoken, unafraid, to hearts of men, 
Across the continents, around the globe, 
Its message thrills and echoes back again.” 


So sang Annah Robinson Watson. 
Another poet, whose name I do not know, has said of him: 
“He wrought 
Ah, the wonder, 
He built a temple of hope— 
A temple of alabaster walls, 
And spires as limpid flames 
Homesick for the stars; 
Its radiance filled the world, 
And ancient races in lands afar, 
Nursing their primal wrongs, 
Upleaped to enter in. 
But vandal bands with brutal spite 
Profaned those temple walls, 
And their ample glory fied. 
His people rose with clamor wild; 
He would betray us to alien mobs,“ 
And fiercely strove till the temple fell, 
Above the ruined fane dark shadows rose, 
And filled the sky with night. 
Tie failed. 
Ah, the glory! 
By the temple walls they found him 
Broken and wounded sore ; 
By the east wall they found him 
With light upon his brow "— 
and the editor of the newspaper, whence I excerpted this poem, added, 
“So sang the poet of him. But it was not he—it was mankind—that 
failed.” 

Unfortunately for us, the comment is not just. It was not mankind, 
but only our part of American mankind, who “failed.” The crime, or 
“blunder worse than crime,” was solely ours, and it was committed— 
irony of fate—in the name of Americanism! 


IDEA NOW FUNCTIONING. 


But Wilson's ideal, rejected by his own people but organized as nearly 
as he could procure it to be organized, has been accepted by some 
‘fifty-odd nations “of the gentiles” and is a working, functioning, 
human, and humane machine, doing much good, several times already 
having maintained the peace of the world. Without us its work 
is difficult and will in some cases, doubtless,’ be impossible. For ex- 
‘ample, the great weapon in the armory of the league, by the use 
or the fear of which Wilson hoped, without war, to enforce peace 
against any outlaw nation refusing peaceful and impartial arbitra- 
ment—to wit, the weapon of embargo against its traffic and travel 
ean not be effectively wielded unless our voice is one of those inyoking 
it and our hand one of those using it. Suppose, for instance, that 
when Mussolini made his savage onslanght on Corfu, the league had 
threatened Italy with the embargo. It did not, because with the United 
States out of the league, a great Nation with immense resources for 
export, invoking as an outsider its “neutral rights,” the embargo 
could not have been made effective. 

Italy could have gone on her way “ laughing in her sleeve“ at an 
idle threat. But suppose, on the contrary, we had been a member of 


the league. Then a mere gesture of a threat of embargo would have 
been effective. Mussolini could no longer have “laughed in his sleeve,“ 
but must have agreed that Italy should leave the controversy with 
Greece to the arbitrament of the league or the council, or else the 
Italian people threatened with dearth of food and fuel, which our par- 
ticipation would have made certain, would have forced him to the right 
course or else would have forced him out of office. Eyen as it was, 
deprived of the use, or even the fear of the use, of its great weapon, 
the league, by invoking the moral sense of the world, forced Musso- 
lint to submit the controversy to the determination of the Council of 
Ambassadors, thus sparing Europe a world war, which was all the 
league sought. 

What matter it if he was permitted to “save his face“ by the 
substitution of one equally impartial court for another? The result 
world peace—was the same, and the constrained example has been of 
abiding value. 


WOULD HAVE STOPPED MURDER. 


All the same, if the United States had been a member of the league, 
the bombardment of Corfu would never have occurred, and the lives 
of its helpless murdered women and children would have been spared. 
Arbitration would have preceeded the thought even of bombardment, 

You haye heard it said “wars are inevitable" and “you can not 
change a human nature.“ 

“O ye of little faith” and of no vision! What has man been 
doing every generation since the first dawn of civilization, aye, since 
the first conquest and subjection of a force of nature by a caveman, 
except “changing his nature” and for the most part changing it for 
the better as he broadened his vision? 

For what else did Christ preach save that ye might be ‘ regene- 
rated "—that is changed in your natures? Every prophet, who brings 
to men one flash of clear insight into any one purpose of God contrib- 
utes to that continuous change. Moreover, there are always prophets. 
It is for us to listen to their suggestions of change. 

There is no miracle nor mystery about all this. It is the natural 
process in the march of human progress, as man's will and purpose 
on earth accord more and more with God's own. Even I remember, 
and I am only two years older than Woodrow Wilson—when I thought 
some questions of honor“ inevitably to be settled by the duel. My 
“nature” bas been “changed” about that. In our grandfather's 
day a family feud could not be “honorably” evaded, by any member 
of the family. My family and yours now would bring the original 
act that always Inaugurated a feud to the attention of a grand jury. 
The family’s nature“ has been changed“ about that. 

One of the purposes of God, believed by some to have been announced 
by the angels, was Peace on earth to men of good will.” It was 
announced not as a fact then existent, or soon to exist, but as a 
promise to be kept in mind and ultimately to be fulfilled. It was 
planted as a doctrinal germ in the heart of humanity to swell and 
grow until “a little leaven” should “Jeaven the whole lump.” It 
was a doctrine, not a statute. It was Wilson’s great merit to see 
that the time was ripe to translate the doctrine into an international 
statute, just as the antidueling doctrine had been transplanted into a 
municipal statute, 


WON'T ARGUE LEAGUE. 


But 1 shall not argue the League of Nations question. This is not 
an appropriate occasion for that, though it is eminently appropriate 
now to dwell on Wilson's part in it, 

Some paragrapher the other day asked: “Are the American people 
to have every four years a reargument of the League of Nations?” 
I answer: Every four years and oftener, until this Nation becomes 
actively participant in the work of this great ‘amphictyonic council 
of the civilized world.’ Whether we enter by the front door, by the 
rear door, or by a side door, or are temporarily sheltered in a lean-to 
shed room, where we can and will cooperate, our participation is 
written in the book of fate. Woodrow Wilson died in that faith. The 
object of humiliating him as one of the motives for defeating his plan 
has passed with him. It was not achieved even in his lifetime. His 
head and his purpose were held high to the end, though the latter 
was temporarily defeated. His spirit was never humiliated nor his 
hope killed, any more than was either the case with Paul, when the 
time for him “to be offered” came. Wilson was offered, too; self- 
offered like Paul. He meant what he said to Kohlsaat when he 
warned that his proposed long speaking tour would kill him: “I 
would gladly die to have this treaty ratified.” The treaty carried the 
league. He also meant what he said at another time. The words, as 
my memory carries them, though I can not put my hands now on the 
exact utterance, were: “I would rather dle fighting for a good cause 
and losing it than live fighting for a bad cause and gain it.” Like 
Paul, he “fought a good fight” and “kept the faith” to the end. 
God grant that you and I may keep it in full measure to the end and 
@efeat for national office all politicians who for expediency’s sake 
would let it be subordinated to issues more “available” for office 
getting. 
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When his death was announced I was asked by the papers to wire 
an appreciation. From my plantation home the day after I phoned in 
to wire these words: 


GREATEST OF GENERATION, 


“The greatest man of this generation died yesterday morning— 
the man with the furthest vision into the needs of the future, a 
devotee of the religion of peace on earth and good will among men. 
In devotion to that cause internationally and industrially he was 
second only in intensity of zeal and constancy of purpose to the 
Prince of Peace Himself, at whose birth the angels announced it as 
a gospel of glad tidings to a new world. Wilson died a martyr, 
stricken in the laborious service of his high office. When rightly 
viewed his is not only the greatest but the most pathetic figure of 
the generation—another martyr to a temporarily ‘lost cause ’— 
temporarily lost by reason of partisan hate and political and per- 
sonal envy, by reason of misinterpretative falsehoods and the half 
truths of tradition—lost until the sober second thought of a fun- 
damentally sound people can be appealed to. 

“His place in history is safe as one of our four really great 
Presidents—Washington, Jefferson, Lincoln, and Wilson.” 

I dwelt in that telegram, as I have dwelt here, upon what I regard 
as the soul of man’s public career—his vision of world peace and his 
consecration to it, a consecration which inyites—yes, inspires—our 
imitation, and which standing by itself would haye ranked him with our 
three other permanently great Chief Magistrates. 

But that consecration did not stand alone. Without it he still would 
rank with them, because he was our greatest war Executive. He knew 
to wait until the people were behind him, so that we could go in as a 
unit. He knew for what purposes to fight, and he made us and the 
world to know those purposes in words wonderfully inspired and won- 
drously effective. As a war Executive he was supreme in his grasp of 
the need of unity of command and the need of his own aloofness as a 
civilian magistrate from the actual ordering of purely military opera- 
tions and in his freedom from all political motivation in placing, promot- 
ing, and sustaining officers and men in the field and finally in the 
determination to have no needless, and oftenest necessarily harmful, 
details of direction from Washington. He had been literally obsessed 
with aversion to war, but, being forced into it, he knew everything else 
must be held in abeyance to the winning of it. Then it was, mounting 
to the height of the great occasion, that he uttered those ringing words 
at Baltimore, invoking Force! Force to the utmost! Force without 
stint or limit! The righteous and triumphant force, which shall make 
right the law of the world.” 


PEACE WITHOUT VICTORY. 


Without stint, without Umit of dollars or men, we were to “carry 
on until the adversaries were at our feet and until they had changed 
their rulers, who had misled them into war against democracy and 
civilization, He was far from being a “peace at any price” man, 
His were the ringing words; The right is more precious than peace.“ 
He had once plead to Europe for “ peace without victory,” but when 
the Germans would not have it so, his slogan became, No peace with- 
out evacuation of occupied territories and change of rulers,” so that 
there might be somebody we could trust, or thought we could trust, to 
keep terms of surrender when plighted. But his declaration of war pur- 
poses and the masterly way in which he led us in the whole-hearted and 
self-denying prosecution of the war to the issue of victory ‘has been ex- 
pressed so much better than I can word it by others several times that 
I will not further dwell on it. 

Through that greatest of world struggles to the triumphant end we 
came under his world leadership and by the infection of his inspiration 
without a stain. No “embalmed beef” scandal nor graft in high places 
dimmed the glory of its achievements as unfortunately the glories of 
our other wars had been sometimes dimmed, 

So much for Wilson and the league and so much for Wilson and the 
war. Had there been neither league nor war he would still have ranked 
high among the highest American statesmen. 

The able editor of the Memphis Commercial-Appeal said with un- 
challengeable force: “ His contribution to the domestic problems of his 
country would bulk huge in our minds now had the times he served 
been less large.” They have been dwarfed only by comparison with his 
other deeds. I will not tire you with a recital of the record of all his 
other teachings and achievements, whether as governor of one of our 
sovereign States or as President, nor have I broken the picture of him, 
as I see it, by recital of facts of family pedigree, nor of place and 
manner of his training and education, nor of his prominent part in our 
political, historical, and biographical literature, nor of his educational 
service, nor by giving dates and places of happenings in his life. 

SAFE FOR DEMOCRACY. 

The whole world knows one date, the date of his death; and the 
whole world, except Germany and Orlando, stopped its other business 
on hearing of that to eulogize him. Before he held, his decree that 
Hohenzollerns, Hapsburgers, Wittelbachers and that ilk of dynasts 
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“dressed In a little brief authority“ and “ cutting fantastic capers tn 
the face of high heaven,” should cease to reign, had been willingly ac- 
cepted and executed by their own subjects; before he died “the world 
was made safe for democracy "; if only, my friends, and God grant that 
it may some day be seen, democracy can be made safe for the world! 

How about the man—irrespective of high station and high achiev- 
ment, Some people there are, or at least once were, who said he was 
“cold.” His brother-in-law, Axon—his first wife's brother, who for 
some 18 years llved under the same roof, as a member of his famlly, 
tells you, on the contrary, that “ tenderness"? was his chief and essen- 
tial characteristic. Of course, a man like Wilson did not “carry his 
heart on his sleeve for daws to peck at.“ No really tender and there- 
fore sensitive man can afford to do that—only the superficial, to 
whom emotion is not sacred, may. Nor is that the babit of the true- 
bred of the race to which he and we belong, 

There were others to cite with disaproval, the few passionate and 
bitter things he said of the men he deemed disloyal and untrue. 
These outbursts, by the way, are not the traits of “cold” men. But, 
let that be. I think I know it was not the sinner he hated but the sin, 
nor were they his enemies whom he excoriated but the shifty or un- 
scrupulous enemies of a holy cause. At these he struck in his seldom 
wrath and God gave power to his words, for he spake as “one haying 
authority.” Thanks be to God. 

You haye also heard it said that he was impatient of difference of 
opinion, and intolerant of opposition, He was, as some one has well 
said, ‘Only impatient of slow heads and intolerant of bad hearts.” 
Except when a slow head knows it is a slow head and is seeking to 
learn something instead of imagining, as most slow heads do, that It is 
a wise practical“ head and fit itself to teach, why shouldn't he have 
been impatient with them? Life is too short to waste on the opinions 
of “half-baked,” would-be Instructors, when great duties are calling 
for every ounce of energy in their performance and for every moment 
they can be devoted to conservation of strength or preparation for ex- 
tension of work. For the man with little to plan and less to do there 
may well be times good naturedly of consent to be bored, but not for the 
prophets or the race. 

INTOLERANT OF DEMAGOGUES. 


As for being tolerant of bad hearts, I do not find that even Jesus 
was that. Indeed the blessed promise of “peace on earth” seems 
to have been made only “to men of good will"—at any rate that 
is my favorite and as I feel the correct rendering of the announce- 
ment, He was intolerant of evil purposes, and I am glad be was. He 
was also intolerant of demagogues, and why shouldn't he have been, 
and why shouldn't we be, if we love free institutions? What can 
be meaner, more despisable, more treasonable to democracy than the 
demagogue—the man who flatters the people's temporary whim, im- 
pulse, or emotion to make betrayal of thelr permanent interests? 

One man is reported to have said that “he feared Wilson was 
incapable of lasting friendship.“ I stand here in my own person, 
as an enduring demonstration of the falsity of that insinuated slur. 
Besides me, there are hundreds of living men, who can, and on occa- 
sion, will tell you of his tolerance of sincere opposition, of his readi- 
ness to change opinion when convinced, though only when convinced 
by reasons sounding in more than mere expediency—and to tell you 
of the lasting loyalty of his friendship. There is a maxim which 
reads: In essentials unity; im nonessential charity.“ 1 think he 
was guided by the sense of that maxim. He would never compromise 
an essential,“ nor should he, nor should you, nor should I. 

Self-poise was his salient trait in life as in the hours of his dying, 
when Dr. Cary Grayson said: “He is the gamest man I ever saw” 
and wondered at his patience. Let these Mes about him cease, now 
at any rate, when they cau no longer serve any purpose—not even 
a bad one. 

Some one has recently said that his tomb ought to bear the simple 
inscription: “ Woodrow Wilson, Teacher,” with dates of birth and 
death. There is the hint of a great truth in that. The word “ teacher” 
once bore a sublimated meaning. Christ and Buddha were each called 
“The Teacher,“ and their followers were “ pupils "—“ disciples.” 
Prophet and teacher were once, in meaning to men, much the same 
thing. Wilson was, in the highest sense, all his adult life, a teacher— 
not of known books, nor of the written and recorded authority of 
others as printed, but a teacher by lecture, by word of mouth, and dip 
of pen. 

A TEACHER OF THE WORLD, 

His first classes were in colleges, his next in universities, his next 
the people of the whole State, whose politics and government were 
turned wrong side out and made over again by his teachings, so that 
the State has never since, under any party rule, been as tariff-bought, 
boss-led, trust-ridden as before he undertook the recall of its people to 
civic righteousness. His next class was the people of this vast coun- 
try—its laborers, its capitalists, its politicians—and the impress of 
his teachings, the inspiration of his hopes, and the firm foundations of 
his faith in industrial peace and civic righteousness will not be easily, 
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nor soon, nor willingly shaken off by them. His next elass was the 
whole world, Germany included. The result was the demoralization 
of the German autocracy and its war forces and war spirit and the 
near democratization of the German people, and in the rest of Europe 
the inspiration of the people to a vision of wider freedom, of more 
enduring peace and more abounding democracy. This inspiration was, 
it is true, transient—soon nearly lost under an after-war relaxation 
and reaction—but even now it is recurring and is never hereaiter to 
be wholly unfelt in the thought and lives of men. 

May I be pardoned when greater things engage our thought for 
referring, in a sentence merely, to the fact that he was a southerner 
with southern father and mother? Surely no one will begrudge us our 
pride in that refleetion. He was born in old Virginia and the im- 
pressionable years of his childhood, youth, and young manhood were 
spent there and in South Carolina, Georgia, and Maryland. We will 
not forget, though others may, that of the other three of the four 
permanently great Presidents, Washington and Jefferson were Vir- 
ginians and Lincoln, though he was by residence and political and 
social training and sympathies a northerner, was yet born in Ken- 
tucky, the oldest daughter of old Virginia, and of parents every drop 
of whose blood was southern. I doubt the good taste of the expres- 
sion here of this sectional pride, but I “just can't help it.“ But 
Wilson had lived everywhere and he was broadly American tryond 
and above anything and all things. 

LEAGUE PINNACLE OF LIFE, 

His varied environments had much to do with his deep and almost 
intuitive sympathy with the best thought of the most people of all 
sections. However, the League of Nations will remain the pinnacle 
of his achievement. I say “achievement,” for like Moses he lived to 
see though not to lead his people into the promised land. I anr going 
to insert in the printed copy of this address right here, though I 
haven't time to read it, a happily worded description of his league 
work and of the working of the league itself and a defense of the 
means resorted to by Mr. Wilson to secure its adoption at Versaillés. 
Please read it because it is a better statement than I feel now capable 
of making: 

New Yorks Times editorial: 

„Mr. Wilson's rôle at the peace conference may be best sum- 
marized in one of his own phrases. His * single-track mind! was 
much in evidence at Pairs, But this only redounds to the in- 
sight and integrity of his statesmanship. Substitute ‘singleness 
of purpose’ for the ‘single-track mind.“ and we have at the same 
time the clue to Mr. Wilson's policies at the conference and their 
justification. His single purpose was a high resolve that the 
Great War should, indeed, be a war that had made an end of 
war. Many others had said the same thing amid the agony of 
the battle fields, but with the armistice they became confused or 
forgot. Mr. Wilson neither wavered nor forgot. 

“The League of Nations was the chief embodiment of the Wil- 
son purpose. But the idea incorporated in it determined his atti- 
tude toward the specific settlements in the treaty. He consented 
to compromises and he resigned hiurself to undesirable minor 
arrangements in the belief that the league and the spirit of re- 
conciliation which it represented would in time cure the imper- 
fections of the treaty. Time has, in large measure, justified him. 
He was bitterly assailed for the ‘betrayal’ of Shantung. But 
within two and a half years after the signing of the Versailles 
treaty the Japanese had restored Shantung to the Chinese. The 
‘wrongs’ of Egypt, India, and Ireland were held up against 
him. But Ireland and Egypt are to-day free, and India has re- 
ceived a measure of self-government which even Ramsay Mac- 
donald considers for the time being sufficient. He was accused 
of conniving at the iron heel of the great powers on the necks of 
the little nations everywhere. But the little people have steadily 
been turning toward the league as their forum and champion. 
The league was assailed as an instrument for the continued 
domination of the victors, But it is to-day functioning as one 
of the great curative agents in postwar Europe. 

á CIVILIZATION’S CHAMPION, 

“Tt is no exaggeration to think of Mr. Wilson as the champion 
of the order under which western civilization had lived for cen- 
turies and under which it is destined to go on living. That order 
had been faced with a terrible indictment in the form of a war 
which cost nearly 10,000,000 lives and destroyed more than half 
the world’s accumulated wealth. A system that failed to take 
hostages against a repetition of the horror would, indeed, stand 
condemned in the court of life and morals. If western civilization, 
as we know it, could not evolve out of its own resources a safe- 
guard for peace, then there was really no answer to the Bolshevist 
challenge.” 

I do not know that yon will agree with me that the lines I am about 
to read from the pen of Dixon Merritt are beautifully worthy of their 
great subject, but I hope so: : 

— 
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“He rests. The world-welght of the years is past, 
No stress of war or pain can tire him now. 
The old-time calm of thoughtful poise, at last, 
Is on his brow. 


“ And that is good to know, but else this hour 
es death is swept in living deeds away. 
ere stands till doom, in death-defying power, 
His yesterday. A * : 


“ And all to-morrow will be days more sweet, 
For people small or great or near or far, 
As down the mending centuries human feet, 
Stray less to war. 


“ Hurt-healing Priests of Freedom, ages hence, 
Will say their matins at his yotive shrine,” 


The last of his many and yaried places of residence wa 
The people of that still predominantly southern town . 
they showed their love when he was dying—and when they knew it and 
knew that he knew it—and knew that he was patiently awaiting his end, 
I need not describe. You rentember the scene, the little son of the dis- 
abled World War soldier at the door with the single rose, all that his 
father now had to send to his former Commander in Chief in the great 
‘war to try to stop war”; the old officer, with uncovered head, passing 
the door and recovering only when the house had been left behind; the 
men and the women and the children kneeling in the street, shedding 
tears and praying for him, waiting all the day and into the night and 
the next morning, patiently and noiselessly and still praying, until he 
died; died with his uninjured hand still resting in the hand of his 
wife, with his daughter by the bedside, and Dr. Cary Grayson, his 
friend and physician, standing with tears rolling down his cheeks, 
Nothing theatrical or of modernity about all this—all old-fashioned, 
and, as it seems to me, intensely simple and southern. To the last no 
pose, no affectation, or pretense on the part of the dying or the watch- 
ing, his last word being nothing about the great world, only his wife's 
name. He had, hours before, said, “I am ready,” and was doubtless 
tired of waiting. Then from all over America and nearly from all over 
Europe came the expressions of the belated recognition of the man's 
true greatness, Even those who in his lifetime had hurled “ words of 
spite that stung sometimes his weariness and woe,” found it well now 
to utter words of praise. All the flags, American and foreign, were at 
half-mast; and if the German ambassador could not half-mast his, 
the taxicab drivers of Washington could half-mast for him the Amert- 
can flag, in his front yard, on technically German territory, and did 
it. You need not have the Washington scenes refreshed by me, for your 
memories carry them. 


H COURSE IS FINISHED.” 


He, too, had “ finished his course.” He, too, had “fought a good 
fight.” He, too, had “kept the faith“ to the very “time” when “he 
was offered.“ He is gone; but his task of world brotherhood is not yet 
fully accomplished, We are left for a few years, some of us, but very 
few of them. Shall his memory reconsecrate us to the finishing of his 
work? 

Need I ask that question of Mississippians? I know I need not ask it 
of myself. My little span of life remaining shall know no day, nor hour, 
when I shall be untrue to his high ideal; nor shall I by vote or voice, as 
best I may in my seclusion, fail to help reward those who are true and 
help to punish those who are not true to it. Nor shall I do either solely 
for his sake—warm friend as he was—but chiefly for the vision's sake 
for that is of God. Many sins and more follies have I to regret—of 
omission and of commission—and many visions of the eternal yerities, 
confusing them with poor verisimilitudes, have I missed; but this one 
thanks be to the grace of God, I grasped and hugged to my soul, (OSs 
before it had made itself completely clear to my great chief, whom I 
loved even before he had realized and made it clear to others and whom 
I literally reverenced ever after. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1925, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon that 
part of the amendment to the committee amendment on pages 
67 and 68 which proposes to strike out the figures at the end 
of line 19 on page 67 and to insert other figures at the end 
of line 9 on page 68. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I wish briefly to state the facts 
with reference to this particular item. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will not the Senator from Idaho first ex- 
puda Bow the issue arises; that is, upon what language it 
arises? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes. The item is found in line 19 on page 67, 
The figures there are $1,080,000, but the amount actually in- 
volved is $450,000, as the figures on the succeeding page take 
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care of $630,000. The contention is over restoring the full 
amount, so that we may have $450,000 additional to the amount 
provided for under the committee amendment. I wish to call 
particular attention to the language of the proviso, 

Mr. ROBINSON. The question, then, is on the committee 
amendment? 

Mr. BORAH. The question is on the committee amendment, 
whether the provision shall be stricken out or retained. 
ur. CURTIS. Does the Senator mean striking out the 

ount or striking out the whole provision? 

Mr. BORAH. No; the only portion of the bill involved is the 
amount $1,080,000, which, as I have said, really involves $450,000 
only, as the other item is taken care of; but I am not asking 
to restore the proviso; I am willing that that shall go to 
conference, solely for the purpose of making verbally more ac- 
curate the language with reference to protecting this particular 
amount. However, I wish to call the attention of the Senate 
to the language of the proviso, because it is very important in 
considering the item. The proviso reads: 


And provided further, That no part of the money appropriated under 
_ this paragraph shall be expended for the development of electric power 
until the Secretary of the Interior shall have in hand contracts (1) for 
the purchase of all electric power developed in excess of that imme- 
diately needed for the pumping of water on the lands irrigated under 
the Boise project at rates sufficient to include interest at 5 per cent 
per annum on the power development cost to include full depre- 
ciation on the power plant; (2) to guarantee, with sufficient surety, 
monthly cash payments for power charges, if sold for purposes other 
than irrigation, and annual payments in advance if sold for irrigation 
purposes; and (3) to provide, with the agreement of all holders of 
existing liens, that the cost of such power shall constitute a first 
lien upon the lands or irrigation district for which the same has been 
purchased. 


The last provision of the proviso is important in view of the 
statement 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President 

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. LODGE. I simply desire to ask the Senator a question, 
My impression was that we divided the amendment, and that 
we were about to vote solely on the amount of the appropria- 
tion. 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. LODGE. Was not that the form the question took on 
Saturday last? 

Mr. BORAH, That is correct. 

Mr, SMOOT. That was done in accordance with the request 
of the Senator from Idaho. The proviso which he has just 
read was stricken out by the committee because of the fact 
that it had reference only to the $450,000 for the Gem project. 
If the appropriation of $450,000 for the Gem project is re- 
stored, certainly this language should he in the bill in order 
that the Government may protect itself as to future payments. 

Mr. LODGE. I merely wished to be certain to the exact 
parliamentary situation. i ; 

Mr. BORAH. It is fully intended that this language shall 
be in the bill in order to protect the Government. The only 
idea of permitting the language to go to conference was to 
correct some verbal inaccuracies or lack of certainty as to 
accomplishing exactly what we desired to accomplish. We 
might remedy it here upon the floor of the Senate, but it is 
intended that the language shall remain in the bill, if the 
appropriation for the money goes into the bill, practically the 
same, or in legal effect the same, as it is now. 

Mr, ROBINSON. Mr. President, reference has been made to 
retaining in the bill $450,000 for a certain item. 

Mr, BORAH, Yes, sir. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Where is that item, and where is the 
language of the bill that provides for it? 

Mr. BORAH., It occurs in this way: The original bill pro- 
vided an appropriation of $1,080,000. It would appear upon the 
face of it that we are seeking to restore the entire $1,080,000, 
but, as a matter of fact, the committee does retain in the bill, 
in line 9, on page 68, the appropriation of $630,000; so the dif- 
ference in contest is but $450,000. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President 

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator from Utah, 

Mr. KING. I did not have the advantage of the discussion 
which occurred on Saturday last, because I was then una- 
voidably detained from the Senate. I desire to ask a question 
for information, though perhaps the Senator from Idaho in his 
remarks has already covered the question I am about to propound. 
Is the $450,000 which, as I understand, the Senator seeks to have 
incorporated in the bill intended to be appropriated for a private 
pumping plant or for private purposes, in contradistinction to 


governmental projects which are authorized under the New- 
lands law? May I say that I have had some correspondence 
with respect to the matter? Some have written me opposing 
the scheme, while others have advocated it, the former con- 
tending that the appropriation was for a pumping plant and 
was foreign to the purpose for which the Newlands bill was 
enacted; that it was to, aid persons who have private lands and 
not individuals who have entered upon Government land; in 
other words, that it is not to be brought within the category 
of a reclamation project. I should be very glad if the Senator 
would enlighten me. 

Mr. BORAH. I have not discussed that matter as yet, but 
I shall undertake to cover the entire subject matter, including 
that question. 

Mr. President, what is known as the Gem irrigation dis- 
trict is organized under the laws of the State of Idaho. It 
is a quasi public organization or district. Originally, the 
Gem irrigation district was a part of what is known as the 
Botse project. It was included in the Boise project in the 
first instance; the settlers upon it signed up the same as 
other settlers under the project, and it was contemplated in 
the first instance that the power would be supplied from this 
dam from which we now propose to supply it. Owing to the 
delay which followed the construction of the Boise project 
and the building of the dam, two portions of the Boise project, 
known as the Emmett Bench and the Gem irrigation district, 
separated themselves from the Boise project, as it were, and’ 
organized @stricts under the laws of the State. So, while the 
Gem district was originally intended to be a part of the Boise 
propect, owing to the slow process of development, it did 
become a separate institution under the laws of the State, 
It is now a community; the people have reclaimed their land; 
they have built their homes, their churches, and their schools, 
and it is a community in every sense of the word. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes. 

Mr. KING. Did the Boise project originally contemplate 
the irrigation of the land title to which was held by private 
individuals, or was it a project for the irrigation of land owned 
by the Government for the purpose of protecting the settlers 
upon Government land? 

Mr. BORAH. Originally it was organized entirely of public 
lands, although there were instances, perhaps, in which land 
in private ownership was to be found in the district, but 
generally speaking, as the Senator from Utah knows those 
situations in the West, it was a public-land enterprise; that 
is to say, the land was public land. So was the Gem irriga- 
tion district at the time of this contemplated movement to 
build the Boise project. Since that time, as I have said, the 
settlers have acquired their land. As I was saying, the land 
is there; it is improved; a community has been built up; 
the people are there, but they are dependent at the present 
time for the supply of power upon private corporations en- 
gaged in supplying power. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President 

Mr. BORAH. I will yield to the Senator in a moment. 
Since the time of the completion of the irrigation district 
known as the Gem irrigation district they have gone ahead 
and have built what is known as the Black Canyon Dam from 
which it was originally contemplated that this land would be 
supplied with power. But now the proposal is to develop the 
power as a by-product of the dam, to be utilized ultimately 
by the Boise project itself, but in the meantime for a year 
or two, or three or four years, or whatever the period may 
be, by the Gem irrigation district. Now I yield to the Senator 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. KENDRICK. The Senator has answered, in part, the 
question that I wanted to ask him. It is intended, as I under- 
stand, to employ this additional fund for the construction of a 
power house and machinery, but not in the construction of a 
dam to provide power, for the power is already provided. 

Mr. BORAH. The dam is already nearing completion. It 
will involve the expenditure of about $1,000,000, I think, when 
it is finally completed, and I believe some $850,000 have already 
been expended. So that there is no contest here over the ques- 
tion of the construction of a dam for the purpose of providing 
the power; the dam is there, and will be there, anyway. 

I invite attention to the fact also that this power must ulti- 
mately be developed for the success of the Boise project itself, 
and is ultimately to be used for the Boise project, and ulti- 
mately, if not otherwise paid for, is to be paid for by the Boise 
project. The only thing that is happening here, at the most, is 
the developing of this power in advance of the time when it 
might be required by the Boise project and the utilization of 
whatever may be obtained from the Gem irrigation district 
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for the purpose of paying for it. In the meantime the people 
are dependent entirely upon private enterprise for power, if 
they have it at all. 

I wish to invite attention to the further fact that no part of 
this appropriation will come out of the General Treasury. 
It is simply the distribution of an amount from the reclama- 
tion fund and must be returned. To my mind, while the Sena- 
tor from Utah seems to be of the impression that something is 
going to be lost, the guaranty of this particular amount is all 
the more certain by reason of the fact that we are undertaking 
in the meantime to utilize a part of it with the Gem irrigation 
district, because if the Gem irrigation district should sink into 
the sea the guaranty which must ultimately come from the 
development of the power at this dam is the same, and that is 
the Boise project. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, if I understand the Senator, it 
means that the enterprises are so tied together that the entire 
project would be accountable for whatever appropriation is 
made for the Gem district alone. 

Mr. BORAH. I can not say that it is made for the Gem dis- 
trict alone. We are proceeding to develop this power, and until 
the Boise project utilizes it the Gem district will be able to 
utilize It. 

When the Boise project calls for this power the Gem dis- 
trict will have to yield it if there is not sufficient for both; 
and it is contemplated that at that time what is known as the 
Owyhee project will have been completed, and the Gem dis- 
trict will be supplied by gravity process and not by power 
process. This is to take care of the situation for the years 
intervening between now and the time when the power will 
ultimately be developed by the Boise project. 

I do not see, however, and the Senator from Utah has not 
yet been able to explain to my satisfaction, how there is any 
possible chance for the Government to lose upon that proposi- 
tion if the Boise project itself is a sufficient guarantee; and 
it is supposed to be or else we would not put a million dollars 
in there for the purpose of developing the dam. 

Mr. President, the people on the Gem district are now en- 
tirely dependent for a supply of power upon the power com- 
pany, a private corporation. This power company has noti- 
fied the Gem irrigation district that it will not be able to sup- 
ply them power in the coming year or the coming years. I 
am unable to say whether that arises out of the fact that the 
power company will not actually have the power, or whether it 
arises out of the fact that after the notice is given the com- 
pany anticipates that it will be able to supply it provided the 
price Is increased to a satisfactory sum. The people in the 
gem district, however, are now absolutely at the mercy of the 
private corporation as to whether or not they shall be supplied 
with power. If the private corporation sees fit to supply the 
power it can name its own figure practically, or it may re- 
fuse entirely to supply it, while in the meantime this power is 
there at the Black Canyon Dam, undeveloped, going to waste; 
ultimately to be developed, ultimately to be used by the Boise 
project. The thing we are seeking to do now is to put this 
amount of money in at the present time to take care of the 
present situation, rather than to begin to take care of it a 
year hence, or two years hence. 

Mr. SMOOT. Ten years hence. 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator from Utah says “10 years 
hence.” I am advised by the department that it is contem- 
plated that they” will start the development of that power 
no later than two years from now, and possibly in a year. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from New Mexico? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. What assurance is there that 
these people under the Gem project will be able to get power or 
water by gravity system when this power is necessary for the 
Black Canyon project or the Boise project? 

Mr. BORAH. ‘There is no assurance, other than the fact that 
the Owyhee project is one of the projects which is in contem- 
plation of building; and it has been demonstrated, or at least 
passed upon by those competent to pass upon it, the engineers, 
that if that project is built it can be watered by gravity process. 
Of course the time might come when this might become very 
critical for the Gem district, but the Government would suffer 
no loss by reason of that. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. What was running through my 
mind was whether or not we would be putting ourselves under 
any moral obligation to undertake the construction of the 
Owyhee project. 

Mr. BORAH. 


No; we are under no moral obligation. 


Mr. JONES of New Mexico. But would not those people have 
a right to appeal strongly to us, at least, to construct the other 
project? 
Mr. BORAH. They would have a right, of course, to appeal 
53 to us, just as they have a right now to appeal strongly 
us. 


Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The cost of the Owyhee project 
is estimated at how much? 

Mr, BORAH. I do not know. I can give the Senator the 
figures later. m= 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. ' 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, I should like to answer my 
colleague, and clear up this matter in regard to when the Gov- 
ernment expects to commence the construction of the gravity 
system—I think that is what my colleague has reference to 
on the Boise project or the Black Canyon project. That will 
be commenced within a year or two, possibly; but the time of 
commencement of the pumping plant on the Boise project or the 
Black Canyon project, which is a part of the Boise project, is 
indefinite, and I think the records show that possibly it may 
be taken up 8 or 10 years from now. So it is nota year or two 
years hence that the Gem people would have an opportunity to 
use this power, but it may be 8 or 10 years hence. I think the 
committee will remember that that statement was made by 
Commissioner Davis. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield now, 1 
did make the statement that it would be possibly 10 years be- 
fore the Government thought of beginning the construction or 
the necessity for the construction of the power plant for the 
Black Canyon project. I made that statement not upon any 
evidence other than that of the commissioner himself, for the 
commissioner before the committee made this statement: 


Our agreement would be temporary in its nature and would run 
for possibly 10 years, not conflicting, however, with the interests of 
the Black Canyon division of the Boise project. 


I want to say to the Senator that it was upon that state- 
ment that I made the statement I did on Saturday, that it 
would be 10 years. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I am perfectly familiar with 
that record, and perfectly familiar with the understanding 
which the Senator from Utah has of it; but, as I say, I have 
been advised by a representative of the department that it 
is anticipated that they may begin the development of this 
power within the next year or two. They contemplate that 
it may be much longer than that before it is actually applied 
to the Black Canyon lift or to the Boise lift. I do not know 
whether it will be 2 years or 10 years, and so far as this 
matter is concerned, to my mind, it is immaterial, because it 
will be the misfortune of the Gem district rather than the 
Government. The Government is secure in its position. It 
does not make any difference whether it is 2 years or 10 
years. : 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, the committee 
declined to make appropriations not only for this project but 
for two or three others because it was entering upon new 
work. The Senate by its action on Saturday, however, over- 
ruled the committee on that proposal, so I am going to feel 
at liberty to vote for this appropriation if it looks as if it 
should be made; and I am asking these questions in pursuance 
of a perfectly settled desire to obtain information. If the con- 
struction of this power plant at this time and the furnishing 
of the water to the Gem district will not put us under obliga- 
tions of any kind, moral or otherwise, to begin the construc- 
tion of another project at some later date, I am in favor of 
constructing this power plant. It is that point which I should 
like to have clearly understood. I do not believe that we 
ought to get the nose of the camel into the tent and later on 
feel obliged to let the camel in. If it can be thoroughly under- 
stood that this will not place us under any obligations to con- 
struct that other irrigation enterprise, I am in faver of put- 
ting in this power plant. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I take it that the Owyhee 
proposition, when it is once presented, would be determined 
entirely upon its feasibility and desirability as a whole. Cer- 
tainly the Government never could be asked to construct a 
great irrigation project like the Owyhee to take care of the 
number of people who would be on the Gem district; and un- 
less the enterprise, aside from the Gem district, was one upon 
which the Government was willing to enter and which Con- 
gress was willing to indorse I take it that there would be cer- 
tainly no legal obligation, and I can not understand why 
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there would be any moral obligation for us to go ahead, be- 
cause that must depend upon other facts, 

Mr. ASHURST and Mr. BURSUM addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. BORAH., I yield first to the Senator from Arizona. 
Then I will yield to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I wish to refer to the re- 
marks made by my friend from New Mexico [Mr. Jones], who 
is famillar with these subjects and whose opinions I gen- 
erally respect; but I do not agree with him that either the pro- 
posed Yuma power plant or this proposed expansion of the 
Boise project is a new project. On the contrary, in the Yuma 
case I tried to show that it was only a necessary unit of an 
established project—that is to say, a going concern—and from 
my understanding of this proposed expansion it is a necessary 
unit of the Boise project. 

On page 835 of the hearings Mr. Davis says: 


The Boise, one of the largest Government reclamation projects, is 
on an operating basis but is still susceptible of extension. 


This subject warmly engages my attention. Hydroelectric 
energy and petroleum—gasoline—are the great horses of God 
that are always on the road and that never grow weary. As 
I understand this proposition, it affords the people there an 
opportunity to have a power plant whereby they may deyelop 
hydroelectric energy. I say again, I regard this, from my study 
of this plant, to be a desirable, probably a necessary, unit of 
that project, and I have read from the hearings where the re- 
sponsible authorities say that although it is a large project, it 
is still susceptible of expansion and extension. I regard this 
item as an expansion, as an extension of the already going, 
existing concern; but, Mr. President, if the Senator will pardon 
me further, even if it were a new reclamation project, it would 
not disturb me. If it were an entirely new project, I would 
vote for it, because I not only want reclamation of our arid 
lands and cut-over or stump lands, but I shall at every oppor- 
tunity vote for a bill that would reclaim swamp lands of the 
South. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho 
yleld to the Senator from New Mexico? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. BURSUM. The Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHurst] 
has partly cleared up the questions which were in my mind. I 
desire to ask the Senator from Idaho whether or not the dam 
from which the power is to be taken is now a part of the Boise 
project? 

Mr. BORAH. It is. 

Mr. BURSUM. If the power is installed, the plan is to sell 
power to the water users under what is known as the Gem 
project? 

Mr. BORAH. Exactly. 

Mr. BURSUM. Any dealings had will be necessarily under 
the management and control of the Boise project, then. Is that 
true? 

Mr. BORAH, Exactly. 

Mr. BURSUM. There is no question about the market for 
the power when it is produced? 

Mr. BORAH! The Senator understands that the development 
of this power is only anticipated. It must ultimately be de- 
veloped for the benefit of the Boise project proper. 

Mr. BURSUM. But in reality this is an appropriation for the 
Boise project? 

Mr. BORAH. That is the way I look at it. 

Mr. BURSUM. ‘There can be no risk, then, so far as the 
Government is concerned? 

Mr. ROBINSON. To my mind, the Government can not incur 
any risk in this matter. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President—— 

Mr. BORAH. The Government can not lose in this matter; 
and the fact that the Gem district is coming in here with a 
part of the contribution makes the security of the Government 
all the better, because the power must ultimately be developed 
for the Boise project, and the Boise project is perfectly sound 
and safe and secure. Suppose we were selling this power to 
Boise City instead of selling it to the Gem district; it would 
only be all the better for the Government so far as its security 
was concerned, 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President 

Mr. BORAH. I yield to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator has covered the ground I de- 
sired to bring out in my question—that is to say, that the Boise 


project, one of our largest, one of our most successful irrigation 
projects, and certainly a going concern, is primarily responsible 
for the repayment of this advance, - 

Mr. BORAH. Exactly 


Mr. ASHURST. That is all I wanted to bring out. 

Mr. BORAH. There is one other thing to which I want to 
call the attention of the Senate, though I do not desire to dis- 
cuss it at length. We people who live in that portion of the 
country are exceedingly anxious to see the Government de- 
velop this power where it has built its dams. It is exceedingly 
important that that be done in order that we may have power 
at a price which the farmer and those engaged in these enter- 
prises can afford to pay. 

If I remember the figures correctly, the Gem irrigation dis- 
trict has been paying about $70,000 a year. If this project is 
developed, it is estimated they can acquire their power there 
for about $40,000 a year. That is an item of tremendous mo- 
ment to people who are undertaking to recover their lands 
under the adverse circumstances which surround the people in 
the West. 

To my mind, the most important and the fundamental propo- 
sition in connection with this matter is to put the Government | 
in a position where it can legitimately develop its by-product 
in competition with the great power companies of the West, 
which are in such absolute control of the situation that they 
can say to hundreds of farmers, ‘ We may leave you absolutely 
next year without any power at all, or you will pay the price 
which we ask,” 

It is a matter which concerns not alone this particular item, 
but which concerns the entire policy with reference to the Goy- 
ernment furnishing that which it may furnish with security 
and safety to those who are in great need of it. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield 

Mr. KING. I am rising to obtain information upon this 
project, and therefore I submit this question to the Senator. 
I have been advised that in the House hearings Governor 
Davis, representing the Reclamation Service, appeared and 
asked for a million and someodd thousand dollars for the 
Boise project. There was no reference, I am advised, to the 
Gem project, and the Secretary of the Interior, as I am ad- 
vised, was not informed that any part of the appropriation was 
for power purposes or for the so-called Gem project. Neither 
was the Budget Bureau so informed; and I am advised that 
when the Secretary appeared before the Senate committee he 
disclosed his ignorance of the Gem project, and stated, I am 
advised, that with respect to that matter he had not intended to 
give his approval, and did not give his approval. If my infor- 
mation is wrong, I shall be very glad to be enlightened. 

May I say to the Senator that if he predicates his assumption 
of cheaper power upon the cost of producing power for the 
Government I think he will be disillusioned some day, because 
we understand that usually whatever the Government does, 
whether it is the construction of dams or ships or irrigation 
projects or power plants, it costs from a hundred to two or three 
hundred per cent more than it would cost private enterprise 
to inaugurate and complete the same project. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I would agree with the Senator 
in his last statement if we were engaging in the building of a 
dam with the ultimate view of developing” power, and that 
alone, Under those circumstances I certainly would not advo- 
cate it here at this time. But we have built the dam. It is 
there. The money has been expended. The only question now 
is whether or not we should develop the power which is going 
to waste, and we certainly can do so, under the estimates, at a 
much cheaper rate than the rate at which the power is now 
being supplied to these people. 

As to the controversy as to the knowledge of the Secretary 
of the Interior, and so on, I am frank to say I do not know 
the facts. I do not believe there is anybody connected with 
the Interior Department or with the Budget Bureau or any- 
one else who has had anything to do with this who did not 
know about the Gem irrigation district. It has been discussed 
and discussed and debated around here for three months. I 
think it must be a mistake that the Secretary of the Interior 
did not know about it. My information is that he did know it, 
although I haye never asked the Secretary. 

Mr. ASHURST. Will the Senator yield to me? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho 
yield to the Senator from Arizona? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 
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Mr. ASHURST. It is my opinion that the honorable Secre- 
tary of the Interior at least constructively had knowledge of 
and favored the idea, The Director of the Reclamation Bureau 
knew of it, and he is presumed to speak for the Secretary of 
the Interior. : 

Mr. KING. If the Senator will pardon me 

Mr. ASHURST. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. I stated that Governor Davis, the Director of 
the Reclamation Service, appeared before the House committee, 
as I was advised, and testified quite fully, but did not mention 
the Gem irrigation project. 

Mr. ASHURST. He mentioned the Gem, I will read it. 

Mr. KING. I have no knowledge of that. 

Mr. ASHURST. In the hearings before the House committee 
Mr. Davis submitted some figures. He discussed in considerable 
detail the Boise project, and then he discussed this proviso which 
was submitted to the committee, undoubtedly by the Secretary of 
the Interior, because whence would it come except from the 
Secretary of the Interior: 


Provided further, That the Secretary of the Interior may in his 
discretion contract with the Gem irrigation district for development by 
the Government of electric power— > 


And so forth. 
The honorable reclamation director said: 


The second proviso is intended to authorize the Secretary in his dis- 
cretion to make a contract with the Gem irrigation district providing 
for a supply of electric energy. The lands of this district are already 
developed and are supplied with water by pumping. Electric energy 
is needed to operate the pumps, and the supply has heretofore been 
secured from the Idaho Power Co. That company has notified the 
district that It can not continue to contract to supply this power. 


No wonder the Senators from Idaho are giving this item 
their able support. The district out there has been notified that 
they may be shut off from power, or else probably have to pay 
a high price, and those Senators are correct in trying to secure 
power for that project. 

Mr, BORAH. Mr. President 

Mr. ASHURST. Of course, I have not the floor, but I am not 
through. 

Mr. BORAH. I will yield to the Senator; but while the 
Senator is looking for his information I call the attention of 
the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] to the fact that the 
entire proviso here, as stated by the senior Senator from Utah 
IMr. Ssroor], relates alone to this $450,000 and the acquiring of 
a first lien as against the bondholders. It relates alone to that. 
It was discussed at length. One or two of our citizens from 
the Gem irrigation district, or near there, have been here, men 
who are familiar with the situation, and have gone all over the 
subject with the different representatives of the Government, 
and I think that everybody connected with the Interior Depart- 
ment, or, at any rate, with the Reclamation Service, has rather 
regarded it as something of a nuisance, but it is a matter of 
life and death to that community there. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Idaho 
yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. SWANSON, As I understand, the dam has been con- 
structed? 

Mr. BORAH. It has been. 

Mr. SWANSON. This only authorizes the utilization of the 
water for electrical purposes? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes. Four hundred and fifty thousand dollars 
is for the development of power from a dam which is already 
constructed. 

Mr. SWANSON. Who should object to that except somebody 
who has a private electrical power company in that vicinity? 

Mr. BORAH. I think that is a very pertinent question, 

Mr. SWANSON, Does the Senator mean to tell me that pro- 
vision for it was put into the bill in the House, but was left out 
by the Senate committee? 

Mr, BORAH. It was included in the bill in the House, it 
was approved by the Budget Bureau, and it was approved by 
the Reclamation Service. f 

Mr. SWANSON. Let me see if I understand the situation. 
I have listened to the Senator. As I understand, the dam has 
been constructed and water is being wasted, unless it can be 
utilized for the production of electrical power, and this waste 
can not be made up by anybody else, except the Government, 

Mr. BORAH. That is quite true. 


Mr. SWANSON. And to prevent this waste the Senator 
asks an appropriation so that the water that is being wasted 
can be utilized? 

Mr. BORAH. Precisely. 

Mr. SWANSON. It is simply a part of that plan? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; and I will say further to the Senato 
that it is also contemplated that within the next 8 or 1 
years, at the furthest, it must be developed to take care of 
another part of this project. 

Mr. SWANSON. Are there any private power companies 
selling electrical power in that neighborhood? 

Mr. BORAH. Not any power companies; but there is a 
power company. 

Mr. SWANSON. A power company? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; we have only one available. 

Mr. SWANSON. And this would be in opposition to them? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to his colleague? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. GOODING. I might be able to help a little in stating 
the matter. I wish to say to the Senator from Virginia, to 
make it a little clearer to him, that the Government is now 
finishing this dam, The foundation is already in for the 
power plant. In a year or two the Government will be con- 
structing what we call the gravity unit of this Black Canyon. 
It is shown in the record that they will need power. Unless 
this plant is built, they will have to buy power from the power 
company in Idaho. It is also shown that there are forces on 
the ground, and that the plant can be put in for from 15 to 
20 per cent cheaper now that it would cost to put it in if it 
is delayed. So possibly the Senator from Virginia can begin 
to understand the situation. ; 

Mr. SWANSON. I have never seen a clearer case presented 
to the Senate than the one stated by the two Senators from 
Idaho. The only way to save this waste and develop this 
power, and to save the Government from paying for expensive 
power, is to make this appropriation, as I understand the 
proposition, 

Mr. BORAH. I do not see how it is possible for the Gov- 
ernment to lose any money on it. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I want to ask a question about 
this. If I caught the objection of the Senator from Utah, it 
was based largely on the ground that if this power is de- 
veloped it can be sold to those who had already passed into the 
status of private individuals; that is, those under the Gem 
project. 

Mr. BORAH. Private property holders. 

Mr. SMITH. Private individuals; but that project was also 
a Government project, was it not? 

Mr. BORAH. No; it was originally a part of this Govern- 
ment project. 

Mr. SMITH. That is what I understood. 1 

Mr. BORAH. It was originally a part of this Government 
project, and the original plan contemplated the building of this 
dam, the development of the power, and the utilizing of the 
power for the portion of the country which is now called the 
Gem irrigation district. Owing to the long delay which fol- 
lowed in developing it, they organized under the laws of the 
State; but originally it was intended as a part of the Boise 
project. 

Mr. SMITH. As I understand the situation, then, there is a 
dam already constructed; the potential power is there. By 
developing that power those private individuals under the Gem 
project can get at least a competitive source, or, to put it in 
another way, a sufficient source of power to carry on until such 
time as the other project that is under contemplation shall 
have been developed. In the meantime, there is prospect of 
another-being developed that will take care of the Gem project. 

Mr. BORAH. That is exactly it. I do not desire to continue 
this discussion, but if there is any further question anyone 
desires to ask I will be glad to answer it. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Idaho yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. DIAL. I understand the Senator wants the Govern- 
ment to furnish $450,000 without interest. 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; it is to be without interest, as all other 
appropriations of this kind under the reclamation law are 
without interest. 
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Mr. DIAL. Does not the Senator think this would be a good 
time to change that practice and provide that the money 
advanced shall bear interest? 

Mr. ASHURST. Will not the Senator let me answer that? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; but I want to say, in the first place, that 
no one would have to inquire what the business of the Senator 
from South Carolina is. He is a banker, 

Mr. DIAL. I am a borrower, not a lender, Mr. President. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I hope Senators will not 
begin to talk about charging these poor farmers interest. I 
shall fight resolutely any proposition to charge the farmers 
interest on the money they get to fight the boll weevil. I do 
not even want the money used to eliminate the boll weevil 
repaid to the Government. I have never voted for a river and 
harbor bill since I have been in the Senate, but I have had my 
eyes opened in the last three or four weeks, and I am inclined 
to think that from now on I shall vote for river and harbor 
appropriation bills. I have never voted for one in my life, and 
voted against one which carried an appropriation for my own 
State; but, like a certain Saul, the scales are beginning to 
fall from my eyes, and I am very likely in the future to vote 
for river and harbor bills. 

I do not want the suggestion made that we shall charge in- 
terest on moneys thus advanced. It is a utilitarian question. It 
is for the common good of our common country, and although I 
come from an irrigation State, I am changing my mind on the 
question of river and harbor appropriations. I do not want 
the question opened up of interest on reclamation appropria- 
tions, because Senators will begin to talk ultimately about 
interest on money advanced for the elimination of the boll 
weevil, and I do not think that would be right. 

Mr. DIAL, Congress refused last year to pass the bill to 
appropriate money to buy poison to kill the boll weevil. It 
would not even help our farmers that much. It was to be paid 
back in one year. 

Mr. BORAH. Of course, the Senator is not going to make 
any effort, owing to many circumstances and many things 
which are before us, to charge interest upon this kind of money, 
We will not change the law at this time. There would be too 
many things upon which it would charge interest. It would 
lose its interest to the Senator from South Carolina at once. 


NAVAL OIL LAND LEASES— PERSONAL EXPLANATION, 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I rise to a question 
of personal privilege. I call attention to an article appearing 
in the Washington Post this morning, being an Associated 
Press dispatch with appropriate headings, as follows: 


Law COVERING NAVAL OIL Reserve LEASES CREDITED TO WALSH—SEN- 
ATOR’S “Boast” CITED BY THR REPUBLICAN COMMITTEE—DRIVE ON 
DAUGHERTY TO BE RENEWED TO-DAY—WHEELER TO Mopiry RESOLU- 
TION IN REGARD TO NAMING OF INVESTIGATORS. 


(By the Associated Press.) 


The news bureau of the Republican National Committee issued a 
statement yesterday declaring the act which gives the Secretaries of 
the Navy and Interior the power to lease public oil reserves was 
fathered by Senator WALsH (Democrat), of Montana. That section 
under which Secretary Denby acted in signing the Doheny and Sinclair 
leases, the statement said, was written by former Secretary Josephus 
Daniels. 

Speaking of the policies with respect to leasing, the statement said 
if there was anything wrong with them the blame should fall on 
Senator WALSH and Mr. Daniels, 

“The leasing act received its first application 
the statement continued— 
“under the administration of Josephus Daniels and John Barton 
Payne, of the Navy and Interior Department, respectively. Under 
their administration Government oil lands, both within and with- 
out the naval oil reserves, were leased to private interests, to be 
developed by them on a royalty basis.” 


POLICIES CREDITED TO WALSH. 


Senator WALSH, the statement said, in a debate on the leasing act, 
“ boasted of the fact that he was the originator of the policy of leasing 
public oil lands to private Interests.” Secretary Daniels, it said, told 
Chairman BUTLER, of the House Naval Committee, that private inter- 
ests were draining oll from under Government lands and obtained 
enactment of the section under which Secretary Denby acted, on the 
grounds that the Navy must protect its supply. 

Under provisions of the law, the statement continued, Secretaries 
Daniels and Payne leased oil wells in naval reserves. Mr. Payne, it 
said, approved approximately 150 leases for private interests to develop 
and operate over 14,000 acres of oil land immediately adjacent to 
Teapot Dome, 


I have before me a copy of the article issued by the news 
bureau of the Republican National Committee to which the 
Associated Press dispatch referred. This story did not origi- 
nate with the Republican National Committee. It originated 
with a Republican paper printed in my home town, and they 
repeat the misrepresentation made by that paper, which as- 
serted that the leases that had been the subject of inquiry 
were made under the provisions of the general leasing law 
approved February 25, 1920, and that I was instrumental in 
procuring the enactment of that law. They cited at length the 
debate upon one feature of that law as showing my responsi- 
bility for the enactment of the law under which the leases were 
made. 

My attention having been called to the article, I wired to that 
particular paper the information that the leases were not made 
under the proyisions of the act of February 25, 1920, at all, 
but were made under the provisions of the act of June 4, 1920; 
that they were not made under the provisions of the general 
leasing law at all, but were made under the provision of the 
naval appropriation act of that year. I said in the telegram 
that the paper had doubtless been inadvertently led into a mis- 
take with respect to the matter. 

I can not, however, give to the Republican National Com- 
mittee or its news bureau the excuse of having been led into 
any inadvertent mistake. The misrepresentation on their part 
is perfectly deliberate and malicious, as everyone in the Senate 
knows who knows the facts. No one here who has had any 
part in the debate or who has listened to it has any kind of an 
idea that the leases under consideration were made under the 
provisions of the general leasing law but knows that they were 
made under the provisions of the act of June 4, 1920, which pro- 
voked no discussion whatever upon the floor of the Senate and 
had consideration only in connection with certain amendments 
that were offered by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] and 
that were accepted without any debate whatever. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say in this connection that those 
amendments were sent to me, as chairman of the Committee on 
Public Lands and Surveys, by the department itself. They 
were department amendments. So far as the leasing act of 
February 25, 1920, is concerned, I was chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Public Lands and Surveys that had the leasing bill 
in charge. I was a member of the conference. There was no 
question about the passage of that act. I believe it was unani- 
mously agreed to by both sides of the Chamber. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator is referring to the 
act of June 4, 1920? F 

Mr. SMOOT. I mean the leasing act. The Senator is cor- 
rect in saying that the leases in question that were made to 
Doheny and Sinclair were not made under the act of February 
25, 1920, but they were made, as the Senator said, under the act 
of June 4, 1920. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The act of February 25, 1920, 
expressly excluded from its operation, as I have heretofore in- 
formed the Senate, the naval oil reserves, and no lease of the 
naval oil reserves could be made under the provisions of that 
act except that there was a provision in the act that the Sec- 
retary of the Interior could lease producing oil wells within 
the naval reserves. But there were no producing oil wells 
within either naval reserve No. 1 or naval reserve No. 3, and 
no leases even of producing oil wells were ever issued by any- 
body within either of those reserves. 

Mr. President, I do not remember ever having boasted of 
having been the father of the general leasing act, but it is not 
at all unlikely that I claimed some credit, as I now claim 
credit, for the enactment of that legislation. I claim credit in 
this way. For years the public lands of the West, valuable for 
the oil they contained, were hermetically sealed up, withdrawn 
from public entry, and not open to appropriation of any kind, 
because the old law under which they were subject to appro- 
priation, the placer mining act, was entirely inappropriate to 
the appropriation of lands of that character. It was enacted 
for the purpose of permitting the appropriation of land con- 
taining the precious and semiprecious metals, gold, silver, cin- 
nabar, copper, lead, and other similar metals. The Department 


of the Interior wisely induced the President to withdraw all 
lands believed to be valuable for the oil they contained until 
Congress could enact legislation appropriate to the develop- 
ment of public mineral lands of that character. 

Then arose a very stout conflict, which was waged for years 
between those, chiefly from the West, who desired to adhere 
to the policy of conveying those public lands in fee, as had 
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always been done with reference to the lands of the Govern- 
ment, both mineral and nonmineral lands, and those who advo- 
cated the policy of abandoning the old system of alienating 
the lands in fee and substituting therefor a leasing system. 
As many will remember, a contest was waged year after year 
on this floor as to whether the old system of alienating the 
lands in fee should be abandoned and the leasing system 
should be adopted, that policy being advocated very strenu- 
ously by those who were generally known to be conserva- 
tionists. 

After I came to the Senate I realized that the only hope of 
securing the opening of those lands to development—and now 
I speak of lands outside of the naval reserves and not within 
the naval reserves—was under some kind of a law which rec- 
ognized the leasing system as against the old system of aliena- 
tion. I was the only Senator from the West who would stand 
up. on the floor of the Senate and advocate the adoption of 
the leasing system as it was advocated by the conservationists 
of the country. I then became instrumental in the enactment 
of the general leasing law, which was approved February 25, 
1920, and now I find myself accused by people who know all 
about the facts of being responsible for the legislation under 
which were made the leases which have been the subject of 
inquiry here. I have stated what the facts are, and I do not 
care to Say more. 

I might add that the telegram which I sent to the local Re- 
publican paper, calling their attention to these facts, they 
failed to publish, and continued from time to time to scatter 
the kind of information to their readers which has now been 
given national circulation by the Republican National Com- 
mittee. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, Mr. Doheny in his statement 
in the Washington Post this morning assails the Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WatsH] and criticizes him for his action in 
bringing out the truth in regard to the oil scandal. He is 
quoted in the newspaper as saying that the reason the Sen- 
ator from Montana was trying to get at the truth in the matter 
was because he wished to be President. That statement gives 
the Senate and the country an idea of this man’s conception 
of what constitutes good morals, of his sense of civic virtue and 
civic duty. It shows what a low estimate he places upon public 
men who have the courage of their convictions and respeet for 
their oaths of office. He intimates very strongly that the Sen- 
ator from Montana, but for some selfish motive to further his 
ambitions, would haye been willing to let him go on and eon- 
tinue in possession ef this great oil treasure of the United 
States. That seems to be his opinion of all Senators who have 
dared to criticize and condemn his very reprehensible conduct. 

I note in this newspaper article, Mr. President, that Mr. 
Doheny also criticizes the other Senator from Montana [Mr. 
WHEELER]. He states that he did not meet Mr. Daugherty 
under the circumstances named by the junior Senator from 
Montana, but that he met him at the Metropolitan Club—I sup- 
pose the club in this city—with four other members of the 
Cabinet. That means five members of the Cabinet in all; and 
they were, of course, Republicans. Mr. Doheny states that they 
discussed oil, but that it was European oil. I wonder if this 
man Doheny was like Alexander the Great, who, when he had 
conquered the then known world, wept because there were no 
other worlds to conquer. Having grabbed off ali the oil re- 
serves in the United States, was he then asking the aid of his 
friends in a Republican Cabinet to help him gather up the oil 
reserves in Europe? I suggest to the senior Senator from 
Montana that it might be well to invite those members of the 
Republican Cabinet to come before the committee and ask just 
what they discussed at the time Mr. Doheny states he met them 
at the Metropolitan Club. 

There are some interesting outcroppings, Mr. President, from 
this. Republican oil scandal. Mr. Doheny is now assuming the 
rôle of Republican leader in the Capital. He is urging that 
the country stand by the Republican administration. He so 
Stated in the newspaper article this morning. He does not be- 
lieye that the faith of the people will be shaken, for he says the 
Republicans have brought prosperity. 

Mr. ASHURST. To whom? 

Mr. HEFLIN, Oh, to only a favored few, and to Doheny in 
particular. Doheny has right now in his possession one of the 
greatest oil reservoirs in the world. He got it for money paid 
over to a Republican Cabinet officer, and I do not know to 
whom he paid other sums of money. I am inclined to think, 
however, there was other money paid. Of course, it is difficult 
to guess at just what transpires between crooks; they do not 
intend that information shall get out; they do all in their power 
to keep it from getting out; and they hope to transact their 
business in such a way that if caught they can get an opinion 


from the Attorney General to the effect that the transaction 
is legal I am frank enough to say regarding this oil-lease 
seandal that I do not believe that the half has been told. If 
this man can carry on this sort. of work in the Nation, and 
those in charge of the Government of the people will counte- 
nance and sanction it, and if then he has the boldness and the 
arrogance to come to the Capital itself and utilize the adminis- 
tration’s sheet, the Washington Post, to hurl his epithets and 
slander at United States Senators who dare to assail him, 
Mr. President, the country under Republican rule has drifted 
to a very low stage, indeed. 

Mr. DILL. Mr. President 

Mr. HEFLIN. [I yield to my friend from Washington. 

Mr. DILL. Does the Senator from Alabama know who the 
other four Cabinet officers to whom Mr. Doheny referred are? 

Mr. HEFLIN, No, Mr. President, I do not know, but I 
was just suggesting a moment ago that it might be well for the 
committee to make inguiry of this mouthpiece of the Repub- 
lican Party, Doheny. He seems to have put Mr. Adams, the 
Republican chairman, in the background. Adams was at the 
forefront on Saturday, but he received one or two jolts here 
at the Capitol, and he seems to have retired for repairs and 
Doheny has come to the front. Doheny is pleading with the 
country to stand by this administration. Of course he does 
not want the administration hurt; he feels as kindly to the 
Republican administration as did the old gentleman of other 
days whem he expressed his deep appreciation of an old tree: 


Woodman, spare that tree! 
Touch not a single bough! 

In youth it sheltered me, 
You shall not harm it now. 


Laughter on the floor and in the galleries.] 

y, this administration has sheltered Doheny, and he sita 
back clipping his coupons and enjoying his hundreds of mil 
lions and he thinks everybody is prosperous. He says the 
country is prosperous. Why, I could take him through the 
West, under this Republican administration, and show him 
many farmers who are in financial distress, I can show him 
men, women, and children out there who have not the neces- 
sities of life. I can show him people in the South who, under 
Republican rule, are heavily in debt. Then a fellow of Doheny's 
type stands up proclaiming that there is prosperity because he 
sees oils gushing from the Nation’s oil reserves all around 
him 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Prrrman in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Alabama yield to the Senator from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator from Alabama 
will be interested to know that this morning I received a tele- 
gram from the mayor of Fall River, Mass., asking me to have 
instituted an investigation of labor conditions in that city, 
where the cotton mills have closed or suspended, and is re- 
sulting in an extensive amount of unemployment, causing great 
hardship and much suffering. Surely Fall River is not enjoy- 
ing great prosperity. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Well, that will be sad news to Doheny 
[laughter] because it interferes with his program of propa- 
ganda for the Republican Party. Doheny is right here in the 
Capital. He urges support of Mr. Coolidge, and prafses Mr. 
Daugherty. I wonder if that is why Daugherty has not had 
his walking papers handed to him? [Laughter.] Daugherty 
is to be a delegate from Ohio to the Republican National Con- 
vention, I understand. Deheny says Daugherty is all right. 
I wonder ff that has any connection with Daugherty’s holding 
on to his place in President Coolidge’s Cabinet? I should 
think that probably the President was hesitating to turn out 
& delegate who is soon to appear in the nominating conven- 
tion with some power to help nominate or not nominate Mr. 
Coolidge. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yleld to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It might be well to remember that, as I 
recall, the only candidate from Ohio for delegate to the Repub- 
lican National Convention in Chicago at the last convention 
who was defeated was Mr. Daugherty. Whether he is a very 
strong candidate now or not may be a question. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Was he defeated as a delegate? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am glad to hear that, be- 
cause it may serve to brace up the President and remove any 
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fear or anxiety that he may have regarding Mr. Daugherty as 
a delegate. 

If they defeated him out there in 1920, I should think now, 
with all these ointments and ornaments and indictments hang- 
ing on him, he ought to be easy to defeat this year [laughter], 
because oil is a slippery and combustible thing [laughter] and 
he is likely to slip and fall with this oil poured all around 


him. [Laughter.] There is going to be a lot of oil in this 
thing. 
Mr. DILL. Mr. President, will the Senator yleld? 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. DILL. Does not the Senator think it would be wise to 
have the Comptroller of the Currency inform Mr. Doheny of 
the tremendous number of bank failures occurring in the North- 
west in these days? So numerous are they, in fact, that the 
Comptroller of the Currency is anxious that the list shall not 
be made public for fear of destroying confidence in the re- 
maining banks out there that are not as yet broken. Does not 
the Senator think that information ought to be conveyed to 
Mr. Doheny when he talks about prosperity? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do, and I thank the Senator from Wash- 
ington for bringing that to my attention and to the attention of 
the Senate and the country. I hope that the news will be con- 
veyed to Doheny. 3 

Oh, Mr. President, these favored fellows who haye been 
slipping and sliding around here on oil think everything is 
prosperous and smooth; but not so. There is distress amongst 
millions of our people. It is true always of a Republican ad- 
ministration that money kings spring up as if by magic and 
tower above their fellows like peaks above a plain, while the 
mass of the people are burdened down yonder where it is dark, 
where the illuminating oil that is spouting from Teapot Dome 
does not throw its dazzling luster, as it does to light up the 
pathway of men like Doheny and Sinclair. [Laughter on the 
fioor and in the galleries.] 

This article starts out by slandering the Democratic Party 
and saying that Doheny has been a Democrat for a long time. 
Mr. President, he is not a Democrat; I repudiate him as a 
Democrat. The Democratic Party does not want his kind In its 
ranks. As I said once before, whenever a Democrat makes up 
his mind to do something crooked he goes bodily into the Repub- 
lican Party. [Laughter.] Now Doheny has landed where he 
belongs, and we see him this morning, the mouthpiece of the 
Republican Party, calling on the country to stand by the admin- 
istration. If I were the President, although I might be fond of 
Doheny, as the President seems to be, and of Sinclair also, I 
would lay my hand over his mouth and ask him, “ Will you not 
let me alone for a little while? I have trouble enough of my 
own.” [Laughter.] But this man must not be talked to in 
that fashion; he has money—big money. We have reached a 
time in this Government where those in authority do not place 
stress and emphasis upon manhood and merit but upon money, 
boodle, campaign funds, That is a plain statement, but it is 
the plain truth. 

There is another article in the Washington Post this morning 
written by Harry N. Price. Harry says: 


The Democrats are seeking to take advantage of the apparent de- 
moralization in the Republican ranks and are driving hard to gain 
every point. That they have In a way placed the Republicans on the 
defensive is admitted eyen by Republicans, but there is evident a strong 
reaction, and the next week or fortnight may see the tables turned. 


Mr. President, every time we turn a table now we find a 
crooked Republican official under it. [Laughter in the gal- 
leries.] Let us keep on turning the table. [Laughter.] 

One other thing while I am up this morning. This man 
Doheny, the Republican mouthpiece, speaks of certain Senators 
as having a chocolate-eclair backbone.” [Laughter in the gal- 
leries.] Well, that is better than having a tongue oily with 
petroleum. He says: 


I think I haye a right to say that these men who are stirring up this 
stench are character assassins. 


Mr. President, what are the untrammeled representatives of 
the people expected to do? What are those who have no man- 
acles upon their hands and no shackles on their feet to do when 
they find those high in authority betraying their trust and open- 
ing the Nation’s rich reserves to the spollsmen of the Nation? 
Are they to fold their hands and bid them walk in, or are they 
to stand guard and fight to.the last to keep them out and to dis- 
charge their duty to their country? 

This man says that these people who are bringing out this 
oil stench are “character assassins.” Well, he puts the 


proper brand upon himself and upon his morality when he 
makes an assertion like that against men who are standing 
for right principles and trying to do their duty to their country. 

A newspaper article that refers to this thing as a mere 
political game, Mr. President, is not all pleasing to me. This 


ought not to be regarded as a political game. There ovght 
not to be one dissenting voice in this Chamber. Democrats 
and Republicans ought to vie with each other as to who can 
do most to turn the rascals out. It is the duty of a Demo- 
erat, if his party is in power, to lead the way to drive a 
crooked Democrat from place and power. It is the duty of 
Republicans to lead the way to drive out these crooked 
Republican officials, but they have not done it. The chairman 
of the Public Lands Committee is a Republican. Who has 
led the fight in the oil-lease scandal? The Senator from 
Montana [Mr. WaAtsH], a Democrat. Who introduced the 
joint resolution to cancel these leases? The Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. Caraway], a Democrat. Who introduced the 
resolution calling on the President to ask for Denby’s resig- 
nation? The minority leader, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
Rostnson], a Democrat. 

We are handicapped in the fight we are making. We are 
not having the support that we ought to have. Senators, this 
should not be a Democratic fight or a Republican fight; it 
ought to be an American fight for honesty and fidelity to 
public duty. It makes no difference how many Dohenys may 
camp in the Capitol; it makes no difference how many Sin- 
clairs may come here, Let us who are fighting this fight fight 
on and on until the victory is won, these men are exposed 
and this property is gotten back for the use and benefit ot 
the American people. 

I want to say this before I take my seat: I want to call 
upon the President, and I do call upon him now, to instruct 
Mr. Pomerene and Mr. Roberts—the two attorneys we have 
had to employ, by reason of the lost confidence of the country 
in the Department of Justice, at big cost to the taxpayers of 
the Nation—to stop Doheny from pumping 4,000 barrels of 
oil a day out of this oil reservoir of the Nation, and to stop 
Sinclair from pumping out 3,000 barrels a day. That is going 
on now while I am talking, and Doheny is urging people to 
support the Republican ticket; he is pumping out this oil 
from the Nation’s reserve, and the country is losing thousands 
of gallons every day. 

Why, Mr. President, we would not permit that to be done 
by a common citizen for a moment. If he had this property 
and was looting it like that they would send a United States 
marshal to stop him immediately; but Doheny can continue 
to pump out oil and Sinclair can continue to pump oil out 
of the Nation's reserves while Doheny sits in the Capital 
and, through the Republican mouthpiece, urges people to sup- 
port the Republican administration. 

INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations for 
the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1925, and for other purposes, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Prrraan in the chair). 
The question is on the committee amendment to strike out 
“ $1,080,000 ” and substitute“ $630,000,” 

The amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is on the 
amendment of the committee, commencing at line 20 on page 67 
and ending on line 9 of page 68 with the word “ purchased.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, 
on page 68, line 15, to increase the appropriation for the opera- 
tion and maintenance, continuation of construction, and inci- 
dental operations at the Minidoka project, Idaho, from $380,000 
to $1,045,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, after the numerals “ $1,045,000” 
I move to strike out all of the proviso down to and including 
the word “advanced” on line 20, page 69, and insert the matter 
which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, ‘The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaprne CLERK. On page 68, after the numerals “ $1,045,- 
000” and the colon, it is proposed to strike out down to and 
including the word “advanced” on line 20, page 69, and the 
semicolon, and in lieu thereof to insert the following: 

Provided, That no part of this appropriation (and no part of any 
unencumbered balance of the 1924 appropriation for the Minidoka 
project) shall be expended on the American Falls Reservoir until (1) all 
acts have been performed that are necessarily precedent to the con- 
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firmation of title in fee in the United States for said reservoir of such 
Indian lands as ure essential to the construction of the same; (2) com- 
panies and districts which have contracted to cooperate with the United 
States in the construction of said reservoir and have contracted to par- 
ticipate In said reseryoir to an aggregate amount of at least 860,000 
acre-feet shall have paid to the United States their due proportionate 
share of all moneys expended by the United States on sald reservoir 
prior to the date of said payments, including interest at the rate of 
6 per cent per annum from the time such moneys were advanced by 
the United States; (3) the American Falls Reservoir district and the 
Empire irrigation district shall each have filed with the Secretary of 
the Interior an agreement binding each of said districts to the elimina- 
tion of the second paragraph of article 46 of their respective contracts 
of June 15, 1923, with the United States; and (4) the said companies 
and districts shall have paid to or deposited with the United States cash 
or United States Government securities amounting to a total of at least 
$1,500,000: Provided further, That no contractor shall secure a right 
to the use of water from said reservoir except under a contract con- 
taining the provision that the contractor shall, as a part of the con- 
struction cost, pay interest at the rate of 6 per cent per annum upon 
the contractor's proper proportionate share, as found by the Secretary 
of the Interior, of the moneys advanced by the United States on account 
of the construction of said reservoir prior to the date of the contract. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Utah, 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 70, line 12, after the word “ operations,” to strike 
out “ $155,000” and to insert $400,000, of which amount $245,- 
000 shall be used for drainage purposes,” so as to make the 
paragraph read: 


Newlands project, Nevada; For operation and maintenance, continu- 
ation of construction, and incidental operations, $400,000, of which 
amount $245,000 shall be used for drainage purposes. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr, President, before we get through with 
these reclamation projects I am going to ask unanimous con- 
sent to offer an amendment to the Strawberry Valley project, 
Utah, and I want to say just a word in relation to it. It will 
be found on page 71 of the bill: 


Strawberry Valley project, Utah: For operation and maintenance, 
continuation of construction, and incidental operations, $40,000. 


Senators talk about a serious situation, and say that people 
under the Gem project are in distress. I want to call attention 
to the condition existing under the Strawberry Valley project. 

In the ease of the Strawberry Valley project water was 
brought from one valley through a mountain into Utah Valley, 
and that water finds its way into Utah Lake. Utah Lake is 
drained by the Jordan River and runs into the Great Salt Lake. 
This water has been brought into Utah Valley in such quantities 
that it is absolutely impossible for the Jordan River to carry it. 
It has backed up until it has destroyed tens of thousands 
ef acres of the best land in Utah. We have resorts on the 
lake that are under 2 feet or more of water. Lands that pro- 
duce the heaviest crops in any part of the West are under 2 
or 3 feet of water. The extension of this project as pro- 
posed by the amendment I intend to offer would take the 
water from the Strawberry project and carry it by high-line 
eanal into Salt Lake County, where it could be used upon 
dry lands. It is recommended by the department. It has 
been recommended by Mr. Weymouth; but it was considered 
a new appropriation, and I thought, as a member of the com- 
mittee, that no new projects were going to be appropriated 
for. That is the reason why I objected to the other two 
items already adopted. The Senate seems to have changed 
its mind, however, and I say to the Senate now that if there 
is any project in the West that ought to be taken care of at 
the earliest possible date it is that project. That is what I 
told the committee, and they understood my position about it; 
but I tried to act consistently in this matter, and thought 
that I would wait until the fact-finding commission made its 
report. I know that the fact-finding commission will make a 
favorable report upon this project, but I thought I would not 
ask at this time for it to be inserted in the pending bill. 
The other two projects have been put in, however, and so I 
am going to ask unanimous consent that this amendment be 
inserted, covering the Strawberry project, as recommended by 
the commission. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
what amendment he suggests? 

Mr. SMOOT. I will tell the Senator. After the word“ con- 
struction,” on line 11, page 71, I move to insert “ extension of 


project,” and in line 12 I move to strike out “$40,000” and 


Insert “$1,540,000.” That would take care of that extension, 

Mr. FLETCHER. Is it estimated for? Is it reported? 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that attention iş 
called to it in the hearings before the House committee, but 
it was considered a new project, and therefore it did not go in, 

Mr. FLETCHER. It was not recommended by the Budget 
Bureau? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; it was not recommended, because all the 
new projects are to be recommended some time in the future. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Georgia? ' 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 

. Mr. HARRIS. I want to state that the members of the 
committee were in favor of the project spoken of by the Senator 
from Utah, and would gladly have voted for it if the Senator 
had made a motion to have it inserted, and we so stated to the 
Senator. 

Mr. SMOOT. ‘The Senator is correct; but I wanted to be 
9 consistent, no matter whether it hurt my State or 
not. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The point is, can we get around the rule 
with reference to its being 

Mr. SMOOT. We have gotten around the rule already. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I understood that before 

Mr. SMOOT. I am not speaking of new projects. The Gem 
project was not a Government project at all. 

Mr. FLETCHER. But it was recommended and estimated 
for and passed on by the Director of the Budget. 

Mr. SMOOT. I know any Senator can make a point of order 
against it. I call attention to the fact that if a point of order 
is made against it, it will go out. I have stated the facts of 
the matter. I want to say now that in the State of Utah we 
have paid more money into the reclamation fund than we have 
ever drawn out. We are not in the situation Idaho is in, 
where they baye projects that will cost about $40,000,000. We 
have one project—the Strawberry project—and that has in- 
volved an expenditure of only $3,857,460. I want Senators to 
understand that I concede they have a perfect right to make 
the point of order and I will not object; but considering what 
has taken place to-day, I am going to ask that the amendment 
be adopted. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I want to say to 
the Senate that if this amendment is adopted, I shall ask to 
have an amendment adopted. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that his amendment 
is a proper one, and no doubt will be agreed to by the fact- 
finding commission. I wanted these items to go into the bill 
now and go to conference. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. As the Senator knows, there are 
six or seven million dollars in the reclamation fund which have 
not been covered by the estimates of the Budget. 

Mr. SMOOT. Nearly $9,000,000. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Nearly $9,000,000; and it is 
understood that when the fact-finding commission submits its 
report probably there will be an effort to include in a separate! 
bill the estimates which have been recommended to the Budget 
by the Interior Department. 

Mr. ROBINSON. May I inquire of the two Senators having 
the floor, the Senator from Utah and the Senator from Wash- 


on 
aro JONES of Washington. 
floor. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Whether there are reclamation projects of 
recognized merit other than the one which the Senator from 
Utah now proposes and the one which the Senator from Wash- 
ington has indicated he is going to propose? 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Arkan- 
sas yield to the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I have not the floor, but I will gladly 
answer a question in the time of the Senator from Utah. À 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Nevada? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. - 

Mr. ROBINSON. I am ready to answer any question the 
Senator from Nevada may ask. í 

Mr. ODDIE. I understood the Senator from Arkansas to ask 
a question. I will say in reply that there is one project with 


The Senator from Utah has the 


which I am very familiar, the Newlands project in Nevada, 
which is very much in need of an increased appropriation. 
Mr. FLETCHER. That is provided for, is it not? 
Mr. ODDIE. 
existing project. 


It is for partigl completion of a part of an 
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Mr. FLETCHER. That is already provided for, 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senate committee gave Nevada $245,000. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr.. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. SMOOT. Les; I yield. 

Mr. DIAL. I merely want to remark that others are merely 
anticipating us a little. As soon as we get our propositions 
in proper shape we will come along and join the- others. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not want any misunderstanding about 
this thing at all, I have stated the absolute necessity of an 
early beginning of that work. In fact, Mr. President, the 
water in the Utah Lake is backed up until it now reaches nearly 
to the steel plant 
Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I make this suggestion to 
the Senator from Utah. I think it is well known that there are 
numerous reclamation projects the merit of which is undoubted, 
‘which would be entitled to consideration if this bill is to be 
converted into a bill for the authorization of reclamation proj- 
ects. ‘Those of us who live in another section of the country— 
‘the South and the Southwest—have felt that there is great 
necessity for legislation for the reclamation of land in that part 
of the country. Im all fairness, if legislation on this appro- 
priation bill is to be opened to one project, it ought to be 
opened to all which the Senate finds meritorious. 

Mr. SMOOT. I think the Senator is absolutely right; but 
these projects could only go to conference. I do not know 
whether the House will agree to this or not, but really, as we 
have about $9,000,000 in the fund, it does seem to me that 
these matters ought to go to conference, and if the House 
agrees to them, let them go in, because unless the work is 
started before long we could do little this year, 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator has evidently changed his 
viewpoint since coming upon the floor with the bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. I was frank in stating my position and gave 
the reasons. I know that a point of order is good against this 
amendment, and if it is made, I shall not have any ill teeme 
against the Senator making it in any way, shape, or form. 
‘know the circumstances. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I want to sug- 
gest to the Senator from Arkansas that my amendment does not 
relate to the adoption of the new project but simply relates 
to the extension of a project. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That contemplates legislation, and it is 
just as much legislation as if it were the creation of a new 
project. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. No; it ts not legislation. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If it is not legislation, then to what rule 
is it obnoxious? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It is obnoxious to the rule be- 
cause it has not been estimated for and has not been recom- 
mended by a standing committee. Those are the two points in 
which it is obnoxious to the Senate rule. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I regret very much to have 
to take the position, but I can not conscientiously sit here and 
See the rule ignored in this way. It looks as if we are opening 
a regular Pandora’s box. We had better wait until the fact- 
finding commission reports and then act on the projects. 

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator feels that way—— 

Mr. FLETCHER. I feel T must make the point of order. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is perfectly good. 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, in explaining the point I raised 
‚a moment ago about the Newlands project, it seems to me that 
it would be wise for us, in the case of Nevada, to wait for the 
report of the fact-finding commission. I feel very sure that 
this commission will report favorably on the Spanish Springs 
project, which is part of the Newlands project in Nevada. 

There is a matter in this connection of the utmost impor- 


‘tance, the obligation of the United States Government which 


iwas made by a former Secretary of the Interior and other 
officials of the Reclamation Service with our governor, State 
| engineer, and numbers of our prominent citizens. The Secre- 
|tary stated that if the State of Nevada would do certain things 
In preparing for the Spanish Springs enterprise, the Govern- 
‘ment would do certain things, and start and complete the proj- 
ect. The State of Nevada expended money and energy in doing 
the things demanded by the Government, and now it is the 
duty of the Government to fulfill its binding and moral obliga- 
tion. I feel sure that the fact-finding commission will take 
cognizance of this matter and decide in favor of building this 
Spanish Springs unit, which is a very necessary part of the 
‘Newlands reclamation project. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, we have been considering items 
in the pending bill calling for appropriations for reclamation 
projects, but, as I understand, they are not new projects, 


the appropriations carried are in execution of plans hereto- 
fore agreed upon, or to continue and complete reclamation 
projects which were determined upon many years ago. 

I regret that this bill does not provide for a few new 
meritorious projects. The attention of the Interlor Depart- 
ment has been brought, by myself and by others, to several 
reclamation projects which have been investigated and found 
to be not only practical and feasible but of importance and 
beneficial to the Government. One of these projects is. found 
in the State which I have the honor, in part, to represent, and 
is a continuation of the Strawberry reclamation project. May 
I say in passing that it is conceded that the Strawberry project 
thus far completed has proven to be an eminent success and is 
not only of advantage to the people of Utah but, directly and 
indirectly, is of advantage to the entire country. 

I have sometimes felt that Idaho, and perhaps a few other 
States, have been unduly favored, to the prejudice of Utah, in 
the number of reclamation projects within thelr borders en- 
tered upon by the Federal Government. In Idaho a number 
of projects have been selected by the Reclamation Service and 
tens of millions of dollars have been expended in their develop- 
ment. As I am advised, more than $180,000,000 have been 
expended by the Reclamation Service upon the various proj- 
ects undertaken by the Federal Government. Within the 
State of Utah but one project, namely, the Strawberry project, 
has been selected and the amount expended upon it has been 
small, measured by appropriations made for projects in other 
States. As stated, the Strawberry project has proven to be 
one of the most successful irrigation enterprises entered upon 
by the Federal Government and is an example which may be 
referred to in justification of the Newlands reclamation law. 
The officials of the Reclamation Service, upon investigation, 
believe that a further sum should be appropriated in continua- 
tion of the Strawberry project. Such appropriation will not 
be for a “new project” but will be used to supplement and 
continue the existing one, and it is needless to add that it will 
prove highly beneficial to the people of Utah and advantageous 
to the Government itself. 

The Strawberry reservoir can conserve additional water at 
comparatively small expense and land is available upon which 
such water may be used, and it is to utilize this surplus water 
and reclaim additional land that this supplemental work is to 
be performed. Something over a million dollars, under the 
plans thus far developed by the Reclamation Service, will be 
required for this enterprise. 

Unfortunately, the Reclamation Service did not submit this 
estimate and this supplemental enterprise to the Budget Bu- 
reau, and, accordingly, no recommendation was made by that 
bureau and no action taken by the House. The Appropriations 
Committee of the Senate, of course, under the rules of the Sen- 
ate, was prevented from adding this item to the bill under 
consideration. I felt, however, that the attention of the Senate 
should be challenged to this project and accordingly offered an 
amendment to the pending bill on the 22d instant calling for 
an appropriation along the lines indicated by the Reclamation 
Service. On the 23d instant I gave notice that I should move 
to suspend the rules, which would prevent the consideration of 
the amendment at the present time. 

I have made some inquiry among Senators, and find that 
there is much sympathy for the amendment and a general 
disposition, when the matter is before the Senate in the usual 
manner, to support it; but it is felt by some Senators that in 
advance of a recommendation by the Budget Bureau and 
before the fact-finding commission appointed by the Secre- 


‘tary of the Interior has concluded its activities and sub- 


mitted its report there is objection to definitely acting upon 
the amendment. Senators know it requires a two-thirds major- 
ity to obtain a suspension of the rule, and appreciating the 


| position of Senators and the natural disinclination to abro- 


gate the rules of the Senate I shall not call for a vote upon 
my motion. - 

And I am more inclined to this course in view of the informa- 
tion that I have obtained from the Reclamation Service: In 
conversation with officials this day I learned that the fact- 
finding commission appointed by the Secretary of the Interior 
will soon submit its report, and I am advised that report 
will deal with the matter covered by the amendment which I 
offered and the amendment ‘to which my colleague has called 
attention, Mr. President, from all that I can learn I feeb 
sanguine that the Reclamation Service entertain the view that 
an appropriation of more than a million dollars is not only 
feasible but should be made for the continuation and comple- 
tion of the Strawberry project. I feel assured that a recom- 
mendation will be made by the proper officials of the Reclama- 
tion Service for such appropriation, and I have every reason 
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to believe that the Budget Bureau will look with favor upon 
such recommendation. 

A limited number of irrigation projects will, as I understand, 
be brought to the attention of Congress before adjournment 
and appropriations will be asked in order to enter upon the 
construction and continuation of the same. In that event the 
Strawberry enterprise, to which my amendment is directed, will 
be cared for. I regret that the fact-finding commission, 
which has been investigating reclamation projects for a num- 
ber of months, was unable to complete its investigations and 
submit its report before final action upon this bill by the Senate, 
because I feel assured that if such had been the case the 
necessary recommendation would have been made by the 
Reclamation Service and the Budget Bureau and we would 
then have had before us in proper and orderly way a proposi- 
tion to appropriate the sum asked for in my amendment to 
continue and complete the Strawberry project. 

Mr. President, the Secretary of the Interior is to be con- 


gratulated upon his efforts to obtain full information respect-. 


ing the various irrigation projects which are being constructed 
by the Government. There has been uncertainty as to the 
amount of money expended and the status of many of these 
projects. Statements are often made that a number of the 
projects are failures and that there has been waste and ex- 
travagance in the administration of the Reclamation Service. 

The situation calls for a most exhaustive inquiry into the 
reclamation fund and into the work of the Reclamation Serv- 
ice. I have felt that some of the appropriations were unwise 
and that the overhead has been too great. I have upon a 
number of occasions called the attention of former Secretaries 
of the Interior to what I conceived to be the incompetency of 
some of the officials in the Reclamation Service. Contrary to 
the views of some, I believe that Secretary Work was entirely 
justified in changing the head of the Reclamation Service, 
and I sincerely hope that he will bring about reforms which 
the situation calls for, and introduce economy in some branches 
of the service which have been disposed to regard the Publie 
Treasury as a perennial fountain from which limitless ap- 
propriations could be obtained. I have felt that some of the 
engineers lacked technical and scientific skill, as a result of 
which projects haye been entered upon which could not suc- 
ceed or which, if they could be completed, the costs would 
be so great as to make the price of water almost prohibitive 
to the home seekers. 

The Newlands law was a wise piece of legislation. It has 
accomplished great good, and if properly administered its field 
of usefulness will be far more extensive. If the officials ad- 
ministering this law act with wisdom and with due regard to 
the interests of the people and the Government, then the 
eriticisms which have been leveled against the law and its 
administration will cease, or, at least, if made, will prove 
harmless. 3 

Mr. President, I hope that before Congress adjourns an ade- 
quate appropriation will be made to carry out the purpose of 
my amendment to the pending bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent now 
that wherever there is a total to be changed, the clerks at 
the desk may change it without the Senate acting upon it 
in each case. For instance, as the result of the amendment 
which has just been agreed to, on page 73, the total will have 
to be changed, and I make the request I have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah asks 
unanimous consent that where a total is to be changed to 
conform to the action of the Senate, the clerks at the desk 
be authorized to make the change. Is there objection? The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I inquire whether all the committee 
amendments up to page 73 have been acted on? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; they have. 

Mr. FLETCHER. We are still proceeding with committee 
amendments? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; committee amendments. No new amend- 
ments can be offered until the committee amendments have been 
disposed of, 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 73, line 6, to increase the total appropriation for 
the reclamation fund from $9,946,000 to $10,156,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “ United States 
Geological Survey,” on page 74, at the end of line 7, to increase 
the appropriation for topographic surveys in various portions 
of the United States, including lands in national forests, from 
$500,000 to $540,711. 

The amendment was agreed to, 
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The next amendment was, on page 74, line 15, after the name 
“United States,” to strike out “ $300,000" and to insert 
“$333,722,” and in line 17, after the name Hawaiian Islands,” 
to insert “and not to exceed $15,000 for examination of 
arsenic-bearing ores,” so as to read: 


For geologic surveys in the various portions of the United States, 
$333,722, of which amount not to exceed $10,000 may be used for work 
in yoleanology in the Hawaiian Islands, and not to exceed $15,000 for 
examination of arsenic-bearing ores, 


The amendment was agreed to. È 
The next amendment was, on page 75, at the end of line 10, 
to strike out “ $250,000” and insert “ $280,000,” so as to read: 


For the examination and classification of lands requisite to the de- 
termination of their suitability for enlarged homesteads, stock-raising 
homesteads, public watering places, and stock driveways, or other 
uses, as required by the public land laws, $280,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 75, at the end of line 18, 
to increase the total appropriation for the United States Geo- 
logical Survey from $1,642,760 to $1,747,193. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Bureau of 
Mines,” on page 76, at the end of line 11, to strike out “ $350,- 
000” and insert“ $359,768,” so as to make the paragraph read: 


For investigations as to the causes of mine explosions, methods of 
mining, especially in relation to the safety of miners, the appliances 
best adapted to prevent accidents, the possible improvement of condi- 
tions under which mining operations are carried on, the use of ex- 
plosives and electricity, the prevention of accidents, and other in- 
quiries and technologic investigations pertinent to the mining industry, 
including all equipment, supplies, and expenses of travel and sub- 
sistence, $359,768. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 82, at the end of line 13, 
to increase the total appropriation for the Bureau of Mines 
from $1,890,700 to $1,900,468, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ National 
parks,” on page 84, after line 10, to strike out: 


For the purchase of the Bright Angel Toll Road and Trail within the 
Grand Canyon National Park, Ariz., as contemplated by the “act to 
establish the Grand Canyon National Park in the State of Arizona,” 
approved February 26, 1919, $100,000, to be available until expended 
for payment to the county of Coconino, State of Arizona, for the con- 
struction, under the supervision of the National Park Service, of a 
road from Maine, Ariz., to the south boundary of the Grand Canyon 
National Park: Provided, That no part of such sum shall be expended 
until after the delivery of a good and sufficient deed by the proper 
authorities of said county conveying to the United States full and com- 
plete title to the said Bright Angel Toll Road and Trail, and acceptance 
thereof by the Secretary of the Interior. 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

I shall not attempt a description of the Grand Canyon. I 
have neither the time nor the talent requisite to such a task. 
Some years ago I dipped my pen deep enough into the ink of 
temerity to attempt a description of the Canyon, but I shall 
not do so again yery soon. Sufficient to say that there is 
nothing in the world in form, size, or glowing colors that com- 
pares with the Grand Canyon. When persons emerge from the 
forest and suddenly behold the canyon’s tenipled depths, its 
spires, pyramids, and terraces, and its forms, graceful and 
fantastic, they are awe inspired. 

In this amendment we are called upon to decide a question of 
national policy. A bill was introduced in the Senate in 1886 by 
President Harrison whilst he was a Senator proposing to 
create the Grand Canyon National Park, but it never became 
a law. In 1918 I introduced a bill creating the Grand Canyon 
National Park, and the able Representative from Arizona, Mr, 
sapin introduced in the other branch of Congress a similar 

ill. 

The Sente bill became a law and the Grand Canyon National 
Park now assumes the same status as the Yellowstone and 
other national parks. Long prior to the time the Grand Canyon 
became a national park, indeed long prior to the time the 
Gand Canyon became a national monument or a reserve of 
any kind or character, the laws of the Territory of Arizona au- 
thorized citizens of the United States to build, establish, and 
maintain a toll road for the collection of tolls from persons who 
traveled upon and over such trail or road. I can best give a 
history of the Bright Angel Toll Trail by reading a copy of a 
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Jetter I wrote to the county attorney of Coconino County, 
Ariz., some time ago upon this subject. 
I read my reply to him, as follows: y 
: Juxn 1, 1922, 
Hon. F. M. GOLD, 
County Attorney, Flagstaff, Ariz. 

Dran Sin AND FRIEND: Yours of the 26th ultimo just recetved ad- 
vising that, in your efforts to protect the interests of Coconino County 
in and to the Bright Angel Toll Trail in the Grand Canyon, you 
require a complete statement of all the facts showing the county’s 
title to the trail. 

T am sending you by registered mail, under separate cover, a bound 
book entitled “Duffield v. Ashurst™ which contains all the data or 
papers I possess respecting this subject. This book contains some of 
the pleadings, briefs, and other documents making up the record in 
the case involving the title of Coconino County to the Bright Angel 
Poll Tran 

About January 81, 1891, Peter D. Berry, under the statutes of 
Arizona of 1887, filed in the office of the county recorder of Yavapai 
County (Coconino County was created later) a certificate and plat 
marking out a sort of map of definite location of the Bright Angel 
Toll Road or Trail and claimed a toll-road franchise thereon. 

Subsequently the said Berry, by deeds of conveyance, transferred, 
or attempted to transfer his interest in said toll trail to Mr. Ralph 
H. Cameron; these deeds are recorded in book 9 of deeds and book 
10 of deeds, records of Coconino County. 

In January, 1901, the Board of Supervisors of Coconino County 
attempted to extend said toll-road franchise for a period of 10 years, 
but had no power to extend same for a longer period than 5 years. 

In 1903 the district court ef Coconino County, sitting at nisi prius, 
held the deeds to Cameron to be void, and Berry and his partners 
thereupon resumed possession of the Bright Angel Toll Trail. 

In February, 1906, the said toll-road franchise of Berry et al. ex- 
,pired, and the Board of Supervisors of Coconino County thereupon con- 
tracted with Mr. L. L, Ferrall to collect tolls thereon for Coconino 
County. 

In 1907 the Territorial legislature, by act thereof, extended the 
franchise for an additional five yenrs. 

This act of the legislature of 1907 reinstating the said toll-trail fran- 
chise in the original locators or owners of the franchise was, by the 
supreme court of the Territory, declared to be a valid act. See Duf- 
field v. Ashurst (100 Pacific Reporter, p. 821). 

The franchise again expired in 1912 and the franchise thereupon 
reverted to ‘Coconino County. By this time I had come to the Senate, 
hence I do not know what has happened in Arizona in the courts or in 
the office of the board of supervisors of Coconino County respecting this 
trail; but in 1918, when Mr. Haypen and I drew the bill creating the 
Grand Canyon National Park, we used extreme care to see to it that 
all the rights of Coconino County in or to the Bright Angel Trail 
should be and were protected and recognized, and the language of the 
park act is as follows: 

“SEC, 4. That nothing herein contained shall affect any valid 
existing claim, location, or entry under the land laws of the United 
States, whether for homestead, mineral, right of way, or any other 
purpose whatsoever, or shall affect the rights of any such claim- 
ant, locator, or entryman to the full use and enjoyment of his land, 
and nothing herein contained shall affect, diminish, of impair the 
right and authority of the county of Coconino, in the State of 
Arizona, to levy and collect tolls for the passage of livestock over 
and upon the Bright Angel Toll Road and Trail, and the Secre- 
tary of the Interior is hereby authorized to negotiate with the said 
county of Coconino for the purchase of said Bright Angel Toll 
Road and Trail and all rights therein, and report to Congress at 
as early a date as possible the terms upon which the property can 
be procured.” 

You are to be commended for your efforts to protect the county's 
rights, and I hope this letter may give you the information you wish, 
or at least may inform you where the records may be obtained. 

I regret my inability to supply complete data, but human memory 
is at best uncertain. A careful abstractor of titles could easily find 
copious information and records of the varlous muniments or papers 
showing the county's title, as they are all on record in the office of 
the county recorder, the office of the clerk of the board of supervisors, 
and the office of the clerk of the court in Flagstaff.. The filing of Berry 
is on record in Yayapai County. 

The Federal Government recognizes Coconino County's title to this 
trail He be in aoe life 11 9 


With best 8 
Sincerely yours, HENRY F. ASHURST, 


Not knowing precisely when the county of Coconino assumed 
custody of the Bright Angel Trail and began the collection of 
tolls on the trail in the Grand Canyon, I wired Mr. J. B. 


Rickel, the clerk of the Board of Supervisors of ‘Coconino 
County, the county in which the trail is situated, and he replied 
on February 15 last as follows: 


Regarding your wire, Coconino County assumed custody of Bright 
Angel Toll Trail on April 18, 1912, 


The tolls that were paid to Coconino County amounted for 
the period October 1, 1919, to October 1, 1920, to $6,619. From 
October 1, 1920, to September 30, 1921, by a singular circum- 
stance the same number of dollars, to wit, $6,619. For the 
period October 1, 1921, to September 30, 1922, $6,759, and from 
October 1, 1922, to September 80, 1923, $7,180. 

Mr. FLETCHER. 
ator to make an inquiry? 

Mr. ASHURST. Certainly. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I judge from what the Senator said 4 
moment ago that the privilege is for the passage of livestock 
over the trail. 

Mr. ASHURST. That is correct. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Is that the only toll that is being paid? 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes. There is no toll for foot passengers, 

Mr. FLETCHER. Nor any toll for automobiles? 

Mr. ASHURST. Automobiles could not travel over the trail. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It is just what it is named, only a trail 
and not a road? 

Mr. ASHURST. Trall. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Were negotiations entered upon as the act 
provided? 

Mr. ASHURST. I will read that later. 

Mr. FLETCHER. And the amount agreed upon? 

Mr. ASHURST. I will ask that the letter from the Director 
of the National Park Service, showing the number of visitors 
and the amount paid, be placed in the Record at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection it is so 
ordered. 

The letter referred to is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
NATIONAL Park SERVICE, 
Washington, February 7, 1924. 


Hon. Henry F. ASHURST, 
United States Senate, 

My Dear Senator AsHURST: In response to your letter of February 
6, our records covering the park travel season from October 1 to Sep- 
tember 80 show the following number of persons going down the Bright 
Angel Trail in Grand Canyon National Park for the past four years 
to be as follows: 


Number of persons. 
October i, 1919, to September 30, 6 6, 619 
October 1 1920, to September 30, TTT 
October 15 1021. to September 80; a ARN ape 6, 759 
October 1, 1922, to September 30, 1923- — — „130 


.Coconino County has collected from the public operator a toll of 81 
for every visitor carried over the Bright Angel Trail on horse or mule 
back. The figure of 7,681 visitors given in Secretary Work's letter 
dated December 11, 1923, was for the 12-month period from July 1. 
1922, to June 30, 1928. 


Sincerely yours, Srmpuen T. Maru, Director. 


Mr. ASHURST. Now, Mr. President, referring to page 1640 
of the ConcresstonaL Recorp of the proceedings of January 29, 
1924, I ask the Secretary to read the letter of Secretary Work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Secre- 
tary will read as requested. 

The principal legislative clerk read as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, December 11, 1923. 
The honorable the SPÐAKER or run Housn or REPRESENTATIVES. 

My DEAR MR. SPEAKER; The act of Congress approved February 26, 
1919, entitled “An act to establish the Grand Canyon National Park in 
the State of Arizona,” provides among other things: 

“That nothing herein contained shall affect any valid existing 
claim, location, or entry under the land laws of the United States, 
whether for homestead, mineral, right of way, or any other pur- 
pose whatsoever, or shall affect the rights of any such claimant, 
locator, or entryman to the full use and enjoyment of his land, 
and nothing herein contained shall affect, diminish, or impair the 
right and authority of the county of Coconino, in the State of 
Arizona, to levy and collect tolls for the passage of livestock over 
and upon the Bright Angel Toll Road and Trail, and the Secretary 
of the Interior is hereby authorized to negotiate with the said 
county of Coconino for the purchase of said Bright Angel Toll Road 
and Trail and all rights therein, and report to Congress at as 
early a date as possible the terms upon which the property can be 
procured," 


FEBRUARY 25, 


Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen- 


i 


1924. 
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In compliance with this provision of law I have the following report 
to make to you: 

The Bright Angel Toll Road and Trail, which descends the south 
wali of the canyon to the floor, lying some 4,300 feet below the rim, 
starts within a few hundred yards of the terminus of the railroad and 
the end of the main public highway, which bring practically all the 
visitors to the south rim of the Grand Canyon. At this point there 
are also concentrated the hotels and camps available for the accommo- 
dation of the visitors and the administrative headquarters of the Na- 
tional Park Service that has charge, under the Interior Department, of 
the administration of the park. This trail is the only means of access 
into the canyon for 20 miles to the east, where the Grand View Trail 
is located, and 8 miles to the west, where the Hermit Trail is located. 
The trail has been privately owned, the present title, so far as can be 
ascertained, being duly vested in the county of Coconino, which ad- 
joins the park on the south; and the above provision of law in the 
organic act creating the Grand Canyon National Park appears to recog- 
nize rights of the county of Coconino in said trail. The county has 
collected from the public operator a toll of $1 for every visitor carried 
on horse or mule back over the trail, it being understood that tolls 
for sone 7,681 visitors were paid for such use of the trail the past year. 

The great importance to the United States of haying ownership of 
this trail for the unrestricted use of the public is apparent, and the im- 
portance of its acquisition was fully emphasized by the injunction of 
Congress in the organic act above cited. 

In compliance with the provisions of this law, negotiations between 
representatives of the department and the Board of Supervisors of the 
county of Coconino, Ariz., as representatives of that county, were car- 
ried on for several years without definite results. During the past 
summer, however, and in the presence of visiting Members of Congress, 
the following preposition was informally agreed upon as appearing fair 
and reasonable under the circumstances to beth parties involved, 
namely, that in the event Congress shall appropriate not less than the 
sum of $100,000 to be expended upon the reconstruction and improve- 
ment of a road between Maine, Ariz.—which is a small town lying 
midway between the towns of Williams and Flagstaff, Ariz, on the 
National Old Trails Read about 80 miles away—and the south boundary 
of the Grand Canyon National Park, which will constitute then the 
most important highway approach to the park, the Board of Supervisors 
of the county of Coconino will execute and deliver a good and spf- 
clent deed conveying to the United States the full and complete title to 
the Bright Angel Toll Road and Trail. 

It was ascertained that the provisions of existing Arizona law 
require the selling of any property, real or personal, belonging to the 
county, at publie auction, after eertain prescribed regulations have been 
complied with, to the highest bidder; and if -Congress directs the 
acquisition of the trail under agreements informally arrived at and 
stated above, the county has agreed to offer the trail for sale at public 
auction in aceordance with the statutes above mentioned, with the 
understanding that a bid is to be made by a representative of the 
United States of the sum of $100,000 for said trail under the conditions 
stated. If the bid is accepted, no part of this sum will be paid over to 
the county until a satisfactory deed has been executed and delivered, 
vesting full and complete title in the trail in the United States. 

It is my purpose to submit through the proper channels draft of 
legislation which when enacted will authorize the appropriation of the 
sum of $100,000 to enable the Secretary of the Interior to effect these 
purposes and in the following words: 

“That for the purchase of the Bright Angel Toll Road and 
Trail within the Grand Canyon National Park, Ariz., the sum of 
$100,000 is hereby authorized to be expended out of moneys in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated; this amount to be available 
for payment to the Board of Supervisors of the county of Coconino, 
State of Arizona, for the purpose of construction, under the super- 
vision of the National Park Service, of the approach road to the 
south entrance te the Grand Canyon National Park, from Maine, 
Ariz., to the south boundary of the park, upon the delivery of 
good and sufficient deed of conveyance to the United States of full 
and complete title to the said Bright Angel Toll Road and Trail 
and acceptance thereof by the Secretary of the Interior.” 

Very truly yours, 

HOBERT WORK, Secretary. 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I have heretofore stated 
that the title of Coconino County in and to the trail has been 
recognized by the courts and by legislative construction. The 
county’s title can not be disputed. The $100,000 proposed to be 
paid to Coeonino County for the trail is to be expended in con- 
structing, under the supervision of the National Park Service, 
a road from Maine, a village in Arizona, to the southern 
boundary of the Grand Canyon National Park, or to the upper 
or northern terminus of the trail. In other words, the $100,000 
proposed to be appropriated is not to be paid into the treasury 
of the county to become cash assets of the county; the $100,000 
will be expended, I repeat, under the supervision of the National 
Park Service for the construction of a road, some 62 or 63 


miles in length, to the national park from the main artery of 
auto traffic, the Santa Fe Trail, to the Grand Canyon. 

I have a telegram, dated February 3 last, from Flagstaff, 
Ariz. Flagstaff is the county seat of the county of Coconino, 
the county in which is located the national park, and in which, 
of course, the trail is located and which is, of course, the same 
county in which the road proposed to be constructed from the 
Santa Fe Trail to the Grand Canyon is located. 


FLAGSTAFF, ARIZ., February 3, 192}. 
Senator HENRY F. Asnunsr, 
Washington, D. C.. 

We are advised appropriation for National Park Service to acquire 
Bright Angel Trail from Coconino County was yoted into Interior De- 
partment bill as per agreement formulated last spring at Grand 
Canyon. Sentiment here practically unanimous for the sale of trail 
on basis previously agreed upon with Congressman Cramron. We civic 
bodies earnestly urge your support for Bright Angel trade. 

(Signe) Flagstaff Rotary Club; by F. S. Breen, vice president 
Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce; by T. A. Riordan, president Babbitt 
Bros. Trading Co.; by I. B. Koeh, yice president Arizona Lumber & 
Timber Co.; by M. J. Riordan, secretary Howard Sheep Co. 


Mr. Breen is a prominent citizen and is the editor of a paper 
in the county. The other citizens are also prominent. 

I have briefly stated the facts. It occurs to me that if the 
county of Coconino is willing to sell the trail, we are called 
upon to consider an important national policy: Should the na- 
tional park belong to the Federal Government and the means 
of egress and ingress out of and into the park belong to some 
other authority? I believe that the same agency and the same 
authority which owns the national park and has jurisdiction 
over the park should, for practical purposes, own the trails and 
roads in it. 

I would not, of course, favor any legislation that would 
deprive any person of his right in any trail or any lands in 
any park. Indeed, Mr. President, before the Grand Canyon 
park was created a number of bold prospectors and pioneers 
went out and with courage and fortitude hammered against 
the obdurate face of the granite and discovered mineral. 
They located their claims and after much expense and much 
sacrifice they acquired title to their claims. So when Mr. 
HAYDEN, the able Representative from Arizona, and I drafted 
the legislation creating the park we used great care to see to 
it that all prospectors, miners, and others who had in any 
manner acquired or who had even initiated in any manner 
any rights in the Grand Canyon within the area proposed to. 
be included in the national park should be protected and 
fully recognized, and I assert here that the ablest lawyers of 
this Nation will say—and I take some pride in it—that we 
were successful in employing language adequate and eligible 
to protect prospectors, homesteaders, and any others in the 
ownership of their claims in the canyon. 

So I submit the question to the Senate—it is merely a ques- 
tion of national policy; that is to say, whether the Senate 
agrees with the other branch of Congress that this great 
national park should be owned by the Government and the 
trail within the park should be owned by some other agency? 

Mr. McNARY. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The roll was called, and the folowing Senators answered to 
their names: 


Adams Ferris Lenroot Sheppard 
Ashurst Fess 188 Shipstead 
Brandegee Frazier McKellar Shortridge 
Brookhart George MeN Smith 
Bruce Gerry Mayfield Smoot 
Bursum lass oses Stantield 
Cameron Gooding Neely Stanley 

Hale Norbeck Swanson 
Copeland Harris Norris Trammell 
Couzens efin die Wadsworth 
Cummins Howell Overman Walsh, Mass. 
Curtis Johnson, Minn. Owen Walsh, Mont. 
Dale Jones, N. Mex. Pepper arren 
Din Jones, Wash. Phipps Watson 
Edge Kendrick Pittman Weller 
Edwards Keyes Ralston Wheeler 
Elkins ming Reed, Pa. Willis 

La Follette Robinson 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-one Senators have 
answered to their names. There is a quorum present. 

Mr. CAMERON obtained the floor. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL DAUGHERTY. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me for just a moment? 

Mr. CAMERON. I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. I understand that the chairman of the 
Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of 
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the Senate is ready to report out the resolution asking for an 


investigation of the Department of Justice. Out of order, I 
ask unanimous consent that the chairman of that committee 
be permitted to report out the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Mon- 
tana asks unanimous consent that the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Keyes], the chairman of the Committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, be 
permitted to make a report. Is there objection? 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, reserving the right to object, 
I supposed the chairman of the committee was amply able 
and qualified to make the request for himself. I have no desire 
whatever to postpone the consideration of this matter, except 
that I do desire that it be done in a regular and orderly way. 
The Senator from Arizona [Mr. CAMERON] was on his feet to 
address the Senate, I do not think this is an appropriate 
time, Later in the day, if the Senator from New Hampshire, 
the chairman of the committee, desires to ask unanimous con- 
sent, that is another proposition; but for the present I ebject. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made. 

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Arizona further yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. CAMERON, I yield. 

Mr. WHEELER. I will state for the benefit of the Senator 
from Ohio that I appreciate that the Senator from New 
Hampshire is competent and capable of making his own re- 
quests, but after talking with him he suggested that I should 
bring up the matter and stated that if unanimous consent was 
granted he was ready to make the report. Under those condi- 
tions, I should like to ask whether the Senator from Ohio 
objects to the bringing out of the resolution at this time? 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Arizona further yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. CAMERON. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. The conditions that I stated have not changed. 
As I say to my friend from Montana, and I think he knows, 
I do not object at all to a very early consideration and dis- 
position of this matter, but the Senate has been considering a 
great appropriation bill, and the Senator from Arizona is on 
his feet to address the Senate. I want this matter to come 
up in a proper and decent and orderly way, and for that reason 
I objected and for that reason still object. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is made. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending 
June 80, 1925, and for other purposes. 

Mr. CAMERON. Mr. President, we have just listened to the 
remarks of my colleague, the senior Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. AsHuxrst], on the matter of the proposed payment by the 
Government of $100,000, under the bill now before us, for the 
purchase of the Bright Angel Trail, which is located in Coconino 
County, Ariz. 

My able colleague from Arizona has stated somewhat the case 
regarding the building of the Bright Angel Trail. In order 
to make clear the history of the trail and the recent negotia- 
tions thereon I desire to read a telegram similar to the one that 
my colleague received from the same party: 

FLAGSTAFF, ARIZ., February 3, 1925. 
Senator RALPH H. CAMERON, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We are advised appropriation for National Park Service to acquire 
Bright Angel Trail from Coconino County was voted into Interior 
Department bill as per agreement formulated last spring at Grand 
Canyon. Sentiment here practically unanimous for the sale of trall 
on basis previously agreed upon with Congressman CRAMTON. We 
civic bodies earnestly urge your support for Bright Angel trade. 

FLAGSTAFF ROTARY CLUB, 
By F. H. BREEN, 
Vice President Flagstaff Chamber of Commerce. 
By T, A. RIORDAN, 
President Babbitt Bros. Trading Co. 
By I. B. Kocu, 
Vice President Arizona Lumber & Timber Oo. 
By M. J. RIORDAN, 
Secretary Howard Sheep Co. 


I also desire to read into the Recorp my letter in answer to 
that telegram, dated February 8, 1924: 


Frsrvary 8, 1924. 
CHAMBER OF Commence, i 
Flagstaff, Ariz. 


GENTLEMEN: Response is made to your telegram in which you ad- 
vise me of the position of your organization, the Rotary Club, and 
other representative business men of that section with respect to the 
proposed appropriation for the purchase of the Bright Angel Trail. 
I regret that I can not agree with you in the premises, I have 
opposed this item in the appropriation bill and shall continue to do 
so. I am heartily in favor of the construction of a good road from 
Maine to the Grand Canyon, but I do not feel disposed to trade away 
the Bright Angel Trail and its annual revenue in order to get the 
Government to construct it when I feel positive that such construc- 
tion can be obtained without an agreement. I will never consent to 
any agreement other than one whereby the county will retain in per- 
petuity, if necessary, the title now held and the revenue derived from 
the Bright Angel Trall. 

With kind personal regards, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Rapa H. CAMERON. 


Here is a letter In response to my letter to the chamber of 
commerce from a man whose name is supposed to have been 
signed to this telegram, which I should like to read into the 
RECORD : 

ARIZONA LUMBER & TIMBER CO., 
Flagstaff, Ariz., February 16, 198}. 
Hon, RALPH H. CAMRRON, 17 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dran SENATOR CAMERON: I saw your letter of the 8th to the 
chamber of commerce on the Bright Angel Trail question. My name 
was signed to the telegram sent you by proxy. I don't mean that I 
might not have signed it personally if it was presented to me, as it 
was just taken for granted that I was in favor of it. I really was until 
I saw your letter; then I began to think a bit, and I am convinced 
that you are dead right on your attitude, provided there is nothing in 
the case with which I am unfamiliar. If this county owns that trail 
in perpetuity, it's a good investment. The Government has made a 
park out of the Grand Canyon for the benefit of all the people of the 
United States. This being so, It should build the road into the can- 
yon, regardless of any other consideration, and if they are attempting 
to hold up the building of the road by themselves entirely and exclu- 
sive of any expense to the community and using the Bright Angel Trail 
as a club, I say flat-footed that such action is detestable and tyran- 
nical and the community should not stand for it. If that trail belongs 
to this county, it is the duty of the Government to protect us in the 
title and in our rights as against any power on earth instead of at- 
tempting to use it as a club to make us help do something which the 
Government itself should do. I am saying all this founded on your 
letter, which opened my eyes, and provided I have the facts. 

I simply wanted to give you this little note in explanation of my 
name appearing on the original telegram to you and of my position, 
So far as I can see, you are right; and if you are right, go ahead. 

Sincerely, 
M. J. RIORDAN. 


That was written on February 16. The Senate of the United 
States is here to protect the taxpayers’ interests. I am here to- 
day attempting to show why there should not be an appropria- 
tion made at this time, or at any other time, for the purchase of 
the Bright Angel Trail on the basis of this misleading agree- 
ment. 7 

Mr. President, here is a letter I received from the Department 
of Agriculture on January 30, 1922. It reads as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, January 30, 1922. 
Hon. R. H. CAMERON, 
United States Senate. 

DRAR SENATOR CAMERON: Your letter of January 20 is received asking 
to be advised respecting the amount of land in the State of Arizona 
which has been reserved and placed under the jurisdiction of this de- 
partment, The reservations are as follows; 

Area reserved. 
Acres, 


1, 236, 665 
1, 769, 207 


National forests : 


FT. ̃ ronment ACS c a CBee, SES SS 
Coconino 
Coronado. 


— 
— 
Fs 
2 
— 
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The Grand Canyon Game Preserve covers lands within the Tusayan 
and Kaibab National Forests as well as the Grand Canyon National 
Park. The area within the two forests is 886,208 ‘acres. You will ob- 
serve, of course, that this land is under both forms of withdrawal; that 
is, for national forest as well as for game-preserve purposes. 

There has also been withdrawn approximately 41,840 acres for the 
Santa Rita Experiment Station. The object of this reservation is to 
carry on experiments respecting the management of the range to secure 
the best development of similar lands for stock purposes. 


Very truly yours, 
Henry C. Watiacs, Secretary. 


At this point I want to state that 65 per cent of the public 
domain in Coconino County has been withdrawn, either for 
a national forest, a national park, a national monument, a 
game preserve, or some other preserve. The total area of 
ae County is 11,918,720 acres. Withdrawals have been 
as follows: 


Acres. 
Area in national forest ĩ4„!Bͤ1„ͤé̃ . 2,962,980 
Unappropriated lands of public domain 300,000 
Grand Canyon National Fark 444444 — 606,620 
Indian lands out of the county of Coronino.~-------------- 7,500,000 


A total of 7,369,680 acres, amounting to 65 per cent of the 
county’s entire area, has been withdrawn. 

My colleague [Mr. Asnunsr went into the details of the 
building of this trail, and I credit him with the best of motives 
in taking the position he now assumes, but I just want to state 
here and now, for the information of Senators who are present, 
so that they may know the facts as I shall develop them later, 
that Ceconino County, with 65 per cent of its public domain 
withdrawn by act of Congress, presidential proclamation, or 
otherwise, is being rebbed under the provisions of this proposed 
sale to the Government of one of its greatest sources of revenue 
under the sham of a helping hand, because the Government has 
planned, which is its duty, the construction of a real road out 
‘of the forestry fund to the extent of $750,000 within the next 
two or three years. 

Why take over one of the greatest assets of a county that is 
already strangled by governmental withdrawals, in order to 
appease the desires of a few park officials who would like to 
put most all our public domain under their rule? If this ap- 
propriation is made here to-day, it will not go to benefit a 
national park, it will net go to materially benefit any road; it 
will go to benefit not a national park but a few private corpora- 
tions, and I can prove what I am saying. The tourists and the 
sightseers will pay the toll just the same when using Bright 
Angel Trail. 

When there was competition in the Grand Canyon, the 
tourists had the same kind of animals they are having to-day. 
When we had competition at the canyon, the trail charge to 
the river for carriage on muleback or horesback or burro was 
only $3.50 per head. It is different under our national park 
system to-day. I want to say right here and now, so that my 
remarks will not be misunderstood, that there is no man in the 
Senate, no man in the United States, who is more in favor of 
the national parks and playgrounds for the people of this 
country and for the world than Iam. My life has been practi- 
cally given over to the development of one of the greatest scenic 
wonders in the world. It was my energy, my money, and my 
time that blazed and built the first road that was ever con- 
structed from Flagstaff to the Grand Canyon. 

It was my money, my energy, and my perseyerance that 
resulted in the building of the Bright Angel Trail, and also the 
Grand View Trail, into the Grand Canyon and made it possible 
for tourists not only of the United States but from all over the 
world to come and see the greatest scenic wonder yet discovered. 

I say to you Senators to-day that I am just as strong as any- 
one for protecting the people who are going into the Grand 
Canyon and other national parks, but the county of Coconino, 
which I very largely helped to create, and in which I lived for 
29 years, deserves the same kind of protection, and that is my 
fight to-day. The people of this county, if they knew the real 
facts In issue as disclosed in this debate and by the record and 
had a vote on it, would vote 5 or 6 to 1 against this prope- 
sition, because it will never do the county of Coconino a dollar's 
worth of good, yet if this deal is permitted the county leses a 
great source of revenue, and the construction of a real road, as 
now planned, would be in jeopardy. It must not be. 

The people of Coconino do not want the trail sold. The tax- 
payers have not been advised that the trail was to be ‘sold, and 
I know of my own personal knowledge that if left to a vote the 
people of the county would vote overwhelmingly against the 
sale of this trail, It has never been voted upon by the 
and I deny the authority for its sale as now contemplated. 


The great mountain peaks, ike Mount Tacoma in Washington 
and Pikes Peak in Colorado and the Grand Canyon of Arizona, 
are the most scenic places in the whole United States. They 
belong to all, We should build good roads in and out of theni 
for free use of all and not permit such unworthy schemes as 
this to be used as a subterfuge in order to escape our responsi- 
bility in the building of real roads. Why, Senators, I know 
every foot of this road; $100,000 would only fill a few ditches, 
raze a few sagebrush, and allow the rest to be dissipated in 
the usual way under present park management. Why do we 
want to put the management of these national parks into the 
hands of private corporations? This is merely an example of 
their present inner workings, and I want all Senators to under- 
stand that I am not against corporations; I am not against the 
development of the national parks, but I am against anything 
that will take the taxpayers’ money and waste it under such a 
system of control as we now have. 

If the real story of park mismanagement were told the coun- 
try would be shocked and these statements I have made are in 
point because this is an instance where a national park con- 
trolled by corporations has a bone of contention; they want 
full sway, so this unwarranted scheme was cooked up in order 
to wrest the control of this trail and get the revenue from 
8 County. Why? Because it meant greater profits to 

em. 

I now want to read the following, Mr. President, which is 
captioned “Reorganization plan and prospectus of Yosemite 
National Park Co., of California”: 


Reorganization plan and prospectus CE a National Park Co. (off 
California). 


FIRST MORTGAGE s PER CENT BONDS. 


r . ST OER SO $200, 000 

a tenes PEE ES RES HS STN PS I EST eal 250, 000 

gS ER ees aie a See eee aed 450, 000 
SERIAL MATURITIES. 

it We PS hE RAR ae ee ae Se 20, 000 

April 1. 5g 22 ME RR RE W REE SIENA AEE 20, 000 


securing them, receiving and substituting a like amount, par for par, 
of $200,000—8 per cent (nonconvertible) bonds of the above issue, with 
a privilege of taking serial bonds maturing the first 5 years and 
thereafter participating pro rata in the expiration over the following 
10 years. 

Balance of the $250,000 are offered to the present stockholders and 
other persons with the privilege of conversion at any time within five 
years from date in the capit-1 stock of the company at the rate of 
1) shares (par value $100) for each $100 bond. All of these bonds, 
both those to be delivered to Mr. White and the remainder to be sold, 
belong to the selfsame issue of the first-mortgage bond. Conservative 
estimates indicate that the earnings of this company will be fully 
two and one-half times the interest charges on the bonds, 

SECURITY, 

These bonds are secured by a closed first mortgage on the land and 
buildings, camps, hotels, automobiles, livestock, and equipment of the 
Yosemite National Park Co., as well as a very favorable 20 years’ 
lease, dated January, 1919, from the Government to maintain and 
operate hotels, camps, chalets, horses and automobiles, serchandise 
stores, and garages, etc. These bonds are issued with the consent and 
approval of the Department of the Interior. 

SECOND-MORTGAGE 6 PER CENT BONDS (COYVERTIBLE), TOTAL ISSUE $50,000. 

Besides the first-mortgage bonds issued there will be u junior issue 
of second-mortgage 6 per cent bonds of the amount of $50,000, with 
‘the privilege of conversion at any tim> within five years from date 
Into capital stock at the rate of 2 shares (par valne 8100) for cech 
$100 bond. These second-mortgage bonds are junior in every respect to 
the first-mortgage bonds. 

THE YOSEMITE NATIONAL PARK, 

The Yosemite National Park contains an area of 1,124 square 
miles, having within its confines about 600 miles of splendid roads 
and trails with more surveyed and soon to be constructed by the 
Bureau of National Parks. 
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Within the past four years the Interior Department of the United 


States Government under congressional authority has expended 
$1,000,000 in the improvement of the Yosemite National Park, Dur- 
ing the year 1918, while the country was at war, Congress appro- 
priated for all park improvements the sum of $200,000 more than in 
any previous year. This is a fair indication of the very sympathetic 
attitude of the Government toward national park developments and 
encouragement of American tourist travel therein. The Bureau of 
National Parks, under the Interior Department, was established by 
act of Congress several years ago for the supervision and control 
of national parks. All expense, developments, and maintenance of 
a physical nature come under this bureau. 
THE GOVERNMENT CONCESSION, 

In the spring of 1916 the Department of the Interior granted the 
Desmond Park Service Co, three valuable contracts for the conces- 
sions in the Yosemite National Park, 

1. A concession for the erection and maintenance of camps, hotels, 
chalets, and mountain inns with ample sites and appropriate sur- 
roundings, concession to run for 20 years from December 9, 1915. 

2. A concession for general transportation of passengers and 
freight, by means of automobiles, animals, or other conveyance, over 
the various roads and trails in the park, inclusive of sites for 
garages, machine shops, barns, and other structures, with the sole right 
to operate, same to run for like period of 20 years. 

8. A concession for the conduct of general merchandise store, in- 
cluding all classes of provisions and dairy products, as well as a 
dairy, granting suitable and extensive sites therefor and permitting 
the cutting of hay and grazing privileges, to run for 10 years from 
December 9, 1915. 

Connected with these concessions were practically all features of 
amusement and entertainment for the benefit of tourists, all of which 
are capable of earning large annual profits for the company while 
supplying recreation and enjoyment to the visiting public. Mr. Des- 
mond headed and managed this enterprise until the middle of June, 
1917. According to book valuation, it appears that about $1,000,000 
had been expended in these concessions from their beginning until the 
severance of Mr, Desmond from the company, as follows: 


r a ate ede noe A R $435, 836. 00 
POR Uti Mia SAE a ete ee ag ees 602, 333. 09 
es RSS LR a ESE REM ePID 1, 038, 169. 09 


CAUSE FOR REORGANIZATION, 


In the late summer of 1916 it became apparent that Mr. Desmond, in 
his desire to take care of the tourists’ business with the least possible 
delay, had expended much beyond the limits of his corporation's avail- 
able financial resources, which resulted in a physical breakdown and 
in his severing his connections with the company. He surrendered all 
the company's shares held by him or in which he had any interest, and 
these were legally transferred to the company’s treasury, and at the 
suggestion of the Interior Department the company’s name was legally 
changed from that of the Desmond Park Service Co. to the Yosemite 
National Park Co. 

A reorganization committee, with Mr. A. B. C. Doormann at the head, 
made an investigation of the company’s financial condition, and it was 
deemed necessary, for the preservation of these valuable contracts and 
to allow time for reorganization on a sound basis without any for- 
feiture of Government concession, to apply for a receivership. 

The Yosemite National Park Co.’s reorganization committee also 
reached the conclusion that these yaluable concessions under good man- 
agement could earn considerable in excess of usual returns on invested 
capital, increasing year by year. 

IMPROVED TERMS OF THE CONCESSION. 

It was also deemed advisable to take up with the Government the 
question of a more desirable concession than that which had been 
granted Mr. Desmond. This resulted in a new contract which, while 
continuing all the concessions under the old contract, enlarges them 
and leases for a full term of 20 years from January 1, 1919, extending 
the period of the operation of the merchandise store and dairy from 
10 years to 20 years. 

A most important modification was a provision for compensation 
to the Government. The old concession specified compensation to the 
Government either on the basis of 50 per cent of the company’s net 
profits or 4 per cent of its gross income, as the Government elected. 
The new contract provides that the company received first a priority 
of 6 per cent earned on $698,000, which is the sum now accepted by 
the Government as the appraised value of the physical assets and 
improvements of the company in the Yosemite National Park. 

The company also obtained 6 per cent on the amount of any future 
additional improvements of investment in the enterprise. The 6 per 
cent priority is made cumulative and, if past, adds itself to the same 
percentage for the following year until paid. Surplus operating 


profits are then apportioned in the following manner: 224 per cent to 
the Government, 774 per cent to the company, 


But the Government is to be paid its 224 per cent only after and 
when the company's 771 per cent is actually paid and distributed to 
the stockholders. To put the proposition plainly, the Government gets 
none of its 223 per cent of surplus profits unless the company's stock- 
holders have received the above-mentioned 773 per cent. 

This company has all the staging rights on the Tioga Road ina 
practically the operating rights of every facility of whatever nature 
in the national park with one exception—that is Curry's Camp, whose 
right is limited by the Government to the conduct of a tourist camp 
or personally conducted private camping parties only. But these 
tourists must patronize this company in many directions—to motor- 
vehicles and horse transportation and all necessary accessorics con- 
nected therewith. 

PARK OPEN IN WINTER. 

It is interesting to note that a new highway has been surveyed con- 
necting with the existing State highway at Mariposa running to El 
Portal, at which latter the company's transportation system starts. 
The total cost of this project will approximate $1,700,000. State and 
Federal funds now available for this road total to the amount of 
$700,000. Without doubt in two years by this road the valley will be 
open at all times of the year below the snow line, and the Government 
will keep open and maintain the roads in the valley during the winter, 
so that there is every expectation that in the winter months large num- 
bers of tourists will visit the valley with the purpose of enjoying the 
winter sports as well as viewing the beautiful scenery with its mantle 
of snow. This winter-tourist traffic will be entirely new and should 
very materially increase the operating profits of the company. It is 
interesting to know from the report of the Department of the Interior 
for the year 1915 that the gross receipts of the Yellowstone concession 
in that year, covering a relatively short season of about 10 to 12 weeks, 
reached the surprising figure of $2,000,000. Properly handled and prop- 
erly advertised, the Yosemite National Park should have a greater 
tourist patronage, in view of the fact the season covers at least four 
months, not considering the future winter season. 

The reorganization committee believes that the Yosemite Park is a 
great asset, both to the State of California and the Nation, and that 
the concessions granted the company not only have intrinsic value but 
should have the support and promotion of those interested in the public 
welfare of the State, and believe under the financial arrangement sub- 
mitted that this enterprise can be conducted to a successful issue and 
to the satisfaction of the Government and the great benefit of the trav- 
eling public. To support this, the company submits the following report. 

Mr. A. B. C. Doormann and his assistants made a careful personal 
inventory of the invested assets of the Desmond Park Service Co., the 
book value of which was $1,038,169.09, and appraised these assets at 
the depreciated value of $698,000.52, and this amount was accepted by 
the Government as the present value of the company's physical assets 
in the Yosemite National Park. It is proposed to issue $450,000 of first 
mortgage 6 per cent bonds and $50,000 second mortgage 6 per cent 
bonds ; total of $500,000. Security for the first mortgage bonds will be 
set forth in a general deed of trust, naming the Anglo-California Trust 
Co. as trustee for the bondholders. The instrument will proyide for a 
first lien and cover the assets of the company. Hach first-mortgage 
bond, irrespective of series, will be equal to the other as security for 
payment. 

APPLICATION OF PROPOSED NEW BONDS. 


1. Exchange for all 5 bonds (par for iad 9308 000. 00 
2. Proceeds from new bonds 3 —— „000. 00 
APPLICATION OF PROCEEDS, 

To pay off secured creditors (inclusive of automobiles)... 141, 792. 70 
For additional automobile investment: 20, 000. 00 

For clubhouses, additional bungalows, and other invest- 
ment mene a aS 80, 000. 00 
Leaving for operating capital 58, 207. 30 
222 RS a hae SA Re 800, 000. 00 
Norx.— This application adds to investment Capra the sum of $158,- 
207.30; conceded inventory, as above, $698,000.52; other assets, book 
accounts, cash, etc., $13, 99.40 ; or total net capital investment of 


$869,907.22, against first-mortgage 6 per cent bonds totaling $450,000. 

It is understood that the second-mortgage bonds will be subscribed 
by the reorganization committeee, which shows their faith in this en- 
terprise, although the privilege is open to any other stockholder to 
subscribe to any of these second-mortgage bonds if desired. 

All the current floating debts of the company are now paid. The 
reorganized company will have no outstanding Hability whatever, except 
the proposed new issue of bonds, $450,000 first mortgage and $50,000 
second mortgage, or a total of $500,000. 

All first-mortgage bonds to be issued are serial, bearing coupons call- 
ing for 6 per cent increase per annum payable April 1 and October 1. 
The serial lots of $20,000 (par value) of these bonds will mature 
April 1 of each successive year for five years beginning with 1922, 
or a total of $100,000 (par value) are to be paid by April 1, 1927. 
The remaining $350,000 of bonds (par value) mature in serial lots 
of $35,000 each successive year beginning April 1, 1927; thus all 
first-mortgage bonds will be paid off about three years before the 
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expiration of the company’s concession contract with the Government. 
April 1, 1924, the company will be entitled to buy at any time any 
of its outstanding first-mortgage bonds at $105 and interest. The 
new contract provides that the equity of the company in the building, 
equipment, and all other tangible assets that it may have on hand at 
the end of 20 years, or at the termination of the contract, is absolutely 
safeguarded. It provides that if the concessions are granted to an- 
other concessionaire at the expiration of the contract, then in such 
event the physical assets shall be fairly appraised in regular manner 
and the value so obtained by the appraisement shall be paid the 
company by such successor, The capital stock authorized by the cor- 
poration’s articles is $1,000,000. The number of shares authorized by 
the corporations articles is 10,000; par value of shares authorized by 
the corporation’s articles 8100. 

Capital stock outstanding, $376,100. 

Number of shares outstanding, 3,761. 

Stock still in company treasury, $623,900, 

Number of shares still in company treasury, 6,239. 

The management of the company will be under the following officers 
and directors: . 

A. B. C. Doormann, president; president of Natban Doormann Co. 
and president of the Emporium Co.; director of the Federal Reserve 
Bank of San Francisco; L. W. Harris, vice president; vice president 
of Ames Harris & Neville Co. 

Directors: K. R. Kingsbury, vice president Standard Oil Co.; James 
K. Moffitt, vice president First National Bank; M. J. Brandensteln, 
M. J. Brandenstein & Co.; Sanford L. Goldstein, treasurer of the Cali- 
fornia Packing Corporation; I. I. Brown, attorney, Vogelsang & Brown, 

It is proposed to elect two more directors from the stockholders. 
Mr. Doormann has agreed to giye his time and attention to the or- 
ganization and operation of the company, and will have as his chief 
assistant a manager of many years’ experience in the Yellowstone 
Park, who is also familiar with the Yosemite and its possibilities, It 
may be stated here that the stockholders of the old company by volun- 
tary assessment have paid off the floating indebtedness of the old com- 
pany. In a letter of the Hon. Franklin K. Lane, Secretary of the In- 
terior, recently addressed the chairman of the company’s reorganization 
committee, he emphasized that the integrity of these granite conces- 
sions will be protected and preserved so long as public service be given. 

In underwriting the first mortgage issue now, subscriptions will be 
called unless the entire amount is subscribed. Subscriptions will be 
paid for as follows: 

One-third when the bonds are subscribed for. 

One-third 30 days after subscription. 

One-third 60 days after subscription. 

A. B. C. DoornmMann, Chairman. 
L. W. Hanris, 
K. R. KINGSBURY, 
M. J. BRANDENSTEIN, 
SANFORD L. GOLDST®IN, 
James K. MOFFITT, 
I. I. BROWN, 
Committee. 


Notice, Senators, the powers and rights of these corporations 
who control our parks, dictate their policies, sweep clean all 
rights or persons in their way by any device, such as they are 
trying to do here. For instance, old man Curry went into the 
Yellowstone about the same time I went into the Grand Can- 
yon, nearly 40 years ago, and they have run the poor old 
fellow out without chick or child. That is not the fault of the 
people; it is the fault of the management of the parks. 

This trail is a great asset of Coconino County. A few months 
ago a little clique got together out at Flagstaff without the 
knowledge of the people of Flagstaff, without the knowledge of 
the people of the county, and in crafty maneuvering made this 
deal and now want us to swallow it. Why has a Congressman 
a right to go out and make a private deal with a board of 
supervisors, even if they—the supervisors—had the right to 
make this deal? The board of supervisors of Coconino County 
have no more right to sell an asset of the county until it is 
voted on by the people of that county than I have to try to sell 
the United States Capitol. I do not know whether these gen- 
tlemen understand the situation or not, but before they go into 
a deal of that kind they should know that there should be 
some justification and merit to the proposition. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. CAMERON. I yield. 

Mr. NORBECK. I want to say to the Senator from Arizona 
that I do not understand this, and it would be helpful to sey- 
eral of us if some of that matter were explained. As I under- 
Stand, the county owns part of the road into the canyon, they 
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charge a toll to tourists, and that brings a substantial income 
to the county. Is that correct? 

Mr. CAMERON, If the Senator will allow me, I will ex- 
plain that to him. Perhaps I have not made myself clear, and 
for the benefit of Senators I will state that the Bright Angel 
Trail, the trail in question, is like all other toll roads or trails. 
It was built by private people. Under the laws which exist now, 
and have existed since almost the beginning of this country, 
any man could go on the public domain in a western State— 
and I think all States west of the Missouri River have the same 
toll laws—and build a trail or a road. He is supposed to file a 
plat in the county in which the trail or road is built. Under the 
old toll road law he was allowed by the county commissioners 
or county board of supervisors to charge a certain amount of 
toll 

If he was unreasonable, the board of supervisors or the 
commissioners could adjust the rate. If he was not unrea- 
sonable, no one would interfere. That law held good for 10 
years. At the expiration of 10 years if the men who built 
the trail or road had not received any benefit or had not 
nearly received their money back, or even if they had, the 
board of supervisors had the privilege of extending the toll- 
road franchise to the man or the men or the company that 
built the road for five years longer. At the expiration of 
the 15-year period the road would revert back to the county 
in which it was built. It became a permanent fixture or asset 
of the county. The county could then go on and carry it 
through and collect tolls and maintain the road or trail just 
as had been done by the parties who built it. 

But the law was changed several years ago to give the 
county whereyer there might be a toll road built the privilege of 
leasing the trail for a period of five years longer, and then 
they could re-lease it for five years further, provided the board 
of supervisors saw fit, or they could take it over at the ex- 
piration of the lease and maintain it. Coconino County saw 

t— 
Rot NORBECK. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen- 
ator 

Mr. CAMERON. Certainly. 

Mr. NORBECK. How long has it been since the road was 
constructed? 

Mr. CAMERON. It was started in December, 1890, if I 
remember correctly, and completed in 1891. 

Mr. NORBECK. About 30 or 35 years ago? 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes. 

Mr. NORBECK. It is still continued as a toll road and it 
will be possible, if they desire, to continue it as a toll road for 
possibly 15 years? 

Mr. CAMERON. That is, for the people who built it to 
do so, but the county comes into its own at the expiration of 
that period. 

Mr. NORBECK. The county is continuing to charge tolls on 
the road after the road has been donated to them? 

Mr. CAMERON. That is right. 

Mr. NORBECK. And the Senator wants them to continue 
doing that? 

Mr. CAMERON. I do. I will tell the Senator why. In 
the first place, we first went to the Grand Canyon, as I stated 
before the committee, in 1883; I made the first trip to the Grand 
Canyon that year. I am not going to bother Senators with my 
history or anything of the kind, but I want to bring this to 
their attention. I piloted one of the first parties that ever 
went to the south rim of the Grand Canyon, and took a wagon 
there in February, 1884. The man in charge of that party 
was Mr. Ayre, of Chicago, one of the big lumbermen in Chicago, 
interested in telegraph and telephone poles. There was a 
strip of timber along the south rim of the Grand Canyon and 
he had heard of it and wanted to go out and investigate it. 
I had been out the previous year with a cowboy and a Supai 
Indian and spent two or three weeks out there looking the 
country over. I was the only man in Flagstaff at the time 
who had ever been out there. He asked if I would pilot the 
party out, and I did. We had a wonderful trip. 

Mr. Ayer used to lecture to us nearly every night on the 
possibilities of the Grand Canyon. I became fascinated as a 
young man would and in 1887 I fitted out a party from Flag- 
staff and a number of us went to the Grand Canyon, I fur- 
nished the money. I happened to be making some money at that 
time, as I was in the sheriff's office and the sheriff was supposed 
to be the big man of the West. I went back to explore and 
carry out my ideas as to what should be done with the Grand 
Canyon. Senator AsHurst’s father was not with my party, 
but he went out the same winter with some other people. I 
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think the Senator's father financed the other party. When we 
got to the Grand Canyon we went in about 20 miles west of 
where the Bright Angel trail is. We tben separated. My crowd 
came down the river and Mr. Ashurst’s went up the river some- 
where else, but fmally we eame together later on down at what 
is known as the Indian Garden. That is on the Bright Angel 
trail. Mr. ‘Ashurst was one of the finest men I ever came in 
contact with and one of the best men that ever lived in the 
West. He came in there, I think, from California. He had been 
in Nevada before he went to California. He saw this stream 
of water in there and being an old prospector he located what is 
known asthe Indian Garden Spring. Senator AsHvgst’s father 
lost his life on what was known as the Tallyhoosier slide in the 
Grand Canyon, as far as we were able to find out. The search- 
ing party was led by my brother. Mr. Ashurst had been dead 
about 17 days when his remains were found within a few feet 
of the drop in the river in this tremendous slide from 1,500 to 
1,800 feet in depth. There was no way that his remains could 
be taken out at that time, because there was no chance to get 
an animal in there, and there was no way the body could be 
carried out by anyone. He was buried there, and afterwards 
his remains were removed by my brother and buried on the 
south rim of the Grand Canyon. 

I believe that to-day if Mr. William H. Ashurst, with whom 
I have camped many, many days in the Grand Canyon, at the 
Indian Garden, and on what is known as the Tallyheosier 
slide, on top of it, and on Lone Tree Creek—we were all in 
there trying to find a fortune—knew that the Senator from 
Arizona, his son, was advocating a sale of Bright Angel Trail 
he would turn over in his grave. I Rave known the Senator 
since we were boys—we have always called each other Henry” 
and Ralph.“ I am a great deal older, I am sorry to say, 
than he is. We have had our ups and downs in politics. He 
was district attorney in the county of Coconino when we Had 
a great fight over the trail in the legislature. He took the 
opposite side then and he is on the opposite side to-day. My 
side won out and the bill was passed: The trail question has 
been settled by the Supreme Court of the United States. It 
would take me all afternoon to go into detail, but I want to 
Say to you, Senators, that the Bright Angel Trail is an asset 
to Coconino County. Last year the revenue from the trail 
was. $7,681. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempere. Does the Senator from 
Arizona yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. CAMERON. Certainly. 

Mr. NORBECK. What was the original cost of the trail 
84 years ago, when it was built? 

Mr. CAMERON, I ean not answer that question because we 
did not keep many books in those days. 

Mr. NORBECK. Was it more or less than $7,000? 

Mr. CAMERON. I have spent in the development of the 
Grand Canyon on the two trails and the wagon roads nearly half 
a million dollars, and I never got back enough to buy a deeent 
suit of clothes out of it. I never got back any interest before 
the trail reverted to the county. 

Mr, NORRIS. How much of that was spent on this partic- 
ular trail? 

Mr. CAMERON, This trail probably cost $75,000 to $100,- 
000. But that is not the idea involved. For years and years 
no one ever went to the Grand Canyon. I helped to start the 
first stage line that was ever started out of Flagstaff, and we 
called it a “ try-weakly,” because no passengers could be ob- 
tained to go in it. Finally we got a man to go occasionally. 
We ran it at a great loss for more than a year. Finally the 
people commenced to hear about the Grand Canyon, but the 
trail never began to pay until recently, and the county has an 
asset there that is good for the life of the county, and let me 
say here that Coconino County is one of the largest counties in 
the United States, with more than 65 per cent of its domain 
tied up and administered by the Government, with no possible 
revenue therefrom to the county, and this asset which has come 
through the years is an all-important one to the future of the 
county which is: so handicapped by publie domain and Govern- 
ment barriers; therefore, if I can prevent it, the taxpayers of 
that county will never be deprived further of this revenue and 
made to pay the difference added to their already heavy taxes 
without a just settlement by the Government. 

Mr. NORBECK. The county has no investment in the trail 
that amounts to anything, as I understand it? 

Mr. CAMERON. No; it has not. 

Mr. NORBECK. I can not see anything in the bill that 
would take the trail away from. the county. The Senator says 
the county is opposed to selling it. The bill will not force 
them to sell it, as I understand it, 


Mr. CAMERON. If the bill goes through, they would turn 
the trail over to the national park system, and there is $100,000 
provided for the building of a road which the county has not 
any right to build and will not build if I can help it. 

Mr. NORBECK. As I understand it, the bill simply appro- 
priates $100,000 for a road provided the county cares to turn 
the trail over. Is not that right? 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes. 

Mr. NORBECK. Is that what the Senator objects to? 

Mr, CAMERON. Yes; I am objecting fo it for this reason. 
It is going to involve a lawsuit, in fact several of them, be- 
cause the people of Coconino County are not going to stand for 
the sale of the trail. 

Mr. NORBECK. But under the terms of the bill they do 
not have to sell, do they? 

Mr. CAMERON, They do if the board of supervisors sees 
fit. The Senator has been the governor of his State—— 

Mr. NORBECK. Yes; but I know that supervisors will not 
go against the expressed wishes of 75 or 80 per cent of the 
voters of their county. 

Mr. CAMERON. I have been chairman of the board of 
supervisors and I have also been a member of the beard. The 
chairman of the board of supervisors in Coconino County has 
been fighting this sale and is fighting it to-day, but if we get 
two new members on the board whe do not agree with him, 
and they would consider the proposition in a different light, 
what could the one man do? Aa 

es KING. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an in- 
q 

Mr. CAMERON. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. Apropos of the suggestion just made, I would 
like to ask the Senator whether or not there is any statute in 
his State which requires the county organization, by referen- 
dum of the people, to dispose of the assets of the county or of 
a city, and consequently, if that is not true, have the supervisors 
of Coconino County authority to sell any county property that 
they may see fit to sell? 

Mr. CAMERON. We have the referendum in our State. 
Whether it applies to the counties I am not able to answer the 
Senator, I am sorry to say, but I believe that the county is 
not authorized, nor is the board of supervisors authorized, to 
sell public property without due notice and asking for bids. 

Mr. KING. Has this matter been presented to the people 
directly or in some collateral way with a view to getting the 
sense of the people of the county as to whether they favor the 
sale of the property? 

Mr. CAMERON. It has not. It has never been presented 
to them. It has been talked of and telegrams haye been sent, 
just like the one which my colleague received, but I have a 
letter from the man supposed to have sent that telegram 
saying that he never signed it. I want Senators to know that 
I do not care whether the county takes the stand I am taking 
or not. I know and every sane man in Coconino County, every 
taxpayer in that county, knows that this is one of the most 
valuable assets they have. Every year it becomes more valu- 
able and it will increase almost perpetually. They received 
$7,000 from it last year and that may double next year and 
it may again double the year after that, and so on. As I said 
a moment ago, for years and years there were no people, or 
very few people, who went to the Grand Canyon. Last year 
there were over 100,000 visitors there. There is no reason why 
there should not be 200,000 next year and an increased number 
the following year. 

Mr. KING, Will the Senator yield for a question further? 

Mr. CAMERON. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. Some of us are in doubt as to the propriety of 
supporting the proposition. Speaking for myself, I should ba 
influenced considerably if I knew the attitude of the people. If 
the people of the county who own the property are averse to the 
disposition of it, I should be constrained to follow thelr desires. 
If, on the contrary, they want to sell it, and it is advantageous 
for the Government of the United States to buy it, then I 
would be inclined to favor a proposition to purchase, So I am 
very anxious to know, and perhaps the Senator can enlighten 
me, what is the attitude of the people of his county? , 

Mr. CAMERON, TL stated when IT started out that I belleved 
if it were left to a vote of the people of Coconino County, they 
would vote against it five to one, and I think the vote against 
it would be even stronger than that. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
for a moment? 

Mr. CAMERON. I yield with pleasure. 

Mr. NORBECK. If I understand this question aright, this 
would be a parallel case to where a private individual or corpo- 
ration built a road between a railroad station and a national 
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park and charged a toll for it to the tourists visiting the park. 
Here is a county that has invested nothing and has done noth- 
ing, but collects $7,000 a year, with the prospect of getting more, 
for standing between the railroad station, as it were, and the 


park, and charging the tourists money. Is not that right? 

Mr. CAMERON. The Senator does not understand the situa- 
tion. This trail was built from the south rim of the Grand 
Canyon into the Grand Canyon. 

Mr. NORBECK. I haye been over the trail. 

Mr. CAMERON. Very well. Williams is 68 miles from the 
Grand Canyon; Flagstaff is 73 miles from the Grand Canyon; 
and from Maine, where the proposed road is to be built, it is 68 
or 64 miles to the Grand Canyon. All the land in that region 
has been withdrawn from entry and placed in a national forest 
or in a national park except for a little strip of 2 or 3 miles. 
The National Forest Service has already prepared to build and 
provided estimates for the building of this road from Maine to 
the Grand Canyon, to cost $750,000. The $100,000 that is pro- 
posed to come from the sale of this trail is not to go to the 
county of Coconino; it is to be applied to this road. Coconino 
County has already lost all assets so far as this land is con- 
cerned, for all the timberland has been withdrawn and all the 
grazing land has been withdrawn. Is it right to take the last 
vestige of an asset which the county has away from it? Does 
the Senate want the taxpayers to pay everything and get 
nothing? 

Mr. NORBECK. I suggest that there are a great many coun- 
ties similarly situated, lands within which have been included 
in forest reserves under the conservation policy, and most of 
those counties would like to put up tollgates on the roads 
leading to the forests. The county in Arizona has no invest- 
ment in the road of course. 

Mr. CAMERON. I will say to the Senator that If a tollgate 
is put up it is necessary to build a toll road. 

Mr, NORBECK. This county seems to have a tollgate with- 
out the expense of building the road, because the junior Sena- 
tor from Arizona has built the road. 

Mr. CAMERON. I took my chances like anyone else would. 
The county gave me all I was entitled to get. 

Mr. NORBECK. But it cost them nothing, 

Mr. CAMERON. It cost them nothing because they were 
entitled to it; it makes no difference what it cost the county, 
whether one dollar or a million dollars; that is not the point. 
They gave me the privilege for 20 years, and if I could not 
make anything out of it in 20 years, that was my hard luck. 
Why should it not go back to the county? 

I do not know that I can make myself much plainer than I 
have tried to do. I want to say in conclusion that the people 
of Coconino County do not want the trail sold. Outside of a 
very few who are interested they do not want this asset of the 
county molested. I know why some are interested, but I do 
not care to go into any personalities here. I am trying to 
state this case as fairly and squarely as I know how. 

The estimate for this $100,000 was left out by the Budget 
Bureau, It was put in without any hearing in the House. I 
went before the Senate committee and made my statement 
there, which is in the records of the committee, and they 
eliminated it from the bill. I am of the opinion that the Sena- 
tors here will appreciate the situation. I know they will act 
fairly and squarely in this matter, and that is all I am expect- 
ing or asking them to do. 

It is not right, it is not fair to the taxpayers of the county, 
for the Government to acquire this trail, and why should we 
appropriate the Government money for something for which 
there is no desire? Why should we take the taxpayers’ 
money and idly throw it into something for which there is no 
excuse? 

There is no man who will go further than I to build up the 
West, and there is no man who has gone further, as my past 
life will show. I have lived for 41 years out in a country 
where, as Senators know is necessary, I have roughed it, lived 
in the saddle, and slept under the trees without any bedding, in 
Arizona, Utah, Nevada, California, and down the coast into old 
Mexico. I have lived without food for days; I have traveled 
and lived with the Indians and had Indians with me, and I say 
to you there is no man who understands better than I the West 
and knows better the conditions of the West where I have trav- 
eled. I learned it from experience. I started out from Maine 
as a boy on a fishing schooner on the Grand Banks of New- 
foundland and spent five years in cod fishing. That is the rea- 
son why I have the hump on my back that is there to-day. 
I never told a man a malicious untruth in my life; every word 
I have tried to say before the Senate to-day has been the gospel 
truth, and so long as I stay on this earth I am going to do my 
best te protect the rights and property of Coconino County, of 


Maricopa County, of Mohave County, of Yavapai County, of 
Gila County, or Navajo County, of Yuma County, and the other 
counties in Arizona and the rights of the citizens of all the 
United States. I hope Senators will stay nôt with me espe- 
cially but with the people of the State and county and vote with 
the committee to agree to this amendment. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President, I desire to ask the Senator a 
question, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield to the Senator from New Mexico? 

Mr. CAMERON. I yield. 

Mr. BURSUM. Do I understand the Senator correctly to 
say that this proposed appropriation would be used for the 
building of another road? 

Mr, CAMERON. Yes; that is what is provided. 

Mr. BURSUM. Then, no part of this money would go to 
the county or into the county treasury? 

Mr. CAMERON, Not a cent. 

Mr. BURSUM. The proposed road is within the forest re- 
serve or within the national park? 

Mr. CAMERON. All of the proposed road would be within 
the national forest except a few miles. The road will be 63 
miles long, and nearly all of it would be in the forest and about 
8 miles in the Grand Canyon National Park. There is a little 
strip between that that is not on the forest reserve or the park 
land, which will probably be put in soon. 

Mr. BURSUM. In other words, the original proposal would 
not give the county any compensation whatever for the road 
itself? 

Mr. CAMERON. None whatever. Furthermore, the trail 
would be out of the hands of the county perpetually, for eternity, 
and every year it is getting more valuable. This trail is worth 
a million dollars or more to Coconino County. One hundred 
thousand dollars spent on this road, which the forestry de- 
partment plans to build, would do the road but little good and 
less good to anyone, because it is not a main artery of travel in 
the county. It will take $750,000 to build this road. 

Mr. BURSUM. Then, in the judgment of the Senator, the 
compensation, even though paid over into the treasury of the 
county, would be highly inadequate. 

Mr. CAMERON. It will never go into the county treasury, 
and if it should be so paid, it would amount to very little as 
compared to the value of the trail 

Mr. BURSUM. Even if paid into the county treasury it 
would be far less than the actual value and equity which 
the county now owns. 

Mr. CAMERON. We would be sacrificing one of the big- 
gest assets the county has and one of the most permanent ones, 
with nothing to show for it because as I have explained it 
will take eight times this amount to construct this road, and 
the amount here proposed would be a waste and it disrupts 
the road department of the Government which has planned 
and is ready to build a real road. That is why I say this 
scheme is a mask and a subterfuge. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Arizona yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. CAMERON. I am glad to yield to the Senator from 
Iowa. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I should like to ask the Senator if the 
value of this asset which he describes as belonging to this 
county does not really come from the people of the United 
States. My idea is that it naturally belongs to the people of 
the United States. 

Mr. CAMERON. This trail belongs to Coconino County and 
Coconino County is maintaining it and keeping it up in first 
class condition. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Nobody is trying to get it away from 
the county without paying for it. 

Mr. CAMERON. Certainly; that is what is being attempted 
and what I am arguing against, 

Mr. BROOKHART. I understand the Senator to say under 
this bill they will have to proceed in the legal way to place 
it under the control of the Government. 

Mr. BURSUM. May I make a suggestion to the Senator? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes. 

Mr. BURSUM. As I understand the proposition there is no 
proposal to pay the county anything for the road. The $100,000 
is to go for the building of another road. 

Mr. CAMERON. I will say to the Senator from Iowa that 
this trail is now under the management and supervision of the 
county. If sold it goes under the management of the Park 
Service. If the Senator will take the time to look up the 
matter—and if he does not care to do so I will be glad to 
enlighten him on it—he will find that all vehicles in the na- 
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tional parks are controlled by corporations, such as the corpo- 
ration I mentioned a few moments ago, or the National Park 
Transportation Companies. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I am familiar with that; but my thought 
is that the Grand Canyon of the Colorado belongs to the peo- 
ple of the United States; that the people of the United States 
are entitled to have an approach to it, and if that approach 
is owned by a county, or a private party, whoever it may 
be, they are entitled to acquire it, and to have it taken by 
condemnation if necessary. 

Mr. CAMERON. ‘They have a better approach now than they 
will have if the trail is ever sold or ever transferred, as I 
tried to point out a few moments ago. When there was com- 
petition before it was given over to a corporation one could 
get on a horse or a mule or a burro at the rim and go down 
to the river for $3.50; he could go to the plateau for $3 
while now one has to pay $5 to go to the plateau and $6 
to the river; and if this trail is sold he will probably pay 
$10. I am looking at this question from the standpoint of 
the people who visit the park. 

Mr. BROOKHARE Who is going to levy that charge? 

Mr. CAMERON. The National Park Transportation Com- 
panies. 

Mr. BROOKHIART. It will go, then, to the people, will it 
not? It is their park, 

Mr. CAMERON. But how much will be obtained from it? If 
the Senator will read one of the contracts he will see that the 
Government gets nothing back. x 

Mr. BROOKHART. I am not approving of that contract. 

Mr. CAMERON. That kind of contract is what is in exist- 
ence to-day, and conditions will probably be worse from now on. 

Mr. BROOKHART. There is nothing about that in this bill, 

Mr. CAMERON. No; I am merely speaking of the contract 
that governs transportation in the national parks, The Senator 
seems to think that I am against the parks. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Oh, no. 

Mr. CAMERON. The Senator has always taken a position, 
as I understand, for the protection of the people. That is 
what I am trying to do here to-day—namely, to protect the tax- 
payers of the State and county in which I live. 

Mr. BROOKHART. But my idea is to protect 110,000,000 
Americans and not merely one county. 

Mr. CAMERON. I am talking about the world. I made it 
possible for the greatest scenic wonder in the world to be 
visited for the first time. But for my energy the scenic 
wonders of the Grand Canyon would have been unknown 
until mapy years later. Very few people went there so long 
as there was only a stage line. I sat in the Grand Canyon 
hotel in Williams with Bucky O'Neill four days trying to figure 
out how to build a railroad from Williams to the Grand Can- 
yon, and put up the first 8500 to send Bucky O'Neill, who lost 
his life in the Spanish-American War, to pave the way to con- 
struct that railroad. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I am very much delighted to know the 
history of the Grand Canyon, and I think that is all right, 
but I see nothing to prevent the county from charging $10 or 
$15 or $20, if they want to charge it. 

Mr. CAMERON. My claim is that it will be cheaper for the 
people at large to have this trail remain where it now is. As I 
have said before, this inlet to the greatest scenic wonder in the 
world will never get into the hands of monopoly if it is con- 
trolled by the county and the taxpayers and voters have a 
chance to vote on it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. It can not be monopolized if it gets into 
the hands of the Government of the United States, either. 

Mr. CAMERON. It is indirectly in the hands of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States. All the counties and States are 
in the hands of the Government of the United States. 

Mr. BROOKHART. But, according to the Senator's state- 
ment, this trail is in the hands of the county. 

Mr. CAMERON. Is not the county in the hands of the State, 
and is not the State in the hands of the United States? 

Mr. BROOKHART. No. I think a county has independent 
rights the same as any private individual. 

Mr. CAMERON. I am trying to make plain that if the 
county does anything wrong it will be called down like anyone 
else. 

Mr, BROOKHART. The Government would have no more 
right to act against the county than against anybody else. 

Mr. CAMERON. I am sorry that I have not succeeded in 
making the matter plain. I have tried to do the best I could. 

Mr. BURSUM and Mr. HOWELL addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield; and if so, to whom? 


Mr. CAMERON. I yield first to the Senator from Nebraska, 
and then I will yield to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. HOWELL, As 1 understand, this trail is now owned by 
Coconino County? : 
Mr. CAMERON. Yes, sir. Coconino” is an Indian name. 
aie HOWELL, And what is the charge for the use of the 

Mr. CAMERON. The charge is $1 per head per animal. 
There is no charge whatsoever for foot passengers. The charge 
of $1 per head per animal is for the maintenance of the trail 
and for revenue to the county; it is like a tax. 

Mr. HOWELL. As I understand, this brings in a revenue 
sufficient to pay the expenses of operation and maintenance with 
a surplus besides to the county which has now grown to be about 
$7,000 a year. y 

Mr. CAMERON. That is the gross; but the cost of mainte- 
nance of the trail is not very great. They have two men there, 
but they do not pay them very high wages. The revenue is used 
for maintenance, and then what is left goes to the treasury. 

Mr. HOWELL. But, may I ask, does the Senator know about 
how much gets into the treasury of the county? 

Mr. CAMERON. I presume the maintenance of the trail 
would not exceed $3,000 a year. 

Mr. HOWELL. Then there is about $4,000 a year that gets 
into the treasury of the county? 

Mr. CAMERON, At the present time; but, understand, this 
travel has just commenced to come in there, and it will go on. 
As I say, last year there were 100,000 people there. Next year 
there may be 200,000 people there. There is no reason why 
there should not be 500,000 people there. Everything is getting 
better and better every day, and it will get better the more the 
canyon is advertised. 

Mr. HOWELL. In other words, as time goes by this will be 
a very great asset to the county? 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes; and most of this money will go to 
the schools of that county. 

Mr. HOWELL. If the trail is sold to the Government, it will 
pass out of public control? That is, it will pass from one 
publie control into another? 

Mr. CAMERON, It is supposed to. 

Mr. HOWELL. ‘The point the Senator makes is that when 
it reaches the control of the Government the Government will 
lease this trail to a transportation company to charge for its 
use. Is that the idea? 

Mr. CAMERON. Absolutely. That is just what they are 
doing now in all our parks. 

Mr. HOWELL. I realize that in all the parks there are 
transportation companies. 

Mr. CAMERON. Absolutely; and you do not have a word 
to say if you go in there in your own automobile; you are told 
what to do, how you can go, and where you can go. 

Mr. HOWELL. I understand. In other words, it is now a 
publicly maintained road into the canyon? 

Mr. CAMERON. Absolutely; yes, sir. 

Mr. HOWELL. When it goes to the Government, it will 
become a road in the hands of a park monopoly? 

Mr. CAMERON. That is the idea exactly. It could not be 
stated better than the Senator has just stated it. 

Mr. HOWELL. And it is the opinion of the Senator from 
Arizona that the people of this country who visit that canyon 
will have to pay more for the privilege of using that road 
than they pay to-day to the county which now owns it? 

Mr. CAMERON. I know that, beyond question. 

Mr. HOWELL. Then, of course, under those circumstances, 
this road never should get out of the county’s hands. 

Mr. CAMERON, I hope it never will, It never will if I can 
help it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I should like to ask an- 
other question or two about that matter. This park monopoly 
is getting interesting. Who creates these park monopolies? 

Mr. CAMERON. I do not know that I can answer that ques- 
tion as intelligently as I ought to; but here is a contract that 
was signed by Secretary Lane. I do not know how many more 
have been signed since he went out of office. S 

Mr. BROOKHART. ‘These park monopolies are some more 
Teapot Dome affairs, then, that have gone out of the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, are they? 

Mr. CAMERON. Of course, the national parks are all under 
the Department of the Interior, and naturally they would have 
to make the rules and regulations and sign the contracts. 

Mr. BROOKHART. There is nothing in this law that creates 
a park monopoly. That is not even claimed, is it? 

Mr. CAMERON. Well, it turns it over to the National Park 
Service, does it not? They can do as they please with it then. 
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Mr. BROOKHART. There is authority to create those mo- 
nopolies now, is there? 

Mr. CAMERON. Absolutely. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I guess we need some more investiga- 
tions here, then. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ari- 
zona yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. CAMERON. I yield, 

Mr, NORBECK. I think there are several matters here that 
it will be interesting to clear up. As I understood the distin- 
guished Senator, he said that a number of years ago the charge 
was only $3.50, and now it is $6. Is that right? 

Mr, CAMERON. That is what the trail charge used to be 
to the plateau. It is on the same trail, but one is longer 
than the other. One goes to the river and the other goes to the 
plateau. 

Mr. NORBECK. 
Is that right? 

Mr. CAMERON. The trail charge to the plateau used to be 
$3 per head per animal and $3:50 to the river. Now it is $5 
to the plateau, if I remember rightly—and I think I am cor- 
rect—and $6 to the river; and God knows where it will go if 
this trail is sold. 

Mr. NORBECK. Who is responsible for that increase at 
the present time, when it is handled by the county? 

Mr. CAMERON. It is not handled by the county. The 
county gets only $1 a head. The Grand Canyon National Park 
Transportation Co. handle it. 

Mr. NORBECK. And they get their franchise from whom? 

Mr. CAMERON. They get their franchise from the railroad, 
I think, or from the national park authorities. 

Mr. NORBECK. Whom would they get it from if this amend- 
ment should be agreed to, so that the trail went into the 
hands of the National Park Service? Would it still be under 
the same authority that it is under now? 

Mr. CAMERON. Certainly; it would be under the National 
Park Service. 

Mr. NORBEOK. Then why would there be danger in the 
change? 

Mr CAMERON. Why would there not be danger in the 
change? 

Mr. NORBECK. The Senator says it is under the same 
people now that it would be under in the other case. 

Mr. CAMERON. The county can regulate these charges if 
the people make a fight on it, because as long as they have con- 
trol of it they can regulate the charge. 

Mr. NORBECK. And they do not regulate it? Is that it? 

Mr. CAMERON. I presume they have not done so; but they 
could, and if they got the right kind of supervisors they would. 

Mr. NORBECK. The responsibility for the abuse up to the 
present time, if it is an abuse, is upon the county, then, and 
not upon the National Park Service, is it? 

Mr. CAMERON. No, sir; it is not. It is like everything 
else; the county has a lot of other things to do besides looking 
into the running of a trail, and if you go out there and make a 
kick and have it investigated, as we get many investigations 
here, the charge probably will be reduced. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, CAMERON. I yield. 

Mr. KING. Is not the situation, briefly, this: A portion of 
the trail or the road which is traveled by those seeking to 
reach the Grand Canyon is owned by the county and the residue 
is within the national park and is controlled by the Interior 
Department through the National Park Service? 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes. 

Mr. KING. The National Park Service pays the county so 
much per head—a dollar, as I understand the Senator? 

Mr. CAMERON. The National Park Service does not pay 


anything. 

Mr. KING. Well, the county gets $1? 

Mr. CAMERON. The county gets $1, but the traveling pub- 
lic pays that; and, as I said before, they charge $6 for a mule 
where they used to charge $3.50. 

Mr. KING. I understand, if the Senator will permit me. 
Persons make contracts, then, with the National Park Service 
to be conveyed from a given point to the canyon, and in reach- 
ing their objective some of them go over the trail which is 
owned by the county. Now, the county gets a dollar if they 
go over the trail owned by it? 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes. 

Mr. KING. But the contract for taking a person from out- 
side of the park into the canyon is made with the National 
Park Service, and it fixes the price? 


The charge has gone up about 50 per cent. 


Mr. CAMERON. Yes. 

Mr. KING, The Senator’s contention is that having doubled 
the prices, as they have recently, if they get control of this 
trail they will add still further to the prices? 

Mr, CAMERON. They could just as well charge $10 a head, 
and no one could say anything, and no one would have any 
recourse, 

Mr. KING. Exactly; so that they would then have a com- 
plete monopoly? 

Mr, CAMERON. Absolutely. That is what they want. 

Mr. KING, Whereas now the county only charges $1, and 
therefore they are compelled not to make the charges too ex- 
tortionate; but if they get control of the trail, then they will 
attribute to the trail the greater part of the charge, and per- 
haps raise it to $10? 

Mr. CAMERON. They will 

Mr. NORBECK. Would it net be just as fair to assume that 
the purpose is to lower that charge as it is to assume that the 
purpose is to increase the charge? 

Mr. CAMERON. They could do it now if they wanted to. 
They could have done it a year ago. 

Mr. NORBECK. If the Park Service had owned this toll 
road, they would probably make it free. That would be the 
difference. 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes; but the poor traveling public would 
pay the dollar just the same. It is like the story about the 
traveling man and the overcoat. Of course, the Senator has 
heard that story. 

Mr. NORBECK. I ean not help feeling that if this county is 
entitled to put up a tollgate here we should give the same right 
to others. They all need money. 

Mr. CAMERON. As far as I am concerned, they are welcome 
te do that; but how many men would go out on the public do- 
main 35 years ago and put ete: energy and their money into 
this thing? 

Mr. NORBECK. I do not ‘Gant to be understood as criticizing 
the Senator, because I think he did wonders out there, and 1 
think he did it with the right spirit; but he has said that he 
has had his day and he has gotten out of it all that the county 
would give him, 

Mr. CAMERON. I never got anything out of it. 

Mr. NORBECK. Well, the Senator said that he had had his 
chance. 

Mr, CAMERON. I took a chance on what the law was. 

Mr. NORBECK. The county got the road without cost, and 
they have been charging toll on it for about 14 years, and they 
want to continue. Let us put the other counties on the same 
basis, then. They all need money. 

Mr. CAMERON. I want the people of the county and the 
taxpayers to receive the benefit of my energy and my work, and 
that is the reason why I am standing here to-day and making 
this fight. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President 

Mr. CAMERON. I yield to the Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. BURSUM. As I understand, the net effect of agreeing to 
this item would be to deprive the county of an annual revenue 
of upward of $8,000. 

Mr. CAMERON. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BURSUM. Which may be increased? 

Mr. CAMERON. Which will be increased. 

Mr. BURSUM. And that is an asset and an equity which 
the county now possesses. It is in a different position from 
other counties which might be similarly situated, in that that 
county now has an equity and an asset which is recognized, and 
it can not be deprived of it except by the purchase of the road 
or by a trade of some sort. 

Mr, NORBECK. First, they have an equity or interest that 
cost them nothing. Secondly, there is nothing in this bill pro- 
posing to take it away from them. 

Mr. BURSUM. That is neither here nor there. 

Mr. NORBECK. It is entirely up to the county whether they 
want to do that or not. The Congress can not legislate on that 
matter. 

Mr. BURSUM. That is neither here ner there, whether it 
cost the county anything or not; but it is an asset, and there is 
the further consideration that this is a county in which 75 per 
cent of the territory embraced in the county is withdrawn from 
entry and is managed and controlled by the Government and by 
the National Park Service. That is no asset; it yields no tax; 
yet the county is obliged to keep the peace, to sustain the 
expense of maintaining the courts, to guarantee the safety of 
Tife and of property; and it seems to me that it would be highly 
unfair for any action on the part of the Congress to take away 
an asset from a county situated as this one seems to be. 
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Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I do not want to interrupt 
my colleague, 

Mr. CAMERON. Go ahead. 

Mr. ASHURST. Do I understand that my colleague has 
ylelded the floor? 

Mr. CAMERON, I had not, but I will. 

Mr. ASHURST. No; I do not wish to interrupt. 

Mr. CAMERON, No; go ahead. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I have questioned no one's 
good faith. I would be the last man to minimize the sacrifices 
made by the early pioneers to whom my worthy colleague refers, 
and in his speech he recounted episodes in northern Arizona of 
a fragrant and fascinating long ago. That he and his partners 
and associates worked in building this Bright Angel Toll Trail, 
J do not deny. Indeed, on the contrary, I frankly say that he 
contributed money and labor in the construction of this trail; 
and I am not insensible to his reference to my father, who, as 
he said, lost his life in the canyon in helping to pioneer in by- 
gone days. But, fragrant, fascinating, and romantic as those 
episodes are, I do not perceive what light they shed upon the 
present question, I repeat that it is simply a question of na- 
tional policy with which we must deal. 

My colleague described the construction of this toll trail, 
and he described the extension of the franchise which the law 
granted to him and his associates, and I do not complain of their 
franchise. They were entitled to it. I am glad they exercised 
the franchise to collect tolls, and when an application was made 
to me as a prosecuting attorney of a county to bring a suit 
against them to cause them to stop collecting tolls, I resisted 
the same and refused to institute proceedings. The case went 
to the Supreme Court of the State of Arizona, and the supreme 
court held that I was correct in refusing to institute proceedings 
ousting them from their franchise. They enjoyed their fran- 
chise to its final and full conclusion, as they had a right to. 

So far from any sentiment of envy against them for the exer- 
cise of their franchise I am glad they had the full term of their 
franchise. So much for that. Their franchise expired. Under 
the law the trail reverted to the county of Coconino, and on the 
18th day of April, 1912, the county of Coconino having begun to 
collect tolls and to assume jurisdiction and management over 
the trail, their franchise after having been fully enjoyed finally 
expired. 

So far as I am personally concerned, I regret that my col- 
league and his associates obtained no great returns out of the 
trail. I would have been pleased to see them obtain an opulent 
return on their franchise. That is the sentiment that is in my 
breast now. But I am called upon to deal with a question 
of national policy, The Grand Canyon National Park is one 
of the great breathing places of the Nation; it is one of nature's 
most sublime masterpieces, I think he is as earnest as I am to 
have ample lungs for our Nation. But this is a question of 
policy, The park belongs to the Federal Government. The 
trail into or down into the park meanders on the walis and 
finally reaches the bottom of the canyon. That trail belongs 
to the county of Coconino. It occurs to me that it is entirely 
sensible and proper that the trail of ingress and egress into 
and out of the park should belong to the sume authority that 
owns the park. 

Suppose this were not in my State at all but in some other 
State where a municipal government or county government 
owned the trail and the Federal Government the national park. 
I would vote to permit the Government to buy the trail if it 
wished to buy and the county desired to sell. The question as 
to whether or not the people of the county of Coconino, in 
Which county my colleague and I lived for 30 years, are in favor 
of this purchase may or may not become pertinent. In the 
first place, the supervisors of the county could not sell the trail 
to the Government without lawful authority. In my opinion, 
they will be required to advertise their proposal to sell and 
the Government may have to bid. Moreover, we have a refer- 
endum in my State, and if any injustice is done or the county 
is overreached, a referendum would soon apply. Mr. Presi- 
dent, I read from the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp, page 1648, the 
proceedings of January 29 last in the House, the Speech of 
Representative Haypen on this amendment: 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, the amendment that I have offered car- 
ries out an agreement made at the El Tovar Hotel at Grand Canyon, 
Ariz., last April. There were present at the conference Mr. W. C. 
Rittenhouse and Mr. R. E. Taylor, members of the board of super- 
visors of Coconino County; Mr. J. B. Rickel, clerk of the board; and 
Mr. Frank Harrison, county attorney. There were also present Mr. 
F. R. Goodman, State engineer of Arizona; Mr. F. C. W. Pooler, dis- 
trict forester; Mr. G. W. Kimball, forest supervisor; Mr. Horace M. 


Albright, superintendent of the Yellowstone National Park; Hon. 
Lovis C. Cramton, Hon. CHARLES D. CARTER, and myself. It repre- 
sents a settlement which is equitable to both Coconino County and the 
United States. 


It was there agreed, in so far as they could legally agree— 
that the county of Cococino in the proper manner, either by 
referendum or by direction of an order of the board of super- 
visors, or in any other legal way, should transfer this toll 
trail to the General Government, and that $100,000 should 
be appropriated, to be used in building an approach road 
from the main artery of traflic, the Santa Fe Trail to the 
canyon, 

A large number of the people go through northern Arizona 
in automobiles and otherwise each year, but there is not a 
good road leading from the Santa Fe Trail to the canyon, and 
this $100,000 is to be expended in constructing a road from a 
village called Main to the Grand Canyon. 

My worthy colleague has said that this legislation would 
deprive the county of Coconino of a revenue. The revenue 
amounted to about $7,130 last year. I fancy that half of that 
sum would be necessary to keep up the trail. I admit, as 
a taxpayer of Coconino County, the trail may produce revenue 
for the county. That is, of course quite true, but I repeat, 
it is a question of national policy with which I am called 
upon to deal, to wit, the larger question of placing into the 
hands of the Federal Government the ownership of the trail 
leading down in the canyon. 

What benefit is it to the people of the United States to 
buy this trail and spend $100,000 on a road? That is the 
first inquiry you make? There is a double benefit to the 
United States. The Government will own the trail, and the 
Government will construct a road from the main artery of 
traffic, up to the Grand Canyon, so that those who wish to 
see the canyon will have a good road from the main artery 
of traffic, the Santa Fe Trail, up to the canyon, and they will 
not be met with a toll charge when they go into the canyon. 

About 89 per cent of the county is in some kind of a re- 
serve. We are asked, “ Why does not the county build a road 
from the main artery of traffic up to the Grand Canyon”? 
One reason is that we are already heavily taxed. Another 
reason is that 90 per cent of the cars that would travel over 
that road are foreign cars; that is, cars from outside of Coco- 
nino County. Therefore, it seemed but just and fair to the 
county supervisors, and to the county engineer, and the county 
attorney that the county should surrender its ownership of 
the trail to the Federal Government and receive in return a 
good road from the southern or upper terminus of the trail 
to the main artery, the Sante Fe Trail. 

I would be the last man who would seek to deprive the county 
where I grew up of a lawful revenue; but I am not called upon 
to sit here to-day as a supervisor. I am called upon to say what 
position I assume on a great national question. 

The town of Cody is the nearest town to Yellowstone Park, 
and I believe there is an approach road from Cody to the Yel- 
lowstone Park. I am called upon to say whether or not I will 
assist in securing an approach road up to the canyon. 

Doubtless the conclusions my colleague has reached on this 
subject are based on public reasons which to him are just as 
true as are mine to me. He thinks this county ought to keep 
this trail. I believe that the means of egress and ingress into 
and out of a great national park ought to belong to the Govern- 
ment which owns the park. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Arizona yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. ASHURST. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator think that the Government 
ought to acquire this property—and I treat it as a property; it 
may be an incorporeal hereditament or an easement for all I 
know? Does the Senator think the Government should acquire 
it without the consent of the people of that county; and if so, 
does he think that the Government ought to acquire it for less 
than what would be a reasonable value? And if I may ask 
another question 

Mr. ASHURST. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. Has the Senator any reason to assume that the 
Government would charge less for the use of the trail than is 
being charged by the county of Coconino? 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, the Federal Government is 
not to charge tolls for the use of the trail. I would be opposed 
to this appropriation if the Federal Government were going to 
charge tolls, and if the Interior Department in any hidden or 
other way intends to charge tolls this is the first time I have 
heard of it. If there be any intention on the part of the Fed- 
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eral Government to charge a toll against ù citizen of the United 
States for going up und down that trail on horseback and mule 
back, I would not favorit. There is no such assertion that the 
Government is going to charge tolls. 

Mr. KING. Wiu the Senator yield again? 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes. 

Mr. KING. Perhaps the Government may not charge. tolls in 
the form of tolls; but if we are to believe the Senator's col- 
league, when he suid that the rates for golng to and from the 
canyon had beep doubled by the park commission, or by those 
who had the franchise to operate It, what assurance have we 
that the Geverninent may not increase the charges? 

Mr, ASHURST. I probably did not hear the statement of my 
eolieague, What was the statement to which the Senator re- 
fers? 

Mr. KING. I understood the Senator's colleague to say, in 
substance, that some time ugo the price charged by the commis- 
sion, or by those who hud the francliise to operate within the 
purk, was a given sum to be carried to the park, $8, as I recall, 
and that now It fs $6. 

Mr, ASHURST. Nat for pussuge over the trall? 

Mr. KING. For animals which were used, I suppose. 

Mr. ASHURST. If 1 could by law devrease or have the price 
charged per animal decreased, I would do so, but I know of no 
way by law that I ean compel any person to charge less for n 
dity's ride on mule back than they charge now. Any person on 
horseback or mule back ean go down the trail by the payment 
of the tolls charged by the county. 

Mr. CAMERON. WH? the Senutor yield to me? 

Mr. ASHURST. Certainly. 

Mr. CAMERON. 1 do not think that the Senator's state- 
ment is quite clear; of course, I do not think the Senator 
meant to misstate the preposition. 

Mr. ASHURST. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. CAMERON. The condition is this, that now we are 
prying $5 to the plateau and $6 to the river per animal. It 
used to be a charge, as the Senutor well knows, of $3 to the 
plateau and $3.70 to the river. The Senator refers to the 
charge of $1 toll for the trail. There is nothing to prohibit 
the raising of that charge to $8 per animal if the trail should 
be sold to the Government, and the Senator knows that just 
as well as I do. 

Mr. ASHERST. Yes. 

Mr. CAMERON. The county is maintaining the trail and 
keeping it up in excellent shape, and the people who go to 
the Grand Canyon have not any idea that there is a toll charge. 

Mr. ASHURST. My colleagne complains, and probably 
justly complains, that the charge of $6 per animal is made 
_ by those who own the animals for permitting people to ride 
down into the park on the animals. Is that the proposition? 

Mr. CAMERON, That is the idea. 

Mr. ASHURST, I myself tliink that the charge made is 
excessive. I do not question that. But I do not perceive how 
that question enters In here. We are proposing to relieve a 
toll of $1. It ought to decrease the charge instead of in- 
creasing it. 

Mr. CAMERON. Tue Senator has been the district attorney 
of Coconino County. He knows that the supervisors of the 
county and the district attorney of the county have the power 
tu regulate the rates into the Grand Canyon, does he not? 

Mr. ASHURST. Yes; the tolls. 

Mr. CAMERON, They have a right to regulate what shall 
be paid for riding on the anliuals, If there are excessive prices 
charged to go over the truil to the people who gh over it, they 
can change it. 

Mr. ASHURST. Certainty. 

Mr. CAMERON. ‘The Senator knows that, does he not? 

Mr. ASHUURST, Certainly. 

Mr. CAMERON, If the trail is taken away from the county 
and put into the hands of corporations such as we Juive now 
managing the transportation, not only in the Grand Canyon 
but all the national parks, is there anything, in the opinion of 
the Senator, that could prohibit them from charging $5 or 810 
per animal if they were so disposed? 

Mr. ASHURST. My collengue seems to believe or seems to 
feur that if the Bright Angel Trail gets ont of the hands of 
the county in some way the corporations who have the permits 
to take passengers up and down the trail will make excessive 
charges for the nse of a horse or mule. Is that the point? 

Mr. CAMERON. That is one point. J certainly believe that 
what I am saying to the Senator and what I have said to the 
Senate is correct. On the other hand, I enn not see why a 
taxpayer of the conuty, as I belleve the Senator is, should 
defend a proposition to hive a valunble asset taken away from 


the county and turned over to a corporation without receiving 
anything for it. The Senator knows and I know, as I believe 
he was county attorney when I was county supervisor, that 
there is $750,000 estimated by the forest reserve for the 
Grand Canyon main road. The Senator knows that nearly 
every acre of land has been withdrawn from the county in 
that vicinity for a national park or national forest. The 
county has not any revenue coming from that land at all. 
Naturally they do not derive any taxes from that source. 

The Senator knows very well that if $100,000 is appropri- 
ated now and given to the National Park Service for use in 
that mountainous. country we might just as well throw it in 
the river, The Senator knows that they spent $40,000 up 
there last year, appropriated for them hy the Congress, and 
the money was wasted. I am frying to get things down to 
the polut where we can save some of the people's money, and 
7 know the Senator is just as anxious to accomplish thut as 

am, 

Mr. ASHURST. We are approaching it from different 
viewpoints. I have not questioned the good faith of anyone. 

Mr. BROOK HART. Mr. President 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator from lowa. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I have not the proposition cleared up 
yet about the ratetnaking power. At present is there a power 
in the county board to regulate the rates charged for riding on 
a mule down the eunyon? 

Mr. ASHURST. No. I win say to the Senator that the 
county of Coconino has the authority and power to fix the 
miuomt of toll for the passage of animals up and down the trail, 
hut I do not believe that the county has the right to regulate 
the amount that the owner of an animal shall charge the tourist 
for riding the animal up and down the trail. That is fixed by 
the National Park Service. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The increase, if any, would be due to 
the National Park Service? 

Mr. ASHURST. In my judgment, any increase in the charges 
on the part of the concessionaire in the national park would be 
attributable to permission or consent from the Nutional Park 
Service. 

Mr, BROOKHART. If the amendment is — to, the $1 
charge would be eliminated? 

Mr. ASHIURST. It certainly wonld be. 

Mr. BROOKHART. And that would reduce the charge that 
much to start with? 

Mr. ASHURST. It certainly ought to; and the National 
Park Service will be recreant to their duties if they fall to 
reduce the charges $1 per person. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The question of mereusing will remain 
exactly where It is at the present time? 

Mr. ASHURST. The question of increusing the charges made 
upen tourists for riding the animals remains where it is now— 
avith the Director of the National Forest Service. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I am a member 
of the committee that reported the amendment. I was not a 
member of the subcommittee that gave special consideration to 
the bill. I am satisiled that this rond ought to be purchased. 
I believe that the National Goyernment should own the trail 
and entrance into the Grand Canyon. So I propose to vote 
aginst the amendment proposed by the committee. But 1 
understand from the Senutor in charge of the bill that he is 
very anxious to have the matter go to conference, I suppose 
in order to perfect the language proposed by the House. I do 
not know jin what particulars it needs perfecting, but upon 
thut theory I sm willing to vote for the amendment in order 
thut it muy go to conference so that proper langonge can be 
put in the bill. I merely wish to say that I believe the sub- 
stance of the provision in the House text should be adopted and 
that the National Government should acquire the trail 

Mr. CAMERON. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The principal legislutive clerk called the roll, and the follow- 
ing Senutors answered to their names: 


Adams Dale Harrixon Mny fold 
Ashurst Dial Hetiin Moses 
Borah Dil Howell Nrely 
Hrandecgee Edge Johuson, Minu. Norbeck 
Hrookhart Eexlwards Jones, N. Mex, Norris 
Bruce Elkins Jones; Wash. Glitte 
Pursum Ferris Ketulrick Overman 
Cameron Fess Keyes Owen 
Capper Frazier King Piber 
Coit George Lenroot Phipps 
Copeland Gerry Lede Phisan 
Couzens Gooding MeWeling Kiiston 
Commins Wale McKinley Reed, Pa, 
Curtis Jarris MeNary Robinson 
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Sheppard Stanfield Walsh, Mass. Wheeler 
Bhi 8 Swanson Warren Willis 
Smith Trammell Watson 

moot Wadsworth Weller 


Mr. ROBINSON. I wish to announce that the junior Sen- 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] is necessarily absent. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy Senators haye an- 
swered to thelr names. A quorum is present, 
SECRET EUROPEAN DIPLOMACY. 


Mr. OWEN, Mr. President, On February 16, 1924, I intro- 
duced Senate Resolution 166, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations. directing the appointment of 
from seven to nine men, trained in historical research, to as- 
semble and analyze the evidence and the conclusions of the 
committee of inquiry as fo those responsible for causing or 
promoting the World War. The resolution reads as follows: 


Regoleed, That the Committee on Foreign Relations shall cause 
to be prepared for the Senate an authoritative and impartial analysis 
and abstract of all evidence heretofore made ayailable in printed 
form, or otherwise readily -accessible, including documents, memoirs, 
narratives, and other relevant and euthentic material bearing on the 
origin of the World War, including within the purview of the in- 
quiry an examination of the consequences of international alliances, 
understandings, and agreements during the quarter century preceding 
1914 and the conclusions of the committee of inquiry as to those 
responsible for causing or promoting the World War of 1914-1918. 

2. The Committee on Foreign Relations is authorized and directed 
to appoint a “committee of inquiry” of not less than seven nor 
more than nine men, trained in historical research, to assemble and 
analyze this evidence, applying to it reasonable and scientific rules 
of legal and historical criticism, and summarizing the conclusions to 
which it points. This committce shall not be composed of persons 
in the Government service. They shall serve without compensation, 
Dut shall be reimbursed for their actual and necessary traveling 
expenses, and for their maintenance while actually engaged in the 
work of the committee shall receive an allowance not exceeding $9 
per diem, The Committee on Foreign Relations shall have authority 
to employ such additional clerical service as the committee of in- 
quiry may require. The office of the committee of inquiry shall be 
in the Committee on Foreign Relations, or elsewhere as determined 
by the Committee on Foreign Relations, All expenditures incidental 
to the formation and operation of the committee of inquiry, and the 
printing of its reports, shall be paid from the contingent fund of the 
Senate. 

3. The committee of inquiry shall file an interim report with the 
Committee on Foreign Relations on or before the last day of No- 
vember, 1924, and shall submit its conclusions to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations not later thun 10 days before the constitutional 
expiration of the Sixty-elghth Congress, 


Mr. OWDN. I regard the determination as of vital impor- 
tance in preyenting like causes creating another great world 
war. I am convinced that the disclosure of the truth will point 
the way to on adequate remedy. I am of opinion that the di- 
plomatists and statesmen of European nations managing foreign 
affairs, who are not now and were not in 1914 responsible to 
the people of their own nation, were not responsible to the par- 
liaments of the people, were responsible for the war. 

The remedy is to demand and see that such statesmen are 
made responsible to their own parliaments and subject to im- 
peachment and punishment if they commit or involve their 
fellow countrymen in war without authority. 

I submit for the Record letters and editorials in relation to 
this resolution, which I ask consent to print without reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The mutter referred to is as follows: 


CHICAGO, January 9, 124, 
Senntor Rorert L. Owen, 


Washington, D. O. 


My Deag Sexaror: A friend who has just sent me the CONGRES- 
SIOXAL Recond containing your speech of December 18 has put me 
under heavy obligations to himself and ultimately to you, From the 
skimpy and, in effect, misleading account given by the Chicago Tribune, 
I had no idea of the tremendous documentary artillery which you 
assembled to shatter the walls of Ignorance and III will, I am fairly 
amazed at your command of the bistorical evidence and at your skill in 
marshaling it in such a way as to enable the reader to draw his own 
conclusions without prejudice. 

The note of presumption in this compliment will lose its edge when 
J explain that I am by profession a historian and that during the last 
four years I have made it my business to examine the evidence bearing 
on the origin of the war, I am therefore in a position to appreciate 
the difficulties of such an enterprise as yours. 


Besides representing a notable Inbor of scholarship, your speech is an 
act of moral liberation, Too long have our people been led by the 
nose by un interested propaganda. The clearing of their minds of 
foolish prejudices is an essential step toward that pacification of the 
world which the treaties of 1919 woefully failed to achieve and which 
all men of good will must continue to recognize as the real goal of 
their efforts. 

If we could only get a greater publicity for your revelations! How- 
ever, every little helps, and when our people finally pass through the 
mists that envelop them into the sunshine of truth your name as that 
of a lender out of mental bondage will shine with a particular 
radiance, 

I om, with the greatest respect, yours sincerely, 
FReDINAND Scueyinn, 
Professor of Modern Muropean History, 
the Umversity of Chicago. 


(Professor Schevill is an American-born sebolar, an A. M. and 
Ph. D.) 


CONCBALMENT. 


Wherein Hes the secret of this Inck of courage and of vision, too, 
for Europe can not know peace while she is content to live under the 
shadow of n crime? Senator Owwn, of Okluhoma, hus done a service to 
humanity by indicating it in the course of a recent speech in the Ameri- 
un Senate. The secret Hes in the concealment from the peoples of 
Europe of the evidence which proves beyond contestation the falseness 
of the legend attributing the Great War solely to the acts and to the 
policy of the men and the Influences ruling the German people before 
the war. That concealment has been deliberate and protracted. The 
Governments, the principal public men, and the newspapers of the 
European countries victorions in the war have participated equally in 
this conspiracy against truth and justice. And this suppression of 
facts relating to the most terrible tragedy in the history of the world 
it is which has paralyzed and continues to paralyze the efforts of all 
those, whether in the enjoyment of executive responsibility or merely 
in a poxition to influence public opinion, who realize that the world 
can not attain peace until the persecution of the German people ceaxer, 
For the first thue since the war ended, a momber of one of the worlil's 
legislatures hag broken through this conspiracy of silence within the 
walls of the legislature itself, nnd from that forum has communicated 
to his follow countrymen the salient portions of this evidence. He has 
dared to agsail the legend and he has dared to say that 


“Of the present population of Germany charged with the pay- 
ment of reparations, about 20 per cent In 1914 were unborn babes ; 
about 80 per cent of the German people living in 1914 were women 
and children without knowledge and without political power and 
absolutely ignorant of any wrongful purpose. There is no nde- 
quate moral hasis upon which they can be charged with responsi- 
billty for the war.“ 

If these facts could be driven home into the moral conscience of the 
world, we have sufficient faith in mankind to believe that the response 
would be immediate and surprising, It has always been a mystery 
to us how enlightened men who support the League of Nations can fall 
to perceive that to share in this conspiracy of silence and to condone 
the crime which Is the outcome of It is to kill the sonl of the league. 
(Foreign Affairs, London.) 


From Sidney B. Fay, professor of history, Smith College, Northamp- 
ton, Mass.: 


“May E be allowed to congratulate you on the courage, wisdom, 
and insight of your splendit speech in the Senate on the question 
of German responsibility for the war? You bave evidently gone to 
first-rate sources for the real history of the events preceding the 
war, and 1 hope your speech will be tho starting point for an in- 
telligent discussion in Congress and in the country at large of this 
extraordinarily Important question. I do not say this because 1 
haye any particular sympathy with Germany, but because, as a 
professor of history, T want to see the truth prevail over falsehood 
and misrepresentation.” 


From Joxeph Schafer, superintendent the State Historical Society of 
Wisconsin : 


“T bave real the introductory portion of your speech and can 
pay at once that I heartily approve your plan and the spirit in 
which that plan is executed. it is of the very highest importance 
to the penpe of the world that all peoples everywhere should under- 
stand the intricacies, scerecies, and dangerous subterfages of 
diplomacy as that public activity ia understood in so many coun- 
tries of the world. * * > I think it important at the present 
juncture in world affairs that the secrct hiatory leading up to the 
Great Wor shonld be revealed.” 
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From Robert Woods Bliss, American minister to Sweden: 

“I have read your speech in the CONGRESSIONAL Record with 
greatest interest and have been impressed with the forcible manner 
in which you presented the matter. What you have said is, I think, 
a timely exposition of the main trouble at the bottom of Europe's 
malady.” 

From Ernest Cawcroft, corporation counsel, Jamestown, N, Y.: 

“Thank you for your public service in making the speech about 
the origin of the war. I reached the same conclusion in touring 
Europe and from an examination of the Seibert and many similar 
documents.” 


From Norman Hapgood, editor of Hearst’s International Magazine: 
“I want to do what I can to spread your speech on the causes 
of the war and the falsification of documents.” 


— 


From Herbert C. Bell, professor of history aud government, Bowdoin 
College, Brunswick, Me.: 

“I am greatly obliged to you for the copy of your speech. 

+ œ +è I congratulate you on having made so deep and scholarly 

an inyestigation of the subject. It seems to me that anything 

which will assist in dispelling -the cloud of propaganda, sentti- 

mentalism, and ignorant prejudice with which our country is still 
flooded is an offering of much value to our people.” 


YALE UNIVERSITY SCHOOL or LAW, 
New Haven, Conn., February 7, 1924. 
Jupson Kine, Esq., 
Popular Government League, 
637 Munsey Building, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Kine: With reference to our recent correspondence, Y 
write the present letter. 

It secms to me that Senator Owen, by undertaking publicly to an- 
alyze the documents connected with the pre-war diplomatic history, has 
conferred a great service upon the United States and upon the cause of 
truth and historical investigation. The suppression of documents by 
the Russian Foreign Office, to which Senator Owen calls attention, 
throws some light upon a situation which has heretofore been clouded 
for most Americans. The piecing together by time and date of the 
diplomatic notes exchanged among the various chancelleries of Europe 
in the period from 1905 to 1914 will, I think, do much to disclose the 
facts both of the motives for the war and of the relative responsibility 
for it. While it is popular to accept the theory upon which the treaty 
of Versailles was founded, that Germany was solely responsible for the 
war, I belleve the disclosure of the documents thus far revealed, while 
they do not absolve Germany from responsibility, do at least indicate 
that it was not sole. The correspondence and negotiations between the 
French and the Russian Foreign Offices are indispensable, I believe, to a 
correct picture of what was happening in Europe before 1914. The 
person who discloses the facts, therefore, does not, I believe, have to 
assume the position of an apologist, for a bare reading of the docu- 
ments as presented by Senator Ownn throws much new light for the 
general public in the United States upon a situation the truth of which 
they not only have a right to know but which in the long run they must 
know in order to come to a reasoned judgment on one of the most 
important historical facts of modern times. 

The service which Senator OwkN has performed has to some extent 
been attempted by historians in most of the advanced countries. In 
the United States Professor Fay and Professor Beard have done useful 
work in this direction. 

But while we have now disclosed the documents in the Russian For- 
eign Office and the German and Austrian Foreign Offices, we are still 
without a full disclosure of the documents in the French and British 
Foreign Offices, and I do not suppose the whole story can be accurately 
appreciated until those documents are in the hands of the impartial 
historian. It would, nevertheless, be a useful service to the United 
States if the documents printed by Senator Owen could be combined 
with other documents not printed by him in an official publication of 
the United States Government, so that it might be easily available to 
every investigator. I can not believe that anybody could object to or 
question the motives of a historian who desires to place before the 
public the actual official documents which are necessary to an under- 
standing of a historical situation. I therefore trust that Senator 
Owen will continue bis undertaking to throw light upon a very con- 
fused eltuation and thereby confer a benefit on the American people. 

You can quote the above in a symposium of expressions of opinion 
from other people if you so desire, but I would not wish you to quote 
it alone, standing by itself, 

Very sincerely yours, 
Epwin E. BORCHARD, 


Couutrrnn ON THE ORIGIN OF THE Wan, 
Chicago, February 20, 192}. 


Hon. ROBERT L. Owen, 
Washington, D. 0, 

Dear Senator: Having just been informed by telephone of your 
having introduced a resolution providing for the appointment of a com- 
mittee to inquire into the origin of the war (or wars), I hasten to 
voice my elation that at last some one has the courage to step forth 
and, as St. George of old, attack the hydra-headed monster, which haa 
so far been able to recede into obscurity and oblivion after each ram- 
page, but which I now hope will be tracked to its lair and destroyed. 

I attach hereto copy of a letter dated August 28, 1919, which still 
stands unchallenged, From it I have eliminated the word “ congres- 
sional" in order to bring it in harmony with your resolution, which 
I am informed provides for a nonofficial personnel. 

Of the other letter the last paragraph furnishes at least a good 
argument and could be made the basis of an inquiry as to who was 
interested in the German Government's proposal being kept secret. 

Your committee would be the most effective means of preventing 
another war, would receive support from the most unexpected sources, 
and restore courage to a cowed Nation, 

Respectfully yours, 
Tueo. H. LUNDH. 


AMERICAN INDUSTRIAL CO., 
Ohicago, August 28, 1919. 
To the Senate and House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

HONORABLE GENTLEMEN: In September, 1916, a prominent American 
newspaper publisher, sojourning in Canada, told a British subject that 
he had recently been visited by one of the foremost London financierg 
traveling incognito around the world to observe prevailing conditions. 
The r “We intend to keep the war going until con- 
scription h established in all countries. By it we expect to 
‘break the back’ of trade-unions and reestablish class rule. This we 
hope to accomplish by November, 1917.“ “By that time,“ the financier 
added, we expect to have captured the German trade, and as those 
were our objects in bringing on the war, we can then let it stop.” 

I am prepared to divulge the source of my information to a com- 
mittee which can give assurances, satisfactory to me, that the informa- 
tion will be used not for political and personal ends, but to trace the 
matter to its origin and make all facts public. 

Respectfully yours, Timo, H. LUNDE, 


AMERICAN INDUSTRIAL CO., 
Chicago, February 5, 1929. 
To our National Legislators: 
Re: Peace negotiations. 

Common Sense (Lord Lansdowne’s paper) for January 4 prints the 
following important information : 

THE ORIGIN OF THE WAR-—GERMAN GOVERNMENT PROPOSAL OF A NEUTRAL 
COMMISSION AND THE OPENING OF ALL ARCHIVES. 

According to the Stockholm Dagblad of December 3, 1918, the 
German Government has sent the following note, through the inter- 
mediary of Switzerland, to the Governments of Great Britain, France, 
Belgium, Italy, and America: 7 

In order to achieve a general peace and create a lasting security 
against war for the future, and to reestablish confidence between 
the nations, the urgent necessity is felt of establishing a clear 
view of the proceedings that led up to the war within each bel- 
ligerent State. A complete and trustworthy picture of the in- 
ternational situation and the negotiations between the powers in 
June, 1914, and of the steps that the various governments might 
haye taken at the time should do much to overthrow the barriers 
of hatred and misunderstanding which bave arisen between the 
peoples in the course of this long war. A right estimate of the 
parts played by friend and foe is an essential for a future recon- 
ciliation of the peoples and the only foundation for a lasting peace 
and a League of Nations. 

“The German Government "— 

the Stockholm Dagblad continues— 

“accordingly proposes that a neutral commission should be set up 
for the investigation of the question of responsibility for the war, 
the commission to consist of men whose character and political 
antecedents should guarantee a just decision. All the govern- 
ments of the belligerent powers must be ready to put their whole 
archives at the disposal of the commission. The commission 
should have powers to examine all persons who at the time of the 
outbreak of war were in control of the policy of each country, and 
any other witnesses whose evidence might be of importance to 
establish a conclusion.” 
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Strange to say, though the question of fixing responsibility for the 

war was a short time ago strongly emphasized by our press as an 

essential preliminary to negotiations, this concrete proposal of the 
German Government has now been passed over in silence. 


Respectfully submitted. 
TERO, H. Lunps. 


New YORK, February 20, 192}. 
‘Senator Ronnur L. Owen, 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. 0. 


MY Dran SENATOR: Let me congratulate you on your resolution for 
an Inquiry into the question of the responsibility for the European 
war. It is a matter of the utmost importance. Nothing is settled until 
it is settled right, and there will be no peace in the world until the 
guestion of the responsibility, the real responsibility, of bringing about 
the war is settled. 

At first, during 1914 and a part of 1915, I, in common with our 
fellow citizens, was conyinced that Germany was solely responsible for 
bringing abont the war. But as the compartments in my brain aro 
never hermetically sealed, and as I not only merely believe in hearing 
the other side but am anxious to know what the other side has to say, 
my opinions gradually began to change and I came to the conclusion 
that a great deal of the responsibility for bringing about the war lay 
on the shoulders of England, France, and Russia, particularly the last. 
But I still believe that the principal share of the guilt was Germany's. 

Now, after reading numerous unimpeachable documents, I am con- 
vinced that the lion's share for the responsibility of the war is to be 
found in the city on the Seine. Poincaré is one of the principal crimi- 
nals. He did everything that in his power lay to prevent a rapproche- 
ment between Germany and France; he begged and obtained money 
from the Russian Czar to prevent a peaceable solution. Of course, 
Russia, by ordering a general mobilization, was also guilty; 
but the imbecile Russian Czar was merely a pawn in ds of his 
bureaucratic counselors, and the wires were really pulled from Paris. 

Trysting that you will not relax m your determination to have the 
question of the responsibility for the European war and for our entry 
into it thoroughly investigated by competent and unbiased students, I 
remain, with high respect, t 

Tours very truly, WILMA J. ROBINSON, M. D. 


[From The Boston Telegram, Thursday, February 21, 1924.1 
MR. OWEN’S RESOLVE. 


The ridicule of newspaper writers, wbo believe they aré teachers and 
leaders rather than reviewers and narrators, is heaped upon Senator 
OWEN, of Oklahoma, who has introduced a resolve in the Senate asking 
for an investigation to determine “ the origin of the World War.” 

One eminent contemporary pauses in its rabid search for titled ances- 
tors of modern pig killers and patent-medicine makers to remark that 
Owen’s action is senseless, This editor knows who caused the World 
War. He says the German Emperor did, and he says that the American 
people have come to this conclusion. 

Have they? 

One of the eminent writers of this generation, a man who knows far 
more about the world and its peoples than many self-satisfied editors, 
told us once that Serbia’s pigs were the immediate cause of the war. 
Better than that, he proved his statement. He knew of the age-old 
battle between Serbia's pig breeders and their rivals beyond the bound- 
ary. He knew that the peasant enmities encouraged the powerful 
aristocrats to foment more serious quarrels, and he knew that the 
deluded fools, with one year’s university training, who thought them- 
solves thinkers, were the dupes of these powerful aristocrats. 

But without the pigs there would have been no peasant rivalries, no 
gloating aristocrats, no addle-headed thinkers planning immediate 
stanghter. 

We have told you ef the Berlin-to-Bagdad Railroad. 

That had more to do with the World War than any other plan of the 
German emperor. It was the Berlin-to-Bagdad Railroad that led Britain 
to see a German dream of world empire. But Britain could not have 
gone far if the Balkans were not disturbed and if Serbia’s pig breeders 
were not bitter against their neighbors beyond the boundary. 

If Senator Ownn’s resolve is approved and a commission to inquire 
into the origin of the World War is created, a great step will have been 
taken to avert war, Once the people understand how wars are fo- 
mented, there will be no more war. Onde the people understand that 
“cheap, half-baked" leaders are heading them toward slaughter, they 
no longer will follow them, 

To-day the people are not given the truth. The foals who have gone 
mad because of dreams of power ate neger too mad to understand that 
the people must be deceived and deluded. And to deceive the people 
these mad leaders first discredit the honest, God-fearing men whe would 
give the truth to the people. The Kaiser did that. He spat at every 
moral leader who opposed him. Cromwell did it, too. Napoleon did it. 


Truth is the great argument against the fakirs, whether the fakir is 
selling collar buttons on Scollay Square or occupying a throne in Bu- 
Tope. 

When Senator OwEN makes a move to get at the truth he should be 
commended and aided by every sane man and woman, 


Sr. Louis, Mo., February £2, 1924. 
Hon, Ronxar L. OWEN, 
United States Senate, 

My Dear SENATOR: Washington's Birthday! I can think of no sud- 
ject more patriotic to contemplate than your great speech of December 
18, 1923. 

I do not know whether you remember me. I was a Member of 
Congress for 22 years, retiring voluntarily in 1915. Had I known 
what was coming, I should have remained in Congress to vote against 
our taking sides in the European quarrels and certainly against our 
entering the war in favor of either side. As it was, I only had time 
to father and promote a resolution in the House to stop the traffic 
in arms. This resolution was pigeonholed by order of the Executive, 
although a majority of the committee and House favored it. Had it 
become a law the war would have been over within six months. 

Rince then I have devoted most of my time to a study of the 
causes of that terrible conflict. My contention in 1914 was that the 
war was forced on Germany through a conspiracy, a secret under- 
standing, or whatever you may call it, of the Entente powers—Rus- 
sia, France, and England. Documentary evidence of an overwhelm- 
ing character now proves my origina] contention to bave been cor- 
rect. And I note with supreme satisfaction that through painstak- 
ing studies and inyestigations you have come to the same conclusion, 

Permit me to give you some reasons for the faith that was 
in me when the dogs of war were unchained. From my knowledge 
of the European situation, gleaned from frequent trips abroad and 
talks with statesmen of all countries during 11 different interparlia- 
mentary conferences which I attended as chairman of the American 
congressional delegations, I was convinced that for Germany to will 
the war would have been voluntary suicide, that neither her rulers 
nor her people willed it, because the one essential thing they needed 
to attain commercial ascendency (and that is all they ever strove 
for) was enduring peace. I happened to know also that only a few 
months before the war, and up to its outbreak, Germany had sold 
large quantities of grain to the Entente countries. This, together with 
the facts that the German Reichstag had refused to enlarge the army 
in proportion to the increase of population; that, furthermore, the Ger- 
man mercantile fleet, the pride of the nation, was scattered all over 
the world at the moment war was declared and that the Kaiser had 
gone on a northern cruise and upon his return had made frantic ef- 
forts to localize the conflict hy using his influence with Austria on 
one side and the Czar and King George on the other—these facts, I 
say, appeared to me as ample proofs of Germany's peaceful inten- 
tions and should have been regarded as such by every unbiased 
mind. 

It also happened that I knew the Kaiser's personal views on the sub- 
ject of war and peace. You may remember that in the fall of 1911 
President Taft, pursuant to a resolution of Congress, sent me as a 
special envoy to Emperor William to present to him, on behalf of the 
American people, a replica ef the statue of Baron von Steuben. At a 
gala dinner, following the unvelling ceremonies, I sat to the Kaiser's 
right and he spoke to me for nearly an hour. Among other things he 
referred to the fact that they called him the “ Peace Kaiser” and did 
so with a jeer, “but, he added, “I am proud of that name and hope 
and pray that the good Lord will permit me to take it to my grave.” 
And he was as good as his word, for but a few days later he put his 
foot down in favor of peace when France and Germany were at dag- 
gers points on account of Morocco, while England was sedulously ponr- 
ing oil into the fire. The pacifists of all countries then gave the 
Kaiser credit for having avoided war. Nevertheless, the war to crush 
Germany would have started then and there if Russia had been ready, 
which she was not, 

When three years later the World War finally broke out, Russia hav- 
ing bem put in readiness by means of French Joans, I gave all the 
above facts to the press. However, my statements were published only 
in mutilated form and the peaceful utterances of the Kaiser were sup- 
pressed altogether. It convinced me that even then word had gone out 
to throw the responsibility for the war on German shoulders and this 
conviction was strengthened by the fact that President Wilson even at 
that critical time never saw fit to consult a single aman, us far as is 
known, who could have given him first-hand information on the state of 
the German mind. Thousands of intellectuals ameng the German- 
American element could have told bim from information gleaned from 
the Geramn press that Germany, far from wishing war, bad striven 
earnestly to prevent it. Rut they could not obtain the floor, newspaper 
space was denied them, and their every attempt to give valuable and 
truthful information was ruthlessly cried down. 
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“ However, truth will out. After all the terrible sacrifices we have 
made on the erroneous theory that Germany was the guilty party, it is 
but little satisfaction to know that overwhelming documentary evidence 
now conclusively proves those of a contrary view to have been in the 
right from the start, and it is not the purpose of this letter to stress 
this point. I do want to give expression, however to my unbounded 
gratification that the American people will at last learn the truth kept 
from them these many years, and in this connection permit me to say 
that it will be to your everlasting credit to haye shown the manly 
courage of lending your great abiltiy to the often thankless task of a 
truthful interpretation of history. No conspiracy of silence on the 
part of the press will avail against the result of your conscientious 
studies given to the world in your great speech on the floor of the 
Senate. Through that deliverance you bave rendered a service to our 
country and the world second in importance to nothing that has ever 
been uttered on the floor of Congress, and I want to express to you, on 
behalf of millions of loyal Americans, the gratitude and admiration you 
80 richly deserve. No matter bow you will be maligned by the ignorant 
or by those who “ convinced against their will, are of the same opinion 
still,“ you have the supreme satisfaction of being the first American 
statesman who, seeing the truth, fearlessly dared to utter it, and of 
knowing that no intelligent citizen can read your speech without becom- 
ing convinced of the correctness of your conclusions drawn from indis- 
putable evidence, to the effect that Russia and France, with the con- 
nivance and early cooperation of England, have prepared for the war 
since 1906 and are responsible for it. It remains to establish these 


facts by an impartial investigation, and every good citizen should hail | 
Such a senatorial | 


with delight your timely move in that direction. 
investigation, in my humble Judgment, should include the question of 
the extent of the violation by the Versailles treaty of the conditions 
on which Germany laid down her arms. 

And when all the facts are finally ascertained and the truth, the 
whole truth, and nothing but the truth is officially established, may 
we not hope that the world’s conscience will bë moved to atone in 
some way for the monstrous wrong which has been done to Germany? 

Congratulating you upon your great work of Justice and upon the 
fact that you are the one providential statesman who could undertake it 
without laying yourself open to the silly charge of pro-Germanism, 
because you are a full-blooded American, free from all European 
taints, I am 

With expressions of high esteem, believe me, 

Sincerely yours, 
RICHARD BARTHOLDT, 


— 


Buooktxx, N. I., February 21, 1924. 
Senator Owmn, Washington, D. C. 

Dean Sin: I see from the newspapers that you want some men 
appointed for settling the question of guilt of the World War. As 
representative for the Nentral Commission of Investigation into the 
Causes of the World War, I beg to inclose a pamphlet from which 
you will see that such commission has been formed by neutrals, After 
having been its secretary general during its formation, I— hat my 
credentials show—came to this country in search of funds for paying 
its scholars which, I am sorry to say, I have not been able to obtain. 
I would be glad to give you any information you might desire regard- 
ing this matter and would feel much obliged to you if you could indi- 
cate how I could raise funds for such purpose. From the Carnegie 
endowment I have had a letter stating that they are not interested. 

Very sincerely yours, 
G. FASTINGS. 

I expect to leave shortly. 


NEUTRAL COMMISSION OF INVESTIGATION. INTO THE CAUSES OF THE 
Wortp War. 
Chairman: Prof. A. C. Reuterskloeld, professor of international law, 
University of Upsala. 
Treasurer: Mr. A. C. Drolsum, chief librarian of the University of 
Christiania. 
Secretary: Mr. Jan J. Bruna, The Hague, Holland. 


COMMISSIONERS. 


Holland: Dr. N. Japiske, director of the Dutch Board of Historical 
Publications; General van Terwisga, former commander in chief of the 
Royal Dutch Army. 

Norway: Dr. Hjalmar Christensen, author and publicist; Mr. A. C. 
Drolsum, chief librarian of the University of Christiania. 

Sweden: Dr. Helge Almquist, professor of history of Gothenburg; 
Prof, A. C. Reuterskioeld, professor of international law, University of 
Upsala. 

Switzerland: Prof. Hermann Baechtold, professor of history, Univer- 
sity of Basle; Col. G. Immeuhauser, chief of staff of the Swiss Army. 

Fiuland, Spain; Commissioners from these countries are soou ex- 
pected. to join. 


A movement of the highest importance and value was set on foot in 
Europe in the organization and constitution of a neutral commission 
of investigation into the causes of the World War. 

A sentiment developed among a number of the leading citizens, pub- 
licists, jurists, scholars, and men of letters of Norway, Sweden, Hol- 
land, and Switzerland, which found expression in the following decla- 
ration; 

“We, the undersigned citizens of countries which did not par- 
ticipate in the World War, desire to express the wish that the 
responsibility for the war should be examined under conditions 
which would accord with the principles of scientific research and 
objective justice, so that the facts and conclusions shall be unas- 
sailable, 

“We are of opinion that stich an examination is possible only 
through an unpartisan commission of competent citizens of neutral 
countries.” 

This declaration was cagerly subscribed to, not only by eminent men 
and women of the neutral countries, but by some of the most distin- 
guished and Influential citizens of England and France, 

Among these are: Prof. Sir Gilbert Murray, Lord Parmoor, Lady 
Courtney, Gen, C. B. Thompson, Arthur Ponsonby, Charles Trevelyan, 
| E. D. Morel, Ramsay Macdonald, Bertrand Russell, Henri Barbusse, 
| Georges de Martial, Romain Rolland, Marquis de Villeneuve (brother-in- 
| law of Prince Bonaparte), Mme. de Sairy-Priz (daughter of ex-President 
Loubet), Savornin Lohmann, Prof, Albert Einstein, Knut Hamsun, 
Selma Lagerloef, Prof. Oscar Montelius, and Maxim Gorky. 

These men and women realized that the true history of this lament- 
| able conflict had not yet been told, and tbat it was most urgent that it 

should be told soon. They believed that the truth of it, when known, 
would conducé to those mutual good understandings between nations 
which are essential to the world’s peace and prosperity. 

The idea was enthusiastically taken up in Norway, Sweden, and Hol- 
land. Meetings were held and electoral committees were appointed for 
choosing representatives to constitute the neutral commission. 

In Norway the electoral committee, consisting of the president of the 
Norwegian Parliament; Archbishop Tandberg, primate of Norway; the 
lieutenant general of the army; and the leading professors of the Uni- 
versity of Christiania; chose as commissioners A. C. Drolsum, chief 
librarian of the University of Christiania, and Dr, Hjalmar Christensen, 
the famous Norwegian writer. 

In Sweden the electoral committee included Lieutenant General 
Wrangel, member of the Swedish Parliament; Doctor Soederblom, 
archbishop of Sweden; the Right Reverend Doctor Billing, bishop of 
Lund; Prof. Esaias Tegner, vice rector of the University of Upsala; 
A. von Seth, justice of the supreme court; Selma Lagerloef; and 
many other eminent und distinguished men and women. They elected 
as Swedish commissioners: Dr, A. C. Reuterskioeld, professor of inter- 
national law at the University of Upsala, and Dr. Helge Almquist, 
professor of history at the University of Goteborg and late secretary to 
the Swedish Legation at Petrograd. 

In Holland the electoral committee of eminent scholars, public offi- 
cials, editors of influential newspapers, and members of the faculties 
of the Universities of Leyden, Utrecht, and Amsterdam ineluded 
Doctor Fruin, director of the archives of Holland; Gen. W. H. Van 
| Terwisga, retired commander in chief of the army; Dr. N. Japikse, 
director of the board of historical publications of the Kingdom; A. van 
Gyn, former Minister of Finance; Dr. S. Gratama, vice president of 
the supreme court; Prof. D. P. D. Fabius, member of the council of 
state; and Dr. R. A. Fockema, retired president of the court of justice. 
Elected as commissioners from Holland are Doctor Japikse and Gen- 
eral van Terwisga. 

The commission nrt on January 4, 1922, and adopted its constitu- 
tion. It was reported that its membership would be increased by com- 
missioners from Switzerland (Prof. H. Baechtold and Col. G. Frumen- 
hauser) and Spain. 

The commission as now constituted is an absolutely free, unfettered, 
and uninfluenced body. Its members were elected for no other pur- 
pose than to sit and decide as an unprejudiced, inrpartial tribunal. 

This movement, entirely spontaneous and unofficial, promises to be 
of historic importance. Composed, as the commission is, of men of 
wide experience in international affairs, accustomed to make impartial 
| judgments, its investigations and conclusions are certain to influence 
the statesmen and ministers who are seriously engaged in finding the 
right solution to the problems which are now confronting the world. 

The sufferings that are being experienced by the peoples of Europe, 
owing to the economic chaos prevailing there, are, perhaps, greater 
now tban they were during the war, They are due largely to an 
attitude of antagonism on the part of these people toward each 
other—an antagonism that was born of misrepresentation and is be- 
ing nursed in ignorance. Those who ate in sympathy with this 
movement now on foot are inspired by the hope that the commis- 
sion’s findings will help te enlighten these peoples us to the real 
| facts, and thus bring about a change of attitude, so that justice may 
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be done on the basis of truth and the intercourse between nations be | WHAT SENATOR COPELAND, Or NEW YORK, SAYS ABOUT SENATOR OWEN’S 


resumed for mutual well-being. 

The opportunity is herewith presented to others to help. They are 
asked to become associated with an enterprise the results of which 
must of a certainty dissipate the evil prejudices of the war and thus 
leave us free to offer a saner consideration and a wiser settlement to 
the world’s pressing problems than are now possible. The day is 
not far distant when those who have supported this undertaking will 
experience a very profound satisfaction In having taken part in a 
historie movement of world-wide benefit. 

Guonce FASTING, 
Neutral Commission of Investigation into the 
Causes of the World Wer. 


SECRET EUROPEAN DIPLOMACY, 


Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I ask leave to have printed in 
the Recoxp an abstract by the American Monthly of my remarks 
of December 18, 1923. 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


How Russia's MILITARIST CLIQUE STARTED THE War WITH THE AID 
or PARIS. 


(By Hon. Roserr L. Owen, United States Senator from Oklahoma.) 


THER INNER SECRETS OF EUROPEAN DIPLOMACY DISCLOSED FOR THE FIRST 
TIME TO THE AMERICAN PUBLIC. 


[Comment by American Monthly. 


The progress of those events which rendered the World War inevitable 
has just been elucidated with unexampled power by Senator, OWEN, of 
Oklahoma. 

This eminent American statesman cites chapter and verse in support 
of every charge he makes—for his key to the World War is in effect a 
series of charges—charges the most terrible, perhaps, ever brought 
against the practice of diplomacy in Europe. 

Senator Owzn’s charges, embodied in his great speech to the United 
States Senate, prove the guilt of the Czarist Russian Government—that 
government then being a military dynasty controlled by the grand dukes 
and their satellites. 

The French Government, Senator Owen’s charges show, entered into 
a secret written treaty with the Russian militarist clique. 

Senator Owen shows that the British Government entered into a 
secret agreement with the French Government and with the Russian 
Government. The Parliament of England was kept in ignorance of this 
development. 

Thus secretly fortified, Senator Owen shows, the military leaders in 
Paris were made aggressive, and the clique of grand dukes and their 
satellites became reckless. 

Senator Owen shows that the intrigues of the foreign offices in Paris 
and in St. Petersburg made Germany reluctant to attack France—the 
consequences to Germany must have been too serious—but Russia was 
encouraged to attack Germany. 

Russia, in attacking Germany, had a purpose. š 

Russia wanted to control the Dardanelles, to have free access to the 
Mediterranean from the Black Sea. 

It was impossible for Russia to derive this advantage except through 
a general European war. 

The way to provoke that war was the means employed by Russia with 
her intrigues in Serbia. 

France, or rather her clique of imperialists, sought the humiliation 
of Germany. Hence the Quai d'Orsay promoted these Russian designs 
in every way. 

It was only necessary, as Senator Own shows, to compel Austria to 
mobilize partially, whereupon the Franco-Russian agreement to attack 
Germany came into effect automatically. France and Russia mobilized 
at once and attacked Germany simuitaneously. 

The lies behind which this intrigue was screened from the observation 
of mankind are set forth by Senator Owen. 

His great speech is given here in his own language and with very 
little compression. 

Senator Owen Is a member of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the 
United States Senate. 

Senator OWEN devoted himself while abroad recently to a study of 
the trial of the former Secretary of War Sukhomlinoff. This Russian 
statesman was involved in the grand-ducal intrigue that precipitated 
the World War. 

Once started on the trail, through his study of the facts In the Suk- 
homlinoff case, Senator Owen went through the whole record of infamy. 
He read 40 anthoritative, official volumes on the war. 

Senator Owen is well known to the people of this country as the 
statesman who did more than anyone else in Congress to place the 
Federal reserve act on the statute books. 

There are so few Germans in Oklahoma that his cause can be of no 
benefit to him politically. He voted for the war and for every war 
measure, He believed then in Germany's guilt. 


SENSATION, 


Senator Owen is not a German. 

On the contrary, he is an American and a member, as I am, of the 
political party to which Mr. Wilson belongs. 

Yet Senator OWEN says, with even a greater basis of knowledge, only 
what Lioyd-George said a few months ago after the armistice. 

Lloyd-George said he did not believe any European ruler or group of 
statesmen caused the war. 

Senator OwWIx says he does not believe the Kaiser or the German 
military clique caused it, 


SENATOR OWEN TO THE BDITOR OF THD AMERICAN MONTHLY. 


I believe that widespread publicity of the truth of this matter where 
the official evidence is available would go far toward removing the 
prejudices against the German people engendered by the late war, and 
this is important to us internally as well as externally, 

R. L. OWN. 

I. —ruxcriox AND BACKGROUND OF A BUROPEAN “FOREIGN OFFICER.” 


Previous to 1914 Russia, France, Great Britain, and Germany consple- 
uously were seeking to expand their control or hegemony over large 
areas of the earth’s surface in Africa, Asia, and elsewhere, occupied by 
the unenlightened and ignorant people of the earth, as well as in Europe. 

Great Britain, through its foreign office, its military and naval power, 
during many generations had established under such a policy great 
colonies throughout the world until its rule governed 440,000,000 people. 

Russia occupied and ruled under a like policy about one-sixth of the 
entire surface of the land of the world and had under its government 
150,000,000 people speaking many languages and dialects. 

France, with its colonies, controlled 90,000,000 and had its colonial 
claims in Asia, Africa, South America, and the islands of the sea. At 
one time France controlled the lands new occupied by the United States 
west of the Mississippi River, including Louisiana, and claimed eastern 
Canada. When we were in the great Civil War the French Government 
took part in sending and backing Emperor Maximilian in Mexico and 
was compelled by the United States to withdraw by show of military 
force. 

Belgium has its Congo, Holland its Java, and Germany had secured 
portions of Asia, large colonies in Africa, and various islands of the sea, 

These ancient Governments controlled their foreign relations through 
a very compact, powerful, and, to all intents and purposes, imperial 
government, Old Russia was an absolute monarchy, with a foreign 
office pursuing what they called a “historic mission,” having ever in 
view the acquisition of larger territory, greater power, trading with the 
great powers and coercing the smaller powers, planning to get parts of 
Manchuria and China and Persia, laying covetous eyes on Sweden and 
Finland, determined on controlling the Dardanelles, desiring to annex 
portions of Germany and expand its power in the Balkans. 


IL—WHY THY “QUAI D'ORSAY” IS THE MOST MYSTERIOUS OF ALL PON- 
EIGN OFFICES. 


The foreign office of France in like manner was a very old and ven- 
erable institution, with employees who had spent their lives in the 
service and who had the ambition and fixed purpose to increase the 
power, financial and commercial, territorial and political, of France "— 
that is, the Government of France—thronghout the world. 

Under the constitution of 1875 the President of France has a right to 
make a secret treaty on his sole authority without the advice or consent 
of the French Senate or the French Parliament. 

Joseph Barthelmy, French professor of political science, in“ Demo 
racy and Foreign Policy, 1917,“ page 102, makes the following etate- 
ment of the principles of the French constitution of 1875: 

“The constitution of 1875 was the result of a transaction 
brought about, among other things, by the force of conditions De- 
tween a monarchist majority unable to establish a monarchy and a 
republican minority, Under all of the fundamental problems of 
constitutional right it adopted a transactional solution; that 18, 
what it did notably in that which concerned the direction of for- 
eign affairs. Here upon this point a résumé of the arrangements 
which should not be forgotten to consider together with the general 
rules of the parliamentary régime. 

First, in principle, the President of the Republic alone rep- 
resents the nation in foreign affairs; it is to him are accredited 
the ambassadors of foreign powers; it is in his name in which the 
ambassadors of France speak; he conducts the negotiations; it is 
by his signature that he binds the country in foternational treaties 
of which he is the juridical author.” 

On page 105: 

“The principle expressly set forth by article 8 of the law of the 
16th of July, 1875, is that the President of the Republic negotiates 
and ratifies treaties upon his sole authority.” 

On page 109: 

“Almost all of the great international acts which have marked 
the turning point of our foreign policies during the half century, 
almost all those which have exercised a decisive influence on the 
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destinies of France, are the work of Government alone and have 
been ratified by the President of the Republic upon his sole au- 
thority. It is in effect that article 8 of the law of the 16th of 
July, 1875, does not submit to parliamentary approval the most 
important perhaps of all the treaties, the great political treaties 
and the treaties of alliance.” 


It was under this authority that the seeret treaty between Russia and | 


|France of 1892 contemplating military operations against Germany was 
executed and withheld from the French Parliament. It was under this 


‘authority that the secret treaties of 1916-17 to divide German and 


Austrian territory between France and Russia were entered into. 


III. WAT THE FOREIGN OFFICES WERE ABLÐ TO PLUNGE MANKIND INTO 
THE WORLD WAR. 

Great Britain’s foreign affairs are directed in like fashion by the 
British Foreign Office, No. 10 Downing Street, without being directed by 
‘or disclosed to the British Parliament. 

Sir Edward Grey, in his agreements with the Governments of France 
and Russia contemplating military and naval cooperation between Rus- 
sia, France, and Great Britain along the lines worked out by the military 
and naval staffs of Great Britain, France, and Russia, was able to do 
sgo in absolute secrecy. He did not submit these records to Parliament 
until after the war had been entered into by Great Britain. Six times 
the British Parliament was advised there were no commitments made. 

It is of supreme international importance that the world should under- 
stand the structure of these foreign offices and what they did in bring- 
ing abont the World War; how they subsidized and controlled the 
press, how they formed public opinion through such means and taught 
the people to fear and hate each other and build up armies to the limit 
of their taxing capacity. 

Jntil these methods are thoroughly understood by the world and 
‘corrected, the American ideal of international understanding and inter- 
national good will is impossible of accomplishment, 

Until these methods are understood, the great mass of the people who 
pay taxes and die on the battle field will never be able to realize that 
their hatred of each other is completely artificial and a result of the 
ambition and pride of their leaders in charge of foreign affairs. It is 
necessary to stop the malignant criticism of one people by another 
people through the press and by public men if war is to end. 

ty. TN “GERMANY ” THAT WANT INTO THD WAR. 

Many men now think of Germany as composed of bad people of crimi- 
nal intent who wickedly and with malice prepense assailed the innocent, 
unsuspecting good people of Belgium and France. The people of Ger- 
many and France are equally good. 

Of the present population of Germany charged with the payment of 
reparations, about 20 per cent in 1914 were unborn babies; about 80 
per cent of the German people living in 1914 were women and children 
without knowledge and without political power and absolutely innocent 
‘of any wrongful purpose. There is no adequate moral basis upon which 
they can be charged with the responsibility of the war. 

About 10 per cent of the population of Germany were men capable of 
bearing arms, about 5 per cent capable of some slight service, and about 
10 per cent engaged in other services as noncombatants, and these 
groups are intermingled, 

The 10 per cent fit for service had no option whatever about answer- 
ing the call of mobilization. If any German had dared to do so, such 
a rebel under the military dynasty of Germany then in control would 
have faced a drumhead court-martial, a firing squad, an ignominious 
death, and an odious memory as a coward and a traitor to his country. 


V.— CRUCIFIXION OF THE WORLD BY SECRET DIPLOMACY. 


The same thing is perfectly true with regard to the men of France, 
of Russia, of Great Britain, of Belgium, as the case might be. 

The people themselves were not responsible for war. If they had been 
responsible, they bave certainly paid a terrible penalty, for 8,538,315 
of these men were killed or died from wounds, over 21,000,000 of them 
were wounded, over 7,000,000 were missing, most of whom died without 
record. The unrecorded women and children who died may number 
millions more. 

If the German and Austrian people were responsible for the war 
they have been punished; 2,972,000 of them were killed, 7,186,000 
were wounded, 3,252,000 were missing. 

The total number of killed, wounded, and missing in the war was 
37,494,000 men and probably balf as many women and children died 
from want and exposure and famine. 

The cost of this was over $208,000,000,000 at a low estimate. 

The people of these countries did not will their own death and de- 
struction. This war was brought on by a few men in charge of govern- 
ment, responsible for government, pursuing policies which probably 
for the most part they thought wise and necessary te advance what 
they vainly imagined to be the “glory” and “honor” of their own 
respective nations. It is futile to denounce the leaders who brought 
this great war on, but it is essential to the future of mankind to 
understand what happened and how it happened to prevent again the 
crucifixion of the world by secret diplomacy. 


Vi.—PROOF THAT THE FRENCH LEADERS AND THE RUSSIAN LEADERS WERE 
BENT ON WAB. 


With the destruction of the Russian dynasty the secret archives of 
the Russian foreign office were exposed and printed by the revolu- 
tionary government. A portion of them have been translated into 
French under the title “‘Un Livre Noir,” and the former secretary of 
the Russian Embassy at London, B. de Siebert, has also published 
858 secret documents disclosing the policy of the Russian Government 
and of France and Great Britain in relation to this war and in relation 
to the world, under the title, Entente Diplomacy and the World,” by 
de Slebert. It is a “ Matrix of the History of Europe, 1909-1914,” 
which every student of government should read until he knows the 
inner secrets of Entente diplomacy. 

In like manner the secret archives of Germany have been disclosed 
to view, and of Belgium, and some of the English records have come 
to light. 

These revelations of European diplomacy and of the European 
methods of conducting foreign affairs should be understood by the 
American people. Perhaps when the world understands what these 
records disclose it may become possible for “ the common people, who 
pay the taxes and who die upon the battle field,” to exercise a larger 
influence with their government leaders and bring about a larger 
recognition of the importance of international understanding, inter- 
national good will, international peace and prosperity. 

The records to which I have called the attention of the Senate ap- 
pear to demonstrate that the German militaristic rulers did not will the 
war, and tried to avoid the war, and only went into war because of 
their conviction that the persistent mobilizations of Riissia and 
France meant a determination on war and were secretly intended as a 
declaration of war by Russia and France against Germany. The 
records show that the Russian and French leaders were determined on 
war, and intended the mobilizations as the beginning of a war which 
had for many years been deliberately prepared and worked out by the 
complete plans of campaign through annual military conferences, 
VU.—THE COMPROMISING LETTER READ BY SENATOR OWEN TO THE SPNATH 

IN SUPPORT OF HIS CHARGE AGAINST THE FOREIGN OFFICES. 

Arriving in St. Petersburg Friday evening, the 4th of August, 1899, 
I (Theophile Delcassé, French Minister of Foreign Affairs) was in- 
vited to breakfast with Their Majesties on Sunday at Peterhof, After 
breakfast the Emperor (Czar Nicholas of Russia) took me into his 
study. First he was good enough to tell me what esteem and approval 
my conduct during the last Franco-English crisis had aroused in him. 
We ran over the different problems which had arisen during the course 
of the year and reviewed the general world situation. Then, ap- 
proaching the relations between France and Russia, I revealed to the 
Emperor my belief and apprehension that the (Franco-Russian) alliance 
would be disarmed in case one of those very events should arise in 
view of which it was formed; “ Since our agreement of August, 1891, 
execute all important questions, does not Your Majesty think that 
the military convention of 1894, which is the instrument for making 
that agreement effective, should have the same duration—that is to 
say, as long as the general and permanent interests of our two nations 
remain solidary; and do you not think also that the work of Emperor 
Alexander III and of President Carnot will surely receive the con- 
firmation of Your Majesty, and of the new President of the French 
Republic?” (The President had power to make a secret treaty.) 

The Emperor assured me that such was his feeling; that he was 
anxious to continue essentially in the path indicated by his father and 
to draw closer the bonds forged for the common good of France and 
Russia. At that moment I took the liberty of submitting to the 
Emperor the draft of a declaration which I had drawn up that morning. 
In it the arrangement of 1891 is solemnly confirmed, but the scope is 
singularly extended; while in 1891 the two Governments expressed 
anxiety only for the maintenance of the general peace, my plan 
provides that they should concern themselves just as much with 
“the maintenance of the balance between the European forces.” 

In short, by attaching the military convention to the diplomatic 
arrangement this plan assures to it the same duration. 

The Emperor seemed to think that I had expressed his idea exactly. 
He called Count Mouravieff, to whom, at His Majesty's request, I read 
the declaration. An understanding already existed between the Min- 
ister of Foreign Affairs and myself on the fundamental basis of the 
plan. It was decided that the new arrangement, of which the contents 
and the very existence should remain absolutely secret, should ‘be 
established undeniably in the form of letters which Count Mouravieft 
and I would exchange. That was done Wednesday morning, the day 
I left St. Petersburg. 

Durcassfh. 


VIIL.—BRITISH CHARGES AGAINST THE FRANCO-RUSSIAN WAR PLOTTERS 
READ IN CONGRESS BY SENATOR OWEN. 

In our article last month, “The poison that destroys,” dealing 
with the alleged allied unpreparedness for the war, we (E. D. Morel, 
editor of the London Foreign Affairs] wrote: “ The legend of French 
and allied unpreparedness was exclusively for British consumption.” 
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‘Phe document published below reveals the French and Russian generals 
discussing their war plans over a table in the palace of the Russian 
Czar exactly three years before the war began. It shows how these 
poor unprepared states, the victims of German aggression—France and 
Russia—were even then discussing a military offensive against the 
Central Powers which should be camouflaged diplomatically as a “ de- 
fensive” war. We see them reckoning up the immense forces— 
1,300,000 (minimum) French and 800,000 (minimum) Russians— 
which would be available for overwhelming Germany; how she must 
be attacked simultaneously on the east and west. We see that they 
knew perfectly well that Germany would seek to avoid the pincers 
by striking rapidly at France, using the “ Belgian corridor,” as Lord 
Loreburn calls it, into France. We observe the assurance of the French 
chief of staff that (even then) the French Army could concentrate 
as rapidly as the German and was in a position “to take the offensive 
against Germany, with the help of the British Army on its left flank.” 

Turn from that picture to the statements made to us by ministers 
and their henchmen from a hundred platforms when the war broke 
out three years later; France and imperial Russia dreaming of naught 
but peace; Europe suddenly startled out of her repose by the Kaiser's 
predatory legions. “We were all caught unprepared.” (Mr. Lloyd- 
George.) 

Thence glance—when you read about the French offensive “ with the 
help of the British Army on its left flank —at Mr. Asquith’s speeches in 
the House of Commons: There is no secret arrangement of any sort which 
has not been disclosed and fully disclosed to the public * * +” (No- 
vember, 1911), and again, As has been stated * * there are 
no secret engagements with any foreign government that entail upon 
us any obligations to render military or naval assistance to any other 
power“ (December, 1911). 

And estimate the extent of the deception practiced upon the British 
Nation, (Ed. Foreign Affairs.) 


1X.—THE PATAL LETTERS CITED BY SENATOR OWEN TO SHOW AN OF- 
FENSIVE AGAINST GERMANY CAMOUFLAGED AS “ DEFENSIVE” WAR. 


(Letter Sir Edward Grey to French Ambassador Cambon, November 
22, 1922.) 


My Dear AMBASSADOR: From time to time in recent years the 
French and British military an@ naval experts have consulted to- 
gether. It has always been understood that such consultation does 
not restrict the freedom of either Government to decide at any future 
time whether or not to assist the other by armed force. We have 
agreed that consultation between experts is not and ought not to 
be regarded as an engagement that commits either Government to 
action in a contingency that has not yet arisen and may never arise. 
The disposition, for instance, of the French and British fleets, re 
spectively, at the present moment is not based upon an engagement 
to cooperate in war. 

You have, however, pointed out that, if either Government have 
grave reason to expect an unprovoked attack by a third power, it 
might become essential to know whether it could in that event de- 
pend upon the armed assistance of the other. 

I agree that if either Government had grave reason to expect an 
unprovoked attack by a third power, or something that threatened 
the general peace, it should immediately discuss with the other whether 
both Governments should act together to prevent aggression and to 
preserve peace, and if so, what measures they would be prepared to 
take in common, 

If these measures involved action, the plans of the general staffs 
would at once be taken into consideration, and the Governments would 
then decide what effect should be given to them. 

(The last vital paragraph was not read to Parliament by Grey, 
although afterwards published in the White Book.) 
Make War, 303.) 

The French ambassador, Cambon, immediately replied in the follow- 
ing letter: 

FRENCH EMBASSY, 
London, November 23, 1912. 

Dran Sin EDWARD: You reminded me in your letter of yesterday, 
November 22, that during the last few years the military and naval 
authorities of France and Great Britain had consulted with each 
other from time to time; that it had always been understood that 
these consultations should not restrict the liberty of either Govern- 
ment to decide in the future whether they should lend each other 
the support of their armed forces; that on either side these consul- 
tations between experts were not and should not be considered as 
engagements binding our Governments to take action in certain even- 
tualities ; that, however, I had remarked to you that if one or other of 
the two Governments had grave reasons to fear an unprovoked attack 
on the part of a third power it would become essential to know 
whether it could count on the armed support of the other. 

Your letter answers that point; and I am authorized to state that 
in the event of one of our two Governments having grave reasons to 
fear either an attack from a third power or some event threatening 
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the general peace, that Government would immediately examine with 
the other the question whether both Governments should act together 
In order to prevent aggression or preserve peace. If so, the two 
Governments would deliberate as to the measures which they would 
be prepared to take in common, If those measures involved action, 
the two Governments would take into consideration the plans of their 
general staffs and would then decide as to the effect to be given to 
those plans. z 
Yours, etc. 

PAUL CAMBON. 

THE FRANCO-RUSSIAN PLOT AGAINST GERMANY. 


When the German rulers ordered a German mobilization, 5 p. m., 
Saturday afternoon, August 1, it was followed immediately by the 
marching of regiments through London equipped for war the follow- 
oe Sunday, August 2, 1914. (How Diplomats Make War, 
p. . 

French troops invaded German soil Sunday, August 2, 1914. 
flections on the World War, p. 145.) 

On Saturday, the first day of August, the German border was crossed 
in four places by Russian patrols. (Preparation and Conduct of the 
World War, von Kuhl, pp. 79-80.) 

Germany declared a state of war existing with Russia, because of 
Russian acts, on August 1, 1914, 7.10 p. m.; with France, August 3, 
1 Belgium, August 4, 1914. (Scott Documents on World War, 
p. 1377.) 

France declared war against Germany on August 3, 1914; Great 
Britain against Germany, August 4, 1914; Russia against Germany, 
August 7, 1914. The evidence appears to show that it was the Russian 
policy to invade Germany without a declaration of war and to make 
its mobilization complete under the camouflage of peaceful negotiations, 
(Von Kuhl, pp. 70-80.) 

In the Russian Czar's orders for mobilization, 30th of September, 
1912, Chancellor yon Bethmann-Hollweg quotes the following language: 

“It is the Emperor's order that the notification of the mobilizae 
tion shonld be equivalent to the notification of a state of war 
with Germany.” 

In other words, the Russian mobilization was to be regarded as a 
secret declaration of war. 

Hollweg further states that the Russian instruction for the war on 
the German front was: 

“As soon as concentration is completed we shall proceed to 
advance against the armed forces of Germany with the object of 
carrying the war on to their own territory.” (Reflections on the 
World War, p. 132.) 

This was strictly in line with the Franco-Russian treaty of 1892, 
and the military conferences of 1911, 1912, and 1913. x 


XI. A SECRET FRANCO-RUSSIAN DECLARATION OF WAR, 


It will be observed that under the Franco-Russian secret treaty of 
1892, section 1, it was provided that in case of war Russia should em- 
ploy all its available force to fight Germany and that the military 
and naval staffs, in the military conference above quoted, expressly 
contemplated that the German Army should be obliged to attack 
France through Belgium, and stipulated: 

“The French Army could concentrate as rapidly as the German 
Army, and that as from the twelfth day it is in a position to 
take the offensive against Germany with the help of the British 
Army on its left flank. 

“And thus clearly outlines the cooperation agreed upon be- 
tween Russia, France, and Great Britain.” 

The conference states: 

“It is essential that Germany shall be attacked at the same 

| time on the east and on the west.” 

But the most important light is thrown upon the matter by the 

| preamble in the minutes of the meetings of the French and Russian 
chiefs of staff, as follows : 

“The two chiefs of staff declare, by common accord, that the 
words “defensive war” must not be interpreted in the sense of a 
war which would be conducted defensively. They affirm on the 
contrary, the absolute necessity for the Russian and French 
Armies to adopt a vigorous offensive, and, as far as possible, a 
simultaneous one, in conformity with the text of article 3 of the 
convention, whose terms provide that the forces of the two con- 
tracting powers shall come into full action with all speed!” 

The Franco-Russian treaty, 1892, provided— 

In case the forces of the triple alliance or of one of the powers 
which are a party to it” [for example, Austria] “should be mobi- 
lized, France and Russia, at the first indication of the event and 
without a previous agreement being necessary shall mobilize all their 
forces immediately and simultaneously and shall transport them 
us near to their frontiers as possible. * * These forces shall 
begin complete action with the greatest dispatch, so that Germany 
will have to fight at the same time in the east and in the west.” 


X.— EXECUTION OF 


(Re- 


1924. 


‘ 


Therefore when Austria partially mobilized in ignorance of the 
terms of this secret Franco Russian treaty of 1892, Russia and France 
were under a secret contract to immediately mobilize and attack 
Germany with all thelr forces, This was a secret declaration of war 
on Germany us of (ho date of the Austrian mobilization, July 28, 1914. 

The Russinn and French mobilizations, which were begun under the 
trenty of 1502, must be interpreted in the light of that treaty and the 
annunl military conferences from 1903 to 1913 of the general staffs of 
the Russian and French Armies, 


XIL SECRET OF THD GERMAN INVASION -OF BELGIUM, 


All the military outhoritics in Europe knew and recognized, as a 
matter of military strategy, that in war between Germany, Russia, 
and France, the German troops would be compelled to enter France 
through Belgium, as the French fronti¢r otherwise was absolutely im- 
pregnable because of the giguntic forte and prepared military defenses. 

Further, the military strategists were oll agreed that Germany's only 
chance to win In such a military struggle was by speed and efficiency, 
conquering France first and then meeting Russia. 

Germany claimed that while Belgium had never collaborated with 
Germany to preserve Belgium's neutrality against France and Great 
Britain, Belgiom had a positive understanding with Great Britain and 
Fronce as to cooperation in a war of France and Great Britaln with 
Germuny. > A 
XIII. THE SPEEDIEST POSSIBLE SIMULTANEOUS ATTACK ON GERMANY, 

EAST AND WEST.” 


The secret documents exhibited In “Entente Diplomacy and the 
World War,“ 858 in number, demonstrate beyond the shadow of a 
doubt that It was the fixed policy of the Russian Government to con- 
trol the Dardanelles and expand its power in the Balkan States, where 
there were millions of Slavs in Serbia and in Austriu, and that this 
could only be done by means of a general European war. It was there- 
for necessary for the carrying out of the Russian policy to bring about 
a general European war and at the same time to put the moral respon- 
sibility of such a war on others. These sccret documents show that it 
was the design of the Russian Government to do this, and that the 
means of accomplishing thls end lay through the Slavs of Serbia and 
thelr intrigues with the so-called“ unliberated Slavs of Austria.“ 

The Serbian intrigues through a perlod of years were financed by 
Russin, and the Austrian Government was so seriously disturbed by 
these intrigues that they were compelled at huge expense and great 
internal inconvenience to mobilize in 1912, and again in 1913, and 
again in 1914, when the Crown Prince of Austria and his consort were 
murdered by a Serb believed to have been instigated by a malignant 
press campaign carried on in Serbia and alleged to have been directly 
arranged by the Pan Slav “Diack Hand,“ fostered by the Russian 
minister at Belgrade. 

Under the treaty of 1892 France had financed Russia to the extent 
of about $7,000,000,000 to enable Russia to build up a gigantic army 
and to baild military railways to the German frontier (lex talionis). 

The assassination of the Crown Prince (June 28, 1914) caused the 
Austrian Government to demand immediate satisfaction of the Scrbian 
Government on July 23. 

On July 24 Serbia mobilized, but accepted the Austrian demands, 
except one or two affecting the question of sovereignty, which they 
proposed to arbitrate. Austria ordered a partial mobilization against 
Serbia. The same day the Russian Government authorized a mobiliza- 
tion, and the Russian Minister of War, Sukhomiinoff, made it a gen- 
eral mobilization, and afterwards made the Czar believe it was a par- 
tial mobilization, which the Czar made a general mobilization on July 
80. The army of Belgium was mobilized as of this day, July 24. The 
British feet was completely mobilized and ready for war as of July 24. 
The French Government took preliminary steps, canccling lenves of 
absence, cte. 

René Viviani, president of the council, August 4, 1914, in the French 
Chamber of Deputies, in commenting on the Austrian notice to Serbia 
of July 23 and subsequent events, said: 

“As these events unfvided themselves, the Government, watchful 
and vigilant, took from day to day, and even from hour to hour, 
the measures of precaution which the situation required—the gen- 
eral mobilization of our forces on land and sea was ordered.” 

Under the secret treaty the Austrian mobilization required the Im- 
mediate mobilization of all the Russian and French forces and the 
speediest possible simultaneous attack on Germany, esst and west. 

William If was in Scandinavia on a sommer cruise, returning on 
Sunday, July 26. Upon his return he directed the German chancellor 
to urge on Austria the acceptance of the Serbian reply and the ac- 
ceptance of eu method of adjustment acceptable to the Entente Powers. 
Austria yielded to this demand, declarcd that the demand on Serbia 
was not intended as an ultimatum, that Austria was willing to have 
the matter adjusted by an international conference, that it bad no 
desigus ou Serbian territory, thut it had only made a partial mobill- 
gation against Serbia, and that it only sought its own internal peace 
aguiust Serbian intrigue. 
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XIV.—FRANCO-RUSSIAN PLOT TO FASTEN THE GOUT OF THE WAR ON 
OERMANY, 


The secret Russian recorda show that the Russian Government was de- 
termined on war, that the French Government was determined on war, 
that the French Government refused to attempt to moderate the atti- 
tude of Russia, and that the British Government refused to attempt to 
exercise a moderating influence with the Russian Government, and that 
the Russian Government rejected in advance any attempt to exercise a 
moderating influence with the Russian Government. 

These secret documents show that it was a part of the policy of the 
French and Russian Governments to put the odium of the World War 
upon the German Government. 

The German Chancellor, von Bethmann-Hollweg, states that: 

“The German Minister of War thonght it a mistake to declare 
war on Russia, not because he considered that war could be 
avoided after Russia had mobilized but because he feared that the 
political effect would be prejudicial.” 

But that the chief of the general staff favored declaring war: 

Because our hope of success against the enormous superiority 
in numbers was dependent on the extreme rapidity of our move- 
ments.“ 

And this opinion prevalled. 


XV.— HOW FRANCO-RUSSIAN FORGERIÐS CAST THE ODIUM OF WAR GULE 
UPON THE GERMANS. 


Because Germany declared war on Russia and mobilized at 5 p. m., 
Saturday, August 1, 1914, public opinion throughout the world has 
largely accepted the view that the German leaders were responsible for 
the war. This has been emphasized and made more effective by propa- 
ganda and by the excitement and hostility of war. 

After August 1, 1914, Russia and the various powers issued Orange 
Books, White Books, Yellow Books, etc., each of which was intended to 
prove an alibi and show that each of the sevoral Governments was 
innocent of the responsibility for the pending gigantic catastrophe. 

The Russian Foreign Office issued an Orange Book to show the inno- 
cence of the Russian Government, Ont of 60 dispatches in the for- 
elgn office for the few days preceding the World War, it appears that 
50 of them were falsified by omissions, deletion, or insertion. 

This document shows by its forgeries in suppressing the vital dis- 
patches a fixed policy to exculpute the Russian and French statesmen 
and make it possible to cast the odium of war on the German 
statesmen, 

G. P. Gooch appears to be Justified (falsification of the Russian Orange 
Book) in stating: 

“Tt is now established by documentary proof: 

1. That from the commencement of the quarrel onward France 
made the Rusalan point of view her own. 

“2. That in complete contrast to Germany's effort in Vienna 
she categorically refused to exert herself in a moderating influence 
in Petersburg, but, on the contrary, strengthened the Russian will 
to war by giving repeated assurances of unconditional support. 

. That sbe had decided upon war and had informed Peters- 
burg to that effect before a decision regarding war or peace had 
been apparently come to there. (Telegram No, 216 from Paris.) 

“4. That France only refraincd from declaring war against 
Germany because, having regard to public opinion in France and 
England, it was considered to be better that Germany should ap- 
pear the aggressor”! (Telegrams Nos. 218, 222, 225, 226.) 

Any evidence from Russian or French sources favorable to the Ger- 
man Government obvionsly is entitled to great weight, while self- 
serving evidence of the Russian statesmen must be taken with reserve, 


XVU.—AUSSIAN TELEGRAMS THAT WERE REALLY SENT AND SUPPRESSED IN 
THE LYING KUSSIAN ORANGE BOOK. 


Telegram 184 (falsification of the Russian Orange Book, p. 21), the 
Russinn Minister of Foreign Affairs Sazonoff, on July 24, states: 

“Germany ardently desired the locullzation of tbe confict, as 
the interference of any other power on the ground of existing 
treaties must have incalculable consequences. * * © J5x-Minis- 
ter Pichon had an interview with the Austrian ambassador to-day, 
from which he also gained the impression that Austria-Hungary did 
not intend her step to be regarded us an unconditional ultimatum.” 

Telegram 186, from the Russian representative at Paris to Sazonoff, 
Petrograd, on July 25, said that the action of the German ambas- 
sador— 

Has to some extent reassured the foreign ministry as being 
an fndicatton that Germany does not seek for war in any 
case." . > * 

That the German ambassador had pointed out 

“That the Austrian note hus not the character of an ultimatum; 
+ * © that the German step had only for its object the locali- 
zation of the Austro-Serbinn conflict; * * © that the absence 
of the President of the Republic (Poincaré) and of the Minister 
President (Viviunt) prevents the foreign office for the moment 
from expressing its opinion definitely regarding present events.” 
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-n Telegram 187, July 26, from the Russian representative at Paris to 
Sazonoff, Petrograd, states that the German ambassador had advised 
the French Minister for Foreign Affairs: 

“Austria has declared to Russia that she eceks no territorial 
gains and does not threaten the integrity of Serbia. Her sole 
object is to secure ber own peace and to maintain order.” 

Telegram 188, July 26, from the Paris Russian representative to 
Sazonof says that Berthelot, the director of the political department 
of France, inclines to the opinion— 

“That Germany and Austria do not desire war in any case.” 

Telegram 1521, July 27, Sazonoff, Russian Foreign Minister, to 
Izyolski, Russian ambassador in Paris; 

“If there is a question of exercising a moderating influence in 
Petersburg, we reject it in advance, as we have adopted a stand- 
point from the outset which we can in no way alter." * * * 

Telegram 104, Izvolski wired that Poincaré will return to Paris on 
Wednesday, July 29 (five days after Belgian mobilization, four days 
after Russian general mobilization had begun, and on the next night, 
July 30, the French Minister of War told the Russian military attaché 
the French Government was determined on war, telegram 216). 

Telegram 195, July 27, the German ambassador is shown urging a 
new proposal for the Intervention of France and Germany between 
Russia and Austria, which was not accepted. Izvolski says in this 
regard: 

“To was surprised at the correct understanding of the situation 
manifested by the acting minister and his assistant and to see 
how firm and tranquil they were in their determination to extend 
to us their fullest support of any lack of unity between us.” 

Telegram 197, July 27, Izvolski to Sazonoff: 

“M. Cambon (French ambassador to Berlin) telegraphs from 
Berllu that in reply to his question us to what attitude Germany 
would adept toward a partial mobilization by Russia, Jagow 
(German Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs) replied that a 
mobilization of that kind would not result in German mobilization, 
but that if Russia attacked Austria, Germany would immediately 
reply by attacking Russia.” 

Telegram 1539, July 28, Sazonoff to Izvolski: 

“In consequence of Austria-Hungary’s declaration of war against 
Serbia, we shall announce to-morrow a mobilization of the Odessa, 
Kleff. Moscow, and Kazan military districts. In bringing this to 
the notice of the German Government repeat that Russia has no 
aggressive intentions against Germany. Meanwhile our ambassa- 
dor in Vienna Is not belng recalled.” 

Sukhomlinoff had already issued a general mobilization order of the 
Russian Army. He “lied to the Czar“ as to its being a general mo- 
bilization (“ Eggerling™), sald it was partial, and pretended that he 
had stopped the mobilization, although he did not do so. The Czar, 
however, July 30, authorized the general mobilization. (Let France 
explain, p. 201.) 

Telegram 198, July 28, Izvolski to Sazonoff: 

“T deem it my duty to make clear that, as results from my con- 
versation yesterday at the Quai d’Orsay, the acting French Min- 
ister for Foreign Affaire did not for a moment admit the possi- 
bility of exercising a moderating influence in Petersburg. * * * 
As a result of his conversation with Baron Schoen, the minister 
declined to accept the German proposal.” 


XVIII. — GERMAN XT'S EFFORTS FOR PEACE FRUSTRATED BY THE FRANCO- 
RUSSIAN PLOTTERS. 


Germany was exercising strenuously a moderating Influence on Vienna 
In favor of peace, 

Telegram 201, July 29, Izvolski to Sazonoff, states that the German 
ambassador had again visited the French Foreign Minister and told 
him that: 

“Germany ardently desired to work with France for the mainte- 
nance of peace. * * * That Germany was ready to cooperate 
with the other powers for the maintenance of peace.” 

Telegram 1544, Sazonoff to Izvolski, July 29: 

“The German ambassador informed me on behalf of the impe- 
rial chancellor that Germany had not ceased and will not cease a 
moderating Influence In Vienna, and would continue to do so 
despite the declaration of war. Up to this morning no news has 
been received of the crossing of Austrian troops onto Serblan 
territory.” 

Telegram 1551, July 29, Sazonoff to Isvolski: 

“The German ambassador has communicated to me to-day the 
decision of his Government to mobilize if Russia does not stop her 
military preparation. * * * As we can not accede to Ger- 
many’s wish, nothing remains for us but to hasten our own war- 
like preparations and to reckon with the probable inevitability of 
war. Inform the French Government of thls, and at the same 
time thank It for Its declaration made in its name by the French 
ambassador that we can fully rely upon the support of our ally, 
France. Under present circumstances this declaration is espe- 
cially yaluable for us. It is very desirable that England also with- 


PÀ 


“out loss of time should associate herself with France and Russia, 
as it is only thus that she can succeed in preventing a dangerous 


alteration in the European balance, London telegraphed to in 
like terms.” 


XIX.—FRENCH DIPLOMATISTS RRFUSD TO HOLD BACK THE WAR DOGS IN 
RUSSIA, A 


Of course, England could not stand for the control of western Europe 
by the military machine of Germany. Sazonoff knew this and could 
count on British help. The association of Great Britain with Russia 
and France would guarantee the safety of attack by Russia on Germany. 

Telegram 304, July 29, Sazonof to Izvolski: 

“T urgently request you to communicate to the French foreign 
minister the following telegram from the French ambassador in 
Petersburg: The German ambassador has just informed Sasono 
that if Russia does not stop her military preparations the German 
Army will be ordered to mobilize.” * * © 

Telegram 202, July 29, Izvolski to Sazonoff: 

“ Bienvenu-Martin, the acting foreign minister, told me that this 
morning the German ambassador made à communication to him, 
employing practically the following expressions: Germany is con- 
tinuing her endeavors in Vienna to cause Austria to agree to a 
friendly exchange of opinions which should indicate the object and 
the extent of the steps undertaken by her and concerning which 
Germany has not so far been exactly informed. The declaration 
of war will not stand in the way of this exchange of opinions. 
Germany hopes to receive during the course of these negotiations 
explanations which will satisfy Russia. Finally, Baron Schoen 
again protested against the assertion that Germany was encourag- 
ing Austria to be unyielding.” 

Telegram 203, July 29, Izvolski to Sazonoff : 

ue o * Germany * > è declnres that as we have re- 
ecived the assurance that Austria seeks no territorial gains, the 
maintenance of peace entirely depends on Russia, because it (urng 
upon the necessity for localizing the Austro-Serbian affair; that is, 
the punishment of Serbia for her former policy and the giving of 
guaranties for the future.“ “ 

He states: 

“That France and England positively could not exercise any 
moderating influence in Russia.” * * * 

Telegram 204, July 29, Wednesday, Izvolski to Sazonof ; 

“The firm attitude taken up by the French press continues. It 
passes severe judgment upon the Austrian attack and upon Ger- 
many’s manifest share of blame for it, and unhesitatingly declares 
that this touches us and that we can not remain unsympathetic. 
As regards solidarity with us, this question is not once discusscd, 
but is taken as a matter of course. Every journalist expresscs 
himself in this sense, including such prominent personages belong- 
ing to the most diverse parties as Pichon, Clemenceau, and even 
Jaurès, and also Hervé, the father of antimilitarism.” 

The press reflected the French Government's wishes. 
216.) 

Tolegram 206, July 29, Izvolski to Sazonoff: 

“When the President retarned to Paris he was received at the 
railway station and in the streets with sympathetic demonstrations 
from the assembled crowd. Margerie (political director in the 
French Foreign Office) told me that the President, from his con- 
versations during his journey with prefects and politicians, had 
become convinced of the firm, energetic, and at the sume time 
calm state of public opinion, which plainly formed a correct osti- 
mate of the true significance of events. The same attitude reigned 
among a large section of the radical socialists. The Government 
attaches no importance to the antimilltary demonstrations of tne 
revolutionary party and Intends to take energetic mensurca against 
it. Our military attaché reports in detail regarding the prepari- 
tory military measures. Feeling runs high in military circles and 
in the chicf command. I report regarding the press in a special 
telegram.” 

Telegram 207, July 29, Ixvolski to Sazonoff, shows further efforts on 
the part of Germany to get an adjustment, aud states: 

Finally Baron Schoen complained of France's military prepara- 
tious, and sald that in this case Gerinany would be compelled to 
adopt similar precuutions. Viviani, on his part, declared that 
France honestly desired perce, but at the same time was firmly de- 
termined to act in full agreement with her allies, and Baron Schoen 
could convince himself that this decision was finding the liveliest 
support in the country. This evening Viviani has forbidden a 
projected antiwar meeting of the revolutionary party.” 


(Telegram 


XX.—YRANCE WOULD NOT GIVE AUSTRIA TIME TO MAKE A “ SATISFACTORY ” 
KEVLY TO RUSSIA, 


It was the night of the next day (July 30, 1914) that the French 


Minister of War told the milltary attaché that the French Government 
was determined on war. 
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Telegram 1554, Sazonoff to Izyolski, states that if Austria would ad- 
mit that the Austro-Serbian question had assumed the character of a 
European question and would declare a readiness to eliminate from her 
ultimatum those points which violate the sovereign right of Serbia, 
Russia undertakes to suspend her military preparations. 

These preparations had been going on for at least five days, The 
Russian policy was to use diplomatic negotiations to conceal the war 
measures, and the Russian policy fixed in 1912 was to cross the Ger- 
man border without a declaration of war. (Von Kuhl, pp. 79, 80.) 

Telegram 1555, July 30, Sazonoff wires Izvolski: 

»Until we receive a thoroughly satisfactory reply from Austria 
through the German Government, we shall continue our military 
preparations. This is communicated to you very confidentially.” 

The word “ thoroughly is interesting. 

That very night at 1 a. m. Izyolski telegraphed to Sazonoff, telegram 
216: 

(From military attaché to war minister, 1 a. m.) 


“The French war minister informed me in earnest, hearty tones 
(sincerité enthusiastique), that the Government is firmly decided 
upon war, and requested me to confirm the hope of the French 
general staff that all our efforts will be directed against Germany, 
and that Austria will be treated as a quantité negligeable.” 

This attitude was strictly in line with the Franco-Russian secret 
treaty of 1892, and the military plans worked out by the French and 
Russian general staffs in annual conferences and frequent intercommuni- 
cations. 

So that the French Government gave Austria no time to make “a 
thoroughly satisfactory reply to Russia or any other kind of reply. 


XXIL—GERMANY’S SLOWNESS IN DISCOVERING THE TRAP INTO WHICH SHE 
FELL. 


On August 1, telegram 1601, Sazonoff wired Izvolski: 

“At midnight the Gegman ambassador informed me on behalf of 
his Government that if within 12 hours—that is, before midday 
on Saturday—we do not begin to demobilize, not only as against 
Germany but also as against Austria, the German Government will 
be compelled to order mobilization. To my query as to whether 
this was equivalent to a declaration of war, the ambassador re- 
plied that it was not, but added that we were very near to war.” 

On Saturday, August 1, 5 p. m., Germany issued a general order of 
mobilization; at 7.10 p. m. the German ambassador notified Sazonoff 
Germany accepted the war challenge of Russia. The negotiations with 
Austria and Germany for the preservation of peace appear to have 
been used as a camouflage for a predetermined war. 

Telegram 208, July 30, from Izvolski to Sazonoff assured him: 

“The French Government is ready to fulfill all its obligations 
as an ally. It is of opinion, however, that at the present moment, 
when negotiations are still in progress between the less interested 
powers, it would be to the purpose that Russia, so far as the 
measures of a defensive and precautionary nature which it has 
deemed necessary to adopt will permit, should not take any direct 
steps which would serve Germany as a pretext for ordering the 
general or partial mobilization of her forces.” 

The term “ defensive” had already been defined by the French and 
Russian staffs, with the approval of the French and Russian Govern- 
ments, as “offensive” in their annual conferences. 

The significance of this suppressed telegram is revealed in combi- 
nation with telegram 1551 of July 29 and suppressed telegram 209 and 
210 and 216 from Paris on July 30, 

The French Government (July 30) having determined on war does 
not wish Germany to mobilize yet, but to gradually discover a situa- 
tion so dangerous Germany shall declare a war as a military necessity. 

XXII.—FRANCO-RUSSIAN PLOTTERS DRAG ENGLAND IN. 


In great detail and with innumerable quotations Francis Neilson, a 
member of the English Parliament, in his work, How Diplomats Make 
War, substantially confirms from English records what has been dis- 
closed in the telegrams above quoted; that is, that there was in effect 
an understanding between Russia, France, and Great Britain with the 
military and naval details all worked out by repeated conferences of 
their general staffs and the understanding that Great Britain would 
cooperate with France in the event of a war with Germany. For ex- 
ample: 

“In London on Saturday, August 1, Lord Lansdowne, Sir Ed- 
ward Carson, and Mr. Bonar Law hastened to the center of the 
diplomatic world. (How Diplomats Make War, p. 293.) Germany 
has issued orders for the general mobilization of her army and 
navy; the next day, the Sabbath, to be the first day. Through 
the long Sabbath all over the Kingdom thousands of feet tramped 
channelwards; regiment after regiment, with full kit, wound 
through London streets as the bells from tower and steeple called 
the folk to prayer. Ministers went to cabinet meetings there and 
yielded up to the French ambassador some token of British friend- 
Ship.“ 
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The German mobilization was ordered 5 p. m. Saturday. 

The English regiments were on the march Sunday morning, armed 
for war. 

On August 1 Sir Edward Grey told the German ambassador that 
Great Britain would not engage to remain neutral, that— 

“We must keep our hands free.“ (How Diplomats Make War, 
p. 290.) 

The fact was Grey was not really free but fully conrmitted, both by 
the real intent of the Government with France, but far more by the 
interests of Great Britain, and Great Britain instantly carried out the 
commitment under the agreements with France and with Russia. 

Telegram 148, from the British Foreign Office, August 2, 1914: 

“After the cabinet meeting this morning I gave M. Cambon the 
following memorandum ; 

“*T am authorized to give an assurance that if the Gernran fleet 
comes into the channel or through the North Sea to undertake 
hostile operations against French coast or shipping the British 
fleet will give all the protection in its power. 

This assurance is, of course, subject to the policy of His 
Majesty's Government receiving the support of Parliament, and 
must not be taken as binding His Majesty’s Government to take 
any action until the above contingency of action by the German 
fleet takes place.“ 

So that the Entente was, in fact, effective, after all, on the certain 
contingency of action by the German fleet, and Parliament was com- 
mitted by its own Government’s acts. This action was equal to agree- 
ing to attack Germany as an ally of France. The interests of Great 
Britain, however, made it necessary when a war actually came between 
France and Germany that Great Britain should fight the military rulers 
of the German people, who would have been dangerous to British inter- 
ests if they had conquered France and dominated western Europe, 
whether they were responsible for the war or not. 

Mr. Neilson points out (p. 265): 

“News had reached Berlin that Belgium had issued as early 
as July 24 a mobilization circular, and an undated instruction to 
Belgian ambassadors which contained the information they were 
to give to the chancellors as to her ‘strengthened peace footing.” 

The Belgian circular of July 24—day Austria made demand on 
Serbia—announced that the Belgian Army had already been mobilized 
and forts near Germany put in order for war. 

In the circular of the Belgian Foreign Office to its ambassadors, dated 
July 24, was the inclosure heretofore referred to, without date, but 
necessarily either of that date or of an earlier date, which states: 

“All necessary steps to insure respect of Belgian neutrality have 
nevertheless been taken by the Government. The Belgian Army 
has been mobilized and is taking up such strategic positions as have 
been chosen to secure the defense of the country and the respect 
of its neutrality. The forts of Antwerp and on the Meuse haye 
been put in a state of defense.” 

There is no manner of doubt what the Grey-Cambon letters meant. 
The complete plan of naval and military strategy was worked out 
between the French and British naval and army officers, and on Sunday 
morning, the very next morning, the time Germany ordered her mobili- 
zation Saturday afternoon, and accepted the state of war intended by 
Russia and contemplated by the mobilization and the Czar's secret order 
to the staff, British regiments were marching through London to the 
front fully equipped for war. (How Diplomats Make War, p. 295.) 

A number of the members of the British cabinet resigned when they 
discovered this secret diplomacy, including Lord Morley and the famous 
patriot, John Burns. 


XXIII—TRIUMPH OF THE FRANCO-RUSSIAN PLOTTERS. 


Wilhelm at midnight Friday gave notice the German Army would 
mobilize if by noon Saturday Russian mobilization did not stop. At 5 
p. m. Saturday, August 1, mobilization was issued. A 7.10 p. m. Ger- 
man ambassador at Petrograd advised the Russian Government that 
Germany accepted the Russian challenge and the state of war forced on 
Germany. 

It will be observed in this exchange of telegrams that Nicholas was 
under a pressure he feared he should be unable to resist. On the very 
day that the Kaiser advised him that he would have to bear the re- 
sponsibility for war or peace if he ordered a general mobilization, he 
ordered the mobilization which had been begun by his own statement 
on July 25, and on July 31, having the day before ordered the general 
mobilization, he advises the Kaiser it was impossible to discontinue the 
military preparations, and he gives his solemn word that the Russian 
troops will undertake no provocative action, although they cross the 
German border in four places the next day. (Von Kuhl, pp. 79-80.) 

The German leaders, getting daily reports from Paris, London, Brus- 
sels, and Petersburg, accepted what they had become conyinced was 
now absolutely unavoidable, and on Saturday, 5 p. m., August 1, ordered 
a general mobilization. 


XXV.—SUKHOMLINOFY CONFESSES ALL. 


The mobilization of the Belgian Army was completed at least the day 
before the general mobilization of the Russian Army, begun under 
Sukhomlinoſf's order, July 25, about which “he lied” to the Russian 
Czar when he represented to the Russian Czar that it was a partial 
mobilization, but which was reordered as a general mobilization by the 
Russian Czar on July 30. 

In the trial of Sukhomlinoff, Minister of War, at St. Petersburg, by 
the revolutionary government of Russia, Bausmann says: 

“Sukhomlinof® confessed that after the Czar had received these 
telegrams from the Kaiser the Czar called the Minister of War up 
by telephone and told him to stop the mobilization. At that time 
the Czar thought the mobilization was only partial. It was really 
already general, a procedure for which the direct authority of the 
Czar was necessary and had not been given. Sukhomlinoff con- 
fessed that in making the mobilization general he had concealed 
this from the Czar; nay, more, that he did not reyeal it to him in 
the conversation by telephone. He next admitted that he promised 
the Czar to stop the further mobilization and not to issue a gen- 
eral mobilization. He hung up the telephone with a false promise 
to the Czar, and, he says, went on with the mobilization. His 
fellow rogue, Jaunischkevitch, floundering in his testimony and 
confronted at all times with contradictions, left the stand in the 
same disgusting and humiliating condition.” (Bausmann, 200; 
also Oman's Outbreak of the War, 68.) 

If the democracies or peoples of the world continue to permit secret 
diplomacy with its ambitious intrigue, militarism, commercial imperial- 
ism, this World War will not be the last. 

XXVI.—GERMANY’S ONLY CHANCE. , 


Baron Rosen states that the intelligencia and military party of Rus- 
sia were for war. (Ibid., August 21, 1920.) (They controlled the 
Government.) 

Baron Rosen further tells that Sazonof and Jaunischkevitsch stopped 
the dispatch of the Czar’s aid to Berlin and secured, on Thursday, 
July 30, a reorder of the general mobilization, (Ibid, August 21, 
1920.) 

It was in this condition of affairs, with Russia having an army of 
over 2,000,000 men on the east, who had been practicing mobilization 
since spring and actually had been in process of mobilizing at least 
since the 25th of July (Czar's telegram), that the German Government 
demanded the mobilization stopped under the alleged necessity of re- 
garding it as a declaration of war by Russia, 

It was well understood by the military strategists of France and 
Russia and of Europe that Germany’s only chance in such a war as 
this was by lightning speed and efficiency, striking France through 
Belgium. (See French and Russian military conferences.) The dis- 
patches show that Germany tried to secure French neutrality and 
failed, tried to obtain British neutrality and failed, tried to induce 
Belgium to submit to an unopposed passage and failed. (Morel, Truth 
and the War. How Diplomats Make ,War, Neilson.) (Diplomatic 
Documents, World War, Scott.) 

XXVII.—GERMANY’S REAL INTENTION. 


It was the policy of Germany to support Austria in rebuking Serbia, 
as far as could be done through diplomacy, but even if the diplomatic 
effort should fail Germany did not intend to be drawn into a war. 

On Sunday, the 26th of July, the Kaiser returned from his Scan- 
dinavian cruise. On Monday a rapid fire of telegrams took place from 
Berlin to Vienna under the instruction of the Kaiser demanding a 
peaceful adjustment, Berlin assuming that the purpose of the Entente 
was not necessarily hostile or determined on war and that the negotia- 
tions for a peaceful settlement were really sincere, put great pressure 
on the Austrian Government, as appears through the following tele- 
grams: 

(From the German Chancellor to the German ambassador, Vienna, 
à July 27.) 

“We can not reject the rôle of mediator, and must place the 
English proposal before the Vienna cabinet for consideration. 
Request Count Berchtold’s opinion on the British proposal, as 
well as on Sazonoff’s wish to negotiate directly with Vienna.“ 
(Die Deutschen Dokumente, No, 396.) 

On July 28 he sent this dispatch: 

“The refusal of every exchange of views with Petrograd would 
be a serious mistake if it provokes Russia precisely to armed in- 
terference, which Austria is primarily interested in avoiding, 
We are ready, to be sure, to fulfill our obligations as an ally, but 
must refuse to allow ourselves to be drawn by Vienna into a world 
conflagration frivolously and in disregard of our advice. Please 
say this to Count Berchtold at once with all emphasis and with 
great seriousness,” (Ibid., No. 396.) 

On July 29 he sent this dispatch: 

“T regard the attitude of the Austrian Government and its un- 
paralleled procedure toward the various governments with in- 
creasing astonishment * . It leaves us wholly in the dark 
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as to its program . I must conclude that the Austrian 
Government is harboring plans which it sees fit to conceal from 
us in order to assure herself in all events of German support and 
avoid the refusal which might result from a frank statement.” 
(Ibid., No. 396, p. 361.) 

He sent five warning telegrams on the 29th and goth to Vienna. 
(Ibid.) 
XXVITI.—POINCARR’S SLY WAY. 


Izvolski to Sazonoff, August 1, telegram 219, states that the German 
ambassador had visited Viviant for the second time. That Viviani in- 
formed him that the President of the Republic, Poincaré, had signed a 
decree ordering French mobilization. (It may be remembered that the 
order of Belgian mobilization was issued July 31 also, although the 
army had been mobilized on and before July 24.) Viviani expressed his 
astonishment that Germany should have adopted such a measure as de- 
manding that Russia demobilize under penalty of a German mobiliza- 
tion— 

“when a friendly exchange of views was in progress between Rus- 
sia, Austria, and the other powers.” 

Here is the refinement of high-class diplomacy, where two nations 
have fully prepared themselves for war, are determined on war against 
a neighbor, and the Premier of France assures the ambassador of Ger- 
many that a friendly exchange of views between the powers forbids 
Germany to prepare for defense. 

And the same day, August 1, Izvolski wires Sazonoff : 

“Poincaré declared to me in the most categorical manner that 
both he himself and the whole cabinet are firmly determined fully 
to carry out the obligations laid upon us by the terms of our 
alliance.” z 

The French general mobilization and an immediate offensive on Ger- 
many was required by the secret Russian agreement of 1892. 

Izvolski, Russian ambassador, wires Sazonoff the same day, August 1, 
1914, telegram 223, as follows: e 

“ Poincaré told me that during the last few days the Austrian 
ambassador had energetically assured him and Viviani that Austria 
had declared to us (Russia) her readiness not only to respect the 
territorial integrity of Serbia but also her sovereign rights, but 
that we (Russia) had intentionally concealed those assurances. 
To my remark that this was a complete lie, Poinéaré replied that 
similar statements had been made in London by Austria, where 
they might create a very dangerous impression, and therefore 
ought to be denied there as well.“ 


XXIX.—HOW THE PEACEMAKER WAS FOILED. 


In the Memoirs of Izvolski is narrated a personal attempt of William 
IT in 1905 to establish permanent peace between Russia, Germany, and 
France in the so-called treaty of Bjorkoe, as follows: 

„Their Imperial Majesties, the Emperor of all the Russias, of 
the one part, and the Emperor of Germany, of the other part, with 
the object of assuring the peace of Rurope, have agreed upon the 
following points of the treaty hereinafter related, with reference 
to a defensive alliance: 

“‘antictye I, If any European state shall attack either of the 
two Empires, the allied party engages. to aid his cocontractor with 
all his forces on land and on sea. 

“ART. II. The high contracting parties agree not to conclude a 
separate peace with any enemy whatsoever. 

“(ArT III. The present treaty shall be in force from the moment 
of the conclusion of peace between Russia and Japan and may only 
be canceled by a year’s previous notice, 

“ART, IV. When this treaty goes into effect Russia will take the 
necessary steps to make its terms known to France and invite her 
to subscribe to it as an ally.’ 

“ NICHOLAS, 
„ WILLIAM.” 


The hostility of France to this treaty caused its cancellation. 

The records to which I have above referred show in many ways the 
efforts of the German Government to effect a rapproachement with 
France and with Great Britain, all of which were unavailing. 


XXX.—POINCARR’S SIN FINDS HIM OUT. 


Mr. Poincaré has not escaped the criticism of representatives of the 
people of Franee in the French Chamber of Deputies. On July 5, 1922, 
while M. Poincaré was presiding over the Chamber of Deputies as its 
president, M. Vaillant-Coutourier (pp. 2337-2338, Journal Official) de- 
elared “ upon his conscience as an old soldier” that he was convinced 
of the responsibility of Raymond Poincaré for the World War because 
of his policy in the Balkans and his unwarrantable support of Russian 
ambitions. and Russian policies. He declared that the war was desired 
by a group of important rank in the court of Russia, and that Poincaré 
did not do what he could have done to deter the war; that Poincaré’s 
culpability would be exposed by the records, and he accused him on the 
floor of the Chamber of Deputies of having been responsible for build- 
ing up in France, by Russian propaganda, public opinion among the 
French people favorable to the Russian intervention in Balkan affairs. 
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That he had contributed to the war by allowing chances for peace to 
pass. 
M. Vaillant-Coutourier, in the course of a long speech, said: 

“We accuse him of having been the man about whom was 
crystallized the desire for revenge on the part of the most turbulent 
of French nationalists. We accuse him of having been that which 
Jaurès hoped he would not be, the president of reaction or of war. 

“We accuse him of having let pass certain omissions of texts 
in the publication of the diplomatic archives * * +, 

“We accuse him of having thrown France into a war which the 
Russian mobilization provoked. We accuse him of having com- 
promised between 1912 and 1914 the destinies of France, whatever 
might have been the wishes of Germany at that time . 
and stated that the ‘stillborn treaty of the peace of Versailles,’ 
which ‘they all condemn more or less,’ stood between a peaceable 
future and the French people, and said: 

For us M. Poincaré represents all that nationalism has been 
able to produce of a funereal character before, during, and after 
the war, To-day his policy leads us to isolation, to failure, and to 
new wars.“ 


XXXI.——~AN IMPARTIAL AMERICAN SUMS IT ALL UP, 


Frederick Bausman, former member of the Supreme Court of the 
State of Washington, in Let France Explain, thoroughly documented 
(London, George Allen & Unwin), believes that the Government of 
France under Poincaré was also to blame for the world catastrophe, and 
he lays down the following propositions : 

That the alliance of France and Russia was unnecessary to the safety 
of France and was hostile to the peace of Europe by its inviting into 
western Europe an overwhelming mass led by irresponsible men who 
aimed at extending there an irresponsible government and a shameful 
despotism. 

“A single telegram from the French Government to the Russian 
would have prevented this war, a simple telegram warning Russia 
that France would not support her in a conflict concerning the Bal- 
kans when Russia herself was not attacked by the Central Powers, 
neither of which had eyen mobilized against her, Germany had 
not mobilized at all. One such message, I repeat, would haye 
saved civilization its catastrophe, for the Russian Government at 
the outset had stated that it would not venture into this war un- 
less ‘ secure of the support of France.’ ” 


XXXII.—IN A NUTSHELL, 


The records to which I have called the attention of the Senate appear 
to demonstrate that the German militaristic rulers did not will the war, 
tried to avoid the war, and only went into war because of their convic- 
tion that the persistent mobilizations of Russia and France meant a 
determination on war and were secretly intended as a declaration of 
war by Russia and France against Germany. The records show that 
the Russian and French leaders were determined on war, and intended 
the mobilizations as the beginning of a war which had for many years 
been deliberately prepared and worked out by the complete plans of 
campaign through annual military conferences. 


XXXIII.— ANOTHER WAR INEVITABLE, 


Mr. President, the great masses of the people In France deserve the 
warmest admiration. They are a great people, very brave, very loyal, 
very intelligent, industrious, and thrifty; their language, their archi- 
tecture, their sculpture, their paintings, their productions are unsur- 
passed in beauty. I am convinced that these people in their hearts de- 
sire to live in peace with the world, to live their own lives, raise their 
children, and enjoy social intercourse with each other, and that they 
would commend international policies which would lead to this result. 

And when this has been said the same thing can be said with equal 
truth and with equal force of the German people, of the Italian people, 
and of the British people. 

Mr. President, I haye discharged an irksome, painful duty. 

Senators will find the complete record referred to in the bibli- 
ography which I present, and will find quotations so abundantly made 
that there remains no reason why any Senator should not be perfectly 
informed with regard to what has taken place and what caused the 
World War. It was caused at last by fear of each other, by ambi- 
tion, by pride of a few men in a few chancelleries who were doubtless 
doing what they believed to be for the welfare and “ glory” of their 
own country, but whose error of judgment has crucified the world. We 
do not wish a repetition of it. 

During the World War I have favored the French in every possible 
way with money, credit, supplies, ships, and men. I was one of those 
who favored a treaty to guarantee the French people against future 
German aggression, and I favor now whatever is necessary to protect 
the French people against the future aggression of Germany, but I 
do not favor the breach of agreement of the armistice conditions on 
which the peace of France and the lives of Frenchmen were saved on 
the battle field by the cessation of battle through the armistice con- 
tract of November 4, 1918. 


The preservation of the white civilization of Europe demands that 
the statesmen of the world realize the importance of pursuing processes 
which will really and in truth establish international understanding, 
good will, and cooperation. 

Open diplomacy and the orderly rule of the people by the peaceful 
processes of democratic or republican government is the true remedy. 

XXXIV.—THE ONLY HOPE AND THE LAST, 


If the old principle of commercialized imperialism moving in pro- 
found secrecy is to fix the policy of international relationship, we 
have no just reason to hope for the restoration of peace and prosperity 
in Europe. 

The conditions laid down for the armistice by the President of the 
United States, accepted by the Allies, and then accepted by the Ger- 
man Republic, can not be flagrantly dishonored with impunity. Such 
evil seeds sown will bring a harvest of hate and future wars. It is 
not yet entirely too late to correct this great wrong to the German 
people. 

The fundamental condition of peace is good faith, absolute justice 
arrived at by just processes. 

Then international understanding and good will become possible. 
Then we can hope for the actual reduction of armaments to the limit 
of domestic requirements for police and good order. 

Then we can hope to see the budgets balanced. 

Then we can hope to see European currencies stabilized, put on a 
gold basis, and people given a currency medium with which they can 
make contracts safely. 

Then European bonds could be sold throughout the world to the 
fullest extent of their legitimate needs. Then the safety of France will 
be assured, as all the world desires. 

Then America will be justified in cooperating with the new world, 
conducted along the lines of international justice, international good 
will, and sincere international commercial and financial cooperation. 


ENFORCEMENT OF NATIONAL PROHIBITION ACT. 


Mr. EDWARDS. Mr. President, I offer the resolution which 
I send to the desk, which I ask may be read. I give notice that, 
with the permission of the Senate, I shall speak on the resolu- 
tion on Wednesday next at the conclusion of routine morning 
business, if convenient; otherwise I shall endeavor to address 
the Senate on the subject later. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution submitted by 
the Senator from New Jersey will be read. 

The resolution (S. Res. 171) was read, as follows: 


Whereas in a battle between a prohibition agent and suspected boot- 
leggers on or about the hour of 10 p. m., the 15th day of February, 
1924, on Pennsylvania Avenue, between the White House and the Na- 
tional Capitol, Hon. Frank Lester Greene, a United States Senator 
from the State of Vermont, was shot down while walking peaceably on 
the Avenue; and 

Whereas it has been publicly charged this appalling tragedy marked 
the culmination of a long series of domineering, arbitrary, criminally 
reckless, and brutal acts on the part of representatives of the National 
Prohibition Department; and 

Whereas it has been publicly charged repeatedly that the National 
Prohibition Department represents the essence of arbitrary action and 
inefficient management and holds in contemptuous disregard the fourth 
and fifth amendments to the Federal Constitution, while professing to 
enforce the eighteenth amendment; and 

Whereas it has been publicly charged repeatedly in the house of its 
friends that the enforcement branch of the National Prohibition Depart- 
ment has broken down; and 

Whereas notwithstanding these charges there are no visible signs that 
those in authority or those who presume to speak for them have taken 
steps to correct the abuses or inefficiency charged: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Judiciary Committee of the Senate be authorized 
and directed to investigate the National Prohibition Department with 
special reference (a) to the facts and circumstances leading up to the 
appalling tragedy herein referred to; (b) the abuses and charges herein 
referred to; (c) the qualifications required of appointees; (d) the num- 
ber of appointees who haye been forced out of the service and the spe- 
cific reasons therefor; and to report its findings to the Senate at the 
earliest practicable date. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The resolution will lie on 
the table. The Senate resumes the consideration of the appro- 
priation bill. 


INTERIOR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 5078) making appropriations 
for the Department of the Interior for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1925, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment proposed by the committee. 
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Mr. ASHURST. I ask for a division. 

So the amendment was agreed to, there being on a division— 
ayes 26, noes 28. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment ef the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 89, line 2, after the word “k ” to strike out 
* $230,000” and to insert “$336,800,” and in line 7, to strike 
out “$366,000” and to insert “$372,800,” so as to make the 
paragraph read: 

Yellowstone National Park, Wyo.: For administration, protection, 
and maintenance, including not exceeding $7,600 for the purchase, 
maintenance, operation, and repair of horse-drawn and motor-driven 
passenger-carrying vehicles for the use of the superintendent and em- 
ployees in connection with general park work, not exceeding $8,400 
for maintenance of the road in the forest reserve leading out of the 
park from the east boundary, not exceeding $7,500 for maintenance of 
the road in the forest reserve leading out of the park from the south 
boundary, and including feed for buffalo and other animals and salaries 
of buffalo keepers, $336,800 ; for construction of physical improvements, 
$36,000, including not exceeding $25,000 for a sewer system at the 
Grand Canyon of the Yellowstone, not exceeding $10,000 for auto 
camps, and not exceeding $1,200 for the construction of buildings; 
in all, $372,800. . 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 90, at the end of line 10, to 
increase the appropriation for administration, protection, main- 
tenance, preseryation, and improvement of the national monu- 
ments from $15,750 to $20,750. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the item for care and custody 
of the insane of Alaska, on page 96, line 10, after the word 
“ expenses,” to strike out “$150,000” and to insert “ $153,000,” 
and in line 14, after the word “exceed,” to strike out “$600” 
and to insert $624,” so as to make the paragraph read: 


Insane of Alaska: For care and custody of persons legally adjudged 
insane In Alaska, including transportation and other expenses, $153,000: 
Provided, That authority is granted to the Secretary of the Interior to 
pay from this appropriation to the Sanitarium Co. of Portland, Oreg., or 
to other contracting institution or institutions, not to exceed $624 
per capita per annum for the care and maintenance of Alaskan insane 
patients during the fiscal year 1925. 


The amendment was agreed to, 

The next amendment was, on page 97, line 4, to increase the 
appropriation for expenses of maintenance and operation of 
railroads in the Territory of Alaska (in excess of revenues) 
from $1,000,000 to $1,250,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 98, at the end of line 5, 
to strike out “$25,000” and to insert “$50,000,” so as to make 
the paragraph read: 

For expenses of maintenance and operation of river steamers and 
other boats on the Yukon River and its tributaries in Alaska, including 
the purchase and repair of necessary machinery and apparatus, and the 
construction or rental ef docking facilities (in excess of revenues), 
$50,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, under the head “ Howard Univer- 
sity,” on page 101, after line 17, to insert: 


For maintenance, to be used in payment of part of the salaries of the 
officers, professors, teachers, and other regular employees of the uni- 
versity, ice and stationery, the balance of which shall be paid from 
donations and other sources, of which sum not less than $2,200 shall 
be used for normal instruction, $125,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 101, after line 23, to 
insert: 

For tools, material, salaries of instructors, and other necessary ex- 
penses of the department of manual arts, $30,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, at the top of page 102, to insert: 

Medical department: For part cost of needed equipment, laboratory 
supplies, apparatus, and repair of laboratéries and buildings, $9,000, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 102, after line 8, to insert: 

For material and apparatus for chemical, physical, biological, and 
natural-history studies and use in laboratories of the science hall, 
including cases and shelving, $5,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 102, after line 6, to insert: 


Fer books, shelving, furniture, and fixtures for the libraries, $3,500, 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 102, after line 8, to insert: 


For improvement of grounds and repairs of bulldings, $20,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 102, after line 10, to insert: 


Fuel and light: For part payment for fuel and light, Freedmen's 
Hospital and Howard University, $15,000, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Freedmen’s 
Hospital,” on page 103, line 5, to increase the appropriation for 
officers and employees and compensation for all other profes- 
sional and other services that may be required and expressly 
e by the Secretary of the Interior from $80,000 to 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 103, at the end of line 16, 
to increase the total appropriation for Freedmen's Hospital 
from $165,700 to $174,700. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was concluded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is before the Senate 
as in Committee of the Whole and is still open to amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. On page 31, line 18, after the word “For,” I 
move to insert the words “continuing construction.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT. On page 32, line 8, after the word “For,” I 
move to insert the words “ continuing construction.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT. On page 74, line 18, after the word “ ores,” I 
move to insert the words “to be immediately available.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I move the amendment 
which I send to the desk, and I ask that it may be stated by the 
Secretary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas for the 
information of the Senate. 

The Reaping CLERK, On page 85, line 6, it is proposed to 
strike out all down to the word “ Provided,” in line 12, on page 
85, and to insert the following: 


Hot Springs National Park, Ark.: For administration, protection, 
and maintenance, and improvement, including not exceeding $2,500 
for the purchase, maintenance, operation, and repair of motor-driven 
passenger-carrying vehicles for the use of the superintendent and em- 
ployees in connection with general park work, $60,000; for construe 
tion of physical improvements, $18,000, including not exceeding $15,000 
for replacement of existing sewer along front of Hot Springs National 
Park and to continue off reservation to connect with sewer system of 
city of Hot Springs, and not exceeding $3,000 for erection of a comfort 
station; in all, $78,000. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. SMOOT. I desire to ask the Senator from Arkansas if 
he knows anything in relation to the condition of the sewer 
which is provided for by the amendment which he has offered? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes; and I should like to make merely a 
brief statement with reference to the amendment. 

The amendment is proposed to meet an emergency condi- 
tion; that is the reason it is presented. The effect of the 
amendment, if agreed to, will be to increase the appropriation 
in the pending bill by $15,000. The proposed increase in the 
appropriation is to be used in the construction of a new sanitary 
sewer designed to carry the sewage of the reservation into a new 
main trunk sewer which has just been installed by the city, all 
of the sewage of the reservation and of the Army and Navy 
Hospital finally flowing into the city sewer. The sewer pro- 
posed by the amendment will find its outlet in the city sewers, 
as I have just stated. 

The amendment was prepared by the National Park Service, 
and a justification for it has been submitted which explains that 
the present sewer is of ordinary glazed tiling, 10 inches in 
diameter, and has been in place since the building of the 
original Arlington Hotel, more than 30 years ago. The present 
sewer is totally inadequate to meet the requirements of the 
reservation. 

In addition to that fact, it is impossible to use the present 
sewer because of new construction which has been made and 
which was authorized on the reservation by the Government. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from 
Arkansas yield to the Senator from Utah? 
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Mr. ROBINSON. I yield tọ the Senator frem Utah. 

Mr. SMOOT. As the department has called attention to the 
emergency of this matter and desires the appropriation to be 
inserted in the bill, I have no objection to the amendment. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I thank the Senator from Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. President, I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk and ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Nebraska. 

The Reaprne CLERK. On page 21, line 18, after the word 
“attorney,” it is proposed to insert the word “ each.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, this amendment is connected 
with one or two others that the Senator desires to offer. The 
amendments are only to carry out existing law, and I have not 
any objection to them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOWELL. I offer another amendment, which I send to 
the desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Nebraska. 

The Reaptnc CLERK. On lines 23 and 24, page 21, after the 
word “ governor,” it is proposed to strike out the words “and 
$1,000 per annum for the tribal attorney ” and in lieu thereof to 
insert the following: 


Except in the case of tribal attorneys, whose expenses shall be deter- 
mined and limited as now provided by law: Provided further, That any 
time the services of any of these attorneys are no longer needed they 
shall be dispensed with by the Commissioner of Indian Affairs. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Nebraska. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I offer the following amend- 
ment: 

On page 54, line 15, following the figures “ $110,000," I move 
to insert the language which I send to the desk and ask to have 


stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon. 

The READING CLEBK. On page 54, line 15, after the numerals 
“$110,000” and before the semicolon, it is proposed to insert: 


Provided, Not to exceed $7,500 of said sum may be used for the con- 
struction, upkeep, and repair of buildings required for the proper ad- 
ministration of the affairs of the Indians under the jurisdiction of the 
Klamath Agency, Oreg. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I offer another amendment. 
On page 43 I move to strike out the proviso commencing on 
line 2 with the word “ Provided” and concluding with the fig- 
ures “1924,” on line 6. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Oregon, which 
will be stated. 

The Rramxa CLFREK. On page 43, commencing with line 2, 
it is proposed to strike out the following words: 


Provided, That except upon the individual order of the Secretary of 
the Interior, no part of this appropriation shall be used for the support 
or education at said school of any native pupil brought from Alaska 
who enters after July 1, 1924. 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, just a word. This is the 
proviso put in by the House to prevent the Indian school chil- 
2 from. Alaska from attending certain schools in Oregon; is 

not? 

Mr. McNARY. Les. 

Mr. SMOOT. After looking over the hearings, it seems to 
me that what we should do in this matter is to strike out this 
proviso and allow it to go to conference, and then we can get 
a little more definite information than appears in the hearings. 
I ask the Senate to agree to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Oregon. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I appreciate the attitude taken 
by the Senator from Utah; but as a part of the record, to show 


the reason why this amendment should not have followed the 
course that it has, I ask unanimous consent that the telegram 
RECORD. 


I send to the desk may become a part of the 

The PRESIDING O OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The telegram is as follows: 


SALEM, OREG., February 20, 1924. 
CHARLES L. McNaryx, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

Your wire 18th. Since July 1, 1916, to the present date there have 
been 821 Alaskan Indian children enrolled at the Salem Indian school. 
This covers a period of nearly eight years, and during this time 
our records show that but 14 Alaskan students were sent to the Fort 
Lapwal, Idaho, sanitarium afflicted with incipient and glandular tuber- 
culosis. ‘This is certainly a very small per cent and is no more than 
is suffered by white children. The coastal and island points of Alaska 
are nearly identical, from a climatic point of view, with western 
Oregon and Washington, so little or no attention should be paid to 
any charge based on the assertion that the climate at Chemawa does 
not agree with Alaskans. Think it true that the mortality among 
Alaskan children greater among those at home than among those bere 
at school. For nearly 40 years Alaskans have attended this school, and 
it seems the climate was never thought inimical to their health until 
lately. In fact, there is absolutely no truth in such claim. The point 
is not well taken and is impossible of verification. It is a point 
especially worthy of noting that the percentage of tuberculosis among 
Alaskans who attend school at Chemawa is far less than among those 
who come here from certain reservations in the States. This is true. 
Nowhere is there a finer class of Indian children than Alaska furnishes, 
They come here with a purpose; they want an education and work to 
that end; they make the utmost of their opportunities. They are 
high-class students, and their education at Chemawa is beyond question 
one of the Government's best educational investments. Hardly fair to 
a deserving people to obstruct their educational progress at this late 
day. 

HALL 


Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, on påge 12, tine 15, I move 
to strike out the words “and Rapid City, S. Dak.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from South Da- 
kota offers an amendment, which will be stated by the Secre- 
tary. 

The Reaprnc CLERK. On page 12, line 15, after the word 
“ Oregon,” it is proposed to strike out the semicolon and the 
words and Rapid City, S. Dak.” 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, this is the item for the con- 
solidation of the offices of register and receiver in certain 
places, is it not? 

Mr. NORBECK. Yes. 

Mr. SMOOT. Has the Senator noticed the amount of reve- 
nue from that office? It seems to me we are only carrying out 
in this item the policy which was adopted in the consolidation 
of these offices. I may say to the Senator that the President 
has the power to consolidate them now; but the department 
recommends, instead of the President issuing the order, that we 
give them time to adjust their affairs and let them all go in at 
the time named in this amendment. 

The earnings of the Rapid City office are $12,345.54 and the 
expenses are $11,411.35. It appeared to the committee and 
also to the department that it would be very much better if 
we could get one good man to do that work than to have it 
divided up in the way it is to-day. In the case of all the other 
offices named here, I think every one of the Senators is in favor 
of the arrangement that has been made and thinks it is a 
splendid policy to follow. At many ef the land offices named 
here having a register and a receiver the receipts are hardly 
enough to pay the expenses, and it would be very much better 
for every State to have one office, with one good man at its 
head, drawing a salary sufficient to get the best kind of a man, 
than to divide up the work between two men. 

I hope, therefore, that the Senator will not insist upon his 
amendment, 

Mr. NORBECK, Mr. President, what the Senator from Utah 
Says meets with my hearty accord, because he is expressing a 
general policy. I desire, however, to call his attention to the 
fact that more land offices have been abolished in South Dakota, 
and more consolidations have been made there, than in any 
other place, and very properly in most cases. In some cases, 
however, it has worked an absolute hardship. Congress two 
years ago insisted on abolishing offices In cases where it has 
been necessary for farmers to travel 450 miles to get to the 
nearest land office, and the office that was abolished was not 
costing the Federal Government one cent. The only excuse 
that might be made is that some part of the pittance paid in 
by the farmers would revert to the General Treasury. 
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The Senator is right, however, in saying that the department 
can consolidate these offices without act of Congress; and I 
knox that my colleague [Mr. STERLING] and I will be pleased to 
agree to that inside of a year or two, because we are approach- 
ing the point where the business of the office will dictate that as 
part of a wise policy. At the present time, however, the offices 
are self-supporting; they carry the maximum, and they have 
not reached the stage where consolidation is generally brought 
about. It will all come about in a year or two. Do not crowd 
us too fast; that is all. i 

Mr. SMOOT. I call the Senator’s attention to the fact that 
this law does not take effect until June 1, 1925. That is a 
year and three months away. 

Mr. NORBECK. We may be ready at that time, but we do 
not need the law. It will come anyway, because we have 
statutes that provde for that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from South Da- 
kota. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, with reference to the ap- 
propriation for Howard University, additions to medical school 
building, $370,000, and equipment for additions, $130,000, which 
went out on a point of order, I gave notice on last Thursday 
that I should move to suspend the rules so that these amend- 
ments might again be offered and be considered. This after- 
noon, however, there has been handed to me a letter from one 
of the officers of Howard University from which I wish to 
quote: 


I beg to suggest that it is unwise to insist further on this item, 
as there is no likelihood that it will pass the House even if the Senate 
should grant it. Further insistence may kill the whole university 
appropriation, 


For that reason, and that alone, I shall refrain from moving 
to suspend the rules and offering the amendment. 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nevada of- 
fers an amendment, which will be stated by the Secretary. 

The Reaprne CLERK. On page 70, line 13, after the word 
“ purposes,” it is proposed to strike out the semicolon and 
insert a comma and the following: 


When the water users of the Truckee-Carson irrigation district 
have voted for a contract binding themselves to reimburse the Federal 
Government for the cost thereof. 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, that language ought to have 
been put into the original amendment, and I accept the amend- 
ment, because it is a proper one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Nevada. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, on page 90, line 
10, after the numerals, I move to strike out the period and insert: 


Of which sum of $5,000 shall be immediately available for construc- 
tion of physical improvements of Carlsbad Cave National Monument. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from New Mexico. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD, Mr. President, on page 56, line 8. I 
move to strike out the numerals “ $60,000,” and insert the nu- 
merals “ $75,000.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the umendment proposed by the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, in looking over the record I 
find that this $75,000 was estimated for, and the House cut the 
estimate to $60,000. The question was not called to the atten- 
tion of the committee. As far as I am concerned, I think the 
amendment is a proper one, and ought to be adopted. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Minnesota. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, I wish to offer an amendment, 
which is on the table, on page 71, line 26. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Da- 
kota offers an amendment, which will be stated by the Secretary. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 71, line 26, it is proposed 
to strike out “ $50,000 ” and to insert the following: 
$60,000 of which not to exceed $10,000 shall be used for the Bow- 
man project in Bowman County and the Knife River project in Dunn 
and Mercer Counties in North Dakota. : 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, just a word. I find that the 
estimate under the secondary projects is only $50,000, and 1 


shall be compelled to make a point of order against the 
amendment, 
3 PRESIDING OFFICER. The point of order is sus- 


Mr. FRAZIER. Mr. President, years ago, when the publie 
lands were sold, and the money was to be expended in the 
respective States for irrigation projects, North Dakota was en- 
titled to some $12,000,000. Since that time, a number of years 
ago, this money was distributed in other States for irrigation 
work, and very little of it was spent in North Dakota. This 
appropriation is for cooperative and miscellaneous investiga- 
tions to be made there with reference to these two or three 
little projects, and they agree to pay half of it; and I under- 
stand that the $50,000 is not sufficient. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President—- 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. FRAZIER. Certainly. 

Mr. SMOOT. I sympathize a great deal with the Senator. 
My own State is in exactly the same position, and yet I had 
to make a point of order. If I should let this go on, I do not 
see how I could make the point of order against any item. 
I shall be glad to assist the Senator in the way of legislation, 
but I can not do it on this appropriation bill. I agree with 
every word the Senator has said as to the amount that has 
been expended in North Dakota, and in some of the other States 
exactly the same condition prevails. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I offer the amendment 
which I send to the desk, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Minnesota 
offers an amendment, which will be stated by the Secretary. 

The READING CrERK. On page 65, line 8, insert the following 
proviso: 


Provided, That no part of the money hereby appropriated shall be 
used for propaganda nor for the promotion of legislation intended to 
terrify patent attorneys from testifying before the committees of 
Congress; and 2 

Provided further, That no part of the money hereby appropriated 
shall be available until all patent attorneys who have been disbarred 
from practicing before the United States Patent Office for criticizing 
the Commissioner of Patents shall have been reinstated. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I am compelled to make a point 
of order against the amendment on the ground that it is new 
legislation and has not been reported by a standing or select 
committee. 

Mr. NORRIS. As I understood the reading of the amend- 
ment, it is simply a limitation on an appropriation in the bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is legislation on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; it is a limitation 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no. 

Mr. NORRIS. A limitation is always held not to be legisla- 
tion. We can limit an appropriation. There is no question 
about that. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is not a limitation; it is new legislation. 
5 never appeared upon an appropriation bill at any time 

ore. 

Mr. NORRIS. That does not make any difference. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is new legislation. 

Mr. NORRIS. There is not an item in this appropriation bill 
on which we could not put a limitation, providing that it should 
not be used unless the limitation were complied with. That 
practice is as old as the hills. It has been done hundreds of 
times, both in the Senate and in the House, 

Mr. SMOOT. The amendment has certainly not been moved 
by the direction of a standing or select committee of the Senate, 
and if it is not new legislation it is obnoxious to that part of 
the rule, and I make the point of order against it. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, it seems to me the position taken 
by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] is the correct one 
in a parliamentary sense. In my judgment, reference to the 
precedents will support his position, namely, that it is a limita- 
tion upon an appropriation carried by the bill. 

I have in mind an amendment that was offered to an appro- 
priation bill when Senator Gallinger was with us. We had 
under consideration the District of Columbia appropriation 
bill, which carried a large appropriation for the schools of the 
District, and a proviso was offered in the shape of an amend- 
ment to the effect that no part of the appropriation carried by 
the bill should be used for the teaching of the German language. 

It was claimed by Senator Gallinger, and by other parlia- 
mentarians, that that was obnoxious to the rule, that it was 
general legislation upon an appropriation bill, but the Chair 


held—Vice President Marshall then being in the chair, as I 
recail—that that constituted à mere limitation upon an appro- 
priation and therefore it was not genera} legislation, and was 
in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. WiN my colleague yield? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. If my colleague will look at that particular 
ruling, he will find that the point of order was made against 
the amendment because it was general legislation, and Vice 
President Marshall held that it was not general legislation. 
We have a rule now which takes in new legislation in contra- 
distinction to general legislation. Not only that, but the rule 
provides that— 


No amendments shall be received to any general appropriation bill 
„ „ „unless the same be moved by direction of a standing or 
select committee of the Senate. 


This amendment has never been reported by a committee 
of the Senate. 

Mr. NORRIS. The point just made by the senior Senator 
from Utah if good would mean that no Member of the Senate 
except a member of the Appropriations Committee, and not 
even members of that committee unless they acted in behalf 
of the committee, would be allowed to offer any amendment 
that would not be subject to a point of order. 

Mr. KING. Except to raise or lower the appropriation. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. I did not suppose anyone would try 
to make a point of order against an amendment of this kind. 
As I listened to its reading, I was struck by the faet that it 
is strictly a limitation, 

Suppose the Senator had used the werd “hereafter” in his 
amendment. That would have made legislation of it, because 
it would have applied always hereafter, and often in this 
body aud in the House, where amendments have been offered 
with the word “hereafter” in them, points of order have 
been sustained to them, and the amendments would be re- 
offered with that word stricken out, and would be held to 
be in order. 

I call attention to another instance in connection with the 
appropriation bill te which the junior Senator from Utah 
called our attention. He called attention to a limitation, and 
either on the appropriation bill to which he referred or on 
some other of which the then Senator from New Hampshire, 
Mr. Gallinger, had charge as the chairman of the Committee 
on the District of Columbia, and also as a member of the 
Committee on Appropriations in charge of the District of 
Columbia appropriation bill, an amendment was offered by 
me, to reduee the price of gas furnished to the Government 
in this city. I offered an amendment that was subject to a 
point of order because I made it apply not only to the gas the 
Government was then getting, but I made it apply also to gas 
supplied to private consumers, and after a great deal of de- 
bate, the point of order was sustained. 

I reoffered the amendment, making it apply only to the ap- 
propriation, It was an appropriation to pay the gas company 
for gas used in lighting the streets, the public buildings, and 
so forth, a simple item in an appropriation bill, I offered an 
amendment which provided, somewhat as this one does, that 
no part of the appropriation should be used to pay for 
gas in excess of a certain price named. The point of order 
was overruled as to that, and that provision went into the 
bill, and the Appropriations Committee followed that for years 
afterwards, 

Mr. KING. May I ask the Senator, would anybody contest 
the validity of an amendment offered to this bill, for instance, 
where we are dealing with irrigation projects, to the effect that 
no part of the appropriation should be used to pay the head 
of the Reclamation Service more than $5,000 or $6,000 a year? 

Mr. NORRIS. It would be absolutely a limitation and it 
would not be subject to a point of order. 

Mr. KING. Certainly. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from North Carolina? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. OVERMAN. As I understand it, though I may be incor- 
reetly informed, this limitation is on an item for buying furni- 
ture and filing cases. We can limit the appropriation made for 
that purpose, or anything growing out of it, but we can not 
limit it as to disbarring patent attorneys for spreading propa- 
ganda. It has nothing to do with this matter. This item is for 
buying furniture. 

Mr. NORRIS. There is a limitation that none of the appro- 
priation shal be used for propaganda purposes, as I remember 
hearing it read. If they have been using or have been contem- 
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plating using for propaganda purposes an appropriation in the 
appropriation bill made to buy furniture, an amendment propos- 
ing to put a Hmitation on that item certainly would be in order. 

Mr: OVERMAN. That is right; I will not deny that, but—— 

Mr. NORRIS. They would not have any right to do it even 
if the limitation were not there. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I agree with the Senator fully, except I say 
that it must be limited to the matter in hand—that is, to buying 
furniture or filing cases. Disbarring attorneys for propaganda 
has nothing to do with this item whatever. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I have listened to this 
discussion with a good deal of interest, but none of the Senators 
who have discussed it have thus far called attention to the 
second part of the amendment offered by the Senator from 

ta. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is exaetly what I was about to do. 

M WADSWORTH. Commencing in the middle of line 4 it 
reads: 


Provided further, That no part of the money hereby appropriated 
shall be availahle until all patent attorneys who have been disbarred 
from practicing before the United States Patent Office for criticizing 
the Commissioner of Patents shall have been reinstated. 


I assume, Mr. President, and I think I am safe in the assump- 
tion, that the Commissioner of Patents has a legal right con- 
ferred upon him by statute of Congress to disbar patent at- 
torneys, in his discretion, under certain circumstances. This 
amendment proposes to take that right away from him by indi- 
rection, or, at least, to override his method of enforcing the law, 
and substitute for his diseretion, existing to-day under the 
statute, a legislative direction by Congress. This is new legis- 
lation, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Inasmuch as this disenssion is 
for the illumination of the Chair, may the Chair ask the Senator 
from New York if it is his opinion that the lines in the amend- 
ment to which he refers clearly constitute a legislative act, in 
that they attempt to deprive the commissioner of a right which 
is conferred upon him by legislation? 

Mr, WADSWORTH. Certainly; it would deprive him of a 
right he now has under the statute, and any deprivation of that 
kind is a change of law, and hence this is legislation. 

Mr. SHIPSTHAD. Mr. President, I would like to ask the 
Senator from New York if he means to say that the Com- 
missioner of Patents is empewered by law to disbar an attor- 
ney from practicing before the commissioner for criticizing the 
Commissioner of Patents? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am not discussing his reasons for 
doing it, but I am saying that under the statute he has the 
right to do it. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Under certain circumstances. 

Mr. NORRIS. I wonder if he has that right under a statute, 
as the Senator from Minnesota puts it. I am not familiar 
with the law. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I assume he has or this amendment 
never would be offered. 

Mr. NORRIS. The amendment says, “for criticizing.” I 
have an idea that if we look up the statute we will find that 
there is no provision giving the commissioner the right to 
disbar a man from practice because he has criticized the com- 
missioner. I do not think we have ever passed such a silly 
statute as that. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The criticism may have been identical 
to some other act on the part of an attorney for which he was 
disbarred. It seems to me the amendment must fall under 
somewhat the same head as the amendment of the Scuator 
from Nebraska concerning the price of gas charged to citizens 
of the District. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Minne- 
sota yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield. 

Mr. FESS. In addition to what the Senator from New 
York has mentioned, the provision is not a limitation. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Not at all. 

Mr. FESS. It is an authorization for increasing the appro- 
priation, and for that reason would certainly minimize, if not 
entirely destroy, the suggestion made by the Senator from 
Nebraska. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will both Senators yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Minnesota 
has the floor. To whom does he yield? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD, I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. I inquire of the Senator from Ohio, in the time 
ef the Senator from Minnesota, whether the remarks which he 
has just made would apply to the residue of the amendment 
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offered by the Senator from Minnesota? It seems to me that 
would be clearly a limitation. 

Mr. FESS. I think the first part of the amendment is purely 
a limitation and would be in order, but the latter part is not a 
limitation. It may be a requirement for an increased appro- 
priation, and it is certainly legislation. N 

Mr. KING. The Senator means the point which refers to the 
reinstatement of disbarred attorneys? 

Mr. FESS. Yes. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I want to call attention 
to the wording of the amendment. It is limited exclusively to 
attorneys who have been disbarred for criticizing the Commis- 
sioner of Patents. The Senator from New York seems to as- 
sume that the Commissioner of Patents has the right to disbar 
attorneys from practicing before him for the assumed crime of 
criticizing the Commissioner of Patents. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Minne- 
sota yield to the Senator from New Mexico? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I would like to inquire if the 
Commissioner of Patents las ever disbarred any attorney, 
giving as a ground for such disbarment the fact that the attor- 
ney had criticized the commissioner; and if that was not the 
ostensible ground upon which the attorney had been disbarred, 
would not the Senator’s amendment be so indefinite that it 
would not have any practical application? I doubt very much if 
the commissioner has ever disbarred any attorney for the rea- 
son that the attorney has criticized the commissioner. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I have here a citation 
issued by the Commissioner of Patents to a patent attorney. 
It contains the charges of the commissioner against this attor- 
ney in full. I am very glad the Senator from New Mexico 
asked the question. I would like to have the citation read. I 
am asking to have it read in order that the full charges that 
were issued against this man may be in the Recorp, in order 
that it may show that the man was disbarred for criticizing 
the Commissioner of Patents. I am offering the amendment to 
remedy a condition that I have learned exists in the commis- 
sioner’s office. I ask to have the citation read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I believe that the Senator merely 
wishes to have the citation printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Yes; it is very lengthy and I shall not 
ask to have it read now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The citation referred to is as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
United States Patent Office. 
Mr. Epwin L. Rice, 
Room sis, Machinists’ Building, Washington, D. C. 


Sta: In view of the charges herein specified, and in view of your 
statement to the Hon. F. M. Goodwin, Assistant Secretary of the Inte- 
rior, in your letter of April 15, 1922, in which you in effect ask for 
disbarment proceedings, you are hereby ordered to show cause, if any 
you have, on or before June 5, 1922, why you should not be excluded 
from further practice as a patent attorney before the United States 
Patent Office, on the ground of being disreputable and guilty of gross 
misconduct, as indicated by the following charges: 

1. That you knowingly made false, nrisleading, and derogatory state- 
ments about the Patent Office and the personnel thereof, including the 
Hon. Thomas E. Robertson, Commissioner of Patents, in the following 
latters signed by you and addressed to the persons indicated, copies of 
which are attached hereto, to wit: 

fa) A letter to the Hon. FLORIAN LAMPERT, chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Patents, House of Representatives, dated October 22, 1921 
(Exhibit A). 

(b) Another letter to said LAMPERT, dated October 25, 1921 
hibit B). 

fe) Another letter to sald LAMPERT, dated February 25, 1922 (Ex- 
hibit C). 

(à) Another letter to said Lampert, dated April 1, 1922 
hibit D). 

(e) An undated letter to the Hon. Secretary of the Interior, sent 
between April 10 and April 21, 1922 (Exhibit E). 

(t) A letter to the Hon. F. M. Goodwin, Assistant Secretary of the 
Interior, dated April 15, 1922 (Exhibit F). 

ig) A letter addressed to and received by the honorable Commis- 
sioner of Patents on March 23, 1922 (Exhibit G). 

(h) A petition to the honorable Commissioner of Patents filed April 
15, 1922 (Exhibit H). 

2. That you knowingly made the following false, misleading, and 
derogatory statements about Hon, Thomas E. Robertson, commissioner 


(Ex- 


(Ex- 


of patents, in a letter dated October 22, 1921, to Hon. FLORIAN LAM- 
PERT, chairman of the Committee on Patents, House of Representa- 
tives, said letter attached hereto and marked (Exhibit A): 

“Frankly, the confession on the part of the present commis- 
sioner that his office is at the present time not functioning and 
that this failure to function is causing in a great measure the 
unemployment conditions to-day is, in my mind, nothing more 
than a poor workman blaming his tools.” 

And in another letter, dated October 25, 1921, to said LAMPERT, 
marked (Exhibit B): 

“The remedy is to put at the head of the Patent Office a man 
who will straighten out this condition, one who will focus the 
energies of the office upon serving rather than ruling the in- 
ventors and several thousand patent attorneys. Service of the 
inventor—not dominance, not greed for high wages, not an eternal 
limelight, not clique control—service alone is the solution.” 

And in another letter, dated February 25, 1922, to said LAMPERT, 
marked (Exhibit C): 

“If such alertness is encouraged by the head of the office, then 
the examiners seem to fali in line and matters go smoothly, If, 
on the other band, the head is a harsh man, then there seems to 
be stagnation. The matter I tried to impress was that I thought 
the fault lay in the head of the office rather than with the 
examiners.” * + © (P. 2.) 

“T have merely tried to point out that the condition wes not 
due to cheap help, was not due to poor examiners nor incompetent 
searchers, but was due to certain influences which, instead of en- 
couraging the examiner to be helpful, tended to scare him into 
not allowing patents. In this respect, since in my view this 
propaganda is sponsored by the commissioner, I wish to direct 
your attention to the fact that if there ever was a patent issued 
which ought to have been issued this was Patent No. 1,404,539, 
which was issued by order of the commissioner. By this order, 
this application, which was filed on December 23, 1921, was 
Passed to allowance on the 29th, or in six days, and an examina- 
tion of the files in this case together with the files in an identical 
ease, application No. 534,690, will reveal that when presented by 
a member of a certain clique cases somehow slip throug’ like 
greased lightning, but when identical showings are made by the 
disfavored, somehow they don't. It will further reveal that action 
detrimental to me as you suggested would be quite welcome to 
the commissioner (p. 5). 

* > . * . * * 

“Since my last suggestions have been so unkindly received, I 
do not feel like venturing further, but at the same time there is a 
peculiar coincidence between your letter and an appeal which I 
have made to the Secretary of the Interior. Briefly, the commis- 
sioner denied me that which he had granted to another on what 
appeared to me an identical showing. In my argument I was 
compelled to review circumstances disparaging the commissioner 
which bore upon the case. I should, therefore, be obliged if you 
would inform me whether or not your attention has been recently 
directed to the matter, resulting in your writing at this time; and 
if so, by whom. I have not time to prosecute, nor do I wish to 
prefer charges to your committee in regard to the commissioner, 
nor do I believe it proper for me to do so; but at the same time 
necessity compels me to inform you that serious charges, supported 
by evidence, have been made in my argument in the above case 
before the Secretary, which situation would disqualify him from 
acting upon a complaint regarding myself. However, in view of 
the fact that the Secretary of the Interior is the one finally to 
pass upon such complaints, I am transmitting to him a copy of 
your letter, together with a copy of my answer, because if I have 
wronged any person I want to get the most speedy punishment 
therefor (p. 7). 

. * . * * * » 

“Of course, your high sense of honor which prompts you to 
suggest an apology on my part will impel you to withdraw your 
clearly unwarranted charges. You have charged me with dishon- 
esty when there is not a single statement of fact I made which 
you mention that you have not agreed to. I did not even hint at 
dishonesty. Mine was a criticism of policy. I would not be so 
unjudicial as to charge that you in this matter were even an un- 
witting cat’s-paw of the commissioner, to give him an excuse to 
put away a rival and yet I would have more ground for so doing 
than you have of making the charges you have upon such a record. 
I do not even say you were not sincere in these charges. I prefer 
to think that it is rather the sincere effort of one who knows little 
of Patent Office conditions trying to handle a subject he has not 
yet mastered, but eventually will master” (p. 13). 

And also: 

“If I have been unjust or have made an inaccurate statement, 
I wish to correct it, not, however, from fear of any threatened 
action, This concerns me little. I feel quite sure that the com- 


missioner would at the slightest excuse favor my disbarment, but 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


3081 


I believe the Secretary of the Interlor a big enough man not to 
approve of such for an honest expression of opinion, I further 


believe the President big enough not to stand for such, If, how- 
ever, I am mistaken, let it be understood that I value my right of 
free speech more than the privilege of representing certain persons 
before a certain office, and that if the price of my practice is 
silence, I prefer to renounce my practice; and if you believe 
yourself able, the quicker you prove to me that such a price is 
exacted by the present administration, the better I will be sat- 
islled.“ 


And also: 


“As a matter of interest, I should like such a complaint to be 
made by you. Repeatedly has it come to me where the commis- 
sioner has tried to punish me, and this would put it up to him in 
a manner where I believe I could get some more tangible evidence 
of his disposition, The stake is so little to me that I would not be 
prejudiced. I have little occasion to represent an inventor client 
before the office, and the right to so do is scarcely ever exercised 
by me.” 


While in view of the facts such a complaint by you would be unwar- 
ranted, it is my hope that you will make it (p. 13). 

And in another letter, dated April 1, 1922, to said LAMPERT (Ex- 
hibit D): 


“The office granted one Nelson a patent on this. As a matter 
of fact, Nelson was not the inventor of what he claimed, and it 
seemed that the examiner did not want to allow him a patent and 
that the commissioner required him to do so. 

* * * * * 5 * 

“TI do not wish to make a charge, nor even imply that the 
commissioner is receiving a substantial part of this $50,000 per 
day for delaying this, as I have no evidence to support such a 
charge. There are many peculiar circumstances, but the fact is 
that it appears worth that much a day to the interests he has shown 
a disposition to aid. 

= * * . . * * 

“At the time of filing my application I made the same showing 
by petition in relation to this that Nelson made. 

* 4 . * * » 5 

“What I would like is your friendly intervention to incline 
the commissioner to want to play fair." 


And in a letter to the Hon, Secretary of the Interior (Exhibit E): 


- 


“That the commissioner in his acts in relation to said petition 
is acting from motives of personal interest and not in accord 
with the merits of said petition. 


“In this connection, therefore, it seems necessary to inquire 
into the motive governing this partiality. 

“The attorneys for the Eskimo Pie patent, according to the 
record, are Mason, Fenwick & Lawrence; but the attorney who 
prosecuted this matter and secured the allowance of the said 
application was one Finckel. Almost any day one can go into 
Springer's lunch room on the corner of Seventh and F Streets, 
and there see seated together the commissioner and the said 
Finckel, and one Hodges, and one Brainard Warner, The said 
Hodges being the alleged successor to the Commissioner of Patents 
in his patent law practice, and the said Warner, one of his 
campaign managers in his candidacy for commissionership. Im- 
mediately across the street and glaringly facing one of the main 
entrances to the Patent Office is this sign: 

Vernon E. Hodges, Vatent Lawyer. 

“*Thomas E. Robertson, Patent Lawyer.’ 

“Between the two above names in letters scarcely noticeable 
are the words ‘ Successor to.“ 

“This sign seems to convey that the commissioner is still prac- 
ticing patent law, but, if interpreted otherwise, suggests to the 
average inventor, as he enters or leaves the Patent Office, that 
his application would probably be favored if carried on through 
this office, and the intimacy of this quartet suggests that the 
favoring of an application where one of its members are involved 
is a realization of this apparently intentional advertising. 

“On the other hand, the appellant was a rival candidate for 
the commissionership and the favoring of one application in 
which one of this quartet was an attorney as against that of 
the appellant looks suspicious indeed. It can hardly be said that 
this advertising on the part of the commissioner is due to neglect, 
because the sign referred to was in most part put there after he 
became commissioner; nor can it be said to be necessary, because 
the commissioner's practice prior to his taking this office was 
wholly associate work, and since associate attorneys conduct 
practically all their business by correspondence, there is no need 
of directing an inventor to his place of business, especially since 
associate attorneys rarely have any dealings with inventors. 

“The promoters of the present commissioner were this quartet 
and E. H, Bond, the commissioner's brother-in-law, and an unpopu- 


lar clique of attorneys, alleging themselves to constitute the Patent 
Bar Association, It was feared by the mass of patent attorneys 
that this clique would secure the dominance of the Patent Office 
and utilize this dominance to the end of monopolizing the patent 
business. To this end, it has been charged, and apparently not 
without foundation, that the clique had conducted a persistent 
propaganda and endeavored to secure legislation and rules which 
would enable it to censor correspondence and otherwise freeze out 
rival attorneys. 
* . » . * > . 


“Since the Stover patent was issued under the personal super- 
vision of the commissioner, the. stultifying of assistants does not 
seem to strike at the root of the ‘deplorable condition.“ The 
Propaganda seems insincere. Invalid patents are easily obtained 
by a member of the quartet and go through like greased light- 
ning at an unprecedented rate, but when good and valid claims 
are presented by one who was unfortunate enough to have con- 
tributed a thousand times as much as the commissioner to the 
Republican victory, and who was urged as a rival to the com- 
missioner by a galaxy of Republican leaders to such an extent as 
to make him a dangerous rival that must be killed off, the door is 
slammed in his face and he must be a hungry and patient onlooker 
while the more fayored applicant feasts.” 

And in a letter addressed to the Hon, Commissioner of Patents and 


received March 23, 1922 (Fxhibit G): 


“The difficulty is that the examiner Is in a corner. The com- 
missioner has recently taken an unusually kindly interest in cases 
in which this applicant has been involved, and especially in this 
one. and has apparently taken it from the hands of the examiner, 

. . . * * > * 

Attention is directed to the fact that the Nelson patent was 
allowed in six days after filing and that this case, which haa 
every showing warranting special action that the Nelson case 
bad, has now been delayed nearly two months, and that since it 
should not take five minutes for the examiner to make a rejection. 
any attempt to further sidestep the issues will require the appli- 
cant to take further steps in the premises, and while no doubt 
the commissioner thinks that he now has the matter fixed so the 
applicant is without remedy of appeal, the ‘fixing’ may not be 
as solid as it appears.” 


8. That you knowingly made false, misleading, and derogatory state- 
ments about the Patent Office, the personnel, and its activities, in the 
statements quoted in paragraph 2 above, and also in a letter to tha 
Hon. FLORIAN Lampert, aforesaid (Exhibit C), as follows: 


“The only element you have not agreed to is that it was the 
examiner's duty to have allowed practically all these on the first 
action, and yet you concede that it was his duty to allow them 
because he did so. The irrefutable logic is that if they were 
allowable at all, they were allowable on the first action so fac 
as the saving of time is concerned” (p. 11). 


And in a letter to said LAMPERT (Exhibit D) as follows: 


“He then refused to send the supplemental letter, and came 
back with a letter demanding within 20 days an unwarranted 
affidavit or else I would be held to have disclaimed the subject 
matter. I was satisfied that stich was not the action of tha 
examiner and that this action was directed by the commissioner. 
Investigation established this. 

* > * * > * * 

“I should be glad, if you care to go into it, to establish that 
the record shows I am entitled to an immediate allowance of 
these claims.” 

And in the letter aforesaid to the honorable Assistant Secretary of 


the Interior (Exhibit F) as follows: 


“Tt was agreed by the examiner that I should have a final 
rejection within sufficient time to allow me to elect either to appeal 
from said final rejection or to file an affidavit herein. 

> + * * * + * 

“Tt was fully agreed between the new examiner and myself that 
he would make the first rejection without considering the merits 
and that there would be an argument then submitted by me, and 
that then he would make the rejection final or give me an allow- 
ance, and to this end the time for filing the affidavit was suspended 
until the 17th. He duly gave this fresh rejection, and then I 
submitted my arguments.” e 


4. That in order to disparage the Patent Office you knowingly made 
false, misleading, and derogatory statements concerning former officers 
and employees of the Patent Office in the letter to Hon. FLORIAN LAM- 
PERT, aforesaid (Exhibit C), as follows: 


“The newspaper article which I am attaching is but one of 
many such recent ones. I can uot agree with these. I tell you 
why I can not agree with these. I call your attention to certain 
cases which prove that there is no deplorable condition because 
of cheap help, and suggest a solution of the problem without pub- 
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licity and additional funds. Why, then, am I singled out? Is it 
because I have Lbeled the office which I am trying to defend 
against attacks? You state I have made misrepresentation and un- 
warranted charges. I call your attention to the following, issued 
by the propagandists, Bulletin 12 of the American Patent Law As- 
sociation: ‘In addition, one Commissioner of Patents; one law 
examiner, have resigned to accept salaries proportionately as large.“ 
I suspect the recent commissioner prepared this bulletin. The 
commissioner referred to in the bulletin was James T. Newton, 
who was a Democrat and believed in quitting while the quitting 
was good, and he afterwards sought appointment on the board of 
examiners in chief at $3,500 a year against his salary of $5,000 
per year as commissioner. The law examiner was H. D. Sewall, 
who took a position from which I resigned on a salary offer no 
higher than the Government paid, and who told me he quit because 
he was tired of Government work” (p. 9). 

And in the letter to the honorable Secretary of the Interior aforesaid 
(Exhibit E), as follows: 

“The insincerity of such propaganda crops out in such allega- 
tions as published that a former commissioner and law examiner 
and countless examiners were resigning for higher salaries in pri- 
vate life, when the commissioner referred to was seeking appoint- 
ment on the board of examiners in chief at $3,500 per year and the 
law examiner referred to did not leave for a higher salary.” 

B. And that, after making false, misleading, and derogatory state- 
ments, aforesaid, you, on the 15th day of April, 1922, in room 280 of 
the United States Patent Office, did physically menace the Hon. Thomas 
E. Robertson, Commissioner of Patents, as specifically admitted by you 
in a letter written by you to the Hon. F. M. Goodwin, Assistant Secre- 
tary of the Interior, on April 15, 1922 (Exhibit F), as follows: 

„The facts in relation thereto are embodied in the attached peti- 
tion to the commissioner which I presented to the commissioner in 
person and after reading which he stated: 

“ú: You have made so many conflicting statements that I will 
have to investigate the facts in relation to this.“ 

“Upon my resenting such an implication to my integrity the 
commissioner ordered me out of the office, and I thereupon de- 
manded to know whether or not he would act upon this petition, 
and he answered that he would not state whether he would or not. 

“I am sorry to say that in my heat at his making such an impli- 
cation that I adyanced toward the commissioner in a menacing 
manner unbecoming the dignity of the profession and without due 
respect to the office which he holds and therefore believe that I am 
entitled to some punishment therefor by your office, and I await the 
verdict thereon. My only plea is that I am absolutely uncontroll- 
able if a man should call me a liar.” 

The order to show cause is made under the provisions of section 487 
ot the Revised Statutes, as amended February 18, 1922, and rule 22 of 
the Rules of Practice of the United States Patent Office, as amended 
May 3, 1922, 

Your answer to this order to show cause should be made under oath 
and filed in duplicate in the United States Patent Office on or before 
June 5, 1922. } 

In view of the fact that the false, misleading, and derogatory state- 
ments and gross misconduct alleged concern the Commissioner of Patents 
in person, this order to show cause has been prepared and Issued by the 
acting commissioner in the absence of the commissioner. 

Wu. A. KINNAN, Acting Commissioner. 

May 5, 1922. 

Service of the foregoing order and exhibits acknowledged this 5th day 
of May, 1922. 

EXHIBIT À. 
WASHINGTON, D. C., October 22, 1921. 
Hon. FLORIAN LAMPERT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 

Hosoraute SIB: Pursuant to your request of this date I am sub- 
mitting herewith in writing my views regarding the question of 
conditions in the Patent Office as brought out in recent matters in 
relation to the bill now before the House. 

As to the merits of this bill I give no opinion, 

I believe that an increase in salaries to the Patent Office officials 
will be yery helpful in increasing efficiency of the office, but I 
do not concur in the view that increases in salaries is the remedy for 
the delays in actions which the commissioner bas charged are such 
that in many cases a letter to the Patent Office is unanswered for 
10 months. 

1 can not concur even in the view that an increase in the examining 
force is the remedy. 

While there are exceptions to the rule, it is my opinion that the 
divisions in which such abnormal delays occur are controlled by men 
who are disposed to be unjust In their rulings, and injustice brings 
strife, resulting in a multiplicity of the necessary work. Friction 


t 

is the thief of energy, and it seems most apparent here. Examiners 
should average three actions a day. I am speaking from a long ob- 
servation and much experience in the preparation of specifications, 
searches, and matters in relation to actions upon patent applications. 
At this rate, with 400 examiners, 1,200 cases should be acted upon 
daily and each of these cases should not average over two actions. 
I submitted this very matter to one of the ablest examiners in the 
Patent Office on this date for his opinion upon the same subject and 
he concurred with me on this matter, Therefore, a total of 600 cases 
every day, or 200,000 cases per year, ought to be handled by such an 
examining force, whereas the total filings is but approximately 80,000 
cases per year. 

The difficulty js that instead of acting upon a case when first pre- 
sented many examiners start in to fight the attorney, resulting in 
an interminable wrangle and a dozen or more actions. This practice 
is condemned by the courts, for, as stated by the court in Electric 
Candy Machine Co, v. Morris (156 Fed. 976): “By an ingenious and 
acute process of reasoning nearly everything may be resolved into 
elements which are old.” Instead of following the well-settled rule 
as reviewed by Ex parte Thompson (120 O. G. 2756), that since the 
grant of a patent confers uo absolute right of property, that ordinary 
doubts should be resolved in favor of the applicant, such examiners 
resolve every doubt against the applicant and start an Ingenious and 
acute process of reasoning and consume days and days of time upon & 
case that should have been disposed of in one action. Very few cares 
should take over four actions, Many of them can be disposed of in 
one action, but an average of two actions is sufficient. If, on the 
first action, the examiner will thoroughly master and search the case 
and then, if necessary to reject any claims, will suggest such modi- 
fications as will render them allowable, this ordinarily will dispose 
of the case. On the other hand, a slipshod action or an unfair action 
will ordinarily call for a review of the case and canse the examiner 
to go all over it again and refresh ‘his recollection, and this reviewing 
continues ad infinitum or until the examiner comes of his high horse or 
until the inventor is exhausted. Attempts are made to forestall such 
consumption of energy by giving final rejections and forcing appeals, 
but this does not work out, Nothing bas ever worked out or ever 
will work out to cure the energy lost due to injustice except sub- 
stantial justice. If energy which is now being consumed in the Patent 
Office in finding excuses for rejecting claims were directed toward 
finding excuses for allowing claims, it is my opinion that the present 
corps could well keep up with this work and the inventor and patent 
attorney would be in a paradise of having letters answered within 
a few days, as you or any other business man would answer them, 

Frankly, the confession on the part of the present commissioner 
that his office is at the present time not functioning and that this 
failure to function is causing in a great measure the unemployment 
conditions to-day is, in my mind, nothing more than a poor workman 
blaming his tools. 

Yours respectfully, 
B, L. Rice, 
Exuisit B. 


Wasuincton, D. C., October 25, 1921. - 
Hon. FLORIAN LAMPERT, 
House of Representatives. 


Sır: To illustrate the frictional loss referred to in my letter of the 
21st instant I have selected from my files 150 cases which were 
declared unpatentable by the examiner, and afterwards he reversed 
himself and allowed them. ‘These cases were most of them finally 
rejected. 

I am sending herewith a first page from a letter in each of these 
cases, which gives sufficient data to identify the files in the Patent 
Office if further investigation is desired. ‘These papers are not all of 
them the last letters and therefore do not show the full number of let- 
ters necessary to secure the allowance, but even from these it ean be 
seen from the paper number indicated on the letter that in most cases 
above 10 letters were written. 

Had the examiner done his duty, these cases would practically all 
have been passed in the first action, and nine-tenths of the labor would 
have been avoided, 

The remedy is to put at the head of the Patent Office a man who 
will straighten out this condition, one who will focus the energies of 
the office upon serving rather than ruling the inventors and several 
thousand patent attorneys. Service of the inventor—not dominance, 
not greed for high wages, not an eternal limelight, not clique con- 
trol—service alone is the solution. 

While all the cases represented by the accompanying papers have 
been allowed, they are not yet all public property, and therefore the 
inventive data is strictly official to your committee, and I should like 
it returned when it bas served its purpose, as it is also a part of my 
records. 


Respectfully, 8 E. L. RICE. 


Exutrrr C. 
Wasnixgrox, D. C., February 25, 1922. 


Flon. FLORIAN LAMPERT, > 
House of Representatives. 
HoxoraBLe Sin: Responsive to yours of the 24th instant. 
If I have said anything which may be construed to be a reflection 
upon the integrity or ability of any of the examiners in the Patent 
Office, I certainly do wish to withdraw it and sincerely appreciate the 


high spirit which prompts you to suggest such. I am also glad of the 


opportunity to say what I want to say on all occasions, and what I wish 
I had time to publish wherever the Patent Office is being stultified, and 
that is this: That there does not exist on earth an abler set of 400 
men—pardon me, sir; but, as much as I esteem the ability of the men of 
Congress, I must say that in my opinion there does not exist upon the 
earth as able a 400 men as the examining corps of the Patent Office. 

If there is anything further you wish me to withdraw I wish you 
would point it out to me, that I may, if necessary, be more explicit; 
because I wish at this time to categorically and in the most positive 
terms to state that in all my expericnce before the Patent Office I have 
not been able to find evidence of a corrupt examiner. Never, that I 
recall, have I ever heard of an examiner being bribed. Never have I 
known a finer set of men, with higher ideals. Never have I known a 
more courteous and kindlier set of persons. In view of this opinion, 
not only would I want you to suggest the most severe punishment, but, 
as a matter of self-discipline, if ever I should become so base as to 
intentionally falsely state a contrary view, I would welcome the most 
severe punishment. 

I have been so crowded with work that ofttimes I have been abrupt 
and not clear in my statements; but what I intended to convey to you 
in these two letters (copies of which are attached for your convenience) 
was that if in the first action of the examiner, who then has all the 
art before him, suggestions were made which would place the case in 
condition for allowance, that ordinarily this would completely dispose 
of the case, and I cited the cases I sent you merely to show how many 
actions it usually takes to secure an allowance otherwise. In all of 
these cases I personally conducted the final prosecution; and, had I 
been the examiner, I would have in most of them at least been able 
to have completely disposed of the case in the first action. I did not 
intend to blame the examiner, I intended to call attention to the con- 
dition which forced the examiner to consume this time. 

The point I wished to make was this: That if the directing sentiment, 
precedent, power, or control, or whatever it may be that weighs with 
him, is such that there is harshness or narrowness in the allowance of 
claims, that the examiner is less likely to exercise alertness in en- 
deavoring to assist in the allowance than he would be if there was a 
fear of censure if he failed to so assist. We seem to be agreed upon 
this point, for you raise no question in your letter as to the fact that 
there were many actions in the cases I cited and that they were finally 
allowed, and certainly will agree that it would have saved much time 
had they been disposed of in the first action, 

The only question at issue seems to be as to whose fault it was. You 
direct attention to the fact that in many of these cases the attorney 
was at fault in not putting the case in shape in the first place. We are 
agreed again. In fact, the attorney is practically always deficient. The 
examiner is practically always the abler. He can hardly help being. The 
subjects of the Patent Office are divided between practically 400 exam- 
iners. Each examiner has a distinct subject, and if he were to spend 
10 years upon its study it would take an attorney who spreads over the 
400 classes 4,000 years to know as much about each class as the indi- 
vidual examiner. Therefore, if the examiner who is a master of this 
subject will in his first action suggest such changes as in his opinion 
ought to be made to place the case in allowable condition, it is now and 
always has been my belief that such would eliminate a large percentage 
of the work usually resulting. 

I know many examiners who do follow this policy, and I can not help 
but observe that they are always up on their work, and that the ones 
who do not pursue such a policy are the ones who are furthest behind. 
It such alertness is encouraged by the head of the office, then the exam- 
iners seem to fall in line and matters go smoothly. If, on the other 
hand, the head is a harsh man, then there seems to be stagnation. The 
matter I tried to impress was that I thought the fault lay in the head 
of the office, rather than with the examiners. 

In respect to this, I am inviting your attention to an attached clip- 
ping which, while purporting to be from an association, is so allied with 
the commissioner as, in my view, to express his sentiments. The essence 
of this clipping is that too many patents are being issued. At least such 
a sentiment seems to put a damper upon the issuance of patents. It 
discourages the weaker examiner in his efforts to be helpful and encour- 
ages the harsh examiner. The result lowers the number of patents 
allowed, and when a patent is allowed the work of the examiner ceases. 

Lhe net result, whether for or against public policy, is not in issue, 
but the net result is that an allowance of a patent on the first action 
completely disposes of it, and the net result is that if it is done on the 
first action, the office has saved the time of every subsequent action. 
Therefore, it seems that I was accurate in saying that if these cases 
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And been disposed of in the first action, all this time would have been 


saved. The only question seems to be whether I should have said, “if 


the examiner had done his duty.” 


if I were an examiner, I would consider it my duty to the office, to 7 
the attorney, and to the applicant to dispose of the case as quickly as 
possible without prejudice to the case. I would consider that by 
Putting even a little extra time in the first action to try to ferret out 
the invention and bring it out and get the case in shape for allowance, 
that I was doing my full duty. I fully agree that there is no law to 
compel an examiner to do such, nor is he subject to censure for 
coldly letting the matter drift and the attorney flounder and maybe 
tight in the dark, but my view has been that with an insplring leader- 
ship which would encourage this sort of action on the part of the 
examiner all these petty views would automatically dissolve. Maybe 
I was wrong in implying that it is the duty of the examiner to be 
alert and helpful, but it has been so forcefully impressed upon me 
that when I try to be helpful and give more than I am paid for, that 
in fact I get through more work, that I hope you will understand 
that it was with a view of trying to assist in bringing such a policy 
into the Patent Office that I made the awful blunder to which you 
directed my attention. 

You first direct attention to the fact that the attorney and not the 
Patent Office was behind in answering, that in a number of these 
cases the attorney delayed for a year and the Patent Office responded 
within a few weeks. This evidences, if anything, that only recently, 
or since the present commissioner came in, that the long delays in 
action from the Patent Office have been pronounced. I did not mean 
to convey or charge that the Patent Office was notoriously behind in 
its work. I simply wished to convey that I thought that the published 
charges which were made, that it was behind and was so from lack of 
help, were in a measure unfounded, and that We divisions which were 
then most behind were usually the ones lacking in alertness and help- 
fulness. I can not understand what bearing the fact of a year’s delay 
between actions has upon the question of the number of actions. All 
I intended to point out was that by alertness the number of actions 
could be reduced, and it seems that the very fact which you point 
out, namely, that the case strung along over several years, is a very 
Strong argument in favor of my contention, for during this period of 
time there might be many changes in the examining force, and each 
new examiner would have to study the case de novo, Would not this 
very fact you mention of these delays prove rather that it would save 
much time to dispose of the case in one action? 

It is agreed that attorneys are often at fault, but let it be understood 
these cases were not handled by me during these delay periods; but 
that was not the issue I was making; but the point I was making was 
that the office would have saved time by disposing of these cases in one 
action. To me this multiplicity of work was a frictional loss. Some 
persons get through a lot of work and never seem to be busy and never 
to be behind. Others are always in hot water. It is my observation 
that this is a natural cause and effect, and that the examiners in the 
Patent Office who are always up in their work are the ones who try 
to be most helpful, and the ones most behind are oftentimes so much 
because of their own fault. Such was the spirit of my letters, and if 
any words were therein which would cause a negative impression I 
withdraw them. 

While it does not seem to have been an issue raised in my letters, you 
have suggested it, and so it seems necessary for me to clarify the mat- 
ter of the results of the policy I advocated. I advocated the disposal of 
a case in one action. The inclosed clipping seems to be an attempted 
answer to this. The charge is, in other words, that my policy is un- 
sound, in that it would result in flooding the courts with litigation. I 
did not advocate the allowance of unpatentable subject matter. I did 
not advocate inadequate searches. I advocated that after a complete 
search had been made, and while the art is fresh in the mind of the 
examiner, that if he will then, once for all, straighten out the case that 
even though he is doing the work that some one else ought to do, that 
he will save time by so doing. Your own argument in your first 
assignment of error bears this out, for even though examiners do not 
change in the years through which such cases strung, the same exam- 
iner would have forgotten much. 

There is, however, a mistaken impression created as to what con- 
stitutes a search. An examiner who has right at his desk, and mostly 
in his mind, all the art can make a search in a very small fraction of 
the time it would take a searcher who spreads over the work of 400 
examiners, yet private searchers make a search for patent attorneys 
for a dollar. I would not disparage the most exhaustive search, and yet 
it is not the search that takes the time. Call it, if you will, the attor- 
ney’s fault that causes the delay and friction, but nevertheless it is 
the friction, the multiplicity of actions, that consumes the time. 

I can not further agree that a liberality in the allowance of patents 
has the grave effect charged. The attached article charges that such 
liberality has resulted in swamping the courts. In all the hundreds 
of patent cases I have handled, not one bas gotten into court. I be- 
lieve that almost any patent attorney will bear me out In his experience, 
that scarcely one patent in a thousand gets into court. 
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This article refers to what its proponents call a ‘deplorable con- 
dition“ In the Patent Office, and charge that it Is because of cheap 
help. If I were without foundation to so stultify the Patent Office, 
there might, it seems to me, be some foundation for disbarment. No- 
where have I ever even thought of saying that conditions were de- 
plorable. I have merely tried to point out that the condition was not 
due to cheap help, was not dne to poor examiners nor incomplete 
searches, but was due to certain influences which instead of encouraging 
the examiner to be helpful tended to scare him into not allowing, pat- 
ents. In this respect since in my view this propaganda is sponsored 
by the commissioner, I wish to direct your attention to the fact that 
if there ever was a patent issued which ought not to have been issued 
this was patent No. 1404539, which was issued by order of the com- 
missioner. By this order this application, which was filed on the 23d 
of December, 1921, was passed to allowance on the 29th, or in six 
days, and an examination of the files in this case, together with the 
files In an identical case, application No. 534690, will reveal that 
when presented by a member of a certain clique cases somehow slip 
through like greased lightning, but when identical showings. are 
made by the disfavored somehow they don't. It will further reveal 
that action detrimental to me, as you suggested, would be quite welcome 
to the commissioner. 

This case at least clearly shows that industry need not suffer, for if 
the commissioner acted fairly in this case it is but an evidence of his 
power wherever irreparable injury will result of speedily disposing of 
a case, Therefore under the rules no enterprise need be embar- 
rassed by any delay in the Patent Office. This article, therefore, in no 
manner answers my contention. It Intends to charge that my policy 
is too liberal and that the trouble is that too many patents are issued. 

The point I made in relation to your second criticism was that in 
all the cases I cited you a examiner finally allowed them. I referred 
to this to prevent the affvancing of the very argument my opponents 
have advanced, namely, that my ideas were too liberal. I cited these 
to show that others than myself had passed on these cases and finally 
determined that they contained allowable subject matter. The point 
I made or intended to make was that these cases were first rejected 
and afterwards allowed, showing that some one had discovered therein 
allowable subject matter and that if this had been discovered by the 
examiner when he first took up the case that he could have ended all 
work on the case there. You contend that they were not in condt- 
tion to be allowed on the first action. T agree with you and did not 
intend to state that they were. I intended to state that if the ex- 
aminer had seen that they were in such a condition that he could have 
saved all the other actions. This is what I said in the letter: 

„It, on the first action, the examiner will thoroughly master and 
search the case and then, if necessary to reject any claims, will 
suggest such modifications as will render them allowable, this 
ordinarily will dispose of the case.” 

You will recognize that the whole letter should be considered and 
that what was said as above quoted is the meat and spirit of my con- 
tention. If, however, there was aught in the body of the letters which 
you believe susceptible of another construction, it is most sincerely 
withdrawn. The very finding which you make in your second observa- 
tion is to find that my theory is correct. You find that these cases 
were eventually allowed, and after many actions, and that none of them 
were allowed on the first action. No matter whose fault this was, the 
fact remains, that had the case been placed in condition for allowance 
on the first action much time would have been saved. The attorney 
may have been at fault, the examiner may have been at fault. It is 
my view, and the view I tried to impress, that by rising above the plane 
of petty fixing of blame and by going beyond what he could be forced 
to do that an examiner could have found in the first place where the 
trouble was and could have suggested amendments which would have 
disposed of the case once and for all. I perfectly agree that he is not 
compelled by law to do any more than sit and rule upon matters as 
presented and leave the attorney flounder, but it was not his lawful 
duties I was discussing, I was merely trying to show how time could 
be saved in the Patent Office. A business man can avoid paying his 
debts until the court levies an execution, but such a man never gets 
anywhere. The point I wished to make was that a high spirit of help- 
fulness would in the end, in my view, save time and solve the problem 
of congestion in the Patent Office quicker than any other remedy, and 
that the fault did not lie so much with the examiner as it did with 
the head of the office or with the prevailing influence. It can not be 
said, in view of the attached newspaper article, that examiners are 
getting the most encouragement in allowing patents. Whether right 
or wrong, the fact remains that when a patent is allowed the ex- 
aminer’s work is ended, and if it is allowed on the first action, where 
otherwise it consumed 8 or 10 actions, then. nine-tenths of the time is 
saved, This you have found asa fact. I did not in that letter discuss 
whether or not from a point of public policy this would be in the end 
advantageous, although in my view it would. I merely called attention 
to the fact that if such had been done the office would have saved labor, 
Therefore your finding fully sustains the only contention I made. I 
was neither blaming the examiner nor the attorney prosecuting these 
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I cited them merely to show that cascs did take many 


cases before me. 
actions and that if disposed of in one action that time could bé saved. 
In some of these cases, had the attorney been as able as he might have 
been, he might haye presented the case in such good form and with 
such convincing arguments that the examiner would have readily 


allowed it. That is not the point. The point I wished to make was 
that the cases proved that cases took many actions and that ff a way 
could be found to cut this multiplicity of work that the Patent Office 
could do its work with its present personnel. My theory of the solu- 
tion was that the office should be led by one who by his example and 
ruling would encourage the initiative on the part of the examiner; that 
would accomplish this end; and I expressed my observation that the 
present commissioner did not impress me as such a man. 

In relation to your third finding, in essence that the examiner 
went beyond his requirements and allowed these cases after final 
rejection and thereby saved me an appeal. Does not this sustain 
my argument? ‘Those examiners saved the Patent Office and myself 
an endless amount of labor. It is such examiners that I have been 
trying to. point out that will save time. Applications are ex parte 
and rules are made merely for the benefit of the applicant and to 
expedite work. It is the examiner who cuts through narrow inter- 
pretations and goes to the spirit of the rules who docs the most ef- 
ciont work. Suppose these last-named examiners had not been such, 
They could have argued with much precedent that on final rejection 
a case is closed and that appeal is the only remedy. This would have 
meant consunring the time of three men of the Patent Office instead 
of one in wrestling with the case, for usually three men on the first 
board of appeals hear a case, but these examiners were alert. They 
did just what I am arguing onght to be done; they did not fight; they 
boosted ; and this brings me to your fourth finding—some of them not 
only boosted but they themselves suggested an allowable claim; that is 
the kind of examiners that get through work and save Patent Office 
time; that is the kind of examiners that should fill the Patent Office, 
and when it is filled with such a spirit frigidity will melt away and 
the jamb will disappear, and until it does prevail Congress can keep 
piling on appropriations and they will be of little avail. 

Since my last suggestions have been so unkindly received, I do not 
feel like venturing further, but at the same time there is a peculiar 
coincidence between your letter and an appeal which I have made to 
the Seeretary ot the Interior. Briefly, the commissioner denied me 
that which he had granted to another on what appeared to me an 
identical showing. In my argument I was compelled to review circum- 
stances disparaging the commissioner which bore upon the case, I 
should, therefore, be obliged if yon would inform me whether or not 
your attention has been recently directed to the matter resulting in 
your writing at this time; and if so, by whom? I have not time to 
prosecute, nor do I wish to prefer charges to your committee in re- 
gard to the commissioner, nor do I believe it proper for me to do 
so, but at the same time necessity compels me to inform you that 
serious charges, supported by evidence have been made in my argu- 
ment in the above case before the Secretary, which situation would 
disqualify hinr from acting upon a complaint regarding myself. How- 
ever, in view of the fact that the Secretary of the Interior is the one 
finally to pass upon such complaints I am transmitting to him a copy 
of your letter, together with a copy of my answer, because if I have 
wronged any person I want to get the most speedy punishment 
therefor. 

In looking over your quotations from my letter, I do see one state- 
ment which might be construed inaccurate, and that in the first quota- 
tion: Taken alone, this might look as if I intended to charge that the 
examiner was faulty in first not allowing a case and afterwards allow- 
ing it. To be strictly accurate, I wish to correct this by saying “ that 
the case was afterwards allowed” as, at this time I am not sure that 
the same examiner rejected and then allowed claims in all these cases. 
I do not now have these files, you haying my whole record in these 
eases. It was not, however, my intention of criticizing the examiner for 
either rejecting or allowing, and, therefore, this does not seem a ma- 
terial statement, nor is it inaccurate in fact, because it is used in the 
impersonal sense of one or his successor. The sole reason for this 
sentence was to head off an answer to the effect that my theory of 
efficiency would result in the allowance of patents which should not be 
allowed. I stated this, not as a charge, but as an argument that 
existing officials did allow these patents, and that therefore they were 
eventually regarded by others than myself as allowable, and dednced 
therefrom that, had the case been placed in condition for allowance 
on the first action, that the multiplicity of work could haye been 
avoided. 

I recognized this fact which maybe I neglected to emphasize, and 
that is, that no one is omniscient, and that in some cases, even with 
study, it might not have been possible for the examiner to have seen 
the invention, but what I was trying to drive home was the advantage 
of encouraging him to use his best effort to do this in the first place. 
I based these deductions on much experience of my own in respect to 
the preparation of cases, and to my observations of the rapidity with 
which some examiners work and others do not. If my deductions have 
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been wrong and there are any further retraction you desire, I shall be 
only too glad to make them, as I humbly realize that I am given to 
making mistakes and that you are viewing the matter from a neutral 
point, and that possibly in the warmth of defending myself against 
what appear to me to be unfair methods by a rival and his promoters, 
I may have overstepped the bounds of sacredness which should pro- 
tect the rulings of the duly constituted officials. 

I note in your postscript your remark that these were not my clients. 
If you will notice my letter head you will see that my work is for pat- 
ent attorneys only. My work in these cases was for other attorneys, 
and in many, if not most, of them was only in the last amendment or 
two. In other words, either the examiner had changed in these 
cases or my mastery of the case and arguments were such as to con- 
vince the examiner of their allowabllity. This raises the three ques- 
tions, Was it the examiner changing his mind? Was it the new ex- 
aminer or was it my ability which caused the allowance of these cases? 
‘Anyhow they were sayed from appeal and further consumption of time 
of the Patent Office, and if I was not right in my view that an ex- 
-aminer could have put the case originally in the shape in which I, 
with his assistance, got it, then it seems that you must charge that it 
was my leadership which did it. 

The newspaper article which I am attaching is but one of many such 
recent ones. I can not agree with these. I will tell you why I can 
not agree with these, I call your attention to certain cases which 
prove that there is no deplorable condition because of cheap help, and 
suggest a solution of the problem without publicity and additional 
funds. Why, then, am I singled out? Is it because I have libeled 
the office which I am trying to defend against attacks? You state I 
have made misrepresentation and unwarranted charges. I call your 
attention to the following—issued by the propagandists—Bulletin 12 
of the American Patent Law Association: “In addition, one Commis- 
sioner of Patents, one law examiner have resigned to accept salaries 
proportionately as large.” I suspect the present commissioner prepared 
this bulletin. The commissioner referred to in the bulletin was James 
T. Newton, who was a Democrat and believed in quitting while the 
quitting was good, and he afterwards sought appointment on the 
board of examiners in chief at $3,500 a year against his salary of 
35.000 per year as commissioner, The law examiner was E. D. Sewall, 
who took a position from which I resigned on a salary offer no higher 
than the Government paid, and who told me he quit because he was 
tired of Government work. 

Do I understand that these holy propagandists can publish such 
inaccurate statements, and, because I venture to point out their fal- 
lacies, that I should be singled out? You do not seem to realize the 
situation which exists. I doubt if 1 per cent of the patent attorneys 
belong to the association which calls itself the Bar Association. With 
the mass of attorneys it is unpopular and is regarded as a clique. The 
present commissioner was backed by and was a leader of this clique. 
The powers of the commissioner are supreme over the attorney, and 
while there was great fear of the dominance of this office by this 
clique many attorneys regard it as the best policy to remain silent. 
Furthermore, especially in relation to this propaganda, there is hardly 
an attorney who would want to appear to the examiners, upon whom 
the attorney's livelihood depends, as anything but a booster for the ex- 
aminer’s Increased salary. My fear, which I have expressed, is that 
the dominance of the Patent Office by this clique is the main contribut- 
ing cause of Patent Office troubles. The clique says in the attached 
article that too many patents are issued. This clique is in power. 
Whether I am right or wrong in my theory that such a sentiment puts 
‘a damper on the examiner who would try to be belpful and encourages 
the harsh ones, the fact is that the dominating sentiment of the office 
is against such, and the fact is further on evidence which I have pre- 
sented to you, and which you have found to be a fact, that others than 
‘myself consider claims allowable that oftentimes have been rejected. 

There was such a volume of cases referred to that it seems that 
they show many things. Not a few of them, in my view, show obtuse- 
ness on the part of the examiner, which you have not mentioned 
observing, but is there a single one which shows a lack of knowledge 
of the subject or lack of knowledge of the art on the part of the 
examiner? Then, where is the foundation for all this newspaper 
propaganda that has been stultifying the office by alleging that it is 
cheap help which is cause of the trouble? While I do not have the 
files before me, I would venture that in most of these cases the com- 
plete art was cited by the examiner within the first three actions, 
Does not this prove my very contention—that it is not the search 
which takes the time but that it is the multiplicity of actions Let 
me make this very clear. Wach division in the Patent Office bas a 
number of examiners. Around each examiner’s desk is a set of cabinets 
containing all the art on the subject the examiner is examining. These 
cabinets are so classified that in many cases an examiner can reach 
over to a box and in a minute's time go through all the patents 
bearing upon the subject, especially is this true if he is an old-timer, 
in which event he probably remembers all patents bearing upon the 
subject. 


It is not the search, as alleged in these articles, that takes oy 
time; it is the multiplicity of actions. If you do not choose to call it 
“ friction,” call it what you will, but nevertheless, there is where the 
time is consumed. Many more examiners are now following the 
policy which I have agitated, and they find it better, 

You state in your letter, “In view of these misrepresentations, I 
would suggest you withdraw your unwarranted charges.” You men- 
tion two things apparently synonymous, “ misrepresentations” and 
“unwarranted charges.” You do not advise me what elements are 
misrepresentations in your opinion. The first paragraph of your letter 
states that your first quotation from my letter is an accurate state- 
ment of fact by me, for you say, “which, as you state.” You make 
one other quotation which is clearly the expression of an opinion by 
me. If you will be kind enough to point out a false statement of 
fact or a misrepresentation, I shall undoubtedly correct it, but I can 
not read your mind. 

I do not wish to be critical, but you charge that the frictional loss 
was due to the attorneys taking a year to reply to the office action, 
The statute permits a year to answer and attorneys very often wait 
the full time, but I can not understand why that makes a “ fric- 
tional“ loss. It simply delays the issuance. It engenders no work 
it should create no friction. You add that the Patent Office responded 
in most cases within a few weeks or a few days. I did not make 
the charge that conditions in the Patent Office were deplorable be- 
cause of these delays. The commissioner made these charges end I 
was defending the office. 

I said, “I do not concur in the view that increase in salary is the 
remedy for delays in actions which the commissioner charges are such 
that In many cases, ete.“ I then directed attention to the fact that 
any abnormal delays were restricted to certain divisions, nor did I 
say that the files I sent you came from these certain divisions. My 
letters clearly show that the commissioner and I were at issue, that 
he was stultifying the office and that I was charging that it was his 
fault. I did not charge that the cases of which I sent you letters 
were unduly delayed or that the examiners in these were unfair. I 
said in my first letter “ Many examiners start in to fight the attorney,” 
restricting these to be within the restricted abnormal divisions. I 
sent these with my second letter in which no mention was made of 
unfairness, and they were sent merely to show that many actions 
were had and that the final action was an allowance when the first 
was a rejection, with statements of opinion that if allowed on the 
first action, the time of making the secondary action would have been 
avoided, and that it was the duty of the examiner to have allowed 
it on the first action. , 

You say that you are astounded that I based my complaints upon 
a record as disclosed in these cases, I made no complaints. I was 
trying to show the fallacy of the commissioner's propaganda and 
charges. I was defending the office against his complaints and point- 
ing out that he himself was to blame. His solution was to get moro 
money and men. Mine was to do it without any more money. The 
files in these cases should not be confused with my discussion in my 
first letter of what certain examiners did. 

You state further: 


“You have clearly misrepresented the facts to me. You quote 
but two statements, the first of which you agree with, and the 
second being not a statement of fact but a conclusion. I can 
not understand what you mean. You agree with every element 
of the conclusion. You agree that they were rejected and that 
they were afterwards allowed and that if they had been allowed 
on the first action, that ali the time of the succeeding actions 
would haye been sayed, and that this was substantially nine- 
tenths. The only element you have not agreed to is that it was 
the examiner’s duty to have allowed practically all these on the 
first action, and yet you concede that it was his duty to allow 
them because he did so. The irrefutable logic is that if they 
were allowable at all, they were allowable on the first action so 
far as the saving of time is concerned. I do not wish to be criti- 
cal, but I want to comply with your requests. You have asked 
me to withdraw certain statements, and until I know what you 
want me to withdraw, how can I do so?” 

You say my letter led you to believe that the frictional loss was due 
entirely to faulty methods, This seems to me to be where I have hurt 
you the worst. I do not know that I would call it faulty. Some ex- 
aminers undoubtedly are obtuse to a fault, others are so because of 
old age, others because of narrow views, and in other cases it is 
merely the case of least resistance, in some cases “ passing the buck.” 
To some examiners absolutely nothing is invention. Others are afraid 
to allow cases, Others seem to take a law of average. I know of many 
examiners to whom anyone can go and in an interview of probably half 
an hour can have had an allowance of as high as 30 claims. These ex- 
aminers are the ones who do not have the frictional losses. Not until 
the present commissioner came in were all divisions appreciably be- 
hind. Some divisions were and apparently always will be until the 
heads of the divisions change, because there are certain divisions that 
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pay no attention to the commissioner or anyone else. The last named 
are limited, and I believe most of the men are over the retirement age. 
Some of these men you can not argue with; you simply have to humor 
them. There are grave problems to solve in some divisions, but there 
are five vital effects of the attitude of the commissioner over the actions 
of the examiners which may be for good or bad. First, the examiners 
look to him for their promotions; second, he can reverse them on ap- 
peal; third, he can inspire them by his example; fourth, he can recom- 
mend the retention of overaged persons; fifth, he has a supervising 
power. Therefore the attitude of the commissioner governs the fune- 
tioning of the office. I did not mean you to get the impression that all 
examiners had faulty methods. 

You make four negative statements, none positively charging that I 
said the contrary, but from which inferentially there would be deduced 
that you considered their contrary had been charged. Taking these one 
by one. The first: That the attorney took a year, where the office took 
but a relatively short time. Nowhere did I state that attorneys were 
more prompt than the Patent Office. Nowhere did I even charge that 
there were abnormal delays on the part of the Patent Office in acting 
on these cited cases, and a reading of my two letters in full will show 
that I was predicating my arguments in relation to any delays in the 
Patent Office upon charges of others, in which charges I did not fully 
concur. The facts are that many attorneys make it a practice not to 
act until the year is up. 

Your second charge, that these cases were not in condition to be 
allowed in the first action, and many not until the eighth or tenth 
action, has no basis as an inaccurate, negative statement on my part. 
Nowhere did I even give an opinion that the examiner should allow 
these cases on the first action, or even the major portion of them on the 
first action. Relatively few cases can be passed to issue on the first 
action. 

You might have understood by using the word “passed” and it 
would have been clearer had I said “ disposed of,” but the sense in 
which used was clearly defined in my statement of what should have 
been done. 

“If, on the first action, the examiner will thoroughly master, 
etc., and then, if necessary to reject any claims, will suggest, ete., 
this ordinarily will dispose of the case.” 

It is the disposal of the average case on the first action I have been 
advocating. If a case is carefully prepared, oftentimes a notice of 
allowance may be sent without other action. Checking up a case and 
sending a notice of allowance is routine involving little time and sub- 
stantially no attention of the examiner. It is the actions that take 
time. In view of the above I can not see how anyone could have con- 
strued my statement as meaning that a notice of allowance should be 
sent as a first action in the cases referred to. The point I was drawing 
was that the examiner could ordinarily on the first action sufficiently 
pass upon all matters as to render a further action on his part unneces- 
sary. S 
Your third negative statement has no basis against a positive state- 
ment by me, because nowhere did I state that new claims had not been 
presented, and I specifically pointed out that an examiner should, if 
unable to allow a claim, suggest a modification. Your very finding 
that the examiner did suggest a claim proves that I was right when I 
said he should. Why, then, could he not have done this in the first 
action? You have, however, unintentionally exaggerated the facts re- 
garding the suggestions by the examiners, as these files disclose. Un- 
fortunately, there are some examiners that you have to humor, and 
the only way to get them to allow even a single claim in a case is to 
personally interview them and by flattery get them to suggest a claim, 
and I am sorry to say that, as I recall, there are many such in the 
files I referred you to. In such cases the claims were not always 
actually suggested by the examiner, although he thought it was his 
baby. Such a condition is not so bad for a local attorney, but it is 
rather tough on the attorney on the Pacific coast. This situation is 
difficult to remedy, as such examiners are usually the very aged ones, 
whom it would be cruel to force out on the small pension provided, 

Of course, your high sense of honor which prompts you to suggest 
an apology on my part will impel you to withdraw your clearly un- 
warranted charges. You have charged me with dishonesty when there 
is not a single statement of fact I made which you mention that you 
have not agreed to. I did not even hint at dishonesty. Mine was a 
criticism of policy. I would not be so unjudicial as to charge that you 
in this matter were even an unwitting cat's-paw of the commissioner 
to give him an excuse to put away a rival, and yet I would have more 
ground for so doing than you have of making the charges you have 
upon such a record. I do not even say you were not sincere in these 
charges. I prefer to think that it is rather the sincere effort of one 
who knows little of Patent Office conditions trying to handle a subject 
he has not yet mastered but eventually will master. 

If I have been unjust or have made an inaccurate statement, I wish 
to correct it, not, however, from fear of any threatened action, This 
concerns me little. I feel quite sure that the commissioner would at 


the slightest excuse favor my disbarment, but I believe the Secretary 
of the Interior a big enough man not to approve of such for an honest 
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expression of opinion. I further believe the President big enough not 
to stand for such. If, however, I am mistaken, let it be understood 
that I value my right of free speech more than the privilege of repre- 
senting certain persons before a certain office, and that If the price of 
my practice is silence, I prefer to renounce my practice, and if you be- 
lieve yourself able, the quicker you prove to me that such a price is ex- 
acted by the present administration the better I will be satisfied. 

There is no lawful theory on which this could be pulled across, for 
in the first place this is not a dealing between attorney and client, 
and in the second place it is merely a difference of opinion in which 
it appears I am right and the only theory of success would be that 
the commsisioner would gladly assist and that the Secretary of the 
Interior would submit to a recommendation of the chairman of the 
Patents Committee. 

As a matter of interest, I should like such a conrplaint to be made 
by you. Repeatedly has it come to me where the commissioner has 
tried to punish me, and this would put it up-to him in a manner 
where I believe I could get some more tangible evidence of his dispo- 
sition. The stake is so little to me that I would not be prejudiced. I 
have little occasion to represent an inventor client before the office 
and the right to so do is scarcely ever exercised by me. 

While, in view of the facts, such a complaint by you would be un- 
warranted, it is my hope that you will make it. 

We ought both, however, to be big enough to rise above selfish 
interest for public interest. You have agreed to the following fact: 
Here are over a hundred cases that ought to have been allowed be- 
cause they were allowed. The only question you dispute is to the time 
they should have been allowed. The disclosure was the same at the 
time of the first action as it was at the last, because under the rules 
no amendment can be made which can disclose new matter. Therefore, 
the invention was as completely before the examiner at the time of 
the first action as it was at the time of the last. No matter whose 
fault it was, you have agreed that if these cases had been allowed 
on the first action that at least seven-eighths of the examiner's time 
would have been saved. Suppose we call this saving something be- 
sides “friction.” Suppose we call it “by a new policy.” Here is a 
tax-burdened country. Here is an enormous request for money—no 
matter whether the money comes from taxes or from a fund that 
might be diverted in lieu of taxes. It is money that can be saved in 
relieving the tax situation. ‘The conceded fact is that by the allow- 
ance of these cases in one action instead of eight actions, if such were 
possible, that the Patent Office work could be done with an eighth of 
the examiners and without additional money. You suggest that some 
could not have been allowed in the first action, Why could not they? 
The invention was there—the picture was as complete then as later. 
It simply was a choice of words to describe it differently from some 
other picture. 

Why -could not these words have been chosen as well at one time as 
at another? You concede and eyen allege that an examiner is to be 
commended who suggests a claim. How, then, can you say that it would 
have been wrong for him to have suggested it on the first action? I 
cited these cases to prove the correctness of my theory that by present 
practice an allowance such as I suggested was proper, and to head off 
any contention that I was advocating the allowance of cases which 
should not be allowed. but if we go beyond the pale of these cases 
and concede that cutting through work by allowing cases on the first 
action the result will be an allowance of many cases that would not 
have been otherwise allowed. What injury will result? The vital ques- 
tion that concerns this issue is, Will the injury be greater than the 
saving of this vast amount of money asked for? To me it would not 
appear an injury, It would appear a boon. A patent is ex parte. It 
simply gives a man a right to go into court where the issue can again 
be tried out. Therefore it is like letting a man file his complaint in 
court. What grave harm, therefore, results if every application is 
allowed just as it is presented? No one but the applicant is really 
injured, and he is not injured, for he gets all he asks for, and even 
though a little loco parentis might be helpful, it is doubtful if it benefits 
him as much as years of delay and oftentimes an entire denial of his 
rights. The only answer that has been given is this newspaper article, 
and that is that it would swamp the courts. Scarcely one patent in a 
thousand gets into court; therefore, would it save judicial time to try 
a thousand complaints to save trying one? Present practice is simply a 
double trial. The case is tried out in the Patent Office, and it may, if 
desired, be again tried out in court. Such is the basis of reasoning in 
the great weight of authority which urges that every doubt should be 
resolved in favor of the inventor in relation to the allowance of claims. 
Am I wrong, then, in saying that no one is injured by being liberal in 
allowances? But I did not even contend this. I contended in my letter 
that even by allowing only patents as they were then being allowed 
that many actions were had. I did not cite these cases to criticize the 
office. I cited them to show that the office actually allowed cases that 
had been rejected, and that therefore there would not have been the 
slightest harm if they had been allowed on the first action. It is imma- 
terial whose fault it was that they were not allowed on the first action. 
It is immaterial whether it was anybody’s fault. The fact is that no 
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public policy would have been injured by the allowance of these cai 
on the first action. That is all I wanted to prove, and you have ad- 
mitted that it is proven. The only trouble seems to be that some petty 

rson got ruffled at my possibly careless use of the word “duty.” But 
EE out the question of duty. Call it “new policy.” I outline the 
meaning of the word “ duty" or “ policy ” by saying in my letter, “If 
the examiner will suggest a claim,” etc. I can not, therefore, see where 
anyone could construe its meaning in any other sense than that I had 
said, “If the examiner had suggested the finally allowed claim in the 
first action, these cases would have all been disposed of then.” 

That is what I intended to say. I defined my construction of “ duty” 
and shortened a succeeding sentence by referring to the antecedent in a 
single word. But whatever we call it, the proven fact is that if a way 
can be found to act upon a case in such a manner the first time that no 
more actions are necessary, that the work, at least in the cases which T 
have cited you, can be done in an eighth of the time, and I believe those 
cases representative, They were not picked-out cases. 

They were the general run of cases such as I handle. You seem to 
have mistaken my intention. You seem to think I picked these cases 
because I was sore about them, and selected some individual ones to 
show where I had been wronged, and seemed “ astounded” to find that 
nobody bad done me wrong in these cases. Complaint was far 
from my thougbts. In fact, if I had exercised any selection at all I 
think I would have avoided cases involving a complaint. I wanted to 
take the random general run of cases as they came to me and to ilus- 
trate that the general run of cases through the Patent Office, that many 
actions are had, It is true that since the hard cases come to me that 
maybe there are more actions in these than in the average cases. But 
as nearly as my records show these were representative cases. There- 
fore it seems that I have proven to you that the main consumption of 
time in the Patent Office is not in searches, it is not in acting on a 
case, but it is in the multitude of or multiplicity of actions on a case. 
My solution was to find a way to change actions to action. Action, 
initiative, alertness on the part of the examiner, inspired by a live 
Jeailer, was my proposed solution. T did not consider the present leader 
such. He was then before Congress charging that his machine would 
not run and wanted more money to fix it. I was telling you that the 
machine was all right, but that he did not know how to run it. I do 
not see how you could have read anything else out of my letters, and 
the only plausible explanation to me of your attitude is that some 
petty minion of the commissioner, or the commissioner himself, influ- 
enced your mind to resent this as an attack, and even your letter to 
me seems to be phrasing expressions of others who have a greater knowl- 
edge of facts than you appear to bare. 

Yon made me jerk when I read the word “ astounded." Tt seemed as 
though you expected to open the files and see pirates, armed with their 
guns and cutinsses, there. No wonder, then, you were astounded to 
see the most beautiful system in the world, to observe the most polished 
arguments from the ablest of physicists. I wonder that you were 
not astounded at a lot of this bunk of the commissioner's promoters 
which says the Patent Office is in a deplorable condition because of 
cheap help and raw students just out of college. Why, bless you, the 
ablest men in the world are writing these actions, and that’s why I 
say they should be encouraged and unhampered in using their ability 
in suggesting such changes as might be made to place a case in condi- 
tion for allowance at once. A contributing difficulty is that some are 
even afraid to allow a case. Do you think that all this propaganda by 
the dominating clique and efforts to disbar attorneys with liberal views 
is the most encouragement to the liberal examiner? Just the other day 
I bad an examiner refer to one of these newspaper articles as his 
reason for rejecting a case. 

You say that none of the cases I sent you were in condition to be 
allowed on the first action. I did not say they were. What condition 
was lacking? was it incomplete disclosure? No; for the Patent Office 
will not accept an incomplete disclosure—that is, either a specification 
or u drawing—and will not permit an amendment which brings in new 
matter. Therefore, every element of the disclosure was there when the 
first action was made. What, then, was lacking? 

Maybe a defect in the wording of the specification, or a correction to 
the drawing necessary, or too broad a claim, or an improperly worded 
claim. Such comprise defects which might have existed. I contend 
that the examiner is abler to correct that ease than the attorney, and 
that if in his first action he had said, “ Pages blank, change blank to 
blank; claims blank, change blank to blank; in the drawing change 
blank to blank,” that such would practically always dispose of the case, 
I did not say all cases should be allowed on the first action. I said, 
on page 1 of the first letter, “cases should not ayerage over two 
actions.“ This might mean that it would take a dozen actions to 
‘straighten out some cases, Nor, when I refer to actions, I did not 
‘include a notice of allowance. I meant an action such as would neces- 
sitate a study of the case. Nowhere did I ever say that any great 
pereentage of cases should be allowed on the first action. Very rarely 
is any case ready for a notice of allowance on the first action, although 
frequently many claims are clearly allowable and are allowed. What 
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I urged was that if the examiner, who usually knows more of the sub- 
ject and the art than the attorney and has all the reference right at 
his desk, would then and there spend, if necessary, a little extra time, 
that he could in almost all cases suggest such changes that the attor- 
ney would accept and incorporate them in an amendment, so that the 
examiner would then have nothing further to do with that case except 
to check up and see if the corrections were made as suggested, which 
checking up takes very little time. My estimate was that, considering 
snags and other cases which might string along over many actions, and 
that the average, I thought, would be two. such actions by the examiner. 
If you still have those files there, I ask you to look at them again and 
to assume that I was the examiner when those cases first came in 
and that I studied the case as I did in prosecuting it. Remember now 
that in practically all these cases I did not come until the last. Do 
you or do you not think that I could have made such suggestions as 
would have enabled me te have gotten the case ready for a notice of 
allowance as the third action? Is there anywhere in any one of these 
cases shown a disposition on the part of the attorney not to accept 
any suggestion on the part of the examiner that would have enabled 
him to secure an allowance? I do not have the files before me, but I 
do not believe I averaged two amendments to a case in this lot of 
cases, and this was not always with the cooperation of the examiner. 

Then, if I could dispose of cases on the average of two actions, why 
can not others? The only negative answer would be that I am abler, 
Some would say, “ Of course you could, but you would be too liberal“; 
but that is just the thing I cited those cases for, to answer such an 
argument, ‘The existing examiner allowed these cases. I believe, in 
fact, that in all the cases I sent you that, had I been the examiner, 
on my first action I could have made such suggestions as would 
have been accepted by the attorney. I do not have the files before me. 
I do not recall that any of them was a very complex case or a case 
requiring division. Then, if I could have done it, why can not others? 
Look again at these cases. Do you not see on the first action, in many, 
“Claims so-and-so are rejected on so-and-so,” and then maybe in the 
next action, “ It would not be invention to substitute this for that.” 

Do such actions accomplish the saving of time in the Patent Office 
that would be accomplished by the actions I haye suggested? I do not 
recall, but no doubt in many of these cases there were in the first action 
suggestions as to changes, mostly, however, in the specifications, but 
probably rarely in the elaims. Also, you perhaps often observed where 
the examiner said that there was no invention in the case; but thera 
was invention, for the examiner finally sald so. He finally allowed the 
ease. Why could he not in the first action have suggested the claim that 
was finally allowed? Irrespective of his duty, it would have saved time, 
If the examiner had suggested this claim in the first action, then you 
must agree with me that seven-eighths of the time would have been 
saved in these cases. Then why do not examiners make such sugges- 
tions? Many of them do, I was simply urging that more of the ex- 
aminers do this and was pointing out how the office could save money 
by this policy. 

I can not see where I have made a single false or inaccurate state- 
ment, and therefore I crave enlightenment as to what you want me to 
withdraw. Do you want me to say that I did not send you any cases? 
That these cases were not allowed and that they were not first rejected? 
Do you want me to say that they should not have been allowed? Do 
you want me to say that they could not have been allowed earlier? Do 
vou want me to agree with the commissioner and call the conditions in 
the office “deplorable”? Do you want to try to force me to agree with 
him by saying that men whom I know to be the ablest in the world are 
“cheap cubs 7 

Sincerely yours, E. L. Rice. 
ExsiriT D. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., April 1, 1922. 
Hon. FLORIAN LAMPERT, 


House of Representatives, 

Hoxonaain Stn: I am up against a very delicate situation in the 
Patent Office, and I believe you can help me and at the same time do a 
public service. 

You have no doubt heard of Eskimo Pie. The office granted one 
Nelson a patent on this. As a matter of fact, Nelson was not tho 
inventor of what he claimed, and it seemed that the examiner did not 
want to allow him a patent and that the commissioner required him to 
do so. On this bluff Nelson and his associates are collecting, it is 
alleged, some $50,000 per day royalty. 

There were many peculiar circumstances surrounding the issuance 
of this patent, and under the commissioner's order this case was ad- 
vanced and allowed in six days after filing, which seems to be unprece- 
dented in speed. I filed an application and established my right to 
these claims, and upon doing so the commissioner shelved the matter, 
so that it appears that unless pressure is brought to bear I will be unable 
to secure a patent for years. The matter is ephemeral, and in the 
meantime the patent may become valueless. The discretion of the com- 
missioner is such that if he wants tọ a patent can be allowed in six 
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days’ time, and if he does not want to he can interpose 8 of 
procedure and tie it up for years. There appears to be no appeal or 
legal remedy for forcing him. 

I do not wish to make a charge nor even imply that the commis- 
sioner is receiving a substantial part of this $50,000 per day for delay- 
ing this, as I have no evidence to support such a charge. There are 
many peculiar circumstances, but the fact is that it appears worth that 
much a day to the interests he has shown a disposition to aid. 

I do not wish to burden you with an analysis of the merits of the 
respective applications. The difficulty is that the commissioner knows 
the Nelson patent to be invalid and will not face this issue. If you 
knew the facts, you would no doubt use your influence to secure me an 
immediate allowance, but that is not what I am asking for. It would 
take too much of your valuable time to satisfy yourself upon the tech- 
nical features. 

Under the rules, when I have been twice rejected, I can appeal and 
get the matter from his jurisdiction. What the commissioner has been 
trying to do is to avoid a rejection or issue, so that there is nothing 
appealable, and so that he can delay the matter indefinitely; and, in 
fact, he tried to fix it by imposing an unwarranted stipulation with 
a disclaimer proviso so that he could declare a default and hold I had 
disclaimed the subject matter. Complaint relating to this last was 
made to the Assistant Secretary of the Interior, Mr. Goodwin, and it 
seems that the commissioner backed down on this default attempt, but 
it seems that I am not going to get the Secretary's office to force an 
issue. The commissioner seems to have convinced Mr. Goodwin that 
his procedure is supported by the rules. In a measure this is correet ; 
but the distinction is that if the commissioner wants to, he can, under 
the rules, dispose of the matter to-day, and that if he does not want 
to, he can find excuses for an indefinite delay. 

The present issue of procedure is this: Under the rules, where a 
showing of irreparable damage will result, the commissioner may ad- 
vance a case. At the time of filing my application I made the same 
showing by petition in relation to this that Nelson made. The com- 
missioner granted the Nelson petition but denied mine. I laid the 
matter before the Secretary's office, and apparently, through its influ- 
ence, after over a month’s time, an action was had advancing the case 
on the theory of a probable interference with Nelson. I then went to 
the examiner and showed him a decision which held that an inter- 
ference could not be had until I had been rejected on Nelson. He stated 
that he intended his letter to be a rejection, but would that afternoon 
give me a supplemental letter definitely stating certain of my claims 
were rejected on Nelson, 

Relying on this, in the meantime I filed a response showing that 
Nelson never inyented what I claimed and that the patent was void 
on its face in view of the Patent Office records, and that therefore he 
would have to allow my claims over Nelson. This cornered him; for 
he knew he should allow any claims, and that if he rejected them, they 
would be allowed on appeal. He then refused to send the supplemental 
letter and came back with a letter demanding within 20 days an 
unwarranted affidavit, or else I would be held to have disclaimed the 
subject matter. I was satisfied that such was not the action of the 
examiner, and that this action was directed by the commissioner. In- 
vestigation established this. While Mr. Goodwin advises me that the 
commissioner admits this default action unwarranted, it has not yet 
been officially withdrawn, although I expect that it will be before the 
next time limit expires; but the next side step is now to postpone the 
first action on this case for some fiye months, when I anticipate another 
side-step action will be given, and then it will be held up seven months, 
and so on, for years. By that time a patent, if issued, may be value- 
less, and In the meantime the favored one will be collecting millions of 
dollars. I know of no way of enforcing an action. If an examiner 
twice rejects a claim, I can appeal; but if he refuses to reject a 
claim, the only remedy seems to be a petition to the commissioner to 
force him to do so, and there appears to be no appeal from the action 
of the commissioner on a petition. The examiner now refuses to aet 
on the merits of the claims, and this refusal is clearly directed by the 
commissioner so that a petition is of no avail. It seems unprecedented 
for the commissioner to interfere with an examiner's best judgment 
except in the regular rovtine of appeal to the commissioner. 

I do not even wish to take your valuable time on an analysis ‘of a 
question of procedure, as while there is no support under the rules and 
precedent for the dilatory procedure required by the commissioner the 
matter is now clearly in such a shape that if he wants to he can im- 
mediately give me an action on the merits. I further do not want in 
any manner to chill the work of the Secretary's office in solving the 
difficulty. What I would like is your friendly intervention to incline 


the commissioner to want to play fair. 

I have faith that ultimately the office of the Secretary of the Interior 
will solve this problem, but this may take months, and in the meantime 
the irreparable damage is being done. 

Without a knowledge of the facts you can not ask an allowance for 
me, nor withcut a knowledge of procedure can you ask for a variation 
in the proposed procedure, but it seems that you could consistently 


say that in view of the apparent irreparable damage that would result 
should I ultimately prevail, that you would be pleased if the commis- 
sioner would as speedily as consistent give me such an action as I 
could appeal from in event he can not allow my claims. 

I should be glad, if you care to go into it, to establish that the record 
shows I am entitled to an immediate allowance of these claims. 

Sincerely, š E. N. Rien. 
Exuisit E. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR. 


(In re the application of Edwin L. Rice for process of making a confec- 
tion the product thereof and apparatus therefor filed February 7, 
1922, serial number 534690.) 


Appeal from a ruling of Commissioner of Patents dated February 
10, 1922, and refusing to grant a petition of aforesaid applicant to 
advance the above-entitled application. 


The honorable SECRETARY or THE INTERIOR: 


Sin: The appellant appeals from the ruling of the Commissioner of 
Patents dated February 10, 1922, in relation to the above-entitled 
matter, which ruling is as follows: 

“Receipt is acknowledged of your petition filed February 2, 
1922, requesting that the above-identified application be made 
* special,’ 

“This petition has been carefully considered, but the facts set 
forth therein are only such as can be stated by many applicants 
whose applications haye been pending in this office for many 
months. In fact, the petition is similar to those already con- 
sidered sufficient in other cases. 

There are now over 66,000 patent and trade-mark applications 
awaiting official action, and applications will not be made * special’ 
except upon a most rigid showing that the damage resulting from 
the delay is irreparable. It is not considered fair to the many 
thousands of applicants who are waiting for official action to 
make this particular case ‘special’ and place it ahead of those 
who have already been waiting longer than has this applicant. 

“KAL FENNING, 
“Acting Commissioner.” 


This appeal 10 made upon the grounds and for the reasons: 

That the commissioner erred in not granting the aforesaid peti- 
tion; and 

That the commissioner in his acts in relation to said petition is 
acting from motives of personal interest and not in accord with the 
merits of said petition. 

This appeal is based upon the files and records in the above-entitled 
application, and also upon the files and records in relation to patent 
No. 1404539, and also upon the files and records in the Department of 
the Interior in relation to the candidacy of the present commissioner 
and that of appellant for Commissioner of Patents, as well as upon the 
documents hereto attached. 

E. L. Rice, Appellant. 
ARGUMENT. 


On December 23, 1921, one Nelson, as assignee in part to one Stover, 
filed an application for letters patent on what is commercially known 
as Eskimo Pie. Six days thereafter a notice of allowance was issued 
to this applicant, the speed of which allowance appears to be without 
precedent in the Patent Office. The advancing of the said Eskimo 
Pie patent was under order of the Commissioner of Patents, reading as 
follows: 

“Tf this application can be acted upon without new search, the 
examiner is authorized to act upon it in lieu of the original. 
“THOS. E. ROBERTSON, 
Commissioner. 
“ DECEMBER 28, 1921.” 

The above order was made upon an unverified petition reciting the 
same subject matter as was recited in appellant’s petition, a copy of 
appellant's petition and specification being herewith attached and 
marked Exhibit A.” In addition the Stover petition recited that in 
view of a copending application, already acted upon, that no new search 
would be required and also recited that a large amount of money had 
been expended in promoting the sale of the aforesaid invention and 
that it was having an enormous sale. 

The appellant’s subject matter is substantially identical with that of 
the said Eskimo Pie, except that it is an Improvement thereover and 
embodies claims identical with and drawn from the same subject matter 
as that of the said Eskimo Pie. The search made in relation to said 
Eskimo patent has been as fully made in relation to appellant's appli- 
cation, Therefore there is no reason existing why this application 
should not be given the same action in relation to its advancement as 
was given in the Eskimo Pie case, and, on the other hand, the denial 
of an equal right of advancement to this application gives the other 
applicant over seven months’ lead in marketing the product, during 
which time, as averred by the Stover petition, the patents are very 
apt to become useless. In other words, this unfair action on the part 


of the Patent Office results in the probable mulcting of hundreds of 
thousands of dollars from this applicant and the placing of it in the 
pockets of the said Stover. 

In this connection, therefore, it seems necessary to inquire into the 
motive governing this partiality. 

The attorneys for the Eskimo Pie patent, according to the record, 
are Mason, Fenwick & Lawrence, but the attorney who prosecuted 
this matter and secured the allowance of the said application was one 
Finckel. Almest any day one can go into Springer’s lunch room, on 
the corner of Seventh and F Streets, and there see seated together 
the commissioner and the said Finckel and one Hodges and one Brainard 
Warner, the said Hodges being the alleged successor to the Com- 
missioner of Patents in his patent-law practice and the said Warner 
one of his campaign managers in his candidacy for commissionership. 
Immediately across the street and glaringly facing one of the main en- 
trances to the Patent Office is this sign: 

“Vernon E. Hodges, patent lawyer. 
“Thomas E, Robertson, patent lawyer.“ 

Between the two. above names in letters scarcely noticeable are the 
words“ Successor to.” 

This sign seems to convey that the commissioner is still practicing 
patent Inw, but, if interpreted otherwise, suggests to the average 
inventor, as he enters or leaves the Patent Office, that his applica- 
tion would probably be fayored if carried on through this office, and 
the intimacy of this quartet suggests that the favoring of an appii- 
cation where one of its members are inyolved is a realization of this 
apparently intentional advertising. 

On the other hand, the appellant was a rival candidate for the 
commissionership and the fayoring of one application in which one 
of this quartet was an attorney, as against that of the appellant, 
looks suspicious indeed. It can hardly be said that this advertising 
on the part of the commissioner is due to neglect, because the sign 
referred to was in most part put there after he became commissioner ; 
nor can it be said to be necessary, because the commissioner's practice 
prior to his taking this office was wholly associate work, and since asso- 
ciate attorneys conduct practically all their business by correspondence, 
there is no need of directing an inventor to his place of business, 
especially since associate attorneys rarely haye any dealings with 
inventors. 

The promoters of the present commissioner were this quartet, aud 
E. II. Bond, the commissioner's brother-in-law, and an unpopular 
clique of attorneys alleging themselves to constitute the Patent Bar 
Association. It was feared by the mass of patent attorneys that this 
clique would secure the dominance of the Patent Office and utilize 
this dominance to the end of monopolizing the patent business. To 
this end, it has been charged, and apparently not without foundation, 
that the clique had conducted a persistent propaganda and endeavored 
to secure legislation and rules which would enable it to censor cor- 
respondence and otherwise freeze out rival attorneys. 

The statement by the commissioner in refusing to grant appellant's 
petition, while not signed by the commissioner, is to appellant clearly 
the action of the commissioner, and is in line with certain fallacious 
propaganda recently conducted by the commissioner and the said 
clique. The alleged reason for not advancing this application the 
same as the Stover application is that there are now over 66.000 
patent and trade-mark applications awaiting official action. Attached 
herewith, and marked “ Exhibit B,” are copies of two letters written 
by appellant to the chairman of the Patents Committee of the House 
of Representatives which explodes this contention. Since the facts 
set forth in the said letters were unanswerable, the clique, unable at 
that time to move the House by a submission of facts, started a 
newspaper propaganda to bring pressure to bear through an unad- 
vised public sentiment, charging that too many patents were being 
issued and stultifying the organization by referring to the “ deplorable 
condition in the Patent Office” due to incompetent assistants. An 
analysis of the Stover patent is given herewith, and marked Exhibit 
C.“ from which it can be seen that if ever there was a patent that 
ought not to have been issued this is the one. Since the Stover 
patent was issued under the personal supervision of the commissioner, 
the stultifying of assistants does not seem to strike at the root of 
the “deplorable condition.” The propaganda seems insincere. In- 
valid patents are easily obtained by a member of the quartette and go 
through like greased lightning at an unprecedented rate, but when 
good and valid claims are presented by one who was unfortunate 
enough to have contributed a thousand times as much as the commis- 
sioner to the Republican victory and who was urged as a rival to the 
commissioner by a galaxy of Republican leaders to such an extent as 
to make him a dangerous riyal that must be killed ‚of, the door is 
slammed in his face and he must be a hungry and patient onlooker 
while the more favored applicant feasts, for it has been alleged that 
already within a month Stover has received over a million dollars 
from his license. It can hardly be said that the commissioner is un- 
aware of the inevitable result, which will be that before appellant's 
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application has even its first action Stover will have sucked all the 
juice out of the orange. Appellant does not ask nor expect a favor. 
He is willing to charge off the debt of the Republican Party without 
a whimper, but when it comes to being punished for this work, then, 
even the worm turns. 

The propagandists have published that because too many patents 
were issued by incompetent, cheap help the courts were cluttered 
with litigation, where anyone familiar with the facts knows that scarcely 
one patent in a thousand ever gets into court; but of the rare cases 
which get into court, the Stover patent will surely get there, for its 
validity is a standing joke among patent attorneys, and this patent issue 
was supervised by one whose salary of $5,000 per year is insufficient to 
warrant his removing his shingle or receiving official callers after 3 
in the afternoon, The insincerity of such propaganda crops out in 
such allegations as published, that a former commissioner and law ex- 
amlner and countless examiners were resigning for higher salaries in 
private life, when the commissioner referred to was seeking appoint- 
ment on the board of examiners in chief at $3,500 per year and the 
law examiner referred to did not leave for a higher salary. Appellant 
does not wish to discourage a moyement to secure better pay for ex- 
aminers, but such faking methods impede rather than forward such a 
movement. In view of a long record of glaringly selfish, hypocritical 
actions of this clique and the chain of unfair actions by the commis- 
sioner against the appellant, appellant is forced to present the matter 
herein on appeal to the Secretary of the Interior and is without other 
remedy of appeal, for in the case herein an appeal to the courts would 
necessitate publication of his intervention before the protection of a 
patent. Even now the impeding action of the commissioner has de- 
layed this application for a longer time than it took to pass the Stover 
application, Therefore appellant prays that effective and prompt 
action be taken which will insure a removal of these impediments, 

Respectfully. 


, Appellant, 
Exursrr F. 


WASHINGTON, D. C., April 15, 1922. 
Hon. F. M. Goonwry, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

Hoxonamn Sm: I hereby renew my complaint and petition herein 
in relation to my application serial No. 584690, filed February 7, 1922. 

The reasons for this renewal are that the promises in relation to 
which the said petition was suspended haye been violated and there 
appears no intention on the part of the officials of the Patent Office of 
complying therewith, and that grave, serious, and irreparable damage 
will result to me by reason of the failure of the office to immediately 
act thereon, (It was agreed by the examiner that I should have a 
final rejection within sufficient time to allow me to elect either to ap- 
peal from said final rejection or to file an affidavit herein.) The facts 
in relation thereto and embodied in the attached petition to the com- 
missioner which I presented to the commissioner in person and after 
reading which he stated: 

“You have made so many conflicting statements that I will 
have to inyestigate the facts in relation to this.” 

Upon my resenting such an implication to my integrity, the com- 
missioner ordered me out of the office, and I thereupon demanded to 
know whether or not he would act upon this petition, and he answered 
that he would not state whether be would or not. 

I am sorry to say that in my heat at his making such an implication, 
that I advanced toward the commissioner in a menacing manner un- 
becoming the dignity of the profession, and without due respect to the 
office which he holds, and therefore believe that I am entitled to some 
punishment therefor by your office and I await the verdict thereon. 
My only plea is that I am absolutely uncontrollable if a man should call 
me n Har, 

The facts recited in the said petition are well known to the com- 
missioner to be true and it is my view that the new examiner has 
backed down on his agreement with a full understanding with the com- 
missioner. In order to act upon a case or claim so that an appeal 
can be had under the rules, a rejection must be a final one or it must be 
repeated or the second rejection. It was fully agreed between the new 
examiner and myself that he would make the first rejection without 
considering the merits and that there would be an argument then sub- 
mitted by me, and that then he would make the rejection final or give 
me an allowance and to this end, the time for filing the affidavit was 
suspended until the 17th. He duly gave me the first rejection and then 
I submitted my arguments, and when I went in yesterday to get the 
promised final rejection or allowance, he advised me that he would 
not act upon the case again for eight months. 

He refused to consider the law upon the question nor even authori- 
ties which I offered to direct his attention to. This leaves the case 
in its original status before I made the complaint to you and it means 
that I shall be declared to have disclaimed the subject matter of my 
claims bearing upon the Nelson patent unless I make the affidavit 
without belng given an opportunity to elect to stand upon the rejection, 


Pe care oped AE ae ae een arene 


3090 


- CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 25, 


and this must be done by the 17th. A rejection is not an appealable 
rejection until final, and as to the law upon the question, as to 
whether or not such should be given, I invite your attention to the 
case of Holz v. Hewitt, 127 OG, 1992. In other words, the promised 
rejection has only been partially given and the default condition 18 
now as it originally was, and it is very apparent to me that either 
the original promise on the part of the examiner was merely for the 
purpose of stringing me or else that intervening influences have caused 
him to sidestep the issue. 

In order to complete the regular routine, I made a petition to the 
commissioner and presented it in person with the most courteous 
intentions, and pursuant to your suggestion in relation to a former 
proceeding that I should try out a petition. I am deeply sorry that 
the argument was not carried with decorum, but nevertheless, I think 
the remark on the part of the commissioner was entirely improper, 
and I think that he ought, if I were guilty of the charges he made, 
to file them, supported by evidence with the Secretary of the Interior, 
and ask for my disbarment on these grounds. I feel further, that 
I should, and I do, hereby, demand that such charges be preferred 
in writing with the alleged conflicting statements, and an opportunity 
for answering—-hearing, or that he withdraw these implications. 

I further pray of the Secretary of the Interior that the commis- 
sioner be instructed forthwith to direct the examiner to give me a 
final action before the expiration of said default proviso on the 17th. 

If the examiner can not allow the claims, all that is necessary for 
him to do is to write me as follows: 

The claims are again and finally rejected on the grounds and 
for the reasons of record.” 
Respectfully, 
Epwin L. Rien. 
EXII nr G. 


Is THE UNITED STATES PATENT OFFICE, 
March 23, 1922. 
(In re the application of Edwin L. Rice for process of making a con- 
fection, the product thereof, and apparatus therefor, Filed Feb- 
ruary 7, 1922, Serial No. 534690. Paper No. 10. Division 2. 
Room 128.) 


Honorable COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS. 

Sm: The office letter of March 25 is at hand. The letter con- 
tends that this procedure is inter partes, There can be no inter partes 
until an interference is declared. The office request for an affidavit 
was apparently made as a condition precedent to declaring an inter- 
ference. An interference is a trial of fact. Until the Nelson dis- 
closure is ruled to anticipate my claims there can be no issue of fact. 

An interference can not be asked for until the claims in question 
have been rejected on the unexpired patent. (Massicks v. Crooke, 
1887, C. D. 20.) 

An interference can not be had if the office is willing to allow ap- 
plicant’s claims over the unexpired patent. (Gibloney 105 O. G. 976.) 

Therefore the office must either allow or reject the claims in ques- 
tion. If rejected, then applicant has a right to elect either to ap- 
peal from this rejection on the question of law or to join issue upon 
a question of fact. In an interview yesterday, it was unfairly charged 
that this applicant is trying to side-step and hold up an interference. 
The lack of sincerity of such a charge is evidenced by the fact that 
the commissioner has power to arrange for a hearing on appeal be- 
fore the board of examiners in chief within a day’s time and that 
this applicant is ready on an hour's notice to enter such an appeal 
and appear before the board. The difficulty is that the examiner is 
in a corner. The commissioner has recently taken an unusually kindly 
interest in cases in which this applicant has been involved and es- 
pecially in this one, and has apparently taken it from the hands of 
the examiner, and therefore it might be added that the commissioner 
appears to be in à corner. If he rejects these claims on Nelson, he 
knows that they will be allowed on appeal. If he allows them himself, 
it would also be shown that he erred in allowing Nelson the claims. 

While the commissioner's friendliness to applicant and his hostility 
to Nelson might be a consideration, it seems that the situation is a 
very embarrasing one especially in view of the notoriety of this matter, 
and therefore he seems to prefer to endeavor to entangle the matter 
in such a way that applicant can not appeal and will be ruled out 
under pretext of a default of a condition which the commissioner 
has no right at this time to stipulate. It no doubt hurts the com- 
missioner very much to know that during all this time Nelson is 
collecting, it is alleged, some $50,000 per day royalty on a bluff, 
while this applicant, who is lawfully entitled to the same, is being 
kicked around. While the examiner sends these actions, his verbal 
statements and the statements of the law examiner are that they are 
first gone over with the commissioner, and therefore, it seems that 
a petition to the commissioner fs a letter to the examiner. Therefore, 
will the commissioner, who apparently directed the examiner to renlg 
on his rejection, be good eugugh to answer the following questions: 

Is the office letter of March 16, 1922, intended as a rejection on 
Nelson of claims which simulate Nelson's claim and especially of 


applicant's claim 54? Does the examiner consider that the disclosure 
of the issued patent to Nelson anticipates aralleant's claim 54? 

Will. the examiner reject the claims in question on Nelson in such 
a manner that applicant can appeal? Will the examiner allow the 
claims in question over Nelson? 

Attention is directed to the fact that the Nelson patent was allowed 
in six days after filing and that this case, which has every showing 
warranting special action that the Nelson case had, has now been 
delayed nearly two months, and that since it should not take five 
minutes for the examiner to make a rejection, any attempt to further 
sidestep the issues, will require the applicant to take further steps 
in the premises, and while no doubt the commissioner thinks that he 
now has the matter fixed so the applicant is without remedy of appeal, 
the “ fixing” may not be as solld as it appears. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Epwix L. Rien, Applicant. 


EXHInTIr II. 


In THe UNITED STATES PATENT Orrice, 
April 15, 1928, 
(In re the application of Edwin L. Rice for the process of making a 


confection, the product, thereof, and apparatus therefor, filed 
February 7, 1922. Serial No. 584,690. Division 2, Room 128, 
petition.) 


Honorable COMMISSIONER OF PATENTS, 


Sin: Whereas heretofore your petitioner, the applicant herein, was 
given an action advancing the case herein and the examiner agreed 
to follow this said action by a rejection, and whereas thereafter the 
said examiner refused to give a rejection, and whereas whereafter the 
said examiner was substituted by another examiner and the new 
examiner agreed with this applicant that he would without consider- 
ing this applicant’s arguments give a rejection and that thereafter 
he would consider this applicant’s arguments and then either make 
the said rejection final or give an allowance, and whereas it is 
essential that this applicant have a final rejection or an allowance 
prior to the 17th day of this month, in order that he may elect either 
to make the affidavit suggested herein or to appeal from said final 
rejection, and whereas the examiner now refuses to act upon said 
case before the said 17th, either giving a final rejection herein or an 
allowance in relation to any of applicant's claims, now, therefore, your 
petitioner prays that the said examiner be directed to forthwith give 
a final action upon the claims herein, 

This petition is based upon the files and records herein. 

Respectfully submitted. 

EDWIN L. Rick, Applicant. 


APRIL 17, 1922. 
The examiner will follow the nsual practice prescribed by the rules 
and decisions in like cases, 
The petition is therefore denied. 
THOMAS E. ROBERTSON, 
Commissioner of Patents. 


Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Now, I want to make a parliamentary 
inquiry. What is the question before the Senate? Is it the 
point of order raised by the Senator from Utah? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question before the Sen- 
2 is the point of order made by the Senator from Utah [Mr. 

Moor]. d 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. There is a letter in the citation which I 
sent to the desk that I should like to have read. I ask that the 
Clerk may read the letter marked Exhibit F,“ because it con- 
tains the essence of the charges against the attorney. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Minne- 
sota yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I yield. 

Mr. ADAMS. I want to inquire whether or not the Senator's 
amendment upon this ground is directed to a particular case 
such as he brings here or if he wants to reach all disbarments. 
During the course of the existence of the Patent Office there 
may have been hundreds of attorneys disbarred, some of them 
for making charges or criticisms of corruption absolutely un- 
founded and which would have justified disbarment. It seems 
to me rather a wide amendment to provide that before the appro- 
priation made becomes available every man who has ever been 
disbarred from practicing before the Patent Office for any criti- 
cism of the commissioner shall be reinstated. 

Mr. SHIPSTIAD. I do not think the amendment covers the 
reinstatement of any attorney who has been disbarred for just 
cause from practicing before the Patent Office. It is specifically 
limited to attorneys who have been disbarred for criticizing 
the Commissioner of Patents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the 
letter as requested. 
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The reading clerk read as follows: 


WASHINGTON, D. C., April 15, 1922. 
Hon. F. M. GOODWIN, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 

IIONORABLE Sm: I hereby renew my complaint and petition herein in 
relation to my application, serial No, 534690, filed February 7, 1922. 

The reasons for this renewal are that the promises in relation to 
which the said petition was suspended haye been violated and there 
appears no intention on the part of the officials of the Patent Office of 
complying therewith, and that grave, serious, and irreparable damage 
will result to me by reason of the failure of the office to immediately 
act thereon. (It was agreed by the examiner that I should have a 
final rejection within sufficient time to allow me to elect either to 
appeal from said final rejection or to file an affidavit herein.) The 
facts in relation thereto are embodied in the attached petition to the 
commissioner, which I presented to the commissioner in person, and 
after reading which he stated: : 

“You have made so many conflicting statements that I will have 
to investigate the facts in relation to this.” 

Upon my resenting such an implication to my integrity, the commis- 
sioner ordered me out of the office, and I thereupon demanded to know 
whether or not he would act upon this petition, and he answered that 
he would not state whether he would or not. 

I am sorry to say that in my heat at his making such an implication 
that I advanced toward the commissioner in a menacing manner, unbe- 
coming the dignity of the profession, and without due respect to the 
office which he holds, and therefore believe that I am entitled to some 
punishment therefor by your office, and I await the verdict thereon. 
My only plea is that I am absolutely uncontrollable if a man should call 
me a liar. 

The facts recited in the said petition are well known to the commis- 
sioner to be true, and it is my view that the new examiner has backed 
down on his agreement with a full understanding with the commis- 
sioner. In order to act upon a case or claim so that an appeal can be 
had under the rules, a rejection must be a final one or it must be 
repeated or the second rejection. It was fully agreed between the new 
examiner and myself that he would make the first rejection without 
considering the merits and that there would be an argument then sub- 
mitted by me, and that then he would make the rejection final or give 
me an allowance, and to this end the time for filing the affidavit was 
suspended until the 17th. 

He duly gave this first rejection, and then I submitted my arguments, 
and when I went in yesterday to get the promised final rejection or 
allowance he advised me that he would not act upon the case again 
for eight months. He refused to consider the law upon the question, 
nor even authorities which I offered to direct his attention to. This 
len vos the case in its original status before I made the complaint to 
you, and it means that I shall be declared to have disclaimed the sub- 
ject matter of my claims bearing upon the Nelson patent unless I make 
the affidavit, without being given an opportunity to elect to stand upon 
the rejection, and this must be done by the 17th. A rejection is not 
an appealable rejection until final; and as to the law upon the question, 
as to whether or not such should be given, I invite your attention to 
the case of Holz t, Hewitt (127 O. G. 1992). In other words, the 
promised rejection has only been partially given, and the default con- 
dition is now as it originally was, and it is very apparent to me that 
either the original promise on the part of the examiner was merely for 
the purpose of stringing me or else that intervening influences have 
caused him to sidestep the issue. 

In order to complete the regular routine, I made a petition to the 
conimissioner and presented it in person, with the most courteous in- 
tentions, and pursuant to your suggestion in relation to a former pro- 
ceeding that I should try out a petition. I am deeply sorry that the 
argument was not carried with decorum; but, nevertheless, I think the 
remark on the part of the commissioner was entirely improper, and I 
think that he ought, if I were guilty of the charges he made, to file 
them, supported by evidence, with the Secretary of the Interior and 
ask for my disbarment on these grounds. I feel further that I should, 
and I do hereby, demand that such charges be preferred in writing, with 
the alleged conflicting statements, and an opportunity for answering 
and hearing, or that he withdraw these implications. 

I further pray of the Secretary of the Interior that the commissioner 
be instructed forthwith to direct the examiner to give me a final action 
before the expiration of said default proviso on the 17th. 

If the examiner can not allow the claims, all that is necessary for 
him to do is to write me as follows: 

“The claims are again and finally rejected on the grounds and 
for the reasons of record,” i 
Respectfully, EÐWIN L. RICE. 

Mr, SHIPSTEAD. I ask for a ruling from the Chair on the 
point of order made by the Senator from Utah. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The point of order made by the 
Senator from Utah is sustained. 


t 
Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I suggest to the Senator from 


Minnesota that the first part of the tendered amendment, in my 
judgment, would be in order, namely: 


Provided, That no part of the money hereby appropriated shall 
be used for propaganda or for the promotion of legislation intended 
to terrify patent attorneys from testifying before committees of 
Congress. 


I would be very glad if the Senator would offer that as an 
amendment. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I shall be glad to offer that as an amend- 
ment. That would strike out the part of the amendment which 
is held by the Chair to be out of order. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think that any money appropriated 
here for buying furniture, and so forth, would ever be used 
for any such purpose, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will hold that the 
amendment suggested by the junior Sentaor from Utah is in 
order. : 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not say that it is not in order, but I think 
that any official of the Government who would use money appro- 
priated for the purchase of furniture for the purpose indicated 
ought to be investigated himself. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I offer that as an amendment. I will 
strike out the words in the last lines and send the amendment 
again to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The READING CLERK. On page 65, line 8, after the numerals 
“ $60,000” and before the period, insert a colon and the fol- 
lowing proviso: 


Provided, That no part of the money hereby appropriated shall 
be used for propaganda or for the promotion of legislation intended 
to terrify patent attorneys from testifying before committees of 
Congress. 


Mr. KING. May I suggest to the Senator from Minnesota, 
in view of the suggestion of the senior Senator from Utah that 
this is a limitation upon one item, namely, the purchasing of 
furniture, that that could be obviated by changing it so as to 
read: 


Provided, That no part of the money hereby appropriated under the 
title of Patent Office shall be used for— 


the purposes indicated; so that the limitation would apply to 
all items carried under the head of Patent Office. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I was not aware that that point of order 
raised by the Senator from Utah was sustained. 

Mr. KING. The idea was suggested by the senior Senator 
from Utah ealling attention to the fact that the limitation ex- 
tended to an item carrying an appropriation for furniture. 
With the additional words that I have just suggested, the lim- 
itation then would extend to all items under the head of Patent 
Office, so that there would be a limitation upon each item 
instead of one item. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I offer that as an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Minnesota as perfected by 
the suggestion of the junior Senator from Utah. : 

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I ask the Senator from Minnesota 
to give a little explanation of the phrase “legislation intended 
to terrify”? 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD, I have before me Senate Resolution 102, 
introduced December 20, 1923, calling for an investigation of 
the Patent Office and making certain allegations concerning the 
manner of the commissioner’s conduct of the Patent Office. I 
hold in my hand also House bill 5790, which I am informed was 
introduced in the House at the request of the Commissioner of 
Patents. That bill, if it should be enacted into law, would 
intimidate witnesses testifying before the Committee on Pat- 
ents of the Senate in case the resolution just referred to is 
adopted. 

I call attention to the fact that on page 2 of the bill it is pro- 
vided that an agent, patent attorney, or counselor is to be pre- 
vented from doing certain things. I send it to the desk and 
ask that the clerk may read the first two pages of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read as re- 
quested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That it shall be unlawful for any person with in- 
tent to defraud, In any manner to deceive, mislead, or threaten any ap- 
plicant or prospective applicant or other person haying immediate or 
prospective business before the United States Patent Office, by word, 
circular, letter, or advertisement, with respect to said business. It shall 
be unlawful for any person who has not complied with the rules and 


regulations of the Commissioner of Patents governing the recognition 
of agents, attorneys, or other persons representing applicants or other 
parties, in the United States Patent Office, which have been prescribed 
in accordance with the provisions of section 487 of the Revised Statutes, 
and who has not been so recognized or who has been disbarred from 
practice before the United States Patent Office, to hold himself to be or 
assume to be a patent agent, patent attorney, or counselor with re- 
spect to patent epplications, or in any manner convey the impression 
that he either alone or together with any other person or persons, has, 
owns, conducts, or maintains an office of any kind for preparing, pros- 
ecuting, or advising with respect to applications for patents, or for com- 
pensation to act or practice as a patent agent, patent attorney, or 
counselor with respect to matters before the United States Patent 
Office, or to habitually ald or assist, directly or indirectly, in the prepara- 
tion, presentation, or prosecution of any patent application pending or 
patent matters contemplated to be brought before the United States 
Patent Office. Any person violating the provisions of this section shall 
be Mable to a fine of not more than $5,000 or imprisonment of not more 
than two years, or both. ‘This section shall not apply to clerks or others 
supervised by persons duly admitted to practice before the United 
States Patent Office, except that it shall apply to persons disbarred from 
practice before the United States Patent Office whetber acting under 
such supervision or otherwise, 


Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I wish to call attention 
to the fact that the bill prohibits certain persons from assisting 
directly or indirectly in the applications for patent of any 
device that may be submitted to the Patent Office under penalty 
of a jail sentence of two years. 

I wish to call attention also to the conduct of the Commis- 
sioner of Patents, and to the fact that he has disbarred at- 
torneys from practicing before him simply because they have 
criticized the Commissioner of Patents. If the measure, which 
I am informed has been introduced at the request of the Patent 
Commissioner, shall be enacted it will be in the power of the 
commissioner to send patent attorneys who have been disbarred 
to jail for two years for assisting directly or indirectly in a 
mechanical sense or as draftsmen in connection with any 
patent application that may come before the Patent Office. 

If that is not intimidation, if that is not propaganda for the 
purpose of terrifying, for instance, witnesses who would testify 
before a committee of Congress, then I should like to know what 
is propaganda. It is to remedy that condition that I have of- 
fered the amendment. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, a number of reputable patent 
attorneys have called upon me to make complaint of the capri- 
cious, arbritrary, and despotic course of the Commissioner of 
Patents; likewise because of his discrimination against certain 
attorneys and in favor of a certain clique that seems to come 
within the confines of his affections. I have upon my desk 
here 10 or 15 letters written by the Commissioner of Patents 
and by the chief clerk. The one I now hold in my hand was 
written by the commissioner, Mr. Robertson, in which in re- 
sponse to an individual who asks for reference to a copy of 
the roster of attorneys entitled to practice before his office he 
says: 

Our record of registered patent attorneys is kopt in card form, and 
we do not have for distribution a printed list of such attorneys. How- 
ever, I am inclosing a slip— 


And that is pinned to the letter, so that it may be detached— 


giving the names of a number of attorneys who can be depended upon 
to give good service. 


Other letters which I have contain slips giving the names of 
various attorneys. For instance, the letter I now hold in my 
hand on a little carbon copy slip gives the names of six attor- 
neys, Complaints, as I have said, have come to me—— 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. KING. Let me complete the sentence. 

Complaints, as I have said, have come to me that the Com- 
missioner of Patents assumes a position in connection with his 
office that is detrimental to justice and to fair play on the part 
of attorneys, He assumes to say who is a good lawyer and 
who is not a good lawyer. There is a certain organization of 
patent lawyers, and within that organization are found the 
favorite ones and outside of that organization are found the 
ones against whom the Commissioner of Patents discriminates. 

I have had many complaints also, Mr. President, concerning 
the inefficiency of certain branches of the office. There are 
many very fine and capable men in the office of the Commis- 
sioner of Patents; there is also inefficiency; and it is charged 
that there is delay brought about because of the arbitrary and 
capricious course of the Commissioner of Patents. Certainly 
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his conduct, if I am correctly advised by lawyers, officers, and 
attorneys, is reprehensible, It should call for an investigation 
of the Commissioner of Patents and of the manner in which 
he conducts his office, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, it was I who asked the 
question of the Senator from Minnesota as to the significance 
of the phrase “nor for the promotion of legislation intended to 
terrify patent attorneys from testifying before the committees 
of Congress.” f 

Mr. President, the Senator from Minnesota has referred to a 
bill which is pending in the House of Representatives, and he 
assumes that that proposed legislation is intended to terrify 
patent attorneys. That is a matter of judgment. Somebody 
else might not think so. Perhaps some patent attorneys or 
former patent attorneys do regard it as terrifying. I am not 
informed as to that; but I am wondering if the Senate really 
wants to take favorable action upon a proposal which, in effect, 
would prevent the Commissioner of Patents dictating a letter 
to one of his stenographers, addressed to a committee of Con- 
gress supporting a proposed piece of legislation, That is what 
this amendment will do, so far as I can see. 

The Commissioner of Patents, by this proposed amendment, 
is forbidden to use any part of the money herein appropriated 
for the “promotion of legislation intended to terrify.” Well, 
“Intended to terrify” is a phrase so vague in this connection 
that it practically amounts to saying to the Commissioner of Pat- 
ents, “ You shall not use the services of a stenographer paid for 
under this appropriation for dictating a letter to a committee 
of Congress urging further restrictions in the matter of the 
practice of patent law.” 

If there is something wrong in the way that the Commis- 
sioner of Patents is conducting his office, if he is unreasonably 
severe and is treating with grave injustice reputable persons 
who desire to practice before the department, let us amend the 
law and subtract from the powers given to him, if he has 
powers now which he is abusing or which are apt to be abused 
in the hands of any succeeding Commissioner of Patents; but 
when we come to a proposal like this, which says, in effect, 
“ You shall not promote legislation,” that is a very broad pro- 
vision. The Commissioner of Patents would not dare write a 
letter to the chairman of the Committee on Patents of the 
Senate if some one came along and said, The legislation which 
you are promoting is apt to terrify somebody.” 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, the Senator from Minne- 
Sota is a member of the Committee on Patents, and so am L 
The chairman of that committee, the Senator from Kentucky* 
[Mr. Ernst], does not appear to be on the floor. I have just 
seen the proposed amendment for the first time. I think there 
is much in what the Senator from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH] 
has said. It seems to me the amendment is very loosely drawn 
and that there is no definition of the language used. I am 
simply thinking, without having had any communications in 
relation to the matter, that the Senate would act rather hastily 
if upon a mere ex parte statement of this matter it should 
legislate upon this appropriation bill in relation to it under the 
guise of a limitation of the appropriation. 

I do not know how far this amendment would restrict the 
efforts of the Patent Commissioner to eliminate undesirable 
attorneys who are practicing before his department and who 
ought to be eliminated; but I was going to suggest to the Sen- 
ator from Minnesota that it seems to me to be of consequence 
enough to have the views of the Commissioner of Patents about 
it, so that he may give his side of the case, at least, rather 
than to legislate upon the complaints of disappointed attorneys 
whom he may have disbarred. 

I know nothing about the matter; but I know that there are 
a great many patent attorneys in Washington and there are a 
great many cases where, in the opinion of the Commissioner of 
Patents, they do not practice their profession before him or 
before his bureau in en ethical way; and there are certain dis- 
ciplinary powers which are given the commissioner. All I can 
suggest about the matter is that, with no knowledge of the 
facts, I feel that it is not reasonable care, so to speak, in legis- 
lation to place this amendment on the bill without further in- 
formation. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator from Con- 
nectieut yield to me? i 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. May I say to the Senator that a number of 
attorneys, none of whom have been disbarred, have been to 
see me and have complained of the capricious and tyrannous 
course of the Commissioner of Patents with respect to the bill 
te which attention has just been called by the Senator from 
Minnesota. They tell me they would not dare to appear be- 
fore the committee of Congress and testify concerning it, be- 
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cause it would bring upon their heads the disapproval of the 


Commissioner of Patents and he undoubtedly would disbar 
them. It is said he terrifies attorneys and his conduct toward 
them is that of an arbitrary czar, not interested in justice but 
in dealing out his favors to special attorneys. 

I know nothing except from the representations which have 
been made to me by a number of attorneys. I have also heard 
the criticism to which I referred a moment ago, that there is 
considerable delay in the Patent Office. The Senator from 
Connecticut will recall that a few years ago we increased the 
personnel very greatly and increased the compensation of the 
employees of the Patent Office under the promise of great re- 
forms. The complaint, however, is made to me that the re- 
forms have not been effectuated, notwithstanding the large 
increase in the compensation and the personnel of that office. 
I suggest, in view of the charges which are constantly being 
made, that the Committee on Patents ought to investigate the 
conduct of the Commissioner of Patents with a view to deter- 
mine whether or not the criticisms are just or unjust. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Con- 
necticut yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr. BRANDEGER. I yield for a question. 

Mr. OWEN. I merely wish to suggest that in the event this 
amendment should be put upon the bill it can be adjusted in its 
form and in its substance, for that matter, in conference. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. What I meant to suggest, Mr. President, 
was this: This may be necessary, it may be meritorious, but we 
can know nothing about it. Individual Senators here have had 
correspondence with individual attorneys who are at odds with 
the Commissioner of Patents. We can not decide the merits of 
those disagreements here upon the floor of the Senate, and I do 
not think a conference committee would be in any better posi- 
tion to do it. l 

All I mean to say is that here is a great bureau, attending to 
all the patents of the United States, and an enormous bar of 
patent attorneys is practicing before it. We are making an 
appropriation for the maintenance of that bureau, and now it 
is proposed to limit that appropriation with this restriction 
without anybody haying heard from the Patent Commissioner. 
He may have disbarred some attorneys improperly. He may 
have acted in an arbitrary or capricious manner in certain 
matters. I do not know. That can be alleged against any 
judge of a court by a disappointed attorney who loses his case, 
or with whom the judge does not coincide. I simply remark 
upon it without having been consulted by anybody. As I say, 
this is the first intimation I have had in regard to it. It sim- 
ply seems to me that this is slipshod and careless legislation. 
As long as we have a Committee on Patents in each branch of 
Congress, it seems to me that at least this amendment should 
have been referred to them, or at least there should be oppor- 
tunity for asking the view of the Commissioner of Patents in 
some way before either body acts upon it as a legislative propo- 
sition. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, it seems to me that the limi- 
tation in this amendment to the effect that none of this money 
shall be used for propaganda is certainly a reasonable limita- 
tion. The limitation that none of this money shall be used for 
the promotion of legislation is also reasonable. I do not see 
why it has to be limited to legislation terrifying attorneys. I 
do not think appropriations in any department ought to be used 
for the promotion of legislation. I do not think the bureaus 
have any right to promote legislation. If their advice is asked 
by the legislative body on certain matters within their peculiar 
knowledge, or if facts within their possession are asked for, 
they may give them; but I see nothing wrong in saying that 
none of this appropriation shall be used for propaganda or to 
promote any legislation. As there seems to be some confusion 
in the minds of some Senators as to what is meant by legisla- 
tion intended to terrify patent attorneys from testifying before 
committees, the Senator could strike that out if he wanted to, 
and it would be even broader than it is now. 

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I accept that suggestion, Mr. President. 
I will modify my amendment so as to strike out those words. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Minnesota as per- 
fected. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. How does it read? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment as perfected. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Provided, That no part of the money hereby appropriated under the 
title of “Patent Office” shall be used for propaganda nor for the 
promotion of legislation. 
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Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, I do not want to prolong 
this discussion, but I want to call the attention of the Senate 
to what I intend to accomplish by this amendment. 

I have seen bureau officials come before Congress and lobby— 
I call it “lobbying ”—to promote legislation, and that is a prac- 
tice that I think should be discontinued. I am not trying 
through this amendment to interfere with the rights enjoyed 
under the law by the Commissioner of Patents or to deprive him 
of any of his rights or powers. I am simply trying to stop 
him from abusing the power of his office to terrify witnesses 
and to promote legislation, and from using the power of his 
office for the purpose of disbarring attorneys from practicing 
before him because they have criticized his action or his con- 


duct. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Minnesota, as 
perfected. 

The amendment as perfected was rejected. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I offer an amendment which I 
send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Oklahoma. 

The Reapine CLERK. On page 48, line 12, after the numerals 
“$4,500” and before the semicolon, it is proposed to insert the 
following proviso: 


Provided, That out of the funds now standing to the credit of the 
Wichita and affiliated bands of Indians of Oklahoma in the Treasury 
of the United States a sum not exceeding $3,000 may be used for 
the employment of counsel under contract as provided by law to rep- 
resent said Indians in their claims against the United States, set forth 
in article 6 of the act entitled “An act making appropriations for cur- 
rent and contingent expenses of the Indian Department and fulfilling 
treaty stipulations with various tribes for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1896, and for other purposes,” approved March 2, 1895 (28 Stat. 
p. 896). 


Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I send to the desk a letter from 
the Commissioner of Indian Affairs with regard to that amend- 
ment. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I will state in that connection 
that I have a letter on the subject from the Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs, and I have no objection to the amendment. 

Mr. OWEN. Then I do not care to have the letter read. I 
ask that it be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter referred to was ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE oF INDIAN AFFAIRS, 
Washington, February 7, 925, 
Hon. J. W. HARRELDÐ, 
United States Senate, 

My Dear Senator: Complying with the request of Mr. C. H. Meril- 
lat, you are advised that by article 6 of the agreement of March 2, 1895 
(28 Stat. L. 896), the right was reserved to the Wichita and affiliated 
bands of Indians to prefer certain claims against the Government. The 
Indians desire Messrs. Merillat and Kappler as their attorneys in the 
ease, and it appears from a contract which they have executed and 
which is now under consideration that the Indians are willing to use 
$3,000 of their tribal funds for the purpose mentioned. 

A copy of this letter is inclosed for your convenience. 

Cordially yours, 
Cus. II. Burke, Commissioner. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Oklahoma. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, LENROOT. Mr. President, a short time ago I called 
the attention of the Senate to the items for Howard University, 
$370,000 and $130,000, and the fact that on Thursday last I 
gave notice that I should move to suspend the rules for the 
purpose of offering und having these amendments considered. 
This afternoon the Senator from Utah handed me a letter from 
Mr. Kelly Miller, stated to be one of the officials of the univer- 
sity, asking that this matter be not pressed; that it might 
jeopardize the other appropriations for Howard University. I 
thereupon stated to the Senate that for that reason, and that 
only, I should not press these amendments or move to suspend 
the rules. ? 

-I have just been informed by the president of the Howard 
University that that letter did not express the sentiments of 
the university; that the university is anxious, if possible, to 
secure these appropriations; and,. that being the situation, 
while the hour is late, I will offer an amendment on page 102, 
line 21, as follows: 

For additions to medical school building, $370,000. 
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the Senator from Wisconsin will be stated. 
The READING CLERK. On page 102, after line 20, it is 
proposed to insert the following: 


For additions to medical school building, $370,000. 


The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question is upon agree- 
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. OVERMAN, Mr. President, does the Senator offer that 
amendment? ; 

Mr. LENROOT. I do. 

Mr. LODGE. It has been ruled on already. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I presume that a point of 
order will be made to get a quorum here if this amendment is 
pressed. Why can it not go over until to-morrow? 

Mr. LENROOT. I am perfectly willing. ` 

Mr. SMOOT. Does the Senator want the bill to go over? 

Mr. LENROOT. I must have this matter disposed of. 

Mr. OVERMAN. It is subject to a point of order. 

Mr. LENROOT. I want to say frankly to the Senator that a 
different point of order lies to this question than did lie to the 
question that was considered before. The prohibition in the 
rule that cut out this item was a prohibition against new legis- 
lation. To-day, under the other rule, the point of order must 
be made that it is general legislation; and, as the Senator 
knows, there is a very clear distinction between special legisla- 
tion and general legislation ; and new legislation may be special, 
but not general. 

Mr. OVERMAN. What about the rule that requires that 
no amendment shall be offered to an appropriation bill—— 

Mr. LODGE. That has been attended to. The Senator gave 
the notice. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I know he gave the notice, but the rule 
has to be upset by a two-thirds vote. 

Mr, LODGE. Oh, certainly; it requires a two-thirds vote, 

Mr. LENROOT. It has been estimated for. : 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, if I may be permitted a 
word 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does the Senator from 
Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr, LENROOT. I do. 

Mr. WARREN. As an individual, the Senator can, under the 
first paragraph of the rule, offer an amendment where it has 
been duly estimated for; but it was ruled by a majority of 
five here that under the second paragraph of the rule this 
amendment could not be presented and acted upon as a com- 
mittee amendment. It now comes before us, not presented by 
the committee but presented by an individual Senator, and I 
do not think it is obnoxious to the rule. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Let us see. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Will the Senator from 
North Carolina state his point of order again? 

Mr. OVERMAN. I will. Section 2 of the rule, on page 20-b, 
reads as follows: 

All amendments to general appropriation bills moved by direction of 
a standing or select committee of the Senate, proposing to increase 
an appropriation already contained in the bill, or to add new items 
of appropriation, shall, at least one day before they are considered, 
be referred to the Committee on Appropriations, 


That is very clearly obnoxious to the rule. 

Mr. WARREN. Will not the Senator read the balance of it? 

Mr. OVERMAN, The balance has nothing to do with it. 

Mr. WARREN. The balance of section 1 has not? 

Mr. LENROOT. Even though estimated for? 

Mr. OVERMAN. Even though estimated for, when intro- 
duced on the floor, according to this rule it has to lie over one 
day and be referred to the Committee on Appropriations. Does 
the Chair get the section I have read? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair understands that 
the Senator from North Carolina makes the point of order 
that this appropriation has not been estimated for. 

Mr. LODGE. It has been estimated for. i 

Mr. OVERMAN. I did not make that point. I made the 
point the other day that it had not been estimated for, be- 
cause the Budget had no right to estimate it; but I do not 
make that point here. This point is that it is adding a new 
item of appropriation, which the rule requires shall lie over at 
least one day before it is considered, and be referred to the 
Committee on Appropriations. That is found at the top of 
page 21. It is as plain as can be. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, may I talk to that point? 
That part of the rule is all right; but, of course, this amend- 
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The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The amendment offered by 
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ment was presented long ago, and was reported out by the 
committee. 

Mr. OVERMAN. It has to lie over one day and be reported 
out. It is obnoxious to the rule, as plainly as anything can be, 

Mr. LODGE. It is perfectly obvious that we can not dis- 
pose of this matter this evening. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think the Senator is correct; but we 
might as well take a ruling unless we are to adjourn. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair is of opinion 
that that paragraph of the rule does not apply, for the reason 
that it provides that— 


All amendments to general appropriation bills moved by direction 
of a standing or select committee of the Senate proposing to increase 
an appropriation already contained in the bill—— 


Mr. OVERMAN. Or to add a new item of appropriation. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. All such proposed appro- 
priations must be moyed by a standing or select committee, 
and then they must lie over at least one day. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I can not see how the rule can be plainer 
than to say that any amendment adding a new item of appro- 
priation shall, at least one day before it is considered, be 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations. That is what 
we are doing here every day—introducing amendments to ap- 
propriation bills in order to make them in order and sending 
them to the committee. That is the general rule. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The point ruled upon the 
other day was raised under the new part of Rule XVI. It was 
a point of order made against the bill, and after it was sus- 
tained the bill was again referred to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. Now, from the floor there is offered the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor], and 
the paragraph of Rule XVI does not apply to an amendment 
offered from the floor by a Member of the Senate, as the Chair 
now understands it. If the point of order is confined to that 
paragraph of the rule, the Chair overrules the point of order. 

Mr. OVERMAN. It is new legislation. It has been decided 
by the Senate that it is new legislation. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I want to understand the ex- 
tent of the rule. As I understand it, I can offer an amendment 
to provide for an addition to the post-office building at Norfolk, 
and if it is offered by me it is in order. As I understand, the 
Senator from Wisconsin has offered an amendment providing 
for additions to the buildings of this university. If that is in 
order when offered by him as an individual, and not in order 
when offered by a standing committee, and not in order when 
reported by a committee, I want to know if it would be in order 
for me to offer an amendment to the bill providing for an addi- 
tion to the post-office building at Norfolk? 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, the Senator has not yet detected 
that the Senator has moved to suspend the rules. 

Mr. SWANSON. No; I did not. 

Mr. LENROOT. I first want a ruling on the point of order. 

Mr. SWANSON. If that is in order, is it in order for me or 
anyone else who wants an addition to a public building to offer 
an amendment to this bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. No. If the Senator offered it, it would have 
to go to the Committee on Appropriations, as provided under 
the rule. 

Mr. SWANSON. The Senator has not offered his amendment 
from a standing committee. - 

Mr. SMOOT. Then, if the Committee on Appropriations re- 
ports it to the Senate, the Senator can offer it, and the Chair 

Mr. SWANSON. I would like to know what the Senator from 
Wisconsin bases his amendment on, because I want to know 
8 my rights are. I have some amendments that I want to 
offer. 

Mr. LENROOT. I do not find anything in the rule requiring 
that an amendment proposed by an individual Senator shall be 
referred to the Committee on Appropriations before it can be 
acted upon. If it is reported by a standing committee, it must 
then be referred to the Committee on Appropriations before it 
ean be acted upon. An individual Senator can not offer an 
amendment to an appropriation bill unless it comes within one 
of the several clauses of the first paragraph of the rule. The 


amendment I offer does come within one of the clauses, namely, 
that it has been estimated for, and I submit that any Senator 
can offer an amendment upon the floor to an appropriation 
bill if it has been estimated for, although the Appropriations 
Committee has refused to allow the amendment. That is my 
position. 

Mr. WARREN. That is correct. 
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Mr. OVERMAN. I thought the Senator from Wisconsin the 
other day admitted on the floor that this amendment offered 
from the floor would be just as objectionable to the rule as any 
other amendment. 

Mr. LENROOT. No; I tried to call attention to the dis- 
tinction. between new and general legislation. The amendment 
the other day was obnoxious to the rule because it clearly was 
new legislation by the committee. The Senator is a member of 
the Committee on Appropriations, and he is aware, as I am, 
that very frequently in the committee we refuse to consider 
amendments when they are obnoxious to the rule, and it is 
understood that some member of the committee will, as an 
individual, offer those amendments on the floor. 

Mr. SMOOT. That has happened in regard to this bill. 

Mr. OVERMAN. We have oftentimes given consent to that 
being done, but this is obnoxious to the rule on the ground that 
it is general legislation. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is subject to argument, I admit. 

Mr. SWANSON, The rule provides that— 


All general appropriation bills sball be referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations, and no amendments shall be received to any gen- 
eral appropriation bill the effect of which will be to increase an ap- 
propriation already contained in the bill, or to add a new item of 
appropriation, uniess it be made to carry out the provisions of some 
existing law or „treaty stipulation or act or resolution previously 
passed by the Senate during that session, or unless the same be moved 
by direction of a standing or select committee of the Senate, or pro- 
posed in pursuance of an estimate submitted in accordance with law. 


That is the language under which we used to proceed; that is, 
before we had the system of a Budget. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is still the rule. 

Mr. SWANSON. Subsequent to that this provision was 
added: 


The Committce on Appropriations shall not report an appropriation 
bill containing amendments preposing mew or general legislation, and 
if an appropriation bill is reported to the Senate containing amend- 
ments proposing new or general legislation, a point of order may be 
made against the bill, and if the point is sustained, the bill shall 
be recommitted to the Committee on Appropriations. 


I understand the Senator insists that while the committee 
can not offer any amendment to the bill under paragraph 1, 
a Member from the floor can do so. That is the contention 
of the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT. If it is not general legislation, and is esti- 
mated for. 

Mr. SWANSON. I understand the Senator's contention to 
be that the committee itself can not offer.any item of new 
legislation for the consideration of the Senate. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is true. 

Mr. SWANSON. The committee itself can not do it and 
ean not offer an amendment as a committee, but an individual 
Senator 

Mr. WARREN. I beg the Senator's pardon; the rule pro- 
vides that if the committee present an amendment and a point 
of order is made and ruled on, then it goes out. 

Mr. SWANSON. As I understand it, the Senator's position 
is that the committee is prohibited from reporting anything 
in the bill in the way of a new item, but under paragraph 1 
a Senator can do so. 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; and the only prohibition against a 
Member is found in paragraph 3. 

Mr. SWANSON. The provision that it must be reported by 
a standing committee, and so on? 

Mr. LENROOT. No; paragraph 3 is what really governs an 
8 offered by an individual Senator. It provides 

at— 


No amendment which proposes general legislation shall be received 
to any general appropriation bill. 


And so forth. 

That is what governs the individual Senator. The second 
paragraph governs the committee. As the Senator will see in 
the paragraph governing the committee, the word “new” is 
inserted, as well as “general.” The paragraph governing the 
rights. of the Member does not contain the word “new.” 

Mr. SWANSON. But it must be estimated for under para- 

ph I. 

Mr. LENROOT. I admit that if this is general legislation it 
is subject to a point of order. 

Mr. SWANSON. As I understand, the Senator offered this 


as a Member, under paragraph 1, because it has been esti- 
mated for? 


Mr. LENROOT. That is right. 

Mr. SWANSON. The Senator wants the Chair to rule that 
the committee could not include it, but that the Senator can on 
the floor offer it; that if the committee reports it, it is not in 
order, but a Member can offer it and it is in order. Is that 
the Senator’s contention? 

Mr. LENROOT. That is what I want the ruling on. The 
committee is prohibited from offering any amendment that is 
new legislation—— 

Mr. SWANSON. From reporting it. 

Mr. LENROOT. Although it may not be general legislation. 

Mr. SWANSON. As I understood it, this was adopted subse- 
quent to paragraph 1, and the rule under which the Budget 
was created, being the last will of the Senate, prevails over 
paragraph 1. All I desire to have is a decision one way or the 
other, because I have a great deal of legislation I would like to 
offer and have considered by standing committees. It was dis- 
tinctly understood when the Committee on Appropriations was 
given the power absolutely to recommend the appropriations 
in the House and the Senate under the new Budget system 
that they should only consider what had been authorized by 
other committees under the law. 

Mr. LENROOT. Exactly; that is true. 

Mr. SWANSON. That is, items which had been reported on 
by committees under the law. If this amendment is held to 
be good, the prohibition against offering new items would apply 
only to the Committee on Appropriations itself, 

Mr, LENROOT. That is true. 

Mr. SWANSON. My idea was, when the Budget was created, 
that appropriation bills should not contain anything except 
items to carry out existing law, if anybody made a point of 
order, even up to the final passage. If this amendment is 
held to be In order, any committee can come in and add items 
to a bill under the idea that they were moved by a standing 
committee. All I want is a ruling, and I want it distinctly 
understood that when that ruling is made it will not be changed. 

Mr. LENROOT. I will say to the Senator from Virginia— 
and of course he will agree with me—that the rule must be 
construed as it stands. Whether it is wise or not is not for 
us to say at this time. My only point is that under the new 
rule the committee is prohibited from bringing in any kind 
of legislation, and the Senator agrees with me upon that. 

Mr. SWANSON. The contention I make is that under the 
spirit of paragraph 1 any committee is not only prohibited 
from reporting a new item, but it was the intention also to 
prohibit any Senator from offering such an amendment, 

Mr. LENROOT. But the Senator will see that the second 
paragraph applies only to the action of the committee. He 
must agree with me on that. 

Mr. SWANSON. The language of it does, but the spirit of 
it is opposed to that. That is the last will of the Senate. That 
is the last rule adopted, and the last one must prevail. The 
last rule provides that committees can not report new items, 
and if they can not report them and have them included in 
the bill, the same reason would prohibit an individual Senator 
from offering something that is new. 

Mr. LENROOT. Perhaps it ought to be so, but the question 
is, Is it so? In the second paragraph there is no language gov- 
erning the action of an individual Senator. We have to look to 
another paragraph for the rule applicable to an individual Sen- 
ator, and when we look to that paragraph we find that the 
prohibition is only against general legislation, not new legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. HARRISON. This amendment is proposed in accord- 
ance with law, is it not, on the estimate of the Bureau of the 
Budget? 

Mr. LENROOT. I want to be entirely fran 

Mr. HARRISON. The rule says “or proposed in accord- 
ance with an estimate submitted in accordance with law.” 
What I want to know is whether this is an amendment pro- 
posed in accordance with law. 

Mr. LENROOT. It is an amendment which has been re- 
ported from the Budget. I am frank to say, however, that in 
my opinion there was no authority of law; that is, there was 
no previous authorization for the Budget to send this estimate 
to Congress; but so far as the estimate comes from the proper 
authority and in the regular channel in accordance with our 
Budget law it is here in accordance with law and the rule. 
That is the point I wish to make. 4 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I think we might just as 
well determine other points of order which are deemed to be 
applicable. I make the point of order, if it is in order to do so 
now, that the amendment is not in order because, first, it is not 
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| proposed in pursuance of an estimate submitted in accordance 
| with law; second, because it is not germane or relevant to the 
| subject matter in the bill. 

| Mr. LENROOT. The Senator understands that the last point 
| must be decided by the Senate; it can not be decided by the 

Chair. 

| Mr, OVERMAN, Another ground on which a point of order 
might be based is that it is general legislation. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I think perhaps the Chair did not hear 

my point of order. I make the point of order as follows: 

First, that the amendment is not in order because it is not 
proposed in pursuance of an estimate submitted in accordance 

| with law. 

Second, because the amendment proposes general legislation. 

Third, because it is not germane or relevant to the subject 

i matter contained in the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair had occasion to 
give some study to this matter a few days ago upon the point 
of order raised by the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
OverMAN]. It is the opinion of the Chair that the amendment 
is proposed in pursuance of an estimate submitted in accord- 
ance with law. That disposes of any objection that can be 
made to the amendment so far as being in order is concerned 
under the first paragraph of Rule XVI. It is not objectionable 
to paragraph 2 because it is not moved by a standing or select 
committee of the Senate. 

There remains to be considered the point of order just made 
by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosrnson] under para- 
graph 3, which provides that— 


No amendment which proposes general legislation shall be received 
to any general appropriation bill, nor shall any amendment not ger- 
mane or relevant to the subject matter contained in the bill be re 
ceived; nor shall any amendment to any item or clause of such bill 
be received which does not directly relate thereto; and all questions 
of relevancy of amendments under this rule, when raised, shall be 
submitted to the Senate and be decided without debate; and any 
amendment to a general appropriation bill may be laid upon the table 
without prejudice to the bill. 


The Chair overrules the point of order so far as it raises 
the question of the amendment being proposed in pursuance 
of an estimate submitted in accordance with law. It overrules 
the point of order so far as it relates to general legislation, 
because the Chair is of the opinion that it is not general legis- 
lation. 

In accordance with the rule the Chair submits to the Senate 
the question as to whether or not the amendment is germane. 
The question is, Shall the point of order be sustained because 
the proposed amendment is not germane to the provisions of 
the bill? 

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr, President, it is pretty late. I think 
we had better let it go over until to-morrow. 

Mr. HARRISON, I have an amendment to offer that is very 
important, and there will be no discussion on it. 

Mr. MOSES. We have a question before the Senate, 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Debate is not permitted. 

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate proceed to the consid- 
eration of executive business. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will not the Senator from Massachusetts 
withhold that motion until to-morrow? It is late this evening. 

Mr. LODGE. Very well. I have no desire to press an execu- 
tive session to-night, and if we take a recess the matter will 
still be before us to-morrow morning. 

Mr. ROBINSON, Had we not better adjourn? 

Mr. LODGE. Oh, no; we want to finish the bill to-morrow. 

Mr. ROBINSON. There is a large demand for a morning 
hour. I have on my own desk a number of bills to be introduced 
and a number ef petitions to be presented. If wo do not have a 
morning hour, we will have the usual custom of Senators rising 
and asking leave to transact morning business out of order. 

Mr. LODGE. I have no objection to taking an adjournment, 
but I think we can do some little business now in executive 
Session. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I suggest to the Senator that he withhold 
the request for an executive session until to-morrow and that 
we take an adjournment now. 

Mr. LODGE. But why can we not take a recess? I do not 
see any objection to that. 

Mr, ROBINSON, I suggest that it would be better to ad- 
journ, because I think we will save time by an adjournment, 

Mr. LODGE. Very well. I move that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 6 o’clock and 
7 minutes p. m.) adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, February 
26, 1924, at 12 o'clock meridian, 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


Monpay, February 25, 1924. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 


The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


O spirit of God, breathe around our lives until we feel the 
ministry of the divine presence in the calmness of faith, in 
the smile of the Father's care, and in the rest of His infinite 
love. May Thy voice be heard above all the voices of earth, 
In our daily lives enable us to put Thy law definitely and 
completely into operation and may we always know that noble 
deeds are steps toward God. At the last let the years of our 
22 be dissolved and lost in the joys of a better world. 

en. 


The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, 
1924, was read and approved. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE, 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask that my colleague, 
Mr. FUNK, be granted indefinite leaye of absence on account 
of a death in his family. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection it will be so ordered, 

There was no objection. = 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BUSINESS. 


Mr. UNDERHILL. Mr. Speaker, to-day is District day. 
Of course, the tax bill has the right of way, as I understand, 
by an arrangement made by the chairman of the committee. 
I desire to submit a unanimous-consent request that District 
business be considered in order for Saturday next, in lieu of 
the day which we have lost to-day. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent that District business be in order on Sat- 
urday next in place of to-day. Is there objection? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, personally I would haye no objection to that if I felt 
Sure that the tax bill would be disposed of by that time, but 
if it should run over on Friday, necessitating a vote on Saturday, 
it would be a mistake I think to fix District business for that 
day. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Would the gentleman object if on Sat- 
urday morning I made a similar request for some future day? 
My object is to get the District business before the Congress. 
During the last Congress we were deprived of our day almost 
every time it came around. It seems to me unfair to the people 
of the District that we should not consider some of their busi- 
ness. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Is the gentleman willing to make his re- 
quest with a provision that District business be taken care 
of on Saturday next, conditioned upon the passage of the tax 
bill before that time. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. I am perfectly willing to do that, and I 
make my request in that form, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent that on Saturday next District business be 
in order, provided that the revenue bill is out of the way. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 


INLAND WATERWAYS. 


Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, under leave granted me to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp I insert the following address 
of Hon. J. Hampton Moore, president of the Atlantic Deeper 
Waterways Association, made at Norfolk, Va.: 


ADDRESS OF HON. J. HAMPTON MOORE, PRESIDENT OF THE ATLANTIC 
DEEPER WATERWAYS ASSOCIATION, AT THE SIXTEENTH ANNUAL Con- 
VENTION, NORFOLK, VA., NOVEMBER 13, 1923. 


Ladies and gentlemen, 16 years have elapsed since the organization 
of the Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association, the purpose of which 
was to establish a better understanding along the Atlantic coast with 
respect to the development of ports and waterways and to encourage 
favorable action thereon by Congress, State, and local authorities. The 
result of this agitation has been highly beneficial along the entire sea- 
board and, in a way, has inspired efforts in other sections of the 
country to improve and utilize our natural resources. As a promoter 
of good feeling, the work has been highly advantageous. Each re- 
curring annual convention has promoted good will among the various 
State representatives and has enabled one section to draw upon the 
assistance of others in matters of mutual concern. Every State along 
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the Atlantic seaboard is in a better position with respect to its water- 
ways to-day than it was when this association. was formed, and no 
State has failed to receive the attention and assistance of this association 


1924. 
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and of the Congress of the United States. From Maine to Florida this 
has been the rule; and as to the whole country, from coast to coast, the 
sum total of appropriations for river and harbor work has actually 
doubled since our promotive work began. It now develops that the 
Federal Government since the beginning of history has spent upon 
rivers and harbors upward of a billion dollars, whereas 16 years ago 
it had not spent one-half that sum, which at that time was no more 
than France alone, less in size than the State of Texas, had spent upon 
its ports, rivers, and canals, ; 


HELPFUL TO AGRICULTURE AND INDUSTRY. 


The practical work of this association has been of great value to 
agriculture, commerce, and industry throughout the United States. 
There has been no opposition to railroad development during all this 
time, but, on the contrary, every desire to encourage railroad building 
and expansion. Nor has there been any intent at any time to act at 
variance generally with the recommendations of United States engl- 
neers, and then only as sanctioned by Congress. The big point has 
been to bring the merits of our project to the attention of Congress in 
line with the best engineering thoughts of the Government, 

I shall not specify any one of the hundreds of projects attaching in 
one form or another to the intracoastal project we advocate; every 
river along the Atlantic coast enters into the main trunk line and every 
seaport is affected. The big thought is to complete the waterway 
chain inside the coast line, so that a greater development of the farm 
and the factory may result and a stable means of transportation be 
provided where it does not now exist, or where existing means of trans- 
portation are inadequate. 


SIX HUNDRED MILES UNITED. 


It is now possible to leave the city of Boston in a vessel drawing 
not more than 7 feet of water and pass inland by way of the Cape 
Cod Canal, Long Island Sound, the Delaware & Raritan Canal, the 
Chesapeake & Delaware Canal, and Albemarle & Chesapeake all the way 
to Beaufort, N. C. From Georgetown, S. C., to the St. Johns River we 
may again proceed inland, ‘and on a shallower draft down the Florida 
east coast as far as Key West. Much of this great waterway has been 
opened during our time. First, the Chesapeake & Albemarle Canal was 
taken over by the Federal Government and made toll free. It runs from 
Norfolk 200 miles south to Beaufort. Then the Cape Cod Canal was 
cut through by private enterprise. The taking over of that canal is 
now contemplated by the Federal Government. The Chesapeake & 
Delaware Canal, linking up the Delaware River with the Chesapeake 
Bay, was taken over after much urging by this association and is now 
being deepened to 12 feet. Thus, from Boston to Beaufort a 12-foot 
depth has been virtually attained—an inland course of 600 miles, save 
for the antiquated Delaware & Raritan Canal, which will not stand 
more than a 7-foot draft. 


THE NEXT AND VITAL LINK, 


The great and perhaps the crucial work ahead of the association, 
therefore, is in connection with the proposed new Government canal 


across. the State of New Jersey. That State has given assurance to the. 


Federal Government that it will provide the right of way for a sea- 
level canal such as the United States Army engineers would approve. 

It is admitted that the old Delaware & Raritan Canal is inadequate 
and not worthy of improvement. It is controlled by the Pennsylvania 
Railroad Co., has given long and honorable service, but is no longer in 
the running, except as it was of great value for carrying bulky freight 
during the World War, and still is to a limited extent. But even the 
railroad company is not opposing the construction of the new canal 
across the State, which would eliminase the weak link in the intra- 
coastal chain, at least from Boston to Beaufort. There is at present a 
fine prospect for this canal, lacking only the final assent of the Federal 
Government. Since so much other Federal property has been acquired 
for canal purposes in connection with the intracoastal chain north 
and south it is as certain as the tides that the canal across the State of 
New Jersey must come, and anyone who contemplates the prospect can 
not fail to appreciate how important to the general welfare and pros- 
perity this last link in the big chain will be. 


THE NEW JERSEY PROSPECT, 


Try to visualize it, if you please; a cut straight across the State, 
bringing Philadelphia and New York together, and by that token the 
Northern and the Southern States. Communities are now arising along 
the proposed water course which will eventually connect up the two 
great cities and ultimately Boston, Baltimore, and Washington. Where 
the manufacturing wealth is greatest, with fuel close at hand, where 
industry is congested and where the population is thickest there it is 
proposed to run this waterway with paralleling boulevards on either 
side and railroads possibly adjusting themselves ta the new conditions. 
Between these two cities, which means the North and the South even- 
tually, the railroads are doing their best, but they are still making de- 
layed deliveries of heavy freight, their tracks are utilized to the full, 


and they need relief. Moreover, the improved roads are being worn out 
at the expense of the taxpayer to accommodate the ever-increasing 
automobile and truck traffic, the latter coming along with none of the 
railroad oyerhead and at public expense as a fierce competitor of the 
iron horse. Is it not time the Congress of the United States should 
give the word and authorize the construction of the best possible relief 
measure that could be provided—a canal across the State of New Jer- 
sey, which at first will put barge traffic in service between Massachu- 
setts and North Carolina, with an ultimate ship service where the 
greater depths are provided to justify it? 


THE RAILROAD PEAK, 


The recent rather optimistic announcement of the American Railway 
Association that it intends to spend upward of $243,000,000 during 
1924 for new locomotives, cars, and equipment does not fully meet the 
situation now confronting the shippers of the United States. No addi- 
tional trackage seems to be contemplated in this so-called “ambitious ” 
program. Rather is it intended to institute methods of economy in 
operation and to replace and increase equipment. New railroads, or 
the extension of railroads, do not appear to be a part of the combined 
railroad plan. Meanwhile a better feeling everywhere prevails with 
respect to the waterways of the country. We have 50,000 miles of 
them altogether, about one-half of that mileage improyed for naviga- 
tion purposes, but freight rates are still high and promise to be higher 
unless the railroads have relief. The cooperative spirit appears to 
abide with us, and perhaps at no time have the railroads looked with 
more favor upon the assistance of the waterways than they do 
now. 

RAILROAD MILBAGE DIMINISHING, 


There are many excellent and convincing reasons why the Congress 
and the people should resume aggressively the development of water- 
ways and ports in the United States. For one thing, the railroads are 
slowing up; at least in construction. The railroads continue to func- 
tion, and it is to be hoped they will not cease, but they are not building 
any new track, and they are not buying equipment to the extent the 
increase of population would seem to require, They say they can not 
afford to go ahead. Why? Surely it is not the waterways that have 
stopped them. Tonnage on inland waterways is small compared with 
that of the railroads, and waterways have not had the Government 
assistance accorded to the railroads. Why are railroad managers com- 
plaining? What Is the reason for their pessimism? Julius Krutt- 
schnitt, of the Southern Pacific Co., a recognized spokesman for the 
railroads, was quoted recently (October, 1923) as saying: 

“If present policy is maintained, we are headed straight for 
Government ownership.” \ 

The inference is that at present labor costs, with Government over- 
sight and the competition of private concerns, such as trucks on 
public highways, fostered by Government, the railroads can not be 
made to pay sufficiently to warrant further investment. Mr. Krutt- 
schnitt pointed out that about the same number of railroad tracks 
were laid in 1840, when the population was 17,000,000, as in 1922 
when our population was 110,000,000. More than that, he said: 

“The railroad mileage in the United States actually diminished 
last year to the extent of 352.68 miles. There were 824.09 miles 
of new tracks built, but there were 676.77 miles abandoned, 
of which 221.7 miles were actually torn up.” 


TROLLEYS ALSO CHECKING UP. 


Coming from such a source, this is startling information. It bears 
a close relationship to what is happening with respect to certain 
other transportation utilities—trolley lines, for instance. I can myself 
present a concrete example in the street-car management in Phila- 
delphia, Like the railroads, the traction management has ceased to 
lay new tracks during the last few years. It has taken up about 8 
miles of track and laid not a new mile. It is even now reluctant to 
extend trackage and awaits subway construction at public expense 
to assure a further and adequate service to the people. Furthermore, 
it is avoiding the expense of tracks and trolleys by setting up motor 
busses upon the city-owned highways. Mr. Kruttschnitt says: 

“The railroads are doing their best * + for higher effi- 
ciency, but are badly handicapped by the unfair competition of 
transportation facilities created wholly, or in part, by the Gov- 
ernment, which pay no taxes and make no wage scales,” 

When asked why the railroads thus handicapped did not themselves 
go into the trucking business, using trucks as feeders for freight lines, 
Mr. Kruttschnitt is quoted as replying, inter alia: 

“The Southern Pacific spent millions building electric feeders, 
which were simply smothered by carriers operating on roads built 
with public money.” 

So we get at the gist of it. It is not the waterway, the hitherto 
Supposed competitor of the railroad, that has to do with the troubles 
of the railroad; it is automotive power utilizing Federal, State, or 
municipally built and owned highways. In all, 13,000,000 auto cars, 
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Including trucks, are now at work in the United States—about one 
car or truck for every nine men, women, and children, or one to 
every two families; and one manufacturer alone will turn out 2,000,000 


additional cars in a year, it is announced. No wonder railroads 
pause, and trolley managers seek to shift the overhead or construc- 
tion costs to municipalities, as in Philadelphia. 


GOVERNMENT RUNNING COMPETITION. 


Nor is it to be wondered at that the Federal Government itself was 
driven into the waterways transportation business during the war, 
and to a certain extent continues it now on the Mississippi and 
Warrior Rivers. Recent addresses by the chairman of the Rivers and 
Harbors Committee emphasize the matter of waterway service as an 
auxiliary to the railroad, and the Department of Commerce, through 
its Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, has just issued a 
brochure on “Inland Waterway Transportation in the United States,” 
which enlarges upon this general subject. With the railroads groan- 
ing under their existing burdens and the public-built highways crowded 
with motor carriers which rapidly acquire the status of a standardized 
transportation service, it would seem as if the actual constructive 
and productive agencies of the country must look to waterway de- 
velopment for relief. We may now almost stand aside that other 
serious question of life and property loss outside the coastline, so 
imposing has become the matter of adequate transportation inland. 
Storms still rage along the coast and Cape Cod, Barnegat Shoals, and 
Cape Hatteras are as much a terror to the mariner as ever, but they 
are quickly forgotten in the grand rush of the great American output. 
Only less than a month ago we were horrified with such headlines 
as Eighty-mile storm sweeps coast; 80 may be dead. Millions of 
dollars’ damage caused at sea and on shore; many boats sink; others 
missing; steamer Westmoreland believed to have foundered off Dela- 
ware with all hands. Lightship dragged loose off Hatteras; Atlantic 
City and other resorts suffer heavily from rising seas. New York City 
hit hard and cutter is aiding ship sinking off Florida coast. Many 
small craft go down in gale.” But startling as were these headlines, 
we do not recall them now. We continue to want service—an ever- 
inereasing service in transportation. We may still count on storms 
and fogs and tidal waves, but evem these are not the greatest reason 
for getting our inland waterway house in order. 

GOOD WATERWAYS PAY. 


The business of the country has grown and must continue to grow, 
and transportation facilities must grow along with it, else our capacity 
to create and produce will be limited to inadequate facilities. Remem- 
ber that only half of all the land between the Appalachian chain on 
the Atlantic coast is improved, and you may realize the opportunity 
which the conntry continues to present to industry, agriculture, and 
enterprise if given adequate facilities fo reach the markets and the 
ports. And it pays the Federal Government to do this sort of thing. 
The ports are producing more reyenue than they ever did, but they do 
not produce that revenue where the channels are shallow or the port 
facilities inadequate. I trust it may not be taken amiss if I cite an 
example with which I am fairly familiar—the port of Philadelphia. 
When this association was formed 16 years ago the customs revenue 
taken in by the Federal Government at Philadelphia on a channel ap- 
proaching 30 feet was approximately $20,000,000. The fiscal year 
ended June 30, 1923, shows the port of Philadelphia, on a channel ap- 
proaching 35 feet, collecting for the Federal Government in customs 
more than $52,000,000, or considerably more annually than twice as 
much as was collected prior to the war on a shallower channel. 

CANALIZATION IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES. 


We should not fail to note the continued progress of foreign nations 
in canal development. England, France, Germany, Italy, and the 
Netherlands—all of them are keeping up their canalization for the en- 
couragement of transportation and the distribution of commodities, 
Some of their canals were indispensable during the war. Only recently 
the long-contemplated electrification of canals was introduced in Eng- 
land, upon what is known as The Staffordshire and Worcestershire 
Canal.” Barges are now proceeding through this canal at a speed 
of 4 miles per hour, propelled by overhead trolleys. If electrifica- 
tion continues upon the railroads, it is likely to be taken up by 
the canals of the United States, and sooner, possibly, than some of us 
contemplate. 

And while we are speaking of foreign activities, may we not again 
urger that the Congress of the United States be careful to give first 
consideration to American enterprises, so that the commerce of the 
United States may have a square deal with respect to foreign compe- 
tition? A great project to the north of us which has many proponents 
ån the United States would draw heavily upon United States resources, 
and, if adopted, upon Federal funds now required for our internal im- 
provements. 

TUNE UP THE UNITED STATES. 

A few bumps on the bars in the Florida East Coast Canal, where the 

‘American people have a right to rusticate or to do business if they 


Please, convinced President Harding that the inland streams of the 
United States needed attention. Because of delays incident to those 
neglected opportunities in the extreme South the attention of the coun- 
try was thus drawn to these inadequate transportation routes. What of 
the other routes in centers of greater wealth and population? Busi- 
ness held up in Massachusetts because the raflroad lines do not keep 
pace with industry and production! Then open up the waterways. 
Take over the Cape Cod Canal and open a barge line by the Brockton 
route. Let us grow and expand. That is the song of the waterways 
man, If New York has long been dependent upon the railroad and the 
Ambrose Channel and finds itself clogged, open up the port facilities 
which radiate from it; utilize the stream approaches and the neigh- 
boring cities and ports will be stirred to greater activity. In every, 
direction these neighboring cities are now awakening to lost oppor- 
tunities in waterway utilities—or shall we say to a lack of waterway 
preparedness? Examine the upper Hudson situation: Albany and 
Troy, 150 miles from the sea, capable of great expansion. Is the 
channel there sufficient to do the business of which these northern com- 
munities are capable? 

I have referred to the New Jersey crosscut. Open it and witness 
the effect upon Baltimore and the South. It is inevitable that these 
things shall come. When? That is the question. After we have spent 
our United States revenues in France, in England, or in Canada? God 
bless them all! No, Let us prepare for our own future. Let us care 
for our own household, Let us not postpone it or delay it. Let us do 
it now. If we would see America first, let us put America first. And, 
haying said this much to ourselves in convention, let us say it to Con- 
gress and continue to say it until Congress shall approve. 


RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE ATLANTIC DEEPER WATSRWAYS ASSOCIA- 
TION AT THE SIXTEENTH ANNUAL CONVENTION, NORFOLK, VA., NOVEM- 
BER 16, 1923, 


The delegates and members of the Atlantic Deeper Waterways Asso- 
ciation in sixteenth annual convention assembled, in the city of Nor- 
folk, Va., and representing every Atlantic seaboard State and the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, do hereby adopt the following resolutions and recom- 
mendations, and earnestly submit the same for the consideration of 
the United States Congress and the legislatures of the several 
States: 

The adequate development of a national inland waterway system is 
foremost among the internal improvements necessary to the future 
welfare of the country. 

Foremost in this system is the Intracoastal waterway from Maine to 
Florida and thence to the Gulf of Mexico. The utilization of the sec- 
tions already improved, as yet limited by the incompleteness of the 
whole system, has given abundant proof of the wisdom and economic 
necessity of this project. 

The Atlantic Deeper Waterways Association, organized in 1907, has 
consistently advocated this important cause, 

The Atlantic seaboard is indented with various sounds and bays 
which only require short artificial connecting channels in order to 
make a continuous inside protected waterway from Maine to Florida, 
Important navigable rivers empty into these bays and sounds. If so 
connected, commerce can be carried continuously between all points on 
these rivers and bays and all ports along the coast. The plan is sọ 
simple and the commercial benefits so great that it has commended 
itself to many statesmen from Washington and Franklin to those of 
the present day and to the best advisers of the Government in matters 
of engineering. 

Congress has recognized the merits of the project and has adopted 
such portions of it as to give ground for the belief In its intention, 
within a reasonable time, to undertake the remaining portions neces- 
sary to completion. The demands of the World War compelled a delay, 
in many internal improvements, this among them. We submit that a 
sufficient time has now elapsed for the work to be resumed on a more 
extensive scale, in order that the people may no longer be deprived of 
the benefits to be enjoyed. 

It was a wise counsel given to the world that he who intends to 
build should first sit down and count and calculate whether a sufficient 
amount were in hand to finish it, lest after laying the foundation and 
giving over his neighbors mock him who “ began to build and was not 
able to finish.” 

We submit that Uncle Sam is not such a man; that he has counted 
the cost, found his means sufficient, Jaid the foundation, and began the 
superstructure, and will most assuredly not now give over the work 
and lose what he has already expended. We are of the opinion that 
the sword should be beaten, not only into the plowshear but also into 
the shovel and the dredge. We respectfully commend to Uncle Sam 
the sage advice of an ancient and beloved builder, “ Be strong and of 
good courage, and do it; fear not, nor be dismayed, until thou hast 
finished all the work.” 

At recent sessions we suggested the motto: “American money for 
American waterways.” This year we suggest another: Why not get 
the American waterways in shape to work?” 
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CAPE COD CANAL, 


We memorialize Congress to enact legislation authorizing the pur- 
chase of the Cape Cod Canal, The War Department, unden the authority 
of Congress, has completed the preliminary negotiations and the legal 
proceedings for condemnation of the property. We submit that definite 
action at this time would be in public interest and that this important 
waterway should be made a national possession, 


NEW ENGLAND RIVERS AND CANALS, 


We renew our recommendation for an extension, at an appropriate 
time, northward from Boston Harbor to a suitable point on the coast 
of Maine, to be determined by the engineers, and serving the important 
industrial areas along the Merrimac, the Piscataqua and the Kennebec 
Rivers. 

We renew our recommendation of the Merrimac River as an espe- 
cially promising opportunity for the extension of navigation from the 
sea to an important group of industrial cities, and reiterate our hope 
that a satisfactory and feasible plan may be adopted for cooperation 
between the Federal Government and the State of Massachusetts for 
consummating this important improvement. 

We renew our recommendation of the Taunton River to full project 
depth as a useful waterway in an important industrial region, and 
as part of a desirable line of interior communication already sur- 
veyed between Narragansett Bay and Boston Harbor, being an im- 
portant line in the intracoastal waterway, as recommended by this 
association. 

We renew our recommendation of the Connecticut River as a water 
highway of great future value, serving an area of unusually heavy 
traffic, and we hope for the joint development of this stream for navi- 
gation and hydroelectric power. 


NEW YORK RIVERS AND CANALS. 


The barge canal system, constructed by the State of New York as 
a public highway, free of tolls and open to interstate commerce, con- 
necting the Great Lakes, by way of the Hudson River, with New York 
Harbor, and by way of the intracoastal waterway, as surveyed, with all 
the Atlantic ports. In extent of work, difficulties surmounted, and total 
cost, this great public improvement is notable among the world's engi- 
neering achievements, exceeding in these respects the entire intra- 
coastal waterway system as recommended by the Chief of Engineers. 
Access to this great waterway is controlled by the Federal Govern- 
ment at the Troy Dam and by the improved channel in the upper 
Hudson River. We renew our recommendations heretofore made for 
the further improvement of the upper Hudson to the fullest extent 
required to meet the needs of commerce, existing and prospective, at 
this strategic meeting point of the highways of trade. Greater depth 
for the upper Hudson is essential as a factor in national defense. A 
depth sufficient for overseas shipping and the making of several in- 
land ports in the upper Hudson will not more than meet the demands 
of existing commerce, will avoid expensive transfers, and will not 
militate against the great port of New York. We further recommend 
the further improvement of the Harlem River, Spuyten Duyvil, and 
Bronx Kills, to facilitate their fuller use as a connection between the 
Hudson and the waterways of New England and in cooperation be- 
tween the Federal Government, the State of New York, and New York 
City. 

LONG ISLAND. 


We renew our recommendation of the proposed waterway along the 
south shore of Long Island, the Coney Island Ship Canal, and the 
harbor and terminal developments in Jamaica Bay, and urge that the 
Federal, State, and municipal governments take such joint action as 
may be necessary for the completion of these works. 


NEWARK BAY. 


Newark Bay and its tributaries, the Passaic and Hackensack Rivers, 
are a valuable part of the plans for a greater New York Harbor, as 
worked out by the Port of New York Authority. We urge that the 
plan for their further improvement be carried to completion. 


RARITAN RIVER AND BAY. 


We favor the improvement of the channel of the Raritan River be- 
tween deep water in the river and deep water in Raritan Bay; also 
the improvement of the channel to New Brunswick to a sufficient depth 
to provide adequate facilities for a larger volume of traffic, 


THE CANAL ACROSS NEW JERSEY, 


A modern waterway across the State of New Jersey, to connect the 
harbors of New York and Philadelphia, is an essential link in the 
intracoastal waterway system, without which the waterways of New 
York and New England, and those southward from the Delaware and 
Chesapeake, must remain isolated and largely local in character and 
service. The Chief of Engineers, under authority of Congress, has 


completed surveys for such a waterway, to run from the Delaware 
River at Bordentown to the Raritan Bay at a point near South Am- 
boy, and has recommended construction of the same by the United 
States. In this recommendation it was stipulated that the State of 
New Jersey first acquire and furnish, at its expense, the necessary 
right of way. The faith of the State of New Jersey, already fully 
pledged by joint resolutions of its legislature, has now been given a 
material basis by the appropriation at the last legislative session of 
an amount considered sufficient to acquire the lands comprised within 
the Federal survey. 

We congratulate the State of New Jersey upon the adoption of this 
important legislation, whereby it will assume a partnership with the 
Federal Government in this important public improvement, 

We submit that from every standpoint of public service and interest 
Congress should at the earliest possible date enact legislation provid- 
ing for the acceptance of the right of way now tendered by the State 
and for the construction of the waterway across New Jersey, 


DELAWARE RIVER. 


The Delaware River, upon which are located the cities of Philadel- 
phia, Wilmington, Chester, Camden, and Trenton, is one of the busiest 
in the world, having special possibilities in the connection of a vastly 
productive manufacturing region with the markets of the world. Its 
usefulness will be enhanced by the reconstruction of the Chesapeake & 
Delaware Canal and of the waterway across New Jersey. We respect- 
fully commend to the consideration of Congress such further improve- 
ment of the channel in the upper river between Philadelphia and 
Trenton as may facilitate its use by ocean carriers. 


CHESAPEAKE & DELAWARE CANAL, 


The Chesapeake & Delaware Canal, originally constructed as a 
joint enterprise of the Federal Government, the States of Pennsylvania, 
Delaware, and Maryland, the city of Philadelphia, and public-spirited 
individuals, has been acquired by the Federal Government under legis- 
lation urged by this association and is now being reconstructed as a 
free tide-level waterway. We urge that this work be completed within 
the shortest possible time and reiterate our predictions as to its great 
potential value in interstate commerce. 


NORFOLK HARBOR, 


The port of Norfolk, embracing Elizabeth River and its three branches, 
the channel leading to Newport News, and Thimble Shoal Chan- 
nel, and also including the progressive cities of Portsmouth, Berkley, 
Newport News, and other active communities, comprises a wonderful 
harbor, recognized by all coastwise and overseas shipping. Nothing 
that we may add will increase its prestige or minimize the commercial 
importance of this port generously endowed by nature. We recognize 
with pleasure its growing commerce and bespeak for this port a greatly 
enlarged commerce, which now seems assured. The rivers tributary 
to Hampton Roads are among the important streams extending into the 
interior. Among these is the James River, and we recommend its fur- 
ther improvement in accordance with the existing project. 


NORFOLK TO BEAUFORT WATERWAY, 


The Albemarle & Chesapeake Canal, acquired by the Federal Goy- 
ernment under legislation enacted by Congress and recommended by 
this association, has been modernized and placed in service, with 
gratifying results. We respectfully request the appropriation of such 
further funds as may be required for the extension of this waterway 
from Albemarle Sound to Pamlico Sound, N. C., in accordance with 
the plans recommended by the Chief of Engineers. 


LAKE DRUMMOND (DISMAL SWAMP) CANAL, 


This waterway, familiarly known as the Dismal Swamp Canal, has 
been for more than a century operated as a toll canal, being an im- 
portant highway of commerce connecting Hampton Roads with the 
sounds of North Carolina. The acquisition by the Federal Government 
of the Albemarle & Chesapeake Canal, and the conversion thereof into 
a modern waterway free of tolls, has wrought material injury to the 
property of the Lake Drummond Canal and may ultimately destroy the 
large investment therein legitimately made in the public interest. The 
Dismal Swamp Canal intersects a different area and constitutes its 
only highway for commerce, It has no railroads, existing or prospec- 
tive. Contiguous to this canal, homes, schools, and churches have been 
built, villages and community life have been established, large areas 
of land haye been drained and prosperous farms are under cultiva- 
tion, and lumber industries and other activities have been located. This 
area was originally settled and its industrial and social life gradually 
built up because of the existence of this canal as the only highway and 
were predicated upon its continuance. Recognizing that the Govern- 
ment can not justly deprive its citizens of their property or destroy 
vested interests in highways without fair compensation, Congress 
directed the Chief of Engineers to review the facts and report his 
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recommendations in the case, and said report, duly submitted, recom- 
mended the acquisition of the Lake Drummond Canal at a price stated to 
be much lower than the sum originally invested, 

We are of the opinion that legislation to carry this recommendation 
into effect would be in good faith and full propriety and in pursuance 
of a rightful national policy, and as a measure of justice and equity 
should be enacted. 


CONNECTION OF THE NORTH CAROLINA SOUNDS WITH THD SOUTHERN 
WATERWAYS, 


We request Congress to provide for the extension of the intracoastal 
waterway from Beaufort Inlet to the Cape Fear River in North Caro- 
lina, This connecting link, at a relatively slight expense, would relieve 
traffic of the hazards of Cape Lookout and Frying Pan Shoals, and 
would develop a large traffic with a rich interior in the Cape Fear Val- 
ley and enable the cities of Wilmington and Fayetteville to participate 
in the benefits from the intracoastal waterway. 

We further commend to Congress the extension of the intracoastal 
waterway from Cape Fear River to Winyah Bay and from Winyah 
Bay to Florida. For the greater part of this distance nature has pro- 
vided a continuous series of inland sounds and bays which only require 
deepening and occasional straightening to afford a continuous channel 
to the St. Johns River. We submit that the completion of this work, 
in accordance with the surveys and recommendations of the Chief of 
Engineers, would be a wise investment, yielding at small cost a large 
return in the settlement and deyelopment of a yaluable region now 
largely undeveloped. 


* 


CONNECTING RIVERS. 


The intracoastal waterway along the Atlantic seaboard States will 
furnish a trunk line of communication which will link together into a 
single transportation system more than 100 navigable rivers with a 
total channel mileage exceeding 5,000, The usefulness of such rivers 
as the Patapsco, Potomac, Rappahannock, and James is greatly en- 
hanced by the fact that they flow into that great body of navigable 
water, the Chesapeake Bay. We submit that further usefulness would 
be brought about by similarly connecting them, not only with the north- 
ern rivers already mentioned but also with southern rivers at present 
isolated, among which we suggest the Roanoke, Neuse and Cape Fear, 
the Peedee, Santee and Cooper, the Savannah, Altamaha and Satilla, 
the St. Marys, and the St. Johns. “In union there is strength.” 


. 
FLORIDA WATERWAYS, 


The existing waterway along the east coast of Florida should be 
acquired and improved for the further promotion of commerce. We 
respectfully recommend to the State of Florida the enactment of such 
‘Jegislation or the conclusion of such proceedings as the Chief of Engi- 
neers may deem necessary to the acquisition of this waterway by the 
Federal Government. 

WATERWAY ACROSS FLORIDA. 


A waterway across the State of Florida connecting the Atlantic with 
the Gulf has been advocated and the proposition commends itself to this 
association. It would shorten communication between the ocean and 
the Gulf, would avoid the bazards encountered by navigation around 
the Florida Cape, and would form a necessary connection between the 
‘intracoastal waterway along the Atlantic seaboard and the intracoastal 
waterway along the Gulf. We commend this prospective project to 
the attention of Congress and the engineers, and express the hope that 
a practical route may. be selected and its construction brought within 
reasonable cost to the end that this essential navigation link shall be 
provided. 

TERMINALS, CARRIERS, AND INTERCHANGE OF TRAFFIC, 


The Federal improvement of rivers, harbors, and waterways is for 
the purpose of building up interstate commerce. But commerce does 
not necessarily arise from the provision of a channel. 

Water terminals, with adequate rail and highway connections, are 
required at every city or town where freight is to be handled, and Con- 
gress has wisely suggested that these should be provided by local en- 
terprise where channel improvement is undertaken. Boat lines, operated 
according to sound business principles, are a necessity. Interchange 
and prorating of freight between water and rail lines are also a vital 
essential. A favorable attitude by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission toward bringing about. such provisions, as authorized by law, 
is frequently desirable and should be in such cases invoked by citizens 
and shippers, An intelligent citizenship should understand that, while 
navigation is peculiarly within the protecting jurisdiction of the Fed- 
eral Government, there follows a peculiar duty of the individual citizen 
to see to it that such protection is duly extended. 


OBSTRUCTIONS TO NAVIGATION, 


To keep the navigable waters free from obstruction is a Federal duty 
and function. Whether such obstruction be In the form of highway 
bridges, railroad bridges, or piers and abutments, their construction 


should be permitted only under imperative conditions and with all due 
safeguards. We hold that the free use of navigable waters should 
never be unduly imperilled or obstructed. 

TAXATION OF PLEASURE CRAFT, 


Motor boats and pleasure crafts are a substantial and legitimate in- 
terest, deserving of the consideration of Government agencies equally 
with commercial vessels. We hold that the use of the improved water- 
ways of the country should not be curtailed by the subjecting such 
craft to unnecessary or discriminatory taxation. 

POLLUTION OF WATERS. 


The pollution of our coasts, harbors, and inside waterways by refuse 
oils from ships has caused great property damage, destruction of food 
fish, and fire hazard, and is a menace to the public health. We 
earnestly urge upon Congress the enactment of legislation to check and 
prevent such pollution. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1924. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
H. R. 6715, to reduce and equalize taxation, to provide revenue, 
and for other purposes, 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa, that the House resolve itself into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the revenue bill. 

The question was taken. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a very important 
matter is coming up this morning in connection with estate 
taxes, and it occurs to me that we ought to have a larger 
attendance here than is now present. Therefore, I make the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas makes a point 
of order that there is no quorum present. It is clear that there 
is not. The House was dividing. The Doorkeeper will close 
the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will bring in absent Members, 
and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 363, nays 0, 
not voting 68, as follows: 


YEAS—363. 
Abernethy Christopherson Frothingham Jost 
Ackerman Clague Fulbright Kearns 
Aldrich Fuller Keller 
Allen Clark, Ela. Fulmer Kelly 
Allgood. Clarke, N. Y. Gallivan Kendall 
Anderson Cole, Iowa Gardner, Ind. err 
Anthony Cole, Ohio rn ex. Ketcham 
Arnold Collier Garrett, Tenn, ess 
Aswell Collins Garrett, Tex, Kincheloe 
Ayres Colton ue Kindred 
Bacharach Connally, Tex. i ing 
con Connery -~ Gifford Knutson 
Bankhead Conuolly, Pa. Gilbert unz 
Barbour Cook Glatfelter Kurtz 
Barkley Cooper, Ohio ldsberough Kvale 
Beck Cooper, Wis. III. LaGuardia 
Beers Corning Graham, Pa. Lampert 
Be Cramton Green, Iowa Langley 
Rell Cri Greene, Mass. nham 
Bixler Crol Greenwood Lankford 
Black, N. X. Crosser Griest rsen, Ga. 
Black, Tex. Crowther Griffin Larson, Minn, 
ummings Hadley Lea, Calif 
Blanton Dallinger Hammer Leat 
oom Darrow Hard Leavitt 
sii Davis, Min Hartl Penthach 
Bowlin, v n. astings 0 
mollis Davis, Tenn. Haugen Lilly 
Boyce 1 wley Linthicum 
Boylan Denison Hayden Little 
Brand, Ga. Dickinson, Iowa Hersey gan 
Brand, Ohio Dickinson, Mo. Hiekey Longworth 
Briggs Dominick III. Ala. 
Browne, N. J. Doughton Hill, AA. Lozier 
Browne, Wis. Dowell Hill, Wash. Lyon 
Browning Doyle Hoch McClintic 
Bromm Drane Holaday McFadden 
Buchanan Drewry Hooker McKeown 
Buckley Driver oward, Nebr. MeLaughlin, Mich. 
Bulwinkle Dyer Howard, Okla. arranpa Nebr. 
Burdick Elliott uddl Mc 
Busby Evans, lowa Hudson MeNulty 
Burtness Evans, Mont. Hudspeth McReynolds 
Burton Fairchild Hull, Morton D. McSwain 
Butler Fairfield Hull, lowa McSweeney 
Byrnes, S. C. Faust Humphreys MacGregor 
Byrns, Tenn, Fenn Jaco! Magee, N. Y. 
Cable Fitzgerald James Magee, Pa, 
Campbell Fleetwood Jeffers Major, III. 
Can Foster Johnson, Ky. Major, Mo. 
Cannon r ohnson, S. Dak. Manlove 
Carter Fredericks Johnson, Tex. Mansfield 
ree Johnson, Wash. Mapes 
Celler Freeman Johnson, W. Va. Mead 
Chindblom French Jones Merritt 
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Michener een “ . Upshaw 
er, Wash. urne ucluir 

Milligan Quin Sinnott Vincent, Mich, 
Mills n Bites „Ga. 
Montague Rainey Smith Vinson, Ky. 
Mooney Raker Smithwick —— 
Moore, Ga. Ramseyer Wainwright 
Moore, III Rankin Sproul, III. Ward, N. C. 
Moore, Ohio Ransley ker Wason 
Moore, Va. thbone Steagall Watkins 
Moores, Ind, Rayburn Stedman atres 
Morehead Reece 5 Watson 

organ Reed, Ark. Stephens Weaver 
Morris Reed, Stevenson Weller 
Morrow Reid, IN Strong, Kans. Wertz 
Murphy Richa: Summers, Wash, White, Kans. 
Nelson, Me. Roach Sumners, Tex, hite, 
Nelson, Wis. Robinson, Iowa 8 Williams, III. 
Newton, Minn. Robsion, Ky. Sweet Williams, Mich, 
Newton, Mo. Rogers, Mass. Swing ‘illiams, Tex. 
O'Connell, N. T. Rogers, N. H. Taber Williamson 
O'Connell, R. Rosenbloom Tag Wilson, Ind. 
O'Sullivan Rube Taylor, Tenn. Wilson, 
Ollfiela Saha Taylor, W. Va. Wingo 
Oliver, Ala. Salmon Temple Winslow 
Oliver, N. Y. Sanders, N. T. Thatcher Winter 
Pai Sanders, Thompson Wolff 
Park, Ga. Schafer an 
Parker Schall ison Woodrum 
Parks, Ark Schneider Timberlake Wright 

atterson Sears, Fla Tincher urzbach 
Peavey Sears, Nebr. Tinkham Wyant 
pey Seger Treadway Yates 
Phillips Sballenberger cker Young 
Porter Sherwood Underhill Zibiman 
Pou Shreve 

NATS—0. 
NOT VOTING - 68. 
Almon Garber Michaelson Snell 
Andrew Geran Miller, III. Snyder 
edy Hawes Minahan Sproul, Kans. 

Berger Hull, Tenn. Morin mg, Pa, 
Britten Hull, Wiliam E. Nolan Sullivan 

arew Kahn O'Brien Swoope 
Cleary Kent O'Connor, La Taylor, Colo. 
Cullen Kopp O'Connor, N. Y. Thomas, Okla. 

Surry Lazaro Perkins Thomas, Ky 
Dempsey Lindsay an Tydings 
Dickstein, ye Vaile 
Eagan Luce Reed, W. Va. Vare 
Edmonds McDuffie Romjue Ward, N. Y. 
Favrot McKenzie ouse W. 
Fish MacLafferty Senders, Ind, Welsh 
Fisher Madden Sandlin Wilson, La. 
Funk rtin W. 

So the motion was agreed to. 


The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
Until further notice: à 


Kahn with Mr. Rouse. 

. William E. Hull with Mr. Martin. 

. Lineberger with Mr. Wilson of Louisiana. 
Dempsey with Mr. Lazaro. 

. Swoope with Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Snell with Mr. Hull of Tennessee. 

„ Reed of West Virginia with Mr. Lindsay. 
. Morin with Mr. Almon. 

. Snyder with Mr. Quayle. 

> Vare with Mr. Sullivan. 

Madden with Mr. Hawes. 

. Edmonds with Mr. Carew. 

Mr. Strong of Pennsylvania with Mr. O'Brien 
„ Nolan with Mr. Cullen. 

. Luce with Mr. Eagan. 

Funk with Mr. Minahan. 

Fish with Mr. Cleary. 

Perkins with Mr. McDuffie. - 

. Ward of New York with Mr. Thomas of Kentucky, 
Sanders of Indiana with Mr. Kent. 

. MacLafferty with Mr. Geran. 

. Andrew with Mr. Fuvrot. 

. Kopp with Mr. Berger. 
. Michaelson with Mr. Wefald. 

. Scott with Mr. Sandlin. 

. Miller of Illinois with Mr. R 5 

. McKenzie with Mr. O'Connor of Lonisiana. 
Curry with Mr. Taylor of Colorado. 

y v with Mr. O'Connor of New York. 

. Wood with Mr. Thomas of Oklahoma. 
Perlman with Mr. Tydings. 

Mr. Vaile with Mr. Dickstein. 


The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

The doors were opened. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the bill H. R. 6715, with Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois 
in the chair. | 

The Clerk reported the title of the bill. i 

The Clerk read as follows: | 

Sec. 801. (a) In lieu of the tax imposed by Title TV of the revenue 
act of 1921, a tax equal to the sum of the following percentages of | 
the value of the net estate (determined as provided in section 303) is 


hereby imposed upon the transfer of the net estate of every deceden 
dying after the enactment of this act, whether a resident or nonresi- 
dent of the United States: i 

“One per cent of the amount of the net estate not in excess of 
$50,000 ; 

“Two per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$50,000 and does not exceed $150,000; 

“Three per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$150,000 and does not exceed $250,000; 

“Four per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$250,000 and does not exceed $450,000; 

“Six per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$450,000 and does not exceed $750,000; 

“Eight per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$750,000 and does not exceed $1,000,000; 

“Ten per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$1,000,000 and does not exceed $1,500,000; 

“Twelve per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$1,500,000 and does not exceed $2,000,000; 

“Fourteen per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$2,000,000 and does not exceed $3,000,000; 

“Sixteen per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$3,000,000 and does not exceed $4,000,000; 

“Eighteen per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$4,000,000 and does not exceed $5,000,000; 

“Twenty per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$5,000,000 and does not exceed $8,000,000; 

“Twenty-two per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$8,000,000 and does not exceed $10,000,000; and 

“ Twenty-five per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$10,000,000.” 


Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I have an amend- 
ment which I desire to offer after line 25, Is it proper to 
have that amendment offered at this time? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, I have a preferential 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks in view of the situa- 
tion that he ought to recognize first the gentleman from iowa 
to offer his amendment, which he has heretofore had printed 
in the RECORD. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. I wish to offer an amendment to 
place a tax on tax-free securities in inheritances, and if it is 
proper to offer that amendment after the amendment of the 
gentleman from Iowa is disposed of, very well. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. RAMSEYER: Strike out all beginning with 
line 20, page 125, to and including line 22, page 126, and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

“One per cent of the amount of the net estate not in excess of 
$50,000 ; ` 

“Two per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$50,000 and does not exceed $100,000; 

Three per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$100,000 and does not exceed $150,000; 

Four per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$150,000 and does not exceed $250,000; 

“Six per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$250,000 and does not exceed $450,000; 

“Nine per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$450,000 and does not exceed $750,000; 

“Twelve per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$750,000 and does not exceed $1,000,000; 

“Fifteen per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$1,000,000 and does not exceed $1,500,000; 

* Eighteen per cent of the amount by which the net estate 
$1,500,000 and does not exceed $2,000,000; 

“ Twenty-one per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$2,000,000 and does not exceed $3,000,000; - 

“Twenty-four per cent of the amount by which the net estate ex- 
ceeds $3,000,000 and does not exceed $4,000,000; 

“Twenty-seven per cent of the amount by which the net estate ex- 
ceeds $4,000,000 and does not exceed $5,000,000; 

“Thirty per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$5,000,000 and does not exceed $8,000,000; 

“ Thirty-five per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$8,000,000 and does not exceed $10,000,000; 

Forty per cent of the amount by which the net estate exceeds 
$10,000,000.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman 
from Iowa begins, I will inquire of the gentleman from Texas 


exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 


exceeds 


exceeds. 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
exceeds 
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whether he belleves it is possible now to come to some agree- 
ment with reference to the time for debate, or thinks we 
would better let the debate run along for a time? 


Mr. GARNER of Texas, Had we not better let it run along 
for a time? I imagine that 20 or 30 minutes on a side ought 
to be enough. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I would not think that that would 
be enough. We will let the debate proceed for a while. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAMSEYER, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I had this amendment printed in the Recorp Saturday 
evening last, and you will find it on page 3019. At the end of 
the amendment will be found a table showing the rates under 
existing law, the rates proposed, and the approximate rates of 
Great Britain. 

I have approached the study of this estate-tax question from 
a dispassionate standpoint and I think without prejudice, and 
in so far as I am able to control the character of the discussion 
on this amendment to-day it shall be without prejudice and 
without passion. On Saturday last, a week ago, I spoke quite 
extensively upon this subject to a considerable number of the 
membership of the House. Since that time there has not been 
much discussion on the floor of the House on this proposition, 
but it has been discussed informally among the Members of the 
House. 

There are a few propositions which I wish to call to your 
attention before I proceed to discuss the amendment in detail. 

This is really a reiteration of what I said last Saturday 
a week ago. We have not used this source of revenue as much 
as other democratic countries have. For instance, Great 
Britain two years ago collected from taxes on inheritances 
$231,000,000. I wish gentlemen would retain these figures; I 
am not going to give you many and it will be easy for you to 
follow them. For the same year we in this country through 
the Federal Government collected $154,000,000. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. How much was collected from this source, 
by the States? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. That is my next statement. I made an in- 
vestigation of that myself. I do not know whether anybody 
else in the United States ever compiled those figures. I notice 
that the Treasury Department referred to the figures that I 
had printed in the hearings on page 259. My inquiry was 
made in the fall of 1921, and my letter, addressed to every State 
treasurer, asked for the amount collected by the respective 
States for their last fiscal year. The total collected by the 
States in the Union at that time that had inheritance taxes— 
and all of them had inheritance taxes but three—two of the 
States did net report, to wit, Nebraska and Wyoming, because 
in those States the taxes were not collected by the State treas- 
urer. But in 48 States of the Union the inheritance taxes col- 
lected by the State treasurer totaled $57,000,000. The Federal 
tax and State taxes combined of the 43 States in question made 
about $211,000,000. Great Britain that year collected $231,000,- 
000, or $20,000,000 more than we did. 

The significance of these figures can only be gotten when you 
bear in mind that the national wealth of this country is from 
three to five times greater than the national wealth of Great 
Britain. So that if we imposed the same burden on estates in 
this country as they do in Great Britain, we would collect 
three or five times as much as Great Britain did that year, 
which would be between $700,000,000 and $1,200,000,000. The 
burden imposed on estates in Great Britain is from four to six 
times greater than the combined burden imposed by the Federal 
and State Governments in this country. 

That same year France collected $179,000,000. The national 
wealth of France is less than that of Great Britain, so by 
comparing the national wealth of this country with that of 
France, if we imposed the same rates on estates in this country, 
we would collect all the way from $600,000,000 to $1,000,000,000, 

Another proposition I presented to the House Saturday a 
week ago was that the total gross earnings of this country 
annually are about $56,000,000,000. Last year the total ex- 
penses of the Government of this country, Federal, State, and 
local, were close to $8,000,000,000. The money raised to run 
this Government was nearly all taken from the earnings of the 
people of the United States. So that we took about one-seyenth 
of the gross earnings of the people of the United States to run 
the various National. State. and local Governments. That is 


something like 14 per cent of the gross earnings of the people, 
According to the best estimates I can get that are based on estl- 
mates made several years ago on the devolution of property 
in a number of States, with an exemption of $10,000 from each 
estate, 2 per cent of the wealth of the country annually de- 
volved—that is, changed hands because of death of the owners, 
If we take the wealth of the United States at the sum placed 
in the Recorp by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. ACKER- 
MAN ]—and I think he is as good authority as we have in the 
country on finance and financial statistics—he placed the na- 
tional wealth at $400,000,000,000. Two per cent of that would 
mean that about $8,000,000,000 of property devolves annually, 
that is, exempting $10,000 from each estate, and become sub- 
ject to inheritance taxes of the various States and of the Fed- 
eral Government. The highest we ever collected, combined 
National and State inheritance taxes, was $211,000,000. Two 
hundred and eleven million dollars is only a little over 2 per 
cent of $8,000,000,000, so that in meeting the operating ex- 
penses of the Government we levied a tax of about 14 per cent 
on the gross earnings of the people and about 2§ per cent on 
property which devolved on account of the death of its owners. 

Every economist agrees that inheritance and estate taxes 
have the least effect on enterprise. Here let me say what I 
said a week ago and have said every time I have been before 
the Ways and Means Committee—that I am opposed to excessive 
income taxes, because they are a tax on enterprise and do 
retard enterprise, while, on the other hand, inheritance and 
estate taxes are not only easily collected, but, according to the 
best authorities, they are not a tax on enterprise and do affect 
the business of the country less than do other taxes to which I 
have just referred. 

Mr, QUIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. QUIN. How are these inheritance taxes on estates pro- 
rated? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. My amendment now before the House 
makes no provision for prorating. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired, 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I ask for five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Now, there is not an unpleasant fact 
that I do not want to face candidly and squarely. The objec- 
tion raised to inereasing rates at this time, which have de- 
veloped since I discussed the matter a week ago; is that the 
combined rates, Federal and State, in some few of the States 
would run the rates higher than they should run. 

I have gone over the State rates. The States impose rates 
according to the degree of relationship to the decedents. 
They have groups of beneficiaries—1, 2, and 3, and some more 
than that. In Group 1 beneficiaries are usually included 
the spouse and the lineal descendants and the lineal ascen- 
dants, and sometimes further. In 26 States in the Union 
which impose inheritance taxes the rates on Group 1 bene- 
ficiaries do not go beyond 4 per cent. 

Recently the Secretary of the Treasury gave out, or pre- 
pared, a statement showing the minimum and maximum rates 
of the different States. According to this the highest rates 
are in Arkansas, but those higher rates, whether 82 or 40 
per cent, are on the last group of beneficiaries, strangers to the 
decedents and really are not much entitled to consideration, 
except as the law gives them consideration in levying and im- 
posing these taxes. In ey State the rates run from 1 per 
cent, and go as high ber cent; but when they go to 
20 per cent it is in the se of nonresident aliens who are 
beyond the degree of relationship to the descendants of 
brother and sister. It does not apply to lineal descendants 
or ascendants or the spouse. It does appear that in the dif- 
ferent States the high rates apply to relatives that are quite 
distantly related or strangers to the decedent. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Just wait a moment. My time is nearly 
up now, and I do not want to take up more time. 

On Saturday a week ago I quoted numerous and eminent 
authorities that are back of and in favor of heavy inheritance 
and estate taxes. I quoted to you what Roosevelt said. I 
quoted to you Carnegie, the leading financier of his time. I 
quoted to you the economist, John Stuart Mill. Andrew Car- 


negie, in a speech that he made in New York back in the 
nineties, adyocated this kind of tax, and said it could well be 
used to displace all other kinds of taxes. Of course, the ex- 
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penditures of the National Government were only about $300,- 
000,000 annually at that time, and those of the State and 
local governments were probably about the same. The total 
expenses of goyernment—National, State, and local—would 
probably not have exceeded $1,000,000,000. If in the time of 
Andrew Carnegie inheritance taxes could have been used to 
displace all other taxes without affecting enterprise, as Car- 
negie earnestly advocated, certainly at this time, when we are 
only collecting not to exceed $211,000,000—and if we impose 
rates such as they have in Great Britain we would collect 
from $600,000,000 to $1,000,000,000—certainly at this time we 
can increase rates very much further than are imposed to-day 
by the Federal and State Governments. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I am in sympathy with the gentleman's 
proposition. I take it that if it is adopted the gentleman will 
follow it up with an amendment for a gift tax. 

Mr, RAMSEYER, An amendment for a gift tax will be 
offered. Of course, I am for a gift tax. It is a necessary 
complement to the estate tax. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
again expired. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. May I have five minutes more? 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for five minutes more. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CELLER.. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. CELLER. You cite the situation of Great Britain, but 
do you not lose sight of the fact that in Great Britain they do 
not have that dual system of government that we have in this 
country, where we have State governments competing with 
the Federal Government in levying taxes? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I think I called attention to that situa- 
tion. We have some conflicts. There is no question about it. 
But here in this country, with the combined rates of the States 
and Nation, we do not collect as much as Great Britain does, 
whereas the national wealth of Great Britain is only from one- 
fifth to one-third as much as that of the United States; and if 
we impose the same rates—that is, by the various States and 
the Nation combined—we would collect between $600,000,000 
and $1,200,000,000, 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
for a question? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes; for a brief question. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Is the necessity of America equal to the 
recessities of Great Britain and of France? 

Mr. RAMSEYER, Of course, there are two purposes for 
which you levy estate taxes. One Is to get the revenue to operate 
the Government. If the gentleman had been here last Saturday 
a week ago he would have heard me speak of the attitude of 
Roosevelt and Carnegie and numerous economists who have 
urged this form of taxation, not only for the purpose of raising 
revenue but as a means to prevent the concentration and per- 
petuation of wealth in the hands of a few who contribute little 

or nothing to the creation of that wealth. [Applause.] It is 
a social problem as well as an economic problem, not merely 
a problem of raising revenue. If we could utilize this form 
of taxation, increasing it and raising more of our revenues from 
that source, we could relieve industry by removing the high 
taxes now on incomes, as well as many of the nuisance taxes; 
and I submit to the House not only my judgment but the judg- 
ment of every well-informed statesman, economist, and finan- 
cier who has ever spoken on this, that if we raise revenues 
in this way it would relieve industry and enterprise immensely, 

Mr. FREAR. And other taxation. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. And other taxation. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Yes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I would like very much to get the gentle- 
man's views as to whether it might not be more practical to 
lay a tax upon inheritances rather than upon the total estates? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Of course, the Federal Government can 
not tax directly the inheritance. It must of necessity, under 
our Constitution, place the tax on the transfer of the es- 
tates. Now, then, I think I get the gentleman’s idea, that 
a tax on the transfer of estates by the Federal Government 
should be less in case it goes to near relatives. Of course, 
the States have gone into that, and to develop the idea the 
gentleman has in mind, as France has, would require a very 
complex and lengthy amendment, - 
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Another thing has been suggested by the questions about 
running up these high rates on collateral heirs, and that is 
this: The Treasury Department can not furnish accurate data 
as to what per cent of these estates actually goes to near 
relatives and what goes to distant relatives or strangers, there- 
by automatically placing on the high States rates, and they 
will not officially give us any information along that line. 
However, I call to the attention of every lawyer who has had 
wide experience in settling estates, that the estates which go 
to collateral heirs or strangers are comparatively small in 
number, while those that go to near relatives probably greatly 
exceed 80 per cent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for one more minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for one additional minute. Is there 
objection? _ 

There was no objection. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I told you awhile ago that 26 of the 
States which have the greatest wealth have not to exceed a 
4 per cent rate in effect on group 1 beneficiaries, and that 
includes nearly every State east of the Mississippi and north 
of Ohio. Now, some of the States which have those higher 
rates, like Arkansas, on collateral heirs, have nobody in them 
to which the rates will ultimately apply. It is a good deal 
like passing a law to prevent the shooting of mountain goats 
throughout the United States; in order to make that law 
applicable to any particular State, you must remember that 
mountain goats live only in the mountains, and some of the 
States, like Arkansas and Iowa, have no mountains. Therefore, 
these high rates, in most of the States, do not apply to any- 
thing; those rates apply at best to very exceptional estates, 
and then only to collateral heirs and strangers. They ought 
to cause no worry, as they affect very few and exceptional 
cases. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again 
expired. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Mutts] is 
recognized. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
I do not pretend to have made the exhaustive study of this 
question that the gentleman from Iowa evidently has, but I 
do want to call the attention of the committee to one question 
which the gentleman did not discuss, and that question tran- 
scends in importance all of the questions which he did discuss. 

Gentlemen, the question before this committee to-day is not 
whether you are going to increase these rates; the question 
which you gentlemen must determine to-day is whether you are 
going to make the inheritance tax a permanent part of the 
Federal tax system and deprive the States of the inheritance 
tax as a means of revenue. 

Now, the inheritance tax has been used by the Federal Gov- 
ernment four times in our history. It was used during the 
Revolutionary War from 1779 to 1782; it was used from 1862 
to 1870; it was used from 1898 to 1902, and again imposed as 
a war tax in 1916. In every case the Federal Government has 
recognized that it was an emergency tax—a war tax—and as 
soon as the emergency has passed has repealed it, Why? 
Because hitherto the Federal Government has recognized that 
property passes by virtue of State laws and not by virtue of 
any Federal law, and that therefore the inheritance tax, which 
is a tax on the right to inherit property, belongs to the States. 

Now, gentlemen, this is a question which I consider tran- 
scends in importance any question that we have had before us 
in the last 10 days. It is infinitely more important than 
income-tax rates; it is infinitely more important than excise- 
tax rates. Those questions are settled in so far as policy is 
concerned. But here is a question of a new policy. Do inheri- 
tance taxes belong to the States or do they belong to the Fed- 
eral Government? 

What is the situation in the States to-day, and in the munici- 
palities? A constantly rising cost of government with a burden 
of taxation resting on a constantly narrowing base. Through 
a Federal income tax, with its high rates, we have, for all 
practical purposes, deprived the States of that most fruitful 
source of revenue to be derived from active business or from 
the taxation of what is known as intangible personal property. 
The Federal Government has undertaken to tax the sales of 
any number of articles; it has taken unto itself excise taxes, 
the great source of indirect revenue; and now, if you please, 
if you take away from the States the inheritance tax, I ask 
you what is left on which to base this constantly increasing 
cost of running municipal and State governments save land. 
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I put in the Record on Saturday a very interesting article 
by Professor Ely, showing the results of this policy in the 
various States. In the analysis made by Professor Ely he has 
pointed out that if the present tax tendencies continue along 
the present line the time will come when the whole annual net 
return of America’s farm land will be swallowed up in tax 
payments. 

He then takes up the case of the taxation of typical farm 
lands, in the cases of Ohio, Kansas, and Wisconsin, and he 
shows that to-day in Wisconsin, I think, some 30 per cent of the 
income is being absorbed in direct taxes and a far higher 
amount in the States of Kansas and Ohio. 

The tax curve in relation to the land value curve is rising 
so rapidly that he makes the prophecy that within our life- 
time we are going to see the day when these direct taxes will 
absorb all of the product of the land, unless something is done. 

We talk to-day of relieving the tax burden by reducing Fed- 
eral taxes, Why, gentlemen, the total tax burden of the Na- 
tion is some $7,000,000,000, and of that $7,000,000,000, $3,400,- 
000,000 rests on land in the form of a direct property tax levied 
by the States and municipalities. The effect of taking away 
such a tax as the inheritance tax from the States is to compel 
them to raise practically all of their revenues from a direct 
tax on land. 

I have cited the authority of Doctor Ely, of Wisconsin, as to 
what is happening with relation to farm lands. But what 
is true of farm lands is true to-day in our great centers of 
population. 

In my own city of New York we have a tax rate of 2.74 
per cent, based on full value, and we have such a housing short- 
age that there is not an economist alive who can deny that 
practically every penny of that tax is to-day being paid by the 
tenants. A recent investigation made in the city of New York 
showed that two months’ rent every year is the contribution 
of the tenants in taxes to the cost of government, resulting 
from the direct tax on real property. Now, if you come along 
and deprive the State of New York of the inheritance tax, 
what does that mean? You have already taken the income tax 
away from us so that we can only apply it at a very low rate. 
Take the inheritance tax away from us and what is left, except 
to raise all of our taxes on land and that means that in the 
up-State districts of the State of New York you take it out 
of the farmer and in New York City you take it out of the 
tenant, to-day driven well-nigh to despair by high rents. 

It is no argument to say that the States have not developed 
this system to the full extent they should have. It is no argu- 
ment to say that New York only levies a tax running up to 8 
per cent. We are raising to-day 10 per cent of our State 
revenues from inheritance taxation. Relieve us of the Federal 
tax and the State of New York can raise $40,000,000 or 
$50,000,000 from such a tax and to that extent relleve the rent 
payers and the owners of farm property of that burden; and 
want is true of my State is true of every State in the Union. 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Pennsylvania, all of them are 
raising from 10 to 14 per cent of their total State revenues from 
this tax, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. The gentleman’s argument, if I 
understand it, is not against the change of rates proposed by 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Ramsryrer] but is against the 
entire estate tax in the bill. I presume the gentleman will 
make a motion to strike out the estate tax in the bill now? 

Mr. MILLS, Oh, no. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Your argument is not against a 
change in the rates but against the tax itself. 

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman will let me proceed, I will 
develop that point. Of course, what the gentleman from Texas 
Mr. Garner] says is very true; that I am arguing against a 
Federal inheritance tax, and I am; but my proposal is that we 
leave the present situation as it is until we have had an op- 
portunity to investigate this whole matter and try to reach 
an agreement on the one hand by the Federal Government and 
on the other hand by the States, not only with the Federal Gov- 
ernment, but among each other. 

You have a fearful state of confusion to-day with reference 
to this inheritance tax because of taxation of the same prop- 
erty in several States, and I will deal with that in a little 
while; but I do say that with a 25 per cent tax it is still pos- 
sible for the States to collect something; but I want to suggest 
to every man here that if you take 40 per cent of an estate, 


whut rate can the State, with justice, levy—perhaps 10, 15, or 


20 per cent, for surely no man wiil want to take more than 60 
per cent of an estate which passes from father to son. 

The gentleman from Iowa has referred to the rates in Eng- 
land. They do not exceed 40 per cent. Why they get so much 
revenue the gentleman from Iowa did not tell you, because in 
England they do not have a $50,000 exemption. They go 
down to $500, and, of course, that is where you get the great 
bulk of taxable property. In this country to-day we have a 
65 per cent rate, because we have a 25 per cent Federal tax and 
a 40 per cent State tax. 

In 19 States the rates to-day exceed 20 per cent, so that you 
have a combined rate of 45 per cent. In five States they exceed 
30 per cent, so that you have a rate to-day of 55 per cent. 
How much more, from the standpoint of equity, is it fair to 
levy? Do you want to take more than half of an estate? If 
88 do, you are doing more than any civilized country has ever 

one. 

The gentleman from Texas says I should move to strike out. 
I do not think it is necessary to do that. Here is a time when 
there is a surplus in the Treasury. Here is a time when the 
emergency is over. What reason, in the name of Heaven, is 
there for raising inheritance taxes at this time, unless you mean 
to make a solemn declaration that it is our purpose for all 
time to make this a part of the Federal system of taxation and 
to deprive the States of it? 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. I will give the gentleman a reason 

58 MILLS. I yield for a question, and not for an argu- 
ment. 

Mr. RANKIN. ‘The gentleman asked a question, and I would 
like to ask the gentleman one, I notice Mr. Mellon says that 
if this bill passes, even in its present form, we will not have 
enough money to pay any adjusted compensation. Will not this 
provision help us to get some money to pay the debt we owe to 
our soldiers? 

Mr. MILLS. No; the gentleman is cherishing a very fond 
illusion. 

Mr. RANKIN. I would like to be disillusioned by the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. MILLS. I will be very glad to disillusion the gentleman. 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. MILLS. I want to first answer the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi, because I know this is the situation. I did not want to 
go into that question, but the hard facts of the case are these: 
You gentlemen by voting in the Garner rates haye created a 
deficit. You want to make it up, if possible, by increasing the 
inheritance taxes particularly, as you know that when you get 
to the excise taxes you are going to create a still greater deficit ; 
but you haye picked out the wrong thing on which to raise 
money, because, even under the proposition of the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. RaMstyeEr] as it stands now, you will only raise 
from $60,000,000 to $70,000,000 additional, and you are going to 
take more than that off automobiles. In addition, when you 
come to the second part of the proposition of the gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER] you are probably going to lose some 
$40,000,000, so that the net gain will only be about $25,000,000. 
Oh, no; do not try to put this through the House on the ground 
it will give you the money for the soldiers’ bonus. It will not. 
What it will do is to declare it to be the permanent policy of the 
Federal Government to deprive the States of inheritance taxes 
and take it for its own at a time of peace, at a time of a Treas- 
ury surplus and at a time when there is no possible need for 
increasing this form of taxation. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I would like to see if 
we can now reach some agreement with reference to the time of 
debate. I do not see the gentleman from Texas on the floor, so 
I will ask the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Oxprrecp] if we 
can agree on some time to limit this debate. 

Mr. COLLIER. What would the gentleman suggest? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. As the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Garner] is not here I will try to make an arrangement later. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman 


The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] 
is recognized. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. FREAR] 
asks unanimous consent to proceed for 10 minutes. Is there 
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none 
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Mr. FREAR. Mr, Chairman, I dọ not desire to impose upon 
the good nature of the House any further than to supplement 
what has been stated by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAM- 
SEYER] and to answer, if I may, what has been stated by the 
last speaker, the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mitts], I 
have a proposition that was inserted in an inheritance tax bill 
which I introduced some time ago, which provides as follows: 

Provided, That wherever said estate is charged by law with and pays 
an inheritance tax to any State or States such State tax when so paid, 
not to exceed 25 per cent of the tax herein provided, shall be deducted 
as a credit against the tax to be collected by the commissioner. 


That, substantially, will be in the form of an amendment that 
is to be proposed by the gentleman from Iowa to supplement the 
bill here. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 

Mr. FREAR. I will. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I understand that the further amend- 
ment proposed by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER] 
would only apply in case the gift tax was had. If he does not 
offer it, then the gentleman from Wisconsin will offer it? 

Mr. FREAR. I will. I will offer it because I do not want to 
embarrass the States by unnecessary double taxation. The 
State of New York to-day has only a 4 per cent tax on direct 
heirs and an 8 per cent tax on those who are collaterally re- 
lated, 

Mr. MILLS. And yet at those low rates we raise $10,000,000. 

Mr. FREAR. Yes; but it is well known that every man in 
every State when he accumulates wealth goes to New York, and 
it is natural that he should do so. 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RaMseyer] has demonstrated 
that the tax raised by the Government and the States together 
does not total one-third of that raised in Great Britain. 

You have listened on this floor day after day to arguments 
on tax-exempt securities and the evasion and tax dodging that 
goes on throughout the country and tax-free investments held 
by such men as a recent estate disclosing $43,000,000 in tax- 
free securities. Now, here is a chance to tax these securities 
with a tax on transfers by an inheritance tax. That is the only 
way by which you can reach these tax-exempt securities—by an 
inheritance tax—and the gentlemen who to-day are opposing 
this amendment have opposed the tax-free security amendment 
to the Constitution in order to reach present securities. 

Now, this can be done by this bill, and is the only way that 
you can reach these securities. You will reach tax-free securi- 
ties by an inheritance tax. New York has an 8 per cent inherit- 
ance tax, New Jersey 8 per cent, and Connecticut 8 per cent. 
This is not a large tax, and if we give the States credit, which 
they are entitled to, it will not embarrass the States in any way. 

Now, speaking for Wisconsin, I know Doctor Ely, of Wiscon- 
sin, and know that practically every State in the country has 
large local taxation, and it is shown that over 50 per cent of 
all the taxes are local and the smaller part goes to the Federal 
Government. So that when you repeat the generalization of 
figures they do not apply to cases like this, because the Federal 
Government gets only a portion of all the taxes. 

I do not know that there is anything further, but I under- 
stand this amendment will raise about $70,000,000 additional 
tax. The gentlemen who have opposed all of the amendments 
heretofore offered, the amendment taxing excess profits, the 
amendment for undistributed profit, all these taxes—and I do 
not complain about it; it is their right; but I say that all of 
these gentlemen that oppose such taxes and the soldiers’ bonus 
bill—those gentlemen, generally speaking, are opposed to this 
inheritance tax. If we are to have a shortage of reyenue—we 
haye tried to get the best tax plan we could—if we are going to 
have a shortage, let us try and get whatever income we can, 
unless there is a disposition in the House to load down the bill 
with every kind of tax cut pursuant to a plan to secure its 
veto and go to the country and say that is what the House of 
Representatives did in its opposition to the Mellon plan. 
There is a responsibility on both sides of the House in securing 
a workable, just bill. I have never tried to escape it, but have 
tried to get a bill that would be fair to the great mass of the 
American people. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I would like to see if 
we can not get an agreement to close debate. Suppose we close 
in 30 minutes, 15 minutes. on a side. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I do not know how much of a dis- 
position there is to debate on this side. I think they want 30 
or 40 minutes on this side. 

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman, I object to any such agreement 
as that; we want to discuss this amendment. 


Will the gentleman yield? 
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i Mr. GARNER of Texas. Let us run along about 20 minutes 
onger. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
some definite time, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Then say 40 minutes on a side. 


But we want the debate to close at 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
om this amendment and all amendments thereto close in one 

our. 

Mr, RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend by making it 
1 hour and 30 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Mississippi. 

The question was being taken. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to modify my motion and make it an hour and a halt. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent to modify his motion, making it an hour and a half, 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the motion offered 
by the gentleman from Iowa to close all debate on this amend- 
ment and amendments thereto in an hour and a half, 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair state before recognitions 
are asked that the Chair feels it his duty on these matters to 
give preference to members of the committee if any ask for 
recognition. The Chair will divide the time as nearly as he 
can between those in favor of the amendment and those who are 
opposed to it. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, I hesitate to take five minutes of your time to 
express myself upon this amendment, because I believe every 
gentleman here understands my position with reference to in- 
heritance taxes. I am a strong believer in the system of 
inheritance taxes, and I am very much in favor of higher 
rates than are levied in the present statute. I call the atten- 
tion of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mrirrs] and others 
who have said this is a war tax to the fact that the war debt 
still exists, and this tax can be called as much a war tax now 
as it could in 1916, 1917, or 1918. We have $22,000,000,000 of 
debt yet to pay off, and in addition to that we have five and 
a half million men to take care of in case they become debili- 
tated within the next half century. Therefore I say it is not 
unreasonable to say that you can talk about levying this tax 
and still call it a war tax. However, so far as I am concerned, 
I am for this as a peace tax as well as a war tax. [Applause.} 

After we have passed from the estate taxes in the bill we 
come to the tobacco tax, and unless you increase the estate 
taxes or some other taxes there will be no opportunity, so far 
as I am concerned, to repeal any other of the nuisance taxes, 
Let that be understood. I am not going to support any amend- 
ment that seeks to cut down the revenue further in this bill 
unless we can add some revenue to this in the form either 
of this estate tax or a tax on cigarettes, which I hope to offer 
when we reach that paragraph of the bill. Some of you gentle- 
men want to reduce the taxes on auto trucks and auto parts. 
Others want to take off the tax on promissory notes, as I 
would like to do; others on the transfer of land; others on alco- 
hol, and various other taxes that might come in the nuisance 
class. I do not think you can afford to remove those taxes 
unless you impose a tax somewhere else, and I know of no 
better place to add to the rates than in the estate tax. If you 
adopt Mr. RAMSEYER’S amendment, in my judgment you will 
get from forty to fifty million dollars more in the Treasury, 
and you could use this tax in the way of repealing some of the 
nuisance taxes, or, if you prefer, you can retain that tax and 
put $1 additional on cigarettes, and you will then have enough 
to pay the bonus. Remember that this amendment and $1 on 
cigarettes will pay the bonus, according to the estimate made 
by the Treasury Department some time ago. I only throw that 
out as a matter of balancing your budget as it were. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman repeat 
that, please, for some of us did not quite catch it? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will say to the gentleman from 
Texas that if we adopt the Ramseyer amendment and a ciga- 
rette tax, increasing it from $3 to $4 a thousand, you will, in 
my judgment, get $110,000,000 additional in the Treasury, and 
that $110,000,000 will be more than enough to pay the bonus, 
according to the estimates made to the Senate when it was 
before that body a year and a half ago. 

If you do not desire to reserve it for that purpose, you can 
repeal either the tax on auto trucks and parts, land transfers, 
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notes, reduce it one-half on aleohol for medical purposes, all 
of your jewelry tax in addition to what you have now, with 
various other nuisance taxes, but unless you de add some tax, I 
am going to beg of you in the interest of the passage of this 
bill and its enaetment into law, not to make necessary addi- 
tional taxes when you come to the nuisance taxes by taking 
them off. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, may I have one 
minute more? 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I will be forced to do this in trying 
to protect this bill and send it to the President without any 
exeuse for veto. In case you eliminate too many of these 
nuisance taxes, I would be forced to ask for a vote in the House 
in order that the country might know who was responsible for 
taking these taxes out of the bill when they knew it was going 
to give an excuse for a veto. In other words, I do not want 
to give President Coolidge an excuse to veto this bill He 
can not get any excuse for doing that if we increase these 
rates, because we have already established an estate tax in 
this country and all you do is to increase it in the higher 
brackets to the extent of forty or fifty million dollars, so that 
I say that you can easily vote for this amendment and increase 
your tax from forty to fifty million dollars and then reduce the 
nuisance taxes to that amount, or reserve that fund for the 
consideration of the bonus. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has again expired. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, as I understand the argu- 
ment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner], he is mak- 
ing an appeal for the Ramseyer amendment in order not to 
prevent other reductions coming later on in the bill. It seems 
to me it is a weak argument to strike at a fundamental prin- 
ciple of taxation, and that is what he is doing in connection 
with the so-called estate tax. The Government first used this 
form of taxation in 1916 as a Federal tax. Some of the States 
had adopted it previous to that time. The whole question is 
the relationship between the Federal Government and the sev- 
eral States. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Mirrs] has 
brought that question out very plainly. I do not see why we 
should deprive the States of certain rights they must exercise in 
the way of taxation in order to get at certain excise items which 
the genfleman from Texas is afraid might injure this bill. 
That is his argument. I consider his argument a very weak one. 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Ramsryrer] draws com- 
parisons between this Government and other governments. Why 
can we not run our affairs on our own footing? Why need we 
go to other countries for comparison in respect to tax matters? 
There is no relation in Great Britain or in France such as the 
relation which exists between the Federal Government and the 
States. In those countries there is one form of taxation prac- 
tically. We have here the States to look after. Take my own 
State of Massachusetts. We have an inheritance tax there. I 
was in the legislature and helped prepare part of that tax when 
certain changes were made in it. It runs up as high as 10 
per cent, and it means a revenue to the State of Massachusetts 
of $6,915,000, or 13 per cent of the entire tax raised in the 
State of Massachusetts. It is unfair perhaps to draw a sec- 
tional argument in this connection, but it is very interesting to 
see where the largest estate taxes are paid. 

They are paid in the States of New York, where there is 
$15,000,000 paid, and there is $11,000,000 paid in Pennsylvania, 
$6,000,000 in Massachusetts, over $6,000,000 in California, and 
on down into the smaller States. 

Mr. McSWAEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I want to ask the gentleman if he thinks 
as an economie proposition that such wealth should be taxed? 

Mr. TREADWAY. There is no argument in that. We have 
our expenses in those States commensurate with the cost to 
the States every time. The local tax rates are extremely high. 
There is no economic problem of that kind involved in this. 
We have our own individual problems continually, and they 
are just as expensive in proportion to the population and wealth 
as in the smaller States where less taxes are paid. The rela- 
tionship must be guarded between the Federal Government and 
the State administration, and if you increase this tax to-day 
in order to satisfy the gentleman from Texas, in order not to 
eut out further taxes Iater on, you are absolutely putting the 
States in the background and giving them no chance what- 


ever to come back with increased opportunities te raise 
money for local needs, I have seen here and out of here ex- 
amples of men interested in State rights. You are never going 
to haye a better opportunity to show your interest 'in State 
rights than here to-day. Here is your chance, I really believe 
In State rights to a large extent, and certainly I believe in 
them so far as the tax on inheritances is concerned. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Is there any constitutional power or right 
involved in this matter? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I will say to the gentleman that I am 
not a lawyer; not a constitutional lawyer and not even a 
country lawyer. 

Bee 5 Tou do not know anything about State 

Mr. TREAD WAT. I know enough about them te knew that 
the States have a right to take care of themselves internally. 
I acknowledge I am not a constitutional lawyer, if that is 
what the gentleman wanted me to say. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. You do net take into aceount the fact 
that these fortunes are made all over the country, out of oil 
and gas and other natural resources? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I have not made any acknowledgment of 
where the money came from. I am talking about where it is 
going to, whether into the State treasury or the Federal Treas- 
ury; and I for one am defending the State treasury. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. You are defending the State on the 
theory that it has the right to tax this wealth, when it is 
collected all over the country. 

Mr. TREADWAY. That is another theory, 
tion whatever to this. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, it is very refreshing to hear the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway], who a few days ago was try- 
ing to tax State bonds and thus tax the credit of each of the 
48 States, to-day rush forth to the defense of State rights; I 
want to emphasize the fact that I am very much in favor of 
the amendment of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Ramsryen]. 
When I came to study the estate tax earried in the bill, written 
partly by the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway], 
I said to myself. By guia; here is one tax we are all going 
to be able to get together on.” [Laughter.] I said, “In the 
first place, this is a tax unlike all these other taxes, unlike the 
high surtax; the taxpayer can not pass it on.” I said, “ Here 
is one tax now that we are all going to be in favor of. The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Mts} will favor this tax, 
and the gentleman from Massachusetts will favor this tax, 
because here is one tax, thank the Lord, that the tax dodgers 
can not pass on, because ‘there is no pocket in a shroud’; 
there is no place in the grave where deceased persons can 
pass this estate on to somebody else”; and then I Said 

Mr, TREADWAY. ‘Taking advantage of the dead, unfor- 
tunately —— 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Oh, no. We are taking care of 
the living, because we do not propose that after a man has 
enjoyed dominion over property all his life he shall be able to 
put it into a trust and tie it up in perpetuity and hand it down 
to distant generations free from a just tax on the estate 
[Applause.] So I said to myself, “Here is another reason 
why we will all be able to agree on this. Thank goodness, there 
is not a place in the cemetery where they can hide it. And 
I know that the gentleman from New York and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts will agree, here is one place where we can 
put a tax on those fellows who have been hiding their property 
in tax-exempt securities.” [Applause.] 

But I had not gone along that line of thought very long until 
I began to think about it, and I began to say to myself, “ Now, 
while this is a tax that they can not pass on; while this is a 
tax that can not be evaded by investing în tax-exempt securi- 
ties, and this is a tax that they can not evade by taking capital 
losses, because that opportunity is gone. When you pass across 
the river there is no coming up and filing pleas in abatement 
with the tax collector, You have got to cast up all there is in 
an estate.” 

“ But,” I said, “there is going to be something wrong about 
it, because there has been something wrong about all these 
other taxes. There is bound to be something wrong abont this 
tax. I do not know what it is, but I know that the gentleman 


It has no rela- 


from New York {Mr. Mirrs] is going to find something wrong 
with this tax, because it is going to operate on some of his 
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get a portion of the property at the moment the property is 
transferred by the happening of this inevitable event, namely, 
death. It is not the same thing, although some gentlemen sug- 
gest that it is the same thing. 

Mr. JONES. It is only the difference between tweedledee and 
tweedledum. 8 : 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman is mistaken, and I will 
challenge the gentleman now to propose that we shall pass 
here such an inheritance tax as we have in Illinois—or, if you 
have one, in Texas—fixing and taxing the share which goes 
to a daughter, son, father, or mother, and send it to the 
Supreme Court of the United States. If the gentleman should 
do mat I will say to the gentleman that it would never pass 
muster, 

Mr. JONES. It would be illegal, but this will do something 
that is legal. > 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, we are fast reaching a 
point where there will be nothing for the States to tax but 
tangible, visible property, like land and personal belongings. 

Let us see what taxes the Federal Government is now col- 
lecting. I have made a list from which it appears that the 
Federal Government is collecting custom duties, income taxes 
on individuals and corporations, estate taxes, manufacturers’ 
taxes on cigars, tobacco, and manufactures thereof; taxes on 
admissions and dues, which can hardly be classified unless they 
are excise taxes; other excise taxes as set out in the pending 
bill; occupational taxes; liences; stamp taxes; tax on national 
bank circulation, and what not? In other words, the Federal 
Government is fast consuming all the sources of revenue within 
the United States, and the result is that the States find them- 
selves barren of resources for the collection of necessary taxes 
for their functions. 

In 1922, as reported by the Department of Commerce, the 
total amount of taxes collected in the United States for all 
purposes—Federal, State, and local—was $7,433,081,000, or 
$68.37 for each person; of this amount the National Govern. 
ment took $4,228,948,000 and the States, counties, incorporated 
towns and villages, and other municipal subdivisions, $3,204,- 
133,000. Now, if we are going to take the money which goes 
to the States under inheritance-tax laws, where are the States 
going to levy their taxes in the future? 

In the United States, under the Federal Government, only 
8 per cent of our revenues are received out of estate taxes, but 
the States collect much larger percentages of inheritance taxes 
for their local purposes. California collects 10 per cent of its 
entire reyenue out of inheritance taxes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I will ask for fiye min- 
utes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Illinois, 6 per cent; Massachusetts, 13 
per cent; New Hampshire, 7 per cent; New Jersey, 9 per cent; 
New York, 11 per cent; Pennsylvania, 13 per cent; Rhode Is- 
land, 14 per cent. I think I shall put into the Recorp a list 
adopt this amendment and make it a part of the permanent tax- | showing what percentage of the revenues of all the States comes 
ing policy of this Nation in order that the accumulation of | from inheritance taxes. That list is as follows: 
great wealth shall pay its just share toward the expenses of | Alabama 
the Federal Government, and that as time goes on we shall | (4700a—-------------~-------~~---~-~------_-------~------ 
Approve and retain as one of the sound and economic reasons | Callforniuz— . 10. 
for the levy of such taxes the fact that to a certain degree it a 
will operate as a dissipation of the great aggregations of wealth 
that do not portend good for the future of the Republic: | Florida. 
e e ðßd ta ee ee i EOE 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM] is recog- I 
niet. J 4 a a 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, we seem to be confusing | Kentucky. 
an inheritance tax with an estate tax. Gentlemen are discuss- | Louisiana_ 
ing the policy and wisdom of levying an inheritance tax by 
the Federal Government—that is, a tax upon the right to in- 
herit. The Federal Government has no power to tax the right 
to inherit. The tax provided for in this act is an excise tax 
and it is levied under that portion of the Constitution which 
gives Congress the right to levy excise taxes. It is an excise 
tax upon the happening of an event, namely, the transfer of 
property upon the death of the owner. We are not levying 
taxes here upon those who get the property by reason of the 
death of the owner or by reason of the death of the ancestor. 
We are levying taxes simply because here is an opportunity to 


constituents”; and I said to myself, “The gentleman from 
Massachusetts is going to find something the matter with this 
proposal.” 

And so this morning we find these gentlemen, when they are 
not able to plead the defense that it can be passed on to the 

r man, whose friends they profess to be, and confess that 
t can not be hidden in tax-exempt securities, whose holders 
are their friends, they come up with a new defense and say, 
“We propose to stand here as the champions of the States.” 
We do not propose to take away from the States this source of 
income by reason of an estate tax. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two additional minutes. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Last year, for 1922, the Federal 
Government collected as an estate tax an average rate of only 
7.15 per cent, and from September, 1916, to January 15, 1922, 
the average rate was only 6.49 per cent. So far as I am con- 
cerned, I do not object to some arrangement whereby a portion 
of this tax shall be paid over to the States, but I do believe it 
ought to become the permanent policy of the Federal Govern- 
ment to tax estates, not only for the purpose of deriving reve- 
nue but for the other economically sound purpose and the other 
politically sound and wise purpose of dissipating, in a measure, 
the accumulation of tremendous fortunes, so that they may not 
contain within themselves and perpetuate within themselves 
the seeds that are going to prove troublesome in the future 
history of this Republic. 

I am not radical on taxation. On the other hand, I want to 
prevent Bolshevism. One trouble within this country to-day 
lies in the fact that great wealth and great financial interests, 
by dodging taxes, by fighting just taxes like these, by corrupt- 
ing public officials whenever possible, by corrupting the things 
which they touch, and by corrupting every avenue through 
which they move, are doing more to bring on Bolsheyism than 
all the soap-box orators standing on the streets of New York 
to-day. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to proceed for one more minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for one additional minute. Is there 
objection? à 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Gentlemen, we want to prevent 
Bolshevism by controlling these interests and controlling these 
estutes under the law rather than to let them run on in their 
mad career and be controlled outside the law by the mob. 
The czarism of inherited and autocratic money and the kaiser- 
ism of corrupt wealth are doing more to-day in the direction 
of unrest and the creation of economic and political inequality 
than all the Lenins and Eberts that live. I trust we shall 
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In the speech which the gentleman from New York quoted 
the other day, made by the distinguished gentleman on the 
minority side, one of the ablest Member of this House, and 
particularly of the Committee on Ways and Means, the Hon. 
CORDELL HULL, he stated in 1918—and I only refer to it here, 
you may look it up yourselves—that in his opinion Federal 
estate taxes should not exceed 20 to 25 per cent. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. What is it now? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It is now 25 per cent, the same as the 
bill, and it is preposed to raise it to 40 per cent. 

What will be the effect in some cases and upon some estates? 
It is an altogether inequitable procedure. We fix a certain 
amount of tax upon estates and the States themselves fix dif- 
ferent amounts. In some States it is 5 per cent, in some States 
6 per cent, and in some States 15 or 20 per cent. In some 
States, including my own State of IIIinois, it is as high as 30 
per cent; in fact, in Ilinois, upon direct heirs, it is as high as 
14 per cent, and upon collateral heirs it is as high as 16 per 
cent and upon other heirs and strangers it runs up to 30 per 
cent. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If I can get a little more time, I. will be 
glad to yield. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I wanted to ask this question: This being 
an excise tax, should there be any conflict between a Federal 
excise tax and a State inheritance tax? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. They take the money out of the same 
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source. 
Mr. McSWAIN. That is what I thought. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. They take the money out of the same 


source. 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield for one question? 
I think the gentleman said that if the tex was on the dis- 
tributive shares it might be declared unconstitutional by the 
Supreme Court. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If it were by the Federal Government? 

Mr. CELLER. Yes. Are you familiar with the case of 
Knowlton v. Moore, decided in One hundred and seventy-eighth 
United States, page 41, where the Supreme Court said that 
under a proper construction of the war revenue act the pro- 
gressive rate of taxation upon inheritances was to be deter- 
mined by the amount of the individual legacy or the distribu- 
tive share and not by the amount of the entire estate? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That involved a United States revenue 
act? 

Mr. CELLER. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It has been held to be an excise tax, I 
will say to my friend. 

Mr. CELLER. I am just answering the point you made 
that it might be declared unconstitutional if the law was 
drafted so as to make the tax upon the distributive shares. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, I think there Is no question that the tax 
is an excise tax. Congress has no power to tax except where 
the power is granted by the Constitution of the United States. 

Mr, CELLER. I am just quoting the decision of the Supreme 
Court. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will show you how inequitably this 
tax is operating. For instance, take the case of a sister. A 
man leaves property to a sister; on everything over $500,000 
she would pay 52 per cent if Illinois, California, and West 
Virginia participated in the tax, or 6 per cent if it were in 
certain other States. The tax varies in the case of the share 
which a sister would get from 6 per cent to 52 per cent. In 
the case of a son, a man may have over $1,000,000 and leave it 
to his son, and if the property and the tax were divided be- 
tween the States of California, Arkansas, and Illinois the son 
on everything he received over $1,000,000 would pay 44 per 
cent. If it were in certain other States he would pay only 10 
per cent from $1,000,000 up to $1,500,000. So we might go on 
and multiply these cases for the purpose of showing incon- 
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sistencies and inequalities in the present laws. We would 8 
increasing these wrongs by the proposed amendment. 

In my opinion, and I state this only for what it is worth, a 
commission should be appointed representing as well the Fed- 
eral Goyernment as the State governments, for the purpose of 
trying to arrive at a mutually satisfactory arrangement with 
reference to a division of estate taxes and inheritance taxes, if 
this kind of taxation is to continue indefinitely. 

As has been well said by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Murs], at the present time it is only an emergency tax, and 
every time the Federal Government has passed an estate tax it 
has been levied or assessed as an emergency tux. 

Of course, I know what the difficulty is with my good friend 
from Texas [Mr. Garner] and certain other Members and 
leaders upon the Democratic side. They find themselves now 
as having succeeded in enacting legislation which is going to 
create a deficit in the Federal Treasury. They also want to 
make further appeals to some who might be benefited by re- 
ductions in the excise taxes so as to make this bill more palat- 
able to them, by making further reductions as we get on further 
in the bill, and then they want this increased tax to fill the 
deficiency which has already been created and the further defi- 
ciencies which they hope to create in order to make this bill 
more popular than it is at the present time. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I ask unanimous consent for two min- 
utes more. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two additional minutes. Is there 
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman answer one question? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes; if I can. 

Mr. BLANTON. What difference does it make to five heirs 
who get, say, $50,000 apiece under a State inheritance tax and 
under this particular provision, where the gross estate would 
35 taxed before they get it? It would all be the same thing to 

em. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It would be the same thing to the heirs 
but it would not be the same thing to the State of Texas or to 
the State of Minois. 

Mr. BLANTON. In that case the heirs would get the same 
amount of money. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That does not answer the question at all, 
and the gentleman, who has been a judge on the bench in 
Texas, knows better. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am just saying that my friend from 
Texas [Mr. Jones} was right when he said it was the difference 
between tweedle-dee and tweedle-dum. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Both of the gentlemen from Texas are 
hopeless in a debate on this subject if they can not see the 
difference between an estate tax in the nature of an excise tux 
and an inheritance tax levied upon the individual who gets the 
inheritance. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is understood, but it is the same thing. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I want to appeal to the members of the 
committee to leave something for the States to derive their 
revenue from. I am not an original State-rights man. I was 
born in Chicago and have lived in the West all my life, and 1 
am probably imbued with the Federal and national idea, but I 
do see the necessity in a State like mine, which collects such a 
large part of its income from its inheritance tax, of protecting 
that State and other States against further inroads by the 
Federal Government upon the income which we need for pur- 
poses of local government. We are just constantly enlarging 
our Federal activities, we are enlarging Federal taxation, we 
are encroaching further and further upon the rights and the 
prerogatives and the obligations and duties of the States by 
such proposals as this. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, how does the time 
stand? 

The CHATRMAN. Those speaking for the amendment have 
used 14 minutes, and those opposed have used 17 minutes. 

Mr. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, many speakers during this de- 
bate have referred to the State of Pennsylvania. No discus- 
sion of estate and inheritance taxes could be complete without 
reference to the old Keystone State, since Pennsylvania was 
the pioneer in making inheritance taxes a part of American 
fiscal policy. 

It was in 1826 that Pennsylvania enacted the first inheritance 
tax in the history of the United States. She bas continued it 


1924. 
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from that time and is now collecting 2 per cent on the in- 
heritances of direct heirs and 10 per cent on inheritances of 
collateral heirs. 

T am as mindful of the rights of the States as the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Tunabwax] when I say I am heartily 
in favor of the Ramseyer amendment, which makes estate taxes 
a permanent Federal policy and increases rates to a maximum 
of 40 per cent, The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM] 
has referred to the immense amount collected by that State on 
inheritances. Tllinois does not collect one-third the amount 
collected by Pennsylvania, which in 1921 amounted to more 
than $10,000,000. 1 

Under the proposed amendment, with the further suggested 
provision that 40 per cent be returned te the State, Pennsyl- 
vania will receive more than at present. 

For instance, in 1921 Pennsylvania collected $10,198,000 
through her State inheritance tax law. For the year 1922 the 
amount due the Federal Government was about $21,000,000. 
Under the increase provided in this amendment the Federal 
tax would be about $32,000,000. If 40 per cent were returned 
it would mean a revenue to Pennsylvania of $12,800,000, a 
much larger amount than is now collected, and the same in- 
crease would accrue to practically all of the States. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I would like to ask the gentleman 
where the provision is for a return to the States of any 
part of the inheritance taxes. It is not in the Ramseyer 
amendment. 

Mr. KELLY. No; that proposal will be offered later and 
I am yoicing my approval of it. But, Mr. Chairman, that is 
not the only feature of benefit to the States. At present there 
is a variation in the rates levied by the States which is a 
source of great injustice. Arizona has a maximum rate of 
1 per cent on direct inheritances with an exemption of $1,000; 
California has a maximum of 15 per cent on inheritances to 
direct heirs and a maximum exemption of $24,000. Between 
these rates are the other States, making a condition of con- 
fusion worse confounded. 

On collateral heirs Michigan has a maximum rate of 5 per 
cent with exemption of $100. Arkansas has a maximum of 
32 per cent with exemption of $1,000. 

Of course, such a variation is a direct invitation to tax 
dodging, with resulting loss of revenue. Pennsylvanians, who 
have taken their wealth from the mills and mines of that 
State, may go, and do go in some instances, to States where 
the taxes are lighter. They can go now to Florida, for in- 
stance, and avoid State inheritance taxes entirely, since that 
pleasure-resort Commonwealth has no tax of the kind. 

The only practicable way to secure uniformity in rates is 
for the United States to levy these estate taxes at figures 
which will compel cooperation by the States. 

Then there is the question of the personal property included 
in the estates subject to taxation. California imposes an in- 
heritance tax upon the personal property of the decedent 
resident in the State, no matter where it is located. Though 
this property was never in the State, it is taxed just the same, 
and in addition to that California taxes the property within 
her borders of a nonresident. On the other hand, New York 
does not impose an inheritance tax upon personal property 
outside the Commonwealth. 

Such a condition involves manifest injustice. Uniformity 
in rates, personal property provisions, and so forth. will only 
come when the States realize the necessity of cooperating with 
the Federal Government. 

However, aside from these details, I am enthusiastically in 
favor of a graduated Federal inheritance tax. I accept the 
challenge of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mirus] and 
say that I am in favor of its being made a permanent part of 
American taxing policy. 


Of all forms of taxation, the inheritance tax seems the wisest— 


Said Andrew Carnegie, and he advocated in 1892 the obtaining 
of every dollar of Federal revenues from this source, which he 
said— 


would not interfere in the least with the forces which tend to the 
development of the country through the production of wealth, 


Mr. Chairman, the United States taxes swollen inheritances 
more lightly than any other democratic country. Great Britain 
now applies a 40 per cent maximum tax and France takes an 
equally large share of large estates. 

The total gross estate of the 12,203 persons resident in the 
United States who filed returns from January 16 te December 


31, 1922, was $2,879,372,168. They were given exemption of 
almost half that amount under our law, so that the total tax 
was $115,838,953, or less than 8 per cent, 

As a tax for raising revenue, the estate tax meets all sound 
requirements. It brings into the Public Treasury the entire 
amount of the tax and does not require an army of collectors. 
It does not hamper enterprise nor obstruct industry, and it 
can not be evaded or passed on to others. 

I am for high estate taxes because of these facts and for 
others still more important. There will be received this year 
through inheritances from estates of more than 510,000 the 
amount of $8,000,000,000. ‘Those who receive it did not earn it; 
they become its possessors only because of the protection of the 
Government, 

To-day one hundred and fifty billions is held by those who 
did not earn it. If there is an average return of 6 per cent 
upon this inherited and unearned wealth, it means ‘that the 
people of the United States pay $9,000,000,000 a year to its 
holders. While we are listening to the cries against oppressive 
governmental taxation it might be well to give a little atten- 
tion to this back-breaking tax—$80 a year from every man, 
woman, and child in the United States, 

We have heard a great deal also about the rights of those 
who inherit wealth.. It seems to me that the common welfare 
of America demands a little attention to the rights of those 
who are disinherited because of present conditions, 

No sane American can fail to see the menace “where wealth 
accumulates and men decay” through undeserved poverty. 
Great changes have come in America since that day when De 
Toequeville said: 


In the United States I never heard of a man spending his wealth 
to corrupt the Government. 


To-day we are shamed by Teapot Dome scandals where 
money takes the field as an organized power to corrupt the 


Government of the United States. 

What hereditary royalty has done for the rulers of the Old 
World money can be made to do in America. Royalty gives 
power to its possessors to control those who do not possess it, 
Money can give to its possesors here power over ‘those who 
have it not. Handed down intact from generation to genera- 
tion it can be made into exactly the force which our fathers 
tried to provide against when they prevented the creation of 
estates In perpetuity. Those old nation builders feared the 
influence of men who could control great accumulations of 
wealth through the generations and thus levy perpetual tax 
upon honest capital and honest labor. 

We can not now turn back the hands of the clock and re- 
create the natural resources which have been used to make 
mighty fortunes for exploiters and .their descendants, but 
through estate taxes we may recapture a part for paying the 
expenses of a Government which may be made a mighty instru- 
ment for democracy and human brotherhood. 

So, too, these estate taxes will prevent the evasion of taxa- 
tion through possession of tax-exempt securities, It will mean 
that the owners of twenty billions of tax-free bonds must in the 
end pay a fair share of governmental expense. It will help 
fill up the bombproof tax-exempt cellar in which capital has 
thus far successfully hidden from the taxgatherer. 

I voted for the proposed amendment to the Constitution to 
prevent the issue of tax-exempt bonds because I believe such 
exemption helps to increase prices and reduces the purchasing 
power of the public. I voted to reduce the higher surtaxes, 
because they do in a measure handicap industry. 

But these estate taxes will reach the tax-exempt securities 
and they will take the brakes off industry for the future. 

Mr. Chairman, this estate tax will furnish a just method to 
help raise the money needed to pay adjusted compensation to 
the soldiers of America who broke the heart of Prussia at Bel- 
leau Wood, Chateau Thierry, and the Argonne. 

The common manhood of America paid a frightful price in 
health and blood and life for that victory. Let the unearned 
wealth of America be forced to do its fair share toward adjust- 
ing the compensation of those who fought in comparison with 
those who stayed at home, That is the most sacred war debt 
contracted during our struggle with Germany, and its repudia- 
tion means moral bankruptcy. 

From every standpoint these proposed increased rates for 
estate taxes are justifiable, and I sincerely hope they will be 
written into this revenue bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Kerry] makes an argument in favor 
of the Ramseyer amendment upon the greund that the Ram- 
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seyer amendment will collect the tax and return a part to the 
State. The only difficulty about that argument is that the 
Ramseyer amendment does not do it, there is no such provision 
in it, and in the second place, if it did, it would not be valid. 
You can not collect money and return it to the State. 

Mr. FREAR. It provides for a credit. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. If there is any question 
about it we will have the amendment again read. I as- 
sert that the Ramseyer amendment does not provide any part 
of the money to be returned to the State. 

Mr. FREAR. It is a credit to be allowed the State. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman from Indiana is abso- 
lutely correct; the amendment now before the House does 
not make that provision. The gentleman from Pennsylvania 
referred to a bill that I introduced some time ago. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I thank the gentleman from 
Iowa, I reiterate that the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
based his argument on a provision not in the amendment. Now 
take the argument of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner]. 
He made a very vigorous appeal to the House on the ground 
that if you put the amendment through it would provide for 
the bonus, Of course that is interesting and illuminating, com- 
ing from the gentleman from Texas, who is such an earnest 
adyocate of a bonus. [Laughter.] To be sure he voted against 
it both times; he voted against overriding the President's 
veto, and he announced on the floor of the House during the 
debate on this bill that he was opposed to the bonus, but 
nevertheless he urges that it be passed in order that it may 
provide money for the bonus. This is simply the old appeal 
to tax the rich. That did not originate just yesterday. I have 
been examining some of the early history of Indiana. The 
first Representative in Congress from the Territory of Indiana 
was named Parke. The very first utterance that he made on 
the floor of the House was in favor of giving certain lands to 
the Rappites, and a gentleman from Virginia named Jackson— 
and this was more than a century ago—opposed the proposition 
to give the Rappites a section of land because they were going 
to raise grapes and make wine, and the Government was im- 
porting wine and getting taxes from wine, and, said Jackson, 
Wine is heavily taxed, and the tax is paid by the rich.” Let 
no gentleman rising now imagine that he invented the idea 
that a popular appeal could be made to us poor devils on the 
ground that the rich paid the taxes. 

Gentlemen, we have been dealing with income taxes. A tax 
of a certain per cent on incomes is an entirely different prop- 
osition from an estate tax. An estate tax takes the body of 
the property out of the State and brings it into the Federal 
Treasury. It does not deal with incomes. The present law 
provides a maximum of 25 per cent, and that was placed there 
as a war tax, because ordinarily the Federal Government does 
not go out and fix a tax upon property itself, and it was 
only by a Federal amendment that it was provided that we 
could impose an income tax. If the Federal Government were 
left alone and the State government did not have to deal with 
it, it would be a different proposition. I appeal to you gentle- 
men not to put this additional tax upon the property of the 
States. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Indiana 
has expired. 

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Chairman, this amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER] is a very attractive one 
to me. I have always believed that after a human being has 
died, who has had enough for his comfort in life, and who 
leaves his family well fixed, and he has been put away in a 
graveyard in a respectful manner, and goes on to his reward 
in heaven, it matters not to him how much tax you put upon 
his estate. It is the living that this Congress should pay its 
respects to; and who, in the face of the circumstances as they 
exist in this country to-day, will care what amount the laws 
take from the estate of a man of above $10,000,000? The 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Mirus] had the effrontery to 
pretend that to kill this amendment would help the farmer. 
Some of the States of this Union already have some inheritance 
taxes, and the Federal Government should, in my judgment, 
put more on, and the States themselves should share in that 
pro rata, which they would do. An amendment to be offered to 
this bill will take care of that proposition. Fifty thousand 
dollars is left with not a penny of tax upon it, and then with 
$150,000 the estate is taxed only 1 per cent above the $50,000, 
and so on until you get to a $10,000,000 estate, and yet this 
gentlemen living on Fifth Avenue, in New York City, talks 
about our hurting the farmers if we put this inheritance tax 
on these billionaires after they are dead and gone where they 
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belong. I have always maintained that it is a dangerous thing 
to leave these great fortunes intact. I think one of the greatest 
menaces that face the civilization of this Republic to-day is 
the fact that a man can die seized with $100,000,000 or $300,- 
000,000 or $500,000,000, and do what with it? Leave it to a 
lot of spotted-vested, spatted-ankle sons to go about over this 
country with some jazz girls to trot about with them. [Laugh- 
ter.] We want a respectable amount of the fortunes left to 
the heirs, and we do it under this bill. There is no confisca- 
tion when you leave $10,000,000 to an estate with a moderate 
tax, and after you get above $10,000,000 to take 40 per cent of 
it and put it in the Treasury of the United States to help 
maintain this Government. Who in reason can object to that? 
Most of these great_estates have been made up out of looting 
the natural resources, out of draining the oil from the land, 
taking the coal from the land, cutting the timber, out of trans- 
portation. Great railway fortunes have been made, and all of 
these special privileged enterprises that lawmakers allow to 
prey on the natural resources and graft upon the people. The 
tariff and other special privileges to rob the people create 
many of these big fortunes. These great estates, as they 
stand, without being distributed, are a menace to the real 
welfare of this country. 

Mr. KNUTSON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. QUIN. I have not the time. One other thing, Mr. 
Chairman. I am in favor of going after this source of wealth 
at this time for the purpose of giving justice to the soldiers 
and sailors who fought the battles of this countr. in the last 
war. [Applause.] Do not pretend that you can not pay the 
soldiers’ bonus, When these boys went out all of you went 
down to the depot, waving flags, saying “ God bless you, boys, 
there is nothing too good for you.” 

And after they came back home, after bringing victory to 
the American flag, after they saved these gentlemen's great 
fortunes, after they saved the United States, and protected 
the firesides, the schoolhouses, and the pulpits of this Republic, 
what do you say to them? Actually you begrudge giving those 
heroes the measly sum of a dollar a day as additional com- 
pensation. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi has expired. 

Mr. QUIN. Mr, Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for five minutes more, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I am going to object unless the gentleman 
will yield to some questions. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. QUIN. Now, what is it the gentleman from Minnesota 
wants to know? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I just wanted to know if they are going 
to have an election in Mississippi this fall? 

Mr. QUIN. Oh, they have elections all of the time in 
Mississippi. I just want to know whether the gentleman is 
going to stand up and help give the adjusted compensation to 
these soldiers, these boys whom you told, when they went away 
to the war to fight for their country, that there was nothing 
too good for them. Now, when they are back home, the people 
who have the wealth, the ones who stayed at home, the ones 
who profiteered during the war, lying down in good, warm 
beds, eating three square meals a day, asking the divine 
blessing every morning at the table, now oppose giving these 
boys the bonus, while these boys who were on the high seas, 
with submarines and German assassins trying to sink them 
every day, who, while they were across, yonder in France, in 
Belgium, and even on the soil of Germany itself, were standing 
waist deep in mud, with bullets whistling all around their 
heads, gas floating around them, now simply ask through their 
organizations that the people of the United States give them 
one little lousy dollar a day, none of them to get in excess of 
$500. Yet these great fortune holders of this country object 
to that, and upon what grounds? They say that it will dis- 
turb business. How could they have maintained any business 
or had any estate if those boys had not gone out and done their 
duty by defending the flag of this country? [Applause.] 
Think how inconsiderate you are after the victory has been 
won, after these boys are back home! 

They promised to increase their wages while those boys were 
out yonder enduring untold hardships, the very people who are 
now objecting to paying them a little, lousy dollar, with their 
own pockets bulging out with money. When common labor in 
the factories in those yards where they build ships was getting 


$15 to $20 a day these boys were fighting over there for their 
country, getting but their food and clothing and $30 a month. 
Jet those who made the biggest profits are the ones who are 
doing the loudest howling to keep them from getting this com- 
peusation. Such men as Mr. Andrew Mellon and men of the 
big-business type and those who smell around the big, rich 
fellows are the ones who most vigorously object to giving this 
compensation to the boys. Those men who saved our flag are 
entitled to it. Do not be so tender-footed as to say now, The 
war has been over so long that we should forget about it.” 
You know the Republicans all over the United States have bel- 
lowed in favor of paying this adjusted compensation loud and 
deep, and now they have double-crossed these soldier boys. The 
Chief Executive vetoed the last bonus bill, The present Chief 
Executive says, “No; you must not give these soldiers that 
bonus.” And there is Mr. Mellon, the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, with all his enormous fortune, worshipping the golden 
calf and objecting to giving this relief to those boys who 
fought the battles of our country, made great sacrifices, and, 
unable to bathe while in camps, became infected with lice, and 
their clothing and bodies had to go through delousing ma- 
chines before they could go back to their families. Are they 
not entitled to this adjusted compensation? Let us get the 
money through this inheritance tax. [Applause] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi has expired. There are 16 minutes remaining to those in 
favor of the amendment and 23 minutes remaining to those 
opposed. Does anybody desire to be recognized in opposition 
to the amendment? 

Mr. CELLER. Yes; I do, in opposition. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I am in favor of the highest kind of inheritance tax, 
yet I am opposed to this amendment, As I understand the 


theory of inheritance taxes, the primary purpose is to get at |. 


swollen fortunes and the secondary purpose is to raise revenue. 
But we must always keep in sight the fact that fundamentally 
it was to prevent concentration of large wealth in the hands of 
a few individuals. The inheritance tax, on the other hand, 
is the most direct tax we have. It is a tax that can be least 
evaded. It is a tax that will get at tax-exempt securities; and 
while I voted for the tax-exempt-securities constitutional 
amendment, I will say to my friend from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Fxearj, yet I am opposed to this amendment. 

And why? We are living under a dual form of government, 
where the State government is sovereign and the Federal 
Government is sovereign under the Constitution, and we have 
the condition where the Federal Government is in the business 
of inheritance tax, and where the State governments are in 
the business of inheritance tax, and we know which is the 
stronger of the two. The Federal Government is irrepressible, 
and once the Federal Government gets in competition with the 
State governments, we know that the States must of necessity 
recede. 

Now, I have taken the trouble to make a computation of 
the maximum rates that have been fixed by the various Com- 
monwealths, and the amounts are astounding. We find, for 
example, that the maximum rate at which West Virginia taxes 
collateral relatives and what the Germans call “laughing 
heirs,” is as high as 85 per cent; that Wisconsin and Wash- 
ington are as high as 40 per cent; that Missouri and IIIinols 
are 80 per cent; that Oregon, Nevada, and Arizona are 25 per 
cent; that Georgia taxes 21 per cent; that Iowa, Indiana, and 
California are 20 per cent. 

Now, my friends, where and when will this intense competi- 
tion cease? If we increase these inheritance taxes beyond 
25 per cent we know that the State governments will ape the 
Federal Government and they will increase the rates corre- 
spondingly. 

What is the situation with reference to New York? 

Mr. FREAR. ‘The State of Wisconsin taxes inheritances 
15 per cent. The gentleman said 40 per cent. 

Mr. CELLER. I have a compilation made by F. L. Morton 
on inheritance-tax computations this year, and we find the 
highest rate is 40 per cent. 

Mr. FREAR, I have it here. It is 15 per cent in Wisconsin. 

Mr. CELLER. Well, we will not go into a controversy over 
that point. But we know that there are States that go even 
higher than 15 per cent, which the gentleman says Wisconsin 
has. 

In regard to New York State we have a condition where 
New York will be deprived, if you pass this amendment, of 
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a goodly portion of its source of revenue. We are taxed in 
New York, for example, to the extent of nearly 3 per cent 


mendously high rate, and that is because the State government 


a tax upon the various cities and communities, who in turn 
tax real estate at very high rates. 


soldiers’ bonus. We know, for example, that there are 
$11,000,000 of tax-exempt securities in existence. Where are 
the States going to get the money to pay the principal on all 
these tax-exempt securities and the State soldiers“ bonus? 
They must get it somewhere. I can say with greater grace 
than some gentlemen on that side of the House that I am in 
favor of the State rights theory of government, and I do not 
want to see the Federal Government reaching out like an 
octopus in every direction, seeking and seizing every source 
of revenue that is now open to the States. For example, in 


deprived of certain excise taxes with the result that almost 
our entire police pension fund has been depleted, and that fund 
faces a gigantic deficit. 

Where is New York going to raise the money to put in a sur- 
plus rather than have a deficit in the police fund? That is 
only typical of the situation in New York City and elsewhere 
throughout the country. We must not, without the maturest 
kind of consideration, take away this source of revenue from 
the States. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New 
York has expired. 

M CELLER. Mr. Chairman, may I have three minutes 
more 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for three minutes more. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CELLER. Away back in 1907, before New York passed 
its transfer tax law, in a report of the special tax commis- 
sion presided over by Mr. Edward R. N. Seligman, of Colum- 
bia University, this report was made to the New York 
Legislature: 


From the point of view of financial needs, therefore, it is eminently 
desirable that the National Government should refrain from seizing 
on those sources of revenue which can constitutionally be utilized by 
our various Commonwealths and which will surely be more and more 
needed as time goes on. 

It is probably without a due appreciation of the importance of this 
fact that the President— 


Roosevelt was President then 1 


has recommended, and many public-spirited and wealthy citizens bave 
indorsed, national inheritance taxes. The States must, therefore, not 
only act promptly by fastening upon these and other substantial sub- 
jects of taxation by equitable methods, so as to hold within our borders 
much-needed revenue for local purposes, but they must so seek to de- 
yelop them that these sources of revenue be not closed to us in the 
future by the irresistible competition of the National Government. 
The National Government is stronger than any State government. If 
such taxes are once placed upon the statute books of the Nation as 
permanent measures, they will not readily be removed. 


How true that prophecy has come to be. The Federal Gov- 
ernment is seeking more and more to invade the States and 
take away from the States their right to tax and take away 
from the States their various and many sources of revenue, so 
that there is really nothing left to the States except a small 
income-tax rate, and the large income taxes we are fastening 
upon the country discourage the States from even trying to 
get their adequate portion of revenue from income tax. 

Now, I admit there is a lack of comity in the country with 
reference to inheritance taxes. I have a case in mind where 
a man had Rock Island bonds in a safe-deposit vault in Boston, 
He was domiciled in New York, and his estate had to pay an 
seu? tax on those bonds in four different States; and 
why? 

New York got its inheritance tax from his estate because he 
was domiciled there. Massachusetts insisted upon getting its 
inheritance tax because the physical possession of the security 
was in Massachusetts, because the securities were in a safe- 
deposit box in Boston, and the States of Illinois and Iowa in- 
sisted on getting their proportion because, as I understand it, 
the Rock Island Railroad Co, was incorporated in both of those 
Commonwealths. In addition to that the Federal Government 


[j 
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on city property, on its assessed valuation. That is a tre- 


can not elsewhere secure enough revenue and therefore levies . 


Now, New York and other States are about to pass a State . 


New York City, because we have prohibition, we have been 
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also insisted upon exacting its toll of the Federal inheritance 
tax, 
I know of another case where a man in Michigan made a 
large bequest to the Smithsonian Institution 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask for one minute more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for one additional minute. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CELLER. As I say, a man in Michigan made a large 
bequest to the Smithsonian Institution, a Federal agency, and 
the State of Michigan said, “ We must have our tax because 
Michigan —as I understood it—“ only allows a limit with ref- 
erence to exemptions where the gift is made to educational in- 
stitutions.” And we had the spectacle of the Smithsonian In- 
stitution being compelled to pay back into the coffers of Michi- 
gan a portion of that gift. 

Now, I say, because of this disparity of State inheritance 
taxes, because of this lack of comity, there should be as- 
sembled, as the gentleman from New York well said, at some 
place representatives from all the Commonwealths and repre- 
sentatives of the Federal Government to work out some logical 
and scientific scheme of taxation on inheritances and thus avoid 
the spectacle of a person being compelled to pay taxes to sev- 
eral States on the same property. 

Mr. GRIFFIN and Mr. BLANTON rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York op- 
pose the amendment? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I am for the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York will be 
recognized. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, I am for this amendment because it is eminently fair and 
just. President Roosevelt, in his message to the 60th Congress, 
in December, 1907, well said: 


The Government has the absolute right to decide as to the terms 
upon which a man shall receive a bequest or devise from another, A 
heavy progressive tax upon a very large fortune is in no way such a 
tax upon thrift and industry as a like tax would be on a small fortune, 
No advantage comes either to the country as a whole or to the individuals 
inheriting the money, by permitting the transmission in their entirety 
of the enormous fortunes that would be effected by such a tax. Our aim 
Is to recognize what Lincoln pointed out: “To insist that there should 
be an equality of right before the law, and, at least, an approximate 
equality in the conditions under which each man obtains the chance 
to show the stuff that is in him when compared to his fellows.” 


I think it is essentially the function of the Federal Govern- 
ment to take control of the regulation and taxation of the 
transfer of estates for the very reason which my colleague from 
New York [Mr. CELLER] urges against it—the great diversity 
among the States in the amount of taxes imposed. Some of the 
States have no inheritance or estate taxes, while others have 
various rates in the taxation of inheritance and estate taxes. 
The consequence of that is that there is a shifting about by men 
of wealth of their places of residence in order to evade taxation. 
New York is a great center of wealth—wealth that is brought 
there and into the pockets of a few men from all over the 
ecountry—from oll, from coal, and many other industries. But 
usually these men only have their official residences in the city 
of New York. When they want to die they go to Connecticut 
or Rhode Island, Florida, or the District of Columbia. They 
may have their mansions on Fifth Avenue, but the place where 
they die, if they can help it, is some State or place where no 
inheritance law can haunt them. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. For that reason—the reason which 
the gentleman has just stated—a State inheritance tax will 
always prove more or less of a failure, because some of the 
States under their constitutions can not levy an estate tax; 
and the only proper way, it seems to me, would be to provide 
and I understand there will be an amendment offered to that 
effect—that the amount of the State inheritance tax shall be 
credited upon this tax, not to exceed 25 per cent, and in that 
way the States will be better off than they are now. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think they would be, and I think that is a 
good plan. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes. 


Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman also make reference to 
those States which are now advertising that they are not going 
to impose taxes upon men of wealth, in order to get them to 
come to those States, live there, and die there. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Surely; allesorts of temptations are offered 
to bring their wealth there. 

Another reason why I am in favor of this tax is that it will 
tend to make up any deficit—any threatened deficit or any 
prophesied deficit—in the bill as a result of the Garner amend- 
ment. Now, the stock argument of our friends on the other 
side of this proposition was that the Garner amendment would 
not bring in the returns that were contemplated, but I think 
under this sort of a provision the bill will yield a revenue suffi- 
cient to meet all needs. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Is the gentleman now arguing that, hav- 
ing made one mistake by adopting the Garner amendment, we 
ought to make another mistake in order to make up for it by 
adopting these rates as to estate taxes? That seems to be the 
gentleman’s argument. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I do not know how Mr. Garner was influ- 
enced, but, so far as I am concerned, I knew that a sincere 
effort would be made on the floor of this House to whip this 
bill into a practical revenue yielding law; and that is how we 
are trending. I hope this amendment will carry. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. What would happen in case Canada, Swit- 
zerland, or some other countries should advertise that they 
would not tax inheritances, just like Florida is doing now? 

55 GRIFFIN. We can not cover that; that is asking too 
muc 

Mr. BARKLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes. 

Mr. BARKLEY. This gives Florida an opportunity to receive 
a part of the benefits of this Federal tax? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Undoubtedly. All the States would in- 
directly benefit by the pending amendment. It would add 
immensely to our national reyenue and necessarily lighten the 
burden of Federal taxation in other directions. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. TiLsOx] is recognized. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, with much of the able argument 
of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER] in regard to estate 
taxes I find myself somewhat in accord, but instead of its lead- 
ing me to believe that we should increase the Federal inher- 
itance tax, it leads me to quite the opposite conclusion. As a 
Federal tax, we should certainly not increase it but should leave 
it where it belongs, a State tax. The right to transfer property 
by inheritance is a State right and not one that we hold under 
the Federal Government. The taxable resources of the State 
are already strained to the breaking point and we should not 
rob them of this one. After all, gentlemen, we should not for- 
get or overlook the fact that this is a capital levy. It is a capi- 
tal levy upon property located in the States, property that is 
under the jurisdiction of the States. A Federal inheritance 
tax transfers the capital assets of the States to the Treasury 
of the United States to pay the running expenses of the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. r 

Mr. BARKLEY. Is not that same thing true of all Govern- 
ment taxes—upon deeds, corporations, and other entities that 
are created by the States and under the control of the States? 

Mr. TILSON. It is true as to minor stamp taxes, which have 
always been used as war taxes and are still so used, but only to 
a minor degree. It is the same with the inheritance tax, which 
has been used heretofore only as an emergency tax, usually as 
a war tax, and on all previous occasions the tax has been 
repealed soon after the emergency passed. But now it is pro- 
posed to make this a permanent part of our Federal taxing 
system, increasing it very materially five years after the war 
is over. In my judgment, gentlemen, before we enter upon a 
permanent policy of this sort we ought to study this question 
more thoroughly than it has ever been studied before. Its 
relation to and effect upon the sovereign States should be care- 
fully studied, so that whenever a law is passed it will at least 
bear equally on all the States of the Union. 

Mr. WATKINS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. WATKINS. Did not the committee study this proposi- 
tion in order to determine upon the rates already in the bill? 


1924. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3113 


Mr. TILSON. The tax as it is now in the bill is substan- 
tially the tax that has been on the statute books ever since 
the war. 

Mr. WATKINS. And it is now only a question of increasing 
the tax, the principle being the same? 

Mr. TILSON. I mean that the rates, practically as they are 
in this bill, have been in effect for some time, so that the 
committee, as a matter of fact, did not go into a thorough 
consideration of this feature of the tax bill. We supposed 
that we were considering a tax reduction bill and not a 
measure materially increasing taxes as this amendment pro- 
poses to do. 

Mr. KETCHAM. , Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Has the gentleman made any investigation 

us to the comparative amount of revenue that will come to the 
Government if the Ramseyer amendment is adopted as com- 
pared with the rates set out in the bill? 

Mr. TILSON. No; I have not gone into the detailed figures 
as to just how much additional revenue this increase in the 
rates will bring in. 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON, I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. MILLS. I can aswer that question. Standing alone, 
and without the amendment which will be offered as soon as 
this one is agreed to or disagreed to, it will bring in from 
$60,000,000 to $70,000,000 more. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. The amendment will bring in about 50 
per cent more than is now being received. 

Mr. TILSON. What I wish to say is that at this time, 
in my judgment, we should not extend these rates so largely 
and make them a permanent part of our taxing system, for, 
gentlemen, we have not considered fully what the effect might 
be in many cases of so heavy a tax as this amendment pro- 
poses. Suppose, for instance, that in your State a large busi- 
ness is owned very largely by a single individual, and he 
passes away. It is necessary to take out of the business, or 
secure somewhere else, money enough to pay a tax amounting 
to nearly 50 per cent of the capital invested in the business. 
I imagine the effect upon the average going concern would be 
a decided shock to any kind of a business. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Chairman, how does the time stand? 

The CHAIRMAN. Eleven minutes remaining in favor of the 
amendment and nine minutes against it. 

Mr. DAVEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, I 
am in favor of this amendment to increase the inheritance 
taxes and I would like to advance the reasons that have led me 
to that position. It has been quite interesting to me, and I 
suppose to many other Members, to watch the reasoning of 
those opposed to it. One man says, “I am in favor of the 
principle but I am going to vote against it.” Another man pro- 
ceeds to argue that it may be all right, but let us please delay it 
and let us not do it now. 

For myself, I was glad to vote against the Mellon plan of 
personal income tax and vote for the Garner plan. I voted 
against the tax on surplus of business concerns. I voted 
against the excess-profits tax. I am going to vote for the re- 
moval of the tax on automobiles, tires, tubes, and accessories, 
I am going to vote for this amendment to increase the in- 
heritance taxes, and I am going to vote for the gift tax amend- 
ment if it is offered, 

These are my reasons. I wanted to have a definite guiding 
principle by which every one of my votes on this bill should be 
tested, and here it is. It seems to me that it ought to be per- 
fectly obvious that a tax on business must necessarily be passed 
on to the public. If the Government taxes my business, I 
must pass that tax on to the public or else go out of business. 
If the Government taxes my personal income, I have no easy 
or logical means of passing that on to the public, It has been 
my own reasoning on this whole matter that we ought to 
make the taxes on going business just as moderate as possible, 
because-every tax on business is passed on to the public and 
necessarily increases the cost of living. This explains the 
various votes I have cast and am going to cast. But I believe 
that the taxes on personal incomes, as well as those on in- 
heritances and gifts in anticipation of death, should be in- 
creasingly heavy as the income increases in amount and the 
individual fortune increases in size. 

Nearly every great fortune in America—I suppose, in the last 
analysis, every great fortune—goes back to the foundation of 
an exploitation of the natural resources of the country, directly 


or indirectly. The huge fortunes which have been and are 
being created in this country are made possible by the tremen- 
dous natural resources with which God Almighty endowed the 
land. Those resources have been exploited and have piled up 
many, many great fortunes that to a large extent do not rep- 
resent so much creative genius as the ability to translate nat- 


ural wealth into money. I have no disposition to tax those 
fortunes out of existence. Wealth is necessary to conduct and 
maintain our business structure; but I believe that these for- 
tunes which found their inception and their possibility in the 
exploitation of the natural resources of the American people 
ought to pay a generous share for the conduct of the Govern- 
ment which makes them possible and which keeps them in 
existence. 

It is quite obvious, I think, there is no chance to pass this 
inheritance tax on down to anyone or anywhere. It is the final 
contribution of the wealth that America makes possible to the 
common good of the America that remains after the owner of 
the wealth is gone. 

Mr. WURZBACH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVEY. I yield. 

Mr. WURZBACH. I want to say that the gentleman has 
exactly the same views I have. Is it not a fact that a large 
part of these large fortunes that will be taxed under this 
present arrangement was made up largely of taxes that were 
passed on down; and is it not a fact that this is the one time 
they can be taxed without it being passed down? In other 
words, you have now got the pig in a blind corner where he 
can not get away. 

Mr. DAVEY. It is quite obvious, I think, there is no chance 
to pass this inheritance tax on down to anyone or anywhere. 
It is the final contribution of the wealth that America makes 
possible to the common good of the America that remains after 
the owner of the wealth is gone. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, my remarks 
will be addressed to the question of the interest the smaller 
States and agricultural communities have in the proposed 
amendment. The taxes collected by the States, counties, mu- 
nicipalities, and other subdivisions of the States amounted in 
1923 to $4,229,000,000. The taxes levied under State authority 
have been one of the factors making agriculture at the present 
time unprofitable. The farms and the equipment on the farms 
are bearing too large a proportion of the State taxes. There 
ought to be left to the States every possible source of revenue, 
in order that the States may distribute the burden of taxa- 
tion and relieve the agricultural population of a part of the bur- 
den they are now bearing. 

In one county of the State I have the honor to represent the 
taxes have risen to such a point that many farmers have left 
their dairy farms—and it is one of the best dairying sec- 
tions of the State—sold their stock, and have gone into the 
employ of the loggers and the mill men in order to obtain a 
living for their families and money to pay taxes on their farms. 
One large company informed me that owing to public improve- 
ments their taxes had increased tenfold. A large proportion 
of the agricultural sections of the country are similarly 
affected, and I wish to present to the gentlemen here this propo- 
sition—that we leave the estate taxes in this bill as they are, 
and not further take from the States this source of revenue. 

The Government has encroached upon the subjects of taxa- 
tion from which the States may obtain revenue to an extent 
that they are milking these sources and left the States in 
a condition of having an expensive Government to carry on and 
extensive improvements to pay for without sufficient sources 
from which to secure necessary revenue, Therefore, if com- 
pelled to still resort to the same sources of revenue they have 
had in the past, they must necessarily increase their taxes and 
furthermore embarrass the farmers of the country in such 
development. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. KETCHAM. In view of the fact that we do not get the 
inheritance tax until we reach $50,000, and the fact that that 
is far beyond the ordinary farmer, and in view of the further 
fact in an average State the percentage of State tax for that 
locality is only 12 per cent, how will the States be seriously 
affected by the adoption of the amendment? 

Mr. HAWLEY. They will be affected because the amendment 
takes revenue from them. The States collected $600,000,000 
more in 1923 than the Government collected, and all of the reve- 
nue taken from a State by any Federal tax takes that amount 
of money from the State, and also takes from the State the 
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opportunity of securing this revenue, in whole or in part, for 
itself for the purpose of meeting its obligations and paying the 
costs of State and local government. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. CROWTHER. The gentleman does not mean $600,000,000 
is acquired from the States? 

Mr. HAWLEY. No. The States collected in 1923 $600,000,000 

more than the National Government. 
«~ The States and their subdivisions are in serious need of 
sources of revenue from which to obtain funds to meet necessary 
demands. It seems to me that an estate or inheritance tax is a 
legitimate subject for State taxation, and the States should not 
be further deprived of the opportunity of obtaining revenue 
from this source. 

The CHAIRMAN. Those in favor of the amendment have 
six minutes remaining and those opposed four. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I do not intend to de- 

i bate the merits of this proposition. I am one of those who have 
‘always believed in a good-sized inheritance tax, but I doubt 
very much the advisability of increasing the present inheritance 
tax at this moment. This proposition has had no consideration 
as far as I know in the Ways and Means Committee. It goes 
.to the very root, gentlemen, of the interrelations between the 
Government and the States in regard to raising taxes for Na- 
tional and State purposes. The amount that would be gained 
‘from the passage of the amendment of my friend from Iowa 
[Mr. Rasseyer] is relatively small. This increased revenue 
would not be needed were the bill in anything like the condi- 
tion it was when originally brought to the House. 

Furthermore, gentlemen, I may say that this increased reve- 
nue will not be needed in case the proposal that I shall make, 
as at present advised, when this bill is brought to the House, 
‘is adopted. Would it not be wise, considering the very vital 
importance of this question, to delay now and have a commis- 
sion or a committee which could take up this question decide 
how far the States should be deprived of this source of reve- 
nue—how much further the National Government should go 
with regard to the collection of revenue from these sources? 

As I say, gentlemen, I am not debating the merits of the 
question, but I suggest to you that it might be wise under all 
circumstances, looking forward to the probable further informa- 
tion to be gotten by a commission or a committee, to vote now 
against these various amendments. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, like the gentleman 
from Ohio and many other gentlemen in the House, I for a long 
time have been in favor of increasing the inheritance tax. My 
theory in reference to that has always been, however, that 
the increased inheritance tax should be accompanied by a 
decrease in surtaxes. If I was permitted to write an inher- 
itance tax as I saw fit, I would be willing to reduce the sur- 
taxes so that the maximum would not exceed 20 per cent, 
although the surtaxes have not been reduced to a point where 
I think this amendment might properly apply so far as the 
progress of the bill is concerned at this time. I have faith, 
however, that they will be reduced to a point below those now 
contained in the bill, but I would not under any circumstances 
vote for the amendment before the House unless there was a 
provision added to protect the States. 

Mr. FREAR. If the gentleman will yield, let me say that 
I propose t6 offer immediately after the conclusion of the 
debate a provision that 25 per cent credit shall be turned back 
to every State that has an inheritance tax; that is, 25 per cent 
of the amount collected by the General Government will be 
credited back. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I thought the tax was to be credited 
on the amount of any inheritance tax that might be collected. 

Mr. FREAR. That is the point. A eredit not exceeding 25 
per cent to the various States. New York has a tax of 4 
per cent, and some States have as high as 7 per cent. California 
has a direct tax on the heirs so it will take care of all the ex- 
cess. There will be added to that another proposed amendment 
increasing to 40 per cent, and the plan I propose will bring 
credit to the Government to take care of every State. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana rose. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will not have time to yleld to the 
gentleman from Indiana, but I think I can anticipate what the 
gentleman was going to ask, and that is the constitutionality 
of such a provision. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. That would be invalid. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, no. There is no doubt but that 
we can provide that a credit shall be placed on this tax of the 
amount paid to the State. 
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Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman please explain the propo- 
sition to the House, because I think the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. Frear] has left the impression that money would 
paid by the Federal Government to the States. As a matter o 
fact, all he proposes to do is to credit the taxpayer with the 
State. tax. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The proposition is stated correctly by, 
the gentleman from New York, and it would not be constitu- 
tional in any other form, in my judgment. 

The situation is this: All inheritance or estate taxes fixed 
by the State must inevitably prove a failure for the reason that 
all a man has to do to get away from such taxes is to move into 
another State that does not impose estate taxes, and take his 
residence there. On the other hand, the Federal Government 
ought not to take away from the States all power in effect to 
levy and receive inheritance taxes, and with this amendment 
which will soon be offered the States would be actually assisted 
by the amendment as amended in the collection of inheritance 
taxes, instead of being defeated in the collection thereof. I 
would not be in favor of any amendment which would take away 
from the States the power to levy an inheritance tax, nor would 
I be in favor of an amendment under any circumstances which 
would increase the total amount paid out of any estate for in- 
heritance taxes above the figures fixed in the Ramseyer amend - 
ment. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. BARKLEY, The gentleman is for the amendment that 
is going to be offered? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I favor the amendment that is to be 
offered, and I will be for this amendment if it is amended in 
that manner. Otherwise, I would be obliged to vote against it, 
because I could not vote for an amendment which would prac- 
tically destroy the power of the several States to levy inher- 
itance taxes. 

Let me say that nearly all economist% agree that inheritance 
taxes constitute the best and most easily enforced form of taxa- 
tion. They do not hinder business nor discourage enterprise. 
They are easily administered and inexpensive to collect. They 
work out with more fairness and equality than any other. 
There is every reason why we should increase our inheritance 
taxes anc decrease the other taxes. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. One minute still remains on each side, 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, may I use one minute? Tuis 
amendment as I said gives a credit to any State where an 
estate has paid taxes, and this credits up to 25 per cent and 
would leave a margin with the Government, and increase 
the Federal taxes, whereas a suggested amendment to follow 
40 per cent, which I understand may be offered, will leave 
a deficit, and that is not expected nor deserved by the States, 
because this amendment will cover every direct tax of any 
State, excepting California, for the direct heirs. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does it give the money to the States? 

Mr, FREAR. No, it credits the estate with the money that 
is paid into the treasury of the various States, up to 25 per 
cent, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Then how does it benefit the Common- 
wealth, the State? 

Mr. FREAR, The State makes its collection to the full 
amount of its law, but the estate gets a credit up to 25 per 
cent. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. 
any of that? 

Mr. FREAR. It does not lose a cent by the increase we vote 
in estate tax rates. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It does not get any of it? 

Mr. FREAR, Of course it can not. It is simply a credit, 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment to the amendment offered by Mr, Fauae: Page 126, 
after line 22, insert as follows: y 

“(b) The tax imposed by this section shall be credited with the 
amount of any estate, inheritance, legacy, or succession taxes actu- 
ally paid to any State or Territory or the District of Columbia in 
respect of any property included in the gross estate. The credit 
allowed by this subdivision shall not exceed 25 per cent of the tax 
imposed by this section.” 

Line 23, change “(b)” to (e).“ 


Mr. DAVEY. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state it. 


And the Commonwealth does not get 
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Mr. DAVEY. It is not clear to me whether that amendment 
means that the taxes paid to the State shall be deducted from 
the gross amount of the estate. Just what does it mean? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think if the gentleman had listened 
closely he would see what it means. It is a credit on the tax, 
goes dollar for dollar against the tax. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair state the parliamentary 
situation. The amendment to the amendment seeks to add an 
additional paragraph to be known as (b). There is already 
a (b) in the bill, and it is not really an amendment to the 
amendment. The amendment sought to change paragraph (a) 
while this is to add an additional paragraph, to be known 
as paragraph (b). 

Mr. RAMSEYER. But at the end of the amendment (b) 
is changed to (c). 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
go right on at the end. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Is this a part of the Ramseyer amend- 
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN. It really makes an additional para- 
graph in the bill instead of an amendment to the amendment, 
but the Chair will put it as an amendment to the amendment, 
if that is agreeable to the committee. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr, Chairman, I make the point of 
order that the amendment is not really germane at the place 
where it is offered. The effect of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin would be to reduce the net es- 
tate. I suggest that it would more properly come at that part 
of the bill which defines what the net estate is. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It does not apply to the net estate. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. I make the point of order that it is 
not germane at the place where it is offered. 

The CHAIRMAN, Where does the gentleman think it would 
be germane, if at all? 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. 
estate is determined. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, there can not be any 
question about this being germane right here. The next para- 
graph goes on to state— 


The taxes imposed by this title shall not apply to the transfer of 
the net estate of any deceased. 


And so forth. 

Clearly, this coming before a paragraph of that kind, it is 
at the proper place. 

Mr. BLACK of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the point 
of order. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. 
order. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, can we not have 
the amendment again reported? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana asks that 
the amendment be again reported. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I understand it was withdrawn. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I reserved a point of order on it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the Clerk will again 
report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Fnzan to the amendment offered by Mr. 
RAMSFYER: Page 126, after line 22, insert as follows: 

“(b) The tax imposed by this section shall be credited to the 
amount of any estate, inheritance, legacy, or succession taxes paid 
any State, Territory, or the District of Columbia with respect to any 
property included in the gross estate. The credit allowed by this 
subdivision shall not exceed 25 per cent of the tax imposed by this 
section.” 

Line 23, change (b) to (c). 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That latter note is not intended as 
a part of the amendment. It was just a notation of the ex- 


This does not need any (b); it can 


Page 130, section 303, where the net 


Mr, Chairman, I renew the point of 


pert. 

Mr. FREAR. I desire to have the amendment corrected 
there. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I reserved a point of 
order 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana 
Sanpers] reserved a point of order. ; 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I make the point of order that 
this section is an appropriation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I think this sec- 
tion, if it amounts to-anything, amounts to an appropriation. 
The tax belongs to the Federal Government; and if it was once 


[Mr. 


laid and the amendment was agreed to and it puts the money 
anywhere than in the Treasury of the United States, it makes 
an appropriation, I make the point of order that the committee 
has no appropriating power. - 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. This does not appropriate anything. 
We have provisions of that kind elsewhere throughout the bill. 
We have a similar provision in the income-tax section. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. It is a uniform tax throughout 
the country. You say “certain States.“ If you give it back, 
that is an appropriation. That is money that belongs to the 
Government. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I am astonished at the statement of 
the gentleman from Indiana. In the income tax there is provi- 
sion as to the several States. They are different as to the dif- 
ferent States. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. This is simply a reduction to the 
taxpayer or a credit to the taxpayer. I reckon there are 500 
cee in this bill—a credit or reduction, call it what you 
please. 

Mr. TILSON. This reduction is made before the tax is due. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. It does not make any difference, 
if you give the reduction, so you give it to him. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. It may be that the point of order 
does not apply to this amendment, but the gentleman’s amend- 
ment makes it returnable back to the States. I withdraw the 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is withdrawn. The 
question is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FREAR. I ask that the amendment be again read. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to again reporting the 
amendment? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. The 
Clerk will again report the amendment. 

The amengment was again read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by Mr. Frear to the amendment offered by Mr. 
RAMSEYER. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is now on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. RAMSEYER] as 
amended. r 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that 
the ayes seemed to have it. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I call for a division. 

The CHAIRMAN. A division is called for. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 190, noes 110. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. The amendment I sent to the 
Clerk’s desk is in the nature of a flat tax on the tax-free securi- 
ties in the estate. In view of the adoption of the amendment 
of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Ramsryer], for which I 
just voted, I will withdraw my amendment and yield to my 
friend from Iowa [Mr. DICKINSON], who has a graduated 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the amendment sent 
up by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Strona] will be with- 
drawn. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa: After the last word 
of the Ramseyer amendment insert a new paragraph, as follows: 

“That for the purposes of this act all bonds, notes, certificates, and 
other securities of which the income is exempt from Federal income 
taxes, either normal taxes or surtaxes, or exempt from both normal 
taxes and surtaxes, shall be defined ‘tax-exempt securities.’ 

“That in addition to the tax hereinbefore imposed, a tax is hereby 
imposed upon the transfer of that part of the estate of every decedent 
dying after the passage of this act which is composed of tax-exempt 
securities, said tax to be equal to the sum of the following percentages 
of the par value of the tax-exempt securities: 

“One per cent of the amount of the tax-exempt securities of the 
estate not in excess of $10,000; 

Two per cent of the amount by which the tax-exempt securities of 
the estate exceeds $10,000 and does not exceed $20,000; 


Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
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“Three per cent of the amount by which the tax-exempt securities of 
the estate exceeds $20,000 and does not exceed $30,000; 

Four per cent of the amount by which the tax-exempt securities of 
the estate exceeds $30,000 and does not exceed $40,000; 

“ Five per cent of the amount by which the tax-exempt securities of 
the estate exceeds $40,000 and does not exceed $50,000; 

“Six per cent of the amount by which the tax-exempt securities of 
the estate exceeds $50,000 and does not exceed 860,000; 

“ Seven per cent on the amount by which the tax-exempt securities of 
the estate exceeds $60,000 and does not exceed $70,000; 

“ Eight per cent of the amount by which the tax-exempt securities of 
the estate exceeds $70,000 and does not exceed $80,000; 

“Nine per ccnt of the amount by which the tax-exempt securities of 
the estate exceeds $80,000 and does not exceed $90,000; 

“Ten per cent of the amount by which the tax-exempt securities of 
the estate exceeds $90,000 and does not exceed $100,000; 

“Eleven per cent of the amount by which the tax-exempt securities 
of the estate exceeds $100,000 and does not exceed $200,000; 

“Twelve per cent of the amount by which the tax-exempt securities 
of the estate exceeds $200,000.” 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. DICKINSON]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Dickinson of Iowa) there were—ayes 116, noes 129. 

Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chairman appointed as tellers 
Mr. Dickinson of Iowa and Mr. 'TILSON. 

The committee again divided; and the tellers reported ayes 
132, noes 141. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

(b) The taxes imposed by this title shall not apply to the transfer of 
the net estate of any decedent who bas died or may dib from injuries 
received or disease contracted in line of duty while serving in the mili- 
tary or nayal forces of the United States in the war against the Ger- 

man Government, or to the transfer of the net estate of any citizen of 
the United States who has died or may die from injuries received or 
disease contracted in line of duty while serving in the military or naval 
forces of any country while associated with the United States in the 
prosecution of such war, or prior to the entrance therein of the United 
States. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I offer a perfecting 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. GREEN of Iowa: Page 126, line 23, strike 
out “b” in parenthesis and insert in lieu thereof c.“ 


The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD, Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
entire paragraph. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. FAIRCHILD: Page 126, beginning with line 
23, strike out the paragraph down to and including line 9, on page 127. 


Mr. FAIRCHILD. Mr. Chairman, I do not know how it hap- 
pens that in a tax bill to become a law more than five years 
after the war has closed a provision of the statute is to be con- 
tinued which, in effect, is a very, very large bonus to mil- 
lionaires. 

I am for adjusted compensation; I am for adjusted compen- 
sation for the privates who were taken from their homes and 
their business during the war and sent to the front; I am for 
adjusted compensation that will the economic disad- 
vantage to these privates who were thus taken away. But here 
we have a proposition in this tax bill where a man who dies with 
a $10,000,000 estate is given a bonus by this exemption in para- 
graph (b), now numbered (c), of $1,681,500. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. And he may not have been within 
2,000 miles of the front. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. ‘That is right. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. And, as far as that is concerned, most 
of them never did get anywhere near the firing line. As far as 
I am concerned, I am willing to accept the amendment. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Of course that is not altogether true, 
because some of them did get on the firing line, 


Mr. FAIRCHILD.. But many of them did not. As te the 
fellows who have their claims pending before the Veterans“ 
Bureau, the law places a limit of three years within which they 
must file their claims, and now, five years and a half after the 
war has closed, it is proposed to give a bonus of millions of 
dollars through tax exemption to the millionaires who were 
favored with commissions during the war. [Applause And 
vou provide no time limit as to the future. I am for the buck 
private, but I am against this bonus to the millionaires. 

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Is it not true that a good many of those 
wee 158 be benefited by this provision are opposed to the 

nus 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Yes. I can tell from the letters I receive 
from wealthy commissioned officers that the so-called ex-service 
men opposed to the bonus can be divided into three classes: 
First, the man of means who was favored by a commission is 
against the poor private who was not fayored by a commission: 
second, those fellows who enlisted and got into the Quartermas- 
ter's Corps. I received a letter from a man who called himself 
a private and said he was an ex-service man opposed to the 
bonus. I looked up his record and found he had escaped tha 
draft by enlistment in the Quartermaster Corps and had spent 
the entire time during the war down in Florida. Third, the men 
who never got farther than Camp Upton, where they were 
discharged upon one appeal or another, I have received letters 
from such fellows, and they all oppose the ex-service men. 
They are men who were discharged because they wanted to go 
on with their business and did not want their business inter- 
fered with. The ex-service men who oppose the bonus can 
mostly be included in one of these three classes. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut [ Mr. 
Trusox] is recognized. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, this section of the bill was put 
into the law during the war. At that time there was no line 
of demarcation drawn between the officer and the “ buck pri- 
vate.“ It was put in for the benefit of the family of anyone, 
whether officer or enlisted man, who might by reason of his 
service in the war meet death and thus make his estate subject 
to this tax, before it could pass to his widow and orphans. It 
has been in the law ever since the war; we found it there when 
we were revising this bill, and we did not cut it out. I am 
free to say that we did not give it very much consideration, but 
it was one of those things purporting to be favorable to the 
ex-service men and the committee did not rush headlong to the 
conclusion that it should be cut out simply because the heirs 
of some officer, who by reason of his service in the war had 
roy Ha up his life, might receive some small benefit 
rom 

Mr. FAIRCHILD, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. FAIRCHILD. Why reenact it five years and a half 
after the war closed? The men who died are not given the 
benefit of this provision, but you give the bonus to the men 
who profit by their deaths. [Applause.] 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman is entirely wrong. We give 
no bonus to anyone and only the beneficiaries of the estate of 
an ex-service man who dies as a result of service in the war 
can possibly receive any benefit from it. As I say, it is some- 
thing that was put in during the war and undoubtedly for a 
good purpose, for I do not wish to question the motives of the 
men who originally enacted this law. Ex-service men might 
have resented it had we eliminated it. At any rate we did 
not cut it out. However, as a committee we certainly have no 
pride of authorship in this paragraph and shall not feel in the 
slightest degree injured in our feelings, nor will the pride of 
the committee suffer any downfall, if this provision is stricken 
from the bill. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, there is this to be said: 
That the estates of the men who have already died from wounds 
which they received in the service have already received the 
benefit of this law, while the estates of the men who die here- 
after as the result of wounds which they also received in the 
service will not get the benefit of this law if this provision 
should be stricken out. There is that much to be said in favor 
of its retention. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from Connec- 
ticut has expired. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, in opposition I want to 
say one word. I just want to add this: It only applies in the 
case of men who were actually injured in the military service. 
I am not concerned about the retention of the prevision, but I 
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do think some consideration ought to be given to the actual 
merits of it. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. But a man must have $50,000 before he 
can be benefited. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this amendment close in five minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Con- 
necticut [Mr. Trirson] made a rather significant remark. He 
said that this provision was placed in this bill during the war. 
This is the first admission we have had on the floor of this 
House to the effect that the majority on the Ways and Means 
Committee had not learned that the war is over, especially 
when it comes to dealing with the ex-service men. The gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. CHINDRrou] goes on to say that the 
rich men who were in the service, who have already died, have 
got the benefit ef this provision and that those men of enor- 
mous fortunes who happened to be connected with the Army 
in some way or other, who die hereafter, if this provision is 
stricken out, will not get the benefit of it. I want to say to 
the gentleman from Illinois that the men who are most in- 
terested, the soldiers who need assistance most, are not the 
extremely wealthy who would come under the provisions of 
this paragraph. This paragraph in the bill, in my opinion, 
is an insult to the ex-service men, aud I hope every one of 
yon will vote to strike it out. [Applause.J] [Cries of “Yote!” 
“ ote! 1 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. FAIRCHILD]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, F offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON: Page 127, after line 9, insert 
the following new section: 

“See, 301 A. A tax equal to the sum of the following percentages of 
the vulue of the net estate ts hereby imposed upon the transfer of the 
net estate of every decedent dying after the enactment of this act, 
whether a resident or a nonresident of the United States: An amount 
equal to 99 per eent of any marriage settlement paid during the life- 
time of any decedent to any foreigner contracting marriage with an 
American woman; 75 per cent of the amount of the net estate that is 
to be transferred to legatees living with foreign husbands abroad.” 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, this committee ought to ac- 
cept this amendment. I think the time has come when the 
Congress of the United States ought to put its stamp of dis- 
approval upon the traffic of American girls for foreign titles— 
worthless baubles that they are [applause]—and do something 
to diminish the number of our American women who sell them- 
selves for titles and are taken abroad and mistreated year 
after year and have their fortunes spent and dissipated and 
then have to seek the foreign divorce courts for relief, 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield to the gentleman. I think the gen- 
tleman from Indiana ought to be in favor of this amendment. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Does not the gentleman think he 
ought to make that 99.44 per cent? 

Mr. BLANTON, I imagine that if you make every rich man 
in the United States pay out of his estate an amount equal to 
the marriage settlement, and then you take away from his 
estate when he dies 75 per cent of what he has left, there will 
not be so many foreign fortune hunters coming over here 
across the seas to seek American women to take over there and 
abuse and misuse and squander their fortunes. 

Mr. BOYLAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, BLANTON. Yes 

Mr. BOYLAN, Does the gentleman think for one minute 
that the Congress of the United States could stop the course of 
true love? [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLANTON. It is an insult to “ true love“ to mention it 
in this connection. I think some of these “titled” marriages 
that have been contracted abroad are an insult to America. 
The idea of these foreigners selling articles to newspapers on 
“How I captured an American heiress”! The very minute 
that some American families become immensely wealthy many 
of them are immediately duped by all of the foreign broken- 
down marriage-seeking inebriate fortune hunters of the world. 
I am in favor of this amendment seriously. I did not offer it in 
fun. I offered it because I think it ought to be the law. What 
reason have you to vote against it? Are you interested in some 
young girl—and our American girls are the finest in the world 
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[applause]—are vou interested in having one of our 18-year-old 
girls marry some foreign make-believe of a man 65 years old 
because he has some kind of a worthless title? I am not in 
favor of it. We can put our ban of disapproval upon such prac- 
tice by thus taxing it out of existence. 

I am not going to take any more time, and am simply going 
to submit the amendment to you. IApplause.] 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr, 
CLARKE of New York) there were—ayes 22, noes 117. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. PAIGE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Olerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Param: At the end of the paragraph, page 
127, before line 10, insert: That whenever by thrift and enterprise 
a man acquires an estate of $25,000 or more, one-half of such estate 
shall go to the State, the other half to the Federal Government at 
his decease.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 
against the amendment. [Cries of “No!” “No!”] I with- 
draw the point of order, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. PAIGE. Mr. Chairman, I offered this amendment be- 
cause during the war in considering a revenue bill there ap- 
peared to be amendments offered so ridiculous that I offered an 
amendment that during the war with Imperial Germany the 
Members of Congress be instructed to give up 65 per cent of 
their salaries. That amendment seemed to stop all amendments 
that were of no moment whatever, and I trust this amendment 
may have the same effect on this revenue bill. [Applanuse.] 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I hope the chairman of the com- 
mittee will press the point of order. I think there is grave 
danger that this House might pass the amendment. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I do not think there is any 
danger of its passing. There are a number of Members of the 
House who may have accumulated as much as $25,000 before 
they came to Congress, of course, so I feel perfectly sure that 
it will not pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is able to take care of the situ- 
ation, so far as the Chair is concerned. This amendment does 
not attempt to impose a tax, and the point of order is sus- 
tained. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(e) To the extent of any interest therein of which the decedent has 
at any time made a transfer, or with respect to which he has at any 
time created a trust, in contemplation of or intended to take effect in 
possession or enjoyment at or after his death, except in case of a 
bona fide sale for a fair consideration in money or money's worth. Any 
transfer of a material part of his property in the nature of a final 
disposition or distribution thereof, made by the decedent within two 
years prior to his death without such a consideration, shall, unless 
shown to the contrary, be deemed to have been made in contempla- 
tion of death within the meaning of this title. 


Mr. CELLER. Myr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 128, line 5, after the werd “within” strike out the word 
“two” and insert the word “ five.” 


Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, this amendment seeks to in- 
crease the term of two years prior to the death of the decedent 
to five years, within which the gift made by the decedent in his 
lifetime shall be deemed made in contemplation of death. The 
Government has had great difficulty, as I understand, in cases 
where the gift had been made in contemplation of death. The 
Government has been in possession of insufficient evidence to 
show that the gift was made in contemplation of death within 
the present two-year period. Where a gift has been made 
within two years the burden now is on the estate to show that 
the gift was not in contemplation of death. In that case the 
Government does not have to go to the extreme of proving to 
the contrary, but where the gift has been made outside of the 
two year period, as provided in the present law, there has been 
great difficulty on the part of the Government to show that the 
gift has been a testamentary gift. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CELLER. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Is not that two-year period a uniform 
provision throughout the United States? 


3118 


Mr. CELLER. I can not say, but if it is I think an argu- 
ment can be made against it, that there should be a wider lati- 
tude in the determination of whether the gifts were made in 
violation of this law. In other words, the Government has had 
great difficulty in seeking to get at the circumstances of the 
gift. A great many men make gifts so that they may divide 
the income tax returns and thereby save thousands of dollars. 
These gifts are not made unmixed with a desire to make the 
gift testamentary, to take place at the time of death, and I 
say for that reason the Government should be given a greater 
discretion, a wider latitude, with reference to the burden of 
proof upon these gifts. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. 

Mr. CELLER. Yes. 

Mr. LAGUARDIA. Would not the contemplated amendment 
in regard to gifts cover that? 

Mr. CELLER. I do not know whether the amendment is 
going into effect or not. A man may make a gift, and if he 
does it in contemplation of death it is taxable, no matter 
whether he makes it in two years or five years, but when you 
come to prove that it was in contemplation of death, the courts 
have been very liberal toward the estate. It must be made 
in contemplation of imminent death, not in the regular fear of 
death that comes to all of us, but the gift must be made within 
the literal translation of those words“ contemplation of death.” 
In the case where the gift has been made as result of death 
impinging; that is, the primary reason for the man making the 
gift being death, they have great difficulty in the proof as to 
what was in the mind of the testator when he made the gift. 
And the Government’s aim to collect the tax is frustrated 
through lack of proof. It is much easier for the executors 
or those nearest and dearest to the decedent to prove that the 
gift was not in contemplation of death. All I do is to shift 
the burden of proof for a period of five years instead of two, 
and for that reason I think the amendment should prevail. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. CELLER]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) Where the commissioner finds that the payment on the due date 
of any part of the amount determined by the executor as the tax 
would impose undue hardship upon the estate, the commissioner may 
extend the time for paymen* of any such part not to exceed three 
Years from the due date. In such case the amount in respect of which 
the extension is granted shall paid on or before the date of the 
expiration of the period of the extension. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 136, line 17, strike out the word “ three“ and insert the word 
“ five.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is not a committee amendment, 
but is offered simply on my own initiative. The estate tax 
having been raised under certain circumstances, it might be 
difficult for the estate to realize the amount necessary to be 
paid, even within the period of three years in this paragraph 
for which period the extension might be granted by the com- 
missioner. I think it would be only proper to increase it to 
five years. The Government will lose nothing by it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Iowa. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Nec. 308. (a) If the commissioner determines that there is a de- 
ficiency in respect of the tax imposed by this title, the executor, except 
as provided in subdivision (d), shall be notified of such deficiency by 
registered mail. Within 30 days after such notice is mailed the 
executor may file an appeal with the board of tax appeals established 
by section 900. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, to conform with the 
action previously taken by the committee, I move on page 137, 
line 23, that the figures “30” be stricken out and the figures 
“60” be inserted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 187, line 23, strike out the figures “80” and insert the 
figures 60.“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Illinois. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


Will the gentleman yield? 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


(d) If the commissioner belleves that the assessment or collection 
of a deficiency will be jeopardized by delay, such deficiency shall be 
assessed immediately and notice and demand shall be made by the 
collector for the payment thereof. In such case the assessment may 
be made (1) without giving the notice provided in subdivision (a) of 
this section, or (2) before the expiration of the 30-day period pro- 
vided in subdivision (a) of this section even though such notice has 
been glven, or (3) at any time prior to the final decision by the board 
upon such deficiency eyen though the executor has filed an appeal. If 
the executor does not file a claim in abatement as provided in sec- 
tion 312, the deficiency so assessed (or if the claim so filed covers 
only a part of the deficiency, then the amount not covered by the 
claim) shall be paid upon notice and demand from the collector. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, in conformity with the 
action heretofore taken by the committee, I move on page 138, 
line 23, that the figures “30” be stricken out and the figures 
“60” be inserted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 138, line 23, strike out the figures “30" and insert in lieu 
thereof the figures “60.” 


The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) The period within which an assessment is required to be made 
by subdivision (a) of this section in respect of any deficiency shall 
be extended (1) by 80 days’ notice if a notice of such deficiency has 
been mailed to the executor under subdivision (a) of section 309 and 
no appeal has been filed with the board of tax appeals, or (2) if an 
appeal has been filed, then by the number of days between the date 
of the malling of such notice and the date of the final decision by the 
board. 


Mr, CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, for the reasons hereto- 
fore assigned, on page 142, line 10, I move to strike out “30” 
and insert “60.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 142, line 10, strike out “ 80” and insert In lieu thereof “ 60.“ 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


(b) If a claim is filed as provided in subdivision (a) of this section 
the collector shall transmit the claim immediately to the commissioner, 
who shall by registered mail notify the executor of his decision on 
the claim. The executor may within 30 days after such notice is 
mailed file an appeal with the board of tax appeals. If the claim is 
denied in whole or in part by the commissioner (or by the board in 
case an appeal has been filed) the amount, the claim for which is 
denied, shall be collected as part of the tax upon notice and demand 
from the collector, and the amount, the claim for which is allowed, 
shall be abated. A proceeding in court may be begun for any part of 
the amount, claim for which is allowed by the board. Such proceed- 
ing shall be begun within one year after the final decision of the 
board, and may be begun within such year even though the period 
of limitation prescribed in section 310 has expired. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I offer the same amend- 
ment on page 143, line 23. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 143, line 23, strike out the figures “30" and insert in lieu 
thereof the figures “ 60." 


The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

(b) For the purpose of this section the clerk of the United States 
Court for China shall be a collector for the territorial jurisdiction of 
such court, and taxes shall be collected by and paid to him in the same 
manner and subject to the same provisions of law, including penalties, 
as the taxes collected by and paid to a collector in the United States. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 


amendment, which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 


1924. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Green of Iowa offers the following amendment: Page 150, line 
24, insert a new section, as follows: 

“Sec, 319. On and after January 1, 1924, a tax equal to the sum of 
the following is hereby imposed upon the transfer of property by gift, 
whether made directly or indirectly, by every person, whether à resi- 
dent or nonresident of the United States: 

“One per cent of the amount by which the gifts exceed $10,000 and 
do not exceed $14,000; 

“Two per cent of the amounts by which the gifts exceed $14,000 and 
do not exceed $18,000; 

“Three per cent of the amounts by which the gifts exceed $18,000 
and do not exceed $22,000; 

“Four per cent of the amounts by which the gifts exceed $22,000 
and do not exceed $26,000; 

“Five per cent of the amounts by which the gifts exceed $26,000 
and do not exceed $30,000; 

“Six per cent of the amounts by which the gifts exceed $30,000 
and do not exceed $34,000; 

“Seven per cent of the amounts by which the gifts exceed $34,000 
and do net exceed $38,000; 

“Bight per cent of the amounts by which the gifts exceed $38,000 
and do not exceed $42,000; 

“Nine per cent of the amounts by which the gifts exceed $42,000 
and do not exceed $46,000; and 

“Ten per cent of the amounts by which the gifts exceed $46,000. 

“ Sue. 320. The amount of the gifts subject to the tax imposed by 
section 319, in the case of residents, shall be the sum of all the gifts 
made by such resident during the calendar year, and in the case of 
nonresidents the sum of all gifts so made of property situated within 
the United States. If the gift is made in property, the fair market 
value thereof at the date of the gift shall be considered the amount 
of the gift subject to the tax. 

“Where property is sold or exchanged for less than a fair con- 
sideration in money or money’s worth, then the amount by which the 
fair market value of the property exceeded the consideration received 
shall, for the purpose of the tax imposed by section 319, be deemed 
a gift, and shall be included in computing the amount of gifts 
made during the calendar year, 

“See. 321. The tax imposed by section 319 shall not apply to 
contributions or gifts made within the calendar year (a) by a resi- 
dent to or for any donee or purpose specified in paragraph (3) of 
subdivision (a) of section 303; (b) by a nonresident to or for any 
donee or purpose specified in paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) of 
section 303; (e) to the special fund for vocational rehabilitation 
authorized by section 7 of the vocational rehabilitation act. 

“Spc. 322. In case a tax has been imposed under section 319 upon 
any gift, and thereafter upon the death of the donor the amount 
thereof is required by any provision of this title to be included in 
the gross estate of the decedent, then there shall be credited against 
and applied in reduction of the estate tax, which would otherwise 
be chargeable against the estate of the decedent under the provisions 
of section 301, an amount equal to the tax paid with respect to such 
gift; and in the event the donor has in any year paid the tax im- 
posed by section 319 with respect to a gift or gifts which upon the 
death of the donor must be included in his gross estate and a gift 
or gifts not required to be so included, then the amount of the tax 
which shall be deemed to have been paid with respect to the gift 
or gifts required to be so ineluded shall be that proportion of the 
entire tax paid on account of all such gifts which the amount of 
the gift or gifts required to be so included bears or bear to the 
total amount of gifts in that year. 

“Sec. 823. Any person who within the year 1924 or any calendar 
year thereafter makes any gift or gifts of an aggregate value in 
excess of $10,000 shall, on or before the 15th day of the third 
month following the close of the calendar year, file with the collector 
@ return under oath in duplicate, listing and setting forth therein 
all gifts and contributions by him made during such calendar year, 
and the fair market value thereof when made, and also all sales and 
exchanges of property owned by him made within such year for less 
than a fair consideration in money or money's worth, stating therein 
the fair market value of the property so sold or exchanged and that 
of the consideration received by him, both as of the date of such 
sale or exchange. 

“Sec. 324. The tax imposed by section 319 shall be paid by the 
donor on or before the 15th day of the third month following the 
close of the calendar year, and shall be assessed, collected, and paid 
in the same manner, and subjeet, in so far as applicable, to the same 
provisions of law as the tax imposed by section 301.” 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the amendment and would like to be heard for a 


moment. T understand, of course, that this is the question 
which the Chair or the committee has already passed upon 
three or four times since we began the consideration of the 
bill, but I want to. point out to the Chair and the members 
of this committee that here is a brand new tax amendment, 
four pages long, with cross references to other sections. Per- 
sonally, I am fairly familiar with this tax law, but just 
listening to the Clerk read the amendment I want to say to 
the House that on that alone I would not know enough about 
the amendment to warrant my voting yes or no. Here is an 
entirely new tax, with a complicated provision for its enforce- 
ment, that has never been considered by any man save the 
gentleman who proposes it, that is not known either in detail 
or generally by any Member of this House, the effects of which 
haye not been studied by any man or any committee, which 
may be debated’ now for 10 or 15 or 20 minutes, and then in 
complete ignorance, a complete ignorance shared by every 
Member of the House save the gentleman who is introducing 
it, we are going to be asked to write this into the permanent 
revenue laws of the United States. 

In view of the decision of this committee overruling the 
Chair on two occasions, I realfze that it is idle to attempt to 
preserve my own intellectual integrity from the inconsistency 
of being called upon to vote on a proposition which I know 
nothing about, by making the point of order, but E have had 
this opportunity to-make my protest and I shall withdraw the 
point of order and content myself with refusing to: vote on a 
proposition about which I know nothing. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Mr. Chairman, I think we would 
better preserve the integrity of our intellects if in making a 
point of order we discuss the point of order instead of discuss- 
ing something else. Still more will we preserve the integrity 
of our intellects if we speak and vote not according to our own 
interest but according to the interest of the whole country. 

Unquestionably there is some validity to the objections that 
the gentleman from New York makes to taking this matter 
up at this time, and in order to avoid those objections and give 
every Member in the House an opportunity to study the plan 
which I have proposed, which they will find on à little study 
to be, as I think, perfectly simple, I ask unanimous: consent to 
pass oyer the consideration of this amendment at this time 
and return to it the first thing to-morrow morning. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent to pass this section until to-morrow morning. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr: Chairman, may I suggest to the 
gentleman that I think it is a very good idea that this amend- 
ment should be printed in the Recoxp and that Members should 
have an opportunity to read it, but I doubt very much whether 
we can gain much now by going into a discussion of the excise 
taxes, to which I understand amendments will be offered. 

Mr. of Iowa. If, as I presume, there will be no ob- 
jections to my entering into a discussion further on, I think- 
perhaps I would better explain this provision at this time. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman, may I say to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Dentson] who made the objec- 
tion, that there is only one other title, the tobacco. title, and 
then we commence the consiđeration of the excise tax. I 
think we can dispose of the tobacco tax in an hour. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is advised by tħe gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. McKeown] that he has an amendment 
to this title. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I would be very glad 
if the gentleman from Iowa would explain his REANA E tee 
10 minutes and then move to rise so that we could have it 
755 a our minds. 

. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, may I mak 
for a moment? 7 N 

Mr. McKEOWN. I have an amendment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman from Mlinois. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If the gentleman from Oklahoma has a 
proposition to be submitted at this point, may I suggest that 
he also have it printed in the Recorp for information? 

Mr. McKEOWN. It has already been printed. It was printed 
in Saturday's RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Towa [Mr. Green] 
is recognized. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, a gift tax is a corol- 
lary to an estate tax. It is perfectly idle to attempt to raise 


the estate tax, as we have done to-day, and make no provision 
with reference to gifts. The estate tax at the present time 
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is being largely evaded by the splitting up of the large estates. 
I. myself, know of one large estate which has been divided 
into four parts by the owner thereof giving to his wife one 
part and one part to each of his three children. The gifts 
were made outright. They are absolute in form. They can 
not be attacked by the Treasury. But at the same time the 
man who made them has never lost control over the property. 
He now has as much control over the property as he ever had. 

This amendment also is needed on account of the income 
tax. The splitting up of large estates, of course, reduces the 
amount of surtaxes to be laid upon the party who so divides 
them. We have lost more, in my judgment, by the division 
of these large estates in our income taxes than we have lost 
by reason of tax-exempt securities, and we have lost millions 
upon millions by reason of tax-exempt securities. 

This amendment, while on first reading it may seem rather 
complicated, is not in fact. I have made the rates of the 
taxes very low, because this is in the nature of an experi- 
mental tax. We have never tried anything of that kind be- 
fore. In France they have a special tax on gifts. In Eng- 
land, as nearly I can make out by reading of the extremely 
complicated proyisions of their law, gifts are subject to taxa- 
tion at the same rates as are paid on any other income. In 
this case the amendment which I have offered makes all gifts 
which do not exceed $10,000 entirely exempt from its pro- 
visions. From there on it goes up by steps of $4,000, increas- 
ing 1 per cent for each step, until it gets to $46,000 where 
it is placed at 10 per cent. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina, 
tleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. WARD of North Carolina. Have you made any distinc- 
tion between gifts to direct heirs and gifts to people in collateral 
relationship? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
gifts for charitable purposes and other gifts. 
table purposes are exempt. 

Mr. DENISON. While many attempts are made to beat the 
law in all probability, the gentleman will assume that there 
are many gifts that are made in good faith, I think there 
always has been and always will be. But does the gentleman 
believe that gifts ought to be taxed if made in good faith? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Whether they are made in good faith 
or for the purpose of defrauding the Government, the effect is 
the same, so far as the tax that is paid on an estate when a man 
dies is concerned. The Government loses the revenue that ought 
to be paid. I can not understand why a man who obtains a gift 
of $10,000, for which he has paid nothing and rendered no 
service, and to which he is not entitled except that he happens 
to have a rich relative—I do not see why when he gets that 
gift of $10,000 he should not pay something on it. [Applause.] 
I do not see why we should tax the man who has labored hard 
day by day and who accumulates small savings, sometimes a 
nickel, or sometimes a dollar at a time, on which he hopes to 
live in his declining years, and then not tax a gift of $40,000 
or $50,000. I can not imagine. [Applause.] 

Mr, MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. MILLS. As a matter of information, who is to pay the 
tax? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The amendment does not specifically 
provide who is to pay the tax, but the bill provides that one 
shall be paid, and under the general provisions of estate 
taxes the tax would be a-lien upon the amount of the gift. The 
tax, following the ordinary procedure, would be paid by the 
man who makes the gift. As a matter of fact, I assume it 
would be taken out of the gift and paid by the party who re- 
ceives it. 

Mr. MILLS. 
cash gifts? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; that would be impracticable. 

Mr. MILLS. The gentleman said that the man who re- 
ceives the gift should pay on it. It is not clear, because now 
the gentleman says the donor will pay the tax. 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. I did not say who should pay it. 

Mr. MILLS. Surely the gentleman has not introduced an 
amendment so indefinite that he can not say whether the donor 
or the donee will pay the tax? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Oh, the donor will have to pay the 
tax if it is not paid by the donee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 


Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 


No; but there is a distinction between 
Gifts for chari- 


But the gentleman has not confined this to 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
minutes more? 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent for five minutes more, Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Hore LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I am in the same situation as the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Murs] seems to be. Suppose 
the gift were real estate. Who would pay the tax in that case, 
and what would it be? 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. It would be paid by the donor if the 
donee does not pay it. I would think the donee would be con- 
tent to pay it. 

Mr, LONGWORTH. 
in such cases? 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The Government, the same as it would 
ascertain the value of the property left by a decedent where 
he left a large tract of land or real estate. 

Mr. MILLS, The donor pays it, so that the analogy of a man 
paying a tax on his income is not correct. This man pays a 
tax by reason of his diminishing income. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It is immaterial whether the donor or 
the donee pays it. The Government will get the money in any 
event; but the donor is responsible under the amendment, for 
the reason that it is drawn to correspond with the estate tax. 
There is no reason why the donor should not. If a man keeps 
the property until the time of the death of the decedent, his 
estate would have to pay it. These large gifts are made in a 
large number of cases for the purpose of evading the tax, and 
they wonld have the effect of defeating the tax imposed on an 
estate. 


Mr. MILLS. I want to ask the gentleman this question, 
because it is one that is of very great interest to a number of 
my constituents. Some of the leading jewelers of the United 
States have their stores in the district which I represent; they 
frequently sell stones, necklaces, and jewels of value far in 
excess of $10,000. Let me ask the gentleman whether this 
tax, as he has it now drafted, would not be, in effect, a 10 per 
cent tax on any article purchased by a man who is giving his 
wife, let us say, a Christmas present? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It would, if it cost over $46,000; and 
I think a man who can afford to pay that much for a Christ- 
mas present for his wife should pay a tax of this kind. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. MILLS. 
lead the House. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I am not. 

Mr. MILLS. But the gentleman has it down to $10,000, and 
not $46,000. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But the gentleman asked me whether 
it would pay a 10 per cent tax. That is what the gentleman 
asked me? 

Mr. MILLS. No; the question I asked was whether there 
would not be a tax imposed on such a gift. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But the gentleman asked me whether 
it would not pay a 10 per cent tax, and I said it would not 
unless it cost over $46,000. 

Mr. MILLS. I did not mean to say a 10 per cent tax, but I 
meant this: For instance, during the course of the year, if a 
man made gifts aggregating $4,000 or $5,000 and then around 
Christmas time goes into one of these stores which handle these 
articles of luxury—that now pay a jewelry tax—and purchases 
a piece of jewelry for his wife costing some thousands of dol- 
lars, would not the effect of the gentleman’s amendment be to 
impose on such a gift at Christmas an additional tax? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It would. It would impose a tax of 
1 per cent, and the man who can afford to make $10,000 gifts 
for purposes of simple display and ostentation ean afford to 
pay that much of a tax. [Applause.] 

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. DENISON. Would the gentleman’s amendment apply 
to any other gift between a husb=nd and wife? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It would apply to any kind of a gift. 


Mr. Chairman, may I have five 


Who determines the amount of the tax 


The gentleman certainly does not want to mis- 


Mr. DENISON, So that if a husband wanted to give his 
wife a home, for instance, convey his home to her, or vice 
versa, then the Government would assess a heavy tax on that 
or any other kind of property which, of course, the gentleman 
would not call a luxury? 


1 


— — — — 2 — 
Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If he gives her a home, the tax would 
be assessed, but I would not object to an amendment exempting 
the conveyance of a home by a husband to his wife. 

Mr. DENISON. I am just asking for information. Then, 
of course, this amendment would apply to any gift that a 
husband might make to his wife or a wife might make to her 
husband? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr, DENISON. Let me ask this one other question: We have 
understood through the papers that this was to be a tax- 
reduction measure. Does the amendment which the chairman 
of the committee offers help make it a tax-reduction measure? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know what the gentleman's 
idea about it is, but I have always understood that this was 
to be a tax-revision measure and that we would bring in a 
proper tax measure. [Applause.] Moreover, this will be a 
tax-reduction measure. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. NELSON of Wisconsin. I would like to ask the gentle- 
man whether this is a tax on gifts generally or in contemplation 
of death? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It is a tax on gifts generally. 

Mr. VARE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. VARE. I want to ask the chairman of the committee 
this question, but without any personal reference: Assuming 
that a man were charitably inclined and day by day was help- 
ing the poor of a certain community, and assuming that during 
the accumulations of the 365 days that charity represented 
$20,000, would such a man’s gifts in the way of charity be 
taxed? Of course, there would be no case where he would give 
more than $100 to any one poor person. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Such gifts would not be subject to 
the tax under the provisions of this amendment. Section 321 
of the amendnient expressly provides that such contributions 
and gifts are not subject to tax. The amendment provides that 
gifts made for the purposes specified in section 303, which 
would include gifts of the character the gentleman mentions, 
are not subject to tax. 

Mr. TILSON. I do not so understand. 

Mr. MILLS. And I do not so understand. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. MILES. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman may be allowed to proceed for five additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent that the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN] 
may be allowed to proceed for five additional minutes. Is there 


objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLS. I would like to ask the chairman whether it is 


not a fact that charitable gifts made to an individual, such as 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. VAkE] suggests, are not 
exempt under the terms of the section which the gentleman has 
recited? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think it is not a fact, unless I am 
in error. . 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman is in error all right. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I can not find section 
303 for the moment. 

Mr. MILLS. I want to say to the gentleman that I have 
consulted the experts and they tell me my interpretation is 
correct. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is correct; it was my 
error in stating the number of the section, and I am very glad 
the gentleman called my attention to it. The experts mis- 
understood me, and I did not check them up; that is all. That 
section should be changed. 

Mr. DENISON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. DENISON. It has become customary in late years for 
large industrial concerns to grant bonuses to their employees 
at the end of the year. These bonuses aggregate a large amount 
of money but do not represent a very large amount to the indi- 
vidual man. Now, would those bonuses be considered as gifts 
within the meaning of the gentleman’s amendment? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know whether they would 
be considered gifts or not, but if the gentleman would take the 
time to consider the amendment he would know it has no ap- 
plication to corporations, 
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Mr. DENISON. But suppose it were an individual? I was 
not confining my question to corporations. In other words, 
would the Government tax these bonuses as gifts or not? If 
such a tax were to be placed on bonuses and Mr. Ford wanted 
to give bonuses to his employees, he would have to pay a high 
tax on them. 

Mr. FREAR. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. FREAR. Is not the purpose of the gentleman’s amend- 
ment to reach gifts that are made for the purpose of avoiding 
the inheritance tax? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Largely. 

Mr. FREAR. In view of that fact, injustices may occur at 
certain times, but what injury can occur by putting a tax of 
10 per cent on these benefactions, which are uncertain in their 
character? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know of any. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I want to ask the gentleman a question. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not want to take up too much 
time, so I can not yield further. The objection made by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Dentson] has no force what- 
ever, These gentlemen do not need to put these gifts in the 
form of bonuses. If they want to do so, they can increase the 
salaries of the employees, so far as that is concerned; and, as 
a matter of fact, there are very few such instances. Mr. Ford 
runs a corporation, and there is no danger of his coming under - 
the provisions of this amendment, 

Now let me call the attention of the gentlemen to the pro- 
visions of this amendment. There is a provision, as stated by 
the gentleman from Ohio, to the effect that— 


Where property is sold or exchanged for less than a fair considera- 
tion in money or money’s worth, then the amount by which the fair 
market value of the property exceeded the consideration received shall, 
for the purpose of the tax imposed by section 319, be deemed a gift. 


Section 321, which is intended to exempt gifts made for 
charitable purposes, has a reference to a wrong section in it. 
I am greatly pleased that the gentleman from New York called 
my attention to that. 

Mr. KINDRED. Is there any limit to those gifts which are 
made for charitable purposes? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; there is no limit. 

Mr. VARE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. VARE. In Philadelphia very many of our firms will a 
few days before Christmas give each employee a turkey which 
probably cost $12 or $15 each under the prevailing market 
price, and there will probably be 5,000 of them. Would that 


be taxable? 
If it was an individual it would, so 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
far as that is concerned, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
two minutes additional. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for two additional minutes. Is there 
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Section 322 provides that where a 
tax is already imposed upon a gift by virtue of the provisions 
of the estate tax an allowance shall be made for that. I do not 
care to go into the long provisions with reference to that, but 
the effect of it is such that there will not be double taxation 
in that case. 

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman yield? Is it not a fact 
that your provision imposes a tax upon a gift which is made 
out of income as well as out of the corpus of the estate, and 
that the man who pays an income tax is taxed double? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. He would be taxed in the same way 
on an estate tax. He is only taxed the same way as on an 
estate tax, except he is not taxed as much. 

Mr. TABER. But he is given an exemption in that case. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Section 323 defines how the returns 
shall be made and provides that they shall be made by any 
person who during the year 1924 or any calendar year there- 
after makes any gift or gifts of an aggregate value in excess 
of $10,000. 

Mr. McKEOWN. Will the gentleman yield? Why would 
not the gentleman start his gift tax right where the inheritance 
tax starts? That is the question some of us here would like 
to have answered. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. For the reason that if I did that 
I think these gentlemen who want to give away their estates 


Mr. Chairman, I would like to have 
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could avoid these provisions. I do not care to take any more 
time. 

Mr. BEGG. Will the gentleman yield for just one question? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Just for one question. 

Mr. BEGG. Do I understand that if the gentleman's pro- 
vision is written into the law that it is the sum total of gifts 
that is taxed a high per cent, or is it the individual gift? For 
instance, a man might give $20,000 to one person and $30,000 
to another; would he have to pay a 10 per cent tax because the 
$30,000 and $20,000 amounted to $50,000 and therefore was 
above $46,000? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; he would. 

Mr, ACKERMAN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; I can not yield now. The gen- 
tleman from Texas wants to be recognized. 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, let me see if I can give you the history of 
this gift tax up to this time. I recall that in the discussion 
of this bill on the first day I called your attention to the 
fact that the Republicans kicked the Democrats out of the 
committee when the committee began to consider the income 
tax and the estate tax and the gift tax. Of course, you can 
appreciate now just what show the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Green] had in there with OpGen Mircus on one side and JOHN 
TILSsox on the other in the consideration of a gift tax. That 
illustrates exactly how the chairman of the committee was 
fooled into the idea that he could go in among a lot of men 
like that and get away with anything that was in behalf of the 
entire people. I warned him about it in the beginning but he 
would not take my warning, and now you see the shape he 
is in. 

Let me say that a gift tax has two purposes. The prin- 
cipal purpose is to be a mother tax, as we call it, to the estate 
tax. I believe I will say to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Green] that a gift tax for the purpose of being a mother tax 
to the estate tax ought to carry the exact rate of the estate 
tax, There is the difference exactly. You understand that the 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] starts in at $10,000 and 
$14,000 and $18,000 on up to $46,000, and provides for 9 per 
cent, whereas you do not tax anyone under the estate tax 
until you pass $50,000. But I can understand the purpose of 
the tax suggested by the the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green]. 
It is not so much a mother tax he is undertaking but to reach 
the men who try to avoid surtaxes by dividing the estate among 
the family. Let us see whether he accomplishes that or not. 
The people who divide their estates among the members of 
their families to avoid the high surtaxes are not the people 
who give away $50,000 or $100,000, but the people who give 
away $1,000,000 or $2,000,000 in order to avoid these high sur- 
taxes. It is not the little fellow, because an ineome from 
$50,000 would probably only be $5,000 or $6,000. There would 
not be much inducement for him to transfer that property to 
some one else in order to avoid the surtax; but the men who 
have many millions of dollars do divide up their estate for the 
purpose of avoiding surtaxes. 

If you will apply the rates that we adopted to-day in the 
estate taxes to the gift taxes, you will catch that identical 
fellow, because when he gives away $10,000,000 for the purpose 
of avoiding the surtax we are going to tax that 40 per cent— 
or, rather, 25 per cent plus, because remember, gentlemen, 
this 40 per cent estate tax you just levied is not a 40 per cent 
tax but is less than 26 per cent. It is the general average 
which brings it down to less than 26 per cent. If you will 
adopt exactly the rate for a gift tax as we adopted this after- 
noon for estate taxes, you will adopt a sufficient amount, in 
my opinion, to protect that estate tax. Here is the difficulty 
about it: I assume that Mr. Green has had the experts assist 
him in drawing these provisions that protect this tax, but there 
is a difficulty about a gift tax, gentlemen, that does not exist 
in an estate tax. A man gives away so much money, and you 
make him pay a tax in addition to that. That is the only dif- 
ference there is between them. The man who receives the 
money under the estate tax pays a tax, and it is paid before 
it is given to him, whereas if you give a man $1,000,000 and 
levy, we will say, 15 per cent, he not only has to pay $1,000,000 
but he has to pay $150,000 more to the Government. That is 
the difficulty you have in the gift tax. 

We had a gift tax in the internal revenue bill once, and we 
threshed it out, I remember, quite well in conference, and I saw 
the great difficulties about it, and there are difficulties about 
it. Let us not mislead ourselves. But a gift tax ought to be 
put in this law to protect the estate tax. There is no doubt 
in my mind about that. 
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But the tax offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] 
is not for that purpose, and I say frankly that I can not support 
the rates he is advocating because they are not in line with the 
estate taxes but entirely out of line with them. 

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. CELLER. Do I understand that one purpose of an in- 


heritance tax or an estate tax is to encourage a 
large estates? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. Yes; distribution of large estates 
and the benefit of the Treasury. 

Mr. CELLER. If you have a gift tax, do not you discourage 
the object of the inheritance tax? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I can not understand that you do. 
If Mr. Rockefeller gives $500,000,000 to Rockefeller, jr., why 
should not you have a gift tax? 

Mr. CELLER. Does it not put a man in a position where he 
is damned if he does and damned if he does not? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I think, as far as these taxes are 
concerned, that is just what we want—to damn if he does and 
damn if he does not. {Laughter.] 

Mr. CELLER. Have we not got this other situation, that you 
may get revenue in the matter of gifts, because the man can not 
escape no matter which way he turns; he has to pay the tax, but 
you have there a situation that you must not lose sight of, 
and that is, if you put a gift tax on you have a tendency to 
make the man hold the property until death, and therefore you 
get large accumulations and not a distribution of wealth? 

Mr. GARNER of Texas. I do not feel the alarm that the gen- 
tleman from New York does. The object of a gift tax is to pro- 
tect the estate tax, or inheritance tax, as we term it. I think 
we had better draw a bill with that purpose than to allow 
them to divide up the estate and avoid surtaxes. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise. 


The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Grawam of Illinois, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, re- 
ported that that committee had had under consideration the 


bill H. R. 6715, the revenue bill, and had come to no resolution 
thereon. 


stribution of 


THE WORLD'S. WHEAT CROP, 


Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the Recorp on the world's wheat crop and 
ocean freight rates, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Speaker, the world’s annual average crop 
of wheat during the years 1910-1915 was 3,855,000,000 bushels. 
The Wall Street Journal only claims that the world’s total crop 
for the season of 1923 was 3,348,000,000 bushels. The crop we 
are now consuming is 500,000,000 bushels less than the average 
crop during the six normal years before the war. In order to 
induce the American farmer to sell his wheat for less than it 
cost him, the grain exchanges of Liverpool, London, and Chi- 
cago have told us over and over that the present supply had 
produced a tremendous surplus of wheat. 


RUROPEAN MARKET. 


During the year beginning July 1, 1919, immediately after 
the war, we exported 287,000,000 bushels, from July 1, 1919, 
220,000,000 bushels, from July 1, 1920, 366,000,000 bushels, 
from July 1, 1921, 279,000,000 bushels, and beginning July 1, 
1922, 222,000,000 bushels. Beginning July 1, 1923, up to Febru- 
ary 15, we exported 112,000,000 bushels of wheat without in- 
cluding those last two weeks of the flour. At this rate by the 
conclusion of the present wheat year we will have shipped 
abroad 195,000,000 bushels of wheat if the present rate con- 
tinues. The European market for wheat during the six years 
since the war terminated is by far the greatest market for 
wheat the world ever saw, In order to keep our wheat prices 
down and to lead the Goyernment to purchase the speculators’ 
wheat at fancy prices and shipped without expense to him, we 
are told that the Europeans are starving, that they can not buy 
wheat, and that our European market is wrecked. 


OUR ANNUAL CARRY OVER, 
On or about the 10th of July the Department of Agriculture 
wired me that on July 1 this country had on hand 101,000,000 


bushels of wheat, the annual carry over, which is an ordinary 
amount. That amount of wheat will be carried over this 


1924. 
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year and every other year and that takes care of those 
101,000,000 bushels and there is no need to find a market for 
them, and they could not be bought anyway because they must 
necessarily be carried over. 


OUR 1923 CROP. 


Last summer we harvested 781,000,000 bushels of wheat. 
The department informed me that we sowed $0,000,000 bushels 
of it, leaving 701,000,000 bushels. We have already exported 
112,000,000 bushels, and at that rate will export 195,000,000 
bushels of wheat this year, leaving us for home utilization a 
balance of 506,000,000 bushels. The department figures show 
that for the first 22 years of the twentieth century this country 
consumed an average of 5.4 bushels of wheat per capita an- 
nually, If they consume this year the annual average, we 
will consume a total of 594,000,000 bushels of wheat. 

We have left, however, at this point only 506,000,000 bushels 
of wheat, and if we consume the average amount, we will need 
to import 88,000,000 bushels of wheat. If we eat only 5 bushels 


a head, we will consume 550,000,000 bushels, and necessarily 


import 45,000,000 bushels or go hungry. Where is any sur- 
plus for some exporting commission to find a market for? 
There is not a surplus bushel of wheat in the United States 
if the figures the department has presented this year are cor- 
rect. The Wall Street Journal very correctly wrote me on 
December 14 last: 


The Wall Street Journal has never said that the farmer will not 
be able to sell all his wheat. He always has been and always will 
be able to dispose of his wheat. 


The propoganda direeted the world over against the price 
of wheat by these fakers is the most menacing and the most 
injurious graft that the commeree of the world has to meet, 
and it has robbed the American farmers. during the present 
year of at least $150,000,000 that they would now have in their 
coffers if the Government of the United States had done its 
plainest and simplest duty and kept the facts before the world. 


CANADIAN WHEAT. 


We have produced this year 81,000,000 bushels of wheat less 
than we did last year. The Canadians claim to have produced 
67,000,000 bushels more than last year. In other words, North 
America has produced 14,000,000 bushels of wheat less than 
North America produced the preceding year. The figures of 
the department show that we have exported more wheat to 
Canada than we have imported since last harvest. This 
Canadian bugaboo is another effort to deceive the people as to 
the value of their principal grain product. When the snow 
began to fall in northern Canada, half of their wheat crop was 
still unstacked and lying in shocks in the fields unprotected 
against the snow. There is no substance in the fear of Cana- 
dian wheat this year. Since July 1 we have exported into 
Canada 16,375,000 bushels of wheat, and imported from Canada 
8,131,399 bushels of wheat, according to reports of the Depart- 
ment of Commerce. 


COMPETITION FROM ARGENTINA, AUSTRALIA, AND INDIA. 


The exaggeration of amounts of wheat from other countries 
and the danger it brings are without any real foundation. A 
speaker told us the other night that on February 20 of this year 
Argentina had threshed all her wheat and had 70,000,000 bush- 
els more than last year. The Argentinians did their cutting 
in December and January. The statement that on February 20 
they had threshed all their wheat and could report the amount 
they had is not only untrue but is preposterous. Yet it is by 
such fairy stories as that that for years the grain buyers of 
London, Liverpool, and Chicago have deceived the farmers 
and got his wheat far below its actual value. 


OCEAN FREIGHT RATES, 


On November 27, 1923, the Department of Agriculture had a 
statement which showed that it cost 22.6 cents a bushel to ship 
wheat from Larimore, N. Dak., to New York, and 4.8 cents 
from New York to Liverpool, a total of 27.4 cents a bushel 
from North Dakota to Liverpool. The same statement showed 
that ocean freight rate from Buenos Aires to Liverpool was 14.7 
cents, and that the Argentinians spend 18 cents a bushel to get 
their wheat to the seacoast, a total from the wheat fields of 
Argentina to Liverpool of 32.7 cents. 

In other words, Larimore, N. Dak., sent its wheat to the 
world’s market for 5.3 cents a bushel less than this alleged 
cheap wheat from Argentina. The exaggeration continues 
through all features of the wheat trade. Herewith I present 


four tables comparing the prices of wheat at the principal 


shipping ports of India, South Amertca, and the United States, 
and comparing the freight rates from each of those places on 
the dates given below. You will see by the first table that in 
August, 1922, the American wheat could be sold in Liverpool 
for less than any other wheat in the world by at least 0.3 of a 
cent a bushel. 


AUGUST, 1922. 


1913 AVERAGE. 


JULY, 1923. 


AUGUST, 1923, 


During the total year of 1913 we eould have undersold Buenos 
Aires at Liverpool by 74 cents a bushel. This talk of America 
being unable to compete in the markets of the world with any- 
body is simply an effort to throw a scare into us. American 
farmers can contest the markets of the world right now with 
anybody on earth, and if the Department of Agriculture will 
do its plain duty by the American farmers we will come out of 
the contest with flying colors everywhere. 

The claim that there is a surplus of wheat in America or 
anywhere else in the world is a fake pure and simple, the 
propaganda of wheat speculators who wish to compel a farmer 
to sell his wheat for less than it cost him. House bill 78 will 
meet this situation witheut organizing any tremendous export 
society or expending any vast amount of money, and it was re- 
ported favorably in the Sixty-seventh Congress. Any Dill 
founded on the claim that there is a surplus of wheat to be 
cared for and no European market to take it is founded on a 
bubble and can not possibly be useful. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 
Mr. Valk, by unanimous consent, at the request of Mr. 
TIMBERLAKE, Was granted leave of absence for one day, on 
account of illness. 


VETERANS’ ADJUSTED COMPENSATION. 


Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks in the Recorp on adjusted compensation. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. ~ : 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that the debate 
on the tax bill is nearing an end and a vote on its passage is 
probable within a few days, I take this occasion to present for 
the careful consideration of the Ways and Means Committee 
and the membership of the House a modified adjusted compen- 
sation measure which was introduced by me to-day, and which 
I hope will be considered by the Ways and Means Committee 
solely on its merits as an alternative or substitute for the so- 
called Legion or McKenzie bill immediately after the disposal 
by the House of the pending tax legislation. 

The bill provides for 20-year endowment insurance for all 
veterans of the World War, based on length of service. The 
policies start at $400 for over 60 days’ service and increase at 
the rate of $400 for each six months’ service up to a total of 
$1,600 for 21 months or over. The policies would have a loan 
feature after the third year equivalent to approximately $78 
for the average policy of $800, the same as any 20-year endow- 
ment insurance of similar value. The only prohibition is that 
the veterans may not borrow more than 50 per cent of the face 
value of the policy. 
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Provision has also been made to pay insurance to the bene- 
ficiaries of those veterans who have died since their discharge 
or die before January 1, 1925, when this act will go into effect. 
The total number of veterans who have died, according to the 
American experience table of mortality, since discharge up to 
date is 183,805. Provision is also made to pay $800 apiece to 
the beneficiaries of those veterans who died in service who car- 
ried no insurance and did not come under the automatic insur- 
ance clause, There are approximately 5,000 such cases. 

The total cost of the 20-year endowment insurance would be 
$2,280,549,301 in the event that all veterans applied. I estimate 
from experience gathered from distribution of monetary recog- 
nition in certain States that at least 15 per cent will not apply 
for various reasons, which would reduce the total cost to 
$1,938,466,926. To this amount must be added the sum of $147,- 
044,000 to pay for insurance to be given the beneficiaries of 
those veterans who have died since discharge, and $4,000,000 
more to take care of those who died in service without any 
insurance. The grand total would amount to $2,089,510,906, or 
an average of $104,475,545 for 20 years. This estimate is made 
from the American experience table of mortality on a 4 per cent 
basis for investment of funds. 

I have used the same eligible list as the American Legion 
bill, but if all officers were excluded from its benefits, which is 
a disputed question, there would be a total saving of $136,- 
000,000, or an annual saving of $6,800,000, which would reduce 
the annual appropriation to $97,675,545. 

Without desiring to go into the detailed merits of the bill, I 
take this opportunity to state 14 points without fear of con 
tradiction: 

(1) No cash payment involved. 

(2) Provides substantial insurance policies for living and for 
both beneficiaries of those who have died since discharge and 
for those who died during the war without insurance. 

(3) Appropriation spread over 20 years; definite amount; no 
juggling of figures possible. 

(4) Will not hamper business, harm economic stability, or 
effect price of Liberty bonds. 

(5) Total cost less than cost to our Government of two months 
of war, if it had continued based on General Staff figures of 
$44,000,000 a day. 

(6) Reduction in annual naval appropriation resulting from 
Washington Limitation of Armaments Conference approximates 
$300,000,000, or almost three times the yearly cost of proposed 
20-year endowment insurance. 

(7) Forty-five per cent of cost estimated by President Coolidge 
of so-called Legion bill, without deducting 15 per cent estimated 
number who would not apply, which would reduce it to 39 per 
cent. 

(8) Total yearly cost $30,000,000 less than the annual interest 
being paid on English debt. 

(9) Proposed reduction in Government expenditures is two 
and a half times the yearly cost of the bill, and therefore more 
than sufficient to provide necessary funds. Reductions recom- 
mended by President Coolidge in recent Budget message amounts 
to $260,000,000—probable reduction by Congress much greater. 

(10) Fulfillment of obligation and promises made during and 
immediately after the war in recognition of services during the 
war. 

(11) A proper adjustment of compensation. 

(12) Insurance for national defense. 

(18) Promotion of Americanization and national contentment. 

(14) An expression of gratitude by a grateful Republic. The 
consummation of a debt of honor. 

The bill is designed to be a simple act of justice built on solid 
insurance and business principles, and requiring an expenditure 
from the Treasury which will not necessitate the raising of new 
revenues. It is brief, clear, and readily understandable to all 
who read and should be acceptable to the veterans, the public, 
and to Congress, The veterans are nearly unanimous in their 
belief in the principle of adjusted compensation, and I am confi- 
dent that any appropriate and adequate recognition of their 
services, such as 20-year-endowment insurance, would not only 
be acceptable but welcome as an expression of gratitude on the 
part of the Government. 

I have purposely omitted any reference or criticism of the 
provisions in the McKenzie bill, many of which are so compli- 
cated that I fear if it is enacted into law would cause trouble 
for the veterans, annoyance for the Government, and disaster 
to some of the western banks, to say nothing of the dispute 
over the estimates of cost, which range from three billion and 
a half to five billion and a half. 

The bill introduced by Mr. FisH is as follows; 


FEBRUARY 25, 


A bill to provide 20-year endowment insurance for veterans of the 
World War. 


Be tt enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 

United States of America in Congress assembled, 
TITLE I.— DEFINITIONS. 

That this act shall be known as the “ Veterans’ endowment in- 
surance act.” 

(a) The term“ veteran“ includes any individual a member of the 
military or naval forces of the United States at any time after April 
5, 1917, and before November 12, 1918, but shall not include (1) any 
individual at any time during such period or thereafter separated 
from such forces under other than honorable conditions, (2) any 
conscientious objector who performed no military duty whatever or 
refused to wear the uniform, nor (3) any alien at any time during 
such period or thereafter discharged from the military or naval forces 
on account of his alienage. 

(b) The term “active service” means active service in the military 
or naval forces of the United States after April 5, 1917, and before 
July 1, 1919, as shown by the service or other record of the veteran. 

(e) The term“ month” means the calendar month or any fractional 
part thereof. 

(d) The provisions of this act shall not apply to commissioned 
officers above the grades of captain in the Army or Marine Corps, 
lieutenant in the Navy, first lieutenant or first lieutenant of engineers 
in the Coast Guard, or passed assistant surgeon in the Public Health 
Service, nor to those having the pay and allowance, if not the rank, 
or any officer superior in rank to any of such grades in such case 
for the period as such. 

Titte II. 


(a) Each veteran shall be entitled to receive a 20-year endow- 
ment insurance policy in an amount dependent upon the period of 
his active service as follows: $400 for service of not less than three 
months or more than eight months; $800 for service of not less than 
nine months or more than 14 months; $1,200 for service of not less 
than 15 months or more than 20 months; $1,600 for service of 21 
months or more. 

TITLE III.—GENERAL PRoOvISIONS. 


(a) In order to obtain benefits under this act each veteran shall 
make written application to the Secretary of War, if now serving in, 
or the last service was with, the military forces; or with the Secre- 
tary of the Navy, if now serving in, or the last service was with, 
the naval forces. 

(b) Such application shall be made on or before July 1, 1925, and 
if not made on or before such date shall be held void. 

(e) An application shall be made in writing by the veteran upon 
such form and in such manner as the Secretary of War and the Sec- 
retary of the Navy shall jointly by regulation prescribe. An applica- 
tion made by a representative other than one authorized by any such 
regulation shall be held void, 

(d) The Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy and the 
Director of the United States Veterans’ Bureau shall jointly make any 
regulations necessary to the efficient administration of the provisions 
of this act. 

PROOF OF VETERAN’S PERIOD OF SERVICE, 


(a) As soon as practicable after the receipt of a valid application 
the Secretary of War or the Secretary of the Navy, as the case may 
be, shall transmit to the Director of the United States Veterans’ 
Bureau the application and a certificate setting forth: 

(1) That the applicant is a veteran. 

(2) Name and address, 

(3) Place and date of birth. 

(4) The period of active service. 

(b) Upon receipt of the application and certificate the Director of 
the United States Veterans’ Bureau shal) proceed to extend to the 
veteran the benefits conferred by this act. 


PUBLICITY. a 


(a) The Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy and the 
Director of the United States Veterans’ Bureau shall as soon as 
practicable after the passage of this act jointly prepare and publish 
pamphlets containing a digest and explanation of the provisions of 
this act, and the publication shall be distributed in such manner 
as they may determine to be most effective to inform veterans of their 
rights under this act. 

Tirte IV. 


(a) Premiums on the policies on the annual basis shall be paid in 
advance by the United States. There is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated an amount sufficient to cover the annual premiums on 
sald policies, to be credited on January 1, 1925, to a fund to be 
known as the “ Veterans’ 20-year endowment insurance fund,” and 
future appropriations for such amount shall be available on the ist 
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bey of January of each year thereafter for a period of 19 years. The 
‘amount required each year from appropriations hereafter made shall 
be determined by the Director of the United States Veterans’ Bureau 
in accordance with accepted actuarial principles. 

(b) Payments from appropriations made under authority of this 
net shall be in accordance with awards by the Director of the United 
Btates Veterans’ Bureau. The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
to invest and reinvest the moneys in a yeterans’ paid-up 20-year en- 
@owment insurance fund, or any part thereof in interest-bearing obli- 
gations of the United States and bonds of the Federal farm-loan sys- 
tem ani to sell such obligations, the proceeds of which shall be de- 
posited to the credit of said fund. 

k TiriE V. 

' (a) The Director of the United States Veterans“ Bureau shall pro- 
vide by regulation the terms and conditions of the endowment policies 
authorized by this act. 

(b) All calculations of premium and values under the policy shall 
be based upon the American Experience Table of Mortality and in- 
terest at 4 per cent per annum, 

(e) The policy shall have a loan value at the expiration of the 
third year and annually thereafter which shall be equal to the full 
reserve on a 20-year endowment policy with premiums payable an- 
nually, but no loan or loans shall be granted in excess of 50 pec cent 
of the face value (principal sum specified as an endowment) of the 
policy. Interest on policy loans shall be at the rate of 4} per cent per 
annum, compounded annually, payable by veteran, and in event of 
nonpayment to be deducted with interest and loan or loans in any 
settlement under policy. 

(d) The insured may designate as beneficiary any person who is 
within the permitted class of beneficiaries as defined by the war risk 
insurance act of October 6, 1917, as amended. If no beneficiary 
within the permitted class be designated by the insured either in 
his lifetime or by last will and testament, or if the designated bene- 
ficiary does not survive the insured, the insurance shall be paid to 
the widow if living, otherwise to the child or children if living, 
otherwise to the insured’s mother if living, otherwise to the insured's 
father if living, otherwise no payment shall be made except to apply 
to such extent as may be necessary in the discretion of the Director 
of the United States Veterans“ Bureau to the settlement of the estate 
of the deceased veteran, and the payment of expenses to such veteran's 
Jast illness and burial. 

(e) The endowment insurance policies provided by this act shall be 
issued effective January 1, 1925, to veterans alive on that date, and 
shall be payable upon the death of the insured as hereinbefore pro- 
vided. 


(t) The policy shall be nonparticipating and the United States shall 
bear the expenses of administration. 


TirLe VI. 


(a) In the event the veteran has died since discharge or dies prior 
to January 1, 1925, the Director of the United States Veterans’ Bureau 
is hereby authorized and directed to pay to the veteran's widow if liv- 
ing, otherwise to his or her child or children if living, otherwise to his 
or her mother if living, otherwise to his or her father if living, an 
amount equal to the amount of the endowment policy to which such 
veteran would have been entitled if he had survived to January 1, 1925: 
Provided, That if the veteran designates a beneficiary within the 
permitted class payments may be made to such designated beneficiary. 
Payments under this provision shall be made in five equal annual 
installments without interest accumulations beginning January 1, 
1925. 

(b) Claimants for payment under this section will be required to 
file proof of death and proof of relationship and such other evidence 
as the director may require within one year from date of approval 
of this act, or one year from date of death of the veteran, whichever 
is the latter date, otherwise no payments will be made. — 

(e) That there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, from any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $33,- 
408,800, to be known as the “ Veterans’ endowment loss reserve fund,” 
$4,000,000 of which, or so much thereof as may be necessary, shall 
be applied to the carrying out of the provisions of Title VII of this 
act; and annually hereafter for a period of four years the sum of 
$29,408,800 is authorized to be appropriated for the purpose of “ the 
veterans’ endowment loss reserve fund.” Payments out of this appro- 
priation shall be made upon and in accordance with awards by the 
Director of the United States Veterans’ Bureau. 


TrrtLe VII. 


(a) In all cases where the veteran has died while in the active 
service after April 5, 1917, and prior to July 1, 1919, without being 
entitled to automatic insurance and without having applied for and been 
granted contract insurance, then and in that event the Director of the 
United States Veterans’ Bureau is hereby authorized and directed to 
pay the sum of $800 to the veteran's widow if living, otherwise to 
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his or her child or children if living, otherwise to his or her mother if 
living, otherwise to his or her father if living, otherwise no payments 
shall be made, 

(b) Claimants for payment under this section will be required to file 
proof of death and proof of relationship and such other evidence as the 
Director of the United States Veterans’ Bureau may require within 
one year from date of approval of this act. 


REVENUE ACT OF 1924. 


Mr. GARNER of Texas. Mr. Speaker, under leave to print I 
am inserting table received by me to-day from the Treasury 
Department, with a letter from Undersecretary Winston, which 
explain themselves. It will be observed, however, that this 
estimate is not made by income classes, as was the estimate 
furnished me some time ago and printed in the Recorp of 
January 31. 

It will also be observed that the estimate on the Mellon plan 
shows a $350,000,000 loss in this table, whereas in the letter 
to Mr. Green of Iowa the loss was estimated at $289,000,000, 
just an error of $60,000,000 in this instance. 

It will also be observed that the actuary places great em- 
phasis upon the effect upon business the latter part of 1924. 
I cali attention to these matters to show the unreliability of 
the figures that have been emanating from the Treasury De- 
partment. 

In order to secure from the Treasury Department some data 
upon which deductions can be made possible outside the Treas- 
ury I am to-day addressing the following letter to the Secre- 
tary: 


Fesrvuary 26, 1924. 
Hon. A. W. MELLON, 
Secretary of the Treasury, Washington, D. O. 

My Dear Mr. SECRETARY : I shall appreciate your courtesy in sending 
me as early as may be convenient a detailed statement of all figures, 
tables, calculations, and estimates showing— 5 

1. The estimated revenue and other receipts of the Government, giv- 
ing resources, for the fiscal year 1925 and 1926, and the estimated 
expenditures, together with amount estimated to be paid on the public 
debt, during each year and from what funds, and, lastly, the conditions 
in which the Treasury would be left at the end of each year. 

2. The estimated receipts of the income tax for each year as pro- 
posed by the Mellon plan, and also by the Democratic plan, giving 
amounts of estimated income for the purpose of the normal tax under 
each rate, both as to individuals and corporations, also amount of tax 
to be derived in each instance. Please also set out the estimated 
amount of income in each bracket and rate of tax for the purpose of 
the surtax, the number of taxpayers, and the amount of tax from each 
bracket. Let the Mellon and the Democratic plans be thus fully com- 
pared. 

8. In which instances and in what amounts of both incomes and 
taxes is it estimated that a lowering of a given rate or rates will 
increase the revenue by increasing the amount of income returned for 
the tax? 

4. What is the estimated amount of increase of income of individuals 
and corporations and of the tax for the calendar year 1923 over that 
of 1922, giving full totals for each year? 

Thanking you for this courtesy, I am, 

Very truly yours, 
JNO. N, GARNER, 


With the data called for in the above letter we can more accu · 
rately judge as to the correctness of the various estimates that 
have been made. 

THE UNDERSECRETARY OF THR TREASURY, 
Washington, February 25, 1924. 
Hon. JOHN N. GARNER, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dran Mr. Garner: I inclose McCoy’s estimate of comparative 
loss of revenue on the Mellon rates and the Garner rates in the year 
1925. This applies, of course, only to personal income, and has no 
application to special taxes. : 

Very truly yours, GARRARD B. WINSTON, 
Undersecretary of the Treasury. 

(1 inclosure.) 

Loss of revenue from individual income tax paid during the calendar 
year 1925, as compared with the estimated revenue for the calendar 

year 1923. 


Plan. income. Total. 
. .sennccceseoness= $95, 000, 000 | $155, 000,000 | $100,000, 000 | $350, 000, 000 
G 227, 000, 000 | 171,000,000 | ` 85,000,000 | 488,000,000 
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‘These estimates are based upon the passage of either plan so that 
their effect will be felt by business the latter part of 1924. 
Jos. S. McCor, 


Also, a bill (H. R. 7261) to provide for the purchase of a site 
and the erection of a public building at Bentonville, Ark.; to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7262) providing for the purchase of a site 
to be used for the erection of a public building thereon at 
Siloam Springs, Ark.; to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds, 

By Mr. HUDSON: A bill (H. R. 7263) to enlarge, extend, 
and remodel the post-office building at Lansing, Mich., and to 
acguire additional land therefor; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7264) to provide for the purchase of a site 
and the erection of a new public building at Flint, Mich, and 
also for the sale of the present post-office building and site; to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. POU: A bill (H. R. 7265) for the purchase of a site 
and the erection of a public building at Louisburg, N. C.; to the 
Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7266) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at Smithfield, N. C.; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. HILL of Washington: A bill (H. R. 7267) to amend 
paragraph (3) of subdivision (a) of section 202 of the Fed- 
eral farm loan act, as amended; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 7268) to 
amend the Federal farm loan act and the agricultural act of 
1923; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 7269) to authorize and direct 
the Secretary of War to transfer certain material, machinery, 
and equipment to the Department of Agriculture; to the Coma 
mittee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 7270) to 
amend section 1025 of the Revised Statutes; te the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7271) to amend section 284 of the Judicial 
Code of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FISH: A bill (H. R. 7272) to provide 20-year. en- 
dowment insurance for veterans of the World War; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAMPERT: A bill (H. R. 7273) to authorize the 
President to constitute an interdepartmental patents board; to 
the Committee on Patents, 

By Mr. SNELL: Resolution (H. Res. 192) for the appoint- 
ment of a special committee composed of seven Members of 
the House appointed bythe Speaker to inquire into. the opera- 
tions of the United States Army Air Service, United States 
Naval Bureau of Aeronautics, the United States Mail Air 
Service, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. SABATH: Resolution (H. Res. 193) for the ap- 
pointment of a commission to investigate and review sentences 
imposed in the cases of military prisoners still confined in 
United States prisons or other penal institutions, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McKENZIE: Resolution (H. Res. 194) for the im- 
mediate consideration of H. R. 518; to the Committee on Rules. 

By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Oklahoma, favoring the passage of an adjusted 
compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GARBER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oklahoma, urging Congress to enact a law providing for 
adjusted compensation to ex-service men and women; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr McCLINTIC: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Pilaborin: favoring the enactment into law of an ad- 
justed compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SWANK: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
Oklahoma, urging Congress to consider and enact a law provid- 
ing for adjusted compensation to soldiers, sailors, marines, and 
nurses who served honorably in the World War; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 


ADJOURNMENT. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o’clock and T 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, 
February 26, 1924, at 12 o'clock noon. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. ZIHLMAN: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
H. R. 4531. A bill to vacate certain streets and alleys within 
the area known as the Walter Reed General Hospital, District 
of Columbia; and to authorize the extension and widening of 
Fourteenth Street from Montague Street to its southern ter- 
minus south of Dahlia Street, Nicholson Street from Thirteenth 
Street to Sixteenth Street, Colorado Avenue from Montague 
Street to Thirteenth Street, Concord Avenue from Sixteenth 
Street to its western terminus west of Eighth Street west, 
Thirteenth Street from Nicholson Street to Piney Branch Road, 
and Piney Branch Road from Thirteenth Street to Blair Road, 
and for other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 227), 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. WINSLOW: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 6815. A bill to authorize a temporary increase 
of the Coast Guard for law enforcement; with an amendment 
(Rept. No, 228). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LANGLEY : Committee on Publie Buildings and Grounds. 
H. R. 4981. A bill to authorize the Secretary of War to grant 
permission to the city of Philadelphia, Pa., to widen Haines 
Street in front of the national cemetery, Philadelphia, Pa.; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 229). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. LANGLEY: Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 
H. R. 5352. A bill to authorize the Secretary of the Treasury 
to accept a title to a site for the post office at Donora, Pa., 
which excepts and reserves natural gas and oil underlying the 
land; without amendment (Rept. Ne. 230). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana: Joint Select Committee on Disposi- 
tion of Useless Executive Papers. On useless papers in the 
Department of the Interior to be disposed of (Rept. No. 226). 
Ordered to be printed. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 6409) granting a pension to Michael Bibus; 
Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions, 

A bill (H. R. 7128) granting a pension to Harriet E. Thomp- 
son; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 2665) to authorize the city of Chicago to con- 
struct a temporary pontoon bridge across the Calumet River in 
the vicinity of One hundred and thirty-fourth Street, in the 
county of Cook, State of Illinois; Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds discharged, and referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. TILLMAN: A bill (H. R. 7259) for the erection of a 
public building at Berryville, Ark.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7260) for the erection of a public building 
75 Springdale, Ark.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 

rounds. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS, 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ARNOLD: A bill (H. R. 7274) granting a pension to 
James Gillen; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7275) granting an increase of pension to 
Isabella Knight; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BACON: A bill (H. R. 7276) for the relief of Henry 
C. Wilke; to the Committee on Claims. 


1924. 


By Mr. BEGG: A bill (H. R. 7277) granting an increase of 
pension to Francis Reynolds; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
‘sions. : : 

By Mr. COLE of Ohio; A bill (H, R. 7278) granting a pen- 
‘sion to Ellen N. Corbin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CONNOLLY of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 7279) 
granting a pension to Mary E. Burg; to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7280) granting an increase of pension to 
Patrick H. Connelly; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. DICKINSON of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 7281) granting 
an increase of pension to Sarah Branch; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GLATFELTER: A bill (H. R. 7282) granting an in- 
erease of pension to Rebecea J. Klepper; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. McKENZIE: A bill (H. R. 7283) granting an increase 
of pension to Lucy A. Gates; to the Committee on Inyalid Pen- 
sions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7284) granting a pension to Olive S. Bent; 
to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. MEAD: A bill (H. R. 7285) granting a pension to 
Mary Siegel; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MILLIGAN: A bill (H. R. 7286) granting a pension 
to Mary E. Stinson ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. MORGAN: A bill (H. R. 7287) granting an increase 
of pension to Rebecca Carey; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. SANDERS of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 7288) granting 
an increase of pension to George A. Thompson; to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SCHALL: A bill (H. R. 7289) granting a pension to 
Washington Stram; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. STRONG of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 7290) granting 
an increase of pension tu Charlotte L. Stinger; to the -Com- 
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. UNDERHILL: A bill (H. R. 7291) for the relief of 
James C. Minon; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. WHITE of Maine: A bill (H. R. 7292) granting a 
pension to Lucy J. Coburn; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. s 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Ilinois: A bill (H. R. 7293) granting 
a pension to Elizabeth J. Warford; to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

By Mr. WILSON of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 7294) granting 
an increase of pension to Kate E. Abbott; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. YATES: A bill (H. R. 7295) granting a pension to 
Martha E. Collier; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 7296) for the relief of John W. Dilks; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 


PETITIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

1325. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of 103 citi- 
zens of Sharon, Bethel, and Wheatland, Pa., favoring the Mellon 
plan of tax reduction; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1326. Also (by request), petition of the Commercial Travel- 
ers’ Mutual Accident Association of America, urging the reten- 
tion of zone advances on second-class mail; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

1327. Also (by request), petition of the city council of Great 
Falls, Mont., favering the enactment into law of Senate bill 
375; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 

1328. By Mr. ALDRICH: Petitions of citizens of Rhode 
Island in meeting held February 17, at Johnston, R. I., against 
passage of Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Im- 
migration and Naturalization. 

1329. By Mr. ANDREW: Petition of Frank McCann Post 
No. 414, American Legion, Gloucester, Ohio, favoring passage 
of adjusted compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

1830. By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Dr, P. M. Burke and 
sundry other citizens of La Salle County, III., opposing any 
amendment of the present transportation act; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

1331. By Mr. GARBER: Petition of the ex-service men of 
Alfalfa County, Okla., requesting favorable consideration of an 
adjusted compensation for ex-service men; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 
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1332, Also, petition of citizens of Alfalfa County, Okla., re- 
questing favorable consideration of adjusted compensation 
legislation; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1333. By Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee; Petition of J, W. 
Adams and 24 others, all of Union City, Tenn., urging Congress 
to remoye the double tax on industrial alcohol; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

1334. By Mr. HUDSPETH: Petition of the Atchison, Topeka 
& Santa Fe Railway shop associations, of EI Paso, Tex., with 
reference to retaining the Labor Board and other provisions of 
the Esch-Cummins law; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, 

1335. By Mr. JARRETT: Petition of Hawaii-American Legion, 
favoring adjusted compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, 

1336. By Mr. KAHN: Petition of the United States Veterans’ 
Council of San Francisco, Calif., urging the enactment of the 
following measures: House bills 592, 5097, 5417, and 6485; to 
the Committees on Pensions and Invalid Pensions. 

1337. By Mr. KIESS: Petition of Enterprise Council, No. 136, 
Sons and Daughters of Liberty, of Muncy, Pa., favoring House 
bill 6540; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1338. By Mr. MORROW: Petition of Roy Post, No. 83, Ameri- 
can Legion, Roy, N. Mex., favoring the adjusted compensation 
act; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1339. Also, petition of Vaughn-Moore American Legion Post, 
No. 5, of Raton, N. Mex., opposing American aid to Germany 
because of Germany’s disrespect for American laws and cus- 
toms; to the Committeé on Foreign Affairs. 

1340. Also, petition of Carlsbad Chamber of Commerce, New 
Mexico, favoring the judicial district of New Mexico as drafted 
by the Chaves County Bar Association ; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

1841. Also, petition of New Mexico Wool Growers’ Associa- 
tion, opposing the policy of the Forest Service in raising the 
grazing fees to be charged livestock owners pasturing stock on 
national forest ranges; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

1342. Also, petition of citizens of Taos, N. Mex., favoring the 
reduction of the war tax on industrial alcohol; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

1343. Also, petition of McKinley County Medical Society, 
New Mexico, opposing excessive war tax on medical profession 
under the Harrison Narcotic Act of 1918; opposing the paying 
by the physician an income tax on money paid by doctors for 
certain expenses of medical profession; opposing the taxing of 
the physician on his earned income at the same rate that he 
and the taxpayers are taxed on incomes from investments, 
speculations, etc.; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

1344. By Mr. O'CONNELL of Rhode Island: Petition of 
members of the Italian Brotherhood Benefit Society of the city 
of Newport, R. I., opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1345. Also, petition of the Italian citizens of the town of 
Johnston, R. I., opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization, 

1346. Also, petition of members of the Congregation B'nai 
Israel, Hebrew Ladies’ Aid Society, American Council of 
Jewish Women, Young Men’s Hebrew Association, and Young 
Women’s Hebrew Association, all of the city of Woonsocket, 
R. I., opposing the Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee 
on Immigration and Naturalization. 

1347. By Mr. OLDFIELD: Petition of Lewis C. Johnston 
and other citizens of Middlebrook, Ark., urging the passage 
of the adjusted compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1348. By Mr. PATTERSON: Memorial of Woodstown Cham- 
ber of Commerce, Woodstown, Salem County, N. J., indorsing 
tax-reduction plan of Secretary Mellon; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

1349. By Mr. RAKER: Petition of San Francisco Post of 
the American Society of Military Engineers, in re inadequacy 
of the defenses of the coast and east bay cities; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

1350. Also, petition of 82 residents of California, indorsing 
7 75 adjusted compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

1351. Also, petitions of La Societe Des Quarante Hommes et 
Huite Chevaux and American Legion, San Francisco, Calif., 
indorsing adjusted compensation bill; United Veterans’ Council, 
San Francisco, Calif., in re tax reduction, adjusted compensa- 
tion, etc.; and Placer Machine & Auto Co., Auburn, Calif., in 
re excise tax; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
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1352. By Mr. SCHNEIDER: Petition of citizens of Kau- 
kauna, Wis., petitioning Congress of the United States to have 
enacted into law the Brookhart-Hull bill (S. 742 and H. R, 
2702) requiring that all strictly military supplies be manufac- 
tured in the Government-owned navy yards and arsenals, and 
providing for the stabilizing of production and employment in 
Government industrial establishments by the use of these 
plants for the manufacture of articles required by other depart- 
ments of the Government; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

1353. By Mr. SEGER: Petition of the board of commissioners 
of Passaic, N. J., indorsing House bill 4123 and Senate bill 1898, 
providing for increased compensation for postal employees; to 
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

1854. By Mr. TAGUE: Petition of the board of aldermen, 
city of Malden, Mass., favoring enactment of House bill 4123, 
reclassifying salaries of post-office employees; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 


I 

1355. Also, petition of the Eliot School Alumni Association, 
Boston, Mass., protesting against the enactment of the Johnson 
immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu- 
ralization. t 

1856. Also, petition of the Boston Central Labor Union, favor- 
ing the enactment of the Fitzgerald compensation bill (H. R. 
487) ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1357. Also, petition of the Roxbury Post, No. 44, Ameri- 
ean Legion, Boston, Mass., favoring the enactment of an 
adjusted compensation bill; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

1358. By Mr. TINKHAM: Petitions of Sisterhood and the 
Men’s Club of the Congregation Beth Hamadrash Hagodol, of 
Boston, Mass.; the Eliot School Alumni Association; and of 
sundry Polish immigrants in the city of Boston, opposing the 
Johnson immigration bill; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. : 


